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[bookmark: _Toc479879134]ABSTRACT

The artificial inflation of performance on periodic evaluations is a well-documented phenomenon in private companies. However, while widespread inflation has been suspected in the Air Force, little research exists to confirm this. It is hypothesized here that the practice of awarding artificially high ratings on military performance evaluations is similarly high and not significantly different in nature from private sector evaluations. The survey conducted suggests that this is the case, and that officers tend to inflate in order to help a good troop, keep from appearing harsh, and retain personnel who otherwise would be cut. These results have important implications for the Air Force, as they reveal the shortcomings of performance reports, and highlight areas and strategies for improvement.
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[bookmark: _Toc479879137]INTRODUCTION

Military members are tasked with defending the nation from all enemies, foreign or domestic. Because of this, as General Joseph Collins stated, “American people rightly look to their military leaders to be not only skilled in the technical aspects of the profession of arms, but men of integrity as well” (Integrity, n.p.). Both qualities are critical to the continued trust of the American people. To keep these high standards enforced, Officer Performance Reports and Enlisted Performance Evaluations (OPRs and EPRs) are used to determine if an Air Force member is meeting the aforementioned high standards.  All personnel are subject to periodic evaluations. To clarify, enlisted personnel are those who have gone through Basic Military Training (BMT) and are classified as Airmen or Sergeants. Officers are those who have been commissioned, or appointed by the authority of the President, and are placed in command of enlisted personnel.
Since the inception of the military, it has been suspected that “inflation” has plagued this system of evaluations. Inflation refers to giving undeservedly high evaluation ratings for any reason. In the past, as many as 90% of airmen (the second rank of enlisted personnel, attained after graduating BMT) received an astounding five out of five on their EPR (Lousey, 2015). For those familiar with the Air Force, this makes little sense. Surely there are outstanding, mature Airmen out there, and the bar for performance is lower than what is required of Master Sergeants or officers, but Airmen have a reputation, like any new worker, of being less than stellar performers. To have 90% perform so exceptionally would be a dream for the Air Force, if it were true, but common sense and experience say that most Airmen are not performing at a five-out-of-five level, even if it says as much on paper. 
So the question arises, why would a reviewer rate an Airman as excellent when it was not deserved?  There are numerous reasons why a reviewer might rate an Air Force member more highly than his or her performance deserves, some more noble than others. Possible reasons for this will be explored in this project. However, regardless of the reasons behind it, this is a practice vehemently condemned by the Air Force.  Air Force Instructions (AFIs) are the guidelines for most aspects of an Air Force member’s life and career.  According to AFI 36-2406, 
“Evaluation ratings are used to determine selections for promotions, job and school recommendations, career job reservations, reenlistments, retraining, and assignments. Therefore, evaluators at all levels must use caution to prevent inflation; it is important to distinguish performance among peers and is a disservice to ALL Airmen when OPR/EPR ratings are inflated” (AFI 36-2406, 2016, p. 77).  

In other words, the Air Force needs to know exactly how good a person is at his or her job, so that it can determine how to proceed with that individual, whether that means discharging them, moving them laterally, or promoting them. Without accurate information, the Air Force runs the risk of making a misinformed decision. Therefore, it is vital that the Air Force understand the roots of inflation so that it can better combat it. 
Essentially, the Air Force has a problem, because it cannot necessarily trust its own evaluations of who is the best and who is the worst. In a time where the Air Force has been severely downsizing (although the 2017 budget added personnel), knowing who is on top is crucial to success of the mission. For this reason, this thesis is focused on the problem of performance evaluation inflation in the Air Force. Specifically, it seeks to answer the following two research questions: 
Research Question #1: How prevalent is inflation in the Air Force’s personnel evaluation process?
Research Question #2: What reasons might individuals give for inflating evaluation scores? 
To that end, the following chapter will discuss the research that was done on this topic, along with the results. The literature review will discuss performance evaluation inflation in the private sector, the psychology of inflation, inflation of EPRs and OPRs, the Air Force’s response to inflation, and measures the private sector has implemented. Later some ideas the Air Force can use to further guard against inflation will be discussed.


