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SUMMARY

BACKGROUND and OBJECTIVE

At the request of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Training and
Evaluation (DCTE), US Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC),
a HUmRRO consultant visited the US Army Intelligence Center and
School (USAICS) to review USAICS’ training programs for three Military
Occupational Specialties (MOS) in Career Management Field 96 (CMI? 96),
Military Intelligence.1 The objectives of the review were (1) to
identify potential causes of the high academic attrition that had been
experienced in c21F 96 courses during Fiscal Year 1975 and (2) to submit
recommendations for corrective actions.

The three MOS—producing courses included in the review were (a) 96B—
Intelligence Analyst, (b) 96C— Interrogator, and (c) 961)—Image Interpreter.

The on—site review was accomplished during 9—17 July 1975. During
that period, the HumRRO consultant (a) reviewed academic records for
all resident classes that had completed training in Fiscal Year 1975,
(b) participated in extensive discussions with faculty and staff
(particularly the course monitors assigned to the Evaluation Branch of
USAICS, DCTE), (c) examined the MOD—B task listings completed by job
incumbents for each MOS , and (d) reviewed the instructional metnods

• employed for teaching each MOS . There was not sufficient time for the
consultant to either interview a random sample of students from each
course or conduct intensive anaj.yses of proficiency tests.

General

a. The three courses were system engineered in late Fiscal Year
V 1974, including a conversion from norm—referenced testing to criterion—

ref erenced testing (CRT). Under the revised evaluation method, students
are required to achieve an explicitly stated performance standard for
each of a number of job—referenced tasks; that is, he must demonstrate
mastery by passing a specified percentage of test items concerning each

• criterion task. Upon initial application of the CRT method, the number

V 

1
Appendix A presents a copy of the original TRADOC request.

-
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F of test items requires for “mastery” may have been too numerous with the
~~1 consequence that the proportion of students who failed in the first six

months of Fiscal Year 1975 was larger than that experienced for the norm—
- referenced Programs of Instruction (POIs) in Fiscal Year 1974. Reduction

of the standards (not the criterion tasks required) over Fiscal Year 1975
has tended to reduce attrition levels.

• I b. Changes in the content of Basic Combat Training (BCT) has
-

• impacted on UASICS. Specifically the elimination of map reading train—
- 

ing in BCT has placed an additional burden on USAICS training of ~MF 96,
ii~ which proficiency in map reading is an essential factor in job and

a. and training success. For example , lack of proficiency in skills
involved in the map reading training for the USAICS courses for MOS 96B

# is a cause of much of the failure for this course.

1 Course-Specific

• a .  MOS 96B - Intell igence Analyst. Approximately 50 percent of the
- .  academic attrition for the Intelligence Analyst course is associated

with failure in the map reading tasks which comprise a major portion
of the job tasks associated with the entry—level requirements of this

-. MOS.

The majority of the remaining academic attrition occurs on a
concurrent/subsequent performance test concerning the “Evaluation of

I Enemy Capabilities.” The latter block of instruction requires students
to use field manuals extensively for comprehension, referencing, and
information retrieval. It is highly likely that the reading abilities

I of many students are below the Reading Grade Levels (RGLs) of the
Department of the Army publications used in this highly intense but
essential block of instruction. (USAICS reported that the manuals

I had RGLs of 11—12.)

Student characteristics and media. The method of instruction
e for map reading training includes a heavy emphasis on the use of

I programmed texts for after duty hours self instruction in unsupervised
situations. The use of programmed texts in a minimally—supervised

• learning environment can be considered detrimental for two reasons:

I (1) It is highly likely that most new input to the Army has not had
experience in the use of this media; and , (2) students are reportedly
accustomed to “spoon feedings;” that is, many are not accustomed to

I self—initiated or independent study methods.

Training texts and manuals. One of the manuals used for
• analysis of enemy capabilities is FM 21—30, “Military Symbols. ”I Students are required to use this unindexed FM to construct line—block

: 1  2

V
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T
diagrams of military organizations and to analyze map problems which
depict various military organizations symbolically. Only a relatively
small number of these symbols , which are presented in a student handout,

-• are actually used in the course during training. However , during test-
ing , the student must use the complete manual (and a related “aggressor”
manual) instead of the student handout in order to convert symbolic data
to verbally—presented intelligence evaluations. A reduction in information—
processing time and confusion during the testing in this early block of
instruction could be accomplished by permitting students to use the special
student handout during testing rather than the complete FM.

1. Training objectives. A com par ison was made of the MOD—B task
inventory for this bIOS and the criterion tasks included in the 96B course.
This comparison indicated that a majority of the tasks included in the
training program are not performed by entry—level personnel .

-• Training-testing consistency. Examination of a small sample
of Practical Exercises and corresponding Performance Tests suggested

V 
‘ that a “one—to—one” correspondence between training objectives (PE

* 
exercises) and test objectives (Items) may not always exist. That is ,
students may be trained on subtasks that are different from those on
which they are subsequently examined. This possibility needs to be
evaluated by an intensive comparison by USAICS of all training and test-
ing objectives. Such an item—by—item comparison could not be done in
the limited time available during this consulting contract.

I b. MOS 96C - Interroç~ator. As implied by the job title, this P01
trains persons to conduct interviews of foreign nationals and aggressor
personnel to obtain information of tactical military significance.

I Several techniques of interrogation are taught, some of which involve
deception and implied coercion . Much of the training involved individual-
ized practice in interrogation, involving a role—player/POW, an assistant

I instructor/evaluator, and a student. This training culminates in a
lengthy interrogation test given during weeks six through eight of the
eight—week P01. Approximately one—third of the course attrition occurs
during the third week in the course, on a performance test concerning

I developing an approach to, and preparing for, an interrogation. However,
two—thirds of the attrition occurs as a result of performance V Ofl the
sixth week examination. Although some of the latter attrition has been

• I due to a lack of consistency between training and testing emphases (train-
ing emphasized “breaking down the POW’s defenses versus a test emphasis
on “milking” or information extraction following “breaking”), the

I majority of attrition appears to be attributable to student characteristics
as described below.

~V I
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The faculty reports that a vast aajority (70—?%) of the new
input to this bIOS consists of persons who enlisted in the Army specifi-
cally for MOS 04B — Translator. Of the new input, about 50 percent
have received training at the Defense Language Institute School before
being assigned to USAIC.S for interrogator training. Many of these
students reportedly vera not apprised by recruiters that they were
subject to a military intelligence assignment . The recruits -may:only
learn of this eventually when they receive their initial orders after
recruitment. It is repor t ed that many of the course failures are
students who are unable to employ deception techniques because of a
conflict with personal ethics and values . Other students , who thought
they were to be trained as embassy—type translators, lack the per-
sonality attributes to be dominant in a face—to—face interrogation
situation. Inspection of academic records, which documented the
reasons for student failures, supported the notion that these socially
passive individuals are not firmly identif led until the sixth week
hurdle test.

