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to provide individual instruction for enlisted men in Army units. This report
describes a research survey designed to determine the extent of use, patterns
of use and factors affecting use of the TEC lessons.ç
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providing forms to selected CONUS units and activities and having them record
TEC lesson uses during a 2—month period.

A total of 78 , 742 uses were recorded , 63 ,825 in TRADOC activities and
14,917 in FORSCQI units. Over 90% of all uses occurred in groups. Most (82%)
were mandatory and over 95% occurred during duty hours. Estimated use per man
per month for Active Component units was .353 lessons and for Reserve Component
units was .802 lessons.

Phase 2 data were collected by means of questionnaires adm ini~;ter, d to sol-

die rs and unit trainers and interviews comp l~ t.ed wi th Lattalion/brigade/’Iivision

training off icers/NCOS and Training and Support Center (TASC) personnel.

Responses indicated that half (50.2%) of soldiers questioned had used TEC
and 35.3% had not previously heard of it. Most soldiers, trainers , and training
personnel questioned felt  the TEC program should be continued and preferred TEC
to 4 of 7 alternate training methods. Command emphasis on TEC was j udged t~ be
small to moderate at all levels. Equipment failure did not appear to be a
significant problem.

Information was also collected regarding the areas of user and trainer
characteristics, reasons for TEC use/non—use , pa tterns of use,distribution of
information about TEC, distribution of TEC equipment, ba ttal ion TEC managemen t ,
maintenance and locations of use.

Data regarding TEC usage will serve as input , with effectiveness and cost
data, to allow determination of the cost—effectiveness of the program. It
will also serve as input to the development of an implementation plan designed
to increase cost—effectiveness and optimal utilization of the program.

The report is written for mil i tary  training management.
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FOREWORD

The research reported here is part of an on—going program of
research directed toward development of cost effective methods for
individual and collective training. This program includes research
on multiple aspects of the design, development , evaluation , and
integration of cost and training effective training systems for the
U. S. Army.

This report is one of a series of research efforts on the Training
Extension Course (TEC) program conducted under the sponsorship of the
U. S. Army Training Support Center — Training Programs Directorate.
This program has included detailed research into current and projected
usage of TEC in the Active and Reserve components (reported here), the
training effectiveness and retention of TEC instruction , the current
and progranuned costs of the TEC program, and analytic examination of
the cost effectiveness of TEC. Research results are to be used by
USATSC—TPD to determine both future program needs and future models
and strategies for better implementation of the TEC system as a major
component of the Enlisted Personnel Management System (EPMS).

ARI research in cost effectiveness of training systems is conducted
as an in—house effort augmented by contracts with organizations selected
as having unique capabilities for research in the area. This research
program is being performed by the ARI—Fort Benning Field Unit with
research support provided by Litton—Me llonics under contract DAIIC—77—C—
0011. The project is being conducted as part of Army RDTE Project
2Q763731A770, FY77 Work Program, and RDTE Project 2Q763731A770, FY78
Work Program. This research program is directly responsive to the
requirements of USATSC and TRADOC .

echnical Director
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EXTENT OF USE, PATTERNS OF USE AND FACTORS AFFECTING USE OF
THE TRAINING EXTENSION COURSE (TEc) PROGRAM

BRIEF

Requirement :

To determine the extent of use , patterns of use , condition s surround-
ing use and factors affecting use of the Army ’s Training Extension Course
(TEC).

Procedure:

A survey was conducted in two phases. In Phase 1, 134 selected
Active and Reserve Component battalions and 37 TRADOC activities within
CONUS were asked to monitor their TEC use during a 2—month period. In
these units a form, provided by ART, was comp leted each time a TEC lesson
was used.

During Phase 2, 3404 soldiers and 608 unit trainers in 85 CONUS
and USAREUR battalions completed questionnaires regarding their TEC use.
Battalion level training personnel were interviewed in 42 of these
battalions, 16 associated brigade/division level training officers and
7 associated Training and Support Centers (TASCs). •1

Findings :

A total of 78,742 uses of TEC were recorded during Phase 1. This
yielded, for F0RSC~!I battalions, an average TEC use per man per month of
.353 lessons in the Active Component and .802 lessons in the Reserve
Component.

Over 90% of all recorded use occurred in groups. Most of this use
was mandatory (81.8%) and occurred during duty hours (96.6%).

Only 50.2% of soldiers sampled in Phase 2 had used TEC and 35.3%
had never heard of TEC.

Most soldiers (TEC users) and unit trainers and all interviewees
felt that TEC should be continued. Most users , trainers and interviewees
also preferred TEC to 4 of 7 other training methods (lectures, small group
instruction, training films, Soldier’s Manual).

- .~ ,. ~ .~~~~~~~



Reasons most often cited by soldiers for lack of use pertained to
ignorance of TEC, unavailability of equipment and lack of encouragement
to use. Least often cited were reasons of lack of need for or perceived
benefit from TEC training .

Command emphasis on TEC was judged to be small to moderate at all
levels and most often took the form of announcements, briefings or
specific orders/requests.

Most soldiers (742) learned about TEC from their unit trainers.

Basis of issue for CUE—SEES and TEC lessons was considered adequate
by over half of battalion interviewees.

Equipment failure did not appear to be a significant problem.

Utilization of Findings:

Data on TEC usage, when combined with cost and effectiveness data ,
will allow determination of the cost effectiveness of the TEC program.
It will also be used as input to the development of an implementation
plan designed to increase cost effectiveness and promote optimal utiliza-
tion of the program.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~
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CURRENT USE , PATTERNS OF USE AND
FACTORS AFFECTING USE OF ThE ARMY

TRAINI N G EXTENS ION COU RS E (TEC) PROGRAM’

In response to an acknowledged need for better individual training in
combat arms units , the Combat Arms Training Board was established and in
1972 began development of the Training Extension Course (TEC) program . The
TEC program was designed to assist combat arms soldiers and unit commanders
in upgrading MOS/job proficiency by providing to units in the f ie ld  mult i-
media instructional materials prepared by the service schools.

Since its inception , the TEC program has gone through a number of
phases of development. In the initial phase, 56 audio—visual lessons were
developed in a sound—slide format covering skills required of soldiers with
MOS 11B. The second phase began in 1973 and involved development of a
large number of lessons for eight initial combat arms MOSs, 118 and llC for
Infantry , liD and liE for Armor , l3A/B and 13E for Field Artillery , and l6P
and l6R for Air Defense. During this phase, TEC lessons and hardware were
distributed to all combat arms battalions in the Army . The TEC program has
continued to expand during subsequent phases of development and is currently
being extended to cover combat service and service support units.

TEC differs from conventional Army training En a number of ways. First ,
TEC lessons are intended to be performance oriented . Specific performance—
oriented training objectives are determined for each lesson prior to lesson
development and the lesson is designed to teach to those objectives. Second ,
a diagnostic test is included with the Lesson Administrative Instructions
(LA!) whicn accompany each TEC lesson. The purpose of the test is to deter-
mine the areas covered by the lesson in which a soldier is weak. Third, TEC
lessons are designed for self—paced training. Fourth , each TEC lesson goes
through a validation process designed to insure that each lesson provides
effective training on every lesson objective. The majority of TEC lessons
(77 percent as of September 1977) are in the form of audio—visual packages
designed for use with a Beseler CUE—SEE viewing device.

Due to the size and criticality of the TEC system , training evalua-
tions of costs,2 effectiveness,3 and usage have been and continue to be of
prime importance.

‘The authors would like to thank SGT Keith L. Evans and SOT Frederick H.
Heller for their invaluable assistance in survey form distribution ,
compilation of returns, and data reduction.

2Tempkin , S., Connolly , J. A., Marvin, M. D., Valdez , A. L. and Caviness,
J. A. A Cost Assessment of Army Training Alternatives. ART Research
Problem Review 75—3 , 1975.

3Knerr , C. S., Downey , R. C., and Kessler, J. J. Training Individuals
in Army Units: Comparative Effectiveness of Selected TEC Lessons and
Conventional Methods. AR! Research Report 1188, 1915.
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An initial survey to determine the degree and conditions of TEC
utilization was completed in j975.4 Results of the survey yielded
information regarding utilization patterns and perceived benefits of TEC.
However , because at that time only 42 TEC lessons had been distributed
to a select group of divisions, the findings no longer adequately reflect
the state of the TEC program.

OBJECTIVES

This usage survey was conducted in two phases. The primary objec-
tive of Phase 1 was to obtain data on the level of TEC use within combat
arms battalions. These data served as input to the “cost of impression”
formula developed by the Army Training Support Center (ATSC) to provide
an estimate of the cost of a single use of a TEC lesson based on devel-
opment and distribution costs. Additional information concerning con-
ditions of TEC use was also collected .

The primary objective of Phase 2 was to determine the state of those
factors (conditions of use, opinions) affecting TEC use. The combined
results of the two phases provide information leading to suggestions for
improved TEC implementation and optimal utilization of the program.

MET HOD

The two phases of the current TEC usage survey were conducted with two
different but overlapping samples. Phase 1 survey forms were mailed to 134
Ac tive and Reserve Component FORSCOM battalions and 37 TRADOC activities
within CONUS. Phase 2 survey forms were distributed to 85 FORSC(*~
battalions includ ing 49 of the originally sampled battalions, 23 additional
CONUS battalions and 13 USAREUR battalions.

1
~4cClusky, M. R . ,  and Tripp , J. M. An Evaluation of the Utilization
Maintenance and Perceived Benefits of the Train ing Extension Course
(TEC) (Tech. Rep 75—18). Alexandria, Va.: Human Resources Research
Organization , 1975.

— 2 —



During Phase 1 , all battalions and ac t ivities were prov ided mark—sense
record forms (Append ix A) to be distributed to TEC learning sites and used
to record both ind ividual and group TEC use. One form was to be completed
each t ime a lesson was used during a two—month sampling period (4 October—
29 Novem ber , 1976).

Five separate data  col lect ion i nst ru n ent s  were used dur ing  Phase 2.
Copies of a questionnaire designed for TEC users/non—users and a
questionnaire designed for unit trainers were distributed across
companies/bat ter ies  w i t h i n  eac h b a t t a l i o n  for  completion.  ARI personnel
completed (on—site or by telephone) 42 structured interview schedules
designed for battalion training personnel , 16 interview schedules designed
for brigade/division training personnel and 7 designed for Training and
Audiovisual Support Center (TASC) personnel.

RESU LT S — PHASE I

Ninety—three of 134 battalions sampled during Phase I returned
questionnaires. Overall 78,742 (63,825 FORSCOM ; 14,917 TRADOC) uses were
reported where one TEC use was defined as the viewing of one TEC lesson by
one ind iv idual.  TRADOC uses included : 7032, ADA School ; 6 11 , Ar mor School;
254 , Artillery School; 745, Infantry School; and 6275 in 13 other
activities.

BASIC USAGE DATA

Raw use totals  from FORSCOM un i t s  were adjusted (Technical Supplement ,
P.19) to estimate average TEC use per man per month. Adjusted figures
showed higher use rates among RC than AC units. RC use rates were: 1.059,
Armor; .875, Infantry ; .865, ADA ; .389, Artillery. Comparable AC use rates
were: .389, Armor; .474, Infantry; .348, ADA ; .134 , Artillery.

The remainder of results presented in this stmmmary are based upon the
ent ire sample or subsample indicated . However, some results did show
apparently meaningful variations among combat arms and/or components which
are discussed in the Technical Supplement.

CHA RACTERIST ICS OF TEC USE AND USERS

Two types of TEC use were recorded in Phase 1. Use of TEC alone or in
small ( 2 — 5 user.),  informa l groups was defined as Ind ividual Use and use in
larger, more formal groups was defined as Group lice. Over QOZ of all
recorded use was Croup Use.

— 3 —
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Group users indicated that most (81.8%) of their uses were mandatory

and almost all (96.6%) occurred during duty hours. Among FORSCOM units ,
Group uses were most often for refresner train ing (64.9%, AC: 65.6%, RC)
and among TRADOC activities , they were most often for initial training
(66.9%).

Most of the 6.2% of all uses which were Individual were voluntary
(66.22) and occurred during duty hours (88.12). Like Group uses, they were
also most often (60.72) for initial or refresher training .

RESULTS — PHASE 2

Returns received from 77.6% of bettalions sampled during Phase 2
included 3404 User Questionnaires and 608 Unit Questionnaires. Respondent
populations are characterized in the Technical Supplement (pp. 6 2 —8 2) .

Among User Questionnaire respondents , 50.22 (of 3,284) indicated that
they had used TEC. These respondents (TEC users) further indicated that
they had used an average of 4.61 TEC lessons. Remaining respondents (TEC
non—users) were eliminated from all further analyses except those regarding
continuation of TEC and reasons for non—use.

OPIN IONS ABOUT TEC

As shown in Figure 1, most respondents ind icated that they felt TEC
should be continued . This included 65.2% of TEC users/non—users, 87.72 of
unit trainers and all battalion interviewees. It might also be noted that
86.3% of the remaining users/non—users and 79.5% of remaining trainers did
not indicate that they felt TEC should not be continued but that they did
not know.

Respondents at all 3 levels also indicated their preferences for TEC
or each of 7 other methods of training as means of SQT study. Results
(Figure 2) shoved all levels to be similar in preference patterns with most
TEC users , trainers and interview~~ preferring TEC to classroom lectures ,small group instruction , training films and the Soldier’s Manual. A.!!
respondent samples were almost evenly split in pref erence between TEC and 

-

classroom demonstrations. Roughly about a third of respondents preferred
TEC to hands on exerc ises using models and very few pref erred TEC to hands
on exercises using equipment.

— 4 —
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REASONS FOR TEC USE

When TEC users/non—users were asked why they had not used TEC or used
it more frequently, 35.32 indicated that they had not previously heard of
TEC. Remaining respondents marked as many as applied of 17 listed reasons
for lack of use.

Reasons most often cited by them concerned ignorance of TEC,
unavailability of equipment and lack of encouragement to TEC use. Those
reasons least often cited pertained to lack of need for TEC training (e.g.,
TEC will not help me do my job better, ...get promoted , ...pass SQT.).
(For exact reasons see Technical Supplement, pp. 95, 97—99).

Unit TEC users also responded to a list of 9 possible reasons why they
might use TEC. Most frequently cited reasons were: learning something new
(64.32), reviewing (59.0%) , increasing job ability (53.2%) and preparing
for SQT (48.0%) .

Unit trainers indicated that TEC was used to a small to moderate
extent for each of 17 training tasks (e.g., SQT preparation, follow—up
training, remedial training).

Battalion interviewees saw TEC as a means of individual instruction
and a training aid which could be used as a supplement, substitute or
preparation for lectures. Reasons for unit TEC use cited by them included
upgrading enlisted qualifications, SQT training, NCO training and )~S
reclassification.

(X)P*IAND EMPHASIS

Trainers and interviewees rated encouragement to use TEC as little to
moderate at all 3 levels (Co/Btry , Bn, Bde). Most often cited means of
encouragement were announcements , briefings and specific orders/requests.
Most TEC users felt their coninan ders did want them to use TEC and stated
they would use TEC even if not told to.

DISTR IBUTION OF INFORMATION ABOUT TEC

One factor potentially affecting TEC use is knowledge or information
available to the soldier and trainer about the program. Therefore , the
flow of information about TEC was investigated. Results shoved that most
soldiers ( 74%) learned about TEC from their unit trainers. Other most
often used sources of information were the Soldier’s Manual, Learning
Center personnel and other soldiers.

— 7 —
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Although 76.7% of unit trainers and 87.8% of battalion interviewees
had found their introductions to TEC to be satisfactory , they were less
sure of the adequacy of information they were currentl y receiv ing. Only
half the interviewees felt they had all lessons of interest to the
battalion and the other half felt they did not or were not sure. Only
42.32 of unit trainers reported being informed of new lesson arrivals at
all.

DISTRIBU1~ION OF TEC EQUIPMENT

Battalion interv iewees indicated that CUE—SEEs were kept at battalion
learning centers or headquarters (training rooms , etc.) in 39.42 of uni t s
and dispersed among companies/batteries in 51.5% of units. (Interviewees
from other units did not know.) Lessons were kept at battalion level in
all but one unit. Most units (83.32) had signout procedures but few had
formalized policies conce rning who could sign out equipment and for how
long .

Most interviewees (6 1.9%) considered lesson basis of issue (BOT) to
be adequate. A number of them , however , expressed needs for additional
copies of part icular  lessons. Only about ha l f  of them (54.8 %) considered
the CUE—S EE BOl to be adequate.  The most o f t en  mentioned need was for
one or more machines per company/bat tery  and addi t ional  ones for  f loa t ,
headquarters , etc.

LESSON AND EQUIPMENT FAILURE

Lesson and equipment failure did not appear to be a significant
problem . Users reported a low frequency of CUE—SEE failure dur ing use.
Most uni t  t rainers and battalion interviewees felt that neither lesson
tape/cartr idge fa i lure  or CUE—SEE failure occurred often enough to hinder
effective TEC use in the unit. Those who did feel failure to be a problem
most often cited video advance and synchronization as sources of
d i f f i cu l ty.

— 8 —
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MAINTENANCE

About 75% (excluding those who did not know) of CONIJS respondents
reported no problems in repair , transporting equipment to and from
maintenance facilities , or direc t exchanging malfunctioning lessons or
equipment. No interviewees reported significant or continuing problems.

USARELJR respondents did report some problems in all three areas. This
apparently was due to di f f icul t ies  1.n setting up a total USAREUR repair
system. Steps have been taken to alleviate this problem and the program
has been coordinated under the Training Support Activity, Europe (TSAE).
However, data collection occurred at a time too early to evaluate the
impact of  this program.

BRIGADE/DIVISION INTERVIEWS

Brigade/division interviewees (16) generally saw the TEC program
objectives to be individual training and supplementary unit instruction.
All agreed that the program should be continued and the percentages among
them preferring TEC to other training methods (Technical Supplement, pp .l47)
were similar to those found at other levels (Figure 2).

Most saw the role (if any) of training offices at their levels with
regard to TEC as one of monitoring and assistance. Brigade/division
command emphasis on TEC was generally considered small to moderate with
little or no emphasis from levels above division.

TASC INTERV IEWES

TASC interviewees (7) were primarily civilians. Over half felt that
additional manpower (technical , clerical) was needed specifically for TEC.
They also suggested more TEC equipment training for repairman and offered a
variety of specific information regarding CUE—SEE design and malfunction
which is included in the Technical Supplement.

CONCLUSIONS

It appears that the TEC program is somewhat underutilized relative to
its potential. The reason for this does not seem to be inadequacy in the
functioning of the program itself. Areas such as equipment distribution,
failure and repair showed no major problems.
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Nei ther  does the reason appea r to be lack of conf idence  in the
program . Its acceptance is demonstrated by the majorities at all levels
samp led advocat i ng i t s  cont inuance and the s t rength of pr eference fo r it
over several other standard methods of training .

Finally, the reason does no t appear to be lack of need fo r  tra ining or
TEC ’s ab ility to meet that need . Very few users/non—users cited lack of
need fo r or bene f i t  f rom TEC t r a in ing  as a reason for non—use . Unit
tra iners and battalion personnel reported a variety of tasks and types
of tra ining where TEC proved useful.

Two related factors which do stand out in relation to lack of TEC use
are ignoranc e about the program and a low level of command emphasis. Thirty—
five percent of potent ial TEC users sampled had never heard of the program .
A subs tan t ial number of those who had heard of it claimed to know little
about it. Command emphasis at all levels was small to moderate and unit
t r a ine r s  seemed t o be kept less well—informed than they might be.

A third factor (possibly stemming from the first two) is that the
un its may not make TEC sufficientl y available to the soldier . Although
resu l ts ind ica ted tha t a highl y motivated soldier could obtain TEC in
most units , there did appear to be some red tape and footwork involved
which could discourage a less than h ighl y mot ivated ind ividual. For
examp le , inte rviewees reported many centers  to be closed a f t e r  du ty hours.
Correspond ingly ,  very f ew uses occurred af ter du ty hours. Also , several
reasons for non—use frequently ci ted by soldiers pertained to non—availability.

The fac tors of ignorance , lack of emphasis and non—availabili ty may
have their  grea test impac t on the vol un tary , ind ividual type of use for
which the TEC program was designed . This may exp la in ano ther basic f inding
of this project , namel y, that a strong majority of uses were mandatory
and almost all occu rred in groups.

While it could be argued that units would make their TEC lessons more
readi ly available if there were more demand for voluntary use, a s im ilar
l ine of reasoning does no t hold for  emphasis on and awareness of TEC . It
is un real is t ic  to expec t much voluntary use of TEC (or any other tra ining
program) unless the potential user has at least the incent ive of being
aware of the program ’s potential benefit for him . Moreover , use of the
program must be supported and encouraged by his superiors.

It might also be necessary to provide a stronger incentive to the
soldier tha n mere knowledge of training benefits to him in order to achieve
a substantial increase in voluntary use. One alternative to increase use
would be to provide such incentives. If none can be found which are
desirable and feasible to administer , a second alternative might be to
consider mandatory, group use as the primary mode of TEC use and to direc t
the program toward optimizing use under these conditions .
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This line of argument Is not to say that there is no room for improvement
in the TEC program or that a variety of small problems and less than ideal
conditions do not contribute to diminished TEC use. It might also be that
potential difficulties exist which are masked by less than maximal rates of
use.

However, as the situation now stands, conclusions were well summarized
by interviewees at all levels who stated that the Army needs more education
about TEC in the form of introduction in off icer/NCO courses,
pamphlets/fliers and general chain—of—command communication.
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TECHNICAL S UPPLEME II T

METHOD - PHASE 1

SAMPLE

The FORSCOM population represented by the utilization survey sample
comprised both Active and Reserve Component combat arms (CA) battalions
within CONUS. The number of battalions sampled from each of the combat
arms was proportional to the strength of that combat arm within the
existing population. For the Active Army , one battalion was sampled
from every CA brigade within CONUS . The sample included 50 active army
CA battalions and 84 reserve component CA battalions in CONUS. For USAR
and National Guard , the sample reflected the geographic distribution of
the Reserve Component population , by state. The sampled units are identi-
fied in Appendix B.

In order to get a complete picture of TEC use by a battalion, it was
necessary to sample all TEC facilities through which users had access to
lessons. Thus, all installation TEC centers above battalion level were
sampled at those posts where sampled units were located. This resulted
In data from users in non—sampled units.

A number of TRADOC non—units, e.g., training divisions, schools,
NCO academies , were also included in the sample. These included combat
arm schools , training brigades , etc. A complete list is included at
Appendix B.

DATA COLLECTION FORMS

TEC Phase 1 usage data were collected on mark—sense forms (Appendix
A) printed on both sides. Each side was designed for recording of a
different condition of TEC use.

Side 1, the TEC Individual Usage Form, asked for information about
the individual TEC user. It was designed for use within a permanent or
semi—permanent TEC facility and was used where TEC was viewed individually
or in small, informal groups of 5 or fever soldiers. Information recorded
on this form included user’s unit, primary MOS, grade, SSAN , and primary
reason for using the TEC lesson. The user also recorded whether use was
voluntary or mandatory and on-or off—duty ; whether he checked out the
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lesson pretest; how often (per month) he used TEC; and whether he had used
the lesson being checked out before. The number of users viewing the TEC
lesson together was also recorded on the form.

Side 2 , the TEC Group Usage Form , was used to record TEC use where
lessons were checked out of the TEC facility and use within the facility
by large, organized groups. The following information about the using
group was recorded: (1) unit to which the group belonged ; (2) grade of
requestor; (3) MOS most common among users and percentage of users having
this MOS; (4) size of group; (5) number in the group who used the pretest;
(6) where the lesson was used; and (7) the primary purpose of use. Group
users also recorded the type of use , on—duty/off—duty ; number of viewers
per Beseler; whether the lesson was projected or shown directly ; and
whether equipment or materials covered in the lesson content were used
with the lesson .

On all forms It was requested that a Lesson Custodian record the type
and level of TEC facility in which the TEC lesson was located and the date
and time at which the lesson was checked out. On TEC Group Usage Forms,
date checked in was recorded, and on TEC Individual Usage Forms, time
checked in was recorded. The lesson number was also recorded. Since each
form could be used to record use of several lessons within a single series,
the number of lessons requested and the number available of those requested
was recorded along with the number of the lowest numbered lesson requested
in the series.

PROCEDURE

TEC usage data collection forms and instruct ions for completion were
mailed to each of the sampled units in sufficient numbers to cover
anticipated usage.

Instructions (Appendix A) which accompanied the forms gave details for
appropriate conditions of use for each form and appropriate completion of
each question. Each battalion was to designate a TEC Usage Form Custodian
to see that forms were properly completed.

A form was to be completed each time a TEC lesson was used during a
two month sampling period between 4 October 1976 and 29 November 1976. All
forms were to be returned by mail at the end of this period. A question-
naire was included in each package of forms . This was used to report any
unusual circumstances preventing TEC use or altering the unit’s normal
pattern of TEC use, e.g., field exercises.

— 14 —
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METHOD — I’IIASF 2

SAMPLE

The core of the Phase 2 usage sample was a subsamp le of FORSCOM units
from Phase 1 which included 17 Active Component (AC) and 32 Reserve
Component (RC) battalions . Added to these were 23 CONUS battalions for a
total of 72 (28 AC and 47 RC). Also sampled were 13 battalions from U.S.
Army , Europe (USAREUR). Those battal ions sampled were spread as evenly as
possible ac ross all combat arms . No TRADOC activities were inc luded in
Phase 2 data collection.

Each Phase 2 battalion sampled by mail was requested to return 80
questionnaires comp leted by potential TEC users. Hattalio~s receiving on—
site data administration were requested to provide 55 men .

Each sampled battalion was also asked to prov ide [~ questionnaires (3
per company/battery) comp leted by company/battery level unit trainers.
These were defined as NCO ’s or possibly junior otficers who had served as
instructors or had been in some way hi ghly involved in unit trainin g .
Battalion level interviews were also administered to battalion level TF.C
o f f i cers/NCO ’s in a subset of Phase 2 battali ons which included 13 CONUS AC
b a t t a l ions , 17 CONU S RC b a t t a l i o n s  and 12 USAREUR battalions spread across
all combat arms .

Ind iv iduals “most knowl ed geable” about TEC use were also idterviewed
at selected brigade and division level (‘.—3 offices and Training and Audio-
visual Support Centers (TASCs). A total of 12 bri gade , b division and 7

TASC interviews were completed for CONUS and USAREUR Active Component
forces .  None were comp leted within the Reserve component because the
geog raphical d ispers ion  and command s t r u c t u r e  made suc h interviews
inappropr ia te .

QUE S TI ONNAIRE S/ lN TER VIE’.~ SCHEDULES

The data collection instruments for Phase 2 were developed fo~ AR I by
the Mellontcs Systems Development Div ision of Litton Systems , Inc . These
included: A User Questionnaire (for soldiers); a Unit Questionnaire (for
for company/battery level trainers); structured interview schedules

— 5Only 55 men were requested in these battalions because data was
collected in~~onjunction with TEC effectiveness research which required
a sample of that size.

6Shelnutt, Jack B. Survey Instruments to Ex amine the Use and
Acco”nt ab il i ty  of the Arn~y s  Tra in in j  nsion Courses . Fort Benning ,
Ga.: Litton—Mellonics Systems Development Division . 1977.
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battalion and brigade/division training officers; and a structure d
interview schedule for TASC personnel

1 
Questionnaires and interview

schedules are include d as Appendix C.

The background for selection of top ic areas for the survey Instruments
was previous TEC research and implementat ion l i t e ra tu re  as well  as
interviews with TEC management personnel at the Army Training Support
Center ( ATSC) . Categories to be Include d were then selected based upon the
criteria of anticipated respondent knowledge in the area, unavailability of
the information elsewhere , and gathering of maximal information for
possible improvement of the TEC program.

Six initial categories of eval uation were identified. Theøe were :
(1) equipment used to present TEC lessons; (2) content of TEC lessons; (3)
integration of TEC into t raining; (4) management/distributIon of TEC
lessons and equipment ; (5) maintenance; and (6) locations of TEC use. In
addition , all instruments included questions pertaining to the
characterist ics of respondents .

The format for all instruments was geared for efficiency in data
collection and reduction . Questionnaires were composed primari ly of
multiple choice and checklist questions with few open—ended questions.
Interview schedules included many more open—ended questions and
opportunities for conmients. In all cases potential knowledge and
understanding of respondents were considered in question wording and
content.

PROCEDURE

User and Unit Questionnaires were collected on—site by ARI personnel
or by mail. Those administered by mail were forwarded through appropriate
points of contact.  No specific instructions other than those on the
questionnaire were given since the instruments were desi gned to be se l f—
explanatory .

Interviews were administered by AR ! personnel on—site or by telephone.
Interviewers asked to talk with S—3’s/G— 3’s or the individual with in the
training office “mos t knowled geable ” about current TEC use practices (by
virtue of being designated “TEC Project Officer/NCO,” managing the learning
center, etc.)

7The interview schedule for brigade/division officers was shortened by
AR! personnel following initial data collection . Initial interviews
showed many questions appropriate for battalion training officers/NCOs
to be outside the normal or necessary working knowledge of training
officers at these levels.

- 16 -
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RESULT S — PHASE 1

A total of 134 combat arms battalions were Included in the TEC usage
survey . Final returns were received from 93 of these units for an overall
return rate of 69 percent. A summary breakdown of survey returns by combat
arm and component is shown in Tab le I. Of 42 TRADOC and other
miscellaneous activities contacted , 17 returned forms and 7 responded
negatively .

U NIT OF ANALYSIS

Two types of forms were used in the survey.  The TEC Ind iv idual Usage
Form was used to record one use , by one individual, o f one o r more TEC
lessons belonging to a single series. The TEC Group Usage Form was used to
record one period of use, by one group , of one or more TEC lessons
belonging to a single series. The basic unit of analysis was derived as
follows from the information recorded on these forms during the sampling
period .

A fo rm reflects one instance of use of all or part of a single TEC
les8on series. For a single form , the number of TEC lessons in the series
used could vary as could the number of persons viewing the lesson. There
were 2456 TEC forms completed during the sampling period . (This figure
does not Includ e forms that were too Incomplete to be useful.)

One use of TEC is defined as the viewing of one TEC lesson by one
individual, either alone or in a group. A TEC use is the basic unit o f
analysis. In order to determine TEC uses it was necessary to determine the
number of users and the number of lessons used for each form. These were
determined as follows:

On both group and individual usage forms users were asked to indicate
the lesson number of the lowest numbered lesson requested in the series
represented . (Use of lessons from other TEC series required completion of
separate forms.) Users were also asked to ind icate the number of lessons
“requested” and the number “available” of those requested , i.e. , the number
actually checked out for use. Lessons recorded as “ava ilabl e” indicated
the number of lessons used during the session. For each session, the
number of uses was determined by mu lti ply~ng the number of lessons used by
the number of users recorded on the form.

were checked for errors in completion. Where errors were found ,
adjustments in computation of uses were made to improve accuracy of the

• usage estimates. A detailed list of adjustments is included as
Appendix D.
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Table 1 — FORSCOM Units Returning Phase 1 Survey Forms by
Combat Arm and Componen t

Component

Combat Arm Active Reserve Total

Air Defense Ar tillery 3 (75) a 3 (75) 6 (75)

Armor 9 (64) 15 (88) 24 (77)

Artillery 8 (57) 19 (70) 27 (66)

Infantry 12 (67) 24 (67) 36 (67)

Total 32 (62) 61 (73) 93 (69)

5Numbers in parentheses indicate percent of initial battalions sampled
represented by returns.
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BAS IC U SAGE DA TA

Computation of TEC uses as desc r ibed abov e y ielded a total of 63,825
FORSC~I4 uses of TEC during the 2—month sampling period . A breakdown of TEC
uses by combat arm and component is presented in Table 2. Although
Infantry shows the highest and ADA the lowest number of uses, comparisons
across combat arms are inappropriate for these data because the sample
includ ed different numbers of battalions from each combat arm .

Also shown in Table 2 are the numbers of distinc t lesson series used.
Among combat arms , the most (48) distinc t series were used in Armor. The
fewest (28) were used in ADA. A total of 64 distinct series were used in
the total sample. Differences among combat arms might reflec t differences
in numbers of series available and appropriate for use in a given combat
arm .

To estimate TEC use per battalion per four weeks for combat arms
batt al ions within CONUS, the AC figures in Table 2 were divided by t~~
times the number of AC battalions contributing to each use figure. The
resultant values, presented in Table 3, give the est imated TEC uses per
battalion for a four week interval. The total uses for each RC battalion
were divided by the number of weekend drills for that battalion . Then the
results were averaged across battalions for each combat arm .

However, these estimates are not completely comparable across combat
arms given that the average number of sold iers in a battalion is not the
same for each combat arm . Therefote, estimated monthly usage figures were
adjusted by average number of men per for each combat arm battalion .~~

These adjusted figures , also reported in Table 3, reflec t average TEC use
per man per month.

In comparing across combat arms, use per man figures show only one
reversal in results from monthly battalion usage estimates. Average use in
Armor is higher rather than lower than that in Infantry among Reserve
Component units. The average use rate for ADA is still slightly lower than
that for Infantry and Armor and the average use rate for Artillery is
noticeably lower than that for all three other combat arms in both
components.

These basic TEC usage data yield the best est imate from the survey
sample of the actual level of TEC use per battalion currently occurring
with CONUS Combat Armø Units. Day—to—day events affecting TEC use are
reflected in the rates of use since a number of units within the sample

• experienced special requirements such as field exercises during the
sampling period . In order to maintain a realistic picture of TEC use
level s, no attempts were made to adjust data for factors temporarily
inflating or depressing TEC use with the sampled units .

~These figures were obtained from FORSCCII, DCSPER, Pith for Active
Component battalions and FORSCtII, DCSOPS, RD for Reserve Component
battalions. 
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Table 2 — TEC Uses Among Sampled FORSCOtI Battalions by Combat Arm and Component

Component

Combat Arm Active Reserve Total

Air Defense Artillery 1012 (17)~ 1936 (2 1) 2948 (28)
Ar mor 4458 (32) 13800 (45) 18036 (48)

F Ar till ery 777 (31) 8730 (33) 9507 (36)
Infantry 8475 (28) 24637 (30) 33112 (34)

Total 14722 (49) 49103 (57) 6382 5 (64)

aNumbers in parentheses reflect numbers of di~ti~~t lesson series used.
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Table 3 — Estimated Average TEC Use for a Battalion Within CONUS per Four Weeks (AC)
or per Weekend Drill (RC)

Component

Combat Arm Active Reserve

Air Defense Artillery 169 (~34g)5 495 (.865)

Armor 248 (.389) 489 (1.059)

Artillery 63 (.134) 201 (.496)

Infantry 353 (.474) 511 (.875)

All Combat Arms 234 (.353) 408 (.802)

aNumbers in parentheses have been adjusted by average battalion size
for that combat arm and component and reflect average use per man per
month .
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EST IMATED MAXIMAL USE

TEC use within a unit during maximal or peak periods of use woul d be
relevant to such considerations as hardware requirements. Therefore, a
monthly use rate for only those battalions reporting no special
requirements depressing TEC use rate during the sampling period was
computed and is shown in Table 4. (The questionnaire for reporting of
special requirements was part of the previously d iscussed data collection
package included at Appendix B.)

Note that the use figures for Active Artillery and for Reserve Armor
and Infantry in Table 4 are lower than the comparable figures in Table 2.
In each of these cases one of the battalions with the largest use rate
reported special requirements depressing their use of TEC over the sample
period .

USES AMONG TRADOC ACTIVITIES

Table 5 preSents the total number of TEC uses among TRADOC activities
during the two—month sampling period . Results for the combat arm Schools
show Field Artillery to again have the lowest rate of use. However , unlike
results for FORSC~I1 battalions, the ADA School had by far the highest total
number of uses among TRADOC activities. This total is nearly 10 times the
rate for the next highest user , Infantry School.

The “Other” category of Table 5 includes all other miscellaneous non—
units in the sample. These were primarily TRADOC activities but some USAR
schools are included .

FACTORS AFFECTING USE RATES

It should be noted that there are a number of factors that may have
affected the reported use rates. First , there undoub tably were cases where
a TEC lesson was checked out without a form being completed . Sample units
were asked to report on the unit questionnaire the estimated number of such
cases. Averaged across those units returning questionnaires , the mean of
those estimates is 3.4 for the Active Component and 12.0 for the Reserve
Component. Of course in those units not having a closely monitored
checkout procedure, these estimates are little more than guesses.

— 22 —

_ _



Table 4 — Estimated Maximal Monthly TEC Use by Combat Arm and Component

Component

Combat Arm Active Reserve Total

Air Defense Artillery 214 (2)a 961 (1) 463 (3)

Armor 370 (6) - 450 (11) 422 (17)

Ar till ery 60 (5) 289 (12) 220 (17)

infa ntry 526 (8) 456 (18) 478 (26)

To tal 341 (21) 418 (42) 392 (63)

5Numbers in parentheses indicate numbers of battalions used in - -
~

computation. 
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Table 5. TEC Uses by TRADOC Activlthus a-

Ac tivity Numb er o f Uses

ADA School 7032

Armor School 611

Field Artille ry School 254

Infan try School 745

Other 483 a

a 
This nu~~er is the average use per activity

of 13 other TRADOC activities. Total uses for
these activities was 6275.
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A second factor affecting the r epo r ted rates is the representativeness
of respond ing units. All units included in the initial sample but not
returning forms were contacted to determine the reason for lack of
response. Most of the units that had not returned forms stated tha t either
the forms had not been received or that forms had been mailed to ARI and
were apparently lost in transit. It is likely, however , that battalions
with active TEC programs would take greater care to make sure forms were
completed and returned than would battalions with less active programs.

A third factor is the understandable desire in any unit to look good .
While the cover letter accompanying the forms emphasized the importance of
obtaining an accurate estimate of the true rate of use of TEC, some units
may have exaggerated their actual use rate . In some cases where unusually
high use rates were reported , the unit was contacted by phone to double—
check the reported figures. In each case the originally reported figures
were supported .

A fourth factor is the time of year during which the survey took
place. A number of units , particularly those in the Reserve Component ,
reported that their TEC use is relatively low during the months of October
and November due to field exercises. Also, the sample period included the
Thanksgiving holiday, during which TEC use in the Active Component was nil.

ESTIMATES OF USE BY LESSON SERI ES

It is of some interest from the standpoint of lesson production and
distribution to explore the use rates of ind ividual TEC lesson series.
These were determined for each combat arm among FORSCCM battalions and fo r
all TRADOC activities.

