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CHAPTER 1

ARTS Survey Efforts

This chapter overviews the ARTS surveys designed to augment the
collection of analytical data contained in the ARTS Conceptual Model and
the Battalion Training Model. Included are brief descriptions of several
surveys either administered or studied, as well as samplings of data and
insights that emerged. The Army Training Study Survey results are included
in this volume, while the Battalion Training Survey volume contains the
results of the Battalion Training Survey and the Training Effectiveness
Analysis (TEA) volumes contain the TEA survey data.

As the major attitudinal effort, the Army Training Study Survey was
developed to meet two objectives. The first was to gather attitudes with
regard to the Army's current thinking about the training system; the second
was to compare current attitudes with those expressed as a result of the
ground-breaking Board for Dynamic Training (BFDT) Study of 1971,

The questions which the Survey addressed concerned the operational
units' attitudes on the ARTEP and soldier's manual/SQT--how well do they
function as training assists, as standards for readiness, and as evalua-
tion tools? Another series of questions dealt with the problem of train-
ing distractors, such as post support, while a third set addressed
innovative training developments such as war gaming and simulation. The
final set of survey questions solicited opinions on the quality of present
institutional and field training programs. The link with the BFDT survey
was made through questions on training facilities and aids, training
distractors, and innovative training techniques.

The target population consisted of soldiers whom the study group
thought had the greatest influence, directly or indirectly, on the Army's
training system in the field: brigade commanders and brigade S$3's; bat-
talion commanders and battalion S3's; company commanders; platoon lead-
ers, platoon sergeants, and squad leaders. The following representative
random sample of FORSCOM and USAREUR units was selected: 28 combat arms
brigades, 12 combat support brigades, and 5 combat service support brigades.

The survey was mailed during the last week in April 1978 and the study
group received 75 percent return by the third week of May. With the assis-
tance of the Military Sociology Department at the University of Maryland,
an analysis of the data was undertaken. The Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS) was used for a number of different analyses
including univariate frequency distributions as well as cross tabulations
of various responses by rank, branch, theater, and analysis of variance.
Where applicable, data was compared with the results of the BFDT survey.
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) Briefly, analysis of the survey demonstrated a high degree of consis-
A tency by the Army's key trainers, Although they seem to accept the pres-
e ent training philosophy, they are not overwhelming in their acceptance. The
%4 respondents may have reflected a generally complacent attitude with respc t

to training. This is demonstrated in that very few respondents answered in

9&%. the extreme, positive or negative., This apparent complacency did not vary
T with rank, theater, perception of profession, or perception of the probabil-
o ity of war. The survey results also show a moderately positive acceptance °
bhﬁl of the state of training, yet there was limited proficiency demonstrated on
;::Q‘ several training effectiveness analysis (TEA) 78 tests (63C, M60Al WSTEA,
)&H and Redeye field tests). The problem could be low standards of training

e proficiency reflecting low expectations rather than complacency.

L]
A Univariate frequency analysis points out that post support requirements
ﬁ?‘. and command directed activities are seen as the most difficult obstacles to
A conducting both individual and collective training--even more than dollar,
vhigh fuel, or ammunition resource constraints. What this may mean is that unit
o commanders do not believe that they have troops sufficiently available when
L3 they need to train. Written comments to the survey echoed this analysis:
S lack of time to train properly and competing priorities of higher
R . headquarters were mentioned most often as obstacles.
NN
o(ji Response frequencies seemed to show that new technology, computer
‘?h: modeling, and simulation devices are seen to have little value in the
training area. Through cross-tabulation analysis, however, it was discov-

by ered that new technology is highly accepted by those who have had experi-
;;Z' ences with it, while rejected by those who have no experience. Another

e significant finding was the desire for evaluation by someone outside the
f§j~ unit on an unscheduled basis. The survey also explored the need for eval-
g uation of training readiness and the value of evaluation measures present-

) ly in use. Respondents were asked to evaluate the effectiveness of sever-
4% al current training practices and guidelines and their usefulness as mea-

X j‘ sures of unit training readiness, strengths, and weaknesses. After univar-
‘A *: iate analysis, a rank-ordering emerged with the unit commander's evaluation
Ny being the most effective way for the Army to evaluate unit effectiveness,
'32 followed by unscheduled evaluations, quarterly external evaluations, the

focused training IG, and scheduled evaluations.
o
- Significant differences were noted when responses were analyzed by
;{: grade of respondent. No significant differences are observed for the
‘f:- method of quarterly external evaluation, but in the remaining four areas it
OO appears that generally higher ranking officers (0-4 through 0-6) opinions
are significantly different from those of junior officers (0-1 through 0-3),
s NCOs, and enlisted personnel. The latter group gives a lower rating to the
’f:ﬂ extent of effectiveness of the unit commanders' evaluation than do the
qu} higher ranking officers and they rate the remaining three areas (scheduled/
fnl& unscheduled evaluations, and a training IG focused on proficiency) as more
ey effective than 0-4 through 0-6 tended to rate them. Better objective
i measurement of the training product was important to the Army's trainers.
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Analysis of the survey also demonstrated a high degree of consistency
in the perceptions of the Army's key trainers concerning the relationship
of training to readiness. Although only a few respondents thought that
the present training system (ARTEP, SM, SQT, EDRE, etc.) degraded unit
readiness in the Army as a whole, only 27 percent saw the system as
greatly improving readiness. In addition, only 23 percent saw the
training as greatly improving readiness in their own units. The survey
results also showed a moderately positive evaluation of the state of
training and unit readiness. Overall, respondents evaluated their units
current state of training readiness in tactics, weapons, support,
maintenance, and communication between “good™ and "fair" rather than as
"very good.”

Differences were observed by theater, but were not systematic. USAR-
EUR respondents reported better states of training in tactics. Respond-
ents stationed in CONUS reported better states of readiness in support
and communications. Mean responses in the areas of weapons and mainten-
ance are virtually identical. In no case is any area rated better than
good.

Differences by type of unit were observed and seemed to relate to
ma jor mission areas of the units. For example, the lowest ratings in
tactics and weapons readiness were observed in support units. On the
other hand, the best ratings in support and maintenance were observed in
support units. No such pattern exists in the area of communications.
These observations suggest that although the general state of training is
considered to be mediocre, the units see themselves as striving for and
achieving a greater degree of readiness in their mission areas.

Rank differences tend to follow the pattern observed earlier, i.e.,
the highest ranking officers perceived conditions related to training
readiness to be better than did their subordinates. The phenomena may re-
flect an inherent problem in the Army's feedback system as in the feedback
systems of many other large organizations which have layered elements of
evaluation, testing, and reporting. 1In many large scale organizations,
that problem is associated with the consequences of reporting negative
findings to superiors. Rather than make such reports, some subordinates
will report "what my boss wants to hear” thus allowing the subordinates
to avold sanctions and creating a false sense of complacency among the
ranking superior. This process may also be reflected in these findings.

The survey also tried to discover how the respondent viewed the very
important resource of time. When asked how much time they spend weekly on
certain kinds of activities and how much time they would like to spend,
the respondents indicated that they would like to devote more time each
week to all the training related items listed. They would like to spend
slightly more time per week in reading other administrative literature and
over two-thirds said they would like to spend much less time meeting post
support requirements. In particular, the respondents most likely to want
to spend more time reading adminstrative literature are the more junior

I1-3
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of ficers and NCOs. 1In the area of general planning for training and small
unit training, junior officers (68 percent) and junior NCOs (55 percent)
were most likely to say they would like to spend more time; for company
size training it was primarily O0-1 through 0-3s (63 percent) and 0-5s (65
percent) who wanted more time; and for larger unit training it was O-4s (59
percent), 0-5s (58 percent) 0-6s (61 percent) who would most prefer to
spend more time.

Junior trainers and senior trainers to some extent saw each other as
the source of their problem. For example, junior officers and NCOs saw
higher commands as interfering with and oversupervising training, provid-
ing conflicting and changing priorities, and overloading them with de-
mands which prevented them from being able to plan and be innovative in
their training. Company grade officers and senlor NCOs saw this as the
most important of four possible factors that reduce innovation in train-
ing. On the other hand, senior officers are more likely to attribute
these problems to the abilities of NCOs and junior officers, e.g., this
was seen as the number one factor (among four reducing training innova-
tion) among colonels and lieutenant colonels.

Those groups thought to be least innovative (NCOs and junior officers)
by the higher leadership, themselves perceive higher frequencies of penal-
ties and lower frequencies of reward for innovation in training than do
higher ranking leadership groups. For example, only 7 percent of 0-6s in-
dicated that they were penalized at least some of the time for innovation
in training, while 40 percent of E-5 to E-6s indicated they had been pena-
lized. On the other hand, 67 percent of the 0-6s responded that they had
been rewarded at least some of the time for innovation compared to 33 per-
cent among the junior NCO group.

ARTS survey respondents indicated overwhelmingly (77 percent) that an
expanded ARTEP would be of assistance. An ARTS recommendation arising out
of the BTM and survey is that battle drill, a "how to train" portion of
ARTEP, be developed as a logical extension of the ARTEP.

In an analysis of the changes in trends over time between the Army
Training Study Survey and the Board for Dynamic Training Survey (Gorman
Survey), what stands out is there has been little apparent change of factors
thought to affect training: distractors, turbulence, and availability of
training material. Specific conclusions which may be drawn are:

1. Obstacles to effective training observed in the Gorman Study
are still apparently serious problems. Among the most serious reported are
(1) too many nontactical requirements imposed on the unit, (2) a shortage
of qualified NCOs, (3) the need for stronger discipline, and (4) the pro-
blem of ensuring that day-to-day training is conducted.

2. The percentage of authorized TOE strength estimated to be
needed in “"present for duty” status at various organizational and rank
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ety levels was approximately 80 percent. This is roughly 5 percent higher
! than levels estimated by the Active Army respondents in the Gorman Survey.

ﬁa‘ 3. The estimated importance of several mission or problem areas
}sa compares nearly exactly between the two surveys. The most important areas
1*% are operational missions, small unit training, and vehicular maintenance.
:kk . Command inspections were rated as slightly more demanding by ARTS respon-
i dents than in the earlier survey. Other areas are treated in greater de-
1@ X tail in Chapter II of this volume.

A

3’@ . Analysis across all respondents indicates one overriding conclusion--
& there has been little perceived change in the training environment since
;'“' 1971, The environment is still seen as hostile to the conduct of "good"

b training.

P
Y

A second major survey effort was undertaken by the study group in May
and June to acquire the initial data to formulate a training program for
the Battalion Training Model. The survey instrument used aggregative
techniques (magnitude estimation scaling) to acquire time and frequency
data relative to individual and collective tasks and ARTEP missions, and

£

TR

-
ey to assess the impact on these times and frequencies of such variables as

%: proficiency level, training integration, turbulence, turnover, not-present-
jbw for-training, grade substitution, and soldier capability. Survey ques-

'j" tions also solicited attitudes with regard to training program changes as

it

people, dollar, and time resources are decremented.

-
. -
-
-
-

The survey itself was administered to 277 officers and NCOs in Mech-
anized Infantry and Armor battalions at Fort Carson, and in USAREUR, and
to students at the Sergeants Major Academy, the Command and General Staff
College, and the Army War College. Even though the survey was complex
and required a 3-5 hour response time, it was well received by most re-
spondents. The results displayed a remarkable correlation and represent
the Army's best available data on the precise training requirements of a
Mechanized/Armor task force. Survey results and analysis are contained
in the Battalion Training Survey, volumes I and II.
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The ARTS TEA 78 program resulted in special surveys designed to com—
plement the testing effort of various MOSs and systems being evaluated.
Two major survey efforts were initiated--one for the Redeye (16P) and one

: for the M60Al. Both were completed with the assistance of US Army TRADOC
552 Systems Analysis Activity and the respective schools-—-Air Defense and

, Armor. The ARTS Redeye study collected data from 1518 gunners in all 16

3 divisions in CONUS, USAREUR, and Korea, while the M60Al study sampled 1288
individual tank crew members from four CONUS battalions and six USAREUR

3 battalions.
! "-_:.-:
[ Attitudinal data from the Redeye survey indicates soldier dissatisfac-
b ﬁ tion with treatment in their units in that they are not properly used as
'? Y Redeye gunners. They believe they do not receive enough "hands-on"
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equipment training in either the Moving Target Simulator or during field
exercises, This data, plus the survey findings concerning intent to re-
enlist, support a possible relationship between good training, job satis~-
faction, and reenlistment. Less than one-half of the Redeye gunners are
satisfied with their work assignments and working conditions and over 50
percent do no* lan to reenlist.

Significant findings were also reported in the M60Al Weapons Systems
Training Effectiveness Analyses. In CONUS, 56 percent of the crewmen (44 v
percent in USAREUR) claimed that less than four men were usually assigned
to their tank. When asked the question "In what areas do you feel your
tank crew needs the most training?”, 68 percent responded negatively, with
many stressing the need to keep crews together longer, to fire more often, .
and to eliminate other distractions which result in crewmen not being
present for training. Further, a need for additional repair parts and
enhanced maintenance capability was expressed. The tone of these comments
indicates that poor training may have a significant impact on motivation
and morale while impacting adversely on a unit's ability to achieve
training readiness. Other surveys were conducted in O5C/F and 63C;
however, the sample size and the test validity do not allow reliable
insights to be drawn. A pilot effort was also made in the Training Time
Ratio Survey as a method to study training institution/unit training
responsibilities. This sample is too small to have confidence in the
results; however, the technique appears useful and necessary. Complete
analysis of all TEA 78 test and survey results can be found in the TEA
Summary volume,
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ol OVERVIEW
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3;\ The Army Training Study Survey was developed to meet two objectives.
?s The first was to learn the field army's current thinking about the training
lis system; the second was to make a link over time with the groundbreaking )
?:S Board for the Dynamic Training (BFDT) or Gorman Survey of 1971.
" The questions which the study addressed concerned the attitudes found ¢
‘Ei in the field on a variety of training issues: First, a series of questions
:E? focused on how well the ARTEP and the Soldier's Manual/SQT function as
'Y training devices, as standards for readiness, and as evaluation tools. A
4
*E; second series of questions dealt with the problem of training distractors,
EEE while a third set addressed innovative training developments such as gaming
. and simulation. A fourth set of survey questions requested opinions on the
i;ﬁ quality of present institutional and field training programs. The link with
‘Ei the Gorman Survey was made through the questions on training facilities and
h% aids, training distractors, and innovation.
’ﬁg The target population to be surveyed consisted of those people the
'Sg Study Group thought had the greatest influence, directly or indirectly, on
;éf the Army's training system in the field: the brigade commander and brigade
‘E; S-3; the battalion commander, battalion S-3, and battalion operations ser-
'S? geant; and the company commander, platoon leader, platoon sergeant, and
k?u squad leader. Based upon the 0-6 command criterion a sample of 45 FORSCOM
.
: and USAREUR brigade-sized units was selected: 28 combat arms brigades,
Y 12 combat support brigades, and 5 combat service support brigades. The
: : questionnaires were mailed to sampled units during the last week of April
jEE 1978. Seventy-five percent of the respondents (n=521) had returned their
=
o
o II-2
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. questionnaires by the third week of May. A breakdown of respondents by rank,

f:?i type of unit, and theater location is presented in Table 1.

J:i\ A number of different analyses were undertaken. They included univari-
o ate frequency distributions, cross-tabulations,and analyses of variance of
E-{: various responses by rank, type of unit, and theater. Where applicable,

Ekﬁg findings were compared with the results of the BFDT Survey.

e d Analysis of the survey demonstrated a high degree of consistency in the
?::& perceptions of the Army's key trainers. They were positive in their evalua-
gy:k tions of the present training system but not overwhelmingly so. For example,
295 although only a few respondents thought that the present training system:

=\}E§ (ARTEP, SM, SQT, EDRE, etc.) degrades unit readiness in the Army as a whole,
;:g only 27% saw the system as greatly improving readiness. In additiom, only
bl 23% saw the training system as greatly improving readiness in their own units.
i&" The survey results also show a moderately positive evaluation of the state

gi ) of training and unit readiness. Overall, respondents evaluated their unit's
fﬁk& current state of training readiness in tactics, weapons, support, mainten-
i:i' ance, and communication between "good" and "fair" rather than as 'very good."
$é§ The initial analysis plan (see Appendix B) called for an even more com-
?:3 plex set of analyses than are reported here. Many of these analyses were not
i{fl carried out. There are two fundamental reasons for this which, in themselves,
f:E& tell us quite a lot about the way current Army training is being viewed by
frz; these respondents. The first is that there was, as mentioned above, consid-
) erable consensus on most issues, 1.e., there was little statistical variance.
%E;E This high level of consistency or consensus is quite unusual in survey research
S:ii and resulted in part from respondents not using the more extreme response

.l, categories in the questionnaire. That is, they were unlikely to evaluate some
e

.{i
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aspect of training or readiness as very adequate or very inadequate except
where forced to rank order items.

The second reason 1is that even the differences detected could generally
not be "explained" by expected sources of variation in attitudes such as the
respondent's rank, type of unit, or theater of operation. More complex
analyses, therefore, were either not statistically appropriate or were simply
unnecessary. These kinds of findings reveal something very interesting about
the way the target population viewed Army training. This will be discussed
below after a general summary of some of the more interesting results of our
analysis.

Analyses of obstacles to training reveal that even more than resource
constraints such as money, fuel, or ammunition, post support requirements
and command directed activities were ranked first and second, respectively,
of 12 obstacles to both individual and collective training. What this means
is that company commanders do not have troops available when they want to
train. Written comments on the survey echoed this analysis: time to plan
for training and to train properly as well as needed relief from higher head-
quarters interference were mentioned most often.

When asked how much time they spend weekly on certain kinds of activities
and how much time they would like to spend, the respondents indicated that
they would like to devote more time each week to all the training related items
listed. They would like to spend slightly more time per week in reading other
administrative literature and over two-thirds said they would like to spend
much less time meeting post support requirements. In particular, the

respondents most likely to want to spend more time reading administrative

literature are the more junior officers and NCOs. In the area of
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general planning for training and swall unit training, junior officers (68%)
and junior NCOs (55%) were most likely to say they would like to spend more
time; for company size training it was primarily O-1 through 0-3s (63%) and
0-58 (65%) who wanted more time and for larger unit training it was 0-4s (597),
0-5s (58%) 0-6s (61%) who would most prefer to spend more time.

Junior trainers and senior trainers to some extent saw each other as
the source of thelr problem. For example, junior officers and NCOs saw
higher commands as interfering with and oversupervising training, providing
conflicting and changing priorities, and overloading them with demands which
prevented them from being able to plan and innovate in their training. Cor-
pany grade officers and senfor NCOs saw this as the most important of four

possible factors that reduce innovation in training. On the other hand,

senior officers are more likely to attribute these problems to the abilities
of NCOs and junior officers, e.g., this was seen as the number one factor

(among four reducing training innovation) among colonels and lieutenant colonels.

Those groups thought to be least innovative (NCOs and junior officers)
by the higher leadership, themselves perceive higher frequencies of penalties
and lower frequencies of reward for inmnovation in training than do higher
ranking leadership groups. For example, only 77 of O~6s indicated that thev
were penalized at least some of the time for innovation in training, while
40% of E-5 to E~6s indicated they had been penalized. On the other hand, 67°
of the 0-6s responded that they had been rewarded at least some of the time
for innovation compared to 337 among the junior NCO group.

The overall results also show that new technology, computer modeling,
and simulation devices are perceived to have little value in the training

areas. Through analysis of cross-tabulations, however, it was discovered
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:$F that the new technology is more highly accepted by those who have had experi-
; ence with it while generally rejected by those who have no such experience.
;J For example, of those with extensive experience, 86% saw gaming/simulation
g$ as more effective than a CPX and 32% saw it as more effective than an FTX.
A
- Of those with no experience, 53% saw gaming/simulation as more effective
g;{ . ' than a CPX and 247 more effective than an FTX. However, gaming/simulation
éﬁ' is regarded as one of those items least important to successful completion
" e . of the unit's mission in actual combat, and there is no difference in this
;ﬁﬁ perception between those experienced and those with no experience. It
e:ﬁ appears that when individuals have had experience with gaming/simulation,
? they regard it as a more effective training tool than when they have not,
}:{ but even with experience, they fall to regard it as being as effective as
Eé other forms of training in preparing for combat.
~
Ea” Another important finding was the desire for evaluations of unit
:. effectiveness by someone outside the unit on an unscheduled basis (2nd of
::SZ 5 possible methods), although the commander's evaluation was regarded as
‘;:' the most important method of evaluation (1lst of 5 possible methods). 1In
Vi addition, the ARTEP was clearly seen as the best measure of 6 of training
;,g readiness with gaming and simulation as the least useful of 6.
‘;? When asked about turbulence as a ''training'' problem, the general response
b was that it was only a problem '"to some extent' and it was listed as the sixth
g; worst out of 12 obstacles to training. However, when asked about the impor-

tance of personnel turnover in determining a unit's performance, 867% said it

-
Y

was important and 987 said group solidarity was important to a unit's per-

ﬁJ' .

formance in combat. The respondents seem to view personnel turnover as only

ﬁl

a moderate problem for training but a substantial problem for a unit's
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subsequent performance.

In an analysis of the changes over time between the Army Training Study
Survey and the Board for Dynamic Trajining Survey what stands out is that
there has been little change since 1971. The areas the 1978 survey examined
were the leader's perceptions of factors thought to affect training: dis-
tractors, turbulence, and availability of training support material. Results
from a detailed breakdown of the respondents by rank, type of unit, and theater
produced an important finding: there has been little perceived change in the
training environment since 1971.

The detailed findings from which the above discussion has been drawn
will be presented in the various sections which follow this general overview.
Other areas which were examined but not reported in detail in the sections
that follow concern the hypothesized change of the military from a "calling"
to an "occupation" (see Questions 43A-43E in Appendix A) and the probability
of the U.S. getting involved in different kinds of war in the next 10 years
(see Questions 58A-58F in Appendix 4). These questions had been expected to
show systematic relationships with perceptions of various aspects of Army
training - the former since they deal with a major hypothesized shift under
All-Volunteer conditions and the latter since they assess the degree of threat
perceived by the respondent and hence the necessity of training. Systematic

analyses of these attitudes as independent variables showed essentially no

relationship to perceptions and evaluations of training. Nevertheless, they

&)
are interesting in themselves since they show that respondents were evenly
ﬁ? divided on whether most soldiers have always thought of their Army service
S

Q;i primarily as a job rather than as a calling, and they mostly agreed that most
a

ﬁ ]

soldiers today think of it as a job. There is also general agreement that
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soldiers should not think of it in that way. Nevertheless, a slight majority
thought that soldiers who think of their service as a job will still perform
well in actual combat although there was general agreement that those who
think of their service primarily as a calling will perform better in combat
than those who think of it just as a job.

In terms of the perceived probability of war, respondents as a whole
thought a full nuclear exchange in the next 10 years fairly unlikely and
regarded a war using tactical nuclear weapons in addition to conventional
forces or a large~scale conventional war as nearly as unlikely. They saw
the U.S. somewhat likely to be involved in an armed conflict as a peacekeep-
ing force. This possibility was seen as most likely; the two next most likely
vere a limited conventional war or a guerrilla war.

For the specifics of the above or of other overall findings reported
here, the read:r should refer to Appendix A which is an annotated codebook
based on the original questionnaire and which presents the basic findings.
They are presented either as frequency distributions (in percentages) for each
response category to a question or as mean scores (arithmetic averages) which
summarize the responses to the range of response categories.

As indicated above, the overall pattern of findings reveal generally
favorable evaluations of the Army training system, the level of the respond-
ent's unit training and overall unit effectiveness and readiness. The inter-

pretation of these findings 1s not an automatic one. On one hand, it is

possible that the respondents are complacent or satisfied with the performance
both of their unit in terms of readiness or training and also with the Armv's
system of training and readiness as a whole. On the other hand, the lack of

intensity in the resuits, i.e., they are not very satisfied or very favorable
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ir their evaluations of the system, may mean that they are expressing a con-
siderable amount of ambivalence about the system. In other words, they think
the training system does help them do what they should in developing their
units, but it is not a superb tool - only an adequate one. Their units, like-
wise, are generally perceived to be ready but they are not ready at an optimal
level; only at a satisfactory level.

In fact, it 1s surprising in some respects that the results are not
strikingly positive, for reasons related to the nature of the target popula-
tion sampled. First, junior enlisted personnel are totally missing from the
survey, which was concerned with perceptions within the chain of command.
Fajlures in the planning of training as perceived by a battalion S-3 may well
be quite different in intensity or magnitude from the same failure as seen
by junior enlisted personnel who sit through boring, disorganized, inadequate
classes. Likewise, post support activities are a nuisance to the companv
commander with regard to smooth conduct of his small unit training; "ash and
trash" more directly affects the day to day behavior of a PFC.

In addition, those with appropriate rank and experience who are most
critical of the current system and the state of readiness are disproporticn-
ately likely to have left the service and as a result disproportionately un-
likely to appear in the sample. Both of these factors - research design
selection of those in supervisory or authority roles as cpposed to those who
are on the receiving end of the Army training system, and the self-selecticn
of those more accepting of and committed to the existing system among the
available respondents - might result in a built in "floor effect' to the
responses, 1.e., there might be a sampling bias against very negative respcnses

to {tems. Thus, one might have hvpothesized that a good training svstem effcc-
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tively resulting in unit readiness would have led to glowing or very positive
evaluations. These cautious responses, therefore, may reflect considerable
perception of problems with the training system as it actually operates.

This conclusion is bolstered by the open-ended responses (which were
more critical than supportive). The comments volunteered by the respondents
do not show an outright rejection of the system - instead they point to
bureaucratic pathologies in how it actually operates, e.g., changing and
inconsistent priorities from higher headquarters coupled with ongoing crisis
management by suspense dates result from a system designed to provide inno-
vation, overall coordination, and feedback. It appears that perhaps one of
the largest problems of 'turbulence" 1is in the demands made upon those who
actually do the training rather than in personnel per se, although frequent
changes in commanders and their staff result in their own kinds of personnel
turbulence problems.

Thus, there are both elements of ambivalence (a good system but somehow
in actual operation it does not do what it should but still it does not really
hurt anything...) and complacency (the system may not always be great, but it

does get the job done...) in the responses of the Army's trainers in the field.
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In the sections that follow, a series of topics will be addressed in

% greater detail than in the overview and the specific findings will be presented
:I in tabular form. Each section will generally first examine the overall pattern
n

? of responses on the topically relevant questions., Further information on

¢

W question wording, placement in the questionnaire in relationship to other

e questions, and specific response categories can be obtained from the ccdebook
by

&: (Appendix A) which also contains the univariate percentage distributions or

fh measures of central tendency.

X After a discussion of the univariate findings, each section systematically
g

[}

he looks at the effects of the respondent's rank, type of unit, and theater of

'

.y assignment. The rank categories that will be used are: 0-6, 0-5, 0-4, 0O-1

hn

: through 0-3, E-7 through E-8, and E-5 through E-6. This last category contains
e «

} a very few lower ranking enlisted personnel but the category label remains

R appropriate both empirically and conceptually. The sarpling design excluded

"

‘{ junior enlisted personnel unless they were serving in an appropriate dutvy

‘% position related to training.