It would appear that these factors involving recruiting
practices, which are beyond the control of USAICS, are responsible for
the vast majority of academic attrition in the course for MOS 96C.
Since Headquarters, TRADOC has established that failure for attitudinal
deficiencies is chargeable as academic, rather than administrative,
attrition, it is highly likely that this course will continue to
experience uncomfortably high levels of academic attrition. Only a
change of policy/practices by TRADOC , Recruiting Command , and/or
Department of the Army will markedly alter this situation.

c. MOS 96D - Imagery Interpreter. In Fiscal Year 1974 and early
V 

1975, essentially all of the academic attrition occurred during the
• first one—fourth of the training program. During this period , the

training emphasizes the preparation of maps portraying the operational
situation, map overlays, and photo measurements (photogrammetric methods).
Staff and faculty evaluation of the specific courses for high attrition
in these modules of instruction suggested that failures were occurring
due to inability of students to perform the mathematics skills involved
in these tasks, even though math skills are a prerequisite for this

V V course. The course was revised (beginning with Class 75—CB—5) to
provide an initial block of instruction to remediate math skills
deficiencies (a module called “Photogrammetric Principles”). After this
course revision, essentially all attrition occurred as a result of
inability to pass the four mathematics performance tests, especially
those dealing with algebra and geometry/trigonometry. This remedial
training uses subject matter content contained in a commercially pre-
pared study guide and educational TV tapes that were originally designed
for preparing students to pass a GED High School Mathematics Equivalency

4
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Examination. Inspection of the performance tests suggests that not
all of the present 26 hours of instruction are devoted to mathematics
that is directly related to the job—related math needed for this MOS.
The development of a new video tape program which is concerned solely
with job—related math should reduce attrition.

However , the primary aspect of this problem involves DA,
DCSPER , and Recruiting Command. The current prerequisites for this
MOS include “credit for either high school algebra or high school
geometry.” However, recruiters are not required to verify that the
applicant received at least a passing grade in either subject. It was
reported that students said that recruiters usually asked the applicant
if he “had a course in either subject.” Considering the rather
significant contribution of mathematical proficiency to training and job
success for this MOS , recruiters should verify that the recruit
actually passed the prerequisite high school courses.

Recruiting command may also be involved with a second cause
of attition for bIOS 96D. Since Imagery Interpreters use stereoscopic

• viewing devices for image identification , job incumbents must possess
normal stereoscopic acuity , and such a prerequisite has been established.
A review of attrition records, however , reveals that 50 percent of the
students who were dropped from the course for administrative, rather than
academic reasons, lacked normal stereoscopic acuity when tested by
medical personnel at USAICS, even though their pre—recruitment physical
examination did not indicate such a deficiency.

CONCLUSIONS

The factors which appear to be contributing to attrition in ~MF 96
are summarized in the following table. The estimates of “High , Medium,
and Low” are the subjective evaluations of the consultant.

RECOMMENDATIONS

USAICS Ac tions

1. Review training objectives for 96B and 96D to delete course
content designed to develop skills not performed by entry—level
personnel.

2. Perform formal item analyses of tests given to 96B and 96D to
explicitly define skill def iciencies, causes of failure , and verify
validity of training content .

5
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Table 1
V 

Probable Contributions
To

Attrition in CMF 96

Courses
Attrition Factors 96B 96C 96D

Course exceeds entry-level job High Low MediumV skills.
Students do not meet Medium low Highprerequisites

Recruitors mislead Low High Lowrecru i ts.
Tra ining content not Medium Low Mediumjob-rel evant.

Training and tests Medium Medium Lowinconsistent.
Students lack math Medium * Low Highproficiency .

Students are Low High Lowininature

Ineffec tive training Medium* Low Medium**methods.
Vaguely-stated training Low High Lowobjectives.

*96B students may need remedial math training.
**Delete irrelevant math; provide more time for 3ob-related math.

__  
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!
3. Develop behaviorally—stated training objectives for P01 for

96C.

4. On an experimental basis, provide a remedial math subcourse
to be given students in 96B prior to map reading training.

5. Develop a revised TV program for remedial math which is
designed to create job—related skills and uses course content appro-
priate to 96D (and 96B).

6. To reduce attitudinally—based attrition in 96C late in train-
ing , attempt to develop a training/testing sequence involving inter-
personal dominance or “confron tation” which can be given during the
first week of the P01. The objective of this initial “confrontation”
training/testing is to identify those individuals whose personality
characteristics, eithics, and/or values make them unsuitable to per—
form as an interrogator.

TRADOC Actions

1. Initiate necessary actions to insure that personnel recru ited
and/or assigned to training in ~MF 96 satisfy all course prerequisites.

2. Request Recruiting Command to require recruiters to officially
verify that cand idates for ~MF 96 satisfy academic prerequisites.

3. Request Recruiting Command to require recruiters to inform
96C candidates, before they enlist, that they are subject to a military
intelligence assignment.

7
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A REVIEW OF POTENTIAL CAUSES1

GENERAL OBSERVATI ONS

Graduation Criteria

The USAICS is advanced in comparison with other Army schools in having
established a formal set of graduation criteria for courses of instruction.
(See Appendix B for a copy of the criteria for each training program.) For
example , the initial map reading test concerns five tasks , or criterion
action elements. A student must achieve a field entry standard for each
task; for example , one task requires the student to “Determine elevations
t,o the correct one—half contour interval.” In order to demonstrate mastery
at the field entry standard for this task , the student must perform this
task correctly on two out of three performance test problems. If a student• fails to achieve the field entry standard for a task he is automatically
allowed a retest, but he must achieve the standard on retesting in order to
remain in the course. Retests are usually given after retraining which is
done during open time or after duty hours. The students are informed that
if they fail a specified number of tasks they will be ineligible for retest—
ing without the approval of the Department Director. The latter has the
option of permitt ing additional retests or referring the student to the
DCTE with a recommendation concerning disposition.

This formal statement of graduation criteria was intended to motivate
students to perform satisfactorily. Indeed, the systems does appear to
identify those individuals who are either unwilling or not capable of
learning the requisite tasks. For example, in the case of the 96B Course
which only allows nine task fa ilures, a majority t~’f the academic attrition
does occur within the first one—half of the course. During this time, three
tests concerning fourteen criterion tasks are given concerning Map Reading
(2 tests , each including 5 tasks) and Determining Enemy Capabilities (4 tasks?.

When the consultant reviewed the formal graduation criteria for each
V train in g program, he initially obtained the impression that perhaps a rather

“hard—nosed” and arbitrary procedure was being employed in stud ent evalua-
tions. However, discussions with course faculty and evaluato s soon dis-
pelled this misperception, since it was apparent from a review of individual
studen t ’s ac~ademic records that a “whole man evaluation” procedure actually

V 1The concept of “potential” or “possible” causes is stressed because
the consultant could not perform an exhaustive analytical evaluation of

V 
• three POIs in the time available.

8
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~
was being used at USACIS. That is, before making a recoimaendation to drop
a student, the Division Chiefs sought Informatice from students and instruc-
tors concerning a drop—candidate’s mot ivation, attitude, and personal situa-
tion. Academic drops reportedly occurred only i.hen both test failures were
high and a student’s level of effort was low and the person’s attitudes were
poor.

