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FOREWORD

The objective of Work Unit MARKSMAN is to identify methods of improving
marksmanship training. This report describes work accomplished during Phase 1, which
was concerned primarily with basic rifie marksmanship.

The research is being conduciec. at Fort Benning, Georgia as a joint effort of the
U.S. Army Infantry School and the Human Resources Research Organization (HumRRO)
Division No. 4. Military support and coordination for the research is being provided by
the U.S. Army Infantry Human Research Unit.

Dr. T.0. Jacobs is Director of HumRRO Division No. 4. Dr. James W. Dees was
Work Unit Leader of MARKSMAN. Other HumRRO personnel engaged in the research
were two associates, Mr. George J. Magner and Mr. Michael R. McCluskey, and a
developmental engineer, Mr. Lyman K. Harris.

The following U.S. Army Infantry Human Research Unit personnel participated
directly in the research: 1LT Marvin J. Pesek, SFC Lucien T. Brewer, SFC Herbert G.
Thompson, SP5 John H. Hubbard, SP5 David D. Myer, SP5 Kevin J. O’Reilly, SP5 Allen
R Searles, SP5 David R. Sennett, and SP4 Richard G. Winslow.

Appreciation is expressed to Major General John M. Wright and Lieutenant General
(then Major General) George 1. Forsythe, former Commandants of the U.S. Army
Infantry School, to the present Commandant, Major General Orwin C. Talbott, and
Assistant Commandant, Brigadier General Sidney B. Berry for their considerable interest
and assistance.

Directors of the Weapons Department, U.S. Army Infantry School, during the
conduct of the research have been COL Joel M. Hollis, COL John T. Carley, and COL
Jack L. Conn. The systems analyses of weapons training were conducted under the
direction of LTC Freddie R. Wenck. LTC Barney K. Neal served as Chief of the Rifle
Marksmanship Evaluation Study Group (RMESG) during its first year of operation, and
was succeeded by the present Chief, MAJ Robert W. Faulkender. Deputy Chief of
RMESG during the early stages of research was MAJ Clifton R. Franks; MAJ Peter
Sharber is currently serving as Deputy. Project Officers for the individual experiments
were MAJ William E. Smith I1II, CPT Gerry A. Harr, CPT Robert L. Newkirk, CPT
Ronald S. Popp, CPT Henry D. Robertson, CPT Ronald E. Saxton, CPT Michael P.
Shaver, CPT St. Elmo P. Tyner 1l and CPT Prentis D. Wilson.

HumRRO research for the Department of the Army is conducted under Contract
DAHC 19-70-C-0012. Training, Motivation, and Leadership Research is conducted under
Army Project 2Q06210A712.

Meredith P. Crawford
President
Human Resources Research Organization
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

PROBLEM

Commanding officers in Vietnam, and gatherings such as the Traiiing Centers
Conference held at Fort Benning in 1968 have expressed a strong belief that individual
rifle marksmanship is not as good as it could and should be. Furthermore, no compre-
hensive, systematic study of Army rifle marksmanship has heen conducted since the Work
Unit TRAINFIRE studies conducted by HumRRO in 1954.

The rifle used by infantrymen in Vietnam is considerably different from the weapon
(M1) used in the TRAINFIRE studies. Compared to the M1 and also the M14, the M16
rifle is lighter in weight and uses a lighter projectile with a higher muzzle velocity, giving
it a relatively flat trajectory. In addition, the weapon has an automatic capability and
comparatively little recoil. The effect of these changes in the weapon must be evaluated.
More importantly, however, the original TRAINFIRE studies were concerned with the
utility of the general training techniques, not directed toward the determination of what
marksmanship skills should be taught. Phase 1 of Project MARKSMAN is concerned
primarily with basic nifle marksmanship. Aithough concerned with both “how’ to teach
and “what” to teach, the major emphasis of MARKSMAN was on "what” should he
taught.

METHOD

A total of 21 experiments dealing with varied aspects of rifle marksmanship are
described in summary fashion in this report and are reported individually in the appen-
dices. The experiments were planned and administered through cooperation among three
different agencies: The Human Resources Research Organization (HumRRO), the US.
Army Infantry Human Research Unit (USAIHRU) collocated with HumRRO Divison No.
4, and the Rifle Marksmanship Evaluation Study Group (RMFSG) of the Weapons
Department of the U.S. Army Infantry School at Fort Benning, Georgia. In gencral,
HumRRO had the technical responsibility for the project: the USAIHRU provided
personnel and expertise in direct support of HumRRO: and the RMESG had overail
administrative responsibility for the experiments and for the implementation of the
results into training changes.

RESULTS

The results of the experiments conducted in Phase 1 of the MARKSMAN rescarch
are summarized in the following paragrsphs.

(1) Mode of Fire. Semiautomat'e fire is superior to automalic fire against single,
raultiple, and area targets under conaitions of illumination which allow the use of the
MI6.AL sight. Where the conditions of illumination are insufficient to allow the use of
the MIGAL sight. the automalic mode (three-round burst) is superiar to the semiauto-
matic mode. These factors have not bwen studied for moving or i:al tangets.

t2) Finng Techaque and Sght. () Aimed fire s generally better than pointing
(e, whether at night of in the daytime. The Quick-Fire technique is included as a
method of pomting hee. (b A special sght swoviding a luminescent front sight pust andd
a rear apertun i exoes of flive nullimetets in diameter s requirned for accurate, low
ummation kevel Gnng. (0) The same large reazaperture sght can be used for aimed fire
agminst close rangy langets fequinng a queck reaction.




(3) Firing Po-ition. (a) Decfensive positions (foxhole and bunker) are superior to
offensive positions 1n bhoth speed on target and accuracy. (b) Among the offensive
positions, kneeling supported and kneeling are the best overall for speed and accuracy
combined. (c¢) In ‘Lie prone position, support is quite important in the daytime, but its
addition makes no appreciable difference at night.

(4) Carry Position. The results are inconclusive, but there is an indication of a
possible speed advantage to a modification of the British alert position as compared to
the underarm carry. The British alert position is a tiring position, and could only be used
when there was potential, immediate enemy threat.

(5) Aiming Points. Aiming at the center of the target at distances out to 300
meters is equal in accuracy to the present adjusted aiming point system for the M16 rifle,
and is simpler to teach.

(6) Sight Calihration. The prezeroing of sights, using a collimator and a three-
-round orrection group is equal to the personal zero established by the individual
shooting the weapen and offers the potential of simple training, facilitates simple
battlefield and armory checks without firing the weapon, and allows a reduction of the
training aminunition expenditure for zeroing.

(7) Pupil-Ccach. The pupil-coach system does not have any impact upon perform-
ance. Therefore, this time could be used t¢ better advantage.

(8) BB Gun and Tape for Night Firing. Night practice with the BB gun did not
improve performanc: in night record fire. Alsn, when tape was placed along the barrel of
the BB gun, night p-actice with the BB gun had a detrimental effect on night record fire.

(9) Wearing of Equipment During Marksmanship Training. The wearing cof the
helmet and web gea: had no appreciable effect upon record fire scores in Basic Rifle
Marksmanship. The wearing of this equipment was originally recommended by the
TRAINFIRE studies ii: order to increase bhattlefield fidelity. Wheiher the wearing of this
equipment actually increases battlefield fidelity is not readily testable.

(10) Position of Quick Fire in Training. The sequence of Quick Fire in Basic Rifle
Marksmanship {early or late) had no impact upon BRM record scores. However, those
individuals who had Quick-Fire training late in BRM did perform better when tested on
their Quick-Fire skiils than did those individuals who had the Quick-Fire training early in
BRM. This coald have heer caused either by the revency of the training. or by some
more important training factor. In any event, there are no disadvantuges to having Quick
Fire late in the BRM program, aiid there may e an advantage.

(11) Ev:duation of Training Changes in Night Firing. It was determined that a
4%hour night finng progrem outlined in the text was superior to the present 7-hour
program.

(12) Use of Competitive Marksmen as  Assistant  Instructors. The present range
training nrmat does not allow sufficient time or freedom for an incresse in the quality
or the qrantity o!f assistant instructors to improve marksmanship scores.

(13) Dayig' .t Training for N-ght Fining. Subjects trained on night finng technigues
in the duylime performed conmdersbly better on their night record fire than did subjects
traivcd on the same rchnques for the same length of time at night

e ——— ra— e ..



CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

(1) The semiautomatic mode of fire should be emphasized.

(2) A night sight with a luminescent front sight post and a large-apcrture rear sight
would be valuable not only for night firing but also against close range targets requiring a
quick response. The large-aperture rear sight could be combined with a small-aperture,
peep sight in a “flip type' arrangement.

(3) The kneeling supported and kneeling position should be emphasized in training
where their use would not bring undue exposure to the infantryman. In the prone
position, support should be used whenever possible in the daytime.

(4) Aimed fire is superior to pointing fire in all cases, but a special sight is
required to accommodate both the low illumination level condition and the close range,
quick response target.

{5) The use of special “alert” carry positions should be studied further.

(6) A center of target aiming point system is equal to the adjusted aiming point
system in performance and would be easier to teach.

(T) A prezeroing of sights would simplify training, reduce training ammunition
requirements by six rounds per man, and allow a simple, economical, and fast method of
checking the sights of a weapon on the hattlefield or in the armory without ficing a
round.

(8) The pupil-coach system could be eliminated without any loss in marksmanship
performance, and the time spent on other training.

{9) The BB gun does not offer any advantage for night firing training at night.

(10) The weanag of the helmet and web gear during marksmanship training is of
questionable value, but is not detrimental to training.

(11) If Quick Fire as a separately taught skill is continued. there may be an
advantage to teaching it late in the Basic Rifle Marksmanship program.

(12) A {'%-hour night firing program outlined in the text is superior to the present
T-hour program.

(13) If an increase in the quantity or quality of the assistant instructors is contem-
plated a3 a means of improving the quality of the training, the range training iormat
should be hanged to allow the individual assistant instructors more time and freedom.

(14) Students should be taught and should practice night firing techniques in the
daytime prior to night practice and record fire.

(13) The Quick-Fire technique was deinonstrated to be inferior to aimed fire
generally at and beyond a target distance of about 25 metens. Quick Fire was superior to
aimed fire uang the M16A] sight only at target distances of about 10 meters and less. i
a iarge-aperature rear sight s provided for targets within 50 meters, aimed fire is rqual or
superior to Quik Fire at every distanve within that limit.

The Quick-Fire technique appears not to be the optimal solution, hut the
Quick-Fire situation requires a solution. Suddenly appeaning targets requinng « quick
pesponse are a legitimate aces of concem. A eefinement of Quuk Fire to accommodate
thew rewarch findings would emphauze aimed fire with the peecision of the aim. and
therefore the ime requined, decteasing with devrvasing tanget distance. A the extremely
close ranges (within 10 meters) aiming might conust of looking down the hareei of the
wvatnn.

The value of the iraning tevhawques used in Quek Fue have st to e
demonstrated. Such trehneques ax BB gun practare agamst das thrown in the air shoukd
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be studied. Those aspects of Quick Fire that have superior training merit should be
maintained in a new Quick-Fire program.

The possible adoption of a night sight must be considered in any redesign of
teaining for the Quick-Fire situation. If a large-aperture rear sight, primarily for night use,
is available for daytime use within 50 meters, the techniques and training for the
Quick-Fire situation will be very different from those which would otherwise be used.
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PROBLEM

Comn:anding officers in Vietnam, and groups such as the Training Centers Confer-
ence held at Fort Benning in 1968, have indicated a strong belief that individual rifle
marksmanship is not as good as it could and should be. To the individual foot soldier, his
marksmanship ability is not only the key skill for his job but his principal means of
survival in the struggle against a similarly equipped enemy.

In spite of the overwhelming advantages of good training, probabilities in warfare
assure that a few of even the best-trained men will be killed. For example, in a sudden
engagement, the man who fires wildly will generally miss the target and be shot by an
opponent who takes the time to align his weapon with the target. However, an occasional
wild shot will hit the target, and the man who takes the time to make his shot count will
be hit.

In such a situation, no skill level, regardless of how high, will ever be deemed
sufficient, and no amount or quality of marksmanship training will ever be free of
criticism. While complaint about rifle marksmanship is inevitable in war, it is the
impression of many senior Army officers that the volume of complaint about the
marksmanship of the American soldier in the Vietnam conflict exceeds what would
normally be expected.

Furthermore, no comprehensive, systematic study of Army rifle marksmanship has
been conducted since the TRAINFIRE studies by HumRRO in 1954. For a number of
reasons, it is time for such a review. The rifle used by infantrymen in Vietnam is
considerably different from the weapon (the M1) studied by HumKRO researchers under
Work Unit TRAINFIRE in 1954.' Compared to the M1 and also the later M14, the M16
rifle is lighter weight, and uses a lighter projectile with a higher muzzle velocity, which
gives it a relatively flat trajectory. In addition, the weapon has an automatic capability
and comparatively little recoil. The effects—on marksmanship, tactics, and potentially on
training—of these changes in the weapcn need to be evaluated.

More importantly, however, the original Work Unit TRAINFIRE studies were
directed primarily at the practicability of alternate methods of marksmanship training. As
such, the major thrust of TRAINFIRE was in “how’ the training should be conducted
and the general format determined by these studies is assumed to be correct. MARKS-
MAN rescarch, on the other hand, is primarily concerned with *‘what” should be taught,
althcugh in Phase 1 it also addresses the “how’ of training.

Phase 1 is also directed primarily at Basic Rifle Marksmanship training. Advanced
Rifle Marksmanship will be covered in Phase 2,

METHOD

The first phase of the MARKSMAN research was in the form of a series of
experiments planned and conducted cooperatively hy HumKRO and military personnel
and agencies This section of the report describes the general administrative and technical
procedures used in setting up and conducting the experiments. The detailed methodology

"Howard H. McFunn. John A. Hummes, and John E. Taylor, TRAINFIRE I A New Course i
Basie Rifte Murksmanship, HumRRQ Technical Report 22, October 19565




is described in appendices which cover the procedure and results for the individual
experiments.

The series as originally planned included 32 experiments. Results from 21 experi-
ments are reported in this volume. Two experiments have not yet heen performed
because the necessary equipment has not been available. Two others served as early-stage
advance runs for the revised Basic Rifle Marksmanship program and are not reported
here. The remaining six experiments in the original list were essentially exploratory
studies that were not designed to yield reportable results but laid the groundwork for
subsequent experimentation.

COOPERATING AGENCIES

A Work Unit Leader and one additional full-time scientist were provided by
HumRRO, along with a part-time engineer needed for the construction of experimental
equipment. The U.S. Army Infantry Human Research Unit (USAIHRU), collocated with
HumRRO Division No. 4, provided personnei for direct assistance to the Division. The
level of this assistance varied with need and availability, but was generally one officer and
two enlisted men at the minimum, and two officers and eight enlisted men at the
maximum level.

The Rifle Marksmanship Evaluation Study Group (RMESG) is a special study group
instituted by the Weapons Department of the U.S. Army Infantry School for the purpose
of this research program. The group consisied of a chief, who was a lieutenant colonel or
a senior major, a deputy with the rank of major. and from four to 15 other officers on
extended temporary assignment. In addition, other personnel were made available for
specific experiments by several agencies including the U.S. Army Infantry Board, the U.S.
Army Marksmanship Training Unit, and the Ranger Department of the U.S. Army
Infantry School.

WORKING ARRANGEMENTS

This project was a cooperative venture. Responsibilities for a particular job were
generally accepted by the agencies best suited to handle them. although there were
guiding principles as to their assignment. The Rifle Marksmanship Evaluation Study
Group of the Weapons Department had the final authority on which studies would or
would not be conducted. HumRRO had the technical responsibility for the design and
analysis of the experiments. This does not mean that all experiment designs were written
by HumRRO pernsonnel. (although several were): many were written by RMESG person-
nel with HumRRO guidance and supervision.

Most of the experiments were conducted at Fort Benning, using as subjects either
students entering Noncommissioned Officer Candidate School or trainees at the Basic
Combat Training Center. A list of the experiments and the locations at which they were
conducted is presented in Table 1.

On a number of the more intricate experiments conducted at Fort Benning,
HumRRO representatives, assisted by a team fumished by the USATHRU, supervised the
techiweal conduct of the test and served as scorers. RMESG always provided a range
safety officer and supporting NCOs, and was respousible for obtaining subjects, ammum-
tion, and other support as needed. Several experiments. including all of those condueted
al posts other than Fort Benning, were conducted exclusively by EMESG personnel with
the exception of the planing and analysis stapes.
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Table 1

Locations of Experiments

E xperiment Location

1:
12:
13:
14:
15:
16:
17

18:
19:

20:

N

Fort Jackson, South Carolina
Fort Gordon, Georgia

Fort Lewis, Washington

Fort Bliss, Texas

Sequence of Quick-Fire Training in Basic Rifle
Marksmanship Training

Lo i

Effect of Wearing Combat Equipment During
Marksmanship Training

Effectiveness of the Pupil-Coach in Basic Rifle
Marksmanship Training

The Definition of the Interaction of the Firing Position,
Firing Method, Firing Mode, Distance, and Type of
Sights in Combat Marksmanship

Evaluation of the Use of Competitive Marksmen as
Assistant Instructors in Basic Rifle Marksmanship

Effect of Additional BB Gun Training on Night Firing

Center of Mass vs. Adjusted Aiming Point

Optically Produced Zero vs. Personal Zero

Semiautomatic vs. Automatic Fire at Night

Vision Technique, Sight, Mode, and Position for Use
in Night Fire

Use of the Tri-Lux Sight tor Daytime Targets

Tri-Lux Sight at Night

Evaluation of Training Changes in Night Firing

Mode of Fire for Multinie and Area Targets

Tracer Ammunition During Dayhight Training tor
Night Fire

Comparisons ot New and Oid Basic Ritle Marksmanship
Programs

Comparison of Kneeling, Prone, Sitting, and
Squatting Positions

Evaluation of Possible Moditication to Prone Positions

Companison of the Standaid, Tni-Lux, Promethium, andd
Open Sights for Night Usage

Companson of M16A1, Tri-Lux, Open, and Promethium
Sights Unde: Daylight Conditions

The Eftectiveness of Difterent Methods of Weapon Carry
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SELECTION OF EXPERIMENTS

Enperiments were mitated by several soupces meluding HumRRO, RMESG, and the

US Continental Aemy Command (CONARCYL Exeept for eypenments vonducted i

‘
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response to directives from CONARC, the experiments generally were selected according
to the hases outlined in the fo"owing paragraphs.

Potential areas of study could bhe divided into two categories— what™ should be
taught, and “how™ it should be taught. Since “what’’ should be taught must be specified
before deciding “how” it should be taught, studies in the ‘“what’™ category were
undertaken first.

In examining the *“what’ elements, a systems analysis concluded that much of
combat rifle marksmanship is concerned either with firing techniques, or with the firing
environment. The firing environment is divisible into five areas. while the firing tech-
niques are single areas. Generally speaking, each experiment was; concerned with at least
one firing technique, and at least ore of the two choices under each of the five
environmental conditions.

This system is portrayed in Figure 1. The shaded cells represent illogical combina.
tions of firing techniques and firing environment which were excluded from consideration
(for example, it obviously makes little sense to calibrate the sights of a weapon at night).
Five experienced HuamRRO staff members were requested to rank order, without consult-
ing one another, the 10 environmental conditions and the seven firing techniques. There
was considerable agreement among the five individuals as to the order of importance:
using the mode rank in each case provided a single rank ordering without any deletions
or redundancies (Figure 1).

in order to determine the order of priority of the various combinations of firing
techniques and firing environments, the rank order of each row and column were
summed, with the lowest sum receiving the highest priority. For example, automatic vs.

Combinations of Firing Techniques and Environment as a Function of Range
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semiautomatic fire was judged the most important firing technique. and stationary targets
ing without any deletions or redundancies (Figure 1).

In order to determine the order of priority of the various combinations of firing
techniques and firing environments. the rank order of each row and column were
summed. with the lowest sum receiving the highest priority. For example. automatic vs.
semiautomatic fire was judged the most important firing technique. and stationary targeis
the most important environment. In Figure 2. a 1" was placed in the appropriate cell to
indicate that the suin of the appropriate row and column ranks showed (his was the most
important cell in the table.

Selection of Most Important Combination of Firing Technique and Environment

Fining Envitonment and Rank Order of importance

—— e e g -+
Fing Techmque | Hiummnat.on Tagc: Motion l Time Pressute  Taget Location | Taget Defimtion
r T 7
6 ) 7 TR 9 0 2 ) s ! 8
Nignt Day  Moving Statonay Present Absent Aesal Ground, Point ;| Asead
1 Automatic vs. 1 '
Semrautomatic

J
i

2 Rapid Fure vs.
Deliberate Fire

!
n
3 Sighting Techmme}

-
4 Sight Calibration
Zeto

.
§ Body and Weapon |
Pos:* on Quring
Firing j

6 Aiming Point

O .

7 Weapon Posit:on
at the Carry

-
|

Figure 2

In Figure 3 this process 1s continued. Rapd fire v, deliberate fire a8 the second
most 1important row, target location on the ground the svond most important column.
Where the ~vond most important column crosses the finst most important row, and
where the wvond most important row crosses the fisst most important column theps ane
combinations of finng enuronment and firng techimgques that are second i pnonty.
Where the wweond most important row and column cross vach other there s 0 combing.
ton of envirconment and technteue that s third n pronty.

This process wis vontinued throughout the entine tabulation. While the completed
st did not automatically  fumish g hsting of experiments, it did fumish a nfennee
wheme against which the potential value of a2 auminr of ezpepments wepe judged. In
ment anstances, studies concenied with “how ™ 1o trach wene conducted after the appro.
peiate eaperiments voncemed with “what' to teacn.




Selection of Second and Third Most important Combinations «+f Firing Technique
and Environment

Firing Environment and Rank Order of Importance
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Two selected expeniments—one on moving targets and one on aerial targets—have not
yet been condu-ted because the equipment required for them has not been available.

CRITERION MEASUREMENT

A few comments on the criterion measures taken should be of general interest. Time
to first hit was probubly the most useful measure taken in most of the studies. Whenever
there is pressure to “get the enemy before he gets you,” this criterion is certainly
paramount. For this reuson, the elapsed time to first hit was extremely useful in
companisons of automatic vs. srmiautomatic fire and of firing techniques. The elapsed
time from target presentation to target “kill” was messured electromechanically, using
mercury switches on the target to close and open a circuit to an electric timer as the
turget was presented and automatically “killed™ by the strike of the hullet.

Such mwasures as time per round. time per hit, and time per trigger pull were
especially valuabke in explaining why a particular technique was superior. or inferior. in
time to first hit. They wens obtained by dividing total rounds used, hits achieved. or
tngger pulls made by time to first hit. The number of rounds used was obtained by
vounting the rounds remaining in the magszine and subtracting from the origingl issue.
The number of triger ulls made was oblained by a count conducted by monitors
assgmed on a oneto-one hasis to rach man on the fiviag hne. The number of hits
achwved was ncorded automatwally through the use of hit sensing devices on the target.

In addhiion, the measuns laken normally during marksmanship training were often
uwd. Thes: were hits, misaes. and no fires. Thess measures were taken from standard




training ranges using standard training performance measurement techniques and eleciro-
mechanical equipment except for the addition of e¢xperiment monitors, and « thorough
check of the equipment to see that it was operating properly.

INCORPORATION OF RESULTS INTO TRAINING

In addition to its other responsibilities, the RMESG develops programs of instruction
for Basic Rifle Marksmanship incorporated into the training program at training centeis
throughout the United States. During the conduct of Work Unit MARKSMAN, HumRRO
has furnished a written analysis and interpretation of each experiment soon after its
completion. These analysis reports were the basis for the constru tion by the RMESG of
a revised Program of Instruction in Basic Rifle Marksmanship for Basic Combat Training
(BCT). In this way, the use of the results of this research was expedited.

RESEARCH CALENDAR

It was concluded at the Army Training Center Conference held at Fort Benning in
December 1968 that there was a significant training problem in the area of marksman-
ship. In January 1969. the Weapons Department of the U.S. Army Infantry School, in
cooperation with HumRRO Division No. 4 sought CONARC approval and guidance for
research on combat rifle marksmanship. This approval and guidance was given in
February 1969, and testing was initiated in March.

Also in February 1969, task analyses of weapons training in Basic Combat Training
and in Advanced Individual Training were undertaken by the Weapons Department at
their own initiative. These task analyses were valuable aids in outlining the research
program. The research divided logically into two phases: Phase 1 was concerned chiefly
with basic rifle marksmanship and Phase 2 will be concerned principally with advanced
rifle marksmanship.

RESULTS

All experiments discussed in the text of this report are described in more detail
individually in the Appendices.

DAY FIRING-SINGLE TARGETS
Mode of Fire

Mode of Fire (semiautomatic vs. automatic') was studicd in Experiments 4, 11A, and
11B. Against nonmoving. sungle targets in the daytime. from most firing positions, the
semiautomatic mode was superior to the automatic mode in both the time required for a
hit and the number of trigeer pulls required for a hit from 50 metens out. Within 50
awters, there was little difference between these two modes, either in time to first hit, or
n trigeer pulls 1o finst hit. Within 25 meters, the automatx mode war {faster than the
semiautomatic mode In time to first it (p<.05). Figures § through T lustrate the
nteraction between mode and target distance.

Ture o first Mt = protebly the more important of the two cntena sxamined,
comianing both speed and accuracy. The time to first hat ax a function of tanget distance
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in Experiment 4 is plotted in Figure 4. These values are the means for the “‘coarse aim™
technique for all of the live firing positions tested. Beyond 50 meters, the semiautomatic
mode was superior in bcth speed and accuracy, becoming more superior with increasing
distance. Within 25 meters, the automatic mode was superior in time to first hit (Figure
5) although not in trigger pulls to first hit (Figure 7). The superiority of the automatic
mode of fire within 25 meters was slight, but significant (p<.05) (Figure 5).

Mean time to first hit data as a function of target distance for Experiments 11A and
11B is provided in Figure 5; the ‘‘aimed fire™ portion of Experiment 11B was averaged
across all firing positions for this graph. The differences between the positions used in
Experiments 4 and 11B possibly account for some of the difference between Figures 4
and 5. Experimen{ 114 provided the only examination of the semi-automatic versus the
automatic mode within 25 meters. The data for Experiment 11B on the same graph
support the conclusion reached in Experiment 4 that semiautomatic fire is superior to
automatic fire with the M16 rifle, heyond 50 meters (Figure 6).

