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PREFACE

This volume presents a series of papers read at the conference on
"Military Instructor Training in Transition," held on 15-17 January
1975, at the Naval Training Center, Orlando, Florida. The conference
was hosted by the Training Analysis and Evaluation Group (TAEG) of the
Chief of Naval Education and Training. The purpose was to bring to-
gether people involved in instructor training from the military services,
industry and academia to exchange ideas and to discuss mutual issues,
problems and trends in producing effective instructors.

The conference was conceived as part of the TAEG program of study
on Navy Instructor Training. The objective of this program was to
identify changing requirements for instructor training and to piovide
recommendations for the design of the instructor training system of the
future.

Two major themes were developed during the first two days of the
conference. Objective I focused on instructor training programs in
today's military enviromment, highlighting current practices, trends,
constraints and problems. Plans and/or funded programs of the immediate
future were articulated and the qualitative changes projected for the
next generation instructor training system were outlined. The changing
role of the instructor resulting from increasing sophistication in in-
structional delivery systems was examined (i.e. emphasizing a retreat
from the view of the instructor simply as an information delivery agent
to that of regarding the instructor as a multi-media manager and train-
ing strategist).

Objective II centered on innovative concepts and ideas relevant to
the long-range planning for instructor training. Prescriptive inputs
were sought which could be incorporated into an idealized design of an
instructor training system appropriate to the final quarter of this
century. These would necessarily encompass the changing military and
social environment and the predicted advanced technology of the future.
In addition, the Navy attendees convened on the last day of the con-
ference to examine the possibilities and outline the objectives for a
CNTECHTRA-sponsored workshop on instructor training.

We are witness to significant and rapid changes in the military
training establishment. These range from the compelling movement to
substitute synthetic training for training in actual environments (e.g.
flight simulators as the surrogate for in-flight training), to qualita-
tive changes in the schoolhouse environment. The whole issue of change
and the mechanisms which bring about change is of growing concern to
the training establishment. The conference reflected this awareness for
needed change in thinking and operation.

—



Leading training practitioners were invited to describe current
programs or to record their views and beliefs on what should be, or is
y2t to come. In essence, the contributions of man vs. machine presen-
tation of instruction were highlighted. Considerable attention was
given to examining the humanizing values, the richness aid sensitivity
r2sulting from the man in the loop and to the values accruing from
machine organization and control of instruction made possible by a
burgeoning technology.

A range of topics was covered by the heterogenous group of special-
ists and significant variations exist among the papers, both in content
and approach. However, the editors have not tampered with the authors'
style or points of view. Also, the views expressed herein are those of
the authors and not necessarily those of the organizations with whom
the authors are associated.

A result of this conference is, hopefully, a series of snapshots
which realistically depicts facets of the business of Instructor Train-
ing.

A. F. SMODE
K. D. LAM
Editors
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INTRODUCTORY ADDRESS

Captain Bruce G. Stone
Director, Education and Training Research and Program Development
Chief of Naval Education and Training

I usually open with a baroque trumpet fanfare but the Navy school
of music has not completed their task analysis on baroque trumpet fanfares,
therefore we had to dispense with the drama. Also, heralds are undergoing
a rating consolidation with the heavy equipment operators so even if
Vivaldi's original concerto scores that I had ordered had arrived, we still
would have been without the colorful openings I had planned; however,
Dr.Smode has captivated you with a brilliant display of oral penmanship
so, with the niceties aside, I shall procede to the enviable task of set-
ting a keynote for this conference.

In a recent monograph entitled "Remarks for Any and Every Occasion,"
I came upon a footnote which stated "A Rule of Mouth" for keynote speakers--
use one of the following openings:

A. A Biblical quotation
B. A humorous anecdote
C. Announce a change in the topic of the conference

I have elected option C and thus take the keynote speaker's liberty of
changing the title "Military Instructor Training in Transition" to "Mili-
tary Instructor Training in Transition to What'" and it is my position that
the "To What" should really be the focus of this conference and the results
should provide some definition of the tramsit that the instructor training
must make if it is to satisfy the requirements of the years ahead. In my
search for an appropriate opening, I couldn't find a Biblical quotation,
so I took the liberty of borrowing from the Torah this observation: 'For
a man who doesn't know where he's going, any road will take him there"

and thus I would enjoin you to consider that the purpose of this conference
is to determine where it is we are going so that we can lay out or choose
the appropriate road. I am attempting to cope with, as Einstein so nicely
put it, '"the great unsolved problems of mankind" and in this instance,

and in my world of education and training research and instructional pro-
gram development, one of the great unsolved problems is the instructor.
How does he fit into instructional program design? Where does he function
in the instructional system? I think we would do well if we addressed a
fundamental and philosophical issue of the role of the man in the system
with considerable precision and detail. Technologies have been developed
to provide for virtually any learning requirement, rigorous and disci-
plined methods and techniques are available by which the desired perfor-
mance can be achieved. So to bring philosophy and theme into focus let




me address the key words in the conference title: instructor, training,
transition, and military.

The term instructor raises a whole host of issues dealing with man/
man, man/machine, and man/system relationships in a learning experience.
What are the functions? What are the tasks? What are the skills? What
are the conditions under which they are to be performed? What are appro-
priate indicies of proficiencies? How is it best acquired? And how is
it best maintained?

The term training, of course, calls up all of the philosophy,
policy, procedures which have been developed and gathered under the rubric
of instructional technology and I hope that the very best and most appro-
priate of that technology will be applied to the training of military
instructors. Transition very simply means movement from something to
something and specifically, in this issue, we are talking about change.
When one contemplates change, one must inevitably deal with the conflicts
that change creates.

The last term, military, tells something about the environment in
which the change is to take place but it leaves untold at least as much
as it tells. It would be well for us to carry with us an awareness that
the military is changing and that few of us have experience in dealing
with the kinds of change which the all volunteer services will bring.

So, to pick up on an earlier point, what are the philosophic issues
relevant to this conference? Any of you can name a dozen in a miaute
or less and it's highly likely they would all be relevant and legitimate.
But for us to attempt to deal with the central and peripheral philoso-
phies which relate to military training and specifically, military
instructor training, in a brief two days would be naively ambitious.
Therefore, I would like to deal with one philosophical issue -- to me a
primary and basic issue -- that is in our well intended efforts to apply
modern instructional technology for which you may read instructional
systems design, development, systems approach to training, etc., are we
allowing technology to shape our needs or are we shaping technology to
our needs? In my view, we're at a critical juncture in our military train-
ing development. The manner in which we resolve the issue of technology
versus needs or perhaps needs versus technology, if in fact we do resolve
it, has great meaning and will yield certain direction for us in addressing
not only today's and tomorrow's undertaking but the whole program of
military instructor training for the years to come.

Let me again return to the four elements of the conference theme;
instructor, training, transition, and military. In the instance of the
instructor, we have made a conscious commitment to change the traditional
role of the instructor from the lecture/demonstrator, classroom conductor
to something else and the query is, what is that something else?
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Obviously it is a person who somehow functions in whatever instructional
program is developed for whatever learning requirements are stated. If
we call out some of the terms current in instructional technology such

as diagnostive, prescriptive, adaptative, multi-media, criterion ref-
erenced, individualized, self-paced, computer managed, computer assisted,
we begin to perceive a multiplicity of roles and functions for the in-
structor and the mind soon fills with apprehension about the ability of
the tundred and sixty-five pound servo mechanism which is mass produced

b unskilled labor, to provide a vital system element with the capabili-
ties and capacities that all those terms suggest may be required. Per-
sonally I am not dismayed at the prospect of being required to provide
tcaining to meet those multiple requirements, One might even consider
that historical models exist which encourage us in our effort. The
l2ading seamen and bo'sun mates of John Paul Jones' Navy were adept in
all of the tenents of modern instructional technology - task analysis,
training analysis, instructional program design, individualization,
prescriptive, diagnostive, etc., In comparison with today's sophisti-
cited learning centers, the focsle of a sailing man o'war with a gnarled
aad grizzled bo'suns mate as the military instructor is crude indeed,

bat he was able to diagnose the ineptness of the landsman shanghaied

from the waterfront saloons and to apply it with a belaying pin or the
bitter end of a line. Individual instruction had a pace appropriate to
tne learner's agility, sobriety and dexterity. This illustration is not
entirely facetious because we are in fact dealing with that vital ele-
ment in our learning system, the person who functions in that vague and
now ill-defined region between the system and the learner. The tradi-
tional role as we have said is being abandoned. The new roles must be
defined and the needs of those roles must be established and people to
function therein must be trained, which leads us to the third and pro-
bably in light of our instructional technological development, least
problematic area. I would be considered, I'm sure, a heretic, if I did
not enjoin you to apply the same sorts of tenets and precepts of instruc-
tional technology to instructor training as one would to guided missile
or data systems training, the familiar algorithm of task analysis, train-
ing analysis, instructional program design and development and evaluation,
but it must be applied with the query, are we fitting the technology to
our needs or our needs to the technology? And the last term, military,
must be closely examined for implicit and explicit assumptions and
constraints. The character of a military man or woman is changing