The type of unit a respondent is serving in has been categorized as infan-

f try (including mechanized infantry), armor, field artillery, air defense artillery
Ca

j combat support (CS), and combat service support (CSS). Respondents have also

) 7

%

i been divided for analysis purposes according to whether thev serve in the CONUS
: or USAREUR theater. As indicated earlier in this report, other independent

v,
q:‘ variables were found to have little explanatory power and those tables have not
o

s been presented in the analyses tc follow,

)
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Evaluation of the Current Training System

Direct indicators of the respondents' support of the current training
system are not present in this survey. However, indirect indicators which
assess the respondents' perceptions of the relationship between various modes
of training and their effect on readiness and performance at several levels
within the organization are reported.

Table 2 reports means and standard deviations on selected items that
focus on the training system in general. Overall, there is no discernible
difference in perceptions concerning the effect of the training system in
the Army as a whole or in the individual's unit. The mean response in both
areas indicates a feeling that the present system moderately affects readiness.

With respect to their satisfaction with the instruction they have received
on small unit training, there is a good deal of variance and the mean reflects
a good deal of embivalence concerning this area. Differences in these items
by theater are not significant.

Variation by type of unit indicates that respondents in support units
are most likely to perceive the present system as having more negative effects
on the Army as a whole and particularly in their units. They are also most
frequently dissatisfied with the instructions they have received in small unit
training. This finding is consistent with the results reported in the section
on "open-ended'" responses where individuals in CS and CSS units reported that
the ARTEPs they receive infringe on their ability to perform routine daily tasks
which they saw as being more akin to the tasks that would be required of them
in combat situations.

Respondents were asked about the importance of a series of items to unit

I1-13
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success in actual combat. ARTEP and SM training were among these items. \
Table 3 reports the mean and standard deviation on these items for the overall
sample.

In the table one can observe that SM training is peacetime and ARTEP
training in peacetime rank 7th and 8th out of 12 and they are regarded as
"fairly important.’ Gaming/simulation has a significantly lower mean and
the rank order among these three items suggests an emphasis on individual
soldier training.

In Table 4, we report differences on these three training modes by theater,
type of unit and rank. The only significant difference by theater cccurs with
respect to ARTEP training. USAREUR respondents reported it to be more impor-
tant, in their perception, to unit success in the combat situation than did
respondents in CONUS.

Significant variation by type of unit is observed only for the SM and

ARTEP items. In these cases ADA respondents gave them the highest ratings
while the lowest were found among respondents in CS and CSS units. No signifi-
cant pattern 1s discernible when rank is varied.

Overall, these results indicate that current training modes are neither
disliked nor particularly liked. They do seem to be particularly lacking in
meeting the needs of support units.

References in the above and subsequent texts to significant relationships
refer to substantive significance in the differences observed. Tests of sta-
tistical significance are not appropriate given the non-random sampling design

of this survey, and hence, levels of statistical significance have nct been

reported.
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Table 3
"In actual combat, how important do you think the following are to a unit's +
successful accomplishment of its mission.”
* sp
NCO leadership 3.9 45 .
Platoon or Company leadership 3.8 .49
The condition of unit equipment 3.8 .53
» The condition of individugl equipment 3.7 .57
?ﬁ Squad or platoon solidarity 3.6 .59
e Battalion or brigade leadership 3.5 .68
N SM training in peacetime 3.4 .69
ARTEP training in peacetime 3.2 .69
Patriotism 3.1 .76
Gaming/simulation in peacetiwe 2.6 .83
Hatred of the enemy 2.4 .83
Department of the Army Guidance 2.4 .92
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(1) Very unimportant (2) Fairly unimportant (3) Fairly important (4) Very important
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Perceptions of the Current State of Training and Training Readiness

ARTS respondents were asked to report on their units' current state of
training in three areas: OJT, unit training and individual training. Mean
ratings in these areas are reported in Table 5 for the overall sample and
by theater, type of unit and rank of respondent. (Note: due tc missing
data and a very low number in the sample, respondents in ADA are omitted.)

Overall, units were assessed as achieving the best state of training
in the unit, next best at the individual level and worst in OJT. The range
was between good and fair. When theater differences are taken into account
it 1s observed that respondents in USAREUR gave higher evaluations in all
three areas than did the respondents in CONUS. Differences observed by type
of unit are not consistent nor very large. With respect to O0JT, respondents
in CSS units had perceptions indicating that their current state of training
in their units was slightly better than those in other types of units. 1In
the area of unit training, both types of support units received mean ratings
representing poorer states of training. With respect to individual training,
those in Field Artillery and combat support rated their state of training
most poorly.

Differences by rank also exhibit little consistency except that in all

three areas 06 officers give the best evaluation of training while their sub-

ordinates tended to give increasingly worse ratings as rank decreases.

SAhS

lj In this section findings concerning the perceptions of training readiness
W

¥y
) in specific mission related areas are reported. Table 6 shows mean responses
E;E to the question: '"What is your unit's current state of training readiness
0
fﬂ in the following areas?" The areas are tactics, weapons, support, maintenance
Cor

" and communications. The overall rank order of these areas from best to worst
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% } Table S5
8 The perceived state of training in three areas;
'C‘_‘,; by theater; by type of unit; by rank
A
5-
Y, (Items 38A to 38C) What is your unit's current state of training in
o the following areas?
N :
) 0JT UNIT INDIVIDUAL
‘l“l - - _
v N THEATER X Sb X Sb X Sb
“B"i Overall 2.98 1.03 2.39 .87 2.67 .94
\ CONUS 3.00 1.02 2.43 .85 2,73 .94
' USAREUR 2.92 1.06 2.28 .90 2,54 .96
{& TYPE OF UNIT
N Infantry 3.00 .97 2,29 .84 2,46 .84
. Armor 3.08 .97 2.30 .84 2.53 .98
:*-f Field Artillery 3.12 1.03 2,26 .79 2.79 .88
e Combat Support 2.93  1.09 2.56 .93 2.80 1.00
;: Combat Service Support 2,69 1.05 2.51 .87 2.69 .96
‘ry RANK
- 06 2.57 .86 1.97 .61 2.47 .68
Y 05 3.03 1.04 2,18 .69 2.73 .92
h 04 3.28 .86 2.32 .78 2.66 .94
ey 01 to 03 3.07 .99 2.52 .85 2.76 .89
"".. E7 to E9 2.80 1.07 2.29 .93 2.43 1.05
e, E5 to E6 2.79 1.17 2.58 1.05 2.79 1.06
L J
K] EN
'i"
A'e
P f\‘ (1) Very good (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor (5) Very poor
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-:*' is weapons and support, maintenance, tactics, and communications.
M Differences are observed by theater but are not systematic. USAREUR
N
f:- respondents report better states of training readiness in tactics. Respondents
LS
Lo
h':. stationed in CONUS report better states of readiness in support and communicationms.
W
Mean responses in the areas of weapons and maintenance are virtually identical.
[
: Fiag In no case is any area rated better than good.
" »y,
)
:!k Differences by type of unit are observed and seem to relate to major
L0
[ ]
mission areas of the units. For example, the worst ratings in tactics and
W
\\‘
e weapons readiness are observed in the support units. On the other hand, the
e
o
:g best ratings in support and maintenance are observed in support units. No
4y
2 such pattern exists in the area of communications. These observations suggest
b“ »
}:; that although the general state of training is considered to be mediocre, the
:éf units see themselves as striving for and achieving a greater degree of readi-
LS
ness in thelr mission areas.
::: Differences by rank tend to follow the pattern observed earlier, 1i.e.,
::j the highest ranking officers perceive conditions related to training readiness
" to be better than their subordinates. We might note at this juncture that
.:;- this phenomena may reflect an inherent problem in the Army's feedback system
>
L as in the feedback systems of many other organizations which have bureaucratic
b, ",
g
b elements of evaluation, testing and reporting. In many large scale organiza-
?:: tions, that problem is associated with the consequences of reporting negative
-
v findings to superiors. Rather than make such reports many subordinates will
e
”..‘_,
1] report "what my boss wants to hear' thus allowing the subordinate to avoid
[ ]
Ve sanctions and creating a false sense of complacency among the ranking superior.
v
::: This process may also be reflected in these findings.
N
.l
:}f The final topic addressed in this section of the report concerns perceptions
= of the ARTEP as a readiness test, the level at which units are training to ARTEPS
(W,
N
oy
X 11-21
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and the percent of combat-ready proficiency the unit is able to maintain.

The consistency in the percentage of tasks related to each of these items

1s remarkable. The data is presented in Table 7 for the overall sample,

and is broken down by theater, type of unit and rank of respondent. Direct
comparability across items does not exist because of the variety of response '
scales employed; however, in general terms, it appears that ARTS respondents

believe that a figure of 70-75% is an appropriate figure for the percent

of ARTEP events passed to be equivalent to Cl, as the percent of ARTEP tasks

they are training to and that proportion is also the percentage of combat-

ready proficiency that they believe their units are able to maintain. These

percentages are perceived to be somewhat higher in USAREUR than in CONUS.

Respondents in infantry and armor units are also slightly higher in their
ratings than are respondents in other types of units, Finally, the higher
ranking cofficers also tend to perceive that these percentages are higher
than do those in the lower ranks.

It appears, then, that if ARTEPs were used as readiness tests employing
the standards of these respondents, all units would pass at Cl given their

reported levels of training and readiness.

Perceptions of the Need for Evaluation and the Use of Current Training Guides

in Evaluation

ARTS respondents were asked whether or not they thought a measure of
training readiness was necessary in addition to a Commander's judgement in
order to support requests for training resources. The respondents were divided
on this question with B.2% saying such a measure is not necessary at all, 29.27%

saying such a measure 1s somewhat necessary, and 37.4 X saying such a measure

11-22
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LT is very necessarv. No significant differences are observed when the recpordents

o )
KN are ana.yzed by theater, tvpe of unilt cor renx.

=
‘gj Respondents were asked for opiniens concerning several current practices
Koov .
i and guidelines and their usefulness as measures cf unit effectiveness, traini:.
\f readiness and training strengths, weaknesses and reacdiness cenditions. In Tabl.

,
e .o o

-» 8, mean responses for theater, type of urnit and rank are given f.r tive areuis
(\;
) subsumed under the general question: ''To what extent is each of the follewine .
. an effective way for the Armv to evaluate unit effectiveness?”

< .

34 From the overall responses, we cbserve that the unit ccmrander's evalua-
ny
ot tion 1s rated as being the most effective wav for the Armv te evaluate unit
\' -

b
« effectiveness (x = 3,6}, fcollowed by unscheduled evaluations (x = 2.3), and
) 'Q

- = - N

'R quarterly external evaluation (x = 3,0), the focused IGC (x = 2.9), and

'n N s N . .
o’ scheduled evaluations (x = 2.8). When these responses were analvzed according
..

to responses te the previcus questicn {the need for a measure of training

P

J: readiness) 1t was fou-d that those favoring a measure gave mere Juvorable

N

:{ ratings to the effectiveness of each of the measures in Table % and Ta“le 9
\

5 Effects of theater and tvpe of unit were not otserved, except th.t these in

s, : : 3
. comhat support units consistentlv gave lcwer than averace ratings t- all

)
1 -
oA

methods of evaluatior preserted In Table 8,

A

LA/ Siegnificant effects were noted when responses were anaivzed by rak ¢

iq respondent. Nc sirnificarnt differences are observed for the methold of ~uorteric
,

”t

,:\ external evaluation, but {n tte remalning frur areas it aprears chat, vener.. v,
~

s

o higher rankine cftficers' (O-« thrceugh O-€) cpinicons are siprificantly differ-

=

.. ent from these of junifor cfficers (0= threuveh O=3) ard N{Orw.  The latter

e

’- |

“a group gives a lower riating te the extent of effectiveness -f the unit mrar -

Lok ers' evaluation than do the higher ranying cffirers 5mi rate ¢
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i‘ﬂ
v three areas (scheduled evaluations, unscheduled evaluations and the IG focused
e -
n on proficlency) as more effective than the 0-4 through 0-6 officers tended to
_\
EN
AN rate them. This finding again marks another area in which these two groups
N
i differ in their perceptions concerning unit requirements. (See sections on
[0 .
€Q frequency of and innovation in training.)
H}'
oy A related set of questions concerned the adequacy of six measures/cstimates
1.t9%]
o.e . as measures of training readiness. Table 9 summarizes the mean responses to
‘,:_ this series of questions. Respondents rated ARTEP as the best measure of
'ii training readiness and gaming/simulation results as the poorest. The rank-
N
L

¥

order of the other measures from best to worst is commanders' general judge-

Ug r\

ment, REALTRAIN results and the commanders' judgement concerning the number

EE of days training required to be fully combat ready, and finally SQT results.
‘53 No significant differences were observed by theater or type of unit, but signif-
- icant differences in three areas were observed when respondents were analyzed
53; by rank. ARTEP results were rated as good (x = 1.6) by 0-6 officers but as
3: rank decreases, the feeling concerning the adequacy of this measure also
;2. declines, receiving its lowest evaluation among the enlisted personnel, E-5,
;;g E-6 and E-7 through E-9 (; = 2.1). This pattern is reversed however for
:: REALTRAIN results and gaming/simulation results with higher grade officers
i;{ rating both of these measures as poor relative to the opinions of junior
{£E officers and NCOs, It may be that the 'realness" of these latter tests is
iES attractive to individuals who must normally restrict their activity to drill,
i instruction, and post support.
sbﬂ The remainder of this portion of the analysis focuses on a closer examina-
a‘ tion of the ARTEP, which received the most favorable rating as a measure of
:“': training readiness. In response to the question: '"Successful completion of
=
23; 11-27
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[

ARTEP is a valid test of unit training readiness,"

15% strongly agreed, 55.%
agreed, 11.5% disagreed, 2.97 strongly disagreed and 15.27 were neutral or
undecided. No significant variation from this occurs by theater, type of unit

or rank, and as noted in the previous sections thonse who favor a measure cof
readiness in addition to the commanders' judgerent were more likely to respond
positively regarding ARTEP.

The above results are somewhat surprising in light of the cdata we are
about to present. Respondents were asked: '"How effective is the ARTEP in
determining (a) training strengths (b) treining weaknesses and (c¢) readiness
conditions?" Table 10 presents the mean overall respenses and standard devia-
tions.

Cur confusion begins when we observe that the eifectiveness of ARTEP ir Cevev-
mining readiness conditions receives the most nezative rating (somewhere btetween
somewhat effective and not very effective). It seems that there is mest con-
sensus that ARTEP is an effective measure of training weaknesses slightly mere
so than it is of training strengths. If readiness condi-ions derived frer
the ARTEP are reflectors of training weaknesczes, rather than strengths, then
this could explain the low rating of its effectiveness in Jdeterminine rea’inac..
Further elaboration of this problem is required. It mav be ncted that for all

three items found in Table 10 there is a significant direct relaticnship betu . »:

o

the respondent's agreement with the statement "successful completicn of £RILD

¥
o
A

».;i is a valid test of unit training readiness" and the cegrze to which the ARTLP §: - o
l‘: as useful in determining strengths, weaknesses and rezdiness condit.ons.

Fﬁ{ Table 11 displavs the mean response cn each of thege iters by tvge of unit n?

0N

t{;: rank.

e

b Table 11 indicates little significance with respect tc and variation in

$x“ ratings by type of unit, with the exception that comtat service support
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Table 10
' Means and standard deviations

assigned to the effectiveness of ARTEP
in determining training conditions

(Item 11): How effective is the ARTEP in determining:

‘ x s
Training strengths 1.7 .71

K-, Training weaknesses 1.6 .70
f; Readiness conditions 2.1 .80

(1) Very effective (2) Somewhat effective (3) Not very effective (4) Not effective

F at all

A

.

Table 11
;: Mean scores assigned to the effectiveness of ARTEP
by rank and type of unit

.

2

‘

&

; How effective 1s the ARTEP in determining:

_j Rank Type of Unit

: 0l- E7- E5-

. 06 05 04 03 E9 E6 INF ARM FA ADA CS CSS
' Training strengths 1.4 1.6 1.6 1.8 1.6 2.0 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.7 2.0
.- Training weaknesses 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.7 1.6 1.9 1.6 1.6 1.8 1.5 1.6 1.7
- Readiness Conditions 2,1 2.2 2.0 2.2 1.9 2.2 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.2 2.2 2.2

(1) Very effective (2) Somewhat effective (3) Not very effective (4) Not effective
at all
%
-
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1

rersonnel see the ARTEP as a substantially less effective measure ¥
strengths (see section on "open-ended' responses). By rank, we ohserve
"top to bottom'" progression in perceived ineffectiveness of the ARTED .
any kind of measure, with the exception of those in E-7 through -4, .. .-
ratings rank close to those in the higher officer ranks and mav vt .. ro-
and metheds of evaluation. In response to the statement “"Tnit v. oo~
repcrting procedures should be changed to make the trairins rit.no.

more objective (less a matter of the commander's judgemeri)', (7~

agree, 39.7 % agree, 20.47 are undecided or neutral, 18.3 disarree

6.6% strongly disagree. When this variable is analvzed v theater, .,
unit and rank, significant group differences are cbserved crlv bv runk.
mean responses by rank are shown in Table 12.

From Table 12 we see that 0-6 officers were less likely to agrce wiih
the statement but were also one of the most heterogeneous of the grrurs in
their responses. It is interesting to note that those ranks most distant
from "the commander's judgement' (the NCOs) are most likely to faver a chane
toward objectivity and, further, those groups are the most homogereous in
their opinion.

All of this may ultimately suggest that considerations cf more cbjecti-c
and better measurement of the training product are important tc the Armv's
trainers, since those programs and training guides, as well as thcse methods
cf evaluation, which are perceived as objective and positive are evaluated

as the most effective measures in training effectiveness and readiness.
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Table 12

Mean scores and standard deviations on an item
concerning making unit readiness reporting more objective by rank

(Item 10) Unit readiness reporting procedures should be changed to make
N the training rating (C~1 to C-4) more objective (less a matter
of the Cormander's judgment):

Rank x  SD
06 3.3 1.3
05 3.3 1.1
04 2.9 1.3

01-03 2.5 1.1

E7-E9 .9

ES-E6 .8

Overall 2.6 1.1

(1) Strongly agree (2) Agree (3) Neutral (4) Disagree (5) Strongly disagree

11-31
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o Evaluations of Needed Frequency of Training

:: Respondents' opinions were asked on four irems concerning the frequency
~E§ with which certain tasks must be practiced to insure successful completion.

. Two of these items referred to individual training and two referred to com-

::j pany size unit training. Table 13 contains the overall response to these }
,S: items. Table 13 shows that for both types of activities over 50% of the

h?, respondents feel that these should be practiced at least monthly. The table .
~ also demonstrates that it is felt that individual skills should be practiced
‘EE on a much more frequent basis. Significant differences in the patterns of
;i; response may be observed when theater, type of unit, and rank vary.
;:3 Analysis of these items by theaters shows significant differences between

Sﬁ CONUS and USAREUR with respect to the individual tasks, but not the unit level

»?E operations. Table 14 depicts these differences for the individual tesks.
v Emphasis on weekly performance of these kinds of individual training is rmuch
: E{ greater (by approximately 20%) among respondents in USAREUR than those in CONUS.

.

Differing perceptions regarding the necessary frequency of both the

1O,

individual and collective tasks were found by tvpe of unit, In general, thcse

&£
=

iS; in combat specialities are more likely to see frequent practice of these

;33 essentially combat related tasks as necessary than are those in combat suppert
o or combat service support specialities. Table 15 displays this relationship.
ii Significant differences of opinion regarding the required frequency cf
}52 practice were observed by rank on one item from each category (see Table 16).
»:{ This set of observations finds the higher ranking officers more likelv to favor
'éff more frequent exercises than lower ranking officers and enlisted. It may be
25: added that this general pattern held for the other two items not included in
,{;' Table 16, but the differences were less marked.

%

w

2;. 11-22




S T T T T A TE T T w e
N N TR T oy bt intiabe itttk A b ah et dt s b s

Table 13

Needed frequency of training exercises

Once Less
Every Once Than
Daily Weekly Monthly Six a Once a

Months Year Year

(Item 49): How often must soldiers
practice to insure that they can

put on their protective masks 2.7 27.6 52.3 13.6 3.1 .6
within nine seconds of a surprise
attack?

(Item 52): How often must soldiers

train to insure they can correctly

identify enemy vehicles, weapons, 3.9 32.1 49.0 13.4 1.0 .6
or aircraft to receive a "go" on

an SQT test?

(Item 50): How often must a

company size unit practice delib-

erate attack in order to receive -4 6.1 45.3 38.8 7.3 2.0
a satisfactory rating on an ARTEP?

(Item 51): How often must a

company size unit practice a night

occupation of an assembly area .0 5.0 57.5 32.3 3.6 1.6
to receive a satisfactory

rating on an ARTEP?
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Table 14

: Needed Frequency of individual practice by theater
1

b Once Less
) Every Once Than
- Six a Once a
Daily Weekly Monthly Months Year Year

- (Item 49): Practice putting
9 on protective masks.

o CONUS (n=372) 1.
L USAREUR (n=142) 4

~ w

\© WO
-
w
o
£~
~
[N
Py
N
o
o w
[eNe)

(Item 52): Practice enemy
v, identification.

= CONUS 3.
s USAREUR 5

~ W
O
~
>N o]
O X

L3

v -
IR X

L

.

A

,.
b '
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R ‘
. Needed frequency of training exercises by type of unit
-n
E?: Once Less
‘#{ (Item 49): Practice putting Every Once Than
2 on protective masks. Daily Weekly Monthly Six a Once a
Months Year Year
A Infantry 5.1  25.4 55.5  11.9 1.7 .8
Wi Armor 2.7 440  49.3 4.0 .0 .0
A Field Artillery 2.8 34.9 55.5 5.7 .9 .0
Qa~ Air Defense Artillery 8.3 25.0 50.0 16.7 .0 .0
. s Combat Support 1.9 19.8 50.0 22.6 4.7 .9
" Combat Service Support 0 17.6 49.5 23.1 8.8 1.1
b
S (Item 52): Practice enemy
W identification.
#
g Infantry .8 35.3 54.6 8.4 .8 .0
) Armor 4.0 46,7 45.3 4.0 .0 .0
- Field Artillery 4,7 40,6 44,3 10.4 .0 .0
W Air Defense Artillery .0 45.5 54.5 .0 .0 .0
'y Combat Support 3.0 18.8 52.5 22.8 2.0 1.0
ps Combat Service Support 7.8 21.1 YA 23.3 1.1 2.2
‘I'.
(Item 50): Practice
o deliberate attack.
1o
,jQ Infantry .0 4.4 45.1 44,2 5.3 .9
vy Armor .0 2.7 41.3 49.3 6.7 .0
g S Field Artillery .0 13.0 65.0 19.0 2.0 1.0
3 Air Defense Artillery .0 .0 36.4 54.5 9.1 .0
v Combat Support 1.0 5.2 34.4 42,7 12.5 4.2
OV Combat Service Support 1.1 4.5 39.3 40.4 11.2 3.4
s
Y (Item 51): Practice
! % night occupation,
San Infantry .0 1.7 56.0 39.7 1.7 .9
55 Armor .0 .0 68.9 29.7 .0 1.4
v : Field Artillery .0 13.5 74.0 11.5 1.0 .0
T Air Defense Artillery .0 9.1 81.8 9.1 .0 .0
N Combat Support .0 2.0 49.5 38.4 8.1 2.0
- Combat Service Support .0 5.5 37.4 45.1 7.7 4.4
7':
o
L
)"
‘:'
o
) »
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Table 16

Needed frequency of training exercises by rank

Once Less
Every Once Than
(Item 49): Practice Daily Weekly Monthly  Six a Once a

Months Year Year

putting on protective mask.

06 3.3 36.7 53.3 6.7 .0 .0
05 5.6 29.2 52.8 11.1 1.4 .0
04 .0 47.5 44,3 4.9 3.3 .0
01 to 03 3.6 26.8 52.6 13.9 2.6 .5
E7 to E9 .0 24,1 54.0 17.2 3.4 1.1
E5 to E6 2.9 11.4 55.7 21.4 7.1 1.4
(Item 50): Practice
deliberate attack.
06 3.7 3.7 37.0 55.6 .0 .0
05 .0 3.0 54.5 39.4 3.0 .0
04 .0 6.5 48.4 37.1 4.8 3.2
0l to 03 .5 8.1 48,9 34.9 4,8 2.7
E7 to E9 .0 6.1 36.6 42,7 12.2 2.4
E5 to E6 .0 4.5 37.3 38.8 17.9 1.5
1I1-36
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Perceptions and Preferences Concerning Allocation of Respondents' Time

We now ask whether or not such opinions regarding the frequency of
training required for individual and unit effectiveness are related to
the levels of personal commitment to training. Respondents were asked
to report (a) how much time per week is personally devoted to ... and (b)
how much time per week they would like to personally devote to ... each of
seven duty requirements. Five of these are training related, two are not.
Table 17 1lists the overall response for the set of items. Respondents felt
they would like to devote more time each week on all the training related
items. They would like to spend only slightly more time per week in reading
other administrative literature and would apparently like to spend much less

time meeting post support requirements.

In Table 18, these responses are broken down by theater, type of unit
and rank. The table gives the percent who would spend more time if they could,
the same amount of time as now, and less time than now, for each of seven items.

Differences by theater are not large. Among the notable exceptions are
that we find that respondents in CONUS are slightly more likely to indicate
that they would like to spend more time reading nontraining related adminis-
trative literature. Post support requirements are apparently equally unpopular
in both theaters and both groups would like to spend more time in all the train-
ing related areas. The only significant differences on these items find a
larger percentage of respondents from USAREUR wanting to spend more time on
small unit and company size training than in CONUS. This 1is generally con-
sistent with the finding from Table 2, that respondents in USAREUR are more
likely to respond that training on individual tasks should be more frequent.

Several patterns emerge from analysis of these items by rank. First, the

11-37
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s Table 17

'* Average time spent personally (per week)

3 on various facets of training

3

This is This is
how it how 1'd

'J is now like 1t '
"

: (Items 36A-B): Reading

: training support materials 1.9 2.8

L]

. (Items 36C-D): Reading all

" admin. material except 2.2 2.3

R training support materials

s,

o (Items 36E-F): Planning

L for training 2.6 3.3

N

N, (Items 36G-H): Meeting

_: post support requirements 2.9 1.6
5: (Items 36I-J): Performing

N small unit training 2.1 3.1

y (Items 36K-L): Performing

2 company size unit training 2.2 3.1
:: (Items 36 M-N): Performing

.: large unit training 1.9 2.8
0

~

: (1) less than one hour (2) 1 to 2 hours (3) 3 to 5 hours

N (4) more than 5 hours

N

N

-

‘

<.

<.

