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This report describes the conduct and results of part of a project
to develop training plans for Armor and Cavalry Reserve Coti ,00en ts1 vhicb
use the M48A5 tank . The purpose of the pork described her .wa* to identify
the constraints tha t ni ght a f fec t  desi gning and delivering training for
Armor and Cavalry National Guard ‘.g~its.
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and service practice tiring.
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2 • Consideration should b. given to havi ng at isaac one
tank at cac~ armory .
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D . ,  Rot include ceatral roles for 1*30 and P~ bile Training
Teams in delivering instruction.
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SRI IS

T h i s  report describes tI. conduc t and ~es~d t o  of part of t I . .  ~.uk
~~~~~~~~~~~~~ on a ~,)s~ : :.. 4~~.clop ::a~n~ n~, ~~~~~ for Mno r ~t .

~~~~~ o~j~onsr .cs- ~~~~~~~~~ .me IL. ~~~~~ ~~~

REQU1RZ~W.NT

The requ irement to .1~~ Ch thi work desc ribed hers wan addreae~ d ~~~to identity the constraints chat night stfsct de.i~ ntng and dsiiv.rtn ,
t ra ining for Armor and Cavalry National Cuard molts .

P K~)CEDURE

Letter s of inç~ 1ry and associated da t a- rs~ ord ing forn ~ V •t c  S i lt

to 210 A rmor and Caval ry Nationa l Guard molts which ~ -re identified ~l th
help from Readiness Ra gL an IV , the Nati onal Guard Bureau, and the Fort
Knox TASO . The coM in. d respo nse rate for Armor and Caval ry taits ~.ns 96
percent (201 of 210 mofts).

FINDINGS

Data were pre sented on:

1. LM it identification . ~~~~ 

,/
‘

2. Numbe rs and kinds of t anks at armoriaa~
WETS (blank-end Training Sites ) , and £15
(Annual Tra ining Sites).

3. Trave l by tmits to ~ET5 . £15, and
sub calib er ranges.

4. Amo~mts and kinds of practice , including
nuvèers of H1JTA held at WETS and at /
armo ries , and frequency of subealibe r
and service practice firing.

~“Reserve Componen ts” as used In thin report , refer to National Guard
and U .S. Army Reserve unit s .  ~ith few exceptions, the only Reserve
Components that are using or schedul*d to use the M4 8A3 t ank are Armor
and Cavalry National Guard moL ts .



