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SECTION I

INTRODUCTION

In 1978, the Chief of Naval Education and Training (CNET) directed
the Training Analysis and Evaluation Group (TAEG) to undertake a series of

studies addressing the optimization of the Navy recruit training system for
the post-1980s. Included in this effort have been reports addressing:

' . an assessment of current recruit and apprenticeship training and
exploration of future concepts (Copeland, Henry, Mew, and Cordell,
1976; Copeland, Mew, Henry, and Curry, 1978)

. the selection and training of recruit company commanders (Curry,
Copeland, Henry, and Mew, 1978)

. a comprehensive and detailed recruit training system design with a
plan for implementation (Copeland, Henry, and Mew, 1978).

The latest effort in this series concerns Recruit Training Command (RTC)
officers, primarily those at the initial officer supervisory level--the
recruit division. TAEG Report No. 81, Selection, Training, and Utilization
of Navy Recruit Training Command Officers {Curry and Copeland, 1980), contains
general recommendations for more effective preparation of the officer corps
for duty in Navy recruit training.

This present report contains a detailed analysis of selected aspects of
leadership training for RTC officers.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Data acquired in the analysis of division officer selection, training,
and utilization included information about current specialized leadership
training for Marine Corps, Army, and Air Force officers performing similar
functions in enlisted initial entry training (IET). This information led to
the examination of typical officer leadership guidance/training which is
included in Navy RTC orientation procedures. It was determined that such
training was beyond the scope of typical orientation procedures and that the
development of additional leadership skills was necessarily consigned to a
short period of "shadow" time of the individual being relieved and to on-the
job experience. Discussions were held with division officers at all three
Navy RTCs concerning their perceived need/desire for more formal leadership
training. These discussions gave the impression that a keen interest exists
among many division officers in the expansion of current job orientation/
training programs to include a segment dealing with recruit division officer
leadership skills,

Another factor in the broadened evaluation of RTC division officer
training requirements, in the area of lecadership, is the unique nature of

1CNET 1tr Code N-211 of 19 January 1978.
5
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the RTC division within both the Navy and the Department of Defense (DOD).
The aspects of the RTC division that signaled the desirability of further
study were the high numbers and seniority of petty officers within the infra-
structure of the division, low division officer rank with limited management
experience, and an incredibly large span of control in numbers of people
supervised.

PURPOSE

The purpose of this study is to assess the requirement for leadership
training for RTC division officers and, to the extent a requirement may
exist, identify relevant training objectives.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

The remainder of this report is presented in four sections and four
appendices. Section Il describes the instruments and procedures used to
collect information about possible training needs. Details of data proc-
essing are also given. Specific survey results are contained in section
III. Observations and comments concerning data interpretation are given in
section IV. Conclusions which can be drawn from the data and recommendations
concerning RTC division officer Teadership training needs are given in
section V. Appendices A and B contain copies of the survey materials used to
gather data. Appendix C contains the mean rating scale values for all
surveyed tasks. Responses to specific questions about personal job rewards
and opinions about the major challenges facing recruit training are contained
in appendix D.
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SECTION II
' TECHNICAL APPROACH

This section describes the procedures used to obtain, process, and
evaluate data about specialized leadership training needs of division
officers at the RTCs. The discussion covers the method chosen, the respondent
population, the instruments and procedures developed to gather the data, and
the data reduction/analysis methods employed.

METHOD

A formal survey procedure was developed for evaluation of specialized
leadership training needs. This procedure was chosen by TAEG in order to
present selected ideas about leadership training to a sample of RTC officers
and to enable quantitative comparisons of survey responses that would be
helpful in determining possible leadership training requirements.

Data collection instruments and procedures were designed to gather
information about

e division officers' professional background prior to their RTC
assignment

e recruit training division officer job tasks that might be performed
more effectively with additional leadership training.

The first category provides information useful for assessing the existing
levels of leadership expertise and training. The second identifies specific
Jjob performance areas that might be aided by additional leadership training.
Such specific information is of obvious value in determining the need for and
nature of leadership curriculum development.

RESPONDENTS. Forty-three respondents from the three Navy RTCs were selected
for survey by their respective commands. Thirty were unrestricted line
officers (ULOs) and 13 were either Limited Duty Officers (LDOs) or Chief
Warrant Officers (CWOs). The officers selected for survey had {1) completed
a period of assignment as a recruit division officer or (2) were currently
serving in that capacity or (3) were anticipating division officer duty. All
completed the questionnaire during September and October 1979. Table 1
identifies the number of officers surveyed by RTC and type of commission {ULO
vs. LDO/CWO).
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TABLE 1. NUMBER OF OFFICERS SURVEYED BY
COMMAND AND TYPE COMMISSION

COMMAND
Type Commission RTC RTC RTC Total
San Diego Great Lakes Orlando
uLo 1 8 1 30
LDO/CWO 7 3 3 13
Total 18 1N 14 43

MATERIALS. The materials used consisted of two documents: the survey
instrument titled Training Analysis and Evaluation Group Recruit Training
Command Officer Training Survey and a Background Data Form. See appendices A
and B, respectively, for a copy of the survey form and background data form.

Training Analysis and Evaluation Group Recruit Training Command Officer
Training Survey. The survey items consisted of 51 RTC division officer job
tasks. The survey items were generated from two sources. The primary

source was a series of unstructured interviews of 30 RTC line and supporting
staff corps officers. The interviews were conducted in both individual and
small group settings. The comments of the officers interviewed concerned the
desirability of a formal training program in general {see TAEG Report 81),

and the inclusion of leadership training in particular, as well as suggested
topics for the leadership portion. The majority of officers interviewed
supported the concept of providing formal leadership training for new officers
assigned to an RTC. There were some, however, who expressed the opinion that
previous fleet experience provided adequate preparation for an RTC assignment.
The officers who considered formal leadership training desirable made numerous
suggestions for training topics in the areas of:

. general management
° effective leadership of company commanders
° personal leadership of recruits,

There was some interes® in formal training for increasing or enhancing
personal coping skills related to the stress of the RTC environment.

The second source of potential RTC division officer job tasks was
Supplement 1 to TAEG Report No. 67, Navy Recruit Training Optimization,
Post-1980: Training System Design and a Plan for Implementation (Copeland,
Henry, and Mew, 1978). The curriculum topics contained in that supplement
are the formal curricular topics currently taught in recruit classroom instruc-
tion as well as those topics recommended for future recruit training curricula.
The instructional topics from TAEG Report No. 67 were specifically included
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in order to determine which topics may be relevant to officers' interactions
with recruits. The survey items identified from TAEG Report No. 67 were
mainly concerned with teaching/counseling recruits about the military and
career aspects of the Naval service.

Three categories of respondent information were gathered on each of the
potential 51 job tasks: (1) how frequently that respondent perfaormed the
task, (2) the level of preparation of each respondent upon initial performance
of the job task, and (3) the desirability of formal training for a particular
task. A three-point scale for each of the three categories was used. The
anchor points for the frequency of performance category consisted of "never,“
"occasionally," and "frequently"; the anchor points for the level of pre-
paration category were "not at all," "adequately," and "well"; and the anchor
points for the desirability of formal training category were "not necessary,"
"desirable, but not essential," and "essential." Each category's anchor
points were assigned a numerical value of 0, 1, or 2, respectively.

Background Data Form. A background data form was developed to collect
information about each officer surveyed. This included career background
information as well as opinions about various aspects of an RTC assignment.
The career background information requested was rank, designator, years
comnissioned service, years enlisted service (if applicable), highest enlisted
rating attained (if applicable), previous billet and type of command, number
of weeks between reporting aboard RTC and commencing duties as & division
officer, career plans following the RTC assignment, and formal training in
the behavioral sciences. The background data form contained one question
about whether or not assignment to an RTC was requested. Two additional
questions solicited opinions about the personal rewards involved in working
at an RTC and the major challenges facing recruit training in the future.

PROCEDURES

The training survey and background data form were distributed to desig-
nated command representatives, usually the Executive Officer, at each RTC.
The command representative selected the officers for participation in the
survey based upon TAEG'S request to include officers with RTC division
officer experience. While the names of respondents were not solicited,
anonymity was not provided. Initial distribution to, and possible subsequent
review by, a senior command officer was made clear to the respondents. This
was done to encourage interest and dialog concerning the need and/or de-
sirability of division officer training among officers within each RTC.
Following their review, command representatives returned the surveys to a
TAEG representative.

9/10
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SECTION 111
RESULTS

The data obtained from the survey and background data instruments
are contained in this section. Two analyses of survey data and a compari-
son of ULO and LDO/CWO background data are also included.

TRAINING SURVEY ANALYSIS

Two assumptions were made regarding the survey data set. First, it was
assumed that there were no measurable differences in RTC division officer
responsibilities among the three RTC environments. Therefore, the survey
data from the three RTCs were combined. Second, it was assumed that there is
an equal interval between rating scale anchor points (e.g., that the sig-
nificance of the interval between "never" performed and "occasionally" per-
formed is the same as that between "occasionally" performed and "frequently"
performed).

