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Research Problem Reviews are special reports to military manage-
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bearing on specific management problems. A limited distribution is
made--primarily to the operating agencies directly involved.
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FOREWORD

The ressarch reported here was performed by the Army Research
Institute's Fort Benning Field Unit. It is part of an ongoing program
of research directed toward development of cost effective methods for
individual and collective training. This program includes research on
multiple aspects of the design, development, evaluation, and integra-
tion of cost and training effective training systems for the U.S. Army.

et s s ST G

This report presents results of questionnaires administered to
cadre during the Basic Rifle Marksmanship (BRM) Test conducted at Fort
E, Jackson, $.C., during the spring of 1276. The questionnaires were
k. designed and administered in response to a request by the U.S. Army
R Infantry School (USA1S) for support of the Training and Doctrine Com-
mand (TRADOC) sponsored field test. Test support provided by ARI in-
cluded direct involvement in all phases of the test from design through
analysis and reporting of results.

The BRM Test was a comparative evaluation of the cost and training
effectiveness of four programs of instruction. Data collected included
cost, performance, and demographic data, in addition to the attitude
data. ARI and TRADOC Combined Arms Test Activity (TCATA) jointly re-
ported the analyses of the demographic data in the Proceedings of the
Fifteenth Annual Army Operations Reseaxch Symposium. Subsequent ARI
reports will present analyses of trainee questionnaire data and an
analysis of the training effectiveness of each block of instruction
in the four BRM programs. The successful conduct of the BRM Test re-
quired close coordination between ARI, USAIS, and other TRADOC elements,
particularly TCATA. The orcheatration of the diverse participants by
3 the Test Director, COL George Ball and the Test Officer, MAJ Jack
§ ; Ball, insured the success of the test. Substantial and dedicated

: ' assistance was provided by SP5 Keith Evans and SP4 Frederick Heller
during the instrument construction, data reduction, and data analysis
phases of this project. CPT Michael Clayton, Mr. Jack Morria, and Mr.
Don Walker at the TRADOC Combined Arms Test Activity (TCATA) provided
ADP support. TCATA support included receiving the data for key punch-
ing, building, and editing the data base, and providing descriptive
i statistics on all questionnaire items.

The project was conducted as part of Army Project 2Q763731A773,
FY 76 Work Program, and Army Project 2Q763743A773, FY 77. It was
i directly resporsive to the requirements of the USAIS and TRADOC.

P
J H ZE

Tevhhical Director (Designate)
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BASIC RIFLE MARKSMANSHIP TEST:
CADRE PRETEST AND POSTTEST ATTITURES

BRIEF

’ 4
L &

To doeotmino_agtituden of cadresteward each of four Programs of
Inatruction (POI) used in the Basic Rifle Marksmanship (BRM) Test.:

Requirement: ! e st
pt et

Procedure:

Vépreteat and posttest questionnaires were tiven to 59 male officers
and noncommissioned officers (NCO) from the BRM committee group at Fort
Jackson, S.C. Items were designed to request background information
and to elicit responses about program effectiveness, cadre confidence
in trainee performance, and miscellaneous training topics. Also, rep~
rosentatives of company cadres (male and female officers and drill
sergeants) from each test company participated in end-of-test struc-
tured group interviews.\\

L

Findings:

?gwhe data show a consistent pattern of strong negative attitudes
held by the cadre toward a reduction in instructional hours or rounds
for BRM training. These attitudes represent a bias which must be re-
duced to insure user acceptance and effective implementation of any
shortened BRM POI. )

<5;nstructional problems in marksmanship fundamentals and feedback
procedures are also discussed.

Utilization of Findings:

These results should be used in the redesign of rifle marksmanship
POI's and the implementation of a shortened BRM POlI, We recommend that
TRADOC and the U.S. Army Infantry School not implement a shortened BRM
program without an accompanying training course for cadre. Such a
course would be most effectively conducted using a mobile training team
to provide specific instruction in the organization and delivery of the
POI and the scheduling of manpower and ranges for the efficient conduct
of the shortened POI.
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f BASIC RIFLE MARKSMANSHIP TEST:
CADRE PRETEST AND POSTTEST ATTITUDES

BACKGROUND

A field test comparing four Programs of Instruction (POI) for
Basic Rifle Marksmanship (BRM) training was conducted during the spring
of 1976 at the Army Training Center, Fort Jackson, $.C. This report
presents the results of questionnaires administered to the BRM commit-
-4 : tee group cadre during that test. BRM is a required course of instruc-
g tion for all basic combat training (BCT) (male) ard basic¢ training (BT)
1 {female) trainees. The four POI's in the test ranged in length from 77

instructional hours! [the current Army Subject Schedule (Department of
i the Army, 1947a)] to 35 hours, and from 720 rounds of ammunition ex-~
e pended per trainee to 262 rounds (Table 1l).

Table 1

Total Hours of Instruction and Rounds of
Ammunition for BRM Test POI

POI Hours Rounds
5 1 (AsuByscp)® 77 720
L 2 62 513
] 3 49 262
1 4 35 334

: aA\rmy Subject Schedule Program {(baseline program for rifle marksmanship).

l'I‘he figure "72 hours" was erroneously used in the questionnaires.
See Appendix A for explanation.
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The primary purpose of the BRM Test was to determine the training
cftoctiveness of the altornative POI and to perform a Cost and Training
pffectiverses Analysis (CTEA) on the programs. On the basis of this
CTEA, one of the four FOl'a will be selected for use Army-wide. A
final CTEA report, to be produced by Training and Doctrine Comma&nd
(TRADOC) Systems Analysis Activity (TRASANA), will integrate the re-
sults of analyses performed on the firing, cost, demographic (Tierney,
Cartner, and Clayton, 1977), and attitude data. A secondary purpose
of the test was to construct a data base for use in developirng a long-
term, “threat-oriented" marksmanship program (i.e., a program designed i
to meet anticipated demands of warfare o the future).

PURPOSE

The primary criterion for evaluating ths effectiveness of each of
the four BRM training programs was terminal marksmanship performance ¢
measured as hit probability (pii). The attitudes and opinions of both '
trainees and trainers (cadre) provided additional data in the evalu-
ation of each program. The questionnaires were also designed to
locate weak portions of the programs and to preview likely implemen-
tation problaems.

Specifically, the gquastionnaires ware adnministered to determine
reactions to each program and to measure the perceived effectiveness
of each program. The objectives of the cadre questionnaires were to
{1) determina cadre opinions toward each of the four BRM programs
prior to teaching experience with all four programs; (2) determine
cadre opinions toward each of the four BRM programs subgsequent to teach-
ing experience with each program; and (3) collect background information
on the cadre (USAIS, 1976b).

Cadre received questionnaires both prior to the BRM Test and at
the conclusion of the test. Many items were repeated (preteat and
posttest) to detect attitude changes as a function of experience with
the four POI's. Trainees also completed questionnaires both before
and after BRM training. Results of the trainse questionnaires will
appear in a subsequent report.

METHOD

Research Delign uwnd Qggationnaima

Figure 1 shows the test design. The cells labeled “LT" and "RT"
represent limited training control groups for each POI and regular
training experimental groups for each POI. The LT groups received an
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early record-fire poattestz immediately after fundamentals training
and then continued through the rest of the BRM ptogram.3 All trainees,
both LT and RT, received a record-fire posttest atter the completion
of daytime record fire and again after the completion of BRM training.
The test included male (n ~ 3,400) and female (n = 1,00C) trainees,
with five male basic training companies and one female basic training
company per POI (USAIS, 1976b). Thus the design of the BRM Test was
factorial, with four independent variables {(program of instruction,
LT versus RT, sex of trainea, and repeated measures). The cadre
questionnaires focused primarily on aspects of the first variable,
i.e., characteristics of the four POI's.

Queationnaire items were designed to request background information
from respondents and to elicit responees about program effectiveness,
cadre confidence in trainee performance, and miscellaneous training
topics. The Cadre Pretest Questionnaire contained 87 items. Most
were multiple~choice items, typically 5- and 7-point rating scales. i
There were a few rank~order itemz, and fill-in-the-blank items that ’
required numeric responses. Items were in an objective format. The
Cadre Posttest Queationnaire had 94 items; 80 items were repeated from :
the Cadre Pretraining Questionnaire, and 2 questions were open-ended §
for comments. (See Appendixes B and C for copies of the questionnaires,
and see Appendix A for further description of procedures used for
constructing the questionnaires.)

SEX
M F

Early record fire

No early record fire

77 hrs X R

62 hrs

POI
49 hrs

35 hrs

Figure 1. Experimental design of BRM field test.

zThil posttest was used at various points in the BRM Test. It was a
specially constructed record-fire table that provided a common effec-
tivoness measure for each POIL.

3'I‘his represents the best approximation to a "no~training" control group
practical in a test that involves trainees engaging in live firing.

3
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Population

The BRM committee group at Fort Jackson has responsibility for
conducting BRM training (e.g., delivering instruction and operating
ranges) . Group characteristics are based on questicnnaire self-
reporta. The population was compoged of 59 male officers and NOC'a,
reporting 15 years (median) Army service (R « 10 - 343 months).
Median time of assignment to an Army Training Center was 15 months
(R= 1 - 138), with a median of 10 months (R = 1 -~ 138) teaching BRM.
A mean of 12.7 years (R = 11 - 18) of civilian educacion had been
completed. Each instructor had experienced about 1 year of conbat.
About 108 of the cadre reported last Record Fire qualification as
Sharpshooter; BOS reported Expert qualification.

