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ABSTRACT

This study seeks to formulate a recommendation for the improvement of the

Royal Thai Navy Officer Performance Evaluation System. The research methodology

Includes the following three componen: (1) a study of pertinent performance

evaluation literature, (2) a study of U. S. military evaluation systems, and (3) an

analysis of the questionname survey regarding the present Royal Thai Navy Officer

Performance Evaluation System.

After assimilating and categorizing relevant Information, it Is concluded that the

Royal Thai Navy Officer Performance Evaluation System must be modified to more

accurately and effectively document officer performance.

Specific recommendations are offered to bring about the necessary changes.

These include a proposed RTN Officer Performance Evaluation form and a feedback

to the evaluated officer. Finally, based on the research results, an alternative for

modifying the evaluation format is suggested to increase the efficiency and

effectiveness of the current system. It is hoped that this study will set forth ideas to

improve the performance evaluatki of Royal Thai naval officers in the future.
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L INTRODUCTION

A. THESMS CONCEF_

A military force is only u good as ho people. A frce with dedicated, competent

members has the potential for sces in combat. A force whose members lack

dedication and competence is unlikely to succeed under doe •tains of war. The central

concern Is that presently there Is no system In place to determine what Is good so that

it can be nurtured and built upon, and to determine what is unsatisfactory so that It can

be cormcted.

The Royal Thai Navy (RTN), as an Integral part of the Royal Thai Armed

Forces, has a multifaced minion to accomplish, The Royal Act of the Ministry of

Defense Organization of 1960 broadly defines the function of the RTN as follows:

"The Navy Is responsible for the preparation of naval forces and the defense of the

kingdom" [Ref. l:p. 1]. According to this function and military policies of hilher

commands, the RTN specifies its major missions as follows:

1. To organize, train, and equip naval forces (also including naval
air wing and marine forces) in order' to be ready for naval, land,
and air operations during emergency and wartime periods.

2. To control the sea at a particular area of operations and on
specific time whenever the need arises.

3. To secure the sea lines of conmnumications in the Gulf of
Thailand.

4. To prowc the coastal waters of Thailand and maintain the
kingdom's sove•ignty within In territorial waters.
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5. To - national interests on the continental shelves and high
seo In accordance with inemational laws, treaties, and agreement.

6. To enforce laws at sea.

7. To keep participate In defensive and comruer offensive operations
w allied forces in order to defeat the enemy aggression,

8. To beep the naval power in belance with Southeast Asian
countries.

An inmdsic post of assuring that capable men are fulfilling these missions is the

RTN Officer Peformance Evaluation System. The heow of this system is Navy Form

2-85, "RTN Officer Performance Evaluation Report, (RThOPER)," 'l ne Navy

Implements the policy of the Supreme Conmand by managing the naval forces In the

defense and security of Thailand from potential threats. The Navy should also be able

to take an active role in successful national development,

Thailand is a developing country which needs an effective utilization of

technologies to manage its existing resources and to develop its own organization. A

new management orientation of navil officers in every job level is necessary if the

Navy is to allocate its limited resources efficiently and effectively. Even In the era of

modem and complicated weapon systems, attention to the technical side of the job is

not enough. The human element remuan vitally important, since the ultimate success

in military actions lies with people. The most sophisticated weapon systems cannot

operate without human intervention.

Although Thailand has had relatively small naval components throughout much

of its long history, the development of a modem navy capable of carrying out combat

missions dates from the period after World War II. Since then, the size and efficiency

of the RIN have increased steadily.
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Today, the RTN plans to modernize its naval forces, Many new shps equipped

with nmdern equlpmnt aud weapon systems will epiece obsoete u*p-. The

incresaing technical nature of the Navy nequires grmater need for technically skilled

paesnnol. The Navy must povkW sufficut qualified personnel to man highly

tehnical equipment and weapon systems.

The esearcher haa woraed In various positions aboard RTN shi a has been

actively involved in using the current performance evaluation ytem for subordinates,

In general, each commarding officer judges each individual on recorded information,

demonstrated performance, and behavior. Taking all aspects of performance into

account, the commanding officer uses his opinion to decide who is "the best." There

are no standard guidelines for evaluating subordinates. Consequently, documented

performance comparisons may be inequitable and in the end unfair. This study

examines the cumrnt evaluation procedure and suggests ways to improve the evaluation

of Royal Thai naval officers.

B. OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this thesis are: (1) to review the development of the

perfbrmance evaluation in the RTN and in the U. S. military services, (2) to examine

the present method of evaluation in the RTN, (3) to identify, through an empirical

study, primary criteria by which naval officers are evaluated, and analyze the system

by detemining whether or not the naval officer evaluation form provides the necessary

information quired to sumport the promotion and selection process in the RTN.

3 ,. ,
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C. SCOPE,

To wmqllsh the objectives, rematch has been directed Into the following aam :

1. A study of pertnent lerforwmnc evaluaion liteaure.

2. A review of the RTN evaluation system and that of the U. S. military

(Including the Navy, Marne Corp, Army, Air Pone and Coast Guard).

3. An analysis of the quenstiomnalte coein the current RTN officer

performance evaluation system.

4. A study of deficiencies of the current system based upon a literature review

and analysis.

5. Recommendations man/or Wi•plications based upon the foregoing study.

In particular, the study highlights whether the evaluation system best serves the

needs and fiture leaderihip requirements of the Navy. By using the strengths and

weaknesses of the U. S. military evaluation system as a model, this research

investigates the need to Durther develop or modify the RTN evaluation system to better

serve the needs of the military member and the system as a whole.

In conclusion, this thesis makes specific recommendations concerning the RTN

officer performance evaluation system. These recommendations are based on the

results of the above studies and questionnaire results.

D. METHODOLOGY

The prestnt format of the officer evaluation system of the U. S. military will be

examined and compared with the RTN system. The researcher has drawn upon

management theories studiod at the Naval Postpraduate School and practical theories

relating to personnel management and performance evaluation.

4



The research method includes a descripon md analysis of Informaton from

teboos, jou-ull, reltead papers, and qeatmimahus.

For questionnaires, 325 officers above the rank of lieutenant junior grade were

randomly selected from numerous officer schools In the RTN Advanced Education

Institute.

E. ORGANIZATION

Chapter 1I is designed to give the reader an overall picture of a perforunce

evaluation--specifically, the methods, criterion, process, methods, executive qualities and

uniqueness of militay evaluation. In Chapter MI, the current RTN and U. S. military

officer evaluation systems are outlined and discussed to identify the significant

characteristics of each. Chapter IV analyzes the questionnaire survey of the RTN

Officer Evaluation System performed by the Naval Command College. Chapter V

discusses the deficiencies of the current RTN system. Recommendations to improve

the current system and final conclusions are presented in Chapter VI.

F. BENEFITS OF STUDY

Although the evaluation form han changed many times since 1947, few changes,

if any, have been made which would relate items to the evaluation of specific tasks an

individual is required to perform.

Since the Navy Form 2-85 is the sole evaluation Instrumont used for promotion

selection of those beat qualified for positions of higher responsibility and leadership,

its value and credibility Is critical. It is hoped that this study will set forth Ideas to

5



kayowe dw perfermnaie voluaticu of dos RTh officer, mid produce a more reliable

nwisdod of mosawinhg hidividuami perfcauce.
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II. CONVENTIONAL APPROACH TO PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

A. DACKGROUD OF PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Performance evaluation is ftequently used in orgunsadozn as a bais for

adminiardstive decisions such as employee promotion., tuufer, and allocation of

financial reward; employee development, including idesnfication of training needs and

performance feedback; and personnel reearch (Ref. 2:pp. 375-387]. A problem that

diminishes the utility of evaluation is the seemingly Impossible task of obtaining

accurate evaluation of employee job behavior, a difficulty most often attributed to

faults in the rating format used, deficiencies in evaluation content, evaluator resistance

to judging others, and the implications of the specific purpose of evaluation for the

evaluator and the evaluatee [Ref. 3:pp. 251-263].

'The evaluation of individual performance is a fundamental act, the origin of

which is shrouded in the mists of antiquity." [Ref. 4:pp.109-I14] Since the beginning

of time men have been evaluating one another, and their evaluations have encompassed

many personal factors which have been used in a variety of different circumstances

with different purposc:s in mind (Ref. 5:pp. 512-514]. Evaluation is the measurement

by any of a variety of methods of what a man does. Long before. the tremendously

large business enterprises of today were in existence, men watched other men and

evaluated their behavior against their own personA goals and standards [Ref. 4:p. 109].

It is only natural for people to evaluate each other daily and to measure the

performance of others and compare their performance against those they admire most.

7



Persons In daily contact with one another cannot help judging others and reacting to

their Judgnmts. It is management's objctive to make these evaluations fair,

systematic, and useful. Since this is so, maun should have a good understanding

of what evaluation is, bow accurate it can be, mgd what they can realistically expect

from the evajunlons they make [Ref. 6:p. 15].

Through the years some form of evaluadon systm has been used to evaluate the

obilities and die performance of officers in the Navy. This system was based upon

word-of-month reputations passed betwen commanding officers to ou present well-

defined method of annual written performance doctmentations of all officers. A formal

system of evaluation appears to have begun in the Nivy 1947.

There can be no doubt that in an organization such as the RTN, an evaluation

system of some kind is mandatory. The Navy is a continually changing organization;

personnel are on the move attending to schools, being promoted, being sent on special

assignments, and leaving the service due to separation or retirement for civilian life.

To select the best personnel for Navy life and for all of its many programs requires

a vant smrount of effort. Without an evaluation system, the task would not be possible.

In general, purposes of the performance evaluation system are:

(a) To pronote the most qualified officers to the highest levels of
responsibility.

(b) To permit the commanding officer to positively influence
advancement opportunities of outstanding individuals.

(c) To select personnel for advancement, awards for personal
excellence and conduct, assigntent to special duties, and for
special training programs By various selection boards which
review officer records. [Ref. 7 :p. 10]

II



However, the evaluation system is used for many more purpoe than those listed

above. Most notably, it is used to determine these who will be prwnoted In the Navy.

Evaluation is conducted for certain benefits in addition to the principal objective

of obtaining kdormao upon which to base promotions and ansignmen It is a

method of training subordinates and instills a sense of responsibility In dhem. It

simulates interest in omnagement deveopment by both the evaluator and the evaluatee.

The evaluator will find that it slarpens his contl over his own activities. The system

clearly delineates responsibility for results. The evaluator gains perspective in sizing

up and comparing his subordinates and is given an opportunity to demonstrate, via the

review process, his own executive ability. It is a time-consuming but necessary and

worthwhile task. The organizotion an a whole benefits from the identification of the

best qualified leaders. The evwduatee and the evaluator benefit from the secondary

effects.

B. OBJECTIVE OF EVALUATION

The majority of performpnce e valuation systems in use today have stated or

implied objectives of justifying wage and salary actions, validating selection and

promotion procediurs, setting goals, detennining training needs, providing a historical

background to aid in the justification of personnel actions, and providing either positive

or negative feedback concerning performance.

According to Cummings and Schwab (Ref. 8: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 evaluative or judgmental role of

performance evaluations focuses on past activities for the purpose of making

9
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idministrative decisions such at proriotion, Solection, placement, demotions, transfer,

and terminations. On the other hand, developmental evaluation focuses oh improving

performance and the potential for performance by identifying areas for growth and

personal development. Figure 2.1 shows the major differences betwcen the evaluation

role and the developmental role.

ivaluative Role Developuental Role
-of Apgralval -of Appraisal

Focus On past pertormance On improvement in
future performance

Objective Improve perfoemsazeo Improve performance
by more efteotive per- through self-learn-
sorme1 and reward Ing and growth
adminietration

method Variety of rating and Series of develop-
ronking'procedures mental steps as re-

flooted, for example,
in mangement by
objectves,

Role of To judge, to evaluate To counsel, help,
Superior or guide
Role of Passive or reactive, Aotive involvement
Subordinate frequently to defend in learning

hImself/herue if

Figure 2.1 The Evaluation Role and Developmental Role.

Source: Comming and Schwabs, 1973.

Within the context of Figure 2.1, it is becoming increasingly apparent that,

depending upon the individual being rated, either the developmental or evaluative role

may be of greatest benefit to both the organization and the individual.