[bookmark: _Toc479879138]LITERATURE REVIEW

Significant research exists in the area of performance evaluations. Evaluations in various forms occur all the time in various places and disciplines. For example, private sector companies evaluate personnel regularly, and educational institutions hand out grades to students, which is a measure of academic performance. These areas make up the majority of the research for performance evaluations. In order to understand evaluations and the way they are used, a number of aspects of both private sector business and grade evaluations will be discussed.
[bookmark: _Toc479879139]Performance Evaluations in the Private Sector
In any organization, it is not unusual to have superiors evaluate subordinates regarding their performance. These evaluations serve a number of functions, from marking outstanding personnel for promotions or raises to creating a paper trail to justify a firing. Following this line of thinking, an inaccurate evaluation can have enormous impact on the success of the company. However, this cannot be helped, as the head decision makers in an organization likely do not know every employee personally. Instead, they must rely on those who do, namely the employee’s direct supervisor. It makes sense that a person’s boss would know a good deal about their subordinates and is therefore qualified to evaluate them. As a result, the supervisor’s word is taken as gospel, which means whatever he or she says about an employee will typically go unchallenged. If the information used to determine promotions, downsizes, or job adjustments is faulty, the decisions may also be faulty. This is not the fault of the ones making the decisions since they, not unreasonably, believed the information they received was correct. 
Before continuing further, it is necessary to understand how performance evaluations are conducted and the kinds of things they measure.  Because common sense says at least some evaluations will be inaccurate, both intentionally and unintentionally, there is a sizable body of research in the private sector dealing with performance evaluations. For example, according to a study by Golman and Bhatia, “it has been suggested that managers willfully alter ratings in order to help workers, improve training or avoid conflict” (2012, p. 535).  They also advocate that “more than half the population will be rated as above the actual average competence” (2012, p. 535).  If this finding is true, then it should cast at least some doubt on the merits of performance evaluations, and this is not a new finding. In a study done in 1992, researchers found that it is “common for 60 to 70 percent of an organization's workforce to be rated in the top two performance levels” (Bretz et al, p. 20). Just like in the Air Force, while there surely are many employees who do an outstanding job, common sense and personal experience tell one that such a number is unrealistic. While some companies may be blessed with an overabundance of such outstanding people, this should be the exception, not the rule. Of course, since these evaluations are one of the only tools to measure employee performance, it is hard to say with certainty that they are wrong empirically. However, by studying psychological trends and comparing them to trends in evaluations, a case can be made that there is a high probability of inaccuracy. 
There are many psychological factors that can influence how a supervisor rates a subordinate, and to review all of them would be beyond the scope of this thesis. However, several of the most prominent factors will be discussed. The focus will be on those who inflate ratings without knowing it or without intent for personal gain, such as receiving gifts or favors to give an employee a favorable rating. 
[bookmark: _Toc479879140]Leniency
One major factor that can affect supervisors even unconsciously is the leniency bias, which, as the name suggests, is the tendency to be favorably biased when evaluating personnel. “The contamination of evaluation of employees by biasing effects such as the leniency bias has been widely acknowledged” (Drory and Ben-Porat, p. 1). Also, it may not necessarily stem from an overly kind or concerned supervisor. Instead, one study found if a supervisor is goal-oriented and spends a good deal of time trying to get employees to reach those goals, he has significant risk to inflate ratings since their performance reflects on himself as a boss (Drory and Ben-Porat, 1980). This may be unconscious, but this does not change the fact that the ratings are unfairly high. Air Force officers are expected to practice integrity above all. Regardless of the impact on an officer’s career, it is expected for them to tell the truth about their subordinates. Whether that means disciplining them for violating rules or documenting when one fails to meet expectations, nowhere should an officer’s image be a concern. That said, Air Force personnel are only human, so it is natural to worry about how his subordinate reflect his competency as a leader. 
[bookmark: _Toc479879141]Impact of Evaluation
	One issue that is similar to leniency bias is the worry that giving an accurate evaluation will have an undue negative effect on the person’s career. If a company is downsizing, or has a reputation for high turnover, a low score may end someone’s career with the company, even if that person is a relatively good performer. Up until 2017, this was true of the Air Force. The Air Force was as small as it had been since WWII, and it had little use for those who were evaluated as “average” or even “above average” simply because it did not have the money to retain extra people and it wanted to make the most of its resources. This seems reasonable, if a bit unfortunate for those cut, but for an officer who is evaluating his people, it can seem anything but reasonable. Giving average people an average rating is not as simple as it sounds, since it often indirectly meant kicking them out of the Air Force. Ending a decent employee’s career can be a struggle for a number of reasons. Leaders are only human, and most humans seek the approval of others, especially those closest to them. In many cases, supervisors have a fairly solid relationship with their subordinates and therefore care how they are perceived. Hiding behind “I call it like I see it” will not save an officer from the bad feelings caused by a less-than-favorable but accurate rating.  It is always good for employees to like their boss, but the number one priority is doing what is best for the Air Force. That sometimes means making the tough decision and angering those below. 
On the other hand, inflation may also be for purely pragmatic reasons.  For example, if an officer has six subordinates, and six is not enough to staff the unit fully, it may be to the officer’s advantage to exaggerate the performance of mediocre persons, since the alternative likely means losing that mediocre person in the next round of cuts. This will only make the unit’s job harder, so the officer does what he needs to do to take care of the unit. It may be a breach of integrity, but convincing oneself that one is doing something out of necessity makes it easy. This is actually very plausible, since the Air Force often understaffs units due to its small size, although the issue should get better in the next few years as more people are enlisted and commissioned.  
[bookmark: _Toc479879142]Memory Issues
For most supervisors, including those in the Air Force, performance evaluations are just one of the many tasks they must perform and they may spend “only a few hours per year assessing the performance of each employee” (Bretz et al, p. 21). Because of the number of responsibilities a supervisor must juggle, it may be hard to remember how a particular employee performed in the past year or months. Unless performance is exceedingly good or exceedingly poor, a supervisor may not remember many specific details. In this case, the supervisor’s memory could bring into question threats to reliability.  Psychologists have found that memory, after a short period, is either stored in long-term memory or lost, so if one remembers data after a month, it will likely stay there for years. In other words, the difference in memory recall between a week and six months is less pronounced than one might think, but even so, it is still difficult to recall specifics months later.
Even if an officer does recall a good deal about the subordinate’s performance, he may have doubts about the subordinate’s level of fault. Since the events occurs some time before, worries that the expectations were unclear, there were extenuating circumstances, and other doubts can make a low rating hard to give. One of the responsibilities of an officer is to make the expectations known to the subordinate. If someone is unaware of what his or her job is, it would be easy to make a mistake. Essentially, if the officer cannot remember if he played a role in the failure to perform, a poor score may not seem justified. 
[bookmark: _Toc479879143]Grade Inflation
Whether they realize it or not, all of America’s youth have been exposed to performance evaluations very early on in their life through grades. Grades are a measurement of performance in an individual subject during the period of a semester or year. The evaluators are the teachers and professors. Unfortunately, there are some problems with this system, and whether we want to admit it or not, there is a degree of variance in both the grading system of individual instructors, as well as the grades they give to specific individuals, although usually to a lesser extent.  “Performance (such as a course grade) is a joint function of an individual’s ability (such as intelligence) and the situation (such as the instructor’s grading leniency)” (Moore et al, 2009, p. 843).  In other words, the grade a student receives depends on both his own performance, which is in his control, as well as the reaction of the teacher to that performance, over which the student has less control. As such, there is always room for subjective feelings to come in and either raise or lower the grade. This is illustrated in the following example. 
Suppose a generally high performing student deserved a B in a course by earning an 89. However, the professor gave the student an A, which starts at 90. In this case, the grade in the class is higher than what was earned. Now, the student had perfect attendance, participated in class, and always did put forth effort on the assignments, but had fallen short in a few areas. It is possible that because the student exceeded the expectations in some areas, the professor felt comfortable giving the extra point. However, as far as the official rubric in the syllabus was concerned, the student did not deserve the A. The professor had inflated the grade, plain and simple. Interestingly, some professors admit to doing this outright. They say on day one of class that they reserve the right to adjust grades however they see fit, depending on circumstances and the effort the person puts into the class. They make no secret of this fact. While this paper will not comment on the legality or morality of this, the impact of it must be discussed. In the above case, the inflated grade may not seem like a big deal, since it was a mere point and the student usually gets As. Since he always performed well academically, the A would not necessarily be out of character and not inconsistent with his usual skills. However, suppose that a student with a C average had an 83 in the same course, and the professor added seven points to give him an A, when he was barely making a B. That would have a much larger impact, and it would be hard to justify the significant addition of points. 	While the difference in an A and a B for the first student would only have been a few tenths of a point in his GPA, the C student getting an A instead of a B could make a big difference, especially in the first year or two of college. This GPA jump could make a difference when applying for scholarships, or when trying to get into graduate school. For example, for law school, the two biggest factors are the LSAT and GPA. If a student’s LSAT is fairly average, his or her GPA may be the driving factor for both admission and award offers. It is possible that an undeserved A, which slightly increased a student’s GPA, could increase the amount of money given in scholarships. 				This situation may seem a bit farfetched, but it is possible, and if there are other grades which are also inflated, that would have an even greater affect, further skewing the strength of an admission package. In the world or highly competitive programs, scholarships, and schools, very little can separate those who are accepted and those who are rejected, so every bit counts. Also, that inflated GPA could mean an unqualified student takes the place of a qualified one who legitimately earned his or her grades. All this is hypothetical, but it is not hard to see the implications. The legitimacy of grades to both employers and higher education institutions is something that is very important to maintain. However, it may be that this legitimacy is not as reliable as traditionally thought.
Research has shown that grade inflation is actually a very real problem that has been growing over the past few decades. Researchers have found “an average increase in collegiate GPA of .404 grade points between the years of 1965 and 1973 across a large sample of postsecondary institutions” (Kostal et al, 2016, p.11). Inflation slowed down in the mid 70s, but increased by .118 during the 80s, and by .13 grade points between 1995 and 2006 (Kostel et al, 2016). 								On the surface, such a significant increase in grades could be a very good thing.  If the grades are fairly earned, it would mean students are continually doing better work and mastering material better.  However, this is likely not the case, since “students appear to be devoting less time to study now than they have at any point since the1960s” (Kostel et al, 2016, p. 13).  If grades are rising but effort is falling, students as a whole are getting smarter, classroom instruction is improving or the grades are unwarranted.  		The first explanation, while possible, is rather unlikely due to the increasing number or students attending both college and graduate school. As more students are admitted to colleges, it would be expected that the overall GPA would go down, just as average SAT scores go down as participation goes up.  While the SAT is not a perfect predictor of college performance, the principle is sound. The more people are added to a college’s student body, the added people will bring down the overall intelligence of the group. As for improved instruction, this is an insufficient explanation on a large scale as “there is next to no evidence that improvements in instructional methodology have occurred on a wide scale in college classrooms” (Kostel et al, 2016, p. 13) although it may be true for some universities. It is logical to assume that some other factor is driving up grades, since it is more than likely not student effort, talent, or better teaching methods. 
Since grades are given by individual instructors, they can be considered the chief evaluators of a student’s work.  Therefore, if the average GPA is rising, it is because the teachers are giving higher grades, and as has already established, the higher grades are probably not deserved. There are several reasons why an instructor might give an inflated grade. There are many similarities to supervisors in the private sector, albeit with a different focus. 
First, leniency is a common explanation for an instructor inflating grades. The hypothesis is that because student evaluations are sometimes used in determining promotions, tenure, and other things which affect a professor’s career, the professor has a personal reason to ensure evaluations are good.  Research has shown that there is a positive correlation between grades and student evaluations (Griffin, 2004) and it makes sense that students who receive good grades (or grades higher than they expected) will likely have a more favorable view of the instructor compared to students who receive a less generous grade. Therefore it is possible to “pay” for good evaluations with good grades. Of course, it is possible that the professors who receive good ratings are actually good at their job and teach in a way that student can excel and earn the grades themselves. However, other studies suggest that lenient grading is positively correlated with high ratings from students. 
Other reasons which are similar include feeling sorry for a student because of some tough circumstance he or she may be in or faced in the past. Also, professors might be more lenient when a student’s grade must meet minimum standards for other requirements (such as minimum standards for graduation, admission requirements for graduate programs, or professional standards).  The professor might consider exterior standards when grading borderline students. 
[bookmark: _Toc479879144]Military Evaluations
After having discussed the roots of inflation in general, we can discuss more specifically the Air Force’s evaluation system. It is necessary to understand how EPRs and OPRs are formatted and how they are used if we are to accurately determine the vulnerabilities to inflation. Because there is little formal research on inflation in this area, the principles seen in the private sector and in education will be applied, keeping in mind that the military operates differently than most organizations. However, military members are susceptible to the same pitfalls mentioned previously and there are more similarities than differences between the Air Force and private organizations.
[bookmark: _Toc479879145]Enlisted Performance Reports
Appendices C and D are the first and second page of an EPR form. This is the AF-911 for Master Sergeants and Senior Master Sergeants. The 910 and 912 are for Airmen through Technical Sergeant and Chief Master Sergeants, respectively. It consists of two questions that rate the personnel on a scale from one to five, along with a few open-ended comment sections. Essentially, an evaluator has four items in which to give an accurate representation of the enlisted member’s performance in the past twelve months. The focus is on leadership. Any significant projects, positions, or awards may be mentioned along with how well the member leads in those projects. The structure is pretty straightforward and simple. However, writing them is anything but straightforward, as there are certain ways of writing bullets that are better received than others. This can mean that two supervisors can write about subordinates who are exactly identical and even receive the same ratings, but one might have an edge depending on the writing proficiency of the evaluator. This would make sense, because if two personnel have identical ratings, the comments from the evaluator may be the determining factor. This throws even more doubt on the validity and reliability of an EPR. The performance of the one being evaluated plays second fiddle to the supervisor’s viewpoint and his ability to write as the boards prefer. To be fair, as per AFI 36-2406, statements which may be misleading are prohibited, such as “already working like a Senior Master Sergeant.” This statement can be taken as either saying the NCO is doing a job a Senior Master Sergeant would normally have or that the person is performing as a SMSGT would. Specifying the jobs the NCO has had is very much allowed, but as the Air Force wishes the evaluators to stick to measureable statements as much as possible, a subjective statement of the caliber of the individual is not allowed. The ones reading the EPR should be able to determine the quality of leader the NCO is by the other comments made. However, beyond completely subjective statements, there are clearly ways to write an EPR and ways which are not as effective. 
As for how ERPs are used, it varies with the grade. Airmen through Tech Sergeant promotions are determined by the Weighted Airman Promotions System (WAPS). Under this, the last three EPRs are scored based upon the rating given, up to 250 points. This score is supplemented with few extra points from time in grade, decorations, and other factors, but the rating received on the EPR is the most significant factor. This point system makes it easy to see who are on top. If two personnel are tied, the comments come into play. For Senior NCOs, the WAPS system is used, but there are supplemental boards which also factor into the decision. These boards are formal reviews of the SNCO’s records and evaluations. Just how much these boards are weighted, is unclear, however, it is safe to say they are important parts of the promotion process. Because they rely less on the WAPS score, SNCO promotions are more likely to be affected by the subjective parts of EPRs and not just the ratings. 
One interesting way the Air Force has tried to combat inflation in EPRs is the concept of “forced distribution.” As per AFI 36-2406, evaluators have “quotas” for scores: 
Allocations are based on 5% of the total promotion eligible SrA, SSgt and TSgt population for Promote Now; 10% of the total promotion eligible SSgt and TSgt population for Must Promote allocations; and 15% of the total promotion eligible SrA population for Must Promote allocations. (AFI 36-2406, 4.19.6.1)

