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Laintaining the 1200 PSI Steam Propulsion Plant. This report describes
the AN/BQR—20A application in which Sonar Technician Teams from 12 FBM
submarines were given a diagnostic pretest and then retested approximately
5 months later. STs from four submarines were assigned to each of three
experimental groups: (1) a Control Group in which the participants were
given feedback on the pretest in terms of an overall percen tage score ,
(2) a Feedback Group in which the members were given both an overall per-
centage score and a written outline indicating their specific weaknesses,

• and (3) a Feedback + Training Group in which the members were given the
same type of information as the Feedback Group but were assigned specific
remedial training., Diagnostic testing/shipboard remedial tra ining appeared
to be successful 1~~both detecting and overcoming deficiencies of Fleet
personnel. Feedbac1~ alone was not sufficient to bring about improvement
in job performance. \
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Problem

The Personnel Readiness Training Program is concerned with the feasibilityof utilizing a diagnostic testing/shipboard re-medial training system to -
•improve the readiness levels of Fleet personnel. In such a system, per—formance—oriented tests, which focus on the essential skills needed to do ajob and refer to knowledges only as they are necessary to support those

-
• 

skills, are used to diagnose deficiencies in j ob performance. Self—instruc—t ional training materials which relate to essential aspects of the job areindividually prescribed to correct deficiencies revealed by the diagnostictests. To obtain information on how and where such a system might work,testing and training programs were developed for three applications: (1)the submarine Sonar Technician (ST) operating the AN/BQR—20A, (2) the sub-marine Missile Technician (?~ff) maintaining the Missile Test and ReadinessEquipment ~NTRE), and (3 )  the Boiler Technician (BT) operating and main—tam ing the 1200 PSI Steam Propulsion Plant.

— Purpose

The purpose of the effort described in this report was to determinewhether the testing and training programs developed for the ST applicationwere instrumental in improving the performance of STs who operate the• AN/BQR—20A. -

Approach

Sonar Technician teams from 12 Fleet Ballistic Missile (FBI4) submarineswere given a diagnostic pretest and then retested approximately 5 monthslater. The test items concerned both the knowledge considered essentialfor proper operation of the AN/BQR—20A and the skills required to set up 
-;• the front panel controls for various tactical situations . Three experi—mental groups, each consisting of ST teams from four submarines , were usedin the evaluation: a Control Group, a Diagnostic Feedback Group, and aDiagnostic Feedback + Training Group. Following the pretest, members ofthe Control Group were given feedback on their test performance in termsof an overall percentage score. Members of the Feedback Group were given• overa l l  percentage scores, but, in addition, were provided with a writtenoutl ine indicating t h e i r  Ind ividual  weaknesses . Members of the DiagnosticFeedback + Training GroLip were provided with the same type of information

• as the Feedback Group, but , addi t iona l l y,  were assigned specific remedialtraining materials covering their ind ividua l weaknesses .

Results

In genera l , on both the performance test and the equipment—relatedquestions on the written test, the Training Group showed significant improve—inent from pre— to poatteet while the Feedback and Control Groups showedlittle or no improvement .

vii :1
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Conclusions

1. For operation of the AN/BQR—20A, the diagnostic testing/shipboard
- training techniques which were developed are effective in both detecting

- 
and overcoming deficiencies .

1 2. In the ST application , feedback in the form of specific performanceL deficiencies was not in itself sufficient to bring about improvements in
job performance.

3. Sonar Technicans in the FB!1 Fleet appear to have deficiencies in
skills and knowledges related to the operation of the AN/BQR—20A.

- Recomeendat ion

• In order to improve the proficiency level of Fleet operators, it is-
• reconmiended that the AN/BQR—20A diagnostic testing/shipboard training pro—
- 

- gram be implemented. Implementation should start with a shipboard training
phase and diagnostic testing should begin at a later date.
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INTRODU CTIo N

Problem

The Personnel Readiness Training Program is concerned with the feasibility
of utilizing a diagnostic testing/shipboard training system to improve the
readiness levels of Fleet personnel.1 In such a system , performance—oriented
tests are used to diagnose deficiencies in job performance. Self—instructional
training materials that relate to essential aspects of the job are then in— —

dividually prescribed to correct deficiencies revealed by the diagnostic
tests.