All of the cadre ware actively participating in some aspect of
BRM training at the time of the test; most had experience in more
than one segment of that training. Table 2 presents the percentage
of cadre reporting participation in each phase of BRM. The distribu-
tion of sxperiences in Table 2 corresponds to the cadre's mean rank-
ings of their knowledges and skills in each of the seven parts of BRN
training. For example, individuals most frequently reported having
exparience in teaching marksmanship fundamentals; this phase of train-
ing was also most frequently reported as the arva of greatest BRM
expertise.

Table 2

Percentage of Cadre Reporting Participation in
Each Phase of BRM Training

Phase of BRM Percentagn‘
Mechanical Training 50
Marksmanship Fundamentals 70
Battle Sight Zero 60
Field Fire 43
Automatic Fire N
Night Fire 37
Record Fire s

‘Individuala usuaily had experience in more than
one phase of BRN training; hence psrcentages do
not sum to 100%.

N sty b st e ot et btk i aan i s
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Data Collection

Questionnaires were administered in a well-lighted classroom.
All cadre were present simultaneously. and discussion was prohibited
during the administration sessions; however, procedural queations
were answered. The Cadre Pretest Questionnaires were given prior to
the start of the BRM Test, bul after the cadre had been certified by
the Fort Jackson Training Center as knowledgeable about and prepared
to teach each of the four POI's. The Cadre Posttest Questionnaires
were given after posttest record firing was completed in all four
POI's. All training and all firirg vvere tharefore completed prior
to administration of this quescionnaire.

RESULTS

The BRM instructors were asked atcitudinal questions that can be
conveniently placad in six categories. Quesations related to

o Overall instructional and specific POI effectiveness;
o Sufficiency of scheduled hours of instruction;

o Sufficiency of numbers of rounds fired by trainees
during BRM;

e Confidence in trainees' abilities to hit targets at
various ranges after completion of each POI,;

e Comments about perceived difficulties in BRM training; and
® Attitudes toward miscellaneous BRM topics, such as

- Early record fire practice,

- Known distance (KD) firing,

- Might firing,

- Battle sight zero,

- Various training aids, and

- Scheduling of BRM within the BCT/BT cycle.

In goneral, no before-after differences were found. Unless other-
wise indicated, data reported here are from posttest measurements. A
quality control chack performed on all answer sheets resulted in the
loss of one Pretraining Questionnaire from the data base.




s ‘W.W1m~ Xy iad S o b 4 R PR X7 PR RN FTR R 5 g 8 T AT ST BSOS S T ey

Qverall Effectiveness

The cadre rated the 77- and 62-hour POl's as more effective aver-
all than the 49- and 35-hour POl's (F = 25.98, p < .C0l, n? = ,29),
Figure 2 depicts mean ratings of effectiveness for each POI.

The cadre also more frequently selected the longer programs as the
more successful in "producing good rifle marksmen" (x4 = 12.07, p < .00l).
when asked to rank the four POI's compared in the BRM test in terms of
"overal'l effectiveness" in "teaching BRM," the cadre rank-ordered pro-
grams as follows:

= 1.85 (44%),

>t

l. 62~hour POI

>

2. 77<hour POI = 2,00 (28%),

2.70 (16%), and

i
4

3. 49-hour POI

i
L]

4. 35-hour POI 3.26 (12%).

Mean rankings are shown for each POI. Parenthetical numbers indicate
the percentage of the cadre assigning the rank of "1" to each program.
Months of combat experieace was positively, though modestly, corre-
lgted to the preference for the longer programs {(r = ,33, p < .05,

r< = ,11).

When cadre asked to rank the four POI's in terms of "effectiveness
in building trainee motivation," the mean rankings were as follows:

1. 62-hour POI X = 1.85 (40%),

2. 77-hour POI X = 2.08 (28%),

3. 49~hour POI X = 2.64 (16%), and
4. 35-hour POI X = 3.19 {17%).

The percentage of cadre vho assigned the rank "l1" is again indicated
in parentheses. Commenting about traince motivation, one instructor
pointed out that "la problem with teaching BRM is that trainees are)
not . . . motivated prior to coming to the ranges [and then are] not
being properly instructed by their drill sergeants." Another stated,
"Units should not be run to ranges in [the] mornings." Finally, one
commented, ". . . trainees are afraid when . . . on the line from
being yelled at."
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The cadre anticipated "some, but not much" reinforcement training
would be required in the two longer BRN programs. On the other hand,
the noed for "quite a bit" to "a great deal” of reinforcement training
was anticipated for the two shorter programs (F = 7,64, p ¢ .001,

n? e «10). Instructors felt that they were able to “"correct trainees'
mistakeas" “"most of the time" during the longer programs but only "some-
times" during the shorter programs (F « 3.2%, p <« .05, n = ,07).
Commenting on reinforcement training, a cadre member said, "Drill
sergeants do not reinforce as much ae they should; [thay should] be
more flaxible." Another statad, "[there is] not enough individual
attention given to firers . . . ."

About 80% of the cadre reportaed that instructor time was used
"well" to "extremely well" in each of the BRM programs. The cadre
(86%) also reported that it was "easy" to "extremely casy" for
traineeaz to underatand their instructores during training.

Instructors were asked, at the pretest measurement, "With which
of the following programs are you most familiar?" Reaponses wore
(percentage responding per category):

e 77=-hour POI 43,
® 62-hour PO1 47%,
e 49-hour POI O, and
e 3S5~hour POI 10w,

Thay were further asked, "Conasidering the four BRM training
programg, which one do you think will be the most successful in
producing good rifle marksmen?" Responscs were (parcentage re-
sponding per category):

e 77=hour POI 40\,
® 62-hour POI 40V,
® 49-hour POI 7%, and
® 35=-hour POI 13\,
One-half of the respondents folt that the program of greatest solf-

reported familiarity would also ba the program "most succeasful in
producing good marksmen."
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Hours of Instruction

The instructors were asked whether or not "to hecome good rifle
marksmen . . . trainees need morc or less instructional time" in each
block of sach program. In every case thay responded that progressively
more instructional time was required to produce good rifle marksmen aa
they rated from the longest through the shortest POI. Table 3 shows
hours of instruction by POI for each phase of training.

Table 3

Comparison of Hours of Instruction Scheduled for Each
Phase of Each Test POI

77=hour 62-hour 49-hour 35-hour

Subject POl POI POI POI
Mechanical Training 4 4 4 4
Marksmanship Fundamentals

and Battle Sight Zero 22 16 20 8
Field Fire 30 24 8 12
Record Fire 10 10 12 5
Automatic Fire 3 3 k] 3
Night Fire 8 3 2 3

Total hours 7 62 49 35

IR ) TR, 30 TG e e ot
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Specifically, the cadre reported the following opinions.

Mechanical Training:

Nsrksmanship Fundamentals:

Battle sSight Zero:

Field Fire:

Automatic Fire:

Night Fire:

In spite of the eaquivalence of sched-
uled hours in all POI's (Table 3),

the two longer POI's were rated “sbout
right," vwhexeas the two shorter POIl's
required "slightly more" to "a good
dueal nore”" ture (F = 6.87, p < .00),
n? = .08). Similar inconsistencies
between ratings and scheduled hours
or rounds appear below,

Longer POl's (77 and 62 hours) were
"about right" or required "slightly
more" instructional time, whereas the
49- and 35-hour POI's required
"slightly more" to "a good deal more"
time (F = 13.29, p < .001, n2 = ,15),

Longer POI's were "“about right," but
the shorter POI required "slightly
more" to "a good deal more" time to
produce acceptable Battle Sight Zero
performance (F = 18.32, p < .001,

nt = ,20).

Longer POI's were "“about right" or
required "alightly more" time, whereas
the shorter POI's required "slightly
more" to "a good deal more" instruc-
tional time (F = 21.40, p < .001,

ﬁ

n~ = ,22).

Longer POI's were "about right,"
whereas the shorter POI's required
"slightly more" instructional time
(F = 7,76, p < .001, n2 = ,09),

Longer POI's were "about right,"
whereas the shorter POI's required
"glightly more" instructional time
(F = 10.22, p < .001, n2 = ,12).

Figure 3 summarizes these data, using the mean rating and standard
deviation for each instructional block in each POI. One cadre member
suggested that training time should be redistributed within the BRM
PO1, l.e., "More hours {should be spent] on field fire and less time

[on] zeroing."

10
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Figure 3. Adequacy of instructional hours in each phase of
each POI, expressed as means and plus/minus one standard
deviation from cach mean.
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Rounds Fired ,

The live fire phases of BRM require varying numbers of rounds (by
POI) to be fired by trainees. Table 4 shows this variability, giving
rounds programed for each phase of each POL.

Table 4

Comparison of Rounds of Ammunition Programed
for Each Phase of Each Test POI oy

77=hour 62-hour 49-hour 35-hour
Subject 40} POIX POI POI

Markswmanship Fundamentals

and Battle Sight Zero 93 45 48 42
Field Fire 293 214 48 118
Record PFire 80 80 100 40
Automatic Fire 90 42 36 45
Night Fire 164 132 30 _89 )
Total rounds 720 513 262 3 ‘ :

Instructors were asked whether or not "to become good rifle marks-
men . . . trainees need to fire more or less during . . .“ each block
of each program. Cadre responses to these questions generally corre-
sponded to the responses favoring longer programs and graater numbers
of hours for imstruction. Their responses for each phase of training
vere as follows.

