CARDINAL POINT
Route 1, Box 352
Afton, VA 22920

(703) 456-6366

11 November 1986
61111C01

General Carl Vuono
Commander
U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command

Fort Monroe, VA 23651

Dear Carl:

When we last talked, I told you that I was
trying to get some thoughts on paper. The
results are inclosed.

I have shared these ideas with Ben Covington
of the Army Training Board, and Jim Allen of
ODCSOPS, DA.

I’d be glad to come down for a further
discussion. At your call, sir.

Regards,

Paal . Gorman
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An _Incoherent Training System

A century ago, the Army was wrestling its way toward a new definition
of purpose, fettered conceptually by its experiences in the Civil War
and on the western frontier. Emory Upton and others were drawing
invidious comparisons between the U.S. Army, spread in its tiny
garrisons along the coasts and across the plains, and the armies of
Europe, particularly the German victors of the Franco-Prussian War,
able to mobilize hundreds of thousands of troops in days, and to
maneuver and support field armies with less effort than Americans
expended on turning out a few troops and companies for an expedition
against an Indian band. Our army which in the ’50’s and ’60’s had
aped French military dress and terminology, had in the ’70’s adopted
the Pickelhaube for its full dress helmet, and encouraged its
officers to participate in Kriegspiel. Fortress Monroe, the Artillery
School, was one center of this intellectual discontent with status
quo, there being active there a service journal which argued for
concentrating the army and training it to fight in large formations,
and an officers’ club devoted to playing Livermore’'s war-game based
on data from American combats of 1861-1865.

One can draw distinct parallels between that army of one hundred
years ago and the army of today which go well beyond the latter’s
“Fritz" helmet. Strategically, the main issues in both epochs relate
to the Army’s stationing plan and its training methods. Now as then,
there is concern over whether we can prepare senior officers to
handle large formations afield, and interest in an advanced form of
Kriegspiel as a means to that end. There is doubt that we can
mobilize the land forces required for national security. And Fortress
Monroe, now as then, is central to the debate. When TRADOC came into
being at Fortress Monroe in the early 1870’s one of its purposes was
to free the Army from the encumberances of the Vietnam era, and to
redirect its energies toward the future. And they who put TRADOC
together, and who led it in its early years, plainly intended that it
serve as the Army’s intellectual arsenal --needed now as never

before.

Of course, there is no comparing the position and prerogative of the
present Commander at Fortress Monroe with his nineteenth century
predecessor. He who today commands the U.S. Army Training and
Doctrine Command has broad purview over the Army’s concept of itself
--jits mission, its organizations and its materiel. He has at his
disposal the Army’s Schools and Training Centers, powerful
instruments for creating that concensus within the Army as a whole
which is the stuff of doctrine. Two concepts from TRADOC'’s beginnings
seem particularly germane to his current problems:

Training Developments is a discipline comparable to that of
Combat developments, deserving no less command emphasis.

Evaluation is important to insure accountability, and thus
efficiency, in training, just as is testing in materiel
development.

But the new Commander, TRADOC, inherits an organization within which
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Training Developers and Training Evaluators --once separately
identified, trained and resourced-- have been dispersed, and
protagonists for their arts obscured. And where once TRADOC’s Deputy
Chief of Staff for Training influenced all training, Army-wide, and
weighed-in on proposed new doctrine, weapon systems, and structural
reforms as a peer of its Deputy Chief of Staff for Combat
Developments, the present DCST serves as operations officer of the
training base. Decisions taken in years past to decentralize TRADOC,
to enhance the role of the Commandants of TRADOC’s service schools,
and of other subordinate commanders, have, in the absence of strong
policy guidance from Fortress Monroe, led to divergences among the
several schools and centers severely disfunctional for current
AirlLand Battle doctrine.

Aside from the Chief of Staff of the Army, and the Vice Chief of
Staff, only Commander, TRADOC, has the clout to act upon the Army’s
training as a whole. Properly, the Department of the Army General
Staff divides responsibility for training, e.g., among the Deputy
Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans --who has a directorate
charged with training policy, including matters pertaining to
training ammunition and simulators--, the Deputy Chief of Staff for
Personnel --who is chartered to control personnel evaluation and
manage careers, exercise proponency for leadership, and govern the
Army’s “training laboratory,"” the U.S. Army Research Institute for
the Social and Behavioral Sciences--, and the Deputy Chief of Staff
for Research Development and Acquisition, who deals with the training
subsystems of developing weapons. Four star commanders of the Army
other than CG, TRADOC, have regional or other parochial
responsibilities which give them a purview over training narrower
than his.