Backgcound

The degree to which critical job skills can be improvel through a system
of d iagnostic testing and shipboard training may depend on the rating and/or
the type of task ir1volved . Therefore, to obtain information on how and
where the system might work, testing and training programs were developed
for three applications. The ratings and related equipments selected for
the program evaluation were: (1) the submarine Sonar Technician (ST)
operating the AN/BQR—20A , (2) the submarine Missile Technician (NT) main-
taining the Nissile Test and Readiness Equipment (MTRE), and (3) the Boiler
Technician (BT) operating and maintaining the 1200 PSI Steam Propulsion
Plant . These ratings and equipments were chosen because they were critical
to the missions of their ships and they contained a sufficient variety of
operator and maintenance tasks to permit the results to be generalized to
other areas. Additionally ,  there was evidence that performance deficiencies
might he present in these areas.

Purpose

- - I The purpose of this effort was to determine whether the testing and
training programs developed for submarine Sonar Technicians (STs) were
instrumental in improving their performance on the operation of the AN/BQR—20A.

The AN/BQR—20A, a passive sonar receiving set found on board all FBM
submarines, is used for detection and analysis of sonar contacts. In f u l —
filling their mission, a prime requisite for FIlM submarines is that they

• . avoid being detected by a potential adversary . Because of its long—range
detection capability, the AN/BQR—20A serves a vital role in the mission of
these submarines. This specialized piece of sonar equipment requires only
a singl e operator and has a relative ly limited number of tasks involved in
its operation . Thus, within acceptable time limits, it was possible to test

• all major operator tasks and most auxiliary tasks. Additionally , since
th e AN/l~QR—20A is installed at most submarine shore facilities, testing
could be accomplished ashore with the actual equipment during FIlM submarine
off—crew periods.

_________

1 1,.iabs, C. J., Main , R. E., Ahrams , A. J . ,  & Steinet nann , J. H. A personnel
readiness training program: Initial project developments (NPRDC Special
Report 75—A).  San Diego : Navy Personnel Research and Development Center ,
April 1975.

1
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HETI hOD

Description of Materials

AN/BQR—20A Operator Task Analysis

It is generally accepted that training and testing materials are
most valid when they are derived from a task analysis. When this project
began , no task analysis was available for the operation of the AN/BQR—20A.
Therefore , initial effort s were devoted to developing a detailed task
analysis. This was (lone by (1) breaking down the overall operator task
into the specific tactical employments of the system (i.e., detection ,
contact investigation , tracking, and auxiliary uses), (2) outlining , for
each tactical employment, a step—by—step procedure for properly setting the
front panel and cathode ray tube (CRT) controls according to operational
doctrine , and (3) providIng, at each step in the procedure , an explanation
as to why that particular control setting was recoimnended by doctrine. In
this task analysis effort , operational doctrines of Commander Submarine
Force , Atlantic (COMSUBLANT ) and Commander Submarine Force , Pacific

r (COMSURPAC ) were used as authoritative sources. Since the doctrines were
not explicit for contact investigation, procedures recommended by personnel
from the Navy Intelligence Support Center (NISC) were incorporated into
the task analysis. With this exception , the analysis is consistent with
doctrine promulgated by COHSIJBLANT and COMSUBPAC. The final version was
revlewe(l in detail with experienced STs in the Fleet, and with personnel
at NTSC, at Submarine Development Group TWO, and at the Submarine School,
New London .2

Diagnostic Test

The diagnostic test ins t ruments , consisting of a hands—on performanc e
test and a wr i t t en  test , were based upon the task anal ysis.  For the pe r fo r —
inance test , the AN/ BOR—2 0A was interfaced with an AN/IINQ— 7 tape recorder ,
and tapes were used to provid e signal input into the system. Four tapes
were developed for this test; threc contained simulated sonar signals ,
produced by using signal generators , and one contained active sonar trans-
missions. In most instances , simulated materials were used to ensure that
an ST wou ld see a clear presenta t ion  on the CRT if he had the equipment

• set u p properly for a given problem. Prior to administration of the per—
forrnaiw e test , the ST was given a set of written instructions which provided
necessary background Information and outlined the tasks he was expected
to perform. The test required each ST to set up the equipment and to
perform thin search task , the contact investigation task , and the tracking
tasI~ on three separate tapes. On two of these tapes , he was also required
to set lip th e equi pment to perform a signal—to—noise ratio (SNR ) calcula—
t i o n .  On the fou r th  tape , he was required to set up the equipment for
a p ing in te rcep t ion .  In summary,  then , each ST was required to perform
t he f o l l o w i n g  tasks : three search , t hr ee contact inves t iga t ion, three
t r ack ing ,  two SNR (-alculatlons , and one ping interception.