To determine total uses of a given lesson series , numbers of uses
represented by each form bearing a number within that series were summed
across forms. TEC use by lesson series is found in Table 6. Uses found in
combat arm schools are included in “TRADOC” totals in Table 6. However,
they are also shown in parentheses beside the appropr iate combat arm total.

REPEATED USE OF THE SAME LESSON

Individual TEC users were asked how often they had used the same
lesson before. Results are reported in Table 7. It can be seen from this
table that most users (64.92) had not used the lesson previously. A larger
percentage (76.32) of the TRADOC user sample reported never having used the
lesson before than those found in the AC (70.52) or RC (53.1%) samples.
Among FORSCc*1 units artillery showed the lowest percentage of non—repeated
use followed by Armor, Infantry, and ADA. Among TRADOC activities , ADA

— 25 — 

—-—--- - —-- - -  - - — -  —•— —— -~~~~~- -a 



Tabl e 6 — TEC Use by Lesson Series and Combat Arm/Ac tivity

(Page 1 of 5)

FORSCOt4 TRADOC

TEC Lesson Series ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Other

Call for Fire and Adjustment 101 (67)a 215(13) 117(10) 1332(28) 437

Cover , Camouflage, and
Concealment 141(24) 958(1) 178(2) 2720(12) 269

Early Warning Devices 0(3) 311 36 43 3

Nuclear , Biological, and
Chemical 256(70) 533 67 492(9) 142

Communications 97(404 ) 463( 11) 891(28) 518(5) 666

TEC 141(7) 90 42(1) 88(25) 46

Tube Artillery 0 82 384(5) 0 6

Surveyed Firing Charts 0 36(3) 663(9) 0 14

Vertical Operator 0 0 215 0 0

FDC Computer Records 0 0 200(5) 0 ( 2 )  11

Precision Registration 0 1 109(5) 0(5) 10

Registration Fire Mission 0 3 82(5) 0(2) 9

MET Plus VE Computations 0(3) 0 297(3) 0(6) 12

Ha nd Gr enades 2(2 ) 908 521 121 0(4) 6

Law 55(7 ) 424(2 0) 173 1688(3) 43

Rifles 69(1) 362 1778 (3) 1249(4 ) 28

~~umbers in parenthese s indicate lessons used by the school for tha t
combat arm . These counts are reflected in the TRADOC totals.
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Table 6 — TEC Use by Lesson Series and Combat Arm/Activity

(Page 2 of 5)

FOR SCUM TRADOC

TEC Lesson Series ADA Armor Artillery Infantry

Land Navigation 330(3004? 1555 (121) 172(4) 4751(546) 4214

Tow Missile 0 0 0 20 0

Leadership and Motivation 61(2416) 613(3) 656(7) 1051(17) 2556

Night Vision Devices 106(27) 699 0 1370 1393

Obstacles 40 110(9) 121 2108(3) 14

Machinegun s , M60 186(30) 549(48) 506(2) 2353(3) 132

M203 Grenade Launcher 15(6) 27 702(3) 1612(11) 24

Military Instructor
Training 0 0 0 0 1

Mines, Cla ymore 30(26) 315 43 1006 1381

Squad Radio 0(56) 54 2( 1) 1004 1441

Intelligence and Counter-
intelligence 1(3) 842(1) 83 860(2) 18

Mortar FDC 0 538(11) 0(1) 2814(26) 38

Mortars 0 23 0 13 0

Engine 0 0 0 1 0

TAMMS 78(25) 196 620 346(2) 50

Communications (Ratt Operator
Only) 0(3) 74(17) 4 84(1) 420

M5511M60A2 Ammunition 0 117(8) 0 11 8

~~umbera in parentheses indicate lessons used by the school for that
combat arm. These counts are reflected in the TRADOC totals.
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Table 6 — TEC Use by Lesson Series and Combat Arm/Activity

(Page 3 of 5)

FOR SCOM TRADOC

TEC Lesson Ser ies ADA Armor Artillery Infantry

Bridge Classification 0 4 0 0 0

M551 Gun Launcher 0 13(5)a 0 0(1) 6

Target Acquisition for
Tankers 0 221(8) 0(1) 0(6) 15

M551 Fire Controls 0 313(14) 0(22) 0(2) 38

Preparing to Fire — M551 0(1) 94(1) 0(2) 0 4

M551 Target Engagement 0 10 0 4 0

Range Cards 0 879(26) 0 1 26

M105 Tank Ammunition 0 297(7) 0 0 9

Auxiliary Fire Controls 0 516 0 0 0

Fire Controls: M60/M6OA 1 0 595(37) 0(1) 0 44

105mm Main Gun Operations 0 317(4) 0 0 4

Preparing to Fire :
M60/M60A 1 0 897(5 1 ) 0(8) 0(2) 61

Target Engagement:
M60/M6OA I/M6043 0 362(16) 1(3) 0 39

Maintenance: M60/M6OA1 0 1359(30) 0 0 30

Wheeled Vehicles 46(1) 4(11) 126(3) 470 15

First Aid 144 1422 148(5) 2159(11) 44

Personal Hygiene 110 149 224 1580(1) 1

~1umbers in parentheses indicate lessons used by the school for that
combat arm. These counts are reflected in the TRAOOC totals.

— 28 —

L~-~ - _  _ _  _  
______

——---. - - --—--~~~.------- — __________ _______ 

_________________ _________________ ___



-~~~~~ 
- - -

Table 6 — TEC Use by Lesson Series and Combat Arm/Activity

(Page 4 of 5)

FORSCOM TRADOC

TEC Lesson Series ADA Armor Artillery Infantry

Aircraft Recognition 0 0 0 2 0

Air Defense Command
and Control 0 0(14)a 0(1) 0(2) 25

TADDS 117 0 0 0 3

Vulcan Maintenance 257(72) 0 0(15) 0 91

Vulcan Crew Drill 198(266) 0 0 0 266

Vulcan Ammunition 18 0 0 0 0

Chaparral Maintenance 32(250) 0(3) 0 0 38

Chaparral Crew Drill 14(178) 0 0 0(1) 179

Redeye 0(15) 0 0 0 15

TEC for Green Tabbers 5 2(1) 217 260(1) 3

Ratt Operator Audid Only
Lessons - 0 0(16) 5(53)  0(8) 17

Armor Branch Audio Only
— Lessons 0 239 0(8) 0(1) 15

M48 Lessons for use by Reserve
and/or MG Units 0 62 0 0 0

All Soldiers Aud io Only
Lessons 96 18(1) 51(17) 158 18

ADA Branch Audio Only
Lessons 0(65) 0 0 0 65

All Sold iers Pr in ted Tex t 0 0 2 5 0

aNumbers in parentheses indicate lesRons used by the school for that
combat arm . These counts are reflected in the TRADOC totals.
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Table 6 — TEC Use by Lesson Series and Combat Arm/Activity

(Page 5 of 5)

FORSCOM TRADOC

TEC Lesson Series ADA Armor Artillery Infantry

Ratt Operator Printed Text 0 0 0 0 456

Ar ea Fire Mission 0 ó 3 0 0

Armored Vehicle Recognition 0 0 7 0 0
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Table 7. Frequency of Repeated Use of the Same TEC Lesson by ActIvity

Frequency of Repeated Use
Type of Activity 

_____ ________________________________________

Never Once More than once

Active Cos~ onent
ADA 137(7 9 2) a 20(11.6) 16(9.2)

Armor 96(70 .1) 25(18.2) 16(11.7)

Artillery 170(53.3) 81(25.4) 68(2 1.3)

Infantry 666(74.9) 62(7.0) 161(18.1) 
-

Other 4(100.0) 0 0

Total 1073(70.5) 188(12.4) 261(17.1)

Rese rve Compone nt
ADA 76(84.4) 7(7.8) 7(7.8)

Armor 112(53.1) 54(25.6) 45(21.3)

Artillery 532(48.1) 380(34.4) 194(17.5)

Infantry  461(56.4) 151(18.5) 206(25.2)

Other 2(66.7) 1(33.3) 0

Total 1183(53.1) 593(26 .6) 452(20 . 3)

T RADO C

ADA School 51(45.5) 18(16.1) 43(38.4)

Armor School 213(69 .8) 20(6.6) 72(23.6)

Artillery School 146(57.5) 24(9.4) 84(33.1)

Infan t ry School 122(60.1) 26( 12.8) 55(27.1)

Other 1158(86.3) 49(3.7) 135(10.1)

Total 1690(76.3) 137(6.2) 389(17.6)

TOTAL 3946(64.9) 918(15.1) 1102(18.1)

a
Numbers in parentheses indicate the percentages of total uses for the

combat arm and component represented by the corresponding number.
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users had the lowest percentage of non—repeated use.

CHARACTERISTICS OF USERS

a. Pay Grade. TEC Users completing Individual TEC Usage Forms were
asked to indicate their pay grades and MOSs. Group users were asked to
ind icate the MOS most commonly held among group members and the approximate
percentage of group members holding that MOS. These pieces of information -

allowed analyses of TEC uses by characteristics of users.

Numbers of Individual TEC uses are reported by pay grade in Table 8.
10

Within the Active Army , most uses were found at the ES and E6 levels.
Taken together , uses at those pay grades represented 60.6% of all uses.
Within the Reserve Component , highest levels of use were found in grades E4
(21%) and ES (20.5%). The highest remaining levels of use were found at
the E6 (11.3%), 57 (10.6%) and 03 (12.4%) levels.

b. ~~~ The breakdown of TEC uses by MOS (Table 9) showed the
greatest numbers of uses to have occurred in the 11 (B,C,D,E), 13 (A ,B,E)
and 16 (F ,R) series. Pt derately high numbers of uses were also found in
MOSs lB . 36K, 638, 63C and 91B. These figures may partially reflect MOS
densities within the combat arms.

It should be noted that a number of TEC group uses (4608) were omitted
from Table 9. These were uses reported on forms where the group leader
reported less than 50% of the group to hold a common MOS.

c. Average Month~r TEC Use. TEC users completing TEC Individual Use
Forms were asked to indicated the average number of TEC lessons they used
per month (on a scale of 0—9 or more). Results of this self—reported
estimate are shown in Table 10. The average number reported (2.8) is a
great deal higher than the estimated average use per man per month shown in
Table 3. One reason for this discrepancy may be that the estimated average
shown in Table 2 is the result of the division of all known TEC uses by the
total (estimated) number of men in the battalion (both users and non—
users). The Table 10 figures are reports of a self—selected subgroup of
soldiers who completed the form because they used TEC on an individual
basis at least once during the sampling period . One would expect that this
group of known individual users would have a higher average monthly use
rate than the average battalion soldier.

10 Individual TEC uses included some groups of 2—5 ind ividuals. Where
only one user completed a form to represent the whole group , his pay
grade may be over represented in the distribution. However, comparison
of the percentage distribution of uses by pay grade in Table 8 with a
comparable distribution of “true” individual users (who used TEC alone)
shows no major discrepancies.
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Table 8. Individual TEC Uses by Pay Grade, Coithat Arm and Component

(Page 1 of 2)

Cothat Arm
Pay Grade _________________________________________________________________

ADA Armor Artille ry Infan t ry Tot al -

Active Con~,onent

El 22(6.9) 7(.8) 29(1.9)

E2 31(22.6) 63(19.6) 15(1.7) 109(7.1)

E3 36(19 7)a 5(3.6) 38(11.8) 21(2.4) 100(6.5)

E4 37(20.2) 14(10.2) 84(26.2) 38(4.3) 173(11.3)

ES 52(37.9) 45(14.0) 455(51.0) 552(36.0)

E6 42(23.0) 4(2.9) 24(7.5) 308(34.5) 378(24.6)

E7 16(8.7) 6(4.4) 36(11.2) 12(1.3) 70(4.6)

E8 3(2.2) 3(.9) 2(.2) 8(.5)

01 20(10.9) 10(7.3) 4(1.2) 34(2.2)

02 20(10.9) 2(.6) 3(.3) 25(1.6)

03 - 4(2.9) - 7(.8) ll(.7)

04 12(6.6) 2(1.5) 7(.8) 21(1.4)

05 6(4.4) 9(1.0) 15(1.0)

08 9( 1.0) 9( .6)
Total 183 137 321 893 1534

Reserve Component

El 11(1.0) 8(1.0) l9(.8)

E2 23(2.0) 22(2.7) 45(2.0)

E3 1(L1) l(.5) 17(1.5) 59(7.2) 78(3.4)

E4 8(8.9) 30(14.2) 110(9 .6) 327(40. 1) 475(21.0)
E5 37(41.1) 48(22.7) 256(22.3) 123(15.1) 464(20.5)

E6 27(30.0) 14(6.6) 127(11.1) 88(10.8) 256(11.3)

E7 16(17.8) 41(19.4) 100(8.7) 82(10.1) 239(10.6)
E8 1(1.1) 56(26.5) 46(4.0) 11(1.3) 114(5.0)

l(.5) 1(.l) 1(.l) 3(.l)

Note. Uses missing: 99.

a Nuthers in parentheses indicate percentage. of total unes for coiibat arm and
component represented by Ithe corresponding number.

— 3 3 —

- -—--- - — —‘---‘-- - .~~S~~~~cd 
— --- - —----~~~-~~~ — -----.- -

~
- 

~~~~~~~~



Table 8. Individual TEC Uses by Pay Grade , Combat Arm and Component

(Page2of 2)

Combat Arm
Pay Grade

ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

Wi 9(1.1) 9(.4)
W4 3(1.4) 3(.4) 6(.3) 

-
01 l(.5) 161(14.2) 8(1.0) 72(3.2)

02 4( 1.9) 32(2.8 ) 20 (2.5 ) 56(2.5)
03 8( 3.8) 221( 19 .3) 52(6.4) 281( 12.4)
04 4(1.9) 10(.9) l(.1) 15(.7)
05 24(2.1) 24(1.1)
07 5(.4) l(.l) 6(.3)

Total 90 211 1146 815 2262

Note. Uses missing: 99.

a Numbers in parentheses indicate Dercentages of total uses for combat arm and
component represented by the corresponding number.
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Table 9 TEC Uses by 805 of Users and Combat Arm

(Page~ 1 øf 3)

Combat Arm

MOS ADA Aru~ r Artillery Infantry Other

lB 409

5C 2
SF 3 8

98 10 3

lOB 6

b E  5
118 2021 20 16408 304

1XC 657 19 5439

lID 1315 2 124

115 8507 229

h F  1 3
l2B 6

120 3

13A 309

l3B 1 2628

135 81 1500

130 40

13W 6

l3Y 14

16k 33

l6F 1069

168 7

l6J 17

16P 32

16R 661

17B 5 2

17K 11 2 20 29

24C 2

Note. Uses missing: 6933. Uses where i... than 50% of using group held a
c~~~~n ?~S: 4608.
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Table 9. TEC Uses by MOS of Users and Combat Arm

(Pagc 2 of 3)

Combat Arm

“OS ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Other

3lB 1 46 46
310 61 44

32F 1
36C 68
36G I

36K 112 1 384 226 15

44B 1
52B 3

54E 1 4
63A 2

633 128 98
63C 44 105 192 97

64C 48 30 1
67V 35

713 1

7lD 1

71L 2

75B 1 4

75C 5

75D 17

~~~~~~~~~ 75? 1 1

76D 2

76.1 57
76P 1

76W 2

76Y 2 20 32

Note: Uses missing : 6933. Uses where less than 50% of using group held a
co~~~ii flOS: 4608.
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Table 9. TEC Uses by MOS of Users and Combat Arm

(Page 3 of 3)

Combat Arm

ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Other

- - 
82C 31
86K 1

91B 10 361 75 125
- 

91C 1

94B 15 19 12
95B 4 7 57

95C 120

968 3

Note: Uses missing: 6933. Uses where less than 50% of using group held a
common MOS: 4608.

r
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ITable 10 — Average Monthly Use of TEC Per Individual by Combat Arm
and Component

Component

Combat Arm Active Reserve Total

Air Defense Artillery 5.7 (9)~ 1 . 5  ( 2 4 )  2 . 7  (33 )

Armor 2.2 (51) 3.0 (102) 2.7 (153)

Artillery 2.7 (192) 2.0 (73) 2.5 (265)

Infantry 3.3 (48) 3.0 (193) 3.0 (241)

Total 2.8 (300) 2.7 (392) 2.8 (692)

aNumbers in parentheses indicate numbers of individual usage forms 
- 

-

used in computation.
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REASONS FOR USE

Both individual and group TEC users were questioned as to their -

purposes for using the TEC lesson. Several possible reasons for use were
listed on each form and users were given space on the form to list other
reasons for use if those listed were not applicable.

TEC group uses (Table 11) in the Ac tive Component were most often for
the purpose of refresher training. All uses among Active Art i l lery groups
were for this purpose as were almost all (92.0%) Active Armor and the
majority of Active ADA (63.8%) and “Other” combat arm (60.0%) uses. Active
Infantry uses were fairly evenly split between refresher training (46.9%)
and initial training (48.5%).

Most Reserve Component uses were again for refresher training (65.6%).
These included large majorities of Armor (80.5%) and Artillery (79.5%) uses
and over half (57.3%) of the Infantry uses. Reserve ADA and “Other” combat
arms had much smaller concentrations of use for refresher training (28.1%
and 20.22, respectively). In both these groups , most uses were for
purposes other than those listed .

Among TRADOC activities, most uses (66.9%) were for the purpose of
initial training . This appears to be primarily due to the large
percentages of ADA School (92.2%) and Infantry School (90.9%) uses for this
purpose. However, only 9 (2.5%) of the Armor School uses were for the
purpose of initial training. Most uses there were for purposes other than
those listed .

Other purposes of use listed by Active Component groups were: SQT
study, 804; ARTEP traIning , 117; concurrent training , 50; mandatory
requirements ,  1650; and classes on TEC use, 99. Purposes of TEC Group use
listed by TRADOC activit ies Included : SQT , 726; introduction to TEC, 40;
and course requirements (of BNCOC, PNCOC, NCOA, etc.), 5416. Reserve
Component groups also listed SQT, 1440; and concurrent training, 160.
Other purposes named by them were: maintenance training and preparation,
389; map reading classes, 384; training management school, 390; field use,
278; transition training , 70; MOS training , 1488; OJT, 178; medical section
training , 12; communications section training , 193; recruit training, 42;
NCO school , 93; FDC section training , 105; preparation for ESC, 572; ROTC
instruc tor program , 70; unit training (general subjects), 548; and general
training , 2071.

It is not suprising that most TRADOC uses were for initial training
since this category comprised a number of school activities where most
initial training occurs, while most TEC group uses in the units were for
the purpose of refresher training of skills probably initially learned in a
school setting .

Most Individual TEC uses (Table 12) were also for the purposes of
initial (37.12) and refresher (21.6%) training. The largest numbers of
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Tablo 11. TEC Grou p Uses by P urpos t~ of t s c~, A c t i v it y  and Combat Arm

Purpose of UseType of Activity ______________________________________________________

Initial Refresher Individual
Training Training Study Other

Active Component

ADA 0 486(63.8) 216(28.3) 60(7.9)
a

Armor 89(2.0) 4029(92.0) 0 262(6.0)

Artillery 0 283(100.0) 0 0

Infantty 3435(48.5) 3324(46.9) 35(.5) 295(4.2)

Other 32(39.5) 49(60.5) 0 0

Total 3556(28.2) 8171(64.9) 251(2.0) 617(4.9)

Reserve Component

ADA 325(17.8) 513(28.1) 0 989(54.1)

Armor 2166(16.8) 10381(80.5) 67(.5) 281(2.2)

Artil lery 1220(16 .2) 5989(79.5) 83(1.1) 242(3 .2 )

Infantry 1872(8.3) 12874(57.3) 5315(23.7) 2404(10 .7)

r Other 5(.5) 186(20.2) 33(3.6) 696(75.7)

Total 5588(12.2) 29943(65.6) 5498(12.0) 4612(10.1)

TRADOC

ADA School 6195(92.2) 234(3.5) 0 287(4.3)

Armor School 9(2.5) 80(22.6) 0 265(74.9)

Artillery School 0 0 0 0

Infantry School 500(90.9) 50(9.1) 0 0

Other 1700(34.4) 1256(25.4) 0 1981(40.1)

Total 8404(66.9) 1620(12.9) 0 2533(20.2)

Total 17548 39734 5749 7762

aNumh&,rs in parentlicst~s indicate the percentage of total uses for that
combat arm and type  of activity represented by the corresponding number.
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Table 12. Individual TEC Uses by Put-pose of Use , Activity and Cor~bat Arm

(Pa ge 4 of 2)

Co~~~at Arm

Purpose of Use ADA Ar mo r Artillery Infan t ry  Other Total

Prepazatioct for ~tjS~SQT
AC 17(9.8) ~ 24 (19.4) 1( .3) 134(15.7) 4(100.0) 180( 12.2)

SC 15(17.0) 11(8.4) 12(1 .2) 7(.9) 0 51(2. 4)

TRADO C 22(32 .4) 56(18.4) 53(21.3) 34(18.3) 144(11.0) 309(14 .6)
Total 54(16.4) 97(15.3) 66(4.2 , 175(9.5) 148( 11.2) 540(9.5)

F Preparation for Promotion Board
AC 0 5(4.0) 22 (7 .0)  4( .5) 0 31(2.1)
SC 1(1.1) 0 1(.1) 8(1.0) 0 1O(.5)
TR.A1~7C 0 0 4(1 .6) 6(3.2) 4( .3) 14(.7)

Total 1(.3) 5( .8) 27( 1.7) 18(1.0) 4( .3) 55(1.0)

. Initi el Training in Needed Skill

AC 36(20.7) 6(4.8) 59(18.7) 414(48.5) 0 513(35.0)

SC 4(4.5 ) 2(1.0) 2 79(27 . 9)  169(2 1.3) 0 454(21.8)
TL41~~C 6(8.8) 39(12.8) 76(30 .5) 21(11.3) 994(15.8) 1136(53.6)

Total 46(13.9) 47(7.4) 4 14(26.5) 604(32 .9) 996(75 . 4) 2103(37 .1)

Refresher Training for Duty Position

AC 28(16.1) 50(40.3) 106(33.5) 128(15.0) 0 312(21.2)

RC 35(39.8) 54(26.6) 261(26.1) 293(36.9) 1(33.3) 644(30 . 9)

TRADO C 8(11.8) 56(18.4) 74(29.7) 76(40.9) 54(4.1) 268(12.6)

Total 71(21.5) 160(25.3) 441(28.2) 491(27.1) 55(4.2) 1223(21.6)

Interest in Subject M.arter

AC 38(21.8) 33(26.6) 104(32.9) 31(3.6) 0 206(14.0)

RC 23(26.1) 63(31.0) 79(7.9) 152(19.1) 2(66.7) 319(15.3)

TRADOC 6(8.8) 39(12.8) 40(16.1) 22(11.8) 24(1.8) 131(6.2)

Total 67(20.3) 135(21.4) 223(14.3) 205(11.2) 26(2.0) 656(11.6)

aNurb er, in parentheses indicate the percentages of tn ta l  uses for that  combat arm and type
of activity represented by the oorresponding number.
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Tat, t~ 12. Individual lit ’ Uat.s by l’ut posc of U..i. • Mt  Ivi ty a,~! . ‘ l r  Arm

(I ’~~e .‘ of

Combat Arm
Purpu.. of (I.e ADA Arno r A r t i l l e r y  I n f an t r y  Other  Tot al

Unit Tr atniu ~ Requi red b y Super ior
AC 30(17 .2)  6(4 . 8) 2 1 ( 6 . 6 )  9 ( 1 . 1 )  0 66(4 .5)

0 30(14.8) 295(29.5) 106(13.4) 0 431(20.7)
TRADO C 2(2.9) 12(3.9) 

- 

1(.4) 4(2.2) 30(2.3) 49(2.3)
Total 32(9.7) 48(7.6) 317(20. i) 119(6 .5 )  30(2 .3) 546(9.6)

Other
AC 25(14.4) 0 3(.9) 134(35.7) C) 162(11.0)
SC 10(11.4) 31(18.2) 72(7.2) 59(7.4) 0 178(8.5)
TSACOC 24(35.3) 103(33.8) 1(.6) 2 3 ( 1 2 . 4 )  6 2 ( 4 . 7 )  2 1 3 ( 1 0 . 0 )

Total 59(17.9) 140(22.2) 76(4.9) 216(11.8) 62 ( 4 . 7)  533(9 .7 )

TotaL 330 632 i564 1814 141’) 5679

*Nt~Ub# in par *~ thase. ind icat , the percentages of to ta l  uses for Lh %t c~~t hat arm andtyp . of a ctivity r .pr. s.nt. d by the cor resp on din g  numb er .

— 42 —



- - - -~~- - —~~~~~~- -

TRADOC (53.6) and Active Component (35.0%) uses were for initia l training
and the largest numbers of Reserve Component (30.9%) uses were for
refresher training. Rema ining uses were somewhat evenly spread acr o s s
other purposes excep t for  promo tio n board preparation. Very few u ses
(1.0%) were for this purpose.

Addi tional purposes of use listed by Active Component Individua l users
were: secondary MOS stu dy , 6; PNCOC , 30; pla toon training for ARTEP , 3;
ins t ruc tor prepara tio n , 8; reclassifica tion , 195; and Soldi er of the Month
Board , 3 .

Reserve Component Individual users listed other reasons as:
preparation or preview for instruc t ion , 302; preparation for testing , 7;
State OCS, 24; cross training, 25; reclassification , 2; and training
management workshops , 65.

PATTERNS OF’ USE

One ques tion of interest regards the number of individuals using a
lesson (or Iesson.series) during the period the lesson is checked out. Of
all  TEC uses recorded , onl y 8.10% (6.68% FORSCOM ; 16.52% TRADOC) were
recorded on Individua l Usage Forms . Thus , 91.9% of uses occurred in groups .
Among FORSCOM uses, onl y 32 . 85% of those recorded as Ind ividua l were by
a single soldier rather than a small , informa l group of size 2 — 5.

In Table 13 , percentages of all recorded FORSCOM Group u ses are shown
by size of the using group. As shown , use f requenc ies  are sca tte red acr oss
groups of many sizes with the largest percentages of use being by group s o f
100 or more soldiers.

I t shou ld be no ted tha t , if one considers FORSCOM instances of use , the
check—out of par t of a lesson series for use by any number of individuals
( the comp let ion of one usage form), the picture is very differen t. AC
instances of use are predominantly Indiv idual (71.79%) while just less t han
half (41.89%) of RC instances of use are Individual. Given the high over-
a l l  TEC use rate in the RC along with the limited amount of training t ime
available , the greater number of instances of Group TEC use is not
surprising .

Sinc e TEC Group Usage Forms could be used where lessons were taken
out of the center , a sing le group form could reflect use of TEC in
several differen t groups over t ime. Because only the total number of
users was recorded on the form , some percentages may include instances of
use by several smaller groups during a single checkout period as well as
by single groups of the size indicated .

Other results ind icate that when TEC is used in the group mode , users
most often must share a Beseler CUE—SEE with one or more other individuals.

— 43 —

- _ _  

________________________



I

Table 13. TEC Group Use by Group Size

Component

Number in Group Active Reserve

1—5 10.6 7.1

6—9 .7 3.3

10—19 6.6 12.7

20—29 13.9 11.7

30—39 6.8 8.1

40—49 1.6 7.1

50—59 1.4 5.5

60—69 8.5 9.3

70—79 4.7 8.6

80—89 11.4 2.9

90—99 1.5 1.6

100+ 32.4 22.1

Note. Numbers reflect percentages of total TEC group
uses.
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As shown in Table 14, in an overwhelming ntmlber of TEC group uses in all
combat arms and components more than one person was using each
Beseler.

As shown in Table 15, the TEC lesson was also projected from the rear
of the Beseler In most (74.9%) Group uses. This probably accounts for the
major portion of cases in Table 14 where more than one person per Beseler
was Ind icated. However , further analysis would be required to estimate
more exactly how many Group uses occurred where several individuals
directly viewed one CUE—SEE as opposed to the entire group viewing a
projected TEC lesson.

Group users were also asked whether the materials which were the
subject of lesson content were available for use with the TEC lesson.
Results are shown in Table 16. For the total sample materials were
available 63.7% of uses. In the Active Component, content materials were
available for most uses in ADA (67.1%), Armor (89.5%), Infantry (70.5%),
and “Other” combat arms (100.0%). However, in Artillery, materials were
available for only 9.5% of uses.

Reserve Component uses showed a different pattern , however. Artillery
had materials available for most (89.5%) uses. Materials were available
for smaller percentages of uses in ADA (21.2%), Infantry (50.1%) and
“Other” combat arms (77.3%) than for the comparable Active Component
groups. The percentages of uses for which materials were available in
Armor (81.2%) was similar to that found in the Active Armor category. The
pattern for TRADOC uses was again different with content materials
available for only 17.5% of Armor School uses, 39.8% of ADA School uses ,
55.5% of “Other” activity uses, and all Infantry School uses. There were
no Artillery School group uses.

Both Individual and Group TEC users were asked whether use occurred
on— or off—duty and whether it was voluntary or mandatory. Results for on
off—duty use are shown In Table 17. Very few uses, only 705 (11.9%)
Individual uses and 2182 (3.4%) Group uses, occurred off—duty . The only
category having more off— than on—duty uses was that of Armor School
Individual, users.

Results for voluntary/mandatory uses, presented in Table 18, are quite
consistent across combat arms and activity types. Most Individual uses
were voluntary and most Group uses were mandatory. The only groups showing
exceptions to this were Reserve Component “Other” combat arms where there
were slightly more voluntary than mandatory group uses and “Other” TRADOC
activities where there were over 3 times as many mandatory as voluntary
individual uses.

Finally , both Group and Individual users were questioned about use of
the LAI pretest with the TEC lesson. Since the answer format was different
on Group and Individual forms, results are presented separately .
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Table 14. TIC Groiç U... by tIt~~~.r of Persona per
I...l.r ICe... tt. , Activity and Co~~at Ars

Coabat Ar~
Psrsan. per B.s.Iar ADA Aran r Artill.ry Infantry Other Total

Active Co~~ onant

One 0 26 0 76 0 102

- )~~r. than One 762 3627 242 6583 49 11263

Pss.rvs C o t

On. 0 60 9 662 0 731

- I Hor. than One 1804 . 11022 7447 16683 748 37704

TR~~~~

14 0 0 0 1 15

- Hors than One 4086 354 0 50 3407 7897

Total

- One 14 86 9 738 1 848

Hor. than One 6652 15003 7689 23316 4204 56864

• I

- -  
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Table 15. TEC Group Uses by Mode of Lesson Use,
Activity and Combat Arm

Less on Was :

Type of Activity Audio Viewed Directly Projected

Active Component

ADA 0 240(31.5) 522(68.5)

Armo r 0 604(13.8) 3776(86.2)

Artille ry 0 2 6(9 .2)  257(90 .8)

Infantry 0 4134(58.3) 2955(41.7)

Other 0 0 81(100.0)

Total 0 5004(39.7) 7591(60.3)

Reserve Component

ADA 0 17(.9) 1810(99 .1)

Armor 602(4.7)  1600(12.5) 10639(82.9) -

Ar tillery 3(.04) 1079 ( 14. 1) 6580(85.9)

Infantry 170(.8) 6351(28.3) 15944(71.0)

Other 0 179(19.5) 741(80.5)

Total 775(1.7) 9226(20.2) 35714(78.1)

TRADOC

ADA School 0 1255 (18. 3) 5600(81. 7)

Armor School 0 169(47.7) 185(52.3)

Ar tillery School 0 0 0
Infantry School 0 50(9.1) 500(90.9)

Other 0 1399(28.1) 3578(71.9) -

Total 0 2873(22.6) 9863(77.4)

Total 775(1.1) 17103(23.9) 5 3 3 9 0 ( 7 4 . 9 )

a
Nuabers in parentheses indicate percentages of total uses for the combat -

arm and type of activity represented by the corresponding number.
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Table 16. TIC Group U.. . by Availability of Content Materials , 
-

Typ. of Activity and Coabat Am

Co~~ at Ars
Content Materials

Available? ADA Arior Artillery Infantry Other

Activs Co~~,onent

Ye. 330 (67~1) a 3873(89.5) 26(9.2) 4857(70.5) 81(100.0)

No 162(32.9) 454(10.5) 257(90.8) 2029(29.5) 0

Reasrve CoWonsnt

Y.. 382(21.2) 10134(81.2) 6813(89.5) 11072(50.1) 711(77.3)

No 1420(78.8) 2345(18.8)- 802(10.5) 11023(49.9) 209(22.7)

T RADOC

Yan ‘ 2714(39.8) 62(17.5) 0 550(100.0) 2698(55.5)

No 4113(60.2) 292(82.5) 0 0 2160(44.5)

Total

Ye. 3426(37.6) 14069(82.0) 6839(86.6) 16479(55.8) 3490(55.3)

No 5695(62.4) 3091(18.0) 1059(13.4) 13052(44.2) 2369(44.7)

~NuM,sra in parenth..sa indicate percen tage. of tot al uses for that c~~ at am
and co~~onsnt represented by the corresponding number.

I
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Table 17. TEC Uses by Type of Use , Time of Use ,
Activity and Coffbat Arm

Individual Group

Type of Activity On—Duty 0ff—Duty On—Duty Off-Duty

Active Component

ADA 158 20 612 150

Armor 123 12 4310 70
Artillery 303 16 237 ——
Infantry 832 50 6835 227

Other 4 —— 81 ——
Total 1419 88 12075 447

Reserve Componen t - 
-

L ADA 50 40 1695 100

r Ar~~ r 138 73 12489 280
Artillery 1004 102 7437 6
Infantry 742 75 20831 981

— Other 2 1 364 516

Total 1937 291 42816 1883

TRADOC
ADA School 102 8 3305 0
Armor School 115 190 354 C)

Artillery School 240 13 0 0

Infantry School 140 59 550 0

Other 1282 57 3183 104 —

To tal 1879 
- 

327 739 2 104

Total 5229 705 61796 2182
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Table 18. Voluntary and Mandatory TEC Uses by Activity and Combat Arm

Individual Group

Activity Voluntary Mandatory Volun tary Mandatory

Active Component

ADA 115 68 306 456

A rmo r 130 7 1200 3109
Ar tillery 261 58 250 33
Infantry 649 239 779 6310

Other 4 0 0 49

Total 1159 372 2535 9957

Reserve Component

ADA 85 2 114 1713

Armo r 167 42 1063 10775

Artillery 715 423 887 659 5

Infan try 681 135 6756 1532 1
Other 2 1 516 404

Total 1650 603 9336 34818

T RSADOC

ADA School 97 15 22 5582
Armor School 304 1 145 209

Artillery School 255 0 (1 0

Infantry School 194 7 25 525

Other 313 1029 305 4376
Total 1163 1052 497 10692

Total 3972 2027 12368 55679
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Results for Individual users , Table 19, show a great deal of variation
among groups. In the Active Component roughly half (49.2 — 57.7%) the uses
in each combat arm also involved pretest use. The exception was Infantry
where the pretest was used in 69.8% of the cases of lesson use. In the
Reserve Componen t , only 11.1 — 34.3% of uses involved pretest use except in
Artillery where the pretest was used in 82.5% of the instances of lesson
use. Among TRADOC activities , the pretest was used with as many as 90.2%
(Armor School) of uses and as few as 7.0% (Infan try School).

Results for  Gro up users,  Table 20, again show a great deal of
variability among groups. Among Active Component users , most ADA uses
(78.7%) occurred where the entire group used the pretest. Most Artillery
(88.3%) and Infantry (78.9%) uses occurred where no one in the group used
the pretest. Armor uses were more evenly spread across levels of pretest
use, but none of the group used the pretest in almost half (48.0%) of the
uses.

In the Reserve Component groups , somewhat over half (54.9 — 61.4%) of
the uses in Armor, Artillery and Infantry involved no pretest use.
“Others” most often reported uses where some of the group used the pretest
(67.1%) and most ADA uses were spread across the “most” (32.3%), “some”
(28.0%), and “none” (36.5%) categories.

TRADOC uses showed pretest use by some of the group in all ADA School
uses and by most of the group in 90.9% of the Infantry School uses. Armor
uses were most concentrated in the “most” (45.2%) and “none” (38.7%)
categories and “Other” activity uses were most concentrated In the “all”
(43.6%) and “none” (32.9%) categories.

LOCATI ONS OF USE

TEC lesson custodians were asked to ind icate the type and level of
t facility from which the lesson was obtained and/or In which the lesson was

used on both Group and Individual Usage Forms. The analysis of responses
to this question provided an indication of those types and levels of
facilities where TEC lessons are most likely to be obtained and/or use is
most likely to occur In a CONUS, FORSC~I~1 battalion. TRADOC activities were
not included in analysis because TEC facilities were presuned to be unique
to the type of activity.

Individual and Group TEC uses are shown by level of facility in Table
21. Among Active Component units , most Ind iv idual (715)  and Group (8001)
TEC uses were with lessons obtained at the battalion level. The levels of
facilities second most frequently used were brigade for Individual uses
(583) and company/battery for Group uses (3876).