10
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Evaluationu may vary from sinlie notes to a formal program. Likewise, the

frequency of tpoftg my v.y. nut wMh a lop organization it is generally

recognized that them should a periodic plumed sysem of some kind for reconding

perfoimace results. [Raf. 9:p. 17]

In conclusion, because of multi-puspoe pefomamnce evaluations in the mllitay,

the function of a performamn evaluation is to provide wihich focuses on the

improvement of evaluatees, with written evaluation and oral counseling, as the guide

for the Individual's future goal setting.

C. CRITERIA OF AN EFFECTIVE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SYSTEM

Criteria are standards for measuring how much the evaluatee achieved given

objectives during the period of evaluation. This is very helpful in terms of promotion,

selection, placement, and performance documentation, It is used to predict a

relationship between a test instrument such as performance evaluation forms and the

evaluatee's actual work performance (Ref. 10:V. 102]. The work performance "score"

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 the forms as they were designed or

intended. Therefore, a major goal of the performance evaluation is to reduce these

imperfections. The criteria are reliability, validity, and accuracy.

1. Common Rating Ersorm In Performance Evaluation

All systems have one or more common evaluation errors. Errors occur when

a person allows conscious or unconscious prejudice, emotion, or subjective opinion to

enter into the evaluation process, The evaluators may unknowingly commit errors in

11 !!i!•.~,, ',



q,1K 7J wdsat. Even If the system is well designed, problems or errors can arise if the

evaluators (u lly supervisors) are not cooperative and well tained. Evaluaton may

not be comfortable with the procms of evaluation, or what Douglas McGregor called

"playing God" [Ref. l l:pp. 89-94]. Often this is because they have nct been

diequlaely trained or they have not participted in the desi of the program. These

exrors ane generally due to evaluator bias and A; and they can be placed

In eight categories, as decribed below.

a. CenWl rendency Errors

Central tendency is rating error in the form of distortion. The, evaluator

fadls to discriminate between superior and inferior employees. Central tendency error

refers to the raw's unwillingness to assign extremely high or extremely low ratings.

Central tendency works to provide a rating of averages around the midpoint for all

qualities. As Mcfarland point out "this usually occurs as a result of the evaluator's

lack of knowledge of the evaluatees he Is rating, or from haste, indifference, or

carelessness" [Ref. 12:p. 329], The rating results with central tendency are actually

worthless because the ratings fail to discriminate among the evaluatees. One way to

minimize this error is by clearly explaining ute meaning of the various factors [Ref.

10:pp. 317-318].

b, Leniency and Sevorry Errors

Leniency and severity ar other widespread rating errors. Leniency

occurs when the rater evaluates the evaluatee's performance higher than his actual

level of performance; while severity occurs when the rater evaluates the evaluatee's

performance lower than his actual level of performamce. Leniency errors occur for

12



many reasons, including the desire to avoid antagonirin subordnates, the desire to

aupport wale increase requests, the desire io avoid reflection on thenselves, or because

the employee is older, has long service or a superior wants to avoid unpleasant

feedback and the possible criticisms that may result from low evaluation [Ref. 13:p.

208]. The evaluator may think that he motivates his subordinates or earns their loyalty

by giving them high perforance nmark. These errors usually occur because the

evaluator has applied personal standards derived from his or her own personality or

previous experience. [Ref. 12:p. 313]

C. Hato Errors

Halo errors are evaluations (good or bad) based on the evaluator's

general feeling about an evaluatee. Thus, the evaluator generally has a favorable or

unfavorable attitude toward the evaluatee that permeates all evaluations of this person.

This occurs when one or two good or bad characteristics of the evaluatee influence on

the evaluator's judgenot of the overall performance. The error also occurs by the

group or team to which the evaluatee belongs. If the group or team, for example,

gives the evaluator a good impression, this may bias the evaluation of the team

mmnbera [Ref. 14:pp. 452-468]. In general, halo is considered to be the most serious

and pervasive of all rating errors [Ref. 15:pp. 218-244).

A. Spallver Efect

This effect occurs when past performance rating results influence current

ratings unfairly [ totf. 16:p. 13]. Past performance rating (good or bad) results in a

similar rating for the current period, although the demonstrated behavior does not

deserve the rating (good or bad).

13 I
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e. 5econcy Affctd

The recency of good or bad performance near te time of rating can

+iso Inluence the evaluator's judgnments by canelling out a pmeviously established good

oT bad history through the whole evaluation period (Re. 12:p. 3281.

A P"wXMuiy Emrvz

Proximity error, also known as order-effect, is the effect of response.

to previous evaluation Items on subsequent zesponses. The error is generally evidenced

by spuiously high correlations for items Oiat Ie adjacent on a scale. For example,

if a officer received a favorable rating on one item of a summated scale, the

favorability "set" may carry over to the next item on the scale. Similarly, an

unfavorable "set" can be fostered as well. These results continue to occur even though

different rating procedures and different kinds of rating technIques are adopted.

"Therefore, three ways to avoid these errors are (1) all evaluatees must be evaluated for

one evaluation item, (2) similar items must be separately placed far enough apart, and

(3) clear distinctions should be drawn among similar traits [Ref, 17:p, 1771.

g. Logical Errors

These occur when evaluators conduct similar ratLgs on traits that

logically ppeax- related. For example, if an evaluatee is quite diligent, his productivity

may also be highly rated because of his diligence. Therefore, ". . . halo results from

an apparent coherence of qualities in the same individual; logical errors result from an

apparent logical coherence of various traits, irrespective of individuals .... " [Ref.

10:p. 3181. To avoid this, the evaluator can evaluate all eiraluatees for one item, and

then for the next item, and so on.

14
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Ia. S"MW*Y Od Coesvew uirr'

Tliese occur when an evaluator evaluates his subordinaes based upon

the evaluator hinmself. Ther•,re, "sare as me" may cause giving the evaluatec a

rating higher tm deserved (leniency) because the evalufte has qualities similar to

those of the evaluator and "diferent frm tne" may cause giving the evalumee a rating

lower don deserved (severity) became the evalustee has qualities dissimilar to the

evaluator [Ref. 16-p. 131.

2. Rdlbifty

Reliability refers to a consistency or stability measure. A measure should

yield the same estimate on repeated use. While that estimate can be inaccurate, a

reliable measure will always be consistent (Ref. 18:pp. 121-122]. ThrIe major types

of reliability must be measured by (a) test-retest reliability, (b) equivalent-form

reliability, and (c) internal consistency reliability. Test-retest reliability Is achieved

when the same test is taken by the same person through one form at two different

times, Equivalent-form reliability is measured by correlating two alternative forms of

the sone test where the two forms are equivalent measures of the same concept.

Internal consistency reliability Is a statistical test In which a population is split into two

equivalent parts and taken to the same person for scoring; then, the results are

correlated.

3. The Validity of Evaluation Information

Validity refers to accuracy and precision. Validity is the degree of accuracy

of an inference made about a direct relationship between a particular outcome of a

testing device and the demonstrated performance of the individual being tested [Ref.

15
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16:p. 347]. A reliable test (consistent) may not be valid, but a valid test is usually

reliable (cmuhteAM). For Instmace, an evaluator amd a senior evaluator can make the

ammo decisions on a wabonilinate, but they may not all be correct. The validity of an

evaluton Is Samrally discussed In ftms of one or n of the following types: (a)

comstrm, (b) coniest, (c) €flteuen-reluted, (d) incremuental, (e) converpget and

discriminan, and (f) synthetic.

Construct validity is the most theoretical and complex. It deals with

memurement of abstract variables such as thought process intelligence, motivation and

anxiety [Ref. 18:pp. 126-127]. Content validity involves the degree to which a

predictor covers a representative sample of behavior being assessed. It provides a

measure of the relationship between evaluation items on a performance evaluation

form and the actual performance of the evaluatee. Face validity is a form of content

validity. It is the observed sinilarity between the content of the predictor of

performance and actual job content. If a test is content valid, it should appear to be

actually job related. However, content validity is sometimes not covered by

appearance. For example, when an evaluator evaluates a rated officer's patriotism in

the officer performance evaluation, each evaluation factor may not appear to have

precise validity. But If the evaluator chooses one among those factors, it may have

content validity. (Ref. 16:pp. 347-348)

There are two kinds of criteria-related validity: concurrent tvld predictive.

Concunent validity is the relationship between different measures obtained at the same

time (Ref. 19:p. 17]. For examnple, suppose a test for a naval officer has been

developed, and the Navy wants to detemine the validity of the test, In a concurrent
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validation study, the test would be administered to a group of officers, and then soon

after, pufmice evaluation score onthis same gpoip of officers would be obtaie.

If those officers who roeived high test smo also received high perfomance

evaluation ratings and those who receivod low test score likewbe obtained low

perfonhnoe evaluation ratings, the result would be a high positive corelation between

the two sets of scores. The Inference could therefore be made that the test appears to

predict the performance of officers fairly well; that is, it Is valid. Predictive validity

Is a "future status" statistical cowlation between predictor factors and subsequent

criteria Indicators of performance [RL 16:pp, 348-349]. Scores on the predictor are

obtained at one time, and at a later date, criterion measures are obtained. For example,

an evaluator evaluates an officer as promotable; the officer receives a promotion and

does welf on the job, This may be an indicator that the evaluation instrument has

predictive validity. In this case, performance evaluation has been used as a selection

device. In the example given earlier concerning the naval officer test, the study could

have involved predictive validity, In this case, the test would have been administered

to the officers at one time, and then at a later date, the performance evaluation ratings

would be obtained and the correlation between the two sets of scores determined. In

this example, past performance evaluation ratings also could have been used as

predictors of futiwe success, and their validity would be determined by their correlation

with the future evaluation rating on the new officer's duty.

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.

17



As Ludy mad Parr writes "Convergent validity is shown when two or more

muthadologlacly distinct men*Aw of the mop trait arc significantly corralated with

each other." [Ref. 19:.p. 211 DiscAMinan validity is defined as the degree to which

score* on one meaure of a comtruct are not related to measurs of other constructs

(Ref. 17 :p. 162]. Synthetic validity Is relevant when develophin tests to measure job

skils.

4. Aecuracy of Evalmation System

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. 19:p. 23]. Accuracy Implies both reliability and validity, but the

reverse is not necessarily tre. If the evaluation system accurately and precisely

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

in the performance evaluation. However, accuracy and preciseness In the performance

evaluation system concern the statistical characteristics of evaluation in the actual work

performance. [Ref. 20:p. 68)

In Figure 2.2 these evaluations arm not accurate because, although the proper

order of the evaluatee's performarce is correct (valid and reliable), rate A's evaluations

are too low and tote B's evaluations we too high in reference to the level of each

evaluatee's actual perfoirlance.
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(a) "True Rick Ke r Jn Bob han

of five TT1
, poor averaqe e xcellent

(b) uater A's Rick Kevin Jan tob Anncat rate J I

pooaviatyo()inaccurateTi

Satinqa

poor avsrago excellent

•igun 2.2 Valid cut cate Perfornace Evaluation.

Source: Sink, D.S., 1985,

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

promotion, placement, and so on,

5. Feedback

One of the most frequently cited purposes of performance evaluation Is to

foster improvement in performance through feedback. Numerous writers of

performance appraisals maintain that the use of more behaviorally specific formats will

result in better feedback and ultimately in better performance than will the use of other

tating formats. [Re(. 17:p. 197] Bemadin and Beatty believe improvement is beat
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fosteed by specific verbal feedback providd by a supervisor or other c'-,luator as

close in dnhe to the exhibited behavior as possible, wid followed by suggestions on

how future perfomvance can be improved.

Experts agtee dw feedback is 0h skige, most Importut means for changing

behavior. Typically, feedback ies a peroni know where he or she stands in relation

to some al e! stadard, and b mos effective when it is delivered openly and

honestly in a constrctive a"empt to kaprov performance. Feedback as a process can

range from kmn-.de "pats on the back" for a job well done to a more formal and

planned session.

Feedback has two functions. It serves both as a source of information and

moti,,ation.

I. As a source of information. Feedback provides information about the

outcomes of behavior. Givon a specific goal, or standard, a perfonnrtr with feedback

hat a direction for improvement. Without f5edback, the performer has no way of

knowig if his or her performance is adequate or what has to be done to improve it.

2. As a source of motivation, Officers who know how they are doing tiy

harder and persist longer at tacks than officers who do not. In contrast, officers who

receive little or no feedback lack of the information they need to "waluate their

pefolimance.

Figures 2.3 and 2.4 show a sample of the performance feedback worksheet

which is currently in use in the U.S. Air Force.

Ilgen, Fisher, and Taylor presented a model of the feedback process and

concluded that the perception of feedback depends on three faciors; the characteristics

20 1:.
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of the souree of the feedback, the dajteiic oft object of the feedback, and

the feedbeck itself [Red. 2 1:pp.34 9-3 7 1].

