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The objectives of this study were to cobtain an integrated
body of data /1) on how well, at the erd of each stage of train-
ing, the typical infantryman iknows the essential coumbat sxkills,
and (2) on how much of each siill he retains at various inter-
vals after basic combat training. The study was also designed
to discover which of these skills ha learms and retains least
effectively, and hov such factors as intelligence, education,
and Army experience affect tr2 level of skill he reaches.

A performance test, compcsed of subtests in 17 combhat ckllls,
was given to approximately 4,500 active duty personnel in five
of the six Army areas. The m2n tested included inductees with
no formal military training, 3asic Combat traimees, Advanced
Infantry trainees, and T/04&E Infantry personnel. Aptitude Area
scores, as well as other personal history data, were collected
on each man.

Some of the over-all fincings and implications from this
fact-finding study were the following:

(1) In general, level of skill increased with length
of service despite the fact that the average aptitude level
of the men tested was lower ¢t each successive stage'of train-
ing.

(2) The failure of tne trainees at every trairing level
to pass more than 70 per ceni »f the tasic combat skills mees-
ured by the subtests indicates the gap between the goals speci-
fied by the Army Training Prcgram and Infantry experts, and the

performance of the average trainee.
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{3) The retention level was high for all subjects except Range Esti-
mation, Tactics, Signal Communications, b ine Warfare, Rocket Launcher,
M1 Rifle skills, and First Aid, in which s0:0e forgetting occurred in varying

stages of the training.
(4) The fact that gome combat ski Is are being learned more effec-

tively at one post and some at another suggests that wider adoption of the moat

effective techniques migit resuit in greate: over-all achievement.
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RETENTION OF BAS:C COMBAT SKILLS
BY ACTIVE DUTY PERSONNEL

PART 1

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
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THE "LIATARY PROBLEM

sne of the problems wh.ch conircond mlyiaey teaders 18 the need & know
Nora g e fppeeva’ amfRnt vrrwen g b 08 Che esurniizl combal shille st
verutuk polnts o Rig Army ceerer Avae the Bage Combas skille well
rotinue d? Does Jhe level of skl nainasned mert the standard set up 2

trastag? Thes. are Ciuw izl qurs vone

The Lnfaniry teaiping prug-ary devates & wutal of 18 weeks 2o Basic Com -
nat and Advancad (! ighty infantry (raining  The tratinees are then assigned to
Jdoty with a regular infentiry dwvisicn  Men with 16 wicks of training are some-
aincs sspigned divsotly (0 ¢ modd anfantry battalions without tniervening
eaparience, the Armvy dorg noy groyove thhs vraciiee o8 regular procedure
At fiids dpal. cn geeadicn. L nb S auass v nanned wi h wha'ever resources
are available Non-infaniry gers: nnel, <u the other hand, receive litile or e
me red ion n che Tsacn’ el Loranaer sRiile afior erghi weiks of baaic Training.
synalarly. largs numbears of pogerves are ovi of servics for exiended periods

withow' a chang+ tn praciice he c™mbat skills they leirped in servics

in any such emergency za ke Karzan sliuation, or whenever large-scale
mobilization :5 nLoosss ry, no. enle o rained Epfane.:ry personnel bui also non-
nfanirmen are Lkely (o sov o3mad3 aw . didilidy leaders sre s faced
N
#ith two problems {3 Tt o need (2 knew st ali “mes how well infantry and
non Wantry persconel 1o epnber che omba. skills whick vhey learuved during

the ir trawning and (2) they need i plan for necrssars retraining in accordance

with existing delicwencirs in th- < dacniial combas skills

As a siep in solving nis iwefold probirm, Hesdquarers Contwaantal

o N T T - T P Ty Y LR R s aae e Mo el




Army Command (st the time, OCAFF) estrblished the requirement for this

study in August 1083.L/

THE RESTARCH POl

It was decided that & study of how well the typicu! infantrymmsn, at every
level of training, remembers the essential combat skills would be & good foun-
dation for simiiar studies on reserves and other military personnel, as well
a2 for further work on the infantryman. This study had twc chief purposes:

{1) To determine how well the typical infanirymszn, at the end of each stage of
trxining, knows the essential combat skille, and (2) 0 determine how well he
remembers these skills &t various times after Basic Combat training. The
study was algo designed to discover which of these skilis he le=arns and retains
least effectively, and how such factors as Army experience, intelligence, and
education affect the level of skill he reaches. The research wes carried out
in close association with an allied Task, KNOWHOLD, conducted by the Train-
ing Methods Division, Human Resources Researzh Office., That task dealt
with the retention of military knowledge, whereas this task was concerned

with military skills.

Conducting the study meant (1} selecting tha besti svailable test of the
essential combat skills, (2) administering the test to groups of active duty
persoanel, {3) scoring the tests, and {(4) analyzing and interpreting the results.

Thiz report summasarizes the completed study.

The test selected was The individual Proficiency Test: Basic Combat,

l/ Letter, ATDEV-4 200.1, OCAFF, 37 August 1933, Subject: “Resecarch
Propossis, AFF Hum:zn Renemrch VInit No. 1.
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developed during this Unit’'s study PROFICIENCY.y with the assistance of

the Personnel Research Branch, TAGO, and Human Research Unit Nr 2. This
test, which is composed of gubtests in I7 combet skills, was given to apprexi-

mately 4,500 active duty personnel in five of the six Army areas. The testing
was conducted at Fort Kpox, Fort Dix, Fort Ord, Fort Jackeon, Fort Benning.
and Fort Careson. The groups tested were made up of inductees who had no
formal military training, men who had just completed Basic Combat training,
men who had just finished Advanced Infantry training, and T/O&E perscanel.
Aptitude Areer 1 scores (general intelligence) were recorded and background

information obtained for each soldier tested.
FINDINGS

(1) The averzge score of the pre-cycle trainees on the proficiency test
was 28.2 points, out of & possible 170. Trainees at the end of Basic Combat
treining averaged 105.2; men at the end of Advanced Infantry treining, 109.1:
and the T/COA&E personnel, 118.9. Thus not even at the T/O&E level did the
average soldier achieve more than 70 per cent of a perfect score, though the
test deslt with the fundamentals of the training program and required littie
knowledge of the techniczl portions.

(2) There was a general improvement at each successive training level.
However, T/O&E personnel did no beiter than Advanced Infantry trainees on
threc subtests, Compsaas, Field Fortifications, and Light Mschine Gun Disas-
sembly and Assembly. They did net do as well as Advenced Infentry trainees

2/ Technical Report 19 of the Human Resources Research Office, Davel-

opment of Proficiency Tests for Basic Combst end Light Infantry Training, by
mr, uy Scoit, #nd Rugene ¥. Maclaslin, Human Research Unit

Nr 1, CONARC, July 1955.
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on four subtests: Signal Communications, Dhmo and Booby Traps, Range
Egtimation, and Rocket Launcher, even after the difference in intelligence was
taken into account.

Similarly, Advanced Infantry trainees did no better than Basic Com-
bat trainees in Care of Clothing and Equipment, and Squad Formations. On
seven gubtests, they did not do as well as Basic Combat treinees: First Aid,
Cbservation and Military Inteliigence, individual Tectics, Squad Tactics, M1
Rifle Disassembly and Assembly, M1 Rifle Sight Adjustment, and Rocket
Launcher. (Except for Squad Tactics and Kocket Launcher, uo ndditional train-
ing in these subjects is given to Advanced Infantry trainees.)