2This task a na l y s i s  is a c l a s s i f i ed  document.  Copies are available to
-

- - author ized  pe rsonnel upon request to this Command . Requests should he
• add ressed to the a t t en t ion  of Code 302.
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In t lue performance test , the emphasis was on accuracy in sel ec t ing
those front panel and CR1 contro l settings which were recommended by opera-
tional doctrine for given tactical situations. Thus, all pertinent front
panel and CRT controls had to be properly set for each problem. Those con-
trols on which the various settings have little effect on system performance
(e.g., slope control) were not considered in scoring. Also, for controls

— 
on which a particular set t ing may be partially a matter of personal preference
(e .g. ,  CRT brightness control) ,  any selected setting was scored as correct
if it fel l  within an acceptable range. In the case of the CRT brightness
cont rol , a given setting was scored as incorrect only if it was so bright
or so dim that pertinent information might be lost or obscured on the CRT .
A highly quali f ied rater observed the performance of each ST as he set up
the equipment. When the rater was informed by the ST that he had completed
a problem, the rater recorded the position of each pertinent switch on a
scoring sheet specially designed so that the actual scoring could be done
later. Scoring procedures are described below:

1. On the search task, 11 switches were scored on each of the three
problems, resulting in a total of 33 observations per ST.

2. For the contact investigation task, the test instructions pro—
vicled two hypothetical conditions for performing the task. In the first
condition (applicable to the first two problems), the ST was told that the
tactical situation was such that it provided ample time to make a thorough
investigation of the contact . In the second condition (applicable to the
third problem), the ST was told that the tactical situation provided only
minimum time to investigate for additional contact information. This was
done since somewhat different procedures are required in each of these tac-
tical situations. On each of the first two problems, 11 switches were scored ;
on the third , 10 switches were scored, yielding a total of 32 observations
per ST.

3. On the tracking task, 11 switches were scored on each of the
three problems, resulting in a t t a l  of 33 observations per ST.

4. The p ing in ter ception task involved one problem in wh ich the
ST was r equir ed to set up the equipment to intercept a ping pulse of un-
known frequency. For this task , seven switches were scored for a total of
seven observations per ST.

5. For the SNR calcu la t ion  task , the ST was required——in two
problems——to set up the equi pment to make a SNR calculation and then , f r om
the CR1 presenta t ion , to report the approximate dIl value of the ratio . Since
t he stress of the performance test was on correct set—up procedures , the ST
was not required to appl y co rrection fac tors  to determine the exact dB values.
Inasmuch as this measurement can be made at a variety of front panel control
settings , only the mode switch and the dB value for the ratio were scored ,
yielding four observations per ST.

For each ST , there were 109 operational steps that were observed over a
total of 12 problems .

-~~~~~~~~
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When scoring the test , the switch positions recorded on the answer
sheets were compared to predetermined standards. The standard established
for the ind ividual swi tches was the switch position recoiuunended by operational
doctrine for the given tactical situation. Since each switch setting was
recorded by the rater  during the test and the scoring sheets were later com-
pared against predetermined standards , subjective ju d~ nent s on the part
of the rater were largely avoided , both during the observation of performance
and in the scoring of the test. As a check on the amount of rater subj ec-
tivity that might still be present, the objectivity of the performance test
was evaluated by using two trained observers during the pretesting of ST
teams from three submarines and comparing their observations.

The 42—item written test focused upon specific knowledges considered
to he essential for proper operation of the system. Thirty—one of these
questions were related specifically to the operation of the ANIBQR— 20A , and
11 were concerned with  general sonar knowledges which bear on the proper
u t i l iza t ion  of th is equipment . Questions in the latter category covered
such a reas as selection of appropriate passive sonar under given conditions
and calculation of the f i gure—of—merit  when the values for the terms of
the equation were given. In general , the writ ten test covered areas which
were not covered in the performance test.  Both the performance and wr i t ten
tes ts  were tried out on ST teams from FIlM submarines before data gathering
began.

Remedial Shipboard Training Materials

The shipboard training materials consisted of six self—instruct ional
uni t s , five logic tress , two ¼—inch training tapes , and six drills . In
general , the self—instructional units presented basic information on system
ope rat ion and the recom m ended se t t ings for , and the proper relationship
bet ween , the individual front  panel and CR’r controls for various tactical
employment s of the system. The logic trees provided the trainee with a
systematic procedure for properly setting up the AN/BQR—20A for search,
tracking, contact investigation , determination of SNR, and ping intercep-
tion. The two 1;—inch training tapes, which contained simulated sonar

— signals, were used in conjunction with the six drills to provide hands—on
training on the equipment . The tapes provided signal input to the AN/BQR—20A
via a tape recorder , so that the trainee could observe a presentation on
the CRT as he worked through the drills.