S. Ava i lab i l ity  of ans for firing guese ry
tab les , and of support f rom TASO and hobile
Training Tea...

~~~~

The survey lata •u$gsst.d severa l implica t ions wti ch will be ~ er
later in th , projec t , when nsw training is 4.sl~~cd for Armor and Cavalry
Nationa l Guard molt s:

1. Efforts to improve precision in defin ing .
measuring, and reporting “quail (1 cation ”
should be cont inued.

2. Cons I deration should be given to having
at least one tank at each armo ry.

3. New training for the 1148*3 sbould*

A. Be de live rable , as much as possible,
at arm ori es .

S. Capitalize on similari t ies b t ~~en 1148*3tasks and M$A1/A2 t asks .

C. Incorp orat , increased uee of subcalib.r
devices at armories . (This reco~~~nd atio n
mus t be tempered by the reservation that
litt le is kn~~in about the effe ctiveness
of aubcaiiber dqvic.s.

D. Not include central roles for TASO and
?bbile Training Teams in deli vering
instr uction .
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ARMOR AND CAVALRY NATIONAL GUARD T~~~~ IN~ CC~~ TRAU~TS

IHTRODUCTIO11

A maj or pur pose of th~ Pc.r~ ~~~~~~~~~ :...i dene ~onrranc ~~~~~ Sy ste t ~
Skills and Training Structure , ’ DAfl C ~9— 76 — C—O0O t) t s t o design train-
ing plans for Armor and Cava .r y Rase~ve Co~~onen t s. As ~~~~~~ of net~t-
thg this purpose . it was necessar y to Ident i fy  the training r.sourcc~
available to Reserv e Components , and the cons t raints that migh t a ltec
the design and delivery of t raini ng . A s~~~~ ry of the t ra ining
resources is presented in O ’Bri en , it ~~~~~~~~~ The trai n ing constra ints
are the subject of the present meme~andua .

DATA COLLECT 1011

The search f or data on t raining con~.tra1n ts began ear ly Lu the
project — before the project was in fac t begun . Th. proposal ~or th e
project 2 discussed problems associated v ith ~

• Limited trai nI :.~ tims.
• Pe rs onnel turbulen ce, due to the influx

of new personnel, and to frequent r edes—
ignat ion of Reserve Component units.

• Morale .
• Unava ilab ility of operatto nol equipment.
• Maintenance of Reserve Component equip—

ment by civilians .
• Reliance on lecture—based instruction .
• Limi ted availabili ty of trathing sttes

for conducting map maneuvers , f ield
train ing exercises , and comman d pos t
exercises .

• UnavailabIli ty of training devices and
supplemental inst ruc tional material s .

• Limited use of available programs mater-
ials , methods , and devices by Reserve
Components , as the possible results of :

10’Bri en , Richard E . ,  Ford , 3. Patrick , and Boldovici , John A.
Media Catalog for National Guard Armor and Cavalry Un ir~s.
Project Memor andum No. 5 CDMC 19—76 C—000l) . Fort Xnox ,
Kentucky, 1977.

2Boldovici , John A. Proj c~ al for Tank Systems Skills and
Trainin& Structure.  H umRRO: Alexand ria , Vi rg inia , 19 75 . 

— - 
•. 

— —-



1. Unr onsiveness to tr..~ nir~ ne’-d8
as t~:c..~ive d by unit  com~ ir.th~r s.

2 . Limitt . d know1cd~ e on tLe p.~rt of
conmu~r~thr s  with respect to what
is ~v~ i1~ b~~

3. ~i i g~ cost or “ red t~ ;~ s~ c~~-te~
with acccs~.ing the ~~~~~~~ for
train ir.~,.

4. Attitudinal ani other co..s~ c.erations.
The discussion of the problems noted above is reproduced as Appc~nd~x A

of this memorandum.
In response to pre—contract r.eootidtion qL1~;t ioflb, a sunxnary o:

studies of Reserve Componen t problems was prepared 1 wh.~ch encompassed
studies by :

• HumRRO .
• The Board for ~y nat~~c Tr~inir.~;.
• The Williamson Study .
• The Offica of Secretary of Defense .

• The Strategic Studies InStit~~c.

• Research Analysis Corpor..~cioz..
• The American Institutes for Researct.,
and Litton Systens , nc.

The summary is attached to t~,is memorandum as .ppendix B.
Information from the sour.c~ c~t~ d above was p~~ . r.t~ d dLri~~;

the conduc t of the project by informal discussions w..t~ personnel fron
Readiness Region VI , the National Guard Bureau , and the ~ort Kr.o’: TASO .
Al though some demographic and descri~~tiv. .  data were fo~ ric , it soon
became apparen t that no compreher.sive and detailed information on
National Guard training constraints ~os avai l~bie. A decision was
therefore made to survey National Guard units  for inforn ~ tion th a t

might bear on the design of new training. Letters c.f inquiry cnd assoc-

iated data—recording forms were sent to Armor and Cavalry ~ational Guard
units identified via the sources mentioned above . The letter of
inqui ry and a list of the survey questions are attached as Appendix C.
Information of the following kinds was elicited :

• Unit identification .
Nuxthers and kinds of tanks .
Force characteristics .

• Travel requirements .
• Amounts and kinds of practice .
• Support availability.

1Boldovici , John A . and Osborn , Li lllc~. C. ~~~~~~~~~~ :o
Questions re. H umRRO ’s Resp onse to ~~Q JA~C 

l9-76-ç-COC1 (”TcnJ~
systems Skills and Trathir .g Structure ”) . ~~u~~ RRO: Alex~ndrio ,

Virginia , March 1976 .
2The scope here was limitec to \r . .~ : and ~ ivo1ry tonal ~uard ~.:nit s.

To have included the few tS Army Reserva units cnat use tanks
would have complicated t~~ analysis 

unnecessarily , with no obvious

increase in the uti l i ty of ~he data.

- -~~~~~~~ ~ i~~i ~~~~~~~~~~~~~



UNI T IDE1~’T~F~CATION

Several questions in the survey t~l Icited tdenUtyis~. inf orm.—
tion about the Armor and Cav~~1ry Nationa l Gua rd un its . Personnel
fro m ReadIness Region VI , Nat iona l Guard Bureau: K.ntucky Mju:an~
General ’s Off ice;  Armor School~ ~~~~~ t!~e Fort Knot Tr.ini’~ Ai ds
Services Office (TASO) also supp lt~~. inf orm ation on unit Identi-
fication

Figure 1. shows the numbers and location s of Armo r and L~ v~alry
Na tional Guard units , as determined from the source s mentioned
above . One hundred thirty Armor units and 76 Cavalry units ~tr e
identified . As can be seen in ?iyur~ 1, the ~miti ar e concentrat ed
in California , Texas , Ohio, New Jersey and the Soucheaatern ~nit.d
States . Twenty—three of the Cavalry and two of the Armor umit~.
are “split ” units; that is , have sobord ina ce uniti in more than one
state

Table 1 shows the number of states in which the A rmor and
Cavalry units are located , and the number of states reapondIn~ tc
the survey . Three states , represen ting three Armor and three Cav-
alry units , did not participate. Three additional Cavalry units
were “lost.” These were parts of larger units that were stationed
in a state other than the respond ing one .

Table I
Numbers of States wi t~ Armor Units ,

Cavalry Un its, and Both ; and
Number Participating in Survey

Number of states
with Armor units 26

Number of states
with Caval ry units 36

Number of states
with Armor and Cavalry
units 19

Number of states 
*par ticipating in survey 33

*Includes Puer to Rico

Table 2 summarizes the numbers af units participating in the sur-
vey. Here it can be seen that the tomb ined response rate for Armor
and Cavalry was 96 percent (201 of 210 units).

-
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i~~ 1~5 2

Numbers of Armor ~~ C~ v~~ry Ur.its
Iden tified , and Numbers I .r c~p~ ttnè~. in Survey

Nunber Number P~ rcer.t
Identified Responding Responding

Armor * *Units 134 131 98

Cavalry
Units 76 

— 

70 92

All Units 210 201 96

*Includes 11 Cavalry troops .

DATES ACTIVATED (IT~ 4 3)

A summary of the years when the Armor units and Cavalry units
were activated is presented in Table 3, where it can be seen that 60
percent of the responding units were activated between 1950 and 1969.

Table 3

Dates of Act ivation
f or Armor Units and

Cavalry Uni ts

Activation Armor Cavalry All Units
Dates Number Percent Number Percent NunberjPercent

1970—1976 27 21 17 25 44 22

1960—1969 36 28 25 37 61 31

1950—1959 39 30 18 26 57 29

1940—1949 23 18 8 12 31 16

Pre—1940 3_ 2 O 3 3 2

TOTALS 128 99 
- 

68 j 100 196* 1OC

*Three Armor units and two Cavalry ui~.ts that participated in
the survey did not respond to this item .

5
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TYPES OF PARE NT UNITS (ITE M 15)

Respondents were asked to confirm or correct entries on the d.Ita
recording forms , about the l ocations and type s of their parent unit s .
The responses about geographic location wer e used to .i.eck and :ev~.se
the tnformatior. in Figure 1 ~page 4~ The responses about parent
unit. are ~unmarised in Table 4, where it can be seen that  th e units
are about evenly distributed between National Guard Divisions (84
units — 42 percent of 201 responding) and separate brigades (86 units —

44 percent of 201). A smaller number of units (29 — 14 percent of 201)
are separate battalions or squadrons .

Table 4

Numbers and Percents of Armor and Cavalry
Units by Types of Parent Units

Armor Cavalry All UnitsTypes of Parent Uni ts Numb
~~TPe

rcent Number Percent Number Percent

Armored Division 36 27 5 7 41 20
Mechanized Division 12 9 3 4 j5 7

I nf a n t ry  Division iS 11 23 19 ~8 14

Armored Brigade 18 14 3 4 21 10
Infantry Brigade 18 14 13 19 31 15
Armored Cavalry Regiment 9 7 27 39 36 18
Separate Armor Battalion 2~ 18 0 0 23 11

Separate Cavalry Squadron 0 0 6 9 6 3

TOTALS 131 100 70 101 201 _98

ACTIVE ARMY AFFILIATION (ITEM 16)

Twenty—five Armor and eigh t Cavalry units are affiliated with Active
Army organizations. The types of Active Array organizations with which
each of the 33 National Guard units is affiliated are shown in Table 5.

6
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Table 5

N~~~ ers and Types of Act ive
Arii~ Organizations with Which
Armor/Cavalry National Guard

Units are Afftliated

Active Army Organizations

National Armore d Caval ry Infantry Airmobile Cavalry TOTALS
Guard Units Division Division DivisIon Division Regiment 

________

Armor Units 6 6 12 1 25

Cavalry Uni ts 0 0 4 1 3 8

TOTALS 6 6 16 1 4 33

PRESENT AND PROJECTE D (FOR NE)C1 YEAR) TRAININ G
READINESS CONDITIONS ( ITEMS 30 AND 31)

Details of present and projected training readiness conditions
are classified and cannot be reported here . The progressive
capability of the training system was reflected in a tendency to
“project up ” one readiness level : units in REDCON III this year ,
for example , being projected to be in REDGON II next year.

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



NUMBERS AND KiNDS OP TANKS

Indirect indications o the extent to which inhibition or nega-
tive transfer will be a problem in trainin~ can be obtained by
examining equipment turbulence; rhac is, equipment changes and dif-
ferences from training site :c trath~ ng site , ta~ from :~me t~~ t ine
The survey included several questions about the numbers and types of
tanks available at armories, available at week end training sites
(WETS) , and issued at annual training sites (ATS); and on the length
of time that the tanks had been at the three training sItes .

NUMBERS AND KINDS OF TANKS AT ARZ4)RIES (ITEM 4)

Eighty—five of the 200 units (43 percent) respondin g to this item
reported having no tanks at their armories. The remaining 115 respond—
ing units reported having a total of 274 tanks, of which 100 (37 per-
cent) are M48A1 and 110 (40 percent) are 1160. Additional details about
the numbers and kinds of t anks available at armories are show n in
Table 6.

Table 6

Numbers of Tanks at Armories ,
By Types of Tanks and Types of Uni ts

_____ ______ 
Types of _Tanks_ 

______ _______

____________  
M48A1 M48A2C M48A5 M60 M6OA1 M551 None TOTAL

,, Number of Tanks 83 0 6 77 17 0 —- 183

~ Number of Units 33 0 5 31 9 0 53 131
Mean 2.5 0 1.2 2 .5 1.9 0 0 1.4

Number of Tanks 17 1 6 7 33 14 14 —— 91

~~Number of Units 9 1 1 2 14 7 4 32 69
‘U 1~~~~0 Mean 1.9 j  6.0 3.5 2 .4  2.0 3.5 0 1.3

~a ~jNumb er of Tanksf 100 6 13 110 31 14 —— 274

~~
‘
~ Nuirber of Units I 42 

____  
7 45 16 4 85 ~~~~~~~

Mean L 2. 4_ 6.0 1.9 2 .4 1.9 3.5 0 1.4
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TENURE OF TANKS AT ARMORIES (ITEM 5)

Table 7 sunsnarizes the mean number of years that each type of
tank has been at Armories of the 115 units . The two most numerous
tanks , the M48A1 and the M60 , have been at armories for  an averagc
of 5 8 5  and 2 years reepect~vely

Table 7

Mean Numbers of Years Tanks Have
Been at Armories

____ _____- 
Ty es of ____ ________

________ 
M48A1 M48A2C M48A5 M60 M6OA1 M551 All Tanks

Armor 5.93 0 0.38 2.26 2.81 0 3.76

Cavalry 5.52 5.75 0.54 1.53 2.28 1.93 2.75
Armor &
Cavalry 5.85 

— 
5.75 0.42 2.03 _2.58 1.93 3.43

TYPES OF TANK PREVIOUSLY Al’ ARMORI ES (ITEM 6)

Table 8 shows the numbers of units that previously had various
kinds of tanks at their armories. Over half  (74 of 132 — 56 percent )