6. Acuepu.ufty

The success of any performance evaluation system depends as much on the

attitudes of those tha participae in the system as on the technical soundness of the

system itself. User acceptane and joint collaboration in developing evaluation systems,

Is vital. [Ref. 2 2 :p. 406]

For an evaluation system to be effective, it must have the support of the

people who are judged by the system. Obviously, a performance evaluation system

must be acceptable to the evaluator, the evaluatee, the organization, and society in

general.

There are throe factors which influence the evaluated person's acceptance of

the performance evaluation proess. First, is validity. The evaluatee must perceive it

to be a valid measure of job performance. Second, is the evaluatee's participation.

The more that they are allowed to give opinions during the evaluation, the higher

satisfied they will be with the system. [Ref. 23:pp. 544-549] Third, is feedback. The

degree of positive feedback that an evaluated person receives from the evaluator during

the observation period has an influence on the evaluatee's acceptance of the evaluation

process and satisfaction with the evaluator. VRef. 24 :pp. 163-1681

For an evaluation system to be acceptable to everyone, It shoudd Include some

form of an appeal process that allows grievances to be fairly adjudicated. Since an

evaluation system serves a variety of purposes, the evaluatee sees due process as an

additional sign of fairness, which suppresses both conscious biases and careless

23
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reporting on the part of the evaluator. The knowledge that an evaluation Is going to

be reviewed both from the organizational and the evaluatee's standoint should increase

the perceived probability that an inaccurate report will be deteced and conrected. [Ref.

25:pp. 425-4771

D. 72hE ACCURACY OF THE EVALUATING PROCESS

An Individual's job or goal to be achieved is pedroned based upon his own

ability and motivation. Therefore, the accutucy of evaluation feedback in a

performance evaluation may affect the evaluatee's future motivation which, in turn,

affects his job pexformance. [Ref. 26: pp. 635-640]. Figure 2.4 shows a process of

the performance evaluation.

In Figure 2.4, determinants of evaluator motivation are perceived consequences

of appraisal, perceived adequacy of instrument used, purpose of appraisal, organizational

policies and procedure, appraisal format, and rating standards. Evaluator motivation is

possible when the evaluator is motivated to make accurate judgments about the

evaluatee. Rating result feedback affects the performance evaluation accuracy of the

evaluator.
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Figure 2.4 Performance Evaluation Process

Source: DeCotiss, T.A., and Pettit, A., 1978.

Evaluator ability is a technique in which a evaluator judges an evaluatee.

Evaluator training, characteristics, opportunity to observe an evaluatee's job behavior,

organizational policies, job characteristics, and the appropriate rating standards affect

the evaluator's ability to assign accurate evaluations. For instance, an evaluator who

takes ý,reater care in observing an evaluatee and is well trained in performance

evaluations may be better equipped to assign accurate performance ratings.



Rating uantdards are a function of organiationad policies and procedures, rating

forma, mad the evaluatee's personal and job characteristics. Rating format includes not

only instrumentation but rating content. Gender, race, personal backgound, and

education are personal characteristics. The more, consistency between the evaluatee's

jot oontext and rating standards, the higher the accuracy of the rating.

Rater training can reduce common psychometric errors such as halo effect and

leniency [Ref. 27:pp. 60-66]. Rater training is particularly effective when training is

extensive and allows for rater practice [Ref. 28:pp. 72-107]. The effect of rater training

on the accuracy or validity of performance evaluations has not received much research.

Available results are mixed. Borman (Ref. 29:pp. 410-421] found that rater training

produced no difference in the accuracy of the evaluation. Pulakos [Ref. 30:pp. 581-

5881 found that by inatructing evaluators on the meaning of performance dimensions

and on the types of behaviors which are appropriate within performance dimensions,

evaluation accuracy can in fact be improved.

The accuracy of a performance evaluation is possible when the evaluation works

systematically as an entire process, An evaluator affects the results critically because

he is an evaluator as well as an evaluatee ond has more impact through the

implementation of top management policies.

E. EVALUATION METHODS

1. Background

Early performance evaluation systems were designed mainly for

administrative purposes to help management decide who to promote, transfer, fire or

give a raise. During the 1920s and 1930s they tended to focus on the rating of
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subjective chiamcteristics tha were thought to be associated with successful

perfmanie. The anrxch consisted of brief descriptons or wod checkiists from

which the evaluator selected adjectives that he thought were ppropriate to the

individual being rated.

This trait imroach Is now being repaced by a seris of complex techniques

that have been designed to describe behavior and measure achievement wihin the

corporate setting.

2. Performance Evaluation Methods

Designing an evaluation system must include considering the evaluation

method for the purpose of the evaluation, ease of use, and validity of the system based

on traditional background. According to Milkovich and Boudreau, there are four

categories of performan'e evaluation:

(1) Rating, in which tssessors evaluate employees on separate characteristics, (2)
Ranking, in which supervisors compare employees to each other, (3) Critical
Incidents, in which assessors log statements that describe a mnge of actual job
behaviors and evaluate whether they constitute effective or ineffective behavior,
and (4) Other methods in which the criteria for evaluation may vary, such as
management by objectives (MBO). (Ref. 13:p. 193]

The general characteristics of these methods are discussed below.

a. Ratings

(1) Graphic Rating Scale. Thin is the most widely used performance

evaluation method. Individuals are rated on a number of traits or factors, The

evaluator judges "how much" of e~tch factor the ;,ndvidual has. Usually performance

is judged on a 5-or-7-point scale, and the number of factors ranges between five and

twenty [Ref. 18 :p. 31]. The more common dimensions rated are; quantity of work,

quality of work, practical judgement, job knowledge, cooperation, and motivation. The
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graphic scae ame usually supplemented with a series of adjectives or short statements

describing the factor [ROf. 31:p. 181 This method may not yield the depth of narrative

essays or critical incidents, but it (1) is less time contuming to develop and

admitnister, (2) permits quantitative results to be determined, (3) forces the evaluator

to tmakider several dimensions of perfmance, and (4) is standardized and , therefore,

complaable ng individuals. On the other hind, a graphic rating scale gives

naximum control to the evaluator [Ref. 2 2 :p. 418]. The disadvantages are difficulties

in constructing and chmosing the rating items. Also, each rating item can be affected

by halo error, leniency, or central tendency. According to Oberg, for many purposes

there is no need to use anything more complicated than a graphic scale supplemented

by a few essay questions. [Ref 32 :pp.61-67]

(2) Checklists. This is the simplest form of a set of adjectives or

descriptive statements. Evaluators evaluate the evaluatee's performance by checking

off observed behaviors, trbt if not observed, It Is left blank. The values for all

behaviors checked off are added to yield rating scores [Ref, 33:pp. 306-307]. A rating

score is totally weighted and these weights ame unknown to the evaluator. The method

gives information that can be used in counseling personnel on how to improve their

performance. The most difficult aspect of this method is arriving at a proper weighting

factor each item on the checklist.

(3) Forced Distribution. This is a most useful method when other

evaluatee comparison methods are limited (i.e., when the sample size is large), The

procedure is based upon a normal distribution and assumes that a subordinate's

performance Is normally distributed as well. The distribution is divided into five to
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seven categories: 10% outnding, 15% excellent, 50% average, 20% poor, and 5%

very pool. 11U method "forces" the evaluator to distribute the subordinates fin several

categories. It is thus impouIble for all evalustees to be rated excellent, poor, or

average. kRef. l8.-p. 315]

b. ROMMOV (POVOrs !.cMp es MOWA*)

Individual ratings wo sometinmes nss useful for ompaative prposes

when it is necessary to compaer employees who wo&k for different sijervIsors. These

methods involve the question of whether variation represents true differences in

performance or creates a false impression of large differences when they are In fact

small. The two most effective methods are alternation and paired comparison ranking.

Alternation ranking begins by first selecting the best person and then the worst person.

Of those who remain to be rated, the second best person is then selected followed by

the second worst person. This procedure is completed when all persons have been

ranked [Ref. 17:p. 111]. In a paired comparison, each person is compared to every

other person in the group being evaluated. The evaluator selects which of the two is

better on the dimension being ruted, This method Is typically used to evaluate persons

on a single dimension--overall ability to perform the job. 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. A major limitation of this method is that the

number of comparisons made dramatically with large numbers of employees [Ref.

17:pp. 110-111]. The major problems are that It is almost completely subjective and

the fact that it is not relative. Therefore, this method is useful when combined with

multiple ranking. [Ref, 32 :p. 66]
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c. Cr elk. Ieidewts

(1) Critical Incident Method. This method requires the supervisor to

keep a record of the subordhinte's performance throughout a rating period. Both good

wad bad perfonmmnce is recoidied ard then related to the subordinsat during an

evaluation interview [Ref 34.pp. 327-358). This method demands continuous and

relatively close observation. The palmasy advutae of this method is that an

evaluaee', performance as well a his personal behavior is evaluated. Problems with

this method are that it highlights extime performance to the exclusion of day-to-day

performance, which usually is the real measure of a person's effectiveness [Ref. 3 1:p.

181, Even though the rating is subjective, making a life of the critical incidents can

contribute to fairness of the evaluation because this is an official record.

(2) Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales, A Behaviorally Anchored

Rating Scale (BARS) was first developed in 1963 by Patricia Ca~a Smith and Lomne

M, Kendall in an attempt to correct somen of the differences in graphic rating scales.

This method is a combination of behavioral incident and rating scale methods,

Performance is rated on a scale, but the scale points are anchorrd with behavioral

incidents. This method will be a breakthrough for more reliable, effective, amd valid

performance appraisals, Because of the increased specificity of the rating scale, it is

possible that this method will function better than the graphic rating scale, But a

problem exists in identifying implicitly applicable behavioral statements in at

orgmnization with several missions. (Ref. 35:pp, 66-73]
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A OV4er Matodr (Uqm•kecld C.*von)

(1) Management-bY-bject&es (M80), MBO involves employees

helping to determine their own future perfonmsa goals and then being rated on how

well they attain these goals [Ref 36:pp. 63-70]. This method can focus on the

perfomiance of Individuals in organizaions. MBO is not a measure of employee

behavior, it is an attempt to measumre employee effectiveness or contribution to

organizational success and goal attainment [Ref. 17:p. 116]. This method gives the

manager a great deal of flexibility in choosing priorities and setting standards, and

makes the rater evaluate the evaluatee's performance, not his personality, Another

advantage is that it gives the manager a chance to focus on the future rather than the

past. hi addition, some practitioners claim that paperwork, excessive time to

implement, and an ability to compare one individual with another arm major difficulties

of an MBO system (Ref. 37:pp. 130-132].

(2) The Essay blethod. This method requires the rater to write a

paragraph or more describing the evaluation's strengths, weaknesses, accomplishments,

estimated potential, and so on. Although this method may be used independently, It

is most frequently found ýi combination with others. The strength of the essay method

depends upon the writing skills and analytical ability of the rater. This medtod can

consurn nmuch time because dwe evaluator has to collect the Information necessary to

develop the essay and then must write It, Moreover, since each essay contains

different aspects of the evaluatee's performance or personal qualities, this method is

quite difficult to combine or compare. (Ref. 16 :p. 168]
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(3) The Field Review Method. In the Field Review Method, the

evaluator, nonnally a itaff member of the specific work unit interviews the employee's

inumedlate superior and others who have observed or have knowledge of the

employee's work. Then the raters evaluate the evaluatee, This is quito useful to

prevent various biases a=d errors, or when the rating resulnt are required for

comparison among evaluatees for special purposes, This method affects the fairness

of the evaluation, [Ref. 16 :p. 170]

As described above, each evaluation method has advantages and

disadvantages. Therefore, the majority of the appraisal form in use today incorporates

elements from two or more of the above evaluation methods, because two or more

evaluation methods adopted together can complement each other in advantages and

disadvantages and give a more complete view of the rated individual,

3. Evaluator and Evaluate. Relationships

Within the context of the above evaluation methods, the following evaluator

and evaluatee relationships can exist:

a. Immediate Supervisor Evaluase system

This is the classical evaluation system In which the superior passes

judgment on the past performance of a subordinate, this system Is also amenable to it

group of superiors combining their views to pass judgment on a subordinate. This in

because he is probably most familiar with the individual's perfonnmance and has the

broadest opportunity to obseive this performance in the light of the organization's

overall goals. There are problems such as unfamiliarity with the job requirements or

duty and physical distance from subordinates. IRef, 38 :pp. 61-63]
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b. Peery td Ce-Worker: Rati*~ Syae

A rating by those of equal rank or position in a hierarchical social

system is tanned P poer rating, Becoaxi peers or co-workers are closest to the

evalume, they may understand the evaluate's perfommuice or pemrsoal raits well.

