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SUMMARY

/\A revised Enlisted Evaluation Form (EER) to be used in rating soldiers in
pay grades E-~5 or below, and a Senior Enlisted Evaluation Report (SEER) to
be used in rating soldiers in pay grades E5 through E9, were developed
along with a revised and updated reporting system.

The primary ocbjectives were to:
(1) Curb thne inflation occurring with use of the current formg
(2) Provide more objective and open ratings of enlisted aoldiersj

(3) Improve and update the administrative procedures of the enlisted
rating systemj

(4) Provide more complete and useable information to Army personnel
mansgers, R

(5) Enable the supervisor and rated soldier to communicate with each
other better concerning duty performance status aud improvement. +

Based on personnel management requirements, findings from a review of related
research literature, a study of the rating forms curreantly being used by the
other services, and research on the Army's current and previous rating forws,
two field trial forms were developed. These forms were reviewed and approved
by the Enlisted Personnel Directorate (EPD), Military Personnel Center
(MILPERCEN), and the Deputy Chief of Staff for Persomnel (DCSPER), A field
test was conducted at eight major Army installations, four headquarters
locations, and four Army National Guard (ARNG) and Army Reserve (ARCOM)
locations. A total of 3290 enlisted soldiers in pay grades E3 through E9 were
rated using the field-trial forms. In addition, structured questiomnaire
responses and open-ended comments were solicited from the soldiers who
performed the trial ratings as well as from the soldiers who wer: rated.

The rating forms were revigsed based on the field trial findings. These

revised forms were reviewed in the Enlisted Persomnel D'irectoratc, MILPERCEN,
DCSPER, and the US Army Institute of Administration (USAIA), They were alsc
reviewed by members of a promotion board meeting at Fort Harrison. Final
briefings were then given to the Vice Chief of Staff and Chief of Staff of
the Army. The new forms were implemented on 1 October 1975.. 5 o ~Fid rvw )
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Enlisted Evaluation Report (SEER)<3e~Appendix“E;"aﬁﬂ the pamphlet covering
the “Preparation of Enlisted Evaluation chortsf ag/ﬂppendix F.
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IKTRODUCTION

The project reported here imvolved the extensive revision of the Enlisted
Evaluation Report. New rating forms were implemented on 1 October 1975,
Prior to implementation of the new forms, a single form had been used for
supervisory ratings on enlisted soldiers at all grade levels. The new
forms are an Enlisted Evaluation Report (EER) for use in rating soldiers
in pay grades up to and including E-5 and a Senior Enlisted Evaluation
Report (SEER) for use in rating soldiers in pay grades E6 through E9.

This report describes the development, field testing, revision, and imple-~
mentation of these new evaluation forms.
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BACKGROUND

Arwy Eunlisted Evaluation System. In the Army Enlisted Evaluation System, the
soldier's Evaluation Score is a particularly important index which affects

a variety of personnel management decisions (e.g., promotion, reclassification,
retention in the Army). 7The evaluation score usually is derived from two
components: a score on an MOS proficiency test (or tests if a performance
test is given) and a score based upon ratings by the soldier's supervisor.

Prior Rating Forms Since the inception of the Enlisted Evaluation System
in i958, the form used by supervisors in evaluating soldiers has undergone a
number of revisions., Table 1 lists Armmy rating reports by title and effective

dates.
TABLE 1
CHRONOLOGICAL HISTORY OF ENLISTED RATING
FORMS IN THE ENLISTED EVALUATION SYSTEM
i
TITLE PERIOD OF USE
COMMANDER'S EVALUATION REPQRT 1 Jan 59 - 31 Mar 63
DA Form 2166, 1 Oct 58
COMMANDER'S EVALUATION REPORT 1 Apr 63 - 31 Mar 68
} DA Form 2166, 1 Apr 63
ENLISTED EFFICIENCY PEPORT 1 Apr 68 - 31 pec 70

DA Form 2166, 1 Apr 68

ENLISTED EFFICIENCY REPORT 1 Jan 71 - 30 Sep 75
DA Form 2166-4, 1 Ju! 70

The recurring periodic revisions of rating forms in large measure represent
attempts to counter inflationary trends in supervisory ratings. With the
passing of time following implementation of s new rating form, supervisory
ratings show an urward trend so pronounced as to impair their usefulness in
rersonnel decisions on soldiers, especially those in the senior en!isted

y . grades. Data from the EER which was superseded on 1 October 1975 illustrate

the inflationary trends in EER scores. The total possible score on this

form was 125. 1In Table 2, pay.grade means and standard deviations are shown

for January 1971 and August 1974. The scores show that inflation at the
L higher pay grades is very pronounced. This inflation is indicated by the
much smaller srread of scores (standard deviation) for the E-7 through E-9's
than for the E-3 through E-6 pay grades. A much higher percentage of the
upper pay grade soldiers get maximum (125 point) scores,
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TABLE 2 N
STATISTICAL COMPARISON OF EER
(1 Jul 1970 Form) SCORES
P- -
EER (1 Jul 1970 Form)
PAY Jan 1971 Data Aug 1974 Nata
GRADE
MEAN 5D (o) MEAN Sp (o)
E9 119.5 11.9 123.4 4,4
E8 116.0 14.9 122.6 5.7
§ : 108, 0 19.2 120.4 8.5
i
b6 97.4 23.8 117.5 12.2
ES 86.3 26,3 112.7 15.7
E4 75.5 28.4 106.5 21,7
E3 63.3 32,7 88.6 28.4
;
§
N ™ 39 4
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The decision to develop new evaluation forms also reflected concern about
certain specific deficiencfes in the old form, These were as follows:

1. The numerical value of the rating directly reflected the judgment of
onlv one rater - the immcdiate supervisor. The rating procedure routinely
providcd for a reviewer, but the only sure means by which the reviewer could
affect the evaluation was by formal disagreement with the rater, This was
rarely done and then only in cases of extreme differences of opinion between
the rater and reviewver,

2. The space provided for comments was too limited. The rater was
required to comment about the soldier's support of the Army's Equal
Opportunity Program and, for soldiers in poy grade E6 and above, about the
potential to be an effective First Sergeant., There iae little space for
any additional comments,

3. The characteristics on which the soldier was to be rated were identified
only by general and rather asbstract labels and left great latitude for
interpretation by the rater.

4, After the form was implemented in 1970, a number of mandatory entries
were added. Two have been mentioned - the soldier's support of the FE! pree-
gram and Pirst Sergeant potential, Another requirement superimposed on the
form, was th.t the soldier sign a statement acknowledging receipt of a copy
of the completed report. These changes were implemented without modification
of the form, and there was a high incidence of failure to comply with require~

ments. Many forms received at the EEC had to be returned to the point of origin
for correction,

Inception of Present Revision

In 1972, on the asswmption that the current EER (see Appendix A) would in
a relatively short period of time outlive its usefulness, the USAEEC submitted
a revision proposal to the then Commander of OPQO (now the Army Milé-.ary P« rsomnel
Center - MILPERCEN).

In 1973, PO tzsked EPD, and in turn EEC, to begin work on a new EER.
Guidance

Major General Berry, then Chief of OPQ, directed that the EER be revised

and {ssued the following guidelines for the development of a new evaluation
form.

1. Provide for consideration of the "whole man,'

2, Simplify administrative procedures,

3. Consider requircments posed by ADP.

5 ™ 39

it St e ——a




e At g e -

S ST R e Y

4. Parallel OER (officer efficiency rating) system to extent
possible.

5. Consider eliminating "efficiency" from the title.

DEVELOPMENT OF PRELIMINARY VERSIONS OF THE FORMS

In undertaking the project, a work group was formed in the USAEEC and
given major responsibility for revising the rating form. An Ad Hoc Committee
also was established by the Army Military Personnel Center (MILPERCEN) to stwdy
the Enlisted Efficiency Rating System and offer suggestions for its improve-
ment, Various Army field locations provided suggestions for rating system
improvement. To gather background information concerning rating form develop-
ment and use, the Air Force and Navy Eunlisted Rating Forms and the Army Officer
Evaluation Report System were carefully studied., The work group at USAEEC
also carefully reviewed the technical literature on psychological rating forms
and examined previous Army rating systems, To gather background information
concerning leadership skills, the work group examined the Army Officer Efficiency
Report (OER), the ejplisted rating forms used by the other military services,
leadership training materials, and leadership evaluation forms used by civiiian
business and industry,

A major issue requiring early resolution was the question of a single
form for all enlisted grades versus separate junior and senior forms. Admin-
istrative simplicity argued for the single form., However, the issue was re-
solved in favor of two forms. There seemed to be compelling arguments for this
option, The major reasons were:

1. Soldiers in the senior enlisted grades are normally in leadership or
supervisory positions, so their ratings should logically include an evaluation
of traits associated with leadership.

2. Senior enlisted soldiers (E6 and above) can be given additional status
and prestige by having a rating form different from the one used for soldiers
in the lower grades.

3. Inclusion on a single form of all performance traits needed to evaluate
all pay grades would probably result in having certain traits scored for soldiers
only in certain grades. This would produce a complex scoring procedure.

In developing the preliminary versions of the forms, the questioms which
were posed to the USAEEC work group tended to fall sequentially into 3 categories:
content, scoring, and format,

In terms of rating content, the problem was that of identifying the traits
or characteristics to be included on the rating form(s) and phrasing descriptions
st levels of specificity, The EER (DA Form 2166-4, 1 Jul 70) previously con-
tained two major rating blocks entitled (1) Characteristics and (2) Advancement
Potential (see Appendix A). The Characteristics block had six separate traits
for rating. Oue trait was titled Duty Performance. This in reality was an
overall performance or summarization type of rating covering the other five
characteristics. To comply with the guideline for adopting the “whole man"
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concept in performance rating, the work group decided to enter overall
performance as a separate rating block on the field trial form. This block
was titled "Demonstrated Overall Performance in Present Duty Position".
Tt erefore, three major rating blocks appeared on the field trial forms:

1. Job Performance Traits

2. Demonstrated Overall Performance in Present Duty Position

3. Advancement Potential

The preliminary listing of the ten Job rer:ormance Iraits for the Enlisted

Evaluation Report (EER - El through E6 - see Appendix B) was developed in the
following manner:

1. Soldiers at various Army field installations were asked to prcvide
information on perfuormance characteristics which they b:lieved to be impoctant
in identifying above-average soldiers. The instructions to the soldiers and
sample statements given by a soldier are shown in Figure 1.

2. From the comment sheets (as shown in Figure i), & list of statements
was prepared showing how soldiers describz "above averaze" performance of their

peers. These statements are listed in Table 3 in order of frequency of being
mentioned.

3. Tha statements given in Table 3, the previous EER forms and research
reports, and the rating forms developed by the Navy and the Air Force were
used to develop 8 list of key words which identify and label traits hypo-
thesized as important to duty performance (see Table 4),

4, Performance statewents were selected from Table 3 to best fit each

key word listed in Table 4. Table 5 gives this matching of key words and
performance statements.

5. Groups of soldiers and a group of USAEEC psychologists were asked
to rank order the performance statements for each key word shown in Table
5. The highest ranked statement for each key word (by separate rating
groups) is given in Table 6.

6. The data given in Table 6 were used as the bese for developing the
Job Performance Trajits used on the field trial version of tne EER (see
Appendix B (1)).

7. Table 7 gives the listing of the Duty Performance Traits as they
appear on the final Enlisted Evaluation Report (EER) form for comparison
with the inftial 1iating given in Table 6,

,
.
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FIGURE 1

SPECIMEN MO3 PERFORMANCE COMMERTS SHEET

1,
PMOS 11R4H Name BOST JESSIE L,
(Print last name first)

SSAN 444-46-0014  Grade SSG E6 Time in PMOS (months) 93 months

2. a, List below in short phrases or sentences in your own words the most
outstanding things an "above average' soldier does in performing the duties
required for your PMOS. Tiese can be personal characteristics (for example,
"does not waste time") or PMOS technical characteristics (for example,"makes

chanical adjustments to the antenna without error"), or both types of
haractevristics.