There was one drill for each of the tasks (e.g., search, track,
contact investigation). The drill format p rovided a switch—by—switch
procedure for setting up the front panel and CRT controls for that par-
ticular tactical employment of the system. For each switch, the proper
setting was given and an exp lanation was provided as to why that part icular
setting was recommended for the given situation. In a separate column, the
incorrect sett ings for  each switch were shown and an explanation was given
of the adverse e f f e c t s  each incorrect setting could have on system perfor—
maccc. This format for  the drills enabled one trainee to act as an instructor
while another set up the controls on the equipment for the given problem .
With t his method , imediate feedback on any error in setting a switch was

- 

- 

- -
. given to the trainee a long  with an explanation as to why that incorrect

se t t ing  was undesirable in terms of system performance.

5
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Shipboard training materials were assigned on the basis of diagnostic
test error patterns. For this purpose, performance test results were analyzed
both in terms of: (1) the number of times an individual switch was set in-
correctly across all tasks and (2) the number of control panel and CRT switches
set incorrectly within each task. Errors on specific written test items and
the number of t imes an individual switch was set improperly in the performance
test were used as the basis for assigning the self—instructional units. The
logic trees and the drills were assigned on the basis of the number of
switches set incorrectly within each task. Members of the Training
Group were asked to complete their assigned training materials at times
convenient for them during their subsequent patrol. A master list of training
material assigned to each individual ST was provided to the Leading Petty
Officer (LPO) for purposes of monitoring training and maintaining a record
as each ST completed the assigned materials. Just how and when the training
was to be accomplished was left up to the discretion of the ind ividual
LPOs. The reconinended progression in using the training materials was from
self—instructional un i t s , to logic trees , to drills.

Experimental Conditions

The experimental design shown in Table 1 was used to evaluate the ST
application of the Personnel Readiness Training Program . As depicted in
the design , three experimental groups , each consisting of ST teams from four
submarines , were used in the evaluation: A Contro l Group, a Diagnostic
Feedback Group , and a Diagnostic Feedback + Training Group. Members of
all three groups were given the previously described diagnostic tests and
then were retested approximately 5 months later using the same tests. Since
the same tests were used for the posttest, no feedback concerning which
specific writ ten test items were missed or which specific control settings
were improperly set was given during the pretest. What happened to the
individuals in the inter im depended upon the group to which they were assigned .

Tabie l

Exper imen ta l  Design Used in ST Application of the
Personnel Readiness Training Program

Group Experimental Conditions
S

Cont rol Pretest with non— Patrol Posttest
specific feedback

Diagnostic Pretest with specific Patrol Posttest
Feedback feedback on weaknesses

Diagnostic Pretest with specific Patrol Posttest
Feedback + feedback on weaknesses AN/BQR—20A
Training and remedial training Training

assigned Package
onhoard

6
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Desc ription of Groups

Control Group. Following the pretest , ST teams in this group were
given feedback on their test performance in terms of an overall percentage
8core . For example , an ST participating in this group might be told that
he answered 70 percent of the written test items correctly and set 62 percent
of the controls in the recommended positions on the performance test. Members
of this group were not provided with any information concerning their specific
deficiencies and they were not given suggestions or directions as to how
their deficiencies might be corrected .

Diagnostic Feedback Group. Following the pretest , members of this
group were also given overall percentage scores but , in addition, they were
provided with a written outline indicating their individual weaknesses. This
out l ine pointed out specific weaknesses both in terms of (1) front panel and
CRT controls which had frequently been used improperly and (2) tasks
(e .g. ,  search , track , contact investigation) which showed overall perfor—
tnance deficiencies. For example, in addition to his test percentage scores,
an ST might be informed that he was weak on the use of the range control
switch and the signal gain controls and that his performance was inadequate

~~ on the tasks of search and contact investigation. As with the Control
Group, members of this group were not provided with any information as to
how their deficiencies might be corrected .

Diagnostic Feedback + Training Group. Following the pretest, members
in this group were given the same type of feedback as was given to those in
the 1)iagnostic Feedback Group, i.e., percentage scores and specific weak-
nesses in terms of individual switches and tasks. In addition, they were
assigned specific remedial training materials covering their individual
weaknesses. For example, if the test results for an ST in this group in-
dicated that his performance was deficient in the use of the range switch
and in the use of signal gain control switches, he was assigned the self—
Instructiona l units which covered the use of the range switch and the proper
settings for the gain control switches. Additionally, he was assigned logic
trees and drills for each area in which his performance was deficient .

