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CHAPTER 1

- INTRODUCTION

Overview

In March of 1977, the development of the Merit Promotion
Appraisal System (MPAS) was begun by and for the Air Force Systems
Command (AFSC) at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio. The Commander of the
Aeronautical Systems Division (ASD) is the ranking AFSC Commander on
the base and has certain responsibilities for all AFSC activities.
Among these responsibilities is personnel management of civilian and
military employees (15:3).

When clvilian vacancies occur, all qualified AFSC civilian
emplovees at Wright-Patterson AFB are eligible for consideration
through merit promotion. The selecting supervisor is provided a list
of the top three to five eligible candidates for each vacancy. Candi-
dates are ranked by merit appraisals, training, education, and experi-
ence. Since the merit appraisal comprises approximately half of the
total points, the validity and acceptability of the ratings across
AFSC activities is of major concern to both the employees and AFSC
managers (15:4).

Prior to the MPAS, merit appraisals had become inflated and
showed little variance from one employee to another. It had become
impossible to distinguish an exceptionally productive employee from
the fair or low-producing employee. The MPAS had the objective of




obtaining a more valid measure of employees' abilities and providing
feedback (15:4).

Under MPAS, employees are rated through use of Behaviorly
Based Rating Scales (BBRS). For technical and professional employees,
MPAS measures eleven factors as perceived by the immediate supervisor
and reviewed by the next higher level supervisor. Professional
employees are those employees that not only have the knowledge to do
technical jobs but also are in positions which require some management
expertise, These employees usually are in a double interval promotion
system. For example, they may start as a GS~5 with promotion steps
to GS-7, GS-9, and GS-11, Technical employees are only required to
have the techﬁical expertise for their jobs and are in a single inter-
val promotion system. They usually have pay grades from GS-5 through
GS-9 and are promoted only one pay grade at a time, Clerical per—
sonnel are similarly rated on eight different factors. Exanples of
the rating forms are shown in Appendices A, B, and C, To obtaln an
overall merit appraisal rating, the factors are averaged and multi-
plied by ten. Since the BBRS are on a scale of one to seven points
for each factor, the maximum possible overall merit appraisal rating
is seventy. This overall merit appraisal rating is one imput for
ranking eligible individuals for any given Jjob.

After the MPAS was fully developed, it was implemented in the
EN division of ASD in 1977. In early 1978, the Air Force Wright

Aeronautical laboratory (AFWAL) also began using MPAS for employee

ratings., Finally, in late 1978, all civilian personnel in ASD and




AFWAL were rated under the MPAS, This progressive implementation of

the MPAS was likewise accompanied by training of affected persormmel

to increase acceptance of the rating system. The training provided

f . management persornel experience in using the system and increased

their appraisal skills.

The common tendency of supervisors to rate all subordinates
the same, or nearly the same, makes it difficult to recognize indi- |
viduals deserving promotion. If the obtained ratings are not useful,
other secondary factors are used to indicate promotability; i.e.,
training, experience, seniority. Therefore, it is essential that any
rating system used for promotion of individuals be as valid and dis-

ceming as possible (2:6).

l To obtain information useful in the development of any new
appraisal system that may be forthcoming, an analysis of the strengths
and weaknesses of the MPAS should be helpful. A large data base of
information is available for the effective evaluation of the MPAS,

The ratings obtained in the appraisals from 1977 through 1980 contain
not only each individual factor used in the rating, but also the

1 individual's age, sex, organization, grade, and race. Information

obtained from follow-up questionmnaires in 1977, 1978, and 1979 is

available for use in determining how well the MPAS was accepted by the
employees. These questionnaires were administered to the managers
rating employees on the MPAS and to employees rated by the MPAS to

provide feedback on the system. Finally, data obtained for a study

bl

to compare self ratings, peer ratings, supervisory ratings, and
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ratings by a manager who is not the employee's direct supervisor is
available that would be very useful in examining the validity of MPAS.

Objective

Since the objective of the MPAS was to provide a promotion
rating system that would discern between individuals deserving promo~
tion and those individuals that do not, the objective of this study
is to determine some of the strengths and weaknesses of the MPAS
through analysis of the available data.

These sub-objectives are used in the analysis: (1) trend
analysis of the promotability ratings from 1975 through 1980, (2)
validity analysis of the overall promotability rating and rating
factors of the data from the supervisor ratings, self-ratings, peer
ratings, and alternate-supervisor ratings, and (3) acceptance of the
MPAS as a valid measurement of promotability.

Surmary
This chapter has presented a brief description of the MPAS

and its development. Also included in this chapter are the objectives
which this thesis pursues. In Chapter 2, more background into the
development of the MPAS is given. The methodology used in the accom-
plishment of the stated objectives is presented in Chapter 3.

Chapter 4 contains the results of the data analysis using the
presented methodology. Finally, Chapter 5 presents the conclusions

and recommendations derived from the data analysis,




Overview

A good manager is naturally concerned about the overaell
performance of subordinates, In order to assess the promotability of
a job candidate into a specific job, it is important to assess the
candlidate's specific areas of strengths or developmental needs. This
assessment makes it possible to match a candidate's specific qualifi-

cations with specific job requirements.

The immediate supervisor is in the best position to assess the
] { qualifications of a subordinate. However, the manager selecting an
individual for a position must assess a large number of persormel on
the basis of the supervisors' ratings. The selector will not, in
general, be familiar with the specific areas of strengths or develop-
mental needs of every candidate. Under the prior system the ratings
did not distinguish a profile of strengths and developmental needs in

the candidates for promotion.

Burpose
This chapter gives some background to the basic changes

N

necessary to change the previous rating system into a more successful

promotability rating system for ASD. These changes were in (1) the

basis of rating, (2) the mmber of scales, (3) the degree of overlap,




(4) the scale definitions, (5) the rating scale position anchors, (6)
the coverage of job requirements, (7) the management participation,

and (8) the training.

' Basis of Rating

In the rating system prior to MPAS, the basis of the ratings
was the amount of supervision required by the subordinates (18; 22).
This concept is not desirable because it does not address the centrel
issue of (1) the present effectiveness or (2) the promotability of
the subordinate.

Under the MPAS the subordinate was rated on the basis of his
or her observable job performance rather than personal traits. This
method is more reasonable than the prior system because the amount of
supervision required by subordinates may differ for reasons that are

irrelevant to their potential for promotion (3; 4; 6; 9:745~775; 12).

Number of Scales

E - In the prior rating system, the supervisor was required to use
twenty—-eight different scales or dimensions to indicate the promot-
ability of a subordinate (18; 22). Under the MPAS only eleven factors
or dimensions are used for technical and professional subordinates and
eight factors for clerical persormel. This reduction in the nurber of
i ; factors has the advantage of reducing not only the difficulty of rating
persormel but of reducing the time required to do the rating. In
addition, there is evidence that five to eight rating scales tend to

: B yield better quality ratings in comparison to a greater number of

! ‘ rating scales (7; 13; 16).




Degree of Overlsp

Lack of overlap in the factor scales in a rating system is
useful because it allows a more appropriate promotion decision by the
selector when promotion opportunity arises, Under the prior system
the rating scales on the different factors exhibited a high degree of
overlap, These rating scales yielded promotional profiles that did
not differ from one employee to another (18; 22).

The rating format used in the MPAS had been previously tested
in other organizations. The resulting evidence suggests that less
overlap occurs in this type of rating scale. Training the raters in
the use of the rating format further decreases the lack of overlap

(11; 16; 17; 19; 21).

Scale Definitions

In the prior rating system, the clarity of the scale defini-
tions varied considerably. Some of the scales were clearly defined
ard some were ambiguous (18; 22). If the scale definitions are
unclear, the rater has to rely on an overall imnpression of the per-
formance of the ratee in order to rate the ratee. Lack of clarity
of the scale definitions tends to produce a high degree of overlap

among the ratings obtalned (8; 9:745-775; 19; 21).

Rating Scale Position Anchors

The prior rating system defined the scale steps or position
anchors by adjective descriptions (18; 22). The trouble with this
approach is that it requires different supervisors to interpret the

adjectives for themselves., With little corcrete information to tie
?




down the definition of each adjective, the supervisors will tend to :
interpret the scale position steps by their own standards.

Under the MPAS, general gioba.l descriptions of behavior are
used to define the low, median, and high rating for each seven~-step
scale. These standard descriptions were developed by supervisors
writing critical incidents which they felt were typical of the job
performance of subordinates whose ratings average six or more over the o
different rating dimensions, This procedure was less precise than the
method used by Campbell, et al., (4; 6) in which the supervisor is

glven a set of job-specific performance incidents and asked to deter-

mine which incident could be expected from the subordinates. The

strength of Canrbell's method is its specificity. The high degree of

. { specificity required by the method makes it inapplicable for develop-
ment of scales intended for broad application to many complex jobs at
different organizational levels, such as those that exist in the ASD.
In addition, the highly specific method used by Campbell tends to
assure prior knowledge of job requirements. In view of the frequently
urpredictable nature of tasks in the ASD, the more global approach to
the definition of scale steps was used (1).

The MPAS differs from the prior rating format in that it
involves much more careful and detailed definition of the scales and

their position anchors. There is a large body of evidence that a more

detailed or structured set of instructions or definitions in the

rating format tends to reduce the difficulty of judgment for the

rater and to increase the quality of the obtained ratings (9:745-775;
! 16; 17; 19; 21).

g




Coverage of Job Requirements

In the prior rating system the rating scales were not clearly
relevant to job performence. In addition, not all aspects of job
performance were represented by the current set of rating scales
(18; 22). Under the MPAS the rating dimensions were defined by those
individuals who would be using the system to make ratings. Thus, the
appropriateness of the rating scales to the jobs was built into the
system, Those who are most qualified to design the rating scales were
involved in designing them. The fact that individuals who use the
system had input to its design has the effect of increasing the

relevarce of the ratings (4; 6; 8; 10; 19).

Management Participation

In the prior rating system there was little management control
over the rating format or the quality of the ratings. There was
little evidence, if ary, that there was any effective feedback to the
supervisors on the quality of these ratings. Various managers gave
the impression that the process of performing the merit appraisal
ratings was unimportant and a waste of valuable time (18; 22).

It was true that the prior system with its apparent high
leniency factor created no immediate problem for the supervisor who
performed the ratings. The difficulty in the quality of the ratings
became apparent when the ratings were to be used as a basis for pro-
motion, Due to the lack of a discernable difference in ratings
between candidates, the training and experience factors were a major
determinant of the promotability ratings. This is unfortunate

-
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because the inmediate supervisor is the single person most qualified
to assess the promotability of a subordinate. The supervisor's judg-
ment is potentially of much greater value than the training and
experience information by itself.

Under the MPAS, members of management have defined the rating
format and scale content. This is an improvement over the prior
system because it insures that the scale content will more adequately
reflect relevant aspects of job performance. This total management
input to the system is essential if management is to gain informat+ion
from the ratings which is useful in making promotion decisions (16;

18; 19).

Training

There are several studies (13; 16; 17; 19; 23) which indicate
the effectiveness and importance of training raters in reducing
leniency and other rating errors.

In the prior rating system there was very little in the way of
training of the raters in how to make ratings (18; 22). For any kind
of rating method, it is important for the rater to know how to use the
rating format to describe the job performance of the ratee. The lack
of training and the closely associated lack of standards of rating
cuality left the interpretation of the rating scales and the scale
steps or anchors up to the individual supervisor. This, in turn,
tended to produce differences in the way the ratings were performed
by different supervisors. Given no other standards of performance for

the ratings and their perceived low priority, the supervisor did what

10




was easiest for him or her in the context of other pressing tasks.
Poor quality and inflated ratings were the results (13; 17; 19; 23).
It would not be practical to design a rating system which
b would describe everything a subordinate might do in his or her job.
This is especially true if the job in question involves highly com-
plex and rapidly changing technology with somewhat unpredictable task
requirements (16). This situation tends to be true at ASD,
Correct rating of subordinates is necessarily a matter of
informed judgment. Under MPAS, extensive training programs were

implemented to ensure a higher quality of ratings. The cases used in

the training were not specific to a particular branch because their

purpose was to raise questions as well as answer them. The purpose of
| [ the cases was to train the supervisors in how to match a specific
subordinate 's performance to the appropriate scale and to the appro-~
priate scale anchor (or scale step) within that scale, The training
gave the supervisor a chance to actually practice the rating of sub-
- ordinates in the form of the case studies and was given immediate
: Jeedback as to the correctness of his or her rating. This technique
. of treining raters helped to correct the errors such as first
ﬁ S impressions and halo effects (13).
- Because of the need for informed Jjudgment and for training
' credibility, the trainers used were line managers who were highly
familiar with the work done by the supervisors’ subordinates. These

menagers could answer questions about the applicability of the scales
to particular situations (1).
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Summary
This chapter has shown the major elements and features of the

promotion appraisal system which have been changed with the develop-
! ment of the MPAS. How successful were these changes in creating an
effective and useful tool for determining the promotability of indi-
viduals? Did the MPAS show high validity and acceptability to the
employees? These questions are examined in the following chapters.

Lo
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

Purpose
This chapter presents the methodology used to achieve the

objectives of (1) trend analysis, (2) validity analysis, and (3)

acceptability of the MPAS to employees.

Trend Analysis

To show some indication of effectiveness of the implementa-
tion of the MPAS and to show any tendency for the MPAS to returm to a
condition of inflation of rating, a trend analysis of the distribu-
tion of ratings for successive years from 1975 through 1980 was
cenducted. Data for the graph of the previous rating system were
obtained from the 1978 MPAS status report (1). Data and rating means
for the 1978 through 1980 grarhs were obtained from listings on file
at ASD/DPCH.

A comparison between the 1975-7C graphs and the first MPAS
gravh for the overall rating system was made to determine the effec-
tiveness of the initial implementation. A decrease in the percentage
of individuals rated at the high end of the rating scale would tend
to indicate a more effective rating system. A further comparison of
histograms and rating means for succeeding years was made to obtain
an indication of a return to inflated ratings. This trend would be

reflected on the histograms by a shift toward the upper end of the
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rating scale. Purther evidence of inflated ratings would be a rro-

gressive increase in the yearly rating mean.

Validity Analysis

' A second technique was used to examine the validity of the
overall ratings obtained by the MPAS, The data used in this test were
obtained in June of 1979 by ASD/DPCH. Four different studies, as
shown in Appendices D, E, F, and G, were administered for eighty-eight
different target employees to cbtain the data. Study Mumber Thirty
was administered to the immediate supervisors of the target employees.
The supervisors were acdvised tﬁat the identity of the target employees
would remain anonymous and the data would only be used for validation

i of the MPAS, The supervisors were asked to provide the actual rat.ngs
given the employee and the "“precise" ratings they would have giwx the
employee if no outside pressures existed. Study Nurber Thirty-One was

adninistered to the employees for a self-rating. Study Number Thirty-

Two was adninistered to a peer of the target employee. The peer was
to have been able to observe the target employee at work and to have

some knowledge of the target employee's Job. Study Number Thirty-Four

was administered to an altermate supervisor at or above the actual

supervisor's level and with some knowledge of the target employee's

work activities. All studies were to be returned with no indication
of the employee's name but with the different studies linked by a
random number common to each form.

The data obtained from these studies are shown in Appendix H.
Note should be made of the great quantity of missing information in
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this data., For example, only fifty-six of the eighty-eight target

cases were available for use in obtaining pair-wise Pearson Correla-
tion coefficients between the overall actual ratings and the immediate
supervisors 'precise' overall ratings. When camputing the pair-wise
Pearson Correlation coefficients for the individual rating factor of
Speaking Ability in the self rating study, only twenty-four of the
eighty-eight cases were available.

Since all employees were not rated on the same mumber of
factors, an overall rating for the different individuals and the
different studies was computed by multiplying the average of the
factors by a value of ten, This computation gave an overall rating
that ranged from ten to seventy. This technique of obtaining a
rating is the same technique as used in the MPAS,

These overall ratings were then studied for correlation using
Pearson Correlation and Student t-test. A study of the two analysis
outcomes would give some information concerming the overall validity
of the ratings obtained in the MPAS.

A follow-up technique, using the same data obtained above, is
the multitrait-miltimethod metrix suggested by Campbell and Fisk (5).
This method was used to determine the convergent and discriminate
validity of the factors used in the MPAS, An example of a maltitrait-
multimethod matrix is shown in Table 3.1,

To indicate convergent validity (the amount of agreement
between raters on the same traits), the values in the validity diag-
onals should be significantly different from zerc (5:82). For




TABLE 3.1
A SYNTHETIC MULTITRAIT-MULTIMETHOD MATRIX

Method 1 Method 2 Method 3

A .89)
Method 1 B (.89)

c (.76)

A, '\@ & Tov)
Method 2 B, 1.2 \@ \.10 l

‘ 3
c, li _.ul \@

Ay @\ 2 .17 .<_—_53_\
Method 3 B, |23\ ’\ 12 || \‘\\34|

] \
e, lu_a@llu_ 2@

Note: O = Validity Diagonal
F~J S .. = Heterotrait-Heteromethod Triangle

B= Heterotrait-Monomethod Triengle

(.84)

16

K

PO ‘:“"“w L

B - o — -




example, all of the validity diagonals in Table 3.1 have a value

significantly higher than zero.

Discriminate validity can be indicated by the validity diag-
onal value being higher than the values in its row and colum of the
heterotrait-heteromethod triangles. That is, the validity value for
a variable should be higher than the correlations between that variable
and any other variable not having either a common trait or method
(5:82). For example, in Table 3.1 the validity diagonel for Trait
A-Aq (.58) is higher than the values for Trait A1-83 (.23), Trait
Al-C3 (.11), Trait B, -Aq (.22), and Trait Cy-A3 (.11). All of the
validity diagonals in Table 3.1 are higher than the values in their
row and colum of the heterotrait-heteromethod triangles.

A second means of showing discriminate validity involves
comparing the validity diagonal value with the values in its row and
colum for the heterotrait-monomethod triangles. This implies that
the correlations are higher when different methods are used to measure
the same variable than when different variables are measured by the
same method (5:83), For example, in Table 3.1 the validity diagonal
for Trait Bl-B2 (.57) is higher than the value for Trait Bl'cl (.37)
but not higher than the value for Trait A2-B2 (.68). Therefore, it
would be questionasble whether any discriminate validity was
indicated.

For the purposes of this analysis, the rating form factors
will be used as traits and the five different sources of ratings will
be used as methods, The multitrait-multimethod matrix technique will
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be applied to the three separate forms used in the MPAS (Form A,
professional; Form B, technical; Form C, clerical). Due to the
varying number of cases used to compute the correlation coefficients,
the normal technique of comparing the magnitude of the coefficients
will not be used. Instead, the comparisons will be made between the

level of significance of each correlation coefficient.

Acceptability Analysis
The final technicque used to analyze the MPAS was an attempt to

determine if the employees have accepted the MPAS as a valid means of
measuring promotability. The analysis was done through comparison of
the results of a September, 1978, technical report (20) and similar
questions on 1979 questiomnaires administered to 1,077 employees who
were rated on the MPAS and 371 supervisors who rated enmployees on MPAS
forms, Copies of these questionnaires are shown in Appendices I and J.
The comparison was based on questions concerning the perception of
validity and the overall reaction of the persamel to the MPAS, A
description of the March, 1979, questiomnaire is the same as this
description of the 1978 questionnaires contained in the AFIT TR 78-5:

Eleven factors (scales) were contained in the new
appraisal system: (1) self management; (2) work adminis-
tration; (3) problem analysis; (4) decision making; (S)
speaking ability; (6) writing ability; (7) working rela-~
tionships; (8) work leadership; (9) persannel management
and EFO comnitment; (10) performance under pressure; arx,
(11) work output. The questiomnaire used to evaluate the
new appraisal system sought four types of information
about each factor. Specifically, it was designed to
gather supervisor and subordinate S&E opinions concerning
the amount of information available related to each
factor, the meaningfulness of each factor, each factor's
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appropriateness, and the difficulty in understanding or
rating each factor. Additionally, questions were
included which requested supervisor and subordinate views
of specific benefits of the new system, as well as an
overall evaluation of the form by those rated with it.
Lastly, write in comments were solicited [20:{7.

Summary

validity and for the acceptance trend of MPAS was also shown,

Chapter 4 will give the results of these analyses.
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CHAPTER 4

LATA AND ANALYSIS

Introduction

This chapter will present the results from the methodology
described in Chapter 3. First, the results of the trend analysis and
some possible reasons for the variation in the histograms will be
presented. The results of the validity analysis and some discussion
of the findings will follow. Finally, the results of the study for
a change in attitude of the employees and supervisors toward the
acceptability of the MPAS will be presented.