as the character of our larger society changes and as always, there are
vnique features of training in the military to which we must address
attention, Of primary concern to you should be the fact that the Navy
traditionally has observed the practice of one-time, brief, two to three
year assignments of officers and men to instructor duty. We have no in-
structor speciality, no instructor corps, less than a third of our in-
sitructors are volunteers for the duty and fewer than one in ten repeat
tours as instructors. Again the issue of shaping our needs to technology
and practice or, shaping technology and practice to our needs, is relevant.
So as we open this conference, I think we can legitimately view ourselves
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as being at a critical decision point. Do we fit the system to the man?
Or vice versa? And the irony of our situation is that we in the be-
havioral sciences, I think, are guilty of the same transgression for which
we have so often indicted the physical scientist. We have developed a
technology and now it appears we must find or fashion people and popula-
tions to fit that technology. But perhaps it's not too late to change

the situation and I would suggest that as you proceed and consider the
issues for the next two or three days that you firmly apply the princi-
ple that technology should serve man's needs. Man should not serve his
technology, that needs should not be determined by the state of the art
but rather by the state of the man. Perhaps now, here, we can begin to
identify the human needs and qualities in the man instructional system
equation and determine in a forethoughtful, pro-active, logically fash-
ioned manner, what the needs and capabilities of military instructors will
be in the last decades of this century and fit the technologies known and
developed to meet those needs. That's what I think this conference is

all about.
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KEYNOTE ADDRESS
THE ROLE OF THE INSTRUCTOR AS A HUMAN BEING

Dr. Robert B. Miller
Senior Psychologist
International Business Machines Corp.
Poughkeepsie, New York

It is quite possible that when the wheel was invented, some vision-
ary doomsayer prophesied that it would eventually make human labor un-
necessary and obsolete. This kind of prediction was certainly associated
with the Jacquart loom, the steam engine, the typewriter and more recently
the computer. Breast-beating seems always in fashion and lurid portraits
of doom attract large audiences.

A summary of my unromantic philosophy about systems, machines and
people and jobs goes about as follows. People will be needed to clean
up the messes created by systems and machines, and the bigger the systems
the bigger the messes. The competences and abilities and motivations of
mcst people--whatever their role or job--are rather mediocre (the pun is
intended in the pejorative sense) and a sea of mediocrity is like warm
jello: the content may move around a bit from place to place, but little
change really occurs. This dismal conclusion seems especially to fit the
role of instructor in recent history who has been peculiarly exempt from
the natural law of non-survival of the non-fitting.

An analytic look at history can be enlightening. Simpler prototypes
from the past may give us ideas for the present and future. Imagine,
please, a primitive society living in a barbaric wilderness with tools and
weapons of stone or bronze. Imagine now the relationship of father as
teacher to son who is student. Instruction is given in the arts of physi-
cal and social survival. '"Survival' in this context means literally
living rather than dying.

The father-teacher would be the somewhat forgiving surrogate of
harsh natural experiences to the child. He would teach the tasks and
strategies of survival technology: hunting, farming and warfare. He
wculd also teach the societal technology: the rituals, beliefs, values,
attitudes and formats for social interaction that conferred role and
identity in the family and tribe. These roles provided dependability on
the collective human resource, and thus stability against natural and
human attack. Societal technology was therefore also a survival objective
associated with living and dying.

Let us take note of the salient factors in this prototype of teacher-
student relationship.




The symbiotic relationship: the teacher himself depended sooner
or later on the productivity of his student as hunter, farmer,
warrior and respected member of his tribe. The teacher had a
real stake in the outcome of his teaching.

Action (or task) reference for what was to be learned: environ-
mental and social survival.

Survival-of-the-fittest teaching: the criterion of instruction-
al effectiveness was physical and social survival, thus the
opportunity to reproduce offspring and repeat the instructional
cycle. The children of poor instructors would tend to die out
faster than the children of good instructors. The child as
adult would teach as he was taught.

Motivations toteach well and learn well intrinsic to the task
situation rather than extrinsic and artificial.

Initiatory rites as proficiency tests: the conferring of man-
hood and social identity as a direct outcome of competence.

Let us translate these factors into the key technical problems in our
contemporary picture of instruction.

j B

6.

Motivations of teacher to teach and learner to learn: mutual
trust and sharing of levels of aspiration.

Well-defined objectives and criteria of learning: the rele-
vance of what is taught to the tasks which the learner will
perform.

Individualized instruction with sequential organization of
progress in what is learned.

Operational tests of proficiency and direct feedback of rele-
vant signals plus interpretation of how the situation, the

response and the outcome are all related to each other.

Progressive shift of action initiatives from instructor to
learner.

Natural elimination of ineffective and irrelevant instruction.

Unfortunately item 6 is not generally recognized as a key problem
in today's picture of instructional issues.

Shift the picture to guilds and apprentice training. The teacher
is a model, but the relationship to the student is only temporarily

symbiotic.

During his apprenticeship the student is cheap labor. In-

struction would therefore be task-referenced. But at the conclusion of
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his apprenticeship, the student becomes a potential competitor to the
teacher. This anticipation will dilute the intimacy of teacher and
student beyond various limits in the instructional relationship. Beyond
the limits required for apprentice labor in the workshed, the instructor
will lose interest in efficient instruction.

Now shift the picture to scholasticism. Here is the acquisition
of symbolic knowledges without clear task and skill references. The
wedge is driven between the academic and the pragmatic, between knowing
and doing. Knowledge and rules are learned for their own sake, and
pedantry becomes an art form. Learning and teaching become institution-
alized and survival strategies become directed to status and roles within
the institution. The result is the gentleman-scholar and the priest-
scholar. The word and the deed are no longer linked by pragmatic ref-
erence. Education splits off from training, but the two will continue
to be confused for centuries.

Let me emphasize that my objective in these thumbnail sketches is
not to condemn but to reveal archetypical roles of the instructor and
student. My views about the values of general education are quite ir-
relevant here.

The role of the contemporary school instructor is still didactic
tcday. He purveys information about things and phenomena and is a pre-
parer of students for official examinations. He administers and grades
tests, and is absolved from substantive criteria on his effectiveness
by giving grades on relative student rank in performance. The student
performance criteria are themselves largely subject matter referenced
rather than rooted in behaviors and performances external to the acade-
my. Instructional technique is institutionalized and embedded in elab-
orate machinery. This machinery at present seems to incorporate the
cocnditioned response paradigm of learning. Since the institution is,
like the Church, a relatively closed monolithic system with respect
bcth to objectives and to technique, reform is, if not impossible,
bound to be slow.

But in the future, it may become cheaper to use mechanization to
apply the conditioned response paradigm in rote drill on facts, routine
procedures, rules and paired associates tables of data. Simulators may,
in the interactive mode, instruct on concepts, principles and even strat-
egies in the context of various models of the phenomenal world. But
instructional simulators used by every student as an interactive graphic
terminal are not at all in the near future (except in geological time)
because of the forbidding programming effort required of them and the
massive system facilities incurred by them.

So what roles will remain for the instructor when this millenium
comes to pass? Pretty much the same ones he ought to be playing today,

15




if we acknowledge that the bulk of student learning is not from the
instructor's lecture itself, but from study of notes made from lecture,
and from textbooks and workbooks.

The instructor should now and in the future combine the properties
of a compassionate human being with the creative skills of the artist-
craftsman in fabricating instructional communications that are interest-
ing, illuminating and memorable. As a human being, his role is the
psychologist's textbook characterization of the leader: perceptive both
of the subordinate's psychological needs and of the goals to be achieved;
alternatively permissive and autocratic; controller of cycles of intensi-
fying and easing of work pressure; reducer of uncertainties.

The following paragraphs outline these functions and roles.

Focus interest. As artist-craftsman vis-a-vis collections of
students, the instructor's presentation is a performance in the theatri-
cal sense. The competent actor, by the way, does not emphasize himself
as a person: he emphasizes the role and the subject matter he is por-
traying. As a performer he can focus and sustain interest with a force-
fulness that must be admittedly rare in an inanimate machine--that is,

a device without flesh and blood and the capacity for audience identifi-
cation. Interest is sustained by making what is presented exciting to
watch and listen to. Excitement is a condition of the audience, but is
contagious from the performer. (Can you remember when you last had a
teacher who was excited by what he was teaching?)

Dramatize for recall. Attention and arousal are necessary, but
not enough. The performer can dramatize the content in a way that
facilitates recall. When the instructor writes the word "THEATRICAL"
on a blackbvard before an audience, a different communication is made
than if the same word were presented by a slide projector. The per-
former, attuned to his audience, senses when to underscore, pause, re-
peat, paraphrase or find another example.