Sample

ST teams from 12 Fleet Ballistic Missile (FBM) submarines——six Atlantic
Fleet (LANTFLT) and six Pacific Fleet (PACFLT)——partici pated in the program
evaluation . The testing program was carried out in the FIlM Fleet because:
(1) tl~e AN/BQR—2 0A is found onboard all FilM submarines , (2) the regularity
of the FIlM patrol cycle provided reasonable assurance that the t ime fram e
between pre— and posttest ing would be relatively constant across crews , and
(3) FIlM crews could be tested at shore faci l i t ies  during the off—crew period ,
thereby simplifying the problem of arranging for testing t imes and locations .

in L .ANT FLT , assignment of ST t eams to the various groups was made by
Commander, Submarine Group TWO for t h e  three submarines tested in New London
and Commander , Submarine Group SIX for  the three submarines tested in
Charleston.  In PACFI.T , however , the decision of group assignment was
le f t  up to the research team. Since pretesting was conducted ini t ia l ly
in LANTPLT, assignment of ST teams in PACFLT was done on the basis of
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the number of STs in a team in order to balance the number of participants
in each experimental group. Of the 69 STs who were pretested, 22 were
assigned to the Control Group, 23 to the Feedback Group, and 24 to the
Feedback + Training Group.

A total of 56 STs were included in the final sample.3 Length of Navy
experience for STs varied from a minimum of 10 months to a maximum of 18
years, with the average being 4.8 years. The distribution of paygrades
and the percentage of the total sample each represents are shown in
Table 2.

Tabl e 2

Percentage Distribution of Pay Grades in Experimental Groups

Diagnostic
Feedback + Diagnostic
Training Feedback Control
Group Group Group Total Sample

Pay Grades N=23 N18 N15 N~56

E— 2 /E—3 13 6 7 9

E—4 40 61 66 53

E—5 17 22 13 18

E—6 17 11 7 13

E—7 /E —8 13 0 7 7

Procedures

Fleet testing was conducted by members cf the research t eam at FIlM o f f —
crew ports at New London , Charleston , and Pearl Harbor. The procedure followed
In the testing program was to initially assemble an entire ST team in a
classroom to take the writ ten teat. Before the pretest was administered ,
the STs were asked to complete a short biographical questionnaire and they 4

3~ ç the original 69 STa who took the pretes t , 13 were unavailable for
posttesting due to diacharage from the Navy, transfer, or leave. Of the
56 STa included in the final sample, 8 had been assigned to various courses
at Fleet Anti—Submarine Warfare Training Center, Pacific (FLEA SWTRACENPAC),
San Diego. Arrangements were made with FLEASWTRACENPAC to retest these
students at the Center. None of them had received training on the AN/BQR—20A
in their courses at the Center. Since statistical tests revealed no differ—
ences between this student group and those remaining in the submarine crews,
the students were included in the final sample.

~18
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were briefed on the general purpose of the project and the procedures to be
fo l l owed  In the test ing program. However , they were not told tha t there
were three groups involved in the study . Depending upon the group to which
t hey we re assign ed , eac h team w~s told the type of feedback information they
would receive following testing. For example, members of the Training Group
were told that they would be given their percentage scores on the tests ,
an out l ine point ing out their individual deficiencies, and an ind ividualized
prescription for remedial training . In this briefing, it was stressed to
each team that they would be retested following their subsequent patrol.
At the completion of the written test, a time schedule for each individual
to take the hands—on performance test was arranged.

4 
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RESULTS AN!) DISCUSSION

In analyzing the data , a separate analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
performed on each of the ind ividual performance tasks and on each of
the categories in the written test. The values resul t ing from these
ANOVA s (F values) and levels of significance are reported in Table 3.
When the overall ANOVA for a given task resulted in a significant inter-
action, additional analyses were performed on the data to determine
simple main e f f e c t s .  The values resulting from these ANOVAs are presented
in Table 4.

Performance Test

For search, contact investigation, tracking, and ping interception, the
analyses were based upon the percentage of front panel and CRT control
switches that were set in the proper position according to operational
doctrine. In the case of SNR determination, however, both the switch set-
ting and the answer given for the ratio were included in the scoring. At
this point, three additional aspects of the scoring procedures should be
poin t ed out:

1. The number of switches scored varied across tasks since only those
• switches that  were relevant to performing a particular task were counted .

2. For those instances where a dependency relationship existed between
two switches , the scoring procedure was to charge only one error if the
switches were set at improper positions but in proper relationship to each
other for  the setting selected.