Look for work to be dome,

Doesn't need to be superiored all the time,

Doesn't complain about work,

Help other people slow st learning.

Take care of personnel equipment.

b. List below in short phrases or sentences in your own words the most
frequent things a "below average" or poor performing soldier does in per-
forming the duties required for your PMOS. These can be personal character-
istics (for example, "aims just to 'get by'") or POS technical characteristics
(for example, "usually has arithmetic errors om his supply requisitions"),

i for both types of characteristics,

—

Want obey orders. Hard to get along with. Might take drug. Want maintain
military bearing.

P. List below in short phrases or sentences in your mwmn words the most _
important things an "above average" soldier does or believes which indicate

hat he is an all-around "good soldier" (for example, "has excellent attitude
bout the Army as a career"),

intain Military Bearing "Hair Cut" 'Boots Shimed" "“ETC"
work properly and doesn't complain.

*Comments by the soldier were typed as written,

™ 39
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" STATEMENTS FNLISTED SOLDTIERS USE MOST FREQUENTLY TO DESCRIBE
JOB PRCFICIENCY OF THEIR PEERS

Good attitude toward people
Tokes (accepte) rezponsibility

Scaks oppartunity to better himself

Makes good use of his time

Takes an interest in his werk
Excelient attitude toward the Army
Looks for improvemsnt in his job
Sets high standards for himself
RKnows what he is talking about

Is at proper place un time

©ome SR, 2 on

-

Always trying to be helpful

{ Need nrot be told what to do )
i Does mor2 than expected of him *

Takes pride in his work

Takes orders easily

Takes tire to make work correct tite first time

Eria

Performs his work fast but with few crrcrs
Keeps himself iooking like a soldier

L Always alert

Enjoys his work

L it e RE N

Does the best he can all the time

NN K iarn

Asks questions and reads to find out answers

9 ™ 39




TABLE 3 CONTINUED:

Does not complain about his work
Neat and orderly in his work area
Is trying to learn

Does job whether he likes it or not
Works for higher goal

Aids co-workers in their job

Puts high importance on safety
Maintains a good general attitude
Always busy at something

Can foresee problems shead and work them out
Not afraid to make decisions

Knows how to organize his work

Makes quick and sound decisions

TABLE 4

KEY WORDS FOR JOB PERFORMANCE TRAITS

1. Cooperativeness 6. Initiative

2. Reliability 7. Job Knowledge

3. Drive 8. Conduct

4  Application 9. Bearing

5. Development 10. Physical Condition
™ 39 10
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TABLE 5

PHRASES DFSCRIBING JOB PLR™ORMANCE TRAITS

COOPERATIVENESS

; (sbility to opcrate jointly with others)

Is he :uccessful in working with otherc?

Dces he take orders easily?

Does he get along well with his fellow soldiers?

Does he help others to learn and do their jobs?

Does he fit in well with the group both during duty and off-duty
hours?

Does he receive and carry out orders willingly?

RELIABILITY
(dependability in performing without supervision)

/ Can he be relied upon to stick to the job?

' Can he be relied upon to carry out actions over
obstacles that would stop the average ©n of his
grade and MOS?

Does he do the best he can all the time?

Must he be told what to do beyond normal amount of
supervision or lirection piving?

Does he carry out his orders tioroughly without
constant supervision?
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TABLE 5 {(continued)

{ (energy devoted to job mastery)
Does he work energetically?

Does he show interest and enthusiasm for his job?
Does he put a lot of effort into his job?

is he usually busy at something related to his job?

APPLICATION

(villingness to work)
Does he accept and volunteer for extra work?

Does he devote full time and attention to his job and
improvement of the work of his group?

Does he do more than is expected of him? : l

Does he put a little extra into his job?

Does he get right down to work ~ - easily started?

DEVELOPMENT
(effort directed toward realization of potential) : !
Does he show potential for rapid development? : }
Does he seek out opportunities to better himself? Coe
Does he look for improvement in his job?
Does he study om his owm time?
Is he trying to get ahead in the Army?

Does he ¢n his own initiative ask questions and read to
find out answers?

Is he willing to learn new techniques?

Does he have a higher job goal and work for it?

12
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TABLE 5 (continued)

INITIATIVE

(aggressive pursuit of methods to improve job performance)

Does he suggest better ways of doing jobs?
Is he alert to opportunities to improve his work?

Does he display ability to initiate action without
direction from othev:-t

Can he foregr ¢ -ohl.acs ahead and work them out?

Does he on his usm iaitiative promote acceptable
nev ideas?

JOB KNOWLEDGE
(breadth of knowledge about his joh)

Is he well informed on all phases of his work?

Does he know both the routine and the non-routine
parts of his job?

Does he know all aspects of his job?
Can he handle most job problems without outside help?

Does he have satisfactory knowledge about all his
assigned tasks?

CONDUCT _
(management of personal affairs and behavior)

Is his personal behavior a credit to the Army

Does he conduct himself well and manage his personal affairs
with full capability?

Does he show behavior becoming of a soldier, have good
nanagement of his personal affairs, and meet his financial
obligations?

Does his personal behavior set a good example for others?

Is his personal behavior such that he is respected by his
fellow vorkers?

Does he show all-around personal homesty,moral soundness,
and uprightness?

13
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TABLE 5 (continued)

BEARING
(posture, neatness of dress and appearance)

Is he correct and adequate in his dress and bearing?

Does he conform in appearance to the traditions of the
military service?

Is he usually neat in @ppearance and military in bearing?

Does he set high standards for himself in dress and appearance?
Does he keep himself looking like a soldier?

Does he take pride in his neatness of dress and appearance?

PHYSICAL CONDITION
(physical capacity to carry out required military duties)

Is he physically fit to perform duties required of his MOS?
(Ignore temporary medical limitatiomsdue to recent illness or

accidents)

Does he put forth effort to attain and/or retain physical
fitness required of his MOS ?

Does he actively work at maintaining himself in good physical
condition?

Does he have any physical limitatfions which would {nterfere
with current MOS or future promotions?
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TABLE 7

KEY WORD SYMBOLS AND NARRATIVE TRAIT DEFINITIONS
ON FINAL APPROVED EER FORM (see Appendix D)

JOB KNOWLEDGE

RELIABILITY

DRIVE

LEADERSHIP

DEVELOPMENT

INITIATIVE

COOPERATIVENESS

CONDUCT

BEARING

CHYSIC  CONRITION

™ 39
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1,

2.

10,

Is well informed on all phases of assigned
duties., (8cope of knowledge about duties)

Carries out orders without constant super-
vision. (Dependability in performing
without supervision)

Shows interest and enthusiasm for duties,
(Attitude toward duties)

Demonstrates qualities of leadership.
(Exerts positive influence on others)

Seeks out opportunities for self improvement,
(Effort directed toward realization of
potential)

Displays ability to initiate action without
direction from others. (Aggressive
pursuit of methods to improve duty performance)

Is successful in working with others.
(Ability to work in harmony with others)

Personal behavior sets a good example for
others., (High standards of personal conduct)

Takes pride in dress and appearance.
(Neat and military in bearing)

1s physicaliy fit, as required, for MOS/grade
during combat, (Physical condition)
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For the preliminary form of the Enlisted Evalunation Report (Junior Form)
e the rating category of "Demonstrated Overall Performance in Present Duty
Position' was entered to serve as a global evaluation of overall performance
aftar the rater and indorser had evaluated the soldier on the ten separate
Job Performance Trait.. The r.ting category of '"Advancement Potential"
was retained to serve as an evaluation of the soldier's potential to pro-
! gress to duties and responsibilities above his present assignment. This was
considered to be an important aspect of the “whole man" concept.

% There was no previous Army rating form designed specifically for senior

‘ enlisted soldiers, Therefore, the major rating blocks and separate qualities
and skills within the blocks were derived from insights and suggestions ob-
tained from studying rating forms used by other military services and civilian
industry, plus a study of leadership trasining and evalustion literature, The
major rating blocks for the field trial Senior Enlisted Evaluation Report
(SEER) form were (see Appendix C (1)):

1. Performance Qualities
2, Performance of Persommel Supervised
3. Leadership Skills
4. Mission Accomplishment
5. Advancement Potential .
Seven separate Performance Qualities were selected as being most important
snd most representative of general performance for senior enlisted soldiers.
i These separate qualities are (see Appendix C (1)):
1. Judgment
2. Initiative
3. Endurance

4., Appearance

S. Persomal Conduct i

i 6. Respcnsibility 5
7. Integrity

Next, it was hypothesized that the performance of a soldier in a super- {
visory position would be reflected in the performance of the soldiers super-
vised. Therefore, an unscored bl -k was entered on the form titled "Performance
of Personnel Supervised” (see Appen.ix C (1)), This block was left unscored

towwy ox T
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because it vas assumed that the influence of a supervisor is contaminated with
many other influences, but that the block gave information for counseling
purposes.

The Leadership Skills block was a major addition not included om the
previous EER. The seven separate skills to be rated were selected by making
a thorough study of the resource materials previously mentioned. The seven
skills entered in this block were (see Appendix C (1)).

1. Commumications

2, Ccunseling

3. Traiuning

4. BRelations with Subordinates

5. Peer Relations

6, Relations with Superiors

7. Decision Ability

"Mission Accomplishment" (see Appendix C (1)) was entered on the preliminary
SEER form in an attempt to have it reflect supervisory performance. Everyone
recognizes this as the ultimate outcome of supervisory performance, but rater
reaction and ability to rate the factor asccurately would determine whether it
stayed on the final rating form.

The block titled '"Advancement Potential" (see Appendix C (1)) is the
counterpart of the one on the EER, Advancement potential is an important
aspect of the '"whole man" concept, and allows the rater to project future
performance based upon present and past performance.

SCORING:

To maintain continuity in the established EER scoring procedures, a total
of 125 points was used for both the EER and the SEER forms, One~hundred and
thirty enlisted soldiers (E-3 through E-9), at the US Army School of
Administration, Fort Benjamin Harrison, were asked to give their reaction as
to how the 125 points should be allocated to:

1. Job Performance Traits

2. Demonstrated Overall Performance in Present Duty Position

3., Advancement Potential

™ 39 18
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Table 8 gives the results of the percentage assignment of points by these
13C enlisted soldiers to the three major rating categories shown above,

The right-hand columns titled "Allotted Percentages" and "Allotted Scoring
Points" show the average percentage figures rounded and the number of points
esch rounded percentage is of the 125 total scoring points. This weight
assignment was dome without particular reference to either the EER or the
SEER. For the ten Job Performance Traits on the EER, the 50 score points
were distributed equally to the traits (see Appendix B (1)). The other two
rating blocks each had a single rating scale covering the total number of
score points (see Appendix B (1)).

No attempt was made to assign differential weights to the ten Job
Performance Traits of the EER since that would require empirical data obtained
from an outside criterion of job performance., Also, :t i{s likely that
different MOSs, or at least coumon-core groups of MOSs, would require different
weights dependent upon their variable, inherent duties and tasks.

In assigning number of score points to the SEER major rating categories,
the percentage values used for the EER were used as a rough guide., The final
version of the SEER (see Appendix E) shows approximately the same distribucion
of points to major rating categories if "Performance Qualities" and "Leader-
ship Skills" are combined aud considered to be the counterpart of "Duty
Performance Traits'" on the EER.

FORMAT:
Significant aspects of the tformat of the field trial forms were:

1. Each form was laid out to be as efficient as possible for computer
(OPSCAN) scoring and for ease ¢“ following and use by the raters using the
form, (see Appendices B and C).

2. Each form was prepared :s a multiple-copy (original and four carbons),
carbon-inserted form. Appendices B (1), (2) and C (1), (2) show vhat was a
fold-out sheet for each of the forms. The top sheet (machine sccrable) for
each formincluded only the ratee's personal data and the actual rating
(scoring) portions (Part I and II) of the report (see Apprndices B (1) and C
).

