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PREFACE

This research was conducted under project 7719, Air Force Personnel System
Development on Selection, Assignment, Evaluation, Quality Contro!, Retention,
Promotion and Utilization; task 771904, Development, Analysis, and Improvement of
Tools and Techniques for Performance Evaluation and Measurement.
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OFFICER EFFECTIVENESS REPORT DEVELOPMENT — 1971 THROUGH 1972

L BACKGROUND

In November 1970, the Director of Personnel at HQ USAF requested the Air Force Human Resources
Laboratory to develop a new officer evaluation system. The officer effectiveness rating system was
inadequate for differentiating between individuals for selection and assignment purposes. It was not well
designed for use in career development programs and lacked the features necessary to permit comparative
feedback to individuals being rated. Air Force commanders and managers needed an officer evaluation
system that would provide comparative information for the following purposes: (a) selection, (b)
assignment, (c) performance counseling, and (d) career counseling.

The scope of the development effort was of sufficient magnitude to provide a system for the total
officer force. Subset evaluation techniques for officers by grade, rating, career field, etc., were considered,
but a basic commonality of evaluation was the goal.

A panel of general officers was appointed to serve as an OER Review Group. This group monitored
the progress of the development effort.

The OER Review Group provided the following guidance:

P. The system must be acceptable to raters and ratees and must not present an excessive
administrative burden.

2. The rating system should permit a rating on each officer any time during the year, but a
one-time-a-year system for each grade will be considered if it can be made to work.

3. Ratees will not be provided their promotion probability based on a regression equation.
Consideration will be given to providing ratees with feedback on their relative group standing.

4. Use of rater histories (compilation of how the rater has rated in the past) may be incorporated
into the system if it can be done without imposing a bookkeeping chore on raters.

5. The OER system must be open for noncareer officers. It may be possible to incorporate a closed
portion (confidential promotion potential) for career officers.

1l. THE PROPOSED OER SYSTEM

The proposed OER System was designed around a “management by objectives” concept, and the
system was structured around the statement of job objectives. Ideally these were determined early in the
reporting period as a result of an interaction between the ratee and his supervisor, reviewed and modified, if
necessary, at the close of the reporting period. At reporting time, the ratee supplied the supervisor
(reporting official) with a draft of the job objectives as he understood them to be. The supervisor reviewed
these objectives, change them if he wished, and discussed them with the ratee. This assured that some
degree of counseling would be part of the rating process.

Once the job objectives were established, the reporting official evaluated how the ratee met his job
objectives. The evaluation was based on nine factors. Performance expegtations rather than descriptive
adjectives were used as guides. Discussion of performance expectations is contained in Section VII,
Performance Expectations. Each factor was rated on a five-point scale with the midpoint defined as “‘meets
standards.” Any rating higher or lower than “meets standards™ was supported by a specific example of
performance which justified the rating. If a factor did not apply or was not observed, the appropriate box
was marked, but no more than three factors could be included in these categories. Research supporting this
scale is reported in Section VI, Scaling.
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The reporting official could, at his option, make open-ended comments. These comments were
limited to behavioral characteristics not covered by the performance factors which contributed to the
meaning of the evaluation. Comments would not be required.

Since the validity of an evaluation of an officer’s potential to assume the duties and responsibilities of
the next higher grade would appear to be higher if the evaluator were at least one grade higher than the
ratee, this requirement was included in the system, There is also the possibility that a ratee of relatively
equal grade might slightly downgrade a ratee’s report in order to make himself look better for promotion or
selection boards. After completing the performance evaluation, the reporting official would complete the
first promotion potential evaluation if he was at least one grade higher than the ratee, seal it in an envelope,
and forward the performance evaluation and promotion potential evaluation to the indorsing official, who
would indorse the performance evaluation and independently complete a second promotion potential
evaluation, The second promotion potential evaluation would be sealed in an envelope and the entire
package forwarded to the reviewing official. Multiple ratings tend to reduce bias and improve rating
reliability.

If the reporting official was not at least one grade higher than the ratee, he would not complete a
promotion potential evaluation form. He would forward the performance evaluation form to the indorsing
official who would indorse the performance evaluation and complete the first promotion potential
evaluation form. A second promotion potential evaluation form would be completed independently by the
next official in the chain of command and the entire package forwarded to the reviewing official.

The reviewing official would review both promotion potential evaluations and mark his concurrence
or noncurrence on each. He could concur in both; concur in one and nonconcur in the other; or nonconcur
in both. If he nonconcurred in both, he would have to execute an additional promotion potential
evaluation to explain his nonconcurrence. The role of the reviewing official was not that of an additional
rater. The reviewing official was an “authenticator,” charged with resolving differences between the other
raters and assuring that the ratee was rated properly in comparison with his contemporaries. Proper
discharge of this function would control inflation.

If, at any point in the evaluation process, a general officer took action, either as a rater or reviewer,
no further rating or review would be necessary. A general cfficer higher in the chain of command could, at
his option, perform an additional review, but it was not required.

The promotion potential evaluation would be “open’ for company grade officers. A copy would be
filed in their records at the consolidated base personnel office (CBPO), at the Major Command
Headquarters, and at the Military Personnel Center (MPC). Although they would be able to review their
ratings, they would not know how they compared with their contemporaries until they entered the
secondary zone for promotion to major, at which time they would receive notification of their quartile
standings as compared to officers in their year group.

Promotion potential evaluation would be closed for field grade officers. A single copy of each would
be prepared and forwarded to MPC in an envelope sealed by the reviewing official. Majors and lieutenant
colonels would be given their quartile standings, as compared with their year group when they entered the
secondary zone for promotion to the next higher grade.

Raters, who rated at either extreme, would receive a letter advising them that the rating given,
compared to the ratee’s contemporaries, was high (low). A sample of raters who have rated near the mean
would be told that their ratings were in the middle of the distribution. This would tend to provide a
continuing correction toward the mean for those raters who were t00 harsh or too lenient ir. their ratings

and to reinforce those raters who were, in actuality, giving the rating which conveyed the meaning they
intended.

Raters would aiso receive, on an annual basis, a record of their rating history which would accompany
ratings completed by them when sent to the reviewing official. This would give the reviewing official an
indication of the rating tendencies of each individual rating official.

Colonels and general officers would receive a copy of the actual Air Force-wide distribution of
ratings. Since most of the reviewing officials would be either colonels or general officers, they would have
the necessary information to manage the system, and this would be one of their responsibilities. With full
knowledge of the distribution of ratings and information concerning the rating tendencies of the raters,
they would have the tools necessary to impede the rate of inflation. In the design of the system, feedback




-~

.,

-
v

-
S

)

to ratees, raters, and reviewers was considered most important in order to maintain confidence in the
fairness of the system and to provide a means of controlling inflation. Proposed forms are contained in
Appendix A.

1L EDUCATIONAL MATERIALS

It was recognized that there was a requirement for precision in the writing of job objectives, specific
examples of performance, and comments on behavioral characteristics not covered by the performance
factors.

There was also a recognized need both to educate the CBPOs in il.¢ proper administration of the new
system and to clarify the system to the officer population,. which, in the final analysis, must make the
system work both as raters and ratees.

A programmed text was written and tested on several subpopulations of officers. The text was
written in two parts. One part addressed the techniques for writing clear, unambiguous statements of job
objectives; the other part covered the selection and statement of specific examples of performance which
are objective, measurable accomplishments. Several unpublished studies conducted by AFHRL indicated
that the programmed text was successful for training these writing skills.

IV. FACTOR DEVELOPMENT

The OER was to serve all career areas and all grades on the same form, therefore it was necessary to
identify a set of factors which would serve a number of purposes related to assignment, career progression,
and counseling as well as selection for promotion, Regular Air Force augmentation, and other personnel
management actions.

Several unpublished studies were conducted to identify an adequate set of performance factors and to
develop a set of specific examples for each factor in each career area as a guide to the rater. Twelve factors
were selected for consideration. Specific examples of performance were selected from current OER word
pictures for matching to the various factors by the subjects in a sample of career areas. Analysis of the data
indicated that raters found several factors sufficient for evaluating subordinates. Eight of the factors were
identified, by frequency of use in the matching processes, as conceptually workable descriptors of job
performance. A ninth factor, (ability to train others) was added to the final list because training is such a
large part of the mission of the Air Force. Later it was revealed that a much narrower connotation of
training was given by raters when they rated on this factor than was intended.

The nine performance factors were:

How proficient is this officer in handling oral communications?

How proficient is this officer in handling written communications?

How well does this officer demonstrate technical and professional knowledge?
How well does this officer achieve effective use of manpower resources?

How well does this officer achieve effective use of materiel resources

How well does this officer evaluate facts and make decisions?

How well does this officer adapt to new and different situations?

How well does this officer plan and organize his own work?

P NN s W

How well does this officer train others?

In order to verify the pertinence of the factors for counseling and assignment purposes, career
monitors at AFMPC were given the original twelve factors and were asked to rate them on a five-point scale
in terms of their importance in the current assignment process and their importance in an assignment
process under ideal conditions. The results indicated that, in addition to the nine factors identified in the
previous studies, primary Ait Force specialty code (PAFSC), duty Air Force specialty code (DAFSC), and
job description were most important in the assignment process.
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V. EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL

In order to assess adequately the validity of an evaluation of potential of an individual to serve in a
higher grade, two items of information were essential: (a) how long has the rater known the ratee, and (b)
what is the degree or frequency of contact. These two factors were made part of the Evaluation of Potential
Form (AF Form XX).

It was clear from the current OER form that terms like “outstanding,” ‘“‘superior,” ‘“average,” and
‘“typical” had lost their meaning, in the context used, for the large majority of rating officials. A
completely different kind of anchor was sought for the promotion recommendation (see Scaling).

VL SCALING

A number of rating scales of different length and various anchors were tested on the entire student
population at Air University in Air War College, Air Command and Staff College, and Squadron Officer
School.

For the performance factors, a five-point scale based on standards of performance was chosen. This
scale provided the best discrimination for the performance factors used and the “standards™ concept
meshed well with the underlying philosophy of the rest of the system as it evolved.

Of the promotion recommendation scales, the seven-point scale comparing the ratee’s potential to
that of other officers was most effective, The specific anchors ranged from “typical of officers who were
retained in present grade” to “typical of officers who were promoted three years ahead of their year
group.” See Appendix A, Form XX, for an example.

A three-point scale using “standards” as the anchor was aiso effective and was selected for the overall
evaluation rating to link the two rating forms.

VIL. PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS

A single OER form serve all grades and all career areas. Quite obviously, second lieutenants and
colonels have little in common with regard to job responsibility, and officers in different career fields; e.g.,
transportation and inteiligence, perform tasks differently from each other.

The need to accommodate this lack of commonality led, in part, to the inclusion of performance
expectations as part of the performance evaluation. The rationale for this new dimension to the system
under development was based on the success of similar systems being used within industry and government.

The system centered around an objective statement of the requirements of the job. The degree to
which these job objectives were met formed the basis for evaluating the ratee. The manrer of job objective
accomplishment was identified by descriptive standards called performance expectations. To incorporate
this concept, it was necessary to develop unambiguous descriptive statements of performance standards for
each rating point of each factor. Once the statements were composed, it was necessary to determine the
adequacy of the order of the statements and the equality of the conceptual interval between them. A study
was conducted to resolve these problems. Descriptive standards with a high degree of agreement among
responding officers on the ranking and conceptual interval of the sets were established for each of the nine

factors.

With the job objectives statements establishing the complexity of the job and the performance
expectations determining the appropriate rating for each of the factors, the problem of using a common
system for all grades and all career areas resolved itself in the interaction of the objective job description
and the performance expectations.

VII. CONSTRUCTION OF THE FORMS

It was necessary to determine what uses were made of the OER. Personnel at Air Force Military
Personnel Center (AFMPC) were interviewed, and the following uses identified: promotion, selection for
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Air Force Institute of Technology (AFIT), selection for augmentation into the Regular Air Force,
assignment, career counseling, and various board actions. While all of these were important uses, promotion
seemed to be the area in which the most difficulty was encountered. Whether a single system could be
designed which could do everything for everybody was questionable. It seemed logical to isolate the
promotion recommendation from the performance evaluation and forbid the use of the promotion
recommendation for purposes other than promotion. Two separate forms were devised, one for job
performance evaluation and one for promotion recommendation.

In consideration of the requirement to automate the system and recognizing the volume of data
which should be captured, both forms were designed so that all data which would be entered into the data
banks would be on the face of the forms. Positioning of the data to meet the requirements of optical
character reading equipment was given full consideration.

On the Performance Evaluation Form (AF Form YY), in addition to the basic ratee identifying
information, several items of information relating to the relationship of the ratee and the job were
necessary. These were: period of report, organization, base of assignment, period of supervision, PAFSC,
DAFSC, level of command, level of job, and duty title.