3. STs who made no attemp t to perform a given task on the pretest ,
contrary to test instructions to do so, were not included in the analysis
for that task, thus the group N’s differ across tasks.

In discussing the performance test , the results on the primary and
auxiliary uses of the AN/BQR—20A will be treated separately. The primary
uses are search , co n tac t investigation , and tracking, and auxiliary uses
inc lude ping in tercept ion and SNR ca lcula t ion.  In i t i a l ly ,  the discussion
will focus on the primary uses.

It
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Results on Primary Uses

There are differences in the percentage levels of both pre—and posttest
performance on the search, contact investigation, and tracking tasks; how-
ever, as shown in Figures 1, 2, and 3, there is a high degree of consistency
in how the individual treatment groups performed across these three tasks.
On all three tasks , the Training Group showed significant improvement while
the Feedback and Control Groups showed little or no improvement. For all
three groups , the pretest performance on these tasks was uniformly low.
Over all groups on the pretest , only about 75% of the front panel and CRT
controls were set properly on the search task , 65% on the contact investiga-
tion task , and 67% on the tracking task. While it is accurate to say tha t ,
under some conditions , all of the available contact information may be
obtained even when certain front panel controls are set improperly, the
danger is that , on other occasions , these improper settings m a y  make it
unlikely that vital contact information will be obtained . Further , in other

-• more serious cases , certain settings on some switches make it impossible to
obtain contact information. Additionally, overdriving the signal, a condition
observed frequently du ring testing, may crea te spurious, system—generated
ar t i fac ts  that can mask real contact info rmation or be misinterpreted as
relating to a nonexistent contact.

On the posttest , the Training Group improved significantly on all primary
tasks. The group set 92 percent of the front panel and CRT controls correctly
on the search task; 88 percent on the contact investigation task; and 80
percent on the tracking task. These figures represent an improvement in
performance from pretest levels of 16 percent on search, 22 percent on contact
investigation, and 11 percent on tracking. The fact that the greatest per—
centage improvement was shown on the contact investigation task is not

C 
surprising in view of the fact that existing operational doctrine on this
equipment is not explicit on cont~ct investigation procedures . As indicated
previously, since there was no existing doctrine, the standard adopted for
scoring this task in the testing program was based upon procedures recommended

• by job experts at NISC. These procedures were also incorporated into the
• training materials. Members of the Training Group were thus provided with

training documentation in an area where none existed before. The lowest per—
centage of improvement was shown on the tracking task. On this task , there
may have been leas motivation to learn the proper procedures due to many of
the STh’ attitudes toward the task. On the pretest , and to a lesser degree
on the posttest, many of the STs were somewhat resistive to performing this
task. A frequent comment was that on the job they were never required to
perform tracking, since active pursuit of a contact is not the primary mission
of P1311 submarines.

At this point , a question which may be asked is whether the level of per-
formance attained by the Training Group on the posttest is adequate for these
primary tasks. While this program did not deal specifically with the determina-
tion of cr iterion levels for performance , it is safe to say that the likelihood
of detecting a contact and maintaining a track is considerably enhanced when
a greater proportion of the switches on the control panel and CRT are set
properly. In this regard , it should be pointed out that the improvement shown
by the Training Group was achieved by spending only an average of 6.2 hours
on self—instruction lessons, 2.8 hours on logic trees, and 1.8 hours on drills
during one patrol. It seems reasonable to expect that having the training
materials readily available for refresher training could result in additional
improvement over tine.

14
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Figure 1. Pre- and Posttest Perfom-jance on the Search Task.
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R e s u i t H on A I L x i I I n r y I P ~~~~

For ~nixl I l ary  uses of the AN/ l~QR—2 OA , Like task areas of p ing Int er -
ception and SNR calculation were selected for testing. As shown in Figure 4 ,on the ping interception task no group showed significant improvement between
pre— and posttest ing,  although the trend of the Training Group was in the
expected direction. In view of the relatively high performance levels on the
pretest, failure to reach significance levels of improvement can probably be
attributed to a ceiling effect. As shown, the average pretest performance
level for the three groups was about 87 percent .