Trend Analysis

When the histograms of the appraisal ratings for the years
1975 through 1977 (Figures 4.1 through 4.3) are studies in detail, it
becomes evident that there is an inprovement in distribution of
ratings for the year 1977 (Figure 4.3). Note that the distribution of
the 1975 and 1976 ratings in Figures 4.1 and 4.2 are highly concen-
trated at the high end of the scale compared to the 1977 ratings in
Figure 4,3, which are much closer to being symmetrically distributed.
Since the data represented by Figure 4.3 is the first data available
under the MPAS, it seems reasonable to say the initial implementation
of the MPAS was successful. However, there was an additional facter

present at the same time which may confuse the interpretation of the
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histograms. As stated in the 1978 status report on the MPAS (1), the
sharp peak just below the 6.1 value was probably influenced by the use

of guidelines in 1977. This use of guidelines may be one factor pro-

# ducing the more symmetrical distribution in the 1977 ratings in
] Figure 4.3
# ‘ A visual analysis of the 1978-80 histograms for engineers in

ASD (Figures 4.4 through 4.6), along with the corresponding rating ,

means, give an indication that the ratings obtained from the MPAS are

showing a trend toward a returm to inflated ratings. The distribu-
tions from year to year tend to be skewed more and more negatively.
This means that a higher percentage of the appraisal ratings are i
moving toward the upper end of the rating scale each year. The fact

that the mean of the ratings increases each year also reinforces this

finding. Additional histograms showing the distribution of appraisal
ratings for the years 1978 through 1980 are presented in Appendix K.
In every case, the data presented indicates a return to inflated
ratings after the initial improvement upon implementation. The
rating means presented in Table 4.1 also give eviderce that in every

case the appraisal ratings are moving toward inflated values.,

Validity Analysis
Validity analysis was performed upon data collected in June of

1979, Four follow-up questionnaires obtained information from five
different perspectives: (1) actual ratings, (2) immediate supervisors'

"orecise” ratings, (3) self ratings, (4) peer ratings, and (S)

altermate-supervisor ratings.
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! TABLE 4.1
RATING APPRAISAL MEANS

—_— YEAR
ORGANIZATION 1978 1979 1980
N MEAN N MEAN N MEAN

ASD-Engineers 1002 61 1002 63 983 66
ASD-Professional 1411 61 1574 63 1639 65
ASD-Technical 122 59 164 62 191 64
ASD-Clerical 634 55 896 63 876 65
ASD-Al11 2183 60 2647 63 2713 65
4950th Test Wing 813 58 914 61 899 63
Foreign Technology Division 310 57 426 59 499 62
Air Force Wright

Aeronautical Laboratory 1749 58 1800 60 1753 62
Air Force Aerospace Medical

Research Laboratory 124 S8 126 60 123 62
Air Force Human Resources

Laboratory 20 53 6 67 25 62
Joint Aeronautical Material

Activities (AFSC/PM) - - 31 61 34 62
All Serviced Activities 5244 59 5959 61 6059 64

,.
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The correlations shown in Table 4,2 indicate that the overall
actual ratings were most highly correlated with the overall ratings
received from the target employee's immediate supervisor. Even
though the immediate supervisors had been informed that the "precise"
ratings they gave would not be used for anything other than an
analysis of the MPAS, it is probably true that they still felt a
considerable amount of pressure to report the same ratings as were
recorded during the actual rating cycles. Therefore, the high corre~
lation between the overall actual rating and the supervisors' overall
"orecise" rating is not surprising. There were three notable excep-
tions to the supervisors' overall rating being the most highly
correlated, For female employees on all forms, the highest correla-
tion was between the actual overall ratings and the overall alternate
supervisor ratings. Female clerical (Form C) employees and male
technical (Form B) employees show the highest correlation between the
actual overall ratings and the overall ratings received from their
fellow employees. If the high correlation shown by the immediate
supervisor is ignored by reason of the expected relationship, the
altemate supervisors' overall ratings show the highest correlation
for all forms and sexes. The alternate supervisors' overall ratings
have the highest or close to the highest correlation, other than
imrediate supervisor, in eight of the nine different categories shown.

For the Form C (Technical) femele sample, it was interesting
to find the highest correlation with the Peer method of measurement.

The reason for this may te the small rumber of cases in this category.
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H TABLE 4,2

TABLE OF PFARSCN CORRELATIONS AND
STUDENT t-TEST VALUES

ACTUAL OVERALL # OF  CORRELATION 2-TAILED

) FORM SEX RATINGS AGAINST CASES CCEFFICIENT PROBABILITY

A1l Both Supervisor 56 .783% .0180
Self 35 .405*% .363

Peer 49 .509% .039@
A Alt-Supervisor 37 L573* .258
% Female Supervisor 21 L500% .132
Self 14 .066 392
Peer 16 JS27%% .191
Al t-Supervisor 17 LH601* . 704
Male Supervisor 35 .887% .053
Self 21 .544* . 704
Peer 33 .512* .121
Al t-Supervisor 20 .536*% 254

A Both Supervisor 31 .,891% 033
Self 17 .339 .827
Peer 30 LAB2% .124
{ Alt-Supervisor 20 622% .066
Female Supervisor 2 1.C00* +500
Self 2 -1.000% .647
Peer 3 .598 «198
Alt-Supervisor 3 OB3%* .081

Mele Supervisor 29 .886% .039@
Self 15 .548** .762
Peer 27 .458*% +255
Alt~Supervisor 17 .556% .155
B Male Supervisor 5 .925* .853
Self 5 272 .915
Peer 5 970% .294
Al t-Supervisor 3 .268 «660
C Both Supervisor 20 ,578*% +145
3 . Self 13 .420 .063
Peer 14 .553* .316
Al t-Supervisor 14 5714+ 207
Female Supervisor 19 JS75* .145
Self 12 .399 .074
Peer 13 58O+ ,437
Alt-Supervisor 14 N-Y S .907

Note: No female Form B (Technical) Sample. Not enough male cases in
Form C (Clerical) sample to generate values.
PReject null hypothesis of equal mean ratings.
< 0,01
*#n < 0,05
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Almost without exception, the method of measurement that
exhibited the lowest correlation with the actual overall ratings was
the Self method. Rurthermore, the Self method of rating measurement
showed the least number of cases to compare to the actual ratings.

One hypothesis for these results is that the target individuals may
not have felt the follow-up studies would be of any use in making the
MPAS more consistent with their perceptions. Therefore, some did not
bother to respond to the questicmaires.

For the Student t-test values, the null hypothesis being
tested was that the difference between the means of the overall ratings
was zero (Hoz/.l-/.2=0). The alternate hypothesis was that the differ-
ence between the means of the overall ratings was not zero
(Haz/.l-/az;éo). The values of alpha used for this thesis was 0.05.
Using the hypotheses and alpha levels stated above, it can be seen
from Table 4.2 that most of the probabilities were above the specified
alpha level. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal means was
accepted for most cases. Three of the four notable exceptions are the
probabilities for the supervisor ratings in the sections that included
all respondents, the section for Form A-All, and the section for
Form A-Males, In all three of these cases, the mean of the "precise"
ratings was higher than the mean of the actual ratings. The fourth
exception is for the peer ratings in the section for all respondents.
In this case, the peer rating mean was lower than the actual rating
mean.,

For the Pearson Correlations to effectively indicate any
validity for the MPAS, the correlations must not only be relat’ :ly
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high but the means for the different methods of measurement should
statistically be the same. From Table 4.2, the data gathered from
Alt-Supervisors is strongest in developing validity confidence for

' the MPAS ratings. The correlation is high and, statistically, the
mean ratings are the same,

Since it was probable that the "precise" ratings obtained
from the immediate supervisors were contaminated by the perceived
pressures that existed, the data for the multitrait-multimethod
matrix was obtained using only the four methods of actual rating,
self rating, peer rating, and altermate supervisor rating.

The results with respect to comparison of validity values
with other heteromethod values in each block of the multitrait-

f { mul timethod matrix method for convergent and discriminate validity
are presented in sumarized form in Table 4.3, Table 4,3 values
(Form A~All) are condensed from the data given in Appendix L,

Although all combinations of sex and form were attempted on the
eighty-eight cases of data in Appendix H; due to missing data, the
information on Form A-All was the only combination that generated
output with all correlation coefficients calculated. Therefore,
analysis is presented on these data.

In terms of convergent validity, Table 4.3 indicates that
significant validity wes achieved in five of the eleven factors. The
validity values for Work Administration, Decision Making, Speaking
Ability, Writing Ability, and Work Leadership did show significantly

k high coefficients in at least half of their validity diagonals.
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In terms of discriminate validity, Table 4.3 indicates three
factors that definitely show significant validity. Speaking Ability
shows the highest significance with its validity values having higher
significance in 124 of the 132 comparisons., The other two factors
which showed high discriminate validity were Writing Ability and Work
Administration. Table 4.4 contains the summarized information for the
heterotrai t-monomethod comparison for the matrix for Form A in
Appendix L. The only factor which indicated a significant degree of
disceriminate validity in the comparison of validity diagonals to the
values in the rows and colum entries of the heterotrait-monomethod
triangles was Speaking Ability.

Considering all of the information available for the
mul titrait-multimethod matrix, Speaking Ability showed the strongest
case for being considered a validated MPAS rating factor. To a lesser
degree, Writing Ability and Work Administration can be established as
validated factors. The rest of the factors on Form A (Professional)
were not strongly validated by this data.

Acceptability
Since the acceptance of the MPAS by the employees would be

reflected in the extent that the personnel believed the MPAS was a
valid measurement of their promotability, the responses to questions
from follow-up questionnaires, Studies Twenty-Four and Twenty-Six,
were analyzed. In March of 1979, Study Twenty-Four was administered
to 371 supervisors and Study Twenty-Six was administered to 1,077
employees rated on the MPAS rating forms. Coples of these studies are
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shown in Appendices I and J. Table 4.5 shows the responses to ques-
tions that addressed the respondents' perception of the validity of
the MPAS. Validity in this case means that the rating system
measures what it was intended to measure. Table 4.5 also shows a
comparison of the responses to similar questions on a 1978 follow-up
questionnaire. Since the 1978 questionnaires were administered at
separate times to AFWAL and ASD, the results shown for the 1978
questionnaire were computed for all respondents at one time. For
exanple, since the AFIT Technical report (20) shows that fifty-nine
percent, or forty-one, of the supervisor respondents for ASD chose
Personnel Management and EEO Commitment as difficult to rate and
twenty-six percent, or twenty-four, of the supervisor respondents
for AFWAL indicated the same factor, Table 4.5 indicates that forty
percent, or 65 divided by 161 times 100, of the total supervisor
respondents indicate Personnel Management and EEO Commitment as

difficult to rate.
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TABLE 4,5
PERCEIVED VALIDITY

Question 14 (Study 26). Which two factors did you find most difficult
to understand in terms of why you received a given rating?

Question 48 (Study 24). Which two factors did you find most difficult
to rate?

% Indicating Factor
1978 1979
S&E Supervisor S&E  Supervisor

A, Self Management 11 9 9 13
3. Work Administration 13 20 8 8
C. Problem Analysis 11 12 7 10
D, Decision Making 13 14 & 10
E. Speaking Ability 10 & 5 3
F. Viriting Ability 11 3 1) 3
G. VYorking Relationship 12 2 7 4
H, Work Leadership 15 15 5 6
I. Personnel Management &

EEO Commi tment 18 40 13 15
J. Performance

Under Pressure 11 7 9 8
K. Work Qutput 10 6 7 6
Question 25 (Study 26). In your experience, do you think the Merit
appraisal ratings were performed with conscientious use of the factor

cefinition and rating steps in the new form?

% Indicating Response

1978 1979
1/2 Definitely not/Probably not 40 30
3/4 Probably yes/Definitely yes 60 69

Question 26 (Study 26). Based on the wording of the scale steps, do
you think the ratings you received on the new merit appraisal form
should have been:

% Indicating Response

1978 1979
1/2 Much lower/lLower 7 6
3 Same 55 55
4/5 Higher/Much higher 37 39

39
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TABLE 4.5--Continued

Question 27 (Study 26). Compared to what you think other people's
ratings may have been, do you think the ratings you received on the
new merit appraisal form should have been:

% Indicating Response

1978 1979
1/2 Much lower/Lower 2 1
3 Same : 50 47
4/5 Higher/Much higher 48 52

In both the 1978 and 1979 studies, the one factor that the
employees indicate is difficult to understand or rate is the
[ Persomnel Management & EEQO Commitment factor. All of the factors for

employees rated on the forms decrease in percentage from 1978 to 1979.

This general decline seems to indicate that the employees were gaining
knowledge of and confidence in the system.

Analysis of the 1979 responses to Questions 25, 26, and 27

reveals that approximately one-third to one-half of the employees
doubted the correctness of the ratings they received. These percent-
ages are almost identical to the 1978 responses. !
Table 4.6 presents the results of the responses to questions
on the 1979 follow-wp questiomnaires pertaining to the overall
reaction of the respondents to the MPAS. Also included in Table 4.6
are the results of the response to similar questions on the 1978

! .. follow-up questiomaires.
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" TABIE 4.6
OVERALL REACTION

Question 23 (Study 26)., How much impact do you think numerical ratings
given on the appraisal form have on your personal progress?

Question 37 (Study 24). How much impact do you think numerical ratings
given on the appraisal forms have on whether an employee is promoted?

% Indicating Response
1978 1979
S&E Supervisor S&E Supervisor

1/2  Very little/Little 55 44 49 31 ;
3 Some 30 46 30 37 !
4 A great deal 15 9 21 31 ;‘

Question 32 (Study 26). Taken on the whole, what is your reaction to j;
the new merit promotion gppraisal form?

%_Indicating Response
1978 1979
1, I dislike the new form. 9 4
2. I have a somewhat negative reaction
to the new form. 27 11
3. I feel neutral about the new form. 52
4, I have a somewhat positive reaction
to the new form. 55 28
5. I am very positively impressed by
the new form, 8 4

In both the 1978 and 1979 studies, the supervisors seemed more
impressed with the impact of the rating forms than the employees rated
on these forms, But the employees are becoming more aware of the
importance of the MPAS ratings. This fact is indicated by the increase
in the percentage of employees who indicated the ratings on the forms

would have an effect on their progress.
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The decrease in the percentage of respondents that indicated
an overall negative reaction to the merit promotion appraisal form in
Question 32 may be attributed to the addition of the added response
of neutrality. Response number three may have absorbed some of the
borderline negative reactions as well as the borderline positive
reactions. In 1979 questiormaires, the extreme responses of number
one and five are approximately half the percentage of responses for
1978 questiomnaires.

Information obtaired from Question 32 has a questionable
value in determining the acceptability of the MPAS to employees. The
responses to the questions in Tables 4.5 and 4.6 indicated that the
employees are becoming more aware of the importance of the MPAS to
their personal advancement and are gaining more knowledge of the MPAS
and its forms. The responses to Questions 25 through 27 indicate

there is still some doubt that ratings received were correct.

Summary
The analysis of the results of this research indicates that

the initial implementation of the MPAS did have the effect of
increasing the variance in the ratings. But over the intervening
years, the ratings have steadlly returned to an inflated status.

Further analysis indicated that even though there is some
indication of the validity of tne overall ratings and the factors used
in the MPAS, the amount of missing information in the data files

causes considerable risk in interpretation of the results.

42




Finally, the analysis of the results of follow-up question-
naires indicated that the enployees rated under the MPAS were accum-
lating a greater understanding of the MPAS, both the forms and their
uses, Indication was still noticed of an uneasiness as to the
correctness of ratings received by the employees.

The analysis of Chapter 4 has included specific conclusions
for each subobjective as each was addressed. Chapter 5 contains a
summary of the more significant conclusions, as well as recommenda—

tions.




CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Qverview
In the preceding chapters the subject of the strengths and
weaknesses of the MPAS was addressed, Some sub-objectives were stated
as research goals. The plan to research answers was then described.
The results of the research plan were presented and analyzed., This
chapter sumarizes the findings and conclusions of this research and

offers recommendations for future actions.

Conclusions

The trend analysis indicates a definite increase in variance
~—less inflated ratings—upon implementation of the MPAS. The picture
at implementation was clouded by the unofficial guidelines for rating
over the same period of time. Trend analysis also shows that the MPAS
returned to inflated ratings over a two to three year time period.
This trend toward inflated ratings is probably caused by two factors:
{1) pressure felt by supervisors to give their employees a high rating
to make them competitive for jobs and (2) lack of feedback to raters
as to whether their performance as raters is acceptable.

The validity of the overall ratings was confirmed to a degree,
Also the convergent and discriminate validity of some of the factors,

most notably the Speaking Ability factor, was strongly supported.
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Missing data from the data base for the validity research was a big
problem in the interpretation of the results.

The final major conclusion was that the employees, as could
be expected, are gaining more insight into the workings of the MPAS.
There were indications from the research on the 1978-79 follow=up
questicnnaires that the perceived validity (does it measure what it
says it will measure) of the MPAS has been an the increase. There
were also indications that a large number of the employees still do
not accept the rating received under the MPAS as correct, a finding

which is perhaps not unexpected.

Recommendations

To perform a multitrait-multimethod matrix analysis of the
convergent and discriminate validity of the rating factors of the
MPAS, the necessary questionnaires (ones very similar to the ones in
Appendices D, E, F, and G used to collect data for this research)
should be administered to a larger cross section of the work force at
ASD, In addition, a very close follow-up of the questionnaires
should be used to ensure less missing data for research purposes.
The value of the whole approach depends upon an adequate sampling of
the target employees. Follow-up research using the more adequate
data base obtained from the questiomnaires and the multitrait-
multimethod matrix analysis would be very useful in determining if
the individual rating factors in the MPAS are valid., Also, a more
adequate data base would enable the analysis of the technical
(Form B) and clerical (Form C) forms for convergent and discriminate

validity.
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Summary
Even though this research was somewhat inconclusive, some

useful information was obtained. To effectively operate a complex
' organization like ASD, it is imperative there be an effective instru-

ment to measure job performance and promotability. Once a measuring
instrument acceptable and valid to enployees has been proven effec-
tive, improved management of our most precious of resources (people)
can be accomplished. The /PAS was designed to accomplish this purpose
and was apparently successful in the first year or two of implementa~-
tion. It appeared to have a fair level of acceptance and validity.
But the downfall of so many appraisal Systems—inflationary
pressures——appears to have seriously weakened the MPAS.
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MERIT PROMOTION APPRAISAL SYSTEM

FORM A
NAME (Last = Fieas = Migdie Intirat: CATE OF APPRAISAL
PEROD OF SUPERVISION
] ORGANIZATION (To iaweat igvel) FROM o

NAME/ TITLE OF 'MMEDIATE SUPEAVISOR

POSITION (Titie = Sones = Grede
e t——

} v—
NAME TITLE OF REVIEWING SUPERVISOR

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING SUPERVISORY APPRAISAL
RETURN T0 _ASD/DPCE

The Air Force Merit Promotion P rogram requires the immediate ot {irst level supervisor to complete sn sppraisa on
each employee supervised. This Supervisory Appraisal system has been designed to help (he supervisor make and
record the tequired merit promolion appraisal.

Steps in eompleting the form:

1. Suservisor enters the required data on the top of this page.
2 St ervisot reviews each factor and determines the proper rating as discussed in the next section.
Circle the proper step in the box on page *2. Circle N/A if a rating factor is not applicable.
- 3. Hive the appraisal reviewed by the next higherlevel supervisor; resolve differences; both supervisors
s34t and date the form in the space provided on page # 2.
St >w and discuss the appraisal with the employee; have the empioyee also sign on page #2.
If the employee does not already have a copy of ASD Fam 387, please give them one
Complete the card punch data requited as noted in the instructions on page # 2
. Tearoff peges 1 and 2 and send to ASD/DPCE, unless given other instructions.

New e

Rasing Eaployee Potentis: )
Each of the eleven Merit Promotion Appraisal factors consists of three parts:
. 1. A basic factor definition found in the titst sentence of the definition;
2. Susfactors in the remainder of the definition which represent activitiss ralatad in the hasir farme definj.
tron; and

3. A seven step rating scale.
As an example. consider Factor 1 « Self Mansgement. This factor relates to how well the employee organizes,
scheduies, and sccomplishes own wotk. Self Management includes such subfactors as the usc of resources,
setting priositics, coping with change, sssuming responsibility, and amount of supervision required Some
assignments may not allow the cmployee to display performance in all {ive of these subfactors. Some work
assignments may involve periormance related to Seif Management, but not specifically covered by any of the
subfactors. The supervisor must decide which aspects of the empioyee’'s performance are in the basic factor
definition and should be included in the rating.

The supervisor’s rating of the employee’s potential must be based on his or her knowledge of the employes’s
cutrent performance. In sccordance with CSC reguletions, the Ment Promotion Appraisal factors have been
carefully designed to focus on elements of the employee's job which are important ior success in higherlevel
wo k.

.

When mting the employee’s potential, the supervisor should give appmpriate consideration to the complexity
and diversity of the work required at the empioyee's grade level. For example, proficency st work of a partic-
ular level of complexsty and diversity might indicate high potential fot a G.S. 7 Engineer. However, this seme
level of proficrency would indicate low potential for the job of a G.S 13 Engineer.

The task of the supervisor, in using the Ment Promotion Appraisal Factors, is 10 rate on a2 scale of seven steps
the employee's potential for success in higher level work. Scale steps One, Four and Seven pmvide examples
of low, sverage and high leveis of performance for some of the subiactors. Steps Two, Three, Five and Six
represent intermediate degrees of potential,

: Continuing with Factor 1 - Self Management, as an ple

Siep 1. Low Potential ~ The employee is able to organize and schedule routine work adequately, but usually
requires Supervisory ussistance in organizing more difficult worx and i1n setting pnorities. Supervisosy
intervention is required 1o insure either compietion of the effort or stopping the effort before the
poiat of dminishing retums,

Continued on page 3
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Step 4. Aversge Potential — The employee is adept.
sbie to changing conditions and unforeseen
events in organizing end scheduling routine
wotk. The supervisor occasionslly assists the
employee in planning for more difficult work.
The employee takes considerable initistive for
managing own final wotk through completion.

Step 7. High Potential ~ The employee's orgenization
of work always results in the most efficient use
of time. s very adaptable to constantly chang.
ing wotkloads snd unpredictable contingencies,
adjusting priotities accordingly, snd the super
visor is never required to revise the employee's
plans. A full responsibility for all
aspects of assigned tasks, assuring that the
output meets the needs of the nqmuox.

One of two approaches can be taken m n!m; o em-
plovee on a given factor, One app u to
the factor ss a whole and rate the employee’s p

relative to the basic factor definition based on your over-
all impression. Using this spproach, you would decide
between a rating ot Step2 and a rating at Step 3 by simply
looking at Step: 1 and 4 and deciding whether the em-

£,

ployee is closer to being just sbove Step 1 or just below -

Step 4.