of the units responding to this item reported having M48A1. and M48A3
tanks replaced with other tanks .

Table 8

Types of Tanks Previously
at Armories

Types of Tanks Armor Units Cavalr5 Units All Unit s_
M41 4 7 11
M41A1 0 1 1
M41A3 0 1 1
1147 11 2 13
M48 1 0 1
M48A1 28 22 50
M48A 2 5 6 11
M48A2C 9 1 10
M48A3 21 3 24
M60 3 1 4
M55l 1 5 6

TOTALS 83 49 132

9
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NUMBERS AND KINDS OF TANKS AT WETS (ITEM 7)

Eight of the 200 units (4 percent) responding to this item
reported having no tanks at their WETS. Another 15 of the responding

units (7.5 percent of 200) indicated the model of tank avaIlable at

the WETS , but not the quantit’j. The response of the 177 units that
provided data on both numbers and kind of tanks at their WETS are
presented in Table 10, where it can be seen that the most numerous
tanks at WETS are those that also were most numerous at armories (see

Table 6): the M48A1 and the M60. The 177 units for which complete

data were available reported having a total of 1185 tanks, of which
1000 are M48A1, 1148A5, and M60.

Tab le 9

Nuubert of Tanks at WETS,
By Types of Tanks and Types of Units

______ ______ 
Types_of Tanks — ______________

_______________ 

M48A1 M48A2C M48A5 M60 M6OA 1 MBSi_ Tota341~~~
955

Armor Units 286 0 264 297 108 0 ~~-“i2J 7.8
230

Cava~~y Units — 
47 6 — 

44 62 36 35 54 4.3

Armor and
Cavalry 333_ 6 308 359 144 35 177 6 .7

10
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TENU RE OF TAN KS Al WET S (ITEM 8)

Table 10 summarizes the mean number of years that each type of
tank has been at the WETS of 177 responding units. As was the case with
tanks at armories (sea Table 7), the M48A1 ±e the ~‘~ 1dest ’ tank at WETS .

Table 10

Mean Numbers of Years
Tanks Have Been at WETS

_______ ________ 
Types of Tanks 

_____ _________

_________ 
M48A]. M48A2C M48A5 M60 M6OA1 M551 All Tanks

Armor 4.52 0 0.78 2.14 3.13 0 2.89

Cavalry 5.00 2.50 0.43 1.23 2.09_ 1.77 1.85
Armor &
Cavalry 4 .59 2.50 0.68 1.84 2.67 1.77 2.56

TYPES OF TANKS PREVIOUSLY AT WETS (ITEM 9)

Table 11 shows the numbers of units that previously nad various
kinds of tanks at their WETS . Over half (87 of 164 53 percent) of
the units responding to this item reported having M48A1 tanks replaced
with other tanks .

Table 11

Types of Tanks Previous ly
at WETS

Types of Tanks Armor Units Cavalry Units All Units

M4l 1 6 7
M41A1 0 1 1
M47 1 2 3
M48 3 1 4
M48A1 54 33 87
M48A2 5 7 12
M48A2C 9 2 11
M48A3 18 8 26
M60 9 0 9
M6OA1 0 0 0
M55]. 1 3 4

TOTAL 101 63 164

11
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N UMBERS AND KINDS OF TAN KS AT ISSCED ATS (~TE~ 10)

Thirteen of the 197 units (6.6 percent) responding to this Ite~n
r~~orted the types, but not the numbers of tanks Issued a: their ATS,
The remainIng 184 responding units reported havin g a zotal af 731
tanks issued , of which 606 (35 percent~ wer� M60 , 557 (32 r e rcent )
were M4 BA1, and 332 (19 percent) were M6OA1. The number of tanks
issued to each unit at ATS ranged from 7 to 17. Additional detaila
ab out the numbers and kinds of tanks available at ATE may be found in
Table 12.

Table 12

Numbers of Tanks Issued at ATS ,
By Types of Tanks and Types of Units

______ 
T1p es of  Tanks_____ — _________

______________ 
M48A1 M48A2 b448A2C M48A5 M60 M6OA 1 M551 All Tanks

Number of Tanks 477 0 0 141 504 276 0 1398
Number of Units 46 0 

- 
0 14 42 23 0 125

Mean 10 .4 0 0 10.1 12.0 12.0 0 11.2

~‘ Number of Tanks 80 18 9 27 102 56 42 334

Number of Units 16 3 1 4 16 9 10 59
0 Mean_ 5 6.0 9.0 6.8 6.4 6.2 4.2  5.7

~a~~~Numb er of Tanks 557 18 
— 

9 168 606 332 42 1732

~ Number of Units 62 3 1 
— 

18 32 ~~~ 184

Mean 9j .  6.0 9.0 9 .3  10.4 10,4 4.2 9 .4

Forty of the 197 units (20 percent) responding to this item m di— j
cated that some of the models they were issued at ATS were different
from the tanks used at home station . Table 13 shows the number of
units involved in various transitions from one model at home station
to another at.ATS .

12
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Table 13

Numbers of Units Using One
Model of Tank at Home Station, and

Another at ATE

Models of Tanks
Number

at Home Station at ATS of Units

M48A1 M48A2 3
M48A1. M6OA1 6
M48A2C M60 1

M4 8A5 M48A 1 6

M48A5 M60 3
M48A5 M6 OA1 2

M60 M48A1 12

M60 M6OA1 3
M6OAI M48A1 3
M551 M60 1

TOTAL 40

TENURE OF TANKS AT ATS (ITEM 11)

The mean numbers of years that each type of tank was used at ATS
by the reporting units is shown in Table 14. As was the case with
tanks at armories (see Table 7) and at WETS (Bee Table 10), the
“oldest ” tank at AIS is the M48A1.

TYPES OF TANKS USED PREVIOUSLY AT ATS ( ITEM 12)

Table 15 shows the numbers of units that previously had been
issued various kinds of tanks at ATS . Forty—five percent of the
units (77 of 172) responding to this item reported having been Issued
M48A1 tanks before being issued the tanks they now use .

13
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Table 14

Mean Numbers of Years
That Uni ts Trained

On Tanks Issued at ATS

______ ______ _______ 
Types of Tanks 

______ __________

_______ 
M4 8A1 M48A 2 N4 8A2C M48A5_ M60 M6 OAi. M551 All Tanks

Armor 5.14 
— 

0 0 1.00 1.60 1.50 0 3.20

Cavalry 4 .93 3.00 3.00 1.00 2 .47 2.11 2 .40 2.67 —

Armor &
Cavalry — 

5.07 3.00 _ 3.OO 1.00 1.85 1.72 2.40 2.89

Table 15

Types of Tanks Used
• Previously at ATS

Types of Tanks Armor Units Cavalry Units All Units

2 4
M48A1 44 33 77

M48A2 11 8 19

M48A2C 3 2 5
M48A3 18 6 24

M60 3 1 4

M6OA 1 4 0 4

M551 1 4 5

TOTALS 106 66 172

14
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NUMBERS AND KINDS OF ANTICIPATED CHANGEOVERS (ITEM ~

One—hundred—twenty—five of the 200 respond ing units (63 percent)
reported anticipating no change In t anks during FY 77. The remain-
ing 37 percent reported anticipating ahanges as shown in Ta~1e 1~ ,
where it can be seen that the most frequently reported anticipated
change (43 of 69 units — 62 percent) was from the M48A1 to the H48A5.

Table 16

Numbers of Uni ts Anticipating Various
Changes in Tanks for FY 77

Anticipated Change Armor Units Cava1r~ Units Totals 
—

From To Number Percent _Number j Percent Number Percent
N48A1 M48A5 30 58 13 76 43 62

M48A1 M60 18 35 0 0 18 26

M48A2C M48A2 0 0 1 6 1 1

M60 M48A5 3 6 0 0 3 4

M6OA1 M60 • 
0 0 3 18 3 4

M6OA1 M551 1 2 0 0 1 1

TOTALS 52 101 17 100 69 98

DISCUSSION

The results on numbers and kinds of tanks at armori es , WETS ~nd
ATS indicate that all units have access to tanks. Considerable varia-
tions in ease of access were , however , suggested . If ease of access
to tanks affects frequency of access, and if frequency of access
affects proficiency or readiness , then the finding that 43 percent of
the units reported having no tanks at their armories deserves scrutiny .
Unfortunately the survey contained no provision for determining why so
many units do not have tanks at armories. Deliberate policy decisions
may have been made to confine tanks to WETS and ATS , on the asswrption
that little realistic training could be accomplished using tanks at
armories , and that sufficient “hands—on ” t raining could be got ten
dur ing  Multiple Unit Training Assemblies (MUTA) at WETS . As will be
seen later though, units average only about six MUTA per year at WETS,
and some units have no MUTA at WETS . Units without tanks at armories
may not be getting sufficIent  practice for maintaining desired pro—
ficiency levels.

15



Decisio ns not to have tanks at ~rmo r~~s also may be motivated
by fiscal or logistic considerations : it may be easier or less
expensive to transport troops to WETS than to move t~~~~~~ to the
armories . Regardless of the reasons for not having t.ir~~~ at
armories , consideration should be given to the possible ~roin~ r~
benefits that might accru e if at ~eost one tank were available
at each armory.

The M48A1 and the M60 pr edominate at armories , at WETS , and
at ATS . At the same time , the M48A 1 is the tank mos t f r e q u e n t l y
mentioned as a “previous tank” at all th ree training sitee ; tha t
is , the M48A1 is one of the most predominant , and at the same time,
the “most replaced” tank at armories , WETS and ATS . Of the 69
units (34 percent of 201 participating in the survey) anticipating
replacement tanks in Fiscal 77 , 61 (— 88 percent of 69) anticipate
having their M48A1 tanks replaced , and 46 ( 66 percent of 69) are
anticipating changes to the M48A5 . This ref lects  th~ beginning of
a program that is underway to issue the M48A5 to units equipped
with the M48A1 and A2 series tanks : Plans call for deliver ing 1200
M48A5 tanks to Reserve Components by late 1978.

16
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FORCE CHARACTERISTICS

CREWS AUTHO RIZED , ON HAND, AND
GUNNERY QUALIFI ED (ITEMS 27 , 28 , 29)

The numb ers and percents of crews authorized, on hand , and
gunnery qualified are classified and canno t be reported here.
The data , however , seemed consistent with available information
about personnel turnover in the National Guard.

Data on gunnery qualification should , in any event , be
regarded with caution , since the criteria for gunnery qualifi-
cation vary from unit to unit and prob ably are not unifor~J,y
applied.

MOS QUALIFIED CREWMEN (ITEM 14)

An unclassified source 1 reports that  67 percent of reservists
are MOS qualified. The results of the present survey indicated
that the percent of MOS qualified Armor and Cavalry uni t was
somewhat higher. An interesting sidelight of the data from the
present survey was , however , that many uni ts which reported having
no gunnery qualified crews also reported having a majori ty of their

• crewmen MOS qualified.

DISCUSSION

The data on force characteristics point up no compelling
Implications for training design . One hopes of course , that new
training will increase the proportion of qualified crews —— a hope
which realism demands be tempered by the knowledge that measuring
gunnery qualification is subject to many influences other than
training, including how qualification is defined , uniformi ty in
applying standards , and impartiality in measurement and reporting~

1DePuy,  W.E .  The Army Training System. Presented at DA Commanders V
Conference, Washington, D.C., 1976.
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Effor ts  to imp rove the measurement of gunnery performance should be
continued , for only with precise , uniformly applied , and impartially
reported measurement will, it be possible to determine readiness and
proficiency levels , and to design efficIent training

18
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TRAVEL REQUIREMENTS

Travel to and from training sites is done at the expense of
t raining tIme . To the extent that the amount of time available for
the delivery of training affects  profIciency, the distance between
units ’ home stations and training sites is important . The survey
elicited information on the locations of each unit ’s:

. WETS .
ATS .
Subcaliber range.
Service practice range.
Mob ile training team.

Straight—line , one—w ay distances were estimated to the various
training locations , and are suninarized in the sections which follow.

DISTANCES TO WETS (ITEM 17)

Distances to WETS are summarized in Table 17. Eighty—four percent
of the Armor units and 83 percent of the Cavalry units traveled 100
or fewer miles to their WETS . The travel times presented in Table 17.
are rough estimates , reflecting a maximum of 25 miles per hour for
convoys , including res t and meal stops .

LOCATIONS AND DISTANCES OF A~S (ITEM 20)

The locations of ATS and the number of units attending each are
shown in Table 18, where it can be seen that the units traveled to 20
sites located in 15 states . Camp Drum , New York and Fort Hood , Texas
were the ATS for over a third (35.5 percent) of the 200 units that
responded to this item. Distances to ATS are summarized in Table 19.
Ninety—one percent of the Armor units , and 86 percent of the Cavalry
units traveled 400 or fewer miles to ATS. As with the travel times
presented earlier , the times in Table 19 are rough estimates , reflect—
ing a maximum of 25 miles per hour for convoys .

DISTANCES TO SUE CALIBER FIRI NG RANGES (ITEM 22)

The distance traveled by units to fire subcaliber are summarized
in Table 20. Nine units (six Armor and three Cavalry) some of which
prob ably had not fired sub caliber , did not respond to this item .
Seventy—two percent of the 125 responding Armor units , and 82 percent

19

I -
~~ : ‘•