Two analyses were performed on the training survey data. First, mean
ratings over all survey items for each response category (frequency of per-
formance, level of preparation, and desirability of formal training) were
calculated separately for the LDO/CW0O and ULO officer groups. The differences
in means of the two groups for each response category were tested for statis-
tical significance using a standard t test. Second, a rank order correlation
was calculated between the means of the rating scale values assigned each
item by the LDO/CWO and BLO groups on the desirability of formal training
scale. To establish rank data, each item was ranked according to mean
ratings assigned within each officer group.

In interpreting the implications for training of the survey data, survey
jtems (job task areas) having mean desirability of formal training ratings
ranging from 0 to .49 are assumed to not require training. Survey items (job
task areas) with mean desirability values ranging from .50 to 1.49 are consid-
ered "desirable for training," and items (areas) with mean desirability values
ranging from 1.5 to 2.0 are considered "essential for training."

Analysis of the rank order data revealed that 38 tasks had a desir-
ability of formal training mean of 1.0 (the numerical anchor point of train-
ing desirable, but not essential response category) or higher by the LDO/CWO
group. Five tasks earned a mean of 1.5 (the threshold of “training essential”
response choice category) or higher by the same group. Only one tark earned
a desirability of formal training mean of 1.0 or higher by the ULO group.

The rank order of desirability of formal training means for all tasks
for both groups of officers is contained in table 2. The rank order cor-
relation is .62. This suggests that both groups of officers tend to priori-
tize the tasks for formal training similarly. There are, however, several
important exceptions. The LDO/CWO mean ratings resulted in a higher (15 or
more) rank order to several survey items (e.g., task numbers 36, 44, 32, 39,
17, and 48). Similarly, the ULO mean ratings resulted in a higher (15 or
more} rank order to several survey items {e.g., task numbers 6, 3, 14, 4, 2,

N
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11, and 35). These tasks tend to cluster around three areas. The tasks
given a relatively higher priority for training by the LDO/CWOs involve
primarily their relationships with recruits. The tasks given relatively
higher priority by the ULOs are concerned with their relationships with
senior enlisted staff members and the application of management theory/
research to their job.

Rating scale values for all response categories for all surveyed tasks
by type officer are contained in appendix C.

The overall mean ratings assigned by ULOs and LDO/CWOs on all three
scales are summarized in table 3. The possible range for each response
category was 0.0 to 2.0. ’

TABLE 3. MEANS OF THE RATING SCALE VALUZS OVER ALL TASKS
BY CATEGORY AND OFFICER GROUP

Category Type Officer Mean Rating for A1l Tasks
Frequency of uLo 1.45
Performance LDO/CWO 1.29
Level of Preparation ULO 1.36
LDO/CWO 1.50
Desirability of uLo .75
Formal Training LDO/CHO 1.14

The mean ratings assigned by the LDO/CWOs vs ULOs were significantly different
on all three scales. The ULO group reported more frequent performance of the
listed tasks than the L.DO/CWO group although the means for both groups indi-
cate moderately frequent performance of the tasks by each group. The LDO/CWO
group reported a significantly higher opinion of their level of preparation
for the performance of the listed tasks. However, both groups indicated that
they were adequately prepared to perform these tasks. The LDO/CWO group
indicated a significantly higher level of desire for formal training in the
listed tasks as a whole; however, both groups tended to assess formal training
in these tasks as desirable but not essential.

BACKGROUND DATA ANALYSIS

Information provided on the background data forms showed a wide range of
experience for the 43 officers surveyed. Several expected but notable dif-
ferences exist between LDO/CWOs and ULOs. First, the LDO/CWO group indicated
an average, per officer, of 14.9 more years of Naval service--2.3 more years
of commissioned service and 12.6 more years in an enlisted status. Second,
all members of the LOO/CWO group completed a period of enlisted service which
was terminated in the E-6 to E-9 rates. Thirty-eight percent were former E-
9s. The members of the ULO group that had enlisted status at some point
prior to coomissioning finished at the E-3 to E-5 level, and 80 percent had

17




TAEG Report No. 101

no previous enlisted experience. Third, a lower percentage of members of the
LDO/CWO group reported formal training in human behavior in either under-
graduate and graduate college courses or the Mavy's leadership courses.
LDO/CWOs reported a higher percentage of volunteers for RTC duty and, simi-
larly, a higher percentage of LDO/CW0s anticipated further active duty
assignments after their RTC tours. Table 4 contains a comparison of back-
ground data for both groups.

Comments recorded in the collection of background data concerning
personal job rewards and opinions about the major challenges facing recruit
training are contained in appendix D.

18
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TABLE 4. COMPARISON OF ELEMENTS IN LDO/CWO AND
ULO BACKGRO!ND DATA

Officer Group
Element LDO/CWO uLo
Rank (Frequency): W-1 0 NA
W-2 2 NA
W-3 0 NA
W-4 4 NA
0-1 0 1
0-2 3 2
0-3 2 25
0-4 0 1
Not indicated 2 1
Designator:
1100/1105 (Not designated) NA 7
1110/1115 (Surface Warfare Specialist) NA 16
1310/1315 (Aviation Warfare Specialist,
Pilot) NA 3
1320/1325 (Aviation Warfare Specialist,
Naval Flight Officer) NA 1
6111 (Deck, Surface) 2 NA
6112 Deck, Surface) 1 NA
6131 Engineering/Repair, Surface) 1 NA
6331 (Aviation Maintenance) 1 NA
7110 (Boatswain's Mate) 1 NA
7112 (Boatswain's Mate) 1 NA
7122 (Operations Technician) 1 NA
7142 (Repair Technician) 1 NA
7182 (Electronic Technician) ] NA
7222 (Operations Technician, Submarine) 1 NA
7261 (Ordnance Technician, Submarine) 1 NA
Not indicated 1 1
Percent Requesting KTC Assignment 67 28
Percent Anticipating Remaining on Active
Duty After RTC Assignment 64 45
Average Number of Weeks Between Reporting
Aboard and Assignmert as Division Officer 3.2 3.5
Average Years Commissioned Service 7.4 5.1
Average Years Enlisted Service 13.3 .7
19
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TABLE 4. COMPARISON OF ELEMENTS IN LDO/CWO AND
ULO BACKGROUND DATA (continued)

Officer Group
tlement LDO/CWO ULo
Highest Enlisted Rate Attained
(Percentages): |
E-3 0 3 “
E-4 0 7 !
E-5 0 7 i
E-6 8 0
E-7 38 0
E-8 8 0
E-9 38 0
Not Applicable 0 80
Not Indicated 8 3
Formal Training in Human Behavior
(Percentages?:
Graduate Level College Courses 10 27
Undergraduate Level College Courses 40 45
LMT/LMET 40 55
Human Resource Management School 10 5
Drug and Alcohol Program
Officer Course 0 9
Race Awareness Training 0 9
Career Counselor Course 10 5
Legal Officer Course 0 5
Instructor Training Course 20 0
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SECTION IV
DISCUSSION

: This section provides observations and comments concerning the value and

: interpretation of the data obtained. Implications derived from supplemental
information about existing DOD IET officer training, recruit division organi-
zation/staffing, and different levels of RTC division officer leadership
experience are also discussed.

VALUE OF DATA

Respondent sample representativeness and selected job task relevancy are
two aspects of the survey data that bear on its value,

SAMPLE REPRESENTATIVENESS. The 43 officers surveyed within the three RTCs
represented a major portion (approximately one-half) of the officers who were
then assigned to an RTC that had recent experience serving as a division
officer. These individuals had a wide range and breadth of experience and
education. It is believed that they comprised a fair and representative
sample of RTC division officers. No reasons are apparent for believing that
their opinions about division officer training would differ significantly
from their counterparts who were not surveyed. Thus, the data provided by
these officers can be considered valid.

RELEVANCE OF THE SURVEYED JOG TASKS. Several indicators exist with which
selected survey job task statements can be judged to be relevant to the
actual job. Consideration of criticality to job success, consequence of
first performance failure, and frequency of performance on the job are three
possible measures. The frequency of performance was selected as the primary
indicator of the job relevance of survey items in this instance because a
simple and straight-forward check on general overall relevance was desired.
A definitive analysis of the job criticality of each selected task was con-
sidered beyond the scope of this effort. The mean frequency of performance
rating for all tasks indicates that both groups of officers perform the
listed tasks fairly frequently. Only 3 of the 51 tasks received a mean
frequency of performance rating below 1.0 (occasional performance) by either
officer group. Based cn the reports of fairly frequent performance of the
tasks as a whole, along with the absence of many notable exceptions, the
surveyed tasks can be considered relevant to the recruit division officer
job.

INTERPRETATION OF THE DATA

The purpose of this study was to conduct a needs assessment to ascertain
the requirement for specialized leadership training for RTC division officers.
In general, the results show that in the virtual absence of such training at
the present time, specialized leadership training is desirable for both the
ULO and LDO/CWO groups; however, important similarities and differences exist
in training needs between groups. The remainder of this section discusses:

. the implications of the study results
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° areas of commonality and divergence between each group's specialized
leadership training needs.

SURVEY DATA ANALYSIS. Survey data analysis revealed that the ULO group
endorsed training in 50 of the 51 job tasks and the LDO/CWO group supported
training in all 51 tasks. This indicates both officer groups desire addi-
tional specialized leadership training.

Both groups indicated they performed the listed tasks fairly frequently
and perceived themselves, in general, as adequately prepared for their current
assignment. These findings are important and imply that in spite of frequent
performance and generally adequate preparation, they desire additional train-
ing in virtually all of the surveyed job tasks.