That Commandey, TRADOC, needs to exercise his clout is evident. The
Army, for the foreseeable future, will be in a resource-bind, facing
new imperatives to insure that every manpower space and dollar, every
item of equipment or round of ammunition, invested in training is
efficiently used toward readiness for battle, and that the Army is

in a position to show critics that this is the case. But at present

there is no such coherence:

-- The propensity within TRADOC is to look for more, not less,
institutional training, to propose more student-time and faculty
augmentations, resources which it can acquire only at the expense

of units. See Appendix 1, Army Training: A Construct.

-- The Army has substantially decoupled evaluations of individual
training within units from the overall personnel evaluation
system, and has not provided a system for accounting otherwise for
individual training in units. Unit commanders confront
discontinuities in TRADOC’s training publications, and
incongruities between these and other directives and guidance they
receive. For example, units at the National Training Center are
evaluated by, and critiqued against criteria different from both
the pertinent Training and Evaluation Outlines (T&EO) of the Army
Training and Evaluation Plan (ARTEP), and the ARTEP Mission
Evaluation Plan (AMTP). There has been no easy path, or crosswalk,
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between an NTC evaluation and the TRADOC documents. Moreover, the
consistency among ARTEP and AMTP varies from type-unit to unit.
Each TRADOC school offers a different approach in its
documentation, and some differences are evident within a given
school.

Training managers march to different drummers all over the Army.
For example, a Bradley battalion commander might elect to plan his
weapon training on Department of the Army Circular 350-85-4,
Standards in Weapons Training, but if he does, he could be
surprised to discover that the guidance from ODCSOP, DA, in the
forthcoming Battalion Level Training Model, prescribes a different
mix of training events in relating the tempo of his training to
his readiness objective. Neither would be tied back to either the
ARTEP or the AMTP.

Combat developers do not understand the strong trend toward
convergence of their sphere with that of Training Developers, and
most therefore fail to take advantage of training as a way to
refine materiel requirements. The thrust of the President’s Blue
Ribbon Commission on Defense Management (Packard Commission)
toward "early prototyping" is to point, for a prototype can be
understood as a simulator of the eventual system fielded to
ascertain, among other things, implications of the man-machine
interfaces. And all the Army’s experience with automating C21
would indicate that an early approximation put into the hands of
commanders and staffs for their use in training can produce new
insights into requirements, and underwrite evolutionary
development. The use of battle simulations is now common enough in
the Army that it should mandate provisions for including data on
prospective weapon systems in precursor command post exercises
with troops both for training and to afford combat developers an
understanding of tactical applications. And the day is coming when
it will be possible to reconfigure prototypes within hours to
accomodate new concepts and subsystems, which can be put promptly

to troop test.

Even more damning is the apparent lack of coordination among
funded initiatives for training, such as the Electronic
Information Delivery System (EIDS), which will not be related to
the Integrated Training Management System (ITMS). And ITMS has no
interface with SIMNET, and for lack of the aforementioned
difficulty in translating NTC into ARTEP/AMTP, no assured input
from the ungraded National Training Center instrumentation, nor
the Joint Readiness Training Center. Nor does ITMS take into
account either its possible use in battle simulation or
instrumented tactical exercises without troops, or possible
relationships to the contemplated Army Integrated Printing and
Publishing Service, or the Comuter Aided Logistic System. See

Appendix 2, The Information Explosion.

all the foregoing respects, at least, the intervention of the

Commander, TRADOC, is required if there is to be coherence in Army
training. Proposals for action will be be presented below.
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The United States Army consists of four bodies of volunteers: the
Active Component, and the three distinct entitites within the Reserve
Components: the National Guard, the Selected Reserve, and the
Individual Ready Reserve. A system for training these, with

their disparate circumstances of available time, facilities, and
other resources, has to take into account their role in any
prospective mobilization, and provide as well as possible for the
fielding of combat-effective units which are both cohesive and
sustainable in wartime.

The Army is becoming ever more dependent upon the Reserve Components.
Within the Total Army force structure, the RC now provide 49% of
strength, including 43% of divisional (combat) forces, 66% of the
non-divisional combat forces, and 70% of combat service support
elements.

RESERVE COMPONENT FORCES

DISTRIBUTION OF FORCE STRUCTURE CONTRIBUTION TO THE TOTAL ARMY
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Compared with the Active Component counterparts, they

have only 1/9th the amount of time available each year to

conduct training, and some of that is consumed with movement and
other administration. RC battalions are quite likely to produce well
trained individuals, crews, and even platoons. But their readiness as
battalions and brigades is bound to suffer.
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The Army’s recent experience with COHORT (Cohesion, Operational
Readiness, Training) in the Active Army is instructive, and deserves
wider application to the Reserve Components. In particular,
exploitation of the Combat Arms Regimental System (CARS) as a focus
for unit loyalties, and the use of platoon as the basic unit for
overseas replacement suggests some different approaches to Reserve
Component organization and unit training.