Firing Technique and Sight

The results of Experiment 4 indicated that aimed fire might be superior to Quick
Fire. The time to first hit criterion for a comparison of the Quick-Fire technique with
aimed fire using the MI16Al sight is shown in Figure 8. The difference between the
Quick-Fire and the aimed fire techniques was statistically significant at the 50- and
75-meter distances (p<.001), but not at the 25-meter distance. It was decided that a
further comparison was needed, examining Quick Fire and aimed fire within 25 meters as
well as corroborating the results beyond 25 meters. Experiments 11A and 11B were
intended to provide this information.

Time to First Hit for Quick Fire vs. Aimed Fire Bayond 25 Meters:
Experiment 4 for Semiautomatic Fire
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At about the same time, other research on night firing indicated a possible utility
for a nightsight with a large rear aperture. One such nightsight, the Tri-Lux sight, is used
by the British not only for night firing, but also for rapid aimed fire at close targets in
the daytime. The British, in their comparison of Quick Fire with aimed fire using the
Tri-Lux sight, found that aimed fire with their sight was superior to Quick Fire®. It was
decided to include an examination of the Tri-Lux sight in Experiments 11A and 71B.

A comgarison of Quick Fire with aimed fire using both the M16A1 sight and the
Tri-Lux sight on the time to first hit criterion for Experiment 11A, which was concerned
with ranges of 25 meters and less, is provided in Figure 9. Considering time to first hit,
the M16A1 sight was inferior at 10 and 15 meters, where the Tri-Lux sight and Quick
Fire were about equal. At 20 meters, the technique used made little difference. At 25
meters, aimed fire in general and the Tri-Lux sight in particular were superior. This
interaction of sight and technique with distance was significant (p<.01). Thus, it would
appear that aimed fire with a large aperture rear sight is superior to Quick Fire, and to
aimed fire with the M16A1 sight within 25 meters. A trigger pulls to first hit criterion
was also examined. Quick Fire was significantly inferior to aimed fire beyond 15 meters,
and was never superior to aimed fire in terms of trigger pulls to first hit (p<.001). In
Experiment 11B, there was no significant difference between the M16A1 sight and the
Tri-Lux sight at 50 meters but the performance with the Tri-Lux sight deteriorated
rapidly beyond that distance (Figure 10).

) From the results of Experiments 11A and 11B it appeared that a large-aperture rear
sight might have some value for rapid aimed fire in the daytime at targets within 50
meters. Before concluding this, it was decided to run one additional test, examining the
M16A1 sight, the Tri-Lux sight, a second but smaller rear-aperture sight (Promethium)
and an Open sight consisting simply of the “U” of the carrying handle. This study was
conducted in Experiment 20. The time to first hit criterion for this experiment is
portrayed in Figure 11, which shows that the M16A1 sight becomes superior at some

Time to First Hit for Quick Fire vs. Aimed Fire
Within 25 Meters: Experiment 11A

3r
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5 = =me Quick Fire
v
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Figure 9

‘Major D. Stopford. An Evaluation of the Quick Kill Shooting Systems, FARELF G (Operational
Requirements and Analysis Branch), Report No. 3-69, March 1969.




Time to First Hit for M16A1 Sight vs. Time 1o First Hit for M16A1 vs. Tri-Lux vs.
Tri-Lux Sight: Experiment 118 Promethium vs. Open Sights: Experiment 20
15 ¢ 15
1] —— MI6A] Sight
14 +— Il 4F == Tei-Lux Sight
— MIEAY Sight ’/ wma= Promethium Sight
13 == Tri-Lux Sight ’I 13 e Open Sight
Testing difference: p .001 ’ Testing ditferences omong sights: p .001
n L 12k Testing Sight Distance Interaction: p 001
" nf
— — /l
S0t S0t ’
8 5
o 1
a9t w9
I I
- 8~ ‘.‘E 8
u w
o I ° 7
v
‘E, 6 E s
[ [
5k 5
I 4
3 3
2 2
1 1 i | 1 It 1 1 1 1 . 1 L ’\ A 4 4
0 25 50 75 100 125 150 75 200 0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 20
Distance (meters) Distance (meters)
Figure 10 Figure 11

distance between 25 and 50 meters. This superiority increases with distance. Within 50
meters, there is little difference among the three large-aperture sights.

From the results of Experiments 4, 11A, 11B, and 20 it appears that aimed fire,
particularly with a large-aperture rear sight, is superior to Quick Fire. However, the
advantage of the large-aperture rear sight over the standard M16A1 sight is limited to
target distances of less than 50 meters., Within 50 meters, the Promethium sight has a
superior mean performance as compared with the other three sights, but its superiority
over the Tri-Lux and Open sights is not significant.

Firing Position

Four experiments were conducted that included a study of firing positions. In
Experiment 4, a study of the standing, kneeling supported, kneeling, prone supported,
and prone positions, it was determined that the kneeling supported and kneeling positions
generally yield the mos. rapid time to first hit. At the more distant targets (150-275
meters) prone supporied was next, followed by standing, then prone. Support greatly
improves performance in the prone position in both time and rounds to first hit. In
Experiment 11B the prone, kneeling, and standiag positions were examined and it was
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determined only that the standing position was inferior to both the prone and kneeling
positions in terms of number of trigger pulls required to [irst hit.

In Experiment 17 four offensive positions, the kneeling, prone, squatting. and sitting
positions, and two defensive positions, the bunker and foxhole were examined. This
experiment determined that the defensive positions are generally faster and more accurate
than the offensive positions. In addition, it was determined that the descending order of
the offensive positions considering both speed and accuracy is: (a) Kneeling, (b) prone,
(¢) squatting, and (d) sitting. In Experiment 18 it was determined that a straight line,
unsupported prone position is superior to the angled, unsupported prone position when
firing the M16 rifle, but that body alignment made no difference when support was used.

In summary, the following findings were reported:

(1) Defensive positions (i.e., bunker and foxhole), are better than offensive
positions in hoth speed and accuracy.

(2) Among the offensive positions, the kneeling supported and kneeling posi-
tions provide the best combination of speed and accuracy.

(3) The prone supported position provides the next best speed/accuracy ~ombi-
nation at the greater distances (150-200 meters).

(4) The sitting and squatting positions do not offer any speed or accuracy
advantages.

(5) Using the M16 rifle, a modification of the prone position to align the body
with the rifle will provide a speed and accuracy advantage.

Carry Position

The two criteria for determining the best carry position for the rifle are comfort and
speed on target. There are two carry positions, one that maximizes comfort when no
immediate threat is perceived, and one that maximizes readiness when the possibility of
an immediate threat is perceived. Only the second of these situations was considered in
the conduct of this research.

In Experiment 11A, a modification of the British ready position was compared with
an underarm carry position. In the modified British ready position the butt of the
weapon is placed high in the shoulder pocket so that when the weapon is raised. a
minimum head movement is required of the shooter. For a right-handed individual, the
right-hand is on the pistol grip, the left-hand is on the stock beyond the carrying handle,
and the weapon is slanted downward and to the left across the hody. The British ready
position was superior to the underarm carry in time to first hit, but the two positions
were equal in the number of trigger pulls reguired to hit the target. Thus, there was no
accuracy difference, but the modified British ready position was faster. In this study, the
gun was always fired from the shoulder.

In order to check the possibility that the underarm position might be superior to
shifting to the shoulder position for firing the weapon, this comparison was also made in
Experiment 11A. Firing from the underarm position was grossly .aferior to firing from
the shoulder position in both speed and accuracy. even though the individual firing from
the shoulder position had to raise the rifle from the underarm carry before he could fire.

Experiment 21 was a comparison of the modified British ready position with a high
port position, the underarm carry. and the British ready position using a sling No
significant difference was found among these four carry positions. Since Experiment 21
failed to corroborate the results of Experiment 11\, no definite conclusions can he
reached concerning the carry position.




DAY FIRING—~MULTIPLE AND AREA TARGETS
Mode of Fire

In Experiments 4, 11A, and 11B it was determined that the semiautomatic mode of
fire is superior in time to first hit and total number of hits as compared with the
automatic mode of fire against single targets in the daytime. In Experiments 9 and 10 it
was concluded that the automatic mode of fire is superior against single targets at night
and in limited visibility conditions.

It was reasoned that the automatic mode of fire was superior at night because the
targets were indistinct, resulting in less accurate aiming, thereby increasing the value of
maximizing chance hits by the use of automatic fire; further, where the target was visible,
the semiautomatic mode of fire gave a higher hit rate than the automatic mode because it
was possible to re-lay the weapon for follow-up shots more rapidly in the semiautomatic
mode. Multiple targets and area targets in the daytime have characteristics of both of
these situations, so it was necessary to examine them in the daytime to determine which
mode of fire would maximize the number of hits and the number of hits per unit time.

in Experiment 14A, the semiautomatic and automatic modes were compared at four
target distances and two distribution densities for multiple targets. It was found that
semiautomatic fire resulted in more hits per secand than automatic fire. Furthermare,
semiautomatic fire resulted in two to three times as many total hits as automatic fire,
and resulted in better fire distribution as well. In addition, increasing the target density
resuited in an even greater superiority for semiautomatic fire. Ammunition expenditure
was held equal in both modes.

in Experiment 14B area targets were studied. In this experiment, the automatic
mode, which was provided three times as much ammunition as the semiautomatic mode,
achieved more total hits and more targets hit than the semiautomatic mode. In addition,
the automatic mode achieved more hits per trigger pull than did the semiautomatic mode.
However, the semiautomatic mode of fire still provided a faster hit rate than did
automatic fire.

The first round of a three-round burst on automatic fire should be just as accurate
as a single round fired using semiautomatic fire. Therefore, it is logical that when firing in
three-round bursts, and provided with three times the ammunition of semiautomatic fire,
the automatic mode should achieve more total hits and more hits per trigger pull than
the semiautomatic mode of fire,

However, the real question is whether the occasional extra hit per trigger pull gained
when using automatic fire is suflicient to compensate for the extra time .equired to
re-lay the weapon after firing a burst in the automatic mode. Since the semiavtomatic
mode of fire achieved a faster hit rate per unit time than did automatic fire, it would
seem that the occasional extra hits afforded by the use of automatic fire does not
compensate for the extra re-lay time. In a given period of time, semiautomatic fire will
provide more target hits than automatic fire. Therelore, in a situation requiring the
delivery of effective fire into multiple or area targets. semiautomatic fire would be
supwerior,

Firing Techniques, Sight, and Position
It was reasoned that the finng techniques, sights, and positions seiected in the
studies of single, visdble targets would also very likely be selected for multiple and arva

targets, Therefore, thew variahles wore held constant. Only aimed fire in the foxhole
position using the M16.\1 sight was investigated.

——




NIGHT FIRING
Mode of Fire

In Experiments 9 and 10 semiautomatic vs. automatic fire at night was studied. 't
was concluded in both experiments that automatic fire using the three-round burst was
superior to semiautomatic fire in total number of hits, and in hits per trigger pull. In
addition, it took no longer to fire a three-round burst of automatic fire than to fire a
single round in the semiautomatic mode at night. The conclusion must be that in a
time-critical situation at night, automatic fire using the three-rcund burst is more likely
to achieve a hit than semiautomatic fire. However, since automatic fire uses more
ammunition than semiautomatic fire, the superiority of autumatic fire at night will be
compromised by the additional ammunition expenditure.

Firing Technique and Sight

Experiments 10, 12, and 19 were concermned with firing techniques and sights for
night firing. In Experiment 11 these variables were studied under starlight (no moon)
conditions. Under these conditions no firing technique or sight tested made a significant
difference. In Experiment 12, the Tri-Lux sight was compared with the M16A1l sight in
both the starlight and half-moon ronditions and again there was no significant difference
under the starlight condition. Ho /ever, under the half-moon condition the Tri-Lux was
sigrificantly superior to the M16A1 {Figures 12 and 13).
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In Part 1 of Exprriment 19 this examination was repeated under the full-moon
condition with the addition of a third sight, the Promethium. The Promethium sight
differs from the Tri-Lux only in the source of luminescence in the front sight post and in
the size of the rear aperture. The Tri-Lux rear aperture was a circle, truncated by the N
' carrving handle on both sides, one centimeter high and 0.75 centimeter wide. The
Promethium rear sight was circular with a diameter of 0.70 centimeter; it is named for
the luminescent element used in it. The Tri-Lux sight used tritium as the luminescent
element in the front sight post. Both the Tri-Lux and the Promethium sights were
significantly superior to the M16A1 sight, but were not significantly different from one
* another (Figures 14 and 15).

The second part of Experiment 19 repeated this examination under the
half-moon condition with the addition of an Open sight which consisted of the
Promethium front sight and no rear sight. The “U™ of the carrying handle was used as
the rear sight. Again, there was a significant difference among the sights, due principally
to the superiority of all of the night sights relative to the standard M16A1 sight (Figures

16 and 17).
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Firing Position

Firing position at night was studied in Experiments 6 and 9. In Experiment 6, the
prone supported position was compared with the kneeling unsupported position. The
prone supported was generally superior (p<.01). However, the kneeling unsupported
position was superior to the prone position when white tape was placed longitudinally
along the barrel to assist in aiming (p<.001). It seems likely that the use of any type of
night sight would make the kneeling position superior io the prone. Without some such
assistance, the prone position is superior at night.

Use of Tracers

In Experiment 15 the use of tracers for night firing and for training for night firing
was studied. While the use of tracers for night firing resulted in a considerable improve-
ment in performance (p<.001). it had a detrimental effect upon night firing without
tracers (p<.01). Therefore, it was concluded that night fire training should be conducted
with tracers only if it is intended that wacers he used for night firing in combat.

The finding that us: of tracers improved performance in night firing with the rifle to
zome extent contradicts information in a technical literature survey previously compiled
by HUumRRO.' However. that review was concemed with the use of tracers in antsincralt
firing. which is conducted agauist moving targets at comparstively great distances and

‘Robert 4 Fonkett, EW Fredenchson, ani Robert D Baldwin. A Rerww of the Lilerutury on
U'se of Treerr Obserrgimn s gn Antwwvrafl Fring Techngue, HumRRO Techawal Report 8501,
September 1985
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usually in the daytime. The MARKSMAN resulls apply to night visibility conditions at
comparatively short ranges and at standing targets. These situational differences probably
account for the different conclusions reached in the two reports.

TRAINING CONSIDERATIONS
Aiming Points

Soldiers firing the M14 rifle with a 250-meter, battle sight zero are instructed to aim
below the center of the target for any targets less than 200 meters, and to aim at the
cenier of the target for targets heyond 200 welers. Since most combat targets are within
200 meters, this means that most combat shots are fired using the low center of target
aiming technique. This adjusted aiming point technique is necessary for the M14 rifle
because of its trajectory. However, the M16 rifle. with a higher muzzle velocity, has a
flatter trajectory.

It seems plausible that the soldier might be able to lire at a center of target aiming
point for all targets within 300 meters. This would not necessarily yield greater accuracy,
hut il the accuracy of the center of target technique were equal to the accuracy of the
adjusted aiming technique the training could be simplified. Experiment 7 addressed this
problem.

The problem was attacked in two ways. First, the projected points of impact on a
man-sized target, using the M16 rifle at varying distances, and three different aiming
points were calculated, based upon trajectory data furnished by the Aberdeen Proving
Grounds. A “standard man”™ according to the Hertzberg data was used for the target
projection.’ The analysis showing the impact points obtained while the bullet was rising in
its trajectory are slightly to the left of the center line, while the impact points obtained
as the hullet was falling are slightly to the right of the center line. Clearly, an aiming
system using either the beltbuckle or the stomach area as the aiming point will result in
more hits in the chest and stomach area, and the present adjusted aiming point system
will result in more hits in the lower abdomen.

An argument in favor of any of these three aiming sysiems could probably not be
supported on the hasis of these data. Similarly, the experimental evaluation of the center
of muss vs. the adjusted aiming technique resulted in a conclusion of no significant
difference. With ro difference in hit probabilities, the choice between the aiming tech-
niques can he made on the basis of other criteria, such as the simplicity of training
obtained by using a single aiming point throughout rather than a dual system.

Prezeroed Sights

A true zero is the calibration of the sights on a weapon so that when they are
aliged with the target at a speciliec range, and with a specified ammunition, a round
fired from the weapon hits the aiming point within the margin of ervor for the weapon.
It has heen commonly believed that a weapon should not be fired with the true 2ero but
that il should be 2zrroed by the individual doing the shooling. According to this
philosophy. cceentrcities in sight alignment would be climinated by correcting the sight
for the individual doing the firing.

There s considerable loge in opposition (o thix point of view. The man who
vomsistently makes an error in sight alignment can eliminate it if the sights are zeroed

FHTE Ueetrsbierg and G S Dansds  Anthrpometrs of Fiving Personnel, Arro-Medwal Labd Report
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perfectly and. through 1iring. he notices his error. However. when a man is allowed to
introduce an error into the zeroing of his weapon, learning to correct for it becomes
impossible because an accurate sight alignment will vield an inaccurate shot. Furthermore.
it is more difficult to maintain a consistent sight alignment when the “‘correct’ sight
aligjmment is off center. Therefore, it would seem better to train a man to shoot with a
weapon that is accurately zeroed before teaching him to zero the weapon. The present
system of training the man to zero the weapon before training him to shoot with it
would seem to ensure that the inaccuracies in sight alignment existing when the training
begins will have a negative effect upon the course oi the training.

Probably the main reason why trainees have nct in the past been furnished accu-
rately prezeroed weapons is the difficulty of mass producing accurate zeroes. If a weapon
could be accurately prezeroed using a mechanical and/or optical device requiring a
minimum amount of time and money, it would then be feasible to teach the soldier to
shoot before he is taught to zero the weapon. This should make the training easier and
save ammunition required for zeroing.

The optical collimator is potentiaily a device that could accurately prezero a
weapon. The collimator is inserted into the muzzle of the weapon. Through the sights, a
target is seen. \When the target is centered in these sights, the alignment of the sights is
parallel to the barrel of the weapon and the windage at this point is correct. The
correction of a set number of clicks in elevation, or the alignment of the sigh'- to a
compensatory mark on the collimator will zero the weapon in elevation for a given range.

In Experiment 8 a collimator-produced zero was compared with the personal zero.
the results indicating no significant difference in performance. However. the data did
indicate that it was highly desirable to fire a single three-round shot group as a final
check and correction after zeroing the weapon with a collimator. The collimator-
produced zero with a three-round check was as good as the personal zero, and eliminated
two-thirds of the ammunition required for zeroing. It can ke used to check the zero on
weapons under battlefield conditions without firing a shot.

Pupil-Coach Evaluation

The Pupil-Coach has traditionally been used as a teaching assisiant during 25-meter
firing in the Basic Rifle Marksmanship program. If it were shown that the pupilcoach
made no significant contribution, this student time would hecome available for other
uses. Experiment 3 addressed this probiem.

One basic combat training company of 206 men was divided into two groups: One

group acted as coaches and received coaching during the normal 25-meter firing exercises:

the other did neither. AH students received the same formal instruction. including
mstruction on coaching duties. The test criterion was performance in record fire 1 and 2.

The mean record fire scores were 9.1 and 199 for the “with coach™ and the
“without coach™ groups respectively. Tests of significance vielded 3™ of .73, .20, and
.18 for hits, misses, and no-fires respectively. With 204 degrees of freedom. none of these
is sigmificant. Apparently, whether or not a man receives coaching from a pupilcoach on
his 253-meter firing has no sigmificant effect upon his performance in pevord fine 1 and 2.

Use of BB Gun and Tape for Night Firing

Smee both Quick Fine and might finng practices employ a pointing unaimed tech-
mgue, it was reasoned that night finng with the rifle night beneDt from BB gun practice
to the sanwe extent that Quick Fire in the dayvtime reportedly does. Also, siie white tape
paced along the harrel of the nfle s an accepted Deld expedhen for night finng. t was
devidhd to determine the offect of using ot on the BB gun dunng practice. as well as on
the servne weapan dunng nvord fiee.
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Night practice with the BB gun without tape on the bearrel had no appreciable effect
upon the firing of the service weapon later. However, the same practice with tape had a
detrimental effect upon later firing with the service weapon (p<.05) The use of the BB
gun requires a substantial correction in elevation to arcount for the trajectory of the BB.
The use of tape on the BB gun probably increases the ability to make this correciion.
Training in such an elevation correction would heve a detrimentai effect if transferred to
the service weapon. The use of tape on the service weapon, with or without the BB gun
training, had no appreciable effect upon performancs.

Wearing of Equipment During Marksmanship Training

During the original TRAINFIRE research, it was suggested (although not tested) that
one method of maintaining bettiefield fidelity during niarksmanship training would he to
wear the helmet and web gear. While the use of this equipment probably does increase
battlefield fidelity, it was ulso considered possible that it might create obstructions to
learning in the early stages of marksmanship training. Fxperiment 2 was conducted in
order tu obtain some indication of the effect of wearing this equipment upon Record
Fire 1 and 2.

Three conditions were studied:

(1) No helmet or web gear worn during training.
{2) Nc helmet or web gear worn during the first half of training.
(3) Helmet ana web gear worn during the entire training period.

There was no significant differencc among the three groups in terms of hits, misses,
or no-fires during Record Fire 1 and 2. Apparently, wearing the equipment has no ill
effect upon record fire scores. Whether it increases battlefieid fidelity as originally
suggested is an open question.

Sequence of Quick Fire in Training

Experiment 1 was devoled to the topic of Quick Fire in training. Later experiments
have indicated that substantial changes in this training may be desirable. While the
Quick-Fire situation (i.e.. one in which it is necessary to fire quickly and accurately at
short ranges) is c2rtain to remain an infantry requirem=nt, it may be feasible to climinate
many of the principles taught and training techniques used in the present Quick-Fire
program. It is also possible that training for the Quick-Fire situation will be integrated
with other marksmanship waining. However, in .he event that this training remains an
isolated element of instruction, comparatively unconnected to the rest of Basic Rifle
Marksmanship, the results of Experiment 1 indicating the optimal position of Quick-Fire
training in the BRM program will be of value.

The sequence of Quick Fire in the BRM program (i.e., esrly or late in the program)
did not have any significant effect upon record fire scores. However, men who had Quick
Fire late in the BRM program scored significantly higher on that portion of a criterion
test devoted to targets representing a Quick-Fire situation. There was nothing in the
experiment to indicate why this was s0. It is possible that the Quick-Fire skill deterio-
rates rapidly, and that the relative superiority of those trained on Quick Fire lzle in the
regular BRM program was due to their being in a more recent position on the lomgetting
curve. On the other hand. it is also possible that the weapon familiarity gained from the
training on aimed fire greatly assisted in the Jewrning of Quick Fire techniques. In any
event, there is no disadvantage to placing Quic s Fire late in the program. and thers may
he a mmin.
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Evaluation of Training Changes in Night Firing

Prior to Work Unit MARKSMAN the night firing progsam was a considerably
scaled-down adaptation of the program of instruction recommended after testing by
HumRRO in 1954 and adopted by the Army in 1958. The program had been consider-
ably reduced on two occasions in order to free ammunition and time for other purposes.
As a result of feedback from U.S. commanders in Vietnam, the original program was
reinstated. Somc segments of this 7-hour program seemed of questionable value, both to
the present HumRRO personnel and to the RMESG.

In Experiment 13 the relative value of four different programs was studied by
deleting certain elements from the 7-hour progrem in varying combinations. The 7-hour
program was compared with the 5-, 4%, and 2'4-hour programs. The 4%-hour program
proved superior to all three of the others (p<.001). It consists of two hours of
orientation firing, followed by one-half hour of conference and demonstration of night
vision techniques, then two hours of practice and record night fire.

Use of Competitive Marksmen as Assistant Instructors

Basic Rifle Murksmanship in the U.S. Army is, of necessity, a mass production
training program. The present program places a severe time limitation upon the instruc-
tion. Experiment 5 was conducted to determine whether the use of competitive marks-
men rather than the present cadre as assistant instructors in the BRM progiam: would
improve marksmanship scores within the time limitations of the program. A secondary
objective was to determine whether additional assistant instructors would improve trai-
ing when no increase in training time was allowed.

There was no significant difference among the groups tested, either as a function of
the use of experienced, competitive marksmen in place of the usual training cadre. or as a2
function of reducing the trainer/trainee ratio. This does not mean that experienced
instructors have no value in teaching rifle marksmanship nor that the teacher/pupil ratio
is of no consequence in teaching this skill. In u.e present program. there is only one
instructor for as many as 100 men on the line.

The functions of the assistant instructors are mainly mechanical. There is neither
enough time nor enough freedom for the assistant instructors to act as individual
teachers. Thus, within the confines of the present program, an increase in either the
quaiity or the quantity of assistant instructors will have little if any impact upon the
quality of the instruction. Any attempt to improve the quality of the product by
improving the quality and/or the quantity of the assistant instructors must begin with
redesigning the format in which the instruction is given in order to allow the more
experienced and/or numerous assistant .nstructors the time and freedom in which to
operate.

Daylight Training for Night Firing

One of the most fundameniai principles of leaming theory is that there must be a
knowledge of resulis in order for leaming tu occur. in marksmanship. this means that the
man must know where the rounds that he is firing hit on and around the target in order
to make corrections in his firing technique, and leam to shoot better. This becomes 3
senous probhlem at night because of the almost total elimination of visual feedback. Thus,
It seems reasonable that some practice of night finng techniques in the daytime might be
more heneficial than practice of the same techniques at night. Experiment 13 treated this
subyect.

Alen trained on mzht finng technigques in the davtime performed consederably better
on their night rrcord fire than thuse tramed on the same techniques for the same length
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of time at night (p<.001). This does not mnean that a total elimination of night
practice in favor of daylight practice would be advantageous, but it does mean that a
considerable portion of the training could be held in the daytime with positive results.

Comparison of Old and New BRM Programs

The primary purpose of Experiment 16 was to furnish a ‘“‘shakedown” run for the
new Basic Rifle Marksmansiip Program developed by the Rifle Marksmanskip Evalu-
ation Study Group.® However, the data derived from this trial run offer an
opportunity for consideration of the total effect of the changes introduced into the
program as a result of Phase 1 of the MARKSMAN research.

Comparisons of the old and the new program based upon these data must be
treated with caution because:

(1) Weapons Department personnel, rather than the normal cadre, were used
as instructors for the administration of the new BRM program, but the
regular cadre were used in the administration of the old BRM program.

