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Report To The Secretary Of The Army

ED218978

Weaknesses In The Resident Language
Training System Of Defense Language
Institute Affect The Quality Of

Trained Linguists

The Defense Language Institute, Foreign
Language Center, manages the largest for-
eign-language-training effort in the United
States. The vast majority of trained lan-
guage personnel supportsthe defense intel-
ligence mission, and such training is cbnsid-
ered vital to preserving national security.

Because of a series of problems at the Insti-
tute, GAO concludes that changes are neces-
sary to improve tha quality of instruction.
GAO recommends that the Institute (1)
replace outdated basic course materials, (2)
upgrade the management of classroom in-
struction, and (3) better assess the effec-
tiveness of its training mission. t
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tive action and had, in some cases, made
improvements in its language training,

3
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DOD responded that it was taking correcs-

*  rraproduction guality

<

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL EESQURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

P The docunent has been reproduced as
recetved from the parson or organuzation
onginaung it

. Minor changes have been made to mprove®

& Pomnts of view or opmions stated i this docu
ment do not necessanly represen; official NIE
position of policy

-

GAO/FPCD 8222
" MAY'd, 1982




Request for copies of GAO reports should be
sent to:

U.S. General Accounting Office

Document Handling and Information
Services Facility

P.0. Box 6015

Gaithersburg, Md. 20760

Telephone (202) 275-6241

The first five copies of individual reports art
free of charge. Additional copies of bound
audit reports are $3.25 each. Additional
copies of unbound report (i.e., letter reports)
and most other publications are $1.00 each.
There will be a 256% discount on all orders for
100 or more copies mailed to a single address.
Sales orders must be prepaid on a cash, check,
_or money order basis. Check should be made
| out to the ‘‘Superintendent of D_ocument;".

1

. '
L] .

]

»




.

©

- " UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
" WASHINGTON, D.C. 20348

'

<
nmh PERSONNEL AND - ’ “
COMPENSATION DIVISION ’

_B-205861 - D | ' -

e : ‘ ¢
B

The Honorable John O. -MArsh, Jr.
The Secretary of the Army -

Dear Mr. Secretary:
Attention: The Inspgctor General
DAIG-AI -

’
-

Pursuant to a request from Congressman Led® E. Panetta, we
examined the management -operations of the Defense Language.Ilnsti-
tute, Foreign Language Center, at Monterey, California. The re-
port discusses what we believe are the significarit internal prob~

- lems which diminish the overall effectiveness of language training
at the Institute. - ‘ . . : ¢

The report contaihs recommendations which require specific

. action on your part.’ As you know, section 236 of the Legislative,
Reorganization Act of 1970 requires the head of a Federal-agency
to submit a written statement on actions taken on our recommenda-

 tions to the House Conmittee on Government Operations and the

Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs not later than 60 days

after the date of the report. XA written statement must also be
sent to the House and Senate Committees onh Appropriations with

the agency's first rgquest for.appropriations made more than

60 days after the date of the report. - .

We are sending copies of this .report to the Director, Office
_of Management and ‘Budget, and to the Chairmen, House Committée on
Government Operations, Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs,
House and Senate Committees on Appropriations, House and Senate
Select Committees on Intelligence, and House and Senate Commitr
tees on Armed Services. °° C ' ’
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/ G Sin&erely yours,
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WEAKNESSES IN THE RESIDENT
LANGUAGE TRAINING SYSTEM OF
. - . AFFECT THE QUALIT

. OF TRAINED
> ’ LINGUISTS :

3

DIGEST

The Defense Language Instltute s Forelgn Lan- \
guage Center is responsible for providing .
foreign langbage training to military person-
nel who are being prepared for 1ntelllgence
activities. The Institute' 8 mission is to
conduct and supervise language training for
these personnel and to provide technical sup-
port for all-other forelgn language training
conducted for the services except for mili- .
tary academies and overseas schools. "GAO
conducted this review at the request of
Congressman Leon E. Panetta. GAO's objec-
tives were toeldentlfy and analyze signif-
icant internal Defense Language Institute
problems that diminigh the overall effective-
ness of language tra1n1ng at the Institute.

4
GAO ‘reviewed the management of training at
the Institute and concluded that changes are
necessary to improve the quality of language
instruction. More specifically, the Insti- :
tute needs to (1) replace outdated materials
in basic courses, (2) upgrade the management
of classroom instruction, and (3) better as-
sess the effectiveness of its tra1n1ng mission.