Battle Sight Zero: The 77- and 62-hour FOI'a werec “about
right, " whereas the shorter POI's re-~
quired "slightly more" to "a good
deal more" rounds fired (F = 10.935,

p < 001, n2 = .13),

Field Fire: longer POI's wexre “about right,"
whereas shorter POI's required "slightly
more" to "a good deal more" rounds fired
(F = 9,59 p < .001, n2 = ,08).
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Automatic Fire: Longer POl's were "about right," ;
whereas shorter POI's required !
"slightly more" rounds fired
(F = 4.93, p < .001, n2 = ,06).

ki o o L e g s

Night Fire: Longer POl's were "about right,"
whereas shorter POI's required

\ "slightly more" rounds fired

- (F = 6.54, p < .00L, n¢ = ,08).

, Record Fire: Longer POI's were "about right,"
§ whereas shorter POI's regquired
"glightly more" rounds fired

(F = 13.06, p < .001, n? = ,15).

Figure 4 depicts these findings with mean response and standard devi-
ation for each item (phases of instruction by POI).

Instructors reporting longer combat experience tended to favor
firing more rounds for training than did those with ghorter combat ex-
perience (r = .30, p < .05, r?2 = .09). The cadre rated the number of
. rounds that should be required for BRM training against the rnumber
g | specified by the Army Subject Schedule as follows: 37% of the responéd-
- ents said it was "about right," 33% said it required "slightly less"
firing, and 7% said it required "a good deal less" firing; 1l4% judged
that "slightly more" rounds were required, whereas 9% said that "a good
- deal more" rounds were required.

U

s

-E{ Confidence in Trainee Performance

Instructors were asked, "How sure do you feel that [a trainee com-
pleting each program} can hit a target [at various ranges with the
M16Al rifle]?" Four ranges were specified, three in daylight and one
at night:

® 200~400 m, in daylight; :
® <200 m, in daylight;
@ Battle Sight Zero at 25 m, given 18 rounds; and

® <50 m, at night.

13
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Figure 4. Adequacy of rounds fired during each phase of each
POI, expressed as means and plus/minus one standard deviation
from each mean.
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The cadre had greater confidence in the performances of trainees
who had completed the longer programs. For specific ranges, the cadre
responded as followa.

!
3
i
3
?

200-400 m in daylight: The longer POI's would produce
trainees who were "fairly sure to
hit," whereas the shorter POI's would
produce trainees who "might hit or !
miss" (F = 17,18, p < .001, n? = [19). {

<200 m in daylight: The longer POI's would produce
trainees who were "fairly sure to
hit" to “extremely sure to hit," and
trainees in shorter POI's "might hit
or miss" or would be "fairly sure to
hit" (F = 14.29, p < .001, n? = [16).

Battle sight zero: The longer PCI's would produce
trainees who were "fairly sure to
zexo" to "very sure to zexo" given
18 rounds, whereas shorter POl's
would produce trainees who “might or
might not zero" (F = 11.49, p < ,001,
n? = .13). .

<50 m at night: The longer POI's would produce !
trainees whe were "fairly sure to :
hit," whareas shorter POI's would :
produce trainees who "might hit or ;
miss" (F = 8.55, p < .001, n? = ,10). '

Ncte that trainee terminal performances measured as pﬁ were approxi- ;
mately equivalent across the four POI's (USAIS, 1976a). :

Overall mean probability of hit, pﬁ. is defined by
- n m
pH=f I H] /nem),
j=] =1
H = a hit on target;
m = number of targets presented, irrespective of range; and
n = pnumber of trainees firing.
Thus, pli is calculated by suwning hits across target presentations ani

traineea, then dividing by the product of target presentations and
traineas for a given POI.
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Comments

Instructors' comments regarding perceived "difficulties in teach-
ing BRN" were catesgorized in three general groups. The catagories used
were sighting, motor control, and miscellaneous problems; these group-
ings are not necessarily mutually exclusive.

Sighting. Fifty-seven percant of the cadre's comments related to
difficulties in instruction in sighting. The following arae rankad sub-
categories (1 = most frequent) of sighting problems.

. 1. Zeroing
: 2. Mjusted aiming point

3. S8ight alignment

4. sight changes
5. Transposition axercise

Motox Control. Nineteen percent of cadre comments concerned motor
control. The comments are ranked by subcategories as follows.

1. Steady hold

2. Firing positions

3. Trigger control |

4. Integrated act of shooting

Miscellangous Problems. The remaining responses (24%) were dis-
tributed among night fire, correcting malfunctions, mechanical training,
safety, field fire, target detection, and record fire. Among these
topics, night fire and correcting malfunctions were mentioned most
frequently (7% each). Approximately one-half of the couments pertain-
ing to night fire referred to difficu’ties in teaching or using the
pointing technique.

s e e e 1

One percent of the responses were not interpretable and therefore
not classified.
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Miscellaneous BRM Topics

Instructors were asked about their attitudes toward the following
assortment of BRM topics.

® Jarly record fire practice
e Xnown distance firing
¢ Battle-gight~gero shot group sizes
¢ Various training devices
e Night fire
Early Record Fire Practice. Instructors were asked if they thought
k that "trainees getting a chance to practice their record fire early in
4 training” was "a good or bad idea?" Fifty-seven percent thought that it
. was "good," 29% thought that it was "bad," and 14% were undecided. Those
with greater time (months) in service tended to be more in favor cf such

early recoxd fire practice than those with less experience (r = ,36,
p < .05 r? = ,13).

Company cadre who participated in the test attended posttest dis-
cussion groups. At the conclusion of the test, representatives of thae
company cadres (officers and drill sergeants) from each test company
participated in a structured group interview. There were four such
meetings, one for each of the four POI's. Participants typically in-
cluded the battalion commanders, their executive officers (or $3,
training officer), the company commanders of the test companies, and
company senior drill sergeants (n = 20 per PCI). These groups included
both male and female officers and NCO's.

During these seasions, attitudes favorabls to an early record fire
practice were frequently expressed. These cadre members were, in fact,
favorably inclined toward any practice record fire experience, whether
early or late in training. It was generally expressed that such prac-
tice "warms the firer up" and gives him familiarity with the Record-
Fire range. Some believed practice record firing could profitably sup-
plant portions of field firing.

Known Digtance Firing. Instructors were asked "How effective are
known distance firing exercises in confirming a trainee's battle sight
zero?” In responsa, 62% thought KD exercises were "effective" to
"extremely affoctive,” 116 thought KD exercises were "ineffective" to
"extremely ineffective," and 27% were undecided. Those with greater
combat experience (months) felt that XD exercises were more effective
than those with lesser combat experience (r = .46, p < .01, r = ,22).

40RO K st e s
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The cadre were favorably inclined toward the motivational value
of KD exercises in "building trainees' confidence"; 77% rated those
exercises as "effective" to "extremely effectiwve," and only 2% rated
them as "ineffective." The more combat-experienced instructors felt
that KD exercises were "effective" in improving trainee confidence
(r = .66, p « .001, r2 = .44). Those instructors favoring longer
programs, however, tended to report that KD exercises did not build
trainee confidence (r = -.49, p < .01, r2 = .24). Note that only the
two shorter programs in the BRM Test contained KD exercises. These
exercises were fired in the initial part of the field fire phase of
training, using a KD range with targets at 200 yards (49-hour POI) or
250 m (35-hour POl). They were intended to serve as a transition
exercise between 25 m firing and firing at the more distant (50-300 m)

pop~up targets.

Company cadre who participated in the two BRM programs calling
for KD firing were divided in their opinions about its value. Many
agreed that it had some merit "on paper,” but the consensus of both
groups was that the quality of instruction and problems in KD range
operation during the test by and large reduced the value of the KD
exercises.

Battle-Sight-Zero Shot Group Size. Instructors were told, "Cur~
rently a 3-cm shot group is used for zeroing the M16Al rifle dAuring
BRM training." Five circles with diameters of 1.5, 3.0, 4.5, 6.0, and
7.5 cm were presented with the question "Which of ([these] shot group
sizes do you think is best for BRM trainirg?" Responses showed that

L 47 favored 1.5 comy

® 453 favored 3.0 om;

® 39% favored 4.5 cm;

® 7% favored 6.0 cm; and

e 58 favored 7.5 cm or larger.

One instructor commented, "Requirements [currently) are for (a
battle-sight-zero shot group of] 3 rounds within a 3-cm circle. [A
trainee] can fire 2 in and 1 out consistently, but this is not accepted
[even though this indicates] a man (sic) is zeroced." Another stated
drill sergeants ". . . should be able to use discretion [in telling) a
man he is (sic) zeroed to build his confidence.” Another concluded,
"Too much emphasis is placed on BSZ. Most trainees can be effective
with a tentative zero. The current standard . . . is too demanding."
However, another instructor answered that ". . . more time [should be
spent] on zeroing. Once lecarued, the trainee needs very little field
fire." Generally, those instructors having less experience (months) in
teaching BRM favored larger shot group sizes (r = -.32, p < .05, rZ = 10

14

———r e




e R

Training Devices. Instructors were asked to rank six training aids
according to “"helpfulness in teaching marksmanship skills." 1In order of
helpfulness (1 = most helpful), cadre responded (mean ranks in paren-
theses) as follows:

1. Transposition exercise (2.5),
2. Dime/washer exercise (2.6),
3. Paige sighting device (3.0),
4. Target box exercise (3.5,
S. M-15 sighting device (3.9), and %

6. M-16 sighting device (4.3). ;
(the "cheater")

Night Fire. Instructors were asked to select the best technique ;
for night fire. Their alternatives were "'pointing techniques' with ‘
autopatic fire"; "promethium sights with single shots": "both" of these
techniques; and "other." Cadre responded 398 in favor of "pointing
techniques"; 18% in favor of "promethium sighta"; 39% in favor of both
"pointing techniques" and "promethium sights"; and 4% in favor of "other"
techniques. It was pointed out by company cadre who participated in the
35~hour POI that the muzzle-flash simulators on the night fire range
created an zmbient level of illumination that may have been too high to
evaluate properly the use of a low-level-light sight system such as the
promethium sights. Promethium sights were used exclusively in the 35-
hour POI during the test.