Inspection of individual academic records Indicated that a majority of
the academic attrition occurred as a result of consistent failure of the
retests early in the courses . Other students ~~re retained in training (and
graduated) , even though their cumulative test failures were scattered over
the whole P01 and equalled or exceeded the formally—stated requirements.
It would seem that formally—stated graduation criteria really serve to
identify those individuals who are unwilling (or, to a lessor extent, unable)
to accept the training being offered . Each of the three training programs
has a diversity of difficult—to—learn content , and the training is intense.
The graduation criteria serve to identify those persons who cannot (will
not?) cope with such motivational or intellectual demands.

Variation in Criteria

The original draft  of this report contained a brief discussion about a
possible statistical relationship between attrition levels and number of
graduation criteria. That discussion has been deleted because it had
highly controversial implications. As can be seen from examination of the
Graduation Criteria in Appendix B, the courses do dif fer  in the number of
tasks that can be failed on initial testing before action to deop a student
can (but not necessarily will) be initiated. Over all three courses ,
students cannot fail entry—level standards on more than approximately 85
percent of the tasks. The statements of Vthe criterion tasks are
rather explicit for the 96B and 96D courses, since the students are learning
tasks involving manipulation of data and materiel. This is not the case
for the 96C course (Interrogator) which necessarily has a major emphasis on
interpersonal and communication skills. Since there is such a taxonomical
diversity of skills involved in the three courses, in retrospect, it does
not appear feasible to make direct comparisons among all three POts.

Scheduling and Retesting

Although there has been a historical controversy in experimental
psychology concerning massed versus distributed practice, applied research
on training of procedural tasks suggests that massed practice on a task or
series of interrelated tasks followed by a proficiency test on those criteria V

tends to facilitate retention and yield a higher performance level than
spreading out training and interweaving instruction on several not—necessarily—

V related tasks. For example , a review of class schedules for 96B suggests that

9
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considerable interweaving exists much like that used in high schools and
universities. The possibly adverse effect of interweaving subject matter

• is further compounded, at least during the early phase of instructioa , by
p the number of people who have to be retrained and retested during open time

and after duty hour s because they failed an initial test. Students are
required to relearn earlier skills simultaneously with learning new skills
in a difficult  subject matter. It is easy to understand how test failures
could “snow ball” for the weaker students under such circumstances. The
amount of Interweaving in the courses for 96C and 96D is unknown since the
consultant did not obtain class schedules for those POlo.

Instructor Attitudes

The general attitude of faculty and staff towards the students is
overwhelmingly positive. Instructors devote a considerable amount of time
each week retraining and retesting students. There is an extensive emphasis
by Division and Department Directors and instructors on “whole Man” evalua—

• tion; that is, student motivation and attitude are evaluated along with his
academic achievement level. It was apparent that if a student displayed
interest and motivation, considerable effort would be expended to get such
persons through the course.

Training Eval uation

Each course is assigned an evaluator from the Evaluation Branch. These
personnel maintain near real—time records of each student ’s progress on the
tests given. They also review curriculum content versus test content to

V detect divergent emphases and trends. The efforts of evaluators (and the
instructors) seem to be hampered by a lack of contact with the MOD -B surveys
of job incumbents for each MOS. These Department of the Army surveys
apparently only are reviewed by staff assigned to the Deputy Coimnandant
for Combat and Training Development (DCCTD). Several course evaluators were
completely unaware of the existence of the most recent surveys, dated
February 1975. It is of relevance that the Evaluation Branch established a
student follow—up questionnaire program several years ago, but respondent
return rate has been extremely low and the results are essentially unusable.

OCTE and DCCTD Interaction

These two major components of the School seem to be remote, both
organizationally as well as geographically. The impression was gained
that there is infrequent interaction between the Task Analysis Branch of
DCCTD and the Curriculum and Evaluation Branches of DCTE. As a consequence,

V 
different conceptualizations of what constitutes essential entry level V

10
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skills and performance standards seem to exist. A closer organizational
relationship would foster the establishment of possibly more realistic
graduation criteria and performance standards. An outside observer obtains
the impression that each of these three Branches “does its own thing” and
goes its own way In this respect.

Map Reading and Math Training

Training in map reading is included in all three courses. A common and
intensive training program is used for the 96B and 96D courses because of
the number of tasks involving map preparation and information extraction
required of entry level personnel In these two MOSs. A review of the MODB
Task Listings indicated that use of maps in some form or other are the most
frequently performed tasks for 96B and 96D personnel.

The interrogator training has a different and less Intensive module on
map reading which is functionally oriented to the “map tracking” task that
an interrogator uses to trace the movements of a prisoner prior to capture.

The map reading instruction given the 96B and 96D students has undergone
several revisions in the past year or so. It has just been revised to in—
d ude more time for practical exercises, but during the majority of Fiscal
Year 1975 the teaching method placed a heavy emphasis on self—study (with
minimum supervision) using programmed texts adapted from texts produced at
Fort Belvoir and Fort Rucker.

As will be discussed later in this report, a majority of the academic
failures in the 96B course are due to test failures on the map reading module.
This reportedly was also true for the 96D course before that program was
modified to include an initial instructional module on remedial mathematics.

• At the present time, essentially no attrition occurs for the map reading
module of the 96D course. The course evaluator reported that before the

• addition of the remedial math course , persons were failing map reading test
problems which involved use of mathematics. Since the 96B and 96D courses
have similar prerequisites, this observation raises three interrelated
questions: (1) Specifically what types of math are used by 96B and 96D
personnel on entry level tasks involving maps?; (2) Should a short remedial
math program be given as the first module of the 96B course as is now provided
in the 96D course; and (3) Should a high school math prerequisite be established
for the 96B course like that required for the 96D course?

SPECIFIC OBSERVATIONS CONCERNING COURSES

Intelligence Analyst Course

Although the course for 96B is called an entry level program, the
students vary in rank from E—2 to E—9 and include US~4C NCOs and newly 

V

graduated “Boots.” Since the one course is serving a student body which
will function at different levels of skill, there has been a tendency to

• 11



include instruction on many tasks not performed by first enlistment
personnel. This desire to satisfy FORSCOM’s needs for MI personnel at
all grade levels has probably produced a situation where the majority of
students are overtrained——overtrained in the sense that they must master

• that won ’t be utilized for some time, if ever. It is presumed that this
need to serve “too many masters” will be alleviated by the revisions that
will have to be made to school training to satisfy EPMS requirements.
Studies to revise course objectives for future training currently are
underway within DCCTD, USAICS.

Although the attrition level for 96B was not unusually high (9%) in
Fiscal Year 1975, it was Inflated by the presence of a large proportion of
USMC students. USMC input to this course tended to run 50 percent and
higher. Attrition was inflated because the USMC did not approve recycling
any failing students, due to a reported shortage of TDY funds. Whereas
Army students could be recycled, Marines had to be academically dropped.
If the Marines had permitted recycling, the academic attrition for 96B would
have been lower than officially reported. It should be noted that the
academic attrition rates for USMC and Army personnel were equal (about 9%).