Plans for using the RC in wartime should also anticipate individual
replacement requirements. Some positions are more vulnerable than
others, and losses in these predictably higher. For example,
casualties within tank crews tend to be a function of height and
exposure, so that drivers and tank commanders are more likely to be
hit than the loader or gunner. While cross-training within crews can
offset many such losses, it may be feasible to create a pool of
replacements for critical, high-loss positions, possibly from
reservists who are both experienced and trained for currency. But
this will require a system of individual records considerably more
flexible than that available now, both for peace and war.

Sketched below are some approaches to better integration of the
Active and Reserve Components which preserve and enhance
unit cohesion.

The USAREU ilemma

Of all the Army’s field commands, U.S. Army Europe faces particularly
daunting challenges. Being on the "front line”, troops stationed in
Germany have traditionally been among the best trained and highly
motivated. Certainly they have had a disproportionate share of
available funds for field exercises, and consistently excellent
opportunities for range firing and other readiness training. But all
that may be coming to an end.

The West Germans have long accepted a degree of militarization which
no other members of the Atlantic alliance have been asked to bear. On
any given day, there are hundreds of tracked vehicles maneuvering on
private land somewhere in the Federal Republic. Low level aircraft
flights --jet aircraft and helicopters-- are frequent occurences. And
any German who travels the Autobahn expects to be delayed somewhere
enroute by military convoys. No doubt, if asked, the majority of
Germans would vote to have this presence continued.

But there is in Germany an increasingly vocal and effective minority
which is making real inroads into the ability of USAREUR to train. Of
41 recent cases where local opposition to USAREUR’s activities had
been manifested, the majority, 21, involved objections to training
activities. Local opposition to change is expected in USAREUR, since
Germans tend to accept disturbances in their routine no more than
most Americans. But the recent German dissent seems to have a more
general focus upon levels and types of military activities
--extensive maneuvers, night firing, aircraft operations-- even where
these have had numerous precedents. Environmental protection has
become a heated cause at all levels of German politics, and no
candidate running for office can afford to be soft on such
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issues as “"noise molestation”. Needless to say, those activities of
USAREUR which involve low overflights, explosions, undersoil
exposure, tree damage and the like, come in for public condemnation
which no amount of environmentally beneficial action or “community
action, good-will projects” by U.S. Forces offset. Too, in years
past, German local officials customarily buffered USAREUR from
complaints from their citizenry, citing to the latter reasons of
defense as the larger good, or the economic advantage of the American
presence. Such arguments apparently no longer hold water, and in any
case, few officials will now take the U.S. side in any controversy.
And the prospects are that matters will get worse, not better, in the
years to come. It could even be possible that, in the foreseeable
future, the presence and activities of U.S. forces could present the
sort of issue which German radicals have been seeking for years --one
which could attract support from all across the political spectrum,
and which strikes at the essence of the Alliance without seeming to
be anti-NATO.

The plight of the Bradley battalion commander trying to manage his
weapon training, cited above, would be even worse in USAREUR: there
he might not even have a range to fire on, since local opposition to
USAREUR’s Bradley Range at Wildflecken has led to a court injunction
which has stopped all construction, with little prospect of early
relief.

A Querulous GAO

Whatever the Army thinks it has accomplished with its training
initiatives, it has not made a believer out of the General Accounting
Office. Two initiatives of which TRADOC is understandably proud --the
Extension Training program to improve individual training in units,
and the National Training Center for the combined arms training of
tank and mechanized infantry battalions-- have repeatedly drawn its
fire.

Extension Training is an idea which goes back to before the
beginnings of TRADOC, when General Westmoreland’s Board For Dynamic
Training recommended that means be found to provide better
communications between CONARC’s service schools and units, so that
the expertise of school faculties could be turned to advantage in
advancing the proficiency of each soldier, wherever he might be
serving. TRADOC’s initial thrust toward this objective took the form
of the Training Extension Course (TEC) program: performance oriented,
mostly audio visual lessons designed to teach basic tasks, employing
audio-tape/film-strip players. Most TEC materials were put together
by civilian contractors under school supervision, but all had to be
validated by soldiers in units. Initial TEC results were encouraging,
but unconvincing to the GAO: every report on TEC since its inception
(and there has been one about every two years) has reported (1) low
usage, or the absence of a system to assess usage factors; (2) lack
of a system to ascertain training effectiveness, and (3) failure to
provide feedback mechanisms so that the originators could correct
errors detected or improve subsequent offerings.
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The latest GAO report on Extension Training was dated June, 1985, and
entitled: "Improvements Needed in the Army’'s Program for Developing
Extension Training Materials for Use by Soldiers in Field Units."” It
addresses further reports of low usage in units, what TRADOC ought