Scheduling of Inatruction. Two-thirds of the cadre reported that
BRM training should be scheduled "without othexr basic training subjects
given among blocks of BRM training."” When interviewed, many of the
company cadre suggested that BRM training would be more effective if
scheduled somewhat later in the training cycle, when trainees had be-
come more accustomed to military life.

DISCUSSION

POl Effectiveness

The primary conclusion that can be drawn is clear. The cadre re-
sponding to these questionnaires held a strong bias against reducing
the length of BRM training. The Fort Jackson BRM committee group cadre
was in favor of limiting reductions to the 62 hours and 513 rounds of
ammunition fired per trainee that were in effect at Fort Jackson prior
to the BRM Test.
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Diverse questionnaire items produced consistent rssulta. Rating
the effectivenesses of programs, rank-ordering the programs, judging
the time available for correcting mistakes, estimating the amount of
reinforcement training required in each program, and rating confidence
in trainees completing each program showed the same trends. When asked
to rate the adequacy of hours and rounda programed during each phase of
instruction for each POI, the two longer POI's were generally ratad
"about right"; the shorter POI's were found wanting. The data in Fig-
ure 2 typify those collected. The single exception to this tendency
was the perception that cadre time was used about equally well in all
four POI's.

In our judgment, the cadre opinions about the programs are biased,
because cadre attitudes failed to shift from pretest to pcattest. 1In i
fact, a tendency was noted for variance of responses to decrease from g
pretest to posttest, suggesting a consolidation of opinions during the b
test. This perception of substantial differences in POI effectiveness -
disregarded the fact that no significant performance differences be- P
tween the four POI's were exhibited by trainess at the end-of-day Record i
Firing (Posttest 1) (USALS, 1976a). The cadre, of course, did not know !
the results of the analyses of firing data when they complated the post-
test questionnaire. But it seems reasonable to assume that the marks-
manship instructors would have had a general awareness of the Record
Fire performance of the test companies. The biggest (though statisti-
cally insignificant) pretest-to-posttest attitude change was in confi-
dence in trainees' predicted night fire performances. This result,
however, was not related to POI. It probably reaflected an improvemant
in the reliability of the automated scoring system on the night fire
range, made prior to the test, which resulted in teat troops scoring
higher on night fire than their predecessors had scored.

Another line of evidence suggesting bias in the cadre responses
comes from items that dealt with adequacy of hours or rounds as sched-
uled. The ratings assigned were frequently inconsistent with the hours
or rounds programad for each PCI. For example, the 49-hour POI ached-
uled 100 rounde for day record firing; yet the cadre judged that this
POI required "slightly more" rounds comparad to the 77- and 62-hour POI
that were "about right" with their 80 rounds. It seems evident that a
response set was operating.

wWhat accounts for these strongly held opinions on program length?
Length of combat experienne was significantly related to preference for
lonyer BRM training. Other background characteristice, however, such
as time in service, time teaching BRM, and years of civilian education,
showaed no consistent relationship to attitudes concerning BRM., Famil-
iarity with the two longer programs appeared to be a factor in account-
ing for the cadru's preference for these programs. Only 10% of the
cadre reported greatest familiarity with either of the two shorter pro- 5
grams, but 50% of the cadre selected the program of greatest familiarity 1
as the program of greatest effectivenese. The significance of program ;
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familiarity is supported by the reaults of two other questiona. When
asked to fill in the number of hours required for "best" BRM training,
approximately half the respondents filled in the exact number of hours
(72 or 62) available in one of the two longer programs. Further, only
23\ responded that more rounds should be fired in BRM than the 720
rounds required by the Army Subject Schedule; 70\ reported 720 rounds
was "about right" or that "slightly less" might be required. Thus, in
both questions the majority chose the status quo rather than more or
less training compared to current practice.

Wa conclude that the cadre's bias is due, at least in part, simply
to habit. These attitudes about the cffectiveneas of the four POI's
ars not supported by the trainees' record firing performances in the
various POI's. In fact, traineo parformances were about the same in
each of the programz. Implications of these findings will be discuased.

Training Problems and Instructional Effectivenass

The committee group cadre believed that their time was well used
in all the programs, that they had time to correct trainees' mistakes
"most of tha time" during the longer programs, and that they could be
easily underatood by the trainves. There were indicaticns in their
comnents, however, that instructional problems (aside from a specific
POI) did exist. Problems mentioned most fraquently involved the teach-
ing of marksmanship fundamentals and attaining battle sight zero., Re-
lated problems included trainee motivation and the need for individual
attention to trainee performance.

L N | o, e

Attainment of battle sight zero by each traines with the M16Al
rifle presents one of the major challenges of BRN training. When asked
to identify the areas in BRM creating the greatest difficulties for
traineas, 57\ of the cadre responses involved sighting and geroing.
This is thresfold the commenta offered on any other topic. It is no-
table, too, that all but one of the training devices used in BRM at
Fort Jackson are demigned to teach principles of sighting and zerving.
This situation reinforces the view that sighting and zeroing are quite
difficult. Further, the cadra generally perceived a greater need for
more training in preparatory marksmanship. That is, mechanical train-
ing, marksmanship fundamantals, and battle sight mero, where principles
of sighting and zeroing are eatablished, were held to be mors important
than firing against pop-up targets (e.g., field fire, automatic fira,
night fire, and record fire). (See Figures 1 and 4.)

To a considerable degrec, the problems in preparatory marksmanship
appear to be related to rthe requirement for a 3-cm shot group size.
Fifty~one percent of the cadre reporcted that this standard should be
relaxed. In meetings, the company cadre frequently mentioned the shot
group requirement as overly stringent and frustrating; tha cadre be-
lieved that training time might ba better spent concuntrating on other
problems .
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The results of a side test conducted during the BRM Test are con-
sistent with these opinicns. The data suggest that the shot-group
standard could be increased to 5.2 cm with no degradation in trainees'
performance. Furthaer, with this standard, 98% of the trainees attained
battle sight gzero within 18 rounds (USAIS, 1976a). This standard has
now been adopted by the Army's Training and Doctrine Command.

The change in shot group size, along with the introduction of Xp
firing, should reduce some of the problems and frustratione attendant to
learning sighting and zeroing. In the opinion of the cadre, KD exer-
cises are an effective tool in building traines confidence and motiva-
tion when moving from battle eight zero to firing against more distant

pop-up targets.

Feedback

It appears that feedback during instruction is often nonspecific
and not cenducive to improving individual trainee performance. In-
structions such as "Tighten up that shot group" do not provide suffi-
cient information for a trainee to modify his own behavior. Further,
excesBive use of negative reinforcement and punishment adds to a
trainea's anxiety. There is no reason to conclude that increasing
anxiety will aid the problem firer; on the contrary, higher anxiety
levels are likely to degrade his performance. Our observations are
consistent with the comments "Trainees are afraid when . . . on the
lire from being velled at" and "Not enough individual attention [is]
given to firers . . . ."

Negative reinforcement and punishment are two training procedures
that use aversive stimuli as feedback. 1In negative reinforcement, be-
haviors producing escape from an aversive stimulus (e.g., yelling) are
strengthened. Thus a probable response of a trainee who is frequently
velled at will be to minimige his contact with the persons yelling at
him, the cadre. 1In punishmcng, the application of a stimulus raduces
the occurrence of a behavior. Punishment is, however, frequently an
ineffective technique of behavior control that has the additional dis-
advantage that it can produce undesirable side effects (e.g., Church,
1963; Azrin and Holz, 1966; Campbell and Church, 1969). High anxiety,
which degrades rather than facilitatea learning, is one such character-
istic mide effect; avoidance of the punishing individual is another.
Most importantly, negutive reinforcement and punishment are not well
guited for tearhing correct behaviors.

4'rhu terms negative reinforcement and punishment are used in this dis-
cussion to operationally express the relationship between a procedure
(withdrawal or presentation of a stimulus consequent to a behavior) and
a behavioral process (an observed change in the frequency of a given
reaponse class). For a more detailed presentation of this usage see
Catania (1973); also see Church (1972) for a similar usage.
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Punishment only identifies for the trainee thoss behaviors the
trainer conmiders incorrect: and negative reinforcement is very dif-
ficult to use in rewarding “correct" behavior. An example of a nega=-
tive reinforcement contingency would be “If you & it correctly, 1
will stop yelling at you." It would be more effective to identify for
the trainee what he is doing incorrectly, show him how to do it cor-
rectly, and reward any progress he makes toward correcting his behavior.
We are not suggesting that traineas should never ba yelled at. We are
suggesting, as a matter of pragmatics, that techniques of training
that properly use positive reinforcement will be more effective than
those that rely on aversive procedures.

We conclude that methods should be explored that afford increased
individual attention to trainees and increased frequency of diagnostic
faeedback and positive reinforcement. Methods permitting more sel)f-
pacing may facilitate such individualization of instruction for the
problem firer. This need for more attention to thage firera was re-
inforced in the meetings with company cadre. The potential advantages
of self-paced instruction &nd the need for improved quality of inatruc-
tion also received commant.

User Acceptability

Questionnaires and interviews were used not only to assess opinions,
but also to identify problems that may attend the Army-wide implementa-
tion of any of the four POI's. The above discussion identiZfies aome
problems ia BRM (e.g.; 3.0-cm shot group size for battle sight zero,
increased personal attention to problem firers) transcending specific
POl's. Tha primary purpose of tha test, however, was to select one POX
for Army-wide use. The success of such a selection rests in large part
on user acceptance, particularly cadre acceptance. Our results strongly
arqgue against easy acceptance by this group.