On the matter of physical presence, observe that the pianist
Horowitz plays to sell-out audiences in Carnegie Hall even though re-
cordings of his performance can be bought for half the price of a
good ticket.

On the matter of lecture presentations, there is, by a curious
inversion of empirical data, acceptance of the notion that little or
nothing can be learned by students from lectures. To be consistent,
then, why do we waste our time coming to conferences to hear speakers?
The fact is, we do learn little (by definition) from poor lectures
and poor lecturers, just as we learn little from poor CMI material.

Human guidance, interaction, encouragement. The student, too,
is a human being as well as a learner. He periodically becomes dis-
couraged, overloaded, distracted. Or he may become over-confident,
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hostile, or rambunctious, If the condition is transient, the instructor
as leader may read the advance warnings and act to avert the crisis, or
hasten the student through it when it arrives. In learning a complex
skill or body of information there are more or less predictable stages
where temporary discouragement occurs. The instructor is not a counselor:
this is too formal an expression for what is more appropriately extempo-
rised. The instructor as leader may also underline what is important to
lzarn very well as distinguished from the less important in a large body
of presented content and context. He identifies and organizes the key
operative information from supporting context, and by temporarily simpli-
fying what is to be learned, encourages the student to keep trying.

Level of aspiration for achievement. The sights set and sustained
by the student on the range and levels of the skill he hopes to achieve
may be inappropriately high or, more frequently, too low. Or the level
of aspiration may fall during the hard work and frustrations of the
learning process. It is likely that only the vital, interactive pres-
ence of a trusted human being can raise flagging aspiration levels so
that the student's reach continues to exceed his grasp. It should be
obvious that no mere sales pitch made during the indoctrination period
can have continued substance and leverage over weeks and months of hard
work. The drive to mastery for at least many students needs occasional
transfusions of nourishment.

Design of training content. This function of the instructor is not
continuous with the previous series, but is related to all the items. It
is designing the content of the communication which transmits the stuff
to be learned. It consists of the words, images, analogies, visual pat-
terns that make one exposition of a content or exercise richly meaning-
ful, enriched and cumulative in effect, from another presentation which
is dry and lifeless. The comparison of a good textbook today with one
considered good on the same topics fifty years ago will provide an exam-
rle of the difference. What I am emphasizing here is the communicational
effectiveness for learning, remembering, generalizing and transferring a
content. There are some of us who believe that the design of training
content at the presentational levels is more important to learning than
zn entire handbook of pedagogical rules about spaced versus massed prac-
tice, how many words to put on a frame, exposure rates, feedback delay
znd so on. On occasions that can be cited, a single right phrase at the
right time had more instructive significance to learning than an attempt
to express the phrase in a chapter of text. The design of training con-
tent can challenge the highest levels of creative and insightful talent.
The challenge applies to instructional communications for learning to
nake instrument landings on a carrier in heavy seas or for learning to
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use a screwdriver effectively.

Perhaps not many instructors have this creative gift, or express it
spontaneously. It may be cultivated by some who are given incentives
and a gallery of examples and perhaps half a dozen guiding principles.

Coaching. Examples here are the football coach to a professional
team or the singing coach to a professional singer. The coach helps
the student bridge the gap between an acceptable level of skill and
virtuoso performance. He adapts the capabilities of the individual
from the training environment to the operational environment: he mediates
and facilitates transfer between training and operations. He seeks out
individual aptitudes and capitalizes on them. He guides aspirationms,
integrates individuals into teams, generates individual initiatives. He
will teach the strategic components in the exercise of skills that enhance
success probability when the going is rough and the limits of skill and of
system capability are tested. Strategies may be directed towards the oper-
ator's more effective use of himself as a device; or towards the more effi-
cient use of the things he works with; or towards better coping with condi-
tions of risk and uncertainty. Another class of strategy applies to the
operator's efficient use of work experiences as continued learning experi-
ence, not merely at the conditioned response level, but at the cognitive
thinking level as well. Inevitably the coach transmits, directly or in-
directly, values and attitudes about performances and criteria that are
beyond what can be done by mechanical communication.

Coaching may be a job, or it may be a role which an instructor can
play during many stages of skill development. The way it is done--like
any form of leadership--will reflect in part the personality and style
of the individual. At least up to a point, this individuality is useful
in creating human credibility and trust. At no other level in training
is personal as well as technical trust in the instructor (in the subjective
sense) so essential to the learning process. It is not necessary for the
coach to have, or have had, the levels of skill he is coaching. But he
must be intimately aware of the ingredients of those skills and the limits
of what can be achieved.

Shaper of key persons. Many organizations have one or two individuals

with the knack of doing the difficult, of pinpointing a trouble when others
have given up, improvising workable solutions to problems out of baling
wire, locating the out-of-stock item, initiating productive action when the
others despond. The person who always seems to know what he is doing.
This person often is not the nominal leader of the group; his leadership
may be situational and technical. He becomes the key person when things
go wrong or the situation is difficult and uncertain. The competence of
such persons may or may not be highly specialized: but they tend to be
generalists.
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The perceptive instructor can usually identify the rare student with
potential for being a key person in his organization. He may not be the
best student in terms of grades--he may even seem slow in learning some
academic materials. There may be no standard aptitude profile for spot-
ting this individual, perhaps because his personality is interwoven with
his abilities.

If he is not socially dominant or verbally fluent, the potential key
person tends to be lost overly long in the shuffle, both in school and on
the job. This is demoralizing to him and a loss to the organization. The
perceptive instructor could mitigate both liabilities by serving as a
mentor, teaching what cannot be programmed into formal instruction, and
encouraging initiatives even when they conflict with conventional pro-
gressions. Enabling the maverick to extend and control his talent with-
out losing his practical intiatives can be a key role for the instructor
where both the training and the operational scenes are filled with mechan-
ical mediocrity. If the student appears to fulfill the instructor's in-
tuitions, he may be flagged for appropriate recognition (in spite of his
academic grades if necessary) when he is placed into operational work.
Because these individuals do not fit a standard characterization, their
attributes may have to be uniquely identified.

These comments should underline the following predictiomns. The
rcles of the instructor of the future will be at least as important as
those of today even in an environment of individualized learning. In
almost all respects, he will be playing the same roles in the future
that he ought to be playing today, except for some clerical and mechanical
activities that he ought to be glad to be rid of. Imnstructors who have
been able to do only the mechanical things -- playing non-human or inhuman
rcles -- will be released to other work, to the relief of students, train-
ing administrators and their more competent colleagues.

As a final comment, the instructor may be part of an assembly line
operation. If he is, he is vulnerable to more cost-effective devices.
To the extent that learning -- as contrasted with training -- is individ-
uzal and unique, and to the extent that learning is in part a social
phienomenon, there are roles to play for the instructor as a human being.
The fulfillment of these roles calls for wisdom and conceptual insight as
well as the technical knowledge of the textbook or animated textbook,
and of communications that are not merely didactic but are also vivid
and, on occasion, compassionate.
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OBJECTIVE I INTRODUCTION

The goal of Objective I is to examine instructor training in today's
military environment. A sampling of current programs is presented which
highlights on-going practices in the various services. Emphasis is placed
on trends, constraints and problems of mutual interest in the military.

Plans and/or funded programs of the immediate future are articulated
in order to provide a blueprint outlining instructor training requirements
and the changing role of the instructor. Emphasis is placed on the quali-
tative changes projected for the next generation instructor training

system.

The initial presentations in this section center on current prac-
tices, philosophies and operations in the military services represented
and variously describe organizational relations, course outlines, staff-
ing, student throughput and instructor career structure. Subsequent
papers address plans and programs of the immediate future relative to

instructor training.
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CURRENT U.S. NAVY INSTRUCTOR TRAINING PROGRAM

LCDR Gerald B. Griffin
Training Program Coordinator
Basic Indoctrination and General Training Branch
Chief of Naval Technical Training

Introduction. For many years instructor training in the U.S. Navy has

been an important component of the training effort. Experience has
shown that regardless of the quality of the course materials, the logis—
tic support provided, or the training aids available, effective instruc-
tion takes place only when instructors have received adequate training.
Properly qualified instructors are vital to the technical training
effort in the U.S. Navy. The objective of this report is to provide

a general overview of current U.S. Navy technical instructor training.

