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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Study Requirements:


The development of new Army doctrine and operational policies for fighting and winning on the modern, highly technical battlefield, and the fielding of digital systems and simulators, resulted in a need for the Army to reexamine its established system for Training Development (TD).  The Army’s TD system, which is managed by the U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), Deputy Chief of Staff – Training (DCST), is the Systems Approach to Training (SAT).  The SAT model used by TRADOC proponent schools, and other proponent (task) proponents, is being stressed by increased requirements to develop Distance Learning (DL), Interactive Multimedia Instruction (IMI), and other web and computer based training products, and by reductions in available resources.  The TRADOC DCST contracted with Communication Technologies, Inc. (COMTek), to determine the current status of SAT implementation, is it being implemented according to TRADOC Regulation (TR) 350-70, is the process working properly, and are there efficiencies that may be leveraged from the corporate and academic training communities.  Specific SAT implementation and associated training management issues were identified and analyzed.  This report compares and contrasts those issues, and provides recommendations based on research, data analysis, and the suggestions of training developers throughout TRADOC.

Procedure:


Communications Technologies, Inc. conducted an extensive literature search of existing military and civilian training methods and previous Army training studies.  The research results were submitted in Phase I of this contract.  In the current phase, COMTek, supported by Professional Software Engineers, Inc. (PROSOFT), and assisted by Dr. Robert Branson, Dr. Roger Kaufman, and Mr. Scott Schaffer, all of Florida State University (FSU), developed an investigative research survey, and specific interview questions designed to provide valid, reliable, and quantifiable data.  The two research instruments were designed to provide data about how field training developers, instructors, and their supervisors felt about the SAT process, implementation, and current level of compliance.  The surveys, which respondents completed anonymously, were sent to all assigned instructors, training developers, and training supervisors and managers at each TRADOC proponent school.  Representatives from COMTek and PROSOFT then conducted on-site, non-attributable interviews with the same training personnel at one Forces Command (FORSCOM) and thirteen TRADOC installations.  The survey and interview data was analyzed, and the results are contained in this report.  Experts from FSU provided guidance in developing the survey and interview questions, recommended appropriate interview methods, and assisted in collating and analyzing the results.

Findings:


Section X contains twenty-four specific SAT and training management issues that support the following summary.  Each issue is followed by a recommended course of action.  Section X also lists ten additional issues that were identified, but are beyond the scope of this study.  These issues require examination and appropriate action.


The following summary addresses only the four basic questions asked in the study requirements; the answers to which describe the current status of SAT:

   1.  Question:
What is the status of SAT implementation;
       is it being used?

Answer:
Yes.  The basic principles and processes of SAT are being implemented and regularly used throughout TRADOC.  However, several modifications, short cuts, and “making do” changes are often used.  These modifications are mostly the result of misunderstanding the SAT requirements and processes, lack of or insufficient training, and insufficient resources:  primarily manpower, time, and money.

   2.  Question:
Is SAT being implemented in accordance
       with TR 350-70?

Answer:
No.  The basic principles and phases of SAT are followed with some modification, but the requirements of TR 350-70 are seen as cumbersome, repetitive, and are not routinely or consistently followed.  The primary reasons given are a lack of time and manpower, that the requirement makes no sense or is irrelevant to the process, that the requirement is a training management function, and not knowing or understanding the requirement.

   3.  Question:
Is the SAT process working properly?

Answer:
Yes.  The key word here is “process”.  Nearly all respondents say the SAT process works, and works very well in any situation; but only when necessary time, manpower, and other resources are available.  Even when shortcuts and modifications are made, the basic SAT process is present.  The problem seen by training developers is not within the SAT process, but with training management.  The majority of respondents said the problems include management’s lack of SAT training or understanding, inappropriate allocation of developmental resources, and poor TD guidance and decisions.

   4.  Question:
Are there efficiencies that may be
       leveraged from the corporate and academic training
       communities?

  Answer:
Yes.  Two specific recommendations were made:  needs analysis should be separated from the SAT Analysis phase, and quality control and quality assurance processes should be integrated into the SAT Evaluation phase, and the internal evaluations of the other SAT phases.

Utilization of Findings:


This report identifies several specific issues, and provides equally specific recommendations associated with the implementation, adherence to, and changes to the Systems Approach to Training model.  Training managers can use these recommendations to establish policies and procedures that will ensure future TD processes and technology will meet the training needs of the Army.
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