-
~~~~~~~

- -  - .  ___________________________ 
—- •—•~~~~- t •----— •~~~~



Table ],?

• Distances and Travel Times to WETS

Distance Armor (N—l3l)~~avalry (N~ 7O) All Units 
Bstitnated

to WETS f T~ravel Time
- 

in Miles Number ‘ercent~Number~’ercent Number~Percent in Hours

0— 5 10 7.6 4 5.7 14 7.0 0.5

6—25 22 16.8 14 20 .0 36 17,9 1

26—50 32 24.4 14 20.0 46 22.9 2

51—75 28 21.4 15 2 1.4 43 21.4 3

76—100 18 13,7 11 15.7 29 14.4 4

101—125 9 6.9 6 8.6 15 7.5 5

126—150 4 3.1 0 0 4 2.0 6

151—175 1 .8 1 1.4 2 1.0 7

176—200 5 3.8 0 0 5 2.5 8

>200 2 1.5 5 7.1 7 3.5 >9

_ _ _ _ _  t__ _ _  _ _  _ _  _ _  _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _

1 Mean Distance
Lin Miles 63.1 70.4 65.6
[Mean Travel

in Hours 2.5 2.8 2.6
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Table id

• Locations of ATS , and Numbers
of Units Attending Each

Number of Number of 
— 

_All Units
ATS Armor Cavalry

____________________________ Units Uni~,s Number Percent

Fort Bliss , TX 1 3 4 2.0

Boise , ID 1 3 4 2.0

Fort Bragg , NC 0 1 -l .5

Camp Chaffee , AR 0 2 2 2.0

Camp Drum , NY 30 11 41 20.5

Camp Garcia , PR 0 1 1 .5

Cowan Airfield , ID 4 12 16 8.0

Camp Grayling , MI 6 12 18 9.0

Fort Hood , TX 27 3 30 15.0

Fort Irwin, CA 6 3 9 4,5
Fort Kno x , KY 3 0 3 1.5

Camp McCain , MS 1 4 5 2 ,5

Camp McCoy , WI 3 1 4 2.0

Camp Pickett , VA 1 4 5 2.5

Fort Riley, KS 3 0 3 1.5

Camp Ripley , MN 3 1 4 2.0

Camp Roberts, CA 6 0 6 3.0

Camp Shelby, MS 18 3 21 10.5

Fort Stewart , GA 12 3 15 7.5

Yakama Firing Center, WA 6 2 8 4.0

TOTALS 131 69 200 101.0
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Table 19

Mscances a.~d ~~~~~~ TImes to AT~

All UnitsDistance Armor (N. l3l) Cavalry (N=69) (N ~ 2oo) r.st~ nated
to ATS 1 Travel Time

in Miles Number ‘ercent Number ‘ercent Number ~Percent~ in Hours

0—100 17 13.0 18 26.1 35 17.5 4

101—200 50 38.2 11 16.0 61 30.5 8

201—300 38 29.0 21 30.4 59 29.5 12

301—400 14 10.7 9 13.0 23 11.5 16

401—500 1 .8 1 1.5 2 I 1.0 20

501—600 1 .8 5 7.2 6 3.0 24

601—700 2 1.5 1 1.5 3 1.5 28

701— 800 1 .8 0 0 1 1.0 32

801—900 1 .8 3 4.3 4 2.0 36

901—1000 0 - 0 0 0 C 0 40

>1000 6 4.6 0 0 6 3.0 44

[Mean Distance
u n  Miles 257.4 250.3 254 .9
Mean Travel
[Time in Hours 10.3 10.0 10.2 

—
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Table 20

Distances and Travel Times
to Sub caliber Ranges

All Units
Distance to Armor (N=l25) avairy (N~=67) (N=192) Estiw.ated
Sub caliber 1 TDavel Time

Range in Miles Number ‘ercen Number ‘ercent Number ~Percent - 
in Hours

0—5 18 14.4 19 28.4 37 19.3 0.5

6—2 5 15 12.0 4 6.0 19 9.9 1

26—50 23 18.4 6 9.0 29 15.1 2

51—75 23 18.4 14 20.9 37 19.3 3

76—100 11 8.8 12 17.9 23 12.0 4

101—125 13 10.4 6 9.0 19 9.9 5

126— 150 14 11.2 1 1.5 15 7.8 6

151—175 1 .8 1 1.5 2 1.0 7

176—200 6 4.8 1 1.5 7 3.6 8

> 200 1 .8 3 4.5 4 2.1 9

Mean Distance
in Miles 69.7 63.1 67 .4
Mean Travel
Time ~n Hours 2.8 2.5 2 .7
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of the 67 responding Cavalry unito :i-av~~~ii 1O~ or fL.i~~:r .~~ic~ :0

subcalibcr ranges . As noted ecrl:~ :, the  travc ~~~~ ~~~ r u u ~~.
estimates , based on a maximum of 25 miles per hour f~: convoys .

LCCATIONS AND DISTANCES OF S~RVICL~ ~~RINC
RANGES (ITEM 24)

The locations of service practice ~~~~~~~~~~~ and t~~ nu:~~: o~
units firing at each are shown in Tab i~ 21, wi.crc 2: car. oa
that the units traveled to 19 r c n j~~ s locatad La 3 s~~~~~. C~-:~;
Drum , New York and Fort Hood , Texas were th~ l ive—f i r a  sic~~. fo r
over a t1~ird (37 percent) of the l~1 La~ts t.~~~ t ~e o n ~ L~.
item . (sight Armor and two Cavalry unita did not conacot ~.orvice
firing durin~ the last t r r ~i:~ yca:.)

Distances to the service firi-s; r~~~~c~ arc r ria~d Lr .
Table 22. NA.nety—oue percent of ~~.c ~~3 :cs~cnding ~r~.o: .aits ,
and 93 percent of the responding C~vo ry units traveh.d 4G3 or
fewer miles to fire service practice rounds.

LOCATIONS AND DISTANCES OF MObILE TRAIN:NG
TE~XS (ITEM 33)

The locations o~~~~~~1obi1Q Traiain; Teao-s .~r.d :hc aL der of
units supported by ~ a~-e shc~ i Th ~~di~ 23. Nc~ r Ly  (43
percent) of the units rospcr.ding to this it~~~ are ~~o:tod y
Mobile Training Teams at four iocaticr.s: ~

‘ort ~no:~, K.~r.~uchy ;
Fort Sam Houston , Texas ; Fort Lou~1.s, Varmont; cad
Alabama.

Distances from the ~-:obile i~~2n:~~- c - .  sLoco to thj t2~~.a
Guard units are summari~cd in ~o d e  .-~~~~. ~o ::y—thre. .  ~e:a. nt cT
Armor units , and 39 percent  of td~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ a~o 2oc~~~d

• 200 miles of their Mob ile Tr~~~2a~ aa~.. ~2. .. ~cv~ a:’—~~Lx p~~r c L a t
of the Armor units, and 71 parc~n: of :do Ca--aIry uait~ are located
within 400 miles of their -:obilc T~~~~ir~ Te~~

The travel times shown in Table 24 arc r oug h cs:i;~atcs , reflect—
1mg a maximum of 50 miles per hour for whocled vehicles.

DI SCUSS ION

Travel tiacs o~-.d s t anoe~. to t r~~~-in~ si:c co ac 0.-. 3

o excessive. ..cre thur. ~u ~~:cc~~. c~ t .~~ u~~ :t~~ t r~ v~~
r u:er miles to W d i S .  ~cv~ n :y -.c~~u o  t~~a~~Oa or : r  ~~~L~~3 to
fire subcaliber . And 90 perccut t~Ov€ 1 1O~ or :~~o: to
service practice f i r ing . Decreasing these d i at anc ea  pr ob uh iy w c u~~.
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Table 21

Locations of Service Firing Ranges,
and Numbers of Units Attending Each

Number of Number of All Units
Service Praccica Armor CavalryFiring Ranges Units Units Number Percent

• Camp Attebury , IN 0 1 1 .5

Fort Bliss , TX 1 3 4 2.1

Fort Bragg , NC 3 1 .4 2.1

Camp Chaffee , AR 0 2 2 1.0

Camp Drum , NY 30 1]. 41 21.5

Camp Garcia , PR 0 1 1 .5

Gowan Airfield , ID 4 12 16 8.4

Camp Grayling , MI 5 9 14 7.3

Fort Hood , TX 27 3 30 15,7

Fort Irwin , CA 12 3 15 7.9

Indian Springs , NV 1 3 4 2.1

For t Knox , KY 3 0 3 1.6

Camp McCoy ,  WI 3 2. 4 2.1

Camp Pickett , VA 1 4 5 2.6

Fort Riley , KS 0 1 1 .5

Camp Rip ley, MN 2 2 4 2.1

Camp Shelby, MS 19 6 25 13.1

For t Stewart , GA 9 3 12 6.3

Yakama Firing Center , WA 3 2 5 2.6

TOTALS 123 68 191 100.0
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Table 22

~iscances anc Travel Times to
Service Firing Ranges

8ervice F~:in~ 
Armor (N=l23) :avalry (N=68)~ (N=191) Travel

Range in Mile Number ‘ercen’ Number~Percent Number ~ercent in Hours

0—100 15 12.2 21 30.9 36 18.8 4

101—200 51 41.5 10 14.7 71 37.2 8

201—300 36 29.3 24 35.3 60 31.4 12

301—400 10 8.1 8 11.8 18 9.4 16

401—500 0 0 C 0 0 0 20

501—600 1 .8 2 2.9 3 1.6 24

601—700 1 .8 0 0 2. .5 28

701—80 0 2 1.6 0 0 2 1.0 32

801—900 1 .8 3 4.4 4 2.1 36

901—1000 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 40

>1000 6 4.9 0 0 6 3.1 >44

[Mean Distance
in Miles - 

255.1 218.6 242.1
Mean Travel
Time in Hours 10.2 8.7 9.7

26



• 
•-•- •—-• -—•-• - —•—•-•— ]-- •-•-— •_---•—

Table 23

Locations of Mobile Training Teams ,
and Numbers of Units Supported by Each

• Number of Number of All Units
~ocation of Mobile

T m i  T Armor Cavalry
ra_ ng earn Units 

- 
Units Number Percent

Fort Benning, GA 0 1 1 0.6

Fort Bragg, NC 3 1 4 2

Fort Carson , CO 12 3 15 9

Fort Devins , MA 9 1 
• 

10 ( 6

Fort Dix , NJ 3 0 3 2

Fort Douglas , UT 4 12 16 10

Fort Gillem, GA 3 1 4 2

Huntsville , AL 3 1 4 2

For t Hood,TX 9 0 9 5
Fort Jackson , SC 3 0 3 2

Fort Knox , KY 13 15 28 17

Fort Lewis, WA 4 5 9 5

Fort Ord , CA 1 3 4 2

Redstone , AL 10 4 14 8

Fort Riley , KIt 6 2 8 5

Fort Sam Houston, TX 18 3 21 13

Fort Snelling, MN 0 1 1 - 0.6

St. Paul, MN 2 1 3 2

Self ridge AB , MI 3 1 4 2

Fort Sill, OK 0 2 3 1

Yakama Firing Center , WA 3 0 3 2

TOTALS j 109 57 
— 

166 99.0
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Table 24

Distances and Travel Times Between
Mobile Training Team Sites and National

Guard Units

Distance to IArzuor (N=109) Cavalry (N=5 7 ~~~ Units Estimated
National ______ ______ ______ ______ (N=1 66) Travel Time

Guard Units 1 Nuinber ‘ercent Number p ercent Number ~erceri t in Hours

0—100 26 24.0 5 9.0 31 19.0 2

101—200 21 19.3 17 30.0 38 23.0 4

201—300 25 23.0 7 12.2 33 20.0 6

301—400 11 10.0 16 28.1 27 16.3 8

401—500 0 0 3 5.3 3 2.0 10

501—600 5 5.0 4 7.0 9 5.4 12

601—700 1 1.0 2 4.0 3 2 ,0 14

701—800 8 7.3 3 5.3 11 7.0 16

801—900 6 6.0 0 0 6 4.0 18

>900 6 • 6.0 0 0 6 4.0 >22

Mean Distance 1
in Miles 321.5 304.3 J 315.6 —

Mean Travel
Time in Hours 6.4 

— 
6.1 ~ 6.3
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not materially affect proficiency or diness. To the extent that
new training can be made usable at az~~ories though , thc~ i;~L e r es ts  of
most units, and especially the 20 to 30 percent tnat travel more than
100 miles to WETS and subcaliber ranges , would seem well served .