Organizational Relationships. Figure 1 has been prepared to aid in

understanding the organizational relationships involved in Navy In-
structor Training. The Chief of Naval Operations in the Navy's I
Washington Headquarters has responsibility for overall operation of

the Navy. The Chief of Naval Education and Training based in Pemnsacola,
Florida, as the Navy's major training manager provides broad training
policy guidance. Subordinate to the Chief of Naval Education and Train-
ing are five functional commanders responsible for specific areas of

naval training. Two of these functional commanders are directly in-
volved in technical instructor training. The Chief of Naval Technical
Training based in Millington, Tennessee coordinates and direéts all

shore based Navy Technical Training and exercises direct command over

the units providing instructor training with the exception of the Fleet
Training Center, Norfolk, Virginia, which is a subordinate of Commander,
Training Command, U. S. Atlantic Fleet. The Chief of Naval Technical
Training has been assigned curriculum control for all instructor train-
ing courses. Curriculum control is defined as the authority to deter-
mine instructional content, sequence of presentation, course léength,

etc. There are six commands at which technical instructor training is
taught. Naval Education and Training Center, Newport, Rhode Island pro-
vides instructor training primarily for officer personnel who instruct

in the Navy's Officer Candidate School and other Navy training activi-
ties in the Newport area. Naval Submarine School, New London, Connecti-
cut, prepares instructors for support of submarine training and has

some special curriculum considerations to meet the special needs of the
Submarine Training System. Service School Command, San Diego, California,
is the largest instructor training school in the Navy. This school pro-
vides instructor training support for west coast Naval training activi-
ties and has been designated the curriculum manager for Navy Instructor
Training. Fleet Training Center, Norfolk, Virginia, provides instructor

23




INSTRUCTOR TRAINING
443 ORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS

CHIEY Or NAVAL OPERATIONS

CHIEF OF NAVAL EDUCATION & TRAINING

| I ' I

CHIEY OF NAVAL CHIEF OF NAVAL CHIEF OF°NAVAL COMMANDER COMMANDER
AIR TRAINING EDUCATION & TRAINING TECHNICAL TRAINING COMMAND TRAINING COMMAND
SUPPORT TRAINING US ATLANTIC FLEET US PACIFIC FLEET
FLEET TRAINING (1)
PN CENTER NORFOLX
VA
[ I | |
NETC NAVSUBSCOL 8SC SAN DIEGO SSC GREAT NATTC
NEWPORT NE¥ LONDON CA LAKES IL MEMPHIS TN
RI cT

NOTES: ({) CHIEF OF NAVAL TECHNICAL TRAINING EXERCIES CURRICULUM CONTROL
OVER INSTRUCTOR TRAINIIG CONDUCTED AT FLEET TRAINING CENTER
NORFOLK VA

FIGURE 1

L




training support for east coast Naval training activities. As noted
earlier, Fleet Training Center, Norfolk is a subordinate of Commander,
Training Command,U.S. Atlantic Fleet. The Instructor Schools at Service
School Command, Great Lakes, Illinois, and Naval Air Technical Training
Center, Memphis, Tennessee provide instructor training in support of
Naval technical training conducted in those geographical areas.

Course of instruction. Instructor Training in the Navy consists of

three courses of instruction: (1) Instructor - Basi~:, which is attended
bv all personnel filling designated instructor positions; (2) Instruc-
tor-Shipboard, which provides instructor training for personnel filling
shipboard or operational unit instructor positions; and (3) Programmed
Instruction Techniques, which provides training in programmed instruction
writing to selected, experienced instructors. These courses are taught
in the locations shown in Figure 2. It should be noted that the Instruc-
tor-Shipboard Course is taught in areas of fleet concentration. Pro-
grammed Instructor Techniques is taught at those locations which have

the greatest need for programmed instruction writers. Each course of
instruction will now be discussed in greater detail with emphasis on the
Instructor-Basic Course.

Instructor-Basic Course. This course is designed to provide the knowl-

edge, skills and basic motivation necessary for effective job performance
by personnel assigned as instructors. Figure 3 provides the course train-
iag sites, course length and other operational details. The percentage
figure shown behind each training location is the percentage of the Navy
total yearly student input trained at that site. The yearly student
training input plan for FY 73 through FY 76 is shown by the bar graph.
Operational details such as class size and convening frequency vary at
each site. In general, the larger instructor training activities such

as Service School Command, San Diégo; Fleet Training Center, Norfolk; and
Service School Command, Great Lakes convene weekly classes with an average
class size of about 25 students. The smaller instructor training activi-
ties convene classes on a two to three week interval with a class size of
10-12 trainees.

Curriculum Revision. For the past three years the Navy has been involved
in a major curriculum revision for the Instructor-Basic Course. This re-
vision was necessitated by changes in Navy training philosophy. Use of

the systems approach to curriculum design and the Navy's commitment to
individualized learning were the principal factors leading to the revision.
Figure 4 indicates the major milestones during the curriculum revision.

The Navy is now in the final stages of implementing this curriculum in

the six instructor training schools. An Outline of Instruction provided
in the course is shown in Figure 5.

Instructor-Shipboard. Another course taught as a part of Navy Instructor
Training is Instructor-Shipboard. This course is designed to provide Navy
personnel with the basic principles of instruction and train them in
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methods and techniques of instruction applicable to the shipboard or
operational unit training situations. This course is attended primarily
by ship or operational unit personnel and prepares them to establish and
effectively operate their own divisional training program in support of
Navy general training requirements. This course is taught at Service
School Command, San Diego; Fleet Training Center, Norfolk; and will be
taught by the Naval Submarine School in New London, Connecticut, beginning
in February 1975. This course is two weeks in length, has a class size
of 18 and convening frequency varies according to location. The yearly
input training plan for this course for FY 73 through FY 76 is shown in
Figure 6. The Instructor-Shipboard Outline of Instruction is shown in
Figure 7.

Programmed Instruction Techniques. The third course taught as a part of
Navy Instructor Training is Programmed Instruction Techniques. This course
provides a thorough grounding in the basic techniques of programmed instruc-
tion and develops the trainee's ability to write programmed instructional
materials for use in Navy training courses. This course is attended by
experienced instructors who are subject matter experts. This course is
taught at Service School Command, San Diego; Service School Command, Great
Lakes; Fleet Training Center, Norfolk; and Naval Air Technical Training
Center, Memphis. The course length is 19 days. The class size is general-
ly small with about six to ten trainees and class convening frequency
ranges from monthly to once every two months. The input training plan for
FY 73 to FY 76 is shown in Figure 8.

Conclusion. The design and redesign of curriculum is a continuous process
if training is to remain viable. Although the Navy has made significant
improvements during the past two or three years in instructor training
many areas still remain where improvements can be made. To further im-
prove instructor training, the Navy presently has several intiatives under-
way which will be addressed in greater detail in Mr. Earl Griswold's paper.

30




443

Division/ Activity INSTRUCTOR - SHIPBOARD
TRAINING INPUT PLAN
1 i ¥ i 1 {
LOCATIONS : SSC SAN DIEGO CA 60% |
1 FTC NORFOLK VA . 25% l
NAVSUBSCOL NEW LONDON CT 15% .
: { | '
i | i I :
1200 L ' L
1 , COURSE LENGTH
[ 12 DAYS
1000 + CLASS SIZE
s ! .; | 18
i CONVENING FREQUENCY
800 i
| VARIABLE
i
600 j

400 -

200+

FY 73 FY 74

wCC P08 CxaTECHTRASTAFF 3000 0at

FIGURE 6




INSTRUCTOR - SHIPBOARD
OUTLINE OF INSTRUCTION

I. INSTRUCTIONAL PLANNING

® THE FACTORS AFFECTING LEARNING

® TRATNING TASK ANALYSIS

® LEARNING OBJECTIVES AND CRITERION TESTING

® INSTRUCTOR GUIDES

® INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS AND TECHNIQUES

® INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA AND TECHNIQUES

® SHIPBOARD TRAINING PRINCIPLES AND PROCEDURES

@t

II. INSTRUCTIONAL IMPLEMENTATION

® TWO MINUTE INTRODUCTORY TALK
® PRACTICE TEACHING SESSIONS

— . }




[ ——

443

Divisian/Achivity PROGRAMMED INSTRUCTION TECHNIQUES
TRAINING INPUT PLAN

1 i ! 1 1 L
LOCATIONS : SSC SAN DIEGO CA 39% I SSC GREAT LAKES IL % 20%

FTC NORFOLK VA  24% | Cone R e T 7%

l | |
l .

COURSE LENGTH
19 DAYS
: ! ; CLASS SIZE

6 -12
CONVENING FREQUENCY
MONTHLY - BIMONTHLY

B

400

300 ;

200

—

100 1§

8CC FORM OWATECHTRALTAF? 3300 ) tiHRa?

FIGURE 8




THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

34




CURRENT INSTRUCTOR TRAINING IN THE U.S. MARINE CORPS

Lt Col Calvin M. Morris, USMC
Director, Instructor Training School
Marine Corps Development and Education Center
Quantico, Virginia

Instructor training has been an integral part of the various schools
wizhin the Marine Corps for over 30 years. There are currently three
instructor training schools in the Marine Corps. These are located at
Canmp Lejeune, North Carolina; Camp Pendleton, California; and at the
Marcine Corps Development and Education Command, Quantico, Virginia. All
thcee schools provide instruction dealing with the various aspects of
instructional methods, but from there, the curricula vary. This paper
will deal with the Program of Instruction provided at the Instructor
Training School, Marine Corps Development and Education Command (MCDEC),
Quant%co, Virginia.

