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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the latter part of December, 1990, the U.S. Army Combat Systems Test
Activity (USACSTA), the U.S. Army Human Engineering Laboratory (HEL), the U.S.
Border Patrol, the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service, and the U.S.
Army Center for Night Vision and Electro-optics (CNVEO) put together an
evaluation program of several pistol-aiming devices for use during daylight,
dusk, and nighttime lighting conditions.

HEL wrote the evaluation plan and conducted the evaluation at a small
arms range. The Border Patrol provided the test subjects, tne pistols, and
the ammunition, and CNVEQO provided the AN/PVS7B night vision goggles (NVGs)
and some of the sights and sight mounts. USACSTA provided for weapon and
sight zeroing, maintenance, and storage.

The objective of this effort was to evaluate the performance of several
types of pistol sights during a wide range of lighting conditions, and in some
cases, in conjunction with AN/PVS7B night vision goggles. The results of this
evaluation were to be used by the Border Patrol to judge the relative merits
of various systems and to determine the best way to equip their field
personnel for operations in daylight and during periods of reduced ambient
light.

The methodology employed in evaluating these sighting systems was to
conduct a series of live fire subtests with U.S. Border Patrol shooters during
a wide range of ambient light conditions and against human type targets
exposed for varying brief intervals of time. In addition to this, a
debriefing was conducted at the end of the testing to solicit subjective
opinions from the subjects about relative advantages and disadvantages ¢f the
sighting systems and how they might be used in the field.

The following sighting systems were evaluated:

System A - standard iron sights (baseline)

System B - standard iron sights with AN/PVS7B NVGs

System C - tritium three-dot iron sights made by Trijicon, Inc.
System D - visible laser beam made by Lasermax, Inc.

System E - visible laser beam with AN/PVS7B NVGs

System F - infrared laser beam (Lasermax, Iuc.) with AN/PVS7B NVGs
System G ~ reflex collimating sight made by Aimpoint, Inc.

The sighting systems were mounted on Smith & Wesscn 59929 series seri-
automatic pistols chambered for the 9x1%wum NATO cartridge

This evaluation was conducted as a series ¢f three subtests, each to
examine the effects that the sights have on shoster performance dJduring

specific conditions of ambient light.

Subtest 1 looked at shooter and sight performance during daylight.

Subtest 2 addressed performance during ccnditisns of dusk. Subtest 3 was
conducted at night. Not all the sighting systers were evaiuated in each of
the subtests. Those that were used with night vision agnggles were not tested
during daylight or dusk. The test items for each suntest were

Subtest 1. The sights tested in subtest 1 (daylishi) were

Iren sights




Tritium three-dot sights
Aimpoint

Subtest 2. The sighting systems tested in subtest 2 (dusk) were

Iron sights

Tritium three-dot sights
Visible laser

Aimpoint

Subtest 3, The sighting systems tested in subtest 3 (night) were

Iron sights

Iron sights with NVG
Tritium three-dot sights
Visible laser

Visible laser with NVG
Infrared laser with NVG
Aimpoint

Subtest 2 (Dusk) was broken into four segments. As the ambient light
diminished each evening and reached each of four preselected values, target
presentation scenarios were initiated for the subjects at the firing points.
The four ambient light values used as presentation starting points were

Starting point Footcandles

.50
.49
L12
.03

DW=
OO O

These starting points were spaced approximately 5-1/2 mirutes apart on
the curve that describes the decay cf light at dusk. This spacing allcwed
ample time for each shooter to complete a firing scerario and covered the fuli
range of the 1llght gradient that constitutes dusk, down to the approximate
equivalent of full moon.

Subtest 3 (night) conditions were ccnsidered to have been reached when
the ambient light level read 0.012 footcandle (ccrrespcnding approximately tc
full moon) or darker. Ambient light was monitcred continususly and reccrded
at the start and stop of each target scenario during subtests 2 and 3. At the
beginning of this evaluation, the moon had just entered the first guarter and
was nearly full by the last day.

The subjects were selected by the U.S. Border Petrol frem a body ofF
volunteers solicited from various regicnai Border Fatrnl officel and prought
to Aberdeen Preving Ground. The criteria fsr the selecticn cf subjects were
that they be representative of the range of sheozting +ra:ning and 3kills
within the Border Patrcl populaticn, have 20727 +~isual acuity (uncorrected),

and have normal c¢olor perception. It was aisc ve ret that a sigraificant
portion of the subjects be female. Hand dominanc: . contralled for.
The Border Fatrol provided 12 subiects f2r thni3 evaluation (four weomen

and eight men),

The evaluaticn was conducted at HEL's M range
fire small arms range. Each fir:imng point nas a rmicr.




weapon muzzle noise upon firing and is used to initiate data recording for
time to fire, hits, and so forth,

There was an electronic command and data link between the targets, the
firing point, and a computer. The order and timing of the target arrays were
pre-programmed.

The targets were stationary U.S. Army E type (crouching man) silhouettes
mounted on pop-up mechanisms. They were painted with flat black paint to
simulate the reflectivity of typical clothing that might be worn to avoid
detection. The targets were hit sensitive so that they would go down when hit
and transmit the time of hit to the data recording computer. The targets were
all stationary.

A computer program was written to control the segquence and timing of
target presentations. The program generated ten different target presentation
scenarios to ensure that no shooter could memorize the sequence of target

presentation variables (range, exposure time, azimuth, pairings, etc.). Each
scenario included seven targets at 10, 25, and 50 meters. Three singile
targets and two pairs of targets were presented at each range. The single

targets were exposed for 1.5, 3.0, and 5.0 seconds at each range, and the
double targets were exposed for 3.0 and $.0 seconds at each range. There was
a 3-second between-target interval except for two longer delays embedded in
each scenario to allow for weapon reloading. These occcurred at points
approximately one third and two thirds of the way through the scenarios, and
lasted for 9 seconds.

A photometer was used to measure ambient 1i
device was aimed at the cpen sky to take a diffus
the sky.

ght. The light sensor <f the
e reading over a wide area of

Subjects fired from the standing position using the two-handed firing
technique as taught by the Border Patrol. The firing procedure was the same
for each subtest. Each subject rad three fully loaded (15 rounds) magazines
at the firing point. The magazines were placed cn the table where they could
be easily reached during the target presentations. The subkject was then given
an unloaded test weapon and a loaded magazine. When the targets were about to
be presented, the subjects at the firing peints were instructed to lsad their
weapons, assume the ready pistol position, and watch for targets. The
subjects began shooting when the first target appeared. At two pcints during
the scenario, the subjects were given time to reload the pistol,

Except for Subtest 2, a repeateqd rmeasures test design was used so that

each subject was exposed to each sighting system and conZition c¢f amhient

iight. While all the subjects participated in Subtest 2, each subject fired
nirern

in only one of the four ambient light bands. Subiect assignrents te the fsur
ambient light bands in Subtest 2 were ranicm. However, Jome effort was made
to evenly distribute subjects shocting sxill in the four subgroups tnat fired

in each light band.

Time to each snhot, time tc cach hit,

wni : whizh targe*s
were hit were collected. This was ccrrelated wich

w
er an-i conditicon
r

At the conclusion of the field perticn 2
participvated in a debriefing to s:licit any o
the sights tested, methods of exwploying the




A repeated measure analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed for each
type of target presentation (single and double). The results were checked for
compound symmetry. If the assumption for compound symmetry was rejected, the
conservative Greenhouse and Geiser adjustment for the degrees of freedom was
performed. Scheffé's post hoc test was then used to determine the significant
differences between means. Significance testing was at the 5% level.

The probability of a successful engagement was used as the primary
measure of performance. Other performance measures chosen as possible
discriminators between sights are time to fire, time to hit, number of shots
fired.

RESULTS
Subtest 1; Daylight

When the data were combined over subject, trial, light level, range, and
exposure time, there were no significant differences among sights in
probability of & sucessful engagement (hits divided by target opportunities),
time to hit, time to first shot, or number of shots fired.

Subtest 2; Dusk

Because of the test limitations, only three subjects could be allocated
to each of the four light condition bands. As a result, a repeated measures
ANOVA was conducted in which three subjects were considered nested in each of
four light level conditions. .

The data for the Dusk subtest when combined over subjects, trial, light
level, range, and exposure time show that there are no significant differences
among sights in terms of probability of a sucessful engagement, time to hit,
or number of shots fired. For the dcuble targets, it was determined that the
iron and tritium three-dot sights took significantly more time to fire the
first shot than the visible laser sight did.

Subtest 3; Night

A Scheffé's post hoc analysis for *he single target data determined that
significantly more targets were hit with the visit'le laser/NVG and IR/NVG
systems than the iron/NVG, Aimpoint, iron and tritium three-dot sights. This
was also true for the double target data. Additicnally, the IR/NVG system hit
gignificantly more targets in double target presentations than did the visible
laser system.

When the data were collapsed over subjeczt, +rial, exposure time, and
range, there were no significant differenrces amang sights in terms of time to
hit and time to first shot.

An analysis of the single target data showed that significantly more
rounds weir. fired with the systems that used nicht wvision goggles (iron/NVG,
visible laser/NVG, and IR/NVG) than with the visiblie laser and tritium three-
dot sights. Additionally, significantly mocre shots were fired with the
iron/NVG system than with the iron and Aimpoint sights. The double target
data show that significantly more shots were fired with the iron/NVG system
than with any of the cther sighting systems. Als:s, more shots were fired with
the IR/NVG system than with the visible laser.

3



CONCLUSIONS
Subtest 1; Daylight

Subtest 1 revealed that there is no significant difference among iron,
tritium three-dot, and Aimpoint sights ‘in any of the measures that are
considered to be important: probability of a successful engagement, time to
fire, time to hit, and number of shots fired. Based on these data, there is
no performance basis for selecting or rejecting one sight inst=ad of any other
for daytime use.

Subtest 2; Dusk

During the transient conditions of dusk, there were no significant
differences among sights in terms of hits or time to hit. The visible laser
sight was significantly faster (about 1/5 second) in mean time to fire than
either the iron or the tritium three-dot sight against double targets. There
were no significant differences among sights in number of shots fired.

Subtest 3; Night

At night, the probability of a successful engagement with either of the
two laser beam-equipped weapons, when used with night vision goggles, was
significantly higher (by a factor of two) than with the iron, iron with NVG,
tritium three-dot, and Aimpoint sights agains' both single and double targets.
Against double targets, the IR laser with N.G is also significantly better
than the visible laser.

The data suggest that the visible laser nighttime hit performance may
fall close to midway between that of the iron, iron with NVG, tritium three-
dot, and Aimpoint sights, and the two laser beams when they are used with the
night vision goggles.

Subtest 3 shows no sight to have an advantage or be at a disadvantage in
terms of time to fire or time to hit at night.

Significant differences among sights were observed in terms of number of
shots fired. The iron sight with NVG condition caused a significantly greater
number of shots to be fired than the iron, tritium three~dot, visible laser,
and Aimpoint sights against single targets, and all those plus the visible
laser with NVG and IR laser with NVG sights against double targets. The other
two night vision-aided conditions, IR and visible laser with NVG, exhibited
significantly more shots fired than did the tritium three-dot and visible
laser against single targets. The IR laser with NVG condition fired
significantly more shots against double targets than did the visible laser
without goggles. These data indicate that the mecan number of shots fired at a
target during these conditions with tnese weannns is simply a function of
being able to see the targets. For this .eascn, it <does not 3eem useful as a
discriminator of sight performance.

When all the data from the three subtests are considered, there deces nct
appear to be any reason to believe that any particular sight will out-perform
any other sight until nighttime (the equivalent of full m7on or darker) levels
of ambient illumination prevail.

For daytime duty use, there seems to be little reascn t» carry a pistol
with other than standard iron sights, especially when the cost and maintenance




of the other sights and the regquirement for batteries for several of them are
considered,

During conditions of full moon or darker, a pistol equipped with either
a visible or an infrared laser beam and used with the AN/PVSTB night vision
goggles will significantly improve the probability of hitting a target.
During those same conditions, a pistol equipped with a visible laser beam used
without night vision goggles may provide a lesser, but material, improvement
ir hitting capability.

When there is a good chance that the duty pistol will also be used at
night or during reduced levels of illumination during the day (as inside unlit
buildings), a case might be made for carrying a pistol that has both standard
iron sights and a compact visible laser beam projector. This would provide
the shooter with some performance gain in comparison to iron sights in dim
light without night vision goggles, and greatly improved performance with a
familiar pistol when used with night vision goggles.