(3) There were significant differences in test performance between postc,
at both the Advanced Infaniry and Basic Combzat levels of training, on the 17
combat skillz and on the total test, even afier allowances were made for dif-
ferences in intelugence.y For example, on the Rocket Launcher subtest, the
average Bavic Combat trainee made 9.3 points out of & possible 10 points at
Fort Jackson, and 8.1 out of a possible 10 points at Fort Dix. Simiiarly, on
the Mines and Booby Traps subtest, the average Advanced Infantry trainee
made 8.4 out of a possible 10 points at Fort Dix, and 7.3 out of a poisi‘ble 10
at Fort Jackson.

(4) In general, the performance of T/O&E persommnel In the essential com-
bat skills was found to improve with time in service. The retention level was

as high among men who had been cut of basic training for threz years as it

S——

3/ There were significant differences between posts in intelligence (Apti-
tude Area I). Fort Dix was highest, with an average Arex ¥ score of 108.1.
The others follow: Fort Ord, 102.5; For: Knox, 98.8; Fort Juckson, 92.4; Fort
Benning, 92.1; and Fort Carson, 90.3.

5
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wie Smeng 1.en wiio had beer out only & month. The greates: less of skill
wan found 1 cocme beswepn 1% and 38 ragnthe after hoslc treining. The defi-
nite improvemer.. observed in some of ‘he skillg can prcbably bect be ‘ntor-
preted as the resul! of praciicsl experience reiher iban of add’ “torzl for-

mal training

(8) A significant relaiicnship was founnd betweern skill ‘n combut subjects
and knowledge cbout them. Thin relationship was rather high for Basic Com-
bat troinees {.88) 2. for T/Q&E personne! (.82), and fairiy h’gh for Advanced
Infantry trainees (.47}, That is. men who perforined well on the proficiency
tests also did well on a paper-and-pencil test covering the aame snubject
matte: On both 2e¢ats, &t the T/OKE level the Infaniry personnel did belter

than infantry-asiocisted persoanel.

18) Moast of the bauckground variables siudied were found to have litile
reiationship o performance on the esseniicl combei skilis, but there were
three exceptions. Performance improved with amount of f.rmal educaijon
and with previcus military experience. Performance was also related to

enlistment switus, Regular Army personnel making better scores than draftees

{7} As expecied. intelligence and proficiency were found to be in general
ciosely related. This relationship was rather high 2t the Basic Combat level;

it was less strong, though still considerible, &t the Advanced Infantry and

T/O&E lcvalmi’

4/ The pre-cycie ira.nees’ average Aptitude Area i score {ACB) wes 98.9.
The Basic Combat trrzinees cvernged 102.1; the Advanced Infantry irainees,
97 1; and the T/O&E personne., $1.1. ’ '
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR THE ARMY

The findings reported above make possible certain conciusions, each of
which has some related implications:

(1) While the degree of proficiency increases as the amount of ATP
training incroazes, accomplishment—as evaluated for the purpose of this
study—appears to be falling short of training objectives.l/ Consequently,
although ATP instruction is in general effective, an improvement {n perform-
ance could be expected, espacially in certain subjects, if training werse
expanded and techniques of training improved.

(2) The decrement in gkill after Basic Combat training occurs in
the skills included in seven subtesis, as measured after Advanced training:
First Aid, Obaervation and Military Intelligence, Individua! Tactics, Squad
Tactics, M1 Rifle Disassembly and Assembly, M1 Rifle Sight Adjustmeat,
and Rocket Launcher. The decrement in skill after Advanced Infantry train-
ing occurs in Signal Communications, Mines and Booby Traps, Range Esti-
mation, and Rocket Launcher. It follows that additional inatruction and/or
refresher training in these skills at the sppropriate training level would
assist in offsetting the forgetting noted above.

It should be nocted, however, that many of the differences in the
average scores are quite small. Although they are of statistical significance,
there is some question of their practical significance. It is nevertheless
apparent that all of the scores are lower than the level of proficiency desired.

(3) Training effectiveness varies from post to post; some of the

essential combat skills are more effectively learned at one post, and some

1/The proficiency test used was designed to cover 17 fundamental skills
which had been agreed upon, by a group of Army training experts consuited,
as essentisl for the combat infantryman to know. Yet the maximum perform-
ance recorded did not cxceed 70 per cent of the items.
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at another. Over-all psrformance might therefore be improved {f effective
treining techniques, developed at one post in presenting a particular combet
stbject, were adopted at every post.

(4) In general, T/O&E personnel improve as time gees on, though
there (s some loss in proficiency between one and three ysars after the end
of Basic Combet training. Hence refresher training might offset the forget-
ting which occurs during this period in some subjects.

(5) Trainees who psrform the essential combat skilly best also tend
to have more knowledge about them. Infantry perscanel have bcth more
knowledge and more skill than Infantry-associated personnel. Teasts of both
knowledge and skill, given frequeantly at every level of iraining, would there-
fore reveal the deficiencies in training and hence the subject areas which

require review.
(6) Performance levels improve as the amounts of formal education,

military experience, and motﬁntton due to enlistment status increase. More-
over, the effect of experience more than makss up for lower aptitude among
T/O&E personnel. Therefore, to the extent that these background factors
could be considered in assigning personnsl to Infantry, proficiency in the
combat skills could be expected to increass.

() As everyons would expect, the mors intelligent the soldier, the
more proficient he is in the casential combat skills. Although many high-
aptitude personnel are currently assigned to the Infantry branch, many others
are sent to technical schools at the end of Basic Combat training and hence
are loat to the Infantry. The level of proticiency in the Infantry would almost
certainly be increased if the branch received & larger proportion of the high-

aptitude trainees.
In addition to these specific conclusions and implications, the results of

L e e SR e e e e e mee R S w1 Ltk i b . e



the siudy lead also (o ceriain generalizalions. aAluiougn nese rusaive are
important for military planners, additional information obtained on a periodic
basis is needed #f the Infantry training program is to be made as sffective ss
possible. This study involved only o few thousand men, whereaa many thou-
sands are trained and assigned to duty, religving other thousands, in a year's
time. Thus in-service lnfantry personnel probably vary greatly from time

to time in both ability and combat readiness. For this reagon the over-all
combat proficiency of the Infantry arm can be firmly established only through
a periodic, systematic sampling of the trainee and T/OLE population.

‘This study points out the degree to which the Infantry training goals are
being met at present, but the axisting situation is probably fluid. Bufore
changes in training policies and procedures are made, deficiencies current
at the time should be carefully assessged.

- dinf i, Ay Bt i 43y




PART 11

DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH




INTRODVCTION

The reed to know how well the average ntaatrymnen retnins ihe essential
combat skilis »apght ‘n bungic troining preasents 2 continuing prc-bleml fcr the
military leader. The degree to which men tend v forge: thes+ okills through
lack of practice after liey finve completed basic ireining—in fact, the degree
to which trainees act 13l ochieve the gtandards estubligted for them—is 2

foctor becring ¢ many 2specis of {raining aend operationsl plenning.

In an emergency warranting full-scale mobilization, for example, defi-
ctencies amcng men =gsumed ‘¢ be rexdy for comba: would present 2 serious
huzard 48 a bog!s for planning ic meet s<ch deficiencies, or o preveat them,
the Army needs accuiate informaticn on the current retention cof gkills among

men at all ievels cf treining.

This study was intended to determire how well the typical ‘nfantryman
knows ihe cssentinl combal skilis al the end of ench atage cf kis iraining,
and how weli ne relaira these skills at varisus times after b2aic training. its
secondary purposes were :c find cuf whict akilis rre learned =2d reisired
least effectively, and to Tnvesiigaie thé relaticuahips beiweer various back-

ground ord service factcrs srd the levei of skn'l achieved.