Exceptions

Interviews with the company cadre indicate at least two exceptions
to the consensus againat shortening BRM. Cadre participating in the
77<hour POL obssrved that their trainees became bored during th's POI.
They reported that this resulted in fewer trainees qualifying as Expert.
They alsc contended, however, that the long POI produced fewer unquali-
fied marksmen. They concluded thut the 77-hour POI allowed insufficient
flexibility for time and effort to be dedicated to other subjects, and
it did not aid those who needed extended BRM training with repeated re-
inforcement of skills. A second aexception to the cadre's thesis that
"more is better" was the opinion expressed that female trainees become
bored during the longer BRM programs. Thims opinion was heard in each
end-of-test discussion group with company cadre. Thay also contended
that feiale trainees perform better with less BRM training. Femals mem-
bers of the company cadre were notable in verbalizing this opinion.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Perhaps the expressed attitudes that shorter POI's mutzt concen-
trate on qualifying trainees and that longer PQOI's allow greater ex-~
partise to bo instilled typify the concerns of the cadre. Long-term
succass of any BRM training program that substantially reducss .raining
rounds and scheduled hours of instruction hinges on the cadre. Cadre
members must ses the program work and understand how it can be used
to train effectively. This ils particularly importaant baccuse substan-~
tially shortening the POI placces emphasis on efficient use of training
time, requiring alteration of long-established pructices and habits.
This implies the need for a course of ingtruction for instructors that
teaches ths POI and gives them "hands on" training. Under test con-
ditions, training is highly visible, and concerted attention is given
to quality contrnl. Accordingly, POI effectiveness attained in a test
will not necessarily be equal to POl effectiveness when the POI is
fielded. Without sufficient investments made to ingure proper imple-
mentation, savings accruing from a ghortened POI may mask large, hidden
liabilities in the form ol performance decrements.

We therafore recommend that a concerted cadre training program
accompany any implementation of a shortened POI for BRM, At the same
time, training effectiveness research should be directed toward find-
ing ways to facilitate increased and improved feedback to the individual
trainee.

24

e




REFERENCES

Asrin, N. H., & Holg, W. €. Punishment. 1In W. K. Honig (Ed.),
Operant Behavior: Areas of Research and Application. New York:

Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1966.

Campbell, B. A., & Church, R. M. (Eds.). Punishment and Aversive
Behavior. New York: Appleton-Century—~Crofts, 1967.

Catania, A. C. The Nature of Learning. 1In J. A. Nevin & G. 8.
Reynolds (Eds.), The Study of Behavior: Learning, Motivation,
Emotinn, and Instinct. Glenview, Ill.: Scott, Foresman, 1973.

Church, R. M. The Varied Effects of Punishment on Behavior.
Paychological Review, 1963, 70, 369-402.

Church, R. M. Aversive Behavior. In J. W. Kling & L. Riggs (Eds.),
Woodworth and Schlosberg's Experimental Psychology (Vol. II).
New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1972.

Department of the Army. Army Subject Schedule 23-71. Washington,
D.C.: Author, 1974. (a)

Department of the Army. Field Manual 23-9, M16Al Rifle and Rifle
Marksmanship. Washington, D.C.: Author, 1974. (b)

Dyer, R. F., Matthews, J. J., Wright, C. E., & Yudowitch, K. L.
Questionnaire Construction Manual (p. 77-1). Fort Hood, Tex.:
U.S. Army Research Institute Field Unit, 1976.

Tierney, T. J., Jr., Cartner, J. A., & Clayton, M. S. The Role of
Demoaraphic Variables in Field Tests of Training Systems.
Proceedings of Fifteenth Annual U.S. Army Operations Research

sium (AORS XV) (Vol. II). Denver: U.S. Government Printing

office, 1977.

U.S. Army Infantry School. BRM Test Decision Briefing. Briefing
presented to Commanding General, U.S. Army Training and Doctrine
Command, Fort Monroe, Va., December 1976. (a)

U.S. Army Infantry School. Test Plan for Basic Rifle Marksmanship
Test. Fort Benning, Ga.: Author, 1976. (b)




-
i
C e s e b oy

APPENDIX A

QUESTIONNAIRE CONSTRUCTION

The construction of the BRM cadre questionnaires is described
herein. Copies of these questionnaires can be found in Appendixes
{ B and C.

The cadre questionnaires were constructaed with primary focus on
; the major test issues. These issues were the training effectiveness
of the alternative POI and thd®Wifects of reducing hours of instruction
! and rounds fired. Questions addressed both overall POI effectiveness
as well as the individual parts of current BRM training. Questions
concerning miscellaneous issues were also included.

An initial item puocl was prepared by civilian psychologists and
military research specialists. Item topics were based on information
gained from source documentation [e.q., Army Subject Schedule 23-72
(Department of the Army, 1974a), Field Manual 23-9, (Department of the
Army, 1974b)], discussions with the proponent for the M16Al rifle (U.S.
Army Infantry School), and the senior author's involvement in the
preparation of the test plan for the BRM Test.

: A primary technical source used was a draft copy of the Question- |
J naire Construction Manual (Dyer et al., 1976). Particular attention :
was given to using a basic £nglish vocabulary, balanced rating scales, %
and descriptors for those scales having demonstrated discriminability. :

Pretesting for the cadre gquestionnaires involved a progressive $
administration and revision process. Items were first screened for ‘
appropriateness and ease of comprehension. The guestionnaires were
then administered to two officers and three NCO's attached to the
ARI Fort Benning Field Unit and one officer in the BRM Test Directorate. ;
The next revision was administered to approximately 17 members of the ]
Small Arms Committee Group at the U.S. Army Infantry School (Weapons
Department). Two officers and seven NCO's completed the Pretraining
: Questionnaire and one officer and six NCO's completed the Posttraining ‘
i Questionnaire. The questionnaires then received ARI review. :

At the time of printing, it was planned that the Army Subject ;
Schedule POI would be conducted using 72 instructional hours. Subse- :
quently it was determined that this POI would be run using 77 hours of

instruction. Thus the description of this POI in the questionnaires ‘ !
as 72 hours in length was in error in light of the later decision. :
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CADRE PRETEST QUESTIONNALRE

For each question, choose the one answer that 1s most correct for you. b
All answers are to be placed on the Answer Sheets, including fill in the
.blenk questions. . . '

O1*. How long have you been in the Army? Months

02*%, How wany months of combat experience do you have? Months

i

% 03%, How long have you been assigned t» a Basic Training Center? Months i

BT

! 04%, Howe.tong have you taught Baslc Rifle Marksmanship (BR¥)? Months f

05. What was your last Record Fire Qualification? (Choose One) . -
) . : a
A. Did uot qualify
B. *~ Marksman
€. Sharpshooter
D. Expert

TP PR R o

06. With which of the following programs are you most familiar? (Choose One)

P iasamal
- P - SYPPYT WO G

A. 72 Hour Program
B. 62 Kour Program
C. 49 Hour Program
D. 35 Hour Program

-y B ad

TR A,

Using each of the numbers 1 through 7, rank the following BRM trainlng areas
in terms of your knowledge and skill. Assign a "1" to your best area, a "2" F
to your second best srea, and so on. Assiga 2 number to all seven (7) areas.

. .

07a*x, Mechanical Training such as Assembly and Disassembly and Care and
Cleaning of the M-16 Rifle }

07b*, . Marksmanship Fundamentals such as Steady Hold Factors and Alming

Techniquea |
07¢*. _____ Zcroing the M-16 Riflc é
07d*. _ __ ¥ield Firing exercises . f

07e¢*. _ ___ Automatlc Firing cxercises %
{
07f*. ____ Night ¥iring exarclsas

-~

07g%. _ ___ Record Fire exercises

29
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During the next several weeks, a TRADOC sponsored project will compara four
Basic Rifle Msrksmanship (BRM) programs. These programs teach marksmanship
fundamentale to baslc trailnees. The results of this project wlll be used to
salect the most cost/training effective BRM program for tha Army.

Your attitudes and opinions toward cach program are a very important part

7 this project. The general purpose of the questionnaire you are about to
rcceive is to obtain your attitudey and opinions toward each of the four BRM
training programs.

Plesse ansver each question on this questionnaire by choosing tha word or
statement that bast describes your answer to the quastion. Sinca thare are
no right or wrong answers, choose the ona answer that best describes your

fealings about the question. In certain questions, you will be asked to fil..

in a blank. Please answer all quastions on the Answer Shaet provided.

It is important that you fill out the Answer Sheet heading very carefully.
The spaces with boxas around them are the only ones you need to £ill in.
Please print.

L]

PLEASE DO NOT CONTINUE WITH THESE INSTRUCTIONS UNTIL

YOU ARE TOLD TO DO SO BY YOUR TEST ADMINISTRATOR

1. In the apace marked Today's Date, put in the six (6) numbers your test
administrator will give you.

2. Iun the space marked Uait 1D, fill in the four (4) numbers your test
administrator will give you.

3. In the space marked Sex, circle M if you are male or F if you are female.
4. In the spacea marked SSAN, fill in your Social Security Acéounc Number.

5. In tha space marked Nams, print your Last Name followed by a comma (,),
then your First Name and than your Middle Initial.

Thank you for your time and effort. If you have any questions, please
raise your hand for assistance.

E>PLEASE DO NOT MARK IN THIS TEST BOOKLET

30
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08a.

08b.

08c.
08d.
C8e.
08f.

08g.

09.

10.