Provision was also made for the reporting official to select and rank the three factors which the ratee J
was best qualified to perform, to aid in assignment decisions.

The reverse side of the form contained provisions for job objectives, comments of the reporting
official, and signature blocks for the reporting official and indorsing official. A small “comments” block
was provided for the indorsing official to justify a nonconcurrence with the reporting official or to
supplement the reporting official's rating,

The other form, Evaluation of Potential, provided, in addition to the ratee’s basic identification data,
information which indicated the relationship between the rater and ratee both in terms of length of time
known and degree of contact.

The evaluation of potential consisted of an overall evaluation on a three-point scale which served to
link this form with the Performance Evaluation Form (which does not include an overall rating), a
promotion recommendation on a seven-point scale, and a small space for comments by the rating official.
The rating official also indicated his role in the rating process. (See Section I, The Proposed OER System.)

IX. CHECKLIST

To assure that each official did what was required of him, and no more, and that he would know
what to do with the OER package when he finished his part of the rating process, a checklist was designed.
The checklist served to guide each rating official in the completion of his rating on a step-by-step basis, each
step of which was checked off as completed.

This checklist not only guided the rating officials, but it also served as an indicator to the quality
controi personnel that the various steps had been completed on closed forms to which they did not have
access.

The checklist is in Appendix C.

X. SYSTEM MODIFICATIONS

The OER review group recommended several modifications of the proposed system.

' 1. The statement of job objectives was eliminated and replaced by the duty title, DAFSC, and
summary of duties not included or implied by title and DAFSC.

2 The requirement for each rating official who completed an AF Form XX, to be at least one grade
™ higher than the ratee was replaced by a requirement that one rating official who completed AF Form XX
be at least one grade higher than the ratee.




3. The requirement for interaction between the supervisor and ratee in the completion of she AF
Form YY, was eliminated.

4. The possible impact of a closed (confidential) rating system required evaluation. Both an open
and closed version of the new system was tested. The field test also included an attitude survey and four
*mock’ promotion boards comparing the then current selection folders with the same folder with new
forms added.

The moditied system was tested in an operational environment.

XI. THE FIELD TFST

Since one of the objectives of the field test was to identify operational problems in administering the
new system, AFMPC was tasked with conducting the field test. Ten active duty bases, Minot AFB, Dover
AFB, George AFB, Webb AFB, Eglin AFB, Edwards AFB, Maxwell AFB, Ent AFB, Wright-Patterson AFB,
and Davis-Monthan AFB, were selected for the field test. Two of these, Wright-Patterson AFB
Davis-Monthan AFB, were designated to participate as though the evaluation of potential were to be closed. :
All others conducted an open evaluation. The Pentagon was later added to the list of locations for the test :
of the open system. The field test was conducted during September, October, and November 1972.

Xil. FIELD TEST RESULTS

Since the rating official who completed AF Form YY, was required to use a minimum of six factors
in his evaluation, the frequency with which each factor was used gave some indication of their relative
suitability. Six factors, Oral Communication, Written Communications, Professional Knowledge, Ability to
Evaluate Facts and Make Decisions, Adaptability, and Plan and Organize Work , were used by 95% or more
of the rating officials. Ability to Train Others was the least used at 64%.

Although many doubts had been expressed in pre-field test discussions about the ease of
administration of the system, the field test was completed with a minimum of administrative problems as
reflected by comments fram CBPO personnel who participated in the field test.

Fears that raters would not make independent ratings on promotion recommendations were not
supported by the field test results with 48% of the indorsing officials differing one or more blocks from the
reporting-officials. Reviewing officials accepted their responsibilities to control the system by resolving the
differences in most instances.

In the comparison of open ratings to closed, no significant differences were found. The promotion
recommendation scale produced a full range of ratings on the seven-point scale with slight negative skewing;
i.e., fewer raters giving low ratings than high ratings. Comparison of the overall performance scale with the
promotion recommendation scale revealed minimum halo effect strongly suggesting that the two ratings
were conceptually different to the raters.

Four promotion boards were formed to determine the impact of introducing the new forms to
existing selection folders. The members of the boards were selected randomly from members of an
operational selection board which had finished its operational task. A promotion quota was established for
major to lieutenant colonel, and for captain to major, for majors and captains rated in the field test. These
quotas were equivalent to the promotion opportunity in operational selection boards. Two of the boards
considered all participating major selection folders without the new forms; the other two boards considered
all participating major selection folders with the new forms added. For the captain to major selections, the
boards were reversed: ie., the boards which considered folders without the new forms in the major to
lieutenant colonel exercise considered the folders with the new forms for the captain to major exercise and
ViCe versa.
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Interboard comparisons indicated that there was an increase in reliability of board selections with the
[ inclusion of the new forms in the selection folders.

An attitude survey was administered to all participants in the OER field test. Although the survey
contained 38 items, only those most relevant to this report will be discussed. A summary of responses to all
items is shown in Appendix D.
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Two questions were considered critical to the potential of the new system. The first of these
questions was, **How do you like the proposed system as a whole?” “I like it was the response of 30% of
the officers while 56% responded *‘It seems acceptable,” and only 14% responded, “1 don’t like it.” The
second questions was, “How well will the proposed system work?” Of those responding, 46% reported
*“Better than the current one” while 48% responded “As well as the current one,” and only 6% reported
“Not as well as the current one.” It is interesting to note that Caucasian and non-Caucasian officers
responded similarly to these two questions.

Other items dealing with important areas in the survey included “What is your attitude toward a
closed evaluation of potential (the evaluation would be available only to reviewers and members of
promotion boards and never available to the ratee, rater, career counselors, major commands, researchers,
or anyone else)”’ A favorable attitude was indicated by 24% of the respondents, an acceptable attitude by
15%, an unfavorable attitude by 39%, and most important, 23% indicated that they were inalterably
opposed. With respect to this item, non-Caucasian officers were less favorable than Caucasian. It is aiso
interesting to note that as grade level increased, officers became more favorable towards this concept.

A related question was, “Do you think the closed system as defined above would really be closed™”
“Probably” was the response of 18% of the officers, 25% indicated “‘cannot predict,” and 56% indicated
*“probably not.”

Non-Caucasian and junior officers seemed less inclined to believe the system would really be closed.

Another important area was that of rater history. Specifically, one item asked, *‘Rater History:
Should the rater and reviewer be kept informed as to how the rater has rated in the past?” Forty-five
percent of the respondents indicated “Yes, because the information should provide a favorable perspective
for maintaining objective ratings”; 6% indicated ‘“‘Yes, for other reasons.” On the other hand, 17%
responded “No, as this information will probably introduce false perspective,” and 4% responded, *“No, for
other reasons.”

Respondents were also asked, “Rater Letter: Should rater be provided with some information as to
how ratings they have rendered compare on the average with those rendered by all raters?” Sixty-four
percent of the respondents indicated “yes” and only 13% responded *“no.” The others had no opinion,
Another item on the survey was “Are there aspects of the proposed evaluation system which would appear
to promote racial bias?’ Three percent of the respondents indicated yes, 76% of the respondents indicated
“no,” and 21% responded “hard to say.” Significantly more non-Caucasian than Caucasian officers
responded either “yes” or “hard to say.” A related item was “Are there aspects of the proposed evaluation
system which would appear to promote sex bias?” Three percent of the officers reported “yes,” 79%
reported “‘no,” and 19% reported “hard to say.” There were no significant differences as a function of
ethnic background and sex.

Respondents were also asked, ‘‘Should colonels and generals, as reviewing officers for captains
through colonels, be tasked with management of the system and control of the rating trends?” Forty-three
percent of the officers responded “yes,” 34% responded “no,” and 22% responded “no preference.” The
percentage of the officers responding “yes™ seemed to be positively correlated with grade. A related
question indicated that only 29% of the officers felt that the reviewer would probably be able to manage
the system and control rating trends, whereas 38% felt that he would probably not be able to. When asked,
“Should knowledge of rating distributions and trends be made available to all Air Force officers?”, 64%
responded ““‘definitely,” 21% *‘probably,” 4% *“no preference,” and 11% ‘““probably not or definitely not.”
The results of the attitude survey indicated that the majority of officers who participated in the field test
were favorable toward the proposed system. The current investigation indicated the level of acceptability
with the proposed system to be higher than could be reasonably expected, and certainly high enough to
warrant implementation.

Another author (Preston, 1975) has provided different interpretations of these same field data.

X111, CONCLUSION

The proposed system and test results were transferred to the Hq,USAF/DP requirements manager. A
number of significant modifications were made to the proposed system. This revised OER system was
implemented by the Air Force on November 1974,
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INSTRUCTIONS: AF FORM XX

(REFER TO CHAPTER 7, AFM 36-10)

For the Rating Official:

a. Enter in Section | ratee identification data furnished by the CBPO. If any of this information is
incorrect, advise the CBPO and make necessary corrections.

b. Indicate relationship to ratee in Section {1,

c. In Section I, place an "x" in the appropriate box describing how well the ratee meets
performance standards. The rating is based on an evaluation of all factors and comments reported on AF
Form YY, Performance Evaluation.

d. An overall performance evaluation not in consonance with the rating and comments on AF Form
YY must be supported in the Comments block. Information should be provided when it makes the
promotion evaluation more meaningful.

e. Comments must be legibly printed in permanent ink or typed.

f. Place an ““x" in the appropriate promotion recommendation box, indicating when the ratee should
be promoted. Consider the ratee’s potential for positiohs of greater responsibility and how soon he could
assume those responsibilities, Compare the ratee’s potential with officers of the same grade. Consider how
soon he could assume responsibilities typical of officers who are a grade higher than the ratee’s current
active duty grade,

9. When rating colonels, the rating rendered must be in the context of potential for selection to
permanent colonei.

h. In Section 1V, indicate your function in the rating process, i.e., reporting, indorsing, rating official
only, reviewing or additional reviewing official. Complete the identification data, sign and date the form.
AF Form XX will not be'signed before the closing date of the reporting period. AF Form XX cannot be
dated: before the date affixed by the indorsing official on AF Form YY.

i. Seal the completed evaluation in an envelope and sign across the flap of the envelope. The name,
grade, and SSAN of the ratee and rater should be printed or typed on the face of the envelope.
For the Reviewing Official:

a. Review AF Form YY and each AF Form XX.

b. On each AF Form XX indicate concurrence or non-concurrence by placing an “x’ in the
appropriate box in Section V.

c. If non-concurring in both AF Forms XX, also place an “x' in the box, ‘‘Additional AF Form

XX'' and complete AF Form XX as a rating official. The AF Form XX should explain reasons for
non-concurrence, Another reviewing official is not required.

d. An additional AF Form XX may be completed even though concurring in one or both of the AF
Forms XX under review providing the information makes the evaluation more meaningful.

-e. Complete the identification data, sign and date the form. The date cannot precede the date
affixed by rating officials.

f. Seal all AF Forms XX in a window envelope with the ratee's identification data visible through
the window. Sign across the flap of the envelope,

g. Forward the AF Form YY and AF Forms XX to the CBPO for distribution.
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I. IDENTIFICATION DATA

H. RELATIONSHIP TO RATEE

Length of Degrae of
Time Contact
NAME:
0-3Mo None
SSAN: REASON FOR REPORT:
GRADE ~ ACTIVE: PERMANENT: 4-6Mo Limited
RPT PRD FROM: THROUGH:
7-12Mo Frequent
ORGN:
BASE: Over 12 Mo Daily
ill. PROMOTION EVALUATION
OVERALL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
DOES NOT MEET MEETS EXCEEDS
STANDARDS STANDARDS STANDARDS

COMMENTS OF RATING OFFICIAL

PROMOTION RECOMMENDATION — HIS POTENTIAL IS TYPICAL OF OFFICERS WHO ARE:
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PROMOTED
RETAINED LOWER 1/3 MIDOLE 1/3 TOP 1/3 1 YR AHEAD 2 YRS AHEAD 3 YRS AHEAD
IN PRESENT IN PRIMARY IN PRIMARY IN PRIMARY OF YEAR OF YEAR OF YEAR
GRADE ZONE ZONE ZONE GROUP GROUP GROUP
IV. RATING OFFICIAL RATING ADDITIONAL
REPORTING INDORSING OFFICIAL D REVIEWING REVIEWING
OFFICIAL OFFICIAL ONLY OFFICIAL OFFICIAL
NAME/GRADE SSAN DATE
DUTY TITLE SIGNATURE
ADDITIONAL
V. REVIEWING OFFICIAL concur ] nonconcur []  AF FORM XX
NAME/GRADE SSAN DATE
DUTY TITLE SIGNATURE
AF FORM XX TEST .~ ATPS 8A
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INSTRUCTIONS: AF FORM YY
{Refar to Chapwr 6, AFM 36-10)

Far Reporting Otficial:

a. Enter in Section {, ratee identification data turnished by the CBPQ
It any of this information 1s incotrect. advise the CBPO and make
necessary carrections.

b. Enter number of days supervised.