,l
e

<,

L%

g

x

1

s
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oY respondents most likely to want to spend more time reading literature, whether
‘:ﬁ? for training support or administration are the more junior officers and enlisted

:Sj; men. Officers at the 0-6 level and enlisted E-7 through E-9 were less likely

T;: to want to spend more time reading. This finding may make mcre sense if we

1;{{ remember that respondents in these categories are likelyv to have the mcst 4
Sg? experience as well as the largest administrative burden. Second, pcst support

::a is apparently distasteful at all levels, but least so among the E-5 through E-¢

-, group. Even so, 50% indicated thev would like to spend less time in tlis arec. 1
%5;? Related to this finding is a third, namely that a relation seems te exist he-

23 tween the level of training specified in each of the items and rank. Individuals

e appear to have responded that they would like to spend more tire in an area whe.
,tif it 1s apparent that that level of training is most likelv to be a particular
QYRS
':&: area of responsibility for persons at that grade level. Thus, in the area cf

A

general planning for training and small unit training, junior officers (0-1

- through 0-3) and enlisted personnel (E-5 through E-6, E-7 through E-9) were
:j}: most likely to say they would like to spend more time.
e -
) For company size unit training 0-5, 0-4 and O-1 to 0-3 cfficers were most
ow-
"}J likely to want to spend more time in this area,and for large unit training 0-4
‘e
;:i: to 0-6 officer grades were significantly more likely te want to spend more tirce
\Ej in this area than were junior officers and enlisted personnel. Yo discernitle
-
“:,: patterns of significant differences were observed bv tvpe of unit con these iters
S
TN
AL
sz. Percepticns of Factors that Reduce Individual Innovation in aArmy Training
el Individuals were asked to note the extent to which four factors reduced
[ e
-;;}f innovation in training. These four facters were (1) negative reactions fror
,ij- higher level inspectors who noted deviations from trainirng guidance (2) over-~
Gt
ot
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whelming amounts of subject matter to be presented (3) the lack of initiative
and imagination on the part of NCOs and junior officers involved in training
and (4) lack of trainer awareness of their freedom to be innovative.

Table 19 presents the mean rating and standard deviation in each of these
areas for the overall sample. Higher means reflect that a factor 1is perceived
as a greater obstacle to innovation. While all factors assessed are viewed

. as reducing innovation to at least some extent, the gross opinion indicates
that negative evaluations from higher levels are the most detrimental among
these four, Individual abilities to present the amount of material required
and to do 1t in an innovative fashion are seen as next most troublesome and
the level of knowledge about the pe missability of innovation is rated least
problematic.

No significant differences in the rating of these four factors were
found when theater and type of unit were held constant. Significant differ-
ences are observed among different grade levels. (See Table 20). From
Table 20 it can be seen that opinion on the effects of these four factors
varies as a function of rank in the organization. 1In general, personnel lower
in the hierarchy attribute problems to the amount of material and to the

pressures from higher in the chain of command, while more senior personnel

attribute the problem to the abilities of company-level trainers. This split
is also representative of a cleavage in training roles and may speak to diffi-
culties in relations between training planners and those charged with implement-
ing such plans. This point is elaborated below.

Respcndents were asked to indicate (1) how often thev had heen penalized
for initlating new or different training methods and (2) how often thev had
been rewarded for initiating new or different traininpg methods. The overall

pattern of responses is shown in Tahble 21. While approximately 75% of the
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Table 19

(Ttem 19): In your opinion to what extent does each of the
following reduce innovation in small unit training?

SD

I |

(1) Inspectors frem higher levels of
comrand note deviation from train- 3.3 1.2
ing guidance and react negatively .

(2) Too much subject matter nust be
presented in a limited amount of
time. It is impossible to accom 3.1 1.1
plish anything other than what is
prescribed

(3) Many NCOs and junior officers who
fresent training are not used to
thinking for themselves, thus they 3.0 1.1
do not develop innovative techniques

(4) Trainers and commanders are unaware
that they may take new approaches
and use ''novel" techniques in 2.8 1.1
training

(1) Very little extent (2) Little extent (3) Some extent (4) Great extert
(3) Very great extent
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Table 20

Mean rating of factors reducing innovation; by rank

(Item 18): In your opinion to what extent does each of the following reduce
innovation in small unit training?

01- E7- E5-
06 05 04 03 E9 E6

(1) Inspectors from higher
levels of command note
deviation from train- 2.8 3.1 3.1 3.5 3.3 3.1
ing guidance and react
negatively.

(2) Too much subject matter
must be presented in a
limited amount of time.
It is impossible to 2.6 3.1 3.1 3.0 3.3 3.3
accomplish anything
other than what is
prescribed.

(3) Many NCOs and junior
officers who present
training are not used to
thinking form themselves, 3.1 3.3 3.0 2.7 3.2 2.9
thus they do not develop
innovative techniques.

(4) Trainers and commanders
are unaware that they may
take new approaches 2.5 2.7 2.7 2.6 3.0 2.9
and use ''movel” tech-
niques in training.

(1) Very little extent (2) little extent (3) some extent (4) great extent
(5) Very great extent

11-43
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Table 21

N Percent distributions on those items concerning

| feedback for training innovations

S

- -~ -

- All of Most or Scme of

the time the time the time Seldcm Ae'or

v. t
) (Item 30A): How often have

- vou been penalized for 5 3.9 20.6 5.4 155

initiating new or differer¢
traininz methods?
.

8 (Ttem 31): How cften have

: you teen revarced for 5.3 19.3 30.2 2.5 206
. {ritiating new or diiferent

N training mathods?

1
3!

. :Jle 22

- Dercentage distribution on penaltyv item

o by theater
), ALl of Msst of Scre of

. the time the time the time Seldem XNever
¥ Tres 3740 View cfton hove

- viy resn rernalized fov

- )

: .6 4.8 22.5 27,5 Gl

N .2 1.5 16.9 19.8 £1.F
o
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respondents reported that they seldom or never received penalties for introduc-
ing training innovations, 457% report that they seldom or never are rewarded

for such innovation. Significant differences were not found among types of
unit, but theater differences may be observed regarding penalties and rank
differences are observed for both penalties and rewards. (See Tables 22, 23,
and 24.)

Other indicators necessary to account for the observed variation in per-
ceived penalties are not present in this survey, therefore no interpretation
can be offered at this point for the observed pattern of responses in Table 22
which shows somewhat higher perceptions of penalization in CONUS.

As can be seen from Table 5, penalties, as would be expected, are per-

celved to occur more frequently among those lower in the hierarchy of rank.
We can also ask whether cr not perceived punishment is at least balanced by

a reasonable expectancy of reward. Table 24 shows that in the officer cate-
gories 0-4 to O—6labout 70% of the respondents report being rewarded at least
some of the time, while in the lower officer ranks (0-1 to 0-3) and upper
enlisted (E-7 to E-9) about 50% report they are seldom or never rewarded, and
nearly 707 of E-5 to E-6 enlisted personnel report they are seldom or never
rewarded,

In conclusion, differences concerning opinion about factors reducing
innovation have been shown and it has been noted that the higher and lower
leadership opinions are divergent. Further it appears that those groups
thought to be least innovative (NCOs and junior officers) by the higher leader-

ship themselves perceive higher frequencies of penalties for such innovation

coupled with lower frequencies of reward than do the higher ranking leadership

groups.
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B
Percentage distribution for each rank
- on the penalty item
AN
e
u.--
\'~-
" (icem 3CA): Hew often have vou been penalized for training innovatien?
SN
g All of Most of Scme of Y
el Rank the time the time the time Seldom Never
..::\
" 06 0.0 0.0 6.7 16.7  T6.7
' a5 1.4 1.4 7.1 25.7 £4.3 .
04 0.0 3.6 7.1 23.2 06.1
‘;& ¢l - 03 0.6 4.4 26.5 28.2 0.3
. E7 - E9 0.0 1.4 30.0 24.3 L4.3
N ES - E6 1.8 10.5 28.1 24.6 33.1
.\:ﬁ
i
A7
T Table 24
e Percentage distribution for each rank
- cn the reward item
2
i:; ‘Teom 31V: o Eaw ofren have vou been rewarded for training innovation?
Pl
~
)
a "y
<, X All of Most of Some of
e Ranc the time the time the time Seldem Never
e 26 6.7 50.0 10.0 26.7 6.7
... 05 10.1 30.4 29.0 23.2 7.2
:}; 04 3.3 25.0 36.7 21.7 13.3
01 - 03 3.7 16.6 32.6 27.3 13.8
AN *7 - E9 f.2 12. 32.1 18.5 30.9
ES - E6 5.2 3.4 24.1 27.6 39.6
v
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Perceptions of the Utility of ‘aning/Simulation

Before analyzing attitudes toward the utility of gaming/simulation

we sought to establish the experience level of the respondents in the ARTS
sample with respect to this training aid. In response to the question 'What
experience have you had with the use of gaming/simulation (CATTS, CAMMS,
BATTLE, DUNN-KEMPF, etc.)?", 34.8% said they had no experience, 14.7% said
they had heard or read about them 12,8% had seen them used, 33.37% had some
experlence as player or controller and 4.47 had extensive experience as
player or controller. With roughly three experience levels significantly re-
presented in the sample (none, limited, some), this question becomes a useful
control variable.

Respondents were asked to compare the training effectiveness of gaming/
simulation with the traditional training of Command Post Exercises and Field
Training Exercises. Table 25 contains the distribution of the overall sample
on these two questions. From Table 25 we see that a large portion of the
sample (40%) felt they did not know enough about gaming/simulation to give
an opinion. Of those who did express a sentiment, gaming/simulation was
deemed most effective when compared to Command Post Exercises where approxi-
mately 30% found it somewhat or much more effective than CPX. Only 10% could
say the same when comparing gaming/simulation to FTX.

If we now control for the respondent's experience, we find that experience
with gaming/simulation can account for this overall finding. Tables 26 and 27
contain the cross classification of the training effectiveness of gaming/simu-
lation compared to CPX and FTX with the respondent’'s experience with gaming/

simulation.

11-47




A A A A A A A b it ittt e

Table 25

Training effectiveness of Gaming/Simulation
compared to CPX and FTX

4
CPX. % FTX %
(1) Gaming/Simulation is much more effective 10.9 3.2
(2) Gaming/Simulation is somewhat more effective 20.0 7.0 ﬁ
(3) Gaming/Simulation is equally effective 10.7 8.3
(4) Gaming/Simulation is somewhat less effective 11.5 17.9
(5) Gaming/Simulation is much less effective 4.3 24.7
(6) I don't know 42.7 39.0
IT-48
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In Table 26 it may be observed that those with at least some experience
as player or contrcller rate gaming/simulation as more effective than CPX
than do those with no experience. Those with little experience rate gaming/
simulation less favorably when compared to CPX but, even here, those who have

seen it are more likely to rate it as more effective (than CPX) than are

those who have only read or heard about 1it.

Experience plays a different role when comparing gaming/simulation to
FTX (see Table 27). 1In this case even those individuals with extensive
experience with gaming/simulation rate it as less or much less effective
than training through field training exercises.

No theater differences are observed on these two items, yet we regard
this finding as tentative due to the small number of cases which result in
this finer breakdown, and similar problems occur if we attempt to analyze
the effects of rank or type of unit.

The differences in response to the items in Tables 26 and 27 might
best be summarized by considering the responses to the following question:
"How should gaming/simulation be used in tactical training for Battalion or
Brigade command groups?" Table 28 displays the overall distribution of re-
sponses to this question. Only about 19% see gaming/simulation as a primary
source of training, and approximately 36% see it as augmenting other training.
1.6 % of respondents felt it should not be used at all while, nearly 357 offer-
ed no opinion,

When the control for experience is introduced, the only significant
observation 1s that personnel experienced in gaming/simulation are more
likely to view 1t as useful while those with less experience are more likely
to view it as a useful add-on (see Table 29).

Finally, as a measure of respondent's feelings concerning the practical
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Table 26

Gaming/Simulation compared to CPX
by respondent's experience with Gaming/Simulation

Experience with Gaming/Sirulation

None Read about it Seen it used llayed some Played a lct

Much more effective 21.1 3.2 7.7 21.3 50.0
More effective 31.5 22.6 26.9 39.6 36.4
Equal 26.3 32.3 25.9 15.2 4.5 4
Less effective 5.2 29.0 30.8 18.3 4.5
Much less effective 15.8 12.9 9.6 5.5 4.5
99.9% 100.0% 99.97 99.97% 99,67
Table 27

Gaming/Simulation compared to FTX
by respondent's experience with Gaming/Simulation

Experience with Gaming/Simulation

None Read about it Seen it used Played some Played a lot

i Much more effective 16.0 .0 1.8 5.4 9.1
NN

N Mare effective 8.0 22.2 7.1 9.6 22.7
‘p:_\.
ROAN

ASRE Faual 28.0 13.9 10.7 13.9 4.5
N

Less effective 20.0 27.8 28.6 32.5 22.7

Miich less effective 28.0 36.1 51.8 38.6 40.9

100.07 100.07% 100.0% 100.07% 100.0%
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__J'
‘?ﬁ Percentage distribution for responses to how
s Gaming/Simulation should be used
"‘J
i\
..
:: (Item 22): How should gaming/simulation be used in tactical training for
LS . Battalion or Brigade command groups?
“
- Percent
Y
¥ N (1) Should be the only source of training. 8
0 (2) Very useful, should be used in conjunction with other
P training such as FTX/CPX with gaming/simulation occupying 17.8
- the most time.
B .
.
N
S (3) Useful add-on but, should be used in conjunction with
a other training such as FTX/CPX with FTX/CPX occupying 36.3
. the most time.
I.
xjj (4) It's marginal, use only when we don't have time, money
‘i. or area to train properly. 8.7
.‘_:
' (5) Should not be used at all, just doesn't provide proper
training. 1.6
»
}: (6) T don't know. 34,9
v ::
.
J
Y,
-,
M
)
Oy
' "
>0
1 ".i
-
-
':J.
“
X
3
O
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Table 29
Percent distribution for responses to how Gaming/Simulation

should be used in tactical training
by experience with Gaming/Simulation

Experience with Gaming/Simulation

(Ttem 22) None Read about it Seen it used Played some Plaved a lot
Only source 0 2.3 1.7 1.2 .0 .
Most used source 30.6 22.7 20.7 26.1 56.5
As an added but less
used source 44.4 56.8 58.6 59.4 39.1
Only when no alter-
native is available 19.4 18.2 15.5 10.9 4.3
Should not be used 5.6 .0 3.4 2.4 .0
100.0% 100.0% 99.9% 100.0% 99.9%
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utility of gaming/simulation vs. other factors, the following information

»
»

;E; is presented. Respondents were asked to rate the items appearing in Table 30

éig in terms of their importance to a unit's successful accomplishment of its

@». mission.

o

fﬂ From Table 30 we observe that gaming/simulation is regarded as one

‘.53 of those items least important to successful completion of the unit's mission
- ) . in actual combat (x = 2.6), significantly less so than peacetime ARTEP train-
‘i ing (x = 3.2) and SM training (x = 3.4). Interestingly, when experience with
T

PEE gaming/simulation is held constant, no significant effect 1is observed on the
o

rating of the importance of gaming/simulation in the actual combat situation.

P

In conclusion, it appears that when individuals have had experience with

gaming/simulation, they are more likely to regard it as a more effective train-

ing tool yet still fail to regard it as effective as other forms of training

for the actual combat situation.

Turnover, Turbulence and Unit Training

Three items from the ARTS survey concerned respondents' perceptions

oy
K.
SN
O of the seriousness of personnel turbulence and turnover with respect to
A%
'
K<, their impact on training and unit performance. When asked to rate unit
K.
": . generated pcrsonnel turbulence as one of twelve obstacles to training, re-
Ih.
.
‘o spondents gave it a mean rating of 6.0 (refer to item 6 in the codebook).

-

K->
;‘?: Rated as greater obstacles were post support requirements, command directed
"N
.

- activities, resource constraints, a shortage of capable NCOs and the lack
:2 of time for proper training. Turnover appears to be a problem that has mcre
‘af of a long-run character because of detrimental effects on the experience
"-
it

2
W,

A

Wy

Dy
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- Table 30

<. Overall means and standard deviations

3 for importance attributed to various elements
L of a unit's combat performance

‘.

Irn actual combat, how irportant do you think the following are to a unit's
successful accomplishment of its mission:

@ at

= x SD
f NCO leadership 3.9 .45
)
N Hatred of the enemy 2.4 .83
N Department of the Army guidance 2.4 .92
.
‘!
AL The condition of unit equipment 3.8 .53
4
A The condition of individual equipment 3.7 .57
Patriotism 3.1 .76
. SM training in peacrtime 3.4 .69
, Squad or platoon solidarity 3.6 .59
(-
w
:j Battalion or brigade leadership 3.5 .68
:'4
" ARTEP training in peacetime 3.2 .69
R«
Platoon or company leadership 3.8 49
.
Ca
. Garming/Simulation in peacetime 2.6 .83
-,
o
.
o (1) Very unimportant (2) Fairly unimportant (3) Fairly important (4) Very important
-3
=
-
‘-
v
- 11-54
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levels available tc get the job done.

It was also rated in the middle range of other problems which affect
training and unit performance. When rated among a series of 11 items (see
Q40 in the codebook) the 'complete turnover of personnel every 7 or 8 months
and the impact of training" was assessed as being a problem to some extent.
Problems of greater consideration were the imposition of too many non-tactical
requirements on the unit, a shortage of qualified NCOs, the changing priorities

of higher headquarters and discipline. In another series of {tems (see Q41

in the codebook) personnel turnover was fourth among seven areas considerecd
important to unit performance.

In focusing on differing perceptions of the importance of turbulence and
turnover by rank, type of unit and theater, it was found that the immediate
problem of turbulence and the larger problem of turnover are both considered
more problematic by ARTS respondents in CONUS than in USAREUR (see Table 31).
When type of unit is varied, it 1is observed that turbulence is most prcble-
matic for those respondents in combat support, armor and air defense units.
Respondents from two of the types of units (armor and ADA) were alsc more
likely to rate turnover as a greater problem. Additionallv, respendents in
the field artillery units saw this as a greater problem than did those in
infantry, combat support and combat service support units.

Examination of differing perceptions by the rank of the respondents indi-
cates that only 0-6 officers were much more likely to respond that these areas
are great problems.

In summary, these prcblems do not appear as the greatest obstacles tc
training and effective performance relative to the problems generated by post
support requirements and the conflicting demands of higher headquarters. The

reader should remember, however, that these respondents have indicated that
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rhe
< Table 32
t;z (Item 40E): To what extent do vou think 'complete turnover of
o personnel every 7 or 8 mouths and the impact on training"
XN is a problem?
3
O (1) To a very great extent 18.1 )
.':':- ) 42.4
’fﬂ: (2) To a great extent 24.3)
‘ 4
(3) To some extent 30.7
=;};' (4) To a little extent 16.2 )
o ) 26.9
:c:. (5) To a very little extent 10.7 )
::\-
4
g
o Table 33
;f: (Ttem 41B): How important do you think the "perscnnel turnover"
e is in determining how well a unit performs?
WA
2 Percent saying
e important and
. Percent unimportant
A
o (1) Very unimportant 2.2 )
‘D ) 14.4
Lr s (2) Fairly unimportant 12.2 )
0 (3) Fairly important 50.8 )
g ) , ) 85.6
Wy (4) Very important 34.8 )
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lrem 0% how lmporzar: do oveoyg think spoad or (]
v ois te a2 unit's accomplishrert cf
Perzent s
{=~rortant “
Percent uni=pereant -
- 1' Very unimpeortant 1.2)
- ) 3.5
- 2% Fatrly unizpeortant 2.3 )
b.'.
.ol 13) Fairly important 272
) 36.3
(<) Verw imporrant £9.131 )
o Table 35

atage distriburi-n of ranks
rsc I turbt:lence ag an nbstacle

& fltem AAY: Listed were 12 otatacles teo effactive collective

f training. A~eng thenm, '‘perscrnnel turbulence unit

; generated) was ranked:

') Percent of resperndents
e N ranxing perscnnel tur-
L Per:ent wren Sulence in the upper

ccllapsed into and lower arder as an
frur cacegeries hstacle

1.4
2 TS 28.5
1 3.5 -
i 37.6
“ T
: P I
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. : 42,4
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N they believe the problems of turbulence and turnover to be most serious as
. they relate to competing demands on training time (see the section on open-
;:E: ended responses below).
A ; Content Analysis of Open-Ended Responses
o~
o
'_C? In addition to responding to the structured items discussed in other
v N sections of this report, AKTS respondents were asked to comment on problem
;ij: areas of the training system which they felt were not adequately covered by
2,
\3- the survey. Approximately forty respondents in USAREUR and approximately
R
e, seventy respondents in CONUS provided interpretable responses. These indi-
@
— viduals were predominantly in grades 0-3 to 0-5.
[~
5:}; The most frequently expressed sentiments concerned what really seems
aTs
AT to be a series of closely related problems which culminate in these respondents'
A opinion that they lack enocugh time to make training effective. Underlying
.
-
S this area of concern are several contributing factors.
.'_:‘
N Respondents at all positions in the organization stress that their
"y
.) training time is cut into because of competing demands which require their
" K attention. Especlally significant was the frequency with which 0-3 through
. 0-5s implicated higher headquarters as generating conflicting demands and
] requirements. The tendency was to percelve these actions of higher headquarters
??? as detrimental to training and as actions which are generated bv organizational
s
- requirements which do not coincide with successful training for mission
",;
= requirements.
,:ﬁ? In other words, it appears that the latent effects of many required reports
b \- .
::{: to superiors and directives imposed by superiors is to motivate individuals to
-
b respond with effort directed at simply complying with such requests in a fashicn
s
) ".'
‘.
,. I11-59
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that does not result in negative sanctions; i.e., there seems to be a dis~
crepancy between their perception of a job well done and their superiors'
perception. These respondents indicate that they are distressed because

time which could be spent in planning for training or in training and coordi-
nating lower level trainers 1s instead allocated to nontraining related
paperwerk and similar administrative requirements.

For example, cofficers in combat support and combat service support
speclalities felt that ruch of the training program passed on to them was ,
not appropriate to those tasks which they are called upon to perform in a
combat situation. Additionally, it was often mentioned that responding to
such demands takes them away from regular daily maintenance, transportation
or other support activities which they feel are more akin to their wartime
tasks. In other cases, either the lack of clear direction or the interference
from higher headquarters is perceived as lack of support for training. Several
individuals cited this nonsupportive aspect of the actions of higher head-
quarters as a demoralizing factor for trainers and as a threat to their
credibility with their men. The problem areas above which were identified
in respondents' comments and others are listed in Table 36. It may well be

that underlying the above complaints mentioned is a wellspring of discontent

with the current training system that stems not from the type of training

preograms which exist but from the trainers inability to concentrate on training.

Factors Impinging on Training: A Comparison With The Gorman Survey

Use of the Army Training Study Survey and the German Survey allows a

Y partial exarination of possible trends affecting training, or more correctlyv,

trends in leader's perceptions regarding factors thought to affect training:

."

distractors, the impact of variation in present for duty strength, and the

> \
€
dtats

s
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2um Table 36
-

::: Training problem areas commonly mentioned in open-ended comments.
r.

e

‘ A
e
{:: 1. Conflicting priorities of higher headquarters,
\:\ too much task orientation, not enough mission
:,: orientation.

2. Post support and daily job details cause

Y turbulence in units that leaves little time
o for effective training.

;*w

e 3. Lack of perception by higher level planners
.Vw of the difficulties associated with implementing
> training packages.

- \'
Py 4. Lack of trainer's time to plan training and give
N it the proper emphasis to make it effective.

\i\

:}: 5. Climate of "crisis management' impedes effective
el planning and execution.

v
KO 6. Goals of higher headquarters are vaguely defined

with respect to training results resulting in a
perceived lack of support for training.

-~

-
-

1 9

Oy

7. Lack of experience and training among the trainers.

Y

'
&
X4 a £

8. Personnel problems - including low quality recruits
and those with severe personal problems - interfere
with effective training.

A

A

""'.".".".",‘
A

L

[
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availability of training aids.

This section will begin with a summary of the results of the ARTS
survey compared to the Gorman Survey. This initial overview will be followed
bv a detailed comparison of FBDT and ARTS respondents' perceptions and eval-
vations of the training system.

Summary

1. As found in the Gorman Survey, ARTS respondents indicated that
Field Manuals had been used more than Army Training Programs and Army Subject . ’
Schedules.

2. As observed in the Gorman Survey, ARTS respondents in USAREUR found
weapons ranges and general field training areas to be least available. Further,

the absclute level of availability reported by ARTS respondents 1is less than

observed in the Gorman data. This difference is also observed for training
aids with models, mockups, gaming/simulation and POW interrogation personnel
most likely to be in short supply.

3. Obstacles to effective training observed in the Gorman Study are
still aprarently serious problems. Among the most serious reported are (1) too
rany nontactical requirements imposed on the unit, (2) a shortage of qualified
NCOs, (3) the need for stronger discipline, and (4) the problem of insuring
that day-to-day tralning is conducted.

4, The percentage of authorized TOE strength estimated to be needed
in "present for duty' status at various organizational and rank levels was
appreximately 807. This 1s roughly 5% higher than levels estimated by the
active army respondents in the Gorman Survey,

3. The estimated importance of several mission or problem areas compares

nudriv exactlv between the two survevs. The most important areas are operational
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L
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missions, small unit training and vehicular maintenance. Command inspections

were rated as slightly more demanding by ARTS respondents than in the earlier

survey.

Distractors to Training and Competing Problem Areas

Respondents were asked to rate the importance of eight mission areas
with respect to (1) how much importance their superiors attached to it, (2) how
much they themselves attached to it and (3) how demanding each was on their
time. The eight areas and their mean rating for the overall sample appear in
Table 37.

While small unit training received the fourth highest rating with respect

to its importance to superiors it received the second highest rating in terms

of importance to the respondents themselves. In this regard it was among
three areas which the respondents saw as more important to them than their
superiors. The other two areas were operational missions and vehicular main-
tenance. Small unit training also received the third highest mean rating (3.5)
for demands on the individuals's own time.

These responses may be analyzed in greater detail with respect to theater,
rank and type cof unit. These results are displayed in Tables 38 through 40
along with the results of responses to these same questions in the Gorman Survey.
We will discuss the findings of the Army Training Study (ARTS) Survey with
respect to the findings of the Gorman Survey where appropriate.

In Table 38, the above mentioned breakdowns are displayed for the question

concerning importance of the eight mission areas to cne's superiors. Significang

differences by theater may be noted in two of the eight areas in ARTS, coomunity
relations and race relations, both being rated as more demanding to superiors

in USAREUR. This 1is consistent with the findings of the Gorman Survey. However
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Table 37
Mean rating of Importance/ Importance/ How demanding
importance/demand demanding to demanding of your
for: your seniors in your view time

Drug abuse control 3.5 3.2 2.6 M
Community relations 2.9 2.6 2.2
Race relations 3.4 3.1 2.6 ,
Small unit training 3.7 4.4 3.5
Commmand inspections 3.8 3.4 3.3
Operational missions 4.3 4.6 4.0
Vehicular maintenance 4.2 4.4 3.6
Administration 3.5 3.3 3.5

(1) Least demanding (2) Below average (3) Average (4) Above average (5) Demanding
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the magnitude of the ratings in the Gorman Survey 1is slightly higher. Most

other areas have ratings which are very similar between the twc surveys, both

in direction of difference between CONUS and USAREUR and with respect to
magnitude. The only exception is in the case of operational missions. Superiors
are perceived as having much more concern with this area in 1978 than they

did in 1971, especially in USAREUR.

Significant differences are observed for only two areas when the ARTS
respondents are categorized by type of unit. These areas are small unit
training and administration. In both cases, respondents in Field Artillery
unit perceive these two areas as much less important to their superiors than
do the other specialities. This was not the case in the Gorman findings.
Other differences between the two surveys are not substantial in this parti-
cular analyslis,

Significant differences among rank categories in ARTS were observed
in all areas except for command inspections and administration. Drug abuse
was though to be of importance to superiors most by E~7 through E-9 enlisted
and least by O-4 officers. This is consistent with the Gorman findings.
Community relations was thought to be of above average importance to superiors
by E-7 through E-9 enlisted (x = 3.3) and below average importance by 0-1 to
0-3 officers (x = 2.6). This pattern is also consistent with the Gorman
findings and may also be observed in the area of race relations. In the
areas of small unit training and operational missions, O-6 officers attributed
the most importance to superlors while E-5 to E-6 enlisted had the lowest mean
scores Iin these areas. These findings are at variance with the Georman Survev
findings. Overall, 1t appears that respondents perceive the areas of small

unit training, operational missions and vehicular maintenance to be rmore
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i{=-~>rrarnt tc their superiors in 1978 than in 1971.