The distance between :he u i ~~’~ and the Mobfle f:a~n~n;, Tcan~~
location is~ in 60 percent •d the oases , greate-~- than 20C ~i1es This
seems somewhat excessive . ~lans for new training therefore probably
should not include heavy reliance on Mobile Training Teams for
delivering instruction,

As was the case with the locations of WETS and ATS , a relatively small
number of Mobile Training Teams serves a relatively large number of National
Guard units . (One—half the units are supported by Mobile T raining
Teams in four of 21 locations.) Initial reactions to such “1opsided ’~
proportions of supported units to supporting units or sites are to
recommend :

“Leveling” the proportions ; that is ,
re—routing some units from heavily
used to less—used units or sites.
Abandoning completely the less—used
units or sites In favor of the
heavily used one.

Either recommendation would be premature however , since the low—use
si tes serve functions other than supporting the National Guard , and
the capability of the heavily used sites to accommodate additional
activities is unknown .

29
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AMOUNTS AND KINDS OF PRACTICE

Multiple Unit Training Assemblies (MUTA) ,  subcaliber firing , and
service practice (live , main gun) firing are the main vehicles ~or

~‘hands—on ” practice In Armo: and Caval~y ~ational C~or~ u~ Its To z~e
extent that proficiency or readiness is affected by amounts and kinds
of practice, descriptive data on ?IIJTA , subcaliber, and service f ir ing
seem important. The survey elicited information on:

Number of MUTA held at WETS .
Number of NUTA held at armories .
Number of times subcaliber firing was

• performed.
Number of times service practice firing
was performed .
Frequency of firing various gunnery
tables at service practice ranges .

NUMBERS OF MIJTA HELD AT WET S AND AT
ARMORIES (ITEMS 18 ANI) 19)

Tables 25 and 26 summarize the data on frequency and locations of
MUTA held by the units during :he last year. The mean number of MUTA
for all responding units was 12.1. Slightly less than half (5.8) of
the MUTA were held at WETS, and slightly more than half (6.3) at
armories . Notice however that some units reported having no MtJTA at
WETS during the past year , and others reported having no MUTA at
their armories . The main determiners of where MUTA are held prob —
ably are distance and availability: MIJTA are more likely to be held
at WETS if the WETS is near to the armory and available , than if the
WETS is far from the armory~, unavailable, or both ..

Table 25

*Numbers of MUTA at WETS

Armor Cavalry All Units
NUTA at WETS (N=130) (N=7O) (N.-~2OO)

Number 772 377 1149
Range 0—10 0—12 0—12

Mean 5.9 3.1; 5.8

*Two Armor and five Cavalry units reported having no M1JTA at
WETS during the laBt training year . Another Armor uni t did
not respond to this item.
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Table ~~
*Number s of hUTA at Armo ries

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
—

M1JTA at Armory (N—1 30) (N ~ 7O) ( Nt . 2 d 0)

Number 811 448 1259

Range 2—12 0—12 0—12

Mean 6.2 J 6 4  6.3

*Four Cavalry units reported having no MUTA at armory
during the last training year. One Armor unit did
not respond to this Item .

FREQUENCY OF SUBCALIBER FIRING (ITEM 21)

Frequency of subcaliber firing by Armor units  and Cavalry units
is summarized in Table 27, where it can b~ seen that 95 percent of
the units fired subcaliber at least once during ~he past yearS

Table 27

Frequency of Subcaliber yi ring

Number of Armor 
— Cavalry All Units

Firings _Number Percent, Number Percent Number Percent

0 6 4.6 2 2.9 8 4.0

1 95 72 .5 52 74.3 147 73.1

2 19 l4 .~ 5 8.6 25 12.e

3 3 2 .3  8 11.4 11 5.5
4 3 2 ,3  1.4 2~ G
5 5 3.8 1 1.4 6 3.0

TOTALS 131 100.0 70 100.0 j 201 100.0

hII__ 
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FREQUENCY AND KINDS OF SERViCE P KA CfI Ci~
FIRING (ITEMS 23 AND 25)

Frequency DI service practLce i~ r!n~ .y ~r~ac: un~ t~. ~~ Cavalry
units is summarIzed in Table 28~ where It can be seen that 95.5
percent of the responding units fired service practice last year.
(One Armor unit did not respond to the Item about frequency of
service practice firing.)

Table 28

Frequency of Service Practice Firing

Number of Armor [ Cavalry All flnjts
- 
Firings mber Percen~4 

Number Percent N~~ber Percent

0 7 5.4 2 2,9 9 4.5

1 101 77,7 55 78.6 156 78.0

2 12 9.2 3 4.3 15 7.5

3 1 0.8 8 11.4 9 4.5

4 9 6.9 2 2.9 11 5.5

TOTALS 130 100.0 70 100.1 200 100.0

The numbers of units firing each service table and various combina-
tions of tables are shown in Table 29, where it can be seen that 189
(96 percent) of the 198 responding units fired at least one service
table during the past year. Only 54 percent of the responding units
(106 of 198) met the minimum FORSCOM requirement for firing Tables IV~
V. and VI. These units included 43 Cavalry units (63 percent of 69
reporting), and 63 Armor units (49 per cent of 129 reporting). Eighteen
of the units meeting the minimal requirement also fired Tables VII
and VIII .

_ _ _ _  
_ _ _ _ _ _  
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Table 29

Numbers of Units Firing Various
Gunnery Tables

Number of Number of All UnitsGunnery Tables
_________________________ Armor Units Cavalry Units Number Percent

• None 7 2 9 4 .5

IV 10 7 17 8.6

IV, V 37 12 49 24.7

IV , V . VI 38 25 63 3L8

iv , v , vi , vii 9 14 23 11.6

IV , V , VI , VII , VIII 3 2 5 2.5

IV , V , VI , VII , VIII , IX 13 0 13 6.6

IV ,VI 0 1 1 0.5

IV , V , VI , IX 0 2 2 1.0

IV , VI , IX 3 0 3 1.5

V 0 1 1 0.5

V, VI , VII 0 1 1 0.5

V,VII 3 0 3 1.5

VI , Ix 1 0 1 0.5

VII , VIII 0 1 1 0.5

IX 5 1 6 3.0

TOTALS 129 69 198 99.8 
—
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DISCUSSION

The reporting units averaged six NUTA per year at WETS and si:’
..~c armories, with aow.e unIts re7c:ting that all of their -~t’. were
held at armories The desirability of decreasing reliance an real
estate , and of developing new training that is deliverable at
armories seems apparent.

Nearly all units (95 percent) fired subcaliber last year. Over
two—thirds of the units had to travel more than five miles to fire
sub caliber , suggesting that subcaliber devices are not plentiful at
armories . The inclination to recommend increased use of subcaiiber
devices at armories must be tempered by the reservation that little
is known about their effectiveness .

Nearly all units (96 percent) fired service practice last year ,
but only 54 percent met the minimum FORSCOM requirement for firing
Tables IV , V, VI ,  Finding an explanation for this shortfall  is not
easy . Most units do not have to travel very far to WETS and ATS
(see Tables 17 and 19); and all units reported having access to the
means for firing Tables IV, V , and VI, at least at ATS . A possible
explanation is that there are no differential consequences associa-
ted with meeting and not meeting the minimal requirements; that is,
the FORSCOM regulation simply has no teeth . In addition, a con-
flict may exist between the FORSCOM regulation and recent TRADOC
guidance that says training needs will be determined by unit  command-
ers. A question naturally arises as to what happens when trainir.f,
needs as perceived by unit commanders differ from “training needs”
that would lead to firing Tables IV , V, and VI. The answer may be
that the FORSCOM regulation gets ignored . The need then seems to be
not only for increased uniformity and precision in defining what is
expected of National Guard units , but also for attaching differential
consequences to meeting and not meeting the expectations .

34
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SUPPORT AVAILABiLiTY

A unit ’s proficiency or readiness may be affected by the availa—
bility of supporting materials an~ se:vic~s for training. Provision
was therefore made in the survey ~or eliciting information on:Which gunnery tables can be fired at

each unit ’s service practice location.
Locations and distances of units ’ TASO.
Frequency of visits to units by Mobile
Training Teams.
Numbers and kinds of training devices
at armories and WETS .

GUNNERY TABLES AVA ILABLE (ITEM 26 )

• All of the 189 units which went to Annual Training during the
• past year reported that the available service firing ranges were

adequat e to meet the minimum FORSCOM requirements for firing Tables
IV , V , and VI. The numbers of units that had access to various
gunnery tables are shown in Table 30.

Table 30

Availability of Gunnery Tables
to Units Attending ATS

Tables Available Number of Number of All Uni ts
at ATS Armor Units Cavalry Units Number Percent_

IV thru IX 82 30 112 59.3
IV thru VIII 25 11 36 19 .0

IV thru VII 9 25 34 18.0
IV thru VI 6 1 7 3.7

TOTALS 122 67 189 100.0
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LOCATIONS AND DISTANCES OF UNITS ’ TASO (ITEM 32)

The locations of TASO and the nu:nber of units supported by each
are shown In Table 31. where it cart be s~~ r. that  about thi rd (31
percent) of the 202. units are supported by TASO at three locations :
Fort Rood , Texas; Fort Lewis, Washington; and Fort McClelland , Ala-
bama.