During the debriefing, the subjects indicated that they probably needed
two systems: one to be carried constantly during duty hours and another for
those occasions when a bulkier, heavier, more complicated system could be
tolerated and would be more effective.

Based on the data produced in these evaluations, the weapon to be used
during nighttime levels of illumination when bulk and complexity are less of
an issue should be equipped with a laser beam and used in conjunction with
night vision goggles. To the extent that greater bulk is tolerable, a rifle
or shotgun might be a better choice than a pistol for tactical scenarios
because of the greater range capability of these weapons. Another field
evaluation should be conducted to investigate this posaibility.

RECOMMENDATIONS

This evaluation uncovered no performance basis for recommending a
particular pistol sight from among those tested, for people who must carry a
semiautomatic pistol on their person as a regular course of duty (non-tactical
use). This evaluation also did not find any justification for the added cost
and complexity of any sight other than the standard ircn 3ight as tested,

Visible laser beam projecting sights should be further investigated to
see if one exists that adds no more bulk, performs atr least as weli, and is
more rugged and reliable than the one evaluated in this report. If 3uch a
device is found, it should be field tested to determine its merit for tactical
use.

For tactical use, a pistol equipped with a rugged and rcliable laser
beam projector (either visible or IR) and uscd in conjunction with night
vision goggles is recmmmended. .

An evaluation of other individual weapons such a3 rifles and shotguns,
equipped with laser beam projectors and used with night vision goggles, shonld
be conducted to see if such systems offer any advantages in comparison to
pistols so equipped and employed.




AN EVALUATION OF SEVERAL PERSONAL WEAPON-SIGHTING SYSTEMS DURING
DAYTIME, DUSK, AND NIGHT AMBIENT LIGHT CONDITIONS

INTRODUCTION

In the latter part of December, 1990, the U.S. Army Combat Systems Test
Activity (USACSTA) contacted the U.S. Army Human Engineering Laboratory (HEL).
USACSTA was involved in assisting the U.S. Border Patrol, the U.S. Immigration
and Naturalization Service, and the U.S. Army Center for Night Vision and
Electro-optics (CNVEQO). These agencies put together an evaluation program of
several pistol-aiming devices for use during daylight, dawn and dusk, and
nighttime lighting conditions. Portions of the evaluation would be conducted
using night vision goggles. The purpose of the call from USACSTA was to see
if HEL would be interested in participating in this program, since the major
issues are largely ones of human performance.

Because these typea of aiming devices are of potential interest for use
with infantry weapons, aond few or no data are available that describe their
effectiveness, HEL agreed to become involved in the testing. Consequently, a
meeting was held on January 3, 1991, to discuse the scope of the program and
to assign tasks to the various participants. The outcome of the meeting was
that HEL would write the evaluation plan and conduct the evaluation itself at
its M range using U.S. Border Patrol agents as subjects. The Border Patrol
would provide the subjects, pistols, and ammunition, and CNVEO would provide
the AN/PVSTB night vision goggles (NVGs) and some of the sights and sight
mounts., USACSTA would provide for weapon and sight zeroing, maintenance, and
storage. :

ORJECTIVE

The objective of this effort was to evaluate the performance of several
generic types of pistol sights during a wide range of lighting conditions, and
in some cases, in conjunction with AN/PVSTB night vision goggles. The results
of this evaluation were to be used by the Border Patrol to judge the relative
merits of various systems and to determine the best way to equip their
personnel for field operations in daylight and during periods of reduced
ambient light.

METHODOLOGY

The methodology employed in evaluating these sighting systems was to
conduct a series of live fire subtests with U.S. Border Patrol shooters during
a wide range of ambient light conditinons and against human type targets
exposed for varying brief intervals of time. Performance data were collected
and used for this purpose. 1In addition to this, a debriefing was conducted at
the end of the testing to solicit subjects’ opinions about relative advantages
and disadvantages of the sighting systems, and how they might be used from a
tactical standpoint (see Appendiz A).

ITEMS EVALUATED

The following sighting systems weres evaluated:




System A - standard iron sights (baseline)

System B - standard iron sights with AN/PVS7B night vision goggles
Systam C - tritium three-dot iron sights made by Trijicon, Inc.
System D - visible laser beam model MDL-200-670-10mW made by

Lasermax, Inc.

System E -~ visible laser beam (as above) with AN/PVS7B night vision
goggles

System F - infrared laser beam (same as above but with an infrared
laser diode) with AN/PVS7B night vision grggles

System G ~ reflex collimating sight model Aimpoint 3000 made by
Aimpoint, Inc.

Pistols

The sighting systems were mounted on three models of Smith & Wesson 5900
series semiautomatic pistols chambered for the 9x19mm NATO cartridge. These
pistols were chosen by the Border Patrol because they closely follow the
specifications for the service pistols that the Border Patrol intends to
purchase and issue to all their agents in the near future. The reason that
three different models were used is that Smith & Wesson had them available to
lend to the Border Patrol at the time. These three models are actually
variations of the same pistol. They have the same dimensions, grip stocks,
trigger pull characteristics, barrel length, and so forth. They vary from
each other in the area of decocking lever, 3afety lever, and hammer spur
design. These features have nothing to do with the performance of the pistols
as used in this sight evaluation.

The sights were attached to thas pistols as specified in the sight
manufacturer's instructions that came with the devices, or in the case of
visible and infrared laser devices, by the manufacturer. The Border Patrol
delivered the pistols for testing with the sights already mounted. The Border
Patrol decided what type of sight would go on which model pistol. Once a
given sight was mounted on a particular pistol, it remained on that pistol for
the duration of the evaluation. Figures 1 through 7 show the pistols, sights,
and night vision goggles.

The sight-pistol combinations were boresighted or zeroed from a Ransom
Rest at the beginning of the testing and verified periodically throughout the
evaluation. (Npgte. A Ransom Rest is a mechanical device the holds the pistol
in a recoil-absorbing mount sc that it can be aimed and fired with repeatable
precision. The Ransom Rest was ecquipped with adjustment knobs for moving the
pistol in azimuth and elevation for precisze aiming.) Three of each type of
sight mounted on dedicated pistols were available at the 3tart of each day to
" ensure that malfunctions would not interrupt the scheduled shooting and to
permit several subjects to fire the same condition at the same time.

The weapons and sights received daily inspection and cleaning before the
day's shooting. Cleaning was done and repairs were made by the USACSTA Small
Arms Repair Section where the weapons were secured when not involved in
testing. USACSTA also rechecked the zero «f the weapsns on a regular basis.
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Figure 1. System A - iron sights.
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Figure 2. System C - tritium three-dot.
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Figure 3. System D - visible laser.

13

[P RSP — SO ——— e - -




VN ‘&“v ‘
)

C Ty

System F - infrared

Figure 4.

14

laser.

et e




Figure S. System G - aimpoint sight.
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Figure 7. AN/PVSTB night vision goggles.




Test Items
System A

Figure 1 shows System A, the haseline system. It was a Smith &
Wesson Model 5926 with conventional iron sights. The pistol came from the
manufacturer with three white dots painted into three shallow depressions
machined into the back of the front and rear sight components. For this
evaluation, these white dots were painted cut so that the sights were like
traditional iron pistol sights. This was done so that a thres-dot system
(System C) c<ould be compared to plain iron sights during the daytime.

System B

System B was the same as system A except that it was used with
AN/PVSTB night vision goggles. The AN/PVS7B night vision goggles are shown in
Figure 7.

System C

System C, as shown in Figure 2, was exactly the same as System A
(S & W Model 5926) except that Trijicon tritium gas-filled vials were
installed where the white painted dots had been. Tritium is a luminescent
radioactive isotope of hydrogen. The sight appnears as a standard three-dct
version of an iron sight during bright ambient illumination but glows during
reduced light conditions.

System D

System D was a Smith & Wesson Model 59ué that had a Lasermax,
Inc., MDL-200-670~10mW visible laser diode mounted on it at the Lasermax
factory (see Figure 3). The laser diocde is a Class 1l1la battery-powered
laser. The laser beam is turned on by a switch mounted directly in front of
the pistol trigger guard. For this evaluation, the laser was turned on at the
heginning of a target scenario and left on until the scenario was finished.

System E

System E was the same weapon as System D except that it was used
in conjunction with the AN/PVS7B night vision goggles (see Figure 7). When
viewed througl the night vision goggles, the laser beam could be seen as an
indistinct ghosted line ending in a bright ball when it struck the ground or
an object.

System F

System F, as shown in Figure 4, was rade by replacing the laser
diode assembly in two spare System D weapcns with infrared laser dicdes als<
made by Lasermax. This system was operaticnally tne same as System E, bout
when viowed through the night vision goggies, the laser beam appeared as a
thin white line ending in a bright kall where it sTruck 2 target.,

System G

System G is illustraved in Fligure . Ghe pilatil was a Smith &
Wesson Model 659. The sight was a unity power contizal sight thar had a
battery-powered reticle that appeared as a red i.t :n the center of <he rear
lens. This sight was an Aimpoint 39CJ manufactured by Almpoint, Ing. It has




a brightness control knob that allowed the shooter to vary the intensity of
the reticle. The intensity of the dot was adjustable to suit the ambient
light conditions. During daylight, the reticle was set at the brightest
setting. At dusk, it was set three clicks dimmer, and at night, it was placed
on the dimmest setting. Figure 6 shows all the pistol sights from the rear as
the shoocer would see them.

RESEARCH STRUCTURE

This research was planned and conducted as a series of three subtests,
each to examine the effects that the sights have on shooter performance during
specific conditions of ambient light.

Subtest 1 looked at shooter and sight performance during daylight.
Subtest 2 addressed performance during conditions of dusk. Subtest 3 was
conducted at night.

Not all the sighting systems were evaluated in each of the subtests.
Those that were to be used with night vision goggies were not tested during
daylight or dusk. The test items for each subtest were

Subtest 1; Daylight

Iron sights
Tritium three-dct sights
Aimpoint

Subtest 2; Dusk

Iron sights

Tritium three-dot sights
Visible laser

Aimpoint

Subtest 3; Naight

Iron sights

Iron sights with NVG
Tritium three-dot sights
Visible laser

Visible laser with NVG
Infrared (IR) laser with KVG
Aimpoint

As an adjunct to these tests, on the last scheduled day of shocting, a
cursory evaluation of four of the sights during ccrnditions of headlight
illumination at night was added to take advantage cf an unused night that ha-

been put in the schedule in case a makeup nignht was reguired for Subtest 3.
These data are covered separately in Appendiz B hkecause time did not permit
the evaluation to be conducted with the experimental zont:nls that would give
it a high degree of scientific validity.




AMBIENT LIGHT CONDITIONS

Subtest 1 was conducted in the early afternoon while it was still full
daylight.

Subtest 2 was conducted at dusk. The ambient 1light was monitored
continuously each evening starting before the onset of dusk (approximately
19:30 on 10 September) and continuing until the end of the evening's subtest
program. As the ambient light diminished each evening and reached each of
four preselected values, target-presentation scenarios were initiated for
subjects waiting ana ready at the firing points. The light level was recorded
at the start and end of each target scenario, The four ambient light values
used as presentation starting points are shown in Tabie 1.

Table 1

Ambient Light Values Used as Starting Points in Subtest 2

Starting point Footcandles
1 1.50
2 0.40
3 0.12
4 0.03

Prior research (Ellis, Hanlon, & Crtega, 1989) about weapon sight
performance during conditions of low ambient light and work done dur-g
contract to HEL (Kaprelian, 1388: Rogers, 1988) in support of that resear n,
was most useful in determining these starting points,

These starting points were spaced approrimately 5-1/2 minutes apart on

the curve that describes the decay of Jlight at dusk. Figure 8 shows these
starting points superimposed on a plot of light decay as a function of time
for a typical evening of the evaluation period. This spacing allowed ample

time for each shooter to complete a firirnj szenario and covered the full range
of the light gradient that constitutes dusk 7dcwn to the approximate equivalent
of full moon.

In Subtest 3, the sights were evaluat«d at night. Night ~onditions were
considered to have been reached when the ami.ient light level read 0.012
footcandle (correspcuding approximately to ful®l m~o»n) or darker. Ambient
light was monitored continuously and recorded ot the start and srep of each
target scenario during Subtest 3 testing. At the begianing ~f this
evaluation, the moon had just entered the first quarzter and was nearly full by
the last day.