to be doing to improve the process for developing extension

training materials, and a perceived need for TRADOC to reevaluate

its decision to field EIDS. GAO read back to TRADOC its own guidance,
and recommended that the schools follow same: no extension training
materials should be developed unless it were established that there
was a need in units. To quote the GAO report:

"...the Army needs to ensure that lessons learned from the usage
of extension training materials are considered before proceeding
with its planned large-scale effort to develop new materials,
many of which are for new or revised military occupational
specialties related to systems under development. In doing this,
the Army also needs to obtain user feedback on individual
materials and to develop criteria which define acceptable
extension taining usage levels. Key indicators are whether the
products are used and improve soldier proficiency.”

But the GAQO’s unhappiness with Army training is not confined to
Extension Training materials. This past July it sent to the Secretary
of the Army a report on the National Training Center acknowledging
that the Army had achieved its objective of providing realism in
training, but had failed in its objective of informing itself about
the efficiency of unit training, and the adequacy of its doctrine and
equipment. It noted the same sort of systemic failure that it had
found with Extension Training: lack of feedback on effectiveness.
While objective data --measurements-- were collected from the
instrumentation at the NTC, there seemed to be no mechanisms for
using same. In particular, little information flowed into either
TRADOC or the troop commands to insure that flaws in doctrine or
lacunae in training were corrected. Noting that units in 1985 made
many of the same errors reported for units in 1981, the GAO
recommended that feedback loops be established so that the training
establishment of the Army, and its combat development apparatus as
well, could learn from what was transpiring at Fort Irwin.

Army Priorities

While unfavorable GAO reports scarcely help the Army in
obtaining appropriations to support its training, and while Congress
has recently legislated strength reductions, these are far less
important in the long run than the Army’s own internal priorities.

Army budget planning is for zero-growth.

Army Active end-strength is zero-growth.

Army Active strength per division is at a record low.

Army persists with modernization, structural expansion.



C3AT 10-23-86

ARMY REAL GROWTH TRENDS
. |

P oo
SRE e
C[TF70-86 AVIRAGE T | | I \2
-03% - Lo ]
: 1 as ﬁ. a3
- 3 & . 44 .
. [l
£ . AN
o v, loe
g 17|
78 i oReal Growth Excludes Military
86 H 0! Retired Pay Accrual
ARE
o
- I8 A
MW 1 2 3 4 15 861 8 9 BO 3 4 5 ¢ &7
FISCAL YEARS
UNIT MODERNIZATION
(CONGRESSIONAL AUTHORIZATION THRU FY86)
100
EQUIPMENT MODERN MUNITIONS o- BIM-1(BNs)
5 "7 12PATRIOT (BTRYs)
5,000 M1 TANKS 188,000 MLRS ROCKETS € LewT e BMMIBN
3,700 BRADLEYS 15,000 STINGER g o Lo T et sAURE GO
ROTRUCKS 23,000 COPPERHEAD B | 38,00 = E eene" asmuRs BTRYS
B B b 4 34 o e - —
850 HOWITZERS 21,000 HELLFIRE s "a.:.?-""" - 34 AH-84 (BNs)
350 MLRS LAUNCHERS 3 — e -
39,000 NIGHT VISION DEVICES 0 fJ——— == 3 EQUIPMENT
8 87 8 & 90 91 (CORPS)
FIBCAL YEAR
CLOSE COMBAT FIRE SUPPORT
INUMBER OF SYSTEMS) (NUMBER OF SYSTEWS:
PROCURED Fvay PROCURED Fy8?
THROUGH FYB6 PROC 10T PROC THROUGH FY85 PROC  TOT PROC
SYSTEM FYB5  PROC REQUEST OBJECTIVE SYSTEM FY85 _PROC REQUEST OBJECTIVE
M1 SERIES 4162 840 80  TaB? FAASY M 1 e 050
BFY 2955 T8 80 ese? LRS “ . o
TN PAES W e7s LAUNCHERS
AWIP © 3% 8 878 COPPERHEAD 18,987 BA?Te 220 31862
HELLFIRE 15082 $750 ] 49502
Tow 85883 12700 12000 139888
COMBAT SUPPORT AND COMBAT
SERVICE SUPPORT
A DEFENSE, R fs
PROCURED Fver
TIOCURED vos oy toTeROC THROUGH Y86 PROC  TOT PROC
SYSTEM FY85 _ PROC REQUEST OBJECTIVE SYSTEM FY85 PROC REQUEST OBJECTIVE
PATRIOT - 12 2 0 HMMWY 18454 12132 12842 101633
PIRE UNTS UH-60 e ® 1107
e s 11850 3439 4100 B0ess WD IACE) w @ on 580



C3AT 10-23-86

Clearly these factors alone portend a resource crunch of some
proportion, but they present only a partial picture of the Army’s

auandry.