This siudy was cerried sul 'n close assoclation with ar allied Task,
KNOWHOLD, ccriducted by the Training Metheds Divisicz, Humaa Rescurces
Research Office. for she purpcse of deternuhing'the level of reiention of
besic milltar; kncwledge. KNOWHOLD is px"in'mrily concerped with knowledge

or inferm=tisa, SKILLHOLD wiib skiil or performarce. Since basic militery

11
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knowledge might well be retsined while the bas!c military skille were for-

gotten, or vice versa, compariason of these retention rates would be of value

to those responsible for the conduct of refresher truining and the planning of
the various training programs. The amcunt of time devoted to those subjects
in which thc leve! of knowledge and skill is high could be maintained or
reduced, whereas the training time assigned ic those subjects in which the

retention level {8 low could be increased.

PROCEDURE

The plan of the study involved giving a standard performence test of the
fundamentzl Basic Combat gkilis to a representative sample of trainees and
infantry personnel at four stages of the Army career cycle.

Persoonel Included In the Study

The sample of men tested included the following:

(1) Pre-cycle trainees. These men were tested before Basic Com-

bat trainihg: they had been in the Army only & few days.

(2) Basic Combat trainees. These men were tested at the comple-

tion of the eight-week Baasic Combat training (ATP 21-1 191/, during which
they were taught the combat sk’llis upor: which the testing is based.
(3) Advanced Infaniry trainees. I addition to eight weeks of Basic

Combat tralning, this group had completed eight weeks of Advanced Infantry
training (ATP 7-6002/.

1/ Department of the Army, ATP 21-114, Bagic Combat Treining Pro-
gmm for Male Military Personnzl Without Prior Service, Washingion, D. C.,
¢ Jangary 1954,

2/ Office, Chief of Army Fiecld Forces, ATP 7-800, [ndividval Trzining
Program for Light Weapons [nfintryman (MOS 4748), Fort Monroe, Va.,

N 13 September 1983,

e g D,
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(%) T/O&E personnel. This group included all men
tosted at a luter stage in the Army career cycle. BService time
for men in this group ranged 'roz four months tc several years.

At each training level the personnel tested were chosen
from selected Army posts in five of the six Army ereas. In
‘order to emsure that the personnel tested at the Basic Combat
; and Advanced Infantry levels uere raopresentative of all Basic

Combat and Light Infantry Armv personnel, tng_gzé_and his staff

at each post selected typical companies from those which were
| r~——— e —— —

avallahle. In most instances, all companies which were grad-
avaliable.

usted during the week when the research team was present re-
-ceived the tests.

At the T/O0&E level, the companiés gelectad were those which
G-3 persomnel of the division i'elt were representative of the
division as a whole, So neitaer the poorest nor the best
companies, according to G-3 on:nion, were chosen.

The testswere administered to the various groups during the
eix-month period February-Julr 1954, The number of men at each
level of training tested in eich Army ares i1s shown in Table 1.

The Individval Proficlemcy Tesh: Basic Combat
Although only in combat can a soldier's fighting skill and

behavior be determined beyond question, they can be measured

and predicted with some degre: of accuracy by means of specially

prepared tests, Laqk;gg_giconhat criterion, researchers must

rely on tests wvhich require ta» soldier to exercise the skills

which are generally regarded 13 most essential to successful

combat performance.

| 2
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Takle 1
MR@ER AND GEGGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION
OF ARMY PERSOMNEL INCIUIED IN THE SAMPLE
Lavel ‘Total Nusber Tested In Each Army Ares
of Susber; Area 1 | Area 2 Arca 3 Area 5 | Area 6
' Treining | Tested)] (Dix) | (Xnox) | (Jackeon)](Beming) | (Carson)} (0rd)
Pre-cycle 569 kb 133 149 - - 143
B Basin
; Casbat 1,365 350 360 360 - -- 295
1 Advenced
y Iofentry 1,226 305 363 330 - -- bl
. Infentyy
A T L3¥s - -- -- 728 636 -
L Total 4,506 799 862, 39 728 636 653
1k
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Al 'le e ke g s ady was underiiken Lhe adividuai Profic.ercy Tes':

Rasic Comhsr (APT BC wus ‘te only siardard zed performanee tes: availa-

ble woilo which v rac. sure the fiundamentuil crmbo e skills presented i the
Baric Combyr Tranwg Pregrem (ATP 21-114) Desgned 10 meusure the
ache veinent of mea who: L ove f1ighed besic craining, th & 1e8z is qu.te simi~

lar & +te prof.cency or "8 ued T 1EE'8 COGrmMatly given at the end of tralning.

I'he ces had heen developed oo prev oes rescurch o Humar Rescarch
Yrat %0 0 w1 N w8 srasce of he Pereergal Resesrch Branch, The Adju-
i w0l 8 Qfice wd of Humon Rescarch "It x Nr 2 The test {8 admin-
Boerod ce o foxr v e woth heronens vis rimg il 17 stations in tern.
AT ,gc A1aT L, Creosned eXrmine By cacck thie e L‘.v:.c'e'a performuce on &
arber n{ Bpscl e behoviors €83t .4 A g ver ecombar skill. The maximum
MCCTA 3t each 81O sn 10 pGirte. v oorani nf 170 noirc@ representing perfect

k¥
2 formance cn he tos:

Tie 3T combat sk Mip ‘esied. 5 werd s ne iod widiol L ems in he gob-
wBis covern g ese sketlm are Liose witch & 1al ge group of tramirg experts
agreed are csueninal for “he cembs’ nloqiryrase .o krow  The combat skills

wolvded on thye veg: are Lawed v Tubie 2.

Bocause nf 118 compreheps vere 36 2.4 the s ecific information ¢ provides
abog’ hew we ik “he seldier pericrins liv cp:t.ocl crmbar zkills, wvais test pro-
vided a4 satisfac.ory measure, for -he purposes of hs siidy, of the proficiency

the nabvidusi he 8 atic ned

3/ Techn.czl Report 19 of e Hum.n Rescuri:es Research Office, Sevel-
opmrrl of Peetriiency Teats for Bus ¢ Combit acd Laga iefaniry Traniug,
ay Riber A "Bzker Guy Sentt and Fugere F MacCaslin Piurna.. Researc
Unt Mg 1, CONARC, Juiy 1855,
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Table 2

COSBAT BXILLS INCLUDED IN THE INDIVIDUAL FROFICIENCY
TEST: RBASIC COMBAT

Subtsst Item Content

l. Piret Ald Splinting a broken leg; treating for phock;
&pplying tourniquet; treating injured dback;
administering morphine

2. Observation Gad BMilitary Observing and reporting information; handling

Intelligerce W's and captured documents; observing fire

3. Map Resding Orienting & map; determining azimuth; reeding
distance geales; reading cnordinates; locating
pointe on the map

k. Compass Shooting an azimuth; setting the compass for
night use; resding u compass; determmining back
azimuth

5. 8igml Commmications Comnecting the EE-8 telephose, instelling
batteries, calling svitchboard; operating the
telephone on common battery; knowledge of
phonetic elphabet; use of AN/PRC-6 radio 4

§. Care of Clothing and Care of combat boots, mess kit, cartridge belt, »

Equiyment rifle barrel, field bag, rifle stock, fatigue
shirt, bayonet, rifle 8ling, collar insignis

T. Pield Partifications Belecting fortifications beat for certain
tactical situations--includes hasty positionms, i
yrone shelters, one-man foxholes, ete. |

8. Mines and Booby Traps Locating a buried mine, probing, and clearing
trip wires; asserdbling ani booby-trapring an

16
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Bubtest
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Vhetwad wosie e

Item Content

8. MNines and Bucby Traps
(contimued)

S. Bguad Formtiions

10. Baange Bstimation

1. Individuel Tecticn

12. Squad Tuctics

13. ) Rifie: Disass:mbly

and Agseably
1h. )L Rifles Bighi.