Among Reserve Gomponent units, most Individual uses (1126) were with
lessons obtained at the battalion level and most Group uses (24999) were
with lessons obtained at the company/battery level.
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Table 19. Individual TEC Uses with Pretest by Activity and Combat Arm

Combat Arm

Type of Act ivity ADA Armor Art illery lnfan tr~ Other

Active Component 93(54~4)a 79(57.7) 157(49.2) 6U’(69.8) 0
Reserve Component 10(11.1) 37(17.6) 933(82.5) 2 7 9 ( 3 4 .3) 0

TRA DOC 37(33.3) 275(90.2) 110(43.1) 84(7.0) 78(12.6)

a Tabled numbers represent only those uses where the LAI pretest was included .Beside each number , in parentheses, is shown the percentage of total uses forthat combat arm and ac tivity that the number represents.
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Table 20. Group TEC Uses by Extent of Pretest Use,
Activity and Cothat Arm

Frequency of Users in Group Using Pretest

Type of Act iv i ty  All Most Some None

Active Component Unit

ADA 600(78 7) a 36(4.7) 0 126(16.5)

Armor 913(21.4) 686(16.1) 615(14.4) 2046(48.0)

Artillery 33(11.7) 0 0 250(88.3)

Infantry 420(5.9) 637(9.0) 441(6.2) 559(78.9)

Other 49(60.5) 0 0 32(39.5)

Reserve Component Unit

ADA 60(3.3) 589(32.3) 511(28.0) 667(36.5)

Armor 1774(14.1) 758(6.0) 2361(18.7) 7702(61.2)

Artillery 627(8.2) 1723(22.6) 599(7.8) 4686(61.4) 
- -

Infantry 5044(22.5) 3022(13.5) 2058(9.2) 12303(54.9)

Other 0 0 537(67.1) 263(32.9)

TRADOC Activity

ADA School 0 0 6853(100.0) 0

Armor School 48(13.6) 160(45.2) 9(2.5) 137(38.7)

Artillery Sch ool 0 0 0 0
Infantry School 0 500(90.9) 0 50(9.1)

Other 2169(43.6) 981(19.7) 187(3.8) 1635(32.9)

Total 11717(16.6) 9050(12.8) 14435(20.4) 35488(50.2) 
-

aNulthers in parentheses indicate percentage of uses for combat arm and
component represented by the corresponding number.
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Table 21. TEC Uses by Level of Facility ,
Component and Combat Arm

(Page 1 of 2)

Combat Arm

Level of Facility ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Other Thtal

Ind ividual

Active Component

Company/Battery 183 2 65 4 254
Battalion/Squadron 177 59 319 170 725
Brigade 4 579 583
Division 57 57
Post 18 9 27
Other 61 61

Reserve Component

Company/Battery 73 99 148 542 3 865
Battalion/Squadron 100 880 246 1226
Brigade

Division

Post

Other 5 9 18 32

Group

Active Component

Company/Battery 126 2169 1532 49 3876
Battalion/Squadron 561 948 935 5557 8001
Brigade 45 32 77
Division

Post

Other 166 166

Note. Uses missing, Individual : 234, Group : 1974.
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Table 21. TEC Uses by Level of Facility,
Component and Combat Arm

(Page 2 of 2)

Con’bat Arm
Level of Facility ADA Armor Art i l l e ry  In f a n t ry  Other Total

Reserve Component

Company/Battery 1588 10586 2241 11222 404 26041
Battalion/squadron 2069 5323 8875 516 16783
Brigade

Division

Post

Other 1149 44 102 1922 3217

No te:  Uses missing , Ind ividual:  234 , Group: 1974.
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()( tic r 1 eve Is ol I : ie I I it I is 1 1st i’d as used by rt ’sponden t s were  p1 at t)Ofl
( 1 2 0 )  b r  t he  Act  tvi’ Component ; and detachment ( 7b8) p l a oou (2279), USAR
center ( 2 )  • see tion (2 1) , and t r o o p  (25) f o r  the Reserve Component

Typos of I a( Ii ft h’s u sed I or m d  iv t dua  I and Croup TEC stud y are’ shown
in  Tab 1 ’  22. As ~~ ui d be expec ted , most Act lye Component  uses , both Cr oup
(7134) anut End iv tduei 1 (I 1 38) • we ri’ w ith 1 essons oh tat nod in a learning
cent or ; and most Rose ~vi’ 

(‘ørn~)e~n(~nt  uses  , ( r ot sp ( 37 8 96) and m d  iv idun I —

(18%) , occur rod vi t ii lessons I torn a N at  I on:e I Gun rd Armory.

As shown in Tab It’ 22 , soy i’ i- n I othe r type’s o I I ire I I  i t  Ii’s listed we re
a iso used , and in  add i t  I on to t hose’ 1 1st i’d on t he  I 0 till • liSt. rs named a
niunb er  of I ni  f l i t  y t ypes. These’ wOEi ’ , I or A ct lvi’ Component  , lad iv (dun I
users: TEC I,ih ia r lo s . 49; S—Ys • 442; compa ny  ru In lug rooms • 109. Act lvi ’
Componi ’n t Group  I ne ii I I I es nnmi’d vi’ re’ : C I assrotnns , 242 7; comp any t raining
rooms) • I 9() ; p 1 at oon I r a in  I ng ( i- ooms • 1770; tank r angi’s , b(~O ; squad

rooms • 2i~ gymnasium s. ISO ; Seu t i o n  tr a ining (rooms), 1450; CO e lasses • 72 .

Re’ ~ie• rye’ Coinponen I nd lv I d un I u ser - s 1 1st oil : IJSAR Con tots • 30 ;
Recrut t ing Sc h o o l ,  ‘I; sect ion rooms . 84; St ate Mt lit :ItV Ru’si’iv~it  Ion . 15.
Ccii) ers used by r ~‘se ry e  Corn p iiui•n t  Groups we’ re’ : s t a t e  in ii it ary
rese’rvnt Ions , 820; US A R C e n t e r s , 31~)9; hi g h schools , 8 1 4;  ranges . 870.

I L  a ppe’a i - . 1 roi~
-
~~.~~~~~s ’~: I I t h t  a number  of u ser s 1 1st od t lie

:it t ria l 1 or at ion ~i t  ‘l’CC use r a t  her than the’ t vpt ’ of Inc 11 it v I torn wh i ci’ t he
TEC losstin w:is obt ained . T h e r e )  o r e , t h e  result s may provide nnv In a c c u r a t e
repri’sen a I ion  o f  t he ext .‘nt o I use of  r er  a in types ol I at ’ i t it los.
However • t he Si’ comment  s do prov Let e add It I ona I In lo rrna t I on  rega r’d I ng t h e
I I n n  I quest Ion o be d I se’ wised • I Ot ’ a t I on  o I li - C I e’$$Oi1 use by groups

Si flee i t  was n ot  poss i hi ~. t o d e t, e rm m i ’  I rom t he lad teat i ons of  t ype
and I i’Ve I of  I :re ii i t  y whet her  t he I essoii was ciseet In t h e  I n c  ft it v or
e heek c~d out  I rom I lie S ac II It v • TEC Group users were a I so asked where the
lesson was used . it was assumed that I ntl iv id ru t  I users  d i d  not check  out
I t ’ssons/ eepr I pinen t so t h a t  a l l  I ad iv ielun I Uses occur  red in t h e  I at t I l t  y

Re Speinses t o  ( l i e  I or at Ion of  (is , ’  qute st iou . p resuil ted In l a b  Ic 2 ) .
I rid I en te that most lIt: usvs ( 7 3 ,  2 ~ ore ur red I n  I lie com p a n y / h a  t t ery a ron
I or a I I I vpe s o I at ’ t Iv  i t  l os .  Regard I ng I t e l d rise • modest pe re’en t ages of
USe III Re serve  Comp on en t  Ar t i l l  or y ( 2$ • • l a b  an t r y  (9. 8~.) and ‘‘01 her ”
combat a rms (I I. b )  ore eur red In L iii’ ti el d . liii’ so combat arms shoved no
It old use among Ac t Iv e Coinpone’n t tin It s or TRAPOC :1 e I Iv it Ic’S . Among Ac LIve
Component TEC groups only ADA ( S I • i~. ) and Armor ( 29. 2~. i . ’corded ‘FEC use in
the’ Ii old • No ~t he’ r ADA I let d rise ’ was roe’ o rded • hut Re so rv o Component
Armti r (7 • 4~ ) and Armor School users ( 1 8. 4 ~.) d I d sh ow use of TEC in the
Eli ’ Id

‘‘I’ 

— -~~~ - rn -— 
_ _ _ _  — -~~~--— _ _ _



_ _ _ _ _ _  

~~~
—

~~~~~~~~
- -

Table 22. TEC Uses by Type of Facility, Component and Combat Arm

(Page 1 of 2)

Coiil at Arm

F Type of Facility ADA Armo r Artillery Infan try Other Total

Individual

Active Co~~,onent
Education Center 1 1 2

Learning Center 4 83 271 780 1138

Mobile Learning Cemter 64 4 68

MOS Library 35 47 28 110

NCO Academy 1 1

MG Armory

Other 62 11 29 4 106 -

Reserve Cor~,onent

Education Center -

Learning Center 1 9 84 108 202

Mobile Learning Center 26 26

MOS Library 1 15 16

NCO Academy 1 1

MG Armory 74 201 957 661 3 1896

Other 15 3 18

Group

Active Component

Education Center 30 30

Learning Center 204 1803 7 5239 81 7334

Mobile Learning Center 453 453

it)S Library

NCO Academy

NG Armory
F ROTC Facility

Other 90 2195 276 253 2814

Note: Uses missing, Individual: 311, Group : 3294.
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Table 22. ‘FEC Uses by Type of Facility, Component and Combat Arm

(Page 2 of 2)

Cothat Arm

Type of Facility ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Other Total

Reserve Component
Education Center 20 20
Learning Center 18 194 171 383

Mobile Learning Center 46 182 228

MOS Library 16 16

NCO Academy 76 76

NC Armory 1634 12653 7398 15289 920 37894

ROTC Facility 70 91 161

Other 105 40 8 6184 6337

Note: Uses missing, Individual: 311, Group: 3294.
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Tchl. 23. rzc Group U... by Location of Use ,
Activity and Co~iat Ar~

Location of U.e

Typ. of Activity Field Co~~.ny Area Learning Center

Active Co~~onent

ADA 390(53 3) C 342(46.7 )

Ar~~r 1242(29.2) 2740(64.3) 2 7 8 ( 6.3 )

Artillery 276 (97.5) 7(2 .5)

Infantry 6225(88,9) 777(11.1.)

Other 81(100,0)

Total 1632(13.2) 9583(77.5) 1143(9.2)

Reserve Co~ ionent

ADA 1700(95.8) 75(4.2)

Armor 925(7.4) 11404(91.6) 120(1.0)

Artillery 2205(28.9) 4692(61,4) 743(9.7)

Infantry 2183(9.8) 16451(73,4) 3774(16.8)

Other 120(13.6) 244(2 1 . 7 )  516(58.6)

Total 5435(12.0) 34491(76.4) 5228(11,6)

TL4DOC

ADA School 861(100.0)

Armor School 65(18.4) 289(81.6)

Artillery School

Imfantry School 525(100.0)

Other 3329(71.5) 1329(28.5)

Total 63(1.0) 3854(60.2) 2479(38.7)

Total 7133(11.0) 47586(73.2) 10257(15.8)

aNu~~ers iii paren theses indicate percentages of total uses in the coembat
era and type of activity represented by the corresponding nuaber.
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All groups of users shown in Table 23 used TF.C in a Learning Center
except Active Component ADA, Artillery School and Infantry School users.
However , Learning Center use accounted for a substantial portion of total
use only in FORSCOM “Other” combat arms (AC, 100.0%; RC , 58.6%) and among
ADA School (100.02), Armor School (81.6%) and “Other” TRA DOC Activity
(38.7%) use.

In stanmary , it appears that Active Component Ind ividual ‘FEC users were
most likely to use Battalion Learning Centers. Souse also took advantage of
company/battery and brigade level facilities , MOS Libraries, etc .

Reserve Componen t ind ividual users were most likel y to go to a
National Guard Armory. The fact that most uses appear to have occurred at
battalion level might be due to the fact that lessons were ordered from
battalion or that some battalion centers were co—located with
companies/batteries or in close enough proximity to be visited on an
ind ividual basis.

TEC Groun users, Active Component appeared most likely f - a
lesson out from a battalton leVel or b e lo w  learning center ~~ t i s~ in
the company arci • Reserve Componc-~it groups a ppe.m red to Inn:

- t i n  i I-IC

~cssons at the c omp a n y/ b a t tery  arm ory .

RESULTS — PHASE 2

Of 85 battalions initially sampled dur ing Phase 2, 66 (77.6%) returned
questionnaires. A total of 3404 User Questionnaires (from 66 battalions)
and 608 Unit Questionnaires (from 58 battalions) were returned . Battalion
level interviews were completed in 42 (49.4%) of the battalions. A summary
of data returns by combat arm and subsample may be found in Table 24.
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Tab le 24. Summary of Phase 2 Returns by Combat Arm and Subsample

Combat Arm

ADA Armor Artillery Infan try Total

CONUS-AC

Battalions Returning 4(l0O.0)~ 8(100.0) 7(100.0) 8(88.9) 27(96.4)

User Questionnaires 200(100.0) 482(100.0) 443(100.0) 417(88.9) 1542(96.4)

Unit Questionnaires 20(100.0) 95(87.5) 54(71.4) 85(88.9) 254(85.7)

Interviews 4(100.0) 5(62.5) 4(57.1) 5(55.6) 18(64.3)

USAREUR

Battalions Returning 2(100.0) 4(100.0) 3(100.0) 4(100.0) 13(100.0)

User Questionnaires 104( 100.0) 273(100.0) l43(lO(~.0) 243(100.0) 763(100.0)

Uni t  Questionnaires 30( 100.0) 66(100.0) 37(100.0) 68( 100.0) 201(100.0)

Interviews 2(100.0) 3(75.0) 3(100.0) 4(100.0) 12(92.3)

CONUS-RC

Battalions Returning 3(100.0) 4(44.4) 10(71.4) 9(50.0) 26(59.1)

User Questionnaires 148(100.0) 185(44.4) 395(71.4) 371(50.0) 1099(59.1)

Unit Questionnaires 14(100.0) 17(22.2) 75(64.3) 47(38.9) 153(44.7)

Interviews 0(0.0) 3(33.3) 5(35.7) 4(22.2) 12(27.3)

Total

Battalions Returning 9(100.0) 16(76.2) 20(83.3) 21(67.7) 66(77.6)

User Questionnaires 452(100.0) 940(76.2) 981(83.3) 1031(67.7) 3404(77.6)

Unit Questionnaires 64(100.0) 178(62.0)  166(70.8)  200(61.3 )  608(68.2) -

Interviews 6(66.7) 11(52.4) 12’SO.O) 13(41.9) 42(49.4)

a Numbers in parentheses indicate the percentages of total battalions initially
4amp led for which data is available.

1 
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SAMPLE CRARACTERI SITCS

a. User Questionnaire. Of 3284 soldiers indicating whether they had
used TEC (User Question 3a) or not, 1648 or 50.22 stated that they had. A
breakdown of ‘FEC use results by Combat Arm and subsample is shown in Table
25. It can be seen from the table that , among subsamples, USAR EUR
contained the highest percentage (56.02) of users. Among Combat Arms,
Infantry had the highest percentage (56.7%) of users, followed by Armor ,
(52.72); Artillery , (47.3%); and ADA , (36.7%).

Chi—square analyses conducted separately for each subsample showed
differences in relative user frequencies among combat arm s to be
statistically significant. Resul%s of these analyses were: CONUS—AC , ~~ —
25.16, df — 8, p(.OO1; USARE UR, X±— 92.50, df — 6, p<.OOI; CONUS—RC,

— 12.92, df — 3, p < .005. It should be noted , however , that the rank
order by combat arm of percentages of users is not identical for all
sub samples

Percentage of ‘FEC users was remarkably low within the CONUS—RC, ADA
group (14. 0%). This might be explained by the fact that these units often
had only older equipment for which no ‘FEC lessons have been developed . ‘FEC
training for newer types of equipment may be of limited value for them
whi le the equi pment itself is unavailable.

Based upon his response to Question 3a, each respondent to the TEC User
Questionnaire was classified as a TEC User or Non—user. ‘FEC Non—users were
not asked to complete most of the remaining questions because they lacked
the knowledge of experience necessary to do so. Therefore, unless
otherwise stated , the following analyses of User Questionnaire data are
based upon TEC User responses only.

TEC Users were asked to indicate the total number of TEC lessons they
had ever used. The average number of lessons reported used per user is
again shown in Table 25. The highest average number of lessons reported
used (5.96) in a given subsample is again found in USAREUR. Among Combat
Arms the highest average is in Armor (5.83) and the lowest is found in ADA
(2.91). The average number of lessons used per user for the entire sample
was 4.61.

It should be recalled that Individual TEC users in Phase 1 indicated
that they used an average of 2.8 TEC lessons per month (Table 10). If this
number were divided into the 4.61 average found in Phase 2, the resulting
answer would be 1.65. In other words, rates of Individual TEC use found in
Phases 1 and 2 would be similar only if Phase 2 users had been using TEC at
the rate of 2.8 lessons per month for 1.65 months.

Since it is implausible that Phase 2 users have used TEC for only such a
short time, it appears that the TEC use rate found in Phase 2 is lower than
that found in Phase 1. As previously discussed in connection with the
Phase 1 da ta , this may be due to sampling differences. The Phase 2 sample
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Table 25. TEC Users in Sample by Subsample and Combat Arm

Subsamp le

Combat Arm CONUS—AC USAREUR-AC CONUS—RC To ta l

Air Defense Artillery

Number of Users 88 51 19 158
Percentage of Users 45.8 50.0 14.0 36.7
Avg . Lessons Used 3~37a 5.23 .66 2.91

Armor

Number of Users 239 148 88 475
Percentage of Users 51.5 55.6 51.1 52.7
Avg . Lessons Used 5.45 7.20 4.78 5.83

Artillery

Number of User s 160 64 223 447
Percentage of Users 37.6 46.7 57.9 47.3
Avg . Lessons Used 3.62 3.06 5.10 4.11

Infantry

Number of Users 202 156 210 568
Percentage of Users 50.4 64.2 58.8 56.7
Avg . Lessons Used 4.53 6.54 3 63 4.69

Total

Number of Users 689 419 540 1648
Percent of Users 46.4 56.0 51.4 50.2
Avg . Lessons Used 4.41 5.96 3.91 4.61

a Numbers on these rows reflec t percentages of total respondents (to
Question 3a) in each subsample and combat arm represented by the reported
numbers of TEC users. Total responses to question : 3284. Cases mis-
sing: 123.
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covered a cross section of soldiers which included occasional and one—time—
only ‘FEC users while Phase 1 users were self—8elected by having checked out
at least one TEC lesson for Individual use during the sampling period.

Table 26 shows a breakdown of the User Questionnaire sample by type of
company/battery. As would be expected , most respondents in all groups were
from line companies . However, analyses by Chi—Square for each separate
subsample showed frequency distributions of respondents among
companies/batteries to differ signi~icant1y (p (.OOl) by combat arm (CONUS—AC, 11’— 298.68, df — 32; USAREUR, 1..’— 354.39, df — 18; CONUS—RC , X.2—
511.67, df — 18).

Also shown in Table 26 are the percentages of each group who had used
‘FEC. (Again TEC User was defined as one who had positively indicated
previous TEC use in Question 3a.) Overall, no one type of company/battery
appeared to have a meaningfully higher percentage of users than any other.

‘FEC User Questionnaire respondents (users and non—users) are shown by
MOS in Table 27. Large numbers of respondents are found in the 11 (B, C,
D, E) ,  13 (A, B) and 16 (F, P, R) Series MOSs. Other MOSs having high
frequencies of respondents are 318, 36K, 76Y, 82C and 91B. Although
percentages of respondents who had used ‘FEC are also reported for each ccl].
of Tabl e 27 , such percentages fluctuate widely and may be misleading in
cells where numbers of respondents are very small. Although this is
similar to concentrations of uses by MOS found in Phase 1, it may again
simply reflect combat arm MOS concentrations.

A breakdown of User Questionnaire respondents (users and non—users) by
pay grade (Table 28) showed most respondents to be in pay grades E2—E5. In
Active Component Subsamples the h~ghe~t concentratIons of respondents were
at the E4 level. In the CONUS—RC subsample, the highest concentration was
at E5. These data show a similar pattern to that found in Phase 1 (Table
8) where most uses were shown at pay grades E—4, E—5, and E—6 . Results of
the Chi—square analyses done separately for each subsample showed
distributions of respon~ ents across pay grades to vary s ignif icantly by
combat ann (CONUS—AC, L— 117.71, df — 2 8, p<.0001; USAREUR ,1~~ 43.47, df
— 21, p (.OO3; CONUS—RC, IX?— 47.03, df — 24, p’(.OO4).

Examination of Table 28 also reveals a systematic increase in
percentages of ‘FEC Users with increases in pay grade. This could be
explained in several ways. Soldiers in more senior pay grades have had
more time and opportunity for exposure to ‘FEC. They are also more likely
to be planning a career in the Army and hence, more motivated . There are
more lessons appropriate for use by these individuals given that basic
lessons are considered as appropriate as review training materials.
Finally, soldiers in higher grades are more apt to serve as instructors,
which could give them an additional reason for using TEC.

b. Unit Questionnaire. Most Unit Questionnaire respondents came from
line companies/batteries. However, Chi—Square analyses for each subsample
did show distributions of respondents across types of companies/ba tter ies
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Table 26. User Questionnaire Respondents by Type
of Company/Battery , Combat Arm and Subsamp le

Combat Arm

Company Battery ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS-AC

Line Co/Btry 172 (43~6)a 351 (57.0) 333 (37.8) 281 (48.8) 1137 (47.3)

Hq Co/Stry 20 (40.0) 48 (25.0) 34 (61 .8) 36 (50.0) 38 (42.8)

Support Co/Btry 1 (0.0) 68 (27.9) 44 (15.9) 91 (51.6) 204 (35.8)

Total 193 (43.0) 467 (49.5) 411 (37.5) 408 (49.5) 1479 (45.3)

USAREUR

Line Co/Btry 96 (49.0) 198 (55.6) 88 (51.1) 190 (66.3) 572 (57.3)

S 
Hq Co/Btry 6 (33.3) 29 (31.0) 25 (36.0) 29 ( 5 5 . 2 )  89 (40.4)

Support Co/Btry — 39 (69.2) 23 (34.8) 23 (56.5) 65 (56.5)

Total 102 (48.0) 266 (54.9) 136 <45.6) 242 (64.0) 746 ( 5 5 . 2 )

CONUS-RC

Line Co/Btry 145 (13.1) 160 (46.9) 248 (59.7)  263 (57 .8) 816 (48.3)

Hq Co/Buy — — 60 (58.3) 51 (60.8) 111 (59.5)

Support Co/Buy — 15 (66.7) 43 (62.8) 45 (51.1) 103 (58.3)

Total 145 (13 .1) 175 (48.6) 351 (59.8) 359 (57.4) 1030 (50.5)

To tal

Line Co/Btry 413 (34.1) 709 (54.3) 669 (47.7) 734 (56.6) 2525 (49.9)

Hq Co/Buy 26 (38.5) 77 ( 2 1 . 3)  119 (54.6) 116 (56.0) 338 (47.6)

Support Co/Btry 1 (0.0) 122 (45.9) 110 (38.2) 159 (52.2) 392 (46.2)

Total 440 (34.3) 908 (50.9) 898 (47.4) 1009 (55.8) 3255 (49.2)

5Numbers in parentheses indicate the percentages of respondents in each cell
indicating that they had used TEC. Total cases: 3255. Cases missing: 149
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Table 27. User Questionnaire Respondenta by MOS and Subsample

(Page 1 of 4)

Sub aample

CONUS—AC USAREUR 
- 

CONUS—RC Total

051 1 (0.0) 1 (0.0)

05C 1 (0.0)~ 1 (100.0) 2 (50.0) 4 (50.0)

05! 3 (33.3) 3 (33.3)

05? 4 (0.0) 1 (0.0) 5 (0.0)

05Y 1 (100.0) 1 (100.0)

111 391 (50.9) 170 (65.9) 212 (55.2) 773 (55.4)

11C 96 (53.1) 53 (77.4) 66 (63.6) 215 (62.3)

liD 67 (35.8) 19 (63.2) 25 (68.0) 111 (47.7)

- S 11! 253 (57.3) 169 (61.5) 113 (47.8) 535 (56.6)

liP 1 (100.0) 1 (100.0) 2 (100.0)

121 1 (100.0) 1 (100.0)

12D 1 (100.0) 1 (100.0)

iSA 27 (51.9) 27 (51.9)

131 302 (32.1) 90 (50.0) 141 (57.4) 33 (41.8)

13! 58 (63.8) 4 (75.0) 42 (83.3) 04 (72.1)

13? 2 (50.0)

13M 1 (0.0) 2 (50.0) 1 (0.0)

13W 1 (100.0) 1 (100.0)

13T 2 (100.0) 2 (100.0) 4 (100.0)

15Z 1 (100.0) 1 (100.0)

aNu,b.r. in parentheses indicate the number, of respondent, in each cell
indicating that they had used TEC.
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Table 27. User Questionnai re Respondents by $OS and Subsample

(Page 2 of 4)

Subsample

COlitiS-AC USAREUR CONUS—RC Total

161 1 (0.0) 1 (0.0)

16C 2 (0.0) 1 (0.0) 3 (0.0)

16D 5 (40.0) 5 (40.0)

16! 2 (50.0) 2 (0.0) 4 (25.0)

16? 123 (12.2) 123 (12.2)

16J 7 (71.4) 5 (40.0) 12 (58.3)

16P 79 (35.4) 67 (49.3) 7 (42.9) 153 (41.8)

16! 77 (53.2) 24 (79.2) 101 (59.4)

173 1 (0.0) 1 (0.0)

17! 3 (0.0) 7 (42.9) 2 (100.0) 12 (41.7)

24M 2 (50.0) 2 (50.0)

24N 3 (33.3) 3 (33.3) 
- S

261 1 (100.0) 1 (100.0)

26C 1 (0.0) 1 (0.0)

27D 1. (100.0) 1 (100.0)

311 7 (14.3) 3 (33.3) 15 (53.3) 25 (40.0)

3W 6 (33.3) 2 (50.0) 8 (62.5) 16 (50.0)

3D~ 2 (100.0) 1 (100.0) 3(100.0)

353 1 (0.0) 1 (0.0)

363 1 (0.0) 1 (0.0)

‘Numbers in parentheses indicate the numbers of respondent, in each cell
indicating that they had used TEC .

— 6 7 —



_____________________________ — -

Table 27. User Questionnaire Respondents by MOS and Subsample

(Page 3 of 4)

Subsample

~ONUS—AC USAREUR CONUS-RC Total

36C 1 (0.0) 4 (0.0) 5 (0.0)

36G 1 (0.0) 1 (0.0)

36! 37 (40.5) 14 (14.3) 39 (74.4) 90 (51.1)

36! 1 (0,0) 1 (0.0)

453 1 (0.0) 6 (33.3) ‘ (28.6)

45? 3 (33.3) 1 (0.0) ~ (25.0)

45! - 1 (0.0) 1 (0.0)

46C 1 (0.0) 1 (0.0)

51.4 2 (0.0) - (0.0)

521 7 (14.3) 6 (16.7) 2 (50.0) 15 (20.0)

333 1 (0.0) 1 (0.0)

54C 1 (0.0) 1 (0.0)

573 2 (0.0) 2 (0.0) S

62C 1 (0.0) 1 (0.0)

63$ 12 (41.7) 9 (33.3) 16 (37.5) 7 (37.8)

63C 10 (40.0) 31 (22.6) 33 (39.4) 74 (32.4)

63P 4 (50.0) 12 (16.7) 2 (0.0) 18 (22.2)

633 1 (0.0) 3 (33.3) 2 (0.0) 6 (16.7)

633 1 (100.0) 1 (100.0)

643 1 (100.0) 1 (100.0)

‘Numbers in parentheses indicate the numbers of respondents in each cell
indicat ing that they had used TEC.
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Table 27. User Questionnaire Respondents by MOS and Subsample

(Page 4 of 4)

S ubsamp le

NOS CONUS—AC USAREUR CONUS-RC Tota l

64C 11 (9.1) 4 (0.0) 12 (66.7) 27 (33.3)

673 1 (0.0) 2 (100.0) 3 (66.7)

680 1 (100. 0) 1 (100.0)

703 1 (0.0) 1 (0.0)

71A 1 (0.0) 1 (100.0) 2 (50.0)

713 1 (100.0) 3 ( 6 6 . 1 )  4 (75.0)

ilL 1 (100.0) 1 (100.0)

liT 1 (0.0) 1 (0.0)

72C 1 (0.0) 1 (0.0)

72E 1 (100.0) 1 (100.0)

73C 2 (0.0) 2 (0.0)

740 1 (0.0) 1 (0.0)

758 3 (0.0) 1 (0.0) 14 (28.6) 18 (22.2)

75C 1 (100.0) - 1 (100.0) 2 (100.0)

750 1 (0.0) 1 (0.0)

754 1 (100.0) 1 (100.0)

75Z 1 (100.0) 3 (66.7) 4 (75.0)

76D 9 (11.1) 9 (11.1) 3 (50.0) 20 (15.0)

76? 1 (100.0) 2 (0.0) 3 (33.3)

‘Numbers in parentheses indicate the numbers of respondents in each cell
indicating that they had used TEC.
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Table 28. User Questionnaire Respondents by Pay Grade , Combat Arm and Subsample

(t) 8g(. I of 3)

Comba t Arm

Pay Grade ADA Armor Art ille ry Inf antry Tot~ 1

CONUS—AC

F.l 7 (28 , 6)
a 16 (6 . 1) 21 (14.3) 13 (7.7 )  57 ( j ~~~. 1)

F? 45 (37 .8) 69 (21 . 7) 81 (33. 3) 32 (9.4)  127 (21. 3)

Sb (44 .6) 66 (42.4) 88 (28 .4) 91 (37.4) 101 ( 31 .1)

E4 59 (49.2) 186 (51. 6) 182 (43 .4 )  1 39 ( 4 1  0) 566 (46.1)

ES 19 (57.9) 85 (76.5) 39 (43.6) 85 (76.5) 128 (69.3)

Eb 6 (33 .3) 38 (65.8) 12 (50.0) 31 (83 .9) 87 (67,8)

El — 7 (57 .1) — 13 (92. 3) 20 ( 8 0 . 0 )

F8 — — 2 ( 100 .0)  2 (100.0) 4 ( 1 0 0 .0 )

E9 - - - — -

Total 192 (46 .8) 476 (50 .0) 425 (37.4) 406 (49 . 1) 1490 ( 4 5 .6)

USARE UR

El 1 (00.0) 16 (6.3) 8 (3 .8) 7 (57 .1) 32 (2’~.0)

9 (11 . 1) 46 (28. 3) 1~ ( 5 1 , 3 )  5 3  (50 . 9)  1 2 3  ( 3 9 . 8)

El 32 (46.9) 43 (39.5) 36 (16.7) t~S (5 8 . 5) 116 ( 4 3 . 2 )

E4 37 (43.2) 90 (60.0) 56 (48 .2) 69 (62. 3) 252 (55 .6)

15 (60.0) 42 (88 .1) 13 (69.2) 34 (88.2) 104 (81 .7)

8 (100.0) 23 (73.9) 9 (77.8) 8 (100,0) 48 (83. 1)

p .  1 (100.0) 3 (100.0) 3 (100.0) 1 (100.0) 8 (100.0)

is — 1 (100.0) — 1 (100.0) 2 ( 1 0 0 . 0)

In ~‘ar.nthenes Indicate the numbers of respondents in each cell Indicat ing
- - se. , ~~~ ,~ .‘.I TFC .
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Table 28. User Questionnaire Respondents by Pay Grade , Comba t Arm and Subsample

(Page 2 of 3) 
5

( Combat Arm

Pay Grade ADA Armor Artillery In fan t ry  Total

USAREUR (Cont ’d)

E9 - - - — —

To tal 103 (48.5) 264 (54.2) 140 (45.0) 238 (63.9) 745 (54.8)

CONIJS-RC

El 2 (0 . 0)  — 2 (50.0) 4 (25.0) 8 (25.0)

S 

E2 2 (0 . 0)  14 (2 . 1 4 )  11 (36.4) 27 (33.3) 54 (29.6)

E3 16 (0.0) 29 (40.3) 51 (33.3) 48 (52.1) 144 (37.5)

E4 39 (5.1) 49 (36.7) 97 (50.5) 90 (53.3) 275 (42.5)

ES 54 (2 4 . 1 )  52 (6 3 .5)  99 (6 4 . 6)  103 ( 6 2 . 1 )  308 56 .5)

E6 11 (18.2) 21 (71.4) 81 (77.8) 64 (64.1) 177 (68.4)

El 3 (33.3) 6 (66.7) 22 (90.9) 23 (69.6) 54 (15.9)

E8 — 1 (100.0) 3 (100.0) 3 (66.7) 7 (85.7)

E9 — — — 1 (100.0) 1 (100.0)

Total 127 (14.2) 172 (50.0) 366 (60.4) 363 (57.0) 1028 (51.8)

Total

El 10 (20.0) 32 (6.3) 31 (22.6) 24 (25.0) 97 (17.5)

E2 56 (32.1) 129 (24.0) 107 (36.4) 112 (34.8) 404 (31.4)

El 104 (38.5) 138 (41.3) 175 (27.4) 204 (47.5) 621 (43.8)

E4 135 (34.8) 325 (51.7) 335 (46.3) 298 (49.7) 1093 (47.4)

al4ulnbers in parentheses indicate the numbers of respondents in each cell indicating
that they had used TEC.
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Table 28. User Questionnaire Respondents by Pay Grade , Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 3 of 3)

Combat Arm

Pay Grade ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

Total (Cont ’d)

ES 88 (37.5) 179 (75.4) 151 (59.6) 222 (71.6) 640 (65.2)

E6 25 (48.0) 82 (69.5) 102 (74.5) 103 (72.8) 312 (70.5)

El 4 (50.0) 16 (68.8) 25 (92.0) 37 (78.4) 82 (79.3)

E8 — 2 (50.0) 5 (100.0) 6 (83.3) 13 (92.3)

E9 — — — 1 (100.0) 1 (100.0)

Total 422 (36.5) 903 (51.3) 931 (47.6) 1007 (55.5) 3263 (49.6)

aliumbers in parentheses indicate the numbers of respondents in each cell indicating
that they had used TEC.
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to vary signif~cantly (p<.000I) by combat arm (CONUS—A C, ~~2ar 83.50, df
24; USAREUR, X. — 112.55, df 21; CONUS—RC, 123.71, df — 28). The
distribution of respondents across combat arm, subsample and type of
company/battery is shown in Table 29.

Unit Trainers listed a total of 88 different current positions within
the unit. Since most position titles were listed by so few respondents,
these were grouped according to type and level of supervision. The
frequency of response at each category is listed in Table 30. As shown ,
most Unit Questionnaire respondents (41.7%) fell into the “Tactical
Leader/Commander (EM) “ Category. Single positions most often listed were
Squad Leader (13.1%) and Platoon Sergeant (12.8%)

Pay Grades of Unit Trainers (Table 31) were concentrated in the higher
enlisted grades (E5—E7) with 48—80% of trainees shown in each group of
Table 31 f ailing within these grades. Distribution of Unit Trainer pay
grades differed significantly among Combat Arms only in the CONIJS—AC
subsample (X~= 314.14, df — 60, p<.0001).

The length of time Unit Trainers had spent working with TEC materials
may be seen in Table 32. Over 40% of the CONUS—AC Subsample and over 50%
of the USAREUR and CONUS—RC Subsamples had worked with TEC for longer than
12 months. Chi—Square analyses (for ungrouped data) showed the
distributions of respondents over months worked i4th TEC to differ among
combat arms only within the CONUS—RC subsample (xf — 167.89, df — 104,
p< .0001).

it should be noted that several respondents indicated that they had
worked with TEC longer than the program has been in existence. These
individuals may have misunderstood the question and responded in terms of
length of military service or years of experience with training. These
respondents are grouped into the “49 months or longer” category of Table
32.

c. Battalion Interview. Current positions of Battalion Interviewees
were as follows: 10 were S — 3’s, 8 were Assistant S — 3’s, 9 were
Operations Sergeants and 3 were Assistant Operations Sergeants.
Respondents listing other position titles included : Training/Liaison
Of ficer , 2; Battalion Training/Education NCO, 3; Staff Training Assistant,
2; Battalion Learning Center NCO, 2; and Operations, Training and Readiness
Specialist, 3. The latter position was listed by those who were both
civilian employees and members of National Guard battalions.

Pay grades of respondents ranged from 04 to E4. Twenty (20) were
officers and 21 were NCOs (1 response missing). The modal pay grade for
officers was 03 (9) and for NCOs was E8 (8).