Table 39 is concerned with how important each of these eight mission

areas !5 to the respondent. Significant differences by theater were observed

in only two areas: drug abuse control and community relaticns. In each case
resrondents In USAREUR gave these areas higher ratings: drug-abuse was 3.5

vs 3.1, community relations was 2.8 vs 2.5. This finding varies from the
Corman Survey in which no differences by theater were observed for these twe
areas. Nc significant differences were observed in the remaining six areas

in either survev and the magnitude of the rating in each area is similar

for the two survevs, except in race relations, command inspecticns and vehi-
cular maintenance. The latter two received higher ratings by the ARTS respond-

ents, while the former was rated as a more demanding problem in the Gorman

Survev,

Significant differences between tvpes of unit were otserved in only
two areas: small unit training and vehicular maintenance. Small unit training
was rated most demanding by those in infantryv, arror and field artillery
(x = 4.5 to 4.6) and lowest bv those in ceorbat service support units (x = 3.9).
“ehicle maintenance was a most dermanding preblerm for those in armer (x = 4.6) and
tield arctllerv and combat service support {(x = 4.2). These patterns ccincidle
with differences ~hserved in the Gorman Survev.

Significant differences with respect to the relative irportance to the
individual were observed in all missicn or problem areas except comrmand in-
spections and vehicular maintenance when ARTY respondents are cateperized b
rank, Drug abuse 1s rated hinbest by =7 through F-9 YCCs and least {mpertant
by O0-4 ~fficers. This pattern {s als. evident {n the arca of administration.

The find!ngs are simlilar to those reported by Corran.  Comrmunity relatisns is
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i _ rated most important by 0-6 officers and E-7 through E-9 NCOs and least irm-
A
‘:Sz portant by 0-4 officers. This particular pattern is also observed in the
~Eé area of race relations, but does not compare to the Corman findings. Srall
;:. unit training and operational missions receive their lowest rating frem F-5
?g to E-6 NCOs and highest rating from the higher ranking officers. This firding
:Sj cannot be compared directly to the Gorman survev because the junior NCO category
"
. \ was not included in that survey.
j;f Table 40 shows the observations concerning how demanding each of the
':k\ areas 1s for the individual. Again recalling the overall distributicn, opera-
';‘ tional missions, vehicular maintenance and small unit training were most
-if% demanding on individuals in the ARTS survey. This appears similar tc the
E{: Gorman findings, and the overall mean ratings for each year are quite similar.
2;5 Again, significant differences between CONUS and USAREUR are chkserved
5 cnly in the areas of drug abuse and community relations, and again these are
~§: rated more demanding by ARTS respondents in USAREUR. This too is censistent
?gi with the Gorman findings.
':{ Significant differences by tvpe of unit were observed in two of the
;;E eight mission areas: small unit training and administration. Small unit
li:} training was seen as significantly more demanding among the cormbat units and
':; administration was an above average prcblem area for those in infantry units.
ii: Comparability with the Gorman Survey 1s suggested but not precise due tc the
fi: absence of a sample of support units in the CGorman report.
;; Significant differences bty rank were observed for the ARTS respondents
;i; in three areas, drug abuse control, ccmrmunity relaticns and vehicular mainten-
é? ance. E-5 to E-6 enlisted are most concerned in the former two areas while
ak officer and enlisted groups report highest demand in the vehicle maintenance
11-71
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avea. Cilrect comparison to the Georman findings is not possible because the
sunior NCQ0s were net included in the BFDT sample.

Other Problem Areas

Direct comparison tetween the ARTS and Gorman Surveys on the items in
this section is hampered bv differing response scales in the stucies and by
veryv small nubers of cases in some breakdowns, e.g., there was onlv cne air
defense artillery (06 in the ARTS sample. In addition, information reported
in the Gorman findings dces not allow us to reproduce overall reans. Our
remarxs will therefore note significant differences where they occur within

ach studv and refer to differences between studies in terms of direction cf

1]

cdifference only.

Arong the group of items reported in Table 41 ARTS respondents cited
the lack of motivated officers willing to perform their duties (x = 3.9),
the utilization of officers and NCOs at levels above their normal experience
(x = 3.5) and a shortage of qualified officers (x = 3.4) as the three least
serious potential protlems (among those listed) for units. Those most serious
were (1) that too many nontactical requirements are imposed on the unit
(x = 2.2), (2) a shortage of qualified NCCs (x = 2.3) and (3a) the need for
strenzer discipline (x = 2.4) and (3b) the training load is made difficult by

changing priorities cf higher headquarters (x = 2.4). These same problers

.15: were among the five most serious in the German Survey.

ifi Significant differences by theater are noted in four areas and in all
k:;fs cises respcondents in CONUS rate them as more problematic than those in USAREUR,
5;“¢ The four areas are (from worst to least) (1) problems associated with training
EE;E lnad created by changing priorities at higher headquarters, (2) complete turn-
ES& cver cf personnel every seven or elght months and it potential impact on

tralining, (3) a shortage of qualified officers, (4) officers and NCOs called

.
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to perform duties beyond the normal experience level. These findings are
not comparable with the Gorman findings.

Significant differences by type of unit are observed in seven items,
yet other than noting nontactical requirements as a particularly salient
problem to respondents in air defense artillery no pattern to this variation
can be observed.

Significant differences by rank among ARTS respondents can be noted
on nearly all items. In approximately half the cases, the opinions of 0-4
to -6 officers and 0-1 to 0-3 officers, E-5 to E-6 enlisted and E-7 to E-9
unlisted are noticeably distinct. This can be observed for (1) lack of
motivated officers (2) too many nontactical requirements on the unit (3)
shortage of qualified NCOs (4) lack of experienced administrative personnel
in the hardskill areas (5) difficulties with the training load stemming from
the changing priorities of higher headquarters and (6) the need fnr discipline.
(See Table 41 for the specific differences between these groups.)

In sum: the more serious problems for the higher officer group were
(1) the shortage of qualified NCOs (2) the lack of experienced administrative
personnel in hardskill areas (3) the lack of motivated NCOs willing to per-
form their duties. The more serious problems for the junior officer/enlisted
group would be (1) lack of motivated officers willing to perform their duties
(2) too many nontactical requirements imposed on the units (except E-5 and
E-6) (3) training load made difficult by changing priorities of higher head-
quarters and (4) the need for stronger discipline. The findings are somewhat
consistent with the Gorman findings.

Impact of Variation in Present for Duty Strength

ARTS respondents were asked to estimate the minimum platoon and minimum

11-77
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company present for duty strengths required to achieve dynaric training at
each level, Tables 42 and 43 display the mean response (percent level) and
additicnally display responses to questions concerning maximum turbulence
at each level, broken down by theater, rank and type of unit. Though the
turbulence items were not included in the Gorman Survey, they do present a
reasure of the reliability of the ARTS data in as much as the difference
between 100% and the minimum present for duty strength should approximate
the maximum turbulence. In general then, the officer data seem reliable,
with most differences [(100% - min. pres.) - max. turb,] less than 107%.

The NCO and enlisted data do not generally seem to be quite as good.

Irn general, all officer grades tend to respond that enlisted and NCO/
of ficer minimum platoon and company present for duty strengths should be
higher than do NCO personnel. Further, maximum turbulence levels are esti-
mated to be lower by the officers than the NCOs. Coupled with this obser-
vation is a tendency for officers 1in USARELUR to give more conservative

estirmates (i.e., higher minimums and lower maximums) than their CONUS coun-

terparts. The opposite tends to hold for NCOs. These findings are generally
censistent with the Gorman Survey, though the estimates of minimum present
for duty strength are slightly higher in 1978 among the ARTS respondents.

While the effect of rank remains, no significant pattern of differences

is observed by type of unit with the exception that those respondents in air

L]

defense artillery and combat support tend to be most consistently conservative

.
e
.

T

]
«".

in their estimates.
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2 |

Use of Guidelines in Training

The last series of questions which are found in both the Gorman and

I
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) o
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A Table 42
[
-: Minimum platoon necessary to achieve dynamic platcon training
2 (a comparison of ARTS and Gorman).#*
Al y .
GORMAN
W what do you consider to be a minimum platoon "present for duty” strength to
-", achieve dynamic PLT. training? (Please answer in terms of TOE strength, not
k-~ assigned strength)
": w & v e
oy 2 8 g < g 2 = <
o RANK 3 § z ¥ 9 =« g B E z = g =
06-08 © W o = <« < & U W 9 = < < &
h 05 3 70 81 64 68 71 88 70 61 77 67 55 71 89 95
&
: (B); (330 74 73 76 73 80 B2 72 76 13 75 73 82 78 15
: 04 76 73 78 75 81 71 1717 79 73 83 77 89 73 79
Y 01-03 74 18 74 74 75 718 715 77 80 78 77 80 78 77
™ E7-E9 78 75 75 72 717 18 17 70 713 71 69 70 73 72
J ARTS
Lyl
:: (same question)
-
" 06 76 83 75 80 90 73 84 89 84 86 99 82
Y 05 82 719 77 83 85 82 85 85 82 84 92 88
04 76 82 70 81 80 76 87 88 81 88 90 86
01 to 03 8 79 76 81 72 82 83 84 80 91 70 88
e E7 to E9 74 67 70 73 715 67 74 67 75 66 72 69
s ES to E6 70 71 76 71 75 65 15 73 71 6% - 68
_"’; ARTS
)= Max platoon turbulence
-
o
: 06 17 13 13 14 70 20 16 12 12 11 70 17
. 05 12 12 14 14 10 11 9 9 10 11 S5 8
s 04 14 16 16 15 25 9 11 13 18 8 25 8
b 01 to 03 22 18 22 13 17 23 17 14 16 13 25 13
B E7 to E9 33 46 41 25 45 S6 29 53 37 42 42 50
- ES to E6 40 24 36 16 10 52 40 28 % 13 - 57
ot
.J
L3 * CS and $5 Branch categories were omitted from the table to facilitate comparison
(since branch differences were not significant).
1_.'
f::
J:'
ey
W
R~
Lo
R}
N
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Table 43

Minimum company necessarv to achieve
dvramic companyv training*

CORMAN
1)
“hat do vou consider to be a minimum company "present for dutv" strength to

achieve dyramic co. training? (Please answer in terms of TCE strength, nct
assigned strength.)

ENLISTED NCO/OFFICER
= -
o & o= o ox
PAYK Z & =T < 2 2 = <
— @] jow) [ P 2 << < — = e o o -2
-6 35 77 %8 70 76 80 75 66 79 63 63 1 B3 B9
3553
4n o 73 73 78 72 T8 83 73 76 76 78 75 80 78 IS
05¢3
o4 75 74 78 74 79 78 76 78 77 81 78 83 39 7%
51-03 7479 75 75 76 78 76 77 79 78 77 78 I8
£7-E9 76 76 76 75 77 79 77 71 74 70 70 69 34 74
ARTS
(same question)

06 79 83 &7 80 90 72 80 87 79 85 90

Ol
G5 82 5 84 84 78 85 85 80 7 81 90 88
04 77 81 73 79 78 7% 83 88 83 86 88 35
01-03 79 77 79 78 68 80 82 81 ‘9 85 7 BE
E7-ES 76 84 84 Bl 73 66 73 69 73 71 47 75
E5-E6 79 79 84 83 90 70 76 74 7¢ 72 - 71

Yax company turbulence

06 18 16 18 14 70 22 17 13 13 11 7

Q0 20
05 16 14 22 14 12 16 12 10 11 12 5 15
04 420 17 16 28 14 4 16 21 25 13
01-03 21 18 19 16 20 24 16 16 16 16 14 17
E7~E9 34 53 41 35 47 51 32 56 44 41 58 41
E5~E6 35 18 31 10 5 41 34 14 2 6 41

*CS and SS Branch categories were omitted frem the table to facilitate comparison
(since branch differences were not sigrnificant).




ARTS Surveys reflect the extent to which varlous guldelines have been used in

- training. These data are reported in Table 44. For both groups it is
- observed that Army Training Programs and Army Subject Schedules did receive

the least use, Field Manuals the most use and Army Regulations intermediate

oy

;Ej use. No significant differences by theater are observed although ARTS

s; respondents in USAREUR report lower usage of Army regulations in training

‘ ) than do respondents in CONUS. Unit differences are noted only insofar as
;:; air defense artillery respondents report they have used the Army Subject

Ei%i Schedules, Field Manuals, and Regulations at significantly higher levels

:;. than those in other service specialities. Differences by rank are noted on

g

iif each 1tem with junior officers, senior NCOs and junior NCOs reporting higher
1&55 usage In all areas than do 0-4 to O-6 officers. This is generally consistent
2N with the Gorman findings.
;EZ; Availability of Training Facilities

Respondents to the ARTS and Gorman Surveys were asked to report on the
availability of facilities and aids for use in small unit training. Table 45
arrays these data controlling for rank, theater and type of unit. Again we
note that direct comparisons between the two surveys are impeded by the absence

of several categories in the Gorman data.

ig{ Analysis of the univariate distribution of means would indicate that the
e

et five types of training facilities are usually available, yet significant

'i“: differences can be observed by theater, type of unit and rank. ARTS respondents

(- w in USAREUR were more likely to have classrooms at theilr disposal than respond-
Ll
:] ents in CONUS but less likely to find weapons ranges, small unit training areas
T
:f: and field training areas when needed. This pattern is also observed in the
"4
—A¥ Gorman findings. While everyone reported that general field training areas
-
i/
’l
>
N
‘oY
g 11-81
2704
ol
P
~59\.ffgf;f;f;fdl_ Y ;’4"’;“'4{’;’C’{’ﬂ“£“§’éﬂ{fifu;ifu'g" o R




0°¢ n e
9t Yy
I HC
QL 3
) [and
<3 w
™ ot
9 m
~ ™
o [t
= 2]

't 0°¢
AN
c'g §Uf
L7 9°7
LT 92
CR
T Pl
rm )
2] v

l‘ IQ: ... wn " *

e PN
;5 ﬁ“aw..e;nr
4

[°¢ VAR
9t LTt
B¢ ®°C
R 8
o o
2 w
3 "
w
1°¢
£t
St
6°¢
]
(o]
[}
9
s
P -L
A

> L <

SAUMIY (y) Aplens (1) sowplaeuos () L3naN (1)

hE S I S ALY S R At SR A% S S Y A A A A4 suople(nday Auay
P A S A2 R T A S A T A A T A A AR sTenury PIatd
H°Z RO 6Tt 0Tt LT¢ 't 6°¢ 6°¢ ('C &°¢ 9°¢ so|npaydg Idalqng Awry
L7 ¥'C 0t 0°t 87 8T LT 1€ 9T 9°C (LT sweidoag dupuyer] Auay
S R 5 4 =2 2 & ¥
> | 1 [}
™M ™ o
o D W

J04L ‘SWS ‘ddlyy o3 1o0jad Yutufeal Guyionpuod uj 3uIMOT[0J AYl ¥sn nok pIp ualjo MoOY

861 ‘AGNLS ONINIVYL AWEV

sfemly (%) Arrensp (g¢) sswplawos (7) IaraN (1)

¢ Tt 17t 1°¢ £°¢ T°€ 0°C 0°'t O°¢ suojle[nday Away
AR T S S A 2 1 St €'t T't 17t ¢t (W1) Slenuey IBOTUYI3d]l P
7°CL %L 9°t §°¢ (€ G°L %°¢ 6t %'t (Wd) sienUEBR PI°Hd *o
87 8'C 6'C 8'C 0'¢t (' 0t 87 L°C sa[npayds 322fqng Away °q
8'C (L'¢ B¢ L°C 6°¢ 9°¢ 0°'t 67 9°C (41v) weigdoilq Jujuiea]l Amiy ‘e
" [l e - v O 00 WO o
2 t s ] % ~J 1= ni~ 3 ow [ea)
3 1 1 K. v i
m ] w 0w ]
O w O - 20

(Cdurmo vy Y3 Jo youa 10 asuodsax auo 21211))
sduturea) dupzonpuco UT FUIMOTIOJ A4 AEND NOA PIp JUAIXS IvyAa O

2ol “AJANNS NVINHOOD

vy orqry,

- !- 'It ¢l~ l\ I\- -- | ..
AN

I1-&2

LA

Sl
AR

-
oy

Te e e,
AN S
-K'.n".i




sAemly (y) AT1ens;) (¢) souwlidwog (7)) 13a3N (1)

g°c 1t L't 8'C It BTC (7T 8'C 8°¢C 0't 6°¢C b'C 6°C 67¢ Sealy dujuiell plofd [E1dU3Y
_ VN S A A A T T T 2 T S 2 S S T A A AL T SuoO01ss¥[)
g g°¢ CJ't 't 0't %t 6°C 8'C 6°C 6°C L't 0't 't I't 1°'t duputea] 3Ijun [[eWS JO sEIIY
't ¢t T't 0t %'t Tt ¢t Tt g°¢ Tt 't vt 'L 't dujulell [enpyAjpul 103 sealy
¢ 1'¢ 't 0t ¢€°¢ 0't (17T 67 8'¢ €'t 0t 0t 0't Tt sagduey suodeap
.IMW T A o1 t ) o S o
(4 (@) @] @} Ty w Z wn ~3 — &~ wn [2)]
wn @] vy w > > ' | |
= ’d n 5] 52 O
x d [ el w
] w
=
=
(uoy3isunb aues)
> 861 ‘AQNLS ONINIVYL AWMV
©
]
-
—
sfealy () Lrrensn (g) sawrpiawos (Z) JI3adN (1)
1°¢ (T ¢°¢ €'t ¢t 6°C 1I°¢ €' I°t T°'¢t Tt T°¢ sealy 3uyujell p[a}4 [e13udy "3
7't 9°t %t St St STt vt St St vt St 9°¢ swooassel) P
't 0°t Tt £’ v'e I°t t°¢ vt Tt £ ¢t T°t Bupuye1l 3ITUQ [[eEWS 103 SeA1y D
't 0t %'t /2 S Sk D St S S 3 v°E Tt %t £ttt Bupuyel] TenNpPIAjpul 103j Sseaiy ‘g
AN T A A T 3 1 A A €'t T°'t %'t 7't Ut saduey suodeay e
3 & 8 > & B 2 2 GR %S R
= = M > U 1 A v 1
] Q 0 o w O w o
= M w v w o~ o

("8ugmoT103] 3yl jo Yyoea 10j asuodsal auo AT21FD) :8ujureal ITun JTews JUIIdINPUOD
Ul nok 03 a[qe[feAER Sem S83TIT[I ] Jujujieal 3UFMO[[0J 3Yl JO YOBd UIJIJO MOy 3IBIFPU} 3SEITJ

I1£6T ‘AdAMNS NVIWIO0D

G% 21qel

-f-fofn !-n. LA A T T T8, 0 e LN s + ] CETETE T E Ay e - e n
- - -..f(.-.-.-- 1 ‘--.--<q e R LA « [ | L W e e e )
(ol oo - RIGIIEAS CRAARALL ....x,.... 3 IR ...)\)ra«f..,...{..-...--. F.......f...?.. o e

. il - L Ve - . : id ‘

- A -,



- -
-
-
Q
)

r
PPy

-
»
i
o
-
o
- B ] ; '
C, w.oTe less than usually available, O-1 to U-3 cfficers and E-5 to E-6 enlisted
RN ~¢isonrel were most likely to report the lowest availability of the remain-
- ins four tvopes of facilities. This pattern, too, seex consistent with the
‘} Sorman findings.
o Firally, individuals in infantry, armor and combat support units were
{i zost likely to report the lowest levels of availability of these facilities
™ .
A9k R . -
. when sicnificant differences are ohtserved (in the weapons ranges, area for
. individual training, and general field training areas).
N These effects of tvpe cf unit, rank and theater seem to hold also for
»::- the avallability of training aids (see Table 46). Significant theater
 § lifferences are observed in eight of fourteen types of aids, and with one
- exception (sand tables) the reported availabilitv of these materials is
?} higher in CONUS. Again, this pattern is exactly consistent with the findings
' cf the Gorman survey. Again, significant differences in reported availability
-
}}_ by rank are chserved, and are again consistent with the previous results. 0-1
- to 0-3 officers and E-5 to F-6 enlisted are most likely to report the lowest
;j level cf awvallability in nearly every case. With respect to type of unit, those
e in field artillery and combat support units report the lowest availability
+ N
-,
b of training aids.
= The above discussion has focused on differences among grcups of respondeats
Q.
:rf in the ARTS Survey and has sought to show those few areas where the ARTS Survey
e and the Gorman Survey differ. Cverall, the detailed analvses presented here
,:{ point to strikingly parallel findings in the two studies and lead to one fun-
P damental finding: there has been little perceived change in the training en-
- vironment since 1971.
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Appendix A

ARMY TRAIRING STUDY SURVEY

As you vay know the Army has been studying its training both in the
training base and in the unit., In the fall of 1977 the Chief of Sta¢f
and the Commanding Genmeral of TRADOC established the Army Training
Study to assess {ndividual and collective trairipng--resources, progra:cs,
proficiency and readiness.

This questionnaire is part of that study through which we, the Study
Group, are attempting to learm what you-the key trziners {a the Army-
think about some of the key issues ia training todav. Your “pintons

are needed so we can better understand trainicg, both vhere we are t:cay
and vhere wve wvant to be {n the future. The survey i(nstruczent was pre-
pared with the assistance of the Survey Braanch of MILPERCEN and confcres

to appropriate Department of the Army Regulations and the specific giicamce
of the Study Advisory Group chaired by the Cowmanding General, US Arey
Training and Doctrine Ccumand with senfor officer represectation from

HQ Forces Command and HQ US Army Europe.

If this study {s to be helpful, it is vital that you answer each questicn
as thoughtfully and frankly as possible. This is noz a test; there are
no right or wrcag answers. However, your respcascs acd cocwerts will te
an essential element in developing specific proposals. We reed the
benefit of your experience!

The completed questionnaires are proncessed by automated equipzent which
surnarizes the ansvers in statistical form. Ycur own individual ansvers
will remain strictly ccnfideantfal, since they will be cocbined witn thcse
of many other perscus !p reports which are prepared.

Your commander will give you the questionnaire. Iz will take approxicately
60 minutes to cocplete. After completion, piease piace the cuesticncalre
in the envelope provided, seal and mail irmediately. We are working under
s severe timze ccnstraint and need your though:ful opizicns as tapid.y as
rossible-please place i{n cail not ldter than 1 May i678.




CARD "%t PAGE 1

COLS, VARIABLE
1 . CARD ONE | CODE =1
2— 5 ID Number
% 1 In your opinion, how does the present training system (ARTEP, SM,
SQT, EDRE, etc,) effect unit readiness in the Army as a whole?
Code
273 1. Greatly improves readiness
46.3 2. voderately improves readiness
v
221 3. slightly improves readiness
2.0 4. Has no impact whatsoever
VA 5. slightly degrades readiness
1.0 6. Moderately degrades readiness !
0.0 7. Greatly degrades readiness
9. No Aswer
100%
i
To what extent is each of the fallowing an effective way for
the Army to evaluate unit effectiveness, in your opinion?
[ CODE CIRCLED RESPONSE |
Nely  +a v o
L rY o a very
little Vittle  some  great  great o
extent eatent  ealeat  ehdent  exbent  answen -
T Quarterly external 1 2 3 4 S 9
ZA evaluation ’ .
. X130
$ ZB Scheduled Evaluation from 1 2 3 4 g 9
at least three levels higher -’
in the chain of command xf2as
9 An 1G focused on trainin 1 2 3 s
ZC proficiency g -’ .8 3
Xl2s
10 2D unit commander's evaluation 1 2 3 ’ a 5 9
X136
11 ZE Unscheduled evaluaticns from ] 2 3 a4 9 kS
at least tnree leva.s Nigher ,
in the cnain >f czatmand i )
A-2
T eTT—
ESCLLREC A G A TN Ty
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CARD ONE PAGE 2
CoLS. VARIABLE
In vour opinion, how good a measure of *raining :234.-2:3 -3
| copE CIRCLED RESPONSE |
. VERY VERY NO
GOOD GIOD FAIR  PooR  DPeoR ANSWER
The number of days training
r 3A required to be fully combat ' 2 ’ 3_ 4 S 9
ready as estimated by the .i 26
M Commander .
1 38 The Commander's gerneral judgement \ z’ 3 4 S 9
1723
‘ .
- 2 1 4 S 9
14 3C ST results { ’ .
1727
s 3D ARTzP resul:s i 2' Y 4 S 9
2y
1 e ! H
1 o JE  REALTRAIN results i 2 R 3 4 5 5
e X227
v Gaming/Simulation (CAMMS/CATTS) A 3 4 5 9
3F results ¢ ’
£
‘;' In your opinion, how necessary is some measure of training readiness,

in addition to the Commander's judgement, in order to support requests

for training resources?

Code

8.2
29.2
17.4
233

100%

1.
2.
3.

i.

9.

Not necessary at al!l
Somewhat necessary
uite necessary
Very necessary

No Anvwer
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CARD ONE . PAGE 3
: cous VARIABLE_ |

L.sned 22low 2ty 12 gcstaclas w0 effes~ive individsai *ralaing,
?ank order them, | (worst obstacle) to 12 (least obstacla).

| ALL ITEMS ON TWiS PAGE ARE COOED 01 THRU 12 ; NO ANSWER 1S CODED 99 |
® — |

19-~20 SA B8 Jersonnel turbulence (Unit generated)

-2 58
B2 5C
5-26 50
728 5E
2930 5¢
nen 56
n-w SH
33- 1 51
w-3 57

2

4{asoysce (monev, fuel, ammo) const-aints -

Command directed activities

>
9.3

8 Post support requirements

¥y

H

o
P

People programs (EEO, CTrug/Alcohol, OF, etc.)

Gene-al adminis‘ration

Maintenanc:

B EE

Shortage of capable NCO's .

o0
rS

3hortage of training areas

Inadeguate training management

K

39 —40 SK B3 iack of time for proper training

A =42 HBL 86 :uoctage of gualified officers

Listed below are 12 obstacles tc effective collective training,
Rank ovder -hem, l (worst obstacle) to 12 (Teast obstacle).

43 -44 GA Personnel :urdbulence (Unit Generated)
4546 6B
4T — 43 Gc
43-50 GD
51--52 GE
9-%% QSF
™36 66

Resource (money, fuel, ammo) constraints
Command directed activities

Post sugport regiirements

_People crogravs

>

Fd

General administration

M1i1*enance

1 8l

5_: 57 ~3% ©oH Skor=ace >f :icasle 4o'g

,';; n9-60 GI R T L R L TR

SE: a1 - 62 ") Tnatesiats ti s <% mynagemens
) - oN 6K Lice 2f *.va £ 2 tner rrai-.ms

A
N
3
o
[

EREEEBERBEEEEE

&5 —86 6l

Snovtage of Qua((f(fd e ficeey
A-4

BRI Yy




CARD ONE

COLY. . VARJABLE

PAGE 4

If ARTEP were to be used as a readiness
test, in your opinion, what percentaje
of events passed would equal C-1 in
training? (Do not consider personnel
and equipment ratings.)