3. The Personal Data (Par: 1) portion of 2ach form was designed for
efficient administrative processing and o be compatible with Army Standard
Installation/Division Persomnel System (SIDPERS) requirements (see Appendices
B (1) and C (1)).

4. Part II, Ratings, for each of the forms was designed to provide

scoring blocke for both a rater snd an indorser (see Appendices B (1) anc C (1)).
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5. Each of the fold-out portions of the forms was designed to provide
adequate space ‘or the rater and indorser to enter comments concerning
Career Development, each major rating category of Part I, and Contribution
to the Army Equai Opportunity Program (see Appendices B (2) snd C (2).

6. Each of the fold-out portions of tha forms was designed to provide
space for rater, indorser, reviewer, and rated soldier authentication (see
Appendices B (2) and C (2)).
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FIELD TRIAL

Field Trial Procedure

The two field trial forms (sece Appendices B and C), with accompanying
questionnaires, were administered at eight major Army installations, two
headquarters locations, and several National Guard and Army Reserve locations
in Indfana and Ohio as shown in Table 9,

A sampling procedure was developed to provide a representative sample
across pay grades and MOS codes, With an approximate percentage as a guide,
the distribution Army-wide of soldiers by pay grade sampling plan given in
Table 10 was developed. Soldiers rated were to be spread among all major
units on the installation, Twenty-five E6s on each installation were to be
rated on both the EER and SEER. (Rating of E6s on both forms was needed to
help in determining which form was most appropriate for E6s)., At least 20
soldiers at esch large installation were to have ratings checked by a
roviewer,

An installation action officer was appointed for each installation and
headquarters location listed in Table 9. These &:tion officers visited the
USAEEC for a briefing on the field trial procedures, Table 11 gives a
listing of the administration materials which were prepared for the action
officers and their associated field trial personnel, Because of the vol-
uminousz nature of these administrative materials, they are not included in
this report.

Four civilian Research Psychologists and two field grade officers from
the USAEEC visited selected installations while the field trial was i{n pro-
gress to make on-the~-spot observations and to answer questions concerning
the field trial instructions and guidelines.

Since the second copy of the multiple-copy field trial form was
designated for the soldier's Officiel Military Personnel File Copy, &
sample of 25 completed field trial forms (copy 2) was sent to the Enlisted
Records Center for evaluation,

The third copy of the multiple-copy field trial forms was designed for
the soldier's Career Branch File. Therefore, a sample of 25 completed field

trial forms (copy 3) was sent to the Enlisted Persomnel Directorate (EFD)
for evaluation.
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TABLE 9
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SRS

e . 32 FA A
S VNG SRR

%S
FIELD TRYAI LOCATICNS
i
|
TRANOC TORS COM
INSCATLATIONS INSTALLATIONS
Ft Bliss Ft Bragg
Ft Gordon Ft Hnod
Ft Fnox Fr Levis
"t Lee Fu S0 Heoste
HEADQUARTERS
LOCATIONS
{ Ft. Monroe TRADOC - DCSPER
X Ft Leavenworth CACNDC
Ft Sheridan USAREC
Ft McPherson FORSCOM
ARNG Indiana & Ohio
ARCOM Indiana & Ohio
.-
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TABLE 10

SAMPLING PLAN

RN G AN
.

1, Number of soldiers to be rated.

500 from each TRADOC andFORSCOM Iastallation
2 from each Headquarters location
2 from each ARNG and ARCOM location

2. The distribution of rating at each TRADOC and FORSCOM
installation was to be as follows:

E3 25

E4 75 '

ES 175

E6 150

E7 75

E8 As many as possible
E9 As many as possible

B
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TABLE 11

LISTING OF ADMINISTRATION MATERIALS

1. Field Trial Flowchart
: Z, Frield Trial Materials DIstribution
Checklist
3. General Instructions for Installation
Action Officer
4. General Instructions for Military
Personnel Officers
5. General Instructions for the Rater,
Indorser, & Reviewer
©. Manual for Preparation & Administration
of the Enlisted Evaluation Report (E1-E6)
/. Manual for Preparation & Administration
of the Senior Enlisted Evaluation Report
_(E7 - E9)
8. Enlisted Evaluation Report (EER
9, Senior Enlisted Evaluation Report (SEER)
10. 1. EER Questionnaire (1974 Field Trial)
For Complet
11, II. SEER Questionnaire (1974 Field Trial)
For Completion by Each Rater
12, 111.
Trial) For Completion b
13. IV. EER/SEER Questionnaire (1974 Field
Trial) For Comgletion by Each Reviewer
« V. EER/SEER Questionnzire (1974 Field
Trial) For Completion by Each Military
Personnel Officer (MILPO)
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Field Trial Results

%{ The numbers of completed forms, questionnaires, and comment sheets
z returned are shown in Table 12,

Table 13 shows the number of EER and SEER forms which were computer
t processed for data snalysis. Two percent of the EER and eight percent of
the SEER forms were unusable for various reasons (e.g., migssing data and
improperly completed forms). Table 13 also shows the distribution by pay
‘ grade of soldiers who were rated in the Field trial, There waaz a good
distribution across PMOS codes and Test Control Officer locations,

Eight-hundred and two (33%) of the EER forms had differences between
the encoded score and the computer calculated score. Nearly all of the
differences were due to the rounding procedure used for the final score.
Two-hundred nineteen (31%) of the SEER forms had score differences for the
same reasom,

Table 14 gives percentages of EEF. and SEER forms that had various
types of errors on the top (OPSCAN) sheet of the field trial forms. These
are administrative errors vhich were very likely due, in part, to the
experimental setting umder which the forms were completed. Various
adjuastments to the forms, improved administrative imstructions, and more
serious effort by the raters under actual operational conditions should
greatly reduce these errors.

Table 15 gives the percentages of ratings, by the rater and indorser,
that wvere based on the varjous degrees of contact witn the soldiers being
rated. As expected, the rater, being the first level supervisor, had the
most direct contact with the soldiers befng rated. The pattern of contact
was about the same for the ratings on the EER and those on the SEER.

Both of the field trial forms had a block titled "Indorser Has Not
Observed and Cammnot Rate Soldier." On the EER, only 2% of the indorsers
said they could not rate the soldier. The SEER showed 6.4% for this same
item. These data indicated that the established rating plecns used by the
field trial locacions did identify a very high percentage of fndorsers as
being close enough to the rated soldiers to know how they were performing.

Table 16 gives the average rating scores by pay grades for the previous
EER (DA Form 2166-4, 1970) as of 31 August 1974, Also given are the average
rating scores for the field trial forms., All of the field trial scores were
significantly lower (.0l significance level) than the ..atching pay grade scores
for 31 August 1974, For the 135 E6 soldiers who were rated onm both the EER
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TABLE 14 -

PFRCENTAGE OF EER/SEER FORMS
WITH ERRORS ON TOP (OPSCAN) SHEET

LOCATIO" AND TYPE JEER (N = 2359) —_SEER (N =530)
OF E ROR wZof Forms with Error % of Forms with Error

Part I, Rlock h

Authorized pay gradc
not entercd 14,0 9.8

Part I, Block C

Not black21 in at
all or not well 2.5 3.4

Bottom of Top Sheet

MPO did not sign 15.3 23.4

Part 1, Block M

Month and ycar numerais
at left of Opscan area

not filled in 53,2 13.8
Part 1, Block R
Not filled out at altl 15.1 17.4
i
Part II, Scoring Blocks i
Arithmetic errors 8.5 5.8 i
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TABLE 15

DEGREE OF SOLDIER CONTACT ON WHICH

_RATINGS WERE BASED - EER & SEER
DEGREF, PER CENT OF RATINGS ON EER PER CENT OF RATINGS ON SEER
OF RATER INDORSER RATER INDORSER

CONTACT

DATILY

CONTACT 91.27 62.57 92,86 57.16

FREQUENT

OBSERVATION 4.42 27.56 5.32 31,04

INFREQUENT

OBSERVATION 1.50 4,79 A2 4,78

REPORTS - :

RECORDS .20 71 YA .90

NO CHOICE 2.60 4,37 1.26 6.12
{
:
i
{
i
3
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STATISITCAL COMPARISUN OF RER ( 1 Jul 1970 Foru.)
SCORES.ANG FIELD TRIAL EER/STER SCORES

o
=

i FuR (1 Jul 1970 Form) FTIELD IRIAL ECR/SEER
F.\\’
. LEADE
! : MFM sy (0) MEAY sp_(9)

1 Aug 1974 Data

4

Lo HE PR Loh 117.3 i6.0 51

k8 1226 5.7 110,8 15.3 11z

£7 120.4 8.5 106.0 16,1 366

Lo 117.5 12.2 10,4 19,1 549
48,4 * 19.3 145

ES 112.7 15.7 96,9 21.6 1021
F4 106.5 21,7 2.1 22.7 488

E3 88.6 28.4 76,9 28.0 101 i

T ]

* F6s rated on the experimontal SEFR ¥ rm,

O e ]

X
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and the SEER, there was a correlation of .88 between the two sets of scores,
The SEER scores for this group of E6's were significantly lower (.01
significance level) than the EER scores. Ome-hundred thirteen of the ome~
hundred thirty-five soldiers rated on both forms were rated lower on the
SEER than on the EER. These results suggest some reduction in inflation
which has been ¢vident in EER scores,

The field trial rating score and the most recent EER score for each
soldier were matched vwherever possible. These mean field trial scores
also were significantly lower (,01 significance level) for each pay
grade.

The differences in total mean scores, for the raters and indorsers for
each pay grade, vwere tested for statistical significance. Only pay grade
ES showed a statistically significaut difference (.05 level of confidence).

Table 17 through 19 reflect data on how the EER performed on the ten
separgte duty performance traits, on Demonstrated Overall Performance, and
on Advancement Potential,

Table 17 provides a comparison of the variances for the Duty Pc¢rformance
Traits on the field trial EER., The variances decrease consistently for each
trait vhen going from E3 to E6 ratings.

Table 18 presents a comparison of the means and standard deviations of the
rating scores, by pay grade, for the raters and indorsers on Demonstrated
Overall Performance (EER). The means increase and the standard deviatioms
decrease with increase in pay grade. The mean scores for the indorsers were
luwer for each pay grade. Por the E3 and E4 pay grades, there is mno
significant difference between the raters and indorsers; for the E5 and E6
pay grades, they do differ at the.05 level of significance, The means for
pay grade E3 fell within the shaded, average scale-gradation block of the
rating form, The means for pay grades E4 through E6 fell in the bottom half
of the "Superior to Most'" gradation block immediately above the average
gradation block of the rating form,

Table 19 gives a comparison of the means and standard deviations of the
rating scores, by pay grade, for the raters and indorsers on Advancement )
Potential (EER). Again, the means increase and the standard deviatiomns H
decrease with increase in pay grade. The mean scores for the indorsers were
lower for each pay grade., For the E3 and E4 pay grades, there is no sign-
ificant difference hetween the raters and indorsers; for the E5 pay grade, :
there is difference at the .05 significance level; and at the E6 pay grade, ;
there is difference at the .01 significance level. The means for pay grade
E3 fell within the shaded, average scale gradation block of the rating form. :
The means for pay grades E4 through E6 fell in the bottom half of the "Promote
Ahead of Peers" gradation block immediately above the average gradatiom block
of the rating form.
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Tables 20 through 23 give data on how the SEER performed on the seven
i Performance Qualities, the seven Leadership Skills, Mission Accomplishment,
1 and Advancement Potential,
|
{

Table 20 gives a comparison of variances for the seven Performance
Qualities cn the field trial SEER. An examination of the data in Table 20
' reveals that, in general, the variancas decrease as ratings progress from E6
through E9 pay grades. The variances across Performance Qualities within
single pay grades are consistent and rather close for pay grades E6 and E7.
. For pay grades E8 and E9 there is a greater range of variances across the
seven Performance Qualities, These lower variances indicate that for E8
and E9's either the ratings are doing a poorer job of differentiating job-~
nerformance behavior or there is less variation in performance at these
tvo pay-grade levels,

Table 21 gives & comparison of the variances for the Leadership Skills
on the field trial SEER. The results are very similar to those given in
Table 20 for the seven Performance Qualities. Less differentfiation in
certain Leadership Skills is evident at the E8 and E9 pay grades than for
the E6 and E7 pay grades.

e sttt P e

Table 22 shows the means and standard deviations for the raters and
indorsers by pey grades, for Mission Accomplishment (SEER). There {s an
increase in means and a Adecrease in standard deviations going from E6 to
E8. There 13 little difference between E8 and E9 in these two statistics.
There 1is no statistically significant difference between raters and indorsers
at any pay grade. Each pay grade shows negative skewness of rating scores.