SUBJECTS

The subjects were sclected by the U.3. Border Patrol from a body of
volunteers solicited from various regionai Bordor Patrol offizes and hrought
to Aberdeen Proving Sround. The criteria for the selectisr of subijects were
that they be representative of tne ranae ©f snszting training and srills




within the Border Patrol population, have 20/20 visual acuity (uncorrected),
and have normal color perception. The Border Patrol used recent medical
records as a basis for the screening. It was also requested that a portion of
the subjects be female. Hand dominance was not controlled for since it was
not considered a relevant factor in an evaluation of pistol sights.

2 -
clear skies, half moon
@ < Starting point 1
— \
9 \
2 \
S \
S \
g 10
= \
] \
S \
= \
- \
c \
9 1 \
‘g \B ~—— Staning point 2
< RN
o . o P Stanting point 3 i .
~ - arnin 1
~eeeg P gp
0
v T v L e 1
0 10 20 30

Elapsed Time (minutes)

Figure 8. Typical ambient light decay at Aberdecn Proving Ground with clear
skies and half moon in September 1991.

The Border Patrol was able to provide 12 subjects (eight men and four
women) for ten working days for this evaluation. Nine subjects carried a
revolver during the normal ccurse of duty; the rest carried semiautomatics.
Upon their arrival, it was discovered that one subject normally wore
eyeglasses. It was decided that he would be included in the evaluation since
the experimental design required 12 shooters, and it was too late to get a
replacement.

TEST FACILITIES
M Range
The evaluation was conducted at HEL's ¥ range, which is an outdoor live

fire small arms range. Three rfiring points were used simultaneously for this
evaluation; a fcurth was held in reserve for makeup shonting when a subject
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had not been able to complete a trial because of a weapon, pistol, or range
malfunction,

Each firing point commands a view of an array of targets that extend in
a S50-meter-wide lane to 550 meters. Each firing lane is the exact duplicate
of the next.

Each firing point has a microphone that senses the weapon muzzle noise
upon firing and is used to initiate data recording for time to fire, hits, and
so forth.

The view that the shooter sees from the firing point is a flat grassy
surface that extends to a tree line at about 600 meters. Each target, when
not in the raised position, is protected by an earthen berm that is about 2
feet high and of varying widths. The sloped front of the berms that face the
shooter reflects the ambient light differently than does the range proper.
The grass is not usually uniform in color. The result of this topography is
that the targets are embedded in a visually "noisy"” background.

The targets are controlled from a cernci2l command tower by means of a
computer. There is an electronic command and data link among the targets, the
firing point, and the computer. The order and timing of the target arrays can
be pre-programmed.

Targets

The targets were stationary U.S. Army E type (crouching man) silhouettes
mounted on pop-up mechanisms, They were painted with flat black paint to
simulate the reflectivity of typical clothing that might be worn to avoid
detection. The facial area of the targets was painted a medium tan to assist
in target acquisition. The targets were hit sensitive so that they would go
down when hit and transmit the time of hit to the data recording computer,
The targets were all stationary. All targets were mounted in such a way that
the frontal plane of each was perpendicular to the bullet path from the firing
point. This ensured that the presented area of each targe:t was the same
independent of the angular displacement of the target,.

TARGET SCENARIO PROGRAM

A computer program was written to control the segquence and timing of
target presentutions. The program generated ten different target presentation
scenarios to ensure that no shooter could memorize the sequence of target

presentation variables (range, exposure time, azimuth, pairings, etc.). Each
scenario included seven targets at 10, 25, and 50 meters. Three single
targets and two pairs of targets were presented at each range, The single

targets were exposed for 1.5, 3.0, and £.0 seconds at each range, and the
double targets were exposed for 3.0 and 5.0 seconds at each range. There was
a 3-second between-target interval except for two longer (10 seconds each)

delays embedded in each scenario to allow for weapon reloading. These
occurred at points approximately one third and two thirds of the way through
the :‘:enarios and 1lasted for 9 seconds. Appuendix € 3hows the target

presentation scenarios.
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APPARATUS

A calibrated Tektronix Model J16 digital photometer was used to measure
ambient light levels. The light sensor of the device was aimed straight up at
the open sky and had a translucent dome over it to take a diffuse reading over
a wide area of the sky. Readings for Subtest 2 (dusk) were taken continuously
throughout the test and recorded at the start and finish of each target
scenario. Light readings for Subtest 3 (night) were also monitored
continuously and recorded at the beginning and end of each scenario that was
fired for record. Appendix D shows the light level data sheets for Subtests 2
and 3. The measurements were recorded in footcandles.

PROCEDURE
Training

On the first day of this evaluation program, the subjects were taken to
M range and given an orientation briefing about the purpose of these tests and
the nature of their participation in them. They were told the objectives and
procedures of each subtest. They were also shown the test items and received
an explanation orf how best to safely and effectively use each item. They were
instructed in the safety procedures for M range and given administracive
information. The subjects were encouraged to ask questions regarding any
aspect of this program. At the end of the briefing, the subjects were given a
volunteer agreement affidavit to read and sign (see Appendix E).

After the orientation briefing, the subjects were given instructions
about how to engage the targets, They were instructed that upon seeing a
target, they were to fire quickly and accurately. They were told that their
primary objective was to hit the target and the secondary objective was to hit
it quickly since they would have no way of knowing how long the target would
be available. 1In addition, they were told that the fargets would go down when
hit.

The subjacts then received familiarization training in the use of the
baseline weapon, and on the range and test procedures on the first day of
test. Therocafter, each subject's training for the sight condition to ke shot
for record took place just before firing for record. This training consisted
of tutoring the subjects in the operation and techniques of firing the
particular sight about to be tested and then allowing the subjects to shoot
through two complets target scenarios. The subjects then fired for record.
To minimize fatigue during this process, tne subjects rotated alternately
through this three-target scenario with the other subjects scheduled to fire
at the same firing point; usually, either three or four subjects were at the
same firing point at the same time.

Because of the rapidly changing nature of the ambient 1light during
Subtest 2 (dusk), there was no time to train the subjects immediately before
they were to fire. Instead, training and practice for Subtest 2 took place
after the Subtest 3 firing the night bhefore. This training consisted of a
familiarization briefing ahout the sight to be fired in Subtest Z the next
day, and two live fire training trials with target scenarios. This meant that
Subtest 2 began on the second night of the program rather than the first, 1In
some cases, a 3ubject fired the same sight conditiorn in Subtest 3 that 3/ne
was scheduled to fire the next day in Subtes: 2, “hen this happened, no
additional training with that sight took place.




Firing Technique

Subjects fired from the standing position using the two-handed firing
technigue as taught by the Border Patrol. The subjects engaged the targets
starting from the standing "ready pistol" position. The ready pistol position
is the same as the actual firing position except that the shooter swings his
or her arms downward somewhat. This allowed an unobstructed view of the
target area while the shooter looked for the next target. When the target
appeared, the shooter would swing the weapon up until the sights were aligned
on the target, obtain the proper sight picture, and fire.

The technique used when engaging targets with the visible laser system
was for the shooter to shine the beam on the ground immediately in front of
the 10-meter berm until a target appeared. When a target appeared, the red
dot on the ground was quickly moved to the target and the pistol fired. The
beam itself was not visible, and the only cue to its location that the shooter
received was when the beam struck an object such as the ground or a target.
The night vision goggles made it possible to see the laser beam itself, which
gave the shooters a stronger visual cue about the location of the beam with
respect to the target. This was especially true of the IR laser, which had a
more sharply defined beam with less "blooming" around it.

Firing Procedure

The firing procedure was the same for each subtest. Each subiject
arrived at the firing point with three fully loaded (15 rounds) magazines.
The weapons had been placed on a small table at the firing point before the
subjects' arrival. The magazines were placed on the tab.e where they could be
easily reached during the target presentations. The subject was given a short
familiarization briefing about the operation of the test item that s/he was
about to shoot. The subjects were then given an unlcaded test weapon and a
loaded magazine. When the target control center was ready to present the
targets and when the appropriate light level had been reached, the subjects at
the firing points were instructed to load their weapons, assume the ready
pistol position, and watch for targets. The subjects began shooting when the
firat target appeared.

At a point a third of the way through the scenario, and again two thirds
of the way, a silver target (reload signal) appeared on the far left at ten
meters to signal that it was time for the subject to reload the pistol. This
target was not engaged. At this point, the subject removed the magazine from
the weapon and inserted another fully loaded one that was on the table to the
shooter’s left. Ample time was allocated for this procedure. After the last
target of each scenario had dropped from sight, the subject unloaded and put
the pistoi back on the table in a safe condition. ’

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

Except for Subtest 2, a repeated measures test design was used to expose

each subject to each sighting system and condition of ambient light. While
all the subjects participated in Subtest 2, each subject fired in only one of
the four ambient light bands. (Nore. Because the subjects were only

available for ten test days, Subtest 2 scheduling required that the 12
subjects be divided into four groups of three shooters each. If all subjects
had fired all light levels, the test would have required 16 days to complete.)




Before subjects were assigned to a group, each individual's shooting
skill was estimated based on Border Patrol individual qualification score
records. This was done in an effort to have the groups evenly matched with
respect to shooting skill. The four groups were then randomly assigned to a
light band, a3 was each subject's order of firing and the sequence ¢f sight to
be fired.

The subject-condition counterbalancing sequences are shown on Tables 2,
3, and 4. Note that the subjects were exposed twice to each condition in
Subtests 1 and 2.

DATA COLLECTION

Time to each shot, time to each hit, which rounds hit, and which targets
were hit were collected. This was correlated with the shooter-condition data
and target array and presentation data in the M range computer.

At the conclusion of the field portion of this evaluation, the subjects
were assembled in a conference room and debriefed. The purpose of this
debriefing was to solicit any opinions the subjects might have regarding the
sights tested, methods of employing them, and any other relevant topic. After
the purpose of the debriefing was discussed with the subjects, an unstructured
session ensued in which subjects were first asked to list the advantages and
disadvantages of each sight in turn, starting with the baseline iron sights.
The person conducting the debriefing recorded these comments on a large
briefing pad on a stand in front of the subjects. The entire debriefing
session was videotaped.

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

A repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed for eachn
type of target presentation (single and double). The results were checked for
compound symmetry. If the assumption for compound symmetry was rejected, the
conservative Greenhouse and Geiser adjustment for the degrees of freedom was
performed. Scheffé's post hoc test was then used to determine the significant
differences between means. Significance testing was at the .05 level. The
results of these tests for significance are presented in Appendix F.

RESULTS

The results and the discussion of the results will be presented fcr each
subtest independently. Generally, only results that pertain to the perfor-
mance of the sights are shown. Not shown are data that describe relationships
that are well understood and are independent of the type of sight employed;
for example, marksmanship performance tends to degrade significantly as target
distance increases, or as the target exposure time decreases. This is evident
in the Range x Exposure Time interactions throughout the data.

The probability of a successful engagement is used as the primary
measure of shooter-weapon performance. This probability is derived by
dividing the number of targets hit by the number of target opportunities.

Other performance measures chosen as possible discriminators among
sights are time to fire, time to hit, and number of shots fired.
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Subtest 1; Daylight
Hit Performance

Table 5 shows the probability of a successful engagement (hits per
target opportunities) combined over subjects, trial, range, and exposure time.
There was a significant range and exposure time main effect, and three
significant interactions involving range and target exposure time. There was
also a three-way interaction of Sight x Trial x Exposure Time. The
- interaction was caused by the iron sights seemingly performing better than the
Aimpoint sight against the 1.5-second target in Trial 1, and seemingly worse
than Aimpoint for that exposure time in Trial 2. It is unknown why this
should be the case. Overall, there were no significant differences among
* sights.

Table S

Hit Performance (day)

Single target Double targets
Sight Mean SD Mean SD
Iron sights .15 .44 .72 .45
Tritium three-dot .80 .40 .79 .41
Aimpoint .76 .76 .75 .43

Time to Hit
Table 6 shows the mean and standard deviation for time to hit (in
seconds) collapsed over subject, trial, range and exposure time. There are no
significant differences among sights or any other main effects.