The school was initiated by special order dated 25 October 1944,
That order set forth the purpose of the course as, "to improve the teach-
inz techniques used in Marine Corps Schools by commissioned instructors.
Such instructors will be oriented in the mission, organization, and
facilities of the Marine Corps Schools (former title of MCDEC); and in
the preparation and presentation of instructional material, to include
principles of instruction, public speaking, training aids and publica-
tions.'" The course was two weeks in duration and had a maximum student
load of 30.

During the years between 1944 and 1972, courses were added or deleted
but the official purpose of the Instructor Training School remained virtu-
ally unchanged. Since 1972 we have been guided by systematic instructional
design techniques. This in no way has lessened our desire to develop our
students' ability to present instruction in an effective manner. We are
currently, however, equally intent on developing their abilities in the
area of instructional design and management.

To reflect this shift, the mission of the Instructor Training School
has been changed and now is, "To train selected personnel to be assigned
tc supervision and instructional billets in Marine Corps formal schools,
the Fleet Marine Force, the Marine Corps Reserve and other services, in
the foundations, design, execution and management of systematic instruc-
tion. To perform such instructional development as may be directed by
higher authority."

Those fully versed with the systems design approach may well question
why we provide the instructor with tools to design as well as to present
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instruction. Our reasoning is twofold. First, the systems approach was
instituted at the Marine Corps Development and Education Command in Novem-
ber 1972. Implementation of the system has been evolutionary rather than
revolutionary. Course redesign work has been an additional duty for the
instructors and staff members at our various schools, because of uninter-
rupted classes and a need to learn the system itself. Second, personnel
shortages have not allowed for an increase in personnel who could devote
their entire attention to design work. Thus the instructor must be both
designer and presenter.

Admittedly there are drawbacks to this approach, but there are also
decided advantages. During fiscal year 1975, we will train approximately
300 students in the systematic approach to instruction. This added to
those already trained constitutes a strong nucleus upon which to build.
Through the efforts of our graduates as well as our own, we foresee the
systems approach to instruction being understood and willingly adopted
throughout the Marine Corps.

In order to comply with our mission, we provide both formal resident
courses and assistance to other commands generally in the form of Contact
Teams. Our primary vehicle for training instructors at MCDEC is the
"A" Course which is four weeks in duration. The course is designed for
personnel assigned to fill primary billets as instructors at Marine Corps
formal schools. Approximately 140 hours of instruction, including five
formal student presentations, are conducted during the four week period.
During the course, each student systematically designs instruction, in-
cluding the analysis of what is required on the job, selection of objec-
tives, sequencing of content, selection of methods and media, documenta-
tion, conduct, validation and revision of instruction.

The ability of the student instructor to communicate his ideas clearly,

concisely, and logically, while motivating his fellow students is also
stressed. Conventional instructional methods such as lecture, demonstra-
tion, guided discussion and self-paced instruction are utilized by the
faculty in conducting scheduled classes, and by the student instructors
during their instructional practice sessions. Classes consist of a maxi-
mum of 24 students. Each class is divided into instructional teams of six
students and one faculty member. These teams provide a major source of
support and feedback for the student as he progressively acquires the
requisite knowledge, skills, and attitudes necessary to provide mastery
learning. Six "A" Courses are conducted each year.

The course begins with instruction in Effective Communications which
stresses listening habits and effective use of voice and mannerisms. Our
students then demonstrate their platform manner by giving two brief three
minute presentations. The presentations are evaluated by the other
students, faculty advisors, and by the student himself through means of
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video tape. This provides us with baseline data on his current ability and
allows him to identify his strengths and weaknesses and to develop a plan for
improvement.

After examining the philosophical basis for the systematic approach to
instruction, we move into the design phase of our course. With the aid of
programmed instruction, the student begins an abbreviated job analysis.
Utilizing this job data, learning objectives are established and tests de-
veloped to effectively measure these objectives.

The student then receives classes on Instructional Methods and Media.
He is also provided with a logical procedure for putting a lesson together.
After receiving guidance on lesson validation and rehearsal techniques the
student prepares to give his first formal presentation.

As a part of his presentation, the student administers a post test to
his fellow students. With the results of these tests, he is ready to
evaluate and revise his instruction. The results of this revision are
critically analyzed by the students, his faculty advisor, and the other
members of his instructional team. The student is also guided through
the steps of converting his presentation into a self-paced text. His
fiaished product is evaluated and the revision process begins again.

For his next presentation, we ask that he obtain a lesson plan from
tha school at which he will be teaching. The student must analyze this
lesson plan and identify the job performance requirements upon which the
instruction is based. If necessary, the student rewrites the learning
objectives and the test items. We do this in recognition of the fact that
most of our students will inherit existing packages of instruction at their
schools and should be able to critically evaluate them. A list of the
various classes contained within this four week period of instruction is

found in Table 1.
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TABLE 1

Four Week "A" Course

Subcourse
IAC
IAC
IAC

0100
0101
0102
0103

Basic Communication Skills
Effective Communications

3 Minute Lecture

3 Minute Demonstration

Subcourse
IAC

IAC
IAC
IAC
IAC
IAC
IAC
IAC
IAC

0200
0201

0202
0203
0204
0205
0206
0207
0208
0209

Instructional Planning and Preparation
The Marine Corps System of Instructional
Design: An Introduction and Rationale
Analysis of Performance Requirements
Developing Job Performance Requirements
Developing Learning Objectives
Introduction to Lesson Planning
Instructional Motivation

Documentation of Instruction

Developing Learning Objectives for an Existing Course
Team Leader's Time

Subcourse
IAC
IAC
IAC

0300
0301
0302
0303

Instructional Strategies

The Guided Discussion

Methods and Media

Self-Paced Instruction Workshop

Subcourse
IAC
IAC
IAC
IAC

0400
0401
0402
0403
0404

Presentation of Instruction
Lesson Tryouts

10 Minute Presentation

20 Minute Presentation

30 Minute Presentation

Subcourse
IAC
IAC
IAC

0500
0501
0502
0503

Evaluation and Revision

Mastery Learning

Measuring Objectives

Validation and Revision of Instruction
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In order to meet the needs of Marine Corps Reserve Units, a two
wezk course of instruction, the "B" Course, is offered twice each year.
The course is designed for personnel assigned to training or instructor
billets at the unit level. Approximately 40 hours of instruction and
40 hours of preparation and presentation are conducted during the two
week period. The first week of the course is primarily devoted to in-
struction, i.e., the students are shown, through the use of conventional
instructional methods, how to communicate their ideas clearly, concisely,
and logically. They are also exposed to the principles and philosophy
of learning and the systematic design of instruction.

Using this instruction as a foundation, the second week is devoted
to application. During this week, the students design courses of in-
struction to include: selection of learning objectives, sequencing of
instructional content, documentation and validation of instruction. Four
formal presentations are given by each student during the two week period.
The classes are restricted to a maximum of 24 students which allows for
a six-to-one student-faculty ratio. Here, as with the "A" Course, the
instructional team concept is used.

These two courses, the four week "A" Course and two week "B" Course,
allow us to train approximately 200 instructors per year. This, however,
dces not constitute our entire output at the Marine Corps Development and
Education Command. We also conduct workshops in Instructional Television
and course design for schools and departments within the command.

The Instructor Training School also provides assistance to other
Marine Corps commands in the form of Contact Teams. These teams conduct
design workshops upon request and when time permits. These various
ccurses and workshops are conducted with a relatively small staff. The
Instructor Training School staff consists of eight people, four instruc-
tors, three enlisted support personnel and one civilian secretary. This
does not allow a great deal of flexibility in the conduct of courses and
workshops, and severely limits our capability to design and revise courses
of instruction. The emphasis must be placed on assisting the student in
mastering the learning objectives of the course.

We do not presume, however, to be able to provide every student
with the training required which will enable him to design, present,
evaluate and revise instruction of outstanding quality. The time avail-
able simply does not permit this desirable goal. Each student is evalu-
ated based on his performance level for specific instructional tasks at
the time of graduation. This evaluation is sent to the student's super-
visor. A copy of our evaluation format is shown in Appendix 1.

The evaluation system used at the Instructor Training School is
criterion referenced, not norm referenced. There are no grades awarded
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or honor graduates designated. Our objective is to provide the students
with the tools they will need to design, present, evaluate and revise
instruction. We have found that this system fosters cooperation and
mutual assistance among the students and greatly enhances the learning
process.

As the technical means used for the defense of our nation increase
in complexity, the requirement for formal training increases. Yet at
the same time budgetary constraints and cutbacks in manpower demand
that every penny allocated toward military training be judiciously
spent. We see the systematic approach to instruction as an effective
means of achieving this end.