¢. For “Job Lewel” in organization, enter the appropniate level of
ratee’s job wittun the organization. Job ievels are described as

Command Element

Directorate, Department, Otfice, or equivalent
Division or equivalent

Branch or equivalent

Section or equivalent

Unit or equivalent

Other

For example, level of job in the organization 1s the most immedsate level of
assignment within which the ratee works, If the ratee is a programmer in
the Data Systems Branch of DCS Personnel, Hg ATC, his levet of job in the
organization 1s “"Branch.”

d. Before completing the ratings of the specific factors, require the
ratee 1o provide a hist of job objectives for his job. Evaluate these in terms
of what is expected of the ratee and discuss any revision of the job objec-
tives list with him. Reference paragraph h on the opposite side of this
document.

e. After the job objectives have been identified (Reference AFP-XX)
and histed 1n Section (1 of AF Form YY, evaluate, in Section !1, the ratee
on a mimmum of six of the perfarmance factors. Report his raung by
glacing an "x” in the appropn‘ale box. Any ranng other than "‘Meets
Standards,” or "Not Relevant,” “Not Observed’ must be supported by
aspecific example of perlormance Do not exceed the space provided.

f. The nine factors (abbreviated on the torm) and the performance
standards are

(1) How Proficient is Ihis Officer in Handling Oral Communi
(dn\’")

{a) Far Below Standards. This officer's verbal ability is limited.
He antagonizes others during communications. He does not speak clearly.
The otficer’s co-workers avord consultanon whenever possible. He 1s often
verbose and speaks with no apparent lnes of logic. His briefings are ds-
organized. Either he will not communicate with his associates or he has
diificuity doing so.

{b) Below Standards. This officer is able to convey usetul infor-
mation if the listener 15 patient and toleran1. His answers are somelimes
overly involved. A) other times he leaves important items out. During
briefings he is visibly nervous and hesitant in his presentation.

{c) Meets Standards. This officer gives direct and understand-
able responses 1o 1nquines and maintains channels for communication. He
talks on the level of others. He gets his points across and does not offend
athers. His brietings are usually organized and we)l presented.

{d) Above Standards. This officer is able 10 effecuvely deal with
difficult communication situations, such as hostile persons and trouble-
some areas. He puts extra effort into tis communications. His briefings are
always well received.

{e) Well Above Standards. This officer is extremely agreeable 1n
communicating with others, and is often called upon for brefing difficult
or sensitive problem areas. He quickly wins everyone’s confidence, respect,
and trust. He is capable of outstanding results 1n any job requiring difficult
communication. He senses any difficulty on his audience’s part, and 1s able
to achieve understanding at ail tin.es. He is invariably compiimented on the
quahity of his briefings.

(2) How Proficiene is This Officer in Handling Written Communi
cations?

(a) For Boiuw Standards. This officer's written communications
are rendered almost totally useless due to his inadequacies w spelling,

{c) Meets Standards. This officer writes an acceptable report.
His wmmg is clear and cohergnt. His written nnsuucnons and reports m
readvly under . The of his flows Iy

{d) Above Standards. The reader can follow the hine of reason-
ing of even complicated reports this officer writes. He is succinct, confining
his communications to only thuse words necessary to express his ideas. His
written communications are rarely returned because of grammatical errors
or disorganized presentation.

(e} Well Above Standards. This officer is 8 master at all times in
the use of vocabulary and grammar. He is able to describe complex con-
cepts 5O well that even the casual reader can readily comprehend the ides.
This officer is usually chosen for the more difficult writing work.

{3) How Well Does This Officer Demonstrate Technical and Profes-
sional Knowledge?

(a) Far Below Standards. This officer must be assigned every job
he performs, and needs constant supervision while performing the job 5o
that 1t 15 completed correctly. Without supervision he fails 10 complete
assigned tasks or avoids them. On the one hand he may be unable or
unwitling to apply his knowledge, while on the other he may possess none.

{b) Below Stendards. This officer's technical competence is
sometimes inadequate for the job. He must be monitored reguiarly and
occasionally falters when assigned a job which is any way out of the
ordinary. He must be closely supervised or he may meet with failure.

{c) Mnts Standards. Thls officer applies the minimal technical
or profi q d for the job. He is aware of any short-

comings he has and auempls to compensate for them. He requires special
assistance for extremely difficult assighments.

(d) Above Standards. This officer gives mought to job problem:
and has insight 1n1o how new k can ad in He keeps
informed of new devetopments in his held He can effectively incorporate
things from outside his field into his job. His training and experience insure
that he can handle difficuit situations effectively.

{e) Well Above Standards. This officer possesses technical and/
or professional knowledge to the degree thal its application to Air Force
problems results in a signif: saving or materials, He s
always able 1o succeed where others have failed. He s well known for his
accomplishments and is a recognized authority in his field.

(4) How Well Does This Officer Achieve Effective Use of Manpower
Resources?

(a) Far Below Standards His subordinates are characterized by
a state of low morale and confusion. No one is sure of what is expected of
them. He 15 not consistent in his dealings with subardmates He 15 prone 1o
take credit far the h ts of his sub

{b) Below Standards. This officer fails to recognize priorities
and individual workioad when assigning tasks. Mis subordinates do make
every effort 10 accomplish the job under these circumstances. Subordinates
are usualiy assigned jobs befitting their gbifities and skills, and the officer
usually provides them with a reasonable amount of supervision.

{c) Mests Standards. This officer 13 abie to balance a reasonable
expenditure of manpower with effective accomplishment of the unit's
mission. He gives credit where credit is due and his people usually know
what 15 expected of them. He is aimost always consistent in the dispensing
of rewards and punishments. There is good morake and an sura of eff;.
crency about his section

(d} Above Standards This officer finds new ways 10 accomplish
his mussion, at lower expenditures cf man hours. His personnel respect his
ability as @ manager and know that he will aiways be fair in his dealings
with them. They are always awa:e of what he expects of them, and know
he will back them 10 the hilt as long as they are right.

{e) Well Abave Standards. Qther officers solicit his advice in
estabtishing job priorities ang assigning personnel to accomplish those jobs.
He 15 nigorously objective in his dealings with and o of hig
people He always has the complete respect and couperation from his

grammar, punctuation, and sentence construction. All his commur
raise questions and doubt as 1o his intention rather than clear the issue,
People must continually seek clarification or correct his errors.

(b) Bclow Standards. The quality of this officer’s written
& consi 1t Although his communications usually
convey a cogent uba they are occasionatty difticult to understand and
interpret,

LLdREDNT RN, P Hren S WS

ates. He 15 able 1o reconcile ditficutt inter end intrs officer
conflicts or situations among people, thus preserving organizationg! morale,
esprit de corps, and etfectiveness.

(8) How Well Does This Officer Achieve Effecive Use of Materiel

Resources?
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{a) Far Below Standards. Air Force money and materiels are
mitused or wasted by this officar. This officer fails to handle his assign-
ment, requiring them to be redone. Materiels are not properly utilized or
accounted for, He does not or is not able to provide the proper materiels or
equipment in the places they are needed at the time they are needed, thus
causing delays in the work of others,

(b} Below The officer i tasks in a manner
conducive to the conservation of materiels, but not on a regular basis. In
the asbsence of close supervision, he tends 10 squander resources in order to
get jobs done.

{c} Mests Standards. This officer is able 1o balance minimal use
of materiel resources with good resuits. Hls associates are aware that un-

Y expt will not be

{d) Above Standards. E results ished at a
minimum cost in materiel. Skillfully utilizes costeffectiveness studies.
Often makes suggestions or substitutions in materiel which result in savings
10 the Air Force.

{e) Well Above Standards. This officer not only is supremely
effective in the conservation and effective utilization of new materiels, but
he seeks and finds new ways of utilizing existing equlpvmm and goods ior
accomplishing jobs more efticiently and ly. He is a gl
authority in interpreting cost-effectiveness tradeoffs.

(6} How Well Does This Officer Evaluate Facts and Make Decisions?

(a) Far Below Standerds. This officer cannot, or is reluctant to,
make decisions on his own. When he is forced 1o make a decnsngv_\ itis not

reliable. He is adverse to ing any resp ility for his o
(b) Bolow sma. The officer performs some routine
g , but he is i to involve himself in areas
where keen judg tis y. Such j come only very stowly

and only after repeated prodding. As they are sometimes inaccurate, and in
consideration of the amount of effort required to obtain them), the super-
visor will often perform them himself.

(c) Meets St-ndmh Th:s man learns from incorrect decisions.
He accepts for hus decisi He makes use of proper statis-
tical data, and his evaluations are almost always accurate,

{d) Above Standards. This officer does not hesitate to make
required decisions, and those he makes are clear-cut and supported by valid
data. His decisions are often solicited by his supervisor.

{e) Wel Above Standards. This man s advice is often sought out
by others in the field. He is utterly and f

new methods. He has 2 reputation for making the covrect decnslon Both
his supervisor and have | faith in his

{7 How Well Does This Officer Adapt to New and Different Situa-
Hons?
{a) Fer Below Stenderds. This officer is lost in any situation
which from normal pr dure. He will shirk it if at all possible.

(b} Below Standards. With direction this officer may utilize new
methods, but would resist them without pressure. He prefers to retain
famihiar methods even though they may no longer be applicable.

{c) Mests Standards. This officer is flexible and open 10 most
new ideas or methods. He seeks assistance if he cannot meet a situation
hirselt. He learns from or and ch ations and apphies what
be fearns 10 vs job. He 1 usually effective under stress conditions.

{d) Above Standards. This officer is very adept at recognizing
new innosations and incorporating them into the procedure to increase

efficiency. He is able to recognize and avoid problems in new sitzations. He
is able to perform well in most difficult and stressful situations.

(e} Well Above Standsrds. This officer actively seeks new
methods and procedures. He consistently profits from unexpected and
difficult si He always ds to crises quickly and effectively. in
new and different si i he can, with: e , be d upon
to do an outstanding job.

(8) How Well Does This Officer Plan a1d Organize His Own Work?

(a} Far Below Standards. Time, resources and effort are wasted
as the officer fails 10 plan ahead. Disorganization and unp
characterize thns man. His objectives are not met on time and the results
are usually so di as 10 be aimost useless.

(b) Below Standards. This officer attempts to schedule the
proper use of his resources and the organization ot his activities. When he
does plan something, however, it is often deticient due to his inability to
handle anything but routine work.

(c)] Meets Standsrds. This officer meets job requirements by
anti ing needs and g for them. He is willing and able 1o ptan for
aimost any job. He is able 10 coordinste his pians within the organization.
He is usually able to meet deadlines.

(d) Above Standards. Every job is accomplished as scheduled
He plans ahead, anticipating problems. He is flexible and abte to recognize
pricrities. In addition to meeting job requirements tn planning his own
work, this officer is often called upon to plan and organize complex organ-
ization problems. His plans usually result in :increased efficiency in the
management of resources.

(e) Well Above Standards. This officer organizes the disorganized
situation, even under stress of time. Plany are easily understood and
accepted. He can quickty alter plans, adapting to changing siutations. He is
frequently calted upon and ¢ y abte 1c solve organization
problems. These plans are always acoepled by higher authority with httle
revision. His plans and organizational ability maximize efficiency

(9) How Well Does This Officer Train Others?

{a} Far Below Standerds. This officer does not take the ime to
train others. Has absolutely no facihty in counseling subordinates. tmpos-
sible for students 10 learn in a classroom siuauon.

{b' Betow Standards. This officer reluctantly counsels his sub-
ordinates. Rarely do subordinates respond Students learn on their own
initiative. His classroom presentations are unorgarized and uninspiring.

{c} Meets Standards. This officer has some success In counseling
others relative to their job performance. His subordinates are provided
adequate training on a systematic basis as often as the need arises. Students
have no trouble understanding his classroom instructions.

{d) Above Standards. This officer s constantly alert to traing
needs. The resuits of his classroom instruction are evident as students
handle their jobs well and are prepared for more difficult assignments.
Subordinates respond favorably to his job performance counseling.