Table 6

Time to Hit (day)

- Single target Double targets
Sight Mean 3D Mean SD
Iron sights 1.65 .82 1.99 1.05
Tritium three-dot 1.65 .90 1.91 1.07
Aimpoint 1.50 .60 1.88 1.05




Time to First Shot

The mean and standard deviation of the time to first shot
collapsed over subject, trial, range and exposure time are shown (in seconds)
in Table 7. Only those occasions when a shot was fired were used in the
analysis. There are no significant differences among sights. There was a
significant range effect and Trial x Range interaction. There was also a
significant trial main effect for the double targets.

Table 7

Time to First Shot (day)

Single target Double targets

Sight Meen SD Mean sSb
Iron sights 1.41 .39 1.15 .35
Tritium three-dot 1.34 .39 1.06 .38
Aimpoint 1.40 .46 1.10 .53

Number of Shots Fired

The mean number of shots fired collapsed over subject, trial,
range, and target exposure time 1s shown in Table 8. There were no
significant differences among sights. There was a significant main effect for
range and exposure time caused by the Aimpoint sight firing significantly
fewer shots at the target exposed for 5 seconds than did the two other

weapons. There 1is no explanation for this other than chance, since the
Aimpoint sight is not significantly different than any of the other sights in
any other category of pertormance. Four interactions were also determined.

Range and/or target exposure time was in each interaction.

Table 8

Number of Shots (day)

Single targe: Ccuble targets

Sight Mean SD tiean sD
Iron sights 1.25 53 i.i6 1.20
Tritium three-dot 1.25% 63 1.18 .22
Aimpoint 1,13 42 :.C8 1.:¢




Subtest 2; Dusk

Bacause of test limitations, only three subjects were in each of four
light condition bands. As a result, a repeated measures ANOVA was conducted
in which three subjects were considered nested in each of the four light level
conditions.

Hit Performance

Table 9 shows the probability of a successful engagement (hits per
target opportunity) combined over subject, trial, light level, range, and
exposure time. An ANOVA performed on these data determined a significant
difference between ranges and between exposure times for both single and
double target presentations. There were no significant differences among
sights.

Table 9

Hit Performance (dusk)

Single target Double targets

Sight Mean SD Mean sD
Iron sights .59 .49 .63 .49
Tritium three-dot .68 .47 .66 .47
Visible laser .66 .47 .66 .47
Aimpoint .73 .41 .12 .45

Time to Hit

The mean and standard deviation of the time to h"it (i seconds)
collapsed over subject, trial, range, exposure time, and light level are
presented in Table 10. A significant main effect for range for the single
target presentations, and a significant main effect for exposure time for
double targets were determined. There were no significant differences among
sights.

Table 10

Time to Hit {dusk)

Single target Double targets

Sight Mean 5D Mean SD
lron sights 1.86 .96 2.12 1.06
Tritium three-dot 1.80 .78 2.18 1.12
Visible laser 1.78 .97 1.79 1.05
Aimpoint 1.59 .61 1.92 .94
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Time to First Shot

The mean and standard deviation of the time to first shot
collapsed over subject, trial, range, light level, and exposure time are shown
(in seconds) in Table 11. The ANOVA performed on these data determined a
significant main effect for range and exposure time for single target
presentations. For the double targets, there was a significant main effect
for sight and range.

The post hoc analysis of these data determined that for the single
target presentation, there were no significant differences among sights. For
the double targets, it was determined that the iron and tritium three-dot
sights took significantly more time to fire the first shot than did the
visible laser sight.

Table 11

Time to First Shot (dusk)

Single target Double targets

Sight Mean s$D Mean SD
Iron sights 1.70 .52 1.38 .46
Tritium three-dot 1.65 .45 1.40 .47
Visible laser 1.54 .56 1.14 .53
Aimpoint 1.56 .53 1.28 .57

Number of Shots Fired

Table 12 shows the mean and standard deviation for number of shots
fired at each target collapsed over subject, trial, light level, range, and
exposure time. An ANOVA performed on these data determined a significant main
effect for single target range and exposure time. There was a significant
main effect for exposure time for double target presentations. There was also
a Range x Exposure Time interaction for the single and double target data.
There were no significant differences among sights.

Table 12

Number of Shots (dusk)

Single target Double targets

Sight Mean S Mean sSD
Iron sights 1.31 .65 1.1¢6 1.29
Tritium three-dot 1.16 .46 1.09 1.17
Visible laser 1.24 .65 1,12 1.21
Aimpoint 1.10 .45 1.07 1.17




Subtest 3; Night
Hit Performance

Table 13 shows the mean and standard deviation of the probability
of a successful engagement (hits per target opportunity) combined over
subject, trial, range, and exposure time for nighttime.

The ANOVA performed on the these data determined that the sight,
range, and exposure time main effects were significant for both the single and
double target presentations. There were also four significant interactions
involving range and exposure time for both the single and double target data
sets.

A Scheffé's post hoc analysis for the single target data
determined that significantly more targets were hit with the visible laser/NVG
and IR/NVG systems than with the iron/NVG, Aimpoint, iron, and tritium three-
dot sights. This was also true for the double target data. Additionally, the
IR/NVG system hit significantly more targets in double target presertations
than did the visible laser system.

Table 13

Hit Performance (nignt)

Single target Double targets
Sight Mean SD Mean SD

Iron sights .33 .47 .34 .48
Iron with NVG .25 .44 .26 .44
Tritium three-dot .33 .47 .33 .47
Vigsible laser .46 .50 .42 .50
Visible laser with NVG .50 .49 .63 .49
IR laser with NVG .64 .48 .67 .47
Aimpoint .31 .47 .39 .49

Time to Hit

The mean and standard deviation of time to hit (in seconds) are
shown in the Table 14 collapsed over subject, trial, exposure time, and range.
There were no significant differences among sights or any other main effects.
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Table 14

Time to Hit (night)

Single target Double targets
Sight Mean SsD Mean sD
Iron sights 2.06 .87 2.46 1.21 )
Iron sights with NVG 2.10 1.13 2.52 1.20
Tritium three-dot 1.89 .47 2.24 .86
Visible laser 2.20 1.08 2.15 1.04 -
Visible laser with NVG 1.77 .81 1.20 .92
IR laser with NVG 1.80 .85 2.18 1.15
Aimpoint 2.18 1.11 2.65 1.06

Time to First Shot
Time to first shot collapsed over subject, trial, range, and
exposure time is shown (in seconds) in Table 15. The ANOVA determined that
the only significant main effect was atcributable to the range of the single
targets. There were no significant differences among sights.

Table 15

Time to First Shot (night)

Single target Double targets

Sight Mean SD Mean SD
Iron sights 1.87 .64 1.73 .67
Iron sights with NVG 1.74 .51 1.39 .42
Tritium three-dot 2.12 .62 2.17 .90
Visible laser 2.02 .88 1.84 .88
Visible laser with NVG 1.62 .59 1.39 .53
IR laser with NVG 1.60 .Eh 1.37 .51
Aimpoint 1.94 .69 1.89 .60 .




Number of Shots Fired

The mean and scandard deviation of number of shots fired appear in
Table 16 collapsed over subject, trial, range, and exposure time.

An ANOVA te3t established that sight, range, and exposure time
main effects were significant for the number of shots fired for both the
single and double target presentations. There were six interactions, each of
which included range and/or exposure time.

A Scheffé's post hoc analysis of the single target data showed
that significantly more rounds were fired with the systems that used night
vision goggles (iron/NVG, visible laser/NVG, and IR/NVG) than with the visible
laser and tritium three-dot sights. Additionally, significantly more shots
were fired with the iron/NVG system than with the iron and Aimpoint sights.

A similar analysis of the double target data shows that
significantly more shots were fired with the iron/NVG system than with any of
the other sighting systems. Also, more shots were fired with the IR/NVG
system than with the visible laser.

Table 16

Number of Shots (night)

Singie target Double targets
Sight Mean sD Mean SD

Iron sightrs 1.08 1.01 1.00 1.53
Iron with NVG 1.69 1.11 1.55 1.81
Tritium three-dot .77 .69 .78 1.12
Visible laser .74 .63 .75 .99
Visible laser witnh NVG 1.24 .71 1.08 1.19°
IR laser with NVG 1.30 .69 1.12 1.2%
Aimpoint .89 .86 .85 1.23

DEBRIEFING RESULTS

During the debriefiny, the subjects were asked which sight they would
prefer for each of two modes of service use; carrying from day to day for
extended periods of time was the first mode addressed, and tactical use was
the second. Tactical use was defined as those times when specialized
equipment could be brought to a situaticn in a vehicle and used when longer
term comfort or practicality was not as important. The subjects were asled to
choose their first, second, and third preference fcr day, dusk, and night use.
The responses are shown in Tables 17 and 19.




Table 17

Subject Preference,

buty Carry

For duty carry

DAYTIME iron sights 0
tritium three-dot 11
Aimpoint 0
DUSK iron sights 0
tritium three-dot i1
visible laser 0
Aimpoint 0
NIGHT iron sights 0
iron sights with NVG 0
tritium threo-dou 10
visible laser R
visible laser with NVG 0
IR laser with LVG 0
Almpoint ]
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COMMENT: Some of the subjects felt that a good duty weapon would be a pistel
that had both the tritium thcee-dot 3ights and the visible laser. They
thought that the 1laser would not add to the bulk of the weapon to an
objectionable degree, that the tritium sights would be used during daylight
and sometimes at dusk, while the laser would be more effective during the
darker part of dusk and at night. This concept, of course, was predicated on
their opinion that the tritium out-performed the standard iron sights in
daylight and at dusk (not supported by the data), and that the visible laser
was better than iron sights during the conditions of dusk (data show that it
may be faster in time to first shot), and the visible laser was better than
the tritium sights at night (data suggest that it may achieve a higher
probability of a sucessful engagement).

The subjects expressed concerns about the durability, reliability, and
battery life of the sighting systems that were electronic. The Aimpoint sight
could not be quickly removed so that the iron sights could be used if they
failed. The laser beam systems did not interfere with the use of the iron
sights, but the subjects seemed to be less confident in the reliability and
durability of these devices than they were of the Almpoint sight,

CONCLUSTIOUNS

Subtest 1; Daylight

Subtest 1 revealed that there was ro sigrnilicant. difference among iron,
tritium three-dot, and Aimpoint aigqnts in any «f the measures that are
considered to be importarnt, Based on these <data, there is no performance

basis for selecting or reieciing cone sight instcad of any other for daytime
uge.

Subtest 2; Dusk

During the transient conditions of dusk, there were no significant
differences among sights in terms of hits or time Lo hit,

The visible lascr sight is sigrifi-zantly faster (about 1/4 second) in
mean time to first shot than oither the ft-n or the tritium three-dot sight
against double targets. There were ne sigeificant differences among sights in

number of shots fired.

Subtest 3; HNight

At nignt, the probabilicy of o Succesnfal cngagement with either of the
twou laser beam-equipped weapons, wied. uzel with night vision goggles, is
significantly highor than that «f the dyp-07, 170 wish LV5, tritiuam three-=dot,
and Aimpoint sighta against bath single ansd oot L vargets, Against double
targets, the Ik Jascr wivh 075 to o oalo cignitrcantly redrter than the visible
laser.

The data zuqggest tnat ke vinceie laoeer o nightt e hit performance may
tall close to micdvway betacn Char o tiae i, Lo o witn VG, britium three-
dot, and Aimpoaint sight s, and Ches w lacr b ocars wilicn “hey are used with the

night vision goggies,




Subtest 3 shows no sight to have an advantage or be at a disadvantage in
terms of time to fire or time to hit at night,

Significant differences among sights were observed in terms of number of
shots fired. The iron sight with NVG condition caused a significantly greater
number of shots to be fired than the iron, tritium three-dot, visible laser,
and Aimpoint sights against single targets, and all those plus the visible
laser with NVG and IR laser with NVG sights ageinst double targets. The other
two night vision-aided conditions, IR and visible laser with NVG, exhibited
significantly more shots fired than the tritium three-dot and visible laser
against single targets, The IR laser with NVG condition fired significantly
more shots against double targets than the visible laser did without goggles.
These data indicate that the mean number of shots fired at a target during
these conditions, and with these weapons, is simply a function of being able
to see the targets. For this reason, it does not sSeem useful as a
discriminator of sight performance.

When all the data from the three subtests are considered, there does not
appear to be any reason to believe that any particular sight will out-perform
any other sight until nighttime (the equivalent of full moon or darker) levels
of ambient illumination prevail.

For daytime duty use, there seems to be little reason to carry a pistol
with other than standard iron 3ights, especially when the cost and maintenance
of the other sights and the requirement for batteries for several of them are
considered.