Under this system, “Only the top 5 percent, at most, of senior airmen, staff sergeants and technical sergeants who are up for promotion to the next rank will be deemed ‘promote now’ and get the full 250 EPR points” (Lousey, 2015). In this way, the Air Force has eliminated an outrageous number of Airmen getting perfect scores. Also, the number of “must promote” ratings, are also limited. There are tables in AFI 36-2406 which guide how many “must promote” ratings can be given, depending on the size of the unit. Interestingly, the number of personnel who are allowed to receive “promote now” ratings are often not enough to fill the available spots, thus pushing the “must promote” recipients into the slots.
Whether this new system is an improvement depends on your point of view. On one hand, it eliminates 90% of Airmen getting fives on EPRs and helps clarify who should be promoted. Even if every single person in the Air Force is perfect, it tells the Air Force nothing about who should be promoted. If everyone is a five, then being a five is not that outstanding anymore. Consequently, the Air Force needs to find a better way of evaluating and ranking individuals. This system helps in that regard. On the other hand, it can be argued that in some units that are outstanding, some personnel will be cheated out of a deserved four or five, whereas other units may give a four to undeserving members. This can foster undue competition among units. While it is good to compete with peers, having one person be promoted at the expense of the other is not a good way to build comradery. Of course, no plan is perfect, and the Air Force has only just implemented this in 2014, so it remains to be seen if anything changes for the better. 
[bookmark: _Toc479879146]Officer Performance Reports
Appendices E and F are an AF 707. This form is used to evaluate all officers up to Colonel, but no General Officers. OPRs have essentially the same purpose as EPRs, to be a “snapshot” of the officer’s performance over the reviewing period.  However, they are a little different. For example, they have no number scales like EPRs, only a “Does not/Does meet standards” choice, and this is only marginally useful. Clearly, if an officer does not meet standards, he or she is probably on the way out of the Air Force, and is certainly not promoting. Fortunately, this rarely occurs, since most officers are at least competent. Unfortunately, this means that the “Does/Does not meet standard” box is not very useful aside from documenting poor performance for further action. As a result, for those who are meeting standards, the strength of their evaluation comes entirely from the rating official’s comments, which are limited to six lines. Thus the OPR is even more susceptible to inflation than the EPR, since there is no clear scale on which to rate officers. At least with the EPR, regardless of the validity of the rating, it was clear who scored the best. However, for officers, the subjective observations of the rater are the only thing that matter. Of course, as with enlisted personnel, other factors are considered besides the OPR, such as education level, community involvement, and technical knowledge, but a huge part of the decision comes from the OPR. 
One way that the Air Force has tried to make subjective observations objective is by having a specific way of writing OPRs. Raters are supposed to write bullet points on the accomplishments the officers, how impactful it was to the Air Force, and the magnitude of the impact. In this way, the rater can “show” how good of a leader or technical expert the officer is through what the person has done and how it was done, instead of “telling” how good of a leader he or she is. This is actually a good way of doing things and is quite effective at turning qualitative observations into something a little more concrete. The rater is compressing the officer’s performance into little soundbites, so that the review boards can quickly and easily understand the strengths of the officer. Conciseness and brevity are key since the rater must cram up to a year into six lines, and the longer each point is the fewer points can fit. 
However, not all officers are stellar writers. All officers must be college educated, but that does not guarantee that they are strong in English. This is especially true for those in technical fields such as pilots or engineers whose majors did not require much writing. The Air Force does try to train its officers to write well, but it does not always succeed. Writing effective, concise bullets is a difficult skill to master, and some raters are better than others. Unfortunately, poorly written bullets, no matter how excellent the officer they represent, will virtually guarantee no promotion. Therefore, the skill of the writer is a major determining factor of the strength of an OPR. 
[bookmark: _Toc479879147]Conclusion
While research about performance evaluations is nothing new, applying it to the military in general and the Air Force specifically is a new idea. Through comparison with the vast body of research on private evaluations and the way military evaluations are handled, it is possible to get a better understanding of how evaluators are likely to behave and how to better understand inflation on EPRs and OPRs.  The current study will take this one step further by using surveys and interviews to assess and confirm the inflation of military personnel evaluations.  Such an empirical examination does not currently exist in the literature.