(2) The data for the old BRM program were gathered at Forts Gordon and
dJackson (the only training centers which commonly used the M16 rifle at
that time), while the new BRM program was administered at Fort
Benning.

However, the differences between the hit probabilities achieved with the new and with
the old BRM programs are sufficiently sreat to lend considerable support for the new
program (Figures 18 and 19). Another experiment will furnish a more valid compari-
son. In it, the old program conducted by the regular cadre at a training center will be
compared with the new program after it is installed and running.

STwo carlier oxperiments were also conducted by the MARKSMAN working group as “shakedown”
runs for the new BRM program. Because of the preliminary nature of these runs, they are not reported

here.
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Appendix A

EXPERIMENT 1: SEQUENCE OF QUICK-FIRE TRAINING IN
BASIC RIFLE MARKSMANSHIP TRAINING

OBJECTIVE

The primary objective was to determine the proper sequencing of Quick-Fire training
in the Basic Rifle Marksmanship (BRM) program. The question was *“‘Should Quick Fire
be taught early or late in BRM?”

METHOD

Subjects

Five BRM companies from Forts Jackson. Gordon, Lewis. and Bliss were selected
for this experiment. The data from 2,958 men were analyzed.

Procedure

The training centers at Forts Lewis and Bliss customarily gave Quick-Fire training
early in the BRM program, and at the time of this experiment were using the M14 rifle.
Forts Jackson and Gordon customarily gave Quick-Fire training late in the program and
used the M16 rifle. In order to eliminate any bias due to prior sequencing, the companies
at each post were assigned to experimental and control groups according to tha following
design:

. Quick Fire Test
Customary Sequencing
of Quick-Fire Training Early Late
A 2]
Early Lewis/Bliss Control Lewis/Bliss Experimental
Cc D
Late Jackson/Gordon Experimental Jackson/Gordon Control

At each post, two BCT companies were assigned to the experimental group and two
to the control group, and one was designated as a rehearsal company. The rehearsal
company was used to train the cadre in the research procedure. The experimental group
was the group trained in Quick Fire in a location different from the normal for that fort.
This was an independent groups design.

Since the M16 rifle was not available in sufficient quantity for Forts Lewis and Bliss
there was no way (o completely eliminate this variable in its interactive effect. However,
this should have had no impact upon the “Quick-Fire Test™ main effect.
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Three measures were obtained:
(1) Number of hits
{2) Number of no-fires
(3) Number of misses
Each of these three measures were obtained for:
(1) Aimed supported fire
(2) Aimed unsupported fire
{3) Quick Fire
The measures of aimed supported and aimed unsupported fire were obtained from
the normal record fire in BRM. The Quick-Fire measure was obtained by the use of a
special criterion test that imposed a shorter time limit.

RESULTS

Tables 1.1, 1-2, and 1-3 provide the analyses of variance tables for supported fire,
unsupported fire, and Quick Fire respectively. Similarly, Table 1-4 provides the means for
supported fire, unsupported fire, and Quick Fire respectively. The lack of significance in
the **Quick-Fire Test” dimension for hits, misses, and no-fires for both supported fire and
unsupported fire indicates that the placement of Quick-Fire training in the current BRM
program in BCT has no effect upon aimed fire either in the supported or unsupported
mode.

However, there was a significant difference in the “‘Quick-Fire Test” dimension in
the Quick-Fire criterion test. Those who had Quick Fire after the regular BRM program
performed better on Quick-Fire targets. While there is nothing in the experiment to
indicate why this is so, it is possible that the Quick-Fire skill deteriorates rapidly, and
that the relative superiority of those trained on Quick Fire late in the regular BRM
program was due to their being in a more recent position on the forgetting curve. On the
other hand. it is possible that the weapon familarity gained from the training on aimed
fire greatly assisted in learning the Quick Fire techniques.
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Table 1-1
Effects of Quick-Fire Training Sequence for Supported Fire:

Analysis of Variance
So Number of Hits Number of Misses Number of No-Fires
urce
ot | ms | F | p | | M| F | o[ | Ms] £ [o»p
Quick-Fire '
Training
Late (A) 1 001 <1 1 6.12 1.92 1 462 6.09<.056
Quick-Fire
Training
Early (B) 1 8792 27.71 <.001 1 19349 60.87 .001 1 2438 32.17 <.001
Interaction
(AB) 1 002 <1 1 6.21 1956 NS 1 427 5.63 <.06
Error 2955 3.17 2955 3.18 2027 0.76
Table 1-2
Effects of Quick-Fire Training Sequence for Unsupported Fire:
Analyses of Variance
Number of Hits Number of Misses Number of No-Fires
Source
df MS F P [ 4 MS F MS F P
Quick-Fire
Training
Late (A) 1 20.74 1.54 NS 1 2090 1851 <.00t 1242 367 NS
Quick-Fire
Training
Early (B) 1 97949 7249 <.001 1 10261 653 <.05 141597 418.02 <.001
AB 1 528 <t NS 1 41155 300t <.001 7097 2095 <.001
Eeror 2981 13.51 2981 1.1
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Table 1-3

Effects of Quick-Fire Training Sequence for Quick Fire:

Analyses of Variance
Number of hits Number of Misses Number of No-Fires
Source
of MS F of MS F P of MS F p
Quick-Fire
Training
Late (A) 1 40.34 1.50 1 284 605 .05 1 043 < NS
Quick-Fire
Teaining
Early (B} 1 8.02 149 NS 1 17320t 32826 .00t 1 6283 1.4 <.0M
AB 1 15.59 14.05 <.00V 1 1114 2.55 NS 1 1. 2.18 NS
Error 2948 5.38 2946 437 2943 0.86
Table 1-4

Effects of Quick-Fire Training Sequence: Msans

E xperimental Sequencing cf Quick-Fire Training

Costomary Sequencing of Number of Hits Number of Misses | Number of No-Fires
Early Late Early Late Early Late
Supported Fire
Early N 3.31 4.05 4.23 0.49 0.49
Late 366 3.65 3.63 3.62 0.59 0.75
Unsupported Fire
Early 8.08 8.16 11.73 10.31 0.62 0.80
Late 9.14 9.39 10.56 10.73 2.30 1.87
Quick-Fire
Early 6.69 6.60 an 4.04 0.27 0.34
Late 6.47 7.03 2.70 2.38 0.61 0.59

32




——— e T —

Appendix 3

EXPERIMENT 2: EFFECT OF WEARING COMBAT EQUIPMENT
DURING MARKSMANSHIP TRAINING

OBJECTIVE

In order to obtain an indication of the usefulness of wearing helmet and web gear
equipment, a test of the effect upon Record Fire 1 and 2 was conducted. In the original
TRAINFIRE documents, it was suggested that one means of maintaining battlefield
fidelity during marksmanship training would be to have the men wear the helmet and
web gear. This had not been tested. While the wearing of the equipment probably does
increase battlefield fidelity, it also may create obstructions to learning in the early stages
of marksmanship training. Whether the overall effect is positive or negative is an open
question.

METHOD

Subjects

Cne-hundred-eighty-three students from two companies of troops in BCT at Fort
Jackson participated.

Procedure

This was a one-dimensional, three-level test to determine whether wearing the helmet
and web gear during Basic Rifle Marksmanship training had a positive effect upon
training. The groups tested were:

{1) No web gear worn during training

(2) No web gear worn during the first half of training

{3) Web gear worn during the entire training period
This was an independent groups design. After the men were trained in accordance with
their grouping, all of them fired for record while wearing the helmet and web gear.

RESULTS

Table 2-1 provides the analyses of variance for target hite. misses, and no fires
respectively. Two men from Group 2 and four from Group 3 were eliminated at random
in order to have eyual numbers for the analyses. Table 2-2 provides the means for all
three groups for ali three criteria. There was no significant difference among the three
groups for any of the t. vee criteria.
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Table 2-1

Effects of Wearing Combat Equipment During Marksmanship Training:

Anslyses of Variance
Number of Hits Numbes of Misses Number of No-Fires
Source T -
[ MS l F ] o MS F p of MS F ]
Total 182 90.1 182 1156 182 19.5
Hits 2 103 1.14 NS 2 110 149 NS 2 180 <1 NS
Error 180 80.0 180 1149 180 196
Table 2-2
Effects of Wearing Combat Equipment During
Marksmanship Training Means
Criteria
Groups -
) Hits Misses No-Fires
No web gear worn during training 52.75% 36.56 6.77
No web gear worn during first
haif of training 63.19 36.50 6.33
Web gear womn during entire
training perniod 51.20 37.64 5.74

id




Appendix C

EXPERIMENT 3: EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PUPIL-COACH IN
BASIC RIFLE MARKSMANSHIP TRAINING

OGJECTIVE

The primary objective of this experiment was to determine whether the pupil-coach
makes a significant contribution to learning in Basic Rifle Marksmanship. The pupilcoach
has been used traditionally as a teaching assistant during 25-meter firing in the BRM
program. If it were to be shown that he makes no significant contribution, this student
time would become available for other uses.

METHOD

Subjects

One basic combat training company of 206 men from Fort Gordon participated in
the test.

Procedure

The company personnel were assigned to odd and even roster numbers. The even-
roster-numbered personnel fired each of the normal 25-meter firing exercises with the
assistance of a pupil-coach, and performed as pupilcoaches. The odd-roster-numbered
personnel fired these exercises without a coach. All students received the same formal
instructions, including instruction on coaching duties. It was explained that they were
participating in a test and that only half of them would have the opportunity to act as a
coach. The test criterion was performance in Record Fire 1 and 2.

RESULTS

The mean record fire scores were 49.09 for the With-Coach and 19.91 for the
Without-Coach groups. Tests of significance yielded ts of . 728, .200, and .179 for hits,
misses, and no-fires, respectively. With 204 degrees of freedom, none of these is signifi-
cant. Apparently, whether or not a man receives coaching from a pupil<oach on his
25-meter fiving has no significant effect on his performance in Record Fire 1 and 2.
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Appendix D

EXPERIMENT 4: THE DEFINITION OF THE INTERACTION OF THE
FIRING POSITION, FIRING METHOD, FIRING MODE, DISTANCE,
AND TYPE OF SIGHTS IN COMBAT MARKSMANSHIP

OBJECTIVE

Training in combat rifle marksmanship should be based upon a thorough knowledge
of the optimai firing technique for any combat situation. The optimal technique can vary
as the combat situation varies. For example, it is generally true that aimed fire is more
precise than pointing, unaimed fire, but that pointing, unaimed fire has a speed
advantage.

Logically, for a given target size, there should be a distance within which pointing,
unaimed fire weuld yield a more rapid target hit, and beyond which aimed fire should
yield a more rapid target hit. This experiment attempted to define that transition
distance as well as the interaction of the other parameters under investigation.

METHOD

Experimental Variables

The four variables that were examined in this study, aleng with the levels of each,
were:
A. Firing Position
1. Prone supported
2. Prone
3. Kneeling supported
4. Kneeling
5. Standing
B. Firing Method
1. Quick Fire
2. Coarse aim
3. Precision aim
(. Firing Modie
1. Semiautomatic
2. Automatic (three-round bursts)
D. Distance
25 metens
S0 meten
5 metens
150 meters
P75 metens
275 metens
MU men fired all finng positions, firing modes. and designated distos: es. Thee independ.
ol groups were requined for the three finng methods. The only distaxclion hetween
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coarse aim and precision aim was that in coarse aim the men were told to fire as soon as
the target was linc:l up on their sights, thereby paying less attention to the eight steady
hold factors taught in marksmanship.

Subjects
Thirty subjects were used for em : -* the three firing methods, so that 90 men were

required. Students from tk» Noncom: ii.... -4 Officer Candidate School at Fort Benning
were obtained as subjects.

Counterbslancing

Since all men were cxposed (o all combinations of three of the variables being
studied (firing position, firing mode and distance), it was necessary that these variables %c
presented in a fashion tha: min.mized any cumulative effect due to the order of
presentation. The counterbalsn . ing of four sequcnies of firing position and firing mode is
shown in Table 4-1. Within practical limitation=, distance of targets was randomized for
each combination of position and mode. Also for a given mode, all of the positions were
tested before the next mode was examined. Subject Number One hegan in Position A and
Mode 1. Three target distances were presented L him on-~ in rendom order. He then
moved to Position B where three target distances were again presented in random order.
This continued until he had fired all positions for Mode 1. He then fired Mode 2 through
al! positions in a similar manner.

Criteria
Three criteria were used:
(1) Time elapsed from target presentati~n to first hit
(2) Number of rounds fired to obtain the first hit
(3) Time per round fired
The first criterich measure is the most important, since the speed with which the
enemy is hit is of primary importance. The second criterion is valuahle seccndary
information, and the third is 2 good indication 9f amrmunition usage when cumpared to
the first two criteria.

Procedure

Each day nine different men (three from each of the three independent groups)
reported to the ranje at 0800 hours: Each of the three-man groups received separste
instruction and pracice on their respective types of firing. Two hours were allocated for
this instructicn and zero fire. Or the first day. all subjects fired the position order and
mode order of Day 1 in Table {-1. The three members of each ~f the independent groups
fired in the same order. The order in which these groups were run was counterbalanced.
again to eliminate any order effects (Table 4-2).

The experiment was run in a8 manner which allowed for ample rest during natural
break:. For example. on Day 1. Group 1 assumed the firing position first: they fired the
semiautomatic mode finst, firing the 25, 75, and 175-meter distances in random order
for each position befure proceeding to the rext position. When this had been completed.
they retired and the second group did the same. When all three groups had fired this
combination, Group 1 moved 25 meters forward of the firing line and iired the samwe
position order in the semiautomatic mode for the 50-, 150, and 275-meter targets. This
arrangement continued until all positions at all distances had twen fired in both modes by
all groups. Thus. each of three groups assumed the firing position four times. The only
exception to this wes the Quick-Fire group whivh did not fire at distances greater than
75 meters.
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RESULTS

Analyses of variance were conducted on all three of the criteria for each of the six
distances separately, yielding a total of 18 analyses. The conclusions drawn from these
aralyses are summarized in Table 4-3. The analysis of variance tables themselves are given
as Tables 4-4 through 4-6. Means for the time to first hit, time per round, and rounds per
target criteria are presented in Tables 4-7 through 4-9.

Quick Fire yields a significantly slower time to first hit than aimed fire at all but
the 25 meter distance. At the 25 meter distance, Quick Fire was slower than aimed fire,
but not significantly so. Tiis was true in spite of the fact that Quick Fire is faster than
aimed fire in time per round at all three distances tested. Thus, subjects using the Quick
Fire firing method fired more rapidly with fewer hits per round, using more ammunition
with less results at all ranges tested. At the intermediate ranges (150 and 175 meters),
coarse aim was faster in time per round than precision aim, but was not significantly
faster in time to first hit, and it did not use significantly m.ve ammunition. Therefore,
this finding is of little functional significance.

Semiautomatic fire yields a significantly faster time ‘o first hit than automatic fire
from some distance within 150 wmeters to all distances heyond. At no distance is
automatic fire superior in time to first hit to semiautomatir fire. Naturally, automatic fire
uses more ammunition with a faster time per round than semiatriomatic fire.

The kneeling supported positiou generally yields a more rapid time to fiyst hit out
to approximately 200 mecters. Beyond 200 meters the prone supported position appears
to vield a more rapid target kill. The kneeling and the prone supported positions are
approximately cqual in wmamunition expenditure per target kill.

Table 4-1 Table 4-2
Counterbalancing of Four {equences of Counterbaiancing of
Firing Position and Mode® Group Firing Order?
Day Firing Position Order Firing Mode Order Day l Group Firing Crder
1 abcde 12 1 123
2 edcba 12 2 132
3 cbaed 12 3 213
4 deabc 12 4 231
5 abcde 21 5 312
6 edcba 21 6 321
7 chaed 21 / 123
8 deabc 21 8 32
9 abcde 12 e 123
10 edcba 21 10 321
awg Position Firing Mode aFiring Method:
a. Prone supported 1. Semiautomatic 1. Quick Fire
b. Prone 2. Two or three round burst 2, Coarse aim
¢. Kneeling supported 3. Precision aim
d. Kneeling
e. Standing
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Table 4-3

Summary of Tests of Significance for Conclusions, by Range 3

Range

Conclusions (Meters)

5 150

Kneeling supported position yields most
rapid time to first hit. . .05 .001

2. Quick Fire yields slower time to first hit
than aimed fire. NS .001 .001 NA NA NA

3. Semiautomatic yields faster time to first
hit than automatic. NS NS NS 01 .001 .001

4. Prone supported position yields fastest
time to first hit. Cl Ci Cl Cl Cl .01

5. Quick Fire faster in time per round, with
coarse aim second. .001 .001 .001 NA NA NA

6. Kneeling supported or unsuppc/ted gives
faster time per round (supported usually
faster). .001 .05 .05 .01 NS Ci

7. Coarse aim faster than precision aim in
time per round. Ci Ci Cl .01 .01 NS

8. On semiautomatic, standing yields faster
time per round; on automatic, kneeling

supported does. Cl Cl C! Cl Cl .05
9. Automatic uses more ammunition and yields

faster time per round than semiautomatic. 001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001
10. Quick Fire uses more ammunition than

aimed fire. .001 .001 .001 NA NA NA
11.  Quick Fire uses proportionately more

f ammunition on automatic than do aimed

fire methods. .01 Ci Cl NA NA NA

12.  Kneeling position uses less ammunition. .05 Cl NS .0 NS (ol

13. Prone supported position uses less ammuni-
tion, with kneeling supported second. Cl .01 NS Cl NS .001

14. There is a proportionately smaller penalty
for using automatic with Quick Fire than
aimed fire. However, Quick Fire on automatic
} still uses more ammunition than aimed fire. Cl .05 .01 NA NA NA

30n semiuutomatic only: NS - Not significant
NA= Not applicable
Cl = Contraindicated by another conclusion
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Table 4-4

Timk to First Hit by Range: Analyses of Variance

e

Range/Source df MS F p
25 Meters
Between Subjects Analysis
Method (A) 2 18.10 1.77 NS
Error (A) 87 10.24
Within Subjects Analysis
Mode (B) 1 3.07 .21 NS
Position {C) 4 11.61 4.68 <.001
AB 2 220 <1 NS
AC 8 3.26 1.32 NS
SC 4 4.60 1.61 NS
ABC 8 5.55 1.95 NS
Error (B + AB) 87 2.52
Error (C + AC) 348 248
Error (BC + ABC) 348 2.85
50 Meters
Between Subjects Analysis
Method (A) 2 110.93 8.40 <.001
Error (A) 87 13.20
Within Subjects Analysis
Mode (B) 1 03 <1 NS
Position {C) 4 9.70 1.83 NS
AB 2 793 <1 NS
AC 8 4.27 <1 NS
BC 4 2.57 <1 NS
ABC 8 8.65 1.85 NS
Error (B + AB) 87 9.65
Error (C + AT) 348 5.16
Error {BC + ABC) 348 4.68
75 Meters
Between Subjects Analysis
Method (A) 2 507.54 13.67 <.001
Error (A) 87 37.14
Within Subjects Analysis
Mode (B) 1 59.55 3.85 NS
Position (C) 4 13.53 1.13 NS
AB 2 6.88 <1 NS
AC 8 7.26 <1 NS
BC 4 24.85 2.46 <.05
ABC 8 763 <1 NS
Error (B + AB) 87 15.47
Error {C + AC) 348 11.96
Error (BC + ABC) 348 10.11
Continued
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Table 4-4 (Continued)

Time to First Hit by Range: Analysis of Variance

Range/Source df MS F p
150 Meters
Between Subjects Analysis
Method (A) 1 251.81 397 NS
Error {A) 58 63.38

Within Subjects Analysis

Mode (B) 1 387.05 10.34 <.0t
Position (C) 4 336.68 9.82 <.001
AB 1 11.07 <1 NS
AC 4 23.03 <1 NS
8C 7 18.23 <1 NS
ABC 4 56.35 2.15 NS
Error (B + AB) 58 37.42
Error (C + AC) 232 34.30
Error (BC + ABC) 232 25.80
175 Meters

Between Subjects Analysis
Method (A) 1 1118 <1 NS
Error (A) 58 66.14

Within Subjects Anaiysis
Mode (B) 1 423.53 15.85 <.001
Position (C) 4 83.47 3.15 <.05
AB 1 4.45 <1 NS
AC 4 25.54 <1 NS
8C 4 30.68 1.01 NS
ABC 4 9.57 <1 NS
Error (B + AB) 58 26.73
Eiior (C+ AC) 232 26.51
Error (BC + ABC) 232 30.40

275 Meters

Between Subjects Analysis
Method (A) 1 116.87 1.21 NS
Error (A) 58 96.43

Within Subjects Analysis
Mode (B) 1 865.92 16.00 <.001
Position (C) 4 204.05 4.30 <.01
AB 1 6.41 <1 NS
AC 4 24.23 <1 NS
BC 4 34.21 <1 NS
ABC 4 3069 <1 NS
Error (B + AB) 58 54.13
Error (C + AC) 232 47.42

Error (BC + ABC) 232 44,93
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Table 4-5

Time per Round, by Range: Analyses of Variance

Range/Source df MS F P
25 Meters
Between Subjects Analysis
Method (A) 2 6.93 9.94 <.001
Error (A) 87 0.70

Within Subjects Analysis

Mode (B) 1 252.56 608.24 <.001
Position (C) 4 1.16 4.63 <.001
AB 2 1.42 3.42 <.05

AC 8 0.46 1.85 NS
BC 4 016 <1 NS
ABC 8 016 <1 NS
Error (B + AB) 87 0.42

Error {(C + AC) 348 0.25

Error (BC + ABC) 348 0.21

50 Meters
Between Subjects Analysis

Method (A) 2 21.97 19.23 <.001%
Error (A) 87 1.14

Within Subjects Analysis

Mode (B) 1 290.41 548.24 <.001
Position (C) 4 0.59 2.38 <.05

AB 2 10.12 19.11 <.001
AC 8 0.43 1.77 NS
BC 4 020 <1 NS
ABC 8 0.24 1.05 NS
Error (B + AB) 87 V.53

Error (C + AC) 348 0.25

Error (B + ABC) 348 0.23

75 Meters
Between Subjects Analysis
Method (A) 2 31.15 26.17 <.001
Error (A) 87 1.19
Within Subjects Analysis

Mode (B) 1 379.13  696.61 <.001
Position (C) 4 0.64 2.84 <.05

AB 2 5.44 10.00 <.001
AC 8 016 <1 NS
BC 4 0.7 2.58 <.05

ABC 8 024 <t NS
Error (B + AB) 87 0.54

Error (C + AC) 348 0.22

Error (BC + ABC) 348 0.28

(Continued)




Table 4-56 (Continued)

Time per Round, by Range: Analyses of Variance

- - - - —

RorTge/Source ! df I MS J F r p
150 Meters
Between Subjects Analysis
Method (A) 1 32.10 9.77 <01
Error (A} 58 3.29
Within Subjects Analysis
Mode (B) 1 562.70 447.86 <.001
Position (C) 4 2.18 4.13 <0
AB 1 8.8 6.97 <.05
AC 4 015 <1 NS
BC 4 0.99 2.03 NS
ABC 4 02 <1 NS
Error (B + AB) 58 1.26
Error {C + AC) 232 0.53
Error (BC + ABC) 232 0.49
175 Meters
Between Subjects Analysis
Method (A) 1 13.37 7.44 <.01
Error (A} 58 1.80
Within Subjects Analysis
Mode (B) 1 514.37 616.42 <.001
Position (C) 4 0.87 1.54 NS
AB 1 2.88 3.45 NS
AC 4 1.22 217 NS
BC 4 1.20 2.38 <.05
ABC 4 049 <1 NS
Error (B + AB) o8 0.83
Error (C+ AC) 232 0.56
Error (BC + ABC) 232 0.50
275 Meters
Between Subjects Analysis
Method (A} 1 13.39 3.05 NS
Error (A) 58 4.39
Within Subjects Analysis
Mode (B) 1 624.97 321.43 <.001
Position (C) 4 045 <1 NS
AB 1 7.11% 3.66 NS
AC 4 1.20 240 <.05
BC 4 049 <1 NS
ABC 4 034 <1 NS
Error (B + AB) 58 1.94
Error (C + AC) 232 0.50
Error (BC + ABC) 232 0.52
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Table 4-6

Rounds to First Hit, by Range: Analyses of Variance

Range/Source T of j MS T F

P
25 Meters
Between Subjects Analysis
Method (A) 2 76.09 14.70 <.001
Error (A) 87 5.13
Within Subjects Analysis
Mode (B) 1 814.15 371.26 <.001
Position (C) 4 5.11 2.45 <06
AB 2 15.02 6.85 <0
AC 8 2.68 1.29 NS
BC 4 5.63 2.60 <.05
ABC 8 5.46 2.52 <01
Error (B + AB) 87 2.19
Error (C + AC) 348 2.08
Error (BC + ABC) 348 217
50 Meters
Between Subjects Analysis
Method (A) 2 333.79 31.10 <.001
Error (A) 87 10.73
Within Subjects Analysis
Mode (B) 1 133468 195.74 <.001
Position (C) 4 17.12 4.23 <.01
AB 2 29.14 4.27 <.06
AC 8 6.02 1.49 NS
BC 4 6.19 1.61 NS
ABC 8 6.28 1.54 NS
Error (B + AB) 87 6.82
Error (C + AC) 348 4.05
Error (BC + ABC) 348 4.09
75 Meters
Between Subjects Analysis
Method (A) 2 812. 33.29 ~.001
Error (A) 87 24.41
Within Subjects Analysis
Mode (B} 1 2809.00 182.16 <.001
Position (C) 4 161 <1 NS
AB 2 75.01 4.86 <.01
AC 8 432 <1 NS
BC 4 333 <1 NS
ABC 8 674 <1 NS
Error (B + AB) 87 15.44
Error (C + AC) 348 8.61
Error {BC + ABC) 348 7.74
{Continued)
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Table 4-8 (Continued)