Further examination of category data does, however, reveal significant
differences between officer groups in all three categories. The ULO group
tends to report higher frequency of performance, relatively lower perception
of their level of job preparation, but a surprisingly lower (relative to the
LDO/CWOs) endorsement of formal training.

Analysis would suggest (at least superficially) that the group reporting L
more frequent performance at certain tasks and a lower degree of adequacy of
preparation would possess a greater desire for formal training at those
tasks. The anomaly increases with analysis of individual job task data which
reveals five job tasks indicated by the LDO/CWO group as critical/essential
for training.

It is unclear as to why the ULO group reported higher frequency of per-
formance, lower adequacy of preparatiun yet lower desire for training, while
the LDO/CWO group reported lower frequency of performance, higher adequacy of
preparation yet higher desire for formal training to the point of identifying
five job tasks as critical/essential for formal training.

Perhaps this anomaly resulted from the lack of anonymity in the survey.
A11 surveys were available for review by individuals' commands. It is
speculated that the ULOS may have been more hesitant to advertise high
need/desire for formal training because of possible implications of inad-
equacy. The LDO/CWOs, being older and at more advanced stages of their
careers and possibly freed somewhat from this conitraint, may have expressed
their ideas more openly. There is no specific data to confirm this, but
field researchers while conducting preliminary discussions did experience a
high degree of correlation between junior officer opinion about formal
division officer training and command "opinion" when that was openly stated.
In instances when no command "opinion" was offered, junior ULO officers
subsequently reflected high interest in formal training and suggested many of ’
the topics that led to survey job task statements. Methodological procedures
designed to foster communication/discussion about officer training needs may
have created some distortion in the ULO data. Other explanations such as
differing officer attitudes about the usefulness/practicality of training in
leadership/behavioral areas may also bear on the interpretation of the data.

Any discussion of the desirability of training two groups of similar but
different individuals slotted to hold the same job title requires analysis of

22
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differential levels of desire/need for training at specific job taskg. The
data analysis revealed that the two groups generally prioritize the job tasks
for training purposes in the same way but not to an overwhelming degree.
Specific areas of difference were noted in section III. Since those differ-
ences were based on the rank order comparison of scale means and not on
absolute values of item means, the identifiable areas of specific differences
in training needs/desires are indicative of the need to maintain consideration
of each group's training needs.

BACKGROUND DATA ANALYSIS. The background data analysis further substantiates
the existence of two distinct groups with important experiential differences
(e.g., time in service, formal training in leadership/human behavior).

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE/NAVY PERSPECTIVES CONCERNING ASSIGNMENT AND UTILIZATION
OF IET OFFICERS WITH IMPLICATIONS FOR DATA USE

At least three findings in DOD and Navy policies concerning the assign-
ment and utilization of IET officers have a bearing on the purpose of this
study (which is to assess the need for specialized leadership training for
RTC division officers and, if indicated, to describe relevant training
objectives). The three findings are:

. The other three major services each have active, dedicated IET
officer training, including topics in leadership.

o The nature of Navy recruit division organization and staffing
suggests potentially heavy leadership demands on the Navy RTC
division officer.

. The two categories of officers from which RTC division officers are
selected include a wide divergence in leadership experience,

The perspective these findings cast on the interpretation and use of the data
is discussed below.

OTHER SERVICE IET OFFICER TRAINING. TAEG Report No. 81 reported the existence
and nature of extensive IET officer orientation and training programs within
the Army, Air Force, and Marine Corps. The Army and Marine Corps presently
provide/conduct formal training (i.e., a formally developed/instructed course
in addition to routine orientation) concerning the duties of IET officers.
This training is not Timited to just first-line supervisory officers. It is
provided, in some instances, to command-level personnel. Specific learning
objectives in leadership/organizational effectiveness instruction exist in

the officer IET training programs of all three services. Emphasis is

placed on officer personal experience of major recruit training evolutions

(e.g., obstacTe courses, miTitary drill) designed to facilitate/emphasize
leadership by example. Table 5 summarizes DOD IET officer training in terms
of duration of training and applicable management level for which it is
designed,
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Interservice Comparisons. Figure 2 contrasts the RTC division with other

service IET counterparts. It contains a comparison of the rank of officers
typically assigned to initial entry training units, the number of additional
officers assigned to the unit, the officer-to-recruit ratio and officer-to-
petty officer/NCO ratio. ©Ixamination of the figure reveals the span of
personnel responsibility is clearly broader, both with respect to recruits and
to petty officers, for the Navy RTC division officer than for his/her counter-
parts in other services.

LEADERSHIP EXPERIENCE VARIATIONS. Another emerging factor in the evaluation ‘
of recruit division officer leadership training requirements was the widely
divergent levels of leadership experience between the source groups from
which they are selected. MNavy RTC division officers are predominantly
selected from the unrestricted line early in their career following com-
pletion of one or two previous tours of duty. For male line officers this
usually occurs after the completion of the first sea tour. Infrequently, but
occasionally, a female RTC division officer may be serving in her first Navy
assignment. In addition <o this source, RTC division officers are also
selected from two groups of officers who have lengthy prerequisite enlisted
experience. These are limited duty officers (LNOs) and chief warrant officers
(CWOs). These officers are at their mid or late career points at the time of
selection and have had muitiple Naval assignments in both enlisted and
officer capacities. The eadership training needs of these officers may be
significantly different due to these experience variations.

The Navy recruit division officer has a unique responsibility and those
selected for the job bring with them a widely divergent base of experience.
Both factors make an evaluation of division officer leadership training needs
a highly complex problem.

SUMMARY

The data imply that training in specialized RTC leadership job tasks is
desirable for both officer groups and that the degree of desirability for the
ULO group may be higher than the data reflect. Important differences in
stated training needs were noted. OQther services are currently addressing
specialized leadership training needs of officers assigned to IET “division-
sized" units. Consideration of Navy RTC division officer leadership training
needs is both timely from an interservice standpoint as well as desired/
recommended by the officers surveyed.
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TALG Report No. 101

SECTION Vv
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
CONCLUSIONS
The survey data support the following conclusions:

. The items listed in the survey are relevant job tasks for RTC
division officers.

. Both officer groups surveyed expressed the opinion that:

.. their prior experience provided adequate preparation for
performing the listed tasks, however,

.. formal training in selected survey tasks would be desirable.

. Training in the five tasks receiving the highest ranks by LDO/CWOs
on the desirability of training scale may constitute an essential
training requirement for RTC division officers. (See the first
recommendation for specific tasks.)

'y Differences exist between ULOs and LDO/CWOs in their:

.. leadership experience

.. prior leadership training and education

.o rate of request for current assignment

.. intent to remain on active duty after their RTC assignment

.. the frequency of performance of the surveyed tasks

.o perceived Tevel of preparation for the performance of the
surveyed tasks
desire for formal leadership training in the surveyed tasks.

) In addition to the essential training requirements identified
above, additional training might also be desirable at other surveyed
job tasks.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Recormendations contained in TAEG Report No. 81 included the establish-
ment of a standardized orientation/indoctrination curriculum for RTC division
officers. Suggested topical outlines included leadership instruction in:

. tec..n  ues for supervision, counseling, and personal adjustment for
the division officer

. administration of extra military instruction and other nonpunitive
measures.

Furthermore, appendix C to TAEG Report No. 81 contains preliminary findings
of the survey data discussed in this report.
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The recommendations contaired in this report are designed to assist
in the identification of specific learning/tvaining objectives. It is,
however, beyond the scope of this report to identify all of the necessary/
desired learning objectives for RIC division officer Jeadership training.

Recent Navy leadership *raining research has focused on determining

? Jeadership instructional content by identifying job behavior that differen-
tiates superior from average performers with a view toward training leaders

to perform those behaviors {see ¥Xiemp. Munger, and Spencer, 1977). The
present study was conducted > provide information about current leadership
training needs of prospective 770 division officers and to guide the direction
of future research.

It is recommended that:

. training for the folluwing five tasks be considered for inclusion
in the current officor ~ricatation/training proaram at each RTC
utilizing, as ias7 v lo und curriculum developers, experienced
line and staff cuias officers [legal officers, chaplains, and
psychologists) and s.ccessful company commanders currently assigned
to the RTCs or RI{C zupport commands.

. informing re: its o1 Lve positive aspects of the Navy as an
employer, n cuinin o laa with counseling sessions (e.q.,
educational p-caians, advancement, pay, medical benefits,
travel, chanuo 0 switeh ratings)

. informing re.~uit. of ine types of discharges and benefits
gained or icst 2 2 vesutt of each, emphasizing effects of
certain types oi 2v-cnarges on the individual's future oppor-
tunities

.. choosing tro 7 o0 aisposition for poorly motivated and/or
misbehaving -~ - “hat will optimize his/her chances for
successful cc, eL=m of training (e.g., refer to chaplain,
NJP, Speciat -+ -:i::.: Division, Return to Duty)

. recognizirs ¢ oo +und asing extra control measures when
recruit beha: - hocormes particularly disruptive or poten-
tially dangev .0 ¢ ¢ , ~reating "uproar" through suicide

gestures, ftarocty 7 soing UA, getting staff members pitted
against one ansthos)

.. changing chrosic Tatiarce oriented vecruit behavior (e.g.,
counselina a1 -~evrais who las dropped out of school, run away
from home, beo. Tived feom nrevious jobs, now wants out of
Navy, but he- pooonial for successful Naval career).