Distances to TASO are summarized in Table 32. Eighty—three
percen t of the Armor uni ts and 53 percent of the Cavalry units
traveled 200 or fewer miles to their supporting TASO. The travel
times in Table 32 are rough estimates , reflecting a maximum of 50
miles per hour for wheeled vehicles ,

• FREQUENCY OF MOBILE TRAINING TEAM VISITS
(ITEM 34)

The frequency of visits by Mobile Training Teams to the Armor and
Cavalry units during the past year is summarized In Table 33. Forty—
two of the 184 reporting units (23 percent) indicated that no visits
had been made by the Mobile Training Team . Many of the 17 units not
accounted for in Table 33 responded “N/A” to this item . Determinations
of whether “N/A ” meant that no visits were mad e or that the unit had
no Mobile Training Team associated with it could not be made. In
either event, these 17 units probably received no visits. If so, then
a total of 59 of the 201 canvassed units (29 percent) receive no
visits. The remaining 7]. percent received from 1 to 14 visits , with
a mode of 2 for both Armor and Cavalry.

NUMBERS AND KINDS OF TRAINING DEVICES AT ARMORIES
AND WETS (ITEM 35)

The numbers and kinds of training devices at the armories and
WETS of 194 responding units are shown in Table 34. Three Armor and
four Cavalry units reported having no gunnery trainthg devices at
their ArmorIe s  or WETS • The ; . i ~oud I ng un I t,; h~vc 104 1o~;cu m,d 99
eubcaliber devices (79 caliber 22 inbore , 13 caliber 22 exter ior ,
and seven caliber 50 inbore devices) ..
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Table 31

Locations of TASO, and Numbers
of Units Supported by Ea ch

Number of Number of All UnIts
Location of TASO Armor Cavalry 

Units Units Number Percent

Fort Benjamin Harrison, IN 3 2 5 2.5

Fort Bragg, NC 6 1 7 3.5

Fort Buchanan , PR 0 1 1 0.5

Fort Campbell , KY 12 1 13 6.5

Fort Carson, CO 2 6 8 4.0

Fort Chaf fee , ~~ 0 1 1 0.5

Fort Devins , MA 9 3 12 6.0
Fort Dix , NJ 12 2 14 7.0

Fort Drum , NY 6 0 6 3.0

Fort Gordon , GA 0 1 1 0.5

Fort Hood , TX 18 3 21 10.4
Indiantown Gap , PA 3 3 6 3.0
Fort Johnson , SC 6 1 7 3.5
Fort Knox , KY 3 9 12 6.0
Fort Lewis , WA 9 11 20 10.0
Fort McArthur , CA 9 3 12 6.0
Fort McClelland , AL 16 5 21 10.4
Camp McCoy , WI 6 4 10 5.0
Fort Meade , MD 1 4 5 2.5
Fort Ord , CA 4 3 7 3 5
Fort Riley , KA 3 1 4 2.0
Fort Rucker , AL 3 0 3 1.5
Fort Sill , OK 0 1 1 0.5
Fort Stewart , GA 0 1 1 0.5
Fort Wad8worth , NY 0 3 3 1.5

TOTALS 
- 

131 70 20]. 100.3
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Table 32

Distances and Travel TImes to TASO

• All lJnits
• Distance tO Armor (N~13l) Cavalry (N 70) (N~20l) T~~~~~~~~~ e

in Miles Number ‘ercent Number ‘ercent Number ‘ercent i~ Hours
0—50 33 25 .2 17 24.3 50 24.9 1

• 51—100 33 25.2 9 12.9 42 20.9 2

101—150 27 20.6 6 8.6 33 16.4 3
151—200 15 11.5 5 7.1 20 10.0 4
20 1—250 10 7.6 6 8.6 16 8.0 5

251—300 4 3.1 2 2.9 6 3.0 6

301—350 3 2.3 5 7.1 8 4.0 7

351—400 3 2.3 10 14.3 13 6.5 8

401—450 0 0 0 0 0 0 9

451—500 0 0 2 2.9 2 1.0 10

501—550 2 0.2 2 2 9  4 2.0 11

551 6 
• 8.6 ~~~

_ _ _ _

_____ I___
[Mean Distance 123.8 234.9 1 162.5
I in Miles ______________ _____________________________

~i~~ n Travel 2 5 4 7( Time in Hours •
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Table 33

Frequency of Visits by Mobile
Training Tears

Number of Visits Armor C~va1ry .~ 11 UnIts
Durins~ Pas t Year Number 1 Percent _Number Percent Nur~ erl P ercc - rc_

0 31 25.0 11 18.3 42 1 22.8

1 17 13.7 1 1.7 18 9.8

2 22 17.7 14 23.3 36 19.6

3 15 12.1 7 11.7 22 12.0

4 10 8.1 6 10.0 16 8.7

5 1 0.8 5 8.3 6 3.3

6 5 4.0 9 15.0 14 7.6

7 4 3.2 0 0 4 2.2

8 15 12.1 0 0 15 8.2

9 3 2.4 4 6.7 7 3.8

10 0 0 1 1.7 1 0.5

11 0 0 0 0 0 0

12 1 0.8 1 1.7 1.1

13 0 0 0 0 0 0

14 0 0 1 1.7 1 0.5

TOTALS 124 99.9 60 100.1 184 lCO .1
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T...Li~ ~4

Numbers a~d KIj~is of Training
Devices at Arr.~ ries ~xid WETS

~.:mcr _____ 
C~.v~1r’Device Arn ory ’ WETS Tota1 1 Ar~:c r y I WE TS i~ot~d

Laser Gun Firing Device 17—33 24 9 33 8 
• 

3 11

Laser M55 (Late Version 17—33) 26 20 46 13 3 16

Stout Device (Tgt . Board for M55)
17—94 9 o 15 9 3 12

SIMFIRE SM5Ô 0 0 0 0 0 0

C of F Gunnery Trainer (Green
Hornet) 17—4 31 5 36 0 3 3

BOT Trainer 17—4M 31 4 35 2 0 I 2

BOT Trainer (Slides and Laser)
l7—B4 6 0 6 0 0 0

Tank Gunnery Trainer 90mm 17—40 3 4 7 0 0 0

Tank Gunnery Trainer 90mm 17—41 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tank Gunnery Trainer 105mm 17—42 1 0 1 0 0 0

Telefare Device Cal. 50 M2
(Exterior) 17—88 1 0 1 5 0 5

Subcaliber Device Cal . 22 (Inbore)
17—53 36 12 48 24 7 31
Subcaliber Device Cal .22 (Exterior)
17—85 0 13 13 0 0 0

Snakeboard 17 0 17 0 0 0

Track Vehicle Driver Trainer M60 I
17—45 3 0 3 1 ~~l 2

Bessler CUE/SEE for TEC lessons 195 65 260 73 8 81

Cal. 50 (Inbore) U 6 1 0 1

Azimuth Indicator 17—2 1 6 0 6 2 0 2

BOT Transparency 17—25 1 0 1 0 0 0

Boresight & Zero Procedure 90mm 1 0 1 0 0 0

Turret Training M48A1 17—20 0 0 0 1 0 1

Tank & Azimuth Indicator
Simulator 17—10 3 C 3 1 0 1

Tank Turret Trainer 17—7 0 0 0 1 0 1

Sony TV Rove r 5 (1 5 1 C 1
Sony TV peel to Reel 1 0 1 0 0 0

4,;
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DISCUSSION

The data on support availability indicate that all units have
access to the means for meetin~ the m~.r~irnum PORECOM requiremer.ts
(that is , for firing Tables IV , V , a:td V I ) ,  and that  nearly ~.11
units (96 perc~at of 194 reporting) ~~~~ ia~ er devices , ‘~~bc~ 1Iber
devices , or both .  Thus any new training that incorporates firing
subcaliber and firing service practice through Table VI wpuld seem
compatible with the resources available to nearly all units.

Plans for new training probably should not include central
roles for TASO and Mobile Training Teams in delivering instruction.
About 30 percent of the units reported no visits from Mobile
Training Teams last year; and the distance of TASO from Cavalry
units (greater than 200 miles in 47 percent of the cases) would
seem to make effective interaction difficult.

__________________________________________ 
______ 
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L~~LICATI0NS

Review o f the survey data r u~~~~ ts several i rp l i : : : it iu r i s  n r
designing and delivering new t ra in inc~ fo r Armo r and Cavalry N at ional
Guard Units :

1. E f f o r t s  to improve ~~~~~~~~~ in ae:ining , ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ano
repor t ing “ qual if ies  don ’ :,h ouid be c o nt in u e d .
such e f f o rts , deter mining p r o f i c i en c y  or readiness levels
and designing e f f i c i e n t  t ra in ing  wil l  con t inue  to be very
elusive goals. Once policy makers are conf ident  in the
qualit y of the data on which ‘q u ali f i c at i o n ” is bas~.~d ,
consideration should be given to designing and imp leme n t ing
means for attaching differential consequences to meeting
and not meeting minimal qualification requirements .

2. Consideration should be given to having at least one tank
at each armory . All units responding to the survey indicated
having some access to tanks , at armories , at WETS , or at  ATS.
But considerable variations in ease of access were noted.
The findings that nearly Lal~ of the uni ts  reported having no
tanks at their armories , that units average on .y about six
MUTA per year at WETS , and t h a t  some units have no MUTA at
WETS suggest that units with limited access to ~‘nk s may r o t
get sufficient practice to maintain desired proficiency levels.

3. New training for the M48A5 should:
A. Be deliverable , as much as possible , at armories .
B. Capitalize on similarities between M48A5 tasks and N48A1/A2

tasks. The use of pre—tes t s  to determine areas of mastery
and deficiency is ap’ ropriate.

C. Incorporate increased use of subcaliber devices at
armories. User resistenca to subcaliber devices probably
will not be great , since nearl y all uni ts have subcal iber
devices , laser devices, or both at their armories; and
nearl y all units reported having fired suhcaiiber at least
once last year. Any recommendation for using subcaliber
devices , however , must he tempered by the reservation that
little is known about their effectiveness.