Rounds <o First Hit, by Range: Analyses of Variance

Reange/Scurce T df _[ MS T F 1 P N
b —— —

150 Meters
Between Subiects Analysis
Method {A) 1 09% <1 NS
Error (A) 58 21.59
r Within Subjects Analysis
Mode (B) 1 4150.14  230.67 <.001
Position (C) 4 55.69 3.88 <.01
AB 1 216 <1 NS
AC 4 23.43 1.63 NS
B8C 4 16.14 1.22 NS
ABC 4 34.25 276 <.05
Error (B + AB) 58 17.99
Error (C + AC) 232 14.34
Error (BC + ABC) 232 12.41
175 Meters
Between Subjects Analysis
Method (A) 1 29.93 1.06 NS
Error (A) 58 28.42
Within Subjects Analysi<
Mode (B} 1 453750 197.60 <.001
Position (C) 4 27.29 2.09 NS
\ AB 1 683 <1 NS
; AC 4 54 <1 NS
\ BC 4 10.71 <1 NS
ABC 4 586 <1 NS
L Error (B + AB) 58 22.96
| Error {C + AC) 232 13.05
i trror {BC + ABC) 232 14.15
275 Meters
Between Subjects Analysis
Method (A) 1 1738 <1 NS
» Error (A) 58 30.49
Within Subjects Analysis
Mode (B) 1 751896 312.30 <.001
Position (C) 4 83.83 5.12 <.001
AB 1 523 <1 NS
AC 4 1069 <1 NS
BC 4 23.12 1.35 NS
! ABC 4 11.61 <1 NS
Error (B + AB) 58 23.55
Error (C + AC) 232 16.38
Error (BC + ABC) 232 17.16
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Table 4-7
Time to First Hit, by Firing Position, Method, and Mode
(seconds)
Quick Fire Coarse Aim Precision Aim
Position
Semisutomatic | Automatic | Semiautomatic | Automatic | Semiautomatic | Automatic
Standing
25-75 meters 4,06 4.71 3.06 3.28 3.04 3.18
150-275 meters NA NA 8.30 8.92 8.96 9.7
Kneeling Supported
25-75 meters 3.63 442 3.52 3.79 2.81 2.86
150-275 meters NA NA 5.95 8.01 6.99 8.Nn
Kneeling
25-75 meters 4.04 4.25 2.82 3.10 3.02 3.28
150-275 meters NA NA 6.55 9.31 1.67 8.81
Prone-Supported
25-75 meters 5.15 4.08 3.26 3.36 3.3t 3.34
150-275 NA NA 6.85 8.67 71.33 9.58
Prone
25-75 meters 4.56 4.37 3.02 2.94 3.09 323
150-275 meters NA NA 8.13 9.95 9.29 13.30
Table 4-8
Time per Round, by Firing Position, Method, and Mode
(seconds)
Quick Fire Coarse Aim Precision Aim
Position R B R T e
Semiautomatic | Automatic SemiautomaﬂcI Automatic | Semiautomatic | Automatic
Standing
25-75 meters 1.63 Na 2.13 .86 2.34 .83
150-275 meters NA NA 283 1.07 3.65 1.23
Kneeling Supported
25-75 meters 1.65 .19 2.04 .81 223 .96
150-275 meters NA NA 287 1.15 3.24 1.25
Kneeling
25-75 meters 1.53 .68 2.09 .96 2.26 1.00
150-275 meters NA NA 2.74 1.06 3.39 1.3
Prone Supported
25-75 meters 1.69 .76 2.28 .98 2.25 1.06
150-275 meters NA NA 3.08 1.28 345 1.33
Prone
25-75 meters 1.62 77 2.19 85 244 1.0
150-275 meters NA NA 290 1.1§ 355 1.36
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Table 4-9
Rounds per Hit, by Firing Position, Method, and Mode

Quick Fire Coarse Aim Precision Aim
Position T N
Semiautomatic | Automatic s-miautomnicIAulommc Semisutomatic| Automatic
Standing
25-75 meters 2.70 6.71 1.42 4.00 1.26 n
150-276 meters NA NA 284 9.09 2.67 8.39
Kneeling Supported
25-76 meters 226 5.87 1.37 3.78 1.24 kW) |
150-275 meters NA NA 2.39 8.28 2.14 137
Kneeling
25-75 meters 2.58 5.96 1.34 347 1.35 3.70
150-275 ieters NA NA 2.30 8.83 2.18 71.49 q
Prone Supported
25-75 meters 2.87 5.33 1.40 3.78 1.36 i
150-275 meters NA NA 2.24 1.58 2.16 7.44
‘!‘ Prone
) 25-75 meters 2.66 6.03 1.38 351 1.0 336

150-275 meters NA NA 2.75 8.94 267  10.39 |
|
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Appendix E

EXPERIMENT 5: EVALUATION OF THE USE

OF COMPETITIVE MARKSMEN AS ASSISTANT INSTRUCTORS
IN BASIC RIFLE MARKSMANSHIP

OBJECTIVE

Basic rifle marksmanship in the U.S. Army is, of necessity, a mass-production
training program. The present program places a severe time limitation upon the instruc-
tion. The objective of this experiment was to determine whether the use of competitive
marksmen rather than the cadre, as at present, as assistant instructors in the BRM
program would improve marksmanship within the time limitations of the program. A
secondary objective was to determine whether additional assistant instructors would
improve training when no increase in training time was allowed.

METHOD

Experimental Variables

This was an independent groups design. The variables studied in this experiment
were:

A. Assistant Instructors (Al)
1. Competitive marksmen
2. Company cadre

B. Ratio of Als to Trainees
1. 1/15
2.1/10
3.1/5

Subjects
Theee hasic trainee compenies, of 200 men each, from Fort Gordon were used ss
subjects. The division of these three companies into experimental groups is presented in

Table 5-1. Since the number of groups for each tra.ner/trainee ratio was held constant,
the numbers of men in each group were different.

Procedures

The experimient was conducted dunng pediods § through 10 and period 13 of BRM
secording o Army Subjeet Schedule 23-71.' The following rvgulations were establi hed
for the conduct of the test:

(1) The groups having competitive marksmen as trainers all hired fron, the
left-hund side of the range. Theose Raving company cadre tainers all fired from the
right-hand side of the range.

' Deparimwnt of the Army. Rifle Mark swmnsiip, Araiy Subtieed Schedule { ASulyScd) 3571, Wasdung:-
ton, 20 October 1986 (wath Changes 1 2 and $)
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(2) Five competitive marksmen and five company cadre were used as assistant
instructors. Within these two groups, the assistant instructors were rotated so that the
same subgroup was taught by the same assistant instructor once every five periods.

(3) There were 100 firing points on the range. Eacii company was divided into
two firing orders, and each firing order contained one-half of that company’s allotment
of each subgroup, making a total of six firing orders.

(4) All lecturing instruction was presented by the Army Training Center
Committee Group.

RESULTS

These data were amenable to a two-by-three-way analysis of variunce with inde-
pendent groups having proportional but unequal numbers of subiects per group. Three
such analyses would have been rquired, one cach for the hils. miss, and no-fir» criteria.
However, since analysis time was i a premium, the number of subjects was reduced to
50 per group hy the random elimination of subjects from the larger groups. An analysis
of variance was then conducted on the hit criterion. The summary table for that analysis
is given in Table 3-2, while the means are presented in Table 5-3. It was concluded that,
under the pressure of the lime restrictions imposed by the present BRM course, neither
an increase in the experience of the assistant instructors nor an increase in their number
had a s*_nificant impact upon marksmanship scores,
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Table 5-1

Number of Experimental Groups per Company

Assistant Instructors

Competitive Marksmen

Company Cadre

Trainee Company

Trainer-Trainee Ratio

Trainer-Trainee Ratio

1/15 1/10 1/5 118 1/10 1/

1 4 2 4 4 2 4

2 4 2 4 4 2 4

3 2 6 2 2 6 2
Table 5-2

Effects of Use of Assistant Instructors:
Analysis of Variance

]wLMS!FTp

Source

Trainer-Trainee Ratio 2 37.81 <1 NS
Instructors 1 36.75 <1 NS
Interaction 2 18.56 <y NS
Error 289 76.96

Table 5-3

Effects of Use of Assistant Instructors:
Group Means for Hits

Assistant Instructors

Trainer-Trainee Ratio Marksmanship

Training Unit Cadre
(MTU)
1/15 40.14 39.36
110 41.48 40.06
1/5 39.66 39.86
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Appendix F

EXPERIMENT 6: EFFECT OF ADDITIONAL BB GUN
TRAINING ON NIGHT FIRING

OBJECTIVES

The primary objective of this experiment was to assess the value of providing a
one-hour, night practice period with the standard air rifle at miniature ground targets
prior to night record fire. The effect of placing white tape longitudinally along the barrel
as a field-expedient visual aid, and the relative merit of the kneeling unsupported and
prone supported positions were also studied.

METHOD

Experimental Variables

This was a three-dimensional, two-by-two-by-twe, independent groups design. The
three dimensions and treatments within each were:
A. Tape
1. Present
2. Absent
B. Position
1. Kneeling unsupported
2. Prone supported
C. Extra BB Gun Practice
1. Present
2. Absent

Subjects

The members of one BCT company (192 trainees) from the Infantry Training Center
at Fort dJackson were used as subjects. This provided 24 men for each of the wight
cembinations of experiment conditions.

Procedures

This experiment was conducted completely within Basic Rifle Marksmanship Period
20 according to training text 23-71-1, with these modifications:

‘1) The class on principles and technigues used during periods of limited
visibility was taught during daylight hours immediately preceding night firing.

(2) Those men who received extra BB gun training were ailowed to practice
with the BB gun for one hour, using no niore than vight magazines of 30 BBs cach. This
practical exercise was conducted after the end of evening nautical twilight. The air rifle
firing was conducted using standard, miniature ground targets at ranges of five meters or
less, as the limit of visibility dictated.
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In order to assitt the firer in determining the effectiveness of his shots, a
piece of wood was placed immediately beneath the targets in such a manner that a low
shot produced a clearly audible sound. The standard targets were small metal silhouettes
that produced a distinctly different sound when struck by a BB.

(3) The service weapon night firing was conducted immediately foilowing the
air rifle refresher. E-type silhouette tarmets at 25. and 50-meter ranges were used. The
targets were painted flat black to increase their contrast with the ambient environment.
The experiment was conducted on a standard, night firing range with 100 firing points.
Half of the men fired in each of two firing orders.

The eight experiment groups were equally represented in both of the firing
orders. Those who had received BB gun practice with tape on the barrel on the BB gun
fired the service weapon with tape on its barrel. Half of those who did not receive any
extra BB gun training fired the service weapon with the tape placed on the barrel, and
half fired without the tape. The tape used was white, one-half inch wide, and ran from
the base of the carrying handle to the top of the front sight on the M16 rifle. The test
was conducted on a .noonless night. Each man fired eight rounds for practice and eight
rounds for record at each target.

RESULTS

The analyses of variance summary for the total hits at the 25- and 50-meter targets
are presented in Table 6-1. The mean number of hits at the 50-meter target are shown in
Table 6-2.

Apparently at 25 meters the target is sufficiently easy to hit that none of the
variables have an appreciable effect. The following comments apply only to the 50-meter
distance:

(1) The prone position was generally the more effective of the two positions
tested. It should be remembered, however, that the prone position was supported,
whereas the kneeling position was unsupported. Thus, the position difference could be
due either to the difference between the two positions, or to the difference in the use of
support.

(2) The kneeling position without tape was more effective than the prone
supported position with tape. The prone supported position without tape was more
effective than the kneeling position with tape. The use of tape was not in itseif
significant.

(3) Since the group that received additional BB gun practice without the tape
was superior to those who received the practice with tape, and since those who did not
receive the BB gun practice but used the tape during record fire were superior to those
who did not receive the BB gun practice and did not use the tape in the record fire, it
appears that night training with the BB gun is best conducted without the tape, but is of
little value in any event.

In the absence of night training with a BB gun, the use of tape on the
service weapon improves performance. By way of explanation, the use of the BB gun
requires a substantial correction in elevation to account for the trajectory of the BB. The
use of tape on the BB gun probably increases the ability to make this correction.
Training in such an elevation correction would have a detrimental effect if transferred to
the service weapon. However, if the tape is not used in the early BB gun practice, its use
with the service weapon is an effective field expedient.

Apparently, night firing with the BB gun is of no benefit. The use of tape on the
BB gun then becomes a moot question. On the other hand, although it is apparent that
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night practice with the tape on the BB gun is detrimental to performance, it is probable
that the use of tape on the service weapon at night is of some assistance, at least in the
kneeling position.

Table 6-1

Effects of BB Gun Practice at Night on Total Hits, by Range:
Analyses of Variance

Range/Source df MS F p
25 Meters
Tape (A) 1 14.63 2.40 NS
Position (B) 1 1.17 <1 NS
BB Gun Practice (C) 1 2.76 <1 NS
AB 1 9.63 1.58 NS
AC 1 22.01 3.62 NS
BC 1 10.55 1.73 NS
ABC 1 0.63 <1 NS
Error 184 6.08
50 Meters
Tape (A) 1 7.93 2.92 NS
Position (B) 1 29.30 10.78 <.01
BB Gun Practice (C) 1 9.63 3.54 NS
AB 1 45.05 16.58 <.001
AC 1 11.51 4,23 <05
BC 1 4.38 <i NS
ABC 1 59.53 21.90 <.001
Error 184 2.72
Table 6-2

Effects of BB Gun Practice at Night:
Mean Hits at 50 Meters

Extra BB Practice at Night
No Practice
Position Received Practice
Used Tape l No Tape Used Tape T No Tape
Kneeling Unsupported 3.12 3.79 3.46 3.00
Prone Supported 2.25 4.04 3.74 3.95
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Appendix G

EXPERIMENT 7: CENTER OF MASS VS.
ADJUSTED AIMING POINT

OBJECTIVE

Soldiers firing the M14 rifle with a 250 meter battle sight zero are instructed to aim
below the center of mass for any targets less than 200 meters, and to aim at the center
of mass for targets beyond 200 meters. Since most combat targets are within 200 meters,
this means that most combat shots are fired aiming at the low center of mass. This
adjusted aiming point technique is necessary for the M14 rifle because of the trajectory
of that weapon. However, the M16 rifle, with a higher 1nuzzle velocity, has a flatter
trajectory. It seems plausible that the soldier might be able to fire at a center of mass
aiming point for all targets within 300 meters.

METHOD

Approach

This problem was attacked in two ways. First, trajectory data on the M16 rifle,
obtained from the Aberdeen Proving Ground, were plotted to ascertain the point of
impact predicted by the trajectory on a man-size target at each of 11 distances ranging
from approximately 25 to 300 meters. Second, an experiment was conducted to
determine whether the use of either of these aiming systems would make any difference
in firing ability as measured by performance on a record fire course.

It was recognized that the men would be very resistant to continuing to use an
aiming point that they knew would cause them to miss the target. Therefore it was
expected that the majority would, consciously or subconsciously, readjust their aiming
point so that they would hit the target. However, since the determination of no
significant difference would allow the choice of the simpler of the two aiming techniques,
and since this would lend concrete support to the result of a theoretical analysis, the
experiment was conducted.

Experimental Variables

Five variables were examined:
A. Aiming Technique
1. Center of mass
2. Adjusted aiming point
B. Weapon
1. M14
2. M16
C. Target Size
1. F silhouette
2. E silhouette
3. M silhouette
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D. Target Distance
25 meters
50 meters
75 meters
150 meters
175 meters
275 meters
. 300 meters
E. Position

1. Standing supported

2. Kneeling supported

3. Prone supported
Independent groups of subjects were used for the four combinations. of aiming technique
and weapon. All other variables were repeated across subjects.

N ok

Subjects

A total of 96 students entering the Noncommissioned Officer Candidate School at
Fort Benning were used as subjects.

Apparatus

The equipment used in Experiment 4 was used for this study. In addition, F-, E-,
and M-type silhouettes were situated on a three-lane range, as shown in Tuable 7-1. Three
firing lanes were used. Two firing lines, one at the zero and one at the 25-meter point,
were used to reduce the total number of targets required.

Procedure

An outline of the experiment is presented in Table 7-2. The three types of
silhouettes were positioned on the three firing lanes in such a way that a man firing the
three lanes in succession would fire all combinations of silhouette and range. The subjects
fired in three-man orders. Position, subject number, and type silhouette were counter-
balanced. The counterbalancing of Order 1 on Day 1 is given in Table 7-3. This general
counterbalancing procedure was followed throughout. The order of presentation of range
was randomized. In addition, the second firing line was fired first every other day.

RESULTS

It was concluded, from the data, that there probably would be no significant
difference in the most important experimental dimension—aiming technique. The primary
interest in the other variables ~oncerned their interaction with aiming technique. It was
decided to compute only a single analysis of variance on one target distance to verify the
visual conclusion of no significant differences. This analysis of variance for the 25-meter
distance is given in Table 7-1. The mean number of hits at 25 meters, by target and
weapon, and by position and aim technique. is shown in Tables 7-5 and 7-6. Although
there are significant differences between the M14 and M16 rifles and among the three
positions tested. there was no significant difference between the two aiming teckniques,
or in any of the interactions of the other variables with aiming technique.
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Table 7-1

Placement of Silhouettes on Range

Distances (meters) Targets
Firing Line | Firing Line Lane Lane Lane
1 2 1 2 3
300 275 F E M
175 180 M F E
75 50 E M F
25 F E M
Table 7-2
Outline of Experiment
Order Firing Method of W R ) Number of
Number Line Aiming eaporn anges (meters Targets
1 1 Center M16 25, 75, 175, 300 36
2 1 Adjusted M16 25, 75, 175, 300 36
3 1 Center M4 25, 75, 175, 300 36
4 1 Adjusted M14 25, 75, 175, 300 36
5 2 Center M16 50, 150, 275 27
6 2 Adjusted M16 50, 150, 27~ 27
7 2 Center M4 50, 150, 275 27
8 2 Adjusted Mi4 50, 150, 275 27




Table 7-3
Example of Sequence of Firing for Days 1 and 5°

Order Subjects Fir'in o Position Renge Subject and Type of Target
Number Line (meters) Lane ‘T Lene 2 l Lane 3
1 1-3 st A 25 1F 2€ kil
75 1E M 3F
175 ™M 2F 3€
300 1F 2€ M
8 25 1F 2E M
75 1€ M 3F
175 ™ 2F 3E
300 1F 2E M
C 25 1F 2€ M
75 1€ M 3F
175 ™M 2F 3E
300 113 2€ M
'Sequenee of Orders Varied Daily.
Table 7-4

Effects of Aiming Point Techniques on Number of Hits
at 25 Meters: Analyses of Variance

Source at MS F P
Between Subjects 95
Aiming techrique (A} 1 300 1 NS
Weapon (B) 1 176.95 43.05 <01
AB 1 019 <1t NS
Error AB 92 411
Within Subjects 768
Target size {C) 2 29.96 16.93 <o
AC 2 220 <b KS
8C 2 5.44 307 <05
ABC 2 024 <1 NS
Error C 184 .27
Position (D) 2 11.19 13.00 <O
AD 2 2.51 2.92 NS
80 2 5.63 6.55 <0
ABD 2 1.18 1.38 NS
Error O 184 0.86
1911 4 1.60 246 <056
ACD q 0.41 <1 NS
8CD 4 1.42 218 NS
ABCO 4 1.7 242 <.06
Euor CO 68 0.65
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Table 7-5
Mean Number of Hits, By Target and Weapon

{25 meter distance only)
Target
Weepon Mean
F E M
M4 4.37 6.23 4.60 4.73
M16 5.40 5.82 5.70 5.64

Mean 4.88 5.52 5.1 5.19

Table 7-8
Mean Number of Hits, By Position and Aiming Technique

(25 meter distance only)

Position
Aiming Technis  5oiog | kouwiog | Prons | Moo

Supported | Supported | Suppurted .

Center of Mass 5.48 5.16 5.10 5.25
Adjust. d Aiming Point 5.26 5.2¢ 4.86 6.13

Mean 5.37 5.2 4.98 5.19
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Appendix H

EXPERIMENT 8: OPTICALLY PRODUCED ZERO VS.
PERSONAL ZERO

OBJECTIVE

The objective of this experiment was to compare 2 collimator produced zero with
the personal zero. A true zero is the calibration of the sights on a weapon so that when
they are aligned with a target al a specified range, with a specified ammunition, the
round fired hits the aiming point within the margin of error for the weapon. it has been
commonly believed that a weapon should not be fired with a true zero, but should be
zeroed by the individual doing the shooting. According to this philosophy, the individual
eccentricities in sight aligtnment would be eliminated by correcting the sight for the
individual doing the firing.

There is considerable logic in opposition to this point of view. The man who
consistently makes an error in sight alignment can eliminate this error if the sights are
zeroed perfectly and, through firing, he notices his error. However, when a man is
allowed to introduce an error into the zeroing of his weapoi, learning to correct for this
error hecomes impossible because an accurate sight alignment will yield an inaccurate
shot. It is more difficult to maintain a consistent sight alignment when the “‘comect™
sight alignment is off center. Therefore, it would seem better to train a man to shoot
with a weapon that is accurately zeroed before teaching the man to zero the weapon.
The present system of training the man to zero the weapon hefore training him to shoot
with it would seem to insure that inaccuracies in sight alignment existing when the
tra.aing begins will have a negative ~ffect upon the course of the traininy.

Probahly the main reason why trainees have not been furnished accurately prezeroed
weapons in the past is the difficulty of mass producing accurate zeros. If a weapon could
be accurately prezeroed using a mechanical and/or optical device requiring a minimum
amount of time and money, it would then be feasible to teach the scldier to shoot
before he is taught to zero the weapor. This should make the training rasier and save in
ammunition required for zeroing. The optical colimator is potentially such & device. The
collimator is inseried into the muzzle of the weapon. Looking through the sights, a target
is seen. In centering this target in these sights, the alignment of the sights is parallel to
the barrei of the weapon. The windage at this point is correet. The correction of a set
number of clicks in elevation, or the alignment of the sights to a compensatory mark on
the collimator will zero the weapon in elevation for a given ringe.

METHOD
Experimental Varisbies

This was a twoslimengonal expenment design with these vanables:
A Type of Zero
1. Fenonal 2ere
2. Callimator stero with thresrouad cormction
1. Colhmator zero alone
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B. Distance

50 meters
100 meters
150 meters
200 meters

e QO DN =

Subjects

Two tests were run. One test used 12 shooters obtained from the U.S. Army
Marksmanship Training Unit as subjects, and was a subjects-by-treatment design. The
second test used 54 men from the Noncommissioned Officer Candidate School at Fort
Benning. This was an independent groups design.

Procedure

The test was a simple comparison of the record fire scores achieved on the standard,
basic rifle marksmanship, record fire II course. Those men firing the personal zero
determined their own 250 meter battle sight zero by firing the standard zeroing
technique as defined in paragraph 18 of Field Manual 23 71.' These subjects were
allowed nine rounds to zero their weapons. All collimator zeroed weapons were zeroed
by the individual doing the firing with supervision from Army Marksmanship Training
Unit personnel. In those cases where the final three-round shot group was allowed for
correction, the individual shooters fired their own shot groups.

“E” type silhouettes were used as targets, with the center of mass used as the
aiming point. The *“L” sight was not used since no targets beyond 300 meters were
encountered. The presentation of the target distances was randomized. For the men from
the Marksmanship Training Unit, all target distances were fired for a given zeroing of the
weapon before going on to a weapon with a different zero.

Each of the MTU subjects was assigned to one of the following presentation orders:

l.ach

2. bac

3. cba
These subjects fired all of the conditions in one day. After completing the firing of the
first weapon, each order retired. Thus, the corders were rotated through the firing line
three times, once for each zero. Two days were required for this phase of the experi-
ment. Six men fired at a time. Eight firing lanes were used. As each six-maa order
returned to the firing line for their second and third presentation, each man shifted one
space to the right. Each six-man order was composed of three pairs of men firing
different weapon zeros on a given firing presentation. The subjects zeroed their weapons
in the order in which they were fired.

Three days were used t» fire the NCOC students in the experiment. Six subjects per
day fired each of the three experiment conditions for a total of 18 subjects per day in
the experiment. Six firing lanes were used. Two subjects for each of the three experiment
groups were on line simultaneously. As this was an independent groups design, each
subject fired only one of the zero conditions.

Both the MTU and NCOC subjects received verbal instruction on zeroing procedures.
Experienced coaches from the Marksmanship Training Unit supervised the zeroing of the
weapons. All subjects fired in the semiautomatic mode, using the M16 rifle.

IDepar'tmt:nt. of the Army. Rifle Marksmanship, Field Manual (FM) 23-71, Washington, December
1966.
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RESULTS

The mean number of hits on 9 target exposures for the Marksmanship Training Unit
(MTU) subjects and the Noncommissioned Officer Candidates (NCOC) subjects, are
presented in Tables 8-1 and 8-2 respectively. Within the two subject groups, analyses of
variance were conducted separately on the hit data for cach of the four distances.
Summaries of the analyses of variance for the MTU personrel are provided in Table 8-3.

The same information for the NOOC students is presented in Table 8-4. None of the

analyses of the NCOC subjects was significant. For the MTU subjects, the 150- and
200-meter distances achieved statistical significance (p<.01 and p <.05 respectively), due
primarily to the inferiority of the collimator zero when the three-round correction was
not fired. Apparently, the collimator-produced zero is equal, but not superior to, the
standard personal zero when three rounds are allowed for a final correction.