[ - .

. training in survey.: job tasks other than those identified above
be initiated on th- i.5in nf (he prierity indicated and resources
available.

!
’ A
' a0




TAEG Report No. 101

. the data for all 51 tasks Tisted in table 3 be considered along
with the content analysis of Behavioral Event Interview data
(Klemp, et al., 1977) in the development of the "Shore Based"
Officer Leadership and Management Education and Training (LMET)
course development.
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APPENDIX A

TRAINING ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION GROUP RECRUIT
TRAINING COMMAND OFFICER TRAINING SURVEY

This appendix contains a copy of the Training Analysis and Evaluation
Group Recruit Training Command Officer Training Survey. This was used as the
primary instrument for collecting data about the training needs of RTC
division officers.

33




TAEG Report No. 101

!
)
19ty “af *saybny |9YIS43H
€495 Kauay wyp
€495 Aaan) woy
8615-16L AV pueado) bnog , |

TSIALLVINISTUAIL 93VL

AIAUNS ONINIVYL 83D1330 ONVWWOD ONINIVEL 11NdJ3d dh0¥D NOILVITVAS GNV >ISATYNY ONINIVYL

34




101

~t No.

TAEG Repc

‘119M SB ‘S)¥Se} 3SOYl 403 ‘IybLu ayy 3Ie ‘sSucLiIsand dsuyl awes ayl
JaMsSuy  CPaISLL 3Q PLNGHS AULyI 10K ydiym sised qol 43yjo Aue ppe *paisi| sysel aof 3yl 40y A3Auns 3yl Buryaew paa|duod aaey nok uay,y

*A3Np jO SYIUOW MIJ 3SULy JNOA BULAND UBD1430 UOLISIALD )1y UP SP 35U3143dx3d unok uo $31406330D 30 WOLIII|3s 4ruk 3Seg
*JUBWRIRYS %S0T yOed 30 Iybid Iyl 1@ uoLISanb ydoea 40y SIX0Q IJuY} Y 40 3uo ul Fd3Yd e buide|d AQ A3Auns 3yl 939 dwO]  “S4IILH40 UOLSIALD
3.4N1N4 404 1PLIL}3USQ 3Q PINOM DULULRA ULY]l NOA 43YIaym pue wu:mELowgwa 413U3 40y uollededaad anck “sxsPY ASBY] wWA0i4dd oL cmu C mou

TTASEL IS0, 32nEN Iuivwd .t

31231000 LRI OOUDTABOXA st LUCHABT AW SABDLSST UGLSIALD [¥I(CAT udiyuM ‘PSS URIUECXS £ SU4LLLLTS CT4LEL

D T A

*SU331340 UOLSLALD duniny a0j weuboad Burureay e doysaap 03 pasn ag few uoijews
StYL  *SJ43IL30 UOLSLALD Buluteal JLNUIBL 4O SUOLIDUNY Dbue S$ILIND 9yl Buiudaduod uoieuaojut ULeIgo 03 St £asuns 3ul 0 asodard 3uj

SNC1i2341Q

‘SAPILS40 30 2fdwes 43bur| B AQ MILABUL 404 A3AUNS SLYJ OJuL ING U3IQ 3Arey
‘wa0y YSeY QOf ut ‘seapL asayj "so1dol 3)1q1ssod jnoge paILdL|0s oS|e JuIM seap] wesboud Buiruieal e Jo AJiL{1qeaULsap 3yl buusiaduod
“ODURLUL ‘1Y 30 SuIDL40 UIBILLYT puUe “SINRT 1€3uY “JIY IP S4BV 40 U] PIMBLALIIUL IALIPIUBSIUDIL HIYL B ‘uRAK SLy) Jdllaed

*(S33{11Q 4321340 uOLSLALp 03 Bulob Suadty40 asoyy 03 Apaeindiiaed) spueuwwo) Sututed] 31nuddy 03 paubisse suadLyi0 mau
03 ‘swedboad UOLIEIUSLAO PUBUALOD JUIJJUND O} UOLILPPe ul “burutea3 qof pazipsepuels butpraosd 40 A3L{1qiseay pue A31{(geas1sac 3ul
BULABPLISUOD Ut (]INJ) Duluied) pue uOLIRINPI [RABN jJO 43Ly) 3yl yiim Huiyaom si (93yl) dnouy uotienjeal pue sisAieuy buiuteay ayg

QONNOYSHIYE

35

-
v




b
_
,

TAEG Repor!. No. 101

SaAL3084Lp pue ADLL0d |PUOLSLALP/{RIUBLILRCSD/PUBLOT UL Sobueyl
UILM SAdpURMNOD AURQWOD PUP S4AQwdw 43035 uCLSLALD AQ 3JURL{dWOL ArEIYTY

[ 70,9 ‘Spaeme ‘SUOLJEN|RAI WO
sysew ybry sjudwt{dwod |PQuaA "D°3) SPaeMIJ yIim SLIPURUCD Auedwod pue
S49qQudW 4@1S UOLSLALD O S3PNJLIe PuB 401AeUIQ 3]Qeldadle 32404uUidy

9

e e -

Swa|qo4d &prilLile Pue J0LARYSY |BUOLSLALP
/123udwledap,/ pUruNOd Ut SIUSWIAOAdwL J0) SUOLIBPLBWWODAS UBIFLUM Jtugng

swa|quad mu:upuum ncu 401rPY3q »mco—m—>Fv\~mu:wEuchwv
\v:wesou 1394402 03 BUtULBA} 31na034 AXByLiW UL YDABISIA DL413U8L0S
pue $3ipn3s Judwsbeuew pajuaLNIOp 4C <hutputy yD4e3S34 pue $81.409yl A(ddy

A0LARYRQ {RUOLSLALD/(PFUdWIARAAD/pUBUALGD 3034400 03 B.urIe43TL| Juawabeurew
904N0SAJ URWNY FUGJ4ND UL PuUnoy sEULPUL YDUBIS3L pue S31.0dyy A{ddy

SL3(q040 apnyLiie pue

S

B
1

K

]
{
!

UL VWY SIHL K1
ONINIVYEL TWWE0d
Y3IQISNGS NOA OG

L0INU3Y LSY1d
SyM 11 N3HM ASVL,
SIHL 0G 0L N0A Fy2+!
G3¥¢dILd 173N MGH |

é4SYL SIHL 00

fi0A 00 N31d40 MOH

34k 91d0ad ulez49d Aym uiepdxs ..‘W» SILNdd4 puP Suvduow 43E€3S 40
JOLABYIQ 34} UYILM UOLIIAUUOD UL SOLARUSG UBWNY 40 (IPOW UM UNOK SSMISYQ

Tofaat TG fe ooy, fuittyeq

swd{qo.d apnytiie pue
40LARY3G |PUOLSLALP/|@Judwl4eddp/pueuauod 3234403 03 adudiaadxa 393y A|ddy

36




101

t No.

TAEG Repo

[ i | F o Tt T
R ) 3
i
JIUN BULuiedy S1Y o Sobukwell “uECLOL - whoLiec - ,
SUO1LILCOASLP J:MUtes DEDUGMIC Do SNUGH !
SJOQUSW JJPIS UOLSLALD UYIiM UDLULAT 30 “oTudadyysl 3r0%a. /ssnLtL Tl
— - T s T e T T T
13 Mados LU JuowlEdal[Ru b
N 110234/ 43P URUIMIAD Auedwo? /43RS (RUDLSLALD 401 {R1iU3304 J0jtuay 21
{(*219 *saues uj 3uydidsyp Jocd ‘Buiutedy i y
ssaaboad Moys "6°3) Joraeyaq 3|qe3dyoveun/a{qeldanse Fiieuibuew s 3iun
Butuieal 43Y/Sly UO SAIQWAW }jPIS UOLSLALD PUR SJUBPUPILIC) Auedwod yIeon) 11 4
{*238 ‘31NMJd3J e 0 JudwjesJ}(euw
n363| LB ‘WLl UO AALIJIR O3 34N{iBy -£-3) 401ARY3Q &iqeidaideun/aiqeidasde
Apleutbaew 43y/SLy UO Si3qWAL 44B35 UGLSIALD PUR SUGDURLMGD AUEC YD Y38y 01
| sudpupLwos Auedwod Daubisse )
! ; PUT S48TL3G 33035 UOLSLALD aab £lodipead dup G0edSRA L e € ~ '
[ o
40 UOLIPU3d0 A{Lep 48AC AJLUOYTR «3T1,43 UOiSinep ,:mpr..?.\.m.p_ww.fm mL
ml noc | = > Z N = =
wi2c3})Q g ShE s 2 SiNZW3LYIS usul
o3 I - i O a
= 3 3= = < [ =4 wn =
ot o222 pos ~ S Z.
N B 2, LR T B ’
(1] g < — < (=1
o ot N
> < ) |
135 ¢034i0w3Y 1SY1d ‘1
Ul VUV SIHL NI SYM LI NIHM ASVL
SHINIVYL wwdCd | SINL 0G 0L [OA 3¥3M INSYL SIHL 00 o
93QISNOD NTA OO (34¥dIdd 1134 MOH|f NCA OG N3LID MCH




TAEG Report No, 101

3pNILIIL, JULARYAQ QI3 kur Wb, 5 ,L.T400s @ Fiiequanr ystung “1¢

apN31130/401ARY3G B(GRIBaIIRUN U3y, SIY Bulusddued (S5)31N4094 B U044U0]  "0C

{N4d(3Y IS0w 3G P(NOM $&7LLuylds Lurasunond 33a41puL/3desLp
UBYM LOLSSAS BUL|ASUNDD JINJDBL B UL SLOLSSRID0 UIBM]S] ysinburisig -6l

e n e e ——-- {233 tsSbul{33) jO.uOLIBGLIVEA . —

!
!