All of the mean scorec were in the "Superior to Most" rating scale gradation
4 immediately above the shaded, average scale block of the rating form,

Table 23 shows the means and standard deviations for the raters and
indorsers, . pay grede, for Advancement Potential (SEER). There i{s an
increase 5§~ . .ans snd a decrease in standard deviations going from E6 to
E9. There a statisticslly significant difference (.05 significance
level) between raters and indorsers at the E7 pay grade. The other pay
grades show no statistically significant difference between the ratings
for the two groups, Each pay grade shows negative skewness of rating
scores. All of the mear scores were in the "Promote Ahead of Peers' rating
scale gradation immediately above the shaded, aversge scale block of the
rating form,

Table 24 shows a summary of the statistical differences between the rater
and indorser ratings on the EER, These data indicate that the raters and
indorsers did not differ significantly when rating the E3 and E4 soldiers
but they did differ significantly when rating the E5 soldiers and were close
to the .05 level for F6 soldiers. The ,0: significance level for the overall
EER score covering all pay grades i{s due to the buik of the ratings for the
E5 and E6 soldiers and the large number of soldiers (N) in the total sample.
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TABLE 27

SCORF: ON MISSION ACC(MPLISHMENT - SEER

M SEVIATION RATTO
e et 145 21,048 5.2709 .01
Inderser 140 21,045 5.2586
) Rater 386 23.155 4.8093 1,62
~ Indo<sey 360 2..589 4,7145
Rate: 132 24,773 4,1546 1.12
o
= Indorser 126 24,175 4.3819
Rater 51 24,667 4,2079 14
* Indorser 46 24.545 4,3211
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TABLE 23

SCCRES ON ADVANCEMENT POTENTIAL ~ SEER

TANDARD t
N MEAN DEVIATION RATIO
6 Rater 145 | 19.621 6.2640 .27
i Indorser 140 19.421 6.0288
Rater 386 21,736 5.6226 1.99*
“ Indorser 380 | 20,931 5.3956
Rater 132 22,750 5.1960 .96
= Indorser TA 126 22,111 5.4907
Rater 51 23,216 4.6960 .08
= Indorser 44 23,136 4,7963
A
* Significant at the .05 level
!
|
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TABLE 24

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN RATER AND INDORSER RATINGS ON THE EER

STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT
TYPE OF SCORE DIFFERENCE (.05 or ,01)

Overall EER

E3 No
E4 No
ES .05

E6 No (Near .05)
Total .01
Each of 10 "Job Performance Traits" none

by pay grade

Demonstrated Overall Performance

E3 No
E4 No
E5 .05
E6 .05

Advancement Potential

E3 No
E4 No
E5 .05
E6 .01
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Table 25 shows a summary of the statistical differences between the
rater and indorser ratings on the SEER. These data indicate that the raters
and indorsers differed significantly in their ratings only at the E-7 pay
grade for "Advancement Potential," All other rating comparisons lacked
statistical significance.

Table 26 gives the intercorrelation ranges for each Job Performance
Trait (on the field trial EER) with the other traits, These data indicate
that considerable intercorrelation exists among the various traits, Because
of computer programming problems no data were available to show the inter-
correlation of the three major rating areas (i.e., (1) Job Performance
Traits, (2) Demonstrated Overall Performance in Present Duty Position, and
(3) Advancement Potential) on the EER.

Tables 27 through 29 present the intercorrelations of the four major
rating components of the SEER ({.e,, Performance Qualities, Leadership
Skills, Mission Accomplishment, and Advancement Potential). The correlation
indices run from .75 to .91 which indicate a high degree of intercorrelation.
Thus, a strong, positive relationship was found to exist among all of these
components.

The field trial SEER form (Appendix C (1)) included a block for the rater
and indorser to rank order the three best Leadership Skills for the soldier
being rated. Table 30 shows how the raters and indorsers rank ordered the
three best Leadership Skills when completing the field trial SEER forms, The
rankings are shown by pay grade and for totals of all ratings. For the Eé6s,
the raters rank coommications, training, and relations with subordinates as
the top three skills possessed by the rated soldiers, For the E7s, the
raters rank decision ability, training, and coomunications as the top three
skills, For the E8s and E9s, decision ability, communications, and
counseling are ranked as the top three skills, Across all pay grades,
communications, decision ability, and training were ranked as the top three
Skills.

Rater and indorser rating scores for the SEER block titled,"Perf of
Pers Supervised" (Part II, Block B) were tabulated by MOS codes, No attempt
vas made to cumulate these ratings for individual raters or for the total
ratings. A review of the summaries by MOS code indicates a reluctance for
raters or indorsers to use the '"Declining' rating scale gradation. The
“Stable' scale gradation was used most; however, the "Improving" scale
gradation drew almost as many ratings. A considerable number of raters and
indorsers chose not to rate this particular item. This agrees with the reluciLance

to uge this type of item as expressed in the questionmaire and general cosment
returns,

Of the total number (N = 3290) of EER and SEER forms completed, only ome
"No" response was checked in the "Soldier Pulfills Responsibilities Comncerning
the Army's Equal Opportunity Program" block.
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TABLE 25

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL D1l PERENCES
BETWEEN RATER AND INDORSER RATINGS ON THE SEER

TYPE CF SCORT

Ovecall SEFR

E6
E7
ES
E9
Total

by pay grade

by pay grade

grade

EG
E7
E8
E9

~ Y A vy -
St AL PE N‘.‘-‘

STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT
DIFFERENCE (.05 or .Ni)

No
No
No
No
N-.

Eaca of 7 "Purrormance Qualities"

None

Fach of 7 "Leadership Skills"

None

"Mission Accomplishmen " by pay

None

"Advancement Potential"

No

5
No
No
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INTERCOKRELATIONS OF JOB PERFORMANCE TRAITS

TABLE 26

(EER)

TRATT
NUMBER

RANGE OF INTERCORRELATIONS
WITH OTHER TRAITS

QWO IOV LN

-

.64
.66
.68
.66
.69
.68
67
.67
.66
.64

to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to

.79
.84
.88
.88
.81
.84
.78
.79
.75
.73

™ 39

44

s wae

Vo ok Y apatator




. Ve

¢ ‘w—ﬂ”WW«”WW '(;’::.‘_; AN -’*&. o .x_:i:i ‘f-,";r::.'a
Ly A T -
TABLE 27
INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN MAJOR AREAS ON SEER
RATER
“Performence Leadership Mission Advancement
Qualities Skills Accomplishwment Potential
erformance
RQualities .91 .79 .75
adexrship
kille .80 .75
ission
ccomplishment .87
dvancement
otential
TABLE 28
INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN MAJOR AREAS ON SEER
INDORSER
Performance Leadership Mission Advancenent
Qualities Skills Accomplishment Potential
erformance
Rualities .88 .80 .76
Leadership
Skills .80 .75
Mission
Accomplishment .89
dvancement
otential
TAELE 29
INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN MAJOR ARRAS ON SEER ;
COMBINED ‘
Performance Leadership Mission Advancement
Qualities Skills Accomplichment Potential
erformance
ualities .90 .81 .77
Leadership
Skills .81 .76
Mission :
Accomplishment .89 H
Advancement ;
[Potential g
T :
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DISCUSS ION

Nearly all the data reflected the need to keep the rating forms and the
administrative procedures as simple as possible, This caused the forms to
go from the multiple-copy, carbon-ingerted, field-trial format back to a
one-page format. Some reviewers of the revised ome-page format still
believed that the form was 'too busy". However, to obtain such improve-
ments as better defined and more objective trait descriptions, an open
scoring system, more discriminating rating scales, addition of an indorser,
and a provision for mandatory comments when scores are over or under certain
limits, the forms had to be expanded. Naturally, this expansion, as compared
with the present Eulisted Efficiency Report Form, will pe considered by wany
s« ldiers as being 'busier." On the other hand, a large percentage of the
experimental users and reviewers believed that both of che ne:. forms are a
definite improvement over the old form.

Inflation of ratings i3 a perennial problem in the performance rating
of enlisted soldiers. A large number of the individuals who were engaged
in the field trial and those who reviewed the forms and collected data
believed that the new rating procedures will not eliminate inflation, There
was a general belief, however, that inflation would be curbed to a degree
but that the true adjustment will be evident only after the new forms have
been in operational use for a reasonable period of time (i.e., for at least
six months), Inflation is an attitude or "mental set" condition inherent
to the performance rating conditions and procedures. MNo evidence or data

were revealed by this study that would provide a complete solution for this
problem,

Corments received, and the summarized scoring data, gave some indication
of overlapping of major rating areas as well as overlapping of traits wi’in
major rating areas where multiple traits or skills were concerned., Wwhe..
multiple traits or skills exist in a major rating area, efforts were made to
make the traits or skills as independent as possible. A factor analysis
study done under normal operational conditions very likely would reflect the
variables and conditions which are functioning when the ratings are done for
“pay." Even then, the findings will need to be tempered beciuse of the
inflationary conditions which are likely to continue,

Suggestions were made during the field trial that the various traits or
skills being rated were not equally important aud should be differemtially
weighted, Data were gathered from enlisted soldiers and used to assign weights
(1.e., percent of total 125 score points) *o the major rating areas (i.e., om
the EER: (1) Duty Performance Traits, (2) Demoustrated Overall Performance
of Assigned Duties, and (3) Advancement Potential; on the SEER: (1) Perfor-
mance Qualities, (2) Leadership Skills, (3) Demonstrated Overall Performance,
and (4) Advancement Potentizl). The empirical avidence available from the
analysis of the rating scores did not reveal any large differences in variance
among the major rating areas or among the separate traits within the multiple~
trait rating areas. Even if there had been any significant differences, it
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would have been impractical to use them to establish differential weights.
Importance of traits or skills vary from ome MOS to another, Thus, a
different weighting scheme would need to be established for every MOS or at least
common~core groups of MOS. The goal was to develop rating forms that would be
applicable to any MOS., The administration manuals provided for the field
trial were detailed and complete emough to suffice without reference to
Chapter 8 of AR 600-200, These manuals containsd completed sample portioms
of the forms. Many comments were received concerning the thoroughness of the
instructions ar! the appreciatiocn for sample entries on the form. On the
other hand, comments were received thc: the manuals were too voluminous aud
gave much more information than was needed, In some instances, the rsters
stated that they did not take the time to read the instructions and went
directly to completing the forms - apparently not wanting to read the
voluminous manual, Analysis of these reactions resulted in a decision to
have the EER and SEER administration pamphlet contain only the basic guide-
lines needed to complete the forms - a single pamprhlet would be developed

for both forms and would contain primarily the instruction and information
not subject to frequent changes., The more changeable material would be
retained in Chapter 8 of AR 600-200, This publication is under file or
location control while the more concise pamphlets would be distributed

freely to users of the two forms and thus would be more difficult to replace
when changes are required,

An indorser was added to the rating scheme to give the rated soldier
greater assurance that he was getting a "fair rating" and tco have an additional
observation enter into the rating score. The role of the reviewer in the
rating scheme prior to 1 October 1975 did not serve this function., A comparison
of the rater and indorser scores indicates that on the EER the raters nearly
aluays had higher mean scores, A statistically significant difference occurred
between rater and indorser scores for the E5 and E6 pay grades, However, this
very likely was affected by the much larger number of cases (N) for the E5 and
E6 soldiers., This difference may be caused by the raters giving the rated
soldiers more of the "benefit of the doubt” (errors of leniency) since they
must counsel the soldiers on their ratings. Regardless of cause, the lower
indorser scores can help to temper inflation of ratings.

