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The Honorable Howard H. Callaway
The Secretary of the Army

Dear Mr. Secretary:

We recently completed a study of the Amvxy~_Zlisted=Evaluation
System at the Enlisted Evaluation Center, Fort Benjamin Harrison,
Indiana. We also inquired into the use of the system at two field
installations in Kentucky, Fort Campbell and Fort Knox.

The Enlisted Evaluation System is part of the Army's Enlisted
Personnel Management System. Army Regulation 600-200 says that its
purpose is to provide an objective measurement of the military and
tachbni competene_ of_ enlisted personnel to perform duties in their
assigned military occupational specialties (MOSs). Evaluation scores
are used with other information as a basis for personnel actions and
for other management actions, such as developing individual and unit
training plans pertaining to areas covered by MOS evaluation tests.

The Evaluation process consists of (1) an MOS evaluation test
and a performance test, when applicable, to measure an individual's
ability to solve typical problems encountered in his MOS assignments
and to apply information considered essential for performing in job
situations, and (2) one or more Enlisted Efficiency Reports which
represents a supervisor's appraisal of certain professional charac-
teristics, duty performance, and advancement potential. The eval-
uation score is obtained by combining test scores and scores
assigned to the Enlisted Efficiency Reports.

Center officials estimated that in fiscal year 1970 the system
cost about $7.5 million, including about $1.9 million for operating
the Center and $5.6 million for pay of (1) personnel who prepared
and administered the tests ($3.0 million) and (2) personnel tested
($2.6 million).

Prior to our study the Army Audit Agency had examined the
Center's operations as part of its Army-wide audit of certain aspects
of the Volunteer Army. It concluded that administrative refinements
in the system were needed and that the Deputy Chief of Staff for
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Personnel should require commanders, personnel officers, and testcontrol officers to take appropriate action to insure that all eligiblepersonnel are tested in their MOSs.

We observed some conditions we are bringing to your attention,primarily absenteeism of enlisted personnel at the test, compromise oftest security, and limited use of test results to evaluate training.We also noted that the evaluation system does not have the impact onenlisted personnel promotion decisions which Army Regulation 600-200and Pamphlet 611-8 imply. Even though the Army has recognized theseconditions as problems and is taking some steps to correct them, webelieve that your support is needed if the objectives of the systemare to be achieved.

These matters are discussed in more detail below.

TEST ABSENTEEISM

The Army requires an annual evaluation of all eligible personnelin primary MOSs, and every second year in secondary MOSs. To beeligible for evaluation the individual must fulfill the followingcriteria: (1) have completed 16 months of active duty, irrespective
of pay grade; (2) be on an enlistment which, when completed, will
aggregate 3 or more years of total active duty; and (3) have heldhis primary MOS at least 90 days immediately prior to testing.

The Army Audit Agency reported that in fiscal year 1972 about50,000 eligible soldiers (14 percent) missed their scheduled MOS tests,most without valid excuses. Test officers at Fort Campbell told usthat in August 1973 nearly 98 percent of the eligible soldiers weretested, but that usually between 60 and 70 percent do not show up onthe day scheduled for testing. At Fort Knox a report showed that about15 percent of the eligible soldiers were not tested in the May 1973test period.

Test Control Officers at these installations told us theybelieved that unit commanders do not fully understand or emphasizethe importance of the testing program and that this gives rise toabsenteeism.

To correct the absentee problem the Center is reemphasizing tounit commanders the importance of the testing program. Also, the
Army is revising its regulations to make more explicit the provisionsrequiring soldiers to be tested and to emphasize the need for appro-priate action when soldiers fail to attend scheduled MOS tests with-out valid excuses.

TEST COMPROMISE

The number of MOS test compromises, i.e., acquisition of copies
of tests by unauthorized persons, seems to be increasing. During the
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1960s the average number of compromise cases reported was about 12 a
year. During the first six months of calendar year 1973, 35 cases of
suspected compromise were reported. Center officials told us that
they believed this had occurred because prescribed security and control
procedures had not been followed. Adverse effects of test compromise
include the (1) cost of revising the tests, (2) possible failure of
the system to rank soldiers objectively, and (3) risk that soldiers
will lose confidence in the equity of the system.

The Center has sent test control officers letters focusing on
this problem as well as extracts of a special report on the subject
prepared by a Center psychologist. The Center has also developed
computer programs to identify scores reflecting abnormal improvement
for investigation by installation commanders, and it is experimenting
with non-reproduceable inks for printing MOS tests. Starting in
fiscal year 1974, the Army Inspector General's Office has made
inspection of security procedures at test control offices part of its
regular inspection program.

USE OF TEST RESULTS BY TRAINING OFFICERS

The Center sends a quarterly report to operation and readiness
officers summarizing MOS test results. This report compiles scores
in each major area tested and may indicate a need to adjust training
programs or emphasis. The report also compiles scores of groups of
soldiers within units when 10 or more soldiers were tested in the
same MOS code. The training officers we interviewed agreed that
the report should be useful to them, but some were not receiving the
report or were not using it to analyze their training programs.

The Center is attempting to improve the value of its summary of
MOS test results. The Center has revised the report format to provide
more specific information on areas of weaknesses and is sending the
report to units where five or more soldiers were tested in the same
MOS code. The Center also has prepared a new instruction sheet to
enable training officers to use the test results more effectively.

EFFECT OF THE SYSTEM ON PROMOTIONS

Although one stated purpose of the system is to provide an
objective measurement of the competence of personnel to perform
duties in their assigned MOSs, the system does not appear to have
much impact on decisions to promote eligible enlisted personnel.

Shown below are the nine elements listed on the promotion point
worksheet, a form prepared for soldiers being considered for promotion
through pay grade E-6.
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Maximum Points
Time in service 100
Time in grade 100
Evaluation score 150
Civilian education 100
Military education 125
Physical requirements 25
Commander's evaluation 100
Awards and decorations 50
Promotion board points 250

1 000

The evaluation score (60 percent representing evaluation test
scores and 40 percent representing Enlisted Efficiency Report ratings)
is the most objective measurement of performance, yet it accounts for
a maximum of only 150 points (15 percent) of a possible 1,000 points
on the promotion point worksheet. The other elements are more subjective
measurements or are associated with time.

If the evaluation system is to achieve the stated purpose of
providing an objective measurement of the competence of enlisted person-
nel and if soldiers are to take the system seriously, it seems reason-
able to expect that more weight should be given to this measurement in
the promotion decision process than now is the case.

The Enlisted Evaluation System appears to provide the Army with
an objective evaluation means which could be used more effectively.
Actions already taken should result in improvements in the system's
operation, but we believe the system will not achieve its purpose with-
out the active support of field installation and unit commanders. This
support is not likely to be forthcoming as long as the system is per-
ceived as primarily the responsibility of the Center rather than the
responsibility of each operating command and subordinate unit.

You may wish to study in more detail the matters discussed above
to strengthen the role of this system as part of the Army's overall
personnel management system.

We would appreciate receiving your comments and being advised of
any further action taken or planned. We appreciate the cooperation and
courtesy of Army officials during this study. If you have any questions
or desire further information, we would be pleased to meet with you or
your staff.

Sincerely yours,

Forrest R. Browne
Director
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