Peers and co-workers may also be valuable sources for identifylng leadership skills and

future potential. A major problem in tbi system is that the criteris for evaluation may

be useful to the evaluator but not necessarily to the orgamnzation. They look at jobs

and employee outputs differently from the supervisors of these jobs. A common

problem Is negative or positive friendship bias. [Ref. 16:-pp. 33-371

c. Sfe-Appmaeal

Self-appraLsal is a method whereby the subordinate rates himself and

then compares his results with his supervisor's rating of him tRof, 39:pp, 364-3671.

To teduce differences between the subordinate atd the superior an interview is

requixed, By setting goals and then analyzing successes and failures gained in goal

achievenentparticipating employees ame provided a valuable opportunity for self.

appraisal. This method enhances conmmunication between superior and subordinate

during the appraisal interview, Additionally, this method is especially valuable tfoi self-

development aeud identification of training and development needs, A matjor problem

related to self-appruttal Is %hat the great majority of employees feel that they are

average or above average perfoiimers (Ref. 16:pp, 32-331

d. Immediate Subordinates Evaluation System

This method requires the subordinate to rate a superior. This is most

effective when the superior is rated on such Items as trahiing subordinatem, provillng
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performuce feedback, ad providbig a supportive atmosphere for subordinates to

function within. However, the subordinates cannot see the "big picture" to evaluate a

superior on all facets of his performance. The rating results provide the subordinate's

feedback to the superior in order to improve the effectivewwes of superior as a leader.

A major weakness of subordinate appraisal is lack of information regarding acceptable

performance standards iRef. 16:p. 37).

The performance evaluation method has long served multiple purposes

in formal organizations. Indeed, a contemporary insight about performance evaluation

is that it cannot successfully achieve different objectives at the same time. To some

extent, various evaluation methods better serve some objectives than others.

F. EXECUTIVE QUALITIES

The problem of deciding what to look for in potential future executives is

complex and difficult. No one &tg,•es on what makes a top executive or in what

respects he differed in earlier ye•rs from many of his former contemporaries. The

definition of terms so that many different appraisers will derive roughly the same

meaning from them is lifficult. In a rough way, most evaluation systems attempt to

measure present performance, identify the degree of present skills and abilities, and

detemine the capacity for f/rther development [Ref. 4 0:p. 86].

The danger oV all systems is their tendency to unconbciously produce a

stereotyped pattmrn, The sameness or similarity of the men who reach the top in a

rigid evaluation system may provide limits to the diversity and flexibility of the

management team. Different kinds of people in outward appearance and in important

personality attributes may have the qualities which make them successful leaders "under
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certain cicnumstmnces." General Ulysses S. Orant is & good example of a man whose

personality and appearce a nasked peat qualitiors of combat gemer*lship. No two

executives will approach a particular problem in quite the sarme way, and no one of

them could do his Job as well as if he were required to do It accrdlng to some pre-

conceived, eneralized executive pattern. [Ref. 9:p. 781

OCange is the great danger for an organizaton that ereotypes its management

levels to gear Itself for an existing set of circumatances. Nothing In life 13 static, much

less a portlcular set of orerational clrcumstrnces which daily confiont a large

organization. Changes arm constantly taking place, bui usually in small hicrements so

that they are not readily perceived by people.

In devising a system of appraisal, career management and executive selection,

controls must be built into the, system to ensure a certain diversity of character and

personality in the management levels of the hiem'archy.

The quality needed at high executive levels may differ in kind and degree from

those required at lower levels. One writer singles out five arees of high-level

appraisal. These are: the degree to which the executive is grounded in the principles

of scientific management and has arrived at a philosophy of management; the quality

of his personal motivation; the extent of his vision; and his interest and participation

in community affairs [Ref. 9 :p. 128). Another general attribute could be added--the

ability to "see the forest through the trees," to gasp the essential and the significant.

Five major appraisal areas seem effective in practice:

1. Tangible performance

2. Managerial skill
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An,)onal traits and behavior char-ctbscs

4. Wahka a stamina

5. Attitudas, motiwv4k and unSerstanding (Ref. 9:pp. 8-9]

Mhe !at two )mwm mciond d ýabove are probably the most importmt

consideratlons of lIig-nftwe •,owdi potered. These characteristics that tend to

separate the fek qualified for Ligh promotion firm the muny that we performing well

in ther pmraent duties have been the subject of much study )M discussion.

Judpnmnt is another fundamwntal attribute of a successful manager. He must be

able to make sound and wise decisions, A negative, fault-finding approach is not a

substitute or not the saine thing as good judgment. Administrative skills are another

funwimental attribute. The good manager has to have planning ability and orderliness,

both in his public and his persotal life. [Ref. 41:p. 20]

'The good manager has a positive attitude. He inspires confidence and enthusiasm

in the people around him. Vigorous good health derived from proper food, play, and

rest contribute to his overall inpreasion ef leadership. Courage and character are the

last of the six essential attributes. The leader must be willing to take a calculated risk;

to make a decision when he does not have all the facts. He must have the courage

to delegate and still take full responsibility for decisions made even when they ore

wrong. [Ref. 41:p. 20]

The evaluation of such intangible characteristics described above is necessarily

subjective. If thesm qualities am essential attributes of a manager, then some way must

be found to reflect them in appraisal reports. Subjective evaluation of characteristics

is important. Performance evaluation should be the main crik,'xl of effectiveness,
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piculaly in middle and lower ec on executives. If they am getting oults, to a

degree it may be assumed that they are employing somn combination of leaderhip

che teristics, effort, diligence, energy mad other taitW t hat m desirable and effective.

Perfonue evaluation neie tbat the job be carefully described with a ciar

delineation of tesponsibilhies. In lower echelons it may be possible to key the

evaluation of performnce to quatitative yardsticks, but this becornes more difficult

the higher and broader the responsibilities. Results and job perfomance shoml0 be the

main criteria, but traits must be consideed Dttf. 9:p. 19].

Traits or characteristics may be the root of a s;ý,bordinate's poor performance, or

they may be significant factots in judging his qualifications for a proposed job or

future promotion (Ref. 9:p. 100]. The entire area of trait evaluation is fraught with

dangers and pitfalls. There are some 18,00 different terms in the English language that

can be used to describe an individual (Rof. 9:p. 105].

The personal likes and dislikes of the evaluator is an ama of subjectivity which

cannot be entirely eliminated. Sectional, religious, racial, school-club, and class

prejudices may subconsciously enter the evaluation picture. Personalities of superior

and subordinate may antagonize to the disadvantage of the subordinate. Weak

superiors way downgrade a particularly capable subordhiate for fear that he poses a

threat to thein (Ref. 9:p. 20].

Outward behavior on the job should be the criteria rather than deep probing of

the psyche to discover the causes. Characteristics evaluated should be important to the

performance of all positions wher the appraisal is applied, easily observable and
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identflabe by the evaluator, and clearly d from each other [Ref. 42.'p.

94J.

Vitality, energy, physical enduranco and intell4ice mae the attributes that often

come to the force in descriptions of top business loaders. Ambition and the desire to

advance are other traits of eaders. As Osbom writes, "They ame always prepared for

the next move, ad for th one after that. And when the main chance prsemns itself,

they are quick to spot the opening." [' R1. 42:p. 32]

Health, st mina, and physical endurance are definitely requirements of an

executive position. Without them all other good qualities may be cancelled. Part of

the appraisal system for executives at all levels should include the results of an annual

medical check and an evaluation of this factor by the immediate superior. [Ref. 42:

p. 33]

The other crucial quality is decisiveness. This is difficult to assess. Lack of

decisiveness is often more apparent to subordinates than to the superior [Ref. 9:p. 77].

The attitude of the superior tends to make his subordinates more or less decisive

depending upon the leeway he gives them for Initiative, mistakes, and methods different

from his own. Indecision is often manifested at lower levels by postponement of

decisions about people such as, for example, to avoid the unpleasantness attendant upon

having to discharge or discipline someone. A man may have all the other attributes

of leadership but be unfitted for high responsibility due to lack of decisiveness.

Job performance should be the main criteria of evaluation reportb, accompanied 4

by an evaluation of traits, An effort should be made to make early identification of

the attributes most common to the men at the top--namely, drive, energy, good health,
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h*8iience, decisivems and the ability to handle people. Most executives are called

upon to interpet policy, not to initiate it. Their decision-nmking or risk-taking

responsibilitles we limited. This is true in a military organization and is manifested

by reliance on detailed regulations =W order raher than self-initiated decisions,

G. THE UNIQUENESS OF MILITARY EVALUATION

Them are many similarities and differences between military and civilian systems

in terms of performance evaluation, Both would operate fairly and ame highly

competitive selection procedures at job entry, Civilian firms can actually hire new

employees at any level, On the other hand, the military usually has a closed

organization due to its general inability to bring in new resources above the junior

officer level.

A first difference from civilian conditions is that the military requires acquisition

of strong commanding authority. Because the purpose of the military existence is to

achieve ultimate success in a mission or 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 requires its miissions to be

achieved prior to the individual's. These are some reasons why the militury requires

a strong commanding authority more than unlike the civilian system.

A second difference from the civilian system 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. Individual performance in the private sectors can be
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asily measured in the form of productivity and profit or loss statemnts, but it is not

easy in the military. Becume wmch of an indivdual's activity in a militay setting is

oftn not the perfonnmance of ultimate Interest, it is difficult to decide who is more

suita and who is less suitable for future combat. Md. 43•pp. 233-2561

The last difference in the military is the frquent movement of duty stations in

a career path. Generally, the tour is from one to three years. Because the evaluator

also has to move to another duty station after ow to three years, the acwal rating

period may be less than a year. This short rating period would influence both in terms

of observing of the evaluator and exhibiting potential traits of the evaluatee, According

to a Locher and Teel survey, evaluations were conducted annually in 52 percent of the

surveyed organizations, semiannually In 24 percent, and at variable intervals depending

on organizational level in the remaining 24 percent. [Ref. 44 :p. 24 7]

40



IUL THE MILiTARY EVALUATION SYSTEM IN USE TODAY

A. INTRODUCTION

The pxpoe of this dcapter Is to study the cr mint systems of officer performance

evaluation in the RTN and the U. S. military. The firt section of this chapter presents

how the RTN officer performance evaluation system has been developed. In the

second section, the purpo of officer evaluation in the RTN, the report form, and

the rating procedurs are discussed. The current evaluation systems of the U. S.

military am presented. The strengths mni weakneases of the various systems are

discussed as the researcher perceives them. The fact that there is probably no agreed

upon, fool-proof method of evaluating an individual officer within a given service is

reflected by the dynamic nature of the majority of service fitness report systems.

However, the evaluation system that the RTN has not yet adopted can be studied

through the U. S. military evaluation systems.

The following discussion of the various service evaluation tvystems In use today

is meant to point out the differences between the various service systems as well as

point out the strengths and weaknesses of the various systems as the researcher

perceives them.
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1*
B. THE RTN EVALUATION SYSTEM

1. Daekgr~i4o f the Systum

' he RTN Officer Pedonmuice Evkluation Report (RTNOPER) was adopted

in 1947 and has been revised four times. One of the distinctions in the revised

evaluation at that time wu that evaluators have to describe a given factor of the

evaluation form by using an essay appraisal. Because there were many personnel In

t Navy at that thie, It adopted the evaluation form from essay appraisals to a graphic

rating scale to achieve the goal of the evaluation system. Performance is Judged on

a five-point scale, and the number of factors are twenty, The current form is used for

the officers orom ensign to captain. The evaluation result is a classified report and the

evaluated officers cannot see their own reports, The report would be sent to the Naval

Personnel Department and it would be entered hi the official record for final evaluation

process. The evaluation system was focused on physical fitness, personality traits,

knowledge, job ability, and quality of work. The total point scale possible is 100.

The evaluators are the immediate supervisorn. Three evaluators evaluate each section

by the same form.

2. The Current System

The purposes of the RTNOPER, as stated in the Navy Order No. 99/1985,

is as follows: ".. , this report is the information to support personnel process in

assignment, promotion, reward, improvement of the naval officer for top management,

and other requirements .. " [Ref. 7:p. 5]. The Navy Officer Evaluation System has

been designed to serve six specific purposes:

(1) To provide information upon with Important personnel
management decisions ft.gardlng individual officers can be based.
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Baecaly significant anons thee are promotions and

(2) To set standards by which the performn•e and characer of each
officer can be evaluated,

(3) To inform each officer what is expected of him or her.