[bookmark: _Toc479879148]METHODOLOGY

Although research exists on performance evaluations in the civilian sector, there is little when it comes to the Armed Forces. While the military operates similarly to a private company, there are some differences which may affect this issue, some of which will be discussed. A mixed-methods approach was used for the current study. One, an extensive review of past research that has focused on inflation, both in the military and from civilians, was presented in the last chapter.  Two, a survey was administered to individuals known to have experience completing EPR’s and OPR’s, which asked questions such the average rating evaluators give to personnel, how they document changes in performance over time, and the quality of training the evaluators received.  Three, an interview was conducted with Dr. Tony Johnson, who has much experience in both the Air National Guard and Air Reserve as both an enlisted member and an officer.
[bookmark: _Toc479879149]Sample
The sample of respondents was drawn from a number of active duty Air Force officers. Officers were selected who were known to have experience evaluating others and were at least competent at their jobs. In order to maximize the quality of respondents purposive sampling was used.  Respondents ranged from 1st Lieutenants (O-2) to a Colonel (O-6) and had jobs ranging from Security Forces officers to Civil Engineers.  A link to the survey was sent via email to roughly 40 officers. Of the 40, eight responded and six completed the online survey.
[bookmark: _Toc479879150]Variables
To go in further detail, all items were Likert scales, yes/no, multiple choice, or open-ended questions.  The first two items establish consent and verify the respondent’s age. The next section of questions was used to gather information on how the rater completes military evaluations as well as how many personnel they rate. Respondents were asked to describe what factors went into the rating they give subordinates, including previous EPR’s/OPR’s completed by a previous evaluator, and the effects mitigating circumstances had on their evaluation.  These will be discussed in further detail as descriptive statistics in the following chapter.  Several items gathered information on the respondent’s personal habits regarding inflation and the reasons they inflated or compressed ratings. Others asked about the officer’s perceptions of inflation Air Force wide, as well as explanations of why evaluators might inflate or depress ratings. These will be used in the following chapter to address the two prior research questions.  Participants were also asked exactly what Air Force evaluations are trying to accomplish.  The survey concluded with three questions about the training they received on writing performance evaluations.
The responses provided a distinctly Air Force perspective on this issue, which is invaluable considering the limited research on this issue. All of this data and research was then combined to create this thesis. Primarily, the data was used to help answer two questions: 1) How prevalent is inflation in the Air Force’s evaluation process? 2) What reasons are used to explain why evaluators inflate ratings? 


[bookmark: _Toc479879151]RESULTS

	By analyzing the responses to the survey, much useful data was gathered. The following section has arranged relevant data and applied it to the previously discussed research questions. Some of it has been placed into tables to make it easily readable and accessible. This chapter also draws from the data conclusions which are then applied to the Air Force at large. These are later used to inform recommendations for policy change and improvement of the evaluation system.
[bookmark: _Toc479879152]Descriptive Statistics
	The first set of data was used to paint a picture of the respondent’s experience evaluating and their evaluating style. The average rating the evaluators typically give was also included. This is expressed in Table 1.  The typical respondent complete three EPRs and one OPR each year, and tended to give above average (4 out of 5) scores on EPRs and excellent scores (5 out of 5) on OPRs.
[bookmark: _Toc478382048][bookmark: _Toc478383332][bookmark: _Toc478386994][bookmark: _Toc479879153]Table 1. Descriptive Statistics.
	
	Mean
	Median
	Min
	Max

	EPR/year
	18.83
	2.5
	2
	100

	Prior EPRs used
	2.8
	2.5
	0
	5

	Average rating given on an EPR
	3.83
	4
	3
	4

	OPR/year
	1.6
	.5
	0
	6

	Prior OPRs used
	3
	3
	0
	5

	Average rating given on an OPR
	4.75
	4
	4
	5



[bookmark: _Toc479879154]Importance of the EPR/OPR to the Air Force
	The data also showed what the evaluators thought of EPRs and OPRs. They were asked how important such evaluation methods were to the Air Force. The responses are shown in Table 2. As a whole, it was though that EPRs and OPRs were important, as their purpose is, in the words of one respondent, “To let the Airman know where they stand and provide details to future supervisors.” This is clearly a vital function. However, as the next section discusses, some evaluators undermine the system by not following the rules.
[bookmark: _Toc478382050][bookmark: _Toc478383334][bookmark: _Toc478386996][bookmark: _Toc479879155]Table 2. Importance of EPRs/OPRs.
	How important is the EPR/OPR
	Responses (1-5 scale)

	Not at all important
	0

	Not very important
	0

	Neutral
	1

	Somewhat important
	0

	Very important
	5

	
	

	N
	6

	Mean
	4.67



[bookmark: _Toc479879156]Research Question One
In response to Research Question One, the data gave some insight. The typical score given to enlisted personnel was 4 out of 5 while the same for officers was 5 out of 5.  This is rather high, and it does line up with the concept of “firewall fives” discussed previously. Further, half of the responses admitted to personally inflating ratings, while the other half denied ever doing so. However, all denied ever compressing a rating. This proves that inflation does happen on some level, although it is not practiced by everyone. Also, since no one admitted to compressing ratings, it is reasonable to infer that there is a bias toward giving higher scores as opposed to lower scores. When asked about their perceptions of how common it was the results where a bit more uniformly affirmative, if a bit mixed. As Table 3 shows, a third thought all evaluators inflated, and another third thought half did it. The other third either thought most inflated or that inflation rarely happens. No one thought that it did not happen. Most believed it was systemic in nature and that it was hard not to inflate because of the culture. It should be pointed out that while every respondent believed at least a half of evaluators inflated, only half admitted to personally inflating ratings. This could be explained by the tendency in many individuals to deny personal guilt while blaming everyone else. Even one respondent first denied ever rating individuals higher than deserved, then admitted to “rarely” inflating ratings. This inconsistency may just be a mistake, or it may be an indication of a respondent being loath to admit unsanctioned behavior. Regardless, some respondents did admit to inflating, and all believed a good portion of evaluators do as well. This data, when compared with previous research, makes a strong case for the existence of widespread and systematic inflation.
[bookmark: _Toc479879157]Research Question Two
In regards to the second question, the tradition of inflation was one reason given for inflating ratings. In the words of one officer, “I gave ‘firewall 5s’ to good troops who, by the description of the EPR, were more likely in the ‘4’ category. This was because the system was inflated, and I did not want to penalize good troops for what everyone else was doing.” Another said that if leaders give accurate ratings, “they will be seen as overly 
[bookmark: _Toc478382052]
[bookmark: _GoBack]Table 3. Questions addressing the prevalence of inflation.
	