‘butuaist( "6°9) subdw 32941pul wos, pat{ay £13h13123449 940w aq Aew Jeyl
asoyy wody {931 “gjuRWySLUNd (equen ‘$x(ey 3¢ ‘Burath sdrape 69y
BUL{ISUNOD 3ALFIBLLP 3d3IDe LB Oym SI1N4D34 UdIMIBQ ystnbuiisig "8l

Lon TreoTemny nisertaat

9LGe|1RAR JO AJLuOLURW By} 459AUL OF wiUM YitM S4174Jdu YILyM ystnbutisitg (i

(7239 ‘SPALME 'Saubu LOLIRCLEAD [AASTERE SNVEIRTRY. V!
[egsan "6'3) SpJEMIL UILM S3IPNILITP PUR JOLABYDG a|qeidadoe Id40juLldy 91

$3LNusa« pJemcy obenbupy &aysnqe
40 asn 31n4334/49pueumod AURdWOd/)je3S UOLSLALD 403 {eijuajod 403Uy G1

vl V3%V SIHL NI
DNINIYEL YOS

[eATCUAN NAY mA
Wuu»u,ruf, W L

Sy L1 NIHM NSYL

e e T L
- wa My DSOS
(T¥VEIvS TTE

Ll P

-~ [ - ) =z = > =z al (o] =
w w Cn Q ] [=% ic] ] (al 4]
» v ocran [ad — 2 -+ 3 o <
~ n - - o E=} - 3]
3 335 > [ & < @ -
cr - O [ Y I3 2] v
— - o P 3 pry
w o o © o - Lad Q
- ) = s ) — — 3
° 2 < — =< <
W -
—
< <
133 ¢03yINe3y LSUld

38

-
= g




TAEG Report No. 101

(7239 ‘uOLILSOdSLP 373443 €SBIUIADHLP BA|0SAU ‘9| euotied uotjisod
-SLp SSNOSLp “3JuUBpuCdsSaUL0d 3bueydxa ‘') uor3Lsodsip/aduelsisse 404
L3uuosaad ju0ddns SNOLJBA 03 PBUABLAL SILNAIVA O uoL3Lsodsip ajeuip.aoo)

‘8¢

(938 ‘4321340 (eb3y
‘4831440 1eoLpaw ‘urerdeyd ‘3s¢bojoyaAsd 6r3) uol3tsodsip/adurlsisse 40y
SILNUIAL 4O {UUASa4 L04 (3UUUOSUId J.40ddNS SNOLUIEA UDIM]IBQ ysenburisig

Lz

{°233 *s3sibojoydAhsd
‘sutejdeyd ‘3sey 3sanbay $,0) *puewsnod-jo-uieyd *6-3) swajqoud
/s3uLedwod jeuossad Bulssaudxa 40y suorjdo SNOLUBA JO $3LNAD3J4 WAOjU]

92

(938 "(Li4p JLUN pue [2NPLALPUL ‘WAOHLUN 4O Sutseam tadosd ‘330 Buipunos
‘Butinies *6°3) SUOLILpeAI pue SWOISND Adetitw UL $3ENad3a4 3IONAISU]

7

("219 *sjuauubissead juanbauy *AInp eas snonpuae
‘Altwes woaj suopjesedas *6°3) suUOLSSSaS BuL|ISUNOD YILM v123UNfU0d ut
‘4pA0{dwd up Se AABN 4O S3Dadse aA1lebau A4pSSadau 30 S3ILNADe. v DHu]

R 74

(*032 *sbuiiea yd3LMS 03 3duryd ‘(aAe4] ‘S3Ljauaq pedipaw
‘Aed “juswadueape ‘sweaboud jeuoijeonps *b-a) suoyssas Buj(asunoa yiim
uoL3ounfuod ui ‘u2fo|dwd ue se Aaey 30 s3dadse aatlisod 4o SILNUI34 w0 u]

€2

apn3tiie a|qe3daodeun ue HULSS3UAX3 40 U0LARYBQ
aqe3dadsoeun ue Buiwaojaad 40y (s)31n4234 e 03 judwysiund ubyssy

K24

LeLIudss]

LCLIUDSSD

oL 3nq

a(qrautsag

A40sS320U JON

Lien

Al orenbapy

{ie e 30N

Appuanbaay

£} jeuoLssesnp

RETEN]

SIN3WILYLS WSyl

.

L
rem

39




TAEG Report No. 101

ssa4boad pen
PLALPUL pu® }iun BULULEL] 4O UOLIER|PAS UB SP SUOLIDBCSUL SYDBJURg 3INPUC)  GE )

ssaaboud jenpLatpul
pue 3iun buiuieal 40 uOLIeN|RAS UR SP SU0L3DadSUL (3uuasaad 3INpuo)  pf

(238 ‘sbuyyataq Aep sjaods syyel dad jiun bututesy 6°3)
SILRAD3L 4O sANoub wouy aouewaojuad wnwiido “Aileqaar ‘3beanodul -gg

M M 12 49pU( (B43USY UL JuBadYUl SBLIL]L1qLsuodsaa
M BY] pue PURWODI-j0-uleyd Byl 40 dSN Jadoud Y} utl SILALIIL JINUISU] 2L

("398 ‘Qly ”conw>*c-m=T:ngk LeLdads ‘4eN ‘utefdey> 03 43334 "H°3)
Butules3 40 uor3a{dwod {NngSSBIONS U0 SIDUBYD A3Y/SLY BZLWLId0 (LM IBYT
S3ILNuDa4 bulAeyaqgsiw 40/pue pajeatjow Aja00d 403 WOLLSOASLP BY3 ISO0Y) ‘1€

40

_ : a4t AaeN J0j UDLIBALIOW O %0R| B JO 3SNeIaq
! AlLtaewrad £ Mo|S Buissaaboad 250yl pue uOL3IRLPaWdA DlWapede 404 pasdu e
~ 30 asnedsq Afraewiad Aimols Burssauboud s3Lnudda udsmiaq ysinbuiisiq  "of

sat3tunjaoddo auniny s, [eNPLALPUL
9Y3 uo $abueydstp 3dA3 uleadD 30 S$ID3y39 Burziseydwd ‘yoea j0 (NS4
e SP }S0| 40 pauleb S3143uaq pue S$364BUDSLP JO $BCAT JO SILINUDBL WAO4U] 62 '

!
R

iy

U 30}
it

2
LIUOS5T
704U 1Nnq

LqeadLsay

b
o
¢ 10 10i
431

porenb

@
et
L

590
Apaunnboddt

-
'
i

137 ¢038I1u3y LSY1d
oL Y3vy SIKL NI 11 H3IKM %571 14
SUINIYYL T SIHL GO OL noA 343M k '

~ no 1

¥ZTISH9T A Zd CEiVeZas Tidooraay




{*232 “sgyN "savy ‘3Isey
4821430 UOLSIALG UL 4nD30 3BYY SUDLIBN}ES "D 3) AINp 03 uanjad 03 YdLyM
pue 3baeyostp A3L(1QeILNASUN 404 PUALKOISL 0F SILNADDA YDLYM ySInbuillsig 2

(=038 ‘{o0Yyds ,y, poob sey pue ‘Aaey
40 INn0 Sjuem mMOU ‘QO[ wOU} pauiy Sem ‘3wOY wouj Aeme uea ‘100y2ds 40 3ino |
paddousp 31nuda4 “6°3) 4OLARYSQ 31NUDBL4 PIIUBLUO 3anfiey J1uoayd abueyy 1y
(2013 'J3ujoue 3uo jsuiebe pe1]id SJaquaw yyels bui3lab ‘yn
BuLob 40 sIeauyY3 *sSAUNIS36 BPLILns *6°3) 300 BUL3OR/U0LARYBQSIW JBY/SLY 40
553USNOLU3s 3y} Buipuedxd ybnouyl aeoudn wnwxew 930245 03 burfay 29 Aew
BYS/3Y UBYM UOLABY3Q S, 3LNU4I34 3O [0JIUOD ULRJULBY PUR 4OS Padu aziuboday ‘gp

! : ! ("33 *suo13do o0 uorieio|dxa
‘WALqoud 4O UOLILUL43P “SBUL1834 JO UOISSAUOXD SLY 3381|1304 3' i)