(4) To evaluate of an individual's past performance and conduct.

(5) To recowmned and commew decisive in the career of the
individual.

(6) To encourap the professional development of the officer for the
potential promotion as future executives. [Ref. 6:pp. 1-21

In general, the RTNOPER improves the efficiency of individuals, establishes

commanding authority, and provides fundamental Information for a fair personnel

management proces. Normally, all ranks of officers from ensign to captain have to

evaluated once a year through the evaluation meport (Navy Form 2-85). The system

requires an evaluation period of at least 180 days by the evaluated officer's Immediate

superior and the senior officers of the ev•aluators. The immediate superior is the most

familiar with the day-to-day performance of the evaluated officer and directly puides

tOn evaluated officer's participation in the unit mission. The senior evaluators are the

senior evaluating official in the evaluating chain and both are the superiors of the

immediate evaluator. Two senior evaluators are designated by the Navy to prepare an

officer evaluation report. Usually, tre menior evaluators are dhe immediate evaluator's

evaluators. The senior evaluator reviews the rating an comments of the evaluator for

completeness. All ranks except captain (below the division level) must be evaluated

by the intrnHate evaluator. For example, an immediate evaluator of a ship is a
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commmding officer and senior evaluators re the chief staff officer and squadron

onwWd of that ship. Nonoully, the lowest rank of msnior evaluator is commander.

Navy Form 2-85 (see Figure 3.1), is the only form in use for naval officers.

The report Is required to be completed for the squadron level by 31 March and for the

Persomel Departnent by 17 Apdl every year. Navy Foum 2-45 is for all ranks

(except dog officer) based an every twelfth month since being asgned to a duty

position. The primary contents of Navy Form 2-85 are as follows: administrative data

and job description during the evaluation period; ability and performance rating;

additional comments; recommendation of evaluator, overall evaluation; and

evaluators'slgnature. By design and use, the prsimay rating mechanisms of Navy Porm

2-85 am the graphic rating scale of Section 2, Blocks 2.1 throughi 24. The end of

Block 2.4 is the overall evaluation of an officer's potential. Section 3 is a short

narrative section of Blocks 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3. Section 3, Blocks 3.2.1 through 3.2.4

contain checklists for decision-making purposes. It Is obvious that numerous evaluators

have a unique view of the distribution that is to be followed for grading desirability.

In the absence of established guidelines, this section is relatively worthless,

The value of the graphic rating scale of Section 2 is: 1 (poor or unacceptable

performance), 2 (below average), 3 (average or qualified to the generally accepted

standards), 4 (above average or higher qualified), and 5 (excellent).

The natratdve sections serve as areas in which to expand on the various grades

given on the graphic rating scale to comment on significant factors not specifically

covered by the graphic rating scale, and to report "critical incidents" in the officers

career during the rating period. Specific criticisms and recommendations for
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improvenmnt of the evaluaed officer and further actkms will be made In Section 3,

BIocks 3.2.1 through 3.2.4.

In general, Section 3 is the most iniportant for this report, because there is a

requireniont that the evaluator pass Judpwent on the timing of the evaluated officer's

promotiom (accelerated, decelerated, or with poeew) mid suitability for command (or

increased respotsibility) of sd or aircraft, (Ref. 7:p. 51

The total nmits am samnmd up by the final (third) senior ewvluator and the

report is sent directly to the Personnel Department, Headqnarters of the Navy, The

results are clasified and are not released for any remon.

C. THE U. S. MILITARY OFFICER EVALUATION SYSTEMS

1. The U. S. Navy Report On the FIttneus of Officers

The U. S. Navy Report on the Fitness of Officers (FITREP) is the major

document used for evaluating naval officers, The current Iq EP system has been in

use without major modification since 1974 [Ref. 45:p. 1], The F1TREP is the primary

basis for comparing and selecting officers for promotion, assignment, selection for

command and subspecialty, retention, term of service, professiontl development training

and other career actions as required, Elsewhee in the document, references are made

to using it for providing junior officers with personal counseling and for recording

extraordinary performance, such as misconduct, The fitness wmport forni has two

distinct sections, one for numerical quantificotion of personal qualities mad another for

a written summary of the officer's performance, To accomplish this, a rater first

completes an appraisal work sheet (NAVP.RS 1611/W) (see Figure 3.2) which serves

as a guide for completlon of the report on the fitness of officern (NAVPIERS 1611/1
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Figure 3.2 Appraisal Work Sheet (Continued).
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Rev. 7-84) (me Figre 3.3), designed to ---;eas by optical character recognition

(OCR) aqipment. A few evaluation foctors W dw appraisal work sheet were

reinforced on 31 July 1984 (see Figure 3.4). The appraisal work sheet is used to

define the memures based on Specific Aspects of Perfomance and Personal traits, and

a rating scale from A to I is used In grading the various performance aspects and

personality traits. Conmpeting this sheet, the rater interviews with the rated officer.

After finishing this appraial work sheet, the rater grades a rated officer on a

Specific Aspects of Performance, Warfare Specialty Skills, and Subspecialty

Performance based upon the previously completed appraisal work sheet. Each grade,

combined and described by the required narrstive comments, is the basis for

determining the Mission Contribution evaluation. The Mission Contribution is

differentiated in High, Mid, and Low. A rated officer placed in the highest range of

the Evaluation section can be recommended for promotion, but this requirement 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 shoulders" type performers. The

Summary block provides the distribution of the total evaluation marks given other

officers of the same rank and competitive category. The rate, must rank thece officers

numerically from one to the total number. Also, this sect )n is left blank below the

level of lieutenant. The first two copies of the Report on the Fitness of Officers are

sent to the Navy Headquarters, the rater maintains one copy, and another 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
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dmuch as impmvenment or backward movement. This method usually

encouras, the rated officer to hmprove. [Ref. 46: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 appmisal work sheet. Such complexity in the evaluation process

gives the rater a heavy workload. One other important factor is that only one rater

does the evaluation. When an evaluation being done by only one rater Is considered

with the previous argument, the results of the evaluation may be questionable in

arcuracy. On the other hand, one of the characteristics in the Navy system is the

attempt to separate the personal traits from performance based upon Mission

Contribution, Second, the Report on the Fitness of Officers takes advantage of the

machine readable OCR feature of the form and statistical analysis of performance

marks,

2. The U. S. Marine Corps FItnes Report

The U. S, Marine Corps (USMC) Fitness Reports are the principal record

of performance for Marines above the grade of corporal, The primary purpose of the

performance evaluation system of the Marine Corps is to support the promotion,

selection, and retention of the best qualified Marines and additionally to aid the

assignment of personnel. Marine Corps Instructions for the completion of Form

NAVMC 10835 are included in the USMC Order 1610.7C. Broadly speaking, the

fitness reports present a composite Judgment of military character and relative merit

compared with other officers oft he same rank and comparable experience. It assists

selection boards in determining which officers are best suited for promotion and
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provides the cosmusidant and staff with infonnation as to each officer's qualifcations

foo- varlo.s ty" of duty.

The Marine Corps Evaluation System is required to be accurae, timely,

conplete, and informrtive for Selection Boards. The Marine Corps Order P1670.7C

governs the evaluaton sytru and USMC Fitness Report (1610) (see Figum 3.5) with

an OCR Him the Navy system. Ther are four sections in the USMC Fitness Report.

The evaluatkm portion of the report contains a Vapc rating scale ard narrative

decription. Evaluation factors ae divided into performance characteristics,

professional qualities, potential, and preferences factors. Block 15a, "General Volue to

the Service" is the rater's assessment of the rated officer's current contribution to the

Marine Corps and career capabilities. Therefore, it has to be a measure of the whole

Marine in relation to his or her contemporaries, not a mere summary of Blocks 13 and

14. Because of this importance, Block 15a has 11 rating scales front "outstanding" to

"not observed." Block 15b is the distribution of marks for all Marines of this grade

and appears to be the "guts" of the Marine Corpl system for promotions, retention, and

assignment to critical positions. According to Marine Corps Order P1670.7C:

"Block 15b must reflect all others Marines of the same grade under the ieporting
senior supervision at the time of the report, as If all had been included in the
reporting occasion. Inclusion of all other Marines of the saune grade in this
dis(tribution is mandatory whether or not reports are ctually submitted on all
others at this time. 'The reporting senior, ordinary, Is the Immrwediate commanding
officer or the head of he staff section of the rated officer, and must exercise
utmost care saI attention, ensuring that the numbers distributed in items 15b are
accurate and actually teflect the actual evaluation assigned (or that would have
been assigned if report were submitted on) all Marines of the sanw grade,
Artificial cluster or false distribution is unacceptable." %Ref. 4 7 :p. 5-5]

Therefore, Blocks 15a and 15b are the bottom line of the Marine Corps Fitness

Report. Section C refers to mandatory comments, guided comments, at*d comments
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by grade. There are two kinds of rating methods; -te absolute evaluation method in

Block 1%a and the relative evaluation method in reporting senior's and reviewing

officer's certificatlon of page 2. This assures evaluators accuracy and credibility in

evaluating their subordinates. It Is the responsibility of the rated officers to submit a

signed fitnss report, with Section A completed, to their reporting senior at the

prescribed intervals. The reporting senior. then fill out the remaindor of the report,

which, and send it to the hnmediae superior in command (or other designated higher

authority) for review and comment (if appropriate). Fitness reports are considered as

privileged information and are handled with utmost administrative privacy, although

they are not classified. In particular, to ensure Marines are provided feedback on their

performance evaluation records on file at Marine Corps Headquarters, a few months

after rated officers have submitted their fitness report, they receive a computer-printed

receipt (Fitness Report Receipts Notice, FPRRN) (see Figure 3.6) from Marine Corps

Healquaners. The receipt contains a summary of the markings, less section c

comments, and Official Military Personnel File (OMPF), which is the rated Marine's

complete military history from the day of entry into the service through present. This

may assist the rated Marines in reviewing themselves and improvhig their merits.

Rated officers may also request a Master Brief Sheet (see Figure 3.7), summarizing all

past markings from the Career Planner section of Marine Corps Headquarters (cdle

MMCE). If they desire professional guidance In interpreting and planning their career,

they may zeek the guidance of the Headquarters Career Counseling staff. [Ref. 47:ch.

1-7]
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1. After Cirtnis reports are audited ror ooiplataness and oompl'ance wIth this
Manual, reaeipt ofall iticness seportA a. IHQOM is alknowledged by a ormpucer-elna rite(
receipt ds shown aboye.

2, •?eceiýIt are mailed to Marines at the.lr duty adox'.*a as determintd trom the
rtportWli& unit coda repoited through the MKi.R Meceloui: for IRR's are mailed to their
home address.

3. ,0eowipe t are printed in presealed envelopes 4nd tre addataued only to 0he
Individual Marine whose titneme report is being aaknowlarltd. IEnformation VlthLn the
nvelope to personal , aild is not available to porsons other tharn the individual' MarHin

and the neteacary prooeieing and handling personnel at HQMC'.

4. Marines who have not received a receipt within 90 day' of the end of a reporting

period cay initiate inquiry by Adiinistrative Antiun ?orm via the normal ritrsnes
report chain ot command. Inquirles reoeived at HOMO withshut intermedtate eridoriaesnto i
will not b& processed,

5. The Commandant of the Marine Corps (NMS) should be atIised of any incorrtct data
dstooted on a tfitnes report receipt; e.&., it a receipt showe an inoorrect aS4ig4n-

sent, pcriad of the report, or reporting oQcaaliun. The corr•ct informacion should be
included 0i the h Qrrespondentie.

Figure 3.6 U,S, Mlirine Corps Fitness Report R•eceipt Notice.
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3. 17he U. S. Army Offer Evaluat System

The U. S. Army Officer Evaluation System (OES) Is designed to assess an

officer's performance and tt.. eetimuae potuntial for future service based on the manner

of that- performance. The plrmary focus of the evaluation is on (J) a comparison

between the officer's performance ad the duty position requirments and (2) the

potential evaluation, which is a projection of the performance accomplished during the

rating period into future circumstances that encompass greater responsibilities. The

primary focus of the potential assessment is the capability of the officer to meet

increasing responsibility in retention of peers.

The current OES has been In use since 15 September 1979 [Ref. 4 8:p. 236].