»
.

EFFORTS TO DEVELOP

QUALITY COURSE MATERIALS | ] ;

HAVE BEEN UNPRODUCTIVE ’ y

rd

The Institute has made little progress in im- ,
proving the quality of ‘current course mate-

rials. It has expended 159 staff-years at

a cost of about $4.2 milldon but has not pro-

duced needed basic course materials. Defense
officials said, however, that new course mate-

rials would-be forthcoming during 1982. .

The lack of progress has been caused, in part,
by the Institute's failure to (1) effectively
set course development priorities, (2) properly

GAO/FPCD-82-22
- MAY 6, 1982
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implement prescribed course development
procedures, (3) adequately monitor progress of
cdurse development projects, (4) fully explore
‘the potential of using commercial textbooks, .

and (5) effectiv

y use contracting to obtain

needed course m&terials.
) .

(See p. 4.)

/

CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT OF '
CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION SHOULD
IMPROVE TRAINING QUALITY

*

~
- -
~Inadequate mandgement of classroom instruction °
could be adversely affecting the quality of
classrcom training. Specifically, GAO found
‘that: . ¥ .

--An officially approved and accepted teaching
‘methodology was lackirg.

Z-Instructor training was limited..

--Instructors were not being properly evalu-
ated by supervisors.

--Response to and followup on training recom-
mendations.were poor. .

.

--Technical language assistants had not bgen
.effectively used, (See p. 11l.) | .

" ASSESSMENT OF TRAINING EFFECTIVENESS
1S NOT CONCLUSIVE T )

.

Thé - Institute cannot conclusively assess the
proficiency -of its graduatee or the effective-
ness of its training system on the basis of
itjs existing-evaluation processes. It needs
to formulate a .cohesive policy statement on
its training objectives and standards in order
- to trdin' students to desired user proficiency
levels. The lack of clear objectives and
standards causes confusion gpver what to evalu-
ate or what-'the proficiency level of graduates

" should be. .(Seep. 17.)

Y ’

. ‘ [ .
.+ RECOMMENDATIONS
GAO fecomﬁénds that the Secretary of the Army
é;;ect the Commandant of the Institute to:

-=DeVelop rqeideﬁt basic#courses using commer-
cially avdilable matesials whenever these




n be adapted at less cost and in less
. o fime than in-house development effort. \‘
Establish controls over caurse development
projects which provide the means to assess
) / progress aga1nst specified target dates.
Il

. . ~~Develop and distribute a standard schoolwide
) training, methodology for use in all linguage
departpents. .
. Y
--Require all newly hired 1nstructors to com-
plet® both phases of the basic instructor- )
‘training course. - In addition, instructors ;
S shouldabe encouraged to seek out additional
/) ’ training to improve their ‘instructional
/ abjlities as part of the individual’ develop-
1 ment programs.

-8 *

--Establish procedures to carry out the rein-
stated policy for supervisory classroom
visits and pold supervigors accountable for

, routinely observing instructor classroom

- behavior. .
/ ~-Establish reéalistic training objectives based N »
/ on mission requirement and use the Defense ’
Language Proficiency Test to measure students'
Merformance in satisfaction of these objec- .
tives and require that students pass the test
as a condition for graduatlon.' N

. (%
, —--Develop a Defense Language Proficie:‘; Test
that will measure student proficiency of ' .
the obJectlves and standards established .
by the Institute. . : ‘\ .
~ ' , ‘ . 2
AGENCY COMMENTS - \ Y
The Department of Defense commented that it - .
shares a common interest with GAO in the effec- )
‘. ' . tiveness of training at the Instltute,and stated
that several years ago it observed many of the ’:
conditions reported by GAO. Defense off1c1als
reported that., since GAO's audit efforts were COm-
pleted, there has been a high level of. accom‘ ‘ !
plishmeng and that many problems noted in thls . , .
! report either have been or are being addressed. .

.