—4
mw wajqoad jeuosaad 4o/pue Buluied} B JN0GE (@3 3iNUDAL B O) ualsL] “gg ¢
o
= 2pN31L31L/U01ARYIQ S, I ENUDBU
o e UlLlm pajutoddessip A{jesub 40 A:bue uaym J4OLARYBQ UMO unoKk |OUJU0]  "gE
I
o
w —
or 53iR4094 3eULPAOGNSUL 40 Aubue y3im s3yBbnuls Lamad pLore/aajosay /¢ =
i w
¥ L)
nm sIpauy) Awdud
M Lerjuaiod pue AAeN 3y3 40 S3{04 pue UGLSSLW DLSeq UL S3LN4I34 Idha3su]  "gg
4 , |
- ml ool =z = > z i = = R
ol g€a |8 = = SR i = z SiMZAZi7i8 ¥S4L
Y o - |1 E— e R o [ 4
> 3o 3 ~ [=4 o £ v i ‘
o O (2] " &~ or I w
oy > O re) e - = e
w Y o)l o Wu 1] Y o =] .
— — pu) N — — — =3
m [ < — ] o
& =
< &< .
©38 $03¥INU3Y LSYI4
0L VY3¥Y SIHL NI SYM L1 N3HM Syl
ININIYYL Tl STus 27 20 nny TwsKl w

Sl NS G
p ¥2TISNDD "2A 0T ¢




TAEG Report No. 101

{*232 *s31N4d34 3(qeltnsun 3n0 BuLuaduds
9.[UM UOLILURIR MO| Uiejutew °6°8) 43Yy30 ydea a50ddo 03 waas ‘saw)
e ‘few ey} sjeob {euoLStAlp/{e3udugiedap/pueuwod 3)di3 M y3imM ado)

6t

{Buoupuds 4auosiad/uapaem prose fat)
anude 07 waas Aew jeyy 4oMod |euoS.ad paniaduad uy aseasdul o3 Isnlpy

‘8t

wot3eindod
luaasajope 3bue| buydsunod/Buibeurw 40 sSaurs Kep 03 Aep yjim ado)
b Y- |

Y ;

‘asnge 6nup/ioyode “saunysab/sidwaile apiotns ‘aued J1ajeLydhsd yitm juaw
SALOAUL JUBLUND U0 AU0ISLY 3ISBd YILM ST(NUI8 AG4 UOL3LS0ASIP 34pD Y3 |Ray
/Butureay wnwi3do Buiuaaduod Ista3eLydhsd/1s16010ydAsd y3imM 338utpaoo)

9y

(7333 ‘yfl ‘SjusuIs((ua Jus(nprey 69 swa(qoad (eba| yiim SILNu23s Joy

u
!

i

013150ds(p |eba)/Buiureay wnuiido BuLuLaIU0D 4331440 {€b3{ Y3Iim 33PULPIDOY)

S3U3L3ed 31NUd84 404 LOLILSOdSLD
8422 yjjeay/buturesd wnwiido 6ULULIIUGT 43IL440 (€Dtpaw YIIM 330ULPI0a)

42

butuieay 4oj A31119e31ns uo asnge bnup/ioyodle .o
/pue 34ed dtujeiydAsd 4o Au03siy 3sed S,31n4d84 JO ascuedtjiubls 33adadjul

[}
o |
{
M

ey

fl(:h

1eL3usssy
1 e17UISS
Ggen

e s e

by

Kione

A 2uesns

=3
s

b et o et e |

L VIV SiH4
SNINTYNL W
AZAISHCT NTA




43/44

RN VISP

— — —— e e e e e
— H B - T
S ot ! !
H i i H i
‘ H i ]
o | 1} i . ]
= | -
+
3 _ !
vy | — !
7] _ ! «
o i i
%) : i , SNIBIS O01/0M 03 SN3Ie}s Pa3siiue wluy BSuinh o1 3srlpy 12
el : ; _ { {*93® "583uR3Sip,SbULDPING JUB484 415 O3 CNL S4BIL,40 LAGMISG ;
m t— ; 9P TRO9-PIS LR1DRP-0} -}SN{pe-L2{0a-qO{- Dutbuatreyd-AriePuossad-dotarep———1
‘. . “A3Np 340YS 40 BULINOJ 03 AInp @IS 40 A33taea wO4y Isn{pe ‘juawubisse {
_ : N | 40 BduUaN|jui UO paseq 43a4ed ueld -6°3) J1y 3¢ Juswubisse ¢} Isnfpy 0§
! :
4 _ f . u‘ll. —_— - —
Sl 2ER|E ¢ & ‘ z 2 ”g. : e
w A N - — ” o2 ~ . b, R
© o — — 2 7 . .,
s 33~ ] = =S Rt 2
- -5 % ) & o2 s
- — .- a > = e
el o =13 2 SR
o w < < _ S
- -—
< =
13¢ PAER DY
H Ui ¥3vY Sial Mo SSAL K
! SHINITEL Y902 SIS 1D 0L syl 102
_ ¥IEISGD N2a JTF LTv:lIia TS 44 f0r 0l Ty




TAEG Report No. 101
APPENDIX B

; BACKGROUND DATA FORM

This appendix contains a copy of the form used for collecting background
information from RTC division officers.
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BACKGROUND DATA

Completion of this Background Data form may allow the TAEG representatives
investigating standardized RTC division officer training an opportunity to learn
of possible relationships between professional experience and preparation for duty
at RTCs. Your answers to the last two questions may provide useful insights for
further analysis and follow-up.

RANK: DESIGNATOR: YEARS COMMISSIONED SERVICE:

YEARS ENLISTED SERVICE:  HIGHEST RATE/RATING:

BILLET/TYPE OF COMMAND OF PREVIOUS TOUR:

NUMBER OF WEEKS BETWEEN REPCRTING ABOARD AND BEGINNING TO FUNCTION AS AN RTC
DIVISION OFFICER:

DID YOU REQUEST ASSIGNMENT TO A RECRUIT TRAINING COMMAND? YES/NO

CAREER PLANS: REMAIN ACTIVE DUTY )
TRANSFER TO NAVAL RESERVE
DISSASSOCIATE WITH THE NAVAL SERVICE
UNCERTAIN
FORMAL TRAINING IN HUMAN BEHAVIUR (PSYCHOLOGY, COUNSELING, LEADERSHIP, MANAGEMENT,
ETC.) (CIVILIAN AND MILITARY)

WHAT ARE YOUR PRIMARY PERSONAL REWARDS FROM WORKING IN THE RTC ENVIRONMENT?

WHAT DO YOU THINK ARE THE MAJOR CHALLENGES FACING RECRUIT TRAINING IN THE YEARS
AHEAD?
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APPENDIX C

MEAN RATING SCALE VALUES FOR ALL RESPONSE CATEGORIES
FOR ALL SURVEYED TASKS BY TYPE OFFICER

This appendix contains the mean rating scale values for all surveyed
tasks by type of officer.
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: MEAN RATING SCALE VALUES FOR ALL RESPONSE CATEGORIES FOR
' ALL SURVEYED TASKS BY TYPE OFFICER

Survey Item Number Mean Rating Scale Values

Frequency of Level of Desirability of
Performance Preparation Formal Training
ULO LDO/CWO ULO  LDO/CWD UL0  LDO/CRO

1 1.72 1.62 1.61 1.77 .57 .67

2 1.57 1.00 1.43 1.33 .87 1.08

3 .87 AN 1.10 .92 .86 .85

4 .53 .27 .63 .50 .9 1.0

5 1.30 1.00 1.30 1.46 .53 .2

6 1.93 1.54 1.87 1.54 .83 .59

7 1.77 1.54 1.55 1.69 .66 .85

8 1.83 1.67 1.77 1.83 .60 .83

9 1.97 1.67 1.79 1.67 .57 .75

10 1.24 1.00 1.52 1.64 77 1.00

11 1.14 1.09 1.46 1.70 .90 1.18

12 1.52 1.38 1.47 1.75 .87 1.3

13 1.52 1.36 1.56 1.80 .69 .82

14 .66 .55 1.19 1.50 .89 1.00

15 1.31 1.31 1.36 1.54 .45 7

16 1.55 1.45 1.50 1.73 .52 .82

17 1.72 1.45 1.44 1.55 .75 1.36

18 1.79 1.42 1.29 1.42 .86 1.25

19 1.76 1.58 1.26 1.42 .86 1.33

20 1.93 1.69 1.46 1.62 .79 1.00

21 1.72 1.54 1.43 1.62 .62 1.23

22 1.86 1.58 1.28 1.83 .79 1.33

23 1.69 1.54 1.62 1.54 .97 1.75

24 1.41 1.23 1.52 1.77 .72 1.23

25 1.69 1.38 1.48 1.54 .79 1.08

26 1.62 1.38 1.59 1.54 .72 1.15

27 1.76 1.54 1.45 1.62 .79 1.31

! 28 1.59 1.25 1.39 1.42 .89 1.36
f 29 1.28 1.25 1.07 1.42 .93 1.55
' 30 1.72 1.67 1.29 1.50 .86 1.33
) 3 1.90 1.67 1.24 1.58 .90 1.50
32 1.54 1.27 1.50 1.64 .62 1.27

33 1.41 1.27 1.43 1.36 .55 N1

34 1.45 1.00 1.30 1.36 .72 1.00

35 1.28 1.09 1.07 1.45 .83 1.00

36 1.03 1.00 1.41 1.67 .57 1.30

37 1.24 1.00 1.39 1.64 .62 1.09

38 1.50 1.54 1.71 1.69 .55 1.08

39 1.69 1.67 1.64 1.67 72 1.33

40 1.38 1.33 1.32 1.58 .97 1.50

. 41 1.52 1.33 1.21 1.42 .93 1.50
42 1.80 1.75 1.31 1.67 .90 1.42

43 1.10 1.00 1.2} 1.08 1.00 1.36

44 1.04 1.00 1.1 1.00 .61 1.30

45 1.21 1.00 1.14 1.27 .66 1.18

46 1.14 1.08 1.14 1.25 .83 1.25

47 1.66 1.67 1.39 1.33 .79 1.25

48 1.1 .82 1.38 1.50 .63 1.25

49 1.63 1.46 1.23 1.31 .73 1.3

50 1.15 1.09 1.30 1.54 .50 .67

51 .25 1.00 .33 1.46 .67 .75
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APPENDIX D

COMMENTS ABQUT PERSONAL JOB REWARDS AND OPINIONS ABOUT
MAJOR CHALLENGES FACING RECRUIT TRAINING

This appendix provides information about the personal opinions of the
respondents with respect to present and future recruit training issues.
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The following comments were made by the officers surveyed in re-
sponse to the question:

"What are your primary personal rewards from working in the RTC
environment?"