Table 8-1

Mean Number of Hits on Nine Target
Expcsures for MTU Subjects, by Type of Zero

Distance

Experimental Group

Meters) P | Coﬂima‘t or Collimator
le:‘r)g 2 Thzrzzaof‘l':;::ds Zero Mean
50 8.92 8.92 9.00 8.94
100 £.58 8.83 8.00 8.47
150 8.2% 8.50 5.00 1.28
200 6.25 7.58 3.83 5.89
Mean 8.02 8.46 6.46 7.65
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Table 8-2

Mean Number of Hits on Nine Target Exposures
for NCOC Subjects, by Type of 2ero

Experimental Group
Distance .
(Meters) Personal cz‘:"':,"::g: Collimator Mean
Zero Three Rounds Zero
50 8.67 8.78 8.50 8.65
100 7.39 7.22 6.89 7.17
150 6.50 544 5.17 5.70
200 4.4 5.17 389 4,50
Mean 6.75 6.65 6.11 6.50
Table 8-3
Effects of Type of Zero on MTU Subjects, by Range:
Analyses of Variance
Range/Source df MS F P
50 Meters
Subjects 1" 0.05
Treatments (A) 2 0.3 <A NS
Error 22 0.06
100 Meters
Subjects 1 0.94
Treatment (A) 2 219 1.84 NS
Error 22 1.19
150 Meters
S:ibjects 1 6.35
Treatments (A) 2 46.78 8.74 <.01
Error 22 5.35
200 Meters
3ubjecis 1 384
Treatments {A) 2 43.36 5.59 <.05
Error 22 1.76
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Table 8-4
Effects of Type of Zero on NCOC Subjects, by Range:

Analyses of Variance
Range/Source df MS F p
60 Meters
Treatments (A) 2 0.35 <1 NS
Days (B) 1 0.91 2.08 NS
Error 48 0.44
100 Meters
Treatments (A) 2 1.17 <1 NS
Days (B) 1 0.02 <1 NS
Error 48 3.45
150 Meters
Treatments {A) 2 8.91 1.53 NS
Days (B) 1 8.96 1.54 NS
Error 48 5.81
200 Meters
Treatments (A) 2 7.39 1.65 NS
Days (B) 1 0.46 <1 NS
Error 48 447
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Appendix |

EXPERIMENT 9: SEMIAUTOMATIC VS.
AUTOMATIC FIRE AT NIGHT

OBJECTIVE

In Experiment 4 it was concluded that semiautomatic fire was superior to automatic
fire against visible point targets in the daytime. It was considered possible that this might
be reversed against visible point targets at night. At night and under other limited
visibility conditions, the target is sufficiently indistinct and the alignment of the sights is
sufficiently difficult that simply increasing the dispersion and number of rounds fired by
using automatic fire could increase the probability of a hit.

Informal contacts with the U.S. Army Infantry Board provided assurance that their
recent study had established the three-round burst as the optimal burst size for automatic
fire with the M16 rifle, so this study of automatic fire was limited to the three-round
burst. However, although three rounds is the ideal, the actual average burst size varies
considerably from one individual to another.

METHOD

Experimental Variables

This was an incomplete factorial subjects-by-treatments design, studying four
dimensions:
A. Mode of Fire
1. Semiautomatic
2. Automatic
B. Distance
1. 25 meters
2. 50 meters
3. 75 meters
C. Muzzle Flash
1. Silhouette (Non-flashing)
2. Flashing
D. Position
1. Prone
2. Prone supported
3 Prone with bipod
Those combinations of B and C which were examined are:
A. 25-meter silhouette
B. 50-meter silhouette
C. 50-meter flashing
D. 75-meter flashing
Two combinations of variables B and C were not examined. The illumination level
was starlight (no moon).
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Subjects

Subjects were 48 entering students from the Noncommissioned Officer Candidate
School at Fort Benning.

Apparatus

Three firing lanes were used. “E” type silhouettes were placed at 25 and 75 meters.
Flashers were positioned at about breastplate height on the 75-meter silhouettes. The
XMa31 flashing target display was used.’ Two firing lines were used. At the zero-point
firing line, the men fired at the 25-meter silhouette and the 75-meter flashing targets. At
a second firing line, 25 meters down range, the men fired at the 75-meter target in both
the flashing and non-flashing modes. This provided a 50-meter flashing and a 50-meter
non-flashing target.

Procedure

A counterbalancing of the order or presentation of the firing mode, firing position,
and firing line is presented in Table 9-1. The order of target presentation was
rar.dJomized. Each man fired twice, once for each mode. While on the firing line he fired
at both targets before changing positions and fired from all three positions before
changing firing lines. After firing at all targets in all positions from both firing lines in
one mode of fire the subjects retired from the firing line. He was recalled to the firing
line to fire the second mode in all combinations of all of the conditions in the same
order as before except that the targets were randomized. Twelve subjects are shown in
Table 9-1 because 12 are required for complete counterbalancing. Three men were on the
firing line at a time, and fired in succession according to the combination of conditions
designated for each.

RESULTS

Time to first hit and time per round proved to be meaningless criteria because of
the large number of cases where the subject never hit the target on a given combination
of conditions. The chi square statistic was used to analyze total hits. As indicated in
Table 9-2, the automatic mode of firc achieved more hits than did the semiautomatic
mode (p <.001). In addition, the automatic mode was proportionately better at the
closer target (p <.01). The majority of the subjects did not achieve a hit with a full
magazine (6 rounds of semiautomatic and 18 rounds for automatic) at the 75 meter
flashing target. Similarly, the majority firing in the semiautomatic mode did not achieve a
hit at the 50-meter silhouette and flashing targets.

It would appear that the automatic mode is superior to the semiautomatic mode for
firing out to 50 meters. The only possible criticism of this is that the semiautomatic
mode was limited to one-third of the ammunition allotted to the automatic mode. Had
the semiautomatic mode heen allotted the same amount of ammunition as the automatic
mode, those individuals firing the semiautomatic mode could have continued to fire for
some time after those firing the automatic mode would have been out of ammunition.

An examination of the results for the 50 meter silhouette and 50 meter flashing
targets shows that the flashing target is easier to hit (p <.01). There was no significant
difference among the three firing positions. Table 9-3 provides the mean number of
bursts and rounds of ammunition used us a function of target and mode. From this it can

'Federat stock number 6930-678-8178.




be seen that the mean number of bursts on automatic was no more than the mean
number of rounds on semiautomatic.

The mean time per round on semiautomatic, and per burst on automatic are
presented in Table 9-4. Automatic fire achieved more hits than semiautomatic fire while
requiring no more trigger pulls and no more time per trigger pull (Tables 9-2, 9-3, 9-4).
The conclusion must be that in a time critical situation at night, automatic fire using the
three round burst is more likely to achieve a hit than semiautomatic fire.

Nat :.zi". aiinmatic fire requires more ammunition than does semiautomatic fire.
The special conditions of this study preclude using the ammunition expenditure for this
study as a guide to ammunition requirements in combai. However, Table 9-5 fumishes
the mean number of bursts, ammunition expended per target, and burst size for auto-
matic fire. The mean burst size used in the study was 2.82 rounds per burst. It is
probably safe to say that using a three-round burst of automatic fire at night, the rate of
ammunition expenditure will probably be about 2.8 times what it would be with

semiautomatic fire. However, the number of hits will also be substantially greater using
automatic fire.

Table 9-1

Counterbalancing of Firing Mode,
Firing Position, and Firing Line

Firing Firing Firing

Subject Mode Position Line

ab
ab
ab
ba
ba
ba

ab
ab
ab
10 b a
1 ba
12 ba
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Table 8-2

Probability of Hit for

a Given Magazine of Ammunition®

Target

25-Meter Silhouette
50-Meter Silhouette
50-Meter Flashing
75-Meter Flashing

Mode of Fire
Semiautomatic A Automatic
84 97
31 .51
.29 .89
21 .28

Testing: Semiautomatic vs. Automatic
Testing: Mode/Target Interaction
Testing: 50-Meter Flashing vs. Sithouette X 832 df-1 p<.0t

X2 -2202 ar=1 p<.001
x?-1200 of-3 p<.01

BBecause the analysit is based on hits, wnd individuals had more
than one hit, chi squdére (XZ). which assumes 1 dependence of observa-
tions, is technically not completely vahid. In this instance, the effects of
violating the indep.ndence 2ssumption are of no consequence since they
lead to0 a conservative statistical test.

Table 9-3

Mean Number of Bursts and Rounds of
Ammunition Used as 8 Function of Target and Mode

Semiautomatic ll

Target
25-Meter Silhouette 259
50-Meter Silhouette 5.15
50-Meter Flashing 513
75-Meter Flashing 5.40

Mode of Fire

Rounds on
Automatic

5.70
13.20
11.60
15.60

Bursts on
Automatic

1.99
457
438
5.54
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Table 9-4

Mean Time Per Round on Semiautomatic
and Per Burst on Automatic

(seconds)
Mode of Fire
Tl’ﬂt e T

Semisutomatic [ Autometic
25-Meter Sithouette 3.36 353
50-Meter Sithouette 4,04 3.86
50-Meter Flashing 3.60 3.54
75-Meter Flashing 3.70 3.82

Table 9-5

Msan Number of Bursts, Ammunition Expended
per Target, and Burst Size for Automatic Fire

3

T Mean Number Mesn Number Mean Burst i

arget of Bursts of Rounds Sice ]

25-Meter Silhouette 1.99 5.70 287 ;
50-Meter Silhouette 4.67 13.20 282
50-Meter Flashing 4.18 11.€0 2.78

75-Meter Flashing 5.54 15.60 282




Appendix J

EXPERIMENT 10: VISION TECHNIQUE, SIGHT, MOLCE, AND
POSITION FOR USE IN NIGHT FIRE

OBJECTIVE

The primary objeciive of this study was to determine whether the British night
firing system, including tne Tri-Lux sight, is superior to the American night firing s; stem.
A secondary objeciive was to determine whether semirutomatic or automatic fire is
superior at night.

The British system of night firing 1 an aiming technigue that relies upon a
large-aperture rear sight. and a lumirous front sight. The American system of night fire is
an unaimed, pointing technique tha. does not use the sights at all.

METHOD

Experimental Variables

The following variables, alopg with the levels listed, were examined:
A. Night Vision Technique
1. Off<venter alignment
2. Direct alignment
B. Sight
1. Tri-Lux
2. Tri-Lux front sight with standnvd rear sight
3. Standard sight (M16A1)
C. Mode
1. Semiautomatic
2. Automatic {3-reund bursts;
D. Distonce
1. 25 meters
2. 30 meters
E. Fusition
1. Prone supported
2. Kneeling supported
This was a mixed-model analyvsis of variance design. Vanables A and B requird independ-
ent goups. Varables ¢ D, and E were pepeated across subpects. Thus, a total of six
independent groups were required for the 2 by 3 combinations of vision technique and
sight. The offwenter night vision techmque consisted of aligning the sythts in eleva®ion
with the target whiie the target was posibioned ahout five degrees to one side of th- line
of ught. Once sight almment was achieved, the nfle was moved inte alignment with the
target and the round was fived. Ths technique s 3 part of the Batish aight fireg o stem.
The dinvct alignment o the normal method of sght aligament.
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Subjects
With six groups, using 18 men per group, a total of 108 were required. These men

were me:ibers of an entering class of the Noncommissioned Officer Candidate School,
Fort Benning.

Apperatus

There were three firing lanes with “E-type targets positioned at 25 and 50 meters.
The tarpets were controlled from a tower located at the rear of the firing line. The M16
rifle was used. The Tri-Lux sight uses a slightly radioactive luminescent element (tritium)
in the front sight post. Th» rear aperture is a circle, truncated on the sides by the
carrying handle. The inside dimensions of the rear aperture a- 1.00 and 0.75 centimeters
for height and width respectively.

Procedure

The six combinations of vision technique and sight provided six separate groups
iring orders) for record fire. The targetl ranges were randomly presented. The counter-
balancing of the firing position and firing mode is as follows:

Pay Position Order Mode Order

1 1 2 1 2
2 2 1 )
3 1 2 2 1
4 2 1 2 1
5 1 2 1 2
6 2 1 2 1

All three positions were fized hefore the firing mode was changed. The practice session,
fired before record fire, was ideriwal to the record session cxcept that the ammunition
allotment was 4 and 12 rounds pe: target presentaiion for semiautomatic and automatic
fire respectively rather than 6 and 18 rounds and only one of the two tlarget distances
available was presented for each combination of the experimental variables. The selection
of this target was randomized.

The men reported to the range at 1800 hours where they were assigned to groups
and given the additional training in their assigned techniques. Practice firing commenced
at 1900 hours. Record firing commenced 2t 2000 hours, and was completed by 0100
hours. When a target was hit. it was presented again, and continued 1o be presented until
the subpct had expended his magazine of ammunition. Two criteria were oblained—time
to finst hit. and total numhr of hitx.

RESULTS

Theee were so many cases where the men did not hit a tamget at all, that the me to
first it cntenon s suspect, and therefore s not reported. Table 10-1 provides (e
analyses of varian-e for the hits per fint four tngeer pulls for 25 and 50 meters




respectively. Table 10-2 provides the means for the combinations of mode and position
for the 25 and 50 meter distances respectively.

This cxperiment fumishes conclusive evidence for the superiority of the automatic
mode for night fire (p <.001). and for the superiority of the prone position as compared
to the kneeling position when firing in the automatic mode ut night at the longer ranges
(p <.001). In the semiautomatic mode, there was no difference between the too
positions. Neither the vision technique, nor the sight produced significant differences. The
most plausible explanation is that the “‘no moonlight™ condition did not provide suffi.
cient illumination to make the target visible. A target that is not readily vi ble will not
be hit frequently with rifle fire regardless of the sight or vision tecanique used. It was

concluded that an additional test was needed to determine the effect of more
illumination.




Table 10-1

Effects of Vision Technique, Sight, Mode, and Position on
Hits per First Four Trigyer Pulls: Analyses of Variance

Range/Source [ af l MS T F l p

25 Meters b
Between Subjects Analysis

Vision Technique {A) 1 490 1.78 NS
Sight (8) 2 6.78 243 NS
Test Night (C) 5 6.20 2.20 NS
AB 2 0.45 <1 NS
AC 5 3.34 1.20 NS h
BC 10 2.53 <1 NS
ABC 10 2.85 1.02 NS
Error 72 2.79

Within Subjects Analysis )
Mode (D} 1 33.33 21.49 <00
Position (E) 1 5.79 3.73 NS
DE 1 2.68 1.73 NS
AD 1 0.01 <1 NS
AE 1 0.59 <1 NS
BD 2 0.03 <1 NS
BE 2 1.23 <1 NS )
CD 5 0.59 <i NS | ﬁ
CE 5 113 <1 NS !
Pooled Error 305 1.55 l 1

50 Meters

Between Subjects Analysis
Vision Technigue (A) 1 039 <1 NS
Sight (B) 2 0.88 <1 NS
Test Night (C; 5 0.85 <1 NS
AB 2 0.11 <1 NS
AC 5 1.67 1.20 NS
B8C 10 0.85 <1 NS
ABC 10 1.37 <1 NS
Error 72 1.40

Within Subjects Analysis
Mode (D) 1 11.67 18.31 <.001
Position (E) 1 0.52 <1 NS
DE 1 12.86 20.18 <.001
AD 1 0.00 <1 NS
AE 1 0.52 <1 NS
8D 2 0.54 <3 NS

b BE B 2 0.77 1.20 NS

(o)) 5 0.41 <1 NS
CE 5 0.63 <1 NS
Pooled Error 305 0.64




Table 10-2
Mean Hits per First Four Trigger Pulls

for Mode, Position, and Range
Mode
Range/Position [— o . | Mean
Semisutomatic Automatic
25 Meters
Prone 1.97 2.64 2.3
Kneeling 1.85 2,25 2.05
Mean 1.91 244 2.18
50 Meters
Prone 0.46 0.87 0.67
Kneeling 0.47 0.72 0.60
Mean 0.47 0.80 0.63
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Appendix K

EXPERIMENT 11: USE OF THE TRI-LUX SIGHT
FOR DAYTIME TARGETS

OBJECTIVE

In Experiment 10 of this series, the Tri-Lux sight was found to be valuable for night
firing. In Experiment 4, aimed fire was demonstrated to be superior to Quick Fire
(pointing unaimed fire) at all ranges from 25 meters out, in the daytime. The British have
concluded that aimed fire, in the daytime using their Tri-Lux sight, is superior to Quick
Fire.! The British also recommend an ‘“‘on the shoulder’ ready position.

Experiment 11 has five objectives:

(1) Among the three shooting techniques—Quick Fire, aimed fire with the
standard sight, and aimed fire with the Tri-Lux sight—which is best at ranges within 25
meters in the daytime where time is critical?

(2) Beyond 25 meters, how far out is the Tri-Lux sight superior or equal to
the standard sight in time to first hit?

(3) Of the two carry positions—the underarm and a modification of the British
ready position—which allows the more rapid time to first hit when firing from the
shoulder position?

(4) Within what range (if any) does the underarm firing position yield a more
rapid time to first hit?

(5) Within what range (if any) does automatic fire provide a more rapid time
to first hit?

These questions were addressed in two separate experiments (11A and 11B).

EXPERIMENT 11A

METHOD

Experimental Variables

The following variables, along with the levels listed, were examined:
A. Firing Techniques

1. Quick Fire

2. Aimed fire with Tri-Lux sight

3. Aimed fire with M16A1 sight
B. Weapon Carry Position

1. Underarm

2. Modification of British ready position
C. Mode of Fire

1. Semiautomatic

2. Automatic

'Major D. Stopford.  An Evaluation of the Quick Kill Shooting System, FARELF F (Operational
Requirements and Analysis Branch), Report No. 3-69, March 1969,
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C. Mode of Fire
1. Semiautomatic
2. Automatic
D. Range
1. 10 meters
2. 15 meters
3. 20 meters
4. 25 meters
In the modified British ready position, the butt of the weapon is placed high in the
shoulder pocket so that when the weapon is raised a minimum head movement is
required. For a right-handed individual, the right hand is on the pistol grip, the left is on
the stock beyond the carrying handle, and the weapon is slanted downward and to the
left across the body.

Subjects

Twenty-four students entering the Noncommissioned Officer Candidate (NCOC)
School at Fort Benning participated.

Apparatus

One firing lane was used with four firing lines five meters apart and seven “E” type
targets positioned alternately on the right and left of the firer at five-meter intervals. The
M16 rifle was used.

Procedure

The counterbalancing of the order of presentation of the variables is given in Tables
11A-1 and 11A-2. Table 11A-1 lists the seven combinations of firing technique and carry
position. Table 11A-2 provides the order in which each subject fired the seven combina-
tions of firing technique and carry position, and the order in which he fired the two
modes. For example, Subject Nc. 1 first fired using the pointing underarm technique,
beginning from the underarm position in the semiautomatic mode. He next fired the
same combination in the automatic mode. He then fired using the pointing, shoulder
technique, beginning from the underarm position in the semiautomatic mode, and so
forth. The target ranges were presented randomly.

The men received preliminary instruction in the techniques examined and then were
given a practice firing course described in Table 11A-3. To complete each firing exercise,
the individual loaded his weapon and walked cautiously dcwn the firing lane approxi-
mately five meters. At this point{, one of four possible targets was raised (targets were
offset slightly to the right and left at ranges from 10 to 25 meters). The subject engaged
the target as rapidly as possible, employing his assigned firing technique, and firing until
the target was hit or the ammunition was expended. The subject then changed magazines
and again moved forward, repeating the procedure until he had fired from each of the
four firing lines. Thus, although the lane included seven targets, only four of them (from
10 to 25 meters) were used at any given time.

RESULTS

Table 11A-4 gives the analysis of variance for the number of trigger pulls to first hit.
Tables 11A-5 and 11A.6 provide means for the number of trigger pulls to first hit for

7
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various combinations of conditions. Table 11A-7 shows the analysis of variance for the
time to first hit criterion. Tables 11A-8 and 11A-9 provide means for this criterion for
various combinations of experimental conditions. The results can be summarized as
follows:

(1) In terms of trigger pulls, Quick Fire is inferior to aimed fire beyond 15
meters, and i3 never superior to aimed fire.

(2) Considering time to first hit the M16A1l sight is inferior at 10 and 15
meters where the Tri-Lux sight and Quick Fire are about equal. At 20
meters, the technique used makes little difference. At 25 meters, aimed fire
in general and the Tri-Lux sight in particular are superior.

(3) The British ready position is superior (in time to first hit) to the underarm
carry, but the two positions are equal in the required number of trigger
pulls.

(4) Automatic fire is slightly faster than semiautomatic fire in time to first hit
within 25 meters. There is no difference between the two modes in the
number of trigger pulls required to hit the target.

Table 11A-10 gives the analysis of variance for the number of trigger pulls to first
hit for the second experiment. This was a comparison of the underarm and the shoulder
firing positions for pointing unaimed fire. Table 11A-11 provides means for various
combinations of experimental conditions. Tables 11A-12 and 11A-13 provide similar
information for the mean time to first hit criterion. An examination of these tables
shows that the underarm firing position is inferior to the shoulder firing positions in
trigger pulls to first hit, and equal in time to first hit. This is based upon a comparison of
the underarm firing position with the Quick Fire data of Experiment 1. Since Quick Fire
itself was inferior to aimed fire, especially with the British sight, there is no doubt about
the underarm firing position being inferior to the shoulder firing position.

EXPERIMENT 11B

METHOD

Experimental Variables

The following variables, along with the levels listed, were examined:
A. Firing Techniques
1. Aimed fire with the conventional M16A1 sight
2. Aimed fire with the Tri-Lux sight
B. Mode of Fire
1. Semiautomatic
2. Automalic
. Position
1. Prone
2. Kneeling
3. Standing
D. Distance
1. 50 meters
2. 100 meters
3. 150 metens
1. 200 meters

e




Subjects

Twenty-four students entering the Noncommissioned Officer Candidate School at
Fort Benning participated.

Apparatus

Two points from a standard, basic rifle marksmanship, record fire course were used
in this study. The M16 rifle was used.

Procedure

The subjects received a preliminary course of instruction in the two firing techniques
and then completed a practice firing course; this course is outlined in Table 11B-1. The
men then fired the record course. The order of presentation of the target distance was
randomized. The orders of presentation for the other variables are given in Table 11B-2.
Each man fired all four ranges before changing positions; fired all three positions before
changing mode; and fired both modes before changing firing techniques. Each man was
issued one 6-round magazine for each target engaged with semiautomatic fire, and one
18-round magazine for each target engaged with automatic f{ire. In each case the
individual fired until the target was hit or his magazine was cmpty. The men used a
three-round burst of automatic fire when in the automatic mode. All subjects fired all
combinations of experimental conditions.

RESULTS

Tables 11B-3, -4, and -5 provide the results of the analysis of the trigger pulls to
first hit criterion. Tables 11B-6, -7, and -8 provide the analysis of the time to first hit
criterion. An examination of these tables shows that the "'ri-Lux sight is at least equal to
the standard M16 sight in time to first hit and in trigger pulls to first hit up to a range of
50 meters. By 100 meters the Tri-Lux sight is significantly inferior to the standard M16
sight (p <.05). and markedly inferior at 150 meters and beyond (p<.01). The probability
figures were determined by the Tukey “*A™ Test.

Experiment 11A determined that the British Tri-Lux sight offered a speed/accuracy
advantage at ranges from 25 meters in. E-periment 11B determined that there is no
speed/accuracy disadvantage in using this sight out to a distance of 50 meters.

n




Tuble 11A-1

Combinations of Firing Technigue

and Carry Position
C': ndition Firing Technique L Carry Position

umber

1 Pointing Underarm Underarm
28 Pointing Shoulder Underarm
2b Pointing Shoulder British

3a Aimed Fire (M16A1 Sights) Underarm
3b Aimed Fire (M18A1 Sights) British

4a Aimed Fire (Tri-Lux Sights) Underarm
4b Aimed Fire {Tri-Lux Sights) British

Table 11A-2

Counterbalancing Firing Order and Mode

1
2
3
4
5
6

Subject l Firing Order Sequence® l Mode Sequence

1 2a 3a4a2b 3b 4b
1 3242 2b 3b 4b 2a
1 4a2b 3b 4b 2a 3a
2b 3b 4b 22 32 42 1
3b4b 23 Jada b1
4b 22 32 42 2b 3v 1

- N = N = N

1
2
1
2
1
2

3See Table 11A.1.




Table 11A.3

Practice Firing Course

<ondition Mode Ranges Rounds Yotal per Total per
Number (meters) per Terger® Individual Order
Semisutomatic 10 and 20 3 6 24
Automatic 15 and 20 9 18 72
2 Semiautomatic 10 and 20 3 8 24
2 Automatic 15and 25 9 18 72
2b Semiautomatic 15 and 26 3 6 24
2> Automatic 10 and 20 9 18 72
3a Semisutomatic 10 and 20 3 6 4
3a Automatic 15 and 25 9 18 72
3b Semiautomatic 15and 25 3 6 24
3b Automatic 10 and 20 9 18 72
4 Semisutomatic 10 and 20 3 6 L)
4 Automatic 15 and 25 9 18 72
4b Semiautomatic 15 and 25 3 ] 24
4b Automatic 10 snd 20 9 18 72

3 Total per day ~ 672; totsl for 6 days — 4,032; toal per day Practice snd Record - 2,464; totsl
for six days Practice snd Record — 14,784. Much imailler ammunition expenditure probsbie unce tiring
wnil stop on achieving » hit.




Table 11A-4

Effects of the Use of the Tri-Lux Sight on

Trigger Pulls to First Hit: Analysis of Vurisnce

{First Experiment of 114)

Source r of IT MS ] F I I
Mode (A) 1 058 1.55 NS
Technique (8) 2 498 15.51 <001
Carry (C) 1 0.17 <1 NS
Range (D) 3 3.40 12.28 <.001
AB 2 0.06 <1 NS
AC 1 1.39 6.40 <06
AD 3 031 1.24 NS
8C 2 0.08 <1 NS
8D 8 1.73 5.36 <.001
co 3 0.04 <1 NS
Error (A) 23 0.38
Error (B) 46 0.32
Error (C) 23 0.3
Error (D) 69 0.28
Error (AB) 46 0.20
Error (AC) 23 0.22
Error (AD) 69 0.25
Error (BC) 46 0.27
Error (BD) 138 0.32
Error (CD) 88 0.24
Pooled Residual 552 0.26

Table 11A -5
Mean Trigger Puils to First Mit
for Each Technique and Distance

Technugue P
o |

Quick Fire 1.08

M8 Avm 1.10
Bntrsh Aim 1.03
Mean 1.0?