A second sppro>ch is to rate the employee on each of the

subfactors whic: 2oply and then average these ratings.
Let us conside: = «<ry simplified example of how two
employees migh e rated on Self \hna;emeut usmg thu
spproach. The first ployee is

to changing coni:tions but has nevet produced a ﬁmshed
product without major supervisory intetrvention. The
second employ: e 15 reasonably sdaptable to changing
conditions, has never needed a push to get the job
finished, but oiten times needs sssistance in deciding
which of several tasks deserves most of his or her
attention. The t.u empioyees would be tated as follows:

Empioyee [
Emrployee Behavior Scale Step
Reasonably adsptable ta chenging conditions 4
Never produced a (irished product without msjor
supervisory irterveation

Aversge 20r3

Er-gloyn i

Employee Behavior Scale Step
Reasonsbly adaptable to changing coanditions 4
Never needed & push to get the job finished 7

Often needed assistance in deciding which of
several tasks deserved most of his or her
attention 3
. Average 4ot$

As noted earlier, the pﬂfo;mnce rted mey include
aspects related to the basic factor definition, but not
specifically covered by any of the subfactors.

Whichever rsting method is used, the supervisor must
srave st a single rating for each factor which represents
his or her best judgement oi the employee's potential for
success in higher leve! work, reistive to each basic
factor definition. Furthermore, the supervisor must be
prepared to explsin to the employee, using specific
exsmples of the employee’s job perfomnance, why the
employee was rated a8 he/ she waa,

ASD FORM M7

FACTOR 1 ~ SELF MANAGENENT

This factor eval the employee’s potential for pro-
motion based upon how well the employee organizes,
schedules, and sccomplishes his/her own work. Self man-
agement includes such areas as the use of svaileble
resources; setting priorities among activities; coping
with changing conditions and unf events;

ing responsibility for the ion of one's owa work;
and the amoun! supervision required. .

STIEPS

[HIGH POTENTIAL ~ The employee’s organize-
tion of work always results in the most efficient
use of time. Is very sdaptable to constantly
changing wotkloads and unpredictable contingen-
7- —fcies, adjusting priorities sccordingly, and the
supervisor is never required to revise the employ-
ee’s plans. A full ibility for all
sspects of asmigned tasks, assuring that the
[output meets the aeeds of the requestor.

6=

[
AVERAGE POTENTIAL ~ The employesis adapt-
able to chenging conditions and unforeseen
|events in organiziag and scheduling routine work.

4=

1ne supervisor OCCABIONALLY 8351518 INE employee
in plaaning for more difficult work. The pmployee
takes considersble initistive for managing own

final work through completion.
3~
2-
LOW POTENTIAL - The employee is able to
orgenize and schedule routine work sdequately,
but usually requires supervisory assistence in
1= organizing more difficult work and in setting

peiorities. Supérvisory intervention is required
toi either completion of the effort or stopping
the effort befors the poiat of dimiaishing retums.

PAGE 3 OF § PASES
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FACTOR 2 ~ WORK ADMINISTRATION
(Supervisors/Managers and other designated employees®)

This factor evaluates the employee’s p tial for pro-
motion based upon how well the employee organizes and
schedules the work of others. Work administration in-
cludes such areas a5 handling the impact of new and
unanticipsted work on present work and coping with
changing conditions and unforeseen events; establishing
goals and milestones for others and delegating authority;
tracking and managing positions, manpower, and other

. establishing and changing work priorities; and
sssuming responsibility for the work of othets.

STEPS

%H POTENTIAL -~ The employee organizes and
schedules resources such that new or uuntxc:pal-
ed work canbe acc dated with mini ct
on other v ork needs. Goals, schedules, and nilo-
stoneg ere optimally established and achieved
within the group. Overall work administration is
such as t+ meximize subordinates' productivity.

FVERAG PCTENTIAL ~ The employee ade-
yomeka) Miinioteow e . -..-.«.~A'~M5\- avene
!r.subluhes realistic goals, schedules, and prioe-
28 ities for subordinates. Effectively manages re-
sources. Recognizes the need for additional re-
sources (manpower, time, dollars) before programs
ate sdversely impacted.

2w

[LOW POTENTIAL ~ The employee sdequately
sdministers planned work but has difficulty with
new or unenticipated work. Often fails to estsb-
s lishrealistic goals and schedules for subordinates,
~ " unnecessarily changes individual sssigaments,
and frequently does jobs himself rather then dele-
gate to subordinates. Does not clearly establish
ﬂ."m“ for the group.

FACTOR 3 - PROBLEM ANALYSIS

This factor evaiuates the employee's potential for pro-
motion based upon how well the employee ideatifies
probl and prop solutions. Problem emlyuis
inciudes such aréss ss isolaling problems by major
factors; collecting relevant background dats; and pro-
posing solutions which consider the important trade offs;
and utilizing mnovauve approaches when necessary,
(Deciding tve solut is not included in

this {sctor.)

STEPS

[HIGH POTENTIAL - The employee quickly and
sccurately recognizes which problems are the
most plex or unprecedented, and identifies
the novel or unique factors which must be con-
sidered for a solution. s alert to siternate ap-
7- [ proaches, tecognizes novel relationships bﬂvun
the { and prop hensively opti-
mized solutions, Frequeuuy proposes useful
umgue or innovative spprosches, but does not
Lm_opose complex solutions to simple problems.

AVERAGE POTENTIAL - The employee iden
tifies problems and clerifies them by ii'.rlnm(

ot avitisel ar peies fecteeg Sillangg thooca.

quired dats and proposu solutions which coa-
sider most of the important trade offs with littie
supervisory ance. Will ally suggest
unanticipsted or innovative approsches to solving

problems.

2-

LOY POTENTIAL - The employee is sble to
analyze and propose acceptsbie solutions for
routine problems, but requires frequent assistance
for moce difficult problems. Shows little crestivity
or innovation.

1=~

*Employeet designated by the rater and by the reviewing supervisor as having some form of responsibitity

for the woek of others,

ASD FOARN W7 .
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FACTOR 4 - DECISION MAKING
{Supervisors/Managers and other designated employees**)

This factor eval the emplovee’s potential for pro-
motion based upon how well the emplovee evaluates solu-
tions {own or othors') and makes decisions. Decision
making includes such areas as considering pertinent
decision factors; tecognizing sigmficant effects of pro-
posed sojutions; recognizing when problem analysis and
solution generation has been adequate; and being able to
make decisions in 8 timely manner.

SIEPS

[RIGH POTENTIAL — Whether routine, complex or
controversial, the employee thoroughly reviews
various possible sojutionsto problems/issues and
evaluates the tradeoffs and possible impacts of
7= r— the different alternatives. Recognizes when
unique possibilities may have been negiected and
if a dezision should be delayed for further prob-
lem rnalysis. Consistently selects the most
I:_pz.ropune course of action in a timely manner.

S -

-

AVERAGE POTENTIAL - For most problems the
]emplovee reviews the various solutions proposed,
{evaluites ali reasonable trade offs and possible
hind —]impms of the different alternatives, recognizes

inadequacies in existing problem analysis and

solutions. Makes timely snd adequate decisions.

3.
2~
LOW POTENTIAL - The emplovee evaluates
possible solutions to toutine problems, consider-
1 ing relevant aiternatives and normally makes

acceptable decisions on time. In complex or
controversial areas, it often reiuctant to make s
decision or makes poor decisions.

FACTOR 5 ~ SPEAKING ABILITY

This factor evslustes the employee’s potential for pro-
motion based upon ability to express ideas when speak-
ing., Speaking abilty includes such aress as being con
cise, ciear and well orgamized; expressing ideas sppro
priately for the sudience; and being persussive.

STEPS

HIGH POTENTIAL - The employee gives clear,
concise, thorough, well organized and smoothly
flowing briefings in a confident manner that is
almost always appropriste for the audience,
7-~—iPresems an air of confidence, can persusde &
critical audience, handles interruptions and
difficult questions well, and encourages surfec~
ing of key issues. Is equally effective during
_‘x_ngtmal discussions or formal briefings.

‘ [AVERAGE POTENTIAL - The employee's
briefings progress smoothly, are usually appro-
4= priate for the audience, and are delivered in &

y confident manner. Usually handles interruptions
7 Ed; difficult questions well.

3~
2-
OW POTENTIAL - The employee sometimes
has difficulty expressing ideas in 8 clear and
L ell-organized mannet, in conversation of in in-

formal briefings. Has difficulty answering
straight-forward questions sdequately and some-
imes appears ill-st-esse,

**Employees designsted by the rster and by the reviewing supervisor as having some form of decision

making tesponsibility.

ASD FORN WY
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FACTOR 6 - WRITING ABILITY

This factor evaluates the employee’s potential for pro-
motion based upon ability to express ideas in writing.
Writing ability includes such areas as being concise,
clear and well orgenmized; being grammatically correct;
expressing ideas appropriately for the reader; and being
petrsuasive.

STEPS

[Tl—ll POTENTIAL - The employee's writing is

istently of the highest quality. idess are
al\vnys expressed clearly and concisely. Recom-
mendations, positions and arguments are always
convincing. Final drafts are extremely polished,
rerely requiring revision.

[;\—\’_ERAGE POTENTIAL — The empioyee’s writing
is nsually -orrect in grammar, spelling, sentence
. Istructute aad punctuation. Ideas ace usuaily ex-
h P d clearly b of good word choice and

logical organization. Final dralts seldom need to
be rewritten.

2-

[LOW POTENTIAL - The employee’s writing
requires frequent revision due to sentence struc-
1- L—itare or punctustion. Ideas are often not clearly
lexpressed because of poor word choice and
lo_r;.aniution.

ASD FORM 7

FACTOR 7 - WORKING RELATIONSHIPS

This factor evaluates the employee's potential for pro-
motion based upon how weil the employee works with
other people, both individually and in groups. Working
relationshups include such areas as working with super-
visors, peers, subord pport and staff p 1
and others such as contractor rep ntatsves; keeping
others informed of work status and changes that reiate to
their activities; fucilitating and stimulating multi-number
or interdisciplinary activity; and behaving in a profes-
sional manner,

STEPS

[TIGH POTENTIAL — The employee is exception-
aliy skilled at creating harmonious relationships
with others and among members of diverse groups,
even under adverse conditions. Acts as an inter
disciplinary facilitator or plet, and 1

7- ——{group progress by clatifying complex problems snd
resolving deadliocks., Always maintains s superior
information flow in timely fashion. Always uses
knowledge of the organizational environment and
the existing informal channeis in effectively woek.
[ ﬂ with and relating to others.

[AVERAGE POTENTIAL ~ The employee is coop-
erstive and diplomatic towards others. Assists in

_Jgroup progress toward its goal by asking pertinent
questions, responding to questions by others, and
contributing to the resolution of issues, Maintsing
8 good information flow, utilizing both formal and
informal organizational channels,

[COW POTENTIAL — The employee is usually
ineffective in dealing with interpersonal problems
and in msking positive contributions to group
1- progress. Does not always maintain an adequate
flow of information with those whose work is
interrelated. Does not always present a favorable
‘Lpﬁeuiml image.
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FACTOR B ~ WORK LEADERSHIP
(Supervisors. Managers and other designated employees® )

This factor evaluates the employee’s potential for pro-
motion based upon how well the empiovee influences and
motivates subordinates or other personnel to work efiec-
tively, both individually and in teams. Work leadetship
includes such areas as momtoring the work of other
empioyees; providing guidance to them; giving them
understanding of overall goals; and providing opportunities
for panticipation.

STIEPS

[RIGH POTENTIAL ~ The employee gains a very
high level of respect and confidence from subordi-
nates and accepts total responsibility for their
efforts. [nsures that evecvone understands how
their work relates to larger orgamizational goals
and max mizes the opportunity for al! to contribute.
Review: subordinates’ work and deals effectjvely
with siourdinates whose output ranges from out-
standine to very marginal. Stimulates enthusiasm,
|creativi'y. and effective self mansgement.

6—

[
IA\' RA IZ PCTENTIAL - The employee normally
putitn T@opEes @G Lunianitv® svin owbuius

4 and accepts responsibility for their efforts, Re-

views their work and provides meaningful guidance.
Guidance is often sought out. Leads routine group
efforts well and none d ted

ine efforts q ye

k 5%
2-
LOW POTENTIAL ~ The employee has little
beneficial influence on subordinates and some-
- times avoids responsibility for their efforts.

Usually accepts responsibility for routine group
tasks, but avoids responsibility for complex or
controversial tasks.

FACTOR 9 - PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT & EEO
COMMITMENT
(Supervisors/Managers®)

This factor evaluates the emplovee's potential for pro-
motion based upon how well the employee carnes out
pet ! gement ponsibilities. Personnel man-
agement includes such aress as recruiting candidates;
filling positions on the basis of merit; encouraging and
assisting subordinates to set and pursue .their career
goals; encouraging and assisting employees’ traiming and
career development; giving valid performance ratings and
counseling; and securing recogniion for deserving sub-
ordinates or taking corrective actions for inadequate
performance. EEO and Affirmative Action are elements
of all personnel management responsibilities,

STEPS

[-I-TGH POTENTIAL - The employce sggressively
searches for outstanding candidates to fill open
positions, from both inside and external to the
organization. Actively identifies subordinstes’
training needs and encourages subordinates’ pro-
fessional growth and career progression. Pro-
- vides frequent counseling, gusdance and perform-
ance feedback. Either motivates a poor performer
to do better work ot takes appropriate corrective
action. Apgressively utilizes all avaifable forms
6~ of recognition to reward outstanding performers,
Actively supports organization's Affirmative
[Action Plan.

TAVFRAGE DATENTIAL — The smnlrves ede-
quately fills open positions on the basis of the
candidates’ merit. [s alert to training oppoctunities
for subordinates and ges their participa-
tion. Conducts required appraisals and provides
d= adequate subordinate counseiing. Secures recog-

appropriate correction action for noticeably poor
periormers. Actively supports the requirements of

3- |the organization's Affirmative Action Plan,
'LOW POTENTIAL - Employee superficially eval-
o uates qualifications of candidates when filliag

open positions. Attaches low priority to subordie
nates’ career goals, training, growth and profes-
siona) progression, but will usually agree to sub-
ordinates’ self-jnitiated training plans, Must be
1- ~lpushed by supervisor to accomplish required ap-
Ipraisals and seldom provides adequate counseling.
Almost never seems to heve the time required to
{secure recognition for outstanding periormers.
Passively supponts org ion’s Affirmatihee
&t_:_l.non Plan,

**Employees designated by the reter and by the reviewing supervisor as having some form of responsibility

for the work of others.

ASD FORM N7
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FACTOR 10 - PERFORMANCE UNDER PRESSURE

This factor evalustes the employee’s potential for promo-
tionbased on how well the emplovee's usual pesiormance

is maimained under pressure. Sources of pressure in-
clude time and/or resource constrainis; changing condi-
tions; high level visibility; unclear task tequirements,
and other adverse conditions.

STEPS

lexible enough to handie all high pressure situa-

t:ons and accepts them as part of the job. Con-
!sxdus these as challenges end delivers high

‘= quality products/services. No issue is so formi-
dable that it cegrades performance. Has » stabili-

(Til?:n POTENTIAL - The employee is always
f

zing 1nfl on co-workers during periods of
stress.

6=

[

[AVERAGE POTENT!AL - The employee accepts
_Jpreswre s ust:: v waes faced with them and
p— performe well. 12 coucecned by potential high-
| {revelreviers of work ~utpu, but prepares for them
i and delive.s @& o gooo quality.

4=

3-

2
LOW POTENTIAL ~ The employee loges effec.
tiveness when routine is interrupted by need for
changing qui s/emphasis, or when

B eddressing # high priority, short [ead-time prob-

lem. Requires supervisory boistering/sssistance,
Avoids high ptessure assignments or always hes
reasons why he/she should not be assigned them.

ASO FORM 387

FACTOR 1] - WORK OUTPUT

This factor evaluates the employee's potential for promo-
tion based upon tots] work output. Wotk output includes
quality, quantity, and timeliness. It also includes com
pliance with’'relevant regulations, directives, policies,
and instructions and deadlines from supervisors. Quality
includes the extent 1o which th> work demonstrates use
of basic technical/ professional knowledge and appro-
priste new developments in the employee's field and
related f.elds,

STEPS

rl-ﬂ.GH POTENTIAL -~ The employee constantly
dumonstrates an outstanding sbility to properly
mix the interdependent requirements focr quality,
qi antity and aveilabietime to produce an optimum
e:d product substantially in excess of expects-
tions. Consistently reflects a thorough under-
sianding of new technologies and their applica-
t1ons in own and related fields. Employee's
technical advice and assistance is repeatedly
sought by others. Wotk aiways reflects knowledge
of reguiations, directives and policies and only

.

6- occasionslly are brief instructions from super-
Lyisor required.
5~

~
[AVERAGE POTENTIAL - The employee can be
ldepended unon 16 nroduce a teatanahie anantity
©i acceptable quality work, on time, with minimal
supervision. Employee's work usually reflects
4 '.—,ipolicies, regulations, organizational coperating

instructions aad supervisory guidance. Work
demonstrates an acceptable level of expertise in
; iown area of speciaiization and & working knowl-
: !e_dge of related technolog:es.

LOW POTENTIAL - The emplovee requires ex-
cessive time to compiete most routine tasks,
Output is of minimelly acceptable quality. Super-
1- visor must {requently remind employee of organi-
zational policy and prior instructions, snd ptovide
guid a8 to appropriate quality/quantity/time
trade offs,
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APPENDIX E

MERIT PROMOTION APPRAISAL SYSTEM
RATING FORM B (TECHNICAL)




MERIT PROMOTION APPRAISAL SYSTEM

FORM B
(Lost ~ Firnt = Middis jninral) DATE OF APPRAISAL
N
. PERIOS OF SUPERVISION
ORGANIZATION . FROM To

NAME/ TITLE OF IMMEDIATE SUPERVISON

POSITION
NAME / TITLE OF REVIEWING SUPERVISOR
INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING SUPERVISURY APPRAISAL
The Air Force Merit Promotion Prog quires the i diate or first leve] supervisor to complete sn appraisal on

each emplovee supervised. This Supervisory Appraisal system has been Jesigned to help the supervisor make and
iaal

1d the required merit p ion ap

Steps in completing the lorm:

1. Supetvisor enters the required data on the top of this pege.

2. Supervisor reviews each factor and detetmines the proper rating as discussed in the next section.
Circle the ;roper step in the box on page #2. Circle N/A if a rating factor is not applicsble.

3. Have the appraisal reviewed by the next higher level supervisor; resolve differences; both supervisors
sign and dote the form in the space provided on page # 2.

4, Show and discuss the sppraisal with the employee, have the employee also sign on page #2.

S. Complete the card punch dats requited as noted in the instructions on page ¥ 2.

6. Tear off psges 1 and 2 and send to ASD/ DPCE, unless given oth=r instructions,

Rating Employee Potentiai:
Each of the eleven Merit Promotion Appraisal Factors consists of three pants:

1. Abasic factor definition found in the {irst sentence of the definition;

2. Subfactors in the remainder of the definition which represent activities related to the basic factor defini-
tson; and

3. A seven steo rating scale.

As an exampie, consider Factor 1 - Self Management. This factor relates to how well the employee organizes,

hedcles, and plishes own work, Self Mansgement includes such subfactors as the use of resources,
setting priorities, coping with change, assuming responsibility, and amount of supervigsion required. Some
assignments may not allow the employee to displey perfctmance in all five of these subfactors. Some work
assighments may invoive performance related to Self Management, but not specifically covered by any of the
subfactors, The supervisor must decide which sspects of the emplioyee's periarmance are in the basic factor
definition and should be included in the rating.

The supervisor’s rating of the employee's potential must be based on his or her knowledge of the employee’s
current perf e. In accord with CSC tegulations, the Merit Promotion Appraisal factors have beea
carefully designed to focus on elements of the employee’s job which are important for success in higherlevel
work,

When tating the emplovee's potential, the supervisor should give appropriate ideracion to the plexity
and diversity of the work required at the employee’s grade level. For example, praficiency at work of » partics
vlsr leve] of complexity and diversity might indicate high potential for s G.S. 7 Engineer. However, this same
level of proficiency would indicate low potential fot the job of 3 G.S, 13 Engineer,

The rask of the supetvisor, in using the Ment Promotion Appraisal Factors, is to rate on a scale of seven steps
the employee’s potentisi for success in highet Jevel wotk. Scale steps One, Four snd Seven provide examples
of low, average and high levels of performance for some of the subfsctors. Steps Two, Three, Five and Six
represent intermediate degrees of potential. .

Continuing with Factor 1 ~ Selfl Manag: t, as on pl R

Step 1. Low Potential — The employse is able to organize and schedul ine wark adequately, but ussally
requires supetvisory sssistance in organizing more difficult work and in sctting priorities. Supervisory
intervention is fequired to insute either completion of the effort or stopping the effort before the
pornt of diminishing retums.
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Step 4. Aversge Poteatial -~ The emplovee is adapt-
able to changing conditions and unforeseen
events in organizing and scheduhng routine
work, The supervisor occasionafiv assists the
employec in planning for more difficult work.
The employee takes iderable initiative for
managing own final work througn completion,

Stcp 7. High Potential ~ The employee’s organization
of work always results in the most cificient use
of time. is vety adaptable to constantly chang-
ing workloads and unpredictable coalingencics,
sdjusting priotities accordingly, and the super-
visot is never required to revise the employee’s
plans. Assumes full responsibifity for ail
aspects of assigned tasks, assuring that the
output meets the needs of the requestor,

One of two approaches cen be taken in rating an ems
ployee on a given fuctor. One app h is to consid

the factor as a whole and rate the emplovee's performance
telative to the basic factor definition based on your over-
sl) impression. Using this approach, you would decide
between a rating at Step2 and a rating at Step 3 by simply
fooking at Steps 1 and 4 and deciding whether the em-
gloyc: is closer to being just above Step 1 or just below

tep 4.