D. Not include central roles for TASO and Mobile Training
Teams in delivering instruction . The distances to
armories from TASO and Mobile Training Teams is excessive
in many cases , and the frequency of visits by Mobile
Training Teams to many units is not great.

- 
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1The author is grateful for the assistance of Mr. Jack Reeves ,
chief , Audio—Visual Branch, TASO, Fort Knox, who wro te the
firs t draft of this discussion while he was with HumRRO.

43

- 
,



- ~~~~~

DISCUSSION OF R~~ LRV h CC JL.~I PRO dLR~

National Guard units m:.ointai:. the  rn~ic rv~ ~rmar f o rc e  of the
nation . Over 20 s tates  L~ v~ :.- ~ t... .‘~.i C Lard ~~~h C a :  L~~~~ iL:.~ Ln

their military fo ;ce . The t ani— b n t  iom~ :~ vn ~~~~~~~i c~~ ~~~:iva~
of the entire gamut of tanks in their inventory , beginning with
the N48A1. Many of the Guard un i t s  bu d M6 0 tanks, but 1o~t
them when they were given to tb~ Inrauli Army dar ing  the l~ 74 he.:.
Some high priority Guard units were able to retain a few ~h 0  zan~s ,
with hopes of acquiring the M6OA1 in aba neur fu t u r e.  Ott~ur units
were compelled to use the M48 series turks and hoped to be giv en
the M60 tank later. Neither of these hopes seems ikely to rater—
ialize in the near future. A plan is underway to issue un i t s  e~~ei p—
ped with the M48A1 and A2 series tanks the n ew M48A5 tank . Priority
units which have the M60 tank will receive additional M60 or MÔOAI
tanks. As a result of these plans, new training prOCr5rLs mast be
developed for National Guard units that receive the M48A5 tank .

The training problems faced by tre  Reserve and the a~ational
Guard are iii many respects identical to those that confront active
Army units . But in training the citi~ cn sold ier , the prob lems are
compo unded by greater personnel turbulence , and unavailab ility of
equipment , training sites , :r~.inirp, iavioes~ and supplemental instruc-
tional materials. The Guard nevertheless is r e cu i re d  to achieve
training and readiness standards almost comparable to those of active
Army units .

The Guard has 48, 4—hour drill periods per year . A1~ personnel
also are required to attend 2 weeks of active duty trainin;- (ADT)
per year. The time allocated for reserve training is considerably
less than that of active Army units .

Personnel turbulence also presenta prob~ ems for raserve train-
ing. Many of the Guardsmen who were drafted or entered service
during the Vietnam build—up will have completed their 8—year commit-
ment and will be leaving Reserve and National Guord units . Some
experienced personnel will remain , but a large influx of new recruits
soon will appear . The n~w personnel will, require tra in in ;~ not only
on new equipment, but also on the complete array of military subjects .
Aiiother problem here is in the drcquent redosi~nation of units .
Units which have been desi gnated i n f an t r y  cc some o th er  b r a n c h  of
service frequently are redesignated to meet cbangin~, r el l tnr’; priori-
ties and needs. Several i n fan t ry  ba t ta l ions  have in the pCst  be en
expected to become tankers almos t overn ight .  This type of chang e
requires flexible t-cansiticn—tr~ ir~ing programs . R~desigra-t:on from
infantry to armor also creates mocula prcbl~~ s: In fentry: .~~n , who
for  years have been trained to kill tanks and are indoctrinated to
believe that tanks are the most vulnerable t a rge ts  or. the battlefield ,
suddenly become tankers .
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One of the more serious problet~ in the Guard is the unavaila-
bility of operational equipment . Few tank battalions ha.c their
full complement of tanks at home station . Tnst~ ad , equip ment  pools
are spread throughout various locations in the nation. To keep
these vehicles running , each tank battalion is supported by a perm:.a~
nent force of mechanics . The mechanics are full tine civil service
employees who also are normally members of the Guara unit during
drills. To move personnel to remote locations to conduct training
on weekends is time consuming and expensive. Consequently , most
units do not receive “hands—on” training until they arrive at summer
camp for their ADT. The conduct of training at home station without
equipment requires ingenuity on the part of unit commanders . Some
units have taken one or two tanks and relocated them near or In the
armory Itself. Others have developed training devices to meet their
training needs . But most units continue to rely heavily on lecture—
based classroom instruction .

As noted earlier, “ha nds—on ” t r ain ing is normally conducted at
large military installations or reserve training sites. In most
units , tank firing ranges are not available for firing on weekends .
Some units are more fortunate. The 123rd Armor National Guard , fo r
example , Is close to Fort Knox , and the 112th is close to Fort Hood ,
and thus have access to realistic training environments and equip-
ment. In other units commanders have had subcaliber firing ranges
constructed , have fabricated terrain tables , and have composed com-
plexes for map maneuvers to conduct field training exercises and
conanand post exercises. Crew training in these units probably is
not as effective as it is In the units that  attend instal lat ions
and training sites. But Individual training can be extremely effec-
tive without operational equipment , especially for junior enlisted
grades who require training to master basic skills and knowledge .

Finally , and perhaps the most puzzling of the prob lems associated
with reserve training is the limited use of available programs ,
materials, methods, and devices. The U.S. Army is a repository of a
vas t array of potential means for accomplishing the objectives of
armor training . We do not know whether failure to capitalize on these
means is attributable mainly to their unresponsiveness to training
needs as perceived by unit commanders, to limited knowledge on the
par t of commanders with respect to what is available , to high cost
or “red tape” involved in accessing the means of training , or to
attitudinal or other factors .
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A p~ encbm .

STUDIES OF RESERVE CG L -:~-r PROBLEMS

Our brief suu~ ary of Reserve ~.u~.pca ~at t r a ln ing  ~reC i~~ o (p p .  ~.2 4—
3.26 of the proposal) was based or. ~nforma1 telephor.e and face—to—face
interviews with personnel who currently 5re active In Reserve Compon-
ent training and evaluation. Respondents included Reserve Component
Commanders , and members of the Armor Evaluation Field Test Team.1 The
summary, which was drafted by a IiumRRO employee who is a Re5erve
Major and an active memb er of the Armor Evaluation Field Test Team,
noted the following probleirs:

Limited training time .
• Personnel turbulence, due to the influx of
new personnel , and to frequent redesignation
of Reserve Component units.

• Morale problems .
• Unavailability of operational eq uipment.
Maintenance of Reserve Component equipment
by civilians .

• Reliance on lecture—basec instruction .
Limited availability of training sites for
conducting map maneuver - , field training
exercises , and command post exercises .

• Unavailability of training devices and
supplemental instructional materials.
Limited use of available programs , materials~methods , and devices by Reserve Components,
as the possible results of:
1. Unresponsiveness to training needs

as perceived by unit commanders .
2. Limited knowledge on the part of

commanders with respect to what
Is available.

3. HIgh cost or “red tape” associated
with accessing the means for training .

4. AttitudInal and other considerations .
Our discussion of Reserve Component prob lems, inasmuch as it emphasized
training and excluded problems of deployment, organization, and force
utilization, was by no means exhaustive. It does , however , seem
totally consistent with  the results of “broader—brush” studies of
Reserve Component problems , including studies by :

1The Armor Evaluation Field Test Teem is a unit (under the ~il i t~~ry
Testing Command) of the 100th Division , U.S. Ar~ ’ Reserves. hc
unit is responsible for administering A’Ts, F’YRs , ARTEPs, CP Xs , and
MAPs to National Guard and U S .  Army Rese rve units in a four—state
mid—vest area .
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. H umRRO .
The Board for Dynamic Training .

• The Williamson Study.
• The Office of Secretary of Defense.
• The Strategic Studies Institute .
• Research Analysis Corporation .
• The American Institutes for Research,,

and Litton Systems , Inc .

HUM RRO

Work Unit SLIOCKACTION III (19 58)  may have been the “graxiddaddy”
of studies to identify training strengths and weaknesses in the
National Guard , U.S. Army Reserve, and the Active Army .

The Armor Proficiency Test, a 198—item paper—and—pencil test,
was administered to more than 5,000 armor personnel at five levels
of training and experience:

Armor personnel with no armor training.
• Armor personnel with eight weeks of
Advanced Individual Armor Training.

- Tank crew personnel in TOE armor orga-
nizations within the continental United
States .

• Tank crew personnel maintained at “combat—
ready” status in Europe.

• Tank crew personnel from National Guard
and U.S. Army Reserve armor units.

Information was obtained on aptitude , crew assignment, enlisted rank,
previous training and experience in armor , and combat experience of
the individuals tested . Information also was obtained from the unit
commander or Army advisor , or both , at each of the reserve units on
strength , training status , and problems .

BOARD FOR DYNANIC TRAINING

The Board for Dynami c Training , which led to the creation of
CATB , convened from September to December 1971 under GEN Westinoreland,
concluding that Reserve Component training was less effective than
Active Arn~t training . Problems in Reserve Component training , as
specified by the Board , included :

• Limited time for training and supporting
activities .

• Time lag in assimilating new doctrine .
• Difficulty in obtaining MOS qualification.
Obsolete equipment.

• Lack of support (administrative , material)
for use of new equipment.
Preoccupation with equijT ..cnc maintenance
(to the detriment of r~ruiiciency maintenance) -
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• Personnel turnover.
. NET fixation (because greater rewards for
Unit Commanders are associated with A~~
performance than with individual MOS
proficiency) .

• Inadequate training feci.~ icies .
• Lack of flexibility for Unit Commanders

in specif ying training objectives .
Lack of Active Army support.

• Inadequate instructor preparation.
• Over—emphasis of administrative functions.
• Mandatory instruction in subjects that are
not mission—related

THE WILLIAMSON STUDY

MG Ellis T. Williamson headed a committee to identify problems
and recommend solutions in Reserve Component Training. Most of the
results of this study were classified SECRET , so cannot be pr esented
here . It is well known, however, that the study identified areas
for later investigation by the Office of the Secre tary of Defense.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

The Office of the Secretary of Defense directed several studies
aimed at improving the readiness of Reserve Components. Major
findings included :

• Reduction of post—mob ilization training
time from ten to six weeks produced