. GAO modi .some of the pr®posed recomméndataons
ifits draft eport as a result of Defense's
comments regarding actions taken or unéerway.

iii R T
Tear Sheet : . s




These modifications are addressed in the
recommendation and agency comment sections
of chapters 2, 3, and 4. (See pages 10, 15,
and .21.)
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1 ) INTRODUCTION v ' ‘
' Quality of linguists and tralning has )
Y ) been a longstanding concern
- . Objective, scope, and methodology
2 DLI's COURSE DEVELOPMENT EFFORTS

HAVE BEEN UNPRODUCTIVE

. , Failure to effectively set priority on

. ) résident basic courses resulted -
in dlsproportlonate amount of. resources
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DLI RQas improperly implemented the’
instructional systems development
approach

.o DLI has not established adequate controls

by which to monitor and manage projectsz
»- DLI hasg not fully explored the potential

of u51ng commercial textbooks

DLI has had poor results in contracting
for basic course development

Conclusions ,
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. " CHAPTER 1

. . INTRODUGT1ON

-

‘

- The Defense Language Institute (DLI), Foreign Language Center,
. in Monterey, California, was established to provide)fOreign lan~-
guage training for the entire Department of Defense (DOD). DLI
i8 under the administrative control of-the Department of the Army
and more specifically under that of the Army Training and Doctrine. . .
Commgnd (TRADOC) at Fort Monroe, Virginia.. DLI's mission is very ‘
. important because its, products, foreign-language-trained personnel,
support the defense intelligence mission. Although {inguists don-
stitute a very small perceéntage of total military personnel, DOD |
considers them an essential "element for preserving national
security. ‘ - . - ,
A . . ‘e -
“ . DLI conducte full-time intepsive foreign language training and ’
provides technical cqptrol for all ;?per foreign language training
" conducted in DOD, except for milita academied and overseas DOD-.
.operated schools. The instructional program is unjguely geared to
the needs of defense, and most DLI students are active diuty enlisted
service members who eventually are assigned to defense intelligence
jobs. DLI's basic resident courses, those taught at the Prestidio
of Monterey and at Lackland Air Force Base, Texas, are'aimed at
developing working level competencies in listening comprehension,
reading, speaking, and writing. DLI also develops nohresident lan-,_
guage training programs for people in military field units and :
elsewhere to.regain, maintain, or enhance language proficiency ty
Jobs and missions. In addition, DLI is responsible for ] s

--developing and maintaining instructional material for both
the resident and nonresident programs ; -

..

* -—plann%ng for faculty development;

--empioying, training, and maintaining qualified subject

- matter experts in job and task analysis, testing, evalu-
‘ation, curriculum developmeht, and instruction in foreign
languages; and - . - .

-
h

Pl

14
--exercising quality control over the foreign language
program by providing standards and tests to measure
language proficiency.

- OD1 currently provideg training in about 37 major languages
and dialects; it relies almost solely on native-speaking instruc-
tors. DLI exercises very little real control over the numbers
and timing of students scheduled for language training or the

‘* language’s to be taught. Uger agencies determine terminal learn-
ing objectives (required language skills) and, in conjinction

with DLI, establish the length of time students wi}l be in train-
ing. Except for the Army, the services also maintain adMiinistra-
tive control over their own students while at DLI.- Coordination

i




. ’ ‘
. ) N -

, etween DLI and user agencies is done Jrimarily through an annual -
Erogram review at the beginnigg of each calendar Year. Staffing
at DLI includes some 350 military personnel and a ciwilian work
force of 850, of which about 600 are faculty members. -DLI teaches

. foreigh languages tq about 3,500 service students per year ‘(the
. - stadent load averages abgut~2,600); of which the largest number
pelongs to the Department 9f the Army. (App. II lists student
enrollment and number of instructors by language as of Septentber
1981.) : o
QUALITY OF LINGUISTS AND TRAINING f—\ §
‘HAS BEEN .A LONGSTANDING CONCERN

-

2 The quality of foreign language training and” the competence
«of military and civilian linglistg have been longstanding con-

b .cerng,_ For example, we.reported in 1973 1/ that foreign-language-
tYaining programs did not always give personnel the proficiency
required to do theiwr.'iobs. We also reported in 1980 2/ that DOD
had a large number language~designated positions either un-
filled or not filled at the required proficiency level. In addi-
tion, what they learned Was often not specifically related to
the requirements of their jobs. User agencies @lso have hecome
increasingly vocal about the inability of DLI-trained personnel -
newly assigned at duty statigns to perform basic linguist duties.