Under the OES, every officer is evaluated on their performance and potential.

According to Army Regulation (AR) 623-105:

(a) The Officer Evaluation Reporting System is a subsystem of the Officer
Eva) a, ý.on System. It includes the methods and procedure for organizational
evaluation and assessment of an officer's performance and an estimation of
potential for future service based on the manner of that performance . . .The
primary function of the Officer Evaluation Reporting System is to provide
information from the organizational chain of command to be used by DA for
officer personnel decision .... (d) A secondary function of the Officer Evaluation
Reporting System is to encourage the professional development of the officer
corps .... (e) The Officer Evaluation Reporting System contributes significantly
by providing a natural impetus to continual two-way communication so that the
rated officer is made aware of the specific nature of his duties and is provided
an opportunity to participate in the organizational planning process . . . The
senior/subordinate communication process also facilitates the dissemination of
career development information, advice, and guidance to the rated officer. [Ref.
4 9 :p. 16-17]

The current evaluation system procedure uses three forms. DA Form 67-

8 (see Figure 3.8) is the Officer Evaluation Report (OER) form. An OIR is prepared

on each officer in the Army at leamt annually, or more often as prescribed by. the
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reulatios (AR 623-105). The comphed OER Is forwarded to the Department of the

Army (DA) where it becomes a pernnawt portion of the rated offioer's service record.

A Support Form, DA Form 674-1 (see Figure 3.9), is designed to involve dhe rated

officer in a meaningful way in the evaluation process and to improve counseling.

The third form, DA Form 67-8-2 (see Figure 3.10), is designed for use by

Headquarters, Department of the Army. This form is tidled Senior Rater Profile Report,

and is provided to maintain a rating history of each senior rater. DA Form 67-8

iZudes graphic rating scales of professional attributes, a recommendation concerning

promotion, and the descriptive comment sections. In part IV, Professionalism is

separated into professional competence 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.

TU is an outstrinding tool to prevent several biases such as leniency or severity,

Because the rated officer, for instance, should have outstanding qualities to be placed

within second rankSg, and this is the relative comparison to one hundred

contemporaries, the reporting senior cannot help being careful in rating subordinates.

The DA Form 67-8-1 is used by the rated officers and rating chain. The

Army is exploring an MBO system including a measure of self-evaluation by indicating

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

commtuncation process between the rater and the rated officer and to permit the rated

officers to describe their principal duties, objectives, and significant contributions.

There•ore, performance improvement of Army officers can be enhanced by increasing
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communication between superior and subordinate. This may positively affect the

overall morale of the penwotmel.

VA Form 67-8-2 Is used by the DA headquarters to track the rating history

of each senior rater od makes this infomataion available to both the senior rater and

the DA. One copy of this form is made available to each U. S. Asmy sanior rater to

make him or her aware of their perfocmamce a an evaluator and a second copy is

filed in the senior rater's official military personnel file (OMPF). This fenn works to

prevent the inflation of marks as with Part VII of DA Form 67-8.

The Army's OER system has been in operation since 1979. it is reportedly

working without serious inflation by senior raters and with strong selection board

endorsement. The strongest selection board feedback is that thomk %E -0ktr offlcc.i who

focus primarily on the top box are "losing their vote" and "hurting their subordinates'

chances" for selection and promotion [Ref. 45:pp. 24-25].

4. The U. S. Air Force Officer Evaluation System

The Air Force Officer Evaluation System (OES) was introduced on I August

1988. It is the newest U. S. military officer perfonnance evaluation system, OES Is

primarily designed to measure the individual's effectiveness, select the right officers to

do the job, and to promote in the Air Force. The OES and its components--the

performance feedback, officer performance reporting, and promotion recommendation-

-are the keystone of the Officer Professional Development Program. According to U.

S. Air Force Regulation (AFR) 36-10, the Officer Evaluation System has three

purposes:
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The purpos is to provide neaigM fbea* to officers on what Is
epected of them, advise an how well they are meeting those expectations, and
advise on how to beter meet tho expectaons. The second is to provide a
relianle, long-term, cumuladve record of performance and potential baoed on that
pertomunce. The third is to provide central selection boards with sound
information to assist them in selecting the best qualified officers. [Ref. 50:p.
61

Also, de Air Force Professional Development Program states the thre mjor

goals of OES:

(1) To increase an officer's qualificatons aod ability to perform his or her duties
now and In the near future,

(2) To prepare officers for future leadership challenger.
(3) To ensure the people who are best qualified are advanced in grade and

resporrINPty. (Ref. 51:p, 31

Air Force Regulation 36-10 explains the Air Force Officer Evaluation

System. All officers in field grades (0-4 and above) are evaluated on AF Form 707

A "Field Grade Officer Performance Evaluation" (see Figure 3,11), AF Form 707 B

"Company Grade Performance Evaluation" (see Figure 3,12) is used for all officers in

company grade (0-3 and below), For line officers on the active duty list, reports are

prepared semiannually until an officer has two reports on file, and annually thereafter,

A non-line officer on the active duty list will receive semiannual reports until he or

she has four reports on file as a non-line officer, and annuzily thereafter, In general,

AF Forms 707 A and 707 B are similar. To evaluate p,,tntial, a two-block system

("Does not meet standards" and "meet standards") is used by three evaluators: the rater,

an additional rater, and the reviewer [Ref. 51:pp. 26-27].

The rater is the first officer in the rating chain serving in a grade equal to

or higher than the ratee. In most caes, the rater is the officer's Immediate supervisor.

The additional rater is the rater's supervisor, For all officers below the grade of
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Figure 3.12 U.S. Air Force AFP Forrn 707 B (continued).
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colon, the additional raw must be at least one grade senior to the officer being rated.

The reviewew for; rjos and below is an official in at least the rade of colonel or

equivalent in a wing commandr or equivalent position. For lieutenc-it colonels and

colonels, tdw reviewor is the first general officer cc equivalent in the rating chain.

The report is reviewed at several levels. The additional rater has an

opportunity to add a broader view of the ruiee's performance and potential based on

Ferformance. The, aditional rater may di•agree with either one or more of the six

performance factor ratings in Section V, or with comments made by the rater in

Sectkns IV -,r VI, or with a combination of all three. The reviewer has an

opportunity to concur or not concur with the additional rater's evaluation and

comments. A "quality review" is the reviewer's primary responsibility. If the reviewer

agrees with the report, no comments are necessary. If any part of the report is deemed

inaccurate, the report is returned to the rater for consideratioii.

The AF Form 724, Performance Feedback Worksheet (PFW) (see figure

3.13), is provided by the rater as on required basis. This element provides a formal

evaluative feedback, which is needed to assist in future professional develoiment [Ref.

51:p. 3].

The Promotion Recommendation Form (PRF), AF Form 709, (see Figure

3.14), is the final component of the OES. This element gives the promotion board a

basis for differentiation which is driven by performance. This form is prepared by a

senior officer who has direct access to personal knowledge of the officer's performance.

The person who makes the recommendation for all officers in a given organization will
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be the ame senior raer. The selection bourd will disregard ihe grade of the senior

rater.

One advantage of the Air Force system is that users of AF Forns 707 A

and B in the Air Force Headquatme can easily and nmpledtly undrstnd the rated

officer's perfornmance achievements and individual's traits because AF Pramphlet 36-

6 Is quite detailed nd provides all -nformuton about the OES.

A second advantage is that three steps such as the rater, the additional rater

and the reviewer in the rating chain are used to Increase accuracy. A third strength

of the Air Force is that since AF Pamphlet 36-6 is detailed, a rater can easily evaluate

a rated officer's traits. Also, the Officer Personnel Evaluator's Hindbook with details

are distributed to all Aix Force officers as a guide for rating. The use of a detailed

Officer's Guide provides a model for the RTN Officer Performance Evaluation System.

5. The U. S. Coast Guard Officer Evaluation System

The U. S. Coast Guard (USCG) was included in the study of U. S. military

evaluation systems. Instructions for the. U. S. Coast Guard Officer Evaluation Reports

(OER) Form CG-5300 (Rev. 12-88) are found in Chapter 10 of the Commandant

Instruction (COMDTINST) M 1000.6 "U. S. Coast Guard Personnel Manual." The U.

S. Coast Guard's current system was introduced on 1 July 1984 and represents the

third revision. Two fonms are used in the evaluation process: (1) the Officer

Evaluation Report (OER) (see Figure 3.15) and (2) the Officer Support Form (OSF)

(see Figure 3.16). The purpose of OER system is to supply information to the

Commandant for personnel managenent decisionm such as promotion, assignment, and

career development. In addition, the USCG recognizes that the OER reinforces
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Figure 3.15 U.S. Coast Guard Officer Evaluation Report.
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Figure 3.15 U.S. Coast Guard Officer Evaluation (continued).
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Figure 3.16 U.S. Coast Guard Officer Support Form (contunued).
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command authority by providing a delineation of the lines of authority and

meponuibillty, with officers knowing the members of their rting chains. The OER is

designed to help maintain Coast Guaid values and standard. The OSE is an optional

worksheet and nmy used by the mmnber to assist in delineating duties, enhancing

organizational communication, perfoningh counseling and repoiting performane. The

OSP serves as a vehicle for clariying the evalucted officer's job responsibilities and

areas of the job that either the officer or the supervisor feels should receive emphasis

during the reporting period. [Ref. 52:pp. 1-31

The primary fetrures of this evaluation system include the foMowing: (1)

the use of performance standards; (2) the high degree of headquarters administrative

review and quality control; (3) a policy of placing responsibility for managing

performance with each individual officer, and (4) the rating chain.

1he immediate supervisor reviews thue officer's perfornitnce during the 6.

month reporting period and assigns a grade for each perf'omrance dinension on the

OER, Grades range from I (low) to 7 (high). An important element of the Coast

Guard system is the policy of comparing officers, Therefore, each officer receives a

series of ratings and is not ranked against other officers [Ref, 45:pp. 26], Every OER

is reviewed when it Is received at the Headquarters. OERs with substantive errors or

marks not supported by narrative comments and specific examplej of performunct and

qualities arm returned to the rater for revision.

With the exception of ensigns and lieutenants (6unior grade), counseling ii

optional unless the rtewd officer requests It. Each officr is Yesponsible for his or her

own performance and for getting the couneling that may be rneded to measure up to
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standards. The reporting officer evaluates the evaluafte's performance, personma

quantities, ability to represent the Coast Guard, leadership, and potential for promotion

and special ussiga ent, such as commma. The reporting officer ensures that the

superior fully meets the responsiqlities for administration of the OER by holding

supervisors accountable for accurate evahmtions. The reviewer may return in OER to

the reporting officer to correct errors, omissions, or Incoasisteswies between numerical

evaluations and written comments.

The U. S. Coast Guard system is a good evaluation system. It is a major

improvement over the previous Coast Guard system in ýhat it moves from subjective

trait scales to objective behavioral ratings. It is a practical tool for the supervisor to

reward or discipline past performance as well as to plan for the future.

Evidence indicates that it is working well. Evaluations have not been inflated

beyond use and less than ten percent of the reports are being returned. Coast Guard

officials claim that this is the best system they have ever used in making selection.

[Ref. 53:p, 123]

D. SUMMARY

The RTN evaluation system is focused on the individual's job knowledge, ability,

and personal traits. The Navy Form 2.85 is annual and mainly focuses on the latest

performance and personal traits of the evaluated officers. The system does not focus

on improvements in future work performance as a counseling tool as well as past

performance of evaluated officers. In Section 2, the total points possible is 100. But

50 points is in Block 2.2 alone, assessing the personality of the evaluated officer. The
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quality of wo&k is only ten points. Obviously, this form is more concerned with

personal traits than with job or wotk performngce.

The U. S. Navy FiTRE may seemn fair enough, especially to those who have

been rewarded by it (Ref. 51:p. 123]. The U. S. Navy FITREP is designed for use

with an OCR, but is complicated. The evaluation section on the report on the Fitness

of Officers is easily undersndable because of the rank summary section. The Navy

"system needs one rater in the rating chain.

The Marine Corps evaluation system adopts graphic rating scales with an OCR,

and uses the absolute and relative evaluation methods. The Marine Corps provides

only marking blocks in its performance and professional qualities section of the

NAVMC 100.35, and allows only a small space for appraisal elaboration in Section

C. The Marine Corps's scale uses the following marks: not observed, unsatisfactory,

below average, average, above average, excellent, and outstanding. On Block 15

(General value to the Service), four other marks are added. An interesting feature of

Block 15b is that the rater is required to tabulate the distribution of all subordinates

of the ratee's grade whether or not they are simultaneously rated. Block 18 records

the frequency of observation by the evaluator (that is, daily, frequently or infrequently).