CODE CIRCLED RESPONSE

4% L11Y 63%
4 H 6

98y 1d8% ocn € inow
9 18 29

s 189% 208 k11 708 808
i1 23 T 42
X'1.6

Soldier's Manuals/SQT describe the skills ne-
cessary for the individuals contribution to:

Code
46 ARTEP success
\3.\ 2 Combat mission accomﬁlishment
79.2 3 Both 1 and 2 ]
34 7 orner_| SEE SUPPIEMENTARY CoDIMG |

LNSTRUCTIONS €92 6 &, |

9 No Answer

00 %

Successful completion of ARTEP is a valid
test of unit training readiness:

Sode_
150 1 strongly agree
55.5 2 Agtee A
132 3 Neutral or undecided
1.5 Disagree
2.9 H Strongly disagree

100 %

Unit readiness treporting procedures should
be changed to make the training rating
(C-1 to C-4) more objective (less a

matter of the Commander's judgment):

Code
15.0 1 strongly aqree
39.7 . Ajtee
04 Neutral or undecided
189 « Disagree
6.6 $ strongly disagree

9 No Answer

100%
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CARD ONE FAGE S
eoLs. VARIABLE

How effective s “he ARTEP in

determining: . . . = 2oz
. A E: foltd :_ =3 2
| cope CiRCLED ResPoNSE | Lt %% ST ST §r g
b - 8 — - o= t_- o
- £z 2% 28z2:
7 IIA Training strengths 1 ’,-2 3 4 9
@
L] 115 Training weaknesses 1 \2 3 4 9
¥
T4 "\.‘6
llc Readiness Conditions 1 2 3 4 3
Ta
’
7% - 12 Suppose you were provided with a Soldier's Yanual 2xpanded to

specify priorities, time required for sustainment *raining, frejueacy
of retraining, and -esources requiced for an averije individuai %o
train for each $SM task. In your opinion, how valuable would such
detail in a Soldier's Manual be?

Sode
356 I. Very valuable
39.2
16.3
65 4. Not valuable

Of some value

.

Of little value

e

23 8. Do not know

9. Ne Aniswer

. 1007,
i 13 Suppose your unit were provided with an ARTEP expanded to
spacify nriorities, “ime required for sustainment trainina, fre-

Juency of retraining, and resources required for a tvp:ical unit
to <rain for each ARTEP task. In your opinion, how valuabtle
would such detail in an ARTEP be?

Code

’ 333 L. 27y valuable
432

Cf come value

I

'5% ' € little value
i 5.4 ! et valuable
1.7 . Co no* wnow
— 9. Ne Answer
100%




’
PAGE &

CARD ONE
€88, VARIABLE
Yow useful 4o you telie 2 zais expanded ARTE? wou.d 52 tar:
. vety Somewhat Undecided HNOE very ‘vt u3&- NO
@ sseful ucef ! us2£ul fal 3% all  ANSWE(
"
i ™ 20 14 A sattalisn commanders 1 2 | 1 3 ®
n 1.9 14 B Company Commanders ) 2 3 3 5 9
™ 21 14(C riatoon Leaders 1 2 3 3 5 9
N
% 23 14D savad Leadecs 1 2 3 4 5 9

END CARD ONE ) _

CARD Two ’
sos, vamiaBLE 3
‘ 1
! cavp Two
2-5 ID NUMBER |
1
|
Strongly A gz
[__CODE CIRCLED RESPONSE ] agree & o °F Diseyree Stionsly | WO
6 1.9 An expanded ARTEP would be ver
. l
ISA valuat‘:le for leaders and com- Y 2 ’ ¢ ?
manders
? 2 1 An ex
. panded S¥ would be ver 1
158 valuable for soldiers Y 2' } ! K
L X!
. * An expanded SM or ARTEP would 1
lsc add too much paperwork ? ? ¢ K
s S The ARTEP a '
. t lready includes 1
lSD enough information : } ) 3
W0
R The 3M already includes enough 1
ISE information Y 3 2 : ) *
1]
1.0 lSF An expanded ARTEP/SH is unnecessary, 1 2 3 4 9
Ty commander tells me what to do
;
2 33 ISG An expanded ARTEP/SH is unnecessary, 1 2 j] 3 9
everyone knows the basic skilis '

P s
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CARD Two '
€15, VARIARLE : PAGE 7

“il*h the cuzrent Cne Starion Uni*t Training/AlIT, what ce:-
centa3e of initial individual training muss the following uni*s
prov:ide to produce a <:ained soldier?

@ [ CODE URCLED ResPONSE |
logs 758 111 251 s AN?\?VER

n 2.4 16A Infantry 1 -2 3 __1_ S 2
* (&3 168 Armor 1 -2 _3 4 _5 ‘_,_‘ *
“: 23 160 acillery S Y S S

W 16D Maintenance 1 2 -3 4 _5 A
i 22 ]QE communication 1 _2 1 _i_ _S. 2 . /
8 23  16F  admnistrative 1 2. _3 _4& _s5 KX
v W 16G  sSueely & Secvice 1. 2 3 s - S
© 3 {1eH Aviation 1 2 3 . 5 S

If you could design the training system, how much traininc time
would you devote to: ’

{___CODE CIRCLED RESPONSE |

7 : Much more Somewhat Same  Somewhat Much less NO
. than now more than as now less =nan than now ANSWER
how now ’
u 1.9 Training in the in= 1 2 3 ‘4 5 9
17A stitution (CONUS :

service schools)

2 25 178 Training in the uni: 1 2 3 ‘ 5 9

schools (3hadow Schools)

o R Training i L 1
. raining in the unit 2 3 4 5
]7c ‘Forral Supervised OJT) . 9

24 2.1 I7D Training ia the unit 1 2 3 4 H 9

tnis NCC/ Cfficer
conduct)

ASANENNS,, o S SISLOCREREoR



CARD TWo PAGE 8
CoLs. VARIABLE

) In your opinion to what extent does eacn of the followinj reduce
innovation in small unit training?

CODE GIRCLED RESPONSE |

117ed LVTTAE SonE GRIAT  LAQArT 8O
ATENY  EATEMT  DTENT  RIENT  ELIENT  ANMIWEI

25 18A Inspectors from higher levels of } 2 3 4 S 9
command note deviation from train- -f
ing guidance and react negatively "X 733

26 188 Too much gsubject matter must be 1 2 3 o 5 Q
presented in a limited amount of ’
time. It is impossible to accom- R
plish anything other than wvhat is :
prescribed

2 lac Many NCO's sad junior officers who t 2 . 4 S 9
present training are not used to ,"3‘\ :
thinking for themselves, thus they Nl l
do not develop innovative techniques hd i

28 l%D Trainers and commanders are unaware t 2 3 4 S 4
that they may take new approaches "\
and use ‘novel® techniques in (%
training -

29-—-30 18E Write in your own ideas about situations that reduce {nnovation

MSTRUCTIOMS €00 G 1S E. |

e e —— T

K} 9 What experience have you had with the use of gaming/simulation
1 {CATTS, CAMMS, BATTLE, DURN-KEMPF, etc.)?

Code

Ue 1 NO experience

147 2 Have heard ot read about them

12.8 3 Have seen them used

33.3 4 Some experience as playor or contrcller

4-4 S Extensive experience as player o5t controller

9 Ne Answer

100%




CARD TWO ’ PAGE 9
C3LS. VARIAGLE

: 20 L S S S T
$aming/simulation ~ivh tne traditiona 3
’ fost Exercise (CPX)?
Lode
10.9 1 Gaming/simulation is much more effective
20.0 2 Gaming/simulation is somewhat more effective
10.7 3 Gaming/simulation {s equally effective
“-5 ¢ Gaming/simulation is somewhat less effec:ive
4.3 S Ganimg/simul: on is much less effective

427 8 I dom't know'

9 MNeAnswer

100%
3 21 How would you compare the training effectiveness of
gaming/simulation with a Field Training Exercise (FTX)?
Code
kX 1 Gaming/simulation is much more effective
T0 2 cGaming/simulation is somewhat more effective
‘3 3 Gaming/simulation is equally effective
17.9 ¢ Gaming/simulation is somewhat less effective
2471 5 cGaming/simulation is much less effective

390 8 1 don't know
9  Ne Aaswier

. 100%
14 22 How should gaming/simulation be used in tactical =raininj
for Battalion or Brigade command groups?

Code

8 ! should be the only source of training
\7.8 2 Very useful, should be used in conjunction wisn stha:
“rainiag such as FTX/CPX wi=nh gaming-s:mula®:sn occuc.-
ing the most time
363 3 Useful add-on bu*, should be Jsed .n SonJuRCL:ioA w:*A
other training such as FTX/IPX witn FTX,CPX occupy:-~:
the most time

%J 4 I+'s marjinal, use only when we 2:n't sa3ve Sy=e, ~5-a
97 area 0 trailn properly

\.6 S Should not be used at all, jus* 3Isesan's ordr e A L. -

tra.ning
.9

vy

I don't «know

3 Ko Amnswer

100%

A-10
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CIZQL‘ TWo RABLE PAGE 10
o ’ fn vour opinica, wrat is th: must 2ELas-i sevad: e
23 273)3a*ing *ne =astical praficiansy 3f a4 Zav sl. e T.omand Sroyun
20t the uait as a whole)?
Lade
7 o Gaming/simuiation l'v/o tzo0ps ciemons?:'ating tormal
ARTEP} tasks .
H42 02 A field training exercise demoastrating formal
ARTE? troops ’
17.7 o©3 standazd cpx '
14 05 w:ite own idea| SEE SUPPLEMEMTARY CODING
' IMSTAuCTIONS FOR Q.23. |
99  Ne Answer ) .
100%
‘7 24 In your opinion how does the present training system (APTEP,
SM, SQT, ORT/EDRE etc.) affect your unit readiness?
Lode
22.6 1 Greatly improves ceadiness
44.O 2 Moderately improves readiness
243 3 Slightly improves readiness
6.6 Has no impact whatsoever
\ 1 s s1 iqhtly aeg:odcs readiness
6 6 Moderately degrades readiness
2 7 Greatly degrades readiness
. — ) No Amwer

100%

How
your unit?

frequently is ARTEP used in

[ codE CIRCLED RESPONSE

£l 18 25A 7o plan sraining

¥ 3.5 253 TS tes* pe:formance

40 is 25C 7T .dentify unit
Waavnesses

“ 3.9 250 As a juide for “:a:n.-3?

ST UL

L 4

-

K}
P
»
. =3
i _
2 -<

- =
¢ x:
& P
3 .o
<9

3 ¢

el
~ [SIE LV IS T Yea 1
‘ [}
I\" lv' It.- Fiwayk

L]
'.. ,.. l‘_ l‘. teen

,~ ,.- ,... I.., Never

A-11




CARD Twe

sous, NamiAaLE,
Q-4 26 #hat percentage 3¢ your APTE? tasks is
your unitr training €32

Code

4.0 1 10
44.8 (02 75v
T2 te3) sew
14 04 25
3.6 (95 Less than 250

(09) No ARTE? in my unit

PAGE 11

100°%, 1 ses or less, explain why 1227 SURPLT M

L CODE CIRCLED RESPONSE |

(Training Management)

In y'our opinion, how do :sequirements to train to ARTEP standards affect:

P < 3 Te »>a [
- > £ 3 g3 29 =~ 14
R} 39 v I L o 3
< K F 1] ! 3 s I
N 3F 5= Sy Yo p2:
[cl] - £ W ax Ox 2<
" 2% 27A Your conduct of SQT Training 1 2 3 4 S 9
45 2.l 278 Your planning of Mission Training 1 2 3 4 5 9
4% 31 27C vour incorporation of Adventure 1 2 3 4 5 9
Training into your program
47 2‘ 270 Your organization of Training 1 2 3 4 3 9

How 2ften did you use the following in ¢nnducting t-ainina
prior to ARTEP, SMs, TEC?

CODE CIRCLED RESPONSE’ J

@ Oon't

Never Sometimes Usually Always Re-emhe:

8 27 28A Azmy Training Programs (AT?) 1 2 3 k) ]
4
. 28 28B  arny supject scnadules 1 2 3 : 5
o 34 28C  rield ranuals (Fwy 1 2 3 4 3
2.% 280 Ary Requlatiors 1 < 3 L q
A-12

D

Ne ANSWER
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A CARD Two PAGE 12
» SaLs. VARIASLE . .

dow dIten 23 yol fzel that yeu ar2 acla o do the £91. atngy

Syt - 11 2n iancvative way?
o
‘A : ‘ | COoDE CIRCLED RESPONSE |
5'\:' @ . All of Most of Some of Seldon Nevar NO
S the time the time the time ANSWEL
(L8"
. 5 28  29A  Teach ARTEP tasks 1 2 3 4 5 )
v;"" } 3 2.9 29B  reach s vasks 1 2 3 o4 ! 2
-
',{;t ) .o, S 2.8 29C  Perform ARTEP tasks 1 2 ) 4 59
)
{:' ¥ 2.9 29D  rerform su tasks 1 2 3 s 5 3
i | -
(N
Y -
t~ ‘
-~
"- {3 30A How often have you been penalized for initiating new or diffecent
"-J . training methods?
)
. Code
%))
A b 1. All ~f iie time
~‘ 3.9 2. Most of the time
'J!: 20.6 3. Some of th2 time
B,y
A 25.4 4. seidom
-r,": 49.5 |S. Never
— 9. Does not apply to me (ot NO ANS\NQR)
o, ——— .- g W s e E e e G ey G TR cay GED WD P T —— - - e o w— - o —
0 ‘00./0 If answered "all of the time® or "most of the time" please explain wh
1 4
Ky /”Ec c SYPEL ) MG IMNETRUCTIGNS TaR B2
;’; 57 308 ) =
[ .
|
. |
f 117 31 How often have you been rewarded for initiating new or different .
5 training methods? ’ :
5 o i
B s 1
o Code 1
Xk . 1
n", 5.1 1. All of the time i
N ) 18.3 2. wMost of the time
0 287 3. some of the time
P 232 4. seldonm
N
::.. |95 5. Never
\:;'. 53 4. Does not apply to me
)

— 9. NO ANIWER |
= 100%, |
A
>
DY »
>
:-, |
,. 4
o A-13
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CARD Two ) PAGE 13
CLS. VARIAZLE '
59 '32 How satisfied are you with the instructions sou have re:zeived on

how to train small unirs?

Code
99 1. Very dissatisfied

236 2. Somewhat dissatisfied

18.9 3. Neither satisfied or dissatisfied ; . v

1.9 4. rairly satistied

\3.7 5. Very satlisfied

3. I have not received any instructions . or Wo Answer .

100% ) ’
C -1 33 wiu::i::aﬁatemnt best expresses your opinion about :ne formal
i zitt b unit training quidance supplied by DA (e.3., ARTEP,

Soldier's Manuals, Training Circulars, etc.)?

Code

47.8 0l They are very valuable and should be used as a -eference
when conducting training

429 02 They are valuable as general guidance but no: always that
useful when training is being conducted

6.6 a3 ‘T‘hey are of little value in that they do no- *ake into
congideration important local factoars

2.7 04 Are of little value in that they (write in your own -eason)

SEE SUPPLEMENTARY CODING INSTRUCTIONS FOR Qv

I have not Seen written guildance or No Answer

Please indicate how often each of the following training facilities was
available to you in conducting small unit training duzing :the past year:

{ CODE CIRCLED RESPONSE |

Na Answer
o

® Never Sometimes Usually Whenever Have not
desired needed this

factility

62 3-0 34A Weapons Ranges 1 2 3 L) 9

@ 32 348 Aceas for Individual Training 1 2 3 4 9

Ll 3.‘ 34c Area for Small Unit Training 1 2 3 4 3

“ 3‘3 340 Classzooms 1 2 3 4 3

e 2-9 34E General field Train.ny 27eas ! 2 ) 4 3

A-14
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CARD Two
€eoLs.

7
3

&
70
n

T

7

VARIABLE

O

33
24
2.3
2.9

2.5

1.6
3.2
2.6
2.5

2.1

2.2
2.2
13
3.0

35A

358
35C

35D
13

35¢
356
I5H
31

3BI

HBK

Bl
3™
BN

El2ase indica‘e how 2£%2n each ¢f the following *raining 3133
was available o you in conducting small unit training during

the past year.

Actual Equipment
Models
Mockups
Graphic materials

Displays

Chalkboards
Films
Sand tables

Training demonstrations

Agfressor/OPFOR personnel
and materials

Prisoner of War Interroga-
tion pezsonnel

Simulation/gaming
TEC

Video tape

END CARD TWO

|,_, |,__ l,_ |__ IM Never

bbb

IN lu ,u ,u ,u Sometimcs

bl b b

O

IH Iu I‘-‘ Iu lu Lauslly

PAGE \4&

:

TS
t: 3, %
§3 pfal.¢
s& 5i£:£33
4 3
= -2
— 2
- 2
-4 3
4 9
4 -
. 2
s -2
. -2
4 2
4 2
4 2
4 -2

A-15
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CARD THREE PAGE 15
CIoLS, ‘/.\RI,;BL;
1 CARD THREE (€I0&:3
2-5 ID NUMBER
On *he averiyde, ~0. TMuch * _me
PSSP =
4o vou persnnally 2evnte eaze Lol T .
Less *than 1=-2 3=5 “o:e vcn No
one hour Nouy-§s AL - 3 oea-s ANSWE

Reading training suoport materials o
(sM, TEC, ARTEP, ETC.) {__CooE CIRCLED RESPONSE J

4 9 v

¢ 36A This is how it is now 1 ' 3
gk

7 368 This is how I'd like it to be 1 2 /y‘@ : 9

— i ——  — m— — atmean et  wms e — e e e et m— — = — e o e — —

Reading all administrative litera-
ture except training support mat-
erials (DA Pamphlets, Ci:cculacs, etc.)

8 6C Tis is how it is now 1 -2
3 = €Uy
9 36D This is how I'd like it to be 1 A ‘ N

de
w

\\i 1.1’
e e —— —— - — —— — ——— e —— — e o— — — —— \mmm— o——— — — —
Planning for trainlag
10 3GE This is how it is now 1 2 DY YN 4 3
1" % 26
3GF This is how I'd like it to be 1 2 J"' 4 9
L35 &

b e | e —— ——— ————— — — et —— em——

Meeting post support requirements

2 366 This is how it is now ©1 2 \1@ R 3
B 3&“ This is how I'd like it to be 1 'i’“)z —3' 4 s

-

Performing small unit (SQO/PLT}

training
L 361 This is how it s now 1 - 3 4 9
20w D
5 6 This is how I'd like it to be 1 L o ) .
3T UM

—— —— —— — — — — —— — B — — — — c— .

Performing comoany size unit training

16 3CK This i{s how it is now 1 (,.—-‘2 3 : 9
7 BL T™is is 4ow I'd like it o be 1 2 "'{}D : Y
SR USRS I 1

Pe:rforming large uni= (3N/BDE) training

13 36M This is how i is 10w i ' ] 4 2
Citie)
19 36“ Th.s i3 how ['d ].<e 12 %0 he ! : ’ H 9
G

T b £ MR R,




CARD THACE
COLS. VARIAQLE PAGE 16

» 4% 18 vou: unit's cusrent state of %raining readiness in =42
{olicw.ng arecas?

| CODE CIRCLED RESPONSE

@ lo.: Answer
Very Good Faiz Poor Ya.y Noz in
good Poor TOE cnis
[ 24 3JTA rtacrics 1 2 3 . 5 9
B 2.2 3TB  weapons 1 2 3 ‘ 5 5
2 22 3TC suppor: 1 2 3 4 5 9
u 2.4 370 Mainterarce 1 2 3 4 g .9
L 2.8 37E Communication 1 2 - 4 8 9

what is your unit's curcent state of training in the following aress?

CODE CIRCLED RESPONSE

Very good Good Fair Poo: Very pocr M?V:El
[ 1.0 38A Supe:zvised OJT 1 H 3 4 H 9
¥ 24 38B unit Tralning 1 2 3 ‘ s i)
T 27 3gC Individual 1 2 3 ‘ 5 9

Training

Wha® is your unit's level of proficiency in the following areas?

[ CobE CiRCLED RESPONSE ]
NO
Very good Good fair poor very 0oo ANSWER
8 25 39A rnaividual rasks i 2 ) ¢ : 9
29 2.4 S3uad/Section ) 2 3 4 :
398 tean tasks kK
0
k 2.3 39( Pla“oscn tasks 1 2 ] 4 : 3
3 2.2 390 Company/3attery 2 b ) 4 K 3
tagks
2 2,3 33[ Baz+alisn -asks 1 2 3 H 3 9

A-17
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PAGE 1T

2SN VARIABLE
™T™e following statemen®s descs ibe potential o:qblgms v"!i.c_"\ mnav
apply tc a unit. Please 1ndicate the extent to which you think
each of the following is a probjem:
l_ CORE CIRCLED RESPONSE
@ To A VecryTo A To o A To A I
Great Grea: Some Litsi: Very don'" No
Extent Extent Extent Extent Little know Asswe
Extent
H 4.0 4°A tack of rotivated officers willing
to perform their ducies 1 2 b] 4 5 8 3
3
2 408 Too many nontactical requiements
2 imposed on the unit 1 2 3 4 5 8 A
¢33 40 shortage of qualified RCO's 1 2 1 5 8
% ‘ 3
-
1.0 4AQD Lack of experienced administrative
- personnel in the hard skill areas 1 2 3 4 5 8 9
2.9 40€ complete turnover of pecsonnel
every 7 or 8 months and the i~
pact aa tralaing 1 2 3 ¢ 3 8 3
3
3 37  4QOF the ofticers and NCO's aze called
to perform duties well beyond the
normal experience level -- for
example -- line companies commanded
by lieutenants with less than two
years service 1 2 3 4 s ] 2
9 24 40'G The training load made difficult
by changing priorities of higher
headquacte:s 1 2 b} 4 5 8 -
40
3.0 40H Insuring day-vo-day training is
conducted 1 2 3 M g 5 3 9
41
2.9 Q07T Lack of motivated NCO's willing
to adequataly perform thei: duties 1 2 3 Py [3 ]
2 15 40]’ shoztage of qualified officers 1 2 k| ¢ s [}
L} 2.4 piscipline. The need for
4°K stronger discipline in the .
new changing AImy. 1 2 3 4 3 8 9

B RANL RN AR IIAN




CARD THREE , PAGE (8
N CoLS. VARIABLE

Some units consistenty outderfn-m others even “hough ~i3:.
and external cori.ttons are esseantially the sane, . Ydw i-L.. vap
45 you *hink the foilowinl a e in determining how we!l a un it
cazforme?

O [ cooe cmcieo mesponse |

Very Fairiy Faizly Jar ' o
Lnaimportant Unilampcrtan* Izpor*ant Ir-oreseas ANSWER
“ 4.7 41A ssprit de' Corps 1 2 ] ] . .
) . 48 12 4]8 Personnel Turncver 1 2 S ¢ ]
* 37 4‘c The Commande:r's '
Leade:rship ability 1 2 3 4 9
9
ra 41D  Lucx 1 2 2 ¢ )
43
A 41E Unfair evaluations 1 2 ) 3 s
+ e 41\F Quality of the HCO £ill 1 2 .3 < s
o 3 tndividual Stamina/ 1 2 ) o 9
41G physical conditioning

In actual combat, how important do you think the fd5llc...11 3.2
to a unit's successful accomplishment of its mission:

[ cODE CIRTLED RESPONSE ]
Very Faicly Fairlv Very NO
5 Unimportant Unimportant Importan: tmporsanr AMIWEN
319 A2A ¥CO Leadershio 1 = 3 i N
52 28 428 *#atzed of the enemy 1 2 2 1 9
3
.4 Department of the Army 1 2 2 i
42c guidance *
% 3.% 420 The condition of Unir 1 2 3 ' 9
i ecuidment
3 37 The condition of Individual
42: equipment 1 2 3 ) 9
% W1 422F ratriotism 1 2 2 '4 3
¥ 3.Q 42(‘, SM “raining in oeaca-ime 1 2 3 ")
8
1.6 42K squad or platosn solidaricy 1 2 3 3
5% 3.5 Q42T rartalion or brijade leader- 1 z ? i 9
. sh.n
(14
. 1.2 A2 T :RTF? sraiaing in oeacetime : 2 : : Q
hy o 1.8 42K Pistonn 3: corzamy izadership : 5
2 @ 2.6 42L Sa7.nm 3ituiatize L zhccat ve - N
t: A-19
o
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CARD THREE PAGE 19
£IL3. YARIAZ\E

There is discussion today whether military service is
primarily a "joo" or a "calling”. What do you tnink avout
the follow:.ng statements? .

[ cooe circiEn Rrespomse |

Strongly AMree Disagree St-ongly NO
Agree Dizagree ANIWER
(%3 Most soldiecs have always
43A thought of their Army
service primazily as & job 1 N 4 9
“ 438 Most soldiers today think N ‘_25'

of their Azmy service

orimarily as a job 1 /;‘> ] ] 9
1.9

&s 43C  Soldiers should think of RS
their Army service primarily -
as 3 job 1 2 - . 4 9
(13 iav i i= x 2.
430 Soldiers who think of their _’}

Army service primacily as a
job will still perform well
in actual combat 1 }/‘" . 3 4 9

&7 oz . . X723
43E Soldiers who think of theiz ..
Arry Service primazily as a :
calling will perform better
in combat than those who —
think of it as a job 1 re _’ 3 4 9
- LN 2.0)
4
L) 44 whe-e can a soldier best leazn the tasks necessary to meet
sombat proficiency levels?

Code
8.3 1 Service School

R 2 Shadow Schaol
0.6 3 Unit Training Program
20-3 4 Supe:vised On The Jodb Tralning

9 Ne Answer

100%

- * RS w " n .
R AN
. . .

A A AN T




CAad THREE

haflniadiol Sabi el Aod Mod 4ok o024 o @ o . o

PAGE 20

CILS. YARIAD: &
63-70 45 ) (UL IDLYISn, wh2t pr.centage of ARTEY tas<s dc solzizls ;
<3 102 Jleud deliave *) oe critical for combat success? i
Code
126 o1 100y
52.0 o 750
267 o 584
43 04 25%
44 Less ““an 25%
e—— 99 N> experience with
27TED
\ooo/. AFTE? ,
If less than 53V, explain why | SEE QUPRLENE N TARY
| CODING JMSTRUCTICMS £03 G435,
® LS‘\!E! " Neot in TOE Unit " 4o a code of 98 l
Th—-T12 7.° 46 In your opinion considering all the tasks -equie c\comhat
success (in your unit), what percentage are covered \y
8y 10%  23%  30% 488  S@Y  60% 72N 8% 90% 1gews QE Lnil Anrwey
2y 1 AN 3] o4 05 -3 o7 o8 o9 1 99
~-T4
n-1 7.\ 47 Suppose the SQT we-re used as an individual combat 5(1;4 ss tes*
what percentage of tasks passed should equal combat readinesal
NO
#s 1@ 28V 3e-%  40% S50t 68% 78% 8@y 90V 1008 MNoo n§5 Lrit Aaverr
%0 ol 92 o [+ ] 05 06 Q7 o8 09 19 ] 99
%-T6 2.1 48 In your opinion what percentage of SQT tasks ace not red}ired fo:
combat success:
No
3% 104 23%  3Q06  48% 5068 60N 7OV B8O%  98% 1083 Not ir TR Unit  Aniwey
081 ©0 0) 04 05 & 0 © o0 19 99 99
77 49 How of*en must sclid.ers p:actice to insure *hat -hew Cain oy

2N "nmell protective magxs with.n nine secords of a surD: .52 3y rtace?