A second approach is to rate the employee on each of the
subfactors which apply and then average these ratings.
Let us consider a very simphified example of how two
. emplovees mizht be rated on Self Management using this
spproach, I he first empioyee 13 trusvnevly wieptavie
to changing conditions but has never produced & {inished
product without major supetvisory intetvention. The
second employee is teasonabiy adaptable to changing
conditions, has never nceded a push to get the job
finished, but often times needs assistance in deciding
which of several tasks deserves most of his ot her
stiention. The two employees would be cated as follows:

Employee !
Employee Behavios Scale Step
Reasonably adaptable to changing conditions 4
Never produced a finished product without major
supeyvisory intervention i
Average 2o0t3

Employee Il
Employee Behavior Scale Step

Ressonsbly adeptable to changing conditions 4
Never needed & push o get the job finished 7
Often needed sssistance in deciding which of

seversl tasks deserved most of hig or het

sttention . 3

401§

Average

As goted lier, the pesf ce tated may include
sspects related to the basic factor definition, but not
specifically ‘covered by aay of the sublactors.

Whichever rating method is used, the supervisor must
srtive at a single rating for each factor which renresents
his or her best judgement of the employee’s potential for
success in higher level work, relative to each basic
factor definition, Furthermore, the supervisor must be
prepsred to explsin to the employee, usming specilic
examples of the employee’s job periormance, why the
employee was rated as he. she was.

ASO FORM 173

7=

G-

4=

o=

FACTOR 1 - SELF MANAGEMENT

This factor evaluates the emplovee's
potential for pramotion based upon
how well the employee organizes,
schedules, and accomplishes own work.
Self Management includes such areas
as the use of available resources;
setting priorities among activities;
coping with changing conditions and
unforeseen events; and assuming re-
sponcibility for the completion of
one's own work. -

STEPS

HIGH POTENTIAL = ls always found
working on the highest priority

or most important task. When
faced with a delay, for whatever
reascr., immedfately redirects
attentic:. to other importent

work, or stherwise uses time con-
ssructivel;. Requests supervisory
reassignment to higher priority
Wl mames e cossgnt Situatioan,
Assumes full responsibility for
all aspects of assigned tasks, yet
recognizes when supervisory de~
cisions are required. Assures that
the product represents th: best
possible trade-off betweea quality
and timeliness.

DA

——

AVERAGE POTENTIAL ~ Sometimes requires
supervisory assistance to determine if
he or she should redirect attention to
other work. Assures that the product

meets both the quality and schedule re-

qui rements.
o ]

LOW POTENTIAL - Must be frequently re-
minded to work on the most appropriate
task. Supervisory intervention is re-
quired to insure either completion of
the effort or stopping the effort be-

fore the point of diminishing returns.
Soua—

pany




FACTOR 2 - WORK ADMINISTRATION FACTOR 3 ~ PROSLER ANALYSIS
(Supervinors and other designated employ~
ees)* This factor cvaluates the esployee's
potential for promotion based upon
This factor evaluates the employee's how well the employee identifies
3 potentisl for promotion based upon problems and proposes solutions,
how well the employee organizes and approaches, or interpretations to
schedules the work of others. Work fit the situstion. Problem Analysis
Adninistration includes such ereas includes suca areas as identifying
as assigning duties and establishing problems; collecting relevant data;
gosls for others; following progress and proposir solutions which com=
and changing sssignments accordingly: sider the important trade-offs or
and assuming responsibility for the conflicting requiresents; and vtiliz-
work of others. ing innovati’e appr hes when he
sary. (Deciting amcng alternstive
STEPS solutions is not included in this
factor.)
——
4 ) HIGH POTENTIAL - 1s able to organ~ STEPS
. ize work and schedule assignments e
for maximum accomplishment. Takes
into account the critical elements HIGH PO*ENTIAL ~ Quickly and
7- accurat: |y recognizes which prob-
p=jof the task and other foreseesble i and 1
difficulties that could affect éns arc most important dentifies
{personnel agsignments or project the factors which must be considered for
schedule. Handles unforesssn 7= a solution. Is alert to alternate ap~
problems, yet recognizes when the u '1’.' M:l “:”‘"::::‘; d;“:::" :;'
3 ansh e fac . pro=
6= E“E""‘”" should be consulted. poses optimal solutions. Consistently
. propose: useful or innovative approaches,
- but doer rot propose complex solutions
6 tu simple prodleas. .
=
r
AVERAGE POTENTIAL - Organizes the [
N work and acnedules mast assionments ) "_-
3 for maximum accomplishament, but AVERAGE POTENTIAL - Jdentifies problems,
occasionally requires supervisory collects the required data or informetion
4 assistance in order to ldentify b= and proposes solutions which consider most
factors that could interfere with of the impertant trade-offs, with little
project completion. Consults supervigory assistance. Wi{ll occasionally
supervisor when unforeseen problems suggest useful or innovative spproachas to
$ acise. : solving sroblems.
: 3-
3 34
. -
2
LOW POTENTIAL - Needs close super~
vision to insure that work is LOV POTENTIAL - Analyzes and proposes
3 N acceptably organized and scheduled. i~ L_{;cconuah solutions for routine prob-
] Ofter. does not seek supervisory ons, but requires frequent assistance
4 assistance until the situation it for more difficult problems. Shows little
out of hand. fereativity or innovation.
——

*Zuployees designated by the rater and by the reviewing supervisor as
having some form of responsibility for the work of others.
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: - ABILITY
FACTOR 4 -~ DECISION MAKING FACTOR 5 - SPEAKING

(Supervisors and other designated employees)® Thia factor evaluates the emplayee's

This factor evaluates the ewployee's potential for pr:l;l::it:n'::;:: ::u :
potential for promotion based upon how ability to :m Soeanite sbility

well the employee evaluates solutions (own ideons "’"“‘ : "=. a2 buing concise,

or others') and makes decisions. Decision includes "':“:’: zed.

Making includes such areas as considering clear, ana rgen.

pertinent factors; recognizing significant . .

effects of proposed solutions; recognizing STEPS

when prodlem analysis and solution genera~

I.Aon h:s :un sdequate; and making decisions FiIGn POTENTIAL - Conveys ideas by
N a timely manner. talking in a clear and concise
STEPS - jranner. Describes events and pro~
. ! cedures well, and responds to ques-
p—— tions directly. 1Is highly effective
NIGH POTENTIAL - Thoroughly reviews during meetings and informal dig-
various possidble solutions to problems, E:s:_x'on:.

evaluates the trade-offs and considers 6=
- possible impact of the different a)-
ternatives. Recognizes when alternative

F approaches may have been neglected and
if the decision should be delayed for P

persisory review. Consistently makes
6= timels and high quality decisions.

]

 ———— —
AVERAGE POTENTIAL ~ For most problens, 3~
the employee reviews the various identi-
a-|_lties solutions, ang evaluates reasonable . )
trade- o735 and the impact of tne differ-
ent artosmIeieen. N cameay @M 8O-
jequate decisions. 2~
3-‘ ——
. 1 LOW POTENTIAL - The enmployee {s often
: 2 ) “ hard to understand.
A - ’
— :

LOW POTENTIAL ~ Evaluates possidle golu=
tions in routine situstions, congiders
l'h- relevant alternatives, and makes accep=

table decisions. 1In non=routine s{tua-
tions, is often reluctant to make »
“imely decision or makes poor deciajons.
———

*tmpioysds designated by the rater and by the reviewing supervisor as
; having scwme form of decision making responsibility.
v
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FACTOR & = WRITING ABILITY

~nis factcr evaluates the employee's
potential for promotion based upon
arility tc express ideas in writing.
woiting ARLlity includes such areas
as being _egibles concise, complets
and well crganized.

STEPS

HIGH POTENTIAL ~ Information is

=4 consistently expressed 1egibly,
clear.y and concisely.
]
(=
[=
ress——

L AVERAGE POTINTIAL - Information
1s usually legible and ideas are
usua.ly expressed clearly.

3=

2=

p

- 10w POTENTIAL - Employee's writ-

ing zay be illegible and he/she

{s often wunable to expresg JAssy
clearly.

L

FACTOR 7 =~ WORKING RELATIONSHIPS

This factor evaluates the enployes's
potential for promotion based upon

how well the employee works with

other people, poth individusily and

in groups. working Relationships jo~
cluge such aress as working with super—
visors, peers. suybordinates, support and
gtaff personnel, and others such e8 base
and contracter personndl .

STEPS

F

HIGH POTENTIAL - Always saintains
74" haradnjous working relationships,
1 even under adverse conditions.

AVER GE POTENTIAL ~ Is usually co-
a4 oprer..Live and diplomatic towards
othe -3 in the work setting.

2 L]

24

LOW POTENTIAL = Fails to gttt nong
with many people and creates con-
fliet in group settings. Does not
always present 8 favorsbie prof=
essional image.

1

I VILAURIE O, DI

B
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FACTOR 8 ~ WORK LEADERSHIP
(Supervisors and other designated employeen)®

Thia factor evaluates the employee's
potential for prosotion based upon how
well the employee influences and moti~
vates subordinates or other personnel
to work effectively, both individually
and in teams. Vork Leadership includes
sucn areas-as monitoring the work of

other employees; providing guidance te
them; giving them understanding of goals;
and providing opportunities for participa-
tion.

STEPS

l
HIGH POTENTIAL - Gains a very high
level >f respect and confidence
from subordinates and accepts re-
sponsibility for their efforts.
Ingures that everyone understands
how ticir work relates to the work
of otlors in the group, and saxi-
nizer the opportunity for all to
contrisuts. Reviews subordinates’
work ¢nd deals effectively with
subordinates who's ocutput ranges
from jutstanding to very marginal.
Stimul ites enthusiasms, creativity,
and effective self-aanagement.
SnN—— .

P

AVERAIS POTENTIAL - Normally gains

respect and confidence from subordine-

ates and accepts responsibility for

heir wiiul'ui, Reviews kil progress
~ &

I'_.. Pro.ilce Suvmmrcinge e @emombevos

—

LOW POTENTIAL - Has little beneficial
influence on subordinates and sometimes

1~
avoids responsibility for their efforts.

FACTOR 9 -~ PERSONNEL AND E¥0 COMMITMENT
(Supervisors only) .

This factor evaluates the employee’s
potential [)r promotion bssed upon how .
well the employee carries out personnel

ag responsibilities. Personnel
Management includes such areas as filling
positions on the basis of merit; encourag-
ing and assisting subordinstes to set and
pursue their carecr goals; giving realistic
performance ratings and counseling; and
initiating actions to secure recognition
for deserving subordinates or taking
corrective actions for inadequate per—
formunce. EEQ and Affirmative Action
are elements of all personnel managesent
responsibilities.

STEPS

HIGH POTENTIAL ~ Actively identifies
osutstanding candidates to i1l open
tositions. Actively identifies sub-
crdinates’ training needs and encourages
#oordinates’ professional growth and
areer progression. Provides frequent
counseling, guidance and performance
fsedback. Either motivates a poor per—
{iser to do better work or takes appro-
sriate corrective action. Aggresxively
utilizes ail available forms of recognie
tion to reward outstanding performers.
setively supports and participates in
crganization’s Affirmative Action Plan.
ey N

| PR

rsiem SiTmiline = Ausyuutely 11118 open
positions on the basis of candidste's merit.
1s alert to training opportunities for sub-
. ordinates and encoursges their participation.
Conducts appraisals as required and provides
adequate subordinate counseling. Secures
recognition fer really outstanding pere
formers. Actively supports the require—
ments of the organization’s Affirmative
Action Plan.

p—

T

[——

LOW POTENTIAL - Does not fully
consider the qualifications of all
candidates when filling copen poal-
tions. Attaches low prierity to
subordinates' career goals, train-
ing, growth and professional pro~
gression but will usually agree to
subordinates' self initiated traine-
ing plana. Must be pushed by super-
vigor to sccomplish required spe
praisals and almost never seems to
have the time required to secure
recognition for outstanding per-

24

formars. Passively supports or- '
sanizastion's Affirmative Action
Plan.
s

*Emplovees designated by the rater and by the reviwing supervisor as having some
form of responaibility for the work of others.
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FACTOR 10 = FERFORMANCE UNDER PRESSURE

"nis facisr evalustes the employee's
potential fcr promotion based upon how
well tne enp.oyee‘s usual performance is
raintained under pressure. Sources of
pressure include time and/or rescurce
constraints, and other sdverse condi-
tions.

STEPS

HIGH POTENTIAL - Is always flexible
encuth o handle all high pressure
situaticns and accepts them as part
Yo g 07 the job. Considers thess as
challengas 3nd delivers high quality

so formidatle that they degrsde per-
formance. ‘las ® stabillzing in-
fiuence on cowworkers during periods

P of stress.
o
B

AVERAGE PCTENTIAL - Accepts pressure
situations wnen faced with thea and
end performs » 11, Doss not antagonize
other personnel during periods of

STress.
B
L
2- ) qe—

LO¥ POTENTIAL ~ The employee loses
effectiveness when routine e inter-
rupted by need for changing require~
- L__ ments, or when addressing a high
priority, short lead time task. Re~
quires supervisory bolstering/essintance.
Avoids righ pressure assignments or al-
ways has ressons why such assignments
should not be given them.

65

products ‘services. lssues are ssldom ‘

7

2-

FACTOR 11 ~ WORK OUTPUT

This fector evalustes the ¢mployes's
potential for prowotion based upon
total work cutput, Work Output in-
cludes quality, quantity, and time-
}iness. It also includes compliance
with relevant regulstions, directives,
policies, and instructions and dead-
lines from supervisor. Quality in-
cludes the extent to vhich the work
demongtrates use of basic technical
knovledge and new developments in
the #mployee's field.

STEPS

HIGH POTENTIAL - Constantly demon~
strates an cutstanding ability to
produce an optimum end product sub-
stantially in excess of normal ex-
pectations. Work consistently re~
s)ects a thorough understanding of
rew technologies or regulstions and
«their spplication in own field.
Employes's technical advice and
assistance are repeatedly sought
by others.
p——

lAV!RAtE!: POTENTIAL - Can ba depended
unen $A Amed o . Quan'
of acceptable quui;;. :o:t. lorkut,

demonstrates an ecceptabl
technical lthd..:p ¢ lavel of

LOVW POTENTIAL = Requires excessive
time to complete most routine tasks,
L_j°r output is of minimally acceptable

|quelity. Requires conatant super—
visory attentiom.




APPENDIX C

MERIT PROMOTION APPRAISAL SYSTEM
RATING FORM C (CLERICAL)
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MERIT PROMOTION APPRAISAL SYSTEM

FORM C
NAME (iLost ~ Firet = Migdle Iniual) . DATE OF APPRAISAL
PERIOD OF SUFPERVISION
QRGANIZATION (To lewest javel) FROM ™

NAME/TITLE OF IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR

POSITION (Tite ~ Senes = Grave)

NAME/ TITLE OF REVIEWING SUPERVISOR

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING SUPERVISORY APPRAISAL
(RETURN TO ASD/DPCE)

The Air For:e Merit Promotion Program requires the immediate or first level supervisor to complete an appraisal on
each employ e supervised. This Supervisory Appraisal system iias been designed to help the supervisor make and
tecord the required merit promotion sppraisal.

Steps in completing the form:

L Supervisor enters the required data on the top of this page.

2 Supervisor teviews each factor and detemines the proper rating #s discussed in the next section.
Circle the proper step in the box on page #2. Circie N/ 4 if a rating factor is not applicable.

3. Have the appraisal reviewed by the next higher level supervisor; resolve differences; both super
visors sign and date the fomm in the space provided on page #2.

4. Show snd discuss the appraisal with the employee, have the employee also sign on page #2.

S. If th. employee does not already have a copy of ASD Fo m 389, please give them one.

6. Complete the card punch data required as noted in the instructions on page ¥2

7. Tearoff pages 1 and 2 and send to ASD/DPCE, unless given other instructions.

Rating Employce Futenniaic .
Each of the eight Merit Promotion Appraisal Factors consists of three pants

L A basic factor definition found in the first sentence of the definition;

2. Subfactors in the remainder of the definition which represent activities related to the basic factor definition;
and ’

3 A seven step rating scale.

As an example, consider Factor | - Self Management. This factor relates to how well the employee organizes,

schedules, and accomplishes own work. Sedf Management includes such subfactars as setting priorities, making

sppropriate decisions, assuming responsibility, and deveiopment of filing systems. Some sssignments may not

allow the employee to display performance in all four of these subfactors. Some work assignments may involve

performance reiated to Self Management, but not specifically covered by any of the subfactors. The supervisor must

:ﬁde which aspects of the employee’s performance are in the basic factor definition and should be inciuded in
e rating.

The supervisor's tating of the employee’s potential must be based on his or her knowledge of the employee's
curtent performance. In accordance with CSC regulauions, the Ment Promotion Appraisal Factors have beea
cerefully designed to focus on elements of the employee’s job which are imponant for success in higherlevel
work.

When rating the employee’s potential, the supervisor should give sppropriste consideration to the complexity and
diversity of the work requited at the employee’s grade [evel. For example, proficiency at work of a particular level
of complexity and diversity might indicate high potential for a G.S. 7 Enginesr. However, this same level of pwo-
ficiency would indicate low potential for the job of a G.S. 13 Engineer.

The task of the supervisor, in using the Merit Promotion Appraisal Factors, is to rate on a scale of seven steps
the emplovee’s potential for success in higher level work. Scale steps One, Four and Seven provide examples of
low, aversge and high levels of periomance for some of the subfactors. Steps Two, Three, Five and Six represant
intemediate degrees of potential.

Continued on page 3
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Continuing with Factor | ~ Self Management, as an
example

Step 1. Low Potential = Must be frequently reminded
to work on the most appropoate task. Super
visory intervention 1S requited to insure exther
completion of the effort or stopping the effort
belore the point of diminishing retums.

Step 4. Average Potential ~ Sometimes requires super
visory assistance to detemine if he or she
should redirect attention to other work. Assures
that the output meets both the quality and
schedul e requirements.

Step 7. High Potential -~ Is always found working on
the highest prionty or mostimportant task, When
faced with a delay, for whatever reason, imme-
diately cedirects attention to other important
work, or otherwise uses time constructively.
Assumes full responsibility for all aspects of
assigned tasks, yet recognizes when supervisory
decis:ons ate requited. Assures that the output
teprencnts the best possibie tradeoff between
quality and timeliness,

Oneof two spj.waches canbetakenin rating an emplovee
on @ given facior. One approach is to consider the factor
&5 @ whole and rate the employee’s performance relative
o the basic factor definition based on your overall im-
pression, Uit g this approach, you would decidebetween
a rating at Step 2 and a rating at Step 3 by simply looking
at Steps 1 ard 4 and ceciding whether the employee is
closer to bein;: just above Step 1 or just below Step 4.

A second app:oach is to ratethe employee on each of the
subiactors which anoly and then average these ratings.
L2t us consider a very simplified example of how two
employees might be rated on Self Management using this
spproach. The first empiovee s usually found working
on the highes! prioritv work, but has never produced a
nnshed prodict WiIthout Major supervisory ntervention.
The second employee has never needed a push 10 get the
job linished, but often needs assistance in deciding
which of several tasks deserves most of his or her
attention. The two employees would be rated as bllows
Employee !
Employee Behavior Scale Step

Usually found working on the highest

priotity work 4
Never produced a finished product without

major supervisory intervention

Aversge 2013

Employee il
Employee Behavior Scale Step
Never needed a push to get the job
finished 7

Often needed sssistance in deciding
which of several tasks deserved moat
of his ot her attention 3

Aversge 5

As noted eadier, the performance rated may include as
pects redated to the basic factor definition, but not
mpeafically covered by say of the subfactors,

ASD FOM 30

Whichever rating method is used, the supervisor must
amve at a single rating for each factor which represents
his oc her best judgement of the employee’s potential for
success in higher Jevel wosk, relative to each basic
factor defimuon, Funhermore, the supervisor must be
prepated to explain to the employee, using specific
examples of the employee's job pertformance, why the
employee was rated as he/she was

FACTOR | - SELF MANAGEMENT

This factor evaluates the employee’s potential for
promotion based upon how well the employee organizes,
schedules, and accomplishes own work. Self Management
includes such areas as setting work prioritiess making
appropriate decisions; assuming the responsibility and
taking the initiative for completion of own work; and the
deveiopment of {iling, and control or tracking systems.

STEPS

HIGH POTENTIAL -~ Is always found working
on the highest priority or most important task.
When faced with a delay, for whatever resson,
immediately redirects attention to other important
7m wortk, or otherwise uses time constructively.

[—- Assumes full respoasibility for all aspects of
assigned tasks, yet recognizes when supervisory
decisions are required Assures that the output
represents the best possible trade-off between
6. ﬁdny and timeliness,

AVERAGE POTENTIAL -~ Sometimes requires
supervisory assistance to detemine if he ot she
4 should re-direct attention to other work, Assures
that the output meets both the quality and
schedul ¢ requirements,

2~

LOW POTENTIAL - Must be frequently ramind
ed to work on the most appropriate task. Supes
1= visory intervention is required to insure either
compietion of the effort or stopping the effost
before the point of diminishing retums.
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FACTOR 2 -~ WORK ADMINISTRATION
(Dessgnated employees®)

This factor evaiuates the emplovee's potential forpro-
motion based on how well the employeeprovides guidance
to other personnel. Work Administration includes such
ateas as reviewing the work of other employees for
conformance to applicable regulations and opetaung
procedutes, and for accuracy, clasty, grammar, and
speiling, providing technical gwmdance and training on
intemal policies ai.d procedures as requited, and estab-
lish:ng and changing workload prorities o accomodate
changing conditions and unforeseen events,

STEPS

HIGH POTENTIAL =~ When indoctnnating
training, reviewing or introducing change, the
lemployee pmvides explanations and examples at
an sppropriste pace to insuse proper implemen-
tation. Assures rew or unanticipated wodk is
Jaccomplishe+ Thoroughly teviews the work of
ther perso-nel and takes appropriate action,
Encourages and guides other employees’ cateer
|deveiopment in cooperation with supervisors
6 Le_sponsible for these employees.