On the SEER, the higher scores were about equally divided for the raters
and indorsers on the various parts of the form and the total score. The only
statistically significant difference in rating was for pay grade E7 on Advance-
ment Potential. Again, this pay g:ade had a substantially larger number (N)
of rated soldiers. There appears to be more agreement between raters and
indorsers on the SEER than on the EER. One conjectural reason for this
occurrence is that at the higher pay grades the indorsers may be less able to
observe the rated soldiers and, therefore, are more inclined to parrot the
rater's rating.
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The field trial was designed to determine i{f the E6 soldiers should be
rated on the EER or on the SEER. Approximately 150 soldiers were rated on
both forms. Preference for one form or the other was given by the rated
soldiers as well ss by the raters and indorsers, Q(verall, a neerly even
split was given for preference to have the Ebs rated on one or the other
of the two forms, Other considerstions such as Army-wide promotiom procedures,
the basic leadership duties engaged in by E6s, aund the lower rating of E6s
on the SEER than on the EER, were used to make the decision to have E6s rated
on the SEER., Another indicator obtained from the feedbacx comments was that
the SEER is still not the best rating form to use for Command Sergeant Majurs
(CSM). Development of such a form sh.uld be given consideration by the
organization which wvorks on the next generat:on of Enlisted Evaluation Report
forms,

Ar described in the resulls sectivn of this study, many sources were used
to determine what traits, qualities, and ckills were most appropriate to use
on enlisted evaluation rating forms -esigned to be applicable across all MOS,
The basic, narrative definition of the traits, qualities, and skills which
went into the primary field trial forms was provided mainly by the research
psychologists doing the study. Some assistance was obtained from a sample of
soldiers at the US Army Institute of Adminiscration (USAIA) in selecting from
alteruate definitions of the traits, qualities, and skills, However, when the
field trial data were analyzed, there were still many suggestions made con-
cerning changes to the type o! traits, qualities, and skills as well as the
wording., Some of these suggestions appeared to be mainly semantic in nature,
There appeared tc be some reluctance, however, at this stage of the develop~
ment to want to make changes to the field trial forms, A caution for future
developers of enlisted evaluation forms wouid be to have more complete and
thorough study of traits and their definiticas done befere the primary field
trial forms are designed,
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REVISION

. After analyzing all the field trial dats, two revised forws were developed
teflecting changes which were thou:ght to be practical and essential. These
fo-ms were then reviewed by an ES selection board at ERC, by the Armv

‘ Administration Center, as well as various groups who were briefed im cutmnection
' with the approval orccess, The forms also were briefed to the SGM of thce Atmy

and at a SGM conference {n Washington,

i In Decamber 1974, a briefing was given to the Army Deruty Chief of Staff
| for Personnel (DCSPER) on the recommended final rating forms and their
respective instruction pamphlets.
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IMPLEMENTATION OF NEW FORMS

The date of 1 October 1975 was established as the implementation time
for the new forms, Army Pamphlet 623-1 (Preparation of Enlisted Evaluation
Reports) was developed and Chapter 8, Evaluation Reports, of Army Regulation

600~200, Enlisted Personnel Management System, was revised to conform with the
new forms.

o —

As a part of the implementation of the new forms, the organization responsible
i ‘ for developing future generations of the enlisted rating form(c) should
i establish a systematic data collection and evaluation followup plan which will
f provide pertinent informatim for improving the next generation of the form(s).
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APPENDIX A
ENLISTED EFFICIENCY XREPORT PO INITIAL
tAR 600200 and AB 135-2085)
PART ] PERSONAL DATA /1G Be Completed By Personnel Officer) ‘o
A. NAME, RANK, ORGAN! ZATION and STATI ON C. PMDEC G. PAY GRADE 3o s SSAN
1 2 34567809 €1 333~ 78%3
Geooao00t G i ¢335t78Y
D Swose W DOES EM AAVE OVER 3 EER AR
" YEARS' seavice? IEEEENARN
[Eowose — YES Nof BEEEETEAY
RSN
: _ 1. TYPE OF REPORT G l23is¢Cibhs
8, DUTY POSITION TITLE F.DATE OF RARK | REGSPECCOY CR PCSoTHER| | 7 1 % 3% ¢ o 7879 | .
g 0 0 0 0 3 ST 73459739
i e N I e g g Ry o B
pemon G R AR ERRE S FUETYOTETT AENANOON RN E FUUTVEA LY

PART I1 RETER (To b Tomristedd By Raten)

A. BRIEF OESCRIPTION OF DUTIES DR RESMONSIBILITIES NOT INM:NATED 3Y DUTY MOS.

IF ANY.

8. CHARACTERISTICS 0 J € JAA] A | 8A | U T AV | C. ADVANCEMENT POTENTIAL,
e - T =1 1F1 HAD THE AUTHORITY AND RESPONSIBILITY TO
- PONSIB

! ADAPTABILITY i I I DO SO | WOULD:
2. ATTITUDE | A O O O O I A L
b = e —— = e e e e cm g - . ——
3 INITIATIVE CE Rl R D

...... ﬁ - PR S
4 LEADERSV' » s EPELRLRE R
A
5 RESPONSIBILITY PR EPT LR
. e e - —— —— ._:,_

. A ;

6 OUTY PERFORMANCE gl ﬂL" B

vOESENT ORGA'HWZATIONAL LEVEL,

CONTINUE tH CURRENT DUTY MOS AT

0. RESOMMENDAYSONS FOR CAREEL JLVELOPMENT (Not Counted 'n Score’

CASIGHOENT N CnRaE T
MIGHEF CROGANIZATIUN Lf o1 L

e

(1 YES, SPECIFY MOS . . __ ._. !

3 ASSIGNMENT iN DIFFERENT DUTY MOS

YES A ' ADVANCED MOS-ORIENTED SCHOOLING  YFS NA
g o= (IF YES, SPECIFY MOS ) il
WA oy Al o < DA NCO DEVELOPMENT COURSE. 0 1

i 10 6 SELECTION FOR CIVILIAN SCHOO. ING. |

E. COMMENTS 0F RATER (Brie! Spreitic Comments, Liu;n To Space Provided)

N

frosa

F RATER'S ORGARIZATION AND DUTY ASSIGNMENT

G. NAME AND RANK

H. RATER'S SIGNATURE . DATE
PART Il REVIEWER (10 Be Comyue tcd By Reviewer T
4. THIS REPORT WAS PREPARED BY CORRECT RATER. | CONCUR WITH RATER |
| DO NOT COWCUR WITH RATER | FOR THE FOLLONING REASONS:
5. REVIEWER'S ORGANIZATION AND DUTY ASSIGNMENT T. NAME AND RANK
0. REVIEWER'S FIGNATURE E. DATE

DA FHORM 2166-4,
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. APPENDIX B (1)
ENLISTED EVALUATION REPORT 4R 600-200 c. "/'—"—:fN" i
PARTt PERSONAL DATA % % %%'—3 :.5; % ‘;L: :
B, onaoe INEEEEEEER]
NAME 01234567809
ST RSt w AR EREE
H )] g::ﬁ(or [E] PMOSC @smosc @omosc ’{ﬂ DUTY POSITION TiTLE AND AUTH PAY GRADE # “‘ % § # ﬁ.ﬁ:i‘ e g;
! 0123456789
il . [I]I;"E INITANNUAL GR  seec otmen | R EEREEEER]
Z?AGHSLJZMION REPORT E (K] ENDING DATE LAST EER
, FD?S;ltg&%cmsﬂc;gscmgg?ﬁigor NORMALLY M] PERIOD OF REPORT
‘ wo_ ADEDKIEDSDA004DNTU0E  [Rnonmareopemoo
H BEGIN DATES
YR__'{}ﬂ{}ﬁﬂ%ﬁ@Q%ﬁﬂ‘ rﬁ MANAGEMENT INFORMATION
A 8 C DO A 8 C oD
i Q\"“ wo__ADENET 204020 208040505080 10000 400610
ENO A B CO A B8 CO
* S\ o D3p0ppdeoees | 0050 0001
@TCONO ?_}MPOUIC RPT SEQ ABCOD ABCO
i Ne: 300 e0fDD

PART Il RATINGS

BRI IO o ance W?S o NEEDS DEMONSTR/ "ED OVERALL PERFORMANCE IN
TRAITS \VE{Y MOST{ NEEDS IM&:S-\‘-’E- PRESENT DU Y POSITION
E£ST SCORE
Ex- Some| Much o strat 8
slafaladslofrps F:"i":"? - L Wasis Job Sharcomings §
1.15 WELL INFORMED ON ALL PHASES Bett Most  [Reauirementsl  pnor Major | o
s> o o o o' e | | ol woofnagufane | 000
' R
2. CARRIES OUT ORDEAS THOROUGHLY 44431 423834 33272116 1 1410 & 531
ittt (R I '00)000)0000)000 | 000
AT UL U R o poce o e—
4 %E’y%‘:éﬁ:'E‘:f,’:sﬁl‘f;.%fg“‘;:us“sxﬂ G [] : u : ﬂ ﬂ U : [] U gg&owu‘évsg#%{msnscmo'nME IN GRADE
' s
Deny c
. Promote | Promote Continued
~ LR TR T TR P PR immes | Anssdot | wiibFeen | pomos | Actve | 2
IMPROVEMENT OF THE WORKOF | ol o ol ol ol 0 .
THE GROUP? (Willingness to work)
5 SEEKS OUT OPPORTUNITIES 1O w paogyeoao,0a00 U |
gmsﬁjﬂ.&us;o;mmﬂd Al 10 W g 1 1o 31 282024 | 22980410) 7 5 3 °
0800y 80 o pobpbjocogjoon )

6 DISPLAYS ABILITY TO INITIATE

INDORSER HAS NOT OBSERVED
ACTION WITHOUT DIRECTION R AND CA
FROM OTHERS? (Aggressive pursuit u [] D ﬂ n u u B [] l] [] u ND CANNOT RATE SOLDIER - ﬂ
\ ©of methods to improve job performance) E SCORE @ REPORT BASED ON
i 7.1S SUCCESSFUL IN WORKING XS
WITH OTHERS? (Ability to work A 0 {0 @0 10 k0 (0 Bt RATER  INDORSER

in harmony with others)
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10 ACTIVELY WORKS AT MAINTAINING SOLDIER FULFILLS RESPONSIBILITIES YES
Goob pHysiciAL conomionzas gl 10 10 10 10 il B CONCERNING THE ARMY'S EQUAL R
required by present duty position) OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM
J 00 04 O df 0f 0 cd
MPO AUTHENTICATION
A] REPORT ENTERED ON SOLDIER S [B] COPY OF THIS REPORT MAILED TO [G] MPO SIGNATURE AND DATE
DA FORM 2 SOLDIER ON (date)
DATE 8Y CERT MAIL NO.
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APPENDIX B (2)

RATED SOLDIER S LAST NAME AND SSN
PART 1l CONTINUED
CAREER DEVELOPMENT

POTENTIAL TO SERVE IN 15G DUTY POSITION (EB ONLY)

Outstanding RDID[Excollent RDIDlGoOd RDI[:”Fllr RDlDINone RDID

m COMMENTS ON JOB PERFORMANCE TRAITS (BLOCK A} — MANDATORY IF SCORE IS BELOW 10 OR OVER 40

RATER INDORSER

@ COMMENTS ON DEMONSTRATED OVERALL PERFORMANCE (RLOCK B) — MANDATORY IF SCORE 1S BELOW 8 OR OVER 42
r RATER INDORSER

K] COMMENTS ON ADVANCEMENT POTENTIAL (BLOCK C) — MANDATONY IF SCORE IS BELOW 10 OR OVER 22

o

INDORSER

Q EXPLANATION OF EXCEFTIONAL CONTRIBUTION OR “NO” RESPONSE TO ARMY S EQUAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM (BLOCK G)
RATER INDORSER