1. Being in a position where [ can support the 200 some odd company
commanders assigned to Code 40.

2. Working with young people, seeing them develop from a civilian into a !
sailor. Secondarily, working closely with females.

3. Incredible opportunity to practice counseling skills. Excellent ex-
perience coordinating and monitoring division activities.

4, My leadership has matured as a result of the intense environment here at
RTC. A minimum of 3 years in the fleet - sea duty - should be a pre-
requisite for assignment here; the experience gained at sea is essential.
Females should have some other large scale leadership experience. It is
a pleasure working with such outstanding enlisted staff. As a result of
my exprience at RTC, T feel [ have become an effective manager and
division officer. 1t's a challenging responsibility controiling a
building and up to 1,000 recruits.

5. Seeing highly motivated, intelligent young people going to the fleet.

6. A job well done results in a decent sailor in the fleet.

7. Few. We operate on the caboose of a long train. We rarely see good
recruits. Seeing a disorganized group develop into a self-conscious
team is good, as is taking an aware part in that development.

8. Being able to shape ana motivete future fleet personnel. Also, I feel
that I am gaining a great deal of insight into basic human behavior
which will be invaluable to me when I returr to sea duty. I greatly
enjoy working with sucih a competent and highly qualified enlisted staff.

9, The challenge of motiva*ing individuals, primarily those with bad
attitudes, toward a positive outlook on the Navy. A great deal of
leadership experience. The opportunity to work with some really out-
standing enlisted personnel.

10. Here more than any other place in the Navy, a supervisor is able to
apply his LMT. On board ship people are talked up but often the mission
overrides those considerations; here the mission is the people. Those
recruits that overcome their problems, due in large part to your counsel-
ing, are the reward.

11. Working with some of the finest Navy personnel (staff) that could be
gathered in ore command. The __area is one of the best areas I
have seen for a duty station.
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12.

13.

14.
15,
16.

17.

18.
19.
20.

21,
22.
23.
24.

25.
26.
27,
28.
29.

30.
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Working with top-notch officer and enlisted staff members; working
directly with company commanders; seeing positive results of counseling
recruits (i.e., completion of training, increased motivation, enthusiasm).

Pride in the fleet that I heliped to change a young man from civilian
environment to military, and helping to screen out the undesirables.

Preparation of young men to live aboard ship and to improve their values.
“None."

This assignment has been a refreshing change for me and I am enjoying
for the first time a feeling of accomplishment in a "crisis management"
free atmosphere.

One of the most personally rewarding assignments I've ever had. 1
really enjoy working with recruits. I would be willing to stay here 2
or 3 more years.

“None."

Turning out to the fleet the best of what we have to work with.

Having an input into the training of recruits for fleet duty. Knowing
that through counseling and understanding some so called bad recruits
can be brought around and leave RTC a squared away, motivated sailor.
Not going to sea.

I enjoy counseling recruits.

Interactions with recruits.

Ability to assist and motivate a new group of men. Watching the military
development of a new sailor.

Not being tied down to a desk.

Adequate opportunity for off-duty education.

Satisfaction in seeing civilians transformed into sailors.

Satisfaction in seeing counseling pay off.

Satisfaction of turning certain recruits around to become sailors,

I enjoy working with the recruits. They are fascinating. It is very
satisfying to watch the changes that happen in an 18-year old individual

in B8 short weeks. Most of the recruits age 4-5 years mentally while
they are here (going) from adolescence to adulthood.
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31.

32.

33.

34,
35.

36.

37.
38.
39.
40.
41,
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I derive great personal satisfaction in helping a marginal recruit see
the worth in himself and successfully complete training. 1 also enjoy
interviewing the outstanding recruits who I believe make up the majority
of our manpower.

To observe a recruit respond to authority, maintain or acquire self-
discipline and benefit from military training at RTC.

Working with top-notch enlisted personnel, getting good recruits to the
fleet and throwing the bad ones out.

Working with recruits.

Self-satisfaction at developing young men for future useful Naval service,
and feeling that marginal or substandard recruits are not put in the
fleet.

Great amount of experience gained. Rewards from helping people and
feeling like job is very important in support of fleet defense effort.

Doing an important job for the Navy.

Working with good quaiity c¢/c's and recruits.
Helping a recruit deal with problems.

Home nights and weekends.

Self-satisfaction from working with the human being.

The following comnents were made by the officers surveyed in response to

the question:

"What do you think are the major challenges facing recruit
training in the yoars ahead?"

The ever-decreasing cua’ily to meet quantity required. (Elimination of
the draft was a gross m'stake and has eliminated the top 10 percent of
available resources.)

Military discipiine.

Time and money constraints, reducing the effectiveness of recruit training.
Maintaining a cadre of walified ¢/c's. Staffing shortages are causing
excessive demands on mary o/c’'s. The long term result will be that
personnel will be reluctant to return to the type of duty for a second

or subsequent tour,

Expanded female population within the Navy coupled with a downward trend
in education level of racruits.
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12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.
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Same as always. Motivate recruits toward a productive tour of duty/career.
(I felt that another answer column was needed several times under "how
well prepared" namely "barely.")

Deteriorating benefits, perceived or real, will result in a poorer
quality of recruit, making retention/training increasingly difficult.
Maintaining standards is truly going to become a challenge.

It's going to be difficult to convince career officers that assignment
to RTC is not a recommendation for early separation, particularly since
they did not volunteer for this assignment. The CNO's message notwith-
standing, aviators are facing 2 years out of the cockpit with no hope of
proficiency flying.

Adjusting to the Spanish speaking recruits who will probably have to
augment our quotas.

Our remedial training (reading and math) is going to boom.

The importance of the mission of the Navy will be less significant as
recruits will be further away from last world war (my Dad told me old
war stories, but will theirs?).

Getting rid of the dead weight and being able to work with the quality
of people we are recruiting.

Recruits are going to be less intellectually talented. Attitudes con-
cerning group identification and involvement have changed, and the kids
are harder to convince/coach. A totally new management perspective is
necessary in order to successfully lead young people who were raised in
an era of disillusionment and alienation. (Hell! I'm disillusioned and
alienated, and I'm educated! How are the dummies going to cope?)

Lower standards will tend to reduce and further degrade the Navy's
readiness and effectiveness and will place a burden on the RTC staff.

Recruit training commands should "decide" to increase their attrition
level. I fail to understand the reason for sending hopeless and help-
less individuals into the fleet where they will perform little, cost a
lot, and tend to boost fleet attrition levels.

Increased public dislike for the military will cause recruiting goals to
continue to fall off and more low quality "quota" gathering will ensue
which will tend to degrade the command's mission due to a larger quantity
of social misfits.

Officers' tours of duty should be equalized to 3 years for all. This is
a very rewarding and challenging job, yet we can become disenchanted
when faced with just a short 2 year tour; while others, often less
qualified officers, have 3 year tours.
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
240
25.

26.

27.

28.
29.
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Deciding how to deal with a recruit who knows the Navy can do nothing to
him after he or she does whatever they want to. A recruit can refuse to
do anything - even refuse punishment and the worst that happens is a
discharge under honorable conditions. Adding to that is an apparent
lack of self-discipline and respect for authority among many of today's
recruits.

The Towering of the quality of input recruits will do little to help the
fleet. In our more complex environment the need for skilled as well as
willing personnel will be an overriding factor to bodies. RTC attrition
will climb and SSCs will climb and the fleet will be worse off in its
critical rates.

The Navy is not recruiting the caliber individual that is required for

the Navy to continue to function effectively. The 8 weeks of RTC helps
to turn a small part of these marginal individuals around so that they

may contribute, but a large amount slip through and these are the ones

that are drawing the Navy down. The tools available at RTC for discip-
lining recruits are not adequate and need to be strengthened if we are

to send well disciplined sailors to the fleet.

The challenge has been and will continue to be the necessity for teaching
the military type of life to potential sailors. Perhaps the hardest
thing to do is to somehow teach this "instant gratification" generation
of recruits the values of responsibility, accountability, professiona-
Tism and attention to detail. Thirty-eight training days is a pitifully
short time in which to UNLEARN 18 years of selfishness and irrespon-
sibility - recruit training's "track record" in this area is outstanding
though!