The Intelligence Analyst (96B) Course apparently has more
interwoven subject matter than the other two courses. Not only are
there one—to—two day lapses between training and testing on a subject,
but the need for retraining and retesting on earlier subjects conflicts
with learning new skills. Weak students tend to find themselves in a
“no win” situation, eventhough the instructors make commendable efforts
to help them.

Attrition in this course (and that for 96C) may also be a result of
a possible Inconsistent, one—to—one, correspondence between the specific
content of practical exam exercises and test problems. Evaluation of this
possibility would require an intensive comparison of practical exercise
problems and test items. Such an analysis could not be performed by the
consultant during the relatively brief time period available under this
consulting agreement. Although it is not recommended that the specific
test problems be rehearsed during training, the types of problems employed
in the test and training should be similarly structured. Just a brief
review of the PEs and the performance test f or the Enemy Capabilities Module
revealed instances where students could have been either mislead during
training, or trained on one reasoning task but tested on an Inversely

V related task.

The usability of reference documents may also contribute to early
attrition In this course. For example, FM 21—30, “Military Symbols,” is
used by the student in the context of the test concerning “Enemy Capabilities”
whereas, a briefer student handout is used in training for this examination.

12
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Since the FM contains no index, and only a small proportion of its symbolic
content is involved In the testing, it would seem more efficient to permit
students to use the handout that is limited to the small group of symbols
that will be involved in the test. The FM subsequently could be introduced

V in the course after students have mastered the more limited , but essential,
V 

symbols. FM 30—102 , “Handbook on Agressor,” also deserves re—evaluation
for readability. This manual is used extensively in the 96B course and
contains a considerable amount of prose concerning the organization, materiel
and combat capabilities of a hypothetical aggressor. It is reported to possess
a 12th grade reading ability level. If students entering this course are
representative of current high school graduates, it is likely that the
Reading Grade Level of this FM is several levels above the reading ability
of the average student. (Recent surveys have indicated that the average high
school graduate reads at the 9th grade level.

Interrogator Course

Approximately three—fourths of the academic attrition in this course
for Classes Cu—i through CH—9 occurred as a result of performance on tests
given during the third and sixth week of training (about 30% on the first
test and 45% on the 6th week test). The initial test is aimed at evaluation
of a student’s preparation for an interrogation which involves rather
extensive dialogue with a POW ’s guard and processing of forms and documents
which accompany the POW. This test tends to identify those students who are
either unable, because of personality characteristics, or unwilling because
of ethical—value factors, to perform as a dominant individual in a face—to—
f ace questioning situation. In an effort to minimize attrition, it is highly
likely tha t the instructors tend to give doubtful students “a break” and
allow them to continue in training . The sixth week examination consists of
a lengthy interrogation in which considerable information is to be extracted
from a POW. This test really constitutes the major hurdle for the students.
Additional moral objectors are revealed and more of the passive—personality
types are detected . Students are not dropped because of personality charac-
teristics, ~~~ se, but because their personality is such that they are
unable to perform the tasks required of an interrogator .

According to the faculty, which is oriented toward salvaging all poten-
tially successful interrogators, recruiting practices are responsible for

V 
the majority of their attrition level. A vast majority of the input to this
course consists of persons who enlist for langoege training (MOS 04B). It
is not until they receive their initial orders that they are advised that
they are subject to additional training as an Interrogator . Whereas, the
Army Security Agency has persons assigned to ICT Centers to interview and
screen potential ASA students, the MI Branch does not have this obvious
recruiting/screening advantage. As a consequesce, an underisable propor—

V tion of students assigned to 96C training neither desire that MOS nor are
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emotionally—socially prepared to function in such a role. (The fact
that the faculty can develop 80 percent of the relatively naive 19—20
year—olds into mature , self—assured interrogators in an eight—week period
is a marvel in and of itself.)

Interrogator tra ining requires a considerable amount of practice
in a one—to—one, interpersonal situation. It is likely that some students
are dropped because the faculty is grossly understrength (the TDA authorizes
40 EM Instructors, but only 17 are on hand), even though each instructor
devotes considerable extra—duty time for additional training and practice
with students.

There apparently are some discripancies between training emphases
and test requirements. The interrogation training has tended to emphasize
“breaking” the POW (getting the person to talk about anything) whereas,
the sixth week test placed emphasis on information extraction (“milking”)
following “breaking.” The training program and practical exercises cur-
rently are being revised to correct this technical problem.

It would appear, however, that the course could be revised so
that those who are dropped for moral or personality factors are identified
much earlier in training. At present, these persons tend not to be
identified until they have received 50—75 percent of the training. Perhaps
interviewing—confrontation exercises and tests could be moved into the
first two weeks of training. The training might involve a siniualtion of
a salesman ’s role, or a more structured Interrogation could be designed
in which the students are given a “crib sheet” that specifies specific
types of information to be obtained from a POW . Attrition may not be
reduced, but at least the costs of training would be reduced, and the
understrength staff would have more time to devote to the more promising
or potentially salvageable students.

Image Interpreter Course
The academic attrition rate for 155 students enrolled in the 96D

course in the last eight classes of Fiscal Year 1975 was 18 percent. With
the exception of four persons who failed map reading requirements, all the
others were dropped because of retest failures in the remedial mathematics
training (Photogramniatic Principles). Prior to the insertion of the
remedial mathematics training in the course for 96D, it is reported that
essentially all failures occurred during the initial four weeks in the
context of map plotting, preparing map overlays, and photo measurement
(photogrammetry). All of these modules required application of mathematical
skills. Since introducing the remedial math Instruction, essentially no
attrition has occurred in these modules.

14
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A review of the training and test content of the remedial math
modules suggested that this training is based on a GED preparatory course,
which includes a commercially—produced manual and educational TV tapes.
A review of the content of this training suggested that some of the math

I.. training, while relevant to GED objectives, may not be relevant to the
math used by a 96D on the job. Specifically , the Instruction involving
multiplication, division, etc., of common fractions and factoring alge-
braic equations did not appear to be job—relevant. Consideration should
be given to deleting such instruction and devoting the time saved to
additional training on job—related math. The Individual math exercises
and test items also could be modified to present the problems in the job

V context of the Image Interpreter. Such modifications would not only
V facilitate the deletion of job—irrelevant math, it would also assist

the students in developing the job vocabulary needed by a 96D.

The second major source of attrition in the current course is
administrative in nature, rather than academic. This source is associated V

with deficiencies or anomalies in stereoscopic acuity (the ability to
perceive depth). The perception of depth is required when stereoscopic
optics are employed to detect and identify objects photographed by
stereoscopic cameras. About 50 percent of students who were dropped for
administrative reasons had less—than—normal “stereo vision.” Since normal
stereoscopic acuity is a prerequisite for this MOS, that visual ability
should have been checked during a person’s pre—induction physical. However,
although the records did not indicate such a deficiency, re—examination
of some persons at Fort Huachuca indicated an absence of depth perception.
This is a problem area beyond the control of either USAICS or TRADOC. A
solution to this problem must come from Recruiting Command.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
f . HEADQUARTERS UN1T(D STAT ES ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE COMMAND

rORT MONROE . V IRGINIA 2365~

- ATTNC-SC-A MAY ~97S

T~ear Dr. Crawford,

A persistent problem facing this command is a high attrition rate in
certain courses. This problem is extant command wide. While a number
of causes have been identified, we would be interested in the cqnduet
of an independent evaluation of a sampling of courses which are
currently experiencing varying attrition rates. We have therefore
selected three courses from CMF 96 CMOS 96B — Intelligence Analyst,
MOS 96C — Interrogator, MOS 96D — Imagery Interpreter) at the US Army
Intelligence Center and School, Fort Huachuca , Arizona, and propose
that IBJMRRO:

a. Review prerequisites, methods, media, sequencing and content
- of these courses.

b. Identify the causative factors of the high attrition rates and
pinpoint the variables which impact on this problem.