During conditions of full mcon or darker, a pistol equipped with either
a visible or an infrared laser beam, and used with the AN/PVS7B night wvision
goggles will significantly improve the probability of hitting a target.
During those same conditions, a pistol equipped with a visible laser beam used
without night vision goggles may provide a lesser, but material, improvement
in hitting capability.

When there is a good chance that the duty pistol will also be used at
night or during reduced levels of illuminatiun during the day (as inside unlit
buildings), a case might be made for carrying a pistol that has both standard
iron sights and a compact visible lazer lat preojector. This would provide
the shooter with some performance gairn covier ilron 3ights in dim Jight without
night vision goggles, and greatly improve-d performance with a familiar pistol
when used with night vision goggles.

During the debriefinyg, the subjects imdizated that they prohkably need
two systems: one to be carried constantly during <duty hours, and another for
those occasions when a bulkier, heavier, nmore complicated system could be
tnlerated and would be more effective.

Based on the data produced in these evaiua.ions, the weapon to be used
during nighttime levels o¢f illumination when bulk and complexity are less of
an issue, should be equipped with a laser beam and used in coniunction with
night visicn goggles. To the extent that greater bulk i3 tolerable, a rifle
or shotgun might he a better choice than a piztel £sr tactical scenarios
because of the greater range capanility of thoese weaptns. Another field
evaluation should he conducte’l to investigate this possibilicy.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

This evaluation uncovered no performance basis for recommending a
particular pistol sight from among those tested for people who must carry a
semiautomatic pistol on their person as a regular course of duty (non-tactical
use). In the same context, this evaluation did not find any justification for
the added cost and complexity of any sight other than the standard iron sight
as tested.

Visible laser beam projecting sights should be further investigated to
see if one exists that adds no more bulk, performs at least as well, and is
more rugged and reliable than the one evaluated in this report. If such a
device is found, it should be field tested to determine its merit for tactical
use.

For tactical use, a pistol equipped with a rugged and reliable laser
beam projector (either visgsible or IR) and used in conjunction with night
vision goggles is recommended.

An evaluation of other individual weapons such as rifles and shotguns
equipped with laser beam projectors and used with night vision goggles should
be conducted to see if such systems offer any advantages in comparison to
pistols so equipped and employed.
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DEBRIEFING NOTES

The following are the notes taken during the subject debriefing:

ASSETS
IRON SIGHTS

Sturdy

Compact

Lightweight

Training easy because of
familiarity with sight

Mininal maintenance

TRON SIGHTS WITH NVG

Can see the targets well with
night vision goggles -

TRITIUM THREE-DOT/IRON

Provides good contrast on all
colors of target

Cost effective for duty carry

May assist in iron sight alignment

Quick to align on target

May work well with flashlight

VISIELE LASER

Excellent in combination with
the tritium three-dot for
use day and night

Visible beam could be a
deterrent to adversary

Easy to use. Walk beam into
target

If you can see the target,
you can hit it

May be useful for analyzing
training performance

Less weight than Aimpoint

Gets better as light is reduced

VISIBLE LASER WITH NVG

Accurate
Fast

45

LIABILITIES

Poor contrast with dark targets
Can't see them at night

Can't use with night vision goggles

Can't focus the goggles on sights
30 weapon must be pointed

Dots can be seen at night when
pistol is holstered

Might need holster redesign to
fix detection problem

More difficult to zero sights

May obscure target if too bright

Can't use in daylight

Battery life a concern

Doesn't work well with flashlight

Doesn't seem reliable or durable

Bulky

Observable by adversary

Eye hazard to bystanders or other
people

Headlights wash out beam

Halo around dot at 50 meters
tended to obscure target

Can't use in daylight

AN/PVSTB uncomfortable

Field of view is limited with
AN/PVSTB

Can be seen by adversary

Requires batteries

Goggles often fogged




ASSETS
IR LASER WITH NVG

Can't be seen by adversary

Fast target acquisition

Excellent tactical weapon

Could still use i<on or three-
dot sights without goggles
in daylight

AIMPOINT

Good in daylight and dusk

Fast in daylight and dusk,
especially more distant
targets

Might be good with more
training

AN/PVSTB NIGHT VISION GOGGLES

Great night vision

Harness seemed better than
older type (AN/PVSS)

Lighter weight than older type

Didn't blank out as badly as
the older type, recovered
faster

Had shorter warm-up time than
older type

SMITH AND WESSON 5900 SERIES PISTOLS

Light recoil

Fits small hands well

Liked the single action
trigger pull, compared to
their Ruger revolvers

45

Halo tends to obscure 50-meter
target
Limited field of view from AN/PVSTB
Seemed to require a warm-up period
Durability a question
Battery life a concern
Depends on both goggles and laser -
working
Potential eye hazard to bystanders
or other patrolmen
Goggles often fogged .

Heavy, pulky

Balance poor

Interferes with immediate action to
clear weapon malfunction. Better
with revolver

Not good in the dark unless target
is silhouetted or in headlights

Slower on the 1l0-meter targets

Took longer to learn to use

Dot brightness adjustment did not
have wide enough range

Requires time to turn device on

Requires batteries

No practical backup sights

If the pistol is not aligned on the
target, there is no cue as to
where the dot can be found

Bulky and uncomfortable

Limited field of view

Can't focus on signts and target
at same time

Single action trigger pull is heavy -
Malfunctions; double feeds and
fails to eject
Safety sometimes gets knccked on
when the slide is racked (model
659)
Decocking leve
of slide loc

r (mccdel 5926) in way
k
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NIGHT VEHICLE HEADLIGHT TEST

As an adjunct to the main evaluation subtests of this report, an
evaluation of the performance of some of these sights during conditions
simulating engaging targets illuminated by vehicle headlights at night was
conducted on the last night availiable for shooting, after the main evaluation
data had been collected.

The test fixture used to simulate a vehicle was a frame supporting two
sets of high and low beam assemblies at the proper height, width, and
relationship to replicate the driving lights (high beams) on a medium sized
truck, The lights were powered by a set of batteries. The fixture was
positioned slightly forward and to the right of the firing point, so that the
shooter was approximately 4 feet to the left of the left headlight assembly
and approximately 3 feet behind it.

The sights used were the same ones thait had been tested in the Subtest
2: the i:on, tritium three-dot, visible laser, and Aimpoint sights.

Each subject fired every sight. The sukbjects were randomly assigned a
position in the firing order and fired a full target scenario twice.

Results

This test was conducted in the rain, and the headlight illumipation had
started to diminish because of weakened batteries before the test was
concluded. These factors may have affected the results. For these reasons,
the results are not considered to be sufficiently reliable for drawirng
definite conclusions. With the foregoing in mind, it should be noted that the
data anaiysis indicated a siagnificant difference {<.$5) in only ong instance;
the probability of a sucessful engagement fc¢r the Aimpoint sight was
significantly higher than that of the ircn sights against single targets.

The results are shown in Tables B-1 through B-4.

Table B-i

Probability of a Sucessful Engagement

Single target Couble targets

Sight Mean D Mean sp

Iron sights .56 .50 62 49
Tritium three-dot .61 .49 59 .49
Visible laser .62 .19 £1 B
Aimpoint .78 La2 7l A
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Table B-2

Time to Hit

Single taryet Double targets

Sight Mean SD Mean sD
Iron sights 2.02 .89 2.30 1.16
Tritium three-dot 1.83 .74 2.25 1.10 *
Visible laser 1.88 .94 2.07 1.11
Aimpoint 1.93 .84 2.12 1.00
Table B-3
Time to First Shot
Single target Dcuble targets
Sight Mean SD Mean SD
Iron sights 1.77 .46 1.43 .42
Tritium three-dot 1.74 .45 1.42 .39
Visible laser 1.74 .63 1.43 .61
Aimpoint 1.67 .55 1.30 .47
Table B-4
Number of Shots
fingle target 2cuble targetls
Sight Mean So Mear e
Iron sights 1.40 .77 1.24 1.38
Tritium three-dot 1.21 59 1.23 1.40 ¢
Visible laser 1.22 ) 1.10 1.22
Aimpoint 1.21 4 117 1,27
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AMBIENT

LIGHT READING DATA

CONDITIONS DURING FIRING
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AMBIENT

NIGHT SHOODT

CONDITIONS DURING FIRING
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VOLUNTEER AGREEMENT AFFIDAVIT

For uam of this form, see AR 70-28; the proponent sgenoy s OTS0
PRIVACY ACT OF 1974

Avthortyy: 10 USC 3013, 44 USC 3101, and 10 USC 1071-1087.
P To documant volun in the Clnicel and Ressarch am. 8SN snd home audress will be
noiple Pumpose Yo dooun :‘yw \rwvastigation Proge

Routine Uses: mmmmmnuummm hulho Injormelion derived lrom (he study

uuwwm wlmdmmlamm
wmnv og by lsw. humtmnwu 0 Fuderel, Stats and locsl sganciss

Olsciosure The fumishing of ummmuw mtoummummwhmhﬂm
Ao h!mmrdw- wa %mm slisctad. Follure 10 provide the indormelion may
prechuie YOur vohuniary participstion & this inestigs!

PART A(1) - VOLUNTEER AFRIDAVTT
Voluntesr Subjects in Approved Department of the Army Research Studies

Volusers under he provisions of AR 40-38 and AR 70-28 wo suthorized all necessary medical care for inpry Of Giseese
which is the proximate result of their participeion in such shuthes.

' . , SSN .
having full capacrty 10 consent and having aflaned my buthday, do hareby vohuniser/give consent as legal
reproseniatve for _Wpatcpsen An_Evaluation

of Several Personal Weapon Sighting Systems During Davtime. Dusk, and Night
Mosswrch oludy)
Ambient Light Copnditions,

under the diraction of Mr . Paul H. Ellis

conducked ot _The U.S. Army Human FEngineering Laboratory }1-Ranpe Test Facility, APG, MD
Neme of Inslihtiary

The implicatons of my voluntary partipation/consant as 16gal representative; duraton and pupose of the research swidy, the mathode

and moans Uy whioch 1 is 10 be conductad; and the NCONMVENBNCes and hazards hat Mgy reasonably be expeciad have been explamed

o me by

Mr. Paul H. Ellis, (410) 278-5930

| have been given an oppOrtundy I ask QUESLONS CoNCAMINg Uws nvesdgatonal study. Any such QUESHONS were answered © My hult
and complels sabslecton. Should any hrther QuEsLONS anse CONCOMINg My nghta/the rghts of the person | represent on study-
related inpry, | may contact

PART A (2) - ABSENT VOLUNTEER AFFIDAVIT (MINOR CHILD)

' . s SSN havng hl
capaoty 10 consent and having atained my brthday, 60 heredy voiuniser for
— 10 partapale

Mesaarch Siudy)

under the drecuon of

Narma of insMi oy

{Continue on Reverse)
R MR

DA FORM 5303-R, MAY 88 PREVIOUS EDIMONS ARE OBSOLETE




PART A(2) - ABSENT VOLUNTEER AFRFIDAVIT (ANNOR CNILD) (Conld)

The implicstions of my voluniary ASCIEESON; The NaLFe, Arston and purposs of hhe ressarch study, the molhods and Means by
which & is 10 be cONAucied; and the inconveniences and hazards Gl mey reasonably be expacied Neve besn explained 10 me by

| have DOSN QveNn an CHPOMUNlY 10 Bak QuUestons coNCIMINg this investigabonal esdy. Any such questons wers snewered © my W4

You were presented a pretest briefing which verbally explained your involvement in
this evaluation of several pistol aiming devices, that is being conducted to assist
the U.S. Border Patrol in better equipping their agents. During the pretest briefing,
range safety procedures and class IIl a laser safety precaution were explained to you.
Aftervards, you were given the opportunity to ask questions relative to any aspect of
your participation in this evaluation, and these were answered to your satisfaction
before you volunteered to become a test participant. '

To reiterate, this evaluation will require that you fire 9mm semi-automatic pistols
equipped with several different aiming devices (i. n sights, luminescent 3 dot, unity
telescope w/red dot reticle, visible laser beam, and IR laser beam) sometimes in con-
junction with AN/PVS night vision goggles. The evaluation will be conducted in the
afternoon, at dusk, and after dark, and require your presence at the U,S. Army Human
Engineering M-Range bLetween the approximate hours of 1300 to 2200. The evaluation
will start on 9 September and continue through 20 September 1991 exclusive of weekends.