E 
~~~~

j  ::: .:ci:.:

~ 80-
C.)

- [ TRAINING n=20U.. FEEDBACK
4~~~. CONTROL n =12 I —

• 0 -J- l
PRE POST

Figure 4. Pre- and Posttest Perfoimance on the Ping Interception Task.

IOn the SNR determination task, the improvement between pre— and post— Itesting was better  for  al l  groups than for any other task. On the posttest ,
a l l  three groups shoved si gni f icant  improvement over pretest performance , but
t he groups did not di f fe r s t a t i s t i c a lly from each other. It should be pointed
out , however , that pretest performance levels were qui te  low , as shown in
Figure 5. Results on the SNR task are an exception to the general f ind ing . On 

4all of the other tasks , the Contro l and Feedback Groups showed l i t t le  or no
improvement between pre— and postte st ing .  This discrepant finding can probably
be accounted for by the nature of the SNR task. Since SNR can he calculated

17
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at a variety of front panel control settings, learning to do this task is
quite simple , even though -many STs could not do this task on the pretest .
It generally involves merely setting the mode selector switch to the proper
position and determining the approximate dB value from the CRT presentation.
In view of the simplicity of this task , it seems likely that learning occurred
from exposure to the pretest and this contributed to the improvement shown by
all groups.
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Figure 5. Pre- and Posttest Perfonnance on the Signal-to-Noise Ratio Task.

Written Test

There were two categories of questions included in the written test. The
first category contained 31 questions relating specifically to the operation
of the AN/BQR—20A. In general, these questions covered aspects of operation
which were not included in the performance test. The second category, con—
slating of 11 questions , pertained to general sonar knowledges which an operator
should know to properly utilize this equipment. When the written test was
constructed, it was anticipated that training materials would be developed :-
to cover these supporting knowledges ; however, due to time and personnel con—
straints it was not possible to develop such training materials before testing
began. Therefore, the two categories of questions were separately analyzed v-

18
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becau se the training mater ia ls  provided instruction on the former category of
questions but not on the latter. On the equipment—related questions, pretest
pe rformanc e by all groups was qui te  similar , as shown in Figure 6. On the
posttest , however, the Training Group improved significantly (13%) while the
Feed1~ack and Control Groups showed only slight improvement. On questions
concerned with general sonar knowledge, there was no significant difference
b :tween groups on pre— and posttesting, although all groups did show slight
improvement on the posttest. Since the training materials covered operation
of the AN/BQR—20A but not general sonar knowledges, it was expected that the
Training Group would show improvement on the equipment—related questions hut
would not improve appreciably on general sonar knowledges.
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~ 65- —
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CONTROL n=15 - -
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Figure 6. Pre-and Posttest Perfoimance on the Written Test.

It should be noted that , because of the overall low pretest performance
levels on both the written and performance tests, all members of the Training
Group were assigned most , or all, of the remedial training materials. Addi-
tionally, in most cases where certain units of training were not assigned to
an ST, the training logs indicated that he completed the unassigned units on
his own initiative. Thus, because of the overall need for training in the
case of this equipment , the value of diagnostic feedback was not as evident
as it might be in other applications of such a program. Ideally, diagnostic
feedback should provide for substantial savings in training time and effort to
the individual by pointing out those specific areas in which he should con-
centrate his training efforts.

19
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During posttest ing, members of the Training Group were asked to complete
a brief questionnaire in which they evaluated the value of the diagnostic
feedback information and the tra ining materials. On a 10—point scale , with
0 being essentially useless and 10 being very help ful , the value of the feed-
back informa t ion on specific deficiencies received an overall rating of 7.4.
On the same 10—point scales , the self—instruct ion lessons received an average

-: rating of 7.5 , the logic trees 6.9 , and the drills and associated tapes 6.0
in terms of how helpful these materials were in fulfilling personal needs
for training. In response to the question , “Do you feel that the use of these
training materials helped you to better understand the system and to operate
it more effectively?,” all of the STs answered yes with the exception of two
respondents who did not answer the question. When asked whether a program
which uses diagnostic tests to reveal deficiencies in performance and pre-
scribes remedial training should be implemented for other systems and ratings,
all of the STs answered yes except for one who did not answer the question.

Object ivit y of t he Perfo rmance Test

In a testing program of this nature , where test results are used both for
diagnosing performance deficiencies and prescribing remedial training, the
degree to which the test instruments are capable of yielding the same decisions
when used by d i f fe rent  raters is a major concern. Consequently, in the ST
application, the objectivity of the performance test was evaluated by using
two observers during the pretesting of 13 STs from three sonar teams. In
the 12 problems required of each of the 13 STs , a total of 1348 switch positions