TRADOC proposes that HTJMRRO undertake this study for a period not to
exceed 30 days with a cost ceiling of $4000. Your personnel will be
authorized access to classified information up to and including SECRET
fo r this project.

A written repor~ describing your methodology, findings and recommendations
should be submitted within 30 days’ of completion. The description of
your evaluation methodology should be in sufficient detail to allow
this headquarters to adapt it to later reviews of other courses
experiencing similar problems. ’

Sincere~ r,

\~J’AUL F. GORNAN
Major General, GS
Deputy Chief of Staff

V 
for Training

Dr. Me redith P. Crawford
President
Human Resources Research Organization
300 North Washington Street , 

V

Alexandria, Virginia 22314

V 
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ATTNG-SC-A V

Copies f urnished: V

Commander , USAICS
Dr. Howard McFann
Director V

Western Division V 
V

Human Resources Research Organization
2785 7 Berwich Drive
Cannel , CA 93921
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ORADUATION CRITE RI A
INTELLIGENCE ANALYST (~~ILISTED) COURSE (CE) V

- MOS : 96B20 V 

V

ATSI—TEM—E - 
- 20 May 1975

1. Tests of tasks critical to field entry performance requirements.

EXAM CRITERION MAXIMUM
UNIT NR/ EXAM ACTION FIELD ENTRY GRADUATION

~ TITLE SECT ELEMENT STANDARD 
- 

POINTS

28021 A Extract and use marginal LI of 5 actions 5
Map info from a 1:50,000 scale V

Reading m ap
PT B Determine the Representa— 2 of 3 actions 3
Part I tive Fraction (rtF) of maps

pf unknown scale using a
DMA map of the same area

C Determine distances using 2 of 3 actIons 3
the Graphic Bar Scale to
within 100 meters or 2%
of the distance measured,

V whichever Is greater
D Determine elevations to 2 of 3 actions 3

the correct ½ contour
Interval

E Identify topo features on 2 of 3 actIons 3
a DMA 1:50,000 scale map,
given UTM coordinates

28021 F - Determine percent of’ 2 of’ 3 actions V 3
Map slope to within 2% on a
ReadIng 1:50,000 DMA map V 

V

PT G Convert azimuths to other 2 of 3 actions 3
Part II type azimuths, to within

the accuracy of the -

- azimuth given -
H Locate unknown ooints to II of 5 actions 5

within 100 meters using
intersection, resection ,
and polar coordinates

I Convert UTM coordinate’s 2 of 3 actions 3
to geo—coordinates to
within three arc seconds V

on a 1:50,000 map
3 Convert geo—coordlnates 2 of 3 actions 3

to UTM coordinates to
within 100 meters on a
1:50,000 map

Ii
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EXAM CRITi~RIO.~ ~V 
- V ~~.. MAXIMUM

UNIT NR/ EXAM ACTION - 
~~~~~~~ . ~I~LD. ENTRY GRADUATION

TITLE 3I~CT ELE~~~!T 
— 

V 
V
• 

~~~~~ 

~STA~1DARD : V - POINTS

69825 A Committed and Rain— 13 of 15 actions 15
Enemy V forcing Units
Capabil— B Aggressor FM’s 12 of 15 actions 15
Ities ~ Line and -Block Chart.: V 1l,Ot l3~VactIo 1~s 13

D Aggressor Unit Symbols 7 of 10 actions 10

69835 
V 

- 

V - V V~~ 

V 
V 

, 
,~ V

ProcQssing 
- - - - -

69835—A A Record Info in Intel 7 of’ 9: ac tions 9 , 
V 

V

Intel Journal - V~ 
V

Journal 
. V 

V

69835—B B Plot Info on En Sit Map 15 of’ 28 actions 28 - 
V

En Sit Map to wIthin 100 meters - 1

69835.-C C Record info in Intel - 15 of 13 actions 18V 

Intel Workbook ‘ ‘ V V

Workbook 
V 

V V V - 
V -

69835—D D Present/future riced of - 11 of’ 5 V T ~ctj Ofl3 5
Pertinence Info V 

- -

and Dis— E Determine to whom p erti— - LI of 5 act ion s 5
semination nen t  In f o is to be -

disseminated V ‘ V 
V

69835—E I? Determine the Reliability LI of 5V a ct ion s  5
Reliability of a Source or Agency
and G ‘Determine the Accuracy - V LI. of-5 actions 5
Accuracy of i n f o  V 

V -

— Rat ings H Just ify your RelIabIlIty/  LI of 5 actions 5
- 

- Accuracy Ratings V 
-

69835--F I Unit Identification LI of LI actions LI
V 

- Order of J Summary Table 3 of 14. actions LI
Battle K Unit Personnel Strength 1 of 2 actions 2
Files Log V - V V

L Unit Weapons and Equip— 3 o f LI actions LI
ment Strength Lo’~Unit Personality Table 1 of 2 actions 2

69815 A Determine Indicators ‘ 3 of- 5 actions 5
C.-’llcc— B Determine Orders and V 3 of 5 actions 5 V
tion Requests V - V 

V

I-’lan C Task Collection Agencies 3 of’5 actions 5

V 69850 A Co~~1ete an Intel Annex 7 of 10 actions 10
x’tel
Reports

2
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b

- . , EXAM CRITERION MAXIMUM
.‘ UNIT NR/ EXAM ACTION FIELD EIITRY GRADUATION

TITLE SECT ELE !~~NT STANDA RD POINTS
38900 A Mark Classified DocuP~ nt3 LI of LI actions LI
Document 1. Mark pages corrr:ctly (1 of 3) (1)
Control 2. Mark paragraphs (1 of 1) (1)
and correctly V

Account— 3. Mark sections (1 of 1) (1)
ability correctly

LI. Mark Titles correctly (3. of 1) (1)
B Account for Classified 3 of 3 actions 3

V 
- Documents

C Comply with Access Roster 1 of 1 actIon 1
D Maintain DA Form 672 3 of LI actions LI

69855
V - Combat

Intel
Production

69855—A A Complete Paragraph 3D LI of 5 actIons 5Intel (Compos ition)
Estin~ te B Complete Paragraph 3C—]. 1 of 1 action 1