~3

[AVERAGE POTENTIAL - Adequately indoo
trinates and trains employees by showing them
basic source matetal and answering questions.
I.'nnioms other emolovees of changes in nolicies
and procedures. Insures that routine work is
accomplished, and that new or unanticipated wotk
is cozpleted with minimal disruptions. Reviews
the work of other employees and usually takes
wmwn'lte action.

2-

OW POTENTIAL ~ Must be pushed to indoc-

trinste or train other cmployees and avoids
answering their quastions. Provides minimal
review of the wok of other personnel.’

1-L

FACTOR 3 - PERSONAL ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES
(FS=0318 Secretanies only)

This factor evaluates the employee's potential for pro-
motion hased upon participation ta the management of
the Supenisor's program or immediate office as a per
sonal assistant. The personal assistant role involves
applying 3 thorough knowiedge of the supervisor's views
snd policies in such areas ss composing mutine
conespondence and reports, scheduling and preparing
for appoinitments and meetings, acung as a liason
between supervisor and those reporuag to him/her, and
between supervisor and other offices; routing cosrespon-
dence to subordinate offices snd reviewing cotrespon
dence p-epared for supervi sor's signature

STEPS

[HIGH POTENTIAL - Paricipates in the
management of the supervisor's program, thereby
reiieving the supervisor of handling time con-
suming, non-technical tasks. Is alett 1o and
1:,cognizes situations requinng immediate atten-
7~ to1. Because of extensive knowledge of supen
‘isor's views and policies, acts as supervisor's
representative in dealings with high level per
sonnel. Provides information and guidance to
‘“acling”’ supervisors and other personne! in the
6] |bsence of the supervisor,

[AVERAGE POTENTIAL — Panticipates in the
r.enegement of the supervisor's immediate office,
tae ITUIIED DNIC JupCIviay BIMSIOUILE il deal-
ing with complex issues Takes account of the
imponance of the subject matter in dealing with
cotrespondence and requests for appointments.
Prepares routine correspondence without guidance.
Tracks progress and takes necessary actions to
essute thet due dates are met, including perodic
- Lr:quuunﬂts

F'S

LOW POTENTIAL -~ Requires supervisory
guidance when dealing with all but mutine issues.
1- Is not consistently effective in carrying out pes
sonal assistant role because of marginal knowl-
edge or mis application of the supervisor's views
md policies.

*Employees designated by the rater and by the reviewing supervisor ss having some fom of respoasibility

for the work of others,

ASD FOMM 30
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FACTOR 4 - INFORMATION PROCESSING
(Clerk Specialists only)

This factor evaluates the employee’'s potential brpo-
motion based upon how well the employee pmcesses
informauon in a specialized field The wok may in-
clude coliectng and compiling information; snalyzing,
intemreting, and summanzing informaton; making oral or
wntten recomnendations in light of pertinent regulations
and policies; taking action and prowviding input for formal
reports and bnefings.

STEPS

HIGH POTENTIAL - Quickly and sccurately

identifies the [actors which must be considered

Is alert to alternate spproaches and recognizes
7- novel ielationships among factors. Frequently
proposes usefu] or innovative aspprosches in
consonince with applicable regulations and
policie..

AVERAGE POTENTIAL -~ [Identifies and
clarifies factors, collects the required infomation
4—ped and makes proposals or takes action with nomal

supervisorv assistance. Regularly suggests use
{fl avigroustive snnmacher ae aevinme

3-

2~
LOW POTENTIAL - Analyzes information and
makes adequate pwposals or takes action for

1 outine issues, but requires considersble szais-

“*tance for more difficult sreas Occasionally
suggests unanticipsted or innovative approaches
or actiona

AS0 FOMM Me
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FACTOR 5 - COMMUNICATION

This factor evaluates the employee’s potential for pro-
motson based ugon ability 1o express ideas when spesk-
ing or wnung, and based upon how well inquiries end
sensitivenfomation are handied Communication sbility
includes such areas as conciseness, clasity, organizstion
and grammatical accuracy.

STEPS

HIGH POTENTIAL -~ Written end verbal com-
munications are consistently of the highest
quality, Telephone calls sre handied courteously

7 with prompt transfer of infs ion ot refercal to

[ |apmpriste office. Uses good judgement in
responding to questions which invoive organize
tional policies, individual privacy, sad other
sensitive information.

6=

AVERAGE POTENTIAL - Written communicse-
tions are usually cleas, concise and completa

4_} Telephone calls are handied courteously. Uses
. adequate judgement in responding to questions
which involve organizstional policies, individual
privecy and other sensitive infommation.
3.
2~

[COW POTENTIAL - Sometimes had difficulty
Jexpressing ideas or relaying information in a clesr
and well organized mannet. Telephone calls are
wmetimes handled impmopedy, such ax leaving
1 the calier on hold for long penods of time, not
taking complete information, or not offering to
take ages. O ally responds inapp
pristely to questions involving organisational
policies, individual privacy, o1 other sensitive
information.
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FACTOR 6 - WORKING RELATIONSHIPS

This factor evaluates the empiovee’s potential for pro-
motion based upon how well the employee works with
peple, both 1ndividually and in groups Working Rela-
tionships includes working with supervisors, other
clencal or secretarial personnel, suppoct aend staff
personnel, contractor representatives and other visitors.

STEPS

HIGH POTENTIAL ~ [s exceptionally skilled
at creating hamoaious relationships with others,
- even under adverse conditions. Maintains a high

'Z[degree of cooperation. using knowiedge of the
organizational environment and existing infomal
channels.

6~

§m
AVERAGE POTENTIAL -~ Is courteous and
diplomatic toward others, Assists in group

4 progress bt; asking pertinent questions, being
teceptive o suggestions ofothers and contdbuting
to the resslution of issues. Cooperative with
others whose work is interrelasted.

P

2=
LO% POTENTIAL - Is often ineffective in
dealing with intempersonal problems and in making
positive contributions to gmoup progress. Does

i~ not always maintain an adequate flow of informa-

tion to those whose work is interrelated Does
not always p t a f{svorable prol. d
image

ASD FO MM 20

FACTOR 7 - PERFORMANCE UNDER PRESSURE

This factor evaluates the emplovee’'s potential for pro-
motion based upan how wel! the employee's usual pen
formence 18 mantained under pressure, Sources of
pressure may include changing conditions, ume and
resource consiraints and other adverse conditions

STEP3

HIGH POTENTIAL -~ Is extremely flexible in

handling various high pressure situations sad

accepts them as part of the job. Considers such
7 situations as challenging and delivers high
quality work without dismption of assigned
tasks. Has s stablizing influence on co-workers
during periods of stress.

—
{AVERAGE POTENTIAL =~ Accepts pressure
4=}l situations when faced with them, Delivers quality
otk with minimal disruption of mutine tasks.

3.
2-

LOW POTENTIAL -~ Effectiveness is reduced
1- when moutine is interrupted by chaaging require

meats/ emphasis, or high priority, short lesd-time
asgignments. Avoids high pressure assignments,
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FACTOR 8§ - WORK OUTPUT

This {actor evaluates the employee’s potential for pro-
motion based upon total work output. Work Output ine
dudes quality, quanuty, timeliness and demonstration of
tequisite saills and knowledge. 1t also includes knowl.
edge of and compliance with relevant regulations, direo
uves and policies, as well as instructions and deadlines
from supervisot.

STEPS

[HIGH POTENTIAL - Products are consistently
asccurate, meet desdlines, and invarisbly exceed
expectations. Work always reflects a thomough

- [TJundersianding of regulations, directives and
policies. employee's advice and asstistance in
[such matters are often sought by other p al.

[

s
AVERAGE POTENTIAL - Produces & reason
able quentity of acceptable quality work, on time,

4= with miuimal supervision. Work reflects policies,
regulati ns, organizationsl operating instiuction
and supervisory guidance :

3

2-
LOW POTENTIAL - Output is of adequate
quality, but the employee requires excessive time
to complete most tasks. Supervisor must frequents

i- iy remind the employee of organizational policy
and poor instructions and provide guidance on
sppropriate quality, quantity, and timeliness
tradeoffs

ASD FOM W9
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APPENDIX D

1979 FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE, STUDY THIRTY,
TMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR RATING METHOD




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE '9‘!5‘;":
WEADQUASTERS ASRO SrstEms arscy E
WRIGHT.PATIASON AIR FORCE BASE, OMIO 45433 U 2,

DPC | 15 JUN 1878

Study of Merit Promotion Appraisals

Study Participants (Supervisor)

t. The individual whose name appears on the top of the attached
rating sheets has been randomly selected as part of a study of the
Merit Promotion Appraisals.

2. The purpose of the study is to examine the effects that the
viewpoint of the rater has on Merit Promotion Appraisals. For this
study, plesse rate the employee based on his or her job activities
only. We are asking for your view of the "precise" ratings based
only on the wording of the scale steps. Do not assume, when you
rate the employee, that you would have to feed back the ratings, or
be concerned about the impact of the ratings on the employee’s
opportunity for promotion.

3. ¥e would like you v fill out the questionnaire marked "Supervisor"
and distribute the other three sets of questionnaires which are
attached. Give the questionnaire marked “Self" to the nazed ernioyee.
Cive the questionnaire narked "Alternate Supervisor" to another
supervisor at your level or above who has scme knowledge of the
employee's work activity. Give the questionnaire mariked *Co-worker"
to another employee at about the same level as the named empio-ee,

who has an opportunity o observe the named employee's work. Retain
the questionnaire mar.:i “Supervisor' and complete it yourselt.

4. We would like you *o label each of the four questionnaizer with
the same six (6) digit record number so that the ratings can b
linked together after us receive the completed gquestionnaires. You
say use your birthday, part of your phone number, or any other six (6)
digit number. Please do not use the date you received this lezter
or any other repeating number, such as 9 9 9 99 9, or a series
like 12345 6.

8. Enter the mdo'm number on each of the four questionnaires in the
space for "record number:,

6. W% are also asking you to record on the attached "Supervisor”
questionnaire, the ratings you actually reported for the employee.
1f you did not keep a copy of the ratings you reported, please call
83504 or 53654 and we will send you a copy.




7. Do not use the nape of the subordinate rated ir this questiMn.
The ratings are anonymous.

8. Your cooperation in completing and promnotly returning the question~
naire is appreciated and will help insure the quality of the system.

9. This questionnaire is self-addressed for return. Please fold
as shown on the back page.

10. THIS STUDY 1S COMPLETELY VOLUNTARY AND ANONY:JQUS.

11. Please call Dr Norton or Dr Balloun at Ext. :i3504 or 55654 if
you have any questions about completing the quest onnaire.

T L., “BAKER, Asst Chief 4 Atch
Civilian Personnel Division 1. “Supervisor" questionnsire
DCS/Personnel 2, "Alternate Supervisor"
questionnaire

3. "Self" questionnaire
4. "Co-worke:* questionnaire
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EMPLOYEE TO BE RATED

Cut or tear here

Please leave blank any questions which are not applicable or which
you dag not wish to answer,

SUPERVISOR
: STUDY N0 3 O 1)
CARD NO __ (3
1. Record number - the supervisor will RECORD NO (4)

—— — e S—" u—y wtme

randomly assign any six digit number to
identify the employee. This number should
already be written in to the right when you
receive the questionnaire.

Several different kinds of raters will rate
this employee and this record number is
needed on all of their forms in order

to allow linking of the different vatings for
this employee.

2. The employee was rated on: - — (10)
l = Form A
2 « Fora B
3= FormC .
3. Today's date: ) MONTH  __ __ (1i)
DoAY (13)
YEAR __ (15)

4, What is your organizaticnal symbol?
{Home Office for Collocates)

Fill in ASD 2-Ltr symbol ASD/__ __ ) 17}
or check one of the options below: . —_—— (19)
ASD/ENA __ AFWAL AMRL
ASD/ENE __ AFAL AFHRL __
ASD/ENF __ AFFOL  __ FID  __
ASD/ENO  __ AFML AFSC/PMQ
or ENS AFAPL __ Other __

The following guestion is optional

S. Wnhat is the sex of the employee to be rated? — €39
(1aFemale; 2=Male) :
6. If you are military, what is your rank? — - (2%)

(NCO, 2LT, 1LT, CAP, MAJ, LTC, COL)
7. 1If you are civilian, what {s your grade? —_—— (28)
8. W¥hat is the grade of the employee to be

rated? —— (30)

77
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
NEADQUASTERS ALTONAUTICAL SYSTEMS DMISION (APAC)
WRIGNT-PATTIESON AIR FORCT SASE, OMIO 45433

ope 15 Jun is79

Study of Merit Promotion Appraisals

Study Participants (Self-rating)

1. You have been randomly selected as part of a study of the Merit
Promotion Appraisals. You are being asked to provide a rating of
yourself from your viewpoint as an employee.

2. The purpose of the study is to examine the effect that the
viewpoint of the rater has on Merit Promotion Appraisals. For this
study, please rate yourself based on your job activities only. We
are asking for your rating based only on the wording of the scale
steps. Do not assume, when doing the rating, that you would have
to feed back the ratings, or be concerned about the impact of the
ratings on your opportunity for promotion.

3. The rating sheet which you return has been coded by your
SUpervillr LliL 3erindenly.cilestid mustoo. You choull Sz oorocut

your naac off the top of the rating sheet.

4. Please complete the appraisal within five days of receipt. The
rating sheet is self-addressed for return. Please fold as shown on
the back page.

S. Your cooperation in completing the appraisal is appreciatea and

will help insure the quality of the Merit Promotion Appraisal Systea.

6. THIS STUDY IS COMPLETELY VOLUNTARY AND ANONYMOUS.

7. Please call Dr Nerton or Dr Balloun at Ext. 53504 or 55654 if
you have any questiorns.

ROBERT L. BAKER, Asst Chief 1 Atch
Civilian Personnel Division Questionnaire
DCS/Personnel
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EMPLOYEE TO BE RATED

Cut or tear here

Please leave blank any questions which are not applicable or which
you do not wish to answer.

SELF
STUDY NO _3_ _:_ (1)
CARD NO ___ (3)
1. Record number - the supervisor will RECORD NO — et
randomly assign any six digit number to
identify you. This number should already
be written in to the right when you receive
the questionnaire. '
Several different kinds of raters will rate
you and this record number is need:d on all
of their forms in order to allow linking of -
the different ratings for you.
2. You were rated on: - — (10)
1l = Form A
2 = Form B
3=Form C
2 m.‘.“-:ﬂ- F PY SN MONTH — ()1)
DAY __ __ (13)
YEAR __ __ {15)
4. What is your organizational symbol? *
(Home Office for Collocates)
Fill in ASD 2=1tr symbol Asd/ __ (17)
or check one of the options belov; ——— . {19)
ASD/ENA  __ AFWAL __ AMRL
ASD/ENE ___ AFAL AFHRL _
ASD/ENF AFFDL __ FID
ASD/ENO __ AFML AFSC/PMQ
or ENS .= AFAPL __ Other _ . ..
The followi uestion is optional
S._ What is your sex? (1 = Female; 2 = Male) — (a1)
6. What is your grade? —— {2s)

81
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10.

11.

Please record your "precise' in the §paces provided below,

Form A or B
Self Management

Work Administration
Problem Analysis
Decision Making
Speaking Ability
Writing Ability
Working Relationships
Work Leadership

Personnel Management

Performance under Pressure __

Work Qutput

—

(33)
{3s)
(37)
{39)
(4a1)
(43)
(as)
147)
(39)
(s1)

(53}

82

Form ¢
Self Management
Work Administration
Personal Alsistance
Information Procesaing'
Communication
Working Relatfonshins
Performance under Pressure

Work Output

(33
— 1353
— 37}
- (39;
— (a1
_ (a5;

— (45)

_ a7

s T
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WARCH

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
MBADQUAITERS AIOMAUTICAL SYSTINS DMUON (ASC)
WRIOHT-PATIERSON Ait FORCE BASL OHIO 4343

- 15 Jun 1978

Study of Merit Promotion Appraisals

. ,//f \\u//,/‘\-

Study Participants (Co-worker)

1. The individual whose name appears on the top of the next page has
been randomly sclected as part of a study of the Merit Promotion
Appraisals. You are being asked to provide a rating of this individual
from your viewpoint as a fellow employee.

2. The purpose of the study is to examine the effect that the
viewpoint of the rater has on Merit Promotion Appraisals. For this
study, please rate the employee based on his or her job activities
only. We are asking for your rating based only on the wording of
the scale steps. Do not assume, when you rate the employee, that
you would have to feed back the ratings, or be concerned about the
impact of the ratings on the employee's opportunity for promotion.

3. The rating sheet wh-ch you retusn hes been zzdod by the iSployee’s
supervisor with a randomly selected number. You should tear or cut
the epployee’s name off the top of the rating sheet.

4, Please’complete the appraisal within five days of receipt. The
rating sheet is self-adiressed for return. Please fold as shain
on the back page.

S. Your cooperation in campleting the appraisal is appreciated and
will help insure the qu:lity of the Merit Promotion Appraisal Systea.

6. THIS STUDY IS COMPL.TELY VOLUNTARY AND ANON“MOUS..

7. Please call Dr Nortcn or Dr Balloun at Ext. 53504 or 556354 if
you have nny qu«tions.

—s“b
L. AKER. Asst Chief 1 Atch
Civilian Personnel Division Questionnaire
DCS/Personnel
84




EMPLOYEE TO BE RATED

-Cut or tear here

Please leave blank any questions which are not applicable or which
you do not wish to answer,

CO-WORKER RATING
STUDY NO 32

CARD NO

1. Record number - the supervisor will RECORD NO
randomly assign any six digit number to

identify the enployee. This number should

already be written into the right when

you receive the questionnaire.

Several different kinds of raters will rate
this employee and this record number is
needed on all of their forms in order to allow
linking of the different ratings for this

employee.
2. The employee vas rated on: ) —
1 = Form A
2 = Form B
3 = Form C,
3. Today's aate: miNIn
DAY __
YEAR

4. What is your organizational symbol?
(Home Office for Collocates)
“FILL fn ASD 2-1tr symbol ASD/__ __

or check one of the options delow:.

— —

ASD/ENA ___ AFWAL _ AMRL
ASD/ENE ___ AFAL AFHRL __
ASD/ENF AFFDL  __ o
ASD/ENO AFML AFSC/PMQ .
or ENS . AFAPL Other __

—

The following guestion is optional

5. What is the sex of the employee to be rated?
{1 = Female; 2 = Male)

6. If you are military, what is your rank?
(NCO, 2LT, 1LT, CAP, MAJ, LTC, COL)

7. If you are civilian, vhat is your grade?

8. What is the grade of the eaployee to be
rated?

85

(1)
(3)
(4)

(10)

(17)
(19)

(an

(28)
(23)

(30)
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Please record your "precise” ratings in the spaces provided below.

FORM A OR B

Self Management
Work Administration
Problem Analysis
Decision Making
Speaking Ability
¥riting Abllity

Working Relationships

" Work Leadership

Personnel Monagement

Performance under
Pressure

Work Output

—

-

(33)
(3s)
(37)
(39)
(a1)

(a3)

— (45}

(47)

(49)

(s1)

(s3)

FomM ¢

Self Management

Vork Administration
Personal Assistance
Information ;’roceutn;
Communication

.Morking Relationships

Perfor d Pr

Work Output

—
. (38)

(37}
— (3
— (&)
{43)
— (&5)

. (a7)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
NUADQUARER) AZSONAUTICAL STSTIMS DMUOW (A
WRIGHT-PATHAION Ak SOACE BASE, OWIO afaXd

s on DRC 1 5 JUN 157-9.-' .

waeen Study of Merit Promotion Appraisals

o Study Participants (Alternate Supervisor)

1. The individual whose name appears on the top of the next page

has been randomly selected as part of a study of the Merit Promotion .
Appraisals. Although you do not supervise this eaployee, you are

being asked to provide a rating from your viewpoint as a supervisor

who is familiar with his or her work.

N 2. The purpose of the atudy is to examine the effect that the
’ viewpoint of the rater has on ¥Nerit Promotion Apprasisals. For this
study, please rate the ¢mployee based on his or her job activities
y only. We are asking for your rating based only on the wording of
the scale steps. Do not assume, when you rate the employee, that you
would have to feed back the ratings, or be concerned about the impact
of the ratings nn the suplaveats annartunity far pramation,

3. The rating sheet which you return has been coded by the employee's
supervisor with a randomly selected nuamber. You should tear or .
cut the employee's name 3ff the top of the rating sheet.

4. Please complete the appraisal within five days of receipt.
The rating sheet is self-addressed for return. Please fold as shown
on the back page. .

= $. Your cooperation in completing the appraissl is appreciatea and
. will help insure the quality of the Nerit Promotion Appraisal Systenm.

6. THIS STUDY IS COMPLITELY VOLUNTARY AND ANONYMOUS.

7. Please tall Dr Norton or Dr Balloun at Ext. 53504 or 55654 if
you have any questions.

PR

A
P ERT L. BAKER, Asst Chief 1 Atch
: . Civilian Personnel Division Questionnaire
DCS/Personnsl
88
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EMPLOYEES TO BE RATED

Cut or tear here

Please leave blank any questions which are not applicable or which you
) do not wish to answver.

ALTERNATE SUPERVISOR

STUDY NO

™
|»

1)
r CARD MO __ (3

1. Record number - the supervisor will RECORDNO ___ __ ___ _ (4
- randomly assign any six digit number to

identify the employee. This number snould

already be written in to the right vhen

you receive the guestionnaire.

Several different kinds of raters will
rate this employee and this record rumber
is needed on all of their forms in urder

. to allow linking of the different furms
for this employees.