Of those 33 respondents asked to give the total time they had worked
with TEC materials, over half (18) indicated a period of two and one—half
years or longer. The most frequent response was 30 months (12). Only one
respondent indicated a time (3 months) of less than 6 months. Nine
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Table 29. Unit Questionnaire Respondents by Type of Company/Battery
Combat Arm and Subsample

Combat Arm

Company/Battery ADA Artillery Armor Infantry Total

CONUS—AC

Line Co/Stry 10 (62•5)
a 

67 (73.6) 42 (79.2) 64 (76.2) 185 (75.0)

Hq Co/Btry 6 (37.5) 16 (17.6) 4 (7.5) 9 (10.7) 35 (14.3)

Support Co/Btry 0 (0.0) 8 (8.8) 7 (13.2) 11 (13.1) 26 (10.7)

Total 16 (100.0) 91 (100.0) 53 (100.0) 84 (100.0) 244 (100.0)

USAREUR—AC

Line Co/Stry 26 (92.9) 47 (69.1) 16 (44.4) 52 (80.0) 141 (71.6)

Hq Co/& try 2 (7.1) Il (16.2) 14 (38.9) 4 (6.2) 31 (15.7)

Support Co/Btry 0 (0.0) 10 (14.7) 6 (16.7) 9 (13.8) 25 (12.7)

Total 28 (100.0) 68 (100.0) 36 (100.0) 65 (100.0) 197 (100.0)

CONUS-RC

Line Co/Btry 13 (100.0) 4 (23.5) 53 (79.1) 24 (55.8) 94 (67.1)

Rq Co/Btry 0 (0.0) 5 (29.4) 7 (10.4) 13 (30.2) 25 (17.9)

Support Co/Btry 0 (0.0) 8 (47.1) 7 (10.4) 6 (14.0) 21 (15.0)

Total 13 ( 100.0) 17 ( 100.0) 67 ( 100.0) 43 ( 100.0) 140 (100.0)

TOTAL

- Line Co/Stry 49 (86.0) 118 (67.0 )  Il l  ( 7 1 .2 )  140 (72 .9 )  418 (72 .0 )  -

Hq Co/Str y 8 ( 14 .0) 32 (18 . 2) 2 5 ( 16.0) 26 ( 13.5) 91 ( 15.7)

Support Co/Btry 0 (0.0) 26 ( 14.8) 20 ( 12.8) 26 ( 13.5) 72 ( 12.4)

Total 57 (100.0) 176 (100.0) 156 (100.0) 192 (100.0) 581 (100.0)

a1~ parentheses, beside each reported number of responses, is shown the percentage
of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number represents. Cases
missing: 27.
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Table 30. Unit Questionnaire Respondents by Current Position and Subsample

(Page 1 of 2 )

Combat Arm

Current Position CONIJS—AC USAREUR CONUS—RC Total

Tactical Ldr/Cmdr (Of f)
Co/Btry Cmdr 1 5(6 , 3)

a 
9(4.5) 16(11.2) 40(6.9) -

Pit Leader 8(3.3) 18(9.1) 10(7.0) 36(6.2)

Other 4(1.7) 2(1.0) 4(2.8) 10(1.7)

Tactical Ldr/Cadr (EM )
Plt SGT 27(11.3) 35(17.7) 12(8.4) 74(12.8)

Squad Leader 40(16.7) 31(15.7) 5(3.5) 76(13.1)

Tank Cindr 13(5.4) 12(6.1) 25(4.3) 
-

Team Ldr 15(6.3) 4(2.0) l(.7) 20(3.4) 
-

Other 30(12.6) 11(5.6) 6(4.2) 47(8.1)

Admin Supervisor (Off) 7(2.9) 5(2.5) 13(9.1) 25(4.3)

Admin Supervisor (EM)

First SGT 4(1,7) 10(5.0) 11(7.7) 25(4.3)

Other 8(3.3) 2(1.0) 7(4.9) 17(2.9)

Opns & Tng Staff (Off) 3(1.3) 5(2.5) 8(5.6) 16(2.8)

Opns 6 Tng Staff (EM)
Opns 6 Mat Opns SGT 9(3.8) 4(2.0) 3(2.1) 16(2.8)

Other 5(2.1) 4(2.0) 11(7.7) 20(3.4)

Combat Spt Elem Supervisor (Of 1) 2(.8) 3(2.1) 5(.9)

Combat Spt Elem Supervieor (EM)

Section Chief 8(3.8) 7(3.5) 7(4.9) 23(4.0)

Other 7(2.9) 6(3.0) 14(9.8) 27(4.6)

S 51n parentheses, beside each renorted number of responses , is shown the
percentage of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number
represents. Cases missing: 2S,
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Table 30. Unit Questionnaire Respondents by Current Position and Subsample

(Page 2 of 2)

Combat Arm

Current Position CONUS—AC USAREUR CONUS—RC Total

Tactical Crew/Team ~~mber
Tank Crew 16(6.7) 18(9.1) 1(.7) 35(6.0)

Other 9(3.8) 8(4.0) 6(4.2) 23(4.0)

Staff & CS Crew/Team Member 8(3.3) 7(3.5) 5(3.5) 20(3.4)

Total 239(100 .0) 187(100.0) 143(100.0) 580(100.0)

a10 parentheses, beside each reported number of responses, is shown the
percentage of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number
represents. Cases missing : 28.
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Table 31. Unit Questionnaire Respondents by Pay Grade ,
Combat Arm and Subsample

(P8ge 1 of 4)

Combat Arm

Pay Grade ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS-AC

El — 1 (1 1) a — — I ( .4)

E2 — 3 (3.2) 1 (1.9) 1 (1.2) 5 ( 2 . 0 )

E3 1 (5.9) 5 (5.3) 1 (1.9) 1 (1.2) 8 (3.2)

E4 3 (17.6) 18 (18.9) 3 (5.8) 7 (8.4) 31 ( 1 2 . 6)

ES 1 (5.9) 21 (22.1) 7 (13.5) 21 (25.3) 50 (20.2)

E6 7 (4 1 .2) 26 (27 .4) 18 (34.6) 28 (33.7) 79 (32.0)

E7 1 (5.9) 9 (9.5) 10 (19.2) 8 (9.6) 28 (11.3)

E8 1 (5 .9) 1 ( 1. 1)  1 ( 1 . 9)  - 
1 (1.2) 4 (1.6)

E9 — 1 ( 1 . 1)  — 1 (1.2) 2 ( .8)

01 2 (11.8) 3 (3.2) 4 (7.7) 4 (4.8) 13 ( 5 . 3 )

02 1 (5.9) 1 (1.1) 3 (5.8) 3 (3.6) 8 (3.2)

03 — 6 (6.3) 4 (7.7) 8 (9.6) 18 (7.3)

04 - - - - -

Total 17 95 52 83 247

USAREUR

El — 1 (1.5) 2 (5.4) 1. (1.5) 4 (2.0)

— E2 — — 1 (2.7) 1 (1.5) 2 (1.0)

E3 3 (10.0) 1 (1.5) 2 (5.4) 1 (1.5) 7 (3.5)

E4 — 5 (7.4) 4 (10.8) 5 (7.6) 14 (7.0)

51n parentheses, beside each reported number of responses, is shown the percentage
of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number represents. Cases
missing: 9. 
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Table 31, Unit Questionnaire Respondents by Pay Grade ,
Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 2 of 4)

Combat Arm

Pay Grade ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

USAREUR (Cont ’d)

E5 3 (10.0) 18 (26.5) 6 (16.2) 13 (19.7) 40 (19.9)

E6 12 (40.0) 17 (25.0) 7 (18.9) 25 (37.9) 61 (30.3)

E7 6 (20.0) 6 (8 .8) 5 (13.5) 8 (12.1) 25 (12.4)

ES 2 (6.7) 4 (5.9) 2 (5.4) 3 (4.5) 11 (5.5)

E9 - — - — —
01 2 (6.7) 7 (10.3) 3 (8.1) 5 (7.6) 17 (8.5)

02 2 (6.7) 4 (5.9) 3 (8.1) — 9 (4.5)

03 — 5 (7.4) 2 (5.4) 4 (6.1) 11 (5.5)

04 - - - - -

Total 30 68 37 66 201

CONUS-RC

El — — — — —

E2 — — - — —

E3 — — — 1 (2.1) 1 ( .7)

E4 2 (14.3) 1 (5.9) 5 (6.8) 1 (2.1) 9 (6.0)

E5 1 (7.1) 5 (29.4) 17 (23.0) 5 (10.9) 28 (18.5)

E6 5 (35.7) 3 (17.6) 12 (16.2) 7 (15.2) 27 (17.9)

E7 1 (7.1) 1 (5.9) 7 (9.5) 11 (23.9) 20 (13.2)

a1~ parentheses , beside each reported number of responses, is shown the percentage
of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number represents. Cases
missing: 9. 
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Table 31. Unit Questionnaire Respondents by Pay Grade ,
Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 3 of 4)

Combat Arm

Pay Grade ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

- CONUS—RC (Cont ’d) -

ES 2 (14.3) 1 (5.9) 5 (6.8) 4 (8 .7) 12 (7 .9 )

E9 — 1. (5.9) — — l ( . 7 )

01 2 (14.3) 3 (17.6) 7 (9.5) 6 (13.0) 18 (11.9)

02 — 1 (5.9) 10 (13.5) 7 (15.2) 18 (11.9)

03 
- 

1 (7.1) 1 (5.9) 9 (12.2) 3 (6.5) 14 (9.3)

04 — — 2 (2.7) 1 (2.2) 3 (1.9)

Total 14 17 74 46 151

Total

El — 2 (1.1) 2 (1.2) 1 ( .5)  5 ( . 8 )

E2 — 3 (1.7) 
- 

2 (1.2) 2 (1.0) 7 (1.2)

E3 4 (6.6) 6 (3.3) 3 (1.8) 3 (1.5) 16 (2.6)

E4 5 (8.2) 24 (13.3) 12 (7.3) 13 (6.6) 54 (8.9)

ES 5 (8.2) 44 (24.4) 30 (18.2) 39 (19.7) 118 (19.4)

£6 24 (39.3) 46 (25.6) 37 (22.4) 60 (30.3) 167 (27.5)

£7 8 (13.1) 16 (8.9) 22 (13.3) 27 (13.6) 73 (12.0)

E8 5 (8.2) 6 (3.3) 8 (4.8) 8 (4.0) 27 (4.6)

£9 — 2 (1.1) — I C . 5)  3 ( . 5)

01 6 (9.8) 13 (7.2) 14 (8.5) 15 (7.6) 48 (7.9) 
-

02 3 (4.9) 6 (3.3) 16 (9.7) 10 (5.1) 35 (5.8)

•In parentheses , beside eaeh reported number of responses, is shown the percentage
of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number represents~ Cases
missing; 9. -
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Table Unit Questionnaire Respondents by Pay Grade ,
Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 4 of 4)

Combat Arm

Pay Grade ADA Armor Ar t i l l e ry  In fan try Total —

Total (Cont ’d)

03 1 (1.6) 12 (6.7) 15 (9.1) 15 (7.6)  43 (7 .1)

04 — — 2 ( 1 .2) 1 ( . 5)  3 ( . 5 )

Total 61 180 163 195 599

a
10 parentheses, beside each reported number of responses , is shown the percentage

of al-i responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number represents. Cases
missing: 9.
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Table 32. Unit Trainers’ Time Worked with TEC by Combat Arm and Subsample

Comba t Arm

Subsample ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total —

CONUS—AC

6 months or less 9(50.0)~ 24(29.3) 12(26.1) 22(31.4) 67(31.0)

7 — 12 months 3(1~.7) 18(22.0) 11(23.9) 16(22.9) 48(22.2)

13 — 24 months 3(16.7) 19(23.2) 11(23.9) 18(25.7) 51(23.6)

25 — 48 months 2(11.1) 14(17.1) 9(19.6) 12(17.1) 37(17.1)

49 months or longer 1(5.6) 7(8.5) 3(6.5) 2(2.9) 13(6.0)

USAREUR

6 months or less 5(17.9) 3(5.0) 12(38.7) 11(17.2) 31(16.9)
7 — 12 months 4(14.3) 14(23.3) 6(19.4) 17(26.6) 41(22.4)

13 — 24 months 11(39.3) 23(38.3) 9(29.0) 23(35.9) 66(36.1)

25 — 48 months 7(25.0) 18(30,0) 2(6,5) 9(14.1) 36(19.7)

49 months or longer 1(3.6) 2(3.3) 2(6.5) 4(6.3) 9(4.9)

CONUS-RC

6 months ~r less 4(40.0) 5(29.4) 9(15.0) 4(9.1) 22(16.8)

7 — 12 v’ ~hs 2(20.0) 3(17.6) 12(20.0) 9(20.5) 26(19.8)

13 — 24 ~ ‘nths 3(30.0) 5(29.4) 27(45.0) 23(52.3) 58(44.3)

25 — 48 months 1(10.0) 3(17.6) 10(16.7) 8(18.2) 22(16.8)

49 months or longer 0(0.0) 1(5.9) 2(3.3) 0(0.0) 3(2.3)

Total

6 months or less 18(32.1) 32(20.1) 33(24.1) 37(20.8) 120(22.6)

7 — 12 months 9(16.1) 35(22.0) 29(21.2) 42(23.6) 115(21.7)

13 — 24 months 17(30.4) 47(29.6) 47(34.3) 64(36.0) 175(33.0)

25 — 48 months 10(17.9) 35(22.0) 21(15.3) 29(16.3) 95(17.9)

49 months or longer 2(3.6) 10(6.3) 7(5.1) 6(3.4) 25(4.7)

a10 parentheses, beside each reported number of responses, is shown the percentage
of all resp lnses for that combat arm and subsample that rh. number represents. Total
cases: 530. Cases missing: 78.
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respondents to an early version of the interview were asked how long they
had worked with TEC while in their current positions. Their answers were 1
(2), 4, 6 (2), 9, 11, 20 and 30 months.

OPINI ONS ABOUT TEC

— All respondents to the TEC User Questionnaire (both Users and Non—
users) were asked what, in their opinions, other soldiers thought about the
TEC program. Frequencies of respondents giving each answer to this
question are given by combat arm and subsample in Table 33.

A large number of respondents (46.72) indicated that they did not know
what other sol4ters thought about TEC. Most respondents who did have
opinions either thought that most others felt TEC to be a good program
(26.3%) or that others were evenly divided in feelings about TEC (19.2%).
Very few respondents (7.9%) indicated that they felt most others thought
TEC to be a waste. Although exact distributions of responses differed
significan~1y within each subsample (CONUS—AC , X.~ 51.08, df 16, p(.0001;
USAR EUR , ~Xt.. 27.54, df — 12 , pC007; CONIJS—RC, X.’— 108.53, df — 12, p (
.0001), the general pattern of responses discussed above remained the same.

Unit and User Questionnaire respondents and Battalion Interviewees
were asked whether they felt that the TEC program should be continued or
not. Responses from the User Questionnaire are summarized in Table 34.
Most soldiers (65.2%) felt that TEC should be continued . Many (37.3%) also
felt that TEC is a good program. Most other respondents (30.0%) felt that
they did not know enough to indicate a definite opinion. Very few (4.8%)
felt that TEC should not be continued .

Chi—square analyses of response distribution across combat a rias wi thin
each subsample sh qwed these to differ significan~1y only within CONUS—
aubsamples (AC , 11’’. 34.50, df — 20 , p< .O3; RC, ~X. — 153.25, df — 15, p<
.0001). Upon examination of Table 34, the CONUS—RC difference appears to
be due to the fac t that 72.5% of the ADA group did not know if TEC should
be continued. This agrees with and might be explained by their low usage
rate as shown in Table 2. The explanation for the CONUS—AC difference Is
not immediately obvious .

The summarized responses from Unit Trainers who were asked the same
question are shown in Table 35. Here 87.7% of all respondents felt that
TEC should be continued and 61.7% felt that it should be continued because
it is a good program. Pew respondents (9.8%) felt that they did not know
and only 2.52 thought TEC was not worth continuing .
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Table 33. Us~~ Questionnaire Respondents ’ Opinions on Others ’
Attitudes to.,ard TEC by Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 1 of 2

Combat Arm

Opinion. ADA Armor Arti l lery Infan t ry Total

CONIJS-AC

Moat think it’s good 32( 17•0) a 77(17.8) 54(15.0) 115(28.8) 278(2 9.2)
Half like it — hal f don’t 28(14.9) 105(24.2) 72(20.1) 56(14.0) 261(18.9)

Most think it ’s a waste 13(6.9) 38(8.8) 37(10.3) 30(7.5) 118(8.6)
I don ’t know~ 115(61.2) 213(49.2) 196(54.6) 198(49.6) 722(52 .4)

Total 188(100.0) 433(100.0)359(100.0) 399(100.0) 1379(100.0)

USAREUR

Most think it ’s good 20(19.2) 62(23 .4)  22( 16.3) 65(26 .9) 169(22.7)

Half like it — half don ’t 25 (24.0) 55(20.8) 18(13.3) 53(21.9) 151(20.2)
Most think it ’s a waste 10(9,6) 35(13.2) 11(8.1) 21(8.7) 77(10.3)

I don’t know 49(41.1) 113(42.6) 84(62.2) 103(42.6) 349(46.8)

Total 104(100.0) 26S(100.O)135(100.O) 242(100.0) 746(100.0)

CONUS-RC

Most think it’5 good 16(12.4) 43(33.6) 152(45.8) 147(42.0) 358(38.1)

Half like it — half don ’t 14(10.9) 32(25.0) 65(19.6) 64(18.3) 175(18.6)

Most think it ’s a waste 1(.8) 7(5.5) 12(3.6) 26(7.4) 46(4.9)

I don ’t know 98(76 .0) 46(35.9) 103(31.0) 113(32 .3) 360(38.3)

Total 129(100.0) 128(100.0)332(100.0) 350(100.0) 939(100.0)

a1~ paren theses , beside each reported number of responses , is shown the percentage
of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number represents , Cases
missing; 340 ,
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Table 33. User Questionnaire Respondents’ Opinions on Others’
Attitudes t~~iard TEC by Conbat Arm and Subsar~p1e

(Page 2 o f  2 )

Coabat Arm

Opinions ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

Total

Most think it ’s good 68(16.2) 182(22 .0) 228(27.6) 327(33.0) 805(26.3)

Half ilk. it — hal f don’t 67(15.9) 192(23.2) 155(18.8) 173(17.5) 587(19.2)

Most think it’s a waste 24(5.7) 80(9.7) 60(7.3) 77(7.8) 241(7.9)
I don’t know 262(62.2) 372(45.0) 383(46.4) 414(41.8) 1431(46.7)

Total 421(i00.O)826(iO0.O)826(100.O)99l(lOO.O)3064(lO0.O)

~Iu parentheses, beside each reported number of responses, is shown the percentage
of all responses for that co.bat arm and eubs~~ple that the number represents. Cases
•is•ing m 340-.
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Table 34. User Questionnaire Respondents’ Opinions on TEC Continuance
by Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 1 o f 2  )

Combat Arm

Opinions on Continuing TEC ADA Armer Artillery infantry Total

CONUS—AC

Yes 107(57 •5)a 276(63.6) 216(60.0) 250(63.0) 849(61.7)

Good program 53(28.5) 144(33.2) 119(33.1) 168(42.4) 484(35.2)

Does some good 54(29.0) 132(30.4) 97(26.9) 82(20.6) 365(26.5)

No 10(5.4) 29(6.7) 22(6.1) 19(4.8) 80(5.9)

Not enough good 5(2.7) 19(4.4) 8(2.2) 6(1.5) 38(2.8)

Waste of time 5(2.7) 10(2.3) 14(3.9) 13(3.3) 42(3.1)

Don’t know 69(37.1) 129(29.7) 121(33.6) 127(32.1) 446(32.4)

Total 186(100.0) 434(100.0)359(100.0)396(]O0.0)1375(l00.0)

USAREUR -

Yes 64(62.2) 182(69.2) 83(61.5) 179(74.2) 508(68.4)

• Good program 28(27.2) 95(36.1) ~2(38.5) 90(37.3) 265(35.7)

Does some good 36(35.0) 87(33.1) 31(23.0) 89(36.9) 243(32.7)

No 5(4.8) 17(6.5) 6(4.5) 8(3.4) 36(4.8)

Not good enough 2(1.9) 10(3.8) 2(1.5) 4(1.7) 18(2.4)

Waste of time 3(2.9) 7(2.7) 4(3.0) 4(1.7) 18(2.4)

Don’t know 34(33.0) 64(24.3) 46(34.1) 54(22.4) 198(26.7)

Total 103(100.0) 263(100.0)135(100.0)241(100.0) 742(100.0 )

~~~~ paren theses , beside eath reported number of r.esponses, is shown the percentage
of all responses for that combat arm end subsample that- the number represents. Cases
missing: 350.
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Tab 1~ 34. Use,r Questionn~stre Respondents’ Opinions on TEC Continuanc .
by Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 2 of 2 )

Combat Arm

Opinions on Continuing TEC ADA Armer Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS—RC

Yes 34(26.0) 92 (69.7) 241(73.1) 269(78.2) 636(67.8)

• Good program 19(14.5) 53(40.2) 158(47.9) 161(46.8) 391(41.7)

Does some good 15(11.5) 39(29.5) 83(25.2) 108(31.4) 245(26.1)

No 2(1.6) 4(3.1) 11(3.3) 12(3.4) 29(3.2)

Not enough good l(.8) 3(2.3) 9(2.7) 6(1.7) 19(2.0)

Waste of time 1(.8) l(.8) 2(.6) 6(1.7) 10(1.2)

Don’t know 95(72.5) 36(27.3) 78(23.6) 63(18.3) 272(29.0)

Total 131(100.0)132 (100.0)330(.00.0)344(100.O) 937(100.0)

Total
Yes 205(48 .8) 550(66 .3) 540(65.5) 698(71.1) 1993(65.2)

Good program 100(23.8) 292(35.2) 329(39.9) 419(42.7) 1140(37.3)

Does some good 105(25.0) 258(31.1) 211(25.6) 279(28.6) 853(27.9)

No 17(4.0) 50(6.1) 39(4.7) 39(3.9) 145(4.8)

Not enough good 8(1.9) 32(3.9) 19(2.3) 16(1.6) 75(2.5)

Waste of time 9(2.1) 18(2.2) 20(2.4) 23(2.3) 70(2.3)

Don ’t know 198(47.1) 229(27.6) 245(29.7) 244(24.9) 916(30.0)

Total 420(100.0)829(l00.O)824(100.0)981(100.O)3054(100.O)

1
~a parentheses , beside each reported number of responses, is shown the percentage

of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number represents. Cases
missing: 350.
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Table 35. Unit Questionnaire Respondents’ Opinions on TEC Continu ance
by Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 1 of2 )

Combat Arm

Opinions on Continuing TEC ADA Armer Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS—AC

Yes 17(94.4)8 78(82.9) 45(91.8) 73(90.1) 213(87 .9)

Good program 15(83.3) 51(54.2) 32(65.3) 56(69.1) 154(63.6)

Does some good 2(11.1) 27(28 .7) 13(26.5) 17(21.0) 59(24.3)

No 0(0.0) 2(2.1) 1(2.0) 2(2.5) 5(2.1)

Not enough good 0(0.0) 2(2.1) 0(0.0) 2(2.5) 4(1.7)

Waste of time 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 1(2.0) 0(0.0) l(.4)

Don’t know 1(5.6) 14(14.9) 3(6.1) 6(7.4) 24(9.9)

Total 18(100.0) 94(100.0) 49(100 .0) 81(100.0) 242(100.0)

USARE1JR

Yes 29(96.7) 57(83.8) 27(75.0) 60(90.9) 173(86.5)

Good program 21(70.0) 38(55.9) 17(47.2) 48(72.7) 124(62.0)

Does some good 8(26.7) 19(27.9) 10(27.8) 12(18.2) 49(24.5)

No 1(3.3) 7(10.3) 0(0.0) 1(1.5) 9(4;5)

Not enough good 0(0.0) 3(4.4) 0(0.0) 1(1.5) 4(2.0)

Waste of time 1(3.3) 4(5.9) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 5(2.5)
• Don’t know 0(0.0) 4(5.9) 9(25.0) 5(7.6) 18(9.0)

Total 30(100.0) 68(100.0) 36(100.0) 66(100.0) 200(100 .0)

CONUS—RC

Yes 12(92. 3) 17(100.0 ) 60(81 .1) 45(95 .7) 134(88 .8)

Good program 8(61.5) 9(52.9) 41(55.4) 30(63 .8) 88(58.3)

Does some good 4(30.8) 8(47.1) 19(25.7) 15(31.9) 46(30.5)

a1~ parentheses, beside each reported number of responses, is shown the percentage
of all responses tot that combat arm and subsample that the number represents. Cases
missinr 15.
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Table 35. Unit QuesUoi~naire Respondents’ Opinions on TEC Continuanceby Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 2 o f 2 )

Combat Arm

Opinions on Continuing TEC ADA Armer Artillery Infantry Total

No 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 1(1.4) 0(0.0) l(.7)

Not enough good 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0)

Waste of time 0(0.0) 
• 
0(0.0) 1(1.4) 0(0.0) 1(.7)

Don ’t know 1(7.7) 0(0.0) 13(17.6) 2(4.3) 16(10.6)

Total 13(100.0) 17(100.0) 74(100.0) 47(100.0)15 1(100.0)

• Total

Yes 58(95.1) 152(84.9) 132(83.0) 178(91.8) 520(87.7)

Good program 44(72.1) 98(54.7) 90(56.6) 134(69.1) 366(61.7)

Does some good 14(23.0) 54(30.2) 42(26.4) 44(22.7) 154(26.0)

No 1(1.6) 9(5.2) 2(1.3) 3(1.5) 15(2.5)

Not enough good 0(0.0) 5(2.8) 0(0.0) 3(1.5) 8(1.3)

Waste of time 1(1.6) 4(2.4) 2(1.3) 0(0.0) 7(1.2)

Don’t know 2(3.3) 18(10.1) 25(15.7) 13(6.7) 58(9.8)

Total 61(100.0) 179(100.0) 159(100.0) l94(lOO.O)593(l0O.0)

a1~ parentheses , beside each reported number of responses , is shown the percentage
of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number represents. Cases
missing: 15.
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The only statistically significant difference in Trainer response
di~ tr ibutions among combat arm s was foun d in the USAREUR subsample
• 32.01, df — 15, p( .OO7). Here the most noticeable difference in

distribut ion was that 25.02 of respondents in the Artillery group (as
opposed to less than 102 of other combat arms) did not know whether or not
TEC should be continued .

Battalion Interviewees were asked only for  a “yes—or—no ” response to
the question of whether TEC should be continued . They were unanimous in

• . responding that it should.

User and Unit Questionnaire respondents and Battalion Interv iewees
were also asked to indicate their preferences for TEC or other methods of
study. More specifically, TEC Users were asked which method they would
rather use to prepare for the Skill Qualification Test (SQT).
Company/battery and battalion level personnel were asked which method of
training they felt vould best prepare the soldier for the SQT.

Frequencies of TEC Users and Unit Trainers preferring TEC to other
— 

methods of study are presented in Table 36. As shown in this table, most
TEC Users preferred TEC to lectures, small group instruction and training
films. Similar or larger percentages of Unit Trainers and Battalion
Interviewees also preferred TEC to these methods. Percentages of Users,
Trainers and Interviewees in each sample preferr ing TEC were , respectively:
78.1%, 77.4% and 92.92 over lectures; 64.32, 67.72 and 71.42 over small
group study; and 59.4%, 72.72 and 83.3% over training films.

Although a large majority of TEC Users (76.9%) preferred TEC to the
Soldier’s Manual, majorities of Unit Trainers (64.3%) and Battalion

• Interviewees (59.5%) shoving this preference were somewhat smaller. It
should be noted that several interviewees refused to make a choice on this
question and insisted that TEC and the Soldier’s Manual must be used in

- conjunction for SQT Study. Respondents in all samples were somewhat evenly
divided in preference between TEC and demonstrations with only 52.82 of
Users, 45.9% of Trainers and 54.8% of interviewees preferring TEC.

Most respondents in all samples preferred hands—on training to TEC
whether exercises were done with models or actual equipment. Only 40.62 of
Users , 30.8% of Trainers and 31.02 of Interviewees preferred TEC to
exercises using models. Percentages preferring TEC over exercises using
equipment were even smaller with only 36% of Users , 92 of Trainers and no
Interviewees preferring TEC.

For both TEC User and Unit Trainer samples, distributions of
preferences among Combat Arms were analyzed by Chi—square for each
comparison within each subsample. Those groups which showed statistically
significant (p(.O5) differences are marked with an asterisk (*) in
Table 36. These differences could reflect differences among combat arms in
equipment availability, model and training film quality and/or the nature
of tasks to be trained. To explore the nature of the differences and
propose more specific reasons for them would require further analyses.
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Table 36. TEC Users and Un it Tra iners Preferr ing TEC over
Other Methods of Study by Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 1 of 5>

Combat Arm

Other Methods of SQT Study ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

Lectures

CONUS-AC

Use rs 61(80~ 3)a 145(69.4) 100(78.7) 132(78.6) 438(75.5)

Trainers 11(73.3) 49(71.0) 26(76.5) 48(71 .6)  143 (72 .4)

USAREUR

Users 33(70.2) 87(71.9) 46 (90 .2 )  109(82 .0) 170(48.9)

Tra iners* 21(87.5) 37(67.3)  17(73.9) 47(88.7) 122(78.1>

CONUS-RC

Users 2(40.0) 54(75 .0) 172(83 .5) 155(82 .4) 383(81.3)

Trainers 8(88.9) 11(84.6) 51(86.4) 33(76. 7) 103(83.1)

Total

Users 96(75 .0) 286(71.1) 318(82.8) 396(81.0) 1096(78.1)

Trainers 40(83.3) 97(70.8) 94(81.0) 128(78.5) 359(77.4)

Demonstrations

CONUS-RC

Users 38(51.4) 97(47.3) 69(55.2) 103(61.7) 307(53.8)

Trainers 9(66.7) 28(42.4) 18(50.0) 37(58.7) 92(51.1)

USAREUR
Users 20(41.7) 50(42.7) 32(64.0) 68(51.1) 170(48.9)

Trainers 13(52.0) 22(40.0) 11(52.4) 24(43.6) 70(44.9)

Note. Those groups marked with Asterisks (*) are the ones in which differences
among combat arms were significant (p (.05. Chi-square analysis).

a In parentheses , beside each reported number of responses. Is shown the
percentage of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number
represents. Ranges of cases missing per method : User: 226—277’ Unit: 108.
157.
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Table 36. TEC Users and Unit Trainers Preferring TEC over
Other Methods of Study by Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 2 of 5)

Combat Arm

Other Methods of SQT Study ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS-RC

Users 2(50.0)” 24(32.9) 127(60.5) 106(56.4) 259(54.5)

Trainers 3(33.3) 5(38.5) 20(35.1) 18(47.4) 46(39.3)

Total

Users 60(47.6) 171(43.3) 228(59.2) 277(56.8) 736(52.8)

Trainers 25(51,0) 55(41.0) 69(43.0) 79(50.6) 208(45.9)

Exercises Using Equipment

CONUS-AC

Users 14(17.9) 40(19.1) 33(25.0) 39(22.9) 126(21.4)

• Trainers 1(5.9) 9(11.4) 5(13.5) 9(13.0) 24(11.9)

USAREUR

Users* 10(21.3) 18(14.0) 15(30.6) 45(31.5) 88(23.9)

Trainers 1(3.6) 2(3.4) 2(7.7) 6(10.7) 11(6.5)

CONI3S-RC

Users* 0(0.0) 12(16.7) 65(31 ,8) 53(28.3) 130(27.7)

Tra iners* 0(0.0) 1(7.1) 7(11.1) 0(0.0) 8(6.2)

Tot al

r’ers 24(18 .5) 70(17.1) 113(29 .3) 131(36.0) 344(24 .1)
Trainers 2(3.6) 12(7.9) 16(11.1) 15(9.0) 43(8.6)

Note. Those groups marked with asterisks (*) are the ones in which differences
among combat arms were significant (p’(’.OS , CM—square analysis).

a In parentheses, beside each reported number of responses is shown the
percentage of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number
represents. Ranges of cases missing per methed : User: 226—277; Unit: 108—
157.
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Table 36. TEC Users and Unit Trainers Preferring TEC over
Other ~tethods of Study by Combat Mm and Subsample

(Page 3 ot’ 5)

Combat Arm

Other Methods of SQT Study ADA Armor Arti ll ery Infantry Total

Exercises Using Models

CONUS-AC

Users 27(37.0)
1 

69(33.7) 54(43.5) 73(44.5) 223(39.2)

Trainers 7(43.8) 17(24,6) 12(33.3) 22(33.3) 58(31.0)

USAREUR

Users 20(42.6) 38(31.9) 20(40.8) 60(45.1) 138(39.7)

Trainers 10(40.0) 15(26.3) 71(33.3) 17 (31.5) 49(31.2)

CON1JS-RC

Users 1(14.3) 19(25.7) 106(51.0) 79(41.8) 205(43.1)

Tra iners 4(44 .4) 3(23.1) 15(23,1) 14(25.0) 36(30.0)

Total

Users 48(37.8) 126(31.7) 180(46.9) 212(43.8) 566(40.6)

Trainers 21(4.2) 35(2~ .2) ~4(.~9.1) 53(80.3) 1~~l (1~) .8)

Small Group Study

CONUS-AC

Users 46(63.9) 124(60.8) 71(56.3) 115(68.4) 356(62.5)

Trainers 9(56.3) 38(57.6) 26(68.4) 53(80.3) 126(67.7)

USAREUR
Users 21(45.7) 70(58.9) 34(68.0) 89(66.4) 214(61.3) 

-

•

Trainers 18(69.2) 38(69.1) 14(70.0) 38(67.9) 108(68.9)

Note. Those groups marked with asterisks (5) are the ones in which differences
among combat arms were significant (p(.0S , CM—sq uare analysis).

a In parentheses, beside each reported number of responses, is shown the
percentage of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number
represents. Ranges of cases missing per method: User: 226—277; Unit: 108-
157.
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Table 36. TEC Users and Unit Trainers Preferring TEC over
Other Methods of Study by Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 4 of 5)

Combat Arm

• a ——
Other Methods of SQT Study ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONIJS-RC
a

Users 3(50.0) 38(53.5) 152(73.8) 129(69.4) 322(68.7)

Trainers 6(60.0) 9(75.0) 38(64.4) 28(68.3) 81(66.4)

Total

Users 70(56.5) 232(58.9) 257(67.3) 333(68.2) 892(~’.4.3)

Trainers 33(63.5) 85(63.9) 78(66.7) 119(73.0) 315(67.7)

Training Films

CONUS-AC

Users 44(61.1) 125(61.9) 76(58.5) 97(59.9) 342(60.4)

Tr ainers* 15(93.8) 41(64.0) 25(67.6) 58(89.2) 139(76 .4)

I’SARElJR

Users5 20(46.5) 62(52.5) 29(59.2) 91(65.9) 202(58.0)

Trainers 19(73.1) 40(75.5) 13(59.1) 32(62.7) 104(68.4)

CONUS-RC

Users5 1(20.0) 29(40.3) 140(67.3) 111 (58.7) 281(59.3)

Trainers 5(55.6) 9(75.0) 43(75.4) 28(71.8) 85(72.6)

Total

Users 65(54.2) 216(55.1) 245(63.3) 299(61.1) 825(59.4)

Tra iners 39(76.5) 90(69.8) 81(69,8) 118(76.1) 328(72.7)

Note . Those groups marked with asterisks (*) are the ones in which differences
among combat arms were significant (p< .05, Chi—square analysis).

a In parentheses, beside each reported number of responses, is shown the
percentage of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number
represents. Ranges of cases missing per method : User: 226—277; Unit: 108—
157.
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Table 36. TEC Users and Unit Trainers Preferring TEC over
Othe r Methods of Study by Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 5 of 5)

Combat Arm

Other Methods of SQT Study ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

Soldier ’s Manual

CONUS-AC

Users 53(72~6)a 152 (75.2) 90(72,0) 116(71.6) 411 (13.1)

Trainers * 13(86.7) 29(50.9) 25(73 .5) 47(73.4) 114(67 .1)

IJSAREUR

Users5 34(70.8) 72(64.3) 41(83.7) 100(72.5) 247(71.2)

Trainers 13(48.1) 27(50.0) 14(58.3) 31(58.3) 85(53.8)

CONUS-RC

Users 4(66.7) 66(91.7) 178(87.3) 151(82.1) 399(85,6)

Trainers 7(77.8) 9(69.2) 45(77.6) 24(70.6) 85(74.6)

• Total

Users 91 (fl.7) 290(75.1) 309(81.7) 367(75.8) 1057(76.9)

Trainers 33(64.7) 65(52.4) 84(72.4) 102(67.5) 284(64.3)

Note. Those groups marked with asterisks (5) are the ones in which differences
among combat arms were significant (p ’(’.OS, Chi—square analysis).

a In parentheses, beside each reported number of responses, is shown the
• percentage of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number

represents. Ranges of cases missing per method : User: 226—277; Unit: 108—
157.
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REASONS FOR USE/NON—USE

All User Questionnaire respondents (both Users and Non—users) were
given a list of 18 possible reasons for failure to use TEC and asked to
indicate which ones we re the reasons for their own lack of use. The f irst
listed reason (User Question 1c~~) was , “I have never heard of TEC before
today.”

Responses to this statement are summarized in Table 37. As shown
here , 35.32 of respondents had not previously heard of TEC. These
respondents were eliminated from further analyses of reasons for non—use of
TEC. CM—square analyses showed the distributions of responses to differ
by combat arm within the CONUS—RC subsamp le only ~x?— 116.41 , df — 6 , p
.001). From examination of Table 37 this appears to be largely
attributable to the large percentage (73.62) of ADA respondents who had not
heard of TEC.

Responses of those who had heard of TEC to the remaining 17 reasons
are summarized in Table 38. Reasons for non—use most frequently cited were
those pertaining to lack of knowledge about TEC and lack of emphasis on TEC
by superiors. Those reasons were : “I have heard of TEC , but I do not know
much about it.” (35.12); “I do not know where TEC materials are kept.”
(28.62); “My superiors didn ’t tell me to use TEC.” (28.52); and “My Unit
Trainer does not use TEC in our training program.” (21.1%).

Other reasons frequently indicated were lack of needed lessons at the
unit (23.3%),,, unavailability to TEC equipment (19.32), not being allowed
to study TEC dur ing duty hours (18.3%) and the TEC study area being closed
when needed (17.42). Very few soldiers seemed to feel that they did not
need the training they could get from TEC or that TEC training would not be
beneficial (Reasons 3—7> .

Also of interest were the other reasons given by respondents (Question
15t). A total of 231 people listed additional reasons. Many of these were
similar to those already considered . Seventeen (17) respondents mentioned
lack of emphasis on TEC use and 18 mentioned unavailability of the
facilities or equipment when needed . Twenty—three (23) men felt that they
were uninformed about TEC and 28 felt that lessons were needed on
additional topics. A large number of those commenting (74) complained
about lack of time for TEC study during duty hours, and 42 men simply were
not interested in TEC. Many of these felt that TEC lessons were too simple
and/or boring.

TEC Users were also questioned about the reasons why they do use TEC.
A predetermined list of reasons for TEC use were given and they were asked
to mark all that applied to them. Responses are summarized in Table 39.

• Those reasons marked by the greatest frequencies of respondents were: To
learn something new (64.32) ; to review (59.02); and to increase job ability
(53.22). These reasons are highly similar to the purposes listed for most
uses during Phase 1 (Tables 11 and 12), initial and refresher training.
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Table 37. User Questionnaire Responses to the Statement , “I
have never heard of TEC before today.” by Combat Arm and Subsample

Combat Arm

Responses ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS-AC

True 6O(32.1)a 163(36.1) 176(42.6) 159(41.5) 558(38.9)

False 107(57.2) 253(56.1) 205(49.6) 204(53.3) 169(53.6)

Uncertain 20(10.7) 35(7.8) 32(7.7) 20(5.2) 107(7.5)

USAREIJR

True 28(28.0) 72(28.7) 37(28.9) 62(21.1) 199(28.1)

False 61(61.0) 161(54.1) 83(64.8) 154(67.2) 459(64.8)

Uncertain 11(11.0) 18(7.2) 8(6.3) 13(5.7) 50(7.1)

CONUS—RC

True 103(73.6) 58(34.5) 110(31.1) 79(23.6) 350(35.1)

False 29(20.7) 97(57.7) 223(63.0) 232(69.3) 581(58.3)

Uncertain 8(5.7) 13(7.7) 21(5.9) 24(7.2) 66(6.6)

Total

True 191(44 .7) 293(33.7) 323(36.1) 300(31.7) 1107(35.3)

False 197(46.1) 511(58.7) 511(57.1) 590(62.3) 1809(57.6)

Uncertain 39(9.1) 66(7.6) 61(6.8) 51(6.0) 223(7.1)

a In parentheses, beside each reported number of responses, is shown the
percentage of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number
represents. Cases missing: 265.
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Table 38. User Questionnaire Respondents Agreeing
with Reasons for Lack of TEC Use

(Page 1 of 2)

Sub.~ampl e

Reasons CONUS -AC USAREUR CONUS -RC To tat

1. Do not know much about TEC 183(37.1)5 1S6(34.4)a 190(13.0) 629( 1S .1)

2. Do not know where TEC
mater ials are kept 2(~2(34.b) 106(22.9) 145(25.2)~ “~t1 (2$.6)

3. Do not need any additional
training 60(7.9)5 29(6.4) 24 (4.2)* 11 1(6.1)

4. Do not need TEC training 64(8.4) 44(9.6)~ 46(8.0) 154(8.6)

5. TEC will not help me get
promoted 110(14.4)5 60(1 1.2) 73 (12.7) 241 (11 .6)

6. TEC will not help me pass
-
• SQT 72(9.5) 11(6.8) 32(5.6) 1 1 5 ( 7 .6)

7. TEC will not help me do
my job better 79(10.4) 44(9.7) 17(4~~7) 150(8.4)

8. My superiors did not tell
me to use TEC 262(34.4) 141(1L .fl L06(t8.S’

~
5 SOQ (28.S)

9. Unit trainer does not use
TEC in tra ining 211(27.8) 84(18.5) 82(14.2) ~77(2t.t )

10. Unit does not have needed
lessons 172 (22.9)  11 1(2 4 .6 )  110(22 . 7) 4 I (.~t . f l

It. TEC equipment is often
broken 49(6.5)5 52(11.4) 22(1 .8) t2t(6.~ )

12. TEC equipment is often
unavailable 158(20.9) 91(20.1) qStjt~.7)* 144(tQ .fl

• Note. Aster’tsks (5) denote aubsamples where responses differed signit1eant1~’
(p<.OS), Chi—square analysis) by combat arm .

a In paren theses , beside each repo r ted number of responses, I s shown the
percentage of all responses for that combat arm and subsam ple that the number
represents.
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Table 18. User Questionnaire Respondents Agreeing
with Reasons for lack ot TEC Use

(Page .~ ot 2 )

Suhsampli~

Reasons CONUS—AC USARIWR CONltS-RC Total

1 3. Others using lessons when
I need them 111 (14.7) 64(14.0) 59(l0.6)* 214(11 .1)

14. TEC area closed when I
need It 157(20.8) 8t(l8 .fl 70(1.’.l)* 110(17 .4)

IS . Do not like to stud y in
TEC facility 117( 15 .5) 69(IS . 1) S .’(’~.l) .‘ % S ( I  ~.A )

lb . Not allowed to stud y TF.C
while on duty 185(24 .5)  89 (19.6)5 s.’y~.1) ~2 ’ ( l 8 . 1)

17 . TFC area too far away 70(9.2) 22(6.8)* 76(11 . I t S  168(Q .4)

Note. Asterisks (5) denote suhs*mpies where responses differed signtft ~ an tv
• (p<•°3) . ChI—square analysis) by comba t arm.

In parentheses, beside each reported number of responses . Is shown the
- • percentage of al l responses for that combat arm and subsam ple that the number

represents.
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Table 39. TEC Users Reasons for TEC Use by Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 1 of 2 )

Combat Arm

Reasons for Use ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CO~~S-AC

SQT Preparation 21(23•9)
a 
133(58.8) 57(39.6) 122(63.2) 333(51.9)

Promotion Board 10(12.7) 55(24.3) 24(16.7) 59(30.6) 148(23.1)

Learn Something New 49(62.0) 142(62.8) 87(60.4) 119(61.7) 397(61.8)

Learn New MOS 20(25.3) 62(27.4) 45(31. 3) 53(27.5) 180(28.0)

Review 42(53.2) 130(57.5) 88(61.1) 108(56.0) 368(57.3)

ARTEP Preparation 18(22.8) 57(25.2) 33(22.9) 37(19.2) 145(22.6)

Interest 34(43 .0) 83(36.7) 58(40.3) 93(48.2) 268(41.7)

Increase Job Ability 44(55.7) 108(47 .8) 76(52.8) 99(51.3) 327(50.9)

Prepare to Teach 27(34.2) 94(41.6) 58(40.3) 99(51.3) 278(43.3)

USARE UR

SQT Preparation 30(60 .0) 72(50.3) 17(29.3) 113(76.4) 232(50.1)

Promotion Board 12(24.0) 32(22.4) 9(15.5) 41(27.7) 94(23.6)

Learn Something New 30(60.0) 89(62.2) 37(63.8) 90(60.8) 246(61.7)

Learn New MOS 16(32.0) 37(25.9) 11(19.0) 42(28.4) 106(26.6)

Review 30(60.0) 86(60.1) 35(60.3) 91(61.5) 242(60.7)

ARTEP Preparation 19(38.0) 45(31.5) 17(29.3) 41(27.7) 122(30.6)

Interest 15(30.0) 49(34.3) 26(44.8) 71(48.0) 161(40.4)

Increase Job Ability 29(58.0) 65(45.5) 28(48.3) 88(59.5) 210(52.6)

Prepare to Teach 24(48.0) 65(45.5) 21(36.2) 76(51.4) 186(46.7)

5Total respondents included: 642 , CONIJS-AC; 397 , USAREUR ; 502 , CONUS—RC. These
could mar~t all reasons that applied . In parentheses beside each number is shown the

• percentage o~ all respondents in that combat arm and subsample that marked that
response.
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Table 39. TEC Users Reasons for TEC Use by Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 2 of 2 )

Combat Arm

Reasons for Use ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS—RC

SQT Preparation 0(0.0) 28(34.1) 80(36.7) 67(34.4) 175(34.9)

Promotion Board 0(0.0) 16(19.5) 46(21.1) 28(14.4) 90(17.9)

Learn Something New 6(85.7) - 59(72.0) 149(68.3) 135(69.2) 349(69.5)

Learn New MOS 1(14.3) 29(35.4) 100(51.3) 57(29.2) 187(37.3)

Review 2(28.6) 58(70.7) 119(54.6) 122(62.6) 301(60.0)

ARTE P Preparation 1(14.3) 20(24.4) 107(54.9) 63(32.3) 191(38.0)

Interest 2(28.6) 27(32.9) 90(41.3) 76(39.0) 195(38.8)

Increase Job Ability 2(28.6) 43(52.4) 143(65.6) 96(49.2) 284(56.6)

Prepare to Teach 2(28.6) 24(29.3) 112(51.4) 93(47.1) 231(46.0)

Total

SQT Preparation 51(37.5) 233(51.7) 154(36.7) 302(56.3) 740(48 .0)

Promotion Board 22(16.2) 103(22.8) 79(18.8) 128(23.9) 332(21. )
Learn Something New 85(62.5) 290(64.3) 273(65.0) 344(64.2) 992(64.3)

Learn New MOS 37(27.2) 128(28.4) 156(37.1) 152(28.4) 473(30.7)

Review 74(54.4) 274(60 .8) 242(57.6) 321(59.9) 911(59.0)

ARTEP Preparation 38(27.9) 122(27.1) 157(37.4) 141(26.3) 458(29.7)

• Interest 51(37.5) 159(35.3) 174(41.4) 240(44 .8) 624(40.4)

Increase Job Ability 75(55.1) 216(47.9( 247(58.8) 283(52.8) 821(53.2)

Prepare to Teach 53(39.0) 183(40.6) 191(45.5) 268(50.0) 695(45.0)

aTotal respondents included : 642, CONIJS—AC; 397, USAREUR; 502, CONUS—RC. These
could mark all reasons that applied . In parentheses beside each number is shown the
percentage of all respondents in that combat arm and subsample that marked that
response.
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SQT preparation was the next most frequently mentioned reason for TEC study
(48.02). (Due to the timing of the survey, this latter result may have
been affected by the stage of each unit’s introduc tion to SQT testing.)

Although respondents were also given the opportunity to list other
reasons for TEC use, few (21) did so. Those reasons given pertained to
individual training needs, e.g., reclassified MOS, gunnery training.

Unit Trainers were asked to indicate on a 5—point scale (“no extent”
to “quite an extent”) the extent to which TEC was u8ed for various training
tasks in the unit. Mean responses for each combat arm and subsample
(Table 40) show that TEC was used to a small or moderate extent for most
tasks.

Mean responses for each subsample on extent of TEC use with field
exercises, concurrent training and promotion board preparation are 2.00 or
less showing that TEC is generally used to a small extent for these types
of training . Subsample means for remedial , make—up, and follow—up training
and skill practice exercises also tend to cluster around scale point 2.
Subsample means for other tasks ranged between Scale points 2 and 3, re-
flecting a small to moderate amount of TEC use for each type of task. No
additional specific tasks for which TEC was used was listed by respondents
except for maintenance classes.

Battalion Interviewees were questioned about the types of battalion
level training TEC is used for, specific events influencing TEC use in the
battalion and their own opinions on the objectives of the TEC program.
Regarding types of training , 28 of 42 respondents (66.7%) stated that TEC
is used to upgrade enlisted qualifications, 47.62 stated that it is used in
NCO training, 26.2% stated that TEC is used as part of criterion testing,
and 14.32 stated that it is used as part of incentive programs.

Thirty (30) interviewees also suggested additional ways in which TEC
is used in battalion training. Most frequently mentioned uses were for
individual training (7), MOS reclassification (6), and SQT (5). Also
mentioned were officer training , ømall density MOS training , instructor
preparation, and advanced skills learning. Other comments generally
related to specific topics or purposes of instruction, e.g., First Aid ,
Expert Infantry Badge (BiB) preparation.

When asked specifically how TEC is used in training, most Interviewees
(75% or more in each case) agreed that it is used at least sometimes in
lectur e preparation, instead of lectures, to supplement lectures and
demonstrations, for individual study , and to prepare for hands—on training.

• Specific even ts temporarily influencing TEC use rates within the
battalions were also discussed by Interviewees. The event listed moat
often (27 times) as increasing TEC use was SQT preparation. This was
followed by inc lement weather (14) and preparation for various training and
testing events (ARTEP, 12; EIB, field training preparation, etc ., 19).
Field training was the event most often mentioned (20 times) as temporarily
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Table 40. Unit Trainer Reports of the Extent to Which TEC
is Used for Each of 1~ Training Tasks by Combat Ann and Subsample

~Pàge l of 4) 
- 

•

Combat Arm

Training Tasks ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

SQT Preparation

CONUS—AC 2.84 2.25 2.41 2.78 2.51*

USAREUR 2.70 2.63 1.92 3.12 2.67k

CONUS—RC 1 .57 3.24 1.81 2.72 2.2~~

Promotion Board

CONUS—AC 2.32 1 .69 2.17 2.09 1.9~~

USAREUR 1.57 1.87 1.65 2.48 l.9~~

CONUS—RC 1.29 3.06 1.54 2.21 1.91*

Initial Training

CONUS—AC 2.37 1.95 2.50 2.12 2.15

USAREUR 2.60 2.41 1.76 2.56 2.37

CONUS—RC 1.64 3.53 2.53 2.96 2.72*

Training f or New lIDS

CONUS—AC 2.42 1.99 2 .33 2.38 2 .23 *

USAREUR 2.21 2.37 1.89 2.61 2.34*

CONUS—RC 1.29 3. 59 2.58 2.87 2.70*

Refresher Training

CONUS—AC 2.63 2.16 2.46 2.47 2.36*

USAREUR 3.17 3.09 2.00 2.98 2.87*

CONUS—RC 1.71 
— 

3.29 2.49 3.19 2.75*

Note: Extent of TEC use response scale was: 1—none; 2—little ; 3—moderate; 4—quite;
5—great . Asterisks (5) denote subsamples where response distributions differed signi-
ficantly (pç.O5 , chi—square analysis) by combat arm.
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Table 40. Unit Trainer Reports of the Extent to Which TEC
is Used for Each of 18 Training Tasks by Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 2 of 4)

Combat Arm

Tra ining Tasks ADA Armor Arti l lery Infantry Total

ARTEP Preparation

CONUS—AC 2.16 1 .84 1.83 1.96 1.91

IJSAREUR 2.53 2.63 1.54 2.23 2.28*

CONUS—RC 1.29 3.06 2.36 2.51 2.41*

Information of Interest

CONUS—AC 1.95 2.13 2.06 2.07 2.08

USAREUR 2.20 2.03 1.68 2.58 2.17

CONUS—RC 1.50 3.12 2.01 2.40 2.23*

Increase Soldier ’s
Job Ability

CONUS—AC 2.58 2.08 2.35 2.41 2.29 k

USAREUR 2.80 2.75 1.89 2.88 2.64k

CONUS—RC 1.36 3.59 2.50 2.98 2.69k

Prepare Trainers to
Teach

CONUS-AC 2.74 2.13 2.35 2.44 2.32*

USAREUR 2.47 2.34 1.86 2.83 2.43*

CONUS—RC 1.43 3.65 2.18 2.77 2.48*

Note: Extent of TEC use response scale was: 1—none ; 2—little; 3—moderate; 4—quite;
5—great. Asterisks (A) denote subsamples where response distributions differed signi-
ficantly (p~~O5, chi—square analysis) by combat ann.
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Table 40. Unit Trainer Reports of the Extent to Which TEC
is Used for Each of 18 Training Tasks by Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 3 of 4)

Combat Arm

Training Tasks ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

Slow—Paced Individual
Training

CONUS—AC 2.47 2.03 2.43 2.08 2.17*

USAREUR 2.53 2.10 1.78 2.64 2.17*

CONUS—RC 1.43 3.00 2.14 2.66 2.36*

Remedial Training

CONUS—AC 2.16 1.86 1.96 2.08 1 .98*

USAREUR 1.21 2.94 2.00 2.21 2.12*

CONUS—RC 2.67 2.16 1.51 2.47 2.22*

Make—up Training

CONUS—AC 2.00 1.86 1.94 2.13 1.98 
—

USAREUR 2.00 2.07 1.35 2.39 2.03*

CONUS—RC 1.21 2.94 1.89 2.17 2.06*

Follow—up Training

CONUS—AC 2.11 1.98 2.20 2.01 2.05

USAREUR 2.30 2.19 1.51 2.29 2.11

CONUS—RC 1.43 3.00 2.18 2.15 2 .20k

With Field Exercises

CONUS—AC 1.79 1.74 1.56 1.58 l.65~

USAREUR 1.83 2.07 1.03 1.91 1.79

CONUS—RC 1.00 2.41 1.49 2.02 1.72*

Note. Extent of TEC use response scale was: 1—None; 2—Little; 3—Moderate;4—Quite;
5—Great. Asterisks(*) denote subsamples where r~~ponse distribut ions differed
significantly (p(.05,Chi—square analysis) by combat arm.

- 104 -