You will be firing at pop-up silhouette targets at 10, 25, and 50 meters. The targets
will be exposed for 1,5, 3.0, and 5.0 seconds. You will be trained in the proper
method of using each sighting system and given practice in their use before firing

for record. A typical firing sequence will be as follows:

At your assigned firing point you will be handed an unloaded weapon and a magazine
with 15 rounds in it. You will be instructad on how to engage the targets, and when
ready, will be given a 21 target scenario to shoot at. You will be given two opportun-

ities to reload during each scenario. After you have been presented the last target
you will be told to remove the magazine, clear the pistol, and put it in safe condition.
(CONT'D ON _PAGE 1)

'uo(j 80 not [[J (check one & initial) consent (o the inclution of this form in my outpatient medical y

trostment record.
SONATURE OF VOLUNTEER DATE ?wt}nsoruwoumn O voluniger is
PERMANENT ADORESS OF VOLUNTEER TYPED NAME OF WITNESS
SIGNATURE OF WITNESS DATE
Z SEK

L ————
REVERSE OF DA FORM 5303-R, MAY 88

o
s e s ¢t e < - g s g s - = - =

pgwasa g st omg e e e D S ettt ot




PART B OF THE VOLUNTEER CONSENT AGREEMENT (Cont'd)

An Evaluation of Several Personal Weapon Sighting Systems During Daytime,
Dusk, and Night Ambient Light Conditionms.

The conduct of the firing at M-Range will be in strict accordance with the
established HEL standard safety operating procedures. Participation in this
evaluation will be no more hazardous than your normal small arms practice sessions,

Your firing performance in this evaluation will be held in confidence, will
not become part of your personal Border Patrol file, and will be released to no

one. Your name will not appear in any report or other public disclosure of the
test results.




APPENDIX F

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

€7




STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

Table F-1
Subtest 1. Analysis of Variance for Number of Targets Hit
(single targets)

Source ss daf MS o}

TP 6.91 11 0.63

sight 0.35 2 0.17 1.72 ns
(sight x tp) 2.21 22 0.10

 trial 0.12 1 0.12 1.03 ns

(trial x tp) 1.34 11 0.12

range 29.67 2 14.83 83.99 <0.05 *+
(range x tp) 3.89 22 0.18

xtime 7.61 2 3.81 38.71 <0.05 **
(xtime x tp) 2.16 22 0.10

sight x trial 0.33 2 0.17 1.41 ns
(sight x trial x tp) 2.59 22 0.12

sight x range 0.24 4 0.0¢6 0.61 ns
(sight x range x tp) 4. .32 44 0.10

sight x xtime 0.35 4 0.09 0.77 ns
(sight x xtime x tp) 4.98 44 0.11

trial x range 0.69 2 0.35 3.26 ns
(trial x range x tp) 2.34 22 0.11

trial x xtime 0.12 2 0.06 0.65 ns
{trial x xtime x tp) 2.03 22 0.09

range x xtime 3.86 4 C. 7.75 <9.88 =
(range x xtime x tp) 5.48 44 0.12

sight x trial x range .14 4 0.03 0.36 ns
{(sight x trial x range x tp) 4.27 14 .10

sight x trial x xtime 0.88 4 0.22 2.83 <0.0% r-
(sight x trial x xtime x tp) 3.42 44 6.0

sight x range x xtime 0.37 8 0.55 0.46 ns
(sight x range x xtime x tp) 8.85 88 0.1

trial x range x xtime 0.30 q 0.7 0.5%9 rns
(trial x range x xtime x tp) 5.56 44 0.13

sight % trial x range x xtime 0.45 8 2.06 C.56 ns
{(sight x trial x range 8.¢2 g8 c.lC

—x xtime x tp) — _ ———
*Greenhouse-Geisser correction was done, results were still signiflizcantly

different.
**Sphericity was not violated.

R <0.05 indicates a significant difference; ns = nct signifizant




Table F-2

Subtest 1. Analysis of Variance for Number of Targets Hit
(double targets)

Source SS df MS F p

tp 5.34 11 0.49

sight 0.32 2 0.16 1.91 ns
(sight x tp) 1.82 22 0.08

trial 0.01 1 0.01 0.06 ns
(trial x tp) : 0.97 11 0.09

range 19.70 2 9.85 88.77 <0.05 ** )
(range x tp) 2.44 22 0.11

xtime 1.17 1 1.17 38.47 <0.0S =
(xtime x tp) 0.34 11 0.03

sight x trial 0.32 2 0.16 1.83 ns
(sight x trial x tp) 1.84 11 0.08

sight x range G6.13 4 0.03 0.34 ns
(sight x range x tp) 4.31 44 c.10

sight x xtime 0.22 2 0.11 1.11 ns
(sight x xtime x tp) 2.17 22 0.10

trial X range 0.01 2 0.01 0.11 ns
(trial x range x tp) 1.07 22 0.05

trial x xtime 0.13 1 0.13 1.87 ns
(trial x xtime x tp) 0.77 11 0.07

range x» xtiie 0.46 2 0.23 5.48 <0.83 7
(range x xtime x tp) 0.32 22 0.54

sight x trial x range 0.5¢2 4 5.15 1.60 ns
(sight x trial x range x tp) 4.00 G4 09

sight x trial x xtime 2.13 2 C.o6 1,702 no
(sight x trial % xtime x tp) 0.79 22 5.04

sight x range x xtime .32 4 C.c8 0.79 ns
(sight x range x xtime x tp) 4.46 44 £.19

trial x range x xtime 0.22 p S.lt 2.54 ns
(trial x range x xtime by tp) 0.95 22 34

sight x trial x range x xtime 0.30 4 v 1.%4 ns )
(sight x trial » range x 1.78 41 C.l4
xtime x tp)
*Greenhouse-Geisser correction was done, Lut Eésuf?g“wé?¥~25751”3?5???25?E-‘~

different.

**Sphericity was not violated.

p <0.05 indicates a sigrificant difference

ns = net significant
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Table F-5

Subtest 1. Analysis of Variance for Time to First Shot
(Single targets)

Source

SS af MS

M
el

TP

sight
(sight

trial
(trial

range
(range

Xtime
(¥t ine

sight x
{sight

sight =x
(sigh

sight x
(sight

-
1

~

1
ial

—_

ot s

a
r
trial! =

(triatl

range X
(range

sight =

sight =
(sight

11.34 11 1.03

.39 2 0.15 1.22 ns
.69 22 0.12

LS IS

X tp)

o

.53 1
.35 11

o

.53 2.48 ns
.21

N
o

X tp)

20.17 2 1¢.08 65.05 <0.0%
¥ ote) 3.41 22 0.1¢
G.69 2 35 3.14 ns
“ tp) 2.42 22 0.11

trial c.2t z 2,18 0.67 rs
® trial = tp) 2.45 22 d.1¢

o
—
w
O
<
£
o
oo}

range
X range x tp)

ns

"o
—_
(7%
-
N
<o
o
N

%t ime G.73 q 0.20 1,45 ns
13

x xtime x t.} .oz G4 0.
range P s .10 £.€6 <0.¢
% range x %) 275 22 2.03
“t ime 0.3 ‘ S 1,17 n:;
Yoxtime ®oUp) 2. <l ]
¥time 1.o8 4 .32 4.01 i
X stime x Up) 3.0 44 c.oA
trial x range J.oe i .0 1.5¢ ns
X trial ¥ range » LD) 1.74% 44 .04
Lrial s ontis : 4 3 53 I
*» rrial x L) 1 e N
ranyge # Mbine [EIA ; T S.io n.;
X range : ) P : 14
range x xtire PR 3 : B :
Mo orarye o oHUire ootrg S G T
trial om oranyo i - e r
A AN
NI i
R ¢ ! | B , . .1 [ L
a4 1
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Table F-6

Subtest 1. Analysis of Variance for Time to First Shot
(double targets)

Source ss df MS F P

tp 10.37 11 0.98

sight .53 2 .26 0.90 ns
(sight x tp) 6.42 22 0.29

o
o

trial 2.60 1 2.60 13.47 <0.05 =
(trial x tp) 2.12 11 0.19

range 24 .68 2 12.34 74.90 <0.95 =
(range x tp) 3.63 22 0.16

xtime 0.03 1 0.03 0.58 ns3
(xtime x tp) 0.0l 11 0,06

gsight x trial 0.37 2 2.18 1.11 ns
(sight x trial x tp) 3.64 22 C.18

sight x ranage 0.71 g 0.8 1.82 ns
(sight » range x tp) 4.27 44 c.10

sight x xtime 0.19 2 0.909 1.87 ns
(sight x xtime x tp) 1.09 22 0.05s

trial x range .89 P G.45 6.49 <0.05
(triel =« range x tp) 1.%2 <z 0.¢7

trial x xtime .0 p G.02 C.3¢ ns
(trial » xtime x w.p) G.24 P 0.99

range » xtime c3 2 .02 5.28 T
(range » xtime = Lp) 1.0¢ ol 3.56

sight X trial % range c.21 4 2.C5 LT ns
(sight % trial = range = tp) 3,04 i} SLLT

sight = trial x =rime Y : H Z.a5 o3
{sight =z trial = =%ime = tp) 1.4° £z SN 2

sight ¥ range x =t I 4 s 1.3¢€ PEe!
(sight = range o) PR 44 2.4 .

trial « range =« x.ime 2.1 ‘ DL 1.1g T
(trial » rarge « =time 2 1p) [ Do R

sight » trial % range £ At c.oe 4 1 B 5
(n sight = t:zial = ranze KIS G B

¥ o#Zbirer xoup)
zai}zgé?htbﬂfw,:;iigr O 2 T AT ﬁ'f.u; Tt ol ey ;',:;} “5;,;55 Pl

different .

P <0.9L drndioaten oz ogignirioaas PiA o

LT T EAN S S P




Table F=7

Subtest 1. Analysis of Variance for Number of Shots Fired
(Single targets)

Source SSs df MS F P

tp 3.31 11 0.30

sight 1.64 2 0.84 2.41 ns
(sight x tp) 7.51 22 0.34

trial 0.12 1 0.12 1.94 ns
(trial x tp) 0.71 11 0.06

range 15.64 2 7.82 36.39 <0.05 *+
(range x tp) 4.73 22 0.21

xt ime 21.57 2 10.78 10.89 “<G.0%
(xtime x tp) 5.80 22 0.26

sight » trial 0.11 2 0.06 0.69 rs
(sight x trial x tp) 1.78 22 0.08

sight x range 1.14 4 0.28 1.07 T3
(sight x range x tp) 11.72 44 0.27

sight x xtime 2.54 4 0.64 3.01 <0.65 *+*
(sight x xtime x tp) 9.231 44 0.21

trial x range 1.44 2 0.72 7.53 D.05 *»
(tiral x range x tp) 2.11 22 0.10

trial x xtime 0.11 2 C.06 0.34 ns
(trial x xtime x tp) 3.5¢6 22 0.16

range x xtime 13.46 4 3.36 13.66 <.l
(range x xtime x tp) 10.84 44 0.25

sight x trial x range 0.06 4 c.0: .09 ns
(sight x trial x range x tp) 7.17 14 J.16

sight x trial x xtime J.43% 4 ~o11 Sl n.s
(sight » trial x =time = tp) .0z G4 Ll

sight » range v xtime 1.48 9 C.19 2.74 rs
(sight x range xz ztime = tp) 22.°22 R3a 2025

tria! x range x xtime LBz o TL13 2,2 3
(trial % range » ztime z tp) 1:..5 4 TLax

sight x trial » rarnge =z =ztimo AT ¥ .
(sighrt 2 trial = range = z - - -

¥ xtime x tp)

**Sphericity was not violatedl,
p <0.0S%5 indiczates
not sign:ficant

ns =

a sign

Lficant




Table F-8

Subtest 1. Analysis of Variance for Number of Shots Fired
(double targets)

Source 38 df MS F o)

tp 1.89 11 .17

sight 0.49 2 0.25 3.12 ns
{sight x tp) 1.74 22 0.08 .

trial 0.08 1 0.08 1.74 ns
(trial x tp) 0.53 11 0.05

range 1.71 2 1.85 14.73 <0.95 =*=
(range x tp) 1.28 22 0.0¢€

xtime 7.52 1 7.52 44 .29 <0.C% *
(xtime x tp) 1.87 11 0.17

sight =« trial 0.01 2 ¢.01 0.11 ns
{(sight x trial x tp) 1.09 22 0.05

sight x range 0.44 4 0.11 1.15 ns
(sight x range x tp) 4.2 44 .19

sight x xtime 0.21 2 0.11 1.62 ns
(sight x xtime x tp) 1.44 22 0.07

trial x range G.17 2 0.09 1.48 ns
(trial x range x tp) 1.26 22 5.0%6

trial x xtime 0.0 : 9.00 0.00 ns
(trial x xtime » tp) 0.72 21 .07

range x xtime 2.28 2 1,14 14.72 <GLOhorr
(range x xtime =» tp) 1.70 22 S8

sight = trial x range 0.13 4 .03 9.65 ns
(sight x trial x range #% tp) 2.23 G4 .05

sight = trial x xtime S.83 - L 2 n
(sight x trial = xtimrme = tp) PRy o ~

sight x range x xtirme O.zn A LS 1.8 -
(sight ¥ range x rtime = tp) 2.2z ia S .

trial x range x xtime c. 11 2 Ty 1.3¢8 o
(trial x range = =ztime » tp) .83 s R

sight x trial # range » »time 5.47 4 Ll M 1
(tp x sight = triai = ranjye 3.538 e

7 xtime)

*Greenhsuse~Ge sser CQ;;EE:iT;‘ZZ:_jfigfﬁiﬂi T et g e e i 3253515-:115y

different.