	Number of Respondent

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Have you ever inflated ratings?

	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No

	Have you ever suppressed ratings?

	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	How frequently do you inflate or suppress ratings?

	Rarely
	Never
	Rarely
	Regularly
	Never
	Never

	How often does inflation or suppression happen in the Air Force?
	Rarely done
	Half do this
	All do this
	All do this
	Half do this
	Most do this




harsh and ‘career killers’ if they are honest.” Also, things such as community involvement helped offset poor duty performance for some personnel, so they were rated 
as doing a good job even when it was not the case. Other reasons included, “some supervisors don't want to hurt their subordinate's feelings” and “they often doubt themselves as a supervisor and wonder if they were clear about the expectations.” It was also mentioned that some officers want to make their subordinates look good, so they find “creative” ways to help them stand out, even when “creative” may mean less than upfront or honest. Overall, although there were a number of different reasons for inflating ratings, the majority fell into two major categories of motivations: 1) the evaluator is concerned about the negative effects an honest evaluation would have on the individual, or 2) the evaluator fears being viewed negatively if he or she gives honest yet low ratings.
Mitigating circumstances were also discussed that could justify inflation.  For example, illness or trauma in the subordinate’s life could influence the rating or comments. On the other hand, inflation may also be for purely pragmatic reasons. This is one idea Dr. Tony Johnson spoke about. For example, if an officer has six subordinates, and six is not enough to fully staff the unit, it may be to the officer’s advantage to exaggerate the performance of mediocre persons, since the alternative likely means losing that mediocre person in the next round of cuts. This will only make the unit’s job harder, so the officer does what he needs to do to take care of the unit. It may be a breach of integrity, but convincing yourself you are doing something out of necessity makes it easy. This is actually very plausible, since the Air Force often understaffs units due to its small size, although the issue should get better in the next few years as more people are enlisted and commissioned. Of course, the Air Force may replace the person who was cut by moving someone from another base, but even if this does happen, it will take time. At least in the short term, there will be difficulties for the unit, regardless of whether or not the Air Force replaces the removed personnel. 
There were a great number of reasons for why a rater would inflate evaluations, and many of them are not limited to the Air Force. Instead they are universal across organizations and institutions. While there were different reasons for it, there was general agreement that inflation was prevalent, if not widespread, in the Air Force.


[bookmark: _Toc479879158]CONCLUSION

The data gathered from the survey seems to indicate that inflation is fairly common in the Air Force, while there was disagreement on exactly how common it was. The reasons given for inflating ratings were also fairly uniform, but diverse, ranging from fear of being seen as harsh to trying to retain personnel.
[bookmark: _Toc479879159]Improvements
It is important to note that the forced distribution policy was viewed favorably by the survey respondents who felt that it had “fixed” the enlisted system.  While the EPR system may have been modified with the forced distribution system, officer promotions have had no such improvements. The Air Force has a certain number of officers it can promote for each grade, and uses review boards to decide who moves up and who does not. While enlisted boards have a set number of points which is the cut off, and everyone over the line gets promoted, there is no similar function for officers. As a result, it is much less clear how strong a promotion package is, since it heavily depends on the interpretation of the reviewers as opposed to a fixed number. So by the time a promotion decision has been made, the officer’s performance has been through two rounds of subjective interpretation: the rater’s observation and evaluation and the board’s interpretation of said evaluation. This also casts doubt on the accuracy of an OPR, given how far removed it is from the actual performance. That being said, there is no denying that numbers alone cannot adequately capture the nuances of leadership specifically and overall performance in general. The OPR may or may not be as effective as a collection of numbers; however, there are very likely few ways it can be improved.
[bookmark: _Toc479879160]360 Feedback
There is a relatively new trend in civilian companies that is changing how performance reviews are done. Instead of the traditional way, where the direct supervisor evaluates the worker, information is gathered from many people with different relationships to the worker. This can include not only their superiors, but peers and even subordinates. In this way, a more accurate picture can be constructed of the individual’s performance. “This triangulation of data helps to eliminate some of the subjectivity of observation in an effort to enhance the trustworthiness of the assessment” (Schoepp and Skuba, 2014, p. 16).	Also, by compiling information from different and multiple sources, different aspects of the one to be evaluated come out:
A subordinate's perspective likely will be distinctly different from that of the supervisor, who is traditionally charged with evaluating a manager's performance. Subordinates observe, and are affected, by managerial behaviors and decisions in ways which are not always evident to supervisors, especially leadership behaviors the "Boss" may seldom see demonstrated by the manager. (London and Beatty, 1993, p. 354)