While recent experience with recruiting has been most
favorable, the manpower pool is shrinking.

Well-designed new equipment can ease training, but for the
foreseeable future the Army will have a mix of new and old
equipment, so training requirements increase overall

with modernization.

AirLand Battle doctrine is harder to train for than any in
the past. Training tasks are more complex, conditions more
arduous, standards more exacting, yet OPTEMPQO and TRAINING
AMMUNITION supported by budgets will almost surely decline,
and environmental challenges to training are increasing
worldwide.

The Commander, TRADOC, must calculate how he is going to
respond to these challenges. Assaults on TRADOC resources and
programs are virtually inevitable, but the real issues he must

address are Army-wide.

He could roll with the punches, and even counter-punch, buying time,
waiting for a break, playing the role of conservator of the Army’s

"seedcorn.”

Or he might reach for Army vice TRADOC solutions, for a long-range
strategy calculated to preempt radical surgery on training, and, more
importantly, show the Army how to build a training system responsive
to the needs of the ’'Nineties.

It is, of course, the latter which is proposed here.

Communications to the Rescue

In essence, training is communication: the transferral of skills and
knowedge, whether by example, experiential learning, exhortation,
exposition, or more Socratic methodologies, or whether by use of
electronic means now commonly associated with the word
"communication”. The latter, aided chiefly by computer developments,
become more and more capable for training purposes year by year.

Craig Fields, Chief Scientist for the Defense Advanced Research
Projects Agency (DARPA), identifies advances in computers as the most
assured technological advance of the next few years. Fields believes
that over the next four years there will be increases in speed and
power of processors, with proportionate reductions in costs,
comparable to the changes which took place in the forty years between
1946 and 1986, what he calls a "step-function increase”. In 1946
ENIAC, a house-size computer then the state-of-the-art, could perform
5,000 calculations per second. By 1990, ENIAC-like capability could
be available in wristwatch formats. Today's CRAY-2, a commercial
cabinet-size 64 bit parallel processor which weighs 5500 pounds and
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costs $17 million, functions at 1.6 billion calculations per second.
DARFPA now has an experimental processor of comparable speed very much
more compact, a "giga-flop in a soupcan”. Craig Fields opines that
the Army’s 1990 thinking should anticipate a "Cray in every soldier’'s
pocket”, and he is convinced that Army training developers should now
be planning, as a matter of urgency, how to exploit such marvels.
Software may be a problem, but super-speed, parallel processing makes
possible new confidence that even that difficulty could be overcome.

But DARPA spends only about one-half of one percent of its budget on
training technology (in FY 1985, some $5 million out of a budget of
$750 million), and the Army’s recent experience would suggest that
its organic institutions and staffs are quite unlikely to perceive or
to0 capitalize upon such opportunity. Rather, extraordinary, outside
intervention, such as DARPA might provide, is sine gua non for
significant advances in Army training technology.

What could the Army do with DARPA’s help? 1t could set up a coherent
training system, based on established performance standards from top
to bottom, across all functions, which interlinked the training of
every individual soldier with that of his unit, and facilitated
callective training at all echelons. Most of the segments of that
system are already planned: EIDS, ITMS, SIMNET, JRTC/NTC, JWC and
COLSIM-BBBS-JESS/JTLS models. But these are to a coherent

training system as lumber is to house. If Army training is to have a
dwelling, an architect must show how to relate these building
materials one to another, and to soldiers and their missions.