11*.

In which of the following BRM training areas have you participated as an
instructor?  (Anawer Yes or No for each training aree)

YES Mo
Mechanical Training such as Assemoly and Dlsassembl&

and Carc and Cleaniug of the M-16 Rifle A B
Marksmanship Tundamentals such aa Steady Hold

Factors and Aiming Techniques A B
Zeroing the M-16 Rifle A B
Field Firing exercises A B
Automatic Firing exercises A B
Night Firing exercises A B
Record Fire exercises A B

The following questions deal with instructing basic trainees in BRM.

Considering the four Busic Rifle Marksmanship training programs, which one

do you think will be the most successful in producing good rifle markamen?
(Choose One)

A. 72 Hour Program
B. 62 Hour Program
C. 49 Hour Program
D. 35 Hour Program

Compared to the number of rounds fired in the Army Subject Schedule BRM

training program (23-72), how many rounds do you think should be fired for
BRM training? (Choose One) '

Very Many A Good Slightly Abcat Slightly A Good Very Many

More Deal More More Right Less Deal Leas Less
l 1L | 1 | | |
A B c D E 4 G

For the hest BRM training, how many hours of instruction do you think are
needed? Hours

31
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Rate what you believe will be th

e overall effectiveness of each of thesge

each program)

BRM programs. (Choose one for
Extrenaly Very EBffective So-So In~ Very In- Extremely
Effective Effective effective effective Ineffective
i } | 1 1 L j
12. 72 Hour
Program A 3 Cc )} E ¥ (o]
13. 62 Hour
Program A B c D E ¥ (]
14. 49 Hour
Program A B C D E F G
15. 35 Hour _
Program A B c D E F G
If a trainee completes one of these programs, how sure do you feel that he

can hit a target

closer than

200 meters, in da

(Choose one

for each program

light, with the M~16 Rifle?

Extremely Very Sure Fairly Might Nie Fairly Very Sure Extremely
Sure to To Hit Sure To or Miss Sure To To Miss Suzra To
Hit Hit Migs Miss
L ] | 1 { | }
16. 72 Hour )
Program A B c D E F G
17. 62 Hour
Program A B c D E F G
18. 49 Hour
Program A B c n E F G
19. 35 Hour
Propram A n Cc D E F G
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I1f a trainee completes one of these programs, how sure do you feel that he can
hit a target between 200 and 400 weters away, in daylight, with the H-16
Rifle? (Choose one for each program)

i o~ —————

: !
Extremely Very Sure Fairly Might Hit Fairly Very Sure Extrenely f
{

3 } Sure To To Hit Sure To or Miss Sure To To Miss Sure To
L Hit Hit Miss Miss
¢ ! L L [ [ 1 1 5
B | 20. 72 Hour !
. Program A B ™ n. E F G
. 21, 62 Mour
Program A B C D E F G
22. 49 Hour
Program A B Cc D E F G
23. 35 Hour
" Program A B c D E F G

If a trainee completes one of these prograns, how sure do you feel that he
can hit a target closer than 50 meters, at night, without night vision
devicea? (Choose one for each program)

Extremely Very Sure Fairly Might Hit VFairly Very Sure Extremely
Sure To To Hit Sure To or Miss Sure To To Miss Sure To

: Hit Hit Miss Miss
!
L 1 L 1 1 1 !
B 24, 72 Hour
f: Program A B c D B ) 4 G
] 25. -62 Wour :
q Program A B C D E F ¢
3 26. 49 Hour
3 Program A B c D o F G
1 27. 35 Hour
3 Progran A i) C D E F G
; 33
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If u trainee completes one of these programs, how sure do you feel that he can
Zero the M-16 Rifle, given eighteen (18) rounds?  (Choose one for each program)

Extremely Very Sure Fairly Might Or Fairly Very Sure Extremely
Sure To To Zero Sure To Might Not Sure Not Not 7o Sure Not

Zero $Zero Zero To Zero Zero To Zoro
\ 1 1 o - K 3
72 Hour
Program A B c D E F C
62 Hour
Program A B c D E F G
49 Hour ‘
Program A B c D E F G
35 Hour

Program A B C D E F G

BRM training is divided into several parts. In questions 32-51 we ask your
opinion about the number of rounds trailnees need to fire in different parts

of each program.

The Army's goal in BRM training is to produce good rifle marksmen. To
become good rifle marksmen, do trainees need to fire more or less during:

Zeroing the M-16 Rifle. (Choose one for each program)

Very Much A Good Deal Slightly About Slightly A Good Very Much

More More More Right Leas Deal Less Less
i ] G i 1 | |
72 Hour
Program A B c D E F G
62 Hour
Program A B c D E F G
49 Hour
Propram A B C n E F G
35 Hour
Propram A B c n E ' F G
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Need to fire more or less during: ;
3 Fleld Firing. (Choose one for cach program) ‘
Very Much A Good Slipghtly About  Sllghtly A Good Very Much
3 ; More Deal More More Right Less Deal Less Less
4 L 1 1 1 | | j
36. 72 Hour .
[ ‘ Program A B c D E F G
J 37. 62 Hour
Program A B c D E F G
i 38. 49 Hour
. : Program A B c D E ¥ G
3. 35 Hour
Program A B C D E F G
Need to fire more or less during: §
3
4
’%
Record Fire. (Choose one for each program) i
4 ‘ Very Much A Good Slightly About Slightly A Good Very Much \
E More Deal More More Right Less Deal Less Less
1 | l l | l L !
40, 72 Hour ‘
> Program A B c D E F G
3 41. 62 Hour ‘
b Program A B C D E F C
, 42, 49 Hour
; Program A B C D E F G
43. 35 lour
Program A B Cc D E F G
; 35
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Need to fire more or less during:

Automatic Firing. (Choose one for cach program)
Very Much A Good Slightly About Slightly A Good Very lMuch

More Deal More More Right Less Deal Leass Less
L L | 1 | 1 ]
44, 72 Hour '
Program A B c D E F G
4S. 62 Hour ! o
Program A B C D E F G [
46. 49 Hour |
Program A B C D E F G f g
47. 35 Hour J
Program A B c D E F G !

Need to fire more or icss during:

Night Firing. (Choose one for each program)

Very Much A Good Slightly About Slightly A Good Very Much

More Deal More More Right Less Deal Less Less
L 1 i | | | |

48, 72 Rour
Program A B C D B F G

49. 62 Hour
Program A L G n ¥ r ¢

50, 49 Hour
Program A I C I E F G

51. 35 Hour
Program A B C )} E F C
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3 In queations 52-75 we ask your opinlon about the amount of instructioral tin

y trainees need to recelve in different parts of sach program.

To bacome good rifle marksmen, do trainees need more or iess instruction in:

3 Machanical Training. (Such as Assembly and Disassembly and Care and
3 clcaning of the M-16 Rifle). (Choose one for each program)
] Vory Much A Good  Slightly About  Slightly A Good Very iucl
% More Deal More Mora Right Less Deal Less Less i

&/ i

| | | | I I 1 l !

E )

3 52. 72 Hour

Program A B c D E F G

i 53. 62 iour g
2 Progran A B c D E F G
5¢, 49 Hour 4
! Program A B c D E F G §
L | 55. 35 Hour }
. Program A B c D E F c S
i Need mere or less instruction in:

, Marksmanship Fundamentals. (Such as Steady Hold Factors and Alming !

- Techniques). (Choose one for cach program) ;

¥ | Very Much A Good Slightly About  Slightly A Cood Very Much |

3 More Deal More More Right Lesa  Deal Less Less {

| L | l | 1 ! ;

56. 72 Hour ‘

g Program A B c D E r G i

3 ]

1 57. 62 Hour !
Program A B ¢ D E F G '

58, 49 Hour :

-, Prograin A n c D | F ¢ :

Bt 59, 35 lour

\' Propram A B Y 1} E F G

§
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Need more or less iastrugtion in:

——— — -

Zoroing the M-14 Rifle.  (Choose one for each program)

|
i
| !
g Vory Much A Goad  Sllghtly  About Slightly A Good Vary Much 3
| More  Donl Moea  More Right Less Deal Lass  loas L
! \ 1 ] L 1 i J f
v | eo. 72 wour
P x Program A B C D E ¢
: {  6l. 62 Hour
\ f Program A b c D E ¥ G ;
! 62, 49 Rour z
| Progrum A R c D B F G P
{ 63. 35 Mour Vg
' Program A B c D E r & R

Field Firtag. (Choose ona for aach program)

Very Much A Good Slightly About Slightly A Good Vary Much

!

i

2

!

|

|

i

More  Deal More  More Right Less  Deal Less Leaw ‘i

L i i L | L. J ; :
66. 72 Hour H
Program A B ¢ D B F G {

i 65. 62 Nour _ i
| Program A B ¢ D B r ¢ .
66. 49 Hour t
Program A B c D B F G i

67. 35 Hour '
Program A B C o B F G .