Code
.1 : daily
1.6 2 ~ee<ly
52.3 3 Montsly

‘3.6 H Trle svery 8.« mOnthg
3.\ ML E N
.6 : L +T3 * an Ance a0y

) No Answer

100%
A-21
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CARD THREE

CoLs. VARIALT
n BO  (ive Tirel T order to Toceive a satisfacrory seting o an ARTER
L 1 Dpaily
6.1 2 Weekly
45.3 3 Monthly
38.8 4 Once every six months
13 5 Once a year
2.0 6 Less than once a year
9 No Answey
100%
e 51 ot an'vasendly ates fo ceceive s satistaccocy rating on an RTEFT |
Code_
0.0 1 Daily
5.0 2 Weekly
57.4 3 Monthly
32-3 4 Once every six months
3.8 S Once 8 year
\.6 6 Less than once a year
9 No Answer
100%
80 Row often must soldiers train to insure they can correctly

%2

1.9
32.1
49,0
13.4

1.0

6

———

100%
EMD CARD THREE

Sode.
1
2
3

identify enemy vehicles, weapons, or alrcraft to receive a
*go" on an SQT test?

Daily

Weekly

Monthly

Once every six months
Once a yea:s

Less than once & year

Ne Answer
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CARD FQu2 PAGE 22
C2LY. AR ABLE
$ cAavd poux ! €3TiE= 4
-5 I0 NUMBER
Rark ¢ PSS S - SIS T- L S P A - A T -
22 fargotte = ;a3.e3t to forzar and I
farge. Answ 4 %2 3 aceorriirg mn mase € Il zers g
[ oot 1 Tmmy 5; noaAnewersq] (X)
6 53A Disassemble/Reassemble M16 Rifle __ _ ___ 3.9
T 538 Install TA212 €i213 telephone o 3,5
) 53C Recite General O:ders,/Guard Orders __ 2t
9 530 Apply four lifesaving measures 2.8
10 53 zers an MI6 sifle 2.9
A In your opinion wha% should be done to prevent :ndividual so'i::
- 5’1‘ f-om forgetting critical sxills?
Code
\.\ ‘/. 0l Overt-ain Individual (teach more initially so inc..:dua)
remembers better)
66.5./0 C2 Conduct frequen®: individual refresher training
26.3‘/. 23 Both A and B
©.1% 4  None of the above. (d-i=a in asgenar moenod)
SEE SUPPLELAZNTARY CoUING 1~
IMSTRuUCTIOR S o] f‘,__-\ i
9 No Answee
11-14 What percent of combat-ready proficiency {s vour uri: able to
55 maintain? (Individual 2nd collective skills) _—
Code
01. 180y 05. 69V 09. 20y
02, 901 ' 0§, 5% 18, 1%
/‘“" ~-_03. 82% C7. 2% 1l XY
%239 =, oy 0. 30% 99. @3 ~:v teior:
N~ =3 a TTE it
O NoAniwar
9 56 Yow many tours 3.3 ydu serve in Viatnam?
{oge

fzein ZUESTICU

A-23

OR Ne Answer
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CARD FOUR PAGE 23

CoLS. VARIAGLE
8 57 Wnat kind of experiences did you have in Vietnsm?
Code
13.1 1. No unit I was in was ever in direct combat
6.1 2. At least one unit was under fire but had no casualties
. h i
47.' 3. At least one unit was under fice, had casuvalties, bdut

I was not wounded . '
33.7 4, Extended tough, heavy contact

9. Ne Anvwer

100%

In your opinion, ‘how likely i{s it that the United Srates will be
involved in any of the following kinds of armed conflicts in the next

@ 19 yea:-s: ]
[Cooe cmcren respowseffiY,, ey Salikdy weieir Aeor
R 3.' SBA In a full nuclear exchange 1 2 3 4 q
® ‘.9 5%3 As a peacekeeping force 1 2 3 4 [}
19 2.3 5¢C In a guerilla war 1 2 3 ¢ . 9
20 .7 S%D In a large-scale conventional ’
war 1 2 3 [} 9
“ 22 SBE In a limited conventional war 1 2 3 4
2 2.3 BSF In a war using tactical
R nuclear weapons in addition
to conventional forces 1 2 3 [ 9
k1) . 59 Would you say your feelings about being in _the military are:
Code
52.0 1 Strongly postive
41.9 2 Mostly postive
53 3 Mostly negative .

W2 4 Strongly negative

9 Me Answer

100%

N

o .!'_L ~_‘.:~' '." Tt
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CARD FOUR PAGE 24
COLS, VARIAJLE

’:- “'.. {:’.’ \\V\ '),,\.r;’:-f-

Code

1.9
84
17.2
193
19.1

5.3
128

100%

Ty o~ -
G )

'4

A '.r‘.p.:.r;' AT SN 00 AP A ML AR

Brigade Commander
8: 1gade 5-3
Bat:alion Commander
S8atralion S-3
lo~pany Commander

Sia*oon lzade:
r— e .

. -

e wsuecity 30T 9gBRNTTTCtARN
Duer aul syply :C“\NG INSTRUCTIONS |
Ne Buswer : FOR Q. %7
A-25

- ILULISTIS sllaundiEl:  skip guestions €0 *o £z, 0.
zoaetlons 49 %o __ 79 .
JFSICER FERSONNEL: Fill out guestions 62 ‘- A8, 3t..
guestions 69 . to _ 8¢
Voo Dol Tty mueghien 39 e B3 da b ot s e ol C g A
coe ]} G0 Rranx 33 1. 81
13.0 2. e-2
2l 3. e-3
7.3 4. o-4
206 5. 6-3
B 5. 0-5
Y z&:l Ap'\u Wie
'00./0 Nehnswer
\".,
(] 6‘ Source of Commission
Code
237 . osma
540 > =orc
18.0 3. ocs
1.9 4. oitect
14 5 n6
r
L.l 6. other (specify; 1SES SUPPLEAIENTARY
) — 0. Nai Apghicable @D:NG INSTRUCTIONS
) or . FOR Q.61
\oo /° Ne Anywey
2€ 62 Present Duty Assignment




CARD FOUR PALE 25,
roLS. VARIAGLE
(24 6‘3 How long nave you been assigned to your present duty ass.gnrent?
: Lode

3.6'/. 1. less than 1 month

2’3 2. between 1 and 6 months

34.2. 3. between 6 months and 1 year

29.9 4. between 1l and 2 years
2.5 5. between 2 and 3 years .
.5 6. =moze than 3 years . ' \

0. NoAnswer am nod agplicable

28 64. How long have you been assigned to you: present unit?
Sode | -
1.6% 1. 1less than 1l month :
22,7 2. between 1l and 6 months
8.7 3. bpetween 6 months and 1 year
33,3 4. between 1 and 2 years
10.9 S. between 2 and 3 years
2.7 6. greater than ) years

0. No AnqweYy oe wnol ;whuk\g

29 65 Wwhat are your Army Plans for the foreseeable future?

Lode
67 8./0 1. make the Army a career
2\.0 2. continue on active duty b?ﬂ&dRS'EAS’i—ﬂE%‘ca:ee:
3.3 3, continue on active duty but do no intend
make e Army s career
S‘Z 4. return to civilian life

2,2 5. ratire

0. No Anuwer or not n"\"uhlg

30 606 Indicate the highest sarvice school attended:

Lode '
33.8’0 1. Basic Officers Course
289 2. Advanced Officers Course
29.1 3. C4GSC or equivalent
&2 4. Senior Service (cllege

0 No Answer or mnol Is_.?l-ukle
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. CARD FOUR . PAGE 26
N EOLS: VARIA §LE
4 .
L~
R PR £ . - :
., 3N -3 ) 67 Uidna oo offlcer’. Iumeclalvy_ e
>
: w 68 Ar2 yo1 oresentiy worsina in your primary MCS?
’ Code
. 87-6% \ Yes
§ 124 2 N
B L} No Angwer
! T SFFICER PERSONNEL 3Kir [O QUESTISN _ 88 —
- ENLISTTO PERSONNEL FILL OUT QUESTIONS _fi__ L _l_ .
: . .
[ Node: For Officers, avestions ©9 they 79 de not apaly ; Assign thaw 3 code of C. Ne Mivweealso wa OJ
% » : 69 Rank
: Code
Y 9% 1. e
' 6 2. E-2
by 0.0 3. E-3
o
“ 1.9 4. E-4
«
» 14.6 5. E-5
N 23.3 6. E-6
oy 36.' 7. E-7
y 158 8. E-8
y 38 9. E-9
gl 0. We Answer or net apolicable
'
39 70 How 41id you first enter active gservice?
.‘ Code
. 68,4 °/, 1. Enlisted because I really wanted to he in rae Ay,
~
~ es 2. Enlisted to avoid peing draftad
-
20.0 3. 1 was drafted
- 5.2 4. Other (specify SEE  SUPPLTMSUTARY
. 0. No Awgwer CODING INSTRVCTIONS
: av ot tpelicable FOR G.70. N
[”, 4C 71 Present Cutv Assignment
Cade
o 37.0 1. Scerar.cns 3er3eant
:- 3\.2 I. Plaroon Se.3jean’
'
‘C ‘8.2 i Trrad Laaze
' 13.6 L teer cmaeifer G SIYSunRITAAUNITIRY
| N I COBING INOSTRUCIACNS |
> —— . o Anywer |
W \000/. oF wed \\\,?h‘.\\r : FCR Q. Ty, B
‘s
' A-27
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) CARD FOUR PAGE .
CCLS. VARIAJLE
41 72 How lorg have you baer assigned %0 vour gyisenrt 3w~ 503t 9-2
Code
0,6’/. .. lass than ] ronth
Mz 2. between 1 and 6 months
20.6 3. Dpetween 6 months and 1 year
29,0 {. between 1l year and 2 yeari
14,2 S. between 2 and 3 years
Zl .3 6. more than J years
3. No Answer or nol agphable
42 73 How long have you been assigned to your presaent .r:*?
Code
l_'&'l—.—-_x.._'less than 1 month
14.% 2. between 1 and § months
.9 3. between 6 months and 1 year
0.3 4. between ! and 2 years
12.3 S. between 2 and 3 years
19.4 6. more than 3 years
3o NoAnswer or nob applicable
T a3 74 What are your Army plans for the foreseeable future?
Lode
. 51.0% 1. make the Army a caceer
3.4 2. continue on active duty but undecided about mar.-:
the Army a career
3.3 3. continue on active duty but do not intend o ~a-:
the Acmy a career
5.9 4, ceturn to civilian life
26.% 3. retire
_ 9. NoAnswer or el agplicable
44 75 What i3 the highest NCO course you ‘have at-ended?

Code
15,0 I, 3NCOC (PTC)
N5 1. 3NCIC (8TC)
4) 8 . ANCOES
1.7 V. 3MA

e e——

100%
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:) €ARD FOuR PAGE 28,
! COLS. MADADJLE
"
v 43 and 3 L
"‘ ? { 6 R
*
-
..d . - -
< o ag-5\ a0 yea: wos._tLI3Z 1S TWYS NUNARIL Y
- : 77 y —m—‘_-_——"—-————‘—-—l
* ™
L]
" . 52 78 Are vou presently in your primazy MOS?
::' ' ’
A I gon
::: ! 833“/» I Yes
s - \6.7 2. No
L. No Answer ar Not agelicable
.!
i L.
N ~ o
Lt 93 79 How 4.4 vou acquire your “raining for this jo&?
K ’ . Code
t.( ‘-9% i. One-station-unit-training (CSUT)
L .
| 396 2. vilitary Service Schoo. or Training Cen'- course (al7
“
A 40-3 3. On=the~job tzaining (CJT)
\J 0.0 4. Civiiian acquired skill tincluding S%. :.pes for 3k:ilm
\\ : 39 3. Invoiuntacily reclassified wi=h Serv.ce 3cnosl or Tra.n.=~:?
" Center course
e
5,8 5. Involuntarily reclassified without Se:cvice School!s or
Training Centez course
¢ * .
i 84 <. Othe:r (spccify) rS‘- SUITLINTUT AR oI ,
R [INSTRUCTIONS FOR Q79 |
- .
N 9. NeAntwer or net apelicatle
4
J * ALL PERSONNEL PLEASE FILL IN REST OF JUESTICNNAIRE
oy :
' 54 80 How many yea:s Ot active duty have you srvea‘ (TOUN3 *9 nearest 711
T =11.2
-l
‘, —
> 55 - 56 8] Presentage  X:132.9
- )
R 99.0% 1.0%
- 57 82 Sex Code: 1:male, 2:female, 9= No Answer
C.
s S8 83 Fow =much scnociing nave ;04 nad?
o Code
" 2 1. comslatad ::ade 317030 3 less
A 2 30m2 -t~ gchno!
:.: 3.0 3. :tcvDi2%23 nigh scnoo,
:. “»B 4 some <allege
::- 35 | S crorgcleted colleas
b ¥, .
f‘ 10,4 é zyme jraduate school
pee 26.‘ 7 snmpietad graduate School
AR
- 9 No /A nsyw
5 100% k=29

-.- -.. -
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5:' ' et LURUAILT
AL
:\1
* ~ 1 wzlit s teae %ot T2 code fro- 1:i3t,

-3 g

X} e
" ‘e. A1 Infanuiy 05 A.r Ceiansa 29 5D/CH
‘ '-)"" 8> TIafant:v (Mech) 36 3ignal Coros LY Juzztermaster

) " . s Cos
:“hl 33 Armor 97 Military 2olice ii I.ans. Corps
A B4 Fieid Artillery 88 Military Intel 77 J*her, Tomzat Szt
et ’ 38 Stner, Serv.ce 35p- N
3 : 99 No Answkr
At
IS

»

17184
b Iy

ot N

- wer)
For Questions 85 thru 88, any emply blanks (N° Answ¢

iy \ \

RO are to be <oded as blanks |
%
O ™

{
4
b\ .
..\| [SIE 85 - What do vou consider tO be min:mum olatdon "prese-s Write iy
f\‘kl ) for duty" streng:h to achieve dyRamic plt. tralning? ESNLISTED NCO, UFFITEF
%> . 3

. (Piease answe: in terms of TOE strength, not assz;nei
ax T L T DD e SRS & 76 8; _8‘__‘_2
W A G Glal  Ca &b Lund
1
el o
-8 3:"-' 25~ 6% 86 What do sou consider tc be a minimum co-panv "srasent  (writae 14)
3 _‘J for duty" s:irangth to achieve dynamic co. --a.ning? ENLISTED NCC/2FFICER

! (Please answer in terms 5f TOE streagth, nes assizned
,J_ strength.) ... .. e e T 29 2 8 Z
A2

Cov. @3 il e (ol @7 Cat op

) 5= 72 87 ‘“ha- 20 you consider “5 be the T Lo 2lat
SN tu Suleac: (personnel snifts within the pla oon 13-
»;"n." uqu movement from one squad/crew %0 ano- he' as well
e ! 23 personnel shifts out of the platoon ts aznleve INLISTED NCO/LFFICER
oy Cvaamic Platoon Training (Please answe: in tecms of
N TOE strength, rot assigned strength.)................. 22_._6\ l&ﬁl
g - Pper Gquarter Car c_.acte:
) * Cale§  Cot LT
A"i
,- 88 Ahat 39 vou consider to> be the maximum companv
Nt -7 turdulence (personnel shifts within tne co~gany ang
- . P
>, outside as well) ts achieve Dynamic Company Traininy ENLISTED NIO/O0FFII"A
B s {Please answe— in terms of TCE strength, not assigned 2
. } strength.:! . ... .. ... e ettt et a_! 1 [}
‘, 23T quarvar per auarta:
{3 b LT3 G WIS Qe
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£A29 FIVE PAGE 30
LS. NVARIASLE
] CARD FIVE { ‘°°§:L3-J
2- 3 19 NUMBER

L.sted below ace a number of missions or problem 3:.as 2 “:n.l8.
4~it might have to deal with in a three month period. Please:

89

1. Fizst, look at the list and then add any croblem areas o7 ~_.s3.7r3
which your unit taces which are not included on “he l:s%. Pleeze
add these using the blank spaces at the end of the presen: ' 3=

2. Second, use 'the first column (Column A) *o indicate on *Ne S zy:.a
scale given below the importance you belive vour supe-iors a“-ach
to these missions/probleas. (5 the most ilmpor-ant, | tre least
important)

3. Thizd, use Zolumn B to Indicate the importance that yos belive
should be attached to these missions/problenms.

4. Pourth, use Column C to indicate how much of vour time and
attention {s required by the aission/problen.

S. rPinally, use Column D to indicate what percentaje of the -otal
effort of your unit was allocated over a th-ee month period %o
each missjon/problem. NOTE: Column D should add up to 12334.

USE THIS SCALE FOR COLUMNS A, B, C, ONLY (Ente: Number Only)

Note: (S5) Demanding/ (4) Above (3) Average (2) Below (1) Leas: reranding,

laportant Average Average Impo.*an:
Column A COLUMN B COLUMN C COLUNMN D
Bow Important/ Row Important/ v To-al
Mission or Demanding To Demanding In Row Demanding Effor-t
Problens Area Your Seniors Your View Your Time Regu::ed
Orug Abuse . , oy
6-10 Control ¢l 5 DLUGA te). TORULE el g Lvust TR I ARNCYY)
- Community . -
" \ - re, . t
3 Relations el il (RA cl 12 LRE e 1310 L CWD
- Race - R e e
% =20 Relations b1z RACTA ol 17 RALTE ol 12 ¥ETT eals g WP
Small Unit - .. -
u-2 Training col. 21 SVUTA el 22 SUTL ol 23 30U (s une o T L
Command e Cay .-
=10 Inspections wlze L1A wl.27 Sk o). 28 LN ol 153 v
Operational . fyee o
3 -35 Missions cob. 31 WA .32 e o 3y TN UL TR
Vehicular )
% -40 Maintenance . 3 VMA wl 37 viie R LR R T R
41 -45 Administration _ e a1 ATMUMA Az rover a3l g baas
“% - 52 P L T b e ALA —izx —— T 3C T e
$3- 9% ada e N S — AV ___,,,_3_.2~ —_ o
= T

Nele @ Fer etugr rengomaes e auenton BS, 5 Supp-fwaatae,

181
By

. . -
teding L dructagany Ter &
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LR . 3 -~ 30 Hadals} Lot a3L r3 0 @Uoien aieas 0 umical
¢ o T St 3y vty s o o en otk perond. Pleu~ -
cer, Tk e s VI3t and fnen add any proflem aoeas oy omislions
ot faces whor a0 not inzluied on the list. Pleass
P R T oot le etk tLace s at R oond of the oroent lict.
2. Second, :se the first colu~mn {Column A) to indic4te or *Fe S point
scale given b2low the impoltance you belive your supecriors attach
*o these missions,/problems. (5 the most important, 1 *he Jeast
imgortant)
3, Tnird, use Column B to indicate the importance that y-u belive
should be attached to these missions/problenms.
4. Fmurth, 1use Column € to indicate how much of vou- tin: ani

a‘tention 1s required by the mission/problem.

S. Finally, use Column D to indicate what percentaae of the total
affort of your unit was allocated over a three month rarini to
each mission/provlem. NOTE: Column D should add up to 108%.

USE THIS SCALE FOR COLUMNS A, B, C, ONLY (Enter Number Only)

Note: (5)°Demanding/ (4) Above (3) Average (2) Below (1) Least Cemandin

Important Average Average Important
Column A COLUMN B COLUMN C COLUMN D
e How Important/ How Important/ % Total
{issi:n or Demanding To Demanding In How Demanding Effort
Probi~m Area Your Seniors Your View Your Time Require:

[
.

S X: 45 3.2 26 _59
SN o 2.9 2.6 22 _ 50
55

3. Race

Fela*tions 3,4 5 i 25
4. 3tall Unit N
T::inin; 37____ ﬂ 4 3.5 .,_.\._4;_8

5. “ommand

Inspec-inns 18 1.4 13 10.5

4. Onerarional

Miszionns I 45 4.6 ______4_,(2_ __\9.1

7. Venlc.la:

Hain’ 21ance qz__ ~__é-ﬁ: . ___._1&. .._._\_5__2.

g, Adr.nistraticn }.5___ — 33 *————;1Ji— 29
9, 4.2 R Y. 3.8 36
12. - 34 3. ——

10
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CARD AwLE PAT

U UAIASY

'

20~ SB() Please feel f-e2 *> make addit.onal comments > -he
suzvey Or On :raining issues which you have -nouan*
' sbout as you completed this questionnaize. In othe:r
words, goocd tra:ning is vital to the kind of Army
we all want to de in. 1If we didn't ask somezhing

we should have asked, tell us here.

SET SUPPLEMENTARY (CoDING
INSTRUCTIONS FOR Q.90.
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Appendix B

EVALUATING THE ARMY TRAINING SYSTEM

A PLAN FOR SURVEY ANALYSIS
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Should deterrence fail, today’s peacetime Army must be able to
demonstrata approproplate combat effectiveness. There are many as-
peuts to cembat readiness, of course, but training readiness remains
a critical factor. The Army Training System requires systematic,
orngoing evaluation to ensure that it is contributing as desired to
thhe combat readiness equation.

There are many dimensions to the evaluation of a complex system
such as the Army has for training 1ts soldiers. Some dimensions are
azenable to logistical, budgetary, or personnel resource analysis and '
are beyond the scope of our present concern. However, the overall
evaluation of the system in 1ts final implementation--in the actual
unit--can be facilitated by asking those leaders who are, in effect,
the Army’s primary trainers, to reflect on their experiences, their : -
frustrations, their successes, their failures and their suggestions
for changes. This type of evaluation can be performed through systea-
atizally analyzed data which are collected from samples of those
leaders. The following is a plan for such an analysis to aid in the
evaluation of the Army Training System.

INFORMATION AVAILABLE THROUGH SURVEY ANALYSIS

Survey research cannot provide a complete and objective picture of
the Army Training System. It can, however, clearly describe the systen
as it is viewed by soldiers in the field who are in day-to-day contact
with 1{t. It can also examine how the system is perceived by people who
are exposed to different parts of the system and who see different ways
in which it limits or facilitates combat readiness.

The kinds of types of information and knowledge needed and which will
ba made available through survey analysis are summarized in Table 1.
Kncwledge and information of the types mentioned in Table 1 obviously do
not translate directly to specific decisions, but the availability of
surh infeormation should enhance by great measure the planning, implemen-~
tuation, and evaluation of Army training, since it should provide consid~
erably vore insight into the "on the ground" reality of the existing
Systed.

To provide such information, however, requires systematic and thor-
ouzh analysis of the data collected from Army trainers. 1In the next few
pises the following will be presented: the logic of survey analysis as
it apnlies to this problem, a conceptual model of the analysis, the
{ 1i52s of the analysis to be implemented, and methods of data presenta-
cion and reporting.

IL.NSIC OF SURVEY ANALYSIS

it e our tasw Ils to evaluate the Army Training System by summarizing
the respsnszes of our many informants or survey respondents, we will first
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exanine the extent to which there is consensus - unfortunately an unlike-
ly event - we can simply take that to be a generally accepted view of
reality. 1In the more likely event, when there is considerable variation
in evaluation, we need to move to a more complex kind of analysis.

In this analysis we move to the identification of the geographical,
organization, and social locus of those who see a particular aspect of
Army training favorably or unfavorably. It is this process which is out-
lined in the second part of Table 1. As indicated there, the sources of
the varlation in perceptions, preferences, or evaluations of the respon—
dents may be the respondents’ differences in their backgrounds; in their
training roles or environments; in their fundamental orientations and
values; or, indeed, in some combination of these differences.

CONCEPTUAL MODEL FOR ANALYSIS

It 1s possible to summarize these different sources of variation in
respondents’ evaluation of the Army Training System by providing a model.
This model shows the conceptual ordering and causal directions of the
factors leding to the variation in evaluations observed. Such a model {s
presented here as Figure 1. Figure 1 includes the variables listed in
Table 1. (pg. B~7)

The model indicates that how soldiers evaluate the Army training is
potentially the result of many characteristics not only of the training
roles and environments from which they are observing the system, but also
of their own background and their ways of looking at the world. For ex-
ample, battalion commanders may look at training differently than squad
leaders. In addition, battalion commanders in Europe may evaluate train—
ing in a different manner than do battalion commanders in CONUS, or a
squad leader in a combat unit may see the relationship of training readi-
ness to combat readiness in a different fashion than a squad leader in a
transportation unit. On the other hand, any of the above differences may
be more complex, e.g., if one battalion commander (or one squad leader)
thinks a war in Europe is very likely and the other does not. In this
last case, knowing the respondents’ views on the probability of war is
critical, for what one could easily have interpreted to be a positive
evaluation of the training system may simply be apathy resulting from the
belief that war is not likely anyway, so the training system is irrele-
vant in any case. The opposite sort of misinterpretation of the data
could result from the individual’s fundamental orientation toward his own
military service. Those who are unhappy with their own Service are proh-
ably likely to be more critical of the training system than throse {n rhe

sane unit who are happy. Another case could ianvolve a general urtdires
ness of what training standards are required to meet necessary levole of
proficliency. Thus, any systematic analysis must interpret the evalia-
tions of Army training carefully and look not only at veonraphical an!
duty assignment differences as sources of variatinn, but al-r ar tonfoe-
mental orlentations and values which can serve as {nterve~ing vari - lex




htween those roles and environments and the evaluations of the Army
"raining Systenm.

ViASES OF THE ANALYSIS

A systematic analysis of the collected data must proceed through sev-
eral phases to ensure its accuracy and completeness. In addition, such
sn analysis allows the analyst to simplify the data structure to make it
nere amenable for analysis, presentation, and reporting.

Phase 1: Data Set Preparation and Editing

This phase requires (a) the development of a codebook which allows
all the answers on the questionnaires to be translated into machine read- *
a2ble data, (b) coding of the questionnaires onto coding sheets, (¢) the
punching and verification of the data cards, (d) the building of a data
file including labeling of variables, specification of missing data
values, etc., and (e) the editing of the dara file. For example, the
first computer run will set up the Statistical Package for the Soctal
Science (SPSS) file and generate frequencies (the proportion who gave
each answer) for the entire set of variables. This will be checked for
values outside the range of acceptable values. If found, this will re-
qnire (a) identifying the case or cases where the values occur, (b) re-
turning tc the questionnaire to find the correct values, (c) correcting
the data in the SPSS file, and (d) checking the frequencies to verify
corrections. Other more complex and time-consuming checks for consis-
tency could be employed but are probably not necessary for this data set.

Phase 2: Univariate Analysis

This phase will let us look at the expected sources of variation one
2t a time. In other words, we will look at the variation in evaluation
' each aspect of Army tralning which comes from each expected source of
variation, e.g., duty assignment, theatre, type of unit, perceived proba-
bility of war, or career-orientation of the respondent, etc.

Depending on the nature of the variables involved, the amount of var-
iince explained by the expected source of variation will be determined by
v oss3—-tabulation, analysis of variance, or correlational analysis. The
’ statistical measures and coefficients indicating how important a source
:«: -t variation each characteristic of the respondent is will be summarized;
L. 1nd for those aspects of the training system of most interest, the analy-
e wi{s will becowune more complex and will invclve more than two variables.

T is will be done in two ways: through data reduction and through multi-
‘riate aralysis.