Outance (Mutgrs)
s [ Te [ m

118
115
1.07
1.13

1.39
L4
114
122

1.64

112
1.20
132

.32
113
m
118

—



Table 11A-6

Mean Trigger Pulls to First Hit
for Mode and Carry Position

Mode

| uncerarm | shoutder |

Mean

Semisutomatic
Automatic
Mean

L2
116
1.18

Table 11A.7

Effects of the Use of the Tri-Lux Sight on
Time to First Hit: Analysis of Variance
(First Experiment of i 1A}

_ S [ e | owe [ or e
Mode (A} 1 6.7¢ m <.05
Technique (B} 2 1.29 246 NS
Carry (C) 1 12.67 16.48 <.001
Distance (D) 3 2453 58.69 <.001
AB 2 0.16 <1 NS
AC 1 1.83 512 <.05
AD 3 0.68 1.72 NS
8cC 2 0.05 <1 NS
8D 6 1.94 n <.0t
cD 3 0.38 <1 NS
Error (A) 23 0.87
Error (B) 46 0.52
Error (C) 23 0.727
Error (D) 69 0.4
Error (AB) 4€ 035
Error (AC) 23 0.36
Eeror (AD) ae 0.39
€rror (BC) 46 0.37
Error (BD) 138 0.52
Error {(CO) 69 0.4
Pooled Rendual 582 0.40




Table 11A-8

Mean Time 10 First Hit by Aim Technique and Distance

Distance (Meters)
Technique Meen
w T v [ » [ =
Quick Fire 1.10 1.3 1.65 213 1.66
M18 Aim 1.28 1.50 1.63 1.74 1.53
British Aim 1.12 1.40 1.60 1.68 1.45
Mean 1.18 1.42 1.62 1.85 1.51
Table 11A-8
Meen Time 0 First Hit
by Mode and Carry Position
Mode l Underarm [ Shouuvj Mesn
Semisutomatic 185 1.52 1.58
Automatic 1.62 1.41 1.51
Table 11A-10
Eftects of the Lise of the Tri-Lux Sight on
Trigger Pulls to First Hit:  Analysis of Variance
{Second £ xperiment of 11A}
Sowsce I o l o3 r F I »
Mode (M) 1 0.59 <t NS
Technique (1) 1 2450 20853 <.001
Distance (D) 3 16.47 17.29 <00t
Error (M) 23 1.03
Erroe (T) a2 .19
Error (D) % 0.95
MY 1 38 k¥ 7] NS
M0 3 L X 1) 2% NS
T 3 1.08 1.9 NS
MTO 3 0 <t NS
Ereor (MT) a o8
Erroe (MO) [ 0.00
€eroe (TO) [ -] on
Error IMTD) 8 098

. m———— . T




Table 11A-11

Moan Trigger Pulls to First Hiit, by
Firing Mode/Technique snd Rangs Combinations
Distonce (Meters)
Mode/Technique Mesn
10 15 20 25
Semiautomatic Mode
Undersrm 1.50 1.88 213 233 1.48
Quick Fire 1.08 117 1 3] 1.63 1.27
Mean 1.29 1.52 1.68 1.98 1.61
Automatic Mode
Undererm 1.08 1.17 1.88 2.67 1.70
Quick Fire 1.04 1.21 1.36 1.88 1.38
Mean 1.08 1.19 1.63 227 1.54
Table 11A.12

Effects of the Use of the Tri-Lux Sight on
Time to First Hit:  Analysis of Vasiance

{Second Experiment of 11A)

Source I ot l oS l F L »
Mode (M) 1 3.06 328 NS
Technique (T) ) 203 1.45 NS
Distance (D) 3 2591 24.03 <.001
Error (M) 3 0.93
Error (T) 23 1.40
Error (D) 69 1.08
mMT 1 392 3.0 NS
MD 3 208 284 NS
TO 3 1.54 1.49 NS
MTD 3 0.96 <1 NS
Error (MT) 22 119
Error (MD) 69 0.7
Eerur (YD) ) 1.04
Ercor (MTD) ] 1.10
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Table 11A-13
Mean Time to First Hit, by Mode and Distance

Distance {(Meturs)

Mode/Technique Meon
10 15 20 25
Semiautomatic Mude i
Underarm 1.51 2.02 2.37 2.15 2.01
Quick Fire 1.18 1.45 1.85 2.39 1.67
Mean 1.34 - 173 2.01 2.27 1.84
Automatic Mode
Underarm 0.£9 1.30 1.83 2.50 1.64
Quick Fire 1.13 1.41 1.66 2.55 1.69
Mean 1.01 2.72 1.75 253 1.66
Table 11B-1
Practice Firing
Ranges (meters)
; ‘ - ) Target Rounds | Total Rounds
Technique Moge Positions © \Peolziz:?:?)per Presented | »er Target | per Individual
1 Semiautomeiic ia, b, c 100, 150, 200 3 3 9
2 Semiautomatic a, b, ¢ 50, 100, 150 3 3 9 -
1 Automatic a b, ¢ 50, 100, 200 3 9 27
2 Autematic a b, ¢ 50, 150, 200 3 9 27
Table 11B-2
Record Fire
Subject Firing Technique Sequence } Mode Order Position Order
1 1 2 1 2 a b ¢
2 - 1 2 2 1 c a b
3 2 1 1 2 b ¢ a
4 2 1 2 a ¢ b
5 1 2 1 2 b c
6 2 1 2 ¢ b a




Table 118-3

Effects of the Use of the Tri-Lux Sight on
Trigger Pulls to First Hit: Analysis of Variance

Source l ar T MS L F r p
Sights (A) 1 230.23 67.73 <.001
Mode (B) 1 41.63 16.27 <.001
Position {C) 2 10.90 4.69 <.05
Distance (D) 3 228.31 99.92 <.001
Error (A) 23 3.40
Error (B) 23 2.56
Error (C) 46 2.32
Error (D) 69 2.29
AB 1 0.95 <1 NS
AC 2 1.7 <1 NS
AD 3 33.34 20.06 <.001
8C 2 1.18 <1 NS
8D 3 5.05 3.62 <05
co 6 1.41 <1 NS
Error {AB) 23 4,58
Error (AC) 46 2.11
.. Error (AD) 69 1.66
Error (BC) 48 3.06
Error (BD) 69 1.39
Error (CD) 138 2.38
ABC 2 2.42 1.14 NS
ABD 3 0.55 <1 NS
ACD 6 2.16 1.13 NS
BCD 6 3.82 1.74 NS
ABCD 6 2.09 <1 NS
Error (ABC) 46 2.13
Error (ABD) 69 1.83
Error (ACD) 138 1.9
Error (BCD) 138 2.19
Error {ABCD) 138 2.16
Table 118-4
Mean Trigger Pulls to First Hit, by
Aim Technique and Distance
Distance (Meters)
Technique Mean
50 100 150 200
M16 Aim 1.08 1.43 1.80 2.37 1.69
British Aim 1.18 2.06 297 4.50 2.56
Mean 1.13 1.74 2.38 3.2 212
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Table 118-6

Mean Trigger Pulls to First Hit,

by Mode and. Firing Position
Firing Position
Mode Mean
Prone Kneeling Standing
Semiautomatic 1.73 1.95 2.10 1.93
Automatic 22 2.1 2,50 2.31
Mean 1.97 2.08 2.30 2.12
Table 118-6
Eflects of the Use of the Tri-Lux Sight on
Time to First Hit: Analysis of Variance
{Experiment 11B)

Source ) { df [ MS 1 F I .
Mode (M) 1 135.98 4.39 <05
Technique (T) 1 2,519.91 49.09 <.001
Position (P) 2 33.8¢ 1.08 NS
Distance (D) 3 4,297.23 79.58 <.001
Error (M) 23 30.93
Error (T) 23 51.33
Error (P} 46 31.45
Error (D} 69 54.00
MT 1 56.63 <1 NS
MpP 2 98.77 1.61 NS
MD 3 1380 <1 NS
TP 2 87.61 247 NS
TD 3 461.15 19.31 <001
PD 6 1984 <1 NS
Error (MT) 23 94.07
Error (MP) 46 61.25
Error (MD) 69 35.14
Error (TP) 46 35.48
Error (TD) 69 23.88
Error (PD) 138 32.93
mTP 2 16.75 <1 NS
MTD 3 65.19 2.20 NS
MPD 6 90.77 2.33 <05
TPD 6 57.62 1.83 NS
MTPD 6 994 <1 NS
Error (MTP) 46 18.38
Error (MTD) 69 29.60
Error (MPD) 138 38.98
Error (TPD) 138 31.51
Error (MTPD) 138 31.55




Table 118-7

Mean Time to First Hit, by Sight Technique

Distance {Meters)

Technique Mean
50 100 160 200
M16A1 Sight 2.60 4.28 6.07 8.68 5.41
British Sight 2.65 6.24 9.97 14.62 8.37
Mean 2.62 5.26 8.02 11.85 6.89
Table 118-8
Mean Time to First Hit, by Firing Position
Firing Position
Mode = Mean
Prone Kneeling Standing
Semiautomatic 5.89 6.72 7.03 8.66
Automatic 7.1 6.57 7.42 7.23
Mean 6.80 6.64 71,22 6.89

L 1
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Appendix L
EXPERIMENT 12: TRI-LUX SIGHT AT NIGHT

OBJECTIVE

Experiment 10 compared the British and the American night firing systems under
starlight conditions. A significant diffzrence in mean performance between the Tri-Lux
and M16A1 sights was not obtained. The following possible explanations were given:
(1) too little training on the British sight, (2) the use of an independent groups design,
and (3)an illumination level so low us to render the targets invisible, thus negating the
effectiveness of any sight. In the belief that the last of these three possibilities was tire
most probable, it was decided to run an additional test to deiermine whether increasing
the illumination level would increase the difference between the two sights.

METHOD

Experimental Variables

The following variables, along with the levels listed, were examined:
A. Firing Techniques
1. Pointing technique
2. Aiming technique using the Tri-Lux sight
B. Distance
. 15 meters
. 20 meters
. 25 meters
. 30 meters
. 35 meters
. 40 meters
C. Hlumination Level
1. Starlight
2. Half-moonlight
When the subjects were using the pointing technique, their weapons were equipped with
the M16A1 sight. They were instructed to use this sight if they found it to be an
advantage—otherwise they were to use the pointing technique.

Subjects
Twenty-four students entering the Noncommissioned Officer Candidate School at
Fort Benning participated.

Apperatus

DN -

A single firing lane was used. Six “E"-type targets were arranged from 15 to 40
meters down range at 5-meter intervals. The targets were randomly presented and
“killed” upon being hit. The M16 rifle was used.




Procedure

Proceduraily, this study was conduct~d as two separate experiments. While an
attempt was made to use the same subjects under both illumination conditions. eight of
the 24 men were assigned conflicting duty on ti.ie evening that the second illumination
condition was run. Because substitutions were made, illumination conditions were
analyzed as separate experiments.

Twenty-four men reported to the tiring range and received instruction on the use of
night vision techniques and in the firing techniques to be tested. They then fired the
record course for practice in the daytime. On the following evening. under starlight
conditions, they returned to the range and were assigned to two groups of 12 for
counterbalancing purposes. One group was tested on the pointing technique first, while
the other was tested on the Tri-Lux sight first: all subjects fired both conditions. The
presentation of distance was randomized. All subjects fired in the semiautomatic mode. If
a man hit the target in less than four rounds. the target was presented again until the
subject had fired four rounds at that target.

Four nights later, the 24 subjects again reported to the range. These men, including
the eight substitutes, fired for record under half-moonlight condition without further
practice.

RESULTS

Two criteria were examined—total hits, and time to first hit. The time to first hit
criterion was invalidated for the starlight condition because of the large number of cases
where no hit was obtained. Table 12-1 gives the analysis of variance of the total hit
vriterion under the starlight condition. Table 12-2 fumishes the mean number of hits per
four-round magazine under the starlight condition. Tables 12-3 through 12-6 fumish the
analyses of variance tables and tables of means for both criteria under the half-moonlight
condition.

Under the starlight condition, the difference between the sighting techniques was
not significant in spite of the additional training. Thus it would seem that the choice of
experiment design and the amount of training in the original experiment were not central
to the outcome. On the other hand. Tables 12-3 through 12-6 show a marked superiority
for the Tri-Lux sight over the pointing, unaimed technique under a half-moonlight
condition of illumination. The illumination level appears to be the critical element in the
utilization of a night sight.

The added precision of sight alignment obtained by using the smaller rear aperture
on the M16 sight is bound to assist in achieving greater accuracy than would be obtained
with the large aperture Tri-Lux sight where the illumination is sufficient for the use of a
small aperture sight. However, the large rear aserture sight can be used at a much lower
level of illumination. thus providing the benefits of aimed fire at illumination levels where
it would otherwise not be available. In short, while the M16Al sight is probably more
accurate when the illumination level is sufficient to permit its use, the Tri-Lux sight is
usable at a2 much lower level of illumination, and no sight is effective if the target cannot
he seen.




Table 12-1

Effects of the Use of the Tri-Lux Sight on
Hits per Four-Round Magazine—Starlight:

Analysis of Variance
Source ] ar I MS J F l P
Distance (A) 5 22.65 21.37 <01
Technique (B) 1 0.78 <1 NS
AB 5 0.08 <t NS
Error (A) 118 1.08
Error (B) 23 1.50
Error (AB) 115 0.70
Table 12-2
Mesn Number of Hits per
Four-Round Magazine—Starlight
Distsnce (Meters)
Technique - Mean
15 1 2 % » » 40
Pointing 1.92 1.88 1.12 033 058 046 1.05
Tri-Lux  2.00 183 133 046 ON 0.58 1.15
Mean 1.96 1.85 122 040 064 052 1.10
Table 123
Effects of the Use of the Tri-Lux Sight on
Hits par Four-Round Magazine—Half-Moonlight:
Analysis of Variance
Source o MS F Py
Distance (A) 5 221.33 2mn <.000
Technique {B) 1 2.2 1599 <.001
AB s 1.9 2.08 NS
Error (A) 1s 094"
Eeror (B) p ] 1.64
Error (AB) 118 o




Table 12-4

Effects of the Use of the Tri-Lux Sight on
Time to First Hit—Hatf-Moonlight:

Anslysis of Variance
Source o MS F I

Distance (A) 5 322.07 18.57 <.001
Technique (B) 1 234.58 6.10 <.05
AL 5 18.90 1.2 NS
Error (A) 115 17.34
Error (B) 3 3843
Error (AB) 115 15.63

Table 125

Hits per Four-Round Magazine—Half Moonlight

Destance (Meters) E
Technique y  Mean
2 » % (I 3 0 s |
Pointing 342 216 176 250 204 138 2.
Tri-Lux 388 279 183 3.2t 250 267 2.67
Mean 364 248 170 285 223 202 251
Table 126
Time to First Hit—Hall-Moonlight
Drstance (Mewers)
Techrneque y Mean
' 20 | | | 3 | @] e
M16A1 33 450 714 643 927 1183 108
Tri-Lux 270 280 6.6 526 1708 705 5.28
Mean 303 365 665 S8 816 9.78 6.19

"
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Appendix M

EXPERIMENT 13: EVALUATION OF
TRAINING CHANGES IN NIGHT FIRING

OBJECTIVE

Prior to Work Unit MARKSMAN the night firing program was a scaled-down
adaptation of the program of instructions recommended after testing by HumRRO and
adopted by the Army in 1954. The program had been considerably reduced on two
occasions in order to free ammunition and time for other purposes. As a result of
feedback from U.S. commanders in Vietnam, the origina! program was reinstated. Certain
segments ol this program seemed worthy of further investigation. The purpose of this
experiment was to study the relative value of four different programs obtained by the
deletion of certain elements from the present program.

METHOD

Experimental Variables

The four selected programs and the content of each, are:
A. Seven-Hour Program
1. Orientation firing (2 hours)
2. Day corrective firing (2% hours)
a. Conference and demonstration of Quick Fire and Pointing Fire (%%
hour)
b. Air rifle firing {1 hour)
¢. Service rifle, day corrective firing (1 hour)
3. Night practice and record firing (2 hours)
a. Conference and demonstration of night vision techniques (': hour)
b. Practice and record night fire (2 hours)
B. 5-Hour Program
1. Day corrective firing (2% hours)
a. Conference and demonstration of Quick Fire and Pointing Tech-
niques (% hour)
b. Air rifle firing (1 hour)
c. Service rifle, day corrective firing (1 hour)
2. Nght practice and record fieing (2% hours)
a. Conference and demonstration of night vision techniques {*: hour)
b. Practice and record night fire (2 hours)
C. $4~Hour Program
1. Ornientation hinng (2 hours)
3. Nuht practice and revord fire (24 hours)
2. Conferetice and demonstration of mght visson techniques (13 hour)
b, Practicr and record gt fire t2 hours)

”
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D. 2':>-Hour Program
1. Conference and demonstration of night vision. Quick Fire, and Pointing
Techniques (': hour)
2. Practice and record night firing (2 hours)

Subjects
Subjects were 1.496 Basic Combat tramees from Fort Jackson.

Apparatus

A standard. night record fire range was used. The M16 rifle was used.

Procedure

Four separate BCT companies were divided into four equal groups. Each of the
groups was trained under one of the previously explained programs of instruction. This
was accomplished by deleting discrete portions of the instruction for each group as
follows:

A. Group A received all of the present BRM night firing program including
Periods 20. 21. and 22 without change.
B. Group B did not attend Period 20. but attended Periods 21 and 22 without
change.
C. Group C did not attend Period 21, but attended Periods 20 and 22 without
change.
D. Group D did not attend BRM Periods 20 and 21. Group D received all the
instruction of Period 22 except the standard. 12-round zero exervise.
Instead of the zero exercvise. Group D fired six practice rounds per man at
#ach of the 25 and 30 meter targets prior to conducting record fire.
Each of the four Basic Combat Training companies fired on a different night. However,
each company had equal representation for all of the four groups being studied. The
record fite exercises were conducted on moonless nights.

RESULTS

The analysis of variance and the means for the number of hits in night record fire
are presented in Tables 13-1 and 13-2. These tables show that the best record fire
performance was obtained in Program . which only required four and cne-half hours of
training time. It is equally obvious that Frogram D is inferior. Program D is the one that
was used prior to the reinstatement of the HumRRO-suggested seven-hour program.
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Table 13-1

Effects of Training Changes on
Number of Hits: Analysis of Variance

Sowce | ot |

s | F

T >

Distance (A) 1
Programs (B)

$33.05 66.74
45.54 5.70
76 <1
7.99

3
3
1488

<.001
<.001
NS

Table 13-2

Meen Number of Hits, by
Training Program and Distance

Target Distance (meters)

Program

A=/ hours
B-5 hours
C-4% hours
D-2% hours

5.84
5.48
5.86
5.18
5.59

4.34
4.61
4.890
382
4.39

5.09
5.04
5.33
450
499




Appendix N

EXPERIMENT 14: MODE OF FIRE FOR
MULTIPLE AND AREA TARGETS

OBJECTIVE

Experiments 4, 11A and 11B determined that the semiautomatic mode of fire is
superior in time to first hit and total number of hits as compared with the automatic
mode of [ire against single targets in the daytime. From experiments 9 and 10 it was
concluded that the automatic mode of fire is superior aga.nst single targets at night and
under limited visibility conditions. It was reasoned thai the automatic mode of fire was
superior at night because the targets were indistinct, resulting in less accurate aiming,
thereby increasing the value of maximizing chance hits by the use of automatic fire. It
was further reasoned that where the target was visible, the semiautomatic mode of fire
gave as high or higher hit protability per trigger pull as the automatic mode did, and it
was possible to re-lay the weapon for followup shots more rapidly in the semiautomatic
mode. Multiple targets and area targets in the daytime have characteristics of both of
these situations. It was therefore necessary to examine multiple and area targets in the
daviime to determine which mode of fire would maximize the number of hits and the
number of hits per unit time.

EXPERIMENT 14A: MULTIPLE TARGETS

METHOD

Experimental Varisbies

The following variables along with the levels listed were examined:
A. Tarcet Arrays
1. "E”-type silhouette targets spaced 2.5 meters apart laterally and in
depth
2. “E”-type silhouette targets spaced 3 meters apart laterally and in depth
B. Mode of Fire
1. Semiautomatic
2. Automatic
C. Target Distance
1. 75 meters
2. 150 meters
3. 225 meters
4. 300 meters
The foxhole firing positon was used throughout the experiment. Two magazines of 18
rounds were fired at each tanget array per range in each mode of fire.

Subjects

Twenty-four students entenng the Noncommissioned Officer Candidate Course at
Fort Benning participated.
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Apparatus

There were two firing lanes, each consisting of two firing points. The first firing line
had target arrays at ranges of 75 and 225 meters. The second firing line was located 75
meters to the rear of the first line and consisted of the same target arrays at distances of
150 and 300 meters. The new target arravs consisted of four E-type silhouetie targets.
The more distant target arrays (225 and 300 meters) consisted of five E-type silhouette
targets. Each silhouette target was wired to feed hit data into an M40 hit indicator
device. The M16 ritle was used. Two 15-round magazines were used for each combination
of target distance, and mode. A total of 240 rounds were fired for record for each man.

Procedure

The men received a briefing on the test and on concentratod fire techniques, and were
allowed to zero their weapons. They then fired the practice exercise as shown in Table 14-1.
Only selected combinations of firing point mode and range were used for practice. The
subjects fired in pairs (e.g. A & B, C & D). Each subject fired one 15-round magazine at each
of the four ranges, for a total of 60 rounds of practice firing per student. Record fire was
conducted on the sequences indicated below on days 1, 3, and 5:

Day Sequernce of Distance (Meters) Mode Sequence
1 75, 225, 155, 300 Semiautomatic, Automatic
3 150, 300, 75, 25 Automatic, Semiautomatic
5 225, 7%, 150, 300 Semiautcmatic, Automatic

Experiment 14 A alternated with Exper.ment 14B. Experiment 14 A was conducted on
Days 1, 3, and 5. Experiment 14B was conducted on days 2, 4, and 6. Eight men were
conducted through the experiment on each of the three days. Each group of eight received
the range and mode sequence given above according to the day on which they participated
in the experiment. Within each group of eight, the firing point and firing line were organized
as follows:

Subject Firing Point Firing Line
ACEG 1,2 1
4,3 2
BDFH 2,1 1
3,4 2

Using these tables to arrive at the order of firing. on Day 1, Subject A began at Firing
Point 1 on Firing line 1, while B began on Firing Point 2 on Firing Line 1. Both men fired
in the semiautomatic mode first at the 75 and then at the 225 meter targets. Both then
retired uniil the other six men had fired their first sequence. Then A and B returned to
Firing Line 2 in order to fire the 150 and 300 meter targets on semiautomatic. Subject A
fired from Firing Point 4; B fired from Firing Point 3. Subjects A and B returned to the
firing line twice again, firing the indicated combinations in the automatic mode.

RESULTS

Tables 14A-2 through 14A-1 summarize the analyses of variance for three criteria
according to an examination of short-range targets (75 and 150 meteis) and long-range
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targets (225 and 300 meters). Table 14A-5 furnishes the ranean number of Lits, mean number
of targets hit, and mean number of hits per second for both of the array dispersions, at both
the short-range and long-range targets. Table 14A-6 furnishes the mean number of hits,
mean targets hit and mean number of hits per second for both modes of fire, for both the
short- and long-range targets. Tables 14A-7, 14A-8, and 14A-9 furnish the means for the
interactions that were statistically significant. From an examination of these tables, the
following conclusions can be rea~hed:

(1) The more dense target array resulted in more hits and more targets hit than
the less dense target array, but the number of hits per second was not significantly different.

(2) The seimautomatic mode of fire resulted in more hits per second, yielded two
to three times as many hits as the automatic mode of fire, using two 15 round magazines,
and resulted in more targets being hit than did automatic fire.

(3) The semiautomatic mode of fire is not only generally superior to the
automatic mode of fire, but the superiority is enhanced by a more dense target array.

(4) The greater the target distance, the greater the competitive advantage of
semiautomatic fire over automatic fire.

EXPERIMENT 14B: AREA TARGETS

METHOD

Experimental Variables

Experiment 14 A was an examination of the relative effectiveness of semiautomatic and
automatic fire against area targets. The variables examined were the same as variables B and
C of Experiment 14A, that is, firing mode and target distance. The same levels of both
variables were used.

Subject

The same 24 men used in Experiment 14 A were used. Experiment 14B was conducted
on Days 2, 4, and 6 of Experiment 14, using the subjects used in Experiment 14A on the
previcus day.

Apparatus

The renge configuration was identical to that used in Experiment 14A except that
instead of arrays of single targets at two distances, 12 one-square meter panels were arrayed
side-by-side at the near target distance, and 20 one-square meter panels were arrayed
side-by-side at the more distant target distance. Light brush and other camouflage was
placed in f:ont of the target panels. The M16 rifle was used. Hit data was fed into an M40
hit indicator device so as to record hits for each separate panel section as well as total hits. A
stopwatch was used to determine the time required to expend the ammunition.

Procedure

The students received instruction on distributed fire techniques and fired the practice
exercise given in Table 14B-1. As in Experiment 14A, only selected combinations of mode
and distance were practiced. In practice, each man had one 12-round magazine for each
presentation in the semiautomatic mode, and one 20-round magazine for each target

97

PO P

.




presentation in the automatic mode, for a total of 64 rounds. Record fire was conducted
on the sequences indicated below on Days 2, 4, and 6:

ﬂ Sequence of Distance {Meters) Mode Sequence
2 300 150 76 225 Automatic, Semiautomatic
4 225 75 300 160 Semiautomatic, Automatic
6 300 160 2256 75 Automatic, Semiautomatic

Eight men were conducted through the experiment on each of the three days. Each
group of eight received the range and mode sequence given above according to the day
on which they participated in the experiment. Within each group of eight, the firing
point and firing line were organized as follows:

Subject  Firing Point Firing Line

ACEF .2 1
2
1
2

1
4,
BDFH 3,
3

& W

These tables may be used to line up the order of firing in the same manner as used in
Experiment 14A. Twelve-round magazines were used for the 12-meter wide panel targets,
20-round for the 20-meter wide targets. Two magazines were issued for each target
presentation using semiautomatic fire, six for each presentation using automatic fire.
When firing in the automatic mode, the subjects were instructed to fire in 3-round bursts.

RESULTS

Tables 14B-2 through 14B-4 summarize the analyses of variance for three criteria
according to an examination of short-range targets (75 and 150 meters) and long-range
targets (225 and 300 meters). Table 14B-5 provides the mean performance for all three
criteria for both modes at both the near and far distences. Tables 14B-6 and 14B-7 give
the means for the mode-distance interaction for the ccmbinations of criteria and range at
which the interaction was statistically significant.

In the automatic mode, the man was allowed three times as much ammunition. This
was done in order to equate the number of trigger pulls in automatic and semiautomatic
fire, rather than the number of rounds of ammunition.

The following conclusions can be reached:

(1) For targets within 150 meters, the automatic mode yields more total hits
within a sector and within one meter of the ground than does semiautomatic fire, given
an equal number of trigger pulls.

(2) Within 150 meters, automatic fire provides at least one hit in a larger
number of areas of a sector within one meter of the ground, than does semiautomatic
fire, given an equal number of trigger pulls.

(3) Out to at least 300 meters, the semiautomatic mode of fire provides a
faster rate of hits per unit time for an area target within one meter of the ground than
does automatic fire.