Automatic Firing. (Chooss one for sach program)
Very Much A Good Slightly About Slightly A Good Very Much

Move Deal More More Right " Lass Deal Lesas Laas
, L { | | 1 | |
$ 68. 12 itcur
{ Prugram A B G D E 13 G
E 69, 62 Hour
%; Program A B ¢ n E ¥ G
Ho 700 49 lour
ii Program A R c 1) R 4 ¢
71. 3% Hour
Frogeam A B c D B
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% i Need morae or leans insgtruction in:

| Night Firing. (Choose one for each program)
ﬁ Very Much A Good Slightly About Slightly A Good Very Much
More Deal More More Right Less Deal Lesse Less i
L ! | I L | L

: : 72. 72 Hour
E 1 Progran A B. c D E F G i
i ' 73. 62 Hour

;, l Program A B c D E F G

" . 74. 49 Hour
3 1 Progran A B c D > F ¢

1 - 75. 35 Hour _

3 | Program A B c D E by G
& ; 76. At times, some trainees get a chance to practice their record fire early in
% training. Do you think this 1s a good or bad idea? (Choose One)
3 ; Extremely Very Good So-So Bad Very Extremely

: Good Cood Bad Bad
S | | | | | 1 J
? , A B c D E F G

3 5 How much remedial or reinforcement training do you think would be needed in
% each of these programs? (Choose one for each program)

et o et -

2

A Great Quite A Some, But Very Hardly
Daal Bic Not Much Little Any

L | i | )

77. 7Z Hour

~ Program A B c D F |

78. 62 Hour ‘ §
Propram A B « )] E |

79. 49 Hour i
Program A B c n E '

80. 35 Hour
Program A B C b E
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Rank the four (4) DRM trainlny programs on the hasis eof what you think
thele averall cflcctlveness will be in toaching basic rifle markswanahilp.
Asaign a “1" to the most effective, a 2" to the second most effcctive,
etc. Assign o number to cach of the four BRM training prograws.

tla*, 72 Hour Program
Bldw,
Slc*, 49 Hour Program
8ld>. __ 35 Hour Progranm

62 Hour Program

n

Rank the four (4) BRM trainiug progrnas on the basis of what you think thalr
cverall effectiveness will be 2n building tralnee motivation. Assign a “1"
t> the most effextive, a "2" to the second most effective, atc. Assign a
nunber to each of the four BRM tralning programs.

82a%. 72 llour Program
62 llour Program

1]

49 Bour Program
82d*. 35 Hour Program

83, How many yeara of civilian education have you completed? _ __ Years
84. Sex.

A. Male
B, Female

Quastion 85 and 86 adminlstratively deleted prior to administration.
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87. To produce good rifle markswen, how should BRM training ba scheduled?
(Choose Onog

. A. With othar basic training subjects given betwean blocke of BRM training \
; B. w1thog§ other basic training subjects given betwsan blocks of BRM training
C. It does not wmatter i

88. Which techmiqua de you think is bpst for night firing (without night vision
dovices)? (Chaens One)

A

A. "Pointing Techniques" with automatic fire
B. Tromethium sights with single shota

C. Both'A and B

D. Other

89, Currently, a three centimeter (CM) shot group is used for zeroing the M-16
Rifle during BRM training. Which of the foilowing shot group sizes do you
think is best for BRM training? (Choosa One)

A'

7 1/2 CM or Larger

& 41
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APPENDIX C

CADRE POSTTEST QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions deal with instructing basic trainees in BRM. All
answers are to be placed on the Answer Sheets, including £fill in the blank
questions.

For each question, choose the one asuswer that is most correct fcr you.

Considering the four Basic Rifle Marksmanship (BRM) trairlng programs, which
one do you think will be the most successful in producing fiood rifle marksmen?
§Choose One)

A. 72 Hour Program
B. 62 Hour Program
C. 49 Hour Program
D. 35 Hour Program

Compared to the number of rounds fired in the Army Subject Schedule RRM
training program (23-72), how many rounds do you think should be fired fer
BRM training? (Choose One)

Very Many A Good Slightly About Slightly A Good Very any
More Deal More More Right Less Deal Less Less
| 4 l . | i 1 |
A B C D E F G

For the best BRM training, how many hours of instruction do you think are
needed? _ Hours

With which of the following programs are you nost familiar? (Choose One)

A. 72 Hour Program
B. 62 Hour Progrcam
C. 49 Hour Propram
D. 35 Hour Program

P
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3 Uslug. each of the nuwbers 1 through 7, rank the following BRM training aveas
B fu terma of your knowledpe and skill. Assign a "1" to your best arca, a "2
; to your tecond best area, ond so0 on, Assign a number to all seven (7) arcas.

05a*, e Mechanilcal Training such as Assembly and Disassembly and Care and
' Cleaning of the M-16 Rifle |

05b*. __ __ Marksmanship Fundamentals such as Steady Hold Factors and Aiming
Techniques

O05c*, ____ Zeroing the M-16 Rifle
05d*, ___ Field Firing exnrcises
O5e*. __ _ Automatic Firing exercises
05f*, _____ Night Firing exercises

05g*, Record Fire exercises

-

f In which of the following BRM training areas have you participated as an
instructor? (Answer Yes or No for each training arca) ]

: 0ba. Mechanical Training such as‘Assembly and Disassembly .
' and Care and Cleaning of the M-16 Rifle A B

3 f 06b. Marksmanship Fundamentals such as Steady Hold

b Factors and Aiming Techniques : A B

k| 06c. Zeroing the M-16 Rifle A

i

06d. Field Firing exercises A B
(6e. Automatic Firing exercises A B
06F. Night Firing exercises A - B

E 06g. Record Fire exercises A B

f% A4
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; Rate what you believe will be the overall effectiveness of each of these

. KRM programs. (Chicose one for cach progprar)
Extremely Very Fffective So-So In- Very In- Extroamely
Effective Effective effective effective Ineffective

1 1 | } ! 1 J
é‘ 07. 72 Hour
R Program A B C D E F G
08. 62 Hour .

A Program A B Cc D E F G

f 1 09. 49 Hour

S Program A B c D E F G

- '+ 10. 35 Hour

g . Program A B c D E F ¢

If a trainee completes one of these programs, how sure do you feel that he
can hit a target closer than 200 meters, in daylight, with the M-16 Rifle?
(Choose one for each program)

R

;
i
{
i Extremely Very Sure Fairly Might Hit Fairly Very Sure Extrexely
§ Sure to To Hit Sure To or Miss Sure To To Miss Sure To
{ Hit Hit Miss Miss
{ L ] 1 | 1 l N
1l. 72 Hour
. Program A B Cc D E F C
1 12. 62 Hour
b Program A B c D E F c
E 13. 49 liour
Program A B c D E F G
] 14, 35 Hour
i t Program A B ¢ D E F G
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1f a traince completes ona of these prograns, how sure do you fael that he can
hit' a target between 200 _and 400 meters awvay, in davlight, with the M-16
Rifle? {Choose one for each program)

I Extremely Very Sure  Fairly Might Hit Fairly Vary Sure Eutremaly
Sure To To RHit Sure To Or Miss Sure To To Misgs Sure To
Rit Hit Miss Miss

1 ) . _J I 1 ~J

3 A B c D B F G
| 15. 72 Houx

e Program A B c D E F G
8 16. 62 Hour

Program A B c D E F G
17. 49 Hour

Program A B o D F F G
18, 35 Hour

; Program A B c D E F G

f If a trainee complectes ona of these programs, how sura do you feel that he
3 i can hit & target closer than 50 meters, at night, without night visioa
3 devices? (Choose ona for each progran)
'i Extremely Very Sure Fairly Might Hit Fairly Very Sure Extremely
E : Sure To To Hit Surea To or Miss Sure To To Miss Suve To
- ! Hit Hit Miss Hiss
L L | 1 i | |
3 19. 72 Hour
E Program A B Cc D E F c
L 20. 62 Hour :
2 / Program A B ¢ D E F G
: 21. 49 Hour
- Program A B c D F F G
22, 35 Hour
Proggeam A n C D E F G
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If a traines completes one of these progra=zs, how sure do you feel that le can
Zexo the M-16 Rifle, given eiphteen (18) rounds? (Choose one for cach program) ||

Extremely Very Sure Fairly Might Or Fairly Very Sure Ixtrenel
Sure To To Zero Sure To Might Not Sure Not Not To Yure Not

; lero . Zero Zero To Zero Zero To Zero

j

§ 4 1 i 3 1 1 !

E 3. 72 Hour .

| . Program A B c D E F . G

| 2. 62 Hour

{ Progranm A B ™ D E F G |

| 25. 49 Hour |

: Program A B c D E F G i"
.} 26. 35 Hour |

: Program A B c D E F ¢

S i

| |

1 .

. |

e ——

4 é BRM training is divided into several parts. In questions 27-46 we ask your
opinion about the nuumber of rounds trainees need to fire in different parts

; of each program.

The Army's goal in BRM training is to produce good rifle marksmen. 'TA‘
become good rifle marksmen, do trainees need to fire more or less durilng:

g Zeroing the M-16 Rifle. (Choose one for each program) .
| |
1 Very Much A Good Deal Slightly About Slightly A Good Very Much
More More More Right Less Deal Less less
1 | ! L ! ! A
E | 27. 72 Hour
2 Prograwm A B c D E F G
28. 62 Hour

Prograa A B c D E F G

49 lour

Propram A B C D E F G

35 Hour

Program A B c D E 3 G

' PRAQTIGABA
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32.

33.

34,

35.

36.

37.

38.

R s RPN,

Need to fire more or less during:

Field Firing.  (Choouse vae for cuch program)

Very Much A CGood Sltightly Aheut Slightly A Good  Very Much

More Deal More More Righe Less  Deal Less Leas
SO | .1 i 1 | I A 22

72 YHour
Program A B c D E F G
62 Hour . ‘
Program A B c D E F Y
49 Hour
Program A B c D E F G
35 Hour
Program A B c D E F G

Need to fire more or less during:

Record Fire. (Choose one for each program)

Very Much A Good Slightly About Slightly A Good Very Much

More Deal More More Right Less Deal Less Less
l ] ] | ! | t

72 tour
Progran A B Cc D E F G
62 Hour
Program A B Cc D E F G
49 Hour
Program A B Cc D E F G
35 Hour
Program A B C D E F G
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' 39,

40.