. Phase 4: Data Reduction

“he guesrtionnaire used in this study is long and complex with many
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questions designed to measure the respondent’s evaluation of Army training.
To simplify the analysis, it will be useful to use a variety of techniques

2 to condense the amount of data to be examined. This must be done carefully

W so that the analyst does not sacrifice accuracy in the search for simpli-

{ city. This process is termed data reduction and, in this case, will be

" based primarily on a series of correlational analyses followed by factor

. analyses (assuming that earlier univariate and bivariate analyses indicate
that the variables selected are suitable for these kinds of statistical

3 manipulations). These analyses will allow us to build indexes or scales

9 which will summarize the information provided by the respondent to several

': questions.

%

Consolidating many questions or items into a smaller number of vari-
ables will serve two purposes. First, this data reduction will produce
a number of multi~item indexes, which are generally more stable and re-
Y liable than single-item measures. Second, as indicated above, it will

3 reduce the complexity of the material to a more manageable level.

% Through this procedure we may be able, for example, to create a limited
1 set of indexes of training proficiency, combat effectiveness, or dis-
k7 tractors.

s Phase 5: Multivariate Analysis

-

P

Figure 1 reminds us that some explanatory variables (or sources of
variation) will operate in conjunction with others to affect the evalua-
9 tions of the respondent. In order to understand how these sources of
variation operate together to create variation in the evaluations, we
g must go beyond bivariate analysis (which looks at the impact of one ex-
o planatory variable on one evaluation) to multivariate analysis (which
looks at the simultaneous impact of more than one explanatory variable
on the respondent’s evaluation of some aspect of Army training). Thus,
when discussing the conceptual model in Figure 1 we indicated that it may

Te
'~ %

ﬁ be important to know not only that a respondent is a battalion commander

- (and not a squad leader) but also that he is in Europe (not in CONUS) and
‘: that he commands an infantry battalion (not a transportation battalion)

N and that he thinks war is quite likely (not very unlikely). Only through
. such analyses can we sort out why there are different evaluations of some
0y particular aspect of training. It helps us locate - geographically, or-

g ganizationally, and socially where there are favorable evaluations and

! where there are unfavorable evaluations.

. Phase 6: Baseline for Future Evaluations

"] Although it lies outside the scope of this particular analysis, it
'{ should be rememhered that the next step, logically, is to do the study

¥ over (or replicate it) at a later time to see if there are any changes in
‘0 evaluations. For example, is the system more positively or negatively
9 evaluated (and presumably the system more effective or less so)? Can these
. R-5

“

b

b

2

q

": - 4 A Wt t, % e LR S PRI - e e - D . > Lo e et « .
‘. :,.' o4 ..“..-., ",'v‘, .(:;"- “w f. _‘}‘:J_:J':‘J'_'." L) :_'. " ,‘_‘ ‘:_-.:.r-:.":.' " AT \1‘,\- ,‘*wl' ks :. :r ‘. - . ',-N..'-J: < ".~ e PRI



b Bl aad Ak S aodh ach ol Ach u B 4o aad S e A i it i - Ty TWR T TV TR T T T
- el Aah Aob oodh 4 hadind
M w b e g

i changes be attributed to changes in the training system or the changed
0 conplexity of weapons systems, or the external environment (such as
’ changes in the technology or deployment or belligerence of potential ad-
\ versaries)? Fully effective evaluation systems require ongoing means of
' evaluation. In addition to providing information on the current train-
ing system, these findings could represent a benchmark to interpret fu-
f ture evaluations of the same (or a different) systen.

DATA PRESENTATION AND REPORTING

o

As described above, there are many phases to an analysis before
mezaningful findings can be presented. It will be the purpose of this

T: analysis to review the data systematically and not just present large .

' nunbers of tables. In the short run, thls means less weight to the re-
port, but in the long run it means more understandable and meaningful

& numbers as well as that which is most critical - accuracy and interpre-

” tation. Efforts will be made to report findings in a fashion amenable

N to graphical presentation. The prior data reduction efforts and the

ﬁ systematic multivariate analysis will ensure that the findings to be

» presented reflect as accurately as possible the evaluations given by

+ soldiers in the field of the Army Training System which they have rou-

:’ tinely encounter first hand.
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I Table 1

D) \-

A INFORMATION AVAILABLE THROUGH SURVEY ANALYSIS

g

e

S

;5 Overall Evaluations of Many Aspects of the Army Training System to Include:
l - Factors in Combat Effectiveness

|l‘

'$ - Factors in Training Proficiency

N

"

anf - Factors in Training Evaluation

o8

W .

- Relationship of Training Readiness to Combat Readiness

l'.

: . - Distractors that Interfere with the Training System

e

‘ﬁ - Need for Changes in the Training System

»

1808

i - Potential for Success of Suggested Changes in Training System

l. \J

I

o

r“j Geographical, Organizational, and Social Locus of Favorable and Unfavorable
Jt- Evaluations of the Above Aspects of Army Training System as Determined by:
. - Background and Demographic Characteristics of Respondent

a7 \
:§ﬁ - Nonmilitary, e.g., education, age, or sex
Wyl
253 - Military, e.g., rank, years of service, career-orientation

;) - Training Roles and Environments of Respondent

\ -

\i: - Duty Assignment, e.g., Squad Leader to Brigade Commander

i
A
S - Type of Unit, e.g., Combat to Combat Service Support
.
P - Theatre, i.e., USAREUR or CONUS

BN

}i: - Fundamental Orientations and Values of Respondent Concerning:

oo

-

?:: ~ Military Service, e.g., Feelings About Own Service

I{.

- War, e.g., Estimates of Probability of War in Next 10 Years

5
o
-Ji -~ Institution/Occupational Nature of Military, e.g., Orientation
K :f of Today’s Soldier and Relationship to Combat
[0

P L
. A
A -

a B-7

-

\d
i

O

C"
~91.~v--,1,‘w LA Y PO R T 1. A O o e L S R S - a A . . . « - A - . e L e T e e .
\'.“.!’ ,l}\-f‘ ‘ .. ! . . ﬁ.‘;- ,a\.’<~.~_\. - . ’..._ N AR ‘ -.\"..-' ':~'~:,.‘- .‘ AN ..‘-:“\K.;.;: . .-_..‘_-\:\_-:._ s .‘;’



4

4 - \~ P
._-..\ 1

‘.”. s

oy

.<-\~.u

‘A

uojiednoog/uolInlpisul - fm

1eM 3O £3111I9qeRQqOoi1q -~ “ﬁd

29T7A19G5 L1BITTIN - @ﬁ

soNTeA pu®e
SUOF3IBIUDTIQ [riu2wepunyg

. L

! 23uevy) ﬂfh\

] 103 fejiuajod/paaN -
J 810305v11870d -

| jequo) pue Sujurea]

m uovamiaq dyjysuojieiay - i

1 uofienyeayg 3uiujeal -

1 AouajofF3joagd SBujureal - £1e3ITTIN -

3 SS3UDAT1IO233d Iequo) - .r KAiejjpijuwuoN - @

) =

3 walsksg S2F3ISFalioeaey)

1 3ufujiea] Awiy Jo uofliIBOnTERAY o1ydea8owaq pue punoadjydeq

3 211094} -

, 311un 3o sadi}l -

, jJusuwuljssy Lang -

3

4 §3UoWUOITAUY pue sa10Yy Sujurlea]

4

3

3

“ .
3 SISATVNYV S
w ATAY¥NS HONOUHI WHALSAS ONINIVHYL XW¥V dHI ONILVNIVAI 304 T300W TVAL4IINOD R
1
3

pr

d .

o -
1 1 2an334
" =
Y BN
p -.I.

i
DR A T T Y

ARSOARR®




S Ty = T AR AR TAEE TR R AT TR TVRTAN L TN T TUR OV E U TR e Y g

N N W W W O T T P T W

CHAPTER III

ARMY TRAINING STUDY SURVEY

As you may know the Army has been studying its training both in the
training base and in the unit. 1In the fall of 1977 the Chief of Staff
and the Commanding General of TRADOC established the Army Training
Study to assess individual and collective training—-resources, programs,
proficiency and reaciness.

This questionnaire 1s part of that study through which we, the Study

Group, are attempting to learn what you-the key trainers in the Army-

think about some of the key issues in training today. Your opinions

are needed so we can better understand training, both where we are tcday
and where we want to be in the future. The survey instrument was pre-
pared with the assistance of the Survey Branch of MILPERCEN and conforms

to appropriate Department of the Army Regulations and the specific guidance
of the Study Advisory Group chaired by the Commanding General, US Arry
Training and Doctrine Command with senior officer representation from

HQ Forces Command and HQ US Army Europe.

If this study is to be helpful, it is vital that you answer each question
as thoughtfully and frankly as possible. This is not a test; there are
no right or wrong answers. However, your responses and comments will be
an essential element in developing specific proposals. We need the
benefit of your experience!

The completed questionnaires are processed by automated equipment which
surmarizes the answers in statistical form. Your own individual answers
will remain strictly confidential, since they will be combined with those
of many other persons in reports which are prepared.

Your commander will give you the questionnaire. It will take approximately
60 minutes to complete. After completion, please place the questionnaire
in the envelope provided, seal and mail immediately. We are working under
a severe time constraint and need your thoughtful opinions as rapidly as
possible-please place 1n mail not later than 1 May 1978.
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CIRCLE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE FOR EACH QUESTION

l. Greatly improves Feadiness

2. Moderately improves readiness
3. Slightly improves readiness
4. Has no impact whatsoever

5. Slightly degrades readiness
6. Moderately degrades readiness

7. Greatly degrades readiness

2. To what extent is each of the following an effective way for
the Army to evaluate unit effectiveness, in your opinion?

To a very To a To Ta a
little little some great
extent extent extent extent
Juarterly external 1 2 3 4
zvaluation
Scheduled Evaluation from 1 2 3 4
s; 1t least three levels higher ~
N in the chain of command
“
o
=¥ An IG focused on training 1 2 3 4
> oJroficiency
N
Eﬁ Jnit Commander's evaluation 1 2 3 4
h:,.?
kﬂ Jnscheduled evaluations from 1 2 3 4
bﬁ it least three levels higher
w» in the chain of command

A

l":a
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1. In your opinion, how does the present training system (ARTEP, SM,
SQCT, EDRE, etc.) effect unit readiness in the Army as a whole?

10 a very
great
extent

....
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o
258
!’ X
jﬁ 3. In your opinion, how good a measure of training readiness is:
o
o Very Good Fair Poor Ver
- ~
&- Good Pco
W )
N The number of days training 1 2 3 4 5
N N required to be fully combat
ready as estimated by the
g Commander
[ -,
_;gﬁ The Commander's general judgement 1 2 3 4 5
0
‘Q« SQT results 1 2 3 4 5
2N ARTEP results 1 2 3 4 5
<
) ,r",
e REALTRAIN results 1 2 3 4 5
s
ﬂ“ Gaming/Simulation (CAMMS/CATTS) 1 2 3 4 5
results
2
e
kﬁﬁ 4. In your opinion, how necessary is some measure of training readiness
D) in addition to the Commander's judgement, in order to support request
N for training resources?
T
o
b0~ 1. Not necessary at all
o . 2. Somewhat necessary
R 3. Quite necessary
e
:}y 4. Very necessary
A
k) -f.'
A
; A‘.-
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5. Lis%eld 2210w ar2 12 obstacles to effective individual trair-n3.
Fan¥ corder them, 1 (worst obstacle) to 12 (least obstacle).

. :srsonnel turbtulence (Unit generated)
Resource (money, fuel, ammo) constraints
Command directed activities

Post support requirements

People programs (EEO, Drug/Alcohol, OE, etc.)
General administration

Maintenance

Shortage of capable NCO's

Shortage of training areas

Inadequate training management

Lack of time for proper training

Shortage of qualified officers

6. Listed below are 12 obstacles to affective collective training.
Rank order them, 1 (worst obstacle) to 12 (least obstaclej.

Personnel turbulence (Unit generated)
Resource (money, fuel, ammo) constraints
Command directed activities

Pos* support requirements

People programs

General administration

R A

“e
atrte
.

Maintenance

|

Shortage of capable NCO's

™)

4

&g; o Shortage of training areas

:j” _____ Inadequate training management
b o Lack of time for proper training
Eﬁi ____ Shortage of gualified officers
s
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03
e 7. If ARTEP were to be used as a readiness
) test, in your opinion, what percentage
.. of events passed would equal C-1 in
‘ri training? (Do not consider personnel
A and equipment ratings.)
NN
v, Bt 1ds 20% 30% 40% 50% 608 78% 80% 90% 100% Don't KA
2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 19 99
s ¢
s
ha, 8. Soldier's Manuals/SQT describe the skills ne-
o cessary for the individuals contribution to:
"
' - 1 ARTEP success
e 2 Combat mission accomplishment
T
S 3 Both 1 and 2
u.“
) =
oo 9 Other
B
IS
b
o~ 9. Successful completion of ARTEP is a valid
> test of unit training readiness:
N 1 Strongly agree
-.':
:i 2 Agree
g 3 Neutral or undecided
J .
Y. 4 Disagree
'-:.L.
Q} ) Strongly disagree
o
18. Unit readiness reporting procedures should
- be changed to make the training rating
,:: (C-1 to C-4) more objective (less a
‘?C matter of the Commander's judgment):
e
A 1 Strongly agree
povd 2
e 2 Agree
N 3 Neutral or undecided
o~
NN 4 Disagree
ol 5 Strongly disagree
\e.
>
.
N
7 II1-5
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s
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11. How effective is the ARTEP in E

determining: o " " o bt
> & D >N > 7] ﬂ‘g

-t N ot (S 2] -t (2]

% 2% &3 K
»8 38 T8 932 Ep
§e  BE 2E 8. o
R gpe] ! 28 2< 25
Training strengths 1 2 3 4 9
Training weaknesses 1 2 3 4 9
Readiness Conditions 1 2 3 4 9

12. Suppose you were provided with a Soldier's Manual expanded to
specify priorities, time required for sustainment training, frequency
of retraining, and resources required for an average individual to
train for each SM task. In your opinion, how valuable would such
detail in a Soldier's Manual be?

1. Very valuable
2. Of some value
3. Of little value

4. Not valuable

8. Do not know

13. Suppose your unit were provided with an ARTEP expanded to
specify priorities, time required for sustainment training, fre-
quency of retraining, and resources required for a typical unit
to train for each ARTEP task. In your opinion, how valuable
would such detail in an ARTEP be?

1. Very valuable
2. Of some value
3. Of little value

4. Not valuable

8. DO not know

I11-6
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14. How useful do you believe this expanded ARTEP would be for:

Very
. useful
Battalion Commanders 1
Company Commanders 1
Platoon Leaders 1
Squad Leaders 1

15.

An expanded ARTEP would be very
valuable for leaders and com-
manders

An expanded SM would be very
valuable for soldiers

An expanded SM or ARTEP would
add too much paperwork

The ARTEP already includes
enough information

The 5M already includes enough
information

Somewhat
useful

Strongly
Agree

An expanded ARTEP/SM is unnecessary, 1

my commander tells me what to do

An expanded ARTEP/SM is unnecessary, 1

everyone knows the basic skills

Agree

Undecided Not vervy

useful

Disagree

Not use—J
ful at a

Strongly
Disagree




6. ith ve current One Station Unit Trainina/AIT, what per-
rentage cf initial individual training nust the following units
wovide to produce a trained soldier?

180% 75% 50% 25% 2%
nfant:y 1 2 3 4 5
I mOor 1 2 3 4 S
rtillery 1 2 3 4 S
faintenance 1 2 3 4 5
‘ommunica‘ion 1 2 3 4 5
dmnistrative 1 2 3 4 5
supply & Service 1 2 3 4 5
wiation 1 2 3 4 5

7. If you could design the training system, how much trainina time
rould you devote to:

Much more Somewhat Same Somewhat Mucnh less
than now more than as now less than *han now
now now
raining in the in- 1 2 3 4 5
titution (CONUS
ervice scnools)
‘raining in the unit 1 2 3 4 5

chools (Snhadow Schools)

vaining in the unit 1 2 3 4 5
Formal 3Supe:rvised OJT)

, rainira in *he unit 1 2 3 4 A
s bnit NIG/ Officer
wor.. onduct)
M
sl
y 111-8

“~

PN




SRS

»

N
-
2
18. In your opinion to what extent does each of the following reduce
o innovation in small unit training?
Ll
&
C To very To To some To a To 4
N little little extent great very
' extent extent extent gred
\ exty
o
o Inspectors from higher levels of 1 '2 3 4 5
B, command note deviation from train-
LN .
) . ing guidance and react negatively
e Too much subject matter must be ) 2 3 4 5
" presented in a limited amount of
NN time. It is impossible to accom-
e plish anything other than what is
N prescribed
{;, Many NCO's and junior officers who 1 2 3 4 5
S present training are not used to
Y thinking for themselves, thus they
L do not develop innovative technigues
e Trainers and commanders are unaware 1 2 3 4 5
- that they may take new approaches
o and use "novel® techniques in
A training
ifi Write in your own ideas about situations that reduce innovation
J
(WY
N
- "--‘
£ s
mn 19. What experience have you had with the use of gaming/simulation
20N (CATTS, CAMMS, BATTLE, DUNN-KEMPF, etc.)?
;ﬁ; 1 No experience

2 Have heard or read about them

3 Have seen them used

4 Some experience as playor or controller

5 Extensive experience as player or controller

......................... » -‘_-_ ._-A<_.\.A . _‘.
.-_,f'-."..r-.a).r
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28. How would you compare the training effectiveness of

gaming/simulation with the traditional training of a Command

Post Exercise (CPX)?
1 Gaming/simulation is much more effective
2 Gaming/simulation is somewhat more effective
3 Gaming/simulation is equally effective Y
4 Gaming/simuiation is somewhat less effective
5 Gaming/simulation is much less effective ) .
8 I don't know

21. How would you compare the training effectiveness of

gaming/simulation with a Field Training Exercise (FTX)?

1 Gaming/simulation is much more effective

2 Gaming/simulation is somewhat more effective

3 Gaming/éimulation is equally effective
4 Gaming/simulation is somewhat less effective
5 Gaming/simulation is much less effective
8 I don't know
22. How should gaming/simulation be used in tactical training
for Battalion or Brigade command groups?
1 Should be the only source of training
2 Very useful, should'be used in conjunction with other
training such as FTX/CPX with gaming/simulation occupy-
ing the most time
3 Useful add-on but, should be used in conjunction with
other training such as FTX/CPX with FTX/CPX occupying

the most time

4 It's marginal, use only when we don't have time, money
or area to train properly

5 Should not be used at all, just doesn't provide proper
training

8 I don't know

111-10




23.

24.

25.
your
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In your opinion, what is the most effective method for
evaluating the tactical proficiency of a Battalion Command Group
(not the unit as a whole)?

1

In your opinion how does the present training system (ARTEP,
SM, SQT, ORT/EDRE etc.) affect your unit readiness?

Gaming/simulation w/o troops demonstrating formal
ARTEP tasks

A field training exercise demonstrating formal
ARTEP troops

Standard CPX

Write own idea

1 Greatly improves readiness
2 Moderately improves readiness
3 Slightly improves readiness
4 Has no impact whatsoever
5 Slightly degrades readiness
6 Moderately degrades readiness
7 Greatly degrades readiness i
|
How frequently is ARTEP used in @
anit? 8
> w4 4]
" - re = b
[ LU [ Y] T
> ¥ & = 3
g g w o <
To plan training 1 2 3 4 5 _
To test performance 1 2 3 4 5 _
To identify unit strengths/ 1 2 3 4 5 .
weaknesses
As a guide for training 1 2 3 4 3 B

I11-11
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24, ha+t parcentage of your ARTEP tasks is
Jour unit training to?

(1) 1o0%
(2)  75%
(3)  50%
(4) 253 k

(5) Less than 25%
{9) No ARTEP in my unit

If 50% or less, explain why

27. In your opinion, how do requirements to train to ARTEP standards affect:

0w & o «
> 9 Q9 v v 0 > 0
-~ > L > Q & £ o - T
& 0 30 zZ u 3 N [PV
o D = o v« o
LY g g A L E & U o
1% o 8 @ G o @ N QO
Q = w0 - = =J <3| [0 (&34
Your conduct of SQT Training 1 2 3 4 5
Your planning of Mission Training 1 2 3 4 5
Your incorporation of Adventure 1 2 3 4 5
Training into your program
Your organization of Training 1 2 3 4 5

(Training Management)

28. How often did you use the following in conducting training
prior to ARTEP, SMs, TEC?
Not in
Don't the Army
Never Sometimes Usually Always Remembe:r then

Army Training Programs (ATP) 1 2 3 4 8 9
Army Subject Schedules 1 2 3 4 8 9
Fierld Manuals (FM) 1 2 3 4 8 9
Army Regulations 1 2 3 4 8 q

ITI-~12




29,

How often do you feel that you are able to do the following

in an innovative way?

all of Most of Some of Seldom Never
the time the time the time

Teach ARTEP tasks 1 2 3 4 5

Teach SM tasks 1l 2 3 4 3

Perform ARTEP tasks 1 2 K} 4 5

Perform SM tasks 1 2 3 4 5

30.

training methods?

31.
training methods?

How often have you been penalized for initiating new or different

1. All of the time

2. Most of the time

3. Some of the time

4. Seldom

5. Never

9. Does not apply to me

If answered "all of the time" or "most of the time"™ please explain wj

How often have you been rewarded for initiating new or different

1. All of the time
2. Most of the t.me
3. Some of the time
4. Seldom

5. Never

6. Does not apply to me

I111-13
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32.
how to train small units?

33.

How sa*tisfied are you with the instructions you have received on

1. Very dissatisfied

2., Somewhat dissatisfied

3. Neither satisfied or dissatisfied

4. Fairly satisfied

5. Very satisfied

9. I have not received any instructiuns

Which statement best expresses your opinion about the formal
written small unit training guidance supplied by DA (e.g., ARTEP,
Soldier's Manuals, Training Circulars, etc.)?

Have not
needed this
facility

9

9

1 They are very valuable and should be used as a reference
when conducting training
2 They are valuable as general guidance but not always that
useful when training is being conducted
3 They are of little value in that they do not take into
consideration important local factors
4 Are of little value in that they (write in your own reason)
9 I have not seen written guidance
34. Please indicate how often each of the following training facilities was
available to you in conducting small unit training during the past year:
Never Sometimes Usually Whenever
desired
w2apons Ranges 1 2 3 4
Areas for Individual Training 1 2 3 4
Area for Small Unit Training 1 2 3 4
Classroors 1 2 3 4
Jene-al Field Training areas 1 2 3 4

.
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35. FElz2ase indicate how often each of the following training ai1ds
was available to you in conducting small unit training during

the past year.

Actual Egquipment
Models

Mockups

Graphic materials

Displays

Chalkboards
Films
Sand tables

Training demonstrations

Aqgressor/OPFOR personnel
and materials

Prisoner of War Interroga-
tion personnel

Simulation/gaming
TEC

Video tape

-------
........

®

g > g

-t — > W
2] ) — [V =}
Q o o (=3,
: ; :
z @ = £8
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
I11-15
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3
B Jn the average, how much time do you personally devote ecach week * 3:
‘ 24 Wesrk
v
J -
3 Less than 1-2 3-3 More *han
one hour hours hours 3 hours
~ brading training support materials i
. +3M, TEC, ARTEP, ETC.) !
g
> This is how it is now 1 2 3 4
A This is how I'd like it to be 1 2 3 4
]
; P=ading all administrative litera-
- ..re except training support mat-
P 7: ials (DA Pamphlets, Circulars, etc.)
L~
‘o This is how it is now 1 2 3 4
; This is how I'd like it to be 1 2 3 4
= “lanning for training
o This is how it is now 1 2 3 4
B < This is how I'd like it to be 1 2 3 4
{
') ¥eeting post support requirements
*E This is how it is now 1 2
- This is how 1I'd like it to be 1 2
W Ferforming small unit (SQD/PLT)
training
?5 This is how it is now 1 2
N This is how I'd like it to be 1 2
')
K r-~forming company size unit training
'3 This is how it is now 1 2
o This is how I'd like it to be 1 2
j; To: forming large unit (BN/BDE) training
s
- This is how it is now 1 2
- Tnis is how I'd like it to be 1 2
b
%
o
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& 37. What is your unit's current state of training readiness in the
A following areas?
{‘\‘.w
o Very Good Fai: Poor Very  Not in
oo good Poor TOE unit
e .
~ Tactics 1 2 3 4 5 9
{;. Weapons 1 2 3 4 5 9
- Support 1 2 3 4 5 9
g
oV - _ Maintenance 1 2 3 4 5 9
‘fx Communication 1 2 3 4 5 9
R :',\. N
l.\
A
‘S
Y
i1 38. What is your unit's current state of training in the following
o areas?
’&3 Very good Good Fair Poor Very poor
"‘\.J.‘-
N Supervised 0OJT 1 2 3 4 5
Sy Unit Training 1 2 3 4 5
ooy Individual 1 2 3 4 5
. Training
¥ -0":
2
P 39. What is your unit's level of proficiency in the following areas?
2
ﬂf: Very good Good Pair Poor Very poor
<
3 Individual tasks 1 .2 3 4 5
ﬂﬁ; Squad/Section 1 2 3 4 5
R team tasks
- :
:f Platoon tasks 1 2 3 4 5
Bei”
- Company/Battery 1 2 3 4 5
K tasks
0 Battalion tasks 1 2 3 4 5
L
one
oo
N7
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* 40. The following statements describe potential problems which may
7>, apply to a unit. Please indicate the extent to which you think
:Qi each of the following is a problem: |
o f:'. |
o To A Very To A To To A To A I
- Great Great Some Little Very don't
) Extent Extent Extent Extent Little know
o Extent N
o
itj Lack of motivated officers willing
sor to perform their duties ’ 1 2 3 4 5 8
ﬁ'..)
B Too many nontactical requirements g
- imposed on the unit 1 2 3 4 5 8
D
A
’33 Shortage of gualified NCO's 1 2 3 4 5 8
J ‘.'\.
ﬁ: Lack of experienced administrative
;:j versonnel in the hard skill areas 1 2 3 4 5 8
;:: Complete turnover of personnel
=~ every 7 or 8 months and the im-
)<« pact on training 1 2 3 4 5 8
l-\l

[l
&

-

The officers and NCO's are called
to perform duties well beyond the
normal experience level -- for

L}

;Qi axample -- line companies commanded
ki< by lieutenants with less than two
jow, fears service 1 2 3 4 5 8
W) The training load made difficult

W« 3y changing priorities of higher

>

-+ 1eadguarters 1 2 3 4 5 8
LAY
A )
b~y (nsuring day-to-day training is
L.-s ‘onducted 1 2 3 4 5 8
‘;}_ Lack of motivated NCO's willing

>+ 0 adequately perform their duties 1 2 3 4 5 8
~-Y  shortage of qualified officers 1 2 3 4 5 8
. -

it Yiscipline. The need for

v+ stronger discipline in the

---+ 12w changing Army. 1 2 3 4 5 8
5"
o
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.;. 41. Some units consistently outperform others even though missiors
. and external conditions are essentlally the same. How importan'
- d> you think the following are in determining how well a unit
cerforms?
o ~ Very Fairly Fai:ly Ver:,
. Unimportant Unimportant Important Ir-ortant
e Esprit de' Corps 1 2 3 4
-
) Personnel Turnover 1 2 1 4
ﬂi The Commander's
- _ Leadership ability 1 2 3 4
‘..:: Luck 1 2 3 4
- Unfair evaluations 1 2 3 4
L%}
l
-~ Quality of the NCO fill 1 2 3 4
e .
N Individual Stamina/ 1 2 3 4
;" physical conditioning
- 42, 1In actual combat, how important do you think the following are
. to a unit's successful accomplishment of its mission:
{‘,
;: Very Fairly Fairly Very
<. Unimportant Unimportant Important Important
NCO Leadership 1 2 3 4
?? Hatred of the enemy 1 2 3 4
:; Department of the Army 1 2 3 4
- guidance
;{ The condition of Unit 1 2 3 4
o equipment
7§ The condition of Individual
-, equipment 1 2 3 4
&
o Patriotism 1 2 3 4
-\.\
'ﬁ, SM training in peacetime 1 2 3 4
-,
b Squad o:r platoon solidarity 1 2 3 N
: Battalion or brigade leader- 1 2 3 4
[~ ship
E; ARTEP training in peacetime 1 2 3 3
o . . )
Y Platoon or company leadership 1 2 ? q
o Gaming/simulation in peacetime 1 2 3 4
"
4
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E 43. There is discussion today whether military service is

o primarily a "job"™ or a "calling®". What do you think about

._ the following statements?

' Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly
o Agree Disagree
:; Most soldiers have always

. thought of their Army

i service primarily as a job 1 2 3 4 - 4
L Most sqldiers todax think

s of their Army service

- orimarily as a job 1 2 3 4

%

;‘ Soldiers should think of

b their Army service primarily

‘. as a job 1 2 3 4
- Soldiers who think of their

o Army service primarily as a

- job will still perform well

in actual combat 1 2 3 4

;{Q Soldiers who think of their
- Army service primarily as a
.- calling will perform better

o in combat than those who
) think of it as a job 1 2 3 4
e

oy 44, where can a soldier best learn the tasks necessary to meet
WA combat proficiency levels?
o 1 Service School

;3; 2 Shadow School

ké 3 Unit Training Program
o 4 Supervised On The Job Training
Bg
"y
Y
b
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- 45. In your ¢pinion, what percentage of ARTEP tasks do soldiers
o in the field believe to be critical for combat success?

L0

- 1 lees 4 25%

L

)"
.dj 2 75% 5 Less *han 25%

W 3 S0% 9 No experience with
M ARTEP

4

) .

:& If less than 50%, explain why

o
.‘3 46. In your opinion considering all the tasks required for combat
iﬁ success (in your unit), what percentage are covered by SQT's?

o

i 8% 16% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 7d% B8P% 90%* 100% Not in TOE Uni‘
2 8 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99

N

J‘..

- 47. Suppose the SQT were used as an individual combat readiness test|
ot what percentage of tasks passed should equal combat readiness?

"; A% 18% 20% 38-% 40% 50% 68% 70% 80% 90% 108% Not in TOE Uniy
o 8 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 19 99
f}; 48. In your opinion what percentage of SQT tasks are not reguired fo,
D) combat success:

1

‘tﬁ gt 10% 28% 309% 490% 5S50% 60% 70% B8PA% 90% 1008% Not in TOE Unit
AN g 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99

A\

-.:,

:“' 49. How often must soldiers practice to insure that they can put
0 on their protective masks within nine seconds of a surprise attack?
i

,»:C 1 Dail Y

\.

o 2 Weekly

> 3 Monthly

o 4 Once every six months

D ,l

o 5 Once a year

e 6 Less than once a year
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N 590. How often must a company size unit practice deliberate attack
(live fire) in order to receive a satisfactory rating on an ARTEP?
‘X 1 Daily
i 2 Weekly )
j% 3 Monthly
0
' 4 Once every six months _ 2
. 5 Once a year
) 6 Less than once a year
4 51. How often must a company size unit practice a night occupation
" of an assembly area to receive a satisfactory rating on an ARTEP?
) 1 Daily
2 Weekly
- 3 Monthly
. 4 Once every six months
“u
N 5 Once a year
. 6 Less than once a year
F-
N
> 52. How often must soldiers train to insure they can correctly
» identify enemy vehicles, weapons, or aircraft to receive a
L "go" on an SQT test?
b - 1 Daily
f 2 Weekly
3 Monthly
N 4 Once every six months
7 5 Once a year
é
! 6 Less than once a year
N
S
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. 53. Rank order the foilowing skills as to how fast you th =« '.e
R, are forgotten (i.e., 1 = easiest to forget and 5 = hardest o
: forget., Answer 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5 according to ease . f forget+ri-a
,E L Disassemble/Reassemble M16 Rifle
! L Install TA312 field telephone
i - Recite General Orders/Guard Orders
: - Apply four lifesaving measures
' : - Zero an Ml6 rifle
k. 54. In your opinion what should be done to prevent individual sold:
:' from forgetting critical skills?
1 Overtrain individual (teach more initially so individual
. remembers better)
: 2 Conduct frequent individual refresher training
3 Both A and B
‘ 4 None of the above. (Write in another method)
55. What percent of combat-ready proficiency is your unit able to
maintain? (Individual and collective skills)
1. 100% 5. 60% 9. 20%
: 2. 98% 6. 50% 1. 10%
3. 80% 7. 48% 11. 2%
4. 70% 8. 3bL% 99. do not belopg
y to a TOE unit
: 56. How many tours did you serve in Vietnam?
5 1. None (skip QUESTION )
i 2. One full or partial tour
Y 3. Two tours (or extended first tour)
: 4, More than two tours
| 111-23
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7. What kind of experiences did you have in Vietnam?
1. No unit I was in was ever in direct combat
2. At least one unit was under fire but had no casualties

3. At least one unit was under fire, had casualties, but
I was not wounded

4. Extended tough, heavy contact

58. In your opinion, how likely is it that the United States will be
involved in any of the following kinds of armed conflicts in the next

19 years:

Very Somewhat Fairly Very
likely likely unlikely unlikely
In a full nuclear exchange 1 2 3 4
As a peacekeeping force 1 2 3 4
In a guerilla war 1 2 3 4
In a large-scale conventional
war 1 2 3 4
In a limited conventional war 1 2 3 4
In a war using tactical
nuclear weapons in addition
to conventional forces 1 2 3 4

59. Would you say your feelings about being in the military are:
1 Strongly postive
2 Mostly postive
3 Mostly negative

4 Strongly negative
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ENLISTED PERSONNEL:
questions 69 to

skip questions 60 to 69 , fill out

79

OFFICER PERSONNEL: Fi
questions 69 to

Por Officer Personnel:

Rank

l.

-5
8-6

Source of Commission

1.

USMA
ROTC
oCs
Direct
NG

Other (specify)

80 .

11 out gquestions 68 to 68 , skio

Present Duty Assignment

1.
2.

Brigade Commander
Brigade S-3
Battalion Commander
Battalion S5-3
Company Commander

Platoon Leader

Other (specify)

I11-25
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How long have you been assigned to your present duty assignment?

1. 1less than 1 month

2. between 1 and 6 months

3. between 6 months and 1 year
4. between 1 and 2 years

5. Letween 2 and 3 years

6. more than 3 years

How long have you been assigned to your present unit?

1. 1less than 1 month

2. between 1 and 6 months

3. between 6 months and 1 year
4. between 1 and 2 years

5. between 2 and 3 years

6. greater than 3 years

what are your Army plans for the foreseeable future?

1. make the Army a career

2. continue on active duty but undecided about making the Army a career
3. continue on active duty but do not intend to make the Army a career
4. return to civilian life |

5. retlire

Indicate the highest service school attended:

pl

1. Basic Officers Course

T rrTe
G 5a .,
X oA s

v v
»
Pl

2. Advanced Officers Course

C&GSC or equivalent

A
(V5

Senior Service College

B Yo i
R
s

¥
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67. Write in you:r officer's specialty

68. Are you oresently working in your primary MQS?
l. ves 2. no
OFFICER PERSONNEL SKIFP TO QUESTION 80

ENLISTED PERSONNEL FILL OUT QUESTIONS 69 t2 74

69. Rank

. 1. E-1

2, E-2

3. E-3

4. E-4

5. E-5S

6. E-6

7. E=7

8. E-8

- 9. E-9

78. How did you first enter active service?
1. Enlisted because I really wanted to be in the Army.
2. Enlisted to avoid being drafted
3. I was drafted

4. Other (specify)

7.. Present Duty Assignment
1. Operations Sergeant
2. Platoon Sergeant

3. Squad Leader

4. Other (soecify)
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72. Haw lony have you been assigned to your present duty station?

1. 1=ss than 1 month

2. b»etween 1 and 6 months

3. retween 6 months and 1 year
4. between 1 year and 2 years
5. between 2 and 3 years

6. more than 3 years

73. How long have you been assigned to your present unit?

1. 1less than 1 month

2. between 1 and 6 months

3. between 6 months and 1 year
4. between 1 and 2 years

5. between 2 and 3 years

6. more than 3 years

74, Wwhat are your Army plans fo:r the foreseeable future?

—— e .

1. make the Army a career

2. con*inue on active duty but undecided about making
the Army a career

e o

3. con*inue on active duty but do not intend to make
the Army a career )

s 4. return to civilian life

Z
Al 5. retire d
I$ N
Y i
Y ;
.}-\ i ) H

75. wha* is the highest NCO cours= you have attended? i

-
¥
——

Ny 1. PNCOZ (PTC)
Na (
@ 2. BNCOC BTC)

: 3
& 1
-"‘ 3. ANCOELS 1
0 4. 5MA ‘
. i
R
I‘. .
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76.

77.

78.

79.

8e.
81.
82.
83.

What other NCO schools have you attended (e.g., Division NCO acadesmy)

write in if any

Write in your MOS.

Are you presently in your primary MOS?
1. vyes 2. no
How did you acquire your training for this job?
l. One-station-unit-training (OSUT)
2. Military Service School or Training Cent«. course (AIT)
3. On-the-job training (OJT)
4. Civilian acquired skill (including St-ipes for Skills)

5. Involuntarily reclassified with Service School or Training
Center course

6. Involuntarily reclassified without Service Schools or
Training Center course

7. Other (specify)

Al  PERSONNEL PLEASE FILL IN REST OF QUESTIONNAIRE

How many years of active duty have you served? (round to nearest year)

Present age (write in)

Sex: 1. Male 2. PFemale
How much schooling have you had?

1. completed grade school or less

2. some high school

3. completed high school

4. some college

5. completed college

6. some graduate school

7. completed graduate school

I111-29
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‘4. Write in type of unit (enter code from list)

81 Infantry 85 Air Defense #9 OD/CH
€2 Infantry (Mech) g6 Signal Corps 18 Quartermaster
03 Armor #7 Military Police 11 Trans. Corps
)
J4 Field Artillery P8 Military Intel 77 Other, Combat ipt
88 Other, Service 3pt 2
}S. What do you consider to be minimum platoon "present (Write in)
‘or duty" strength to achieve dynamic plt. training? ENLISTED NCO/OFFICER
‘Please answer in terms of TOE strength, not assignei
strength.) .. i it i it e a e et et $ L3
36. What do you consider to be a minimum company "present (Write 1in)
for duty" strength to achieve dynamic co. training? ENLISTED NCO/OFFICER
(Please answ2r in terms of TOE strength, not assigned
strength ) o i e i e e et e e ¢ R
37. what do you consider to be the pgaximym platoopn
:urbulence ipersonnel shifts within the platoon in-
luding movement from one sguad/crew to another as well
:s personnel shifts out of the platoon to achieve ENLISTED NCC/OFFICER
dynamic Platoon Training (Please answer in terms of
I'OE strength, not assigned strength.).....c.evviinvans ] %
per quarter ©per guarter
38. wha* do you consider to be the maximum company
-urbulence (personnel shifts within the company and
sutside as well) to achieve Dynamic Company Training ENLISTED NCO/CFFICER
! (Please answer in terms of TOE strength, not assigned
E Rl = o L < T % %
Ly per quarter per guarter
N
"
v
LS
-
.
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89. Listed b2low are a nurnher of missions or probhlem areas .1 *ynical
uni* miaht havse *o deal wi*h in a +hree month veriod. Pleas>:

1. First, .ok a* -ne 1ist and then add any problem a:eas or m:ssiors
which sour in’+ faces which are not included on the list. Please
add th:se c¢c:n1 rthe blank :zpaces at the end of the present lige,

2. Second, use the first column (Column A) to indicate on *he 5 point
scale given below the impo:tance you belive your superiors attach
to these missions/problems. (5 the most important, ] *he least
important)

3. Third, use Column B to indicate the importance that ycu belive
should be attached to these missions/problems.

4. Fourth, use Column C to indicate how much of your tim: and
attention is reguired by the mission/problem.

S. Finally, use Column D to indicate what percentage of the total
effort of your unit was allocated over a three month veriod to
each mission/problem. NCTE: Column D should add up to 10@8%.

USE THIS SCALE FOR COLUMNS A, B, C, ONLY (Enter Number Only)
Note:; (5) *Demanding/ (4) Above (3) Average (2) Below (1) Least Demanding
Important Average Average Important
Column A COLUMN B COLUMN C COLUMN D
How Important/ How Important/ t Total
Mission or Demanding To Demanding In How Demanding Effort
Problem Area Your Seniors Your View Your Time Required
1. Drug Abuse
Control
2. Community
Relations —-—
3. Race
Relations
4. Small Unit
Training I
5. Command
Inspec-ions —_—
§. Operational
Missions —_—
7. Vehicular
Maintenance L N
8. Administration e ——
9 _—
. —_— —
10. e e
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94d.

Please feel free to make additional comments on the
survey or on training issues which you have thought
about as you completed this gquestionnaire. In other
words, good training is vital to the kind of Army
we all want to be in. If we didn't ask something

we should have asked, tell us here.
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CHAPTER 1V
RESULTS OF TRAINING
Attrition and Reenlistment

One of the benefits of good training is that it permits the Army to
better meet its mission of deterrence. With respect to other benefits of
good training, such as improved morale and motivation, the Army has very
little reliable data to support or deny the contention that good training
will or will not resolve the difficult problems of pay, the male/female
controversy, MOS mismatch, personnel turbulence/turnover, and deadline
equipment. There is some sketchy data, however, which may allow insights
on the {importance of training to morale, job satisfaction, and general
egprit.

People join the Army for reasons that fall into three categories: 1in-
centives (41.8 percent), personal reasons (27.2 percent), and patriotic
reasouns (26.0 percent). Specifically, under incentives, 19.3 percent join
to become eligible for GI educational benefits, while 17.9 percent join to
learn a skill or trade in civilian life. Other incentives make up the re-
maining 4.6 percent. Thus, the Army is attracting people who want to take
advantage of its ability to train and its willingness to support people
who want training.

ENLISTMENT CATEGORY/REASONS' Percent
1. Enlistment Options - Incentives 41.8
a. To become eligible for GI educational benefits 19.3
b. To learn a skill/trade to use in civilian life 17.9
c. The training choice option that I wanted was
available. 2.1
d. The enlistment cash bonus was available to me 1.1

e. The Army area/station of choice option that 1

wvanted was available. 1.1
f. The unit of choice option that I wanted was still
availsble. 0.3

Table 1. Percent of Enlistments by Tategory/Reasons
for First-Term Soldiers

The reasons why first-term soldiers do not reenlist are also {lluminm
ating.

lbata from Job/Career Satisfaction Survey, MODD, MILPERCEN, Feb 1977.
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SEPARATION REASONS Percent
2. The pay and allcwances are too low. 9.8
b. I think there is too much concern for such things

as haircuts, appearance, and discipline. 9.8
c. I joined to becore eligible for GI educational

berefits. 9.7
d. The amount of busy work, harassment, and extra duties. G.5
e. I think there is very little "real work" to do in

the Army. 9.3
f. 1 did not intend to serve more than one enlistment. 8.9
g« I joined to learn a skill/trade to use in civilian

life, and I have done that. 6.4

Table 2. Separation Reiasons for First-Term Soldiers
Who Indicated They Definitely Plan to Separate”

Issues such as pay and allowances, post-Army educational beaefits, and
the scldier’s desire to learn a trade for use in civilian life are reas-n
f:r separation over which the Army has very little control. Other issu::,
such as the proverbial harassment and job-related complaints, provide Z%.
percent of the reasons for first-term soldiers separating after the first
term. When contrasted with issues which might be properly called situa-
rional, dutv hours, and living conditions, these reasons for separation
are given 1.9 and 1.2 percent respectively. GCood leadership could help
alleviate some of the problems which the first-term soldiers list as
reasons for not recenlisting. Coupling leadership with job satisfaction
could assist the Army in improving recnlistment rates from first-term s.1-
dievs.

Tncentives for reenlistment is the third topic about which murh surve
work nas been accomplished. According to findings from the MILPERCEN | 7
Job Satisfaction Survey, the key factor in reenlistment was interesti-g
work. In fact, it was seen tc be the hest predictor of both job sari
tion and recenlistment; analysis of all variables: grade, sex, educ.'
1ovel, race, and marital status confirmed this finding. It {s interestin-
to note kere that regardless of a soldier’s sex, or any other variable, an
interesting, challenginz job is the most {mportant element cf job satis-
factinn.

Con-lusions which can he drawn from this prelicinary and fragmen<t ir-
Ilv P «
11ta are:

1. Mualityv training is an important factor in attracting recrult=.

b. Tnefficient use Hf other time continues to have a negative impact ~r
soldier attitudes. The Armv needs quality work/training to keep recruir ..
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This contention 1s supported by Lyman Porter and Richard Steers in a
paper, prepared for a 1977 OSD and ONR (Office of Naval Research) confer-
ence on First Term Enlisted Attrition, discussing certain factors which af-
fect the individual’s commitment to the institution. According to Porter
and Steers, people enter an organization "with certain needs, desires,
skills, etc., and expect to find a work environment where they can utilize
their abilities and satisfy many of their basic needs. When the organiza-
tion provides such opportunities, the likelihood of increasing commitment
1s apparently enhanced." Two factors connected with commitment are job
characteristics and personal work experience. Commitment is likely where
the job is defined as challenging and there is open communication among
and between the various command levels. Work experience, in addition to
assisting the socialization process, will govern the faith the person has
in the organization. Moreover, personal work experience, together with
the shared experience of others, contributes to development of a strong
commitment to the organization which can be enhanced by a reward svstem.
Porter and Steers conclude that "one way to reduce personnel turnover
(L.e., attrition) is to focus on building employee commitment to the or-
ganization."

Substantiating Porter and Steers on these issues {s data from the
DCSPER Command Climate Survey, February 1977. Analysis showed that sol-
diers who spend an inordinate amount of time (50 percent or more) working
in areas not associated with their DMOS (duty MOS) had less positive views
of such general issues as reenlistment, job satisfaction, and work morale.
The same survey also showed that challenge, interest, and importance of
present duties was the best predictor of reenlistment for first-term sol-
diers.

Yet David Gotleib in another paper given at the OSD/ONR conference, "At-
trition: The Absorption and Integration of Newcomers", presents a differ-
ent point of view in his analysis, which was based on survey work with
college students and full time employed youth. Gotleib says that, "given
rising expectations of the young and a decline in career opportunities
which match expectations, an escalation in restlessness and mobility wit
more and more of the young taking more and more of their lifetime in de-
ciding upon and an acceptable self-concept and an acceptable accommodation
with their society." The implication for the military is that, since to-
day’s youth are taking more time to settle down, and mature, perhaps the
Army should be recruiting an older, more stable, first-term soldier. Data
presented in Human Readiness Report IV shows that the Army has stablized
reenlistment rates at approximately 20 percent since 1975. When compared
with the seven most important reasons for leaving the service (table
2), as previously stated, it 1is only possible for the Army to affect three
of the reasons.
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As possible solutions to the attrition problem Gotleib points to re-
search in work satisfaction: "The more evidence of achievement and
s-~ieverent recognition, the greater the likelihood of career satisfaction
and career stability." In addition, he would try to eliminate the boredom
factors. Indeed, in the 1977 Command Climate Survey the most important
reason given by career soldiers for not reenlisting (11.6 percent) was the
anount of busy work, harassment, and extra duties. The next biggest reason
(8.3 percent) was the proverbial complaints about discipline, haircuts, and
appearance.

The foregoing analysis suggest certain conclusions:

a. Assist the soldier in understanding and identifying with the
Aromy’s objectives and goals.

b. Demonstrate to the soldier that his/her immediate supervisors )
are concerned about his/her welfare.

c. Place people in situations where they can achive goals that are
meaningful to them.

d. Provide a supportive environment where the individual’s train-
ing is properly utilized and rewarded.

e. Understand that reenlistment rates will probably remain low
for first-term soldiers.

f. Begin recruiting older, mature first-term soldiers.

Training Implications

The Army Administration Center in its 10th monograph, A Survey of
Soldiers’ Opinions (1977) surveyed 2383 soldiers from E-1 to 0-6. A num-
ber of the survey questions dealt directly with the relationship of train-
ing to the individual and unit. Since the survey results have been re-
leased, several serious methodological flaws have been discovered. For
example, senlor personnel are overrepresented and some of the questions
were ambiguous or misleading. The results, however, used with proper
caution, can gilve the Army some i{mportant insights for the implications
~f training.

How {mportant {s training to the unit? In an attempt to assess the
imract of training on the unit morale and job satisfaction, item 14 of the
survey asked whether, '"Meaningful training can provide a remedy for prob-
lems of motivation, morale, and job satisfaction for you." Response cate-
zories ranged from strongly agree (5) to strongly disagree (l1). That
training i{s considered important is demonstrated by a mean response of
4.77. The next charts show the responses broken out bv rank.

“
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ese data suggest that scldiers, irrespective of rank, want me:n
ity so manv wandatory (other than training) requirements frea al ove, rhat
v ur organization is not able to do the training needed to insure c.m™ it

readv/effectiveness. They replied in an agree strongly (1) scale to dis-

agree strongly (5) scale; the mean was 2.7. The breakout by rank (tah'e

relow) seems to show that the people responsible for training feel much
nore strongly about the issue than those above who are imposing the
equirenents.
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. THE ACTIVITIES MOST IMPORTANT TO YOUR SENIORS ARE:

Frequency of Response
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l. Vehicular or weapon system maintenance 1270
2. "nit operational missions 998
3. Individual, squad, or team trainirg 664
4. Physical training 664
S.  Command inspection 626
A. Post or installation support 602
7. Platoon, company, or battalion training 595
8, it administration 537
a, Drug/alcohol abuse prevention or control 531
10. Community relations 252
I1. Other 122
6823 of maximum 7146
*7. THE ACTIVITIFES MOST IMPORTANT TO YOUR SUBORDINATES ARE:
Frequency of Response
1. Individual, squad, or team training 1224
2. Vehicular or weapon system malntenance 880
3. Unit operational missions 879
4. Physical training 586
5. Platoon, company, or battalion training 586
. 'mit administration 573
7. Community relatiens 419
Foos 8. Drug/alcohol abuse prevention or control 389
G?}: 9. Post or installation support 347
-f‘. In. Crmmand fnspection 274
E 11. ONther 183

6357 of maxi{mum 714ir
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THE ACTIVITIES MOST IMPORTANT TO YOU ARE:

Frequency of Response

Individual, squad, or team training 1285
Vehicular or weapon system maintenance 1087
Unit operational missions 1042
Platoon, company, or battalion training 664
Physical training 612
Unit administration 611
Community relations 415
Drug/alcohol abuse prevention or control 397
Post or installation support 292
Command inspection 194
Other 149

6372 of maximum 7146
COMBINED RESPONSES (RANK ORDERED)

Senior Subordinate Self

Vehicular or weapon system maintenance 1 2 2
Unit operational 2 3 3
Individual, squad or team training 3 1 1
Physical training 4 4 5
Command inspection 5 10 10
Post or installation support 6 9 9
Platoon, company or battalion training 7 5 4
Uni{t administration 8 6 6
Drug/alcohol abuse prevention or control 9 8 8
Community relations 10 7 7
Other i1 11 11
1v-9
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The tables illustrate that more senior personnel in the chain of commani
hive differing priorities than to their subordinates.

This finding was further verified through the responses to Question 4,
in which they were again given 3 choices.

*4. THE GREATEST OBSTACLES TO TRAINING ARE:

Frequency of Response

Personnel turbulence and under-staffing 889
Comzmand directed activities 774
Resocurce (monev, fuel, ammo) constraints 762
Post support requirements 726
Inadequate training management 719
Shortage of capable NCOs 647
General administration 563
Maintenance 555
People programs 425
Shortage of training areas 310
Other _169

5

56539 of maximum 7i

A major prcblem illustrated by the data is that the first choice rtavolv s
around the issues of personnel turbulence and under-staffing which are =ot
mutually compatible. 1In fact, "shortage of capable NCOs," may encompass
understaffing, by eliminating personnel turbulence, one can see that com-
mand-directed activities are viewed as the most important problem. This
'3 underscored by responses to item 22 concerning tne effects on training of
1= lato ryv requirements from above. In addition the Army Training Studyv re-

- i.nts, asked to rank-order the aobstacles to both unit and individual
- ©+ . - .~z, rank post support and command-directed activities as the most

L ~aracle to training.

"+ yiorst{n Survey suggests that good training not only aids in
-hat readiness but it also can be an important factor in
174 motivation. The Army’s investment in training devices

1v-10
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such as REALTRAIN, SCOPES, and MILES provides an important vehicle for more
realistic training. The Army Research Institute tests in 1976 and 1977 both
in CONUS and USAREUR with REALTRAIN demonstrated that "REALTRAIN squads ex-
hibited an enhanced capability to accomplish their mission following engage-
ment simulation training." The tests also showed that REALTRAIN provided
psychological rewards leading to increased job satisfaction, troop morale,
and motivation. The Army Training Study Survey (see Gaming/Simulation,
Chapter II, this volume) seemed to say that soldiers did not like this

form of training device. However, through correlation analysis, it was
discovered that those who had used this method were extremely pleased with it.
A conclusion that may be drawn here is:

. a. REALTRAIN and other simulation devices should be given a high pri-
ority for training.

b. A supportive environment for training in its use and then proper
utilization must be developed.

In the course of the Army Training Study’s search to measure the
importance and effect of training on other than readiness issues, other
survey efforts are underway in the Army: the Organizational Effectiveness
Training Center and the Human Readiness Development branch of DCSPER are
both conducting tests on the mental health of the Army. The issue of train-
ing is treated only peripherally in both surveys. When analysis is cowmplet-
ed, however, they should give the Army a better idea of how the various
aspects of morale, job satisfaction, leadership, and communication fit to-
gether.

Having studied the trainers, a logical extension of the ARTS survey is a
need to survey the attitudes of the products of Army training. This would
include individual soldiers as well as noncommissioned soldiers who are
products of NCOES and officers in the career schooling system. Separate
survey instruments should be used to differentiate between those who train
in the unit and those in the institution.

Surveys should also be developed to tie together the various efforts at
such diverse agencies as: ARI; MODD, MILPERCEN; Human Resources Develop-
ment, DCSPER; OETC; the Army Study Program, OCSA; and DCST, TRADOC to learn
how the various aspects of job satisfaction, morale, motivation, and train-
ing complement one another. Significant data collection plans will also
have to be developed to gather data for the improvement of the BTM. 1Improv-
ing training readiness in an efficient manner 1is our goal. The survey
effort mounted at ARTS has shown that there is a reasonable amount of data
available. However, the data has no common linkage; the Army must strive to
use its research tools to better meet {ts goals.
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