~~~~~~~— • —- -•~~~~~~~ -~~ 
-
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~

• -•
~~~~

Table 40. Unit Trainer Reports of the Extent to Which TEC
is Used for Each of 18 Training Tasks by Combat Arm and Subsamp le

(Page 4 of 4)

Comba t Arm

Training Tasks ADA Armor Ar tillery Infantry Total

Inclement Weather Train-

CONUS—AC 2 .42 1.93 2.09 2.24 2.10

USAREUR 2.87 2.22 1.46 2.64 2.31*

CONUS-RC 1.14 3.24 2 .24  2.9 1 2 . 49k

With Skill Practice
Exerc ises

CONUS—AC 1.95 1.91 1.83 1.9 5 1. 91

USAREUR 2.13 2 .18 1.27 2.48 2 . l0~

CONUS—RC 1.07 2.82 1. 76 2.68 2.l3~

Fi l l  Up Slack Per iods

CONUS—AC 2.37 1.92 2.00 2.04 2.01*

USAREUR 2.43 2.13 1.38 2.65 2 .21*

CONUS—RC 1 .29 3.00 2.22 3.02 2.49*

Concurrent Training
at Ranges

CONUS—AC 1.63 1.80 1.24 1.58 1.59

USAREUR 1.90 2.26 1.11 1.79 1.84*

CONUS-RC 1.00 2.71 1.58 2.64 2.00*

I ): t tnt  ~f TEC usc rcsponse sc z l  Ic was: I —font ; 1_ i itt It - ;  ~—nu~dcratc ; 4—quite;
~—~ rtat. Asterisks (*) denote subsamples whcrt• resnons ( distributions differcd signi—
fica nt lv (p(.O5 , chi—squar e analysis) by combat ~inii .
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decreasing TEC use . Other events mentioned were ARTEP participation, main-
tenance, Annual General Inspection (ACt) preparation and various
taskings/details. Nine (9) Interviewees also noted that TEC Use was
affected by the Unit Training Cycle.

Finally, Interviewees gave their ideas as to the objectives of the TEC
program. Most often mentioned objectives were individual training (15) and
instructor assistance (12). Other training objectives mentioned were
squad—level training (9), review (4), teaching MOS skills (5), and hands—on
preparation (5). Only 5 Interviewees mentioned SQT preparation as a TEC
objective. Eight (8) Interviewees thought of TEC primarily as a convenient
training aid or resource. Others mentioned TEC advantages such as training
standardization (3), self—pacing (5), multi—modality (3), and audio/visual
aid for slow learners or non—readers (3).

COMMAND EM PHASIS

Most TEC Users (76.62) reported that they would use TEC even if not
told to. Responses are summarized by combat arm and subsample in Table 41.
Response frequencies varied by combat arm only within CONUS—AC 11.56,
df — 3, p<.Ol).

However, most Users (69.22) also felt that their unit commanders
wanted them to use TEC (Table 42). Only 1.52 felt their commanders did not
want them to use TEC and 29.32 did not know. Response distributions varied
significantly (p<.O2) by combat arm in the USAREUR cx ? . 16.58, df 6) and
CONUS—RC CL2— 15.68, df — 6) subsamples.

In order to get a more complete picture of the extent of command
emphasis on TEC , Unit Trainers were asked to indicate the extent of
emphasis from both company/battery and battalion commanders. Respondents
used a 5—point scale ranging from “No emphasis” (1) to “Quite an extent of
emphasis” (5). Responses to this scale are summarized in Table 63.
Summary means for each subsample ranged from 2.17 to 2.84 indicating a
small to moderate amount of command emphasis on TEC by both company/battery
and battalion commanders.

Trainers were also asked to indicate ways in which TEC use was
encouraged by themselves and their superiors. Responses, summarized in
Table 44, show that most Trainers (61.1 — 69.9% per subsample) themselves
used announcements as a means of TEC use encouragement. Briefings and
specific orders/requests were next most frequently marked (31.7 — 45.52 and
30.5 — 43.12 per subsample, respectively). Fewer Trainers used general
commands (3. 1 — 24.22 per subsample) and very few indicated having used
recognition to encourage TEC use (4.9 — 7.42 per subsample). •

With regard to their superiors, most Trainers (58.9 — 62.02 per

subsample) again indicated that announcements were used to encourage TEC
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Table 41. TEC Users Stating They Would Use TEC even if not Told to
by Combat Arm and Subsample

Comba t Arm

Subsample ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS—AC 59(69•4)a 172(76.1) 108(69.7) 163(83.6) 502(75.9)

USAREUR 35(71.4) 105(73.9) 42(70.0) 125(82.2) 307(76.2)

CONUS—RC 13(76.5) 58(69.9) 181(82.6) 153(76.1) 405(77.9)

Total 107(70.9) 335(74.3) 331(76.3) 441(80.5) 1214(76.6)

a In parentheses , bes ide each reported number of responses , is shown the
percentage of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the
number represents.
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Table 42. TEC Users Opinions Concerning Whe ther  Unit Coemanders
Want Them to Use TEC by Comba t Arm and Subsamp le

Combat Arm

Does the ~.onsnander ~ t

your uni t want you to
use TEC materials? ADA Armor Artiller y Infantry Total

CONU S-AC

Yes 44(51 2)a 141(60.5) 96(62.3) 124(64.2) 405(60.8)

No 0(0.0) l ( .4) 1( .6) 3(1.6) 5( .8)

Don ’t Know 32(48.8) 91(39.1) 57(37 .0) 66(34,2) 256(38 4)

Total 86(100.0) 233(100.0) 154(100.0) 193(100.0) 666(100.0)

USAREUR

Yes 41(82.0) 97(66.4) 31(50.0) 108(70.1) 277(67.2)

No 1 (2.0) 2(1.4) 0(0.0) 2(1.3) 5(1.2)

Don ’t Know 8(16.0) 47(32.2) 31(50.0) 44(28.6) 130(31.6)

Total 50(100.0) 146(100.0) 62(100.0) 154(100.0) 412(100.0)

CONUS-RC

Yes 11(64.7) 65(76.5) 183(84.3) 166(81.8) 425(81.4)

No 0 (0.0) 2(2.4) 10(4.6) 2(1.0) 14(2.?)

Don ’t Knøw 6(35.3) 18(21.2) 24(11 .1) 3~ (17.2) 83(15.9)

Total 17(100.0) 85(16.3) 217(100.0) 203(100.0) 522(100.0)

Total

Yes 96(62.7) 303(65. i) 310(71.6) 398(72.4) 1107(69.2)

No 1 ( .7) 5(1.1) 11 (2.5) 7(1.3) 24(1.5)

Don ’t Know 56(36.6) 156(33.6) 112(25.9) 145(26 .4) 469(29.3)

Total 153(100.0) 464(100.0) 433(100.0) 550(100.0) 1600(100.0)

“In oarentheses , beside each reported number of responses, i~ i!iown the percentage
of all responses I or that combat arm and subsample that the number represents. Cases
missing: 52.
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Table 4 3 •  Unit Trainer Reports of Extent of Conunand
Emphasis by Combat Arm and Subsam ple

Combat Arm

Source of Emphasis ADA Armor Ar tillery Infantry Total

CONUS-AC

Company 2 • 47(19)
a 

2.11(95) 2.72(54) 2.55(85) 2.42(253)

Battalion 2. ~2(l9) 1.98(95) 2.22(54) 2.32(85) 2.17(253)

US AR EU R

Company 3.03(30) 2.66(68) 1.59(37) 3.03(66) 2.64(201)

Battal ion 2.50(30) 2.46(68) 1.78(37) 3.31(66) 2.62(201)

CONUS—RC

Company 1.21(14) 3.41(17) 2.64(74) 3.09(47) 2.76(152)

Battalion 1.71(14) 3.18(~ 7) 2.74(74) 3.13(47) 2.84(152)

Note. Amount of emphasis indicated on response scale is: 1—none ; 2—little;
3—moderate; 4—quite; 5—great.

a
~ umb r uf respondents in parentheses.
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Table 44. Unit TraineL Reports of Meams of T~C Use Encouragement
by Combat Arm and Subsariple

(Page 1 of 3)

Combat Am

Means of TEC Use Encourage-
ment ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONTIS-AC

Selves

General Coninands 3(23 l)~ 15(23.1) 12(25. 5) 16(24 .6) 46 (24.2 )

Orders/Requests 3(23. 1) 19(29 .2) 16(34.0) 20(30.8) 58(30.5)

Announcements 11(84.6) 32(49.2) 31(66.0) 42(64.6) 116(61.1)

Br iefings 4 (30.8) 22 (33.8 )  20 (42 .6)  25 (38.5)  71(37.4)

Recogn ition 0(0.0) 4 (6 .2) 4 (8 .5)  6(9 .2) 14(7 .4)

Total Re~pondenrs 13(100.0) 65(100.0) 47(100.0) 65(100.0) 190(100 .0)

Superiors

General Counnands 3(20 .0) 15(24 .2) 8( 17 .8) 20(34 .5) 46 (25 .6)

Orders/Requests 5(33.3) 14(22.3) 11(24 .4) 12 ( 20 .7) 42(23.3)

Announcements 10(66.7) 34(54 .8) 27(60 .0) 35(60.3 ) 106(58.9)

Brief ings 6(4.7) 20(32.3) 17(37 .8) 18(31.0) 61(33.9)

Recognition 1( .7) 2(3.2) 1(2.2) 4 (6 .9) 8(4.6)

Total Respondents 15(100.0) 62(100.0) 45(100.0) 58(100.0) 180(100.0)

IJSAREUR

Selves

General Coninands 3(12.0) 10(17.9) 3(12.0) 8(14.5) 24(14.9)

Orders/Requests 10(40.0) 22(39.3) 5(20.0) 17(30.9) 54~33.5)

1jfl parentheses , beside each reported number of responses , is shown the percentage
of aU. responses for that combat ann and subsample that the number represents.
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Table 4’.. Unit Tm iner Report ~ of Mt’an’- of TEC V e t ’  Fne ’oiiragemt’nf
I’v Conha Arm and Sti ’ saiup 1. ’

(Page 1 of 3)

Comba t Ann

Means of TEC Use Encourage-
ment ADA Armor A rtillery Infantry Total

CONUS—RC (Cont ’d)

Recognition 2(20.0) 0(0.0) 2(3.8) 2(4.7) 6(4.9)

Total Respondents 10 (100.0) [7(100 .0) 53(100.0) 43(100.0) 123 (10(1 .0)

Super iors

Genera l Conutands 3(37.5) 4(25.0) 16(30.2) 16(35.6) 39(12.0)

Orders/Req uests 3 (37.5) 8(50.0) 23 (43.4) 13(28.9) 4 7 ( 3 8 . 5)

Announcements 4(50.0) 11(68.8) 29(54.7) 29(64.4) 73(59 .8)

Briefing s 5(62.5) 10(62.5) 26(49.1 ) 24 (53.1) 65(53. 1)

Recognition 2(25.0) 0(0.0) 1(1.9) 0(0.0) 3(2. ’)

Total Respondents 8(100.0) 16(100 .0) 53(100.0) 45(100.0) 122 (I00.0)

a1 n parentheses , hes I (It’ each reported number of res p~~ns~~~ • I s Itown the p~’ r .~~‘i; I
of ,;11 responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number represents.
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use . Next most frequently indicated were briefings (37.4 — 53.3% per
subsample) . Specific orders/ requests (23.3 — 38.5%) per subsample) and
general commands (23.4 — 32.0% per subsample) were marked by similar
numbers of Trainers as being used by their superiors. Very few Trainers
(2.5 — 4.4 % per subsample) indicated that their superiors used recognition
to encourage TEC use.

Only 10 respondents listed additional ways in which TEC use was
encouraged either by their superiors or themselves. These included : pro
pay , SQT emphasis, classroom TEC use, additional assembly pay , and
discussions with leaders.

Battalion Interviewees were also asked to list the ways in which they
encouraged TEC use. A suggested list was provided (Question 13, Battalion
Interview Schedule) but most responded with individual descriptions. Most
frequently listed were weekly or monthly meetings (16 of 42 interviewees).
The second most frequently named means of encouragement was written
publications (updated lists of available lessons, 8; training memos,
letters , circulars , 5). Several respondents (9) indicated TEC use was
encouraged through various means of incorporation into monthl y or quarterly
training schedules such as citing lesson numbers for specific training
topics. Six (6) respondents stated that TEC was encouraged in conjunction
with sqr emphasis and 6 responded that TEC use encouragement to soldiers
was left to training NCOs. Other means listed included special briefings
(4) , verbal announcements (4), recognition (1), and posters (1).

Interviewees were asked to indicate the extent of command emphasis on
TEC from higher levels of command on the same 5—point scale given to Unit
Trainers . The modal response was 3 — “a moderate extent” indicated by 15
(35.7%) Interviewees. The mean response was 2.71. Respondents were also
asked what they felt the primary source of the emphasis to be. Most were
evenly split between brigade and division levels and several mentioned
other sources, e.g., Corps, State Level AG.

US ACE PATTERNS

TEC Users were questioned about several aspects of their practices and
preferences regarding of TEC use . Mean responses are presented in
Table 45. For these questions, responses indicated how often users used or
preferred to use TEC in the stated way: 1 — Almost Always ; 2 — Often; 3 —
Sometimes; 4 — Almost Never.

Results showed the mean frequency with which TEC users have individual
machines to be 2.83. This is closest to scale response 3, “Sometimes.”
The mean response to the question regarding machine preference was 2.36.
This difference might indicate that TEC Users would prefer to have
individual machines somewhat more often than they do. However, the
difference was not analyzed for statistical significance. It should also
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Table 45. Average Frequencies of TEC User Practices and Preferences by Combat
Arm and Subsample.

(Page 1 of 2 )

Combat Arm

ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

One Man Per Mach ine Use
CONIfl—AC 3 04(83)a 2.85(230) 2.78(150) 2.59(193) 2.78(6!6)

USAREUR 3.14(49) 2.73(147) 2.92(61) 2.67(149) 2.79(40~)

CONUS—RC 3.06(17) 3.13(86) 2.76(221) 3.00(204) 2.92(528)

Total 3.07(149) 2.87(463) 2.79(432) 2.77(546) 2.83(1590)

Prefer One Man Per Machine

CONUS -AC 2.15(84) 2.32(229) 2.27(150) 1.95(192) 2.18(655)

USAREIJR 2.49(49) 2.41(145) 2.18(60) 2.13(152) 2.28(406)

CONUS—RC 2.35(17) 2.71(86) 2.56(221) 2.75(203) 2.65(527)

Total 2.29(150) 2.42(460) 2.41(431) 2.29(547) 2.36(1588)

Have Trainer Assistance
CONUS—AC 2.20(83) 2.18(227) 2.19(150) 2.22(190) 2.20(650)

USAREUR 2.42(48) 2.06(143) 2.39(59) 2.16(150) 2.19(400)

CONUS—RC 2.06(16) 2.22(87) 1.98(221) 2.11(201) 2.07(525)

Total 2.26(14i) z.ii(451) 2.ll(4i0) .16(541) 2.15(1575)

Prefer Trainer Ass istance
CONUS—AC 2.16(83) 2.00(226) 2.07(147) 2.19(190) 2.09(646)

USARE UR 2.14(49) 2.06(143) 2.24(59) 2.00(151) 2.07(402)

CONUS—RC 2.82(17) 2.09(86) 1.86(24) 1.97(201) 1.97(525)

Total 2.23(149) 2.04(455) 1.99(427) 2.05(542) 2.05(1573)

Study TEC Of f Duty

CONUS—AC 3.55(83) 3.37(228) 3.51(151) 3.14(187) 3.36(649)

USAREUR 3.53(49) 3.32(144) 2.29(59) 3.18(152) 3.29(404)

CONUS—RC 3.47(17) 3.51(85) 3.37(218) 3.58(199) 3.48(519)

Total 3.54(149) 3.38(457) 3.41(428) 3.31(538) 3.38(1572)

Note. Response scale is as follows: 1—Almost always; 2—Often ; 3—Sometimes;
4—Almost never.

aNuinbera of respondents in parentheses.
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Table 45. Average Frequencies of TEC User Practices and Preferences by Combat
Arm and Subsample.

(Page 2 o f 2 )

Combat Arm

ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

‘ Prefer to Study Of f Duty

CONUS—AC 3.41(82) 3.30(221) 3.40(147) 3.09(190) 3.28(640)

USAREUR 3.44(50) 3.43(138) 3.28(58) 3.14(147) 3.30(393)

cONUS—RC 3.24(17) 3.29(86) 3.21(217) 3.39(195) 3.29(515)

Total 3.40(149) 3.34(445) 3.29(422) 3.22(532) 3.29(1548)

Prefer to Study TEC
— On Their Own

CONUS—AC 2.18(82) 2.56(229) 2.39(150) 2.06(193) 2.33(654)

USAREUR 2.51(49) 2.43(143) 2.18(60) 2.15(151) 2.30(403)

CONUS—RC 2.53(17) 2.77(86) 2.61(218) 2.77(201) 2.70(522)

Total 2.33(148) 2 .56(458) 2.47(428) 2.35(545) 2 .44(1579 )

Note. Response scale is as follows : 1—Almost always; 2—Often ; 3—Sometimes ;
4—AI~~~i never.

aNunbers of respondents in parentheses .
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be recalled that Phase 1 data (Table 4) indicated that users do not have
individual CUE—SEEs in a large majority of TEC group uses and that in 74.9%
of all group uses (Table 15) the lesson is projected for the entire group .

The next set of questions referred to user practices and preferences
with regard to trainer assistance. Overall means (2.15 and 2.05
respectively) showed that , on the average, Users had and preferred trainer
assistance often while using TEC. Responses to the question of how often
TEC Users studied TEC off—duty yielded a mean of 3.38. The mean for
preference for off—duty study was similar (3.29) with both falling between
“somet imes” and “almost never ”. These findings are consistent with Phase 1
results which showed that only 11.9% of TEC ind ividual uses and 3.4% of TEC
group uses occurred off—duty . Finally a mean response of 2.44 indicated
that TEC Users prefer on the average to study TEC on their own more than
sometimes but not often .

On the same response scale , those Unit Trainers who had used TEC with
groups of soldiers (see Unit Question 3a) were asked to indicate how often
they monitored the soldiers’ work while the latter were using TEC. Mean
responses (overall mean 1.77) for each group , shown in Table 46, indicate
that Trainers most often do monitor soldiers’ TEC studies.

Another question of concern with regard to TEC usage patterns is use
of LAI pretests. Accordingly, Unit Trainers were asked to indicate the
ways in which pretests were used. Responses are summarized in Table 47.
Overal l , 41.8% of Trainers indicated that pretests were not used . Of those
indicating pretests were used , most stated that they were used to assess
for initial or refresher training . Very few respondents listed additional
ways in which pretests were used. Those who did , mentioned use of the
pretests as lesson previews , refreshers , worksheets with the lesson and for
SQT study.

TEC users as well as Unit Trainers were asked if they felt that LAI
Pretests were useful (Table 48). Just over half of both User (54.7%) and
Trainer (54.0%) samples felt that they were. Substantial percentages (33.5
and 41.2%, respectively) did not know. Response distributions for Users
varied by combat arm in the CONUS—AC (‘X~= 18.60, df — 9, p(.O) and USAREUR
CL2 — 20.32, df — 9, p .02) subsamples and for Trainers in the USAREUR
subsample ~~2,. 32.86, d f — 12, p~ .002). It might be recalled that results
from Phase 1 shown in Tables 19 and 20 showed a number of instances of low
or no pretest use which suggests an explanation for the substantial
percentage of Phase 2 users being too unfamiliar with the pretest to judge
its usefulness.
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Table 46. Mean Reported Frequencies of Unit Trainer
Monitoring of Soldier ’s Work By Combat Arm and Subsamp le

Combat Arm

Frequency of Monitoring ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS—AC 1.86 (7)5 1 .71 (38) 1.60 (20) 1.74 (46) 1.71 (111)

USAREUR 1.58 (19) 1 .81 (42) 2.30 (10) 1 .74 (42) 1.79 (113)

CGNUS—RC 1.00 (3) 1 .50 (12) 2.15 (41) 1 .61 (33) 1.82 (89)

Total 1.59 (29) 1 .73 (92) 2.01 (71) 1 .70 (121) 1.77 (313)

Note. Response scale is: 1—almost al~avs; 2—often ; 3—sometimes ; 4—almost never.
a
Ntiniber of respondents in part~ntheses.
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Table ~7. Unit Trainer Reports of Ways in which LA! Pretests
are Used by Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 1 of 2 )

Combat Arm

Ways LA1 Pretests are Used ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS-AC

Not Used 8( 50•0) a 
38(46.9) 21(47.7) 24(33.3) 91(42.7)

Assess for Initial Training 8(50.0) 15(18.5) 16(36.4) 20(27.8) 59(27.7)

Assess for Refresher Training 4(25.0) 16(19.8) 10(22.7) 20(27.8) 50(23.5)

Proficiency Exams 1(6.3) 11(13.6) 4(9.1) 15(20.8) 31(14.6)

Assess for Unit Readiness 3(18.8) 12(14.8) 9(20.5) 12(16.7) 36(16.9)

Other 0(0,0) 9(11.1) 3(6.8) 7(9.7) 19(8.9)

Total Respondents 16(100.0) 81(100.0) 44(100.0) 72(100.0) 213(100.0)

USAREUR

Not Used 14(50.0) 27(44.3) 22(75.9) 23(3.2) -86(47.8)

Assess for Initial Training 9(32.1) 14(23.0) 2(6.9) 22(35.5) 47(26 .1)
Assess for Refresher Training 7(25.0) 15(24.6) 4(13.8) 12(19.4) 38(21.1)

Proficiency Exams 4(14.3) 4(6 .6) 3(10.3) 10(16.1) 21(11.7)
Assess for Unit Readiness 2(7.1) 9(14.8) 1(3.4) 6(9.7) 18(10.0)
Other 0(0.0) 6(9.8) 2(6.9) 1(1.6) 9(5.0)
Total Respondents 28(100.0) 61(100.0) 29(100.0) 62(100.0) 180(100.0)

CONUS—RC

Not Used 7(70.0) 6(37.5) 15(26.3) 13(28.9) 41(32.0)

Assess for Initial Training 3(30.0) 10(62.5) 19(33.3) 20(44.4) 52(40.6)

Assess for Refresher Training 2(20.0) 4(25.0) 24(53.3) 22(48.6 ) 52(40 .6)
Proficiency Exams 0(0.0) 3(18.8) 7(12.3) 7(15.6) 17(13. 3)
Assess for Unit Readiness 0(0.0) 2(12.5) 11(19.3) 8(17.8) 21(16.4)
Other 1(10.0) 0(0.0) 5(8.8) 3(6.7) 9(7.0)
Total Respondents 10(100.0) 16(100.0) 57(100.0) 45(100.0) 128(100.0)

51n par en theses , bes ide each repor ted number of responses, is shown the percentage
of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number represents. Cases
miss ing: 87.
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Table 4L Unit Ttajner Reports of Ways in which LAI Prmtests
are Used by Combat Ann and Subsample

(Page 2 o f 2 )

Combat Arm

Ways LA1 Pretests are Used ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

Total

Assess for Initial Training 29(53.7) 71(44.9) 58(44.6) 60(33.5) 218(41.8) 
—

Assess for Refresher Training 20(37.0) 39(24.7) 37(28.5) 62(34.6) 158(30.3)
Proficiency Exams 13(24.1) 35(22.2) 38(29.2) 54(30.2) 149(30.2)

Assess for Unit Readiness 5(9.3) 18(11.4) 14(10.8) 32(17.9) 69(13.2)
Other 1(1.9) 15(9.5) 10(7.7) 11(6.1) 37(7.1)

Total 54(100.0) 158(100.0) 130(100.0) 179(100.0) 521(100.0) -:

aIm parentheses , beside each reported number of responses , is shown the percentage
of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number represents. Cases
missing: 87.
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Tab le 48. TEC User and Unit Trainer Opinions on the Usefulness of LAI Pretests
by Combat Arm and Subsamole

(P age l o f 2 )

Combat Arm

Are ‘~retests Useful? ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS-AC

Users

Yes 43 (50~6) a 119(52.4) 73(47.4) 129(66.2) 364(55.0)

No 12(14.1) 33(14.5) 18(11.7) 21(10.8) 84(12.7)

Don ’t Know 30(35.3) 75(33.0) 63(40.9) 45(23.1) 213(32.2)

Trainers

Yes 10(66.7) 34(43.0) 25(55.4) 49(67.1) 118(55.4)

No 0(0.0) 8(10.1) 1(2.2) 2(2.7) 11(5.2)

Don ’t Know 5(33.3) 37(46.8) 20(43.5) 22(30.1) 84(39.4)

USAREUR
Users

Yes 28(56.0) 73(50.3) 22(36.7) 93(61.2) 216(53.1)

No 8(16.0) 22(15.2) 6(10.0) 9(5.9) 45(11.1)

Don ’t Know 14(28.0) 50(34.5) 32(53.3) 50(32.9) 146(35.9)

Trainers

Yes 14(53.8) 25(41.7) 4(14.8) 38(64.4) 81(47.1)

No 1(3.8) 6(10.0) 0(0.0) 3(5.1) 10(5.8)

Don’t Know 11(42.3) 29(48.3) 23(85.2) 18(30.5) 81(47.1)

CONUS-RC

Users —

Yes 11(64.7) 44(52.4) 122(55.5) 114(56.2) 291(55.5)

No 1(5.9) 11(13.1) 29(13.2) 17(8.4) 58(11.1)

Don’t Know 5(29.4) 29(34.5) 69(31.4) 72(35.5) 175(33.4)

aI~~ parentheses , beside each reported number of responses , is shown the percentage
of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number represents. Cases
missing: User, 105; Unit , 91.
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Table 48. TEC User and Unit Trainer Opinions on the Usefulness of LA! Pretests
by Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 2 o f 2 )

Combat Arm —

Are Pretests Useful? ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS-RC

Trainers

Yes 3(30.0) 11(68.8) 37(57.8) 29(70.7) 80(60.6)

No 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 3(4.7 0(0.0) 3(2.3)

Don ’t Know 7(70.0) 5(31.3) 24(37.5) 12(29.3) 48(37.1)

TOTAL

Users

Yes 82(53.9) 236(51.8) 217(50.0) 336(61.1) 871(54.7)

No 21(13.8) 66(14.5) 53(12.2) 47(8.5) 187(11.7)

Don ’t Know 49(32.2) 154(33.8) 164(37.8) 167(30.4) 534(33.5)

Trainers

Yes 27(52.9) 70(45.2) 66(48.2) 116(67.1) 279(54.0)

No 1(2.0) 14(9.0) 4(2.9) 5(2.9) 24(4.6)

Don ’t Know 23(45.1) 11(45.8) 67(48.9) 52(30.1) 213(41.2)

a
1,, parentheses, beside each reported nu mber of responses, is shown the percent-

age of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number rePresents.
Cases miss ing: User , 105; Un it , 91.
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DISTRIBUTION OF INFORMATION ABOUT TEC

A large majority of TEC users in each subsample (67.5 — 87.5 %)
indicated their Unit Trainers to be a source of Information about TEC
(Table 49). Other frequentl y indicated sources were the Soldier’s Manual
(20.3 — 28.1%), other soldiers (24.9 — 27.9%) and the TEC Learning Center
(32.8—34.1%) (except among Reserve Component users where only 11.4%
indicated this as a source).

Other sources of information about TEC listed by users were 8Cr/AlT
( 1 7) ,  NCO Course (38), Un it Training (29) and Educat ion Centers and similar
facili ties (10). Sixty—one (61) users also listed various company/battery
or battalion personnel (e.g., S3, tank commander , squad leader)  as sources
and 13 remarked that they had sought TEC information on their own
initiative.

Uni t  Trainers  and B a t t a l i o n  Interviewees were questioned abou t both
their introductions to TEC and how they were currentl y kept informed . (Due
to an error in the questionnaire , onl y those trainers answering “yes” to
Question 3a were asked to respond to the question regarding introductions.)
Among Unit Trainers (Table 50), 26.4% had no introduc t ion to TEC, 35.2% had
read TEC litera ture , and 20.2% had seen the TEC lesson for Green Tabbers.
Of those who listed other sources of introduction to TEC, 36 had f ound ou t
about TEC from others in the company/battery or battalion. Also listed as
sources were officer or NCO courses (20), training centers (12) and special
classes/briefings on TEC (10). Irrespective of source 76.7% of all
Trainers felt their introduc tion8 to TEC were satisfactory (Table 51).

Among Battalion Interviewees, 3 had been given no introduction to TEC,
2 had used TEC materials only ,  and 5 had used other sources only. Most (31
or 75.6%) had used both TEC and other sources. Of all 41 respondents , 23
(S6.1%) had seen the lesson for Green Tabbers and 28 (68.3%) had read some
TEC literature. Other sources of introduction listed included officer/NCO
courses (7), training conferences (13), and Interviewees’ precedessors
and/or others in the battalion (10). Thirty—six (87.8%) of 41 respondents
felt their introductions were satisfactory .

Most Battalion Interviewees (32, 76.2%) also felt their current
information about TEC to be satisfactory . Only 6 (14.3%) found it
unsatisfac tory and 4 (9.5%) were unsure. Sources of information listed by
them were : TEC information (bulletins , pamp hle ts, etc.)(34); Local
Training and Audio—visua l Support Centers (TASCs)(7); Combat Arm School
publications (6) ; Army magazines and local publications (5); G — 3’s, S —
3’ s (2), and SQT literature and the Soldier’s Manual (1 each). Twenty—six
of 36 (72.2%) respondents who were specifically asked also reported that
they did receive current TEC Status Lists.

Those who desired more information (8) most often asked for a sing le
comprehensive catalog of those TEC tapes in the field and more information
on logistics such as ordering.
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Table 49. TEC Users Sources of Information about TEC by
Combat Arm and Subsample

Combat Arm

Information Sources ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS-AC

Unit Trainer 52(6-’LSf 158(68.7) 102(68.9) 130(68 .1) 442(67.5)

Soldier’s Manual 17(19.8) 58(25.2) 28(18.9) 69(36.1) 172(26.3)

Other Soldier’s 20(23.3) 73(31.7) 30(20.3) 58(30.4) 181(27.6)
Post News 3(3.5) 18(7.8) 6(4.1) 14(7.3) 41(6.3)

Learning Center 33(38.4) 71(30.9) 36 (24.3) 75(39.3) 215(32.8)

Posters 7(8.1) 36(15.7) 17(11.5) 30(15.7) 90(13.7)

Other 15(17.4) 34(14.9) 21(14.2) 29(15.2) 99(15.1)

USAR.EUR

Unit Trainer 27(57.4) 115(79.9) 38(63.3) 102(66.2) 282(69 .6)

Soldier’s Manual 21(44.1) 43(29.9) 15(25.0) 35(22.7) 114(28.1)

Other Soldier ’s 10(21.3) 38(26.4) 21(35.0) 44(28.6) 113(27.9)

Post News 1(2.1) 4(2.8) 5(8.3) 4(2.6) 14(3.5)

Learning Center 9(19.1) 37(25.7) 31(51.7) 61(39.6) 138(34.1)

Posters 2(4.3) 15(10.4) 8(13.3) 18(11 .7) 43(10.6)

Other 9(19.1) 23(16.0) 9(15.0) 19(12.3) 60(14.8)

CONUS—RC

Unit Trainer 11(68.8) 73(89.0) 193(88.9) 176(86 .7) 453(87.5)

Soldier’s Manual 1(6.3) 10(12.2) 44(20.3) 50(24 .6) 105(20.3)

Other Soldiers 4(25.0) 17(20.7) 61(28.1) 47(23.2) 129(24.9)

Poet News 0(0.0) 2(2.6) 4(1.8) 8(3.9) 14(2.7)

Learning Center 2(12.5) 17(20.7) 16(12.0) 24(11.8) 59(11.4)

Posters 1(6.3) 5(6.1) 37(17.1) 32(15.8) 75(14.5)

Other 2(12.5) 5(6.1) 17(7.8) 12(5.9) 36(6.9)

5
1n .paren theses beside each reported number of responses, is shown the percent-

age of ~~~ response.s for that combat arm and subsample that the number represents.
Total cases: C6NUS—AC, ‘655; “SAREUR, 405; CO’~US—RC , 518. Cases missing: 74.
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Table 50. Unit Trainer Introductions to TEC by Combat Arm and Subsample

Combat Arm

Sources of Information ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONIJS—AC

No Introduction 2(18 2) a 15(25.9) 5(16.1) 13(26.0) 35(23.3)
Green Tabber Lesson 1(9.1) 11(19.0) 2(6.5) 7(14.0) 21(14.0)

TEC Literature 3(27.3) 12(20.7) 14(45.2) 18(36.0) 47(31.3)

Total Respondents 11(100.0) 58(100.0) 31(100.0) 50(100.0) 150(100.0)

USAREUR

No Introduction 4(28.6) 12(34 .3) 5(25.0) 9(21.4) 30(27.0)
Green Tabber Lesson 6(42.9) 8(22.9) 2(10.0) 13(31.0) 29(26.1)