But there is one essential building material not yet planned: a means
of tying the soldier to the system, and vice versa. The Army must
provide to each soldier, Active and Reserve Components, a PASSKEY, an
ID card-qualification record which serves, inter-alia, to unlock
training support and accreditation for all the individual training
requisite for progressive development while in service. The Army has
investigated chips embedded in a dog-tag to attach to individuals
certain personnel data and medical/dental records, but what is
proposed here goes much further: PASSKEY would be a means for
recording every single individual training transaction, whether in
institutions or in units, simultaneously entered on a file on the
soldier’s PASSKEY and on files within the Integrated Training
Management System (ITMS). Whether PASSKEY is a "dog-tag" or a
“wrist-watch”, or whether PASSKEY uses laser written/read strips,
embedded processors, or some other reachable technological solution,
is not significant; what is important is that the Army grasp that in
the foreseeable future it could broadly distribute interfaces for use
by its training evaluators, and/or connected to all its weapon
systems and training devices, which can end the accountability
problem of which the GAO has been critical over the years. At the
same time, PASSKEY could provide powerful new incentives to boost

individual training in units.

Commander, TRADOC, should propose a jointly funded program to DARPA
to develop PASSKEY expeditiously, and insure thereafter that PASSKEY
becomes integral to all training subsystems, devices, and training

support arrangements.

-10-
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For example, the Electronic Information Distribution System (EIDS)
would be significantly enhanced were it possible automatically to
record and track who used it, when, for what, and to what avail. Each
EIDS device could have a PASSKEY slot, and each PASSKEY could, upon
insertion, become part of its training diagnostic/prescription
subsystem. In units, EIDS could detect and credit superior
performers, and call them to the attention of their unit leaders
through ITMS. For reservists, PASSKEY+EIDS could become part of
readiness assessments, and pay or pension incentives.

But EIDS, currently using videodisk storage, should be upgraded at
least to CD/ROM storage, and must be connected into ITMS. EIDS
devices should be embedded into emerging weapon systems, and required
in all Integrated Logistic Support packages. EIDS should be seen as a
fundamental means for communicating with individual soldiers
Army-wide for administration and maintenance as well as training, and
distribution and update of EIDS “"publications” should be incorporated
into the Army Integrated Printing and Publishing Service (AIFPS).

Managing individual as well as collective training will require more
of ITMS than presently is being planned. ITMS contemplates an
Electronic Clipboard as its interface with evaluators of collective
training, and its design would have to be expanded to accomodate
PASSKEY interfaces as well. But the basics are there: ITMS
postulates Army-wide communications extending across all four realms
of training --Institutions, Units, Individual, Collective (see
Aprendix 1). What is now missing in ITMS is essentially faster, more
powerful, compact, rugged, and cheaper computers, capable of parallel
processing --exactly the sort of computers Craig Fields thinks will
be in hand by 1980.

But with PASSKEY interfaces, ITMS could be significantly enhanced as
a means of recording and evaluating training, and hence, of
Justifying training ammunition expenditures and of assessing
readiness. Two examples should suffice: (1)PASSKEY would permit the
Army to relate its training ammunition allocations not to things
--rounds per tank, per howitzer, etc.-- but to soldiers --rounds per
gunner, loader, etc. (2) ITMS has poor connectivity with the National
Training Center, which PASSKEY could ameliorate. At Appendix 3 is a
paper prepared by Jack H. Hiller of the Army Research Institute which
describes the difficulties inherent in training evaluation at the
National Training Center. Note especially pages 4 and 5, in which
Hiller discusses weakness in the data and the importance of providing
evaluators with automated interfaces with the instrumentation.
Field-worthy PASSKEY input devices might assist in tracking trainer
interventions, such as leader "kills" and "revivals", as well as
weapon crew composition, identity of particularly effective or
ineffective individuals, and other fine grain details not now
observable or recordable. :

ITMS should also have gateways into SIMNET. As Hiller observes (App
3, page 6), networked simulators could not only open new training
opportunities, but also could provide striking performance data for
feedback to TRADOC schools and other originators of doctrine, to
combat developers and training developers alike. SIMNET is
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computer-based, and its efficiency should increase proportionate to
the speed and power of its processors. The numbers of SIMNET devices
contemplated for broadcasting throughout the Total Army argue for
keeping its costs as low as possible, and again the new processors
should contribute.

IT™MS must also be interfaced with the emerging --but still largely
unconnected-- family of battle simulations, or war games, and each of
these should also have PASSKEY ports. Neither the recently issued
Training Device Requirment (TDR) for the Company/Team Level Training
Simulation (COLTSIM), nor the TDR which appeared about the same time
for the Brigade/ Battalion Battle Simulation (BBS) call for such
external ports, although they clearly recognize the value of the
simulations for both training developments and combat developments.
COLTSIM does require compatibility, and capability for interface with
BBS (referred to in the COLTSIM TDR as CBTSIM), and BBS requires
compatibility with computer hardware at Corps and Division.
Commander, TRADOC, should insure not only that these are developed
together, but also that both fit into models being developed to drive
higher echelon battle simulations, like the Joint Exercise Support
System (JESS) and the Joint Theater Level Simulation (JTLS), both
part of the JCS-sponsored Modern Aids for Planning Program, (MAPP),
which are soon to be installed at the Joint Warfare Center (JWC) of
the U.S. Readiness Command. Obviously, these also ought to be
compatible with the emerging C3 system, especially the prototype
Maneuver Control System (MCS). And, as soon as feasible, the battle
simulations used at the Warrior Preparation Center by USAREUR and
USAFE, and in TACSIM at Fort Hood, should be replaced or integrated
for full compatibility.