4l.

42.

43.

b4,

I.S .

46.

Need to fire more or less during:

Automatic Firing. (Choose one for cach program)

Very Much A Good  $lightly  About Slightly

A Good

Very Much

More Deal More More Right Less  Deal less Less
| 1. SRS M ] 1 !
72 Hour
Program A B C D E ) 4 c
62 Hour
Program A B o D E F ¢
49 Hour
Progranm A B Cc D E F G
35 Hour -
Progran A B c D E F G
Nced to fire more or less during:
Night Firing. (Choose one for each program)
Very Much A Good  Slightly  About Slightly A Gaod Very Yuch
More Deal More More Right ~Less  Deal Less Lesu
L I ] ] ] ] |

72 Hour
Program A B c D E F G
62 Hour
Program A B G D E F Y
49 Hour
Program A B C D E F G
35 Hour
Program A B c D E F G

49
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In questions 47-70 we ask your opinion about the amount of instructional time
tvainees need to receive in diffevent parts of each program.

To becowe pood rifle marksmen, do trainees need wore or less instructional time 'i_r_m_i

Mechanlical Training. (Such as Assermbly and Disassechly and Care and
Cleaning of the M-16 Rifle). {Choose one for each program)

Very Much A Good Slightly About Slizhtly A Good Very Much

More Deal More More Right Less Deal lLess Lenss
! | d S DN S L= 1
72 Hour
Program A B c D E F G
;}&8. 62 Hour
Program A b c D E F G
' 49. 49 Hour
”’ Propgram A B c D E F G
[ 50. 35 Hour -
: Progran A B C D E F G v

Need more or less instructional time in:

Marksmanship Fundamentals. (Such as Steady Hold Factors and Aiming
Techniques). (Choose one for each prograw)

Very Much A Good Slighely  About Sligutly A Cood Very Much

More Deal More More Right Less  Deal Less Less
. | 1 | | 1 | )
151, 72 Hour
E Program A B Cc D E F C
j 2, 62 tour
Program A B Cc D E ¥ G

‘:53- 49 llour
: Progran A B C D E F G
‘54. 35 Hour
Progpciun A B C D F.
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Nued wmore or leas instructional time in:

Zeroing the M-16 Rifle.  (Choose one for each program)

B e NS |

E Very Much A Good Slightly About Slightly A CGood Very Much
;o © More Deal More Mure Right Less  Deal Yess Less R
1
, | 4 | I I —_d L . B i
85, 72 Hour ' ‘
i Program A B c D E F G 5
- 56, 62 Houv ; ;
: Progran A ] ¢ b E ¥ G ~
57. 49 Nour ‘
f Program A B C D E F G
. 58. 35 Hour .
: Program A B C D E F G
Need more or lcss instrvuctional time in: f
Field Firing. (Choose one for cach program) " ‘Q
N Very Much A Good Slightly About Slightly A Good Vexy Much 15
More Deal More More Right Less  Deal lLass lLess X
n 1 Ll L ! L 1 oy
' $9. 72 Mour |
Program A B C D E F G
60, 62 lour
Program A B C . D E ¥ G
61. 49 lour
: Progran A B C n E F G :
. 62. 35 Hour :
f Program A ‘B C D E F G !

Need more or less Instructional time in:

Automatic Firing. (Choose one for cach program)

: Very Much A Good Sliphtly About Slightly A Good Vary Much
. More Deal More Mora Right Less  Deal Less Lass
i 1. 1 1 | ] |
63. 72 Hour g
Progeam A R ¢ D E F G
64, 62 Nour , g
Irogram A ! C D ¥ F G 5
65. 49 Hour 1
Progroam A B C n E F G

66. 1% llour
Propram A R G I ¥ G ]
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! Need more or less lautructional time in: i

Night Flring. (Choone one for each progran)

. Very Much A Good Siightly Abhout Slightly A Cood Very Mueh
_ More Deal More More Right Legs  Deal Less less ;
, !
I I :
i ; L L i —— ! ! J :
© ¢ B7. 72 Hour
soR Program A B Cc D E F G
)
) '68. 62 Hour
i Program A B c n E F G |
1 69. 49 Hour |
: Program A B (o D F F ¢ :
i 70. 35 Hour ! ;
¢ Program A B c D E F G

iIn general, how well or poorly was ingtructor time used during BRM training
in each of these programs? (Choose one for each program)

Extrcmely Very Well Well So-So Poorly Very Extromely
Well Poorly Poorly ‘
L ( A . | | | :
vy 71, 72 Hour :
Program. A B C D E F G
72. 62 Hour
Program A B c D E F G
73. 49 Hour
Program A B c D E F G
74. 35 Hour
Program A B c D E F G
How often ware you able to correct a trainee's mistakes during practice firing
' with the M~16 Rifle in each of these programs?  (Choo3se one for each program)
- Almost Most of Sometimes Rut Hardly Almost
Always The Time Not Much Ever Never i
L i ] | 1
75. 77 Hour E
Propram A B C D E
76. 62 lour '
rogram A B C D E
77. 49 Hour
Projeam A I C D E
78. 135 lour :
Propram A B C D E
52
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3 | 19,7 How casy or hard do you think that it was for trainees to understand you when ;
" you vere taeachlng? {Choose One) '
;2 JExtcamely Very Easy So-So Hard . Very Extromely ,
Easy Fasy Rard Hard ‘
R / i
] ! IR 1 1 | 1 ! i
3 - A B C D E F G i
AN
5. L Row much remedial or reinforcement training do you think would be needed in §
each of these programs? (Choose one for each program) |
- A CGreat Quite A Some, But Very Hardly I
g | Deal Bit Not Much Little Any
- L | 1 1 !
| 80. 72 Hour
- Program A B c D E
§ 62 Hour !
5 Program A B c D E
® | 82. 49 Hour
- Program A ] c D E
p | 83. 35 Heur
i‘ Program A B c D E
.?‘ 84. At times, some trainees get a chance to practice their record fire early in
3 training. Do you think this is a good or bad idea? {Choose One) ' H
;~ Extremely Very Good So-So Bad Very Extremely f
E Good Good Bad Bad !
B ! s | x | l 1 f
g A 3 c D E F G '
? g§5. How effective are Known Nistance Firing exercises in confirming a tralnee's !
k. battle sight zere? (Choose One) !
E‘xtremely Very Effective So-So Ineffective Very In- Extremely
‘ Effective Effective effective Ineffective!
: L | | l | l | §
A B C )] E F ¢ i

o e e £ e v

J i
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+ B8ak,
2 88h*,
f% 88c*,
8Bd*.
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How effective are Known Distance Firing exercises In lmproving treainee

. e et s e Bl

confidance? (Choose One)
‘Extramely Very Ef fective Su-80 Incffective Vexy In- Extiremely
Bifective Effective effoctive Ineffective
 SUUNUURSRIPUUU BEUUSIRRN USRI WORTUIUUDUUNN RO VUUCURTY N |
A R ¢ n E 4 G

Using each of the numbers 1 through 4, rank the four (4) BRM training proprams
on the basls of what you think their overall affectiveness will be in teaching
basic rifle marksmanship. Assign a "1'" to the wost effective, a "2" to the
second nost effective, atc. Ausign a number to cach of tha four BRM traiving
programs.

—__ 172 Hour Program
62 Hour Program
—__ 49 Hour Propram
35 Hour Program
ilsing each of the numbers 1 through 4, rank the four (4) BRM training prograws
oan the basis of what you think thel» overall effectiveness will be in building

trainee motivation. Assign a "1" to the wost effective, a "2" to the second
most effectiva, cote.

——__ 72 Hour Program.
. G2 Hour Progran

_ 49 liour Program

35 YHour Program

Using each of the numbers 1 through 6, rank the following Training Alds usad
to teach marksmanship skills for the M-16 Rifle, Assign a "1" to the wmost
helpful, a "2" to the zecond most helpful, cte.; with "6" as the least helpful.
Assign a number to each of the six (6) Traiaing Aids.
__ Paige Sighting Device
. M-15 Sightiang Deavice
_____M-16 Sighting Device (the "cheatar")
. ._ Dime/Vasher Exercine
Target Box Fxercise

_ Tranaposition Fxercise ("New Rifle Rest Excrceise')

54
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Assign a number to each of the four BRM training programs.
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90.
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To produce good vifle warksamen, how should BRM tralning be scheduled?
(Choose One)

A. Wi!h other baste tratoing subjects glvea between blocks of BRM eraining
B.

WJthunt other basle tralning sobjects glven betwaen blocks of BRM training
¢C. It docs not wmatter

R T T

. 91. Which techaique do you think is best for night firing (without night vision
N devices)? (Choose One)

;

v ' A. ‘"Pointing Techniques" with automatic fire

; B. Promethium sights with single shots

k ! C. Both A and B

b D. Other

A

?‘ i

? % 92. Currently, a three centimeter(3-Ci) shot group is used for zerolag the N-16 g

: E Rifle during BRM training. Which of the following shot group sizes do ynu

b ! think is best for BRM training? (Chouse One)

i ! ‘

%“v )

st

B o

.B_O
4 1/2- CM

o TP

! i
I . i
] 7 1/2-CM or Larger i
b | :
L
1S §
t ]
L |
i ; ;
o !
- |
. L ;
b !
s n, j
F 3--CM :
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93. List two arcas of BRM training that you think are most difficult for
" trainees to learn. :

(Place your answer on page 3 of the Answer Sheat)

- 94, Plcase feel free to identify and discuss any problem areas you see in BRM.

(Place your answer on page 3 of the Answer Shaet)

?26-5110A *
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