Our course of instruction has proven to be very effective. Plans
for the near future include the design of an instructional management
course. However, until time becomes available, the training of instruc-
tors will and must be our utmost concern.
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APPENDIX 1
End of Course Evaluation
INSTRUCTOR TRAINING SCHOOL
Education Center

Marine Corps Development and Education Command
Quantico, Virginia 22134

Student Date

1. The end of course performance level is expressed in terms of the
amcunt of supervision that should be provided the new instructor.
The supervisory levels are defined as follows:

Supervisory
Code Definition

1. Reserved for other use.

P Will require detailed guidance and close supervision in
using correct procedures and techniques.

3. Will require guidance and supervision, mainly on compli-
cated steps of the operation.

4. Will require little guidance and supervision even on com-

plicated steps of operation; however, the supervisor will
check the end product or final result.

5. Will perform "on his own" unless special problems are en-
countered; only a random and occasional check of the end
product or final result is required.

6. Will perform "on his own'" even though special problems
are encountered; only a random and occasional check of
the end product or final result is required.

7. Reserved for future use.

2. There are three types of entries made in the evaluation matrix
which follows:

An asterisk (%) indicates the level reached by the student of
graduation. This level was determined by an analysis of all
Instructional Analysis Sheets and Lesson Post Tests completed
on or by the student.

A number in column 1 indicates the hours of instruction pro-
vided for tasks that were not actually performed by the
students or measured by the school.

The school's level of mastery is at the "3" level of super-
vision. This is true of all tasks except those that have
hours reflected in colummn 1.

3. In the "Remarks" section the Faculty Advisor will provide a ver-
bal description of the student; an amplification of strengths and

weaknesses. 41




PART I

Performance Levels for Specific Instructional Tasks

(The school's mastery level is '3")

Participates as a member of a
course content review board?

a. Participates in a Job Analysis.

b. Determines Performance Re-
quirements.

c. Selects applicable per-
formance objectives.

d. Analyzes Criterion Measures.

e. Analyzes Learning Objectives.
f. Sequences Course Content.

g. Writes Concepts of Instruction.
Writes test items.

Writes learning objectives.

Conducts research to select in-
structional content.

Sequences instructional content.

Selects, develops and uses the fol-
lowing media during instruction.

a. Audio Recordings (Disc/Tape).
b. Film, Filmstrips and Slides.
c. Overhead/Opaque Projections.

d. Charts, Graphs, Flannel Board
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Supervisory Level
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Supervisory Level

e. Television.

f. Other -

Prepares Lesson Plan (Documents Instruction):

a. Prepares Concept Card.

10.

11.

b. Prepares Detailed Outline of
Lesson Manuscript.

c. Prepares Student Outline.

d. Prepares Student Study
Materials

e. Other

Presents formal instruction:
a. Conducts rehearsals.

b. Conducts lectures.

c. Conducts demonstrations.
d. Leads group discussions.

e. Prepares and administers self-
paced instruction.

f. Supervises student application.
g. Conducts remedial instruction.

h. Other

Plans revision of instruction based
on Post-Assessment and student

feedback. [

Responsible for Instructional
Television production.

Counsels students on their perfor-
mance - their progress and problem

areas. . o
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Part 1I

Evaluations of Formal Presentations

1. Voice

2. Mannerisms

3. Presentation

Remarks:

Supervisory Level

44




INSTRUCTOR TRAINING IN THE ROYAL NAVY
Instructor Capt John Franklin

Deputy Director (Personnel) of the Naval Education Service
Royal Navy; London, England

INTRODUCTION

This brief paper covers the selection and training of uniformed
instructors in the Royal Navy and gives details of the officer Instructor
Branch. Because the symposium to which this paper is addressed is con-
cerned with military instructors only, the civilian element, although
forming a significant and important part of the total teaching force, will
be referred to only in passing.

A. THE TRAINING TASK

As in all peace-time navies, the commitment to training in the Royal Navy
is high. Over and above front-line operational training which of course
dominates the scene for sea-going ships and aircraft, almost 25% of the
Royal Navy is engaged in training of one sort or another. In spite of

this heavy loading, close control of training programmes has held cost in
chack and, leaving aside flying training and capital depreciation, general-
ly the annual budget for training is less than 10Z of the expenditure on
the Navy as a whole. Around 55% of trainees are in initial training and
45% in higher training; some 500 courses are provided in about 20 shore
establishments. Annex A shows these figures in more detail.

Of the 2200 teaching staff in shore establishments and at sea, some 1800
are officers and ratings who have been selected to fill nominated instruc-
tional billets and the remaining 40N are Instructor Officers. In addition,
sone 350 civilian instructors ranging from demonstrators to college pro-
fessors are employed in naval training establishments. The spectrum of
instruction given is extremely wide, ranging from simple practical drills
on the one hand to degree and post-graduate lectures on the other.

The title Naval Instructor, then, covers a wide range of abilities and
aptitudes and he needs to be trained in many different specialisationms.
These aspects of his training will not be described; they are diverse

both in type and in character. Common to all however, is the professional-
ism of the instructor as a teacher and it is this aspect that is of con-
cern here. The underlying discipline in all naval instruction is the ap-
plication of objective training principles.

Objective Training Principles

The use of Objective Training principles in the Royal Navy has led to a
much tighter control of training and has produced courses free of many of
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the inessentials and irrelevancies that often bedevilled instruction in
the past. Over the last four to five years since objective training first
made its impact in the Royal Navy, training costs have reduced in real
money terms. During this time course loadings, in terms of number of
student weeks, after rising to a peak in 1972/73, are now back at around
the same as in 1970/71.

A further development has been the increased emphasis given to training
design at establishment level. A distinction between the two constituents
of instruction viz training design and training execution is now recognized
in the organisational structure of many naval training establishments.

Yet these changes have not been without their detractors. Some feel that
training design and execution are inseparable and that it is illogical to
make what they see to be an arbitrary distinction between the two. Some

go further and question the whole basis of training expressed solely in
behavioural terms. These criticisms have to be answered before the role

of the instructor can be clearly defined.

Education and Training

An instructor is part educator and part trainer. Objective Training prin-
ciples can be more easily applied to the latter than to the former and there
is considerable danger that the educational content of training courses may
suffer as a result. It is not easy to make a clear distinction between

education and training but training may be thought of as a means of imparting

knowledge and education as a means of dispelling ignorance. Thus in the
naval context, training would be the acquisition of career skills by sys-
tematic instruction and practical experience under supervision. Education
on the other hand would be that which encourages and provides, in support
of training, an understanding of the underlying principles. Education is
concerned with the genmeral all round development of the man - his habits,
mental abilities and attitudes, summarised as the 'whole-man."

In the Royal Navy the ''whole-man" concept has been accepted as the proper
basis for training and virtually all courses are required to have an
educational element. The amount of time allowed for this is at minimum,
5-10% of the course; 1in some courses such as those for apprentices it
might be over 60% whilst, in some officer's courses it would cover almost
the whole.

It is important therefore that all instructors are fully versed in objec-
tive training principles, both in their use and in their limitations.
Lack of time and money prevent Royal Navy instructors being given the
long period of training that many feel desirable. Nevertheless, all in-
structors attend at the Royal Naval School of Educational and Training
Technology (RNSETT) before taking up a teaching appointment and here

they receive a good introduction to the application of objective princi-
ples. The training given at this school will be discussed in more detail
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in a later section.

B. THE INSTRUCTOR BRANCH

The Instructor Branch is composed of officers recruited primarily for
duties in Education and Training. It is the only such group. The main
divisions of the Royal Navy are the Seaman and Airman, Engineering, and
Supply and Secretariat. At office level these three combine to form
the General List, all of whom are on full career commissions. In addi-
tion, there are Supplementary Lists of Officers on Short Service Com-
missions in each of the three divisions and Special Duties Lists com-
posed of ex-ratings. Outside the General List there are the Specialist
Branches which include Medical and Dental and Instructor Officers. The
Instructor Branch comprises some 630 officers and is led by an Instruc-
tor Rear Admiral who is also Head of the Naval Education Service. 1In
addition to Education, his responsibilities include Resettlement, Lan-
guage Training and Libraries and he assists the Director General Naval
Manpower and Training (DGNMT) in certain aspects of training. There is
no rating substructure but a few naval airmen undertake duties in Meteorol-
ogy and Oceanography which is one of the responsibilities of the branch;
also in all ships and most shore establishments, RN or WRNS ratings act
as Education Assistants. Instructor Branches are to be found in a
number of navies outside Great Britain, notably those of Australia,
Canada and New Zealand.

Rcle of the Branch

Educators of some form or another have served with the Fleet since the
early 17th century and the title Naval Instructor dates back to 1842.
The present structure derives from 1962 when the need for a separate
branch devoted in the main to a training role was endorsed but at the
same time wider employment of Instructor Officers outside conventional
instructional tasks was given fresh encouragement and impetus. This
broadening of employment has continued over the last twelve years and
the Branch is now engaged in a wide range of tasks. The provision of
services in Meteorology and Oceanography for the navy is a traditional
role for the Branch and the Director of Naval Oceanography and Meteorol-
ogy (DNOM) is an Instructor Captain. A more recent area of development
is that of Automatic Data Processing (ADP) where Instructor Officers
have played a leading part in naval activities. In a more general role,
the Instructor Officer acts as scientific adviser to the Captain. A
fuller description of the tasks currently carried out by the Branch is
given in Annex B.