**Sphericity was nat viclatnal,
p <0.0% indicates 4 =i i7 0 cant daitceuenoe

r3 = not o signiflcan




Table F-9

Subtest 2. Analysis of Variance for Number of Targets Hit
(single targets)
Source 8s df MS F p
11 6.14 3 2.05 2.44 ns
(tp w 11) 6.74 8 0.84
- sight 0.47 3 0.16 0.80 ns
sight x 1l 2.44 9 0.27 1.37 ns
(sight x tp w 1l1) 4.55 23 0.20
Y range 15.75 2 7.88 44 .70 <0.05%
range x 11 2.44 6 0.41 2.31 ns
(range x tp w 11} 2.82 16 0.1
range » sight 1.19 6 0.20 1.60 ns
range x sight x 11 3.39 i8 0.19 1.52 ns
(range » 3ight % tp w 11) 5.71 16 0.12
Xt ime 3.00 2 1.50 $1.14 <0.G
xtime = 11 J.94 6 0.16 1.17 ns
(xtime x tp w 11) 2.16 lé 0.13
Xtime x range 2.19 0.55 3.61 rs
xtime x range x 11 1.03 12 c.C9 0.57 ns
(xtime x range x tp w 11) 4.85 32 0.15
Xtime x sight 0.28 6 .05 0.41 ns
xtime x sight x 11 1.56 18 C.09 0.77 as
(xtime x sight x tp w 11) 5.38 48 0.11
Xtime »x sight x range .37 12 0.03 0.21 ns
xtime x sight x range x 11 3.33 36 0.29 0.63 ns
(xtime x sight % range »
tp w 11) MR 24 C.L15
*Greenhouse-GeisSser COrrection was fuf, LUl results were 5ill significant iy

different.
p <o, indizcates a

nct sigrnificant

25 signifizans Sirierorn e

ns =




Table F-10

Subtest 2. Analysis of Variance for Number of Targets Hit
(double targets)

Source SS df MS F p
11 5.14 3 1.71 4.04 n.
(tp w 11) 3.39 8 0.42
sight 0.29 3 0.10 0.70 ns
sight x 11 0.64 9 0.07 0.51 ns
(sight x tp w 11) 3.21 23 0.14
range 11.29 2 5.65 45.52 <0.05 *
range x 11 2.27 6 0.38 3.05 ns
(range x tp w 11) 1.98 16 0.12
range x sight 0.58 6 0.10 1.75 ns
range x sight x 11 1.27 18 0.07 1.27 ns
(range x sight x tp w 11) 2.56 46 0.06
xtime 0.63 1 0.63 7.79 <0.C5 *
xtime x 11 0.23 3 0.08 0.97 ns
(xtime % tp w 11) 0.65 8 0.08
%xtime x range 0.67 2 0.04 0.48 ns
Xtime x range x 11 0.41 6 0.07 0.90 ns
(xtime x range x tp w 1l1l) 1.21 16 0.08
xtime x sight 0.56 3 J.19 1.92 ns
xtime x sight x 11 0.83 9 0.09 0.95 ns
(xtime x sight x tp w 11) 2.2 24 0.10
xtime x sight X rarnge 0.18 6 0.03 0.47 ns
®time x sight x range x 1l 0.84 14 .35 0.72 ns
(xtime x sight x range x
tp w 11) 3.10 48 0.06
*Greenhouse-Geisser correction was donne, Lut resuliis were 5%:11 significan~ly

different.
p <0.05 indicates a significant differenze
ns = nct significant

s o —rr——— s === e 2 ey e




Table F-11

Subtest 2. Analysis of Variance for Time to Hit
(single targets)

Source SS df MS F p

11 2.00 3 0.67 0.77 ns
(tp w 11) 7.00 8 0.87

‘ sight 1.64 3 0.5% 0.85 ns
sight x 11 4.81 9 0.53 0.83 ns
(sight x tp w 11) 14.79 23 0.64
’ range 9.26 2 .63 13.31  <0.25 *

range x 11 1.76 6 ¢.29 0.84 ns
(range x tp w 11) 5.57 16 0.35

range x sight 1.04 6 c.17 c.42 ns

range x sight x 11 5.39 15 0.36 0.88 ns
(range x sight x tp w 11) 15.39 39 0.41

xtime 5.9 2 2.96 4.21 ns

xtime x 11 5.02 6 0.84 1.19 ns
(xtime x tp w 1l1) 11.27 16 0.70

xtime x range 7.20 4 1.80 4.15 ns

Xtime x range x 11l 6.99 11 C.€4 1.47 rs
(xtime x range X tp w 1l} 11.27 26 C.43

xtime x sight 5.90 6 0.98 1.65 ns

»time x sight x 11 16.33 18 0.91 1.52 ns
(xtime x sight x tp w 1l1) 28.61 48 0.60

xtime x sight x range 12.34 12 1.03 1.75 ns

xtime x sight x range x 1l 30.%7 3¢ ¢ 1.46 ns
(xtime x sight x range »x $5.76 93 .39

tp w 11)

*Greenhouse-Geisser correction was done, b it ress.es were sUill significanniy
different.

g <0.05 indicates a significant differecnce
i.s = not significant




Table F-12

Subtest 2. Analysis of Variance for Time to Hit
(double targets)

Source SS df MS F P

11 1.14 3 0.38 1.90 ns
(tp w 11) 1.59 8 0.20

sight 1.07 3 0.36 0.77 ns .

sight x 11 3.52 9 0.39 0.85 ns
(sight x tp w 11) 10.61 23 0.46

range 0.06 2 0.03 0.09 ns °

range x 11l 4.59 6 0.76 2.09 ns
(range x tp w 11) 5.86 16 0.37

range x sight 0.78 6 0.13 0.32 ns

range x sight x 11 6.21 18 0.35 G.85 ns
(range x sight x tp w 11) 15.93 39 0.41

Xt ime 5.04 1 5.04 10,23 <Q.C% *

xtime x 11 1.03 3 0.34 .70 ns
(xtime x tp w 1l1) 3.94 8 .49

xtime x range 1.02 2 0.51 1.16 ns

xtime x range x 11 1.81 6 0.30 0.69 ns
(xtime x range x tp w il) .14 4 .41

Xtime x sight 1.11 3 .37 1.06 ns

Xtime x sight x 11 .68 9 N.63 1.30 ns
(xtime x sight x tp w 11} 8.06 23 0.3%

xtime x sight x range 4.25 ) 0.71 1.30 ns

xtime x sight x range x 11 3.54 18 .20 0.42 ns
(xtime x sight x range %

tp w 11) 21.28 46 47

*Greenhouse-Geisser correction was done, but resuit3 wers still significa:[ly
different.

p <0.05 indicates a significant differencze

.5 = not significant




Table F-13

Subtest 2. Analysis of Variance for Time to First Shot
(single targets)

Source SS df MS F P
11 13.31 3 4.44 2.80 ns
(tp w 11) 12.68 8 1.58
sight 1.42 3 0.47 2.47 ns
sight x 11 5.83 9 0.65 3.39 ns
(sight x tp w 11) 4.39 23 0.19
range 16.76 2 9.88 69.27 <0.CS ~
range x 11 1.92 6 0.32 2.25 ns
(range x tp w 1l1l) 2.28 l¢ 0.14
range » sight 0.55 6 0.09 C.96 ns
range x sight x 11 2.74 18 0.15 1.60 ns
(range x sight x tp w 1l1) 4.40 46 0.10
xtime 1.46 2 0.73 6.88 <0 GYox
xtime x 11 1.75 6 0.29 2.74 ne
(xtime x tp w 11) 1.70 16 0.11
xtime x range 2.30 4 .5 4.95 ns
xtime x range x 11 5.38 12 .45 3.95 ns
(xtime x range x tp w 11) 3.72 3z 0.
xtime x sight 0.56 € 0.09 .58 ns
xtime x sight x 1li 2.59 18 0.14 0.88 ns
(xtime x sight x to w 11) 7.79 48 0.16
xtime x sight x range 2.02 12 0.17 1.62 n
xtime x sight x range x 11 6.06 30 0.17 1.0 a
(xtime x sight x range x
tp w 11) 15.84 96 c.i7
*Greenhouse-Geisser correction was done, hLut resul%s weze o ffi—giéﬁifiggnﬁTQ
different.

p <0.05 indicates a signiticant <ditfarenzae
ns = nct significant




Table F-14

Subtest 2. Analysis of Variance for Time to First Shot
(double targets)

Source SS df MS F P
11 16.93 3 5.64 3.64 ns
(tp w 11) 12.38 8 1.55
sight 4,25 3 1.42 7.3% <0.0% * .
sight x 11 5.10 9 0.57 2.94 ns
(sight x tp w 11) 4.42 23 0.19
range 12.13 2 6.06 60.99 <0.G35 * )
range x 11 1.72 6 0.2 2.89 ns
(range x tp w 1l) 1.59 16 0.10
range x sight 0.53 6 0.09 1.C9 ns
range x sight x 11 2.1R L8 0.12 4 ns
{range x sight x tp w 11) 3.73 46 0.08
xtime .11 1 0.11 0.91 3
Xtime x 11 1.62 3 G.34 R rs
(xv.me X tp w 11) 0.98 8 0.12
xtime x range 0.08 2 0.C4 c.62 rs
xtime x range x 11l 0.23 6 0.04 0.6l 5
(xLime x range x Lp w 1i) .59 io 3.0
xtime x sight 0.57 3 0.62 D.406 ns
xtime x sight x 11 0.73 9 0.08 1.67 ns
(xtime x sight x tp w 11) 1.11 23 0.C5S
xtime x sight x range 0.:82 6 .09 1,12 ns
xtime x sight x range x 11 1.13 .8 0.06 5.81 ns
(xtime x sight x range
tp w 11) 3.7¢ 43 03¢
*Greenhouse-Geisser corrccti5;_was-d;;é;"E;L<fé;::aéuﬁﬁ}é-xxilﬁ x{gfi:iéhn{ﬁ;
different.
p <9.05 indicates a significant «iiffecrenzo

ns = not significant




Table F-195

Subtest 2. Scheffé’s Test for Mean Time to First Shot

(double targets)

alphe = 0.05 df = 23 HSE
G G
r r
P P
Mean Group 3 4
visible laser 1.1417 Grp 3
aimpoint 1.2834 Grp 4
iron sights 1.3831 Grp 1 *
tritium three-dot 1.3997 Grp 2 *

= 0.19
G G
r r
P P

el

* Denotes pairs of groups significantly different




Table F-1¢

Subtest 2. Analysis of Variance for Number c¢f Shots Fired
(single targets)

Source sS df MS F o

11 1.87

w
o
[
r
(=)