(e) Well Abovs Standerds. This officer anticipates future train-
ing needs of others. He 15 an exciting instructor with highty motivated
subordinates. Students are prepared for advancement ahead of others as a
resutt of systematic and thorough training. Handles counseling sessions
professionally and subordinates respond favorably

9. Select the three faciors which the ratee 13 best qualitied 10 pertorm
and enter them in the boxes designated “‘Factor Ranking’ and rank them.
In box 1, enter the number of the factor the ratee is best qualified to
perform, in box 2, the next best qualified; 1n box 3 the third best quaitfied

~ BACK PAGE -
h. In comptening Section tH, “Job Oblecmes - care should be taken that the statements of job objectives are specific actions or behavmrs which are

reahistic, specific and integ nto . The job obj

should be grouped under three headings termed *‘duties " A duty is simply

& genersl category of job obm:nm A [ob obiecnw is a verb 'arm with quatitiers describing what is done and where or when it 1s done. 11 should be stated 0

such a form as to be as obj
be meastured, counted, of othennm evuh.med

should describe a readily observable action or a behavior which produces some product which car.

t. In Section 1V, comments may be made n the space provided. Comments may nclude suggested assignments and performance or behavior character-
1stics not covered by the Performance Factors. Put an “"x” in the appropriate box to indicate whether or not a promotion evaluation is to accompany the

performance evaluation for this period of supervision,

Review the accuracy and completeness of al! entries and enter all information required in Section V. Sign and date the form. Make sure the signature

due does not precede the closing date of the report.
For Indorsing Officiel:

8. Review rating snd comments of reporting official for completeness and impartiality, and assure each rating 1s adequately (ustified
b. Concurrence or non-concurrence in the evalustion should be indicated by marking an “'x™* in the appropriste box. Comments explaiming non

concurrence may be made but must be confined to the space provided.

c. The evaluation will not Le returned 1o the reporting official for reaccomplishment
d. Complete the identutfication data. Sign and date the form. Make sure the date does not precede that of the reporting officiai.
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IDENTIFICATION DATA

PERIOD OF
SUPERVISION

SPECIFIC EXAMPLE:

NAME:
SSAN. REASON FOR REPORT: PAFsC
GRADE - ACTIVE: PERMANENT.
DAFSC
RPT PRD FROM: THROUGH.
ORGN: COMMAND
BASE: LEVEL
JOB LEVEL
DUTY TITLE
I1. PERFORMANCE FACTORS 8
Not 1 5
A Relevant Far 2 3 4 Wetl
1 |2 3 Not to Job Below Below Meets Above Above
FACTOR RANKING [ I J ] Observed Objectives Standards Standards Standards Standards Standards
1. ORAL COMMUNICATION U LI 8] ] LI U U
SPECIFIC EXAMPLE:
2. WRITTEN COMMUNICATION | [W 1J U 1 | LI
SPECIFIC EXAMPLE:
3. PROFESSIONAL KNOWLEDGE U J ] ] U I U
SPECIFIC EXAMPLE:
4. MANPOWER RESOURCES U U 8] U ] T |
SPECIFIC EXAMPLE:
5. MATERIEL RESOURCES U I J U I J 1]
SPECIFIC EXAMPLE:
6. FACTS AND DECISIONS L] ] J U J | N} W]
SPECIFIC EXAMPLE:
7. ADAPTABILITY LI ] T U LI I | ]
$PECIFIC EXAMPLE:
8. PLAN AND ORGANIZ.E WORK Ll J U O [ | ]
SPECIFIC EXAMPLE:
9. TRAIN OTHERS U =) U u U ) u

AF FORM YY

TEST
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111, JOB OBJECTIVES

IV. COMMENTS OF REPORTING OFFICIAL |

AF FORM XX COMPLETED TO ACCOMPANY THIS FORM

[] ves

[(Jwo

V. REPORTING OFFICIAL

ALSO RATING OFFICIAL

D YES

(o

NAME/GRADE SSAN DATE
DUTY TITLE SIGNATURE

Concur [ Nonconcur[:] COMMENTS:
VI. INDORSING OFFICIAL
NAME/GRADE SSAN DATE
DUTY TITLE SIGNATURE
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8.  Training Report (AP Form ¢78) will be submitted
on Training Category D and E officers who perform
the ANACDUTRA through ‘attendancs a4 s Na-
tional Becurity Seminar.
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CLOSING DATES FOR ANNUAL REPORTS PREPARID ON ANG OFFICERS WHO ARE NOT ON
EXTENDED ACTIVE DUTY

L A
:'l Closing dute of onnvel repert Grade of rates
U

] *1 January Lt Colonel or Warrant Officer
2 80 April 1st Lt
3 80 April’ 2d Lt
4 81 July Captain
[ ] 30 September Major
) 81 August Colonal
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APPENDIX C: FIELD TEST CHECKLIST

Y
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FIELD TEST CHECK LIST

CHECK
t. Reporting Otficial: [See Table 5.1, Field Test Draft of AFM 36-10]
—_— a Check ratee identification information furnished by CBPO for accuracy.
— b If inaccurate, correct identificauon information.
—_— c Complete Section |, AF Form YY.
—_— d Give entire package (o ratee.
1. Ratee:
_— a Read field test draft of AFM 36-10.
_ b Read Section | of programmed text.
-_ c Write draft of job objectives and clip to AF Form YY.
_— d Compiete enclosed questionnaire, place in legal envelope provided and seal envelope.
_— e Return package to reporting official.

Reporting Official:

 m— a. Read Sections { and I} of the programmed text and field test draft of AFM 36-10.
—_— b. Review job objectives for adequacy.
_— c. Discuss proposed changes in job aobjectives with ratee, if necessary.
—_— d. Complete Section Iil, AF Form YY.
—_— e, Execute performance ratings on at least 6 of 9 factors in Section I,
—_— f. Select 3 factors ratee is best gualified to perform.
_— g. Rank order factors selected in f, place the number corresponding with the best factor in box 1, next
best in box 2, and third best in box 3.
—_— h. Check form to be sure any factors rated other than ‘‘Meets Standards,”” ‘"Not Relevant,”” or “Not /
Observed” are adequately supported with specific examples of performance. {(Re: Programmed Text, ‘
Section 11}
i Check form to be sure there is one and only one “'x’’ recorded with black ink or typewritten for
every factor.
j. Complete Section IV, if desired. Response to question in Section 1V should be marked “Yes",
K. Complete Saction V, sign, and date form,

Place an "“x" in the Rating Official box if at least one grade higher than ratee and compiete AF Form
¥X. {Go to Paragraph V.)

m. It not at least one grade higher than ratee, check appropriate box, complete questionnaire, place in
legal envelope provided, seal envelope, reassemble package, and send to indorsing official defined in
field test draft of AFM 36-10.

min

IV. Indorsing Official: [See Table 5.9, Field Test Draft of AFM 36-10}

_— a, Read programmed text and field test draft of AFM 36-10.

_— b. Review AF Form Y'Y for accuracy and adequacy.

_— c. 1f administrative efrors are present, contact reporting official and correct.

_— d. indicate "'Concurrence” or ““Non-concurrence;’ and justify “"Non-concurrence” in Section VI,
"Comments.”

— e. Do not return AF Form Y'Y to reporting official for re-execution.

—_— f. Complete identification information in Section VI, date and sign form.

—_— g. Hf a general officer is the indorsing official, go to Paragraph VIIi,

—_— h. If reporting official is same grade or Jower than that of ratee, go to Paragraph V.

If reporting official is at least one grade higher than ratee, go to Pargraph VI.

V. Rating Official: {See Table 5.3, Field Test Draft of AFM 36-10}

’ a. Read field test draft of AFM 36-10 and programmed text, if not accomplished above.
b. Review AF Form YY for information.
c. Complete Section | of AF Form XX,
d. Indicate relationship with ratee in Section 11,
e. Place an “x""in the appropriate “'QOverall Performance Evaluation’ box.
. f. Coimplcte "Comments’” block, if it will make the evaluation more mear. .yful. Comments may be

printed in black ink or typewritten.

Ptace an ""x’* in the appropriate ““Promotion Recommendation’’ box.

In Section 1V, check appropriate box identifying other function of rating official.
Complete tanng official identficaton information in Section 1V, sign and date form

Q' Seal tormn leqgal envelope provided.
Enter name, grade and SSAN of ratee and rating official on face of envelope.
® Swgn across sealed flap of envelope.

m Complete questionnaire, ptace in legal envelope proveded, and seal envelope,
" I g general officer s the rating officral, go to Paragr..ph VI
o Reassernble package and torward to next rating official defined in field tost dratt of AFM 36-10.

T T
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CHECK
Vt. Rating Official:

—_— a. Read field test draft of AFM 36-10 and programmed text, if not accomplished above.

—_— b, Review AF Form YY for information.

_ c. Complete Section | of AF Form XX,

e d. Indicate relationship with ratee in Section (l.

_ e. Place an “x" in the appropriate “‘Overall Performance Evaluation’ box.

_— f. Complete “Comments’” block, if it will make the evaluation more meaningful. Comments may be
printed in black ink or typewritten.

-— g. Place an “’x’* in the appropriate “Promotion Recormmendation’ box.

_— h. In Section 1V, check appropriate box identifying other function of rating official.

_— i Complete rating official identification information in Section IV, sign and date form.

_ i Seal form in legal envelope provided.

—_— k. Enter name, grade, and SSAN of ratee and rating official on face of envelope.

_— I Sign across sealed flap of envelope.

_— m. Compiete questionnaire, place in legal envelope provided, and seal envelope,

_ n, if a general officer is the rating official, go to Paragraph Vill,

_— 0. Reassemble package and forward to reviewing official, as per field test draft of AFM 36-10.

VIt. Reviewing Official: [See Table 5.10, Field Test Draft of AFM 36-10)

Read programmed text and field test draft of AFM 36-10.

Open both envelopes containing AF Forms XX,

Review AF Form YY,

Review each AF Form XX with respect to information contained in AF Form YY.

Indicate “Concurrence” or “Non-concurrence’” on each AF Form XX,

If “Non-concurrence’” on both AF Forms XX, indicate with an ’x” in the appropriate box that an

additional AF Form XX is completed, then execute additional AF Form XX,

g. Even if reviewing official does not non-concur on both AF Forms XX, additional AF Form XX
may be completed if desired.

h. Complete identification information in Section V, sign and date form.

i, Seal all complete AF Forms XX in window envelope with Section | visible through the window.

i Complete questionnaire, place in legal envelope provided, and seal envelope.

k. Reassemble package and return to CBPO.

~ocapoo

T E T

Vil General Officer:

a. If a first rating official, no further review is necessary. Reassemble package and return to
CBPO.
b. 1f a second rating official, assume the role of a reviewing official.
{1}  Open and review the AF Form XX completed by the first rating official.
{2) indicate “Concurrence” or ‘Non-concurrence’” on AF Form XX.
(3} If nonconcurring in AF Form XX, indicate with an ’x’* in the appropriate box that an
additional AF Form XX is completed, then execute additional AF Form XX,
(4) Even if reviewing official does not non-concur on AF Form XX, an additional AF Form XX
may be completed,
(5) Complete identification information in Section V, sign and date form,
(6) Seal all complete AF Forms XX in window envelope with Section 1 visible through window.
(7) Complete questionnaire, place in legal envelope provided, and seal envelope.
(8) Reassembie package and return to CBPO.

T
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APPENDIX D: FIELD TEST OPINION SURVEY *, **

*The first four sample categories, component, ethnic background, aero ratings, and sex were obtained
from the uniform officer record (UOR). Civilian records are not maintained on the UOR, and 13 officers
who participated in the field test did not match the UOR. Therefore, N's differ between those categories
and the other two. The number of cases varies by item as a joint function of non-response, civilian raters,
and officers whose records could not be found in the UOR.

**AFM 3610 was revised to *“fit” the modified OER system as field tested. One copy was included
in each OER shell for the field test. Reference is made to the field test version of AFM 36-10 throughout
Appendix D. Copies of the field test version of AFM 36—10 are not available.

3
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1.  How do you like the proposed sytem as a whole?

I. [ like it.
2. It seems acceptable.
3. 1don't like it. .
Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N 1 2 3
Component**
Regular 1,218 27 57 i
Reserve 419 27 53 11
Total 1,637 30 56 14
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,586 30 56 15
Non-Caucasian 51 29 65 6
Total 1,637 30 56 14
1 Aero Rating
Any Rating 989 27 58 15
Non-rated 648 33 54 13
Total 1,637 30 56 14
Sex
Male 1,560 29 57 14
Female 77 38 49 13
‘ Total 1,637 39 56 14
: Grade** :
‘ 2d Licutenant 64 41 53 6 ‘
1st Lieutenant 98 40 51 9
Captain 279 39 50 10
Major 315 27 60 13
Lt Colonel 427 24 58 18
Colonel 403 26 59 15
General 64 31 50 19
: Civilian 94 45 52 3
{ Total 1,744 30 56 14
Lo Duty Group**
) 0011-0086 201 23 56 20
; 1021-2124 442 28 57 15
o 2511-3096 430 33 59 8
88119956 201 30 54 16
Other 470 34 54 13
Total 1,744 30 56 14

*Significant p < .05,
“*Significant p < .01,
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2 How well will the proposed system work?