For example, the worker may be polite with the boss, but rude to those under him or her. This rudeness may slow productivity, but the boss does not know it is the worker’s fault. On the other hand, the worker may be intimidated by his or her supervisor and does not speak up in meetings. However, his or her peers may hear the great ideas he or she has that never made it to the higher levels. These are examples of information a supervisor may not be privy to but are nonetheless important. It is possible that this system could benefit OPRs. One, it would help reduce the subjectivity of the supervisor’s observations and interpretations. Two, it would paint a more complete picture of the officer being evaluated. It would give better information while not having to resort to numbers like the EPR has. 
That being said, there would be some downsides to this change, the first of which is the time commitment. To survey several members of an officer’s subordinates, peers, and superiors takes much more effort than simply observing the officer’s behavior and writing bullets on it. Also, this would be impractical to mandate across every part of the Air Force, as not all officers have subordinates or peers immediately near them. For example, pilots rarely have anyone under them. They just fly and rarely lead Airmen, and even if they did, it is doubtful that non-pilots would be able to comment on how effective a pilot is at his or her job. Despite these problems, I think it would be worth it, at minimum, to encourage supervisors to take multiple opinions into account when writing OPRs, even if the Air Force does not adopt a more comprehensive evaluation process. 
[bookmark: _Toc479879161]Weaknesses
	While there was a great effort to make this study as accurate and useable as possible, there are a few weaknesses. The first weakness was the fact that the survey was anonymous and that very few identifiers were collected. Therefore, although Air Force officers usually have good integrity, it would have been easy to change the truth a bit when responding. Just like any self-reported data, there are issues with reliability. There are some interesting trends in the responses which raise the possibility of someone not being completely forthright. This inability to verify the accuracy of individual responses does call into question the validity and/or reliability of respondents. However, the responses were fairly uniform across the board, so the minor possibility of some inaccuracy, whether intentional or unintentional, should not cast a significant amount of doubt on the study. 
Another weakness was the small sample size. Eight responses is a tiny percentage of the number of Air Force officers, so the opinions and situations described may not be representative of the rest of the officer corps. More responses would lend more credibility to the findings. If more people took the survey, then this weakness would be reduced.
Finally, since EPRs and OPRs are subjective by design, there is no way of proving that there is widespread inflation in the Air Force without getting a large number of officers to admit to it outright. Given that the Air Force condemns inflating evaluations, it is unlikely that many officers would volunteer that they have been inflating ratings. Even if 10,000 officers were surveyed and every one of them believed inflation was widespread, that does not mean it is true, although likely. Therefore, the first research question cannot be completely answered by empirical evidence. However, educated guesses can be made based upon evidence from case studies and trends in the data.
[bookmark: _Toc479879162]Future Research
This study could easily be continued by collecting a larger sample, which would give it wider applicability and stronger validity. To expand it, more data could be gathered about the ways in which the officer can inflate evaluations. This could be used by the Air Force to make EPRs and OPRs more “inflation proof.” It could also help those who are reviewing EPRs and OPRs for promotions to better recognize inflation. Overall, while this study was limited in scope, it was significant given the scarcity of research on military evaluations. It is hoped that this research will be used and further expanded upon to better serve the Air Force and the rest of the Armed Forces, as it shows that at the very least this evaluation system is fundamentally flawed.
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1. Consent form
Inflation measurement
1. Principal Investigator: Brandon Baker
Study Title: Performance Evaluation Inflation: Factors Affecting the Exaggeration of Performance Ratings in the Air Force
Institution: Middle Tennessee State University
The following information is provided to inform you about the research project and your participation in it.
Please read this form carefully and feel free to ask any questions you may have about this study and the information given below. You will be given an opportunity to ask questions, and your questions will be answered. Also, you will be given a copy of this consent form.
Your participation in this research study is voluntary. You are also free to withdraw from this study at any time. In the event new information becomes available that may affect the risks or benefits associated with this research study or your willingness to participate in it, you will be notified so that you can make an informed decision whether or not to continue your participation in this study.
For additional information about giving consent or your rights as a participant in this study, please feel free to contact the MTSU Office of Compliance at (615) 494-8918.
1. Purpose of the study:
You are being asked to participate in a research study because of your own experience with theperformance review process in the U.S. Air Force. This current study seeks to measure the prevalence of rating inflation, and look for possible factors leading to inflation. Hopefully this could lead to a more efficient and effective means of evaluating military personnel.
2. Description of procedures to be followed and approximate duration of the study:
To participate in this study you merely need to answer the questions on the attached survey. It should take no more than 30 minutes.
3. Expected costs:
No costs are required of participants.
4. Description of the discomforts, inconveniences, and/or risks that can be reasonably expected as a result of participation in this study:
This research imposes no risk or inconveniences beyond simply asking you to complete the attached survey. No identifying information will be collected that would allow the researcher to identify yourself or any other participant. Responses are kept anonymous.
5. Compensation in case of study-related injury:
N/A
6. Anticipated benefits from this study:
a) The potential benefits to the military are better understanding of the evaluation process and potentially a more efficient and effective evaluation process.
b) The potential benefits to you from this study are knowing that you have contributed to the advancement of this scientific knowledge.
7. Alternative treatments available:
There are no alternative forms of participation. However, as a voluntary participant you can refrain from answering any particular questions, or you may withdraw from this study at any time without penalty.
8. Compensation for participation:
Compensation will not be provided to participants.
9. Circumstances under which the Principal Investigator may withdraw you from study participation:
N/A
10. What happens if you choose to withdraw from study participation:
You may withdraw from participation at any time without penalty.
11. Contact Information. If you should have any questions about this research study or possible injury, please feel free to contact Dr. Joshua Harms at 615-494-7829.
12. Confidentiality. All efforts, within reason, will be made to keep the personal information in your research record private but total privacy cannot be promised. Your information may be shared with MTSU or the government, such as the Middle Tennessee State University Institutional Review Board, Federal Government Office for Human Research Protections, if you or someone else is in danger.
I have read this informed consent document and the material contained in it has been explained to me verbally. I understand each part of the document, all my questions have been answered, and I freely and voluntarily choose to participate in this study. I agree to express my informed consent by completing the attached survey.
2. I am 18 * years old or older
Yes
No
3. How important, with one being not at all and 5 being very important, how important are EPRs/OPRs to the Air Force?
4. How many enlisted personnel would you estimate you rate per year?
5. If used, with 1 being not at all important and 5 being very important, how important are previous EPRs?
6. How many previous EPRs (if any) are taken into account when writing a current EPR?
7. If used, is a previous EPR weighted differently if written by another evaluator?
Yes
No
8. If yes, how differently are they weighted?
9. What would you estimate is the average rating you give to enlisted personnel across the board?
Not ready (for promotion)
Not ready at this time
Consider
Ready
Immediate promotion
10. How many officers would you estimate you rate per year?
11. How many previous OPRs (if any) are taken into account when writing a current OPR?
12. If used, with 1 being not at all and 5 being very important, how important are the previous OPRs?
13. If used, is a previous OPR weighted differently if written by another evaluator?
Yes
No
14. If so, how are they weighted differently?
Very negative Negative Neutral Positive Very Positive
15. On a scale of one to five, how positive are the remarks you typically give to officers on an OPR?
16. If the perceived performance of a person does not change since the last rating, does their score change?
Yes
No
17. Have you ever rated personnel higher than you felt the performance actually warranted?
Yes
No
18. Have you ever rated personnel lower than you felt the performance actually warranted?
Yes
No
19. At the time, what factors contributed to the higher or lower rating?
20. If you answered yes to questions 17 or 18, does the rating seem more or less justified than when you gave the rating?
Less Justified 
About the Same 
More Justified
21. Please give a general description of personnel you may have rated higher or lower than their
performance warranted (grade, job, changes in performance in career, etc)
22. How frequently do you inflate or suppress an OPR/EPR?
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Often
Regularly
23. How frequently do you believe evaluators in the Air Force inflate or depress ratings?
This never happens
This rarely happens
Half of evaluators do this
Most evaluators do this
All evaluators do this
24. What is the purpose of the EPR/OPR to you?
25. Do any special circumstances influence OPR/EPR ratings, and if so, how much do these special circumstances change ratings (if any)?
26. Do you think inflating or depressing ratings is widespread, and, if so, why?
27. Do you view inflating or depressing ratings as good, bad, or indifferent? Please explain.
28. How do you believe the Air Force could combat rating inflation or depression?
29. How much personal training (not reading) did you receive on using EPRs/OPRs before evaluating your first subordinate?
None
A few pointers
Some informal training
Some formal training
A great deal of informal training
Other (please specify)
30. How many times have you been given training after the initial training (if any)?
31. Do you feel the training you received was adequate to give you a good understanding of how to use an EPR or OPR?
Yes
No
Your participation has been appreciated.
3. Thank You!
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ENLISTED PERFORMANCE REPORT (MSgt thru SMSgt)

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
AUTHORITY: Title 10 United States Code (U.S.C.) 8013, Secretary of the Air Force; AFI 36-2406, and Executive Order 9397 (SSN), as amended.
SURPOSE: Used to document effectiveness/duty performance history: promotion; school and assignment selection; reduction-in-force: control roster;
-eenlistment; separation; research and statistical analysis.
ROUTINE USES: May specifically be disclosed outside the DoD as a routine use pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(b)(3). DoD Blanket Routine Uses apply.
DISCLOSURE: Mandatory. Not providing SSN may cause form to not be processed or to positively identify the person being evaluated.
SORN: FO36 AF PC A, Effectiveness/Performance Reporting Records
1. RATEE IDENTIFICATION DATA (Refer to AFI 36-2406 for instructions on completing this form)