TEC Literature 8(57.1) 13(37.1) 2(10.0) 15(35.7) 38(34.2)

Total Respondent 14(100.0) 35(1—0.0) 20(100.0) 42(100.0)111(100.0)

CONUS-RC

No Introduction 0(0.0) 2(16 .7) 19(40.4) 10(27.8) 31(30.1)

Green Tabber Lesson 2(25.0) 2(16.7) 13(27.7) 9(25.0) 26(25.2)

TEC Literature 2(25.0) 8(66.7) 16(34.0) 17(47.2) 43(41.7)

Total Respondents 8(100 .0) 12(100.0) 47(100.0) 36(100.0)103( 100.0)

Total

No Introduction 6(18.2) 29(27.6) 29(29.6) 32(22.5) 96(26.4)

Green Tabber Lesson 9(27.3) 21(20.0) 17(17.3) 29(20.4) 76(20.9)

TEC Literature 13(39.4) 33(31.4) 32(32.7) 50(35.2) 128(35.2)

Total Respondent 33(100.0) 105(100.0) 98(100.0) 142(100.0)364(100.0)

aln parentheses , beside each reported number of responses, Is shown the percentage
of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number represents. Cases
missing: 244.
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Table St . Unit Trainers Ind icating Sa t i s fac tory In t rod uc t ions
to TEC by Combat Arm and Subsamp le

Comba t Arm

Subsamp le ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS—AC 6(100.O)a 26(68 .4) 14(70.0) 32(72.7) 78(72.2)

USAREUR 19(100 .0) 32(16.2) 8(72.7) 32(82.1) 91(82.0)

CONUS—RC 2(66 .7)  9(75 .0) 3 1(73 .8)  25(80.6 )  67 (76 .1 )

Total 27(96.1)  67 (72 .8)  53 (72 .6)  89(78 .1) 2 3 6 ( 7 6 . 7)

am parentheses , beside each repor ted number of responses , is shown
the percentage of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that
the number represents. Total responses: CONUS—AC , 108; USARELIR , 111 ;
CONUS-RC , 88. Cases missing: 15.
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No Battalion Interviewees complained of being uninformed of the
arrival of new TEC lessons. Although most systems for distribut ion of
information within the unit regarding new lesson arrivals were tailored to
fit the unit , most Interviewees described similar systems whereby lessons
were received by a designated individual , logged in, sent to the normal
storage location , and periodic lists/updates were given to battalion and
company/battery training staffs.

However, most Unit Trainers did not report that they were kept
informed of new lesson arrivals (Table 52). Overall only 42.3% reported

— being informed . This may have been somewhat inflated by CONUS—RC responses
since only 31.3% and 38.72, respectively of CONUS—AC and USAREUR Trainers
felt they were kept informed . The differences in these percentages and the
65.7% in CONUS—RC may lie in the fact that some National Guard units have
pinpoint distribution of lessons to individual armories.

Those trainers who were informed listed the following sources of
Information about new lesson arrivals: S—3s , 21; training NCO’s, 12; other
unit personnel, 16; battalion chain of command , 42; Learning Centers, 10;
and written distributions (flyers , DFs, etc .), 30.

DISTRIBUTION OF LESSONS AND EQUIPMENT

The pr imary purpose of the questions in this section was to determine
whether each battalion had been able to obtain adequate TEC tapes and
equipment for effective TEC use. -

Just over half (23) of the Battalion Interviewees felt that they had
all available lessons of interest to the battalion. Ten (10) felt that
they did not and 9 were not sure. Six (6) men felt they needed a summary
or topic list of lessons. Some apparently felt unable to determine from
the TEC Status Lists in their current format whether or not a lesson could
be obtained at a given time.

Other difficulties mentioned were receipt of lessons unneeded and
inappropriate for the unit , confusion caused by receipt of lesson series
out of sequence (e.g., Part 3 before Part 2), and a need for more lessons
for higher skill levels.

Although many Interviewees expressed an interest in lessons for
additional topics, specific topics were mentioned only by Artillery
interviewees. These were: Redeye , Vulcan-Chapparal, Rada r, Survey Tac tics
and M880 TAC Vehicle.

Only 13 Interviewees (of 30 asked) had attempted to order TEC lesso ui.
Some qualified this as an infrequent occurrence. Some who had not ordered ,
however , had tried unsuccessfully or been told that they could not. Those
who had ordered had dome so through TASC, Combat Arm Schools, the Army
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Table 52. Number of Unit Trainers Kept Informed of the
Arrival of New TEC Lessons

Combat Arm

Subsample ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS—AC I0( 58.8)~ 20(21.5 )  19(3 7.3) 26(26.8) 75(31.3)

USAREUR 16(55.2) 23(34.8) 15(44.1) 21(32.3) 75(38.7)

CONUS—RC 5(38 .5) 11(68.8) 48 (71 6) 30(63.8) 94(65 . 7)

Total 31( 52 .5) 54(30.9) 82(S3.9) 77 (40.3)  244 (42.3 )

aTabled numbers represent only those respondents who stated that they were

kept informed of new lesson arrivals. In parentheses, beside each reported

number , is shown the percentage of all responses for that combat arm and

subsample that the number represents.
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Training Support Center (ATSC), or Tobyhanna Army Depot. In general , no
clear or consistent picture emerged of the need for ordering lessons or the
process for doing so.

Only 4 of 42 interviewees indicated having had problems in receipt of
TEC materials or equipment from Tobyhanna. These were order delays or non—
response and occasional damage. No one indicated having had a frequent or
continuing problem. Several Interviewees again mentioned receipt of
unneeded/unrequested lessons and receipt of lesson series out of sequence.
One stated a need for procedural guidance in disposing of worn or damaged
lessons and equipment.

The next area of questioning concerned the adequacy of bases of issue.
Twenty—eight (66.7%) battalions had six or more CUE—SEES on hand , but only
17 (40. 52) had all eight according to Interviewees’ knowledge. Six (6)
Interviewees did not know how many CUE—SEES were on hand . Of those having
fewe r than 8, most said extra machines were in maintenance or on loan.

When asked if the 8 CUE—SEES per battalion basis for issue was
adequate , 23 (54.82) Interviewees said “yes” and 19 (45.2 %) sa id “no”. Of
those Active Component Interviewees who felt more machines were needed ,
responses were often given on a machine per company basis. Numbers of 1
(4), 2 (2), 3 (4), 4 (3) and 5 (1) machines per company and 1 per platoon
(1) were suggested . Some also felt I to 4 additional machines were needed
for float or signout . These yielded figures of 8—20 CUE—SEE per battalion .
Reasons for need centered around various types of training , e.g., small
groups, simultaneous training of variously sized groups.

Reserve Component Interviewees most often desired 2 CUE—SEES per
location (armory) plus I or 2 extras for headquarters and signout . Also
suggested were I and 4 CUE—SE~~ per location with extras. Needs suggested
by some of those commenting yielded figures only slightly larger (1—2
machines) than current bases of issue.

Mos t Interviewees (2 6, 61.9%) felt that the basis of issue for TEC
lessons was adequate. Of those (16) who felt it was not adequate , desired
numbers of copies were: 1 per co/btry (5); 2 per co/btry (4); 3 per
battalion (4); 5 per battalion (1). Reasons cited were again for use in
small group (crew) training and simultaneous company/battery training .
Irrespective of their opinions on general lesson BOI adequacy, 10
Interviewees felt that more copies of lessons were needed for  spec if ic
topics only.

Twenty—eight of 42 Interviewees (66 .7%) felt that the 501 for headseta
was adequate. Numbers desired per machine by others were, 2(4), 4(1) and
2—5(1). Reasons for need were tank crew and squad training and some noise
problems with smal l group use.
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LESSON AND EQUIPMENT PROBLEM S

It should be noted that data on lesson/equipment problems is from only
those in each sample who indicated that they actually used the equipment.
Among TEC Users , 1023 (65.7%) had used the CUE—SEE by themselves (CUE—SEE
Users’). Among unit trainers, 326 (63.7%) had used the CUE—SEE projector
(Projector Users) with groups of soldiers (as determined from analysis of
results of Unit Question 3a). These groups were the respondents for
equipment questions.

Errors in the content of TEC lessons did not appear to be a
significant problem. Mean frequency of failure reported by TEC Users
(1.89) and Projector Users (1.61) in Table 53 fall between scale po ints 1,
“Never a problem” and 2, “Only once or twice”.

Battalion Interviewees were questioned about lesson problems in a more
open—ended fashion. Their responses were as follows : Nineteen (19 or
45.1%) stated no problems and only 2 noted inaccuracies (UCMJ, Law 292
lessons). The most frequent (9) complaints were that some lessons were out
of date or conflicted with other sources of information such as manuals.
Lessons cited were: FDC, Call for Pire , FAAR and TADDS. Other complaints
we re that needed areas were not covered (4), unneeded areas were covered
(3) or that lessons were boring (2) or too lengthy (1).

Interviewees generally agreed (38 or 90.5%) that lesson tapes and film
cartridges did not fail frequently enough to hinder effective TEC use in
the battalion. Most Interviewees (27 or 64.3%) also agreed that CUE—SEES
do not fail frequently enough to hinder effective TEC use. Fourteen (14)
Interviewees (33.3%) felt that CUE—SEES do fail too frequently.

The following problems were listed as major sources of difficulty with
the CUE—SEE by Interviewees : Video advance and synchronization (8),
projector mirror , fuses, film rewind , and power latch (1 each).

CUE—SEE Users and Projector Users were also questioned about lesson
and equipment difficulties. Responses for Projector Uses are reported in
Table 54. Only 12.0% reported CUE—SEE failure and only 9.8% reported
lesson failur e to occur frequently enough to hinder effective TEC Use in
the Unit.

Responses differed by combat arm only with regard to lesson failure
and only in the CONUS—RC subsample (IL?— 40.96, df — 20, p<.OO4). Specific
problems listed by Projector Users were: Sound and picture misaligned (7);
failure of film to feed (4); sound failure, projector failure, sudden
stops, and tape breakage due to machine (3 each). Also mentioned were
faulty advance (4); bad focus (2); loss of bulbs (2); and poor frame
adjustment (1). Most appeared unclear whether the machine or
tape/filmstrip was at fault in cases resulting in such things as tape
breakage.
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Tablu 53. TEC Uset and Unit Trainer Reports of Errors
in TEC Lessons by Combat Arm and Subsample

Combat Ann

Subsample ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

- 
~ONUS-AC

Users 1~66(8))a 1.97(230) 2.03(151) 1.91(197) 1.93(661)

Trainers 1.47(19) 1.63(95) 1.67(54) 1.59(85) 1.61(253)

USAREUR
Users 2.08(50) 2.03(143) 1.98(59) 1.81(151) 1.95(403)

Trainers 2.07(30) 1.87(68) 1.19(37) 1.82(66) 1.76(201)

cONUS-RC

Users 1.81(16) 1.95(82) 1.78(218) 1.75(202) 1.80(518)

Trainers 1.21(14) 1.82(17) 1.24(74) 1.62(47) 1.42(152)

TOTAL
Users 1.82(149) 1.98(455) 1.90(428) 1.83(5-50) 1.89(1582:

Trainers 1.70(63) 1.74(180) 1.37(165) 1.67(198) 1.61(606)

Note. Response scale is as follows: 1—Never; 2—Once or twice ; 3—Somet imes , not
often; 4—most of the time.

~~umber of respondents In parentheses .
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$
Table ~~4. Unit Trainers Reporting Equipment Failure to

Hin
~
rer Effective Use by Combat Arm and Subsample

Combat Arm

Subsampl~ ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS—AC

CUEISEE Failure 0(Q~0) a 6(15.0) 1(5.0) 3(6.5) 10(8.8)

Lesson Failure ~ 0(0.0) 4(10.0) 1(5.0) 8(17.4) 13(11.5)

USAREUR

CUE/SEE 5(27.8) 7(16.3) 2(18.2) 7(16.7) 21(18.4)

Lesson Failure 5(26.3) 7(16.7) 0(0.0) 2(4.8) 14(12.3)

CONUS-RC

CUE/SEE Failure 0(0.0) 0(0.0) . 6(14.3) 1(3.0) 7(7.8)

LeSSOn Failure 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 3(7.1) 1(3.0) 4(4.5)

Total
CUE/SEE Failure 5(17.9) 13(13.7) 9(12.3) 11(1.1) 38(12.0)

Lesson Failure 5(17.9) 11(11.8) 4(5.5) 11(9.1) 31(9.8)

parentheses , beside each reported number of responses, is shown the percentage
of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number represents. Total
responses: Cue—See, 317; TEC Lesson , 315.
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TEC Users were asked to report the frequency of CUE—SEE breakdown
during use on a 4—point scale. The average response , shown in Table 55 ,
(1.69) fell between scale points 1, “Never a problem,” and 2 , “Only or
twice;” showing a very low rate of breakdown.

Informal preliminary questioning of individuals knowl edgeable about
CUE—SEE use had resulted in the conclusion that the most frequently
occurring problem might be the necessity to realign tapes and filmstrips
which were out of synchronization and the need to “back—up” or review a
previous slide. Therefore, those CUE—SEE users were asked how often the
“sound track gets out of step with the picture” and whether or not they
were able to correct this problem themselves.

CUE—SEE User reports of synchronization problems (Table 56) did not
bear out initial concerns . The mean response for the total sample was 2.04
on a 4—point response scale. Scale point 2 reflected an occurrence of
“Only once or twice”. In addition, 685 (67.4%) respondents said they could
adjust the machine back to correc t synchronization. These included 68.4%
of the CONIJS—AC subsample , 72.62 of the USAREUR subsample and 61.9% of the
CONUS—RC Subsample.

Users also reported an infrequent need to “back—up” and review a
frame. Responses to the question of how often this need occurred (Table
57) shoved the mean response for the sample to be 2.43. This value fell
between scale responses 2, “Once or twice;” and 3, “Sometimes”.

All Unit Trainers were asked to report whether or not they felt
soldiers had problems using the CUE—SEE and the types of problems noticed.
Few soldier problems with the CUE—SEE were reported (Table 58). Only 11.6%
of those sampled felt soldiers did have problems, 64.42 felt soldiers had
no problems and 4.02 did not know.

Those trainers who did feel that soldiers had problems with the CUE—
SEE named the following: lack of familiarity with machine/controls, 10;
machine , malfunctions, 10; alignment and focus problems , 9; and fragility
of machine 2. Also mentioned were need to back up, poorly marked controls ,
a need for automatic film restarts and too lengthy lessons.

In response to questioning regarding their own use of the CUE—SEE
projector with groups of soldiers, Projector Users agreed with several
named restrictions on projector use (Table 59). Among Active Component
respondents, almost half (44.8 and 47.0%) felt restricted by the projected
image being too small. However, only 10% of Reserve Component users found
this to be a problem. Between 16.1 and 27.7% of each subsample found image
quality to be poor and 20.7 — 28.9 % found sound to be inadequate.

Of 31 additional restrictions listed by Projector Users, 9 restated
difficulties with image size and quality. Other restrictions listed were
mechanical problems (2); lack of synchronization (3); film breakage (2);
need to back up (2); and picture out of frame (1). Seven (7) respondents
had difficulty with controls. Three (3) felt a pre—set timing option or
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Table SS~ Average Frequency of CUE—SEE Uruakd~~t~ dur1n~Sold ier Use by Comba t Arm and Subsamp le

Combat Arm

Subsample ADA Armor Artillery Infan try Other

CONUS—AC l.58(55j~ 1.60(143) 1.74(89) 1.55(144) 1.61(431)

USAREUR 1.89(28) 1.75(100) 1.87(38) 1.69(97) 1.76(263) 
—

CONUS—RC 1.57(7) 2.00 (42) 1.74(158) 1.66(117) 1.74(324)

TOTAL 1.68(90) 1.71(285) 1.76(285) 1.62(358) 1.69(1018)

Note. Response scali. is as follows : I—Neve r .~ problem ; 2—Once or tvlie;
3—Sometimeg, not often ; 4—Most of the t ime.

a
Number of respondents in parentheses.
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Table 56. Average Frequency of Synchronization Problems Experienced by CUE—SEE
Users by Combat Arm and Subsample

Combat Arts

Subsample ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS—AC 2~00 56)a 1.98(144) 2.10(89) 2.08(144) 2.04(431)

USAREUR 2.14(28) 2.04(101) 1.92(38) 1.94(97) 2.00(262)

CONUS—RC 1.99(7) 2.52(42) 2.09(159) 1 .97(118) 2.09(324)

Total 1.99(91) 2.08(285) 2.07(285) 2.01(356) 2.04(1017)

Note. Response scale is as follows: 1—Never a problem ; 2—Once or twice;
3—Sometimes , not often; 4—Most of the time.

a bumber of respondents in parentheses.

— 134 —



- — - -.-- -~
- . - - -~~~~~-- - - -

Table 57. ~vera~e Frequency of CUE—SEE tisi rs Need to
Back-up a TEC Lesson 1w Combat Arm and Subsample

Comba t Arm

Subsamp le ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS—AC 2.29(5S)~ 244(143) 2.70(86) 2.29(144) 2.42(428)

USAREUR 2 .54(28) 2.53(100) 2.29(38) 2.26(97) 2.39(263)

CONUS—RC 2.33(6) 2.59(41) 2.50(159) 2.33(116) 2.45(322)

TOTAL 2.37(89) 2.49(284) 2.53(283) 2.29(357) 1.43(1013)

~~~~~~~ Response scale i~ as foUows : 1—Never a problem; 2—Once or twice ;
3—Sometimes , not often; 4—Most of the t ime.

aNuuiber of respondents in parentheses.
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Table 58. Unit Trainer Reports of Soldier Trouble Operating
- CUE—SEE by Combat Ann and Subsample

Combat Arm

Do Soldiers Have Trouble
with Cue/See? ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS-AC

Yes 2(11 8) a 7(7 .5) 7 ( 1 3 . 7 )  7 ( 8 .5 )  23(9. 4)

No 11(64.7) 54(58.1) 30(58.8) 54(65.9) 149(61.1)

Don ’t Know 4(23.5) 32(34.4) 14(27.5) 21(25.6) 72(29.5)

Total 17(100.0) 93(100.0) 51(100.0) 82(100.0) 244(100.0)

USAREUR

Yes 5(16.7) 13(19.1) 2(5.6) 8(12.1) 28(14.0)

L 

No 21(70.0) 43(63.2) 17(47.2) 50(75.8) 131(65.5)

Don ’t Know 4(13.3) 12(17.6) 17(47.2) 8(12.1) 41(20.5)

Total 30(100.0) 68(100.0) 36(100.0) 66(100.0) 200(100.0)

CONUS—RC

Yes 1(7.1) 1(5.9) 12(16.2) 4(8.5) 18(11.8)

No 8(57.1) 14(82.4) 47(63.5) 35(74.5) 104(68.4)

Don ’t Know 5(35.7) 2(11.8) 15(20.3) 8(17.0) 30(19.7)

Total 14(100.0) 17(100.0) 74(100.0) 47(100.0) 152(100.0)

Total

Yes 8(13.1) 21(11 .8) 21(13.0) b9(9.7) 69(11.6)

No 40(65.6) 111(62.4) 94(58.4) 139(71 .3) 384(64.4)

Don ’t Know 13(21.3) 46(25.8) 46(28.6) 37(19.0) 143(24.0)

Total 61(100.0) 178(100.0) 161(100.0) 195(100.0) 596(100.0)

a1~ paren theses , beside each repor ted number of responses, is shown the percent-
age of all tes~,onses for that combat arm and subsample that the number represents.
Cases missing: 12.
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Table 59. Unit Trainer Reports of Restrictions on
CUE-SEE Projectors by Combat Arm and Subsample

Combat Arm

Problems ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS-AC

Image Quality Poor 1(20~0)
a 3(7~ 9) 2 ( 14.3)  8 (2 6 . 7 )  14(16.1)

Image Too Small 2(40.0) 16(42.1) 6(42.9) 15(50.0) 39(44.8)

Sound Inadequate 1(20.0) 9(23.7) 3(1.0) 5(16.7) 18(20.7)

Total Respondents 5(100.0) 38(100.0) 14(100.0) 30(100.0) 87(100.0)

USAREUR

Image Quality Poor 4(30.8) 7(26.9) 2(20.0) 10(29.4) 23(27.7)

Image Too Small 8(61.5) 11(42.3) 1(10.0) 19(55.9) 39(47.0)

Sound Inadequate 3(1 6) 12(46.2) 1(10.0) 8(23.5) 24(28.9)

Total Respondents 13(100.0) 26(100.0) 10(100.0) 34(100.0) 83(100.0)

CONIJS—RC

Image Quality Poor 1(25.0) 2(28.6) 6(30.0) 4(21.1) 13(26.0)

Image Too Small (‘, (0.0) 4(57.1) 5(20.0) 11(57.9) 20(10.0)

Sound Inadequate 1(25.0) 1(14.3) 8(40.0) 3(15.8) 13(24.0)

Total Respondents 4( 100.0) 7(100.0) 20(100.0) 19(100.0) 50(100.0)

a
1~ parentheses. beside each reported number of - responses , is shown the percentage

of all responses for that combat arm and subsample that the number represents.
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remote control vs s needed to ovo reomi’ tiwkwa rd no its in ope rat I ng t he proc cod
but ton. Others to) t centre L it were too comp l lest i’d or poor Iv marked.

MAINTENANC E

The designated maintenance I iic t i l t  y I or t i l t  CONLIS—AC h~it tat  ions wits
the install at ton Tm in! ng and And to—Visua l Support Con or (TASC ) . CONLIS—RC
uni ts hand led repa irs of thor through t hi’ state ma tntt*nanet shops or the
TASC o t a nearby Army tnst~~l t itt ton . For some , d’ toe t Lye lessons were
hand l ed through oat’ fit e II Ity and equi pmen t through another.

LISAREUR hat tat tons were typ teat  ly assigned to the nearest
geeg raph I ca l l  y l ocated TASC. However , eqit I pment repairs were n.l 1
cent r a t  I it’d under the t-Ont rot of Tra in ing Support Act lvi t y Eur ope (T SAE) .
For both USARF.UR and CONUS—RC units equl pmen t repair t u e  it it ti’s were
1 ocatod some distance away (distances ranged from approx tmati’l y 10—100
m iles).

Freqiiene tes of ln tt’rv t ewees reporting no .i It I icul t los In transportin g
equipment to anti from repair tac it Ities wore: CONUS—AC , 14 (77.82 ) ;
LJSARF.UR, S (4 1. 72) ; and CONIIS—RC , 9 (75.02 ) . Problems in (ISAREUR pr imarily
I two Ived t h.’ necessity o I obt iii n fng veh Ic 1 es and t into Involved for drivers.
In order to ii 11ev 1 a to  those prob (ems • TSAE had roe on t 1 y inst ft ut oil a
per ted Ic pick—up and del Ivory system . h owever • t h i s sys t em had no t been in
operat Lou l ong enough for its ef fect s to be oval iw ted by interviewees.

Just ilV or ha II ( 55. S Z ) of CONUS —AC respondent s I nd 1 eat ed that they
wore ab to to dire ct exchange (D X )  mat functioning CUE—S’EES. Some (22. 22)
said they cot , Id not DX and 22.22 dlii not know. Among (ISAREUR responden t it
onl y 2S .0Z I nd tested being able to DX CUE—SEEs , 38. 32 its Id they could not
and lb. 72 did not know. Five (41. 72) CONUS—RC tnterv levees could DX, it . i~
con Id net and 2 5.02 di ~1 not know.

In terviewees wore also asked if they could DX broken ta pes/ f i lms t r ips.
Those wttti cou ld Inc I tided 8 I • 32 in CONUS—AC , 33. 3~ i n I ISAR KUR , and tib. 72 In
CONUS—RC. Only one person Lute rv I owed per sithitamp to its Id that this could
not he done and remit (ml ng respondent it d Id not know . A number of
Intsrv ievei’s stat i’d that t hey had el titer never had thi s prob l em or
aist ems t teat Ly o rde red a new ( apt’ wit bout at tempt I ng to DX t he old one.

Almost all (91.72) of CONIIS—RC Interv i ewees reported no problems wi th
repair • e.g. • in correctl y reps trod equt pment . Hat f (502) the (‘ONUS—AC and
LISAREUR Interviewees ntso reported no problems. Most L7SAREL!R Interviewees
reporting problems complained of excessive delays (1—6 months) in equi pmen t
return. Mitny CONUS—AC respondents (35.6 2) who fa iled to give a positive
response simply did not know whether there had been reps I r problem s or not.
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It should be mont toned that the interviewe r d lscovt’red that there had
been a USARFUR —wide problem in setting up •i feasible repair system for TEL’
equ ipment. Tb Is had rostil ted In the general lv hi gher rate of comp l a i n t it
among Interviewees in this suhsantp t e. Plans have been made by the TSAF and
act lens are at ready underwa y to correct this prob l em . Therefore, responses
in this report may not accu rately reflect the st atu s of TEC ma intenance In
USAREITR In the near future.

Interviewees were at so asked for suggest tons on ttnprev log the exist tag
mainten ance system . Suggestions were as follows : Have regularly seheduuled
check—up and reps Ii. (4); (;ive units spare bui l hit . ( I) ; Train .i man wit hin
the battalion to do minor repairs. (31; Develop an adequate field power
source;  D ist r ibut e a ma in tenance ch(’ckshect Dis t r ibu te  spare fuses;  and
Make tape sp t Ic tog equipment avat table. (I each)

BATTALION TEC MANAC~MENT

The purpose of th~ questions in this section was to determine the
nature and adequacy of vitrloun methods of managing TEC equi pment and
materials used by the battalions. Thirtv—threu’ ( I\  Interv iewees were
asked wh ere  the Beseler CIJF.—SF.F.M we re  kept . Of these S ( 2 4 . 2 2 1  s t a t e d  that
mitchines were in the Battalion Learning Center (Bl,C ’); S (Is . 22 1 said at
Battalion Headquarters (S — 3 shop, train ing room), I - I (t’~.42\ sa id each
c ompany/battery had one mach ine  and the rest were a t head quarters ; and 4
(12.12 ) said all machines were .it the companies/batteries. All  respoodent:i
excep t one vito were asked where TEC lessons wore kept .inswored that tIter
were at battali on level c 81A , l ibrary . S — I , HQ ’I . Th is one was a USARFUR
unit which was part of a unique arrangement Involving .1 (‘on,’ i’l-n (Kaserno f

Educ ation Center.

Onl y 13 (312) Interviewees f e l t  that storage was in•tdequiato f o r  TEL’
materials . The onl y specifical ly expressed storage needs were for shelving

— or cabine ts for tapes and “gray books” for l.Als. Two Interv iewees also
expressed concern over future storage given the continuing ineresse in

— volume of material.

Only ft (2. 12) In terviewees indicated that theft of lEt’ equ i pmen t h a i
occurred . Items mIssing inc l uded headse ts, tape cassettes ~nd ex t ens ion
cords. Others did not know or did not consider theft to he .1 problem .

Only about half (47.62) of In terv l evees stated that records of TEC use
were kept in the battalion . Reeord~ were genera ’ilv kep t hr m eans  of hand
rece ipt or log hook. Some in terviewees apparently considered a sign—otut or
hand receipt procedure to be a “record keep i ng” of TEL’ u sage and ot hers d i d
not. When asked specifically If the battali on had * ~ignont procedure.
83.32 responded aff i rmatively.
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Many Interv iewees did not know exactly what information was recorded .
Most were sure that basic information; date , equi pment or lesson
identification, and signa ture or name , was included . Several stated that
t ime , company/battery , and number of users were also recorded . One
men tioned recording purpose of use.

With regard to signout procedures , Interviewees were asked who could
s ign out equipment and lessons and for how long. In response to who could
sign , the most frequent response (10) was anyone. However , some ba ttal ions
allowed only instruc tors (2), NCOs (3 ) ,  or representatives for
companies/batteries (7) to check out TEC equipment. Most had no formal
limit on the length of time equipment could be kept out . Many indicated
that this had never been a problem or that moat signours were for weekend
or overnight use. Others required returns based on need and signouts based
on need prior ity.

LOCATIONS OF USE

Although most Battalion Interviewees indicated tha t there was a
permanent location for TEC use available to the soldiers in their units ,
the nature of these locations varied widely. For some, these were f ixed
locations (e.g., day room) for at least one Beseler set up at the
individual companies/batteries or National Guard Armories. Others had
Battalion Learning Centers in classrooms with carrels or partitions for
individual use. A number of Ac tive Component units had access to TEC
materials located in a brigade , division , or installation level facility
(e.g., MOS Library , Education Center).

In all , 22 Interviewees stated that at least one TEC location was
available to troops and 18 noted that 2 or more locations were available.
Among the 22 naming only one available location , 12 stated that TEC was
made available at this location dur ing duty hours only. Three (3)
Interviewees listed hours of operation as duty pius weekday evenings (e.g.,
until 2000, 2100). Others stated that TEC was available to the individual
user anytime (2); not at all (5), or did not know (2). Five (5)
Interviewees stated that there had been complaints or requests to have the
center open at night and/or on weekends. Six (6) stated that there had
been no complaints and others did not know or did not comment.