A ustasnt

1%. Light Machins Gun:

Dissssesbly and /issembly

16. Light Machine Gum:
8ight Setting

17. Rocket Launcher

Rt i s e it e A B s a Lo At LSS S sl

antitank mine using ap Kl fuze, dumgy cap,
chavge, eto.

Identifying aud positioning the squad mesbers
in squsd dimwmond, squad columm, a¢ skirmishers,
and merch column forsstions

Estimating range to distant targets at ranges
of 100-500 yards

Hitting the M, ereeping, and crawling;
utilizing cover; firing from prone positicn;
rushing; firing from inside buildings; assault
with a grensde

Knowledge of fire commands; identifying varicus
are and hand signais

Disassembling the ML rifle in less than 40
seconds; sssembling in 2ess than 80 secomlds
AdJusting battle sights to correct fire and

to obtain hits on three tsrgets at different
ranges

Dissssembling the IMG; sssembling and edjusting
headspace; immediate action

Betting slide for renge end deflectiom kmob for
windage; e¢levating and traversing on designated
targets for correct sight picture in 20-25
seconds
Assembling the lsuncher; proper loading
procedure; safety precsutions; sighting;
disersembling the weapon

16a
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Biographical /nformation

Each {ndividual tested aleo filled In a biographical informatfon sheet, in
order to supply information about his service background which might be
related to his performance on the proficiency test. This informsation was
supplemented by information from the AGO Form 20.

For Pre-cycle, Basic Combat, and Advanced lufantry trainees, informs-
tion was obtained on the following topics: Area I scores from the Army
Classification Baitery, place of birth, age zi last birthday, formal education,
prior military training, race, and enlistment stztus. For T/O&E persounel,
information was also obtained on the following topics: elapaed time since the
completion of Basic Combat training, combat experience, place where Basic
Combat training was received, branch of ssrvice, length of service, current

Army grade, and Military Occupational Specialiy.

The Basic Military Proﬁc!cucLTeat (BMPT)

The personne! included in the sample also took & paper-and-pencil test,
the Basic Military Proficiency Test (BMPT), on their knowledge of the sub-
ject matter given in the Baaic Combat training program. The BMPT, developed
by the Peraonnel Research Branch of The Adjutant General's Office, substan-
tially covers the Basic Combcf training curriculum. It is divided into seven
parts conta‘ning 183 multiple-choice ftems in all; for each item the examinee
is required to choose the best of four answers. Following are the areas of
knowledge surveyed by the test, and the number of items in each pert:

(1) Army Organisation and Customs 13 ftems ;
(2) Care of Self in Combat 48 ftems ﬂ
{(3) Combat Training 48 items

17




(4) Special Skille 15 items
(3) Wcapons 30 items
(6) Intelligence and Security 18 items

(7) Care of Soll and Personal Equipraent 20 items

This test was given {n conjunction with the allied Task, KNOWBOLD,
which wag studying the level of retention of busic military knowledge. Th
inclusion of the BMPT in the testing program made possible a direct com-
paricon of the retention level of military knowlcdge with um of miiitary skill.

RESULTS

Differences In Intelligence (Aptitude Area I)

Aptitude Area 1 scores had been obtained for all of the subjects included
in the study, as a measure of over-all intelligence. This gcore is an averuge
of scores on the reading vocabulary, arithmetical reasoning, and pattern ansi-
ysis tests of the Army Classification Battery. inasmuch as training experience
and previous research with {n-service personnel 4/ ndicate that treinees of
high intelligence mzke higher scores on the typical gnd-ot-tninlng proficiency
tests, it was necessary to take this factor into account. If large differences
in intelligence exist between groups, differences in proficisncy scores could
be due to intelligence rather than to ths amount or level of training.

The average Aptitude Area I score for tha men at each level of training
is shown in Figure 1. The differences between training levels, tested for
their statisiicel significance, were found to be true differences rather than

4/ For example, see Technical Report 19. See aluo Technical Report 18
of the Humen Resources Research Office, Training Achievement {n Besic Com-
bat Squads Witk Controlled Aptitude, by Donaid C. Findlay, Seymour M. Mztyas,
and Herman Rogge 11i, Human Resenrch Unit No. 1, OCAFF, January 1985.

18
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differences Ly Couid veeur e 8 1y by chence Tre aptivdes for arch ira.n-
ing level ut each post are compared in Figire 2. These differences were
aliso tested for their stntistics. oignificance. and in mosat insteances were

found to be resl rather than chance diferences

As Figave 1 shows, the Basic Combal trajrees, a2 2 grouvp, hsd higher
Area | scores than either Advanced lifanmiry or T/O&E personrel. Under
the present clnssificalion «nd r.axgament gystem, after buele training large
numbers ¢f the higher-apil.ude persornel are s:nt to service schools, given
special duty, and 8¢ on, wWith e resuls thel the aptituce level for Advarnced

infantry treinces and for T/Q&E mfanivy perse-nel ig somewhst reduced.

The reintjonship beiweer splitcde Ares I score ;;1;1:(! tetal score on the
performance teat wis computed fr kil pergcnnel At the Basic Cwmbu leve!l
& correlation coefficient of 67 wis cbuasned. and for the Advenced infantry
wnd T/O&E ievels the torreis 2 vaives were 52 snd .53 respeciively; these
values nre stxtisticaliy ez‘.gm.ﬁmm, Tlhese {nd ~ga thus suppor: the conclu-
sion that trainees of higher pielligence muke higher scures on tesis of
combal sk!l‘il The meean scoren, stendard devia lons, lests of 8laiistical
significence (¢ tesis), «nd correlation coetlicien:s for each of the groups

tested at each of the training lev A8 muy be fouad in the appendiz.

Over-Ail Proficiency Level

| The averuge scores made on che Individus.i Proficiency Test: Bsasic Com-
on: by each group tesled £t emch .weriag level, o8 well 83 a comps rison of
the four training levels, are given sy Frgores 3 ..mn4a 4 The level i skill, a8
expected, increigsed propgress’ vy with (ne sanon . of sridning recerved, The

highes! sverage s re ve g in de &, T/O&E pe azime. ~od the nex: highest by

3
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Mvanced furory tra necs. Tt s clesr that, in geperai, the vur Hus (Maecacng
1 ugrems are Euccess! oo raess g the cypical piairyman s level of Coon-

Ao AR feom the uae e osndidied Lol he s wssigned o alt ve daty waln

a TJORE wii.

it should be neti 6, ow wvor gt vuen 2 i T Q& E Level the average
B .0€ I considerably sanrt of 170, wh oh congtitutes a pertect neore on this
te ik, On the aver.ge, “nhe Basic Cormba iriimecs passed oaly 62 per cent of

ta. tems. the Avvanced nfuniry irainces 64 per cent, «nd the T/OE per-

sonnel 70 per ¢ont. ingksmuch as the te st was designed (o iest the fundamenta!ls—

aid only the f ndamenials- of the subject matier in the troning program,

failure to pi.us at least 80 to 80 per cent of the :tems :ndicates tha: the level of