Intolerable deficiencies in units ’ capa-
bilities to perform TOE missions.

• An attempt to increase Reserve Component
unit proficiency by closer association
with Active Army forces (using the
Mobile Training Team concept) was unsuc-
cessful.

• When an Active Army battalion was aug—
xnented by the addition of a Reserve
company , the battalion failed its ATT
due to deficiencies in the Reserve
unit ’s performance
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STRATEGIC STUDIES IN STITUT E

The Strategic Studies IzLs t I t ~.te , sncc r the auspices of the DCS
for Military Ope rations , identif ied problems in Guard and Reserve
Forces training , and t.4de short- ~,ed long—term action recommendations.Short—term recomr.~endacions inc1ude~ :

• Increase th~ use of civilian skills in
Reserve and Guard Units .
Reduce administrative and logistical
requirements .

• Redistribute cquipment for easier
access by high priority units .

• Exploit available training resources;
e.g., USAR Schools , Service Schools ,
and Mobile Training Teams .

• Incr~~sc materiel support to Reserve
and Nat ional  Guard by the Active Army.

• I ncr e s r e  the speci f ic i ty  of training
plans fo r Reserve Ccr~~onent units
deveicpcd b y CONARC (FORSCOM) .

• Increase manning and training of high
priority units at the expense of
lower priority units .

SSI also reviewed the last five mobilizations of Reserve Component
forces , concluding that these were “marginally effective” because of:

• Inexperienced personnel.
• Lack of training equipment .
• Inadequate training sites.
• Organizational complexity .

Finally , SSI noted the absence of specific and valid operational
readiness criteria, and recommended studying the Air Force Operational
Readiness inspection for implications relevant to the evaluation of
Reserve Component units .

RESEARCH ANALYSIS CORPORATION

In anticipation of problems associated with an all—volunteer Army ,
DA funded research by Research Analysis Corporation to recommend
incentives for acquiring and retaining Reserve Component personnel .
Economic incentives (e.g., better retirement benefits and proficiency
pay for key MOSs) were suggested , as were non—economic incentives
(e.g., more freedom of choice in personal appearance , and greater use
of civilian skills) . We d o not know whether the recoi~~endations were
implemented , but suspect that because of recessive economic conditions
outside the military , problems in recruiting and retaining personnel
proved not to be as severe as orIginally anticipated .
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AMERICAN INSTITUTES FOR RESEARCH A~L LITTON MELLONICS

The U.S. Army Research Institute awarded a contract to the
American Institutes fcr Resea:J~, -~~th a aub—contrac: ca ~i:ton
Systems, Inc .~ for work entitled , “Dev~lopatnt of A~:pr ~ p :iate
Training System for Reserve Component Personnel and Units . ” Visits
and discussions with Army personnel were used to identify the
following problems :

• Inadequate armory facilities .
• Inadequate equipment .
• Inadequate weekend trainir.g sites .
• Inadequate support from higher headquarters .
• Failure of Reserve Component units to use
training means available through the USAR
School System , the Service Schools , and
the Army Correspondence Course Program .
T raining planning and training management
problems

• Administrative overload .
• Performance evaluation problems .

The solutions to many of the problems noted above must be drastic
and administrative . The transfer of readiness evaluation functions
from the hands of personnel with vested interests in high scores to
independent evaluation agencies , for example, might increase the
accuracy of info rmat ion on “where we are ” with respect to Reserve
Component proficiency and readiness. Such solutions obviously a re
outside the scope of the present project. As noted in our proposal ,
though , many of the problems are amenable to solution via intelligent
application of modern instruct ional technology . To the extent that
the training designed during the present project is made self—paced ,
individualized , and “expor tab le , ” fo r examp le , reliance on opera—
tional equipment and real estate will decrease , as will problems
associated with the vagaries of instructor expertise . And to the
extent that identifying skill conmunalities within and ac ross tank
systems will eliminate redundancies and provide orderly instructional
sequences , training efficiency will increase .
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HUMAN RESO~ ’TC:S ?.ES~ ARCH ORGANIZATIO N
W r ~~~r~ N.j ~~~~~ ‘f ~~~1C~~NJ

Fort Knox Office P.o. Box 293• Appendix C Fort Knox , Kentucky 40121
(502) 624-56 18

LETTERS OF INQUIRY AND LIST OF
SURVEY QUESTI ONS FOR ARMOR

AND CAVALRY NATIONAL GUARD UNITS

Dear Sir:

The purpose of this letter is to request your assistance in a
project that the Human Resources Research Organization (HumBRO) is
conducting under contract to the U.S. Army Research Institute. The
title of the project is “Tank Systems Skills and Training Structure.”

A major part of the project is to:

“Develop a training structure (or alternate
training structure), including enabling objec-
tives, qualification scoring and standards,
and an optimal media/device mix for M48A5
crew and individual training for reserve com-
ponent units.”

One step in athieving this objective is to gather basic data on Armor/
Cavalry units.

We would very much appreciate your efforts to supply us with the
information requested in the enclosures. The data forms are arranged
so that one person (for example the training officer) can supply the
information for each Armor company or Cavalry troop in the state . If
answers to any question are not available, the column should be left
blank. We are anxious to collect as much current information as pos-
sible on Armor companies and Cavalry troops. Therefore, please return
the enclosures with as much of the requested information as possible
in the self—addressed envelope by 26 November 1976.

If you have any questions about this request, our project, or if
I can assist you in any way, please call. Our AUTOVON number is
464—5618 or 464—8113.

Thank yott.
Very truly yours ,

i6~~~~.( Jo?~n A. Boldovici
Li’roject Director
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HUMAN ~ ESOJ~~CES ~~.ESEAflCH ORGANIZATION

W r ~~~~~ N4 ~~~~~‘IBIC) N4

Fort Knox Office P.O. Box 293
Fort Knox , Kentu cky 40121

• (502) 624-5618

22 November 1976

Dear Sir:

We sent you a request on 30 October for information on Armor
tra 1n~ng in your state. The request was sent by mistake before we
had coo rdinated the request with the National Guard Bureau . We have
now coordi’~ated with the Bureau and received their permission to
work directly with each state that has Armor units. (LTC Long, A~YrO—
VCN 227—5217, NGB Action Officer).

We would appreciate your cooperation in providing the da ta by
31 L~ecember 1976 . If the request and data forms have been thrown
avay, please call us, and we will send another set. Our AUTOVON no.
is 454—8113.

Sincerely ,

Administrative Associate

REO/ gls
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RESERVE UNIT DATA— ARMOR/CAVALRY

(Note: The information requested eoncerr ,s the fol lowing vehicles: H551 ,
M41, M48 series tanks and M6O series tanks. Please do not include
information on M1l3, M114 , M88 or other tracked vehicles)

1. What ~s the unit~s des .gnation t (k ~le~se confirm or correct entry)

2. Where is the unit located? (Please confirm or correct entry)

3. When was the unit activated as an Armor company or Cavalry troop?
(Year )

4. How many and what kinds of tank are at the unit ’s armory?
(Please ente r the quantity for  each kind of tank, for example,
1 N48A1, I N6OAI )

5. When did armory receive the current tanks? (Please enter the year
for each type of tank)

6. What was previous tank at the armory?

7. How many and what kinds of tanks are available for crew use at thc
unit ’s Weekend Training Site? (Please enter the quantity for each
kind of tank)

8. When did Weekend Training Site receive cu rr ent ta nks?
(Please enter the year  for  each type of tank)

9. What was previous tank used at the Weekend Training Site?

10. How many and what kinds of tank were issued to unit at its Annual
Training Site? (Please enter the quantity for  each kind of tank.)

11. How many years has unit trained on current tanks at Annual Training
Site?

12. What was previous tank used during the Annual Training?

13. What changes in type of tank are antici pated? (Please enter  location ,
type of expected tank, and - projected date of change —— for exanple ,
Armory , M48A5 , Mar 77 —— please include information for all 3 locations)

14. What percentage of tank crewmen are Armor MOS qualified?

15. Where is higher Division or Brigade/Regiment Headquarters located?
(Please confirm or correct entry )

16. What is the unit ’s Active Uni t a f f i l i a t ion?  (Please confirm or
correct entry )

17. Where is unit ’s Weekend Training Site ? -
•

18. How many Multip le Unit Training Assemblies did unit hold at i ts
Weekend Training Site las t year?
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19. How many Multiple Unit Training Assemblies did unit hold a~ its
armory last year?

20. Where did unit receive Annual Training last year ?

21. How often did unit f i re  sub—caliber t ank tables last year?

22. W’nere did uni t fir ~ aub—ca 1ib~ r tcr~ t~bl~~• last year~
23. How often did unit f ire service ~raccice (live fire)  las t year?

24. Where did unit fIre service practice?

25. What tank tables did unit fire at service practice location?

26. What tank tables are available at service practice location?

27. How many crews are authorized for the unit?

28. How many full  crews are on hand ?

29. How many crews qualified on gunne ry las t year?

30. What was unit’s Training REDCON last year?

31. What is unit ’s projected Training REDCON this year?

32. Where is unit’s TASO support located?

33. Where are Mobile Training Teams for  unit located?

34. How many visits did Mobile Training Team make to unit last year?

35. Which of the training devices listed on page 3 are at the unit ’s
armory or Weekend Training Site? (Please enter the quantity
and code number under the column for the location. For example,
1 BOT Trainer (17—4) at the armory and 2 at the Weekend Training
Site would be: Armory WET S

1—B i 2—Bl)
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Tr ain ing Devices

Code s Device Device 1!

Laser gun firing trainar
3A1O2L

A2 M55 laser (later version of 17—33) 3AllO

A3 Stout Device ( target  board for M55) FKD 17—29—6

A4 SIMFIRE XN56

Conduct—of—fire tank gunnery trainer
(Green Hornet) 17—4

B2 Burst—On—Target Trainer 17—4M

• B3 Burst—On—Target Trainer
• (slides and laser) l7—B4

Cl Tank gunnery trainer: 90MM 17—40
M20

C2 Tank gunnery trainer: 90MM 17—41
M26

C3 Tank gunnery traIner: 105MM 17—42
M30

Dl Telf are Device
(cal. 50 M2 exterior mounted)

D2 Subcaliber training device, .22 caliber
(in bore device) 17—53

D3 Subcaliber training device , .22 caliber
(exterior mounted device)

El Snake board

Fl Tracked vehicle driving trainer: M60 17—45
M34

Cl Beseler CUE/SEE for TEC lessons

Other Training Devices for Gunnery or ~aintenance

Hl ___________________________________

1(2 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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