PART ilI RATER AUTHENTICATION

[A] ORGANIZATION AND DUTY ASSIGNMENT 'B] NAME AND GRADE cloate
[D] siGNATURE
PART IV INDORSER AUTHENTICATION
A] ORGANIZATION AND DUTY ASSIGNMENT NAME AND GRADE J' DATE
D) siGNATURE -
PART YV REVIEWER AUTHENTICATION
/] SOLDIER WAS RATED BY CORRECT RATER AND INDORSER. | CONCUR WITH BOTH
i 00 NOT coNcur with RATER [J INDORSER [] FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS.
ré] GRGANIZATION AND DUTY ASSIGNMENT [C] NAME AND GRADE DATE 3
@ SIGNATURE
__EART VI  RATED SOLDIER AUTHENTICATION :
&) | HAVE RECEIVED A COPY OF THIS REPORT SIGNATURE [C) oATE
3
DA Form 2168-5 (Test) 1 Aug 73 Workaheet 5
H
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APPENDIX C (2)

RATED SOLDIER S LAST NAME AND SSN

PART Il CONTINUED

e YES
[L) cAREER DLVELOPMENT R & )
SELECT FOR COMMAND SERGEANT MAJOR D E]
SELECT FOR FIRST SERGEANT i
M] COMMENTS ON PERFORMANCE QUALITILS (BLOCK A) — MANDATORY IF SCORE IS BELOW 11 OR OVER 32
RATER INDORSER
[N] COMMENTS ON LEADERSHIP SKILLS (BLOCK C} ~ MANDATORY IF SCORE IS BELOW 11 OR OVER 32
RATER INDORSER
@ COMMENTS ON MISSION ACCOMPLISHMENT (BLUCK D) — MANDATORY IF SCORE IS BLLOW 4 OR OVER 16
RATER \X‘ INDORSER
iPJ COMMENTS ON ADVANCEMENT POTENTIAL (BLOCK E; — MANDATORY IF SCORE 1S BELOW 6 OR OVER 14
RATER INDORSER
1Q) EXPLANATION OF EXCEPTICNAL CONTRIBUTION OR “NO" RESPONSE TO ARMY S EQUAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM (BLOCK 1) ‘
RATER INDORSER K
PART Il RATER AUTHENTICATION
7A] ORGANIZ.TION AND DUTY ASSIGNMENT @ NAME AND GRADE [C] oaTE
D] SIGNATURE
PART IV INDORSER AUTHENTICATION _ -
@ ORGANIZATION AND DUTY ASSIGNMENT @ NAME AND GRADE @ DATE -
[D] siNaTURE
PARTV REVIEWER AUTHENTICATION
@j SCLNIER WAS RATED BY CORRECT RATER AND INDURSER | CONCUR WITH BOTH \’”J
1EO N T CONCUR WITH RATER [ ] INDORSER [} FORTHE FOLLOWING REASC.1S :
3
B, IRGANIZATI N AND DUTY ASSIGRMENT €Y vame ANG GRADE [D] oate )
I ;
[_E; SIGNATURL .
s
PART VI RATED SOLDIER AUTHENTICATION :
7_@ | HAVE RECEIVED A COPY CF THIS REPORT @ SIGNATURE @ DATE :
]
. ki
H ¥
! DA® (m 2166 SA (Test) 1 Aug 73 Workshest & :
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APPENDIX D
ENLISTED EVALUATION REPORT (AR 66200 '
Kin For preparation, see DA Pamphlet 623-1 c SSN
PART | PERSONAL DATA 9 1 2.3 45 6 1 8 3
|A.] GRADE {ABBR) NAME (LAST) (FIRSTY (MB) SSN | B_TYPE OF REPORT 0 $ 2 3 & % 6 7 8 9
\ el AT: GRS 9 ) 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 S
' — ] T | N N A A )
| | D] ORGANIZATION AND STATION oo o 1 2 3 456 7 8 9
¢ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
SPECIFY 0O 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
. : G 3 ¥ REPOR’ B 4
E.| PMOSC | F.{ DMOSC {G.; SMOSC [ Hj PE;’erODM(”)PARu )Ri.:.. s omn b ; 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Moo C’All fOA Gt U €, CiO Rk 16 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9
[ N B RYR Y Rt BTyt e
. |BEGIN l_] NONRATED PERIOD
é YR 4 .}, M © (:() [ I ] Y
__]; DUTY »OSITION TITLE [~ T e T T T LT o7l NO OF MONTHS
Q\ Mo ALETAR wa e, v
\ HYBY RTRY v NYOL G - v C
“\&\ ENnpo L REASONCODES _________
AUTH PAY GR ) A IR T IR LR R
PART 11 RATINGS
__A._' BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF DUTIES
!
I — -
_{}_} INDORSER HAS NCT g REPORT DAILY FRFG INFREQ NHEP® TD, SOLDIER SUPPORTS THE
OBSERVED AND CAN: _ BASEDON CONTACT OBSN ORSN  ANEC ™ ARMY'S EQUAL YEs  NO
NOT RATE SOLDIER " R J - OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM R |}
1 " n s “op ]
I & . 4 1 9 E
__E_J' DUTY PERFORMANCE VEXCFEDE || NFRDS | F ' DEMONSTRATED OVERALL PERFORMANCE
TRAITS SUFLRIOR L OR MEETS llimpiovE | SCORL [T7 NF ASSIGNED DUTIES
TOY DUTY RE MENT
MOSTY| QUIRE v
MENTS Somet Muck \ ——
H Demonstrates S
4 3 2 1 0 R |1 Ranke nhé Cupenion Exceeds ot Shortcomsngs C
Very Brar! v Woa Meets Dury o)
1. Is wel informed on all phases of R ﬁ } U o H . Requirerments Minor Major R
assignedduties, (Scope of knowledge | Yo f Lo Al n J " | E *
about duties) | TR T B | I i A —— T
R S N R J]'J_'_!- poaiopge
2 Cames ot orders withous constant g 1 (7 (|5 47 {3 10 4047 423834 332721154 14106 | 5 31—
supervision {Dependabiinty in pers- 1 3 q [ r " - N LA L 1] a0 non
forming without supervision} < U 8 d . - 1 . ' - o d ! Judy g U U H
| ————————————
3 Shows interest and enthusiasm R f] -5 [! J ﬂ f |G ADVANCEMENT POTENTIAL
for duties. { Atutude towar¢ duties) | ﬁ i i ,’} 3 {F { HAD THE AUTHORITY AND RESPONSIBILITY
J 5 ! bl T ¢ .0 >0, 1 WOULD. (DISREGARD TIME IN GRADE
. . 2R OUIREMENTS)
4, Denwnitrates qualities of leader- R| 0 1] ﬂ oo il s
shup (Exerts positve influence on others) | ] U i 3 3 : ! Prowte | Prenwe || Not Deny C
: S 1 Imme- | Aheadof || Promote Promot Conunued | Q
N - | Gatey Peers With Peers 1901 | Active Duty R
5. Sceks out opportumties for self- g Fj I ] “ ﬂ P ' E -
improvement {Effort directed toward nl™ A ) arn oo .
realization of potential) L g ﬂ {J] ﬂ oo ! R_§ ﬂ 5 {; ¢ 'J‘ U l] ﬂ 3
6 Displays ability to imitiate actions ~ r " ! 130 ?8 :‘:6 2? 2},2 1314 l,? 753 0
without dirgction from others (Ag- Rl '} L] { B U H } r, E’ !] u L v BN U U [] [] I
gressive purswt of methods to improve | ] G h i fn | )
dut ~formance) v ¢ ! 2
uty pe nce . e r.._‘L_.‘:U SC ORE
7. Is successful in working with hl :] i ﬂ ﬁ i i
others. (Abihty to work in harmony | & - 4 al® ' lBLOCKS RATER INDORSER
with others} i '.] [] ] ﬁ '.] i R
. € .
8. Persoral behavior sets a good g i nol \‘ :
example for others (High standards 0 Py i n o E . {‘] " b i~ .Y‘%
of personal conduct) 1 Y {] U iJ R *\N\
; F vY)
9. Takes pride 1n dress and appear- R g U ﬁ L‘ [} 3 H
N n n N
ance (Neat and mlstary in bearing) { ﬂ IJ i {] a 5 ‘
10, Is physically fit ed, f ' CORE
. 1s physically fit, as required, for f { SCORE
MOS/grade duning combat. {Phys:- R U [} g -. G f E '] ~ .
cal condition) 00y c6f 0F O G SUM l J fl l = r 192-_-{ ] :
[
TOTALS h
~ DA Form 2166-5 1 Jut 75 This form, together with DA Form 2166 SA, 1 ful 75, replaces DA Ferm 2166 4, 1 Jul 70, which 13 obsolete
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RATEDN SOLDIER'S LAST NAME AND SSN
4> PART It CONTINUED
J._j CAREER DEVELOPMENT (RECOMMENDATIONS ON SCHOOLING AND ASSIGNMENTS)

J_-] i COMMENTS ARE MANDATORY TO JUSTIFY RATINGS IN PART Il AS FOLLOWS:

a BLOCX E SCORE BELOW 10 OR OVER 40, BLOCK F SCORE BELOW 6 OR OVER 42, BLOCK G SCORE BELOW 10
' OR QVER 22, OR BLOCK D {F SOLDIER DOES NOT SUPPORT ARMY'S EQUAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM.
b INDORSER WHO CHECKS BLOCK I B

2. REMARKS OTHERWISE OPTIONAL.

| .
RATER !
N
INDORSER|
;
3
PART I1]_RATER AUTHE" "ION -
A.] ORGANIZATION AND DU GNMENT f@ NAMZ AND GRADE IC; DATE
¥
|
e
{Di S'GNATURE
s
PART IV_INDORSER AUTHENTICATION
| Al ORGANIZATION AND DUTY ASSIGNMENT B, NAMF AND GRADE 'C] DATE P
! i ~
Dy SIGNATURE
PART V_SOLDIER AUTHENTICATION
A] 1 HAVE SEEN 4 COPY OF TS REPORT COMPLETE THROUGH iB. NAME AND GRADE IC| DATE
~ ACTION BY THE INDGRSER | HAVE BEEN COUNSELED CON- |
CERNING THE REPORT L. i
D SIGIATURE "

PART Vi REVIEWER AUTHENTICATION
A.I SOLDIER WAS RATED BY CORRECT RATER AND INDORSER NO FURTHER ACTION REQUIRED. D
MY REVIEW RESULTS [N ACTION INDICATED BY INCLOSURES. ::a

— - M

EJ ORGANIZATION AND DUTY ASSIGNMENT i_C-:_ NAME AND GRADE Qj DATE

IE} SIGNATURE
p——

LR N

PART VII MILPO CERTIFICATION
.| DATE REPOR: &éNTERED ON DA FM 2-1: ic
'E- SOLDIER § C(“'; -E:I'IEN TO SOLDIER ﬂ FORWARDEL TO SOLDIER [] )
MAILED TO SOLIDIER a CERTIFIED MAILNO o h em

=

L[]

- i
MILPC SIGNATURE N
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APPENDIX E
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[ —