(C ommitted Forces)
C Complete Paragraph 3C—2 2 of 2 actions 2

(Re in)
D Coz.~p1ote Paragraph 3D 7 of 10 actions 10

c t lvi ties)
E Complete Paragraph IIA 5 of 7 actIons 7

(Enumeration)
F Complete Paragraph 14B 5 of 7 actIons 7

(Analysis and Discussion) V

- - a Complete Paragraph SB 1 of 1 action 3.
(Probable Course of
Action)

69855—B H Complete Paragraph 1 1 of 1 action 1V 
- IATSUM (Issuing Unit)

I Complete Paragraph 2 1 of 1 action 1
V (Date/Time of Issue )

J Complete Paragraph 3A—G 11 of’ 114 actions 114
(Summary of Enemy

- 

Activity)
K Complete Paragraph 4 3 of 11 actIons 4

(Personnel/Equipment
V 

. Losses)
L Comp1et~ Paragraph 6 3 of 5 actions 5

(Admin Activity)
M Complete Paragraph 7 10 of 15 actIons 15

V V 

(New Identifications)

V - V — ~~~~~~~ V -



•

‘EXAM - CRITERION V V MAXIMUM
UNIT NR/ EXAM ACTION - - FIELD ENTRY GRADUATION
TITLE SECT 2LEMENT 

- STANDARD POINTS

69855—B N Comp lete Paragraph 8 3 of 4 actions LI
(Cont) (Enemy Movement)

0 Complete Paragraph 9 3. of 1 action 1
(Estimated Uumber and
~~pes of Vehicles) V

P Complete Paragraph 11 3 of LI actions LI . V

(Capabilities and
Vulneràbll ltles)

Q Complete Paragraph 12 1 of 1 action 1
V 

- 

(Conclusions ) V 
V

69855—C R Analyze Information 7 of 10 actIons - 10
Analyze
Info

V 2. Academi c Criteria for Graduation :

a. Achievement of the field entry standard for each criterion
actio~ element listed in paragraph 1 above .

b. Achievement of a minimum typing speed of 20 words per minute
utilizing the touch—typing method. A student faI1Ii~~ to achIeve 20
words per minute will be retested until he can acco~ip11sh the
requirement.

c. Any student who, in the j udgement cf the D~partmcnt Directordoes not demonstrate an acceptable degree of objectivity , tact,
discretion, judgement, appearance , demeanor , personal standards,
conduct, maturity , or mctlvation will be referred to the Deputy
Commandant for Training and Educaticn with recommended disposition.

3. Special Criteria for Graduation: Attainment of the minimum
standard on the Physical Pitnoas Test as prescribed by USAICS
Memo 632—1.

LI. Academic Retest Policy :

a. A student faIling 8 criterIon action elements listed in
poragraph 1 above will receive one retest for each of the failed
criterion action elements. A student failing 9 or mere criterion

V action elements will be ineligible for retesting without the approval
of the Department Director. If the Department Director elects not

V ~o permit additional retests, the student will be refcrre~ to theieputy Conmiandan t for Training and Education with recommended
~i3position.

V b. A student passing the retest will retain the original grade V

he earned on the failed criterion action element and ~i1l be ~I)~ w.~4

4
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V to continue the course. A student frtiling the rà-test will be
considered substandard and handled in accordance wIth paragraph 6

V •
~~ below. Retest results wIll be reported to Acad.~mic Records Division

- only as 11Pass~’ or ‘tFaIl.~’ .
~ 

V

5. Class Standing: Field Entry Standard and Maximum Graduation
Points columns in paragraph 1 provId~ the range of graduation points
which can be earned for oac~ criterion action element. Class stand—

V V Ing is derived from cumulative graduation point , attainment In those
criterion action elements 1I~ ted in paragraph 1.

6. Substandard Performance : A student who falls to meet the
- V 

graduation criteria of paragraph 2 wIll be referred by the Department
Director to the Deputy Commandant for Training and Education with
recommended dispositI~Dn. f~ student who falls to meet the graduation

V criterion of paragraph 3 will be referred to USAICS Commander for
disposition.

7. These criteria will become effective with class 75—CE—8.

- 

V 

- 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Deputy Comm andant frr
Training and Education
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ATSI—~i.~M-E V V 
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24 3eptember 1974

1. Tests ~f tasks critIcal to field c-ntry perform a~ ce requirements .
V CflITi~flION - 

1-1ILXI !’IU~IEXAI~L-~i~TIOJ ~~~~ ~C~ IoiJ V FIELD ~NTflY G~ADUATION
V - UNI~’ ~~: I~L~ ~~1;C~L’ ELL : ~~~‘ • f V ~~! 

~TA~ )A~D POL~TS
- 65830 P1annin~ A Plan and prepare f~r 3.5 of 19 actions 19

& ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ an 1nterrof ~atlon
& A~~ r~~ c~A i~ Us .: ap:;rcacn 2 of LI acti ons LI
Phases r2 

- 

t~chni~ues V

658~o ~~~
‘

~~~
— ~ Prepare written spot 4 of 6 actions 6

in~ & ~~~~~, ~rt— report
V in~ P :mse P~2 ~ Include s~ et repert 10 of 13 actlcns 13

In fol1.~w—u) r~port—pre~~~~~ 2actical Int~
A’V L~,ort

65850 Qu~st1cn-- A Qu..:stionlnj: Phase 7 of 10 actior~s 10
in~ Tcrm1 nt~tl~ Vr1 

~~~~~p Trathc~.n~ 7 of IC acti~~ a
Phase P~ C ~crminatlcn Phase J of 5 actions 5
6587u I~ terro— A C.. nduct Interro ;-at ion , ~~ 130
gatl on rV.L~ PiLASi4 I

Planr.inr- c Pro~ aratIon 7 c~f 10- ~-ct i ns

~pproacn iochr iiquo s 3 of ~ act i.V V~~~
Composit i:~n 16 of 23 act~ -:ns
DisposItions 17 of 2c act~. ~‘ns
j~~ j 5 5 jr V f l 5  7 of 12 aci~~~ .:~~~
L~~V~iStiCS 18 of 25 ~~~tj :. ~~~
IVIisee 11or~~cus 20 of 29 actl V-ns
Termination LI of 5 actIons

V B Conduct an Interro~;ation , ~“‘ 149
V k~h1kSL II

P1annIn~ & ?re~aration 7 of 10 actLVns
Approacn techniques 3 of LI act1~nsCornpuslt l.~n 15 of 21 c.~’t~~ ns

- 

~)iSpOSltioi~3 17 of 22 iOns
. MIssi~n 9 of 13 actIons

LogIstics 16 of 23 acti~ ns
- VV V Miscellaneous 3G of ~1 actions

Terhilnation LI of 5 actions

- L
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C~IThflIO1~ - r4INIMu~EXAMLJATION EXAM ACTruu~I 
V FIELD ENTflY GflADUATION