2. The employee wvas rated on:

1=FormA
2 = Forma B
3 =Fora C

3. Today's date: MONTH (11)
« DAY . (13)

YEAR _as)

4. What is your organizational symbol?
(Home office for collocates) .
Fill in ASD 2-ltr symbol ASD/ (1?)

or check one of the options below:

ASD/ENA AFVAL 19) ]
ASD/ENE AFAL
ASD/ENF AFFDL
ASD/ENO aniL

or AFAPL

Ihe_following question is optional

5. What is the sex of the employes to be rated? .. ... . ... ... ... () .
(1 = Female; 2 = Male)

L
FEEE
"3 lgl

6. If you are military, what is your rank?

—_——— (2s)
(NCO, 2LT, 1LT, CAP, LTC, COL)

7. 1f you are civilisn, what is your grade? — - (28)

8. What is the grade of the employee to be o
rated? (80)




10.

11.

Please record your “precise” ratings in the spaces provided below.

Form A or B

Self Management — (33
Work Administration . - (35)
Problem Analysis - (37
Decision Making — (39)
Speaking Ability __ (a1)
writing Ability — (43)
Working Relationships — (as)
Vork Leadership - (a7)
Personnel Management — (a9)

Performance under Pressure_ (51)

vork Qutput (s3)

1.
2,
3.
q,
5.
6.

7.

Form C
Self Management
Work Administration
Personal Assi stance
Informati ;n Processing
Communication
working Relationships

Performance under Pressure

Vork Output

.

— (33)
—(35)
— ()
- (29)
— (a1)
- (a3
- (as;

— a7
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Layout of Data For Validity Analysis

Colum Description of Data
1
1-2 Study Number
3 Card Number
4-9 Record Number
10 Form
11-12 Month
13-14 Day
15~16 Year

17-~18 ASD Two-letter Symbols
19-20 Other Symbols

21 Sex

22-24  Blank i
25~27 Military Rank if Military ;
28-29 Civilian Grede
30-31 Grade of Target Employee

32 Blank
: 33 Study Rating for Factor 1
l 34 Actual Rating for Factor 1 or Blank
' 35 Study Rating for Factor 2
36 Actual Rating for Factor 2 or Blank
37 Study Rating for Factor 3
. 38 Actual Rating for Factor 3 or Blank
39 Study Rating for Factor 4
40 Actual Rating for Factor 4 or Blank
41 Study Rating for Factor 5
; 42 Actual Rating for Factor 5 or Blank
T 43 Study Rating for Factor 6
‘ ‘ 44 Actual Rating for Factor 6 or Blank
45 Study Rating for Factor 7
46 Actual Rating for Factor 7 or Blank
47 Study Rating for Factor 8
a8 Actual Rating for Factor 8 or Blarnk
49 Study Rating for Factor 9
S0 Actual Rating for Factor 9 or Blank
51 Study Rating for Factor 10
52 Actual Rating for Factor 10 or Blank
] 53 Study Rating for Factor 11
E 54 Actual Rating for Factor 11 or Blank

Note: For target employees rated on Form C, only the first
eight factors are filled out. The actual rating data is availabie on
the Study Thirty data cards only. The actual rating data colums are
left blank on the other study cards.
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APPENDIX I
1979 FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE FOR MANAGERS
RATING EMPLOYEES, STUDY TWENTY-FOUR

i |

t

A

'

101
o
il - — —




s2) - pL/EL =ueipoy dopust
Jnok 8y Jeyn *UNTTIATO eJw Aok 3T "»

— —— %91

) 0oy ~3C 701 (100

L FYM YYD CLTT G112 COON)  Lues
400k 81 Jeyn ‘Areyy(ye sav nof 31 ¢

- —_—— e =l O R
FTIZIV B R4S
lllllll FVAVaY *3-9)
[131) LionmAs yeuorjezriedio anok sy Jeum 2
) - wa
tov) - ava
) - nNow (10 *3'e) 239p 8,kepoy g
m T T T T on cwoaan (uera sava7)
() KR oN quvd
13 v T od AORIS

*uotjviedood anok
303 yonw A1aa nok wuwyy *3d13383 jo shep SALj UIYITR HDJG/ASY
‘UOTION UDAIIS Jg O PITINE 3q PINOYS SSLTSUUGTISIND pejatdund syl

* (s3sydundlay sy3 g0 ssn
203 SPIUD MEI UO SJIQUNU UEN[OD 03 J8SBS SIEsYIuated ul sIeqUNY
sys) cyS1a 9,37 03 papracad 238d9 Y3 uY WOTISIAb Youd Jsnsuy

cewa3y a4y [1v Jamsue oy Aiy sses(d ‘Jaammol ‘Rue(q 3T IAwI]
sswapd ‘afqesryddeuy 81 37 St 30 ‘uorisanh ® 03 JanFuw ) moun
30U O0p NOK I "UOTUTdD UNO JNOK G} INIFO(I FINCI JEYY VO I
2800y> ‘uaayd SIATIRUINN[E () Yifw uolIsand ¢ Bursomsuw AyInaty
~J1p sawy nok JI -sgqiseod se Ap3saucy sw suO113InD 0yy Jdnsue
svm3{d *Arsnosfuous 3no PI[I1} 3G PINOYN SsjwUUOLISIND uyy

*samy I1YBtE N0k S3UMOI TRUOTIIPPE Aue Se [[In @ suazysanb

oy} o3 sasundsal yuwsj 4m0f But1aad sietaazdde nDinon waysks
1es1eadds uoyjomnad (109G 4yl Jaosdet 0) Spuw 3q pINVYS yaliveyd
saiayn Juzureasyap vy jand Juersodwy ue Awpd (in anduy dnop

*82)BUTPIOQAT UNO J1IY) UO s(estusdle

ucyjomosd 3I0PUCI O} ¥EIOS MIU IYY PISN Ay Oym sz081a23dns
esoy Kq A(uo pajysfdwod aq pIRoys asrwunorizand syyl  Cspesivadde

(L€ *n

doy3oucsd 39npuod 03 Swios asu oYy Jupen BF scudtIadns
anok uo paseq oq Prnoys AT nok YdTyn wasuodsss ayy
-omi0j [esTEIAde 33258 mRU Sy} 0} ULEIIEES Jnok 308

©3 SRFT PINOR a ssedoud vosiviusnatdey sys jo 3avd sy

SNOMANONY ONV ANVINATOA ST JVIVANOILISIND SINL

605 9 98¢ ‘I8¢ SiMO4 asY
N0 SINL0TANT ONLIVE SUTIVNYN HO4 TMIVHNOLISIND JN-m01704

HILSAS TVSIVMAAY NOTIONOYUd LT3N

sasBwuey Jdo) Town0e394/530
sapEuuoYISIND d-n0[108  woTeJATG [WUOSISE WETTTAYD

. SR

+guntysend Aue sawy nof st vgesS
4O POSLS 3X3 I UNOTIVR 20 JO VOYION Sq (L¢3 sseeTd °C

-afed yowq Uo Umoys ¥ plo) aseILd
SN 20 PISSAIppe-2128 ST safsUuolIsInt SYYL Y

‘usysfs Lyyrend yIy
® sansuy disy [TTR PUe pajswidasddes s sajsuucyIsInd ay3
Suguamiss L1idwosd pus Suyysideoa Uy uagisaadoos Jnog °f

*tsafeuvn
29930 30 esoy3 Yita Ut paleasan 3q [ita puw snoufuoue 8q
TIIn SIdusue anoy  “AIRIUNIOA ST AaTRuUuCIISINb siyL °3

*PIAIOAUL SBOY) JO UOTYIINIX Y3 FSIR3E OF PIINQIIISIP
Suyaq st saveuucrisand paydelle a2y ‘3321dedd sf Wi04 18
-syeaddy 3taom W3 Jo uorITIUMI[dET GL6T SYI IPYY AN L

w10y jesyeaddy taan naN a3 uo waaforde3 Juryey saaleue

s03sls jesjeaddy uoyjowosy ITa9N
uo saskopdey Buryey sasleusy 403 SJTRUUOTISINY dn-no((og

GLET Yoiwy OF ada/asv

CIVEY OWID “DEVE 53008 OV NOTIILIW INORM
e s
32804 B¥ JNL 4O INIVINVAIQ

e

wd wlv
0F sl

102

le

P M

T P T



Q14 20 L103830qe1 0,

iz

(e

106

1 4]

",

w»)

m«v nqcaﬁ
(mouy 3,u0Q = £ lof = T 88} = |) s.s:.:..-t.;
anoA vy usayd sBuzies syy 03 peaed
-wod A1419) 0Q URD (uoyvzIURdao 483301 OM)
w0 anok jo epIsIn0 ssostasadns Aq udayd
sBurina eq3 eyl 399dxd 2o Wuryy nok og LV
— %9€ %0t %EE

(wouy 3,u0d = £ tON = T {398 = 1) ¢auak asey
43A0 juawoacuder ue auw Jeak sy} saanpadsosd
1oa3uod Ayprend ay3 ey Rutyy nok og ‘91

%52 “%0€ k4114
(wouy 3, u0Q = € (ON = Z 1837 ~ 1)
LPAOIOJUD JY SATI0933S 3q (LN sjesivadde sy3
30 1oajuos Kyviend jey3 suyyy nok og  °gi

— %9¢ 761
(wouy 3,U0Q = ¢ (O = 2
“GG !83A = () (suotsyaosd Toajuod S3jyend
ayy Surddojua Inuqe snotass 81 juswadeuey
+GSY 1%4) uoissoudar ayy sawy nok od ‘¥t

%59 393391 oyy Jo Adod w usst pey [ = ¢
Y02 W0 a1jysads 8,31 jo

SJBME JO0U UBA | ING ) O PITIY PRy I = T

“NY 3Y 0 predy Jupwy | = |

is03suTpIOqnS dnok Joj syesymadde ayy
PoIa[dwos 0L udYs 293331 Y JO Mauy nok e
$3q1a083p 383q Buimo(yol 943 JO YOTUM

+ssasoad

Puriea sy3 J9A0 To23u0d A3T1Tend Joj siqysuodsas oq
03 SI3pUEING)/S3030037(/3301Y) By 03 adaeyd

s1y paqliosep os(e 31 ‘Jwak syyy Auop aq

03 syesivadde Ly171qer0m0ad 3y3 Jo L31nb3 pum
A311enb 3y3 YiIM UIIOUOD BIY PIQTIIEIP 33333
s1yl ‘suotjeziuvedio PadyasaIs gsSv Y1 3o (1®

03 23332 U N0 JUIS JIPUrLMON (JSY AJT TEY

®p] 08 [83p 18T V = ¥ 2I0W JeyMINOg = T VLT
%9E odon = € oi0m o = T 922

- iss2301d uoyjowoad
31308 oy} UG oary 03 9)I] nok
PINON SUOTIEMIOJUT DJOW YONE NOM  *21

(s»)
(sv)

(»)

(sr)
zv)
(i)
(or)

(se)

[§14)

tecy

(re)
(zg) .

tot) _
[{ 1]

)

suoyyezyuelao Aso3nioqel 303 9261 JO S0 UINe

ssec0ud voyjomosd
31408 19303 o) uF PaA(oavy sy i B S1j 6¢f 6¢( 9
voysomosd Jraem “FJIGEXNO
Uy pesn £Y UOTIVEIOJUY [Pefvadde syy moy 3
Jadeuve v Aq paastiyes S {verotite
q US> voITWIOUY [Ustradde ayy moy S
pe30ys 81 woriensojuy [estesdde Juol moy P
Pa203% 83 UOIITEIO)uUl Tesieidds ey °D ot I
poi03s 8y uoyyeminjuy (esteadds syy moy °Q Yd (AN 2
of swio} (esteadds pejardons syy assye el ._EMIUW!IW
v ¢t ¢

uoYjemIo UL Jo [eap B ¥y = 9
UO[IPMIOJUT JO IUNOWW JYed &

. UoyieRINJUY DWOS = 2
VOTISWANJUY Of = |

18uypaelss savy nof op uoLIERIOJUT YIN® MOH _°IT

%98 TSR (on « 2 tear’s 1) UL61 3O
115 syy uy uvoissas Surutesy (esivaddy
U0T108014 VI3 ¥ Pusyiie nok PYg O3

%Ly TSOL (ON = T iwap = 1) LLL6Y jO
1193 oy3 uy voysses Jurutesy [esyeaddy
uoyjowoud JTa4 ¥ pusiie nok Pyg 8

90 =ueipa)y iLIrryqrsvodsss K308ya
~aodng {es10) 3021%p € saey nok op
sejeuipiogqns sywIpImmY Auew moy Joj °@

SHINOH G0 =SMEIPSE uossazreg
SUV3A ~3yStam 3¢ sostasndng [emaoy

w 9w pagaom nok sawy Buoy mon ‘2
SlNOr 60 =ueipay (10 = awak 1 -De)

LIIOYNITTS 20 BITAIIS JUIEUIIACT uY

SYVIA
J081a32dnn ¥ usaq nok a.ey Juoy mon 9

%2  :uoryysod »..oam?uo.s._m Y10 = ¢

%01 Jaa481y g0 ‘Josiazadng (28] PITYL = €
%62 Jostazadng (aad1
PUOISS JIYI0 JO JITY) UOTRIAYE & T
[ ¥X3 Josiazadns (easy

19413 JIY10 10 JOTYD YOuesg ~ T

{nok saw Jostassdns [SAST VYN ‘9

il

——

YL PR

-

103




(e9)

(99)

(Y21}

(99)

[{31]}
(r9)

(£9)

(z9)

(1)

(09)

{es)

06 i9eya0s qof w3 vy
19A0Y €9 19%y3 3v ealofdes us 4o uoy3dirsovep

qof ®y3 wusl joedxs Ajiemsou pynos wok

aeyn 3sujele sakojdes sy3 ejes nok pyg °§

19 LI9AS] §9 swen ) 3% Eslaes qof awes au3 uf
sasi0 jsutede safojdes ayy 2382 nof pra °4

] (891298 qof swws ayy uj
sasyjo Jsurede safoydsa oy3 sjes nok pig °9

92 isPurzes 3o
uoIINQILISIP (padeys [19@) ,[vedon, A[dwet
~zoadde ue sEeA Ba0y) WY} OF 23%d nok prg S

69 {yBIy 003 jws 03 0u A33 nok pig e

72 tuotyeziuedio anok ut sJosyassdns
JYI0 JO IEY) ST SWER Y] JNOE SEA 3323w
annk 30 aBeadaw ayy jey) O a3¥x nok pig P

€€ L4058 [Edtsewny Je[nT{jded Iwos
SAOQE 30 B 323m B3NV DY) JO adejuadasd
ue332> v A[uo Jwyy of 33es mok ptg '

16 LSudTIfuLsep

dajs J03o®) pue SUOIITULIIP J0309)
oYy puw pIp S1euIpIOGNS BYY JEYN uIINIAQ
yd3ew a4y 03 Jurpiod9® 83wz nof pig °q

o2 (suoTyTulSap days syese ayy
anoqe Lisom j0u pue 81039T3 Yy} Jo uoyyeIsad
393U uno Jnof 03 Jurpioddv ajes nok g ¥

894 %

(ON = 2 838 & 1) “pIp nOK Jwyn

S0qIIdNeP AOTIG JUIWIFEIS YOFS JIYIOYM DJWIIpuY

sses(d 2jeutplogns v Jujjed oy soyseosdde

JUBINJITP 8qTIISIp sJuIwaers Jurmoog syL “92
*ip =S0)

(ON = 2 t83K = 1) (spesyeaddn oy, pIp no. 103

~2q S39UTpuogns anok Jurcydadde ju qol povs ®

2INITISUCD PINON Jeys nok 1133 ouokue pIg G2

Y06 =SAK (on = Z sap = 1)
sojsurpoqne anok yita wayy Suissnesip 94033q
a0s1Azadng Jnok yItn SIeUTPIOqNS anok 3o srws
~jeadds oy3 mayaes 03 pajoniisul nok i B £ 1

%S ePpussm oy3 JO JUSU0S 0F3508de oYY MeUR § = €
X6 s11eIsp o1pfoade Aue jo sueme
J0U S8a I INQ Yy JO pIvey PEY [ o
%E2 IV JO pIwsy Jupey | =

(e9) - Les3euipaoqne Jwok Joj
syusyeadde oyqy pejerdwon pey nok vegys JITQD
/30303310/JIPUE0) 391181 Ony We0 Snok wosj
2893787 30 JuIMBINIS yons Aue Jo pawey pey mok

Asyn s3qTaasap 389q Bugmo( (0] Y O NYITYR

csjesyeadde osayy Surisodos pue Suyysgdens uy
PanoI 103 3q PLhoys yo1ya sdars syy Ljtdads o)
ssoueasuy owos uy pue syesresdde sy3 jo esveravd
-my syy azyswydEs 03 SJan SUCTIINIISUY ISAYL
*pa30npuss e1an sTULIRL Sy3 S40J8Q sI0STASNNS
J19Y3 03 SUNEIINIITYT PINEST SJITY)/810390410
/8IopUTBUO) J8313] ORY Y} JO [BI8AS €2

%79 PIOY 3,USEA 20 MOUY J,UP1C = &
6 IUd[looxg = ¥

¥Rz Pood = €

¥g dtea =2

4 do0d @ §

sy - 1sen sBuyies eyy Butop uf souwmrsogasd
anok 3wy nok T1e3 swoq Jrnok PG 22

: ¥EE =308 (44w p tamy = 1)
8o3vuypsogns anok Juysteadds ut prp nok
. qof ® poo® moy nok (1a3 esoq anok psa  *12

(98}

(s8) X2C =FAL  (on = 2 193y = 1) iaaed nok
© yqoyym sBupiea ey) jsoddns o3 SdJuIpyAs IO
* 40 sajdeexs epyAcad 03 panee nok saan ‘02

%61 PI0Y 3,usEn JO MOUY 3,U00 = ¥
48 wof oo = ¢

«gg WAL Jnuqy « 2

%6 Yty ooy - t

to39n sasd nof sSurjes uoyjomoad

sy} %Y} nok (123 %s0q anol 3«: ‘st
W

s

. (£8) %S€ xee . (mouy 3,u0q = §

toN = g 89K = ¥) pazedacs Aravej 9q PIowd
sduryes 8,u07392TUNaI0 JUAIIZITP BYY YITYR
03 JusINd oy PoAcada] Jwak Sy sumpsdasd
Toajuod Ayyrend oy jen quiyy ook og et

T T S S S

104




3
%1 suopyrunyep
do1s a(eds ay) asn NJasr =g %Xp
03 £33 0U PIP [ = § ewn B[IIFT = ZXGT
%69 Injasn Atop =9 9Tn OU JO0 = Tyo
(e2) - isuotytu; 3ep daas
s{woe oy puty nok PP (nJOtn wer ‘2
Yy Araoegaad jsowiy = v Kpaoog = 2 %£1
%28 LIS = € [(® 3@ 10N = 1 ¥
(92) - 1p31%a ok Woym 33} upIOgNY
: 43 Jo sqol’ 3Yd 1T MK TATUTZEP
‘ 203993 Y1 NUTY} nof op [Tas moy ‘If
(22) - %G QT Moux Y.uog ‘O
(92) — %,°GU ndInp wion ¥
(s2) _ oG+ £9INITILL JIPUN DIUTWIOJIAY W
) %9L " WIWItTWO)
. — 043 3 Juswadvuey [Iuuosadl |
(£2) - %0y diyssapea] wion %
t22) — %y 01 sdyysuorye(ay Juinzon °f
(t2) — %6 ° pAITLTaY vorjedtunwsoy Y
{o2) _ %p*2 Kirirqy Juravam °y
61} — xp 1 Arriqy dupyeads -3
(sn) — wos Buissaonty vopyewiogur 3
() — %26° 9oUMISLISY (TUOCSIIg 8
[L14] — %6 ¢ Buined uUOIBId¥Q P
(st} - %q°q Y1sktruy warqosq o
*n) - %T°Q UOTITIISTUIUPY Niow °Q
(€43} A juowsleuey glog ‘@
s{nun(y IO Sy AT
rag030up [njluturaw yuow or ) Ny JO
yawa 2913% 1. Waey) ;InjButiesw 3sow
puts o) waas saakofded 3y} pr} 210398}
oM} YITYm ‘IUO[SSIS Nowqpadjy ey: ul  ‘0f
(9Q1398p asRII4) AN 3
@ €T (r910 *opead uy 2wry *Ay[eyvads je< fuyday

20 asnwaaq ‘opdwwxna 40j) wojIowos 3 A1y
=132dwod 40} PIIIPYRVOI 8q 0} STanyl
0u sen ssfojdua ey swnedsq o5 Cogdus
49410 03 usAgR ssem sBuyies Jeylf ‘e

§13) €
(O ~
] 6
() 1t
. ROX %
(nuz1g save)
)
() T
13} )
@) -
177) -
(02) %2

034 40 Kzo3ea0qny Jo,

o8v g0 xo9
‘uo1dyes ‘sowa w,eakopdes ayy Kq
pasvan[jus sen Jostalasdns sy °p

sakoydes 83paf 03 elpajmouy (edju
-Y533 Y3y PANOe] Josyasadns wyy °d

ssfofdes a3
SAJ9EQO 30U PINCD JOsJAdednS syL °q

313831 qof w»yy £q psayme] s¥n (o131
-usyod 23waysuosap 03 Ajrunysoddg v

(ON = Z 130K = [) {mo[oq 8403095 843 O
suo Aqg paouanisur sen JuFIes ® YOIy
uy sawwa Auw jo pawey nok sawy g2

ON QYOO
ON aQ¥vd
ON AGNLS

%3E =84
(oN = ¢ tnag = 1) sIuries Jraqd
OBTAIL 0} JIPUTEWOI/2019351A/33TY) Inok
Aq payse sem jtun (ruoryeziUNdio Juo
sI3ym UOTIR2IUEII0 L123313[-0N3 JNOK
uY $35uwIsUT Kuw jo mouy nok og ‘82