1. Better than the current one.
2. About as well as the current one.
3. Not as well as the current one.

Percentage of Officer
Selecting Alternatives

N 1 2 3
Component** ‘
Regular 1,207 43 50 7 :
Reserve 414 54 42 4 i
Total 1,621 46 48 6 ‘;
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,571 46 48 6
Non-Caucasian 50 40 56 4
Total 1,621 46 48 6
Aero Rating*
Any Rating 980 43 50 6
Non-rated 641 S0 44 6
Total 1,621 46 48 6
Sex
Male 1,546 46 48 6
Female 75 51 44 5
Total 1,621 46 48 6 ;
Grade** 'Z‘
2d Lieutenant 63 51 49 0
1st Lieutenant 96 57 40 3 :
Captain 275 57 40 4 !
Major 308 45 49 6
Lt Coloneli 427 39 54 7
Colonel 401 43 50 7
General 64 48 39 13
Civilian 94 56 42 1
F Total 1,728 47 48 6
-
. Duty Group*
3 0011-0086 199 38 55 7
} 1021-2124 437 46 49 5
2511-3096 428 49 47 3
8811-9956 198 43 47 10
Other 466 50 44 6
] i Total 1,728 47 48 6
*Significant p < .05,
**Significant p < .01,
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3. Do you think that any rating system would be made to work properly in the Air Force?

1. Yes
2. No
Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N | 2
Component
Regular 1,194 69 31
Reserve 407 65 35
Total 1,601 68 32
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,552 68 32
Non-Caucasian 49 65 35
Total 1,601 68 32
Aero Rating
Any Rating 969 70 30
Non-rated 632 66 34
Total 1,601 68 32
Sex
Male 1,530 68 32
Female 71 66 34
Total 1,601 68 32
Grade
2d Lieutenant 63 70 30
1st Lieutenat 94 61 39
Captain 272 67 33
Major 307 65 35
Lt Colonel 415 63 37
Colonel 398 74 26
General 65 89 11
Civilian 89 69 31
Total 1,703 68 32
Duty Group
0011-0086 196 70 30
1021-2124 432 64 36
2511-3096 421 72 29
8811-9956 193 64 36
Other 461 70 30
Total 1,703 68 32
*Significant p <.05.
. **Significant p < .01,
&
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4. How much time will be required for completion of evaluations under the proposed system?

1.  After familiarization, about as much time as for the current system.
2. After familiarization, probably less time than for the current system.
3. After familiarization, prabably more time than for the current system.
Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N i 2 3
Component
Regular 1,221 36 35 29
Reserve 410 37 36 27
Total 1,631 36 35 28
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,580 37 35 28
Non-Caucasian 51 27 47 26
Total 1,631 36 35 28
Aero Rating®
Any Rating 991 36 38 26
Non-rated 640 37 32 31
Total 1,631 36 35 28
Sex*
Male 1.556 37 35 29
Female 75 33 49 17
Total 1,631 36 35 28
Grade
2d Lieutenant 60 38 23 38
Ist Lieutenant 97 45 32 3
Captain 275 36 37 27
Major 313 36 39 25
Lt Colonel 429 36 36 28
Colonel 404 34 35 31
General 66 41 23 36
1 Civilian 94 43 39 18
Total 1,738 37 36 28
- Duty Group
1 0011-0086 200 39 33 29
3 1021-2124 442 33 40 27
2511-3096 430 38 37 25
8811-9956 196 37 36 27
Other 470 38 31 31
Total 1,738 37 30 28

*Significant p < .05.
**Significant p <.01.
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5. What is your attitude toward a closed evaluation of potential (the evaluation would be available only
to reviewers and members of promotion boards, and never available to the ratee, career counstlors,
major commands, researchers, or anyone else).

1 Favorable

2 Acceptable

3.  Unfavorable

4 Inalterably opposed

Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N 1 2 3 4
Component**
Regular 1,222 27 16 37 20
Reserve 416 14 11 44 31
Total 1,638 24 15 39 23
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,587 24 15 39 23
Non-Caucasian 51 14 18 39 29
Total 1,638 24 15 39 23
Aero Rating**
Any Rating 993 26 17 36 21
Non-rated 645 19 11 43 27
Total 1,638 24 15 39 23
Sex
Male 1,564 24 15 38 23
Female 74 12 12 49 27
Total 1,638 24 15 39 23
Grade**
2d Lieuténant 64 8 6 52 34
Ist Lieutenant 98 9 21 45 24
Captain 279 17 10 38 34
Major 312 14 10 46 30
Lt Colonel 427 20 17 40 23
Colonel 405 40 18 31 11
General 66 58 18 18 6
Civilian 93 28 26 42 4
Total 1,744 24 15 39 22
Duty Group**
0011-0086 200 37 19 39 15
1021-2124 443 15 15 43 27
2511-3096 432 25 16 4] 18
8811-9956 199 15 15 42 28
Other 470 29 13 35 23
Total 1,744 24 15 39 22

*Significant p < .05.
**Significant p < .01,
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6.  For a closed system, beginning with what grade should ratings become closed?

1. 2dLt

2. IstLt

3. Capt

4. Maj

5. LtCol

6. Temp. Col

Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N 1 2 3 4 5 6

Component
Regular 1,099 20 2 16 24 10 28
Reserve 362 18 4 12 22 12 32
Total 1,461 20 3 15 24 11 28
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,413 20 3 15 24 11 28
Non-Caucasian 48 8 4 17 15 13 44
Total 1,461 20 3 15 24 11 28
Aero Rating
Any Rating 894 20 3 16 24 11 27
Non-rated 567 19 3 14 23 10 31
Total 1,461 20 3 15 24 11 28
Sex
Male 1,394 19 3 15 24 1 28
Female 67 25 3 12 24 7 28
Total 1,461 20 3 15 24 11 28
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 52 19 0 12 27 17 25
1st Lieutenant 86 17 3 15 21 9 34
Captain 243 17 6 12 21 14 30
Major 273 19 3 11 19 11 37
Lt Colonel 383 21 3 17 22 7 30
Colonel 376 21 2 17 28 12 20
General 61 21 0 20 34 8 16
Civilian 84 25 2 21 27 12 12
Total 1,558 20 3 15 24 11 27
Duty Group
0011-0086 187 19 1 18 30 11 21
1021-2124 391 18 3 12 22 12 33
2511-3096 380 20 3 19 22 10 24
8811-9956 172 26 2 10 23 9 30
Other 428 20 3 16 24 11 27
Total 1,558 20 3 15 24 11 27

*Significant p < .05,
**Significant p < .01,
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7.  On the average, a closed system would tend to allow:

1. ' More objective ratings
2. ' Less objective ratings

3. ' Ratings not particularly different from those under a non<closed system

Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N 1 2 3
Component**
Regular 1,200 53 12 35
Reserve 409 39 21 40
Total 1,609 49 14 36
Ethnic Background**
Caucasian 1,558 50 14 36
Non-Caucasian S1 35 29 35
Total 1,609 49 14 36
Aecro Rating®*
Any Rating 973 53 12 35
Non-rated 636 44 18 38
Total 1,609 49 14 36
Sex*
Male 1,534 50 14 36
Female 75 37 24 39
Total 1,609 49 14 36
Grade®*
2d Lieutenant 64 33 19 48
st Licutenant 94 41 18 40
Captain 274 38 19 43
Major 308 43 16 41
Lt Colonel 419 47 15 38
Colonel 397 63 10 27
General 66 82 2 17
Civilian 94 47 11 43
Total 1,716 49 14 37
Duty Group*?*
0011-0086 197 59 10 31
1021-2124 437 41 16 43
2511-3096 425 48 11 40
8811-9956 196 40 26 34
Other 461 56 12 32
Total 1,716 49 14 37

*Significant p < .05.
**Significant p < .01,




8. Do you think that a closed system, as defined above, would really be closed?

1.  Probably
2.  Probably not
3. Can’t Predict

Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N 1 2 3

Component**
Regular 1,220 20 58 22
Reserve 413 13 53 34
Total 1,633 18 56 25
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,582 18 56 25
Non-Caucasian 51 8 67 25
Total 1,633 18 56 25
Aero Rating*
Any Rating 992 20 57 23
Non-rated 641 15 56 29
Total 1,633 18 56 25
Sex
Male 1,558 19 56 25
Female 75 9 60 31
Total 1,633 18 56 25
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 64 9 63 28
Ist Lieutenant 96 14 47 40
Captain 277 15 55 30
Major 312 12 63 26
Lt Colonel 426 15 62 22
Colonel 404 25 s3 n
General 67 49 22 28
Civilian 94 17 55 28
Total 1,740 18 56 26
Duty Group**
0011-0086 199 22 63 15
1021-2124 443 13 59 S
2511-3096 430 18 60 »
8811-9956 198 13 54 33
Other 470 23 49 28
Total 1,740 18 56 26

, *Significant p < .05,

**Significant p <.01.
.
.
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9. In the current system, you know your individual evaluations, but don’t have a direction indication of
how they stand with respect to those of your contemporaries. I 1t appropriate to provide for
feedback which does advise you directly of how your evaluations compare, on the average, with those
of your contemporaries? (AFM 3610, para 2—-12b)

1. Yes
2. No :
3.  No Opinion :
|
Percentage of Officers ]
Selecting Alternatives
N 1 2 3
Component
Regular 1,224 88 9 3
Reserve 417 94 1 5
Total 1,641 90 7 4
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,590 89 7 3
Non-Caucasian 51 92 2 6
; Total 1,641 90 7 4
Aero Rating*
Any Rating 993 89 8 3
Non-rated 648 90 5 4
Total 1,641 90 7 4
Sex*™*
Male 1,564 90 8 3
Female 77 83 6 10 1
Total 1,641 90 7 4
Grade**
2d Liedtenant 64 92 2 6
Ist Lieutenant 98 93 2 5
Captain 280 98 1 1
Major 314 91 6 3
Lt Colonel 427 87 8 5
Colone) 405 87 10 3
1 General 66 76 20 5
h Civilian 89 90 2 8
k
F" Total 1,743 90 7 4
b Duty Group**
' 0011 -0086 201 89 10 1
1021 -2124 442 94 3 3
2511- 3096 429 90 6 4
, 8811 -9956 201 84 6 10
~ Other 470 88 9 3
Total 1,743 90 7 4
‘Q *Significant p < ,05,
' T Significant p < .01,
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10. Rater History: Should the rater and reviewer be kept informed as to how the rater has rated in the
past? (AFM 3610, para, 2—12 a[1])

1. Yes, as this information should provide a favorable perspective for maintaining objective ratings
2. Yes, for other reasons
3. No, as this information would probably introduce a false perspective
4.  No, for other reasons
5. No opinion
6. Bothland2
7. Both3and4
Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Component
Regular 1,210 44 6 17 5 3 21 4
Reserve 411 48 6 17 3 3 18 S
Total 1,621 45 6 17 4 3 20 4
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,570 45 6 17 5 3 20 4
Non-Caucasian 51 43 10 22 2 20 4
Total 1,621 45 6 17 4 3 20 4
Aero Rating
Any Rating 979 45 5 17 5 3 21 4
Non-rated 642 46 7 17 4 3 19 5
Total 1,621 45 6 17 4 3 20 4
Sex
Male 1,546 46 6 17 4 3 20 4
Female 75 36 7 19 7 3 20 9
Total 1,621 45 6 17 4 3 20 4
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 62 37 3 19 6 5 21 8
1st Lieutenant 96 36 6 29 2 5 17 4
Captain 271 50 4 15 3 1 22 5
Major 311 44 7 17 4 4 21 4
Lt Colonel 422 43 6 19 5 4 18 5
Colonel 399 46 6 15 7 3 21 4
General 66 56 3 14 5 2 20 2
Civilian 92 55 4 10 2 10 14 4
Total 1,725 46 6 17 4 4 20 4
Duty Group
0011-0086 195 48 7 13 5 4 19 4
1021-2124 438 43 4 21 3 4 20 4
\ 2511-3096 425 47 7 13 5 4 21 3
8811-9956 198 46 5 17 3 5 18 7
Other 469 46 6 18 5 2 19 4
. Total 1,725 46 6 17 4 4 20 4
. *Significant p < .05.
. **Significant p < .01,
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11. Rater Letter: Should raters be provided with some information as to how ratings they have rendered
compare, on the average, with those rendered by all raters? (AFM 3610, para 1-12a[2])

1. Yes, as this information should provide a favorable perspective for maintaining objective
ratings.

2. Yes, for other reasons. I
3. No, as this information would probably introduce a false perspective, :
4.  No, for other reasons.
5.  No opinion
6. Bothland2
7. Both3and4
Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N 1 P 3 4 5 6 7
Component
Regular 1,213 58 6 9 3 2 20 2
Reserve 416 58 5 12 2 3 19 1
Total 1,629 58 6 10 3 2 19 2
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,578 50 6 10 3 2 19 2
Non-Caucasian 51 53 10 6 4 0 24 4
Total 1,629 58 6 10 3 2 19 2
Aero Rating
Any Rating 984 59 5 10 3 2 19 2
Non-rated 645 58 7 10 2 2 20 1
Total 1,629 58 6 10 3 2 19 2
Sex*
Male 1,553 59 6 10 2 2 19 2
Female 76 45 7 14 7 5 18 4
Total 1,629 58 6 10 3 19 2
Grade®**
2d Lieutenant 63 52 6 19 3 3 13 3
1st Lieutenant 98 53 8 15 2 3 17 1
Captain 278 62 4 7 2 1 23 1
Major 315 60 6 10 2 3 17 2
Lt Colonel 421 55 7 10 4 1 19 3
Colonel 400 60 5 9 3 2 19 2
General 67 61 1 9 3 0 22 3
Civilian 93 60 4 9 1 10 14 2
Total 1,735 58 6 10 3 2 19 2
§ Duty Group
0011-0086 197 60 4 8 3 3 21 2
1021-2124 441 58 6 10 2 2 19 2
2511-3096 426 58 8 7 3 3 19 2
. 8811-9956 200 56 5 11 2 4 20 2
Other 471 59 5 13 4 1 17 2
® Total 1,735 58 6 10 3 2 19 2

*Significant p <.05.
s*Significant p < .01.
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12. Are there aspects of the proposed evaluation system which would appear to promote racial bias?