Commander, TRADOC, should drive hard toward Nested Battle Simulations
(NBS) --a coherent family of battle simulations for training leaders
and staffs from company through ¥Field Army, designed for
interoperability and communications compatibility, and for
interfacing with ITMS and PASSKEY.

An Instrumented Tactical Exercise Without Troops for AirLand Battle
(ITEWTALB) has been proposed to exercise in the field the C3I of
formations as large as a Field Army and associated Air Force Command
Centers. The four subsystems of ITEWTALB could utilize fully
state-of-the-art computers and communications, but are to be designed
around existing battle simulations and available communications. Were
the communications systems/computers/models proposed above in place,
ITEWTALB could function as the capstone event in unit training, and
the Army’s primary mechanism for training and evaluating Senior-level
and Executive-level leaders, per Army Regulation 600-100. The formula
for unit training becomes:

PASSKEY+EIDS+ITMS+AIPP+SIMNET+NTC/JRTC+NBS+ITEWTALB= Readiness
This is also a formula for establishing and maintaining standards of
performance, horizontally and vertically, thoughout the Army, both
Active and Reserve Components.

It may also be a formula for the Army’s meeting head-on the
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political/environmentalist challenges in Europe and elsewhere with
new strategic stationing plans, and new, possibly more realistic
roles for the Reserve Components. Here’s how it might work:

...The 68th Armor, a CARS tank regiment, has two battalions assigned
to the Active Component, one to the National Guard, and one to the
Selected Reserve. Of the two Active battalions, the 1st Battalion is
stationed in USAREUR, and the 2d Battalion at Fort Hood. 1st
Battalion, at Mainz, FRG, has a full TO&E, except that all personnel
assigned to the M-1A1 tank platoons are stationed at Fort Hood, in
the 2d Battalion. The brigade at Mainz works 1-68 Armor very hard
conducting reconnaissance, preparing battle books, participating in
terrain walks, and taking part in frequent battle simulations and a
semi-annual ITEWTALB. But at least twice a week, the battalion
"fights" through a SIMNET exercise in which its platoons at Hood
participate. At least once a year there is an Emergency Deployment
Readiness Exercise in which these platoons are flown into Rhine-Main
aboard Civil Reserve Air Fleet transports, and reunited with 1-68A
and their battle gear; the company leaders in Germany know the
individuals in those platoons in some ways better than the leaders of
2-68A at Fort Hood, to whom they are attached for day-to-day
administration.

The leaders of 2-68 at Fort Hood monitor much more closely the
training status of the platoons of 3-68 Armor, New Jersy National
Guard, for should they go to war, they and those platoons would
rendezvous in Germany at a designated POMCUS site, there to become
one of 7th Army’s first reinforcing battalions. REFORGER from time
to time demonstrates how well this arrangement works. But weekly
2-68A trains with some platoons on SIMNET, and helps train and
evaluate all during Annual Active Duty Training.

The cadre of 3-68A has the mission not only of recruiting training,
and administering the platoons for 2-68A, but also of being prepared
to fall in on the equipment of 2-68A at Fort Hocd, conduct a
Mobilization Training Program, and prepare for overseas movement. For
personnel fillers they would rely principally upon 4-68A, a
Chicago-centered Selected Reserve battalion, and a pool of qualified
soldiers from the Individual Ready Reserve, with mobilization .
assignments to 4-68A. 4-68A concentrates on qualifying and keeping
current tank commanders and gunners. The IRR pool consists of
experienced tankers discharged from the Active Component. Despite its
disparate sources of personnel, thanks to PASSKEY, the leaders of
3-68A have excellent information available on the status of
individual training and POM qualifications for all assigned
personnel. Each year its ANACDUTRA consists of a dress rehearsal of
the MTP at Fort Hood...