The reviewing officer can actively supervise the reporting senior through the Reviewing

Officer's Certification. Also, the Marine Corps system uses manipulation controls by

listing alphabetically the names of all evaluated Marinms (in a given grade) on the back

of all FITREP forms. This requirement minimizes the opportunity for inflating the

number of officers in the comparison group, thereby improving the accuracy of the
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'1
ranking process. In conclusion, the Marine Corps Evaluation System focuses on

choosing "Combat Marines" in considering the Fitness Report.

The U. S. Army Evaluation System uses a simple form in evaluating the detailed

evaluation factors and numerical critlma in potential evaluation in DA Form 67-8. The

Army DA Fowm 67-S Is similar to the Navy's PfTREP in that it contains a duties

assigned block, a performance core section, and a narrative section for specifics of

pe&fvmuance and potential. The MBO system is also used in DA Form 67-8-1 and 67-

8-2 to supervise the raters in Headquarters Army. The Army's procedures, which

include immediate supervisors rating their subordinates, are designed to stimulate a

continual two-way communication so that rated officers are aware of the specific nature

of their duties and are provided an opportunity to participate in the specifications of

billets and duties. Stnrctured communication between. supervisors and subordinates also

encourages the perpetuation of discipline and desired behavior.

The U. S. Air Force system is the simplest and newest system in the U. S.

military. The reviewer takes part in the evaluation, and the USAF officer's Guide to

the Officer Evaluation System is used as a guide for evaluators. One distinguishing

feature of the Air Force officer evaluation system is that it uses separate forms for the

feedback and promotion recommendation process.

The U. S. Coast Guard's Officer Evaluation System is based on measuring

performance and Individual attributes with behavioral examples as standards of

performance. A distinguishing feature of the Coast Guard's OER is the use of

"performance standards"--that is, written descriptions of behavior that reflect

performance levels within each performance dimension.
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IV. ANALYSIS OF QUESTIONNAIRES

A. BACKGROUND

An RTN Officer Performance Evaluation System survey was conducted on 11

April 1988. A questionnaire was sent to all active officers of the Naval Advanced

Education Institute. The questlonare concerned the RTN Officer Performance

Evaluation System (RTNOPE), and was designed to assess the acceptability of the

current evaluation system by the officer corps. The survey also asked how well the

system was perceived aid implemented. Today, the results of this survey have not

been analyzed. To investigate the level of satisfaction with the system, this study was

designed to use this survey to analyze the current system. Some 325 questionnaires

were randomly distributed at the Naval Command College, the Naval Staff College, and

the Naval Engineer and Line Officer School. This survey was required at the Naval

Command College. The profile consisted of 4 Rear Admirals, 90 Captains, 135

Commanders, 30 Lieutenant Commanders, and 64 Lieutenants.

The questionnaire was divided into four parts. The first part addressed the

overall reatlion of officers to the evaluation system. The second part addressed the

evaluation process. The third part addressed the main contents of the evaluation.

The last part focused on the usefulness of the evaluation information [Ref. 54: pp. 1-

15). Th RTh Officer Performance Evaluation System is analyzed in the following

three ways: system policies, evaluation form, and feedback of the evaluation results

based mainly upon the questionnaires and Navy Regulations.
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B. SYSTEM POLICIES

1. Overall Reaction of Offices to the System

The overall reaction to die evaluation sysem was meaured by the first

question on the survey:

"Based upon your experiences with the evaluation system, do you believe that the
present system is good or not?"

The remnses to this questions appear In Table 1.

TABLE '1

OVERALL REACTION OF OFFICERS TO THE SYSTEM

Officer Resoonses

Overall Reaction Number Percent

Positive 165 50.8

Negative 68 20.9

No Reaction .._

Total 325 100.0

The response to this question shows that officers are split in their reaction

to the curent evaluation system. Over half of the respondents indicated that the

current system is generally good. One reason is because the current system can be

used to develop fbture top management personnel for the Navy. Approximatly 21

percent of the respondents indicated that they did not like the present evaluation

system. The majority of the No Reaction" responded that the current evaluation
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system is reasonable, but needs to be amended in the evaluation factors and the overall

evaluation of the form. Some 32.5 percent are negative toward the cunent evaluation

system. The resuls suggest that the current system may be perceived rather poorly by

some officers.

2. Required Role of the Evaluation System

The perceptions of the officers concerning the purpose of the current

evaluation system were gathered tnrough the following question,

"Considering the purpose of the evaluation system and the usage of its results,
which pat of the system needs reinforcement 7"

The respo:mes to this question appear in Table 2.

TABLE 2

OPINIONS OF OFFICER CONCERNING PARTS OF THE
EVALUATION SYSTEM THAT NEED REINFORCEMENT

Officer Rlsponea

Parts Needing Reinforcement Number Percent

-Don't need to be reinforced 0 0

-Need to provide information
for the personnel process 150 46.1

-Need the feedback of training
for the efficiency of
individual performance 165 50.7

-Need the maintenance of
command authority 0 3.2

Total 325 100.0
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According to Navy Order 99/1985, "The Officer Performance Evaluation

System" Is the most Important to provide Information for ftlr personal appraisal of

officess. However, 46.1 percent of the respondents feel this putjxxe is not met by the

officer performance evaluation. On the other hand, it shows that the aunjority of the

respondets feel the evaluation system contributes toward int, ,vement of the individual

officer's efficiency, and establishing coommanding officer's authority. Additionally,

many officers are itmerested in potential feedback from the evaluation. Feedback could

assist them in Improving their own efficiency and performance.

C. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION REPORT

1. General

The responses to the present evaluation form was measured by this question:

"What changes are needed in the present evaluation form?"

From the above question, 59 percent of responses believe this evaluation

report is good for explaining 4 items, including: physical fitness and health, personality

and behavior, knowledge and job ability, and quality of work. Approximately 34

percent of the 325 respondents say that an additional form is needed to evaluate

physical fitness and health. About 7 percent of the respondents say that a doctor's

evaluation is required. Table 3 shows the overall response to the evaluation form.
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TABLE 3

RESPONSE TO TIE EVALUATION FORM

Officer Et&

R"ponses Number Percent

Nochanges necessary 192 59.0

Need additional
form for physical
physical fitness
and health 110 33.9

Need physicain input
for physical
fitness and health 7 .1

Total 325 100.0

2. Sectlou to be Evaluated

a. Phyigal _Mess. Approximately 86 percent of officers support the

military bearing and health evaluation in Section 2 block 1 of the report (Navy Form

2-85). Additionally, they recommended to add a Pass/Fail Physical Fitness and Mental

Status Examination.

b. Personality and Behavior. A total of 91 percent of the respondents gave

their support to the report, and 9 percent of "Others" want to remove certain items

such as Human Relations because of difficulties in evaluaton, They recommended

adding "punctual," "personal appearance," "exhibits loyalty," and ",inticipates and solves

problems."

c. gh .02MIWIe. Approximately 92 percent of the respondents agree with

six items in this section. Approximately 8 peacent of respondents recommend removing

"writing ability," because writing ability should be Included in "quality of work." The

97



reason/a that a junior officer (ensign to lieutenant) usually has little opportunity to use

this ability in his or her job. For the "foreign Xunguag ability," evaluators should use

the RTN Lamnuage Training Center annual test results and should be evaluated only

for thoe officers who use an acquired foreign language.

d. Ouafiw of Work. Approximately 88 percent of the officers feel

positively toward the current system, but 12 percent recommended removing the

"special duty" because there are two meanings: (1) official work or (2) personal work.

Furthermore, some evaluatees have a special duty td- I others do not have.

e. Ring .gj•. Approximately 64 percent of the responses preferred to

use a 1-to-3 point rating scale, About 23 percent of the responses recommended a 1-

to-5 point rating scale, while 7 percent of the respondents preferred to use alphabetical

grades A through E. The "Others" recommended a 1-to-4 point rating scale, and

commented that if the evaluator cannot evaluate someone, the rating should be left

blank.

f. Summary of Evaluation. Approximately 85 percent of responses favor

this section, "Others" recommend an intermediate evaluator and addition of "type of

appropriated assignment" more than the current form. It should be added that the

evaluators do not know the final result of their recommendations. Therefore, they are

generally not interested in this section.

g. Released and Unreleaed Rati Results. The following question was

asked on the survey:

"According to the ev aluation regulation, one of the purposes of the perfomance
evaluation is to improve the efficliency of rated officers by airing the results. For
this purpose, whether the results should be released or confidential is quite
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important and also may have some advantage and disadvantage. Which is better
in your opinion?"

The responses to this questions are shown in Tables 4 through 6.

TABLE 4

RESPONSES TO RELEASED AND CONFIDENTIAL RESULTS

Responses Number Percent

-No opinion 16 4.9

-Prefer to release the
rating results 245 75.4

-Prefer confidential
rating results 64

Total 325 100.0

Table 4 shows the overall responses of the above question. About 75 percent of

the responses would like to release the rating results.

Table 5 shows the responses of 245 of 325 officers who preferred to release

rating results from this question:

"According to the evaluation regulation, one of the purposes of the performance
evaluation is to improve the efficiency of rated officers by airing the results. For
this purpose, if you prefer to release the rating results confidential, what is your
reasons?"
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TABLE 5

REASON FOR RELEASING RATING RESULTS

Officer ResMonse.
Responses Number Percent

-ln"oi.ible to keep the

results conpletely closed 19 7.8

-Helpful for self improvement 173 70.6

-Expects fairness in the rating -..

Total 245 100.0

Table 5 shows that 70.7 percent of the 245 officers who preferred to release the

rating results thought it would be helpful for self Improvement, while 21.5 percent

expected it to contributm to fainiess in evaluation, On the other hand, 19.7 percent of

the responses in Table 4 support confidential rating results.

rable 6 shows the responses of 64 of 325 officers who preferred to keep rating

results confidential from this question:

"According to the evaluation regulation, oim of the purposes of the performance
evaluation Is to improve the efficiency of rated officers by airing the results. For
this purpose, if you prefer to keep the rating results confidential, what is your
reasons?"
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TABLE 6

REASON FOR CONFIDENTIAL RATING RESULTS

Officer Resoones
Responses Number Percent

-Demotivates the rated
officers who have low grades 40 62.5

-Based upon the traditional
consciousness 3 4.7

-Expect disagreements about
the final rating order 2 3.1

.Potential conflicts with
the evaluator 12

Total 64 100.0

As shown in Table 6, about 62 percent of the respondents prefer not to release

rating results since evaiuated officers may become unmotivated or disenchanted by low

gradea.

h. •eneajL O fiIon floo Lym. Tbese questionnaires gave an oppcrtunity

for all officers to criticize the system, since the RTN wants to use this current report

to select top management and improve personnel in the future. The researcher

summarized these responses as follows:

(1) The officer performance evaluation which the Navy uses today is a

good system for personnel management in theory. More than half of the responses

agree with this method of evaluating officers, but the Navy ian improve some items.
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(2) The evaluation system is not entirely appropriate for the Thai culture.

Most of t., Thai people hesitate to criticize other people. It is difficult, in their view,

for the cormmading officer or superior to "play God"; thus, the eystem fails to evaluate

the performance of subordinates accurately due to cultural mores.

(3) The personnel process of the Navy tends to be ineffective. There is an

over-abundance of policies and regulations that frequently serve to confuse more than

clarify or guide.

(4) Since the introduction of this system, the Navy has never really used

the results of the officer evaluation system in personnel management, Consequently,

most of evaluators are not concerned with the system.

(5) There are lack of satisfactory standards for making subjective

judgments.

(6) The current report is a classified document, and after the evaluation

process is completed, it cannot be released. As a result of th.s policy, it is less likely

to aid in improving the officer's performance in the future.

(7) The superior may tend to inflate grades because of misplaced loyalty

or distaste for the responsibility of telling subordinates about their weaknesses.

In conclusion, releasing rating results may provide an opportunity for officers

to review and improve themselves. It may also improve the evaluator's fairness in the

evaluation process as well as the evaluated officer's potential.
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II
V. DEFICIENCIES OF THE CURRENT RTN SYSTEM

Ms discussed in Section B of Capter MI, the RTN Officer Performance

Evaluation System has been revised four times, and has attempted different evaluation

methods. It has also been shown dat hnportant parts of this system are dislikeed by

many officers, as discussed in Chapter IV. In this chapter, deficiencies of the current

system (based on the contents analyzed In Chapter IM and IV) are discussed.