UNIT ~i-~/~ ITL~ 
V 

3Ff ~~~ V~~~~~fV POINTS

65870 C Cor.du~ t an Interrogation , ~~ 184
(Cant) L~S~ III

P1r.nnIn~ & PreparatIon 7 of 10 actions -

J~pprcaoiVl techniques 3 of LI actions
- V Co~ posit1on 32 of LI 2 actions

- 

~.)iS~-OSItiOn5 22 of 29 actIons : 
V

- Mission 12 of 17 actions
~~~ istIcs 23 of 31 actIons V

I—1Iscel1ar~eous 35 of 46 acti~ ns V
V 

- ~ erminaticn - LI of 5 actions V

*~ Fie1cj ~rAtry StanV2 -~rC. Is to correc tly perform the minImum number
of actions in~...i.c~.ted for each cf the eight coi~~onents . V 

V

V 2. :~c~~ emI c Criteria for Grac:uatlon :

a. V .chiover .~ent cf the fIeld entry standard for each of the cri-
terion action clethents _ i3to~ in para~raph 1 above .

b. ~~~~~~~~~~~ of the fIeld entry standard f~r each of the six
criterion ~C t lLf l  e1~ ::~~ot~ In th~ Map ~eadin~ ~-ost , d~:It 28036 .

C. 1.ttalnment of the typ ing speed of 23 wor~s per minute.

d. ~Jci~onstratIon of the- motivation , att i tude , and maturity
necessary to perform ccx~Detent1y in the field . 

-

V 3’ S;’eclal CrI~~ria for Graduation : Achievement of the r.Inlmum
stanuar ~ V 

V

Ofl the I’hyslcal ~itness Test as prescrIbed by USAI~S

V 

Memo Gj 2 V .l .

4. ~etest Policy :

a. •~V1i lbi 1it A student falling one o r  two criterion action
elements lIStCL In para~raph 1 Will receive one retest fc :’ each
crit~rlon action element failed. A student fallIn- a thlr l , or more ,
crite:~icn actIon e1~ments may not be retested without the a~prova1of the Diroctcr, Department of Lxploltation and Cc-unterintelll~ ence .

V b. $c~:rIn~~: A student ~~55iflj the retest will retaIn the ~radc V

earned en tile faile~. criteri on action element but ~Ii.1 be allowed to
continue- the course . Should a stu ient  fal l the retest ~e ~~~~ b~

V 
- hanL1o~ In accordance with ~ara~rapil 6 below. fletest i’os~~~~ 

• ‘
~~ ?~ be

~~ V V_~~~~~~~~~~ V V 
r~~ orted to Academi c iieccrds Division only as ‘~Pass - or ~~?ai1. V V

c. V 

I-lap ~eadin: Test , 28006 ; A student will receive one retest V

for each crIterion action element fai led. At the discrot ion of the
V 

~~Vre~~tor , depart ment of Exploitation and Counterintelligence a second
- V 

retest of fai led criteri~ ri action elements map be given.
V 

1~ 
_ _ _ _    

V - _ _  

-~~~~~~~~~~~~~ V~~~~~~~V~~~~~~~~~~ V~~~~~~~~V~~~~~~~
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d. Typing: A stud-ont railla-V to attain the prescribed typing V

speeu of 20 words per minuto will be ~ivozl up to two retests .

e. ~ xam 65870 : A student failIng anj of the eight components
within exam section ~~., B, or C will be retested en all eight compo— V

nents of that section. Failure to achieve the prescribed minimum
V nu~nber of actie.~s for any of its eight corn~onents , whether initially

V passed or net , ~-:ll1 constitute failure of the retest.

5. Class ~t e.ndin~;s: Class standings are derIved f:’oni the cumulatIve
attainment of ~j ra ~~~~Ua t IVO n  ~-oints for each of the crIterI on action

. elements liste in para :~raph 1 above . Although act contr ibuting
points ~ -~ar d class standIn~ s , typing speed attainment and satisfac—

I tion of ~;:ar~i 2~ U0G , Map ileadind are requirements for graduation .

6. Su~~~~ r~Uard i~erf ~.rmance : 
V

V a. A student who fails to meat the Graduation CrIteria Cf para— : -
graph 2 above wIll be referred by tL~e biroctor , bepart~.erio of . 

V

ExploitatIon ane Cuunter Intelli ’-~er~ce to the Deputy C :;iamandant for V

Trainln~. and i~ducatIo~i ~V?j th  recor[n::ended disposItion . — V

b. ~ studj ct f~ i1In~ to meet the GraduatIon ~i’lterIon of para-
graph 3 above wIll b-~ referred to the Commaneer.

7. These criteria become effective with Class 75— CH .3 .

I. 
- . V 

t.
- 

L
- Cclohel , FA

- 
Deputy Comman dant f:’r
TralnIn~. anci (~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ V 

-

~~‘ -  r .

V V

i~~~~V ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~V~~~~~~~~~ VVV V~~

__
~~~~~~~~~V V  V V -

~~~~

-—_ _ _ _
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V 
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“ 

A~ SI—TEM-E : 21 AprIl 1975

1. Tests of tasks critical to field entry performance requi rements.

EXAM CRITERION MAXIMUM
UNIT Mill EXAM ACTION FIELD ENTRY GRADUATION- .  TITLE SECT ELEMEMT STANDAflD POINTS

V 

61922 A Compute problems con— 10 of 15 actions 15
- - Photo— cerning whole numbers and -

grammetr ic decimals -

Principles B Compute problems conS- 10 of 15 actions 15
cerning fractions V 

-

• C Compute algebra 10 of 15 actions 15
problems

V 

D Compute geometry 10 of 15 actIons 15
problems V V -

28031 A Extract and uso marginal LI of 5 actIons 5 V V

Map - information from a
Reading 1:50,000 scale man
Part I - B Determine the Reprcsen— 2 of 3 actions 3 V

tative Fraction of map s
of unknown scale usin~ a

V DMA map of the same area
C Determine distances 2 of 3 actions 3

* using the Grathic (Bar)
Scale to within 2% of V

the distance measured V

D Determine elevations to 2 of 3 a~tions 3 V

the correct 1/2 contour
interva l

E Identify topographical 2 of 3 actions 3
features on a DTlft V

1:50,000 map , given three
sets of UT71 coordinates

28031 F Dete rmine percent slope 2 of 3 actions 3
Map to within 2~ on a V

Re ading 1:50 ,000 DMA ma!,
V ~Part II 0 Convert azimuths to V t h  2 of 3 actions 3V type azimuths to within

the accuracy of the
azimuth given

V H Locate unknown points to LI of 5 actions 5
within 100 meters using
methods or intersection , V 

V

— resection , and pol’.r -
coordinates V

V 

V 

-- V — ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ V V ~~V V~~~~~~ VV V - -  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ V -~~~
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• a .

L EXAM CRITERION V t-IAXIMUM
UNIT NR/ EXAM ACTI ON - 

- 
. .

• 
V V : FIELD ENTRY 0RADUATIO~ZTITLE SECT ELEMRNT V . 

- 

STAIVIDMID POINTS 
V

28031 I Convert UTM coordinates 2 of 3 actions V V

Part II - to geographic coordi—
( Cont) 

* 
V V nates -t.p within th~ree • V 

- 
V 

- V

• V - V V arc seconds : (3~~ on a
V 1:50,000 lilac. V

V V ’ 3 Convert geographic 2 of 3 actIons 
V

- 
V 

- 
V 

• coordinates to UTM - V - V V

coordinates to within
- 

V 100 meters on a .. *
. * V

1:50 ,000 map - • V ~~V - 
V

61910 A Plot locations/positIons 28 of 110 actions 
-- 

110
Overlay B Register overlay V 1 of 1. action 1