3 Tahes pride in hugh standards R
of dress, grooming, and intlitary
fmanner. ( Miiitary Bearmng) 1 ﬂ " n

SENIOR ENLISTED EVALUATION REPORT (AR 600-200) |
F-or preparstion. see DA Pamphiet 623-1. C. SSN
PARTI PERSONAL DATA ¢ 17 3286 28 8
R [A) N ] P,
A GRADE (ABBR)Y NAME (L AST) (FIKS 1) (M SSN B { TYPL O REPORT b ¢ 3 & % 8 -
INIT ANL CR sp A3 4 22 8 §
T 2 34 % § 4 g
“ () 3 h
r_QJ ORGAKIZATION AND SFATION OTHE R : L 228 28 L E g
I
SPECHY G 1 2 38 58 7 K
AT AT DG - B
S - - ! 6 1 2 3 7 8 9
E.| FMOSC F | pmosc r(i[ SMOSC § | prrion of rg;(ﬁﬂmd L0150 15021 R
vo Alelaliiafololilelelolel| Je ¢ 223 e 2 ¢l 8 2
BLGIN l__] NONRATED PLRIOD
w BEBOROSAGRd e TN
) | DUTY pOSITION T1TL T T M ARG ATS O R Be | T
o &0 51 A0 G630k R R0 S0 R el Ll
I ND REASONCOOES
AUTH PAY R NIREELXEELEREEREX,
PAKT 1} RATINGS
[A] BRILY DESCRIPTION OF DUTIFS ?\‘"
AN
pi
JL' INDORS! R HAS NOT g_] REPORT DAILY IRLQ  INIRFQ  REPT Q_] SOLDIFR SUPPORIT > THL
OBSFRVID aND CAN- BASLD ON- TACT BSN HSN & REC ARMY'S [ QUAL ts NO
NOT RATH SOLDITR [] R ﬁ T] ﬂ OPPORTUNITY PROGRANM R [I
A B )1
_E_J RANRS \SUPt RIOR\ LXCLFDS NEI'DS N ~ _RANKS \_SUFLRIOR EX(’LP[I;.‘; "7; }:(a))‘s‘} s
, WITH TO \OR MLETS \ 1ampPrOVI| ¢ ; o WHH 10 OR MLITS .
PERTORMANCE . DUTYRE-\  MENT | O [HAPLRSHEP S viryS\aos1 \pUTYRE § MIND © O
QUALITIES : g Iskiis S oy, R
QUIRT - B OUIRE i
MENTS Some Much]  E . Ml'.N'l < ‘ Sone Much
s1 a2 1 lo R} 514t 302 1 ]0 IR1
1. Anucipates requuements and 1 Iveloar and to the pont in )
actively pursuce methods of n [] u [] u l] convey e tnfonpation and In m [] " ﬁ ﬂ U :
uproving duty perforinance. vy JdLccions :
(Inmuastive) 1 ﬂ " " ﬂ ﬂ {Com:riucations) 1 n ﬂ4 ,_PL H
2 tsphysicatly fitacnqueea. &0 [0 fU [T U |l 2 Fromotes penanatandore. gl T 1T 0
for MOS/gsade dunng combat through peronad nterest m the
(Physical Condition) I ﬂ -ﬂ J] n " | Jisoblziy (Counscling ! ﬂ ﬂ ﬂ __ﬂ_

3 Proades etfective instiwc ion g [] u
(furmal or informal) to amprove
the pretussonai competencee ot

4 Behavior on and off duty 15 K| u H ” ”
1 accordance with highest Army
standards (Personal Conduct) | ﬂ ﬂ "

" ﬂ m__~ | ...41“_"'_ 9w.-h‘~ (Tmnni-_)

after wordune the alternatives
(Pecnion Abilitvy H ﬂ

cates_(Tromt -*_IWJL A A B
4. Sule ts best course of action R H- j -‘H -“_

T
$ I:dependable and conscien R l’ ” u "
tious in fulfithng obligations

$. I8 faur. mspares cenfidence, Rl" I 1
aceepts purdniee, and has carned

il 1 _ﬂ_ [

Jassigned duties (Techsical

O 1 I

(Responsibility) IR 8:{::; Rel uonships with TN
6 1s well informed on the scope 4 )
of knowledge required tor R u h u U ”

TOTALS

H] ADVANCEMI NT POTENTIAL - If I had the avthonty and reenonsibifity

to Jo s, I would (Divicgard me in graae requuicmnents )
S
TOTALS Promote Deny é)
_(_;_., DI MONSTRATFD OVERALL PERFORMANCEH Promote Ahuad of Promote Not Continued|
Iinmeduately Pecrs With Peers Promote  Active Duty:  {
Exceeds ot Demonstrates (S' kﬂ ﬂ ﬂ [] [] ﬂ u [] ﬁ
Ranks With Superior Meets Duty Shortcomings (|z 28 4 262218 1410 6 z A
Very Best to Most  § Requisements) Minos Major i 1 [] [I ﬂ ﬂ [I ﬂ ﬁ
K IRt K 1 i G mKh SCQRES
Ri
U o] 0000000000000 0100 X , . S ORI
TE23201714 [ 10 8 6 31 ; M ¢ F
woorsce | J[0 0 0 0 0y 010 .

St MO SCORLS

i
DA Form 2166 SA 1 Jul 75

e
This forrm, together with DA Form 2166-5, 1 Jul 75, replaces DA Form 2166-3, 1 Jul 70, which is obs.lete.
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RALID SOLDIER'S LAST NAME AND SSN

PART 1l CONTINUED

L] CARI LR DEVELOPMENT (RECOMMENDATIONS ON SCHOOLING AND ASSIGNMENTS)

RECOMMEND FOR-

| CSM (E-8 & E-9)
rR{
1

15G (E-7)
R
1

K

2

COMMLNTS ARE MANDATORY TO JUSTIFY RATINGS IN PART 11 AS FOLLOWS:

a BLOCK E SCORE BF1OW 6 OR OVLR 24, RLOCK F SCORL BFLOW 5 OR OVER 20, BLOCK G SCORF BELOW 6 OR OVER 36, BLOCK H

SCORF BELOW 6 OR OVER 14, OR BLOCK D iF SOLDIFR DOFS NOT SUPPORT ARMY'S EQUAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM.

b INDORSER WHO CHI'CKS BLOCK 11 B,
REMARKS O1Ht RWISE OPTIONAL.

[RATIR |

Ny

[P

INDOKSI R

PA

RT 11l RATER AUTHENTICATION

)

ORGANIZATION AND DUTY ASSIGNMENT

[BJ NAME AND GRADE

CJpaTE

D) SIGNATURE

PART JV_INDORSER AUTHENTICATION
A ] ORGANIZATION AND DUTY ASSIGNMENT P‘NAME AND GRADE C]DATE
D.|SIGNATURE
PART v SOLDIER AUTHENTICATION
[A] 1AV SFEN A COPY OF THIS REPORT COMPLETE THROUGH ACTION  |BJNAME AND GRADE iCJDATE
BY FiL INDORSIR | HAVE BEEN COUNSELED CONCERNING THE
REPORT. DJSIGNATURE

PART VI REVIEWER AUTHENTICATION

MY REVILW RISULTS IN ACTION INDICATFD BY INCLOSURES, [j

A—‘] SOLDILR WAS RATED BY CORRLCT RATER AND INDORSLR NO 1 URTHER ACTION REQUIRED. D

[ B.JORGANIZATION AND DUTY ASSIGNME NT - ICJ] NAME AND GRADE D] DATE
E ] SIGNATURE
PART VI MILPO CERTIFICATION
A]DAIL RIPORT ENTERED ON DA FM 2.1; c) Dy
| BJSOLDILK'S COPY" GIVENTO SOLDIER [] FORWARDED TO SOLDIER |] .
MAILI D10 SO1 DIER. [} CERTIFIED MAILNO. ___ _ — MILPO SIGNATUPE. uie
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY PAMPHLET No. 5231

PERSONNEL EVALUATION

PREPARATION OF ENLISTED
EVALUATION REPORTS
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Pampaver

No. 623-1

Parm 623-1

HEADQUARTERS
DEPARTMENT OF THUE ARMY
Warianaron, DC, 7 Yay 1075

PERSONNEL EVALUATION
PREPARATION OF ENLISTED EVALUATION REPORTS

1. Purpose. This painphlet provides instructions
for completing DA orms 2166- 3, Knli-ted Iival-
uation Report (EULR 1. for personnl in pay grade
E-8 and below and 2166-5.\ Scrior Bidi-ted Eval-
wation Report (SESR). 1ot petsonuel v pay
grade E-6 and above

2. Concept. The Aoy g nintain an eflicient
and effective system of personnel evaluation. The
evaluation repuit = of major sygniticance in
zehicd ing this objective.

Each evaluation report affects rot unly the
soldier evaluated 1ut al~o other ~oldievs and the
Army as a whole, The report 15 important for the
soldier’s own carecr objectives, but it al-o impacts
upon the personne! managenent system and upon
the Army’s ability to maintain mu enlizted force
of high quality.

In erder to inwure fairness in the vating of <ol-
diers, no one facet of the individual's performance
should be considered as the prime. factor to be
evaluated. No single instance of outstanding or
mediocre performance :hould be allowed to over-
shadow the individual's total peiformance.
Rather, the evaluation ~hould weigh the entire
spectrum of the soldier®. performance duving the
rated periad.

If evaluations are to be vahd. it is necessary that
they be based on the *whole person™ concept. The
evaluation must address all portinent aress of per-
formance. potential, and character. These inelude
demonstrated performance of daty, personal con-
durt, phy=ical fitpess. appearance, attitude, and
other factors.

An evaluation report which i~ rendered care-
fuily and fairly. along with performance on =kili
tests, gives a reliable indication of the soldier’s
competence in comparison with others of the same
grade. Such evaluations enhance the credibility of
the evaluation system, and allow for the careful
screening of the enlizted ranks which is necossary
to maintain high military professional standards.
3. Responsibilities, «. The Commanding Ofticer

*Thir pamphlct supersedes DA Pam 623-1, 1 October 1970.

TAGO 421A —-Aprit  580-474.0—75

62

of the soldier is 1esponsible for deswenating the
rater and indorser. The rater must be in the direct
line of superviswon over the rated soldser, The rater
st be in pay grade E-6 o1 above and at least
one pay grade higher than the rated ~oldier. The
indorzer also must be in the divect line of super-
vision and sepior 1o the sater in cither pay giade
or date of rank. The reviewer must be o warrant
or commissioned oflicer i direct line of supervision
and seniar to the indorser, If civilian supersisors
are part of the rating scheme, refer to chapter 8,

" AL 600-200 {for nceessary gnidletines.

. "The Military Per<onnel Ofticer is responsible
for eompleting Part 1 of the Evaluation Report.
'The Evalaation Report i conupleted in turn by
the rater, the indorser, aud the reviewer. Except
in cages where the rated soldier has departed for
a permanent change of station. the indorser ob-
tains the raced soldier’s signature in Part 'V prior
to forwarding the report to the reviewer., After
the reviewer has authenticated the report, the
completed Evaluation Report is returned to the
Military Personnel Officer. The Militury Per-on
nel Officer reviews the report for accuracy, enters
the pediod of the report on the soldier’s record. and
transmit * a copy of the report to the ruted soldier.
If the report is adverse, the MILPO will piovide
written guidance on procedures for appeil to the
-ated soldier with the soldier’s copy of the report.
1. General Instructions For Preparing Evalua-
tion Reports. « The Fvaluation Report 3
muchine-scored by means of mavk sensing. In coa-
pleting the mark sensed portion of the form:

1. Use a number 2 lead pencil
2, Erasc completely any changes
3. Do not mark outside box
4. Mark all space within hox
5. Make pencil marks heavy
. Do not fold. tear or otherwisc mutilate the

o

form.
b. Part T and VII of the report will be
completed by the Militury Personnel Officer
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(MILPO). Parts L1, I11, IV and V will be com-
pleted by the rater and indorser. Part VU will be
completed by the reviewer except when the rater
or indorser is a General Officer or officer of flag
rank and no reviewer is required.
5. Instructions For Completing Part II of
EER: Rators and Indorsers, (MILPO will have
completed Pact 1.)

A. Check Part I carefully for possible dis-
crepancies and proceed with Part 1T,

B. Bleck A.

The rater will enter actual duties performed
by the rated soldi~r including additional duties.

C. Block B.

If the indorser cannot give an accurate and
reliable rating to the individual, Block B should
be checked and explained in Block J. In this case
no other portions of Part IT will be comnpleted by
the indorser.

D. Block C.

Two selections are possible. Check the ap-
propriate box to indicate {requency of contact,
and, if applicable, also check “reports and records.™

E. Black D.

Mark the “yes” or “no” block as appro-
priate. A “no” response here requires explanation
in Block J.