1. Yes
2. No
3.  Hard to say
Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N 1 2 3
Component**
Regular 1,221 3 78 19
Reserve 414 4 70 26
Total 1,635 3 76 21
Ethnic Background**
Caucasian 1,584 3 i 20
Non-Caucasian 51 16 41 43
Total 1,635 3 76 21
Aero Rating**
Any Rating 990 2 79 19
Non-rated 645 5 72 23
Total 1,635 3 76 21
Sex®
Male 1,559 3 77 20
Female 76 4 63 33
Total 1,635 3 76 21
Grade*
2d Lieutenant 62 3 65 32
1st Lieutenant 98 3 69 28
Captain 278 4 73 23
Major 313 5 75 20
Lt Colonel 428 4 79 17
Colonel 403 1 77 21
General 66 5 83 12
Civilian 94 1 79 20
Total 1,742 3 76 21
Duty Group*
00110086 200 3 78 20
1921-2124 441 2 77 21
25113096 430 3 81 15
8811-9956 200 5 68 28
Other 471 3 74 22
Total 1,742 3 76 21
) *Significant p < .05,
**Significant p < .01,
.
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13.  Are there aspects of the proposed evaluation system which would appear to promote sex bias?

1. Yes
2. No
3. Hardtosay
Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N 1 2 3
Component**
Regular 1,221 2 81 17
Reserve 417 4 71 24
Total 1,638 3 79 19
Ethnic Background**
Caucasian 1,587 3 80 18
Non-Caucasian 51 10 45 45
Total 1,638 3 79 19
Aero Rating
Any Rating 991 2 82 16
Non-rated 647 5 73 22
Total 1,638 3 79 19
Sex**
Male 1,561 3 79 18
Female 77 6 60 34
Total 1,638 3 79 19
Grade
2d Lieutenant 63 3 63 33
Ist Lieutenant 98 4 76 20
Captain 279 3 77 20
Major 315 4 78 18
Lt Colonel 428 3 82 15
Colonel 402 1 79 20
General 66 3 85 12
Civilian 94 2 81 17
Total 1,745 3 79 19
Duty Group**
0011--0086 199 2 81 17
1021-2124 443 2 81 16
2511-3096 431 3 83 14
8811-9956 201 S 67 26
Other 471 2 76 22
\ Total 1,745 3 79 19

*Significant p < .05,
**Significant p < .01,
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14, To what extent does your AFSC and duty title identify or describe your job outside your utilization

field? (AFM 36-10, para 6-3)
1. Hardly at all
2. Only very generally
3.  Toa moderate degree
4.  Quite specifically
S. Don’t know
Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N 1 2 3 4 5
Component*
Regular 1,220 16 35 2 20 2
Reserve 416 18 37 21 19 s
Total 1,636 17 35 25 20 3
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,585 17 35 25 20 3
Non-Caucasian 51 14 29 33 18 6
Total 1,636 17 35 25 20 3
Aero Rating
Any Rating 989 15 35 27 20 3
Non-rated 647 19 36 23 20 2
Total 1,636 17 35 25 20 3
Sex
Male 1,559 17 35 25 20 3
Female 77 13 32 23 25 6
Total 1,636 17 35 25 20
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 64 13 44 20 19 5
1st Lieutenant 98 17 39 14 24 5
Captain 278 22 34 23 18 3
Major 312 19 40 21 17 3
Lt Colonel 429 15 35 28 20 2
Colonel 403 13 32 30 22 2
General 63 13 30 19 33 5
Civilian 87 11 33 25 22 8
Total 1,734 16 35 25 20 3
Duty Group**
0011-0086 199 16 26 31 27 i
1021-2124 442 17 38 22 21 3
2511-3096 424 21 38 28 10 4
. 8811-9956 200 14 29 21 32 5
) Other 469 13 37 25 22 3
Total 1,734 16 35 25 20 3
& *Significant p < .05.
**Significant p < .01.
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15. Will the proposed performance form with performance standards (behavioral expectations) improve
reporting official/ratee job counseling? (AFM 36- 10, para 2- 11 and 6--2)

1.  Probably

2.  Probably not
3. Can't predict

Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N | 2 3
Component®*
Regular 1,224 47 28 24
Reserve 417 52 18 30
Total 1,641 48 26 26
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,590 48 26 25
Non-Caucasian 51 55 12 33
Total 1,641 48 26 26
Aero Rating®*
Any Rating 993 46 30 24
Non-rated 648 52 20 29 _
Total 1,641 43 26 26 {
Sex
! Male 1,564 48 26 25
| Female 77 53 16 3
Total 1,641 48 26 26
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 64 53 6 41
1st Licutenant 98 53 18 29
Captain 279 58 18 24
Major 314 48 23 29
Lt Colonel 430 46 32 22
Colonel 402 43 31 27
General 67 45 36 19
Civilian 94 73 11 16
Total 1,748 50 25 25
Duty Group**
0011-0086 200 40 37 24
1021-2124 444 50 24 2
2511-3096 432 57 22 21
8811-9956 200 41 20 40
Other 472 51 26 23
Total 1,748 50 25 25
. *Significant p <.05.

**Significant p < .01.




1.  Probably
2. Probably not
3. Can't predict

16. Wil the proposed performance form with performance standards (behavioral expectations) improve
AFMPC career counseling? (AFM 36— 10, para 2- 11 and 6- 2)

Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N 1 2 3
| Component**
| Regular 1,222 29 30 40
: Reserve 417 36 20 44
- Total 1,639 31 28 41
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,588 31 28 41
Non-Caucasian 51 39 20 41
Total 1,639 31 28 41
Aero Rating**
Any Rating 991 31 31 38
Non-rated 648 31 22 47
Total~ 1,639 31 28 41
Sex
Male 1,563 31 28 41
Female 76 39 18 42
Total 1,639 31 28 41
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 64 38 9 53
Ist Lieutenant 98 43 14 3
Captain 279 35 22 43
Major 315 30 27 43
Lt Colonel 428 28 33 38
Colonel 401 27 31 41
General 67 34 30 36
Civilian 94 43 16 41
Total 1,746 32 27 41
Duty Group*
0011-0086 199 27 37 36
1021-2124 443 35 26 40
2511-3096 432 31 27 3
8811-9956 200 31 n» 48
Other 472 32 26 42
. Total 1,746 32 27 41
*Significant p <,05.
**Significant p < .01,
®
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17.  Will information provided by the proposed performance form improve assignment actions? (AFM
36--10, para 2-9, 10)

1.  Probably
2 Probably not
3. Can’t predict

Percentage of Officers
Selecting Altematives
N 1 2 3

Component**

Regular 1,221 19 49 32

Reserve 416 24 35 42

Total 1,637 20 46 33

Ethnic Background*

Caucasian 1,586 19 46 34

Non-Caucasian 51 33 27 »

Total 1,637 20 46 3

Aero Rating**

Any Rating 991 19 50 31

Non-rated 646 21 39 40

Total 1,637 20 46 35

Sex

Male 1,561 20 46 34

Female 76 24 37 39

Total 1637 20 46 35

Grade**

2d Lieutenant 64 23 22 55

Ist Lieutenant 98 28 31 42

Captain 277 21 39 40

Major 313 18 46 36

Lt Colonel 430 18 51 30

Colonel 402 18 51 32

General 66 32 45 23

Civilian 94 21 32 47

Total 1,744 20 45 35

Duty Group**

0011 -0086 199 15 56 30

1021 2124 442 17 46 37

2511 3096 432 19 48 k2]

8811 9956 201 24 34 42

Other 470 24 41 35
1 Total 1,744 20 45 35
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18. With respect to performance standards,

1. Given a choice between current and proposed system, | prefer the current system where
performance is evaluated by comparing officer against others of the same grade.

2. | prefer the proposed system, where performance is evaluated by comparing an officer's
performance against specified performance standards.

3. It seems to me that for practical purposes the above alternatives amount to about the same

thing.
Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N 1 2 3
Component**
Regular 1,220 22 47 31
Reserve 411 13 61 26
Total 1,631 20 5t 29
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,580 20 51 29
Non-Caucasian S1 22 49 29
Total 1,631 20 51 29
Aero Rating*
Any Rating 989 22 48 30
Non-rated 642 17 55 29
Total 1.631 20 51 29
Sex
Male 1,555 20 50 30
Female 76 16 59 25
Total 1,631 20 51 29
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 62 10 55 35
1st Lieutenant 96 14 67 20
Captain 279 14 60 26
Major 314 16 56 28
Lt Colonel 426 26 45 29
Colonel 400 23 43 34
General 67 24 39 37
Civilian 93 8 70 23
Total 1,737 19 52 29
Duty Group
0011-0086 199 25 41 34
1021-2124 440 20 54 26
2511-.3096 428 16 54 30
8811-9956 199 20 51 30
Other 471 19 52 29
Total 1,737 19 52 29

*Significant p < .05.
“*Significant p < .01,
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19. Do the performance standards used seem adequate for Air Force wide use?

1. No, the standards aren’t suitable for use in any part of the Air Force.
2. Yes, but some career areas need their own sets of standards.
3. Yes, the standards seem quite adequate,

Percentage of Officers

Selecting Alternatives

N 1 2 3
Component**
Regular 1,208 5 51 44
Reserve 416 3 63 34
Total 1,624 5 54 4]
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,573 5 54 41
Non-Caucasian 51 2 63 35
Total 1,624 5 54 41
Aero Rating
Any Rating 981 5 53 42
Non-rated 643 4 56 40
Total 1,624 5 54 4]
Sex
Male 1,547 5 54 4]
Female 77 3 62 35
Total 1,624 5 54 41
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 64 2 72 27
1st Lieutenant 98 3 69 28
Captain 278 1 56 42
Major 308 4 55 4?2
Lt Colonel 424 6 54 40
Colonel 399 7 48 45
General 66 6 36 58
Civilian 92 3 49 48
Total 1,729 5 54 42
Duty Group**
0011--0086 198 7 48 45
1021-2124 439 4 62 35
2511-3096 424 4 49 47
8811-995¢ 201 2 69 29
Other 467 6 46 47
Total 1,729 5 54 42

*Significant p <.05.
i . **Significant p < .01,
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20. Do the performance factors used seem adequate for AF-wide use (bearing in mind that personal
characteristics such as military bearing, leadership qualities, and initiative are to be addressed in the
comments section)? (AFM 3610, para 2—9 and 6--2)

1. No, the factors aren’t suitable for use in any part of the Air Force.
2. Yes, but some career areas need their own sets of factors.
3. Yes, the factors seem quite adequate.
Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N 1 2 3

Component**

Regular 1,214 4 48 48

Reserve 415 3 57 40

Total 1,629 4 50 46

Ethnic Background

Caucasian 1,578 3 51 46

Non-Caucasian 51 4 47 49

Total 1,629 4 50 46

Aero Rating

Any Rating 987 4 50 47

Non-rated 641 3 52 45

Total 1,629 4 50 46

Sex

Male 1,552 3 50 47

Female 77 4 58 38

Total 1,629 4 50 46

Grade**

2d Lieutenant 64 3 72 25

1st Lieutenant 98 3 58 39

Captain 276 0 53 47

Major 309 4 48 49

Lt Colonel 429 4 49 47

Colonel 401 5 48 47

General 65 6 37 57

Civilian 92 i 49 50

Total 1,734 3 50 47

Duty Group**

0011-0086 199 6 48 46

1021-2124 443 2 55 43

2511-3096 426 3 46 51

8811--9956 199 2 64 34

Other 467 S 44 51

Total 1,734 3 50 47

*Significant p < .05,
**Significant p < .01,




21. Ranking of Performance Factors: (AFM 36—10, para 6—-2b)

1. This seems like an excellent method of delineating an officer’s strengths.
2. This will probably have the effect of confusing the officer’s performance record.
3. Actualy, [ can’t decide whether factor ranking is good or bad.

Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N 1 2 3

Component*
Regular 1,205 47 20 33
Reserve 411 51 14 35
Total 1,616 48 18 34
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,565 48 18 34
Non-Caucasian 51 S3 14 33
Total 1,616 48 18 34
Aero Rating
Any Rating 977 47 19 35
Non-rated 636 51 17 32
Total 1,616 48 18 34
Sex
Male 1,541 48 18 33
Female 75 47 12 41
Total 1,616 48 18 34
Grade
2d Lieutenant 63 54 10 37
Ist Lieutenant 95 52 13 36
Captain 275 53 17 30
Major 310 45 18 37
Lt Colonel 420 45 20 35
Colonel 401 48 19 32
General 65 62 18 20
Civilian 92 55 12 33
Total 1,721 49 18 33
Duty Group**
0011-0086 200 43 23 34
1021-2124 434 47 17 36
2511-3096 425 52 16 32
8811-9956 199 39 20 41
Other 463 55 17 29
Total 1,721 49 18 33

i *Significant p < .05,

**Significant p <.01.
.
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22. Who, in your opinion, is likely to render the most ‘‘valid” rating?

1. Reporting official (AFM 36-10, para 3-2)

2.  Indorsing official (AFM 3610, para 3—3a)

3. Additional indorsing official (AFM 36— 10, para 3—3b)

4. Reviewing official (AFM 36— 10, para 3--4)

5.  Depending on the.particular situation, any or all of the above.

Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N 1 2 3 4 5

Component
Regular 1,217 47 6 0 2 45
Reserve 415 48 4 0 1 47
Total 1,632 47 5 0 2 46
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,581 47 6 0 2 46
Non-Caucasian 51 53 0 0 2 45
Total 1,632 47 5 0 2 46
Aero Rating
Any Rating 987 47 6 0 2 45
Non-rated 645 48 4 0 1 46
Total 1,632 47 5 0 2 46
Sex
Male 1,555 47 5 0 2 45
Female 77 44 4 0 1 51
Total 1,632 47 0 2 46
Grade*
2d Lieutenant 62 53 3 0 2 ¥
Ist Lieutenant 98 52 5 0 1 42
Captain 277 50 5 0 0 45
Major 313 50 3 1 1 45
Lt Colanel 428 49 6 0 2 43
Colonel 402 41 7 ] 2 49
General 65 35 6 0 3 55
Civilian 93 63 2 0 0 34
Total 1,738 48 5 0 2 45
Duty Group*
0011-0086 200 43 8 0 3 48
1021-2124 439 49 S 0 1 45
2511-3096 200 39 5 1 1 4]
8811-9956 200 39 S 1 1 55
Other 468 50 4 0 2 44
Total 1,738 48 5 0 2 45

*Significant p < .05.
**Significant p <.01.
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23. In the proposed system, promotion recommendations are independently accomplished by raters. How
large a difference may be tolerated between two ratings before the difference may be regarded as
significant enough to call for some special action; for example, resolution or comment by the
reviewer?

No blocks

One block

Two block

Three blocks

Four blocks

Any size difference may be tolerated

o PWN—~

Percentage of Officers

Selecting Alternatives

N 1 2 3 4 5 6
Component**
Regular 1,210 3 31 49 9 0 8
Reserve 410 4 26 53 10 1 7
Total 1,620 3 29 50 9 0 8
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,569 3 29 50 9 1 8
Non-Caucasian 51 2 39 43 12 0 4
Total 1,620 3 29 50 9 0 8
Aero Rating
Any Rating 983 3 30 50 8 0 7
Non-rated 637 3 28 50 10 1 8
Total 1,620 3 29 50 9 0 8
Sex
Male 1,547 3 30 S0 9 0 8
Female 73 4 22 48 16 1 8
Total 1,620 3 29 50 9 0 8
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 63 8 17 59 10 2 5
Ist Lieutenant 96 4 29 45 14 1 7
Captain 277 2 27 54 10 1 7
Major 309 5 32 49 8 1 6
Lt Colonel 425 4 34 46 8 0 8
Colonel 399 2 27 53 9 0 10
General 63 0 32 46 10 0 13
Civilian 93 5 25 49 8 0 13
Total 1,725 3 29 50 9 0 8
Duty Group
0011-0086 200 3 26 55 9 0 8
1021-2124 441 4 31 52 8 1 5
2511-3096 428 4 29 49 9 0 10
8811-9956 195 3 28 47 I 1 10
Other 461 3 30 49 9 0 9
Total 1,725 3 29 S0 9 0 8

*Significant p < .05.
**Significant p <.01.




24. Should additional indorsements, beyond those required, be allowed in the rating system? (AFM
36-10, para 3-3 and 3—4)

1. No
2. Yes, but a way should be devised to limit their influence
; 3. Yes
' 4.  No particular preference
Percentage of Officers
Selecting Altematives
N 1 2 3 4 L

Component*
Regular 1,223 46 15 29 10
Reserve 416 39 18 29 15
Total 1,639 44 16 29 11
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,588 44 15 29 11
Non-Caucasian 51 37 24 31 8
Total 1,639 44 16 29 11
Aero Rating*
Any Rating 993 44 17 30 9
Non-rated 646 45 14 27 14
Total 1,639 44 16 29 11
Sex
Male 1,563 44 16 29 11
Female 76 43 17 26 13
Total 1,639 44 16 29 11
Grade*
2d Lieutenant 64 38 20 28 14
Ist Lieutenant 96 42 19 26 14
Captain 280 38 17 30 15
Major 313 39 16 32 13
Lt Colonel 429 46 16 29 8
Colonel 403 51 13 25 11
General 67 43 9 37 10
Civilian 94 48 13 19 20
Total 1,746 44 15 29 12
Duty Group**
0011-0086 200 49 18 24 10
1021-2124 444 37 20 32 11
2511-3096 431 48 14 26 12
8811-9956 199 44 14 23 19

i\ Other 472 45 12 32 11
Total 1,746 44 15 29 12

*Significant p < .05,
**Significant p < .01,
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25. Should colonels and generals, as reviewing officials for captains through colonels, be tasked with
management of the system and control of rating trends? (AFM 36-10, para 2—12¢ and Table 5-5)

1. Yes
2. No
3. No preference

Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N 1 2 3
Component**
Regular 1,223 44 36 20
Reserve 413 4?2 30 28
Total 1,636 43 34 22
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,585 43 35 22
Non-Caucasian 51 57 24 20
Total 1,636 43 34 22
Aero Rating**
Any Rating 993 45 35 20
Non-rated 643 41 33 26
Total 1,636 43 34 22
Sex**
Male 1,562 44 35 21
Female 74 31 28 41
Total 1,636 43 34 22
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 63 41 25 33
Ist Lieutenant 96 48 28 24
Captain 278 44 28 28
Major 313 44 33 23
Lt Colonel 428 40 39 21
Colonel 404 44 38 18
General 67 55 27 18
Civilian 94 46 20 34
Total 1,743 44 34 23
Duty Group**
0011-0089 201 44 38 18
1021-2124 445 43 36 20
2511-3096 430 47 30 23
8811-9956 196 31 31 39
Other 471 46 33 20
Total 1,743 44 34 23

*Significant p < 05,

*“Simificant p < 01,




26. Reviewing officials for captains through colonels will have available AF Form YY, AF Form XX,
rater history, and the current rating distributions. Will these reviewing officers be able to manage the
system and control rating trends? (AFM 36-10, para 2—12c)

1.  Probably
2. Probably not
3. Can’t predict
Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N 1 2 3
Component**
Regular 1,225 28 4] 3]
Reserve 415 34 27 39
Total 1,640 29 38 33
Ethnic Ba;.kgm\md
Caucasian 1,589 29 38 33
Non-Caucasian 51 39 27 33 ]
Total 1,640 29 38 33 :
Aero Rating**
Any Rating 995 30 42 29
Non-rated 645 29 31 40
Total 1,640 29 38 33
sexﬁt
Male 1,566 29 39 32
Female 74 26 20 54
Total 1,640 29 38 33
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 63 21 29 51
1st Lieutenant 96 41 24 35
Captain 289 37 25 38
Major 314 26 35 39
Lt Colonel 430 24 45 31
Colonel 403 30 45 25
General 67 31 37 31
Civilian 94 31 33 36
Total 1,747 29 37 33
Duty Group**
0011-0086 200 28 47 25
1021-2124 445 31 36 33
2511-3096 432 28 41 31
8811-9956 197 28 23 49
: Other 473 30 37 33
Total .1,747 29 37 33
*Significant p <,05,
® **Significant p < .01,
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27. should knowledge of rating distributions and trends be made available to all Air Force officers?
1. Definitely
2.  Probably
3.  No preference
4.  Probably not
S.  Definitely not
Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N 1 2 3 4 5
Component
Regular 1,226 63 22 4 8 4
Reserve 416 66 20 4 5 5
Total 1,642 64 21 4 7 4
Ethnjc Background
Caucasian 1,591 63 21 4 7 5
Non-Caucasian 51 75 18 2 6 0
Total 1,642 64 21 4 7 4
Aero Rating
Any Rating 995 63 22 4 7 5
Non-rated 647 65 20 4 7 4
Total 1,642 64 21 4 7 4
Sex*
Male 1,568 64 22 4 7 4
Female 74 61 12 8 12 7
Total 1,642 64 21 4 7 4
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 63 62 21 5 10 3
1st Lieutenant 97 65 23 3 5 4
Captain 280 70 20 2 4 4
Major 314 66 19 3 6 5
Lt Colonel 430 65 21 6 6 3
Colonel 404 61 20 3 10 6
General 67 37 39 3 12 9
Civilian 94 50 34 6 6 3
Total 1,749 63 22 4 7 4
Duty Group
0011-0086 201 69 14 3 7 6
1021-2124 445 65 23 4 5 3
25113096 432 65 21 3 7 3
8811-9956 198 58 25 6 6 6
i Other 473 59 24 4 8 5
Total 1,749 63 22 4 7 4
.‘ *Significant p < .05.

**Significant p < .01,




28. Is there sufficient space for rating official comments on AF Form YY? (AFM 36-10, para 6-4)

1. Yes
2. No
3.  Noopinion

Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N 1 2 3
Component**
Regular 1,221 85 10 5
Reserve 415 74 15 11
Total 1636 82 1t 6
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,586 83 11 6
Non-Caucasian 50 78 16 6
Total 1,636 82 11 6
Aero Rating**
Any Rating 993 85 10 5
Non-rated 643 78 13 9
Total 1,636 82 11 6
Sex*
Male 1,561 83 11 6
Female 75 71 17 12
Total 1,636 82 11 6
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 62 64 10 26
Ist Lieutenant 98 68 15 16
Captain 280 75 16 8
Major 312 84 11 S
Lt Colonel 426 86 10 4
Colonel 403 88 8 4
General 67 87 12 1
Civilian 94 89 5 5
Total 1,742 83 11 6
Duty Group*
0011-0086 199 83 12 5
1021-2124 443 85 10 5
2511-3096 431 84 8 7
8811-9956 197 76 13 12
Other 472 83 13 5
Total 1,742 83 11 6

W *Significant p < .05.
**Significant p < .01.




29. s there sufficient space for rating official comments on AF Form XX? (AFM 36— 10, para 7—5a [2])

1. Yes
2. No
3. No opinion

Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N 1 2 3
Component**
Regular 1,222 90 5 5
Reserve 415 78 9 13
Total 1,637 87 6 7
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,586 87 6 7
Non-<Caucasian 51 84 10 6
Total 1,637 87 6 7
Aero Rating**
Any Rating 994 89 6 5
Non-rated 643 83 7 10
Total 1,637 87 6 7
Sex
Male 1,561 87 6 7
Female 76 82 5 13
Total 1,637 87 6 7
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 61 64 5 31
1st Lieutenant 98 68 11 20
Captain 280 82 9 9
Major 312 88 7 5
Lt Colonel 429 91 5 5
Colonel 40z 93 4 3
General 67 91 9 0
Civilian 94 91 3 5
Total 1,743 87 6 7
Duty Group
0011-0086 201 90 5 S
1021-2124 442 87 6 6
2511--3096 431 87 6 7
8811-9956 198 81 6 13
Other 471 88 7 5
Total 1,743 87 6 7

*Significant p < .05,
**Significant p <.01.