Prep C Make entries in title 7 Qf 10 actions 10

- block V 
V

61925 A r-Iake measurements on 1LI cf 20 actions 20
Photo~. vertical aerial photos -

grammetry B Make computations using 111 of 20 actions 20 V

any method

61265 A Check mission fo lder and - 9  of 13 aQtions 13
V II prepare mission record

Reports B Prepare IPIR - 

3 of.5 actions . 5
C 

- - Prepare ADP formatted 21 of’ 31 actions 31
. 0  - 

V 
- 

-

61935 A Plot vertical photo~ 30 0(1111 actions- 1111
. Plotting ~raphy V - 

V

Aerial B Plc-t oblique photo— 
- 

10 of 15 rtcticns 15
Photos graphy V

V 
- 612 115 A Make measurements using 9 of 12 actIons 12

• V TIIF AR-85 V V

V 61255 A rlaintain maintenance 3 or LI actions 11
V TI~1M3 records V

62805 A Prepare trafficability . 2- of 4 actions LI
V LOC and ~nd terrain analysis V

~~. Terrain study I V -

B Interpret enemy LOC 7 of 10 actions 10
C Se lect EZ Into ItO 5 of 8 actions 8

62850 A - Functionally analy ze 7 of 10 actions 10
TAC ID military Installations V V

— B Determine organi zation V V 2 of 3 actions 3
level of military units

C Identify equi~ment 17 of 25 actions 25

2

-_
- V ~~~~~~~~~ V V ~~ -~ 

V



EXAM CRITERION V MAXIMU M
UNIT NR/ EXAM ACTION FIELD Ei-~TflY GRADUATION

V V TITLE SiI CT ELEMENT V 
- STANDARD POINTS

62870 A Identify and interpret 7 of 10 actions 10
IR Inter— IR Imagery 

-

pretation -

62880 A Identify and interpret 7 of 10 actions 10
SLArt SLAR Imagery - -

Inter-
pretation V 

V 

V

2. Academi c Criteria for Graduation :

a. Achievement of the field entry standard for each criterion
action element listed in paragraph 1.

b. Demonstration of the necessary motivation , aptitude , and
V maturi ty to perform competently In the field .

c. II actebook : The student will be awarded from 0— 10
graduation points based upon the quality of his II Notebook.

3. Special Criteria for Graduation : Attainment of the minimum
standard cm the ?hyslcal Fitness Test as prescribed by UStiICS

- - 
Memo 632—1. V

- 

~~. 4. Academic Retest Policy :

a. Eligibility: A student fai ling up to six criterIon action
elements lioted in para;~raph 1 above will receive one retest of each
of the failed criterion action elements. A student f~.i1ing sevenor more criterion action e lements will be ineligible for retesting
without the approval of the Department Director .

- 

- V b. Scoring: A student passing the retest will retain the rrade
he earned on the fai led criterion action element and will be allowed
to continue the course. A student failin~ the retest will beconsidered substandard and handled In accordance wi th parr.gr~.ph 6
below. Retest results will be reported to Academic ~cc’~r~1s Div~.sion V

only as “Pass ” or “Fail. ”

5. Class Standing: The Maximum Graduation Point colum!1 In ~ara—
V graph 1 above provides the n~ *imum number of graduation points which

can be earned for each criterion action element . Cia: - ~t~’r ’dings
are derived from cumulative graduation point attainment for those
criterion action elements list .~c1 in paragraph 1 and naragraph 2c

V above .

3

(i V 
V 

--- - -~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~--- - - ----~~ - V - - V
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6. Substandard Performance :

a. A studen t failing to meet the graduation crIteria of para-•
graph 2 wIll be referred by the Department Director to the Deputy V 

-

I Commandant for Training and. Education with recommended disposition.
V 

b. A student who fai ls to meet the rraduatlon criteria of
paragraph 3 will be referred to the USAICS Commander for dIsposition.

- 7. These criteria become effective with Class 75—CB—10.

- 

:,2.~ ~~~~~ ~~~~~ ~ t (
G~ö~OE M. RODGERS (-

V Colonel , PA
Deputy Comrandant for - 

V

Training and Education

[H 4

- ~~ t~~~~~~~~~ V V *  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ • V V V_ VV V V _ V * V V V _ V V • V_7 Vj V V t t V t4_~~ V~~~~V — 
I
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US ARMY INTELLIGENCE CENTER AND SCROOL AdvS 
- - -

Advance Sheet 28050
- - Jun 75 :

- MAP READING

1.. BRIEF OF THIS INSTRUCTIONAL UNIT . This is a 4—hour unit of Instruction
on basic and advanced map read ing using standard DMA map sheets. The unit
is divided into two blocks of instruction, parts I and II.

2. PERFORMANCE TRAINING OBJECTIVE. As a result of this instruction the
student will use a military map, in the classroom, to accomplish the follow-
ing standards:

a. Part I. -

(1) Extract and use marginal information from a 1:50 ,000 scale map 4
of 5 times (P1 Texts 20190 and 20191).

(2) Determine the representative fraction (RF) of 2 of 3 maps of
unknown scale, using a DMA map of the same area (P1 Text 20192) .

(3) Determine 2 of 3 distances using the graphic bar scales to within
100 meters or 2 percent, whichever is greater (P1 Text 20192).

(4) Determine the elevation of 2 of 3 points to the correct one—half
contour interval (P1 Text 20193).

(5) Identify 2 of 3 topographic features on a 1:50,000 scale DMA map,
given three sets of UTM coordinates (P1 Text 20193).

b. Part II.

(1) Determine average percent of slope 2 of 3 tines to within t~~
percent on a DMA map (Pt Text 20193).

(2) Convert 2 of 3 azimuths to other type aziimaths to within the
accuracy of the azimuth given (P1 Text 20194).

V (3) Locate 4 of S unknown points to within 100 meters using the
methods of intersection, resection, and polar coordinates (P1 Text 20195).

(4) Determine the geographic coord inates of 2 of 3 points to within
three arc seconds (3”), given UTM grid coordinates on a 1:50,000 scale DMA
map (Pt Text 20196). -
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(5) Determine the UTH grid coordinates of 2 of 3 pointe to within 100
meters, given geographic coordinates on a 1:50,000 scale DMA map (P1 Text
20196).

3. PRECLASS ASSIGNMENT. Complete P1 Texts 20190 through 20193 prior to
your first class in map reading.

4. REQUIREMENT. None.

5. SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS. Bring to class Programed Texts 20190 through
20197 and associated map sheets.

6. ISSUED WITH THIS ADVANCE SHEET. Programed Texts 20190 through 20197,
FM 21—26 , FM 21—30 , FM 21—31, and maps L75232334, 150 1NJ525, V778X70624,
L70146636, L70146637, L70146536, and U798X39473 (stock numbers).

7. STUDENT OUTLINE. None.

L. 

2 
- 

V
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