Among the 18 Interviewees who listed two or more centers as available
to soldiers, 9 stated that at least one center was open weekdays during
duty and evening hours. Other hours of operation listed (for the center
most often open) were: weekday duty hours (3), 24 hours per day on
weekdays (4), and daytime and evening 7 days per week. Among “multiple
center” Interviewees, 6 stated that there had been no requests for
additional hours of operation and I stated there had been some requests for
weekend operation. Among all interviewees 7 stated that TEC equipment was
available on aignout for times other than regular hours of operation.
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Interviewees were also asked whether there was a permanent staff at
locations of use and whether there were any staffing problems . With regard
to battalion level TEC facilities , only I indica ted a permanent staff.
Others (15) said that there was no staff or that the staff could not be
considered permanent (13) since there was no officially designated slot.
Several Interviewees ind icated the desire or need for such a slot and some
dissatisfaction with the loss of manpower available for other duties
required by the assignment of an indiv idual to temporary or additional TEC
duties. This appeared to have been the primary staffing “problem .” Most
interviewees knew little about staffing arrangements at higher level or
other facilities.

TEC users were asked if the study areas set up for TEC use were
difficul t to study in. Overall , onl y 202 of CONUS—AC users, 18.42 of
USAREUR Users, and 142 of CONUS—RC Users said “yes”. Most (CONUS—AC ,
61.12; USAREUR , 71.22; CONUS—RC , 78.1%) said “no” and others did not know.

Users were further asked to indicate the reasons for difficulty of
study at these locations by checking all those that applied from a list of
reasons provided (User Question 13b). Responses, summarized in Table 60,
showed lower percentages of respondents listing complaints in CONUS—AC than
in USARE1JR OR CONIJS—RC. There was also a tendency for greater numbers of
respondents to l ist noise , crovding and temperature problems as
difficulties than size or lighting .

Additional difficulties mentioned by respondents included the
following : lack of equipment or lessons, 14; center closed or being used
for other purposes when needed , 10; and no area devoted exclusively to TEC
use, 7. Most comments (11) having to do with the physical layout of the
TEC location were general ones lack of privacy .

With regard to locations of use, Unit Trainers were asked only whether
they felt the lesson catalog system to be adequate in those locations.
Results, Table 61 , showed that almost half (40.9% — 55.9%) of all
respondents felt that the system was adequate. Many respondents (31.7% —

43.52) did not know, but few (12.4% — 16.0%) felt the system was
— inadequate.

In addition to permanent locations set up for TEC use , TEC is
sometimes used temporarily in other locations due to necessity or
convenience of the users. Battalion Interviewees were questioned about the
types of temporary use locations and any problems involved with the use of
TEC in these areas.

Only 7 (16.1%) interv iewees indicated that TEC was not used in any
temporary location. Fifteen (35.72) Interviewees indicated that TEC was
used on ranges or “in the field.” Most (22 or 73.32) of the Active
Component Interviewees indicated that TEC was used in company/battery
areas. Other locations listed were classrooms, “hard billets” during field
exercises, “summer camp” for the Reserve Component , and mobile learning
centers.
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Table 60. TEC User Reports of Reasons for Difficulty of
Study in TEC Locations by Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 1 o f 2  )

Combat Arm

Reasons for Diff icul ty ADA Aru~ r Art illery Infantry Total

CONIJS-AC

Too No isy 8(10~1)a 31(13.7) 19(13.2) 39(20.2) 97(15.1)

Too Crowded 3(3.8) 32(14.2) 18(12.5) 28(14.5) 81(12.6)

Poorly Lighted 1(1.3) 17(7.5) 7(4.9) 5(2.5) 30(4.7)

Too Small 2(2.5) 23(10.2) 7(4.9) 17(8.8) 49(7.6)

Too Hot/Cold 3(3.8) 21(9.3) 16(11.1) 13(6.7) 53(8.3)

Total Respondents 79(100.0) 226(100.0)144(100.0) 193(100.0) 642(100.0)

USARE UR

Too Noisy 4(44.4) 14(50.00) 4(44.4) 18(56.3) 40(51.2)

Too Crowded 2(22.2) 15(53.6) 2(22.2) 19(59.4) 38(48.7)

Poorly Lighted 5(55.6) 7(25.0) 3(33.3) 12(37.5) 27(34.6)

Too Small 4(44.4) 8(14.3) 3(33.3) 12(37.5) 27(34.6)

Too Hot/Cold 7(77.8) 14(50.00) 1(11.1) 11(34.4) 33(42.3)

Total Respondents 9(100.0) 28(100.0) 9(100.0) 32(100.0) 78(100.0)

CONUS-RC

Too Noisy 2(66.7) 7(43.8) 19(61.3) 20(48.8) 48(52.7)

Too Crowded 1(33.3) 10(62.5) 10(32.3) 19(46. 3) 40(44.0)

Poorly Lighted 0(0.0) 5(31.3) 13(41.9) 7(17.1) 25(27.5)

Too Small 0(0.0) 4(25.0) 7(22.6) 5(12.2) 16(17.6)

Too Hot/Cold 0(0.0) 6(37.5) 14(45.2) 21(51.2) 41(45.1)

Total Respondents 3(100.0) 16(100.0) 31(100.0) 41(100.0) 91(100.0)

a
Numbers in parentheses indicate percentage of total respondent in Combat Arm

and Subsample represented by cell total. Cases missing: 1322.
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Table 60. TEC USER Reports of Reasons for Difficulty of

• 
Study in TEC Locations by Combat Arm and Subsample

(Page 2 o f 2 )

Combat Arm

Reas.ns for Difficulty ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

TOTAL

Too Noisy 14(15.4) 52(19.3) 42(22.8) 77(28.9) 185(22.8)

Too Crowded 6(6.6) 57(21.1) 30(16.3) 66(24.8) 159(19.6)

Poorly Lighted 6(6.6) 29(10.7) 23(12.5) 24(9.0) 82(10.1)

Too Small 6(6.6) 35(13.0) 17(9.2) 34(12.8) 92(11.3)

Too Hot/Cold 10(11.0) 41(15.2) 31(16.8) 45(16.9) 127(15.7)

Total Respondents 91(100.0)270(100.0) 184(100.0) 266(100.0) 811(100.0)

aNumbers in parentheses indicate percentage of total respondent in Combat Arm
and Subsample represented by cell total. Cases missing: 1322.

1 •
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Table 61. Unit Trainer Reports of Lesson Catalog System
Adequacy by Combat Arm and Subsample

Combat Arm

Catalog System
Adequate~ ADA Armor Artillery Infantry Total

CONUS-AC

Yes 9(52.9) a 30(32.3) 21(42.0) 37(48.1) 97(40.9)

No 1(5.9) 13(14.0) 10(20.0) 13(16.9) 37(15.6)

Not Sure 7(41.2) 50(53.8) 19(38.0) 27(35.1) 103(43.5)

Total 17 93 50 77 237

USAREUR

Yes 16(55.2) 32(47.8) 8(24.2) 26(40.0) 82(42.3)

No 7(24.1) 9(13.4) 5(15.2) 10(15.4) 31(1 6.0)

Not Sure 6(20.7) 26(38.8) 20(60.6) 29(44.6) 81(41 .8)

Total 29 67 33 65 194

CONUS-RC

Yes 5(35.7)  13(76.5) 35(52 .2 )  28(59 .6) 81(5 5 .9)

No 2( 14.3) 1(5 .9) 9(13 . 4) 6( 12 .8) 18(1~~.4)

Not Sure 7(50.0) 3(17.6) 23(34.3) 13(27 .7) 46(31.7)

Total 14 17 67 47 145

a In parentheses , beside each reported number of responses is shown the
percentage of all responses for that comba t arm and subsample that the number
represents. Cases missing: 28.
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Those Interviewees who had had or knew of experiences with TEC use
outside permanent or semi—permanent building s were asked what problems, if
any, had occurred while using TEC equipment in this manner. Of 20 who had
experienced field use, 11 stated that no problems had occurred. The most
frequent problem named (5 times) was with generator malfunction. (It might
be noted that several other Interviewees mentioned that TEC had not been
used in the field due to lack of a generator.) Other problems were dirt ,
inability to set up a proper area, and insufficient brightness of the
picture for tent or outside showing.

GENERAL COMMENTS - BATTALION INTERVIEWEES

With regard to individual TEC use, some initial Battalion Interviewees
were asked whether the unit’s location or distribution of TEC lessons or
equipment caused any problems which restricted the soldiers’ ability to
study TEC. Of 13 who responded to this question 9 (69.2%) felt that such
restrictions did exist. Restrictions named were: no learning center, no
cubicles, tapes and machines at different locations, no provisions for
signout , centers closed after duty hours , and red tape involved in signout .

Interviewees contacted subsequent to revision of the interview forms
were asked whether time, distance and or procedures involved in obtaining a
TEC lesson would discourage a soldier from doing so. Of 23 Interviewees
responding to this question (on a scale of 1 to 5, “definitely yes” —
“definitel y not”), 18 (78.3%) said “definitely not.” Among Active
Component respondents, all but one felt that the soldier would go to the
battalion to obtain TEC lesson. Reserve Component respondents stated that
lessons could be obtained by soldiers in several ways. For example, some
battalion level centers were open on weeknights , armories provided for
duty—hour and some evening use, and overnight sign—out procedures had been
arranged when necessary.

At the conclusion of each interview , the Battalion Interviewee was
asked to give general suggestions for increasing the effec tiveness of the
TEC program. Of 42 interviewees, 40 did have suggestions. Major areas of
concern were needs for more lessons, more command emphasis, and a new
syste. of information on available lessons.

Concerns about command emphasis included suggestions for more
indoctrination and introduction to TEC at all levels fro. users and
trainers to commanders. Means suggested were pamphlets and instruction in
BCT, LIT, NCO courses and other schools.

Expressed needs for additional lessons included needs for more LAIs
(and binders) as well as films/cassette sets, requests for more new
lessons, and needs for additional copies on some topics.
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Major complaints about the current TEC Status List centered around the
confusion as to the exact date a lesson could be expected at the unit.
Suggested improvements were the development of a list of lessons already in
the field and a monthly or quarterly update of this. Also desired were
periodic advance notices of new lesson arrival dates. Some Interviewees
mentioned a need for documents serving to cross reference or interface TEC
with other training materials and a listing of TEC topics by MOS.

Another area of concern was for CUE—SEE improvement. Suggestions were
for truly portable CUE—SEES which included rechargeable batteries and
having cases which could be converted into stands. Other desirable
features mentioned were “back—up” capability, long (20—50 ft.) cords,
improved projector image, and capability of playing a cassette only on the
CUE—SEE without running the light and fan. Several interviewees also
expressed needs for more CUE—SEEs .

Additional suggestions included: distribution of TEC lesson series in
sets; more updating; A TOE slot for a Learning Center manager; trained unit
repairmen for TEC; less repetitive, more difficult lessons; more
company/batte ry level equipment (and accountability): and procedures to
turn—in unneeded lessons and/or order only the parts (e.g., filmstrip)
needed.

BRIGADE/DIVISION INTERVIEWS

A total of 12 brigade level and 4 division level Interviews were
co.~1eted . Brigade level Interviewees included 7 S—Ye , 0—3 ’. (or
Assistant S—3’s, G-.3’s) and 5 others who did not indicate specific
positions. In all, 9 were officers and 3 were NCOs. Those who indicated
particular training duties described these as some form of monitoring
training programs and/or equipment. Interviewees had been in their current
of positions from 4—36 months with a median time—in—position of 6 months.
They had been familiar with TEC for 18—60 months with a median time of 36
months.

Division level, interviewees were 0—3 ’., Assistant 0—3’s and assisting
NCO.. They had worked in their current positions from 1.5 to 9 months and
had been familiar with TEC from 36—48 months.

All Interviewees were aske d what they felt the objectives of the TEC
program to be. About half (8) saw TEC as an individual training program to
refresh and increase oldier. knowledge which : made additional information
available, used a form of media familar to soldiers and was designed for
easy understanding. Others (3) saw TEC as an audio—visua l aid to
instructors and supp1~~ant to unit training which eased the training
burden .
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All Interviewees agreed that the TEC program should be continued .
They also indicated their preferences for TEC or other training methods as
means of SQT study. In all 14 (87.5%) preferred TEC to classroom lectures,
11 (68.8%) preferred TEC to field or technical manuals , and 10 (62.5%)
preferred TEC to the Soldier’s Manual, demonstrations and training films.
Just over half (9 or 56.3%) preferred TEC to small group instruction and
almost no one preferred TEC to exercises using models (1 or 6.32) or
exercises using equipment (0).

- 
When asked what they felt the role of a brigade level training office

should be in the implementation of TEC, 3 Interviewees said “none,” and 3
did not define a clear—cut role. Comments of remaining Interviewees may be
summarized as follows. The brigade training office should know and insure
that units are aware of the availability of TEC materials. This would
include educating incoming officers (e.g., battalion S—3 ’s), monitoring use
periodically and assisting units with problems such as repair when
necessary.

Division level Interviewees saw their roles similarily. Their
suggested duties were assistance in repair and obtaining of equipment (and
facilities) and guidance and setting of standards in training.

Interviewees were also asked to indicate the extent of command
emphasis on TEC placed both from their levels downward and to their levels
from higher levels of command . Both questions were to be answered on 5—
point scales (“no ex ten t  — quite an extent”). Brigade Interviewees’
responses yielded an average of 3.2 or just over a “moderate” extent of
downward emphasis on TEC. The average of responses to the question on
command emphasis from higher levels was 2.6 7 showing a “little” to
“moderate” extent.

Division Interviewees were somewhat divided in opinion on the extent
of downward emphasis from the division level. There were responses in both
the “great ” and “little” extent of emphasis categories. Interviewees
generally agreed , however , that there was little or no emphasis on TEC from
levels of command above division.

All Interviewees who responded definitely when asked whether or not
they currently received information about TEC said that they did . Others
did not know. Types of information mentioned as received were TEC
Bulletins, TEC Status Lists, LAIs and occasional information from other
TRADOC and USAREUR sources.

Final ly, Interviewees were asked for general suggestions for
improvement of the TEC program. Those given were similar to suggestions
offered by Battalion Interviewees and included : calls for higher
visibility of TEC to include further education about it in career courses,
expansion to headquarters and headquarters companies at the brigade level,
local reproduction capabilities , more detail in lessons, and better
distribution to cover low—density MOSs. Also desired was better
information on available lessons and better information (to include a
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central address) on ordering.

Only 5 of the Interviewees indicated that brigade or division level
facilities for TEC existed within their commands. Discussion of these
indicated that their operation and problems were very similar to those
found at battalion level facilities (e.g., staff , storage, hours.).

TASC INTERVI EW S

A total of 7 TASC interviews were completed . These were, in most
cases, with civilians who had worked with TEC for times ranging from 24
months to the first local receipt of TEC equipment. -

These Interviewees were first asked to rate the Beseler CUE—SEE on its
failure rate in comparison to other training equipment. Responses were
quite varied. Half the Interviewees saw the CUE—SEE as having an above
average to very high failure rate while the other half saw it as having a
below av’rage failure rate . One Interviewee did not know.

Most often mentioned malfunctions of the CUE—SEE involved the mirror—
reflector , framer , circuit board and synchronization mechanism. The only
difficulties mentioned with regard to lessons were slippage of the film-
strip spring and occasional tapes recorded at too low a level.

Interviewees were generally reluctant to name a single cause for CUE—
SEE malfunction. Only one felt most malfunctions to be attributable to
rough usage and one felt them to be due to poor design. Others considered
malfunctions to be attributable to some combination of rough usage,
sensitivity of design and inadequate preventive maintenance.

No CONUS Interviewees knew of problems in receiving CUE—SEEs or
returning them to units. USAREUR Interviewees were experiencing the first
weeks of a new system and had too little experience with it for comments.

Four (4) of the Interviewees felt that TEC equipment was not repaired
within a reasonable length of t ime and all 4 attributed this problem to
insufficient manpower. Several also stated that they were unable to direc t
exchange (DX) serviceable equipment for broken equipment due to repair
backups or having such equipment already loaned out.

All Interviewees indicated that records were kept on TEC equipment.
These included forms 2407 (5), 2404 (4) and 4125(1) as well as other
miscellaneous forms (DL 4103, DA 1687, DA 314, DA 3903).

All but one Interviewee indicated that they had the TEC Maintenance
and Service Manual. However, some felt that they needed further
information on how to clean and fix the machine as well as circuit board
schematics. (It might be noted that not all TASCB sampled were considered
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to be repair centers for other than minor problems.) Interviewees also
mentioned needs for fuses, bulbs, mirrors, screens, belts and testing
equipment for troubleshooting.

No Interviewees mentioned problems in receiving any materials from
Tobyhanna. Likewise, no problems other than the previously discussed
USAREUR repair backlog were mentioned with regard to forwarding equipment
to major repair facilities.

General comments and suggestions for improvement were similar to those
foun d wi th other types of Interviewees. They included suggestions for:
more training for repairmen , more staff members, advance notice of new
lesson arrivals , automatic receipt of manuals (as opposed to ordering) and
some suggestions for CUE—SEE redesign (e.g., make drive—belt sc rew more
accessible , allow fast removal of height—adj ustment leg) .
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APPENDIX A PHASE I TEC USAGE FORM AND INSTRUCTIONS

PT—5144A

INSTRUCTIONS

• 1. Data collection : Forms should be used 4 October 1976 throug h
29 November 1976, inclus ive.

2. Distribution of forms:

Fo rms should be distributed to all facilitites where TEC is used by
the battalion. This might be the battalion learning center only. However ,
if any additional or alternate “centers” are used (e.g. Post NOS Library,
company areas , bri gade level center), forms should be kept there also.

Please contact any such centers to insure that they do have forms . If
not , a set of  f o rms and instructions should be sent to them. Additional j
fo rms may be requested from the Army Research Inst itute (ARI—address
inclosed) if needed.

3. Return of forms: Completed forms should be kept at the designated TEC
fac ilities and returned together at the end of the survey period using the
address label prov ided. In case the address label is m isplaced , send the
completed forms to: TEC , Army Research Institute — Port Benning Field
Unit , P.O. Box 2086 , Fort Benning, Georg ia 31905.

4. Negative reply: It is possible that a case could occur where a form
could not be filled out. Keep a record of this case or cases and return
this along with the comple ted TEC usage forms. At this time unusual
circtmiatancea affecting usage should be reported. A TEC Usage Summary
Questionnaire has been inclosed for this purpose.

5. Administration: For each usage Ions, all questions in the large block
to the left of the form are to be completed by the TEC lesson custodian.
Time/ date checke d in mu st be f i l l e d in when the lesson is returned. All
quest ions in the large block to the right of the form should be completed
by the TEC user. This may be done be fore or after v iewing the TEC lesson.
The user may take the form w ith him while he views the lesson , but the
custodian must insure that the form is returned along with the lesson. The
lesson c us todian should a lso explain the form to the user and/or make these
instructions available to him .

6. Gro~p.~~~ Indiv idual forms (e xplanation): There are two sides to each
TEC usage form. Side i T 8  the TEC Individual Usage Form (red). Side 2 is
the TEC Group Usage Form (green). Each s ide is designed for d ifferent
type s of TEC usage.
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7. When to use which side of the form:

a. INDIVIDUAL USAGE FORM (Side 1 , Red)

This side gives the most complete information about the
individual TEC user. For this reason it is desirable to use the individual
form whenever possible.

The typical case for use of this side of the form is when an
individual soldier comes into a learning center to use a TEC lesson. This
form should also be used if a small group of 5 or fewer so ldiers should
happen to come in to stud y the same TEC lessons together. Finally, the
individual form would be used in the rare circumstance under which an
individual would check a lesson Out of a center for personal use.

b. TEC GROUP USAGE FORM (Side 2, Green)

It is understood that there are circumstances under which time
and conditions will not permit collection of data from every indiv idual
user of a TEC lesson. It is under these circumstances that the Group Usage
Form is designed to be used.

The first of these circumstances would be a case where an entire
platoon or similar large group comes into a center at one time to view a
set of TEC lessons in a classroom or county—fair style. Rather than having
each individual complete a form for each lesson, one group form per lesson
or lesson series may be used. Please note that this form should not be
used to cover all “heavy individual traffic” periods. Nothing will be
gained by using group forms if each soldier views a different lesson or
lesson series.

The second typical use of a TEC group usage form would be when
TEC is used by a class and projected from the back of a Beseler CUE/SEE.
It may be possible to administer individual forms to a small class if it is
held in the learning center , but for large classes or those held outside
the center the group form is more practical.

A third use of the group form is for those times when a lesson is
checked out of the center for use. The lesson may be checked out for group
use , to provide opportunity for indiv idual use in the company area , or
both. Thus , one form may cover general instances of use when the lesson is
checked out of the center. Please note that in cases where TEC lessons are
kept sem i—permanently at company level (due to lack of fac i l i ty for a
battalion—level learning center ,etc.) use of the Group form is not
appropriate. Individual forms should be kept with the lessons and
completed as lessons are used.
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If instances of TEC use occur which do not correspond to the
above examples , your judgment must be used in deciding which form is
appropriate. The rule—of—thumb is to use the individual form where at all
practical.

In the rare case that no form can be completed , a note should be
made of th is and returned along with the completed batch of forms at the
end of the survey period.

8. SUMMARY

a. In the Learn ing Center use:

( 1) The group form only w ith large organized groups , e.g. h a l f
of a platoon or larger.

(2) Use the indiv idual fo rm in all other cases.

b. When a lesson is checked out use:

(1) The group form (one form for ent ire check—out period.)

(2) Use individual forms if lessons are checked—out on a sem i-
permanent bas is or are kept in company areas where no battalion level or
above learning center exists.

c. When an individua l checks out more than one lesson , only one form
need be completed if all of the lessons are in the same series (that is ,
consecut ively numbered); but if the lessons are from different series a
separate form must be completed for each ser ies.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING EACH QUESTION

1. This section gives specific instructions for completion of each
question on the TEC Usage Forms. Sample forms are attached (Attch. 1) on
which each question has been numbered to correspond with the number of the
paragraph in the instructions which explains how it should be completed .

2. This part of the instructions is divided into three sections. They
are :

A. Lesson Custodian Section

B. Individual Usage Form

C. Group Usage Form

The TEC Lesson custod ian should complete Section A on all forms . Section B
or C is to be completed by the user. However, the lesson custodian should
explain the user ’s section to him and/or make these instructions available
to him.
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A. LESSON CUSTODIAN SECTION

1. FACILITY

a. Type of facility :

ARI real izes that 2 or more of the terms listed may describe a
• given center. For example a TEC “learning center” may be housed in an “MOS

Library,” or both may be located in an “educat ion center”. Mark the term
that best descr ibes the facility’s total funct ion. If necessary, attach an
explanation to the batch of completed form s when they are returned.

b. Level of facility:

Please indicate the level at which the current TEC facility is
intended to serve. Although TEC is distributed predominantly at the
battal ion level , batta lion level facilities for TEC use are not alway s
readily available. Some have temporarily solved this problem by combining
lessons into a brigade level facility. Others have located lessons in
company areas.

2. LESSON NUMBER

If more than one lesson of a series is requested by an indiv idual , it
is not necessary to fill out a separate form for each lesson ; mark only the
number of the LOWEST NUMBERED LESSON among those required. All lesson8 in
a ser ies match on the first 6 digits of the lesson number and should be
consecutively numbered on the last 4 digits. If an indiv idual requests
lessons from more than one series , a SEPARATE FORM must be filled out for
each series.

3. NUMBER OF LESSONS IN SERIES

a. Requested:

Indicate how many of the lessons in the series were requested by
the TEC user.

b. Available:

Under “available” indicate the number of lessons OF THOSE
REQUESTED that are available for use at the time of request. Do not
indicate the total number of lessons in the series you have on—hand
(unless , of course , the entire series was requested). If one or more
lessons are requested but NONE of the requested lessons are available , no
usage form need be completed .
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4. DATE/TIME CHECKED OUT:

On the Individual Usage Form (Side 1 , red) simply mark the date andt ime checked out and time checked in.

5. DATE/TIME CHECKED IN:

It is very easy to forget to mark “Time checked in” since the res t of
the form may have already been completed when the lesson is returned.Please do not forget to do so.

On the Group Usage Form (Side 2 , green) date and time checked outshould be marked. Since the form is designed to cover those cases wherelessons are taken from the center , DATE checked in should be marked.Again , when the lesson is returned, please do not forget to enter the date.

— 158 —



- , -
~
---- - :  - —- -

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
‘
~~~~~

-

B. INDIVIDUAL USAGE FORM

6. UNIT: The example under “ins tructions ” shows how this block should be
filled Ji. Although it is not shown in the example , be sure to include the
branch designation. This -is important. An occasional unit designation may
not fit this format so that the mark sense blocks cannot be properly filled
in. In this case be sure that complete information is written in the space
prov ided.

7. GRADE: Sel f—evi dent.

8. PRIMARY MOS: Sel f—eviden t.

9. SSAN : According to the privacy act of 1974 answering this question
ii voluntary. It is suggested that you post the inclosed freedom of
info rmation sta tement (Atch . 2) in a visible location.

10. NUMBER OF USERS IN GROUP:

It is possible that 2 or 3 individual soldiers could com e into a
center to study a TEC Lesson together. In such a case , do not use the
group form. Each soldier should fill out an individual form, and should
indica te in this block the number in his small group who plan to view the
lesson tog ether.

11,. LESSON PRETEST:

The user should answer “yes” only if he really plans to take the
pre test.

12. USE IS: Self—evident.

13. USE OF THIS TEC LESSON: User should answer “never” unless he has seen
this particular TEC lesson before , e ither by himself or in a group.

14. TEC LESSONS PER MONTH: The user should estimate as accurately as
poss ible the average number of TEC lessons used each month.

15. PRIMARY REASON FOR USE: Mark only one answer. Choose the most
impor tant reason.
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C. GROUP USAGE FORM

16. UNIT USING LESSONS:

It is assumed that all or most of the TEC users in a single group come
from the same company. The example under “instructions” shows how this
bto~k should be filled in. Al though it is not shown in the example , be
sure to include the branch desi~ nation. This is important. An occasional
unit designation may not fit this format so that the mark sense blocks
cannot be properly filled in. In this case be sure that complete
information is written in the space provided.

17. GRADE OF SOLDIER REQUESTING LESSON:

The information required here is the grade of the group leader or
instructor (who will often be the highest ranking indiv idual in the group).
This person’s grade should be marked in even thoug h the lesson may be
actually picked up and returned by a messenger. Do not use the messenger ’s
grade and do not attempt to include the grades of all those using the
lesson.

18. 1105 MOST COMMON AMONG USERS:

Do not attempt to include all MOS’s held by.users. Mark in only theone that is held by the most users.

19. PERCENTAGE OF USERS HAVING THIS MOS:

Simply calculate or estimate as accurately as possible the percentage
of the total users holding the MOS listed.

20. NUMBER OF PEOPLE USING THE LESSON: -

For a lesson checked out of a learning center , include in the total
all groups and individuals who used that lesson white it was out.

21. NUMBER USING PRETEST:

Include in this es timate anyone taking ~~~ of the pretes ts that go
with the lesson series. Please answer as accura tely and hones tly as
possible. One purpose of this question is to find out whether TEC usershave found it practical to use 4esson pretests with groups.

22. WHERE LESSON USED: Self—evident.

23. TYPE OF USE:
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Please mark at least one of each of the three groupings : (a)
voluntary-m andatory, (b) on—duty — off—duty, (c) one—more than one person
per Bese ler. If both of any one pair are appropriate , mark both. For
example , if the lesson was used at two different times , once on—duty and
once off—duty, place a mark by each.

24. LESSON WAS:

Mark both “projected” and “shown directly” if the lesson was used more Ithan once and both apply.

25. MATERIALS/EQUIPMENT COVERED IN LESSON:

This question does not refer to required materials. It refers only to
the ma in focus of lesson content. For example , in a lesson about the 1116,
was the weapon on hand while the lesson was being viewed? Materials such
as TM’s, maps , charts , and forms should be cons idered only if lesson
content focuses on their use. Generally paper , pencil and minor items
should be ignored. If the lesson does not concern materials or equipment
(e.g. , leadership) answer “no”.

26. PRIMARY REASON FOR CHECKING OUT LESSON:

If a lesson is used by a group in the learning center , mark only one
answer. A lesson may be used several times while checked out. In this
case, mark one answer for each different instance of use having a different
purpose.
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DATA REQU IRED BY THE PRIVACY ACT OF 1974

TITLE: TEC Individual and Group Usage Questionnaires

PRESCRIBING DIRECTIVE : AR 70— 1

AUTHORITY: 10 USC Sec 4503

PURPOSE: The data collected with the attached form are to be used
for research purposes only.

This is an experimental data collection form developed by the
U. S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social
Sciences pursuant to its research mission as prescribed in
AR 70—1. The last four digits of your Social Security Account
Number are requested for administrative and statistical control
purposes only. The providing of this information is strictly
voluntary. There will be no effect on individuals for not
providing this information. Full confidentiality of your
responses will be maintained in the processing of these data.
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TEC USAGE SUMMARY QUESTIONNAIRE

(To be completed at the end of the eight—week sample period by the
individual in charge of TEC usage form administration)

1. Name __________________________________________ (Optional)

2. Grade __________________________________________

3. a. To how many separate facilities were these forms distributed? 
_____

b. Comments on facility type(s): ___________________________________

4. a. How many lesson custodians were involved in TEC usage form
completion? 

_________

b. Grade(s) of custodian(s): _______________________________________

5. How many different TEC lessons are available to your users? 
________

6. How many operative Beseler CUE/SEE devices were available over
the eight—week test period? 

_________

7. a. In how many cases over the eight—week period was a lesson
checked out without a Usage Form being completed? 

_________

b. Comments:

8. Briefly describe any unusual circumstances occurring over the
eight—week test period that may have affected TEC use. 

_________________

9. Any comments and/or suggestions you might wish to make regarding this
survey would be appreciated. (Write comments on back of page)
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APPENDIX B SAMPLED UNITS

Sampled Units for TEC Usage Study

Phase 1 Summary Phase 2 Summary

50 AC Combat Arms Units (CONUS) 28 AC Combat Arms Units (CONUS)
17 Infantry 9 Infantry

7 Armor 5 Armor
14 Artillery - 6 Artillery

4 ADA 6 ADA
7 Cavalry 2 Cavalry
1 Special Forces

75 NC Combat Arms Units 39 NC Combat Arms Units
30 Infantry 15 Infantry

— 10 Armor 5 Armor
23 Artillery 12 Artillery

4 ADA 3 AM
6 Cavalry 4 Cavalry
2 Special Forces

9 USAR Combat Arms Units 5 USAR Combat Arms Units
3 Infantry 2 Infantry
1 Armor 1 Armor
4 Artillery 2 Artillery
1 Special Forces

1 NC OCS Academy 13 Combat Arma Units (USABEUR)
‘ 4 Infantry

2 USAR Schools 4 Armor
3 Artillery

2 USAR Training Brigades 2 ADA

37 TRADOC Activities
7 NCO Academies

22 Schools and Institutes
8 Training Brigades

175 Units and Activities Total 85 Units Total
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AC Sampled Combat Arms Units

CONUS Phase 1 Phase 2 Interview

1st Cavalry Division
1st Bn , 12th Cay (11) X X X
1st Bn, 9th Cay (ACS) X X
5th Bn, 7th Cay (M) X
1st En, 82nd Arty X
1st Sn, 68th ADA X -

2nd Armored Division
1st Bn, 50th Inf - X
1st Sn, 67th Ar X X X
1st Bn, 41st Inf X X
1st Bn, 3rd Arty X

I
9th Infant ry Division

3rd Bn, 39th Inf X X
2nd Bn , 77th Ar X - 

-

2nd Bn, 47th Inf X
1st Sn, 11th Arty X X
3rd Sqdn, 5th Cay - X

4th Mechanized Infantry Division
1st Bn, 10th Inf X X
let Bn, 12th Inf X
2nd Bn, 34th Ar X
1st Sn, 29th Arty X
4th En, 61st ADA X X X
1st Bn, 22nd Inf X X
1st Sn, 8th Inf X X
6th Sn, 32nd Ar X X
1st Sn, 77 th Ar X X
1st Bn, 27th Arty X X

I

1st Infantry Division
1st Sn, 28th Inf X
2nd Bn, 63rd Ar X
let Sn, 5th Arty X
2nd Sn, 76th Arty X X
3rd Sn, 6th Arty X X
let Sn , 18th Inf X X
at In , 63rd Ar X X
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CONUS Phase 1 Phase 2 Interview

82d Airborne Division
1st Bn, 504th Abn Inf X X X
3d Bn, 325th Abn Inf X
1st Sn, 505th Abn Inf X
let Bn, 319th Arty X
3d Bn, 4th ADA X
4th Bn, 68th Ar X X

• 101st Airborne Division
2d En, 502nd Inf X
1st Bn, 501st Inf X X
2d En, 503rd Inf X
4th Bn, 77th Arty X
2d Sqdn, 17th Air Cay X

7th Infantry Division
2 d B n, 8th Arty X
2d Bn, 32nd Inf X X
1st Bn, 51st ADA X X

5th Infantry Division
F 3d Bn, 77th Ar - X X

2d Bn, 21st PA X X X

24th Infantry Division
2d Bn, 34th Inf X
1st Bn, 35th Arty X

Separate Brigades, Groups and Regiments

1st Rgr En, 75th Inf X
1st Bn, 18th Arty, 75th Arty Gp X
2d Sn, 37th Arty, 212th Arty Gp X
2d Sn, 2d Arty, 214th Arty Gp X X
4th Sqdn, 9th Cay, 6th Cay Bde (AC) X
1st Bn,6th Arty, XVIII AbnCorpsArty X
3d Bn, 5th Special Forces Gp X
4th Sn, 37th Ar , 194th Ar Bde X
1st Bn, 58th Inf , 197th Inf Bde X X
3d Sqdn , 3d ACR X
let Bn, 51st ADA X X
4thBn, 1st ADA - X X

- 1st Bn, 55th ADA X X
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USAREUR Phase 1 Phase 2 Interview

1st Armored Division
1st Sn, 13th Ar X X
1st Sn, 6th Inf X X

3rd Infantry Division
2nd Sn, 30th Inf X X
1st Sn, 64th Arm X X
1st Bn, 76th PA X x
3rd Sn, 67th ADA X X

3rd Armored Division
2nd Bn, 48th Inf X X
2nd Sn, 27 th FA X X
3rd Sn, 61st ADA x x
3rd En, 32nd Ar X

8th Infantry Division
1st Bn, -39th Inf X x
3rd Sn, l6tl~ PA X X
4th Sn, 69th Ar X X
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National Guard Sampled CA Units (By State)

Phase 1 Phase 2 Interview

AL let Sn, 167th Inf x
2d Bn, 117th PA X

AR 3d En, 153rd Inf X X X

CA 1st Bn, 184th Inf X -

1st Sn, 185th Ar X X X

CO 2d Bn, 157th Arty X

CT let En, 169th Inf X X

FL 3d Sn, 124th Inf X
1st Bn, 265th ADA X

GA 1st En, 108th Ar X

IL 2d Bn, 122nd Arty X X X
1st Bn, 131st Inf 

- 
X X

IN 2d Arty En, 150th Arty X
let Bn, 152nd Inf X

IA 1st Sn, 168th Inf X X
let Sn, 194th Arty X

KS 2d Bn, 130th Arty X
2d Bn, 137th Inf X X

KY 1st Bn, 123rd Ar X X X

ND 1st Sn, 115th Inf X

MA 2d Rn, 181st Inf X
let En, 110th Ar X

MI let Sn, 225th Inf X
let Bn, 182nd Ar ty X X X

MN 2 d S n, l3Sth Inf X X
let Rn, 135th Inf X
let Rn, 175th Arty X
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Phase 1 Phase 2 Interview

MS 1st Bn, 114th Arty X
2d SF En, 20th SF Gp, 1st SF X

MO 1st Bn, 129th Arty X X

MT 2d Sqdn , 163rd AC X

NE 2d Sn, 134th Inf X X X

NH 3d Sn, 197th Arty X X X

NJ 5th Bn, 112th Arty X
2d En, 102nd Ar X
1st Bn, 114th Inf X
2nd Bn, 113th Inf X
3rd Bn, 113th Inf X
2nd Sn, 114th Inf X
1st Bn, 112th PA X X
3rd Rn, 112th PA X
4th Sn, 112th PA IC
1st Sn, 102nd Ar x
5th Bn, 102nd Ar x
5th Bn, 117th Cay x

NM 1st En 200th ADA X
3rd Sn, 200th ADA X
2d En, 200th ADA X X

NY let Bn, 187th Arty X
1st Rn, 69th Inf X X
let Bn, 127th Ar X
1st En, 108th Inf X
1st Sqdn, 101st Cay X X

NC 2d Sn, 120th Inf X
2d Bn, 252th Ar X

OH let Ba, 148th luf X X
2d Sn, 174th ADA X

OK let Sn, 279th Inf X
let Sn, 189th Arty X X X

OR 3d Sqdn, 116th Ar Cay X X X
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Phase 1 Phase 2 Interview

PA Let Ba, 109th luf X X
1st Ba, 103rd Ar X
let Ba, 108th Arty X
1st Sqdn, 104th Ar Cay X X

RI 6th SF Ba, 20th SF Gp, let SF X

SC 1st Sn, 178th Arty X
• 1st Sn, 118th m i  X IC

SD 2d En, 147th Arty X X

TN let Sn, 181st Arty X
2d Bn, 117th Xnf IC

TX 1st Sqdn, 124th Cay X
6th En, 112th Ar X
2d En, 131st Arty X X
let En, 141st Inf X IC

UT le t Sn, 145th Arty IC X

VT let Bn, l72d Ar IC

~A 2d Bn, 116th Inf IC
3d Ba, 111th ADA IC -

— WA let En, 161st Inf X

WV 1st En, 201st Arty X X

WI let Ba, 121st Arty X
2d Ba, 128th Inf X IC

MC 5th Sqdn, 297th Ar Cay IC

• HI 2d Ba, 299th Inf X

PR let Ba, 295th laf IC
2d Sn, 162nd Arty X
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USAR Sampled CA Units

Phase 1 Phase 2 Interview

1st Sn, 314th Inf , 157th Bde X IC X

5th Rn, 28th PA IC 
-

7th En, let PA IC IC

let Rn, 12th SF Gp IC •

3d Rn, 35th laf , 187th Inf Bde X

4th Sn, 20th FA IC

8th Bn,4Oth AR X IC

1st Ba, 410th Inf , 205th m i  IC X

3d Ba, 42d Arty X

~~~~~~~~~~ Miscellaneous Activities (USAR)

NC State OCS Academy (OK) IC

let Bde, 100th Div (USAR Tag Div) X

3d Bde, 100th Div IC

1150 USAR School (NY) IC

4159 USAR School (TIC) X
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Sampled TRADOC Activities (Phase 1 only)

NCO Academies

Ft. Beaning
Sergeants Major Academy, Ft. BlissFt. Bragg
Ft. Campbell. -• Ft. Riley
Ft. Lewis
Ft. Jackson

Schools and Institutes

Ft. Sill Institute
Armor School
Ordinance School
Quartermaster School
Engineer School
Transportatjo~ School
Missiles and Munitions School
Defense Language Institute
Security Agency School
USASJAG School
Chaplain School
Institute of Administration
Intell igence School
Signal School
Military Police School
Field Artillery School
USACCSC
Academy of Health Sciences
Infantry Schoolt 45th laf Div Combat Leaders SchoolIII Corps Troop School
Avia tion Center
US Military Academy

Training Brigades

1st Tag Sde, Ft. Knox
15th Rn, 4 th Tng Ede, Ft. Knox( 5th BCT Bde, Pt. Knox
17th Rn, 5th Tag Ede, Ft. KnoxUSA Retraining Bde, Ft. Riley2nd Cannon Tag Sn, Pt. Sill1st Rn, let Tug Bde, Ft. Beaning4th ADA Tug Rn FAW
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APPENDIX C PHASE 2 QUESTIONNAIREs AND INTERVIEW SCHEDULES

TEC User Questionnaire

The purpos, of this questio.naire is to provide the U. S. A m y  with

iafor.ation concerning the effectiveness of the Tra ining Extens ion course

(TFi~) progra . in teaching SOS — related .ater tal s to the ind ividua l soldier .