(4) The hits per trigger pull advantage of automatic fire decreases with
increasing target distance, and is no longer a significant advantage at 225 meters.

(5) The hits per unit time advantage of semiautomatic fire decreases somewhat
with increasing distance, but is still significant at 300 meters.
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The crucial criterion in this study was the number of hits per unit time. When men
were firing in the automatic mode of fire, they were given three times as much
ammunition in order to accomodate the three-round burst. Thus, the subjects were firing
at a much more rapid rate in the automatic mode than in the semiautomatic mode. The
majority of the second and third rounds in the three-round bursts did not strike the
target. Thus, when using the semiautomatic mode, the man achieved a much higher hit
probability per round fired than when using the automatic mode. However, since the
automatic mode receives the benefit of three times as much ammunition, and since the
first round of a three-round burst should be as accurate as semiautomatic fire, it is logical
that the automatic mode should achieve a greater number of hits and greater number of
targets hit than the semiauicmatic mode. This should occur even if a second or third
round hits the target only occasionally.

However, the real question is whether the occasional extra hit per trigger pull is
sufficient to compensate for the extra time that is required to re-lay the weapon after
firing the automatic mode. From these data, it is apparent that the occasional extra hits
afforded by the use of automatic fire does not compensate for the extra re-lay time. In
fact, the semiautomatic mode yields a faster hit rate than the automatic mode. -Thus, in
an engagement lasting a specific time, the semiautomatic mode would result in more
target hits than would the automatic mode.
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Table 14A-1

Practice Exercise, With Multiple Targets

FiringLine |  Subjects |  Firing Point | Modeorder | Renge | Number of Rounds
1 A CEG 1 Semiautomatic 75 15
2 Automatic 225 15
8 DFH 2 Semiautomatic 75 16
1 Automatic 225 16
2 ACEG 4 Automatic 150 15
3 Semiautomatic 300 15
B DFH 3 Automatic 150 15
4 Semiautomatic 300 16
Table 14A-2
Effects of Mode of Fire for Multiple Targets on
Number of Hits, by Range: Analysss of Variance
Short Range Long Range
Source
df MS F P df MS F P
Array (A) 1 96.33 18.36 <.001 1 109.51 14.40 <.001
Mode (B) 1 6,721.33  309.70 <.001 1 244388 118.70 <.001
Distance (C) 1 1,692.19 13594 <o 1 503.76 24,69 <.001
AB 1 71.52 2.75 NS 1 84.01 12.97 <008
AC 1 16.33 1.30 NS 1 19.38 2.34 NS
BC 1 36.7% 447 <05 1 170.63 18.62 <.001
ABC 1 002 <1 NS 1 005 <1t NS
Error (A) 23 5.25 23 7.60
Error (B) 23 21.70 23 20.59
Error (C) 23 12.45 23 20.40
Error (AB) 23 2.74 23 6.47
Error (AC) 23 12.57 23 8.26
Error {BC) 23 8.23 23 9.16
Error (ABC) 23 8.65 23 4.30




Table 14A-3

Effects of Mode of Fire for Multiple Targets on
Number of Targets Hit, by Range: Analyses of Variance

Short Range Long Range
Source
df MS F ] df MS F P
Array (A} 1 1.02 495 <05 1 3.00 34 <05
Mode (8) 1 16.18 46.16 <.001 1 168.75 120.38 <.001
Distance (C) 1 8.33 22.70 <.001 1 10.08 8.94 <0
AB 1 0.02 <1 NS 1 033 <t NS
AC 1 0.08 <1 NS 1 0.08 <1 NS
8cC 1 4.08 14.07 <.005 1 075 <1 NS
ABC 1 0.33 1.4 NS 1 3.00 2.87 NS
Error (A) 23 0.21 23 0.87
Error (B) 23 0.33 23 140
Error (C) 23 0.37 23 1.13
Error (AB) 23 0.1 23 1.40
Error {AC) 23 0.42 23 0.89
Error (BC) 23 0.29 23 1.16
Error (ABC) 23 0.24 23 1.04
Table 14A-4
Effects of Mode of Fire for Multiple Targets on Number of Hits
per Second, by Range, for Multiple Targets: Analyses of Variance
Short Range Long Range
Source
df MS F P af MS F I’
Array (A) 1 0.004 4.00 NS 1 0.000 <1 NS
Mode (8) 1 0.054 54.00 <.001 1 0.000 <1 NS
Distance (C) 1 0.019 19.00 ~.001 1 0.002 <1 NS
AB 1 0.000 <1 NS 1 0.007 1.40 NS
AC 1 0.000 <1 NS 1 0.004 <1 NS
8C 1 0.003 - —_ 1 0.001 <1 NS
ABC 1 0.000 <1 NS 1 0.014 2.00 NS
Error (A) 23 0.001 23 0.004
Error (B} 23 0.001 23 0.007
Error (C) 23 0.001 23 0.006
Error (AB) 23 0.001 23 0.006
Error (AC) 23 0.001 23 0.007
Error (BC) 23 0.000 23 0.006
Error (ABC) 23 0.001 23 0.007
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Table 14A.5

Means for Array Dispersion, for Multiple Targets?®

Array Dispersion—Short Range Array Dispersion—Long Range
Criterion
2.5 Meters 5.0 Meters 2.5 Meters 5.0 Meters
Number of Hits 14.47 * 13.06 7.38 * 5.86
Targets Hit i 358 n *° 2.96
Hits per Second 0.12 0.08 0.08 0.08

8¢ indicates interaction is significant st the p <.001 level; **, p <.08.

Table 14A-6
Means for Mode of Fire, for Multiple Targets®

Short Rangs Long Range
Criterion
Samisutomatic Automatic Semisutometic Autometic
Number of Hits 19.68 * 71.84 10.19 * 3.05
Targets Hit 394 * 338 4.02 * 2.15
Hits per Second 0.10 ‘013 0.08 0.08

3¢ indicstes interaction is significant st the p <.001 leve!.

Table 14A-7
Means for Array-Mode interaction at
Long-Range Targets for Hit Criterion
(Multiple Targets)
Mode
Array
Semiputomatic Automatic

2.5 Meters 11.60 3.15
5.0 Meters 8.77 2.96
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Table 14A-8
Means for Mode-Distance Interaction for Hit Criterion

{Multiple Tergets)
Short Range Target Distance Long Range Target Distance
Mode
Near (75 meters) | For (150 meters) | Nesr (225 meters) | Far (300 meters)
Semisutomatic 23.08 16.27 12.76 7.62
Automastic 10.38 5.3t 373 238

Table 14A-9
Means for Mode-Distance Criterion at
Short Renge for Number of Targets Criterion
(Muitiple Tergens)
Dustance
Mode
Neer {75 meters) Far (150 meters)
Semiautomatic 4.00 388
Automatic 3.73 3.02
Table 148-1
Practice Exercise for Ares Targets

Firing Line |  Subjects | Firing Poimt | Made Order rbnum(itar l}n:mgocm

1 ACEG 1 Semiautomatic 22% 15 12 20
8 DFH 2 Semiautomatic 225 715 12 20
2 ACEG 4 Automatic 300 150 20 12
8 0D F H 3 Automatic 300 150 20 12
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Table 148-2

Effects of Mode of Fire for Ares Targets on
Number of Hits, by Renge: Analyses of Variance

Short Range Long Range
Source I

MS F (4 | MS F

Mode (8) 1,086.76 40.04 <1
Range (C) 195.51 5.43 560.67 9.60

8c 207.09 8.23 26.04 <1

Error (B) 36.09 45.80
Error (C) 36.01 58.43
Error (BC) 25.16 35.67

Tab'e 148-3

Effects of Mode of Fire for Ares Targets on
Number of Targets Hit, by Range: Analyses of Variance

Short Range Long Range
Soures — - '
of MS F [ I} oo MS -l F )

Mode (B) 1 27.09 10.18 <.006 1 12.04 1.54 NS

Range (C) 1 8.76 2.94 <10 1 51.04 5.51 <05

8cC 1 0.01 <1 NS 1 2.67 <1 NS

Ervor (B) 23 2.68 23 71.82

Error (C) 23 298 23 9.2
| Error (BC) 23 2.49 n an

Table 1484

Etfects of Modes of Fire for Ares Targets on Number of
Targets Hit par Second, by Range: Anslyses of Varionce

Shovt Range ] 7 7 Long Range

Ll e s [ ] | & | ws | ¢ .

Mode (B) 1 0.767 85.22 <.001 ) 0523 130.78 <001
' Range (C) 1 0.00 15.17 <.001 1 0.028 1.00 <05

8C 1 009 1.25 <.05 1 0.013 13.00 <008

Error (B) 23 0.008 23 0.004

Ernor {C) 23 0.006 23 0.004

Error (BC) 23 0.004 ¥ & 0.001
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Tab'z 148-5
Means for Mode at Neas #vd Far Distances
for ANl Three Criteria
(Arsa Targets)
N
! Torgst Oistance
‘l Criterion 75 and 150 Meters 228 and 300 Meters
{ Semisutomatic Autometic Semisutometic Autometic
Totzl Hits 13.96 * 2069 18.85 20.15 ‘
} Number of Targets Hit g4 °* ° 9i0 11.94 1.3
Hits per Second 0.34 * 0.18 0.22 ¢ 0.19
* indicates interaction is siynificant at the p <.001 level; **, p <.008. )

Table 1488 i

!

Meams for Mode-Distance Interaction® for ;

Hit Criterion at Neer Distances l

(Ares Targets) (

Distance ‘

Mode
| e | vsomeen

Semiautomatic 13.92 14.00
Automatic 25.58 12.79

3Sustistically significant (p <.01 level).

Table 148-7
Maans for Mode-Distance interactiom for
.
Mode Near Toegans** 7 Fu?u_pmu‘
75 Metens L 150 Mevert L 228 Metery .[ 300 Meters
Semisutomatic 0.30 0.2 0.3 0.32
Automatic 0.18 0.18 Q.12 011

8+ inchcutes ntecactron u ugmbcant &t the o < 008 tewet. ** » < 08
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Appendix O

EXPERIMENT 15: TRACER AMMUNITION DURING
DAYLIGHT TRAINING FOR NIGHT FIRE

OBJECTIVE

The primary objective of this experiment was to determine the value of training
with tracer ammunition, at night and in the daytime. Based on results of informal testing 4
conducted st the U.S. Army Training Center at Fort Polk, it was hypothesized that the
use of tracer ammunition in night firing exercises might increase learning on the part of
basic trainees. Such improvement could result because the fiver can observe the tracer ‘
round as it passes either through or near the target and is therefore able to more
effectively adjust his fire on the target. Thus, it is possible that practice in the daytime, y
using the pointing technique, would improve the nigh. sccord fire. l

METHOD

Experimental Varisbles

A. Practice Num.nation
1. Daylight
2. Night

B. Use of Tracers in Training u

The following variables, along with the levels listed, were examined: *

1. Trained with treccers

2. Trined without tracvers
C. Use of Tracers in Record Fire

1. Fired with tracen.

2. Fired without tracers
D. Distance

1. 25 meters

2. 50 meters

Subjects
Two Basic Combat Training companies st Fort Benning particineted.
Apparatus

A standard. night fire record range was used. New targets for esch subject were
spaced at least six metes apart. The M16 nifie was used.




Procedure

T=e two Basic Combat Training companies fired for record on dilferent nights. Each
company was subdivided into eight groups corresponding to these eight experimental
conditions:

(1) Receiveu -.aining as outlined in TT 23-71-1 during Periods 21 and 22
including tracer training and all tracer firing.

(2) Received the same training as Group 1, except that the 20 rounds of
record fire in Period 22 were conducted with ball ammunition.

(3) Received training as outlined in TT 23-71-1 in Periods 21 and 22 except
for the 20 rounds for record fire in Period 22 were conduc’ad with tracer ammunition.

(4) Received training a< outlined in TT 23-71-1 for Periods 21 and 22.

(5) Received firing as outlined in TT 23-71-1 except that they were instructed
on the us. of tracer ammunition, and all firing with the service weapon was done during
darkness using tracer ammunition.

(6) Received the same firing as Group 5 except that the 20 rounds of record
fire in Period 22 were conducted with ball ammunition.

{7} Received training as outlined in TT 23.71-1 except all firing with the
service wespon was done during darkress using ball ammunition, except during Period 22
(record fire) when tracer ammunition was used.

(8) Received training as outlined in TT 23-71-1 except all service weapons
firing in Period 2] was conducted during darkness.

Hits were scored by counting the holes in the targets. All men fired in the
semiautomatic mode.

RESULTS

The analyses of variance for total hits at 25 and 50 meters respectively are given in
Tabie 15-1. The mean numbers of hits are given in Tables 15-2 and i5-3. An examination
of these tables leads to the following conclusions:

{1) Night firing performance inproves considerably when tracers are used.

(2) Night firing practice should be conducted with tracers if, and only if, it is

intended that they be used for night firing.

(3) Daytime practice for night firing is superior to night practice.
All these conclusions are commonsense-type statements, with the possible exception of
the third. It might seem strange that day practice would be more useful for night firing
than night practice would be. However, Statement (3) does not mean that the elimination
of all night practice would be desirable. Wher firing in the daylime using night
techniques, the strike of the bullet ... be seen. This is not truc at night. Apparently at
this point in the instruction. the knowledge of results that is oblained from seeing the
strike of the bullet in the daytime more than offsets the disadvantages of practicing in an
unreal situation.
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Table 15-1
Effects of Use of Tracer Ammunition During Daylight Training for
Night Fire on Total Hits, by Range: Analyses of Variance
Range/Source { df [ MS J F [ p N
25 Meters
Practice Illumination (A} 1 187.64 23.82 <.001
Tracer Training (B) 1 3.89 <1 NS
Tracer Record (C) 1 825.34 104.78 <.001
r AB 1 628  <i NS
AC 1 10.57 1.34 NS
BC 1 45.82 5.82 <05
ABC i 0.64 <1 NS
Error 344 7.88
59 Meters J
Practice Hlumination (A) 1 9.56 1.34 NS
Tracer Training (3} 1 0.28 <1 NS
Tracer Record (C) T 26950  37.72 <001 {
AB 1 2.92 <1 NS
AC 1 3.28 <1 NS 1
BC 1 70.92 9.93 <M ’
ABC 1 0.18 <1 NS f
Error 344 7.14 '
|
Tabie 15-2

Mean Number of Hits With Practice in
Daylight and at Night, at 25 Meters

Record Fire
Training - Mean
| With Tracer LWithout Tracer

Practice 1n Daylight
With Tracer 8.52 7.59 8.06
Without Tracer 7.77 6.48 7.12
Mecn 8.15 7.03 7.59

Practice at iMight

With Tracer 5.00 3.55 4.27
Without Tracer 5.86 3.70 4.78

Mean 5.43 3.62 4.53




Mean Number of Hits With Practice in
Daylight and at Night, at 50 Meters

Table 15-3

Record Fire
Training Mean
With Tracer Without Tracer
Practice in Daylight
With Tracer 411 41 4.11
Without Tracer 341 314 3.27
Mean 3.76 3.62 3.69
Practice at Night
With Tracer 1.61 1.32 1.47
Without Tracer 2.80 205 242
Mean 2.20 1.68 1.94
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Appendix P

EXPERIMENT 16: COMPARISONS OF NEW AND OLD BASIC
RIFLE MARKSMANSHIP PROGRAMS

OBJECTIVE

Before any new program is implemented, a ‘“‘trial run” is needed, serving two
purposes: First, it compares the new and old programs before the new program replaces
the old; second, it allows an opportunity for a ‘‘shakedown” of the new program.
Experiment 16 was conducted to accomplish these two purposes.

METHOD

Subijects

One company of 147 basic trainees from the U.S. Army Training Center at Fort
Benning were conducted through the new program. The base data used to represent the
old program were the mean performances of all of the personnel of the eight training
companies who participated in Experiment 1 at Forts Gordon 2nd Jackson.

Apparatus and Procedure

All men fired with the M16 rifle. A comparison of the old BRM program with the
new program prepared by the Rifle Marksmanship Evaluation Study Group is proviaed in
Table 16-1. Additional information concerning the old piogram is available in Field
Manual 23-71, August 1969, while the new program is described in greater detail in Draft
Subject Schedule 23-72, January 1970.

The new program was administered by personnel of the Weapons Department of the
Infanitry School. Having the program administered by the normal teaching cadre would
have assured a more valid comparison between the old and the new programs. However, a
second goal of this experiment was to provide a ‘“shakecown” of the instruction, and
those writing the program were in a better position to make the necessary adjustments
seeing the difficulties first hand.

RESULTS

Since the new program differs from the old in terms of the number and type of
targets, a statistical comparison between the two programs cannot be made without
running a separate criterion test. However, in Figures 16-1 and 16-2 the hit probabilities
for the old and new BRM programs for aimed supported fire and aimed unsupported fire
are compared. It is highly unlikely that proportional differences of this magnitude could
be due to chance.
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Table 16-1

Comparison of BRM Programs
New Program Oid Program
Period
Instruction Rounds Hours Instruction Rounds Hours
1 Orientation and 0 4 Orientation 0 ]
Mechanical Training
22 Introduction to 9 4 Mechanical Training 0 4
Marksmanship Training
3 Preparatory 0 4 Introduction to 0 2
Marksmanship Marksmanship
4 Preparatory 27 4 Preparatory 9 4
Marksmanship Marksmanship
5 Preparatory Marks- 27 4 Preparatory 0 2
manship Training Marksmanship
6 25-Meter Firing 36 4 25-Meter Firing and 21 6
Target Detection
7 introduction to 36 4 25-Meter Firing and 31 7
Field Firing Target Detection
8 Field Fire and 24 4 25-Meter Firing and 1 4
Target Detection Refire Zero
9 Field Fire and 36 4 Field Firing and 66 8
Target Detection 25-Meter Firing
10 Field Fire and Target 36 4 Field Firing and Target 36 4
Detection Detection
1 Field Fire and Target 36 4 Field Firing and Target 33 4
Detection Detection
12 Field Fire, Target 36 4 Field Firing 36 3
Box and Rapid
Magazine Change
13 Record Fire | and 40 4 Field Firing and Target 40 4
Aerial Target Detection
Engagement
14 Air Rifle Training 600 3 Quick Fire 0 3
88s
15 Transition to 40 4 Quick Fire 60 4
M16A1 With Ribs
16 Remedial Firing (Field) 36 4 Field Firing and 50 4
and Target Detection 25-Meter Firing
17 Field Fire {Remedial) 36 4 Field Firing and Target 36 4

Target Detection

Continued

Detection

m




Table 16-1 (Continued)

Comparison of BRM Programs

New Program Clid Program
Period
Instruction Rounds Hours Instruction Rounds Hours
18 Record Fire Il and 40 4 Record Fire | and 56 4
Aerial Target Target Detection
Engagement
19 25-Meter Automatic 36 2 Record Fire Il and 40 4
Firing Target Detection
20 Automatic Fire, 30 2 Night Fire 20 2
25-Meter Range Orientation
21 Night Firing 32 3 Night Firing 32 2%
22 Night Corrective 72 3 Night Firing 32 2%
Firing (Daytime)
23 Night Record Firing 72 3
Total 755 84 625 83
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Appendix Q

EXPERIMENT 17: COMPARISON OF KNEELING, PRONE,
SITTING, AND SQUATTING POSITIONS

OBJECTIVE

The objective of this experiment was to conduct a simple study of the effects of
firing range (distance) and firing position on the number of hits obtained and the time
required to fire.

METHOD

Experimental Variables

The following variables, along with the levels iisted were examined:
A. Range
1. 75 meters
2. 175 meters
3. 300 meters
B. Offensive Position
1. Kneeling
2. Squatting
3. Prone
4. Siiung
C. Defensive Position
1. Foxhole
2. Bunker

Subjects

Twenty-four students entering the Noncommissioned Officer Candidate School at
Fort Benning, Georgia participated.

Apparatus

The 75-, 175- and 300-meter targets from three adjacent lanes of a standard, BRM
field fire range were used. The M10 rifle was used.

Procedure

The men were taken to a standard BRM. 25-meter range for preliminary
instructions and the confirming of their zero. Although the weapons had been prezeroed
by a mechanical device, the men were given the opportunity to confirm the zero for each
weupon. They were then transported to the field fire range to fire for record, and divided
into two groups of 12. Since all had qualified with the M16 rifle and had received
instruction in all positions in their BRM and AIT programs, no further practice was given.

i1\4




During record fire, each man loaded an 18-round magazine and prepared to fire in
the position described by the tower operator. When instructed to fire from an offensive
position, the men were told that upon observing the target, they were to assume the
prescribed firing position and engage the target in the shortest possible time. For
offensive targets, the firer always began in the standing position. The firer was allowed
only one round per target presentation, regardless of whether he obtained a hit. Each
man engaged a 75-, 175- and a 300-meter target from each position.

The order of the presentation of range was randomized. The man was located on the
middle of the three lanes. The lane in which the target was presented was randomized to
increase the number of potential targets in each situation. The counterbalancing of the
position sequence and target sequence by order is shown in Table 17-1; four
counterbalancing orders were used.

The two defensive positions were examined at the same time, and identically except
that the individuals assumed the position prior to the presentation of the targets.

Time to fire, measured from target presentation and number of hits were the
measures obtained. All men fired in the semiautomatic mode.

RESULTS

The analyses of variance are given in Tables 17-2, 17-5. and 17-8. The mean
numbers of hits and the mean times to fire are given in Tables 17-3, 17-4, 176, 17-7,
17-9 and 17-10. Both firing range and firing position had a significant effect on the
number of hits obtained. A significant difference in performance was not obtained
between the kneeling and the prone firing positions in total hits. However, all other
positions were significantly different from each other in terms of the number of hits
obtained. The rank order of superiority of the firing positions in total hits with the best
ranked first, was:

(1) Bunker

{2) Foxhole

(3) Prone and kneeling
(4) Squatting

(5) Sitting

Among the offensive firing positions, the kneeling configuration was found to be
significantly faster in firing than the other three positions tested. Thus, although the
prone position is as accurate as the kneeling position, and both are superior to the
squatting and sitting positions in accuracy, the kneeling position is superior to all three of
the other offensive positions in time to fire. There was no significant difference between
the two defensive positioas (bunker and foxhole) in time to fire.

Considering both hit and time data, the bunker position appeared 1o be superior to
the foxhole position, while the rank order of superiority for the offensive positions was:

(1) Kneeling
(2) Prone
.3) Squatting
(4) Sitting

1S
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Table 17-1

Counterbalancing of Variables

Order Position Sequence Dista?:: ts:rq;;:enoe

A Foxhole 175 300 75 N
Bunker 176 300 75
Prone 75 300 175
Sitting 76 300 175
Kneeling 300 175 75
Squatting 300 75 175

8 Squatting 176 300 75
Kneeling 75 300 175
Sitting 75 175 300
Prone 75 175 300
Bunker 300 175 75
Foxhole 175 300 75

c Sitting 75 300 175
Kneeling 300 75 175
Squatting 175 300 75
Foxhole 300 176 75
Bunker 75 175 300 i
Prone 75 175 300 ,

D Prone 300 175 75 t
Bunker 75 300 175 E
Foxhole 75 175 300
Squatting 300 75 175
Kneeling 300 175 75
Sitting 175 300 75
Table 17-2

Etfacts of Firing Position on Hits:
Analysis of Variance

Source of Variation T daf L MS L F l p

Range (A)
Position {B)
AB

Error (A)
Error (B)
Error (AB)

2 128.01

5 24.80
10 0.82
448 0.88
118 0.82
230 0.7

145.47 <01
30.24 <.01 1
1.06 NS




Table 17-3 Table 174

Mean Number of Hits, by Range "vie.;n Number of Hits,
by Position
Range Mean Number
{meters) of Hits Position 1 Mean Number of Hits
7% 2.72 Bunker 2.94
175 2,65 Foxhole 2.719
300 1.05 Prone 1.94
Kneeling 1.89
Sqratting 1.72
Sitting 1.53
Table 17-5
Effects of Offensive Positions on
Time to Fire: Analysis of Variance
Source of Variation df MS F p
Range (A) 2 34143 89.61 <"
Position {B}) 3 56.54 10.13 <0
AB 6 363 1.92 NS
Error (A) 46 3.81
Error (B) 69 5.58
Error (AB) 138 1.89
Table 17-6 Table 17-7
Mean Time tc Fire, by Rangs, For Mean Time to Fire, by Position, For
Oftensive Positions Offensive Positions
Range Mean Time . Mean Time
{merers) to Fiure Pom °" o Furc _
% 5.39 Krneeling 5.51
175 5.74 Squatting 581
00 6.32 Prone $.96

Sitting 5.99

11?7
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Table 17-8
Effects of Defensive Positions on
Time to Fire: Analysis of Variance
Source ol Veriation dof MS F p
Range (A) 2 142.07 60.52 <0t
Position (B) 1 7.1 3.61 NS
AB 2 11.556 8.62 <0t
Error (A) 48 243
Error iB) 23 1.97
Error (AB) 46 1.34
Table 17-9
Mean Time to Fire, by Rangs, For
Defansive Positions
Range Mean Time
{meters) to Fire
75 3.13
172 3.58
300 4.01
Table 17-10
Mean Time to ¥, by Position and Range,
for Defensive Fawitinns
. Ringe Mean T
Position {meters) © Fire
Foxhole 75 295
175 365
00 396
Bunker 75 n
175 ase
3N 406




Appendix R

EXPERIMENT 18: EVALUATION OF POSSIBLE
MODIFICATION TO PRONE POSITIONS

OBJECT!VE

The objective of this experiment was to determine the relative superiority of the
angied and straight line variations of the prone and prone supported firing ~ositions.
BRM trainees are presently taught that the optimum angle formed by the firer's body
and *he line nf sight of the rifle in the prone/prone supported firing position, using the
M4 Rifle, is approximatcly 307. tn Field Manual 23-9. paragraph 25 c. it is stated ihat a
straight line finng position is the most stable for the M16 rifle. No data comparing the
positions were available. All other things being equal, the straight line firing position
would be more desirah!: than the angled position, because a smaller percentage of the
firer's body would i exposed to hostile fire.