.68 ns

(tp w 11) 7.34 8 .92
sight .09 3 1.70 1.5%2 15 .
sight x 11 2.64 9 .29 0.3890 ns
(sight x tp w 11) 8.44 23 0.37
range 5.26 2 2.63 7.67 <0.08 * -
range x 11 2.41 6 3.49 1.17 ns
(range x tp w 1l1) 5.48 .5 .34
range x sight 1.27 € ¢.21 i.11 ns
range x .ight x 11 T.62 18 G40 PN
(range x sight = tp w 1l) g.00 40 0.9
xt ime 1 22 2 3.01 1470 <o
xtime x~ 11 G0 € 2.73% 1.%4 s
(xtime x tp w 11) I 6 G.O5
xtime X range £ = 2 4 L :
xtime x range x 11 5.0 ie 37 I i)
(xtime x range = tp w l1) 8.5/ zz s.av
xtime x sight 1.k - s 1oy
xtime x sight x 11 Y 1w LNl 63 s
(xtime x sight x tp w 11) o127 GF N
xtime X sight x rarge GRS ps Tl 1,55 L
xtime x sight x rarge x 11 Bl Exe BN 1La3 oS
(xtime x sight x range
tp w 11) TRLO4L s PN
*Greenhouse-Geisse;hzérreé{icﬁ'Q:éij:w-;G,J,:é:Jiai'er; .:i:f = sl H

different.
p <0.05 indicates a signitioonn il
ns = not significany




Table F-17

Subtezt 2. Analysis of Variance for Number of Shots Fired
(double targets)

Source SS df MS F P
1l 0.13 3 0.04 0.16 ns
(tp w 11) 1.98 8 0.25
sight 0.70 3 0.23 2.31 ns
sight x 11 1.90 9 0.21 2.08 ns
’ (sight x tp w 11) 2.33 23 0.9
range 0.76 2 0.3 3.25 ns
. range X 1l 0.97 6 0.1¢ 1.38 ns
(range x tp w 11) 1.87 l6 .2
range x sight 1.11 6 J.19 2,69 S
range x sight x 11 1.99 15 0.112 BN 3
(range x sight x tp w 11) 3.1¢€ e 5.27
xt ime .17 i 5.17 CHLBY “nLunh o
xtime x 11 1.61 3 0.4 6,10 n
(xtime x tp w 11) 0.79 2 0.2393
xXtime x range 1.33% 2 .72 12,87 <0
Xtime X range 11 0.0l 3 2.0 .22 ns
(xtime x range x tp w 11) 1.31 ic 5.0R
xXxtime x sight n.2n K oLocn A oo
xtime x sight x 1li .28 o .25 . T 15
(xtime x sight x tp w 11) 1.Es o AR
xtime x sight x range 5.ohE ¥ 014 1.ES 15
xtime x sight = range x 11 1.0% 1w TLl 1.9 3
(xtime x sight x range =
tp w 11) E I c.ne
*Greenhouse-Ge:isser COLr&ction was <ione, Lut roo. i.tn were o0 D1L sianifioant ly

different.
p <0.05 indicates a significarn+t diffecrence
ns = not sigrifirant




Table F-18

Subtest 3. Analysis of Variance for Number of Targets Hit
(single targe:is)

Source 58 df 15 F p

TP 16 11 0.47

sight ) 14.38 A
(sight x tp) 12.48 6

.48 13.12 <0.05**

[+2}
[ 81
—
O

range 45.88 2 22.94 98.34 <).05*
(range x tp} 5.13 22 .23

xt ime j1.92 2 .96 102,22 <0.05%+
{(xtime x tp) 1.28 22 xS

sight x rarnge 4.7 12 C.76 : $ <ClLTne
(sight x range : ') 18.2 152 C.1a

sight x xtime JLED 12 0.3 1.0 ne
(3ight x time x tp) 160D 132 0.:2

rang2 x Xtime 1.5 4 UL SO0 CLL LU
(range x xtime by tp) 3.6 4 .38

sight x range xtjme G A C.09 1.46%
(syahr ¥ rapge » =t ir.o o) RARR b N Ll
FGLEBNNOUSE-GE1350T o1 1020l 10 W b dwe, Foat zert 0 aeire ot il

different.
**Sphericity was noL viniated,
P <0.05 indicaters a significant ilttor, oo
ns = not significant




Takle F-16

Subtest 3. Scheffé’s Test Zor Hits per Target Opportunity by Sight
(single targets)

Source

iron-nvg

aimpoint

irun

tritiu.s three-dct
visible laser
visible laser-nvag
irr-nvg

* Denotes pairs of




Table F-20

Subtest 3. Analysis of Variance for Number of Targets Hic
(double targets)

source sS df M8 [ 9}

TP 3.21 11 0.29

3ight 10.53 6 1.7¢€ 13.83 <0.05**
(sight x tp) 8.35 66 c.13

-
range 39.50 2 19.75 174.83% <C.OZw*
(range x tp) ’ 2.49 22 0.11
xtime 1.0% ) L 1€.58 <5.05 i
(xtime x tp) 0.25 13 GG
sight x range 3.80 17 3.4% <5 QL
(sight x range = ip) 11,26 132
sight x xtime A { L LS
(sight x time = tp) RINRY (3 Lo
range x xtime SRS : S CIE « AR
(range x xtime » tp} 1.7 T S
sight x range xtime G, L T G, bew T
(sight x range z time = tp) 7.9 B RIS
‘Grccnhcucc—Gcigﬁc;*;Jf:n:ifl;_;:”_:];b, R S . A ,

ditferent.
**Sphericity was noi viciated,
p <0.05 indicates a sianiticant -ittteronen
ns = not signif.cant




Table F-21

Subtest 3. Scheffé’s Test for Hits per Target Opportunity by

(double targets)

‘ght

alpha = 0.05 df = 66 MSE
Mean Group 2
iron-nvg 0.2569 Grp 2
tritium three-dot 0.3333 Grp 3
iron 0.3403 Grp 1
aimpoint 0.3389 Grp 7
visible laser 0.422¢ Gry 4
visible laser-nvg C.6250 Gres O *
irr-nvg C.6736 SIp & *
* Denotes pairs of groups Sigrifi-antly it foren:

T 1o

RN

'3

.13

P

T HQ

o G

[,

T @

(a3}




Table F=22

Subtest 3. Analysis of Variance for Time to Hit
(single targets)

Source _ SS d¢ MS F

TP 2.71 il 0.2%

sight 5.64 6 0.94 1.
(sight x tp) 37.40 64 0.53

range . 1.82 2 0.91 2
(range x tp) 7.96 20 0.40

Xt ime 12 2 0.74 0.0
(xtime x tp) 1h.24 o2 1 ]

sight x range R 11 Gl 2L e
(sight » range = tn) LEL TG e LS

sight x xtime Ty S7 12 R :
(sight x time = tr) B0 1355

range x xtime S5.7n A L
{range x xtime x D) .0 gl .

sight x range x xtime 22.43 24 0.9% 9.
{(sight x range » xtime » Lp) 213, 3¢ Z20 0.5

p <0.05 indicates a significant dittecrenae
ns = not significant




Table F-23

Subtest 3. Analysis of Variance for Time to Hit
(douhle targets)

Source S3 df MS 2 2

TP ' 9.88 11 9.90

sight 4.79 6 0.89 0.96 ns
(sight x tp) 52.94 64 0.83

range 3.52 2 1.76 1.81 ns
(range x tp) 20.4 21 0.97

Xt ime 2.73 1 2.7a 2,38 18
(xtime x tp) §.89 12 2l

sight = range B.5% 11 D.7%8 1.23 rs
(sight x range x tp) 27.99 44 .83

3ight x xtime 3.72 ¢ .63 0,59 NS
(sight x time x tp) 35.61 L6 )i 4

range x xtime 1.3 o JLRG 1.72 g
(range x xtime x tp) 5.04 19 SR

sight x range x xtime i 4.2% ! 0.54 .93 H
(sight x range x xtime = tp) .00 17 G

p <0.05 indicates a signiffggjﬁﬁzifigfﬁﬁcé“ ) i i

ns = not significant




Subtest 3.

Takle F=~-24

Analysis of Variance for Time tc¢ First
(single targets)

Source

TP
sight
(sight

range
(range

xtime
(Xt ime

sight x
(sight

sight x
{sight

range x
(range

sight x
(sight

*Greenhouse-Geisser Collection was o

x tp)

x tp)

X tp)

range
X range x tpn)

xtime
X xtime x Lp)

Xt ime
X xtime » up)

range xtime

¥ range x #lime

different.
p <0.05 indicates a

ns = not significant

P )
[oe] O O

[ 20 o
<O
(=)}

S

IS

)

sigrrificant

as

N

n:




Table F-25

Subtest 3. Analysis of Varianc. for Time to First Shot
(double targets)
Sovrce SS df M3 F 19}
sight 1.63 ¢.27 0.93 ns
(sight x tp) 19.32 66 0.25
range 0.61 2 G.31 1.14 ns
‘ (range x tp) 5.89 22 0.27
xtime 0.00 Go 0.061 ns
- (xtime x tp) 1.:0% 0,00
sight x range 6.12 17 L] 354 n
{sight x range = tp) 16.36 137 S
sight x xtime 0.4 < ol NI s
(sight x »time v tp) RN Bx) oL ih
range x xtime nLz0 o G T
(range x xtime » tp) Sl D D
sight x ranvje x =xtime BIRIR LE RSO GLl P
(3ight x range x xtime = Lp) g.onh L Gt
p <0.05 indicates a significant «:ifezenon h ‘
ns = not signitican:
.

e e e e e R e e B e VAR e S R s e o 1 o




Table F-26

Subtest 3. Analysis of Variance for Number cf Shots Fired
(single targets)

Source SS Jd£ s F 1%

TP 12.01

o
bod
)

[sn}
Vel

=}
o

sight ) 73.92 32 11.59 <0.3Zx>
(sight x tp) 55.758 66 0.84

3
range 47,32 2 22.66 35,53 <0.05*~*
{range x tp) 14,65 22 .67
xtime HL 3 . T30 LAV <), L5
(xtime x tp) 1300 hid

sight x range
(sight = range = 1Lp)

cight x =time 144 e PN
(sight x xtime x tp) da., a0 P DLl

range X xtime RIS G P M RS R
(range x xtime by tp) 3000 G Gors

sight x range xtime PRI e A 3

(sight x range x =time x tp) ERENE A NI

*Greenhouse-GeiSsSer COrrectiad was inii, St reoritoo e il Uity
different,
**Sphericity was n&t violatesd,
p €0.05 indicates a signifisan® il
ns = not significant

s




Subtest 3.

Scheffé’s Test for Shots per Targe

Table F=-27

(single targets)

Source

Opportunity by Sight

visible laser
tritium three-dst
aimpoint

iron

visible laser-nvg
irr-nvg

iron-nvg

aipha

DO OO

—_

Mean

.7407
.7635
.83892

L0833

24827

L2903
L6852

05 df = 66 MIE
G
r
P P

* Denotes pairs of groups significonat i

) r T o e

0RO

hAS
0.84
G G
r r
E P

F p
r r
PP
7 N
‘.

ot et oy ot e e et ra e



Table F-28

Subtest 3., FAnalysis cof Variance for Number cof 3hozs Fired
(double targets)

Source 55 if 1SN 3

i TP 1.76 11 0.43

sight 32.45 6 s.
(sight x tp) 23.38 e Q.35

A
range 33.25 2 . 16.6€2 «5.09 «<C.0hHwr
(range x tp) SLnd et [ERRpS
-

Xt ime T N .
(xtime x tp) I 1 I

sight x range
(sight X range x tLu) <

]
v
:
>
.
2
5

~

sight ¥ x=xtim2 T
(sight x xtime py L) L

range x xtilire U o
(range x xtime by ti:) S sl R

sight x ranrge xrime G000 I P SRS
(sight = range x ~lLiwme o L) PRGN oS PR
*Greenhouse-~Gei S3€: Correratinn Wil i far, © 0 ten it me e sl T
different.
**Sphericity was nou viclaled.
p <0.05 indicates « significans 3ifi. ien-y
ns = not significant




Ta»le F-29

Subtest 3. Scheffé’s Test fcr Shets per Target Cppuvrunity by Sighn.
(deuble targeus)

alpha 0.05 df = 66 MSL = J.3%

FOR - S L ¢
I b t ;) 1 t
e Maan Group 2 A § >

visible laser Corn 4

0.7500
tritium three-dct G.ia47 G
* aimpoint 0LNaTE G T
iron 108G Gros )
visible laser-nvg QT4 Gy
irr-nvg 1,314 p ; .
iron-nvg TLhar : L
% _¢notes ?é&rs §£'§T:pr”:f};é:i".ﬂ{!y'ﬁi:f~:-n'
.