Caliber of young men entering the service. The permissive society that
the young man comes from will make it more difficult for him to adapt to
the restrictive environment of a training command and the Navy, in
general.

Getting money from DOD to train our people.

Declining quality of recruits.

Meeting the needs of the fleet with recruits which are a product of a
permissive and degenerate civilian society.

The quality of enlistees will continue to drop because of poor incentives
offered by USN service compared to new, and often better, incentives
offered by civilian industry.

Cannot adequately answer this complex question without the necessary
time to consider all aspects of the question.

Turning out to the fleet the best of what we have to work with.

Being able to encourage and motivate the modern young recruit who has
been brought up as a free running, marginally educated kid.
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32.
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34.
35.
36.
37.

38.

39.

40,

a1,

42.

43,

TAEG Report No. 101

Teaching them to read and write.
Upgrading the quality of sailor in the fleet.
Retention.

Receiving the same loyalty, dedication and high standards from senior
petty officers as was received in years past.

The same problems that face society as a whole.
The future of the military establishment.
Decreasing trend in quality of recruits.

Decrease in quality of recruits and lack of money availablie to Navy as a
whole.

The major challenge facing recruit training is to balance the need for
reduced attrition rates and yet still maintain quality in the Navy. Due
to the shrinking pool of personnel in the age bracket that become recruits,
there is a constant increase in pressure on recruiters to meet their
quotas. This results in a never ending effort to lower standards so
that more and more people will be eligible. The pressure is also coming
from inside the Navy to reduce attrition rates at the RTCs (at the same
time that standards for enlistment are being lowered). I believe that
if the standards were raised there would be less attrition and conse-
quently quotas could be Towered. (I also feel that this will not happen
as the emphasis in the Navy is on numbers and not quality.)

I feel the people we are getting now are the same as the people we've
had for 10 or 20 years or more. We seem to attrite about the same
numbers each year and the recruits going out the gate are as enthu-
siastic, optimistic, and excited as we could hope, en route to their new
duty station. This is where the real challenge lies for the Navy. What
does a sailor experience in his first 6-18 months after boot camp?

. I strongly feel that the Navy already has all the necessary schools
it needs for a division officer to do an outstanding job.)

Instilling military pride and motivation into a less educated, often
unmotivated population.

To turn out well disciplined recruits who have good attitudes toward the
military. To keep or instill a high degree of professionalism and pride
in them and have them maintain those qualities in the fleet. To have a
well educated Navy.

Maintaining high standards in the face of a falling retention rate and a
decrease in the quality of recruit.

I think some people are trying to shorten the program - that would be
poor judgment.
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45,

46.

47.

48.

49,

50.

51.
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Impossible congressional actions to impede allotments and interference
in Navy's business will eventually eliminate boot camp as it is today.
Increase quality of recruits, reinstitute the draft. Reduce fleet
attrition rate by improved leadership, pay, benefits, quality of Navy
personnel. Improve communications with legislature to support military
rather than functioning as deterrent to defense effort.

Transforming the steadily declining quality of recruit into productive
sailors.

Attempting to adequately train recruits with less assets, shorter
training time, and more restrictions on discipline of recruits.

To continue training properly with budget restrictions and lowering of
standards. It's the Navy's problem.

Adjusting to the poor opinion the civilian community has for the Depart-
ment of Defense while trying to produce motivated and trainable sailors.

Each recruit, each situation is different, no training can replace
experience.

Lack of good raw material.

56




r'

™

TAEG Report No. 101

DISTRIBUTION LIST

Navy

0ASN (R&D, MRA&L)

CNO (OP-115, M. Malehorn; OP-987H, Dr. R. Smith; OP-987; OP-12; OP-01D; OP-62)
NAVCOMPT (NCD-7)

ONR (458 (2 copies), 455)

CNM (MAT-08T2, Mr. A. L. Rubinstein)

CNET (01, 02, N-5, 003, 012, 014 (2 copies), N-2 (2 copies))

CNAVRES (02)

COMNAVSEASYSCOM (05L1C, 05L1C2)

COMNAVATRSYSCOM (03, 340F, 413G)

CNTECHTRA (017, Dr. Kerr (5 copies); 016 (5 copies); 005; N-6 (2 copies))
CNATRA (Library)

COMTRALANT

COMTRALANT (Educational Advisor)

COMTRAPAC (2 copies)

CO NAVPERSRANDCEN (Library (4 copies))

NAVPERSRANDCEN Liaison (021)

Superintendent NAVPGSCOL (2124, 32)

Superintendent Naval Academy Annapolis (Chairman, Behavioral Science Dept.)
CO NAVEDTRAPRODEVCEN (AH3; EAT, Dr. Smith; Technical Library (2 copies))

CO NAVENTRASUPPCEN NORVA (00 (2 copies); N1111, Mr. Fazio)

CO NAVEDTRASUPPCENPAC (5 copies)

CO NAVAEROMEDRSCHLAB (Chief Aviation Psych. Div.)

CO FLECOMBATRACENPAC

CO NAMTRAGRU

CO NAVTECHTRACEN Corry Station (1018, 3330, Cryptologic Training Department)
CO NAVTRAEQUIPCEN (TIC (2 copies), N-211, N-001, N-002)

Center for Naval Analyses (2 copies)

U.S. Naval Institute {CDR Bowler)

0IC NODAC (2)

CO TRITRAFAC (2 copies)

CO NAVSUBTRACENPAC (2 copies)

CO FLEASWTRACENPAC

CO FLETRACEN SDIEGO 1
CISO, SSC GLAKES

Executive Director NAVINSTPRODEVDET

CISO (Code 700), Meridian

Office of Civilian Personnel, Southern Field Division (Jim Herndon)
VT7-10 (Education Specialist)

CO NAVSUBSCOL NLON (Coce 0110)

CO NAVTECHTRACEN Treasure Island (Technical Library)

TAEG Liaison, CNET 022 (5 copies)

CO NAVCRUITRACOM SDiego (5 copies)

CO NAVCRUITRACOM QOrlando (5 copies)

CO NAVCRUITRACOM GLakes (5 copies)

CO NAVREGMEDCEN (REU) Glakes

CO NAVREGMEDC ™ ° - Orlando

CO NAVREGMED ..1ego (MCRD Annex (REU))

CO HUMRESMA“SCOL (2 copies) *

(Page 1 of 3)




TAEG Report No. 101

DISTRIBUTION LIST (continued)
Navy (continued)

CHBUMED (ADDU - Code 71P)

USNA (Dept. of Leadership and Law)

CO NAVADMINCOM (Senior Chaplain, RTC Chaplain) SDiego

CO NAVADMINCOM (Senior Chaplain, RTC Chaplain) Orlando
CO NAVADMINCOM (Senior Chaplain, RTC Chaplain) GLakes

Air Force

Headquarters, Air Training Command (XPTD, Dr. Schufletowski; XPT1A, Mr. Goldman;
DCS/TTA, Mr. Neale), Randolph Air Force Base

Air Force Human Resources Laboratory, Brooks Air Force Base

Air Force Human Resources Laboratory (Library), Lowry Air Force Base

Air Force Office of Scientific Research/AR (Dr. A. R. Fregly)

Headquarters, Tactical Air Command (D0OS), Langley Air Force Base

AFMTC/XR (Capt. Englebretson), Lackland Air Force Base

Headquarters, 34 TATG/TTD (Lt. Col Lee), Little Rock Air Force Base

Headquarters, MAC/DOTF (Capt. Orler), Scott Air Force Base

Headquarters, Basic Military Training School, Lackland Air Force Base

Army

Commandant, TRADOC (Technical Library, ATTG-1)

ARI (Dr. Ralph R. Canter, 316C; Dr. Edgar Johnson; Mr. James Baker;
Dr. H. F. 0'Neil, Jr.; Dr. Beatrice Farr, PERI OK)

ARI Field Unit - Fort Leavenworth

ARI (Reference Service)

ARI Field Unit - Fort Knox (PERI-IK)

COM USA Armament Materiel Readiness Command (DRSAR-MAS)

Coast Guard

Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters (G-P-1/2/42, GRT/54)

Marine Corps

Headquarters, USMC (TRS)

CMC (OT)

CGMCDEC (Mr. Greenup)

Director, Marine Corps Institute
CO MARCORCOMMELECSCOL (Col. Evans)
CGMCRD (G-3), Parris Island

CGMCRD (G-3), SDiego

(Page 2 of 3)




Tm

TAEG Report No. 101

DISTRIBUTION LIST (continued)
Other

Military Assistant for Human Resources, OUSDR&E, Pentagon (CDR Paul Chatelier)

Program Manager, Office of Cybernetics Technology, Defense Advanced Research d
Projects Agency

Institute for Defense Analyses (Dr. Jesse Orlansky)

COM National Cryptologic School (Code E-2)

Director, Center for Educational Technology, FSU

Center for Needs Assessment and Planning, FSU

Information Exchanges

DTIC (12 copies)

DLSIE (Mr. James Dowling)

Executive Editor, Psychological Abstracts, Americi Psychological Association
ERIC Processing and Reference Facility, Bethesda, (2 copies)

(Page 3 of 3)