F. Block E. Duty Performance Tr:its.

Rate the individual carefully on each of the
ten duty performance traits by marcking the ap-
propriate box for each trait. Mark ratings in soft
pencil on the basis of the giver rating scale. Enter
the score for each trait in bla~k ink in the score
box at the right-hand column. Total these scores
and enter in the totals bos at the bottom of the
right-hend column, and in the appropriate loca-
tion in Block H. The same marking procedure will
be used for Blocks F' and (&, using the appropriate
boxes in Block H. If the score for Block E exceeds
10 or is less than 10, justify in Block J.

G. Block F. Demonstrated Overall Perform-
ance of Assigned Duties.

It is in this section that the rated soldier's
strengths and weaknesse- car be considered using
the yardstick of overall yerformance. If score ex-
ce ds 42 or is helow 6, justify in Block J.

H. Block (7. Advancement Potential,

Rate the soldier on ability to perform in

the next higher grade by considering the soldier’s
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total capacity in comparison with other individ-
uals of the same grade and length of service. ff
score exceeds 22 or is below 10, justifv in Block J.
L. Block H. Scoves.
The rater and indorser enter the scores
from the appropriate boxes from Blocks E, T,
and 3 and total them The indorser then adds the
two subscores (sum of scores). The totai score can-
not exceed 250 points. Dividing this total by two.
the indorser will enter the result as the report
score. The result will be a whole number or a
whole number and a decimal (e.g. 117, 117.5). If
only & rater i3 involved, the rater's total will be
entered as the report score.
J. Rlock 1. Carcer Development,
Recommendations for logical career devel-
opment, such as advanced schooling and specianl
assignments are appropriate here.
K. Blork J. Comments.

This block is provided for comments by the
rater and indorser. Scores requiring mandatory
comments are listed in the heading ,f this block.
Comments may be mace in this blesk regardless
of scores. Comments must be either typed or neatly
brinted in black ink.

6. Instructions for Completing Part II of
SEER: Raters and Indorsers. (MIiLPQ will
Liave completed Part 1.)

A. Check Part I carefully for possible dis-
crepancies and proceed with Part 11,

B. Block L.

The rater will enter actual ducies performed
by the rated soldier including additional duties.

C. Block B.

I1f the indorser cannot give an accurate and
reliable rating for the individual, Block B should
Le checked and explained in Block K. In this case
no other portions of Part IT will be completed by
tlio indorser.

D. Block C.

Two selections are possible. Check the ap-
propriate box to indicate frequency of contact,
and, if applicable, also check “reports and records”.

E. Blocie D.

Mark the “yes” or “no” block as appropri-
ate. A “no” response here requires expianation in
Biock K.
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Ruaibe indnvidual caretally sneoeh of th
sty perfoummn e quatities Ty uargmyg e wppe
priate box for cach qualitv. Mavk rating- in ot
poretlonthe Fass of the goon ot ag seate. Junier
the seore for ewain qulity in hlack waic i the ¢ oie
box at the mignt had colian, Ter o0 those 1o s
dred eater .n the totals box at the Luitea of
dp at-hand coluri wd an cthe appt e foen-
1.0 Bhek 1 The same roarking cre vinee will
be used for Blocks Fo Gy aad 1L asing the upproe-
printe boyes v Bloek L1 e seore for Block 1
eaeee(s 210 s aess toan sl aesdiv e Blog

(1. Bleck &, Leadership skilt .

These <kill~ ere eritionl to 11 - censr o1
hieted coldicr. The woldier's pevforaance as o
lewdor depn neds on miastering them, (f the cooe
axceeds 20 o0 s bdow S.ojnstise in B ook K.

H. B2ae? ors Demsonstrated €3 oraid T
farmsnee.

v orating fennoexn ey ov oadl oF e
attvibutes and trvt required for & ¢ capliie eoui-
uation. Tt 1+ m thi- =ection that veu can con xler
alt of the rated ~<lber’s strengths ana vadiness
using the yardstick of overall perf-taance. 1
~core exceed- 36 or is helow 6. inchify in Bloek K.

1. Blocke /1. Advancenmnt Potential.

Raie the soldier vn ability to perforta .
the next higher grade by considering total ca-
pacity . coraparizon with other mdnaduals of
the vame grade and Jength of servies, If score es
cevds 14 or 1= below 6, juseify in Bk K

A Blu .. Scores.

The tater and indor-er enter ihe seores
from the apvso,.tute bazes from Blo ks ELFLO G
ard 1T and totad them, The indorser then adids
the tvo wub-«cores (sum ef scores). This total
~care cannot eaveed 250 pointz, Dividing this total
by twe the indorser enters the result @ the report
score The resdt will be & whole v mber or a
whole number -1 a deenasl (eg. 1170, 417.5). If
only a rater i« avelved the rater's ttal will bLe
the repert seore.

K. Rlock J. Career Development,

Recommendation for logical care. r dev-lap-
nont, anch as advanced schooling ard special
ac<ignments a-¢ sppropriate here. If the soldier
lie < the potential to be a First Sergean: or Com-
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o nd Scgeant Major, cheek the appionii t bioed
eor g to grade,

T, Ruel K. Connments,

Tr. o bleck s provided for cominents Py il
caer i indorser, Seocos pogques g manetitory
craentave Yated o the Deadin e oo the Hack,
Coamenis may be made w G B ve adlows
o he weore. (ommvits must o e {yped op
neeth printed.

7. Tustructions For £ empleting Paviz 1L TV,
V. VI, and VII of EER and SFER.

S Prepaving Parts 111 and 117 {Raters and
Frdo o). The vater aned iinlors 1 will e wnnlete
Purts LT and IV respeetively, These on les. ex-
copt o signatwre, must be teped or prited ip
black ok, Tise blaek ink £ sighatures.

1. Ceunseling,

1. After signing the report, the riter will
dizenss the report with the rated soddier sud coun
se! the seldier. After coungeling. the rater ] for-
waid the report to the indorses

2 To be sndy effeetize, prrforninee coun-
sehing 1anst nei be limited to this occasion. hut
hould ovenr vhenever guidance is appropriate.
Performance counseliiyr or “voaching” s arts on
the . y the solaier reports for duty and continues
thiough the soidier s entire assigoment. Congtiu-
tive counseling must be adapted to the varying
ciresungtunces or specifie situations. It must be
executed carefully and conscientiously. Counseling
niust be designed to enliance the effectiveness of
subadinates in the perd nmeace of sperifi - duties

(. Ciitaining Bared Sc'dier's Sian. ture iv
Pues b (Indorser).

1. The inderser is responsible for obtaining
the rated soldier’s signature in Part V. orior to
forwarding the report to the reviewer. Howeve:.
if the solgier has departed for 2 permanent change
of tation without seeiti and signing the evalua-
tion reputt, the indorser will note this fact in Part
V. and forward the report to the reviewer without
the rated soldics's signature.

2. Prioi t- obtaining th- voted soldier’s sig-
natwre on the ¢ valuation form, the indoiser will
voriy that the rater has counseled the soldier re-
garding the Evaluation Report.

3. The inderser will farther counsel the
wldie .

t. If th report is adverse, the indorser will
aduvze lie soldier of the nature of the report and
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inforn: the soldier fhat the MILPO will provide
suddanes for submission of appeals.
D, Prepacing Pari VI (Recigwer).

i. The designated reviewer will compiete
Blocks AL B0 0 D.oand E, usine black ink or
typing.

¢ The resiewer i< responsivie for ascuring
‘nat:

a, Lhe vior rogater and indorvser com
pleted the form,

4. The requiied jusgtification for low or
Ingh ratmgs has been made, addresges pertinent
areas. and appears veasonable,

o Any regative entry for the Equal Op-
portunity block is adequately documented.

. Prepaving Part VII (M'115°0).

MILPO will complete Elocks A, B, (" and
) («ix vegition alpha numeric unit identification
vode of MILTO will be entered in Block D).
<. Reneral Instructions on Adverse and Speciel
Report: (EER and SEER).

A Adverse Reports,

1. Definition.

An Fraluation Report is adverse when:

a. The rating scores awarded in Part IJ,
by eithc r rater or indorser, are $7 low as to require
written justification.

b. Part IT, Clock . shows a negative
entry far the Equal Oppottunity Program.

2. Handling of Adverse Reports.

«. If a report is adverse, according to the
above definition, the indorser will advise the rated
soldier of the nature of the report and inform the
soldier that MILPO will prov'de assistance for
swhimiss:ion of appeal.

&. Tipen receipt of an adverse report. the
royiewer will:

(1) Inquire as to anv unnsual circum-
<tances ~urronnding submission of the report.

{2} Refer the r1eport to the rater and/
ov inden ser for further comme ot or clarification
as appropriate.

e, After authenticalinr an adverse re-
vort, the reviewer will forward to MILPO.

B. Special Report.

S-.ecinl veports may be prepared when a
sildier’s performance of duty is, ia the rater’s
opinion, so ontstanding or deficient that it war-
vanits submissian of a veport prior to the annual

ep ot - ov fadler details, <ee AR 600-200,
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9, Admini-trative P..:2ssing of Reports by the
Military P:rsonnel Officer (EER and SEER).

A. The Military Personnel Officer (MILPO)
intiiates the initial and annual Evaiuation Lieport
by completing Part 1 and entering the so'dier’s
last name and social security number on the top
ine of Page 2. Change of rater Evaluation Repoits
(CR) will be initisted primariis by the raters:
however. 1} ey may be initiated by the MITPO
A gpecial Esaluation Report (SP) is always
witiated by the rator. A report initiafed by the
rater will be coordinuted with the MILPO for
completion of Part I prior to conpleting subse-
quent parts of the form. When completing ti:e non-
rated perviod block of Part I, a »ated meath is
defined as any month in swhich the reter supervised
the soldicr 16 or more calendar days. Othernise
the monih will be counted as non-rated with tae
reasem for pon-rating recorded on the “Reason
Codes™ livs in the appropriate o le ag shown in
table 1,

B. The MILPO will forward the forms
throngh the commander to the rater. The form is
completed in turn by the rater, indorser, and ve-
viewer. The reviewer returns the completed
Evaluation Report to the MILPO, who reviews
the report for accuracy. ‘The MILPO enters the
datc of the report on DA Form 2-1, reproduces the
ruvort and provides a copy to the rated soldier.
The report is transmitred to the rated soldier as
follows:

1. Report= which ure not adverse and have
been signed by the <oldier, may be forwarded
through the distribation center in a sealed en-
velope. given to the <oldier. or sent by first-class
mail.

2. Reporis which are not adverse but have
not been signed by the soldiei, will be sent to the
soldier by first-class mail.

3. Reports which are adverse and have
been signed by the rated soldier may be given
to the soldier personally or forwsrded through
the distribution center in a sealed envelope.

4. Adverse reports which must be mmiled
will, in all cases, be sent by certified mail.

C. The MILPO will seni the original report
to USAEEC. Detailed MILPO responsibilities
are specified in chapter 8, AR 600-200.
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Code
A ...

B.......

Coaoo o

Table 1. Codes for Non-Rated Periods

Defintion
AWOL/Desertion.

Breuk in active service (must be 12 months or less. If more than
12 months, begin date of the EER will be month soldier
returned to active duty. Inclusive dates of break in service will
be added to the non-rated period block on the EER/SEER.

Confinement in a military or civilian detention facility; assigned
to Military Perconnel Control Facility; or, assigned to Correc~
tional Truining Facility.

Intransit between duty <tations including leave, travel an! TDY.
Missing in Action.
Patient (includes convalescent leave).

Lack of Rater Qualification (60 days for E-1 thru E-5) or (80
days for E-6 thru E-9).

Recruiter Intern.
Student at & military @ civiiian school.

TDY or Specicl Duty (SD) other than as a student. If TDY or
SD will excecd 60 calendar days for E-5 and below or 90
calendar days ‘or E-¢ thru -9 soldiers, vhen a Change of Rater
report is required upon depariure to the TDY or SD unit and
by the TDY or 8D uuit upon return to parert unit.

Prisoner ¢f War.

None of the sbove. Letter of explanstion vitached.
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