METHOD

Experiments: Variabies

The following variables, along with the levels listed, were examined:
£.. Mode
1. Semiautomatic
2. Automatic (thive-round butst)
B. Pasition
1. Angled (30 Degrees)
2. Straight line
C. Support
1. Prone supported
2. Prone unsupported
D. Distance
1. 75 metex
2. 178 ravtens
3. 300 melers

Subjects
Twenty four students entenng b= Noocommbsioned Officer ladids s Schoal at
Fort Benning participated in the cxpefiment

Appearstus

The 75, 173, and 300-ineter tangets from a singhe lane of a ssandard BRM ficld oy
range v used. The M6 nfie was ysed.

tis




Procedure

The subjects fired one at a time and each man came to the firing line twice. The
first time he fired all combinations of position, support and distance in one of the two
modes. He then retired from the firing line and waited while all the others fired their h
first order. When all the men had fired their first order they were returned to the firing
line one at a time to fire the same combinations of position, support, and target distance
for the other mode of fire. There were four different counterbalancing groups, as shown
in Table 18-1, six men in each group. The study took two days, and three men from
each of the four counterbalancing groups participated on each day. The study was
r conducted in December 1969 at Fort Benning.

RESULTS

The analyses of varian:« nd the means for various combinations of the variables for
the number of trigger pulls required to first hit and the time to first hit are presented in
Tables 18-2 through 18-5. The conclusions of this experiment, as illustrated in the tabics,
are:

(1) The straight line unsupported position is superior to the angled
unsupported position in both trigger pulls and time tc first hit. There was
no difference between the straight line and the angled position when
support was used.

(2) Semiautomatic fire is superior to automatic fire in both number of trigger
pulls and time to first hit.

(3) Supported fire is superior to unsupported fire in both trigger pulls to first
hit and time to first hit.

In summary, the straight line position is superior when no support is available.
Support is preferable when available. When support is used, the choice of straight line vs.

angled body position is irrelevant. The semiautomatic mode is superior to the automatic
mode of fire.

et W
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Table 18-1
Counterbalancing of Variables

Target Distance Sequence

Group Mode-Position-Support Sequence (meters)

A Semiautomatic-Angled-Prone 75 175 300
Semiautomatic-Angled-Prone Supported 175 300 75
Semiautomatic-Straight-Prone 300 75 175
Semiautomatic-Straight-Prone Supported 75 300 175
Automatic-Angled-Prone 175 75 300
Automatic-Angled-Prone Supported 300 175 75
Automatic Straight-Prone 176 300 75
Automatic-Straight-Prone Supported 7% 175 300

B Automatic-Straight-Prone Supported 75 175 300
Automatic-Straight-Prone 176 300 75
Automatic-Angled-Prone Supported 300 75 175
Automatic-Angled-Prone 75 300 1756
Semiautomatic-Straight-Prone-Supported 176 75 300
Semiautomatic-Straight-Prone 300 175 75
Semiautomatic-Angled-Prone Supported 179 300 75
Semiautomatic-Angled-Prone 75 175 300

C Automatic-Angled-Prone 75 175 300
Automatic-Angled-Prone Supported 176 300 75
Automatic-Straight-Prone 300 75 175
Automatic-Straight-Prone Supported 75 300 175
Semiautomatic-Angled-Prone 175 75 300
Semiautomatic-Angled-Prone Supported 300 176 75
Semiautomatic-Straight-Prone 175 300 75
Semiautomatic-Straight-Prone Supported 7% 179 300

D Semiautomatic-Straight-Prone Supported 75 175 300
Semiautomatic-Straight-Prone 175 300 75
Semiautomatic-Angled-Prone Supported 300 75 175
Semiautomatic-Angled-Prone 75 300 175
Automatic-Straight-Prone Supported 175 75 300
Automatic-Straight-Prone 300 175 75
Automatic-Angled-Prone Supported 179 300 75
Automatic-Angled-Prone 75 175 300

2
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Effects of Modifications to Prena Positions on
Trigger Pulls to First Lit: Analysis of Variance

Table 18-2

Table 18-3

Mean Number of Trigger Pulls
Required for
Various Treatment Conditions

Source of Variation df MS F P
Mode (A) 1 38.03 21.01 <.01
Position (B) 1 2.5] 3.54 NS
Support (C) 1 42,25 20.31 <01
Distance (D) 2 210.51 169.77 <01
AB 1 0.44 <1 NS
AC 1 18.06 22.86 <01
AD 2 4.74 3.25 <.06
BC 1 AL 7.26 <.05
BD 2 0.84 <1 NS
cD 2 3.17 1.98 NS
ABC 1 0.01 <1 NS.
ABD 2 0.24 <1 NS
ACD 2 0.33 <1 NS
8CD 2 1.62 2.03 NS
ABCD 2 0.13 <1 NS
Error (A} 23 1.81
Error (B) 23 0.7
Error (C) 23 2.08
Error (D) 46 1.24
Error (AB) 23 1.33
Error (AC) 23 0.79
Error (AD) 46 1.46
Error (BC) 23 0.98
Error (BD) 46 0.95
Error (CD) 46 1.60
Error (ABC) 23 1.36
Error (ABD) 46 1.32
Error (ACC) 46 1.20
Error (BCD) 46 0.80
Error (ABCD) 46 1.30

Treatment Condition

Mean Number
of Pulis

Semiautomatic
Automatic

Supported
Unsupported

Range
75 Meters
175 Meters
300 Meters

Supported
Semiautomatic
Automatic

Straight Line
30°

Unsupported
Semiautomatic
Automatic

Straight Line
30°

2.13
2.64

2.1
2.66

1.74
1.82
3.59

2.03
2.19

2.16
2.07

2.22
3.09

248
283

122
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Effects of Modifications to Prone Positions on
Time to First Hit: Analysis of Variance

Table 18-4

Table 18-5

Source of Variation df MS F p
Mode (A) 1 1,898.78 70.04 <01
Position (B} 1 120.82 4,52 <.05
Support (C) 1 1,163.73 21.89 <.01
Distance (D} 2 7,625.67 205.39 <.01
AB 1 095 <1 NS
AC 1 2025 <1 NS
AD 2 935.18 28.71 <01
BC 1 350.31 8.36 <01
BD 2 38.76 1.86 NS
cD 2 26.76 1.01 NS
ABC 1 731 2.65 NS
ABD 2 1098 <1 NS
ACD 2 2461 <1 NS
BCD 2 880 <1 NS
ABCD 2 86.06 2.60 NS
Error (A) 23 2711
Error (B) 23 26.72
Error {C) 23 52.71
Error (D) 46 36.64
Error (AB} 23 40.68
Error (AC) 23 23.29
Error (AD) 46 3257
Ercor (BC) 23 4191
Error (BD) 46 20,82
Error (CD) 46 26.62
Error (ABC) 23 27.60
Error (ABD) 46 3493
Error (ACD) 46 31.22
Error (BCD) 46 20.57
Error (ABCD) 46 33.08

Mean Time to First Hit

for Various Treatment Conditions

. Mean Time to

Treatment Condition First Hit
Semiautomatic 8.45
Automatic 12.08
30° 10.72
Straight Line 9.81
Supported 8.85
Unsupported 11.68
Range
75 Meters 6.09
175 Meters 7.24
300 Meters 17.46
Supported
Straight Line 9.17
30° 8.53
Unsupported

Straight Line 10.44
30° 12.92
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Appendix $

EXPERIMENT 19: COMPARISON OF THE STANDARD, TRI-LUX, A
PROMETHIUM, AND OPEN SIGHTS FOR NIGHT USAGE

OBJECTIVE

The purpose of this study was to compare the effectiveness of various night sights
under bhalf- and full-moon conditions. Previous tests have not examined the different

sights under the increased illumination obtained with a full moon, or the use of the
Promethium and Open night sights.

METHOD

Experimental Variables

The following variables, along with the levels listed, were examined: 1
Part 1 - Full Moon Part 2 - Half Moon
A. Sight A. Sight
1. Standard M16A1 1. Standard M16A1l ‘
2. Tri-Lux 2. Tri-Lux
3. Promethium 3. Promethium
4. Open
B. Distance B. Distance
1. 25 meters 1. 25 meters
2. 50 meters 2. 50 meters
3. 75 meters 3. 75 meters

The data for both parts of the experiment were analyzed using a Lindquist
treatments-by-subjects design. Two analyses were conducted for each phase with variables
A and B as within-subject factors. The criteria of performance measures used for the

analyses of each phase were the total number of hits and the time, in seconds, required
to obtain the first hit.

Subjects

Forty-eight members of a class of the Noncommissioned Officer Candidate School at

Fort Benning participated in this study, 24 under the full-moon condition of Part 1, and
24 in Part 2, the half-moon condition.




Apparatus

One firing lane was used with three targets placed in a staggered configuration in
front of the firer at ranges of 25, 50, and 75 meters. Each target was equipped with a
microswitch that started a clock when the target appeared and stopped it when the target
was hit. The clock was capable of measuring the response time to the nearest hundredth
of a second. The test was conducted with the M16 rifle using the M16 A1, Tri-Lux, Open,
and Promethium sights. The Tri-Lux sight is described in Yxperiment 10. The
Promethium sight was similar to the Tri-Lux, except that Promethium was used as the
luminescent element. The rear aperture was circular with an inside diameter of 0.70
centimeter. The Open sight was simply the “U” of the carrying handle without a sight.

Procedure

On the afternoon of the test, the men were instructed briefly on the proper use of
the different night sights, then given a total of 18 rounds each for practice firing. After
being instructed on the range configuration, the location of targets, and the procedure to
follow on the firing line, each firer was moved to the firing line and requested to assume
a good prone supported position. The man was then given a six-round magazine and told
to “watch your lane.” The firer was instructed to fire six rounds at each target when it
appeared, always using the semiautomatic mode of fire. The time required to obtain the
first hit and the total number of hits were both recorded.

Each man followed this procedure until he had fired at all targets with all sights,
using a six-round clip, under each experimental condition. The order of firing with each
type of sight was counterbalanced and the targets at the various ranges appeared in
random sequence. The record firing for Part 2, which was the half-moon condition, was
conducted three weeks after the record firing for Part 1.

RESULTS

Part |

Number of Hits. This analysis indicated that the type of sight employed had a
significant effect on the number of hits obtained (p<.01). When this effect was examined
further with the Tukey A procedure, it was determined that the Tri-Lux and Promethium
sights obtained significantly more hits than did the Standard sight (p<.01). The means
for the number of hits were 2.79, 4.51, and 4.58 for the Standard, Tri-Lux, and
Promethium sights, respectively. The analysis also indicated that all firing ranges were
significantly different from each other with respect to the number of hits obtained
(p<.01). The means were 5.47 at 25 meters, 4.03 at 50 meters, and 2.39 at 75 meters.
When Tukey’s test was applied to the significant Sight by Distance interaction, many
significant differences were obtained (p<.01). Those relevaut to the experimental
objectives were: (a) Tri-Lux and Promethium vs. Standard (25 meters), (b) Tri-Lux and
Promethium vs. Standard (50 meters), and (¢) Promethium vs. Standard (75 meters). The
analysis of variance summary is presented in Table 19-1 and the Sight by Distance
interaction is represented in Figure 19-l.

Time to First Hit. The time analysis indicated that both sight and distance

significantly affected the amount of time required to obtain the first hit (p<.01). Tukey's
test indicated that significantly more time was required for the {irst hit with the Standard
sight (11.02 seconds) than was necessary with either the Tn-Lux (6.33 seconds) or the
Promethium (5.9 seconds) sight (p<.01)
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All the firing ranges were found to be significantly different from each other
with respect to the amount of time required to obtain a hit (p<.01). The mean times
required were 2.65 seconds at 25 meiers, 8.01 seconds at 50 meters, and 12.64 seconds
at 75 meters. Using Tukey's test, the Sight-by-Distance interaction indicated that the
Tri-Lux and Promethium sights required significantly less time to record the first hit at
50 meters (p<.01) and also at 75 meters (p<.05) than was necessary for the Standard
sight. The summary for the analysis of variance is shown in Table 19-1 and the Sight by
Distance interaction is plotted in Figure 19-2.

Part 2

Number of Hits. This analysis indicated that both weapon sight and firing range had
a significant effect on the total number of hits recorded (p<.01). The mean numbers of
hits obtained with each of the weapon sights were: Standard, 2.0%; Tri-Lux, 3.33;
Promethium, 2.83; and Open, 3.19. Wher the Tukey A procedure was applied to these
means, the Standard sight was found to be significantly inferior to the other three sights
tested (p<.01). The means for each of the firing ranges were 5.14 at 25 meters, 2.32 at
50 meters, and 1.07 at 75 meters. Tukey’s test indicated that these means were all
significantly different from each other {(p<.01). A summary of the analysis of variance is
given in Table 19-2.

Time to First Hit. Weapon sight (p<.05) and target distance (p<.01) bhoth had a
significant effect on the amount of time required to obtain the first hit. The mean time
required to obtain a hit with each of the sights was 16.94 seconds for the Standard,
12.85 for the Tri-Lux, 13.92 for the Promethium, and 12.13 with the Open sight. It was
determined by Tukey’s test that the significance of this main effect was due to a
significant difference between the Standard and Open sights (5<.05). All target distances
were significantly different from each other with respect to the amount of time required
to record the first hit (p<.01). The analysis of variarce summary table is presented in
Table 19-2.

DISCUSSION

Under full-moon illumination, the Tri-Lux and Promethium sights were found to be
significantly superior to the Standard M16A1 rifle sight with respect to the total number
of hits cbtained and the amount of time required to record the first hit. Although no
significant differences were obtained between the Tri-Lux and Promethium sights, the
Promethium sight resulted in significantly more hits than were achieved with the
Stnadard sight at the 75-meter range, but no difference was obtained between the
Tri-Lux and Standard sights at this range. The Tri-Lux and Promethium sights were both
significantly faster in obtaining the first hit than was the Standard sight at the 50-meter
range (p<.01) and also at the 75-meter range (p<.05).

The Tri-Lux. Promethium, and Open sights all obtained significantly more hits than
the Standard sight under half-moon illumination. The Open sight was found to be
significariily faster than the Standard sight in scoring the first hit, but this was the only
significant time difference obtained hetween sights for the half-moon condition.

The differences between sights tend to be reduced or eliminated as target distance
increases and as the amount of illumination decreasec. The differences hetween sights in
the form of Sight by Distance interaction effects that were present in Part 1 were lost
under the reduced illumination of the half-moon condition. The over-all effects of
reducing the illumination from a full to a half-moon condition appear to approximateiy
double the amount of time required to score the first hit and to reduce the number of
hits obtained by about one-third.
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In general, the Tri-Lux, Promethium, and Open sights were found to be superior to
the Standard sight for night firing in terms of the number of hits recorded and the
amount of time required to obtain the first hit. Although no significant differences were
obtained between the Tri-Lux, Promethium, and Open sights, one set of treatment
conditions favored the Promethium sight and the Open sight was found to be faster
under the half-moon condition. A more definitive statement concerning the best sight

could probably be made if data were available on the effectiveness of the Open sight
under full-moon illumination.
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Sight by Distance Interaction (Mean Number of Hits)

‘I’ \“q“

Meon Number of Hits
[~ ]
¥

Standard Sigi:t
woeme Trickux s‘""
1= som s mms Promethium Sight

0 L L
25 50
Distonce (meters)

Figure 19-1

Sight by Distanc: I» .action (Meen Time)

Stondord Sight
'6 - - e e e T'i-Lul SO'M
cemo ane Promethivm SigM

4 =

Meon Time (seconds)

Distonce (meters)

Figure 19-2

e —————




Table 19-1

Effects ~f Various Night Sights on Total Number of Hits and

Time to First Hit, Part I: Aralyses o” Variance

Number of Hits Time to First Hit
Source T

dof MS F L p af oS F P
Sight (A) 2 74.17 26.12 <01 2 676.38 9.85 <01
Distance (B) 2 171.35 87.87 <01 2 1.801.47 2.3 <01
AB 4 5.40 4.28 <01 4 94.12 264 <05
Ecror (A} 46 2.64 46 58.43
Error (B) 46 1.95 48 46.92
Error (AB) 92 1.2 92 3.1

Table 19-2
Effects of Various Night Sights on Total Number of Hits and
Time to First Hit, Part 2: Analyses of Varisnce
Number of Hits Time tc First Hit
Source , r - -

of MS l F l [ .4 l_ MS F P
Sight (A) 3 25.24 10.93 <0 3 323.37 297 <.05
Distance (B) 2 415.63 230.9% <0 2 9,202.69 91.82 <0
AB 6 1.3 <1 NS 6 143.62 2.04 NS
Error (A) 69 2N 69 108.83
Error (B) 46 1.80 46 100.23
Error (AB) 138 1.74 » 70.50
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Appendix T

EXPERIMENT 20: COMPARISON OF M16A1, TRI-LUX, OPEN,
AND PROMETHIUM SIGHTS UNDER DAYLIGHT CONDITIONS

OBJECTIVE

It was concluded from Sibexperiments 11A and 11B that the Tri-Lux sight has a
speed/accuracy advantage within 25-meter target distance, and that there is no
disadvantage to ils continued use to a distance of 50 meters. Beyond 50 meters, the
Tri-Lux sight became increasingly inferior to the standard M16A1 sight.

The Tri-Lux sight has an extremely large rear aperture (1.00 x 0.75 c¢m) that
increases the capability for fast, coarse aim at near targets. However, it makes more
accurate aim at more distant targets difficult. The Promethium sight is an already
developed night sight, similar to the Tri-Lux, except that a different luminous element is
used 'nd the rear aperture is smaller, but still quite large (.070 cm in diameter). It was
reasc..ed that this smaller, but still large rear aperture might provide a better compromise
between the requirements of coarse aim for near targets, and the requirements for
precision aim at more distant targets, thus providing a larger safety zone beyond which it
would be necessary to change to a smaller peep sight.

METHOD

Experimental Vzriables

The following variables, along with the levels listed were examined:
A. Sights
1. Standard M16A1
2. Tri-Lux
3. Promethium
4. Open
B. Range
1. 15 meters
2. 25 meters
50 meters
75 meters
100 meters
125 meters
7. 150 meters
All subjects fired the M16 rifle, from the kneeling position, in the semiautomatic mode
of fire.

Sosw

Subjects

Thirty-two students entering the Noncommissioned Officer Candidate School at Fort
Benning participated as subjects.
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Apparatus

A single firing lane with seven pop-up “E”-type silhouette targets positioned in a
staggered configuration to the left and right at ranges from 15 to 150 meters were used.
A microswitch on each target actuated an electric clock as the target was raised, and
stopped the clock when the target was “killed.” The clock measured tc the nearest
hundredth of a second. The M16 rifle was used.

Procedure

Before the test, the firer was briefed on the range configuration, location of targets,
and procedures on the firing line. To complete each exercise, the firer moved to the
firing line and assumed & good kneeling svpported position. He was then handed a
six-round magazine and instructed to “watch your lane.” When the target appeared the
man fired at it until a hit was obtained or until he had fired all six rounds. The time
from target presentation to target hit, and the total number of trigger pulls to target hit
was recorded by a scorekeeper. The seven targets were presented in random order, and
the order of presentation of the four sights was counterbalanced as shown in Table 20-1.
Each man took his position on the firing line three times. In each case he fired using one
sight, at all target distances.

Before firing for record, the experiment sequence was conducted for practice. The
practice was identical to record fire except that only a three-round magazine was used for
each target, and only the 15, 75, and 15C metler targets were used. The experiment
required three days. Eleven supjects were conducted through the experiment on each of
the first two days. Ten subjects were cond:.-ted through on the third day.

RESULTS

Summaries of the analyses of variance on ihe number of -igger pulls and the time
required to hit the target are provided in Table 20-2. Summaries «._ the means for all the
sight/distance combinations for both of these criteria are given in Table 20-3. The
difference amoung the four sights was qrite significant (p<.001). The principal cause for
this significance was the overall superiority of the M16A1 sight, considering both criteria.
However, the interaction between the type of sight used and the target distance was also
significant (p<.001).

In the case of the time to first hit, the significance of this interaction was due
primarily to the comparative speed of the large rear-aperture sight, and to a lesser extent
to the open sight a2t the 15- and 25-meter targets (Table 20-3). In terms of trigger pulls
to first hit, all of the sights were about equal within 50 meters, but the large
rear-aperture sights became increasingly inferior with increasing distance.

These results tend to support the results of Subtest 11A and 11B which concluded
that a large rear-aperture sight would decrease the time required to hit a target in the
daytime out to a distance of about 50 meters. Beyond 50 meters, the more precise
alignment made possible by the smaller aperture of the M16A1 sight is required.
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Table 20-1

Counterbalancing and Randomizetion of Variables

Order o Sight Sequence Tergst Sequance
A 1,6,9,13,17,21,25,29 Standarc¢ 12,125,50,75,25,100,150
Tri-Lux 100,25,50,150,75,15,125
Promethium 75,100,125,15,25,150,50
Open 125,50,100,75,150,25,15
B 2,6,10,14,18,22,26,30 Open 25,125,150,50,15,100,75
Promethium 15,100,75,150,125,50,25
Tri-Lux 100,125,25,75,15, 150,50
Standard 15,125,25,150,100,75,50
C 3.7,11,15,19,23,27,31 Tri-Lux 125,75,50,150,10G,25,15
Standard 150,25,50,100,125,75,15
Open 15,25,150,50,125,75,100
Promethium 75,50,15,160,25,125,100
D 4,8,12,16,20,24,28,32 Promethium 15,150,50,25,100,125,75
Open 125,15,150,100,25,75,50
Standard 125,15,50,100,150,75,25
Tri-Lux 75,100,125,25,50,150,15
Table 20-2
Effects of Various Sights, in Daylight, on Trigger Pulls and
Time to First Hit: Analyses of Variance
Trigger Pully Time
Source — —
df MS F p df MS F p
Sight (A} 3 42.38 28.77 <.001 3 390.61 28.71 <.001
Distance (B) 6 71.00 56.71 <.001 6 942.42 72.83 <001
AB 18 7.03 6.10 <001 1€ 72.63 5.64 <.001
Error (A) 93 1.47 93 10.02
Error (B) 186 1.25 186 12.94
Error (AB) 558 1.16 458 12.88
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Mean: Number of Trigger Pulls and Time (in seconds)
to First Hit, by Sight and Distance

Tabie 20-3

Distance
Sight (Meters) Mean
15 25 50 7% 100 126 150
Trigger Pulls
M16Af 103 103 106 1068 112 166 1.4 1.22
Tri-Lux 103 103 106 184 319 350 363 226
Promethium 1.03 1.00 1.12 1.28 166 250 231 1.61
Open 1.12 1.00 1.12 172 203 344 3.06 1.99
Mean 1056 1.02 109 148 200 277 258 1.1
Time to First HIt
{seconds)
M16A1 143 1.4 1.42 1.61 226 393 301 2.1
Tri-Lux 115 1.06 162 365 824 963 1049 5.12
Promethium 133 100 157 2M 377 623 628 3.18
Open 143 1.10 174 329 45 98 850 4.35
Mean 1.3 1.07 189 266 4N 7.41 707 369
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Appendix U

EXPERIMENT 21: THE EFFECTIVENESS OF DIFFERENT
METHODS OF WEAPON CARRY

OBJECTIVE

The purpose of this study was to confirm the hif probabilities and engagement times
obtained during Subexperiment 11B for different weapon carries. The results of this
previous test indicated that the modified British alert position (without sling) was
superior to the underarm carry (in time to first round hit) up to a distance of 25 meters.
The present study was an attempt to replicate this result and also to include comparisons
of the modified British alert (with sling) and high port methods of weapon carry.

METHOD

Experimental Variables

The following variables, along with the leveis listed, were examined:
A. Weapon Carry
1. High port
2. British alert with sling
3. Underarm
4. British alert without sling
B. Firing Distance
1. 10 meters
2. 25 meters
3. 50 meters
4. 75 meters
The data were analyzed using a Lindquist treatments-by-subjects design. Two
analyses were conducted with variables A and B as within-subjects factors. The criteria or
performance measures used for these analyses were the number of trlgger pulls and the
time, in seconds, required to obtain the first hit.

Subjects

A total of 60 men participated in this phase of the test which was conducted over a
two-day period at Fort Benning. They were a cross-section of Noncommissioned Officer
Candidatszs.

Apparatus

One firing lane was used with four targets placed in front of the firer at ranges of
10, 25, 50, and 75 meers. Each target was equipped with a microswitch which started a
clock when the target appeared and stopped it when the target was hit. All firing was
conducted in the semiautomatic mode with the M16A1 rifle.
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Procedure

All men were given range orientation, a safety briefing, and practice firing. Before
each trial, the firers were instructed on what technique to employ while carrying the
weapon, either the modified British alert position (with or without sling), the position of
high port, or the underarm carry.

At the beginning of each move-out phase for each of the <arrying positions, the firer
was provided with one magazine containing eight rounds. The man loaded his weapon
and advanced approximately five meters. When the firer reached a predetermined point,
one of four targets appeared and the firer engaged the target as rapidly as he could
identify it, using his assigned firing technique. The firer had instructions to continue
engaging the target until a hit was recorded and the target disappeared or until his
ammunition had been expended. All four targets and weapon carries were used during the
practice firing. For the record firing, the order in which the subjects used the various
weapon carries was counterbalanced and target range was administered in random
sequence.

A scorekeeper followed the subject down the firing lane and recorded the number of
trigger pulls require«. to hit the target, and the control tower operator who raised the
appropriate targets recorded the time to first hit from a timing device in the tower.

RESULTS

Target distance was the only significant (p<.01 for both analyses) variable obtained
for either the analysis of the number of trigger pulls required for a hit or the amount of
time required to obtain the first hit. In general, the number of trigger pulls and the
amount of time required for a hit increased with increasing target distance. The analysis
of variance suinmaries are presented in Table 21-1.

DISCUSSION

Since this study did not replicate or confirm the results of Subexperiment 11B, the
conclusions drawn from the previcus test should be regarded with extreme caution. The
significant differences obtained with Subexperiment 11B probably should be considered
chance occurrences and the results of the present test should be regarded as the most
reliable since a larger number of men participated (N=60 vs. N=24).

Table 21-1

Etfects of Different Methods of Weapon Carry on
Trigger Pulls and Time to First Hit: Analyses of Variance

Trigger Pulis Time
Source
df MmS F ] a MS F P
Carry (A) 3 0.42 1.83 NS 3 2.33 2.24 NS
Distance (B) 3 9.76 §1.37 <01 3 145.91 1565.22 <0t
AB 9 0.25 1.04 NS 9 1.06 1.12 NS
Error {A) 177 0.23 1”7 1.04
Error (B) 177 0.19 177 0.94
Error (AB) 531 0.24 531 0.95
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