1. NAME (Last, First, Middle Initial) 2 SSN | 3 RANK 4 DAFSC
5. ORGANIZATION, COMMAND, LOCATION, AND COMPONENT 6 PAS CODE 7. SRID
B PERIOD OF REPORT (DD Mmm YYYY) 9. NO. DAYS NON-RATED | 10. NO. DAYS SUPERVISIONI 77 REASON FOR REPORT

rom Thru

JOB DESCRIPTION
T DuUTY TITLE

2. KEY DUTIES, TASKS, AND RESPONSIBILITIES (Primary and Additional Duties)

PERFORMANCE IN LEADERSHIP/PRIMARY DUTIES/FOLLOWERSHIP/TRAINING (Using AFl 362618, The Enlisted Force Structure. as the standard of performance
expectations commensurate with the ratee’s rank. assess to what degree the ratee complied with the following performance expectations )

" Mission Accomplishment: Consider the Awrman's abilily 1o lead and produce timely, high quality/quantity, mission-oriented resulls. Resource utilization (e g (ime)
nanagement, equipment. manpower and budget): Consider how effectively the Airman leads their team to utilize their resources to wplish the Team ing: Consider
he amount of innovation, initiative, and motivation displayed by the airman and their subordinates (collaboration). Mentorship: Consider how well the Airman knows their subordinates,
1ccepts personal responsibility for them, and is accountable for their professional development Communication Skills: Describe how well the Airman communicates (includes
istening. reading. speaking, and writing skills) in various mediums, translates superior's direction into specific tasks and responsibilities, fosters an environment for open dialogue, and
:nhances communication skills of subordinates. Comply with/Enforce Standards: Consider personal adherence and how the Airman fosters an environment where everyone
snforces fitness standards, dress and personal appearance, customs and courtesies, and professional conduct. Duty Environments: Rate how well the Airman establishes and
naintains caring. respectful, and dignified environments while valuing diversity: to include promoting a healthy organizational chimate. Training: Describes how well the Airman and their
eam complies with upgrade, duty position, and certification requirements.

Not-Rated Met some but not all expectations. Met all expectations Exceeded some, but not all expectations  Exceed most, if not all expectations

O O O O O

COMMENTS (Minimurm 7 line. but limited 1o 8 lines)

IV. WHOLE AIRMAN CONCEPT (Not if Airman referral n based on or a “Met some but not all” rating in Section I11.)
I~ Air Force Core Values: Consider how well the Arman adopls, infernalizes, demonstrates and insists on adherence of our Air Force Core Values of Integrity First, Service Before
Self and Excellence in All We Do. Personal and Professional Development: Consider effort the Airman devoted to improve their subordinates, their work center/unit and
hemselves. Esprit de corps and Community Relations: Consider how well the Airman promotes camaraderie, enhances esprit de corps, and develops Air Force ambassadors.

Not-Rated Met some but not all expectations. Met all expectations Exceeded some, but not all expectations  Exceed most, if not all expectations

([ (| ([ ([ ]

3 COMMENTS (If block IV is used minimum 1 line. but limited (o 2 lines )
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V. OVERALL PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT  (Overall assessment of
erformance during rating period commensurate with sections Hl-1V)

Not-Rated Met some but not all expectations

Met all expectations E

xceeded some, but not all expectations  Exceed most, if not all expectations.

I_ RATER INFORMATION (Signature signifies this is an unbiased assessment and all ACA sessions were compleled, as required by AF1 36-2406)

NAME, RANK, BRANCH OF SERVICE, ORGN, COMMAND AND LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE
SSN SIGNATURE
/ll. ADDITIONAL RATER'S COMMENTS Concur Non-Concur
Comments are optional uniess required for Referral. f not used state “This Section Not Used")
NAME. RANK, BRANCH OF SERVICE, ORGN, COMMAND AND LOCATION DUTY TTLE BDATE
SSN IGNATURE
Concur Non-Concur

OTHER AUTHORIZED REVIEWER'S COMMENTS

Comments are optional unless required for Referral. f not used state “This Section Not Used")

T FUTURE ROLES (Recommend up (o three roles/assignments that best serve the Air Force and continues the Airman's development)

1

2

3

2 EDUCATION
(as-of closeout date)
CCAF conferred

PME complete

3- PROMOTION ELIGIBILITY
(meets TIG/TIS as-of closeout date)

4. THIS IS A REFERRAL REPORT

5. QUALITY FORCE REVIEW
(Ratee’s personnel record has been reviewed for
‘quaity force indicators dunng the reporting period)

NAME, RANK, BRANCH OF SERVICE, ORGN, COMMAND AND LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE
SSN SIGNATURE
X. FINAL EVALUATOR'S COMMENTS Concur Non-Concur

(Limit text to 1 optional line: if not used state “This Section Not Used")

T~ PROMOTION RECOMMENDATION (Compleled by authorized reviewer only when member 15 promotion eligibie on closeout date)

A FINAL EVALUATOR POSITION

B. SENIOR RATER STRATIFICATION. (This section restricted to Senior Rater only)

NAME, RANK, BRANCH OF SERVICE, ORGN, COMMAND AND LOCATION

DUTY TITLE

DATE

N

SIGNATURE

<. FUNCTIONAL EXAMINER/AIR FORCE ADVISOR (Indicate applicable review by marking the appropriate box)

FUNCTIONAL EXAMINER AIR FORCE ADVISOR

NAME, RANK, BRANCH OF SERVICE, ORGN, COMMAND AND LOCATION

DUTY TITLE

DATE

SSN

SIGNATURE

1. REMARKS (Oniy use this section o spel out uncommon acronyms)

QI RATEE'S ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

SCknowieage il requIed ACA 16edback was SCCompIned Gunng The Teporing period and Teedback was provided Upon recept of T report (Uniess Oervise Siated above)

SIGNATURE

DATE

AF FORM 911, 20150731, V1

Air Force Form 911 Page 3

PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE

PRIVACY ACT TNF ORIMATION The RIGmmation In s 1orm 15
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. Protect IAW the Privacy Act of 1974




image3.jpeg
I. RATEE IDENTIFICATION DATA (Read AFI 36-2406 carelully before filling in any item)

OFFICER PERFORMANCE REPORT (Lt thru Col)

1.NAME (Last, First, Midde Initial) 2.SSN

3. RANK 4. DAFSC

~ORGANIZATION, COMMAND, LOCATION, AND COMPONENT

5. REASON FOR REPORT

6. PAS CODE

8. PERIOD OF REPORT
FROM

3. NO. DAYS SUPV.

NO. DAYS NON-RATED

Organizational Skills, Judgment and Decisions, Communication Skills (see reverse if marked Does Not Meet Standards)

THRU
1I. JOB DESCRIPTION (Limit text to 4 lines) 205500
DUTY TITLE
DOES NOT WEETS
Wll. PERFORMANCE FACTORS MEET STANDARDS __STANDARDS
Job Knowledge, Leadership Skills (to include Promoting a Healthy Organizational Climate). Professional Qualities

O

O

IV. RATER OVERALL ASSESSMENT (Limit text to 6 lines)

Last performance feedback was accomplished on:

(IAW AF1 36-2406) (If not accomplished, state the reason)