The posture of the 68th Armor is "echeloned back", the obverse of
"forward stationing.” That posture permits the Army to increase its
combat support and combat service support in Germany, without the
irritants of firing and FTX. It can train its combat elements better
in CONUS. And it can make better use of the 39 days or so which
members of 3-68A and 4-68A of the Reserve Components can rely on for
training. Upon strategic warning, and within the President’s 100,000
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Call-up Authority, platoons shift "forward”, from 2-68A to 1-68A,
from 3 to 2, and from 4 to 3.

omme tions

The Army needs a plan plan for proceeding toward capabilities
implicit in the formula:

PASSKEY+EIDS+ITMS+AIPPS+SIMNET+NTC/JRTC+NBS+ITEWTALB = READINESS
The plan should rest on the principles advanced for ITEWTALB:

Build by evolutionary development. Start with whatever is in place,
and upgrade selectively.

Lease -—-avoid procurement. Put in place a service contract reaquiring
the contractor to furnish the Army state of the art computers and
communications, and to perform any function peculiar to peacetime.

Design around function. Avoid specifying hardware, but insist that
one function is head-to-toe interoperability.

Commander, TRADOC, should:

Assume proponency for ITMS, and direct its being opened to
other systems in the formula, as the central
integrator/management system.

Add onto the ITMS contract a task to reexamine ITMS
as the formula-integrating element in individual and
collective training, and to submit timelines and costs.

Propose to DARPA joint, urgent development of PASSKEY.
Upgrade EIDS and imbed ports for PASSKEY. .

Assure an AIPPS/ITMS interface.

Press development of SIMNET toward realizing its full
strategic and structural, as well as tactical, potential.

Direct action on compatability between instrumentation and
evaluation methods at the NTC/JRTC, and like centers, and
"ITMS; exploit PASSKEY for that purpose.

Direct the fielding of Nested Battle Simulations, internally
coherent, adaptable for ITEWTALB, and interfaced with
PASSKEY and ITMS.

Implement the proposal for ITEWTALB.
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ARMY TRAINING: A CONSTRUCT

All Army training --all military training-- can be described with
four terms: individual or collective, institutional or unmnit.

Individual training refers to undertakings aimed at developing the
cognitive and psychomotor skills of one person, as distinguished
from teams. Since civil education and training are preponderantly
of this sort, and since related pedagogical literature is
similarly focused, the services tackle individual training with
confidence, and some evident competence, especially in
institutional settings.

Collective training refers to undertakings directed toward
developing teamwork, or constructive interpersonal working
relationships among several individuals performing a common task.
The varieties among individuals, and the permutations and
combinations of experience and skills within casual groupings have
led educational researchers --civilian and military-- to
experiment with and write about collective training mainly of
entry-level personnel, where some commonality of background,
experience, and age tends toward more homogenous, definitive .=
results. Training of more disparate, and more realistic
collectives is largely unexplored.

Institutional training refers to methods for training either
individuals or collectives in which a faculty is establzsheagand
facilities provided so that groups or classes of trainees may be
processed through a fixed curriculum, or set of educational
experiences. The school systems established to meet the societal
requirements of the 19th, early 20th Century Industrial Revolution
provided the model, and have largely conditioned the
administrative procedures and forms of instruction used within

all the armed services in their training centers and schools. In
general, a relatively stable faculty of subject-matter specialists
train repetitively changing populations of trainees.

Unit training refers to that which takes place within battalions,
companies, platoons, and detachments, squadrons, or ship’s
companies, where the "faculty” and the "trainees" are stable, and
the “curriculum” varies from day to day, according to
mission-needs, or some training management plan laid down by the
unit’'s leaders. The latter bear the primary instructional burden,
and are seldom genuine subject-matter experts comparable to those
in institutional training. A significant amount of unit training
is actually peer training, on the job, with even less expertise or
experience brought to bear. Unit training, properly a military
preserve, has been poorly explored by scholars and experimenters,
yet most soldiers, sailors, and airmen are in units most of the
time, and their peacetime activities are principally training,
more or less structured. Therefore, unit training is patently the
most expensive kind of training, and the least effective.

The universe of training may be characterized with the following
paradigm, or construct, in which there are four distinct regimes,
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relating to "who is being trained?" and "where is the training taking
place?” '

?

INSTITUTION UNIT
? Individual Tng Individual Tng
INDIVIDUAL in Insitutions in Units
COLLECTIVE Collective Tng Collective Tng
in Institutions in Units

From the point of view of resource allocation, these distinctions are
pot trivial, for Institutional training managers can assure seemingly
efficient utilization of gquite expensive facilities and personnel
overhead, whereas UDnit training managers are notorious for failing
to take adequate advantage of classrooms, learning centers, ranges
and training areas, let alone more elaborate training mechanisms. For
this reason, most of what the services have spent over the years for
better means of doing the training job has been