30. Is there sufficient space for reporting official to state specific examples of performance on AF Form

YY?
v
1 Yes
2. No
3 No opinion
Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N 1 2 3
Component**
Regular 1222 78 17 S
Reserve 416 67 22 12
Total 1,638 75 18 6
Ethnic Background
Caucasian ' 1,587 76 18 6
Non-Caucasian 51 63 29 8
Total 1,638 75 18 6
Aero Rating**
Any Rating 994 78 18 4
Non-rated 644 72 18 10
Total 1,638 75 18 6
Sex**
Male 1,562 76 18 6
Female 76 61 24 16
Total 1,638 75 18 6
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 62 56 21 23
Ist Lieutenant 98 61 19 19
Captain 280 70 22 8
Major 312 75 20 5
Lt Colonel 427 78 17 4
Colonel 405 82 15 3
General 67 79 16 4
Civilian 92 77 18 4
Total 1,743 76 18 6
Duty Group*
0011-0086 201 78 17 5
1021-2124 44?2 74 20 5
2511--3096 429 79 15 6
8811-9956 199 70 18 12
Other 472 75 19 6
Total 1,743 76 18 6
*Significant p < .05,
**Significant p < .01.
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31. Did you think you understood how to identify your job level? (AFM 36-10 para 6—1h)

1.  Yes

2. No

3. Not sure

Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N 1 2 3
Component**
Regular 1,220 81 7 12
Reserve 413 73 9 18
Total 1,633 79 8 13
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,582 79 8 13
Non-Caucasian 51 80 10 10
Total 1,633 79 8 13
Aero Rating**
Any Rating 992 82 7 11
Non-ated 641 75 9 17
Total 1,633 79 8 13
Sex*
Male 1,557 80 8 13
Female 76 66 14 20
Total 1,633 79 8 13
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 62 69 5 26
Ist Lieutenant 97 64 12 24
Captain 279 73 9 18
Major 313 75 11 14
Lt Colonel 427 80 8 12
Colonel 400 87 5 8
General 67 94 4 1
Civilian 92 80 8 12
Total 1,737 79 8 13
Duty Group**
0011-0086 200 89 4 8
1021-2124 444 75 11 14
2511-3096 429 76 7 17
8811-9956 196 66 13 21
Other 468 86 6 8
Total 1,737 79 8 13

*Significant p <.05.
**Significant p <.01.
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32. Should job level information appear on the form?

1. Yes
2. No
3.  No opinion

Percentafe of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N 1 2 3
Component
Regular 1,226 76 11 14
Reserve 415 71 12 17
Total 1,641 74 1 15
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,590 74 11 15
Non-Caucasian 51 84 10 6
Total 1,641 74 11 15
Aero Rating
Any Rating 996 75 12 13
Non-rated 645 73 10 17
Total 1,641 74 11 15
Sex
Male 1,565 75 11 15
Female 76 70 13 17
Total - 1,641 74 11 15
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 64 75 2 23
1st Lieutenant 97 71 10 19
Captain 279 72 10 17
Major 313 70 14 16
Lt Colonel 430 73 15 11
Colonel 403 79 7 14
General 67 84 4 12
Civilian 93 66 10 25
Total 1,746 74 11 15
Duty Group**
0011-0086 200 80 7 13
1021-2124 45 70 14 16
2511-3096 431 71 12 17
8811-9956 198 66 14 20
Other 472 81 7 13
Total 1,746 74 1 15

*Significant p < .05,
**Significant p < .01,




33. The proposed system guarantees an evaluation by an officer at least one grade higher than the ratee.
Is this guarantee necessary? (AFM 36- 10, para 5—4c)

1. Definitely
2.  Probably
3.  No opinion
4.  Probably not
5.  Definitely not
Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N 1 2 3 4 5
Component*
Regular 1,226 64 25 2 8 1
Reserve 419 55 29 3 12 1
Total 1,645 61 26 2 9 1
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,594 61 27 2 9 1
Non-Caucasian S1 71 16 2 12 0
Total 1,645 61 26 2 9 1
Aero Rating
Any Rating 996 61 26 2 9 1
E Non-rated 649 62 26 3 9 1
) Total 1,645 61 26 2 9 1
Sex
Male 1,568 62 26 2 9 1
Female 77 53 k] 4 8 3
Total 1,645 61 26 2 9 1
Grade*
2d Lieutenant 64 53 31 3 13 0
Ist Lieutenant 98 55 30 6 8 1
Captain 280 55 29 3 11 3
1 Major 315 61 26 3 10 1
Lt Colonel 430 65 25 2 7 1
L Colonel 404 63 25 1 10 1
3 General 67 73 25 0 1 0
E Civilian 94 56 26 5 11 2
Total 1,752 61 26 2 9 1
- Duty Group**
; 0011-0086 200 66 22 1 it 1
{ 1021-2124 445 55 29 4 11 1
S 2511-3096 433 64 24 3 8 1
8811-9956 201 48 34 4 11 2
Othier 473 68 24 0 7 1
. Total 1,752 61 26 2 9 1
‘ *Significant p <.05.
B

**Significant p < .01,




34. Was AFM 36— 10 satisfactory?

1. Yes

2. Adequate

3. No

Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N 1 2 3

Component
Regular 1,220 41 sl 8
Reserve 411 43 S0 7
Total 1,631 4? $1 8
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,580 4 50 8
Non-Caucasian, 51 37 61 2
Total 1,631 4? Sl 8
Aero Rating
Any Rating 991 41 50 9
Non-rated 640 42 Sl 7
Total 1,631 9 51 8
Sex
Male 1,554 41 51 8
Female 71 49 39 12
Total 1,631 42 Si
Grade
2d Lieutenant 62 37 56 6
1st Lieutenant 96 44 51 5
Captain 276 39 54 7
Major 313 41 53 7
Lt Colonel 428 42 49 8
Colonel 401 43 48 9
General 67 46 43 10
Civilian 94 43 50 7
Total 1,737 4?2 50 8
Duty Group
0011-0086 199 44 46 10
1021-2124 442 39 55 7
2511-3096 427 42 S0 9
88119956 200 41 50 10
Qther 469 4 50 6
Total 1,737 42 50 8

*Significant p <.05.
**Significant p < .01.
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3S. Were the instructions incorporated in AF Forms XX and YY satisfactory?

1.  Yes
2. Adequate
3. No
Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives ‘
N 1 2 3 ;
Component
Regular 1215 54 40 )
Reserve 406 53 41
Total 1,621 54 40 5
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,570 54 40 6
Non-Caucasian 51 57 39 4
Total 1,621 54 40 5
Aero Rating
Any Rating 988 54 40 6
Non-rated 633 54 41 5 y
Total 1,621 54 40
Sex*
Male 1,545 54 41 S
Female 76 64 26 9
Total 1,621 54 40 5
Grade
2d Lieutenant 60 47 S0 3
1st Lieutenant 96 54 4? 4
Captain 275 55 38 7
Major 310 54 41 5
Lt Colonel 425 54 41 5
Colonel 402 55 40 S
General 67 55 33 12
Civilian 94 57 39 3
- Total 1,728 54 40 5
4 Duty Group
’ 0011-0086 199 52 43 5
1021-2124 441 58 38 5
2511-3096 423 52 43 5
8811-9956 199 52 40 8
Other 466 55 40 5
Total 1,728 54 40 5
. *Significant p < .05.
**Significant p <.01.
.
®
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36. Was the AFP XX, Instructional Guide, satisfactory?

1.  Yes

2. Adequate

3. No

Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N 1 2 3

Component
Regular 1,205 48 43 10
Reserve 400 47 43 11
Total 1,605 47 43 10
Zthnic Background
Caucasian 1,555 47 43 10
Non-Caucasian 50 56 38 6
Total 1,605 47 43 10
Aero Rating
Any Rating 977 48 42 10
Non-rated 628 47 4 10
Total 1,605 47 43 10
Sex
Male 1,531 47 43 10
Female 74 53 32 15
Total 1,605 47 43 10
Grade
2d Lieutenant 57 47 44 9
Ist Lieutenant 94 52 40 7
Captain 274 43 45 12
Major 304 48 4?2 10
Lt Colonel 421 48 43 10
Colonel 402 47 43 9
General 66 56 36 8
Civilian 92 46 45 10
Total 1,710 47 43 10
Duty Group
0011-0086 199 44 44 13
1021-2124 436 50 40 10
2511-3096 415 46 43 11
8811-9956 196 46 43 11
Other 464 49 44 8
Total 1,710 47 43 10

*Significant p <.05.
**Significant p < .01,
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37. What kind(s) of training is (are) required to develop the skills necessary to evaluate and rate the
performance and potential of other Air Force officers?

1. Formal courses conducted at AU, Air Force Academy, and ROTC Detachments
2. Palace Flick Program at base level
3.  AFP XX, Instructional Guide, on an individual basis
4. land?2
5. 1land3
6. 2and3 ;
7. 1,2,and3 ]
8.  No specific training is required
9. Other
Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Component*
Reg 1,166 5 7 17 4 6 25 i7 11 8
Reserve 400 8 3 19 3 9 22 16 11 9
Total 1,566 5 6 17 4 7 24 17 11 8
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,515 6 6 17 4 7 24 17 11 9
Non-Caucasian 51 2 6 18 10 6 27 14 12 6
Total 1,566 5 6 17 4 7 24 17 11 8
Aero Rating
Any Rating 942 4 6 18 4 6 25 18 11 9
Non-rated 624 7 6 16 4 7 24 16 12 8
Total 1,566 5 6 17 4 7 24 17 11 8
Sex
Male 1,495 5 6 17 4 6 24 17 12 8
Female 71 7 3 15 4 13 23 15 6 14
Total 1,566 6 17 4 7 24 17 11 8
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 62 10 5 21 5 6 19 18 5 11
1st Lieutenant 94 9 4 24 4 9 19 17 11 3
Captain 267 8 6 15 4 8 24 20 9 6
1 Major 296 3 7 17 5 7 26 15 10 9
Lt Colonel 412 5 6 18 4 6 24 16 13 8
- Colonel 385 5 S 17 4 5 26 16 13 11
4 Geneial 62 2 6 15 0 10 23 24 8 13
Civilian 83 2 5 24 1 8 22 8 18 11
Total 1,661 5 6 18 4 7 24 16 12 9
Duty Group**
0011-0086 187 6 3 16 4 5 25 18 14 9
1021-2124 428 6 6 19 5 7 24 16 10 8
2511-3096 406 3 7 18 3 6 25 15 13 8
' 8811-9956 189 6 3 20 5 10 19 11 14 13
b Other 451 5 6 16 4 7 25 19 9 8
Total 1,661 5 6 18 4 7 24 16 12 9
:‘ *Significant p < .05.
* **Significant p < .01.
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38. The promotion recommendation scale in the proposed system is anchored by descriptions, each of
which are designed to suggest at least some relationship with actually observable qualities of
potential. For example, **His potential is typical of those officers who are: promoted 1 year ahead of
year group.” Is this proposed scale more meaningful than that of the overall evaluation of the current
system, characterized by anchors such as)‘‘very fine,” “‘exceptionally fine,” and “outstanding?”
(AFM 36-10, para 7-5¢[3])

1. Definitely

2 Possibly

3. No preference

4.  Probably not

) Definitely not

Percentage of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N 1 2 3 4 5

Component
Regular 1,218 47 33 4 13 3
Reserve 416 43 36 6 11 4
Total 1,634 46 33 5 12 3
Ethnic Background
Caucasian 1,583 46 33 5 12 3
Non-<Caucasian 51 43 39 pA 8 8
Total 1,634 46 33 5 12 3
Aero Rating
Any Rating 991 47 33 4 13 3
Non-rated 643 4 35 6 12 4
Total 1,634 46 33 5 12 3
Sex**
Male 1,558 47 34 5 12 3
Female 76 38 30 12 12 8
Total 1,634 46 33 S 12 3
Grade
2d Lieutenant 63 49 41 8 2 0
1st Lieutenant 97 39 39 5 12 4
Captain 279 50 33 5 8 4
Major 313 45 32 7 12 4
Lt Colonel 427 43 34 5 15 3
Colonel 401 47 33 3 13 3
General 67 51 33 3 10 3
Civilian 94 51 27 11 11 1
Total 1,741 46 33 5 12 3
Duty Group
0011-0086 198 47 32 4 13 4
1021-2124 443 4 36 5 12 3
2511-3096 430 50 33 7 8 2
8811-9956 199 35 35 8 16 7
Other 471 49 31 4 13 3
Total 1,741 46 33 5 12 3

*Signiticant p < .05.
**Significant p <.0).
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