NAME, GRADE, BR OF SVC, ORGN, COMMAND & LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE
SSN SIGNATURE
V. ADDITIONAL RATER OVERALL ASSESSMENT (Limit text to 4 lines) |:| CONCUR \:’ NON-CONCUR
NAME, GRADE, BR OF SVC, ORGN, COMMAND & LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE
SSN SIGNATURE
VI. REVIEWER (If required, limit text to 3 lines) D CONCUR D NON-CONCUR
NAME, GRADE, BR OF SVC, ORGN, COMMAND & LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE
SSN SIGNATURE
[VII_ FUNCTIONAL EXAMINER/AIR FORCE ADVISOR
(Indicate applicable review by marking the appropriate box) I:' FUNCTIONAL EXAMINER D AIR FORCE ADVISOR
NAME, GRADE, BR OF SVC, ORGN, COMMAND & LOCATION DUTY TITLE |DATE
SSN SIGNATURE
Vill. RATEE'S ACKNOWLEDGMENT
SIGNATURE DATE
| understand my signature does not constitute agreementor  Yes No

disagreement. | acknowledge all required feedback was
accomplished during the reporting period and upon receipt
of this report.

oo

AF FORM 707, 20150731, V1 (PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE)
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RATEE NAME:

IX. PERFORMANCE FACTORS (if ] ked Does Not M fill licable bl DOES NOT
Ol ICE FACTORS (If Section Ill is marked Does Not Meet Standards, fillin applicable blocks)) e SO

1. Job Knowledge. Has knowledge required to perform duties effectively. Strives to improve knowledge. Applies knowledge to handle non-routine situations.

2. Leadership Skills. Sets and enforces standards. Promotes a Healthy Organizational Climate. Works well with others. Fosters teamwork. Displays
initiative. Self-confident. Motivates Subordinates. Has respect and confidence of subordinates. Fair and consistent in evaluation of subordinates.

3. Professional Qualities. Exhibits loyally, discipline, dedication, integrity, honesty, and officership. Adheres 1o Air Force Standards (i.e. Fitness standards,
dress and appe s d courte fessional conduct) Ac esponsibility. 1s fai ective

ress arance, customs an a a ob
4. Organizational Skills. Plans, coordinates, schedules and uses resources effectively. Meets suspenses. Schedules work for self and others equitably and
effectively._Anticipates and solves problems.

5. Judgment and Decisions. Makes timely and accurate decisions. Emphasizes logic in decision making. Retains composure in stressful situations.
Recognizes opportunities. Adheres to safety and occupational health requirements. Acts to take advantage of opportunities.

6. Communication SKills. Listens, speaks, and writes effectively.

[

X. REMARKS (use this section to spell out acronyms from the front)

XI. REFERRAL REPORT (Complete only if report contains referral comments or the overall standards block is marked as does not meet standards)

Tam referring this OPR to you according to AF1 36-2406, para 1.10. It contains comment(s)/rating(s) thal make(s) the report a referral as defined in AF1 36-2406, para, 1.10.
Specifically,

‘Acknowledge receipt by signing and daling below. Your signalure merely acknowledges that a referral report has been rendered; it does not imply acceptance of or agreement with
the ratings or comments on the report. Once signed, you are entitied to a copy of this memo. You may submit rebuttal comments. Send your written comments to:

ot later than 3 duty days (30 for non-EAD members) from your date below. If you need additional fime, you may request an extension from the individuals named above. You may
submit attachments (iimit to 10 pages), but they must directly relate to the reason this report was referred. Pertinent attachments not maintained elsewhere will remain attached to the
report for file in your personnel record.” Copies of previous reports, etc. submitted as attachments will be removed from your rebuttal package prior to filing since these documents are
already filed in your records. Your rebuttal comments/attachments may ot contain any reflection on the character, conduct, integrity, or motives of the evaluator unless you can fully
substantiate and document them. Contact the MPS, Force Management section, or the AF Contact Center if you require any assistance in preparing your reply to the referral report

It is important for you to be aware that receiving a referral report may affect your eligivilty for other personnel related actions (e.g. assignments, promotions, etc.). You may consult
your commander and/or MPS or Air Force Contact Center if you desire more information on this subject. If you believe this report is inaccurate, unjust, or unfairly prejudical to your
career, you may apply for a review of the report under AFI 36-2406, Chapter 10, Correction of Officer and Enlisted Evaluation Reports, once the report becomes a matter of record as
defined in AFI 36-2406, Attachment 2.

NAME, GRADE, BR OF SVC OF REFERRING EVALUATOR DUTY TITLE ] DATE
SIGNATURE
SIGNATURE OF RATEE I DATE
INSTRUCTIONS

ALL: Recommendations must be based on parformance and the potential based on that performance: Promotion recommendations are prohibited. D not comment on
completion of or enrollment in Developmental Education, advanced education, previous or anticipated promotion recommendations on AF Form 709, OPR endorsement levels,
family activities, marial status, race, sex, ethnic origin, age, religion or sexual orientation. Evaluators enter only the last four numbers of SSN.

RATER: Focug, your ovaluation in Soction IV on what tho ofticor did, how wl he or she did t,and how the officor contributed to mission agcomplishmont. Write in concise
“bullet* format. Your comments in Section IV may include recommendations for assignment. Provide a copy of the report to the ratee prior to the report becoming a matter of
record and provide follow-up feedback to let the ratee know how their performance resulted in this final product.

ADDITIONAL RATE!
evaluation. You may not
assignment

: Carefully review the rater's evaluation to ensure itis accurate, unbiased and uninflated. If you disagree, you may ask the rater to review his or her
rect a change in the evaluation. If you still disagree with the rater, mark "NON-CONCUR"and explain.'You may include recommendation for

REVIEWER: Carefully review the rater's and additional rater's ratings and comments. If their evaluations are accurate, unbiased and uninflated, mark "CONCUR" and sign the
form. If you disagree with previous evaluators, you may ask them to review their evaluations. You may not direct them to change their appraisals. If you still disagree with the
additional rater, mark "NON-CONCUR" and explain in Section VI. Do not use "NON-CONCUR'" simply to provide comments on the report.

RATEE: Your signature is merely an acknowledgemen of receiptof ths repaort. It does not consifute concurrence. If you disagree with the content, you may fle an evaluation

appeal through the Evaluation Reports Appeals Board IAW AF 36-2406 Chapter 10 (Correcting Officer and Enlisted Evaluation Reports), or through the Air Force Board for

Carociion of iltary Records IAW AF 96-2603 (Air Force Board or Coreciion o Miltary Records) an AFPAM 96-2607 (Applicants' Guice o the AirForce Board for Correction of
litary Records (s J

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

AUTHORITY: Title 10 United States Code (U.S.C.) 8013, Secretary of the Air Force: AFI 36-2406, and Executive Order 9397 (SSN), as amended.

PURPOSE: Used to document effectiveness/duty performance history; promotion, school and assignment selection; reduction-in-force; control roster; reenlistment;
separation; research and statistical analysis.

ROUTINE USES: May specifically be disclosed outside the DoD as a routine use pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(b)(3). DoD Blanket Routine Uses apply.
DISCLOSURE: Voluntary. Not providing SSN may cause form to not be processed or to positively identify the person being evaluated.

SORN: F036 AF PC A, Effectiveness/Performance Reporting Records

PRIVACY ACT INFORMATION: The information in this form is
AF,FORM707,20180731, V1 (FREVIOUG EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE) FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. Protect IAW the Privacy Act of 1974.