Structure

The Branch is made up of three lists: a full career list, a 16 year
list and a 5 year short-service list. (The numbers presently serving in
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each of these lists are given in Annex B.) Entry to the Branch is exclu-
sively through the short service list and transfer to either the full
career list or the l6-year list is made after a minimum period of two
years.

The Instructor Officer joins as either a Lieutenant or a Sub-Lieutenant
depending on the amount of seniority he has been awarded for his quali-
fications and pre-service experience. Promotion to Lieutenant Commander
is automatic for all Instructor Officers on their attaining eight years
seniority as a Lieutenant. Thereafter, promotion to Instructor Commander
and Instructor Captain is by selection from within zones of seniority of
four to ten years as a Lieutenant Commander and eight to twelve years as
a Commander. Retirement ages are 48, 52 and 55 respectively for Lieu-
tenant Commanders, Commanders and Captains.

One of the big advantages of the Instructor Branch over other branches is
its flexibility of rapid expansion or contraction through control of

short service recruiting. There has been the normal cycle of fluctuation
in the number of suitable applicants (which reached a peak in 1972/73

of 1500 enquires for 60 places) but it is unusual if officers cannot be
recruited to match requirements. The diagram in Annex B illustrates the
recruitment and wastage pattern, with a typical set of numbers envisaged
for the future. The career factors needed to reach the steady state

shown in the diagram are 65% from Lieutenant Commander to Commander and
39% from Commander to Captain. Although these are not being attained at
the moment because of the large batches of junior officers presently pass-
ing through the zone, things are moving in this direction and should be
steadying off at these figures in a few years time.

Potential recruits are attracted to the Instructor Branch from a varied
set of occupations. The main demand is for science and technology gradu-
ates but there are openings for a limited number of other graduates and
teachers. Although non-graduates are accepted on to the short service and
l6-year lists, the full career list is restricted to officers of graduate
status. The current breakdown of numbers by qualifications is given in
Annex B.

Sea Time

Since the war, opportunities for sea time for all technical officers have
steadily decreased for many reasons; notably as the need for a highly
trained shore support has grown. In the Royal Navy there are now almost
four officers ashore for every one afloat. The shortage of sea billets
affects every branch but particularly Instructor Officers because of their
primary role of training on shore. Meteorology and Oceanography jobs
afloat provide a large share of sea appointments; otherwise it is general-
ly only the larger ships that can boast of their own Instructor Officer.
Provision is made however for Instructor Officers to be available for Met
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and Education duties in small ships when required and the Commanding Offi-
cers have made good use of this facility. 1In all, some 10% of the Branch
are at sea at any one time. For the future, it is expected that the pre-
sent level of 2=1/2 years seatime will be maintained for all full career
officers up to the rank of Commander, but opportunities for short service
officers and those on the 1l6-year list may possibly suffer. At Command-
er's rank itself, there are presently only three jobs afloat (HMS ARK
ROYAL, HERMES & BULWARK); at Captain's rank there is none.

The Way Ahead

An examination of the role of the Instructor Branch has recently been con-
ducted as part of a larger study to look into the structure of the officer
corps as a whole. The results of this study have not yet been released
and the report has been held up awaiting the results of the UK Defence
Review. However, there is no doubt that the need for a uniformed profes-
sional branch dedicated in the main to training and education will remain,
assuming wider responsibilities as the Service requires. The Instructor
Officer is very much a Naval Officer in the fullest sense of the word and
takes a combatant role within the ship's organizations as the occasion
demands. The broadening of the role of the Instructor Officer has been
realized not only in the wider range of tasks he has undertaken but also
in the increasing participation he has made in naval administrative duties,
particularly in the training establishments. All this has led some to the
visw that it is no longer logical for the Instructor Branch to remain out-
side the General List. It remains to be seen if the protagonists of this
point of view will prevail over those who see the Branch retaining its
traditional specialist role.

C. THE SELECTION AND TRAINING OF INSTRUCTORS

It was said earlier that Instructor Officers were the only group specif-
ically designated for the instructional role. This would not have been
true a month ago. Until the beginning of this year when the Seaman and
Communication branches of the Royal Navy were amalgamated to form the
Operations Branch, the title Instructor was a recognized rating qualifi-
cation in a number of specializations including Gunnery, Torpedo and Anti-
Submarine, Radar and Communications. 1In all there were about 1000 ratings
in this category. Since lst January, the title of rating instructor has
lapsed and seamen are no longer selected exclusively for instructional
duties. This has brought them into line with the technical branches and
has avoided the disadvantage of the previous system whereby specialist
qualifications were not tied to substantive rating (e.g., Leading Seaman
or Petty Officers). From now on all instructors other than Instructor
Officers - some 350 officers and 1400 senior rates - will be appointed

or drafted to instructional posts as part of a wider career pattern.
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Selection

Officers and ratings are selected as instructors on the basis of reports
made on them which comment on their suitability for instructional duties.
In the case of officers, this report (S206) is made yearly for most offi-
cers and half-yearly on those who are in the zone for promotion. For
ratings, all Chief Petty Officers, Petty Officers and Leading Rates are
assessed as suitable or not for instructional duties on their Advance-
ment and Conduct sheets (S239), on Divisional Officers' Record Sheets
(5264) and on their Drafting Preference Cards. No formal screening pro-
cess is employed and the man's particular rate, his professional knowl-
edge and his preference for a particular geographical area are important
considerations which help to determine selection for an instructional job.
Retention of highly skilled senior rates in an all-volunteer navy is a
perennial problem and while shortages exist, it is not always possible to
give the priority one would wish to matching a man's instructional ability
with the level of teaching expertise required in a given job.

Training

The focal point for the training of RN instructors in specialist instruc-
tional matters is the Royal Naval School of Educational and Training
Technology at Portsmouth. This school was formed in 1971 by the amalgama-
tion of the Navy's Instructional Techniques School and the RN Programmed
Instruction Unit. The former is of long-standing but the latter is more
recent and owes its origin to the early application of Educational Tech-
nology principles to service teaching that stemmed partly from the UK

and partly from the USA and Canada. Although these two units originated
independently, they both have a common underlying discipline and under the
pressures of objective training, it was a natural conjunction to house
them together in a new school. The RNSETT is divided into two main groups;
Methods and Management; the Officer-in-Charge of the School is an Instruc-
tor Commander and Instructor Lieutenant Commanders head each of the two
groups. Altogether the staff comprises 15 officers; 9 in the Methods
group and 5 in the Management. In addition there are 12 ratings. The

School is charged with '"promoting the application of the most cost effective

techniques in management and methods of training and education" (see Annex
C) and has been most active in the expanding field of educational and
training technology, acquiring in the three and a half years of its
existence a standing of international repute. The courses at RNSETT
(detailed in Annex C) cover a number of different aspects of training
methods and management.

The heaviest recurrent load on the School comes from the courses in In-
structional Technique which are given at two centres, one in Portsmouth
and the other in Devonport. All officers and ratings selected for in-
structional posts are required to undertake the Instructional Techniques
course and with an attendance of 30 per course at Portsmouth and 12 at
Devonport, the school caters on this course for an annual throughput of
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over 1000. The course lasts for one week and trainees are taught to pre-
pare lesson plans and progress tests and to instruct, using the lesson
method. A practical examination is held at the end of the course and the
fallure rate is less than 1%. Periodic surveys of training establishments
ar2 made which provide a follow-up of instructors' performance and a feed-
back to the School.

In addition to the formal courses, the RNSETT offers 'Packaged" courses
comprising self-instructional tapes, scripts and visual aids for use by
establishment staff. These are presently available for an Objective
Training Acquaint and for Programmed Learning Supervisors. Also there is
a Presentation Techniques Acquaint Course during which officers who are
required to give presentations are advised by the RNSETT staff on the
suitability of their prepared script and are able to practise their de-
livery using video-tapes and other aids. Some 400 students per year use
these "packaged" facilities.

Whilst RNSETT provides the educational and training technology courses for
the naval instructor, associated specialist courses are given at other
establishments. For example, professional courses for all Petty Officers
include an element which prepares them "to supervise, organize and carry
out on-the-job training at sea'; and at the RN Submarine School, a one-week
induction course is given to all those going into submarine training, as a
follow up of the RNSETT Course. The latter, which includes lectures on
learning psychology, has been modelled on similar courses given at the USN
Submarine School in New London. Officers' career courses include leader-
ship training which overlaps with instructor training; and leadership
courses for ratings are provided at the RN Petty Officers' School and for
leading rates at five other naval establishments. For Instructor Officers,
training in Educational Technology forms part of their career courses and
these will now be described in more detail.