1. The objectives of the RTN Officer performance Evaluation System are not

met; about 46 percent of the respondents feel that the system needs to provide

information for a fair personnel appraisal in line with current Navy policy. It does

incorporate interviews or counseling and does not have any subsystems other than

promotion, selection, or placement to reinforce its use.

2. Due to poor feedback of the rating results, the unreleased rating result

influences both the evaluator and the evaluated officer since it may lead to an unfair

rating and be. useless in improving the efficiency of evaluated officers, It does not

give evaluated officers an opportunity to review themselves. The released rating results

system may improve the evaluator's fairness in the performance evaluation as well as

the evaluated officer's desLe to succeed and excel.

3. The current evaluation system is based primarily on personality. About half

of the eva!uation is based on the "personality" evaluation of officers. Only 40 percent

of the evaluation is actually concerned with "job knowledge" and "quality of work,"
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4. There are deficiencies resulting from using a 1-to-5 point rating scale in the

current system. Evaluators have to evaluate by using a 1-to-5 point rating scale (1 =

poor/uacceptable performance, 2 a below average perfonmace, 3 = average

performance, 4 = above average perfommce, and 5 - excellent performance). With

no details of these rating scales, it is very difficult for evaluators to use these scales.

5. There are no clearly stated job descriptions or billet codes, so the

evaluations cannot be accurately keyed to performance.

6. In the ".TN, training could be provided in how to write an evaluation. This

would be extrnmely beneficial to the superior in better evaluating subordinates as well

as in understanding the system.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

As with any system involving Inteaction between humn beings, there is always

room for Improving an evaluation system. By the same token, no evaluation system

yet devised has totally eliminated the problem s aociated with personality conflicts,

inflationary rating trends, subjective grading, or intentional corruption of the system.

Because of the great importance to an organization of personnel evaluation and

development, the organization should periodically review Its appraisal system with the

objective of improving that system.

The system as it operates today was examined critically and some important

suggestions have been proposed. In doing this, the issues were approached irom two

directions: (1) a review of the RTN evaluation system and the U.S. military evaluation

system; and (2) the attempt to gain feedback from officers through the analysis of

questionnaires done by the RTN Naval War College. The results of analysis are

summarized is follows:

(1) The first conclusion is that the vast majority of RTN officers are interested

in improving their potential abilities and merits. To satisfy these requirements, the

feedback of the evaluation results must be supported.

(2) A second conclusion is that Navy Form 2-85 uses a 5-point scale and thFs

has produced numerous deficiencies. However, the obvious fact is that the problems

mentioned here still continue, even through four revisions of the evaluation system.
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(3) The accuracy of the performance evaluation process results from evaluator

and evaluation standards. The feedbak of the evaluation results fnther compels the

evaluator to evaluate fairly and to help ninprove the petfonmance of the officers under

his command. The Navy should adopt this reporting form and other mlternatives to

control the evaluator effectively and control inflation of maks.

In summary, the perfornmce evaluation results must be accurate and contribute

not only to the Navy but also to the evaluated officers through feedback. Commanding

officers can use the evaluations to control or counsel.

A. CONCLUSIONS

An evaluation should be trusted and accepted by its users, Trust in the

evaluation process is the extent to which officers perceive that the evaluation data will

be rated accurately and fairly, and be used objectively for personnel decisions. If

evaluators and evaluatees find the evaluation method satisfactory and fair, they will use

it.

The following would be accomplished by incorporating recommended changes to

the current system:

1. Improvement of command management/goal setting

2. Better counseling and feedback

3. Simplification of evaluation forms for completion

4. Improvement of value to promotion and selection boards

There is no "cook book" approach to personnel evaluation, and this thesis is

therefore no: intended to be the only solution to this very important aspect of our
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miltary personnel system. It is also not the intent of the researcher to rewrite Navy

I Regulm and Instructions for this ystum.

TIm mean mendatlons proposed in this study are not a cure-all As long as

humans are evaluating others humans, human erors, such as the "halo" effect, will

inevitably occur in any evaluation system. However, strict enforcement of guidelines

might tend to eliminate or reduce dum ermu and produce a wodkable system. Finally,

further study concerning the fasibility and format modifications of the officer

evaluation system should be caried out to find the most acceptable system for the

RTN in the future.

B. RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are offered in the spirit of building upon and

improving the RTN Officer Evaluation System.

1. An officer evaluation should be based primarily on job performance and

results. In addition, it should provide some indication of job-related characteristics

and traits to assist in predicting an officer's development potential and suitability for

other assignments.

2. An important aspect of performance evaluation that seems to be overlooked

is training evaluators in writing the evaluation. The Navy officer's first encounter with

performance evaluation is likely to be when he Is handed an official form and told

to evaluate a person working for him, Every officer should be trained to become

familiar with the evaluation system, its purpose, the bmportance of conducting a proper

evaluation, and the appropriate governing rules and regulations. The training program

may start at the Staff College, Naval War College, Line Officer School, Conunanding
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Offet Course, or the Naval Academy. Conduct evaluator training on a district level

to enumm that the system is understood andtht du cc are mpum y written. This

would establish perfourmace schemata before the observation of behavior and reduce

overall evalustor error. The evaluation sytem can work well it Is accepted and valued

by both the evaluator and the evaluatee.

3. Physical and mental evaluation should be conducted by manual examination

from the Naval Hospital at every bae,. Ther are two kinds of examination the Navy

uses to test the personnel who will go oversea for training or official travel. Every

officer has to pass this examination. The details of the examination would be

coordingted by the Medical Department.

4. T'iw quality of work is too vague. The contents of Section 2.4 "quality of

work" is the bottom line of the evaluation and too critical to be used without clear

guidelines. Objective standards should he established to ensure that each officer is

considered on consistent and equal critrla.

5. The narrsive comment in Navy Form 2-85 Section 3 should be eliminated

except in the case of unsatisfactory perf irmance. The use of a narrative type

evaluation is ineffectiv., i a Navy evaluation 4ystem, Narratives cannot easily be

assigned a numerical grade, or ranking murk. Therefore, comparing the performance

of a large number of officers is virtually impossible. The greatest limitation with

narrative-type evaluations in the Navy is that officers who fill out the forms vary

Swidely in their writing ability and techniques. In these cases, it Is often the evaluator's

ability, not the evaluated officer's, $iat is recorded on the evaluation form.
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On the prsemt form, the additional narrative section miglht not deatl a low mark

on the rating scale becam the evaluator did not take the additinal time and e~rt

to write a narrative justification for a higher madr. The researcher believes that

narrative conunmmets have no place in the officer evaluation system except to explain

the ivessm for as•igning unusually low or unsatisf•ctory maiti.

6. The evaluating results should be relesed to the evaluator and evaluated

officer after Navy Headquarters judges the final evaluating results.

7. The Navy should publish a booklet or handbook explaining the current system

and provide a standard guideline for evaluators and officers to know the standards of

performance in order to excel.

8. An evaluation form (Navy Form 2-85) could be reviewed not only for

promotion and selection boards but also for counseling purposes. It will provide

necessary feedback to the evaluated officer after the evaluation process is completed,

In conclusion, Figure 6.1 reptesents a proposed RTNOPER. Revisions arm based

on a performance factor section similar to the U. S. Air Force evaluation form. The

proposed RTNOPER includes the ten performaice items of the current RTNOPER.

Thee ten performance items have been revised to reflect measurable objective criteria

as outline in Chapter II, In the proposed report, only one evaluator (immediate

evaluator) will rate the officer. Another two evaluators (senior officers) will review

the rating results and submit comments for the evaluated officer. In keeping with Navy

regulations, the report will remain confidential between the reporting chain and the

evaluated officer, A copy of the evalution form will sent back to the evaluated officer
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IMIN Of fesmw Poxfoxmancm Ulatioi sopost

8I2cOo 1. 3waluatgd officer Idu.lificati.on Oa•

1. Memo/Moak 2. Servc.ae WV.

3. Pay Gzade Date of Vask

4. Per.iod of Report S. 2~p" of Ploport

6. Organization, COrnMLU, Loctiou:

az0•"zOw Z. 4?ob DesRi•o£iol

1. Du:ty Title

2. Dutiem, Tlauk, and PwnponibiltL.e Aanigoed:

ZCTZ•O XXX. tR,,omiana Vator,

1. ilitary lrppMa
Lookinq and ecting like a Navy (1-5)

officer in fitness, behavior, dignity,
and beating at 11 timea.

Appearing neat, smart and well
groomed in uniform or civilian attire.

tatabl•Ahiung and maintaining effective
relationships with military and civilian
associates.

U"T WORM 3-89

Fipre 6.1 The Propo RTN Officer Perfornmnce Evaluation Report.
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o catin and refie a wavy -fficesSdemoMnsrte# to tborovokly MW conscientiously

Ac.mplih all tasks. a measure of royalty and
honesty to the unit, Mlavywand the Nation.

Primary dutiesof• a navy billet aessgnmont,
also the totally of duties and taslks assigned]|
t:o the offices.

Makes timely and accurate decisions
common sense. Thinkin clearly and arriving at
practical and logical conclusions.

4. MI
Ability to think and act effectively

under conditions that were stressful and/or
mentally or physically fatiguing.

5.* OgauaLmatiLm Ihilla

IPlans, coordinates, schedules, and uses
resources effectively, Schedues work for Solf
and other equitably and effectively.
Anticipates and solve problem, meet suspenseS.

The ability to achieve objectiveness and
complete the mission by inspiring, directing,
controlling, End supervising others.

The ability to develop subordinates by
counseling, mativating, and setting the example.

7. jo nXgf
sas acknowledge required to perform

duties effectively. Strives to improve this
knowledge to handle nonroutine situations.

8. Ineakiha and WriCtna
$riefing, presentation, demonstrataon

ability to express verbal thoughts clearly and
effectively, coherently, logically and
extemporaneously.

X&V r ORM 3-49 2

Pigm 6C1 (confinud).
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9. memo
Nealth0 physical fitness, and mental atatus (1-5)

result fxom the Naval Medical Department annually
examtination.

1 0 . 4 a a c n& M
Speaking, listening, and writing.

(by using annually examination from the
Naval Lanquage Center)

signature oil 62OS fleMeeuated:l
Date

"X acknowledge that X havoe een this ieport (page 1, 2, and 3),
have been appris.ed of my perfonmance and right to make a
statement."

navY rOP) 3-19 3

Figure 6.1 (continued).
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2.*P44hoiom Raoogmmsdat$ion Ugl~y 3.gulax so

(check one)

U193katuze QE Zmmwuato WYluatox:

Ti~tle Duty_________________________

BXC2ZOX V.* Addi±tional 3veluator gmiall avaluntlon

ILg0atuare of Additi~onal Rvaluatox:

Dut Tile - -Date______

UUCTION V1. stnjeg mvluatol PRayie

Signature ofE Senior Ivaluator:
_________-Date

Duty Tit~le____________________

)AVT M0AN 3-89 4

Fisure 6.1 (continued).
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1. AUatig scalAest
1 - Poor/unacceptabe
2 - below Average
3 - Average
4 - Above Average
5 - zxcellent
Blank - Not observed or cannot make a decision.

2. A copy of page 1, 2, and 3 will be sent back to the evaluated
officer when the original is filled in the official officer'
record at the Naval Peosonnel Department.

3. This report is private report between the reporting chain and
the officer evaluated.

4. This report, page 1, 2, and 3, have to be aeon by the
evaluated officer, and have been appraised of his or her
performance, before signing his or her name on page 3.

S. Item 10 "English Language" gives the information to Navy
Selection Board for special assignment, not for ranking the
officer for promotion.

6. ZdMM Ste valator:
(1) focua your evaluation in Vrction III on what the

officer did, how well and how the officer contributed to
mission accomplishment. Your recommendation in Section IV amy
use in Navy Selection Board.

(2) if you choose "NO" promotion ii, Section IV, you have to
give & comment fox explaining unsatisfactory performance of
this officer according to the performance factors in

SectionlI!.

7, Additional, and $e&Lox Evaluatox:
(1) if you disagree with the previous evaluators, mark

"NONCONCUR" and explain.
(2) & not use "MONCONCUP" simply to provide comments on

the report.
(3) page 4 of this report does not become a permanent part

of the offic.al officer's record but it is removed after the
promotion and selection process is completed.

6. For more details see in the "1TN Officer's Guide to Zhe OP!,3.

NAVY FORM 3-19

Figue 6.1 (continued),
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