WOHY THIR

(ON = Z 238 = [} (I MUIPIOYNS 34y YA IN
wayy Buyssnasip sso0jaq sduvies a3y 20
s1y axiads 03 Kitsoyyne Jaydry Aq g0
Jostagadng sty Aq PONSE SEn Josyasddns
® 343yn UOTIEZTURIIO ¢J3313[~0M) Jnok
ug saouwysug Auw 3o mouy nok og ‘22

(9qraosap eseafd) Joyi0 °%

239p20 NUPS JTNDY
313 03 sfupyss [wataswnu uljsee vy
19ssfordus oqy 20p30 ywes nok pya °f

105

s i

Tar




(311}
tog)

(Y14}

)
'

1

Aioyenbapy = ¢ XIS

%OT 1184 Aiop = ¢ Rraocog = 3 XE
%EC TION = v Aqaood Lasp = 1 XY

lsajuuiproqns

anok yIje SmaJAIIRUY NOUQPER anok

pagpuvy nok u.:.: nok op [1as moft 2V
06 =Sax

(oN % 2 's3) = 1) zssudoud Noeq

~pany pue {esivadde ayy Ino Kiaed

03 swiy syenbope sasy NOA PY@ ¥

cuyw 07 =UelIpan ———

—_——— (233 tviw 0 £ ©

‘Vim Qg z O ‘ute g t 0) i9fojde

Yoea 03 yoeqpaa; Buyald puods nok .y,

‘afvsaaw 3y} Uo °seInuie Auww Mol OF

‘uyw O =ueipay
wp T T o U T T T (v S T o)
Luolssas Novqpasg sy Joj Buraedaad

pue safojdwa yowa Buyjws puads nof pyp

sefsaeav ay3 U0 ‘sajnutm Auve mofl ‘6

sy

726 =S8A (on = 2 is9) = 1)
tastagadng nok safoydwa yoes Yia
uoysSas NoWGpPasy e aaey nok pyg ‘ef

zy)
(§14]
tor)

% BE B 3t gt
X9IC %vE FE1 %GE v wmiog v

vy € 2 1
(eep masl vy « ¥ T = 2
. owog = £ S7IITL KasA = ¢

iprjowoad sy sakofdue us I eym w
samy (D pus ‘g ‘v) swioj [vsivadde
sy} uo uaAyd sdupjwa [edtsIWNU
Nulyy nok op 3oeduy yonm MoK *sT

(134}

— — [ = ueipaN .
(99128302008 ‘s3st{wyoady NS
*eyuydLy/naeyo *3°9) o w0y ..o

Leg)
{sg)

[{{1]
(cc)
(z£)

§zt

%12
%9

tog)

122

xz2
-3

x€

i

%02
%S

0 sueIpan
(sJ08§Asndne [9D1S0TD
‘sugojuyaey ‘3-2) g w04 °Q
€ =UBTPIN (s3Vvun0d3e ‘sassvifue
‘gysyausyos ‘8°9) v miog ‘@

198103 MU ay3 jo suo Buyen [es
-jusdde woriowosd J{Jeu ¥ s3e[deca mok
PIP smvujpiogns jo sdnoad Buimoyiel
g3 J0 yowe jo Kuem moy Jog °‘of

5 wmiog °d>
9 wieg °q
v eiog ‘w

43330q Yol = ¢

S83ING JPyYnIwOE = ¥

23U} 1P ON = €

810N JPYnswOS ~ ¢

®338hs pro 24y
b.’uﬂ!ﬂqiuizgszla

iesysuspaogqne asindtjaed ynok jo

sqof sy 353 ‘930 yoes apun pesieadde
8q 03 sqof jO *IS¥| PUR SUOTITULIP
J503 AN (D pUT ‘g ‘Y smi0]) SBIO) )O
398 Asu By UIYY nok op [1am sop  “SE

mouy 3,u0g & SPT
sok Lioyjuijeq = ¥ 55

saf L1qeqosy » ¢ .«.mm

Jou Aqeqosd = T %22
J0u A123utgag = 1 %G

isi0}

nsu oyy uy edeis Surjes pus suoTITULEp
30338} JO BSR SNOTIUITISUOD YJ1A
sBugyes [esyeadde jyaom Yy pamrojlad
s10Bvuse js0m JBU) NUIY) Nok o ‘e

d

Bujuieay oyy pusie J0u PIp | *
njosn tem Jurutesy ayy =

»gn awos Jo wem Jurureay Iyt =
o3n 913311 3o sen Bururway oy ¢
ssn ou Jo sen Butuiway syi =

Ea

6
[
%

.

-

LE R B N 3
R e

4

is%uryea (esyeadde uojjownsd

1308 syy ®10)23d 03 NOY PUBISIIPUR
293399 03 nok diay PIAYEdes nok WIym
Buguyeay yesteadde 3ja0m ayy PYO  °EC

106

et

-

e ailadaa o




——yr v~
St -am bt Lt

. 7

¥22 =andl

L] . .
.
=AINS
(29) :nm.an% uw....fr.s pue
Suysyiesy uo joudut ou pey weIske ayy ‘o L90%@
s . 62 € -urpsoqns 32a11p Jn0C Jo w10k [aas]
(o9} -u»o_w-uﬁw M..oq__.-.? jusedoyansp ° asyBty uy sEadons Jor yeriuszed sy}
pue Juturea) [NPIATPUT ue Suzany ssynadde o3 Jsysws 3¥ putj nok og °g
3o aduwjsodet oyy utetdxa oy nok diaw °p
%9E =anJ}l isqofl ayayy
te9) suwid juswdojasap puw Buguiesy 213y Gl € wi03sad astassdne Ay30311p nok
n3TASS 03 sn3adwy um y3Itm nof apTacad D ardoad ay3 ustys uy Len ayy jJo Buy
~PUBISIpUN 2313q ¥ 2awy nok o “w

o) sued judwdoyaaap pue Burureay 9 S v € 2 1
ayayy Agipow Jo lepdn o3 nof 3sne) 'qQ nouy j,uog = 9 .
. A103aq URYY 20w YOON = ¢ —
%62 =and]l wiygy 203 234039q UTY) 230y = p
1£9) - suwid quawdoyaasp pue Sujuresy ystiqeiss . 840j9q S® aues | = ¢
o3 snjoduy Mau ¥ Y3tk nok apraoay W@ 21033q URY) S8 = 2
) 8l0J0q UeY} ESI] Yoy =
(3sfeg = 7 tonay = {) :mayafks (esjeaddv .
UOTIONOSd 1143 I YN PIP ‘sueld w0} uotyowcsd )
Juswdojansp puv Juiuredsy J13yy jhoqe - SIS AU B} JO IINSII W %y °Cp !
. sajeutpsogns anok o3 Juryies ug oy
$01J30 938ALIT € 03 £8335¢ A% -l ~
{29) §° ¢ 22]us]a’] t ALInS25¢3 aaow 93131ATI0e qof ou pue ‘Aoeatad sjenbapeus = v 9[> (@]
. LS3euIpsoqne anok piodaz nof (M "% 851330 s1earad w 03 sgasde Lo
i . Auws 3ng ‘Aowatad oywnbapsuy = § ¥ -
(19) 9% v. 923" |o° (A{as0(> asow ssaaBoud Lowarad
99jruIpiogne anof salaeqo nofk [[IM "4 . syunbape Buspyacad suoljang = 2 ¥
: / asyggo
i (09R"* B°12T AWmu 9° . Luogide Jo ITINOD sywayad pasopoud Asiajdeo) = 1 20~
B uoa1d v Bumojjo3 Ul sejeurpiogns . '
B Jnok peat 03 Jafsee 3§ puty nok og °8 £8) - LYPIENTPIONNS YIIA SAITALIUL
' — . H2EqPed} SE yons SuotsIndwIp eleatad
(es) 9] 1|ntjoa} ¢|e” inok jo 205 335540 Snok LT SLQEIINS MOH PP
suogye3oads 8,20872420n9 uno Jnok jo ts -
Sutpusjsaapun J233aq ® aaey nok oq °3 R Jostasodng A yite KagAlILe
- ¢ NIWQPaIF ® SAvy WOU PIP | = ¥ SO
(os) 9°l 2le Jool tle* ok yitm . 33313Q 9434 S3RUTPIOQNS
swagqozd qof arayy jo suorssnastp Ao qyin snatasegut A = ¢ %EZ)
s4om 839y3TUY SIJUTpIOQnS anok oq °» 2ous ISP
. Jenoyiaed ou Sem 33IYL = 2 9sC .
(es) 812 (A1 9z W. [ 2umapqoad 29333q seA JOSTAS3INS
qrf J00q ¥elRUTpaoynd L3odip 2nok As qypn aoYasojuy Ay = 3 %p m
Y3ta ey 03 J3§sed 37 pups nok oq ‘P —_ _
=lg- 28 . {saywurprogns ook :
o) ¥ o il 9 ¢apdoad ' QAN pey nok Jey) sKatadajut ayy 0y !
se s2eulplogns 323a21p 4nok jo 20stA39dns Inok YITA pry nof matasaus
5 ¢ v F 7 I Suypueyssapun 22333q § 3asy MoK o ‘9 Nouqpasy ayy assdwod nok pinon moH  ‘CY

' ~

o P 40 o ot &

P o N Y eameBe3 A ¢



(st)

(sg)

(Y34}
()
(sC)
(144}

(134
(z5)
x)
{oc)
16z}
(82)
(12)
(92)
(s2)
(124
it

«ssskoydue

peIn00[105 03 uaald sBurywa 3noqe suoiyvand
Suprol1os ayy Jemsuw eseeld ‘sek 3y

*19 Jequnu voyysand o3 apesoud aseatd ‘ou I
%PT =SAX (oN = z !s9% = 1)

isa2akordua payesor(od Aus ojea nok og °T1¢

23D 1pUl 98WI(d

a)\vmw =S3A
(oN = 2 f99) = 1) (wsog ay)

Uy PAPRdUT 3Q PINOYS (333 NoA Jwyy

8303983 [VUOY3IPPE Aue BJay} IV 03

%1y mouy j,u0q ‘0O
[4s) andyng yiom ‘u
%Q sunsssad APpun SdUTELOIIId ‘W

- JuSm) YN0
023 9 jJuawalvuey JoUUOSIdd 1

«c diyssopeal xrom X

%€ sdiysuoryeyey Buraon °f

% A3yITIQY uoTyEIjUNEWO) Y

«c Arrrav dupram 'y

o Avrray Bupywads -3

oz Buyeseacsy vogyemioguy  °3

oy SoURININSY [YUOSIDS W

%6 Juren vorsioeq °p

xg SYskiwuy wayqoag o

%G voryssisiuiapy RJon °q

i EUBCELIU ST IS S € T
("nuelq 813430 Ju3
SAwST  “3oWqpaas eard 03 IINDOIJJIP IOW 3}
punoj nok YoTuA J0J SJ030B] oM} Y3 JIJJE

wle JNBN) LU0 NOUQPIIZ A1 03 AINITISLP
380w puyj nok PIP 9303383 ony YITUR  “6¥

[}

(ze)
(tz)
(oz)
{st)

I

((13]
(731}
[{1]]
{s1)
(v1)
(ct)
(z1)
()
(or)
)

®)

(que1g ¢ AveT)

wm

i€}
(3] ’

i
[

(oL)

it ]

(e9)

|
r
!
!
[
Iy
i
% Mowt 3,v00 e ’ ~ .
g 3IndIng ysom ‘v ..n
%G eIneesad Jspuf s3uNMI0jIng 8 | i M
7 UsEITewo) ~ ! ]
U331 2 Jusmalvuey [auuosadd °y i
%9 diusaspmey wson °§ L
«p #drysvoraeyay Butnson °f i 4
%€ £3FTIQY UOIIPOIUNBB0) ¥ 4

e SIrrrqy Surivam °y
%€ Ayitiqv Supeads -9
«¢ Juissasosy vorywutogur )

«2 SOURISISSY [PuOtsdgd O

%01 fuinex vois123q ‘P

%07 sisfieuy wafqodd °3

%9 UOYITIISTUTEPY HIAOM °q

2ET uIwIBeven J1§ 9
c(queLq $I9Y10 Y} Saea] "SL0}IWY
2393 03 IINOLISIP 1S0m ORI Yy JIYE

wly WIER)  10IWX O3 JINITJSIP 800
puls nok PIP 30338 oMl [ITYN  “BY

108

ON Qy0d3u .

ON QyvY.

ON AGNIS %26 =sBuyina 2ueyd o3 payse 104

(¥8utiws oBurys o3 pexyse 3ou seEm ] «ig =on

- ¢ fON = 2 838 = [} [SIIWulpiogns %91 =83
Yy (197 nOK PIP (Ematazajuy Hdwqpae)
oy3 03 Jotid) sajeuipioqne Jnok
230 sBuryua anok #Buryd 01 nof panse
JosjAssdng d3eIpIewy AnOA JI &t

%9 =andl  sajeurpiogns
Au yain sueld judwdofaadp
puw Sutureas ssnosip Jou op 1 -8
%G8 =ana]
sueyd juawdoyaasp pus Sututesy uo
j0udas a8I9ApE Ou PRY WRISAS UL}




zs)

(1s)

sl

‘uge Q1 =ueytpay

(°939 ‘-ufe ogo ‘-ure 0Z0 °‘Ture 0I0
¥-3) sajeurpaoqns anok Aq pajws 9afoydus
Yoed 303 (esyvadde oyy Juimataaz puads nok

pIp 9Teuoa® 3y) uo ‘sajnure furw moi 09

iswagqoad yof
JIN} INOQE UOISENISIP 0w IWIIUS
0} Wae sAVUIPIOANS J(Y) OQ 6§

(0%)

(1 24]

o)

()

14

74

[43

97

LY Bt ¢swa(qoad gof

#,a1doad syay3y jnoqe sajeurpiogns anok
03 Y[e3 0} Jarsmwa ¢ pury nok og 14

1} - i lardoad

se 230fo[dwe ,80jeuiprogns unok jo
Surpueisaapun 243349 © Jawy nok oq g

Ej— ¢s9akodua

1

J1ayy jo sjesreadde ¢,3yeuipiogns anof
AITAIL 0} 23ysea 3§ pury nol o -9g

- isqof arayy mrojiad (sajsurpiogns

«#33RUIPIOGNS JNOA YITym ul Amm 3y) joO
Sutpueysaapun 43332q ¢ ey nof og  °gg

S

v

€ 21

anok 03 durysodaa asayy *act1) $23401dwa |

(o)

22032q uvey3 asomw yony
23032q umyy Ig0i
910329 Sw awus YL
a1043q ueyyz $SI7
34033q UeYy SSI[ YONW

-Nmen

LI B B |

*FA08Y §o

(sqef Uy sjaty) youead 40 ‘gSy Ut $3ATY)
uots1ATg A[[ensn) SHOSIANAINS TIATL
dNOD3S ¥Od GIANIINI FYV 09-GS SNOTLSIND

——.

(3yrade3p asesrd) 1330 °3

Aydde 3,usaop 30 mouy 3,uon ‘3

(sy)

[{4d]

(€r)

.u-,.

()

(ov)

161

‘Od4S WY UIItA
JaY30 YITS 0} AATIN[II vwy}
JaYIes 831JJ0 WOl aAt)dadsas
2593 VT 843430 0} 393dsug UT
P18 Alan S{TIPIAIPUL eyl 108)
Yy 03 WP F1aM BIMUISPLG P
T{843395 331J3N ol Y3 jo
qaed 3y} uo) savrtAL. e qufl Sq1ep
9,0238a ) jo adpamoi y jo 1281 °d
“33u323)a2
JO wes) YY) U( €IIUISISFEA  "q
c(saaea
0dS 3o 3awd 3yy uo) Ayrmioads
awes ayy up s3afojdwa sayio YIs
23302 aiedwod 03 AY1[1qe Jo yHwy ‘v

(ajqeatqdde Jou & 2 !agyedtidde

s § tA1dde s Auew s® 3jEIIPUL)

t0) Inp Aayy 2.4am ‘saajer 331440
WOl pue SJ3184 0JS UIIN1Iq sButyiel
Up SIJUIAIFEIP IA9m 343YY JI ‘96

Kyddu 3, uSaurf 4O s0uy 3, U0 = §
sBuriea Jomo[ 3aud L([esauald
t128cuvw 301330 Iwogt YL
s3urivs auwrs ay3 Inoge aawd Ly
~22uad ss133eurw 231)J0 awon YL = 2
sfuviea soydiy aaed L[1eadva3
saadeunw 331330 00H YL = ¢

t

idaed nof sZurjea

ayy 03 aaciduos x%uryra s, s2%euva
07330 Wi Yy pIp Moy ‘suory
~ezuedio Jay10 wo.uy pajed0;(od i
oya sajeulpaogqns anof Juiiws Ul °gS

A1ddv q ,usaog 42 houy j,uog = ¢
s3uryes aanog

oavd A[7esouad ssalfeuew 095 oyl = ¢
s3urjea swes 3yy Inoqe

oaed Ay(vsauad ssaleuew o4s "L = 2
- sdurjea a4y

oaud A|1e4ousd syadeusw 0dS YL = |

Laaed nok sdunyes an
03 aaedwod sdugyes | ssadvucw od4s Ay
PIP MOy ‘QdS 113y} UP p3a1eIO[[0d g
oyn sajeurpaogns anuk Juvies ul  °Z¢

%0z
%xp
E2
%5

100

——- -

3
i
4

RN RS

PP S

TAPORITS

ISP IR




(s8)  (nue g sawey)

L$%35034 UOTI0MOXd 31434 BYI

20 33ed se uorjuowsyduy 9,37 pus waisis [esyeadde oy}
uy Jvew 3q pInoys Ruiyy nok op ‘Aue 3t ‘sadusyd ey
(easls tesyeadde mau Yy jo voTyejuamardat $,avak STy}
30 $:300n8 Jo 204Bap 2y; GUTEII}OP [[1M SJ03IT) Jwym
*AT1eay Yoads ()T9%3Y wWAYsAS UOTI0WONd TSN Y)Y Inoqe
S3u2 wod J0 ‘worjeziuedio anok Uy miog (esieaddy sys
50 uoy wjudmapder 9y uo sUoWMODd Auw aasy nok og °19

110




Most Frequent Cumments, 1979 Munagers Lonp Form Folluw=up Quesntionnaire

1077 employees total
162 comments total

Comment Yol all cuomnents
8. Favorable toward ncw form; give new furm a chance to work 11.1

19. Merit promotion is a justification system for management playing

favorites 4.94
24. Appraisals have littlc or no effect on promotions; new system

no ‘.etter than old because politics destroy equity 4,94
29. Cowv.-rt quota system is in use and should be climinated 4,94
32. Rat.ngs inflation is the biggest problem 12.35
40. Quo:a system should be used i : 4.94°
Comments with less than $% endorsement . 56.79
Total - 100.00




re——

APPENDIX J
1979 FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE FOR

EMPLOYEES RATED ON MPAS FORMS,
STUDY TWENTY-SIX
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tong Form of Follow=-up Questionnaire on Meritl f'romot ion Appraisal
KELLY PROMOTIY. APPRAISAL SYSTEM N 7

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRF FON EMPLOYEES RATED ON AGD FOkM: 387, 388, and 389

THIS QUESTIUNNATRE 13 VOLUNTARY AND ANOMYMOUS

As part of the implementation process we would !ike zo get your reaction to the
‘. new Merit Appraica! form. This quentionnaire shouls be cumplered only by those
' employees appraiscd under one of the new forms ASD 387 (Form A), 388 (Form B),
or 389 (Form C).

Your input will play an important part :n detersining if churges need to be made
50 that we can have an improved m:rit appraisal system. We would uppreciate

getting your .frank responses to the guestions, as well as any additiunal comments |
you might have.

The ques:.onnaire shiould he filled out anonymously. Please answer the questions

. &8s hones-ly as pussiblv. If you have difficulty answering a question with the
alternatives given, vhuose the one 1hat comes closcst to your own upinion. If
you do nit know the answer 1o a question, or if it is inupplicable, please leave
it blank. However, please try 10 answer atl jtems.