5/

accomplistmem of rhe various groups falls short of training objectiven.—

5/ These objeciives are specificatly stated in AT 31-114 and ATP 7-600.
Yne Taite- states them thum in par:; “Specific training objectives are to train
the soldier in basic miiitary subjects on the fundamenials of infanitry combar

which wul ingure 1hat he: '
. lirdersiands supply economy amd mmntaams his c!othjng and

equxpmem . » in the field . . SR
“is able to march varying distances . . .; move it the field using only
ithe compass to maintain direcizon: locate kimself and common objecis on a map.
“Unaerstands the meynirg and need for basic inicliigence, detecis
and properly reports simple miatary wmfuormution; recognizes classified mate~

v di and properly s;fegu.rds it _
"Understands and is able 1o apply. under sirnulated or actual combax

ceaditiens, the princ:ipies of concealment and cumouﬂ&'ge cover and movement,
anyd is.able to take ;ad v.durl procective «ctions agiins? sircerafi, srmor, and

Hhemounted ground atlacks
“Muy pari:cipae ag .. member of 4 pPaIrol or adt as at oandividoal

se.cut or observer. .
“Is able tc wct 45 a messenger and operate rzdicyele phone and field

.clephene equipmeni
“is able (o use, detect. und disarm mines .04 boody traps, aad accorn-

+:sh simple demol:tions and mire field breachiag.
. “Is ablg 1o five proficiemtiy acy individual splan ry wezposs . .-
“Can gerve s 2ay member ¢ the crew of 1 vrow-gerved mfantry light
s capor {machine gur. rocke: jauncher .0 in comba.. and 4 famliar with
ftre direction anﬁ firc ccmirnl for 1nds «ry moriars and ariliery .
“Can e2rve &8 any mermber of =n mtamry ritie sguad and platoon

h combet . L L
Other criterya furrnshed by trammg exper:s muy be mund rn HumRRO

i echnical Rcoor 19
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Since scores on the performance test could have been affected by differ-
ences in intelligence between the groups as well as by achievement, it ie
desirable to remove the effects of intelligence to get at a purer measure of
achievement. To do this a stutistical technique (analysis of covariance),
which makes it possible tv equate the groups in intelligence, was employed.
When ihis teclinique was used, the results of the analysis of the test scores

reflected differences in achievement uncomplicated by any difference in

mtemgence.g"

Proficiency in the Various Combat Skills

One of the values of the individual Proficiency Test: Basic Combat is
the fact that {t conta‘ns separate aubtests, each of which furnishes a score
on a specific combat subject cr skill. To determine which combat skillis show
the most improvement after additionsl training and which show the least, the
average scores on the 17 subtests for the four training level groups were

compareti. (See Figure 5.)

These comparisons Indicete that, on the average proficiency ina
particular subject or skiil incresses with sddivicnal treaning,. T/O&E per-
sonne! were found (o be equal or superior to Basic Combat trainees {n all
subjects and skills exceft Runge Tstimation and Rocket Launcher. T/O&E
personnel were also fourd to be ejual or suparior to the Advanced Infantry
trainees in all subjects and skills except Signal Communications, Mines and
Booby Traps, Range Estimation, and Rocket Liuncher. it should be recalled,
however, that both the Basic and the Advanced trainece have higher intelli-

gence scores than the T/O&E personnel. Therefore, analyses of covariance

B/ Details of the statistical anzlyeis riay be obta‘ned by {nterested
readers on request to th2 Dircctor's Office. HumRRQ.
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were applied to determine whether the higher scores of the Besic and
Advanced traineen L thege skills represented true superiority of achieve-
R ; reent or merely differenc‘as in Aptitude Area { scores m-/ chence differences.
' The results?/ showed tha} they were truly superior in these skille; that is,
B | their higher scores on tm}.-ne subteste were not due to thtir !"dgher Area

‘_n sceres. In average performance on three gubtests, Compuss, Field Fortifi-

cations, and Light Mzchin> Gun Disassemb!y and Asscrnbly, no significant

s e L e 2 s i)

S " ditiorence between T/O&L and Advanced Infantry personnel was found.

x Advanced Infantry truinees were found to be sugerior to Basic Combat

‘ trainees in about half the subjects and skills tested. Th: subtests on which

the Basic Combat group scored higher than the Advanced traineee were First

1 Ald, Squad Formations, i’.ncﬁvlduul Tactics, Care of Clotiiing and Equipment,

" Observation gnd Military Intzlligence. Squad Tactics, M1 Rifle Disanaembly

E and Assembly, M! Rifle Sight Adjustment, and Rocket Launcher. Again, the

i fact that the Basic Combat trainees had o higher inteiligence level than the

| 4 Advanced group had to be considered. Therefore, statistical analyses (analy-
] se# of covarience) were used here also, to find out if the differences observed

“ represrited true differences, rather than varistions due to Area I scores or

chance factors. Theae analyses show:d that in seven of the skills the Basic

o e Combat trainees were really superior. For two subtests, Squad Formetions

‘ and Care of Clothing and Equipment, no significant diiference between the _

! two groups was found when inteliigence differerces were tsken into account.8/

Attention shouid be called to the fact that for some of the curriculum
subjegte in the Basic Combat program no additional training is given in the

B 7/ See Table A-S5.

b, 8/ Details of the statistical analyses for the various subjects and skills
b { may Be obtained on request to The Director’'s Office, HunRRO.
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Adwvanced Infantry program. The amount of additionz] training given st the
Advanced Infantry level for subjects tested by the IPT:BC is shown in Table
3. For the subjects in which no'uddmoml training was given, the differ-nce
batween scores made at the end of the Basic Combat program and at the end
of the Advaiiced Infantry program is & true maasure of retention; that s,
the amount recalled after a period of time withou! additional practice.

As Table 3 chows, these skills were First Aic, Observation and Military
intelligence, Care of Clothing and Equipment, Irdividual Tactica, M1 Rifle
Digassembly and Assembly, and M1 Rifle Sight Adjustment. The fact that
the Advenced Infantry trazinees made significantly lower scores on all (hese
subjects except one suggests that some forgetting does occur when there is
no practice. The exception was Care of Clothing 2ad Equipmem which is,
of course, a skill practiced by all military personne!.

Differences Between Posts At the Basic Combat Anc Advanced Infantry
Training Levels T

A comparison of the differences between posts ai the Basic and Advanced
training levels is also pertinent. Post-by-post comparisons for each of the
subjects and skills tested are given in Tables 4 and 5.

Since significant differences in inteiligence between the irainses from
post ‘o post were fouad, statistical analyses {(analyses of covariance) were
made to determine if inter-post differences in test perfcrmance were a
function of intelligence or of training and other factors oparaiive at each
post. Again, it was found that differences in performance, at toth the Basic
and Advanced levels, could not be accounted for by initial differences in

Area [ scores; in other words, ithe differences found were not due to differences
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Tadle 3

ADDITIONAL HOURS DEVOTED TO THE BASIC COMBAT SKILLS AT THE
ADVARCED INFAWTSY TRAINING IRVEL

Advanced Infantry Training
Hours of
Bubject Tested Basic Coabat Hours of Bours of
By the IPT:RC Tnm::. Light Infantry | Heavy Infwuiry
(ATP 22~110) Training Training
(ATP T7-600) (Ar» 7-6Q)
1. Firet Al 5 )
2. (deervation and y
Military Imtelligonce 0
. Basding
k. Compan
5. Signel Jommunications 6 % 1

6. Care ¢f Clothing and
Equipment

7. Field Yortifications
8. Mines and Bcoby Trape
9. Bgusd Formtious

10. Raxge Estimstion
1l. Individml Tactics

5 o im © w R
%
‘& © o io ir ¥ & O & T{ o o

o {

12. Squad Teotics ;.5@/ |
13. M1 Eifle: Disassembly

and Assedly ,2/ 0 }
1h. )0 Rifle: Bight Adjustmsat 0 ‘
15. Light Machine Qun:

Disassenbly amd Assesbly l.# 5&9/
160 m Mui:2.n8 Gum:

Sight Satting

__H‘“"
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MEAN SUBTEST SCORES OF BASIC
COMBAT TRAINEES AT EACH POST

Subtest o | ooy | oeey | Thene
1. Pirst Ald 6.9 6.2 6.7 7.8 |
2. Observation and Militery
Intelligence 8.7 5.3 4.8 4.8
3. Map Reading 542 4.3 h.8 5.6 |
b, Compace .5 5.4 5.6 Th ;
5. 8ignal Commnicaticus 5.8 5.6 6.4 6M i
6. 00;0 of Clothing and i
gquipment 5.0 5.1 8.2 8.6 :
7. 7ield Portifications 3.3 2.3 5.4 7.3
8. Mines and Booby Traps L.6 6.8 8.b 8.7
9. Bquad Formticas 6.6 6.6 6.9 6.6 3
10. Range Estimations b1 4.3 4.8 6.6
1i. Individuel Tuctics 6.9 6-7 8.0 7.2
12. Bquad Tectics 5.6 5.5 8.6 T4 ;
B e Aseatty 8.1 8.6 8.8 9.1 3
1b. M1 Rifle: Eight Adjustment 5.4 6.0 7.k 7.3
B3 anscubly ant Asssmbly b7 2.k 1.9 4.6
16. Light Mechire Gun: Sight 3
Setting 5.8 3.7 6.k 6.1
17. Rooket Launcher 7.0 6.1 7.7 9.5 i
Averags Subtest Score 5.5 5.4 6.4 6.9 :
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MEAN SURTRST BCORRS OF ADVARCED
IRPANTRY TRAINFES AT BACK POST
rbtest 36 | (ras) | (romay) | fackeen
1. Pirst Ald 7.1 6.7 5.8 7.0
T e W stary 4.9 4.0 3.1 4.8
3- Map Heading b.5 6.9 5.2 6.2
b. Compass 5.0 h.6 5.8 9.k
9. Bigmal Commniocations 7.5 6.3 6.6 8.1
6. Care of Clothing and
Bquipment 6.1 ba Te5 8.6
T- ¥ield Fortifications 5.2 2.3 b7 8.0 ‘
8. Mines amd Booby Traps 8.0 8.4 7.% 73
9. Squad Foirmations 6.5 8.0 7.8 3.8
+ 10. Range Estimations h.3 4.2 b7 8.2
11. Individual Tactics 6.9 5.9 Tols 6.1
12. Squad Tactics 3.2 6.9 7-9 8.0
B at Assenmiy oo 7.k 6.2 8.5 5.5
1b. M1 Rifle: Sight Adjustmens 5.7 5.9 5.7 7.0
19 L?Juﬁﬁ ::lzkue-bly 6.0 h.g 5.9 6.6
16. Light Machine Gun:
Sight Setting 6.2 5.9 6.8 6.6
1T. Rocket Launcher 5.4 6.9 7.4 9.8
Average Subtest Bcore 5.9 5.8 6.4 7.4




in intelligence. This was true for every skill tested. as well as for the

total acoros.?./

The fact that significant differences were found between posts ai both
the Bagic and the Advanced training lavels suggests that there in considerable
variation between posie in the extent to which the training goals for the 17 com-
bat skills are being met. Many factors, such as variationg or defects in the
training equipment being used, the kind and quality of training techniques, or
variations in the caliber of training personnel available, for example, may
be responsible for this situation.

In spite of the differential effects of these and other factors. it i# proba-
bly true that 'the procedures used at Port 1 for teaching one skill may be
such that the trainees learn quickly and well; likewise the procedures used
at Post 2 for teaching another skill may be superior. Thus inspection of the
procedures used_c:t a post for teaching & subject in which the trainees there
excel may dieclose training techniques useful to the entire Army. Upiversal
adoption of such techniques might raise the training level for this subjozt
throughout the Army.

Retention After Basic Combat Training

'Of major interest in this study is the extent to which T/O&E perscame!
have retained the vurious combat skills tzught in basic training. As a meas-
ure of retenticn at the T/O&E leve!, the test scores were groﬁpad according
to the puinber of elapsed months since basic training. These reguits, shown
in Figure 8, indicate a steady decrcase in skill for the first 18 months follow-
ing basic training. After 18 mcouths, however, there is a definite treed toward

8/ Details of the statistical sanalyses may be obtained on request to Tue
Director's Office, HammRRO.
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an increase in the lavel of skill. After three years it is evident that the
mhndw‘levol is as high as it is one month after Basic Combat training.
Thess iremds indicate that during the 18-34 month period following basic
training some significant factor ie at work. One such factor is the depar-
ture of Selective Seivice draftees following their two years of service; omly
Rogular Army personnel remain in service longer. There is a stroug pessi-
bility tiaat the lower motivation of the Selective Service group resulis ina
lower lawl of ckill; when only the more highly motivated RA personnel are
examined, no lous of skil! is noted. In general, nevertheless, the more expe-
riunced soldiers know the ekilia well. Although there is & slight drop in the
cursa after one or W years, the fact that aversge T/O&E scores are higher

thars Advanced Infantry scores clearly shows that there has been no decline
in the general isvel o skiii. Insiead, the level of skill increases among T/OAE

parsonnel.

The retenticn of the skills on exch subtest aftor various periods of time
iy shown ir Table 6. For some of the skills ¢ definite improvement with time

in scrvice can be seen; “or other gkills the reverse is true or the level of

skill remains constant.

Relationship Betwern Knowledge and Seill

Since the personnel included in the study also received a paper-and-pencil
test designed to measure their kmowledge of the Basic Combat subject matier,
it was possible to ompare their performance on the knowledge test directly

with their performance on the skille test.

For the Basic Combat trainees a correlation of .68 was found between

a8

i
]
k]

o . . T ————— A




AVERAGE JNDIVIDUAL PROPZICIENCY TEET SCORES UF T/0E

PERACENEL AT VARIOUD TIMEE AFIER BASIC TRAINING
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AVERAQR SURIESY SCORE!: OF T/0E “ERSONMAEL
FOR BFECIFIC FERIODS AFTER PASIC TOAINING

Months Gince Besic Combat Treining
Oubtest 1-5 612 | 13-18 | 19-2% | 25-36
{Be32h) | (9=687) | (K-202) | (Wuh1) | (KesC) (lﬂs.)
1. Pivet .18 88 83 7.8 7.9 8k 8.9

2. Oamvrtion and
Military Intelliganse "'7, 7.0 3.9 4.0 h.h k.6

3. Hsp Reading 7-3 70 6.7 6.6 72 7.8
“o cm 608 6.5 "So? 608 6.? 7.3
;. Bigmal Cormunications 714 6.6 65 T2 T3 T3

<. Care of lothking and

Bquipment 8.k 8.3 1.7 8,1 79 - 8.8

T. Pieldd I':otifications 5.8 5.1 5.7 5.4 4.8 5.1
8. Mines and Xooby Trape T 7.5 7.8 7.8 8.0 8.5
9. Bquad Formations 1.6 7.3 6.7 6.8 7.5 8.2
10. Range Estimation 5.0 4.8 5.0 4.8 5.3 5.2
11. Individual Tactios 1.8 1.2 7.0 7.2 73 7.9
12. Squad Tectics 7.9 7.8 7.5 7.8 7.3 8.4
B ety Y sa 88 92 9.2 B9 9.2

1b. ML Rifle: 8ight _
Adjustment 8.2 13 6.7 7.3 1.2 7.8

15. Light Machine Gun:
Disasserdbly and Asseudly 509 6.1 6.1 6.0 6.0 6.8

16. Light Machine Cun:

S8ight Betting 8. 8.4 1.9 8.2 17-7 8.1
170 Rocket Iauncher 6:9 705 102 706 1.5 7.~
Total 120.8 119.5 1T7.0 1UB.2 19.9 126.5
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the BMPT aud the XPT:BC. For the Advanced infantry tralnees snd T/C&E
personnel ihe coefficients were .47 and .82, respectively. It would seem,
therefore, that men who do well on the knowladge test tend to perform well
on the tests of combat siill.