Please S. honest and frank with ~~~~ answers. The Amy needs reliable

inforuatisu from you in order to .ake decisions on how to inprove individual

training in the future .

• I~at is your primary SOS? 
___________________________

• ~~at is your secondary *)S? 
________________________

• What is the SOS for the J ob you are assigned ? 
__________

• Write in the following infor.at ion about your unit:

(a) your Company _________________

(b) your Battalion 
________________

(c) your Co~~at Ar.e Branch 
________

• What is your pay grade? _____________________________[
~rJUS Army Research Institute for the

Babavioral and Social Scisoces
—Tort Banning Field Unit-
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DATA REQUIRED BY THE PRIVA CY ACT OF 1974

TITLE : TFC User Questionnaire

PRESCRIBING DIRECTIVE: Ak 70—1

AU tHO RITY : 10 L’SC Sec 4503 -

PURPOSE(S ) : The data collected with the attached form are to be used
for research purposes only.

This is an exper inenta ~ personnel data collection form
developed by the U.S .  Army Research Institute for the
Behavioral and Social Sciences pursuant to its research
mission as prescribed in AR 10—1. When ident i f i ers
(name or Social Security Nu.iiber) are requested they are
to be used for ad ministrat ive and statistical control
pur poses only. Full confidentiality of the responses
will be maintained in the processing of th ese data. —

Your participation in this research is strictly voluntary .
Individ uals are encouraged to provide complete and
accurate information in the interests of the research , -

but there will be no effect on individuals for not
providing all or any part of the information.
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7. Should the TEC program be continued?

Ye. , it is a very good program Ii I

Yes, it does some good []2 
12

Mo, it does not do enough good [3 3

So, it is a waste of t ime 0’
I don ’t know Os

2. What do other soldiers in your unit think about T~~?

Most of them think it is a good program  .  (3 1

About halt of them like it , bu t half don ’t .  0 2 
13

Most of them think it is a waste of time  .  (3 3

I don ’t know 0’

3. (a) Rave you used TF.C?

Yes Qi-
14

No (32

(b) If the answer to the above question is No (you have never used a

T~~ lesson) go to q~iestion Iic~ -

Cc) Wri te (in the box to the right) the ~~ p~~ ximate number of TF~

lessons that you have used J 1 I 1

4. Where do yo’i get infor mation about TEC? (mark all that apply)

My unit tra ine r Ci 17

Soldier ’s Manuals t:~~ 
~~~

Other soldiers in my unit tell me 
~~~ 

19

The post newspape r (dai ly bulletin) [J 20

Peopl. at the lea rni ng center [j 21

Poste rs advertising TEC Cl 22

I find out about TEC in other ways (J 23

Tell what the other ways are: ______________________
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S. Does the co ander of your unit want you to use TEC material? 
24

Yes Qi

140 02

I don ’t know (J,

6. Wham you use the sight and sound TEC lessons how often :

Almost Al.ost
Always Often Somet imes Never

(a) do ~~~ see th . lesson
at a .adtine by ~oursè lf
instead of wat dhing it on
a wall or screen with other
people 0 0 0 0 25

(b) would ~~ u rathe r see the
lesson at a machine by your—
self instead of watchi ng it
on a wall or scream with
othe r people 0 D 0 0 26

Cc) do Z2~ have a tr ainer or
someone to help you if you
have trouble understand ing
the lesson 0 0 0 [J 27

(d) would ~~~ rather hav e a -

trainer or someone to help
you if you have trouble
understanding the lesson . [] [J 0 (J 28

(e) do ~~~ study TEC during
off-duty hours ~ (J U (3 29

(f) would z~~ 
rather study TEC

during oft-duty hours . . . ~ (J 0 0 ~°

(g) even duri ng duty hours ,
would y

~~ 
rather study TEC

on your own instead of with
your unit [

~
] I] C] 31

7. Whuld you study TBC if no one in your unit told you to do it? 
32

YC5 Dl
ISo 02

8. Do you th ink the tests that you take before seeing the TEC lessons ar e useful?
33

Yes

Mo (32

I don ’t know, I hay, never taken one D~
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9. (a) Rave you operated the CuelSee machine which is used to present
the sigh t and sound TEC lessons?

Yes [31

No(if you have not ope rated the mach ine skip to
quest ion I ll) C]?

(b) While you were watching a TEC lesson, how often did the sound
tra ck get out of àtep with the picture (that is, get Out of syncroni—
sat ion)?

Never a problem 13 1
Only once or twice (32

Sometimes, but not often [33

Most of the time (J~
Cc) If the sound is out of step with the picture , do you know how
to get the sound back into step with the picture?

Yes 01
36

No 02
I am not Sure [33

(d) How of ten has the machine used to present sight and sound
TEC lessons broken down while you were trying to use it?

Never a problem 0 1
Only once or twice 0 2

37
Sometimes, but not often 0 ~
Most of the time (34

10. Wh ile you were watching TEC lessons , how often would it have been
useful to be able to back up the sound and picture to review a part
of a TVC lesson?

Never a problem (3 1

- Only once or twice [32

Sometimes, but not often 
(3’

Most of the t ime (34

11. Mow often have you noticed something that was wrong in a TEC lesson?

Never a problem (31

Only once or twice (32 
~~

Snsetims,, but not often 0 3
Most of the time (34
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12. MouLd you rather learn what you need to know to get ready for the
SQT by: (Mark one block for each line)

1 going to lecture s on MOS topics 0 or studying TEC 
~~~ 40

2 matching demonstrations in classes . . - 13 or study ing TEC [3 41

3 taking part in exerc ises using equip ment 0 or studyi ng YEC 13 42

4 taking pect in exercises using models of
equipment 13 or studying TEC 13 43

S going to small group meetings on MOS
topics or studyi ng TEC 0 “

6 wal~ching traini ng f iles 13 or studying TEC 0 ‘~
7 rsan tug the soldier ’s manual 13 or studying TEC ( ]  46

13. (a) Is it hard to study in the area s set up for TEC use?

Yes 131

ISo (32  47

I don ’t know [33
(b) If you marked yes, why is it ha rd to study? (check all that apply:

Too noisy o ‘~
Too crowded 0 ‘~

Poorly lighted 
~~~

Too small [3 51

Too hot or cold 
~~~ 

52

Are there any other reasons? Describe them below:

14. Nav, you ever studied TEC lessons for any of the following reasons:
(check aLL that apply)

To get ready for the S(lf or SOS tests [3
To get ready for the pro motion board 0 “

To learn about something total ly new to you . . (3

To provide SOS knowledge when ~our SOS was • - ‘
changed 

0 56

To review a subject you already knew abou t . [3

To pr epare to~ an ANTU 0 ~8

Just bscause a subject wee interesti ng to you • 0 ~
Nacause you vanted to increase your ab ility to
do your present job 

~~~ 
60

To help yow prepare yoim-self to t each others to
do a task 0 ~
for ~~~s other reaso ns ( Tell what reason was):
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15. 1 do not use TIC or do not use TEC more often because: (mark each of the
following statements as true , false, or uncertain)

True False Uncertain

(a) I have never heard of TIC before (J [3 C] 62

(b) I have heard of TIC , but I do not
know mu ch about it . [3 [J 63

(e) I do not need any additiona l Army
training of any kind . (J 0 64

Cd) I do not need the kind of training
I can get from TIC. [J [3 65

Ce) TI will not help me get promoted . [3 [J [3 66

(f) TIC will not help me pass the SQT. 13 [3 (3 67

(g) My superiors didn ’t tell me to use
TIC. 1] [3 [3 6 8

(Ii) TIC leasons will not help me do my job 
o [] 69better.

(i) My unit t rainer does not use TIC in
nor training progra m . (3 tJ [3 70

(j ) I was not allowed to study TIC while
on-duty . 0 [1 0 71

(k) I do not know where the TIC material.
are kept. [3 [3 1] 72

(1) The area where the TIC materials are
kept is located too far aimy . [3 [3 [J ~

(m) The area where the TIC mater ials are
kept is often closed when I want to
use it. [3 [3 [J it,

(is) I do not like to study in the TIC
facility. 0 [3 f] is

(o) Other soldier, were using TIC lesson.
when I wanted th em. IJ (3 [3 76

(p) Equipment used to present TIC lessons
L. often not available for me to usC . 0 [3 0 “

(q) The tTIC equipment is often broken
when I want to use it. 0 (J (3 ‘~

• (r) I often can not get lessons that I
want because we do oat have them. [3 0 “

(.) I have used all of the TIC lessons
that are of interest to me. [J (J [3 io

(t) There are other reasons I don ’t use
TIC . Tell what those reaso ns are :
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Unit Quest ionnair e

(Unit trainers and leaders)

The purpos, of this questionna ir e is to provide the U.S. Army with

information concerning th. effectivenes s of the Train ing Exten sion Cours e

(TIC ) Program in teaching KOS - related material to th. individual soldier.

Th, rot, of the Uni t Off ic.r/N CO is vital with respect to the effec—

tiven.st of the TIC progra m . Th. Army need s honest and frank infor ma t ion

f rom you in order to ask. decisions on hoe to lapro ,. individual traini ng

in th. future .

• iibat is your air rent position? 
_______________________

• hbat is iour pay grad.? 
____________________________

• Write in the following inf o coat ion about your unit :

(a) your Coupeny 
—

(is) your Sattalio s 
____________________

(c) your Combat Arm. Ira nch 
___________

• Approx imately how long hay, you wrk.d with - TIC material?

_______ 
______.oeths

US Ar my l.search Institute for the
Sehaviorat and Social Sciences

—Port Sewing Field Unit—
PT — 5144D
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DATA REQUIRED BY THE PRIVACY ACT OF 1974

TITLE : TIC User Questionnaire

PRE SCRIBI~4C DiREC TIVE : Ak 70— 1

t AUH4ORITY: 10 USC Sec 4503

I PURPOSE(S) : The data collected with the attached for. are to be used
‘or resear Ch purposes only.

Ti ts is an experimental personnel data collection form
d.’.loped by the U.S. Army Research Institute for the
Behavioral and Social Sciences pursuant to its research
mission as prescrib ed in AR 70—1. khen identifiers
(name or Social Security Number) are requested they are

V to be used for administrative and statistical control
purposes only. Full confidentiality of the responses
will is. maintained in the processing of these dat$.

Tour participation in this research is strictly voluntary .
Individuals are encouraged to provide complete and
accurat e information in the interests of the research ,
but there will be no effect on individuals for not
providing all or any part of the information .

1
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l. • Should the TIC pro gram be continued ?

Yes, it is a ve ry good program 0 1

tea , it does some good 02  20

No, it does not do enough good  Q 3

Ho , it is a waste of tine 

I don’t know 0 ~
2. (a) Do the soldiers in your unit have any maj or trouble when they

operate the projector used to present TIC lessons?

Yes 01

No 02 21

I don’t know  0’
‘ (is) If yes , pleas, describe the trouble:

3. (a) Have you used the $es.l.r Cue/S.. projector to present TIC lessons
to several soldiers at once (projecting the imag, on a wall or
screen)? (If no, skip to question #7)

tes 01
22

No 02
(b) Have any of the following problems restricted the use of the

lead er Cue/See projector as an aid to teaching small groups of
sold ier. (mark ~lt that apply ):

The quality of the projected imag, is poor.  0 23

The proj ect ed image is not large enough .  (3 24

The sound system is not adequate Q 25

(c) Can you think of additional problem. with the projector that
restricted your ability to tea ch small groups?

(d) Ilien you use the Cue/See projector to present TIC lessons to
groups of .otdi. rs, do you monitor their work and help them when
they do not understa nd the lesson?

A1.ost alw.ys • 01
Of ten (32  26

Sometimes 

Al.ost nev.r 
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4. (a) Has the projector used to present TIC lesson. failed fre-
quent ly enough to hinder the effec t iveness of the TEC program
in your unit?

~“ (JI

No 02 77

I don’t know 0’

(b) If your answe r is yes , pl~~se describ, the most co on mal—
functions:

(c) Hay, the f i t. cartri dges or t ap. cassettes failed frequently
enough to hinder the effect iv.ness of the TIC program in your
unit?

Yes 0’
No 02 2$
I don ’t know (3 ~

(d) If your answer is yes, pies.. describe the most c~~~on malfunction:

- 
- 5. Now were you originally informed on how to use TIC in yout training

program? (check .11 that apply)

I was not told how to use TIC Q 29

j Viewed TIC lesson for “green tabber,” 0 ~o
Read literature from TIC 0 31
Other. Please desc r ibe: 32

6. Do you feel this introduction wa• estisfactory?

tee 

1o 02 3,
Not sure

7. (a) Are you hspe informed of the arr ival of mem TIC lesson, at your unit?

to C J 1
-: No t 12

(is) If yes, plea.. describe how: .
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______

B. (a) flow ar e the pretests (LAI) that go with the TIC lessons used in
your unit (check all that apply ) :

H. do uot use them to the train ing program . . • (3

As tests to assess individuals to see if thuy
need initial training in a specific area .  •

As test s to assess individuals to see if they
need refresh er train ing 0 “

As proficiency exams for soldiers in th. unit . • (3
As teat. to get an overall picture of unit
training readiness, 0 39
Other (write in) 0 40

(is) Ars these pretests useful?

Yes 01
41

No D~
I don ’t know 03

9. I tich method of train ing do you think best prepares a soldier for the
SQT? For each line choose betwe en TIC and the other type of training~
1 Coing to lectures on fibS topics . . . . F] or study ing 

~~~ 0 42

2 Wa tch ing demonstrations I. classes. . . (3 or stud ying TIC . 0 ~
3 Taki ng part in exercises using equipm.nt.(] or studying TIC. 0 ~o

• 4 Taking part in exercises using model, of
equipment .(•] or stud ying TIC. 0 4s

S Going to small group meetings on 110S
top ics (3 or studying TIC. 0 46

6 Watching traini ng films 4 ]  or studyi ng TIC. 0 47

7 Reading the soldier ’s manual 0 or studying TIC . 0 u

10. Is the lesson cat log system (at the place where you pick up TIC
lessons) adequate?

Yes (:]1

No (32 49 

(33

11. 5 often have you noticed inaccurate information in a TIC lesson?

lI.ver a problem 

Only once or twice 

Sometimes , but not often 03

No.t of the time (34
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12. To wha t extent is TIC used in your units for the following train ing tasks :

To no Toa T o a  To quit. Toa
extent ltttl . .od.rste as extent great

extent extent extent

(a) To prepare sold tars f or
tbe SQT. Q [3 0 0 05 1

(is) To prepare soldiers for
the promot ion board. 0 0 0 0 0 32

(C) To provide initial training
for individuals in the unit . 0 0 0 (3 0 ~‘

(d) To provi te fibS knowledge
when so ,  soldiers had their
It)S diaagid . 0 0 (3 0 0 S 4

Ce) To provide refre.her/rraininj] 0 0 0 0 ~
(I) To prepare th e troops for an

ARTS?. 0 0 0 0 Os ’
(g) To provid, information to

soldiers tha t is of interest
to the. (not IK)S or job re-
lated . 0 0 (3 0 (3 S7

(h) To increase a soldier ’s
ability to do hi. present
job. 0 0 0 0 D s s

(1) To help prepare t rainers
and others to teach soldiers
to do a specific task. (3 0 0 0 (3

(j) To provide training at a
slower pace for those indi-
viduals who need it. (3 0 0 0 0 60

(k) To provide r .dtal trai ning
for sold ta rs who have demon-
strated their incompetence
on a given task. (3 (3 (3 (3 (3 61

(1) To provide make-vp training
for soldiers who have missed
s s’uait tra ining. (3 [3 (3 [3 (3 62

(.) To provide tollov-wp trainindj 13 0 CI 0 ~)

(s) With field eaerclses/
meamavers. 0 CI 0 0 [3

(.) La tac1~~~nt ~~~tber trai n—
tug. [3 (3 [3 (3 (] 6s

(p) With skill practice .xer-
vie.. . (3 Q (3 (3 (3 66

(a) T. provide gainful activity
der tag slack periods. 0 (3 (3 (3 (3 67

(r) To provid. concurrent era ic-
ing whi le at rang... 0 0 0 0 0 3S

(5) Other. kite is:
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13. How do you encourage the use of TIC (check all that apply, if any)~

General coemands to my unit [j 69

Orders or requests to specific individuals
in my %aait 0 70

Announcement, encouraging use 0 71

Briefings [3 72

Rswsrds or r.cognttton 0 ~
(Describ, rewards or recognition if used):

Other fo ~~s of encouragement (write in) t

l4• (a) To what extent has there been coomand emphanis to use TIC from
the company w ander and staff?

To no amt.nt at gll 01
74

To a little exten t o 2
To a moderate extent (3 3

To quite an extent (J~4
T o a g reat extent 

(is) To what extent has there been counand emphasis to use TIC from
t.. Batta lion co and.r and his s taf f?

To no extent at all 

Toa little extent [32

To a moderate extent (33

To quit. an extent 0~
T o a g r e a t extent (35

(c) flow have your superiors encouraged the use of TIC (check all
th* *pply, if any) :

Gener al coemands to my unit 0.  76

Orders or requests to specific individuals
tn my unit (3 77

Announcsments E1 ~
Br iefings 79

Rewerds or r.cognit ioa (3 g~
(Describe rewards or recognition , if used):

Other form s of encourag ement C write in )
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Battalion Tnterview

A. Information about Respondent (enter the following information:)

1. ~~ ________________  
Co~~at Arms Branch _________________________

2. Title of Position __________________ 
3. Pay Grade 

________________

Brief s~~~~ry of dutie. with regard to TEC: __________________________

4. How long have you been in your current position? 
_____ 

year.

____ 
months. How long have you worked with TEC materials? 

____ 
years

____ 
months.

5. Would you briefly describe the objective. of the TEC program (as
you see them)?

B. Integration into Training

6. (a) How did you originally find out how TEC could be used in (your)
training programs?

____ 
TEC Lesson for “Green Tabbers”

____ 
Other TEC Literature

____ 
Other sources (~lea.e describe) ________________________________

(b) Was this introductory information satisfactory to enable you
to use (or suggest ways to use) TEC effectively in unit training?

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No

Co~~~nts : ___________________________________________________________
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7. What information does this unit currently receive regarding TEC
and TEC use?

Info rmation Source
____________________________________________ _____ 

TEC

_______________________________________ ____ 
Local TASO

____________________________________ ____ 
Bde/Div

_________________________________________ ____ 
Other 

_________

Is this information satisfactory in that it enables the unit to
use TEC effectively?

_____ 
Yes

_____ 
h o , more information is needed
If no, what information is needed? _______________________

8. How do you (does the S3) find out about the arrival of new TEC
lessons?

9. Do you receive current TEC distribution lists? ____ 
Yea 

____ 
No

10. Have you ever ordered lessons in addition to those you receive

automatically? 
_____ 

Yes 
_____ 

No

11. Do you receive all of the TEC lessons that are of interest to your
battalion?

_____ 
Yes 

_____ 
no 

_____ 
Don ’t know

If no, what lessons are needed? —
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12. Have you had any problems in receiving TEC lessons or equipment

f rom Tobyhanna? ____ Yes 
____ 

No 
____ 

Not sure

If yea , please describe (type 6 frequency)

____ 
Delay

— -  _ _ _  
Damsge

________________________________________________ 
____ 

Loss of order

13. How is the use of TEC encouraged in this unit? (check all that apply)

_____ 
weekly or monthly meetings with Co/Btry officers

_____ 
special briefings on TEC

_____ 
orders/requests to specific soldiers to use TEC

_____ 
announcements encouragin g TEC use

_____ 
special recognition or rewards for TEC use

_____ 
general orders

other (please describe) ____________________________________

14. To what extent has there been comsand emphasis to use TEC from higher
levels of comeand?

to no extent

— 
to a little extent

— 
to a moderate extent

to a great extent

_____ 
to quite an extent

This emphasis has come from the 
_______ 

battalion level

_______ 
brigade

_______ 
division

_______ 
other (group , etc.)
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15. The best method of training depends upon the task and circumstances.
However , in this question we would like to get an idea of how useful
TEC is (compared to other methods of training) for SQT preparation.
Please choose or t~ one method of training for each of the following
comparisons.

On the average, which method of training do you think will best
prepare a soldier for the SQT?

A. 
____ 

Hearing lectures on MOS topics 
— 

studying TEC

B. 
____ 

Watching classroom demonstrations 
_____ 

studying TEC

C. 
____ 

Participating in exercises using equipment 
_____ 

studying TEC

D. 
____ 

Participating in exercises using models of equipment 
_____

studying TEC

E. 
____ 

Being in small group discussions on MOS topics 
_____

studying TEC

F. 
____ 

Watching training films 
_____ 

studying TEC

C. 
— Reading the soldier ’s manual - 

studying TEC

H. 
____ 

Reading FM’s, TM’s 
_____ 

studying TEC

16. Please mark all of the following ways in which TEC is used in this
unit .

_____ 
Soldiers use TEC lessons by themselves

_____ 
Instructors use the written TEC lesson objectives

_____ 
Instructors use TEC lessons as parts of lectures

_____ 
Instructors show TEC lessons instead of lectures

_____ 
Inst ructors use TEC lessons with demonstrations

_____ 
Instructors use TEC lessons with or to prepare for hands—on
exercises
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17. Does TEC play a role in any of the following types of training in
this unit?

programs for upgrading enlisted qualifications ____Yes ____No

special training for NCO ’s ____Yes ____No

use of criterion tests to determine qualifications ____Yes ____No

incentive programs encouraging participation in
skill development activities (on/off duty) ____Yes _No

other special training programs (please describe
under “comnents”) ____Yes ____No

Coimnents: (on nature of programs and/or how TEC is used)

18. Does TEC make your job easier? _Yes 
____ 

No 
____ 

Uncertain

Describe benef its: ______________________________________________

19. Does TEC make your job harder? 
____ 

Yes ____No 
____ 

Uncertain

Describe problems: ___________________________________________
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20. What specific events cause the use of TEC to go up or down in
the unit?

EVENT TEC USE GOES CO?*fENTS

____ 
SQT 

____ 
up 

____ 
down 

__________________

____ 
ARTEP 

— 
up 

____ 
down 

__________________

____ 
inclement weather 

____ 
up 

____ 
down ___________________

____ 
maneuvers 

____ 
up 

____ 
down 

___________________

____ 
other (please describe) 

____ 
up 

____ 
down 

___________________

C. Equipment

21. (a) Has the TEC (CUE/SEE) machine failed frequently enough to hinder
the effectiveness of the TEC program in this unit?

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No 

____ 
1 don ’t know

(b) If yes, please describe the most frequent malfunctions (in terms
of “what goes wrong” rather than in technical terms, e.g., “film
won’t advance”, “focus not clear”).

(c) Have the audio tape cassettes or film cartridges failed frequently
enough to hinder the effectiveness of the TEC program in this unit?

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No 

____ 
I don ’t know

(d) If yes, please describe the most frequent malfunctions.
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D. Support Maintenance

22. (a) Active component units: Do you use any maintenance faci l i t ies
other than the local training and Audiovisual Service Center
(TASC)?

____ 
No 

____ 
Yes

Facility : _____________________________________________________

• (b) Reserve Component Units: Your designated maintenance facility fot

TEC equipment is: 
— —  - 

approximately 
_____

miles away from battalion headquarters.

(c) Are the re any problems in transporting/receiving equipment from

the maintenance facility? 
____ 

Yes 
____ 

No 
____ 

I don ’t know

If so , please describe : _______________________________________

(d) Are you able to direct exchaage malfunctioning equipment with
TASC (or alternate facili ty) ?

Cassettes/filmstrips TEC (CUE/SEE machines

____ 
always 

____ 
always

____ 
frequently 

____ 
frequently

— 
sometimes 

____ 
sometimes

—— never — 
never

(a) Are there any problems wi th repair of defective equipment?

____ 
No

• ____ 
Yes, excessive delay ( 

____ 
weeks 

____ 
months)

____ 
Yes , incorrect repair

• Yes , other (describe) ____________________________________

(f)  Please list any suggestions you have for improvin g preventiv, or
organisational maintenance for the TEC equipment .
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E. Management

23. (a) How many TEC (CUE/SEE) machines doss the unit normally have

on hand? 
_____

(b) If less than 8, are extra machines:

• in maintenance How many: 
____

____ 
on loan ____

____ 
never issued ____

____ 
other ____

(c) Is the basis of issue (8 machines 1 battalion) adequate?

— 
Yes 

____ 
No 

____ 
Not sure

(d) If not , please describe what is needed and why.

(e) Is the basis of issue for lessons (1 copy of each lesson per
battalion) adequate?

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No 

____ 
Not sure

(f) If not, please describe what is needed and why.

(g) Is the basis of issue for headsets (1 per CUE/SEE) adequate?

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No 

____ 
Not sure

(h) If not, please describe what i. needed and why.
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24. Where are the TEC (CUE/SEE) machines kept?

25. Where are the TEC lessons kept?

26. Is there adequate storage space for the TEC equipment and lessons?

_____ 
Yes 

_____ 
No 

_____ 
Not sure

27. Ia there a problem with theft of any of the TEC equipment or cassettes
and cartridges?

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No 

____ 
Not sure

28. Are any records of TEC use maintained at the battalion? Yes _No

If so, what information is recorded? ________________________________

29. Does the battalion have a sign—out procedure for TEC lessons?

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No

If so, who may sign out lessons and for how long? ____________________

30. Please check all the following locations where TEC is used on a
temporary basis.

____ 
ranges

____ 
mobile learning centers

____ 
company areas

_____ 
armories

____ 
other (please describe) —
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31. Has the battalion used TEC “in the field?”

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No 

____ 
Not su re

If so, check if any of the following problems have occurred?

____ 
problems with power sources (generators)

____ 
problems due to effects of humidity/temperature on equipment

____ 
lack of adequate mobile center

____ 
lack of adequate f ield use area

— 
other (please describe) 

—

F. Locations of Use

32. (a) Are there any areas set up for individual TEC study:

at the company level 
____ 

Yes 
— 

No

at the battalion level 
— 

Yes 
____ 

No

at the brigade level 
____ 

Yes 
____ 

No

at the division/installation level 
____ 

Yes 
____ 

No

(b) If so , please describe the(se) facility(ies)

Type of facility Hours of operation Permanent staff

___________________________________________ ____ 
Yes 

____ 
No

- Yes 
____ 

No

_____________________________________________ ____ 
Yes 

____ 
No

_____________________________________________ ____ 
Yes 

____ 
No
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33. Have there been any complaints/requests to have TEC facilities
open at other times?

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No 

____ 
Don’t know

If yes, what hours are usually requested: __________________________

34. Have there been any problems staffing battalion or company level TEC
study areas?

Yea 
____ 

No 
____ 

Don ’t know

If yes, please describe: __________________________________________

35. (a) If a soldier in your unit wanted to use a TEC lesson for -
•

individual study — would the time, distance, and/or procedures
involved in obtaining the lesson discourage him from doing so?

____ 
definitely yes

____ 
probably yes

____ 
maybe

____ 
probably not

____ 
definitely not

(b) To what facility would he most likely go to do this? 
____________

C, Lessons

36. Do you believe there are any problems with the content of the TEC
• lessons? (check if mentioned, ask if not)

____ 
inaccurate

____ 
out—of—date

____ 
don ’t cover areas my troop, need

____ 
other; describe: _______________________________________________
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H. General

38. (a) Do you think the Army should continue the TEC program?

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No 

— 
Not sure

(b) If no, describe maj or reasons why not and what, if anything,can replace TEC?

(c) If ye.:

(1) Can you think of any changes that can be made in your comsandwhich would increase the effectivenes, of the TEC program?

— No 
____ 

Yes Describe : ___________________________

(2) Can you think of any chang es that can be made in the TECprogram which would increase its effectiveness?

—~~~~~~ No ____ 
Yes

If yen, please describe:
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Brigade, Division Interview

A. Information about Respondent (enter the following information:)

1. Brigade 
______________________ Division ___________________________

2. Title of Position 
__________________  3.. Pay Grade 

___________

4. Brigade level 
— — 

Division Level 
—

5. Brief st ary of duties with regard to training:

6. How long have you been in your curren t position?

______ 
years 

______ 
months

7. Row long have you been familiar with TEC materials?

______ 
years 

— months

8. Would you briefly describe the objectives of the TEC program
- (as you see them)?

I

-t
I

B. Management - Integration into Trainjn~

- 9. Do you currently receive any information about TEC?
e 

_ _ _ _  
Yes _ No

If yes, what information _______________________________________
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10. To what exten t is emphasis placed on TEC use from your level
(Bde, Div) to lower levels in the chain of comeand?

____ 
to no extent

____ 
to a little extent

____ 
to a moderate extent

____ 
to a great extent - -

____ 
to quite an extent

11. To what extent has there been co eand emphasis to use TEC from
higher levels of comeand?

____ 
to no extent

____ 
to a little extent

____ 
to a moderate extent

____ 
to a great extent -

____ 
to quite an extent

12. The best method of training depends upon the task and circumstances.
However, in this question we would like to get an idea of how useful
TEC is (compared to other methods of training) for SQT preparation.
Please choose only one method of training for each of the following
comparisons.

On the average, which method of training do you think will best
prepare a soldier for the SQT?

A. 
____ 

Hearing lectures on )I)S topics 
____ 

studying TEC
B. 

____ 
Watching classroom demonstrations 

____ 
studying TEC

C. 
____ 

Participating in exercises using equipment 
____ 

studying TEC
D. 

____ 
Participating in exercises using models of equipment 

_____

studying TEC
B. 

____ 
Being in small group discussions on MOS topics 

_____

studying TEC
F. 

____ 
Watching training films 

____ 
studying TEC

C. 
____ 

Reading the soldier ’s manual 
____ 

studying TEC
H . 

____ 
Read ing PM’ s, TM’s 

____ 
studying TEC
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13. In your opinion what, if any, role does the Brigade/Division
level training office play in management/implementation of
the TEC program?

C. Locations of Use

14. Is there a learning center of other facility with TEC rnaterials
to serve your entire Brigade/Division (installation)?

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No

15. If yes, please indicate the type of facility (e.g., Education
Center, MOS library)

16. Does this facility have a permanent staff?

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No

If yes, how large i. the staff? 
______ 

people

Is the staff size adequate? 
____ 

Yes 
____ 

No

If no, please explain:

17. What are the hours of operation of the facility? 
_________________

Have there been requests/complaints to have the facility open at
other times? 

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No

If yes, what times are requested? ________________________________
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18. How many TEC (CUE/SEE) machines does the facility have? ___________

Is this an adequate nueber? 
_____ 

Yes 
_____ 

No

If no , what is needed? -

19. Does the facility have a full set of those TEC lessons which have
been distributed?

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No

Is the stock of lessons adequate? 
____ 

Yes 
____ 

No

If no, please explain: _________________________________________

20. Does the facility acquire TEC lessons and equipment by:

A. 
____ 

TEC pinpoint distribution

B. 
____ 

Special arrangement at the post/installation

C. 
____ 

Other (please describe) __________________________________

Is the facility adequate in terms of space, lighting, etc.?

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No

If no, what is needed? ____________________________________________

21. Has there been any problem with theft of TEC lessons or equipment?

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No

22. Does the facility have a procedure for signout of TEC lessons/
equipment?

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No
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23. If yes , who may sign out machines and for how long? 
_______________

24. Does the facility maintain any records to TEC use? 
____ 

Yes No

If yes, what information is recorded? ____________________________

25. Is the facility conveniently located with regard to troop housing
and duty areas?

____ Yes 
____ 

No

Co~~~nts: 
___________________________________________________________

26. Has there been a problem of failure of TEC lessons or equipment at
the facility?

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No 

____ 
Not sure

If yes, please describe the major malfunctions: 
__________________

27. Have there been any problems with repair of the TEC equipment?

____ 
No

____ 
Yes (no direct exchange)

____ 
Yes (Slow turnaround)

____ 
Yes (pickup/delivery)

____ 
Yes (incorrect repair)

____ 
Yes (other, please describe) ________________________________
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H. General

(a) Do you think the Army should continue the TEC program?

____ 
Yes 

____ 
No 

____ 
Not sure

(b) If no , describe major reasons why not and what, if anything,
can replace TEC?

(c) ~f yes:

(1) Can you think of any changes that can be made in your comsand
which would increase the effectiveness of the TEC program?

- ____ 
No 

____ 
Yes Describe: _______________________________

- (2) Can you think of any changes that can be made in the TEC
- program which would increase its effectiveness?

____ 
No 

____ 
Yes

- 

If yes , please describe: __________________________________
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TASC Interview t~~i!i ]
Enter the following information;

1. pay grade_____________
2. title of current position ____________________________
3. (a) co________________

(b) bn_________________
(c) combat arms branch_________________________________
(d) installation (if above not appropriate)_____________________

4. Approximately how long have you worked with TEC materials in your
current position (or similar position)?
___________years ___________months

5. How does the Beseler CUE—SEE projector compare with other audio—
• visual gear in terms of its frequency of failure?

_____very much below average failure rate
_____below average failure ra te
_____average failure rate
_____above average failure rate
_____very high failure rate
_____I ’m not sure

6. (a) List the major malfunctions which result in the most downtime
for the projector: (categories for reduction: optical system,
film transport, audio playback, film drive — automatic and general)

(b) List the major malfunctions of the tape cassettes and film
cart ridges . 

_______________________________________________________

7. In your opinion, do any of the comson malfunctions result from :
(If yes, please describe problem.)
(a) inadequate preventive maintenance

no
yes_ 

_______________________________________________________

(b) “rough” usage or vandalism
no __________________________________________________________
ye _____________________________________________________

(c) poor product design
no __________________________________________________________
yes ________________________________________________________
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(d) other reasons
no
yes 

___________________________________________________________

(e) can’t tell reasons
no
yes 

____________________________________________________________

8. Are there any problems involved in the pick—up and delivery ofdefective equipment?
no_____ yes_____
If yes , please describe

9. (a) In your opinion, is most of the TRC equipment repaired in a
reasonable amount of time?
no_____ yes_____

(b) If no, what are the major reasons for the delays (Check
alternative if mentioned; ask if not and put into comeent line.)_inadequate manpower levels for workload

inadequate training of staff
_other, please describe

10. (a) Is the float capability for TEC equipment (projectors, cassettes,cartridges) adequate to DX reserve equipment for broken units?no yes

(b) If no , why (Check alternative if mentioned; ask if not and putinto comeent line.)
floa t is used for other pur poses
inadequate BOI for CUE—SEEs
inadequate BOl for lessons

_other , please descr ibe

11. Do you maintain any formal records for the TEC equipment? (Checkalternative if mentioned; ask if not and put into cosment line.)standard form 2407 standard form 4125standard form 2404 other , please describe

12. (a) Do you have the TEC Maintenance and Service Manuals?
no yes not sure

(b) If yes, do you f ind that~ you need information in addition tothe manual(s)?
no yes_ not sure

What information?
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What information? -

13. (a) Has the Lack of repair parts ever hindered the efficient
repair of the TEC equipment?
no yes_ not sure_

(b) If yes, which parts should be added to the repair parts kit
or what other changes should be made?

14. (a) When there are problems with the CUE—SEE projector that local
support maintenance cannot handle, where do you send the equipment?

(b) Are there any problems associated with this procedure?
no yes_
If yes , please describe _________________________________________

15. Are there any. problems involved in the reception of TEC lessons
or equipment from Tobyhanna?
no_ yes_

If yes , please desctibe ________________________________________

16. Can you think of any ways to improve support maintenance for the
TEC equipment?
no yes
If yes , please describe ______________________________________

S
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APPENDIX D ADJUSTMENTS TO COMPUTATION

The standard method for determining total TEC uses recorded on a
single form was to use the “lessons available” column. For TEC Group Usage
Forms this was multip l ied by the “number of users in group” column.

Where errors occurred in recording of responses on the form , the
following corrections were made: -

ERROR 1. if the number of lessons recorded as “available” was larger than
the number recorded as “requested”, it was assumed that the user was
indicating the number of lessons available in the entire series rather than
of those requested.

ADJUSTMENT 1: In these cases , “number requested” was recorded as the
number of lessons used in the session.

ERRO R 2: Only one usage form was required for a single lesson series.
Some users completed a separate form for each lesson in the series and
indicated on each form the total number of lessons requested and available.

ADJUSTMENT 2: Within a unit , forms were checked to determine whether
several lesson numbers within a series were checked out at the same date
and time. If so, each form was recorded as hav ing had only one lesson
used.

ERROR 3: Each TEC Individual Use Form was to be used by one (1) user.
However , users could indicate whether several people used the lesson at one
time. In some cases, these additional individual users failed to complete
separa te use forms .

ADJUSTMENT 3: TEC Individual Usage Forms recording several users in a
group required checks to determine whether other forms within the unit were
completed for the same lesson number , date , and time. If these were not
found , use on the completed form was mul tiplied by the number of users in
the group.

The above three types of errors were the most commonly occurring
types. A number of less frequently occurring errors were dealt with on an
ad hoc basia.
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