Answer eich questiun in the space pruvided to it's right. The mumtiers in paren-
theses rfer to culumn numbers on 1BM cards for the use of the heypunchers.,

The completed qQuesstionnuires should Le mailed to Dr MNtoven Rarton, ASD/DPCH
i within five days of recuipt, Thank you very much fop vine consncantioe

STUDY NO 26 (1)

CARD NO - (3i
: KECORD NO e (4)
. {l.euve Blunk)
8)
1. Today's date: MONTH —— ¢
. : {
. ' DAY —— (10)
YEAR —_ (12)
. . : (14)
2. What is your organizational symbol? e e e —— o ———
(eege o A FE A L _ENO;
AE S e L. P Q)
3. Wwhat is your G.S5. Grade? (e.g. 09)Mudians 11 —_— (22)
4, On which form were you ratcd? (A = Form A; 49%
B = Form 8; C = Form C) — (24,
. 15% 33%
! 5, HKow long have you worked st ALL? YEARS (24}
; (Round off Lo nearest yonrs luus than six
monthe - 00 years? Mobiom 1i yeeans,
113
-
’ - 4

o —g—
. .
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6. How long have you served in your preseal position
(at. Vi current. or Jower prades)? gedsan.: 4 yuars YEARS

7. For how many immedistc subordinates do yim have
a direct formul supervisory responsibility?

(If none, enter "00") 8.4x nunc

8. Did your supervisor have a feedback interview
with you on the merit promution appraisal ratings?
(1sYes; 2=No) 85%= Yesn

9. 1If yes, about how many minutes did the interview
last? (e.g. 30 minutes = 030) Median= 15 minutes

10. During theointerview, did your supervisor discuss
each apprrisal factor and explain his or her rating of
you? (1 = Yeg; 2 = No) 67%4= Yes

11. How well did your supervisor handle the feedhack
- interview:

1l = Very poorly 7% 4 = Well 25%
2 = Poorly 8% S = Very well 19%
3 = Adequately 41%
12. How much information du you have.regarding:
1l = No information
2 = Some information
3 = Fair amounp of information
4 = A great deal of information
a. Where the completed appraisal forms go
b. How the appraisal information is stored
C. What appraisal information is stored

d. How long appraisal information is stored

€. How-the appraisal information can be
retrieved by a manager

f. How the appraisal information is used in
merit promotion

g. What {s involved in the total merit
promotion process '

114

1 2 3 &
.__duz 351 30& b
24 ] a1} 24 )10
43 | 3%} 15| S
a7 | 321 14} 6
56 ] 28/ 10§ &
6] J4] 10 4
33| 428 151 8

(#7)

(29)

(31)

(32)

(35)

(36)

(38)
(39)
(40)
(41)

(42)

(43)

(42)




13. How much more information would you like to have
on the merit promotion process?

12% 1 = No more 3 = More 28%

18% 2 = Somewhuat mure 4 = A great acal more 4% (ab)

14. which two factors did you find most difficult to
understand, in terms of why you rcceived a given
rating? (Mark a "1" after each of the two most
difficult factors Lo understand. Leave the others

blank).
a. Self Management 8.5%° — (46)
b. Work Administration 7.6% — (47)
c. Protlem Analysis 6.5% —_ (48)

" 4. Decinlon Making 5.6% _ (49)
e. Personal Assistance 7.3% . - _(50)
f. 1Infowmation Processing 8-5% - (s1)
§» Speaking Ability 4.9% — (52)
h. W¥riting Ability 4.9% ' — {33,
i. Communication Abjlity 5.3% _ (54)
J. VYorking Relationships .44 . — {s5)
k. Work Leadership 5-0% ) — (s6)
1. Personnel Manugement & EEO Commitment 13.2% — - (87)
m. Performance Under Pressure 9.4% — (s8)
n. VWork Output 6.7% (59)

15, Wwhich of the two factors did you find most meaning- .
ful in terms of providing you with greater self-insight?

{(Mark & "1" after each of the two most meaningful .
factors. Leave the others blank).

s. Self Management 18.7% ° - (s0)
; b. Work Administration 6.0% — (61)
c. Problem Analysis 8.0% - (62)
d. Decision Making 13.5% - (83)
3 * % of number of timus any fielor wan e leeped o TPPREFITTIN
;
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Quetnitijon 1S Con't,

e. Personal Assistance 1.7% - ‘ (64)

f. Information Processing ~.3% — T (65)
! g+ Speaking Ability 3.7% - (66)
h. Writing Ability 3.7% - (67) )
i. Communication Ability 8.0% — (s8)
J. Working Aelationships 9.8% - (69) )
K. Work Leadership 3.5% v —_ (70)
1. Pe-sonnel Management & EEQ Commitment .29% —_ (71)
. M. Pet formance Under Pressure 10.0% - (72)
n. Work Output 10.9% — (73)
STUDY NO — (1)
CARD NO - (3)
RECORD NO — e 4 (4)
(Leave blank)
16. As a result of the new merit appraisal systea
did your supervisor:
1 = Much less than before
2 = Leas than before
3 = The same as before
4 = More than before
S = Much more than before
1 a
a. Have a better understanding of your 2 3 E
potential tm.- higher level work? sl 3a] 7vh ) 16%)| 1% (8)
b. Have a better understanding Jf how .
you perform your job? 3ps(vs 11313 (9)
' €. Have a better understanding of you
‘ a8 an individual? 4]l ales 193 A0 .
4. Better indicate recognition of your
i good work? b n e P2l oa())
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4 e, Better utilize your particular uskilis? S 8lw|10%| 1% (32)
1 f. Take a greater personal interest in you .
and your future? 414 |71 3 (13)
g. Make a greater effurt to help you develop .
‘ yoursel f? A3 74 |14 13 (14)
h. Refer to yowr Individual Development
Plan (AFSC Form 153)7? s |6 [72 hala (15)

18. Do you have a better picture of what your supervisey
expects of y-u in terms of demonstrating potential for
higher level work? (laYes; 2=No) 45%s Yes (16)

N 18> Do you hiwe a better picture of your overall stand- -
‘ ing with you: supervisor? (l=Yes; 2=zllo) 55%= Yes (17)

20. Did you have a greater opportunity than in the past
to present your side of the story during the discussion? .
(1=Yes; 2=No) A4l%= Yes (18)

20. The ASD Commander scnt out a letter co al) of the
ASD serviced organizations. This letter described
his concern with 1hs anslity and Ciineans «f ghe
promotability appraisials to be done this year., It
also described his charge to the two jelter Commanders/
Chiefs/Directors to Lu respunsible for quality control
over the rating process. .

Which of the following Lest describes what you
know of this letter when you discussed your appraisal
with your supervisor? a9

1 = I hadn’'t heard of it 34%
2 = I hud not seen a copy of the letter 26%
3 = I had scen a copy of the jetier 39%

- . 21. Do you think that the quality control procedures

1 this year are an improvement over last year? (laYes; 17% e
2=No; 3=Don't know) - (20)
27% 56%

22. Do you think ASD Management is serious about control
of the quality and fairness of the numerical appraisals? '
‘ . (lsYes; 2=No; 3s=Don‘t know) — (21)
27% 5% 36%
: 23. How much impact do you think numerical ratings

given on the appraisal form huve on your personal
progress?

33% 1 = Very litiin O e P
165 2 = Little 4

A sreat deal b

Y




24. How much cpportunity does your job offer for
displaying your ability in respect to the appraisal

factors?
14% 1 = Very little 3 = Some 42%
9% 2 = Little 4 = A great deal 34%

25. 1In your experience, do you think the merit appraisal
ratings were performed with conscientious use of the
factor definitions and rating steps in the new form?

10% 1 = Definitely not 3 = Probably yes 56%

r— ————

20% 2 = Protably not 4 = Definitely yes 13%

—-

26, Based o the wording of the scale steps do you think
the ratings )ou received on the new merit appraisal fora
should have been:

.4% 1 = Muca lower than they were 4 = Higher 33%
5% 2 = Lowsr 5 = Much higher than

they were 6%
55% 3 = The same as they were

, €s. oOmparet tO wnat you TNINK other peopies' ratings
may have been, do ycu think the ratings you received on
the new merit appruisal form should have been:

1
l 0% 1 = Much lower than they were 4 = Higher 44%
.89%2 = Lower 5 = Much higher than
' they were 8%
.\47% 3 = The same as they were
28, Was the rating your immediate supervisor wanted to
give you changed by the reviewing supervisor before
you signed the rating? (lsYes; 2=No; 3=Don't know)
[} 1U% A40% 49%

29, In your opinion, have your pramotion ratings been
affected by the visibility of your project to higher
manageaent?

1 = The project's visibility has heiped support
high ratings 22%

2 = The project's degree of visidility has had
no effect on my ratings 3U%

3 = The project's lack of visibility has made it
more difficult for me Lo receive hiph ratingn,
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30. The introduction of the new Appraisal Forms involved much
more intensive training than has been providad in the past.
what smpuct has the new form had cn your confidence in the
Merit Promotion process as n source of vialble promction
opportunities?

1 = The new form has décreased my confidence 11%
2 = The new form lius had no effect un my confidence 76%
3 = The new turm La; increased my confidence 134

31. How well did the form on which you were appraised fit
your own job? That is. werc the factors on which you were
appraised relevant to your job?

M ch worse than it was under the old system 1%
Screwhat worse than it was under the old system5%
No difference 424
Scamewhat better 4a%
Mush better 8%

nbhwn -
[ I I B

32, Taken on the whule, what is your reaction to the new
merit proioction aprraisal torm? .

I dislike the new form 4%

I have a socmewhat negative reaction to the new foram 11%
1 feel neutlral about the new form 52%

I Jave » emmertan = o20 L Lcavuiunl to the new form 28%
I am very pocitively impresged by the new form 4%

1
2
3
a

)

33, Do you think the ratings given by supervisors in your
two-letter organization can be fairly compared o the

ratings given by supervisors in other organizations?
(1=Yes; 2=No) 47%= Yesg

|

34. Ulo you think that must managers performed the merit
appraisal ratings with conscientious use of factor
definitions and rating steps in the new form? :

1 = Definitely not 10% 4 = Definitely yes 5%
2 = Probably not 28% S5 = Don't know 10%

3 = Probably yes 47%

TS e TS Mt

35. Do you think it would be desirable to have written

performance standards for your job? (1 = Ye;J 2 = No;
3 = Don't know) 24% 53 2% -
36. Do you know what the performance standards are for
your job? (1 = Yes; 2 = No; 3 = Don't know) —_
52% 32% 15% -
7
119
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37. Arc the performance stanaards for your job
written? (l=Yes; 2aNo) 32%= Yes

38. Did you particijate in creating cr setting the
performance standards for your job? (1zYes; 2zxNo;
3=Don't know) 14% 7%

9%

39. Have you received fecdback on how your performance
compares to the performunce standards for your job?
{1=Yes; 2zNo) 31%= Yes

40, Do you know of any specific cases in which a
rating may have been influenced by one of the
following ractors outside of the employee‘s potential
for promoticn? (laYes; 2=No)

a. Opportunity to demonstrate poteantial limited
- by job itselrl  37w= Yes

b. Supervisor could not observe employee 22%= Yes

€. Surervisor lackea technical knowledge to .
Jucge employee 2%i= Yes

d. Supervisor was influenced by employee's

race, religicn, sex, or auge JU%= Yes
]
r;. nigier ratings were given to other employees

because the employce was not likely to be
considered fur competitive promotion (for
example, because of technical specialty,
time in grade, ete.) 43%= Yes

f. Other (Please describe)

41. Do you have any ccuments on the implementation of the
Appraisal Form in your organization, or comments about the
Merit Prumotion System itself? Specifically, what factors

will determine the degree of success of this year's implemen~

tation of the new appraisal form? Wwhat changes, if any, do
you think should be made? (Please use z separate sheet if
necessary. Return questionnaire to ASD/DPCH (Norton)).
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Most Frequen! Comments,1979 Lung borm, Employees Follow-up Questionnaire

1077 employees total

132 comments total
[ ]

~ Comment % of all comments
8. Favorabie toward new form 5.30

19. Merit promotion is a justificaticn system for management

playing favorites 9.09

20. Promotions are practically non-existent for professional-level
people 5.30

24. Appraivals have little or no effect on promotions; new system
no better than old because politics destroy equity 11.36
. 26, Supervisors need to learn liow to rate 5.30
29. Covert quota system is in use and should be eliminated 9.09

) 33. Miscellaneous comments on administration of ratings (mostly

negative) 31.82
Comments with less than % endorsement 22.74
l Total . ’ 10,00
7
k.
i
|
! 121
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APPENDIX K

1978-80 HISTOGRAMS OF RATING DISTRIBUTION
FOR MAJOR ORGANIZATIONS USING THE MPAS
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MULTITRAIT-MULTIMETHOD MATRIX
FOR FORM A-ALL
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. Trait
] Designation Trait Description

Self Management

Work Administration
Problem Analysis
Decision Making
Speaking Ability
writing Ability
Working Relationships
Work Leadership
Persormel Management
Performance Under Pressure
Work Output

Overall Rating

$ERIAAAARAR>

To construct Table L.1, ascending pages should be laid side
by side from left to right.

: [ Construction of Table L.1
Table L,1 Table L.1-Cont. Table L.1-Cont. Table L.1-Cont.
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Page 156 Page 157 Page 158 Page 159

; ‘ ' Note: Due to the varying rumber of cases used in computing the corre-
f lation coefficients, the ramber of higher significant values in
: Tables 4.3 and 4.4 was summarized from the significance levels
e of the correlation coefficients in Table L.1. The technique of
| B comparing the magnitudes of the correlation coefficients can

£~ only be used when the number of cases is constant for all

calculations,
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TABLE L.1
MULTITRAIT-MULTIMETHOD MATRIX

. Actual Ratincs
A B & b B RGO H L J K L

A ()
By .6 ()
Cy .68 .60 ()
A D .66 .68 .8 ()
C EX .24 .51 .46 .48 ()
T F; 44 61 65 .70 .69 () :
U G J2 .78 .36 .37 .51 .38 () .
A K s 0 48 37 37 31 .64 ()
. L I .60 .65 .39 .34 .42 .36 .58 .74 ()
J .55 .63 ,s5 .52 .63 ,50 .48 .72 .59 ()
f K .50 .32 .48 .39 .3 .38 .26 .64 .65 .63 ()
Ly 70 .84 .81 .80 .73 .78 .61 .79 .77 .82 .66 ()
A, 24 ~-,24 ~38 .27 -,18 .08 .60 .70 .03 .21 .09
; B .52 [70 _,02 ~16 .28 .3 .0 .63 .56 .27 .44 .49
cy .30 .13 {~.0f] -.23 .29 -,07 -,02 .49 .43 .02 .09 .05
i D, 51 .60 .12 .51 .27 .22 63 .70 .30 .07 .40
d s E -.16 .32 -.23 -021 n67 .36 .27 035 o42 023 .w |27
1 E F° .21 .66 .20 .5 .55 .0 .31 .38 .15 .06 .38 3
{ L & 12 .14 -.08 .06 .45 .42 [28) .48 .26 -.05 .0 .22
F X'é -007 031 --33 -017 .53 .12 . 30 @ -68 .03 103 .29
15 A4 64 .00 .24 17 .44 17 32 [FF .24 .37 .48
J .53 .50 .09 .06 .49 ,19 .21 .45 .27 09 .37
K3 .45 .32 -1 =13 .32 .06 .08 .82 .45 .22 (39 .23
L W32 47 -02 -.05 .55 .25 .26 .57 .73 .18 .14
; A, 54 32 .24 .19 .19 .27 .31 .07 .45 .14 .2
A By .08 .25 .47 .58 .38 .52 .25 .21 .33 .13 .47
Cy 05 11 .28 .46 .21 .15 .22 .24 a8 .09 .2
- D .06 .13 52 .43 .15 .38 .07 -02 .0 .23 .38
: P EE 13 .54 .34 .32 .52 .46 .39 .28 .52 .17 .54
i E l-‘g A1 .33 27 32 .4l &) .34 -.02 -a1 .29 a2 .34
{ E G, =-.06 -.06 .25 .22 .24 .26 -.12 -.36 .03 .04 .18
» R O3 .24 12 57 .49 .44 .28 &8 [55 .01 .36 40 .48
I3 A4 11 45 .59 .49 .32 .35 -.04 42 .28 .44
Jy .19 .10 40 .40 .32 .20 .33 .07 .14 25 .34
1 K3 22 ,20 .45 .36 .27 .13 .23 .23 -.00 .31 (34] .33
L3 20 27 .48 46 49 31 .43 a6 02 34 27 ﬂfa_g_]
: A, (io] .26 .08 .32 .24 .26 .30 .3 -29 .30 .44 .33
‘ A B, .10 [58 .12 .3 .56 .53 .62 .52 .39 .38 .22 .55
! L c, .39 .00, 53 .40 .23 .34 .33 -,14 .45 .39 .49
‘ T p, .24 .86 .52 51 .47 .48 ,57 .1 41 .38 65
= E, 08 .29 .15 02 37 .27 45 00 .36 .20 .37
S FA w06 M1 45 32 & 45 .08 -.43 .23 .16 .46
U G4 "'003 .12 .08 019 038 o% ‘oC“ -.20 .08 034 029
: P }1 -.Cﬁ 019 .25 .42 036 .39 .34 014 le 027 .35
- E 13 02 .28 -4 .40 .49 .46 .19 .30 .38 .3 %6
f R J .W -.19 039 137 u43 .40 Q37 ‘025 -.40 015 035
‘ l(: .12 .00 .34 .30 045 n36 007 023 -.08 02 @ .ﬁ
L4 019 .3) 042 552 056 061 051 .37 ‘-16 0“ o42
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TABLE L.1—Contirmed

Self Patings

A, By G D, Ey F & H L J KL

A
‘ B
cz
A Dp
C E
T
1
U G
.
L I
“ i
L
()
3‘;‘ T ()
cs 79 44 ()
D! 61 .63 .79 ()
S E2 .60 .62 .53 .58 ()
: E F2 .54 .55 .67 .68 .65 ()
g L G .34 .34 .47 .55 ,57 .55 ()
2 F o B2 46 .89 72 (72 82 .69 ()
{ I 42 34 00 .39 .04 .16 .09 .42 ()
J 61 63 .70 .79 .59 .53 .33 .68 .21 ()
.8 .73 .79 .66 .55 .59 .34 .71 A4 .73 ()
L .85 .76 .87 .8 .77 .80 .62 .90 .47 .82 .8 ()
Ay 2 .22 .5 .11 -04 .16 -.23 17 .38 .27 .29 .19
By 3B [ .25 .42 .38 .06 .38 71 .28 .39 .36 .42
C3 35 .23 .08 ,07 -.12 -.09 .49 .38 ,20 .10 .16
i D -04 -151 ¢14 "-11 -.06 -.15 .10 —.02 004 QM -.03
P ES .14 .05 .24 .29 33 .21 .24 -.38 .23 .32 .28
E F; .05 ~03 .05 .04 .01 [T .02 -02 -17 .13 .25 .09
E G 05 .03 ~17 -.,23 ~-.06 -.05 09 =12 -.06 .16 =~.06 °
R ;g 10 -.15 .23 .04 -.16 .06 =.I -.17 -.02 .29 .03
1 -24 ~,33 ~,03 -,07 =35 -.12 -,40 -.24 -.12 .20 -.27
Ja 022 -ow 007 -.13 "o12 -004 "033 010 -23 .09 101
|§ 04 <15 .06 ~.15 -.24 =,13 -,40 -.12 =15 .00 -.11
Ly Jd4 ~17 15 -,02 -4 05 -,18 .11 -09 .11 .25
A, X .37 .17 .29 .32 .1 .24 .61 .75 ,51 .47 .37
A B, .59 [&] .4 .70 .63 .53 ,57 .65 .58 .61 .72 .M
L C4 007 -CES 8 -'10 -019 019 .33 024 ow 002 -10
, T D, 26 05 .31 @ 20 .23 ,35 .58 .64 .54 ,37 .0
' - E4 .68 '44 .58 . 65 062 .m -.62 .41 .65 .71
s Fh .07 a1 a3 .37 .48 % 61 .22 -.05 .32 .17 .37
U G 33 .32 .10 -.04 46 62 .41 .19 .43 .30
P OH} .66 .31 .0 .32 .3 .0 . J7 .0 62 .58
E I, 05 .12 .18 .53 ,51 .37 .64 .68 .43 .61 .63
R J4 om "|°2 -.01 .01 .02 .09 019 .23 . .m -12
K, 09 -0 -06 -.20 .15 -6 .12 .32 .39 .11 [o3] .02
1 L, 44 29 .33 .31 .54 .34 .57 77 .50 .48 .43 (53]
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3 TABLE L.1l-=Continued

- - ___Peer Ratirgs
Ay By C3 Dy Eg Fg Gy Hy Iy J3 Ky
!
c
A D
c
r
U G
X
L I
J
L
5
S E
: B
L G
F
2
.l%
| )
i 90
; cg .85 .55 ()
| D 56 .61 .78 ()
P EE .46 .61 .48 .55 ()
E FB .88 .89 .26 M9 .68 ()
E G .50 .57 .51 .52 .48 .58 ()
R r1§ 55 .64 .50 .73 .54 51 .42 ()
3 53 66 75 .76 .59 .54 52 .87 ()
J 60 52 .72 .63 .41 50 .62 .52 .59 ()
K3 .52 .35 .66 .62 .50 .46 .36 .8 .77 .65 ()
Ly 72 77 .0 .86 .73 71 .69 .82 .88 ,80 .79
A, [E@ 3¢ .25 0 .35 .08 .16 .3 .50 .03 .22
A B, .45 37 .29 60 .33 .53 43 .57 16 .0
L C, 31 .19 S1 47 .27 .20 .46 .36 .37 48
T D, 59 .41 4 S1 .30 .32 .43 ,59 .44 .59
- E4 ow .29 025 035 m] 028 .30 .50 .21 .03 .14
S F, 34 39 .6 .39 .63 [46] .30 .52 .23 .07 .14
; U G 56 59 35 45 .49 .44 72 .75 .39 .30
| P Hf .58 .49 .70 .52 .47 .19 .61 [ .56 .52 .55
E I, 20 41 W39 .20 46 a3 24 11 .15 .38
g . R J, .43 .18 .61 .64 .40 ,23 .52 .44 .44 [ZF .51
‘ K, 43 .28 .65 .62 .43 .23 .34 44 .47 D
'| L4 .52 .“ l55 059 .67 037 .47 .70 068 .38 .49
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TABLE L.1—Continued |

Alt-Sumer Patirgs

A, By C Dy E; F4 Gy H I J4 K oL
g&
1
¢y
A D
¢ gt
: 5
U G
A K
L I
i
” L
gz
2
c
2
D,
s
E 2
. L G
» F ;é
3 I
’ L,
c3
D
P E
E F
E -G
PR
I,
ng
Ly
Ay () ,
A B, J0 () |
L C, 52 a9 () |
T D, 72 .54 66 ()
- 24 .x 054 032 040 ()
S F, 49 .62 .33 .24 .50 ()
U G4 .62 064 034 061 -54 .51 ( ) lt.-'
P H4 og 052 ‘” Om .50 .19 .71 () H
E I, 74 .75 .47 .75 .47 48 57 713 ()
R J 42 .30 .60 .63 .29 .49 .49 .53 .44 ()
K} s a2 55 74 41 45 61 62 .69 .66 ()
L, 78 .2 .65 .83 .68 .66 .80 .80 .84 71 .0 ()

Note: [_] = Validity Diagenal
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