The Training of Instructor Officers

The training programme for Instructor Officer falls into three parts: ini-
tial training, training following transfer to longer-term commissions, and
higher training. These will be dealt with in turn as follows.

The initial training of Instructor Officers follows a common pattern irre-
spective of pre-service qualifications. Thus no account is taken of pre-
vious teacher training (though about one-third of new entrants are qualified
in this way) or indeed of any experience as teachers or lecturers. All new
entrants join the Britannia Royal Naval College, Dartmouth where in common
with new entry officers of other branches, they undertake a one term course
in the basic tenets of the naval profession. Included in the course is a
period of three weeks at sea either in the Dartmouth Training Ship (one of
the Royal Navy's two Amphibious Warfare ships) or in the Hong Kong Squadron.
From Dartmouth they go on to the RNSEIT for the career course in Instruc-
tional Technology which comprises two weeks study in instructional tech-
niques at the school followed by eight weeks training practice under RNSETT
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supervision at a training establishment; they finally return to the
school for a further two weeks of consolidation. The embryo Instructor
Officer is then ready for his first complement job which, as far as is

possible, is arranged to be at a different establishment from the one at
which he was a student.

Following transfer to a longer-term commission, the Instructor Officer
undertakes the Instructor Officer's Long Course. This is a very flexible
course which caters for the wide range of activities on which the newly-
transferred Instructor Officer may have to embark. It is held once a

year and is composed of a number of career modules together with objective
courses designed to lead to specific skills and attainments such as for
example, a qualification in Meteorology and Oceanography. The aim is to
provide a basic background in those subjects with which every senior In-
structor Officer should be acquainted, together with work in depth in one
of a number of more narrow specialisations.

Finally, Instructor Officers participate in the full range of higher edu-
cation and training courses provided for officers of all specialisations.
These include staff courses, university post-graduate courses and special-
ist courses in subjects such as ADP, Management, etc. They are detailed
in Annex D which provides a summary of Instructor Officers Training.

Recent Developments

The field of Educational and Training Technology is notorious for the pace
of innovative change. There has been a proliferation of audio and visual
aids, experiments in variable size teaching/learning groups, objective
questioning techniques, continuous assessment and programmed learning to
name but a few. An innovation of significance in the Royal Navy has been
the introduction of free-running courses in Auxiliary Machinery (at HMS
SULTAN) and in Basic Electricity (at HMS COLLINGWOOD). In the latter
course, computer programming has been used to control the flow of ratings
through the various parts of the programme. In each case, the rating
maintains his own speed of progress. The conduct of these courses has
been reported elsewhere (1). Some success has been achieved in this way
but in some cases reésults have not come up to expectations for a number

of reasons, mainly because of complications of programming. There is some
doubt too whether student motivation can be sustained at the same level
after the initial novelty of the trial has worn off. Experience at HMS
COLLINGWOOD shows that the method is more suited to senior ratings who are
already motivated than to juniors who find individual working difficult.

More recently a comprehensive job survey has been conducted of those occu-

pying instructional posts. Analysis of the results of returns by Instructor

Officers is still awaited but that for the remainder (some 200 officers and
850 ratings) is now finished and the results published (2). It is clear
there is a need to emphasise more the training given to the instructor
before he takes up his job. The report is presently being studied and
when the Instructor Officers' Survey analysis is complete, any changes
necessary will be put in hand.
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This section on the selection and training of instructors points to the
desirability of more positive identification of potential instructors

in the Royal Navy and if the manning situation and financial position
allow it, of a more comprehensive training programme. Discussions are
currently proceeding on the use of computers to assist the selection
process; and proposals to increase the length of certain of the RNSETT
courses and to add further titles to the range of courses available are
currently being considered. A Job Evaluation study into the employment
of Short-Service Instructor Officers has been started and 1s expected to
be finished later this year. It is hoped that the stringencies intro-
duced by the United Kingdom Defence Review will not result in a cut-back

in these plans.
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SUMMARY

This very brief paper has covered, in outline, Royal Navy instructors
and their training. The application of Objective Training principles
has led to a clearer appreciation of what has to be. taught and at the
same time has highlighted the problems connected with the training given
to instructors. There is a danger in making training too narrow by re-
ducing the educational content too much and there is a paramount need to
train minds to be flexible and adaptable. Objectivity must take account
of the wider issues of learning and interest so that the trainee can
cope with emergencies, however unexpected, that could be his ultimate
challenge. Our prime concern must be for the man himself and unless we
design courses to cater for his individual needs, in all their variety,
we will have failed in our purpose.

(1)a. Naval Electrical Review, Volume 24, Number 4, April 1971, Lightbowns
Ltd, IOW.b. Aspects of Educational Technology, Vol VII, 1973, Pitmans,
London.

(2) RNSETT, Royal Naval Instructor Survey Report, HMS NELSON,
September 1974,
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ANNEX A
THE ROYAL NAVY : COMMITMENT TO TRAINING
Total Strength: 70,000
Trainees: Initial training 5,000
Higher training 4,400
Staff: Administrative 5,100
Teaching 2,200
Total Personnel in Training: 16,700

(There are in addition about 350 civilian teaching staff.)

Instructor: Trainee ratio ranges from 1:2.2 to 1:22.6 with an
average around 1l:4-1/2

Running Costs:

Training Execution: 45%

Identified Training Design: 3%

Training Support: 52%
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ANNEX B

The Role of the RN Instructor Branch

1. The Director of the Naval Education Service is Head of the Naval
Education Service and Head of the Instructor Branch of the Royal Navy.
In addition to Education his responsibilities include Resettlement,
Language Training and Libraries; and he assists the Director General
Naval Manpower and Training (DGNMT) in certain aspects of Training.
Appendices 1 to 3 show the breakdown of the Branch by numbers and
qualifications.

Service Training

2. Training is the major role of the Instructor Branch. The majority
of Instructor Officers are employed in this field, providing instruction
in the educational, technical and operational components of Service
Courses ranging from elementary work in New Entry establishments to
degree and post-graduate studies at the RN Colleges.

3. The Instructor Branch has a special concern in negotiations to
obtain recognition of Service Courses by civilian bodies.

4. Instructor Officers are responsible for standards of Instructional
Technique, they advise on the selection and application of training
aids, and are increasingly involved in the design and planping of
training courses. The Royal Naval School of Educational and Training
Technology at Portsmouth exists to promote and co-ordinate developments
in these areas of Educational and Training Technology.

The Operational Role

5. Approximately 18% of Instructor Officers are employed in full-time
appointments outside the training and education fields (see appendix 4).
These include Meteorological and Oceanographic duties in ships of the
Fleet or on RN and NATO Staffs, Automatic Data Processing application,
Intelligence, Operations Research, and operational appointments at sea.

Further Education

6. Outside its major commitment to Training and Operations the Instruc-
tor Branch is responsible for running the Further Education scheme as
follows:

a. Education for Advancement and Promotion

Candidates for the RN Education Tests which are mandatory
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qualifications for advancement and promotion are either taught
directly by Instructor Officers in bigger ships and shore estab-
lishments or catered for by correspondence courses devised, admini-
stered and tutored by Instructor Officers and a small civilian staff
based in Portsmouth.

b. Education for Individual (Vocational) Needs

Personnel wishing to improve their general education can obtain
firanclal assistance to undertake a wide variety of approved courses.
These include correspondence courses in a comprehensive range of
academic and vocational subjects; Local Education Authority and
Colleges of Further Education classes, both evening and day-release;
short residential courses at universities; and Open University en-
rolment. The scheme is administered by the Instructor Branch, the
Ship/Establishment Education Officer being responsible for informing
anc advising personnel of the scope and nature of its provision, and
processing applications.

c. Recreational Activities

(1) Reference and recreational libraries are maintained in all
ships and establishments. The Director of the Naval Education
Service is responsible for this provision, and Education Officers

exercise "on the spot" charge.

(11) The RN Drama Festival is organised by the Director of the
Naval Education Service, local arrangements being the responsibility
of Staff Instructor Officers.

d. Children's Education

Instructor Officers in ships and establishments are available
to advise service parents on children's educational matters. Staff
Instructor Officers liaise with Local Education Authorities. In-
structor Officers serve with the Service Childrens Education Authori-
ty which looks after Service Schools at home and abroad. The pre-
seat Controller is an Instructor Captain.

e. RN Resettlement Service

The Director of the Naval Education Service is responsible for
the overall organisation of this service, which comprises informa-
tion, advice, training, and liaison with job finding organisations
such as the Department of Employment, the Officers Association, and
the Regular Forces Employment Association. Primary contact with
personnel is through Ships' Resettlement Information Officers (RIO),
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and this duty is performed by Insructor Officers where borne. Any
officer or man may seek advice at any time; but interviews with the
RIO are obligatory for