were observed and separately recorded by each rater . Those instances in which
an ST did not at temp t a given problem were not included in evaluating the
results , since scoring all switches incorrect for unatteinpted problems would
result in an inf la ted  value of agreement between raters. Over the 1348
observations , there was 96 percent agreement between raters on the position
of the controls. This resulted in a Phi coefficient of .90 . Regarding the

• 4 percent disagreement , 62 percent of this amount was accounted for by the
-
• 

CRT controls on which some subject ivi ty  could not be avoided . An additional
12 percent of the disagreements resulted from one or the other observer failing
to mark a given control pos i t ion  on the scoring sheet. The high percentage of
agreement between the two ra ters  provides evidence that this test is suf—

• ficiently objective to yield essentially the same decision when used by various
ra te rs .

Reliabi l it y of t h e  Tests

H A rough check on the reliability of the test instruments was performed by
c a l c u l at i n g  the correlat ions between pre— and posttest results on both the
wr i t t en  and performance tests  for  the Control Group . The coefficients for both

• t he  w r i t t e n  test (r = .88 , n = 16; j~~ 
< .001) and the performance test (r .61,

n — 16 , ~ < .01 ) were s i g n i f i c a n t .  In view of the fact that the pre— and
• posttests were administered at least 5 months apart , these coeff ic ients  provide

evidence that the tests have a considerable degree of s tabil i ty over t ime.

20
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CONCIJJSTONS

The results from the 12 ST teams tes t ed indicate that , in the FBM f lee t ,
there are serious overall deficiencies in the operation of the AN/BQR—2 0A .
The t ra in ing  packages which were developed appear to be capable of correcting
these deficiencies. It shoul d be remembered that the considerable improve-
ment shown by the Training Group was the result of an average of less than
11 hours of t raining during one patrol .  It is likely that more extensive
use of the materials will result in additional improvement .

I n this applica tion of the Personnel Readiness fram ing program , feedback
in the form of specific performance deficiencies was not in itself s u f f i c i e n t
to bring about improvement in job performance. This could be due to a lack
of AN/BQR—20A training materials in the Fleet. During the course of this
project , it was found that existing documentatiofl, while technically accurate,
is inadequate and poorly organized from the training standpoint . Apparently,
membe r s of the Feedback Group believed the diagnostic information they were
given was help ful ;  on the posttest debriefing questionnaire, STs in the Feed—
back Group rated the value of the diagnostic feedback at 7.4 on a 10—point
scale with 10 being very helpful. Nevertheless, this group showed little or
no improvement on most tasks. It could be that, even though feedback informa—
tion ~as considered beneficial , the STs found it di f f icu l t  or impossible to

• overcome their deficiencies through existing documentat ion. If appropriate
training “‘-‘tcrials had been available, their performance might have shown
greater improvement on the post test .

S
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Because operator deficiencies seem to be very widespread in the FBM
f leet , it appears tha t the diagnostic testing/shipboard t raining program
should be implemented in two phases , s tar t ing with a shipboard training
phase and then incorporating a diagnostic testing phase . Since the diag-
nostic testing resulted in all of the STs being assigned most, or all , of the• t raining materials , initiation of AN/BQR—2 0A diagnostic testing in the FBM
fleet at this time would appear to be an inefficient solution to the problem .
Therefore , because of existing low performance levels , it would appear to be
more e f f ic ien t  to carry out implementation in two phases. In the initial
phase , one set of the shipboard remedial training materials would be dis-
tributed to the Sonar Division of each crew on all FBM submarines. This would
provide adequate training documentation which presently does not exist on t h is
equipment. In the second phase of implementation , which should occur

• approximately 6 months a f t e r  dis tr ibut ion of the training materials , di agnostic
testing would be initiated to determine fleet performance levels after exposure
to the training materials.  Refresher training from the shipboard training
package would be prescribed on the basis of test results. If , a f t er testing
a samp le o f FBM ST teams, it is found that  performance levels have improved
to an adequate level , t he diagnostic testing could be terminated . If , on the
othe r ha nd , performance levels of a significant number of STs are still found
to be inadequate , the diagnostic testing and assignmen t of r emedial t raining
should be continued . The test ing could be incorporated into an ongoing program
such as Operational Readiness Inspections.

For the initial phase , two sets of t raining mate r ials consisting of self—
inst ruct ional uni t s , logic trees, drills, and training tapes would be required
for each submarine. The estimated cost of reproducing the two sets of materials
would be $30.00 per submarine. For the second phase, the diagnostic testing
program would require a hig hly qualified AN/BQR—20A operator to administer the
test. He should be an ST of E—7 pay grade or higher. One AN/BQR—20A would be
required to conduct the performance test. Since this equipment is presently
installed at most submarine shore facilities , arrangements for time—sharing
could probably be arranged at the Fleet Training Centers or Sonar Information
Centers.  If a dedicated AN/BQR—2 0A is required , however , the app r oximate cost
of a new system is $22,500. The only additional requirement would be a class-
room for testing purposes.
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