A direct comparison of the scores made at the various training levels
on the two tests is shown in Figure 7. The T/O&l_! personnel were divided
into two groups: Infantry and Infentry-associated. All personnel with an
MOS8 of either 4748 (light weapons Infantry) or 1312 (heavy weapons Infaniry)
constituted the Infantry group. Personnel whose jobs might require that they
support or be affiliated with froat-line Infantry in combat made up the
Infaniry-associated group. The two T/O&E groups were also eomp_ared for

various time periods after the completion of Basic Combat training. These
divisions were made ucco_rding to the procedure adopted by .the authors of
the allied HuaRRO study, KNOWHOLD, “The Retention of Basic Military
Knowledge," so that a direct comparison between level of knowledge and

level of skill could be made.

A comparison between knowledge and skill after the effects of intelligence

have been ruled out is shown in Figure 8. For this comparison, tke Aptitude
Area I scores of each group have been adjusted at 100—that is, the scores

represent the performeance of the man of average intelligence on the two tests.

Other Variables snd Proficiency

Comparisons of certain backgrcund variables with scores on the IPT:BC
showed that most of these factors had little relationship to the total scure.

Of the 13 yariables examined there were, however, three exceptions: Previous
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military training, formal education, and regular Ai'my versus draftee status
proved to be related to the total score. FPersonnel with previous military
experience made higher scores on the test at all levels of training. Reguhr
Army personnel also performed hetter than draftees at all levels of training.
In addition, it was found that the total score on the test increased with the
amount of formal education received. High school graduates meade higher
scores than primary school gradustes, and college graduates made higher
scores then high schocl gudutaa..lﬂ/ These differences were statistically

significant.

FINDINGS AND COMNCLUSIONS

The results of thie study support the following conclusions:

f1) Ou sn over-all basis, it was found that the level of basic combat
skill {ncreases with the amount of trdning received. The training programs
are successful in raising the typical infantryman’s level of combat skill from
the time he is inducted unti! the time he s assigned to active duty with a
T/C&E unit. .

(2) The failare of personnel at al! the trajning levels to pass mors
than 70 per cent of the itams on the combat skills performance subtests
indicates that the traintn. goals specified by the Army Training Programs
snd by the Infantry experts are not being realized. ‘

(3) With intelligence differences ruled oat, T/O&E personnel wers
found to be equal or superior to the Basic trainees in all subjects and skills
excapt the following:

() Range Estimation
(b) Hocket Launcher

10/ These relationships are shown in Table A-6.
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T/O&E personnel were alsn eouval or superior to the Advanced Infantry
trajnees in all subjects and skills except:
i () Signal Communicacions
{b) Mines and Booby Traps
(c) Range LEstimation

(d) Rocket Launcher

Similarly, Advanced Infantry trainees were found to be superior
to the Basic Combat trainees in all subjecta and skills except the following:

(a) First Ald

(b) Individual Tactics

{c} Observation and Military Intelligence

(d) Squad Tactics

(e) M1 Rifle Disassembly and Assembly

() M1 Rifle Sight Adjustment

{g) Rocket Launcher
With the exception of Squad Tactics and Rocket Launcher, no additional tra!n-
ing in any of these skilis had been received by the Advanced Infantry group.

That some forgetting of these skills did take place {8 therefore
indicated. However, the differences between the average scores although
statistically significant, are quite small; there is some question concerning
their practical significance. It is, in any event, appsrent that all of the scores
are lower than the level of proficiency desirsd.

{4) With differences of intelligence ruled out, the fact that significant
differsnces were still found between posts for the various combat skills sug-
gests that the training goals for ;pu-'ucular rkills are being achieved slightly
batter at some posta than at others.
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No one post, however, was significantly superior to all cthera in all gkills.
it appears that particular training techniques mey be employed at one post

h result ia 3 higher level of performrnce; inspection of the particular
. arning eituation at each poet might lead to s standardization of training
techniques and an eventual improvement of the performance level through-
out the Army.

(6) It is clear that the proficiency level is highest among the T/O&E

personnel. Whether this level is satisfactory is another question. In the

i event of war, these personnel would probably be asgigned to combat immed;-
ately; it is not likeily that there would be sufficient time to adminiater any
- i'_V 1 additioasl training. For this reason, all possible steps should be taken to
. remove any deficiencies as soon as they sre found. The fact that the level
o of skill declined somewhat between one and three years after Bxsic Combat
.’ training suggests that apecific x_'efreaher courses might be profitadbly included
' in the T/O&E training program.

(6) Results of the paper-and-pencil teet of Basic Combat skills
egreed with the results of the performance test. On both tests, Infantry per-
sonnel scored higher than the Infantry-associated personnel. In general, both
o knowledge and performance ecores increased with longer time in service.

(7) At all levals of training Regular Army personnel were found to
S do better than draftees. Personnel with pre_vloqs military experience also
B t mede higher scores on the test. In addition, it was fcund .thant test perform-
3 i 3 ance improved with the amount of formsl education received. It can be
concluded, therefore, that Army-oriented, experienced, and educated per-
sonniel will do better on tests_of combat skill thar perscnnel not 8o qualified.

{(8) It was found that, as military ﬁstructors are well aware, trainees

of higher intelligence make higher scores on performance tests of combst

3%




skill. This differern-e was found at all posts at 2!l levels of iraining: Basic
Comba’, Advanced Infantry, and T/O&E.

Becsuse of a selection effect at the Basic Combai level, with higher-
aptitude men being given specialiscd training at schools, the Area I leve! for
Advanced [nfantry and T/D&E perscanel is lower then that of Basic Combat
traineca. Nevertheless, their per!omnqe scores are higher. The corre-
Isgion values obtained indicate that the level of proficiency amung thess
groops would be still higher if more perssane!l with high Area I scores were

assigned to Infantry.
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STATISTICAL APPENDIX
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Takle A=l

AVERAGE AREA I SCORES ARD CORIRMIATIONS WITH
TOFAL FROFICIFNCY THST SCORES

Lavel 0; Bunier | Averege Pmnnr_
eridsing Post of | Aves X Deviation Aren “:d Soore
Mewn Bocre IF?:BC Total Secore
Fre-cycle . Knox 133 96.93  16.s1 51
Dix WO 20422 16,67 8 i
ard Wy 107.28  18.76 .25 ;3
Jecksor 149 87.20 i8.k6 sf
Sagie Conbat Enex 306  300.53  20.48 5
Dix 295 108.58 19.28 66
ors 2% 10167 2140 6 3
Jackson 365  97.0  1B.86 62
Advanged Infantry Knox 312 96.29 20.25 61 1
Dix 309 10046 19.30 &9 |
ord 229 100.21 19.38 »6 3
Jecikson 327 87.T3 18.24 A9 i
r/0iE Beming 72 92.06 19.70 .51
Carsca 588 5037  18.38 b

a/ Total scores for the IPT:EC and Aptitude Aree I not buing sveilsble
for some mesivere of thig group, it was not poasidble to comute the correla-
tion coetllicierts.
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Table A-2

SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFRERIRCES IN AREA I SCOREH BEETWEEN TRAINING
IEVELS ARD ECTWNERE POSTS

- S e -

Greuyp Comperison & Test Statistiocslly
Significant
All
iavels of '
Basic Combat--Advanced [nxfantry 5.925 Yos, 0L level
Training
Advanced Infontyy--T/08E 7.007 Yes, .01 level
Xnox-Dix z.sm Yes, .01 lavel
Pre-cysle Knrox-Ord ' -886 Yes, 01 level
Knox-Jackoon &.685 Tes, .01 lavel
Posts Dix-Ord 1.498  Not eignificant
Dix~Jackson 8.186 Yez, .01 level
Ord-Jackson 9.215 Yes, 01 leval
Knox-Dix h.310 Yes, .01 lovel
Basie Knox-0rd -193 Not significaat
Knox-Jackson 2.6ik Yos, .01 level
Coubat Dixz-Ord 3.915 Yos, .01 level
Dix-Jackson 7-hkh Yes, .01 level
Posts Ord-Jacrixson 2.726 Yee, 01 level
Knox~Dix 5.52% Yes, .01 lovel
Advanced Knox-0rd 2,556  Yea, .05 level
Infast Knox~Jackson h.546 Yen, .01 level
Dix-0rd 2.608 Yes, .01 level
Posts Dix-Jackson 10.337 Yes, <00 level
Ord-Jackson $.901 fes, 01 level
1r/08E
Benning-Carscn 1.706 Fot aignificant
Posts
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Table A-3

FERFORMANCE ON THE IPT:BC FOR ALJL, TRAINING LEVELS AT ALL POSTS

- {
leval of i Average IPT:BC
Post
Training } Srore
]
Fra-cycle Knox 32.713
Dix 32.97
Ord h5.32
Besic Ceambat Knox 93.88
Dix 91.03
Ord 108.47
Jacksca 116.90
Advanced Infantry Knox 100.57
Dix 98.32
Oord 108.81
Jackson 124.89
T/C%E Benning 123.49
Caxrcon 115.25
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Table A~k
MEAN SUETEST SOCRES FOR ZACH LEVEL OF TRAINING
atast Trein | Coshmt | petamtey | 1evscmoe
(N=565) | (W-122k) m—uﬁ | ¥=1320)

1., Frest Ald 5.8 6.9 6.6 8.1
& (b;:g:::;n I;:\:uupme 3.2 4.6 b2 k.5
3. Map neuhmg 1.6 5.0 5.7 6.8
b, Compass 3.1 5.7 6.2 6.7
5. Sigoal Commmications 2.0 6.1 T.1 6.7
v b, 6.7 6.6 8.1
7. Peld Fortifications 3.2 b.6 5.1 5.2
8. Mines and Booby Treps 3.2 6.1 7.8 7.5
9. Squad Formations 3.0 6.7 6.5 1.2
10. Range Estimation 3.1 h.9 5.4 b.9
11. Individual Tactice 3.5 7.2 6.6 1.3
12. Squad Tactics 9 7.0 6.5 TT
13 maﬁn;;wgii;md d T 8. T-9 6.9
1k. M Rifle: Sight Adjustasnt <3 6.5 6.1 T.3
B eesacmbly and Asswsbly 2 3.5 5.9 5.9

18- e Getting 1 5.3

17. Rocket Launcher 1 T.5

Average Subtest Scare 2.2 6.1

B e citah o e e Tt ST AR s e i LMt ML
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Teble A-5
ADJUSTED MEANS AMD SIRITFICANCE TESTS OF T DIFFEEENCES BETMERY THE
PTHREE TRATNING LEVELS, O THE SEVERTSEY PROFICIENCY SUBTEITS

Adjusted Means t
' Basic
Pasic | Advansed Coabe’, AMwagoed
Sobtest Cambet| Infentry 7/08E 8 Pl Infantry| P
¢ AMvaoced vs T/0tE
Infantyy
1. Piret AW 693 6.9 8.3 206 .05 23.37 0L
2. Mt‘m
and Military
W “css kon hc“ 3-” Ke) 8 2.@ tw
3. Map Bosding 5,78 5.77 6.72 9.57 .01 9.37 0L
k. Canpass 5.7 6.35 6.55 5.9 O 1.93 ns
5. Bigrel Com-
mmications 5.96 7.2 6.68 16.54 A 7.23 . o01
6. Care of
Clothing and
Equipment 6.75 6.61 8.20 1.4 %8 18.6e 01
7. Piald Forti-
fications .72 5.17 5.03 5.03 01 . 1.88 w8
8. Mines and
Booby Treps 5.98 7.82 749 20.98 L1 3.83 .0l
> Formations 6.6 6.50 7.0 .65 B 1.7 01
10. Renge
BEstimations 5.0h 5.A46 k.92 4.8 Q1 6.31 01
1. Individual
Tactics T.11 6.48 7.38 9.06 .01 13.20 OL
12. Squed
Tactice 6087 6.his 7.“ L.2% N1 120% 01
~Continued
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Table A-5 (Contirued)
ADJUSTED MEANS AND SIGNIFICANCE T£5TS8 OF TAE DIFFEREXCES BETMEEN THE
TERES TRAINIEG LEVELS, ON 7HE SEVENTEZN PROFICIEICY SUBTESTS

Aljusted Veanz t
Basic a
Basic Advanoed Commbat vanced
fubtest Infan /08 B P | Infantry | P
Combat id Advancad va T/0&E
Infantry
—t - -
13. ML Rifle:
and Assembly 8.67 T.91 8.79 10.k4 .01 122.%0 01
ﬂ&- M m:
M justasnt 6.50 6.18 7.4%0 3.75 01 14.73 .01
15. Light Mackine |
Gun: Disassexaly
and Assemdly 3.52 5.95 5.80 15.63 0l .98 B8
16. Light Machine
Gun: Sight
Satting 5.13 6.39 T.95 4.8 Q01 18.82 -01
iT. Rotket .
Launchoyr T.7% 7.50 7.28 2.88 0L 2.69 .01
Total Score 104.79 109.38 118.51 6.97 01 1,62 01
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Table A6

RELATIONSHIP BEMMERN FROFICIRECY T8ST BCGRE AND THREE BACKGROUND
VARIABLE3, FOR DASIC COMBAT, AINABCED INFANTRY,
45D £/008E PRRSGHNEL

Aversge
Bumber of Staundare Btatistically
Varishle IPTC o .3 )
Men Desviation Significant
Soore [
Enlisteent
Statuz
RA w llﬁ-(ﬁ 15 o% n&
' ) 5.51 Yes (.01 level)
UB m 112'.58 16-71 dl"
Pravious
Mlitary
Training .
Yos 373 11h.27 15.62 66 _ .
. 4.59 Yes (.01 level)
Wo 1042 109.96 15.36 23
FPormal
Bducation
8th Grade
or less 6* 110.21 17.12 0&7 .
5.04 Yes (.01 level)
High School 1853 31h.1k 16.19 Ak
College and 2.53 Yes (.05 level)
Graduate 583 1.16.03 15'61 -h2

PRI s e 0 S A il KPR et a2 SO i s i . - L. N - R




ACKHOWLEDGMENTS

Although the authors are indsbied to all the Army persomnel who served
as subjacts, eseistants. or testers in the colleciion Of the duts, they are
particalarly indebted to the personnel ?md staff of the G-3 and G-1 sections
of the Training Divisions at Fort Xnox, Ky; Fort Diz, N.;.; Port Oxd, Calif.;
Fort Jackseon, S.C.; Fort Benning, Ga.; and Fort Carson, Colo.

T T T I T T T NI T T R R 7. T