. In addition, DLI's own evaluyatiops of tactical and strategic
intelligence units, conducted in-fiscal years 1979 and 1981, con-
» . firmed users' complaints. A major reason often cited by linguists
‘and their supervisors for language deficiencies was inadequate

basic langtage training while at DLI.

N

OBJECTIVE,. SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY ’ -
At the request of Congressman Leon E., Panetta, we reviewed
the operations and training at DLI. This review was performed
in Monterey between January .and September 1981 in accordance
.o . with our Office's current "Standards for Audit of Governmental
' Organizations, Programs, Activities, and Functions." Our objec-
_tive was to identify and analyze those _significant internal prob-
lems that diminish the overall effectiveness of language t raining.
5 - -
, congressman Panetta agreed .that we would addresé\ nly those
issues which related directly to DLI training capabillgifs and

-

-
a

N .

1/YNeed To Improve Language Training’'Programs a%a Assighments
~ for U.S. Government Personnel Overseas" (B-176049, Jan. 22,
1973). . t e

2/"Mare Competence "in Foreign Languages Needed by Federal Per-
sonnel Working Overseas" (ID-80-31, Apr. 15, 1980).

A 2
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N} * -
were within the jurisdiction of the Commandant of DLI to correct.
The three issues examined were the adequacy of (1) course develo
ment activities,. (2) management of classroom instruction, and
{3, evaluation Of fyraduates ahd training.

Our review inclu@ed an dnalysis of previous studies (see
app. II1) ‘of DLI and &n €xamination of the fiscal years 1979
and 1981 external fieldsevaluations that DLI performed. We did
not verify the-accuracy of findings reported by these evdlua-
tions, nor did we evaluate the methodology used in'making the
evaluations or in developing the respective findings. /

Our work -also included examinations of various internal docu-.
Tments, such as DLI Instructional Systems Audits? recently com=-
pleted student andéfaculty questionnaires: DLI regulations and
internal documented policy ‘guidance on instructional mgthodology.

testing and grading, and course development activitie and in- S
—\ ‘l"

structors' training and appraisal records. We also reviewed stu-
dent end-of-coursekgrades and compared them with students' language
proficiency test results to determime if students could attain the
level of proficiency required by users.
- N * N

Interviews with department heads, supervisors, .instructors,
and students were confined to the six largest language depart-
ments~-Russian, German, Korean, Cliinese, Arabic, and Spanish—-which
in total account for over 90 percent of both faculty and-students
at DLI. 1Individuals interviewed were randomly selected to obtain
a cross section of opinions. However, these selections do not ‘con—,
stitute a statistical sample and, therefore, opinions expressed do

.not necessarily represent the views of all DLI fuculty and studemts.

Other internal problems at DLI, such as thre questions 'of com-
petitive versus excepted service status for DLI faculty, employee
morale and grievances, abolishment of the Academic Senate/ cross=
cultural communication @ifficulties, and organizational structure
igsues, were not reviewed, as agreed witﬁ\pongré&sman Panetta.

R -
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v
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- ' “'CHAPTER 2

DLI's COURSE DEVELOPMENT EFFORTS .

.. HAVE BEEN UNPRCODUCTIVE

- -

Students are not receiving up~to-date language instructiorf
' DRI official user agencies' rep}esentatives, and others ac-
knowledge that\DLI's resident courses are outdated, but DLI has
made little prodress in developing new resident materials-for
. basic courses. Between fiscal year 1978 and “the second quarter
’ - of fiscal year 1981, DLI used.about $4,2 million and 159 staff- {
years for course development and has yet to develop updated basic
course materials. DLI's lack of progress has been caused largely

by DLI's failure to .
. 4

--effectively set course development priorities between
its resifdent and nonresident courses,

< --properly implement the Integservice Procedures for In-
structional Systems Development promulgated. by TRADOC,

velopment projects,

¢ —--fully pursue acquisition of commercial texts as an
alternative to in-house course development, and *
—-use contracting effectively to obtain needed materials
and tO increase the use Of* in-house resources. .
DLI officials acknowledged that the Directorate of Training
e DevefOpment had not completely rewritten any resident basic
courses. However, lack of progress was attributed to the (1) de- <
velopment of nonresident materials requested by user agencieg for
* worldwide usey (2) rigorous and time-consuming requirements of - l
TRADOC's Interservice Procedures .for Instructional Systems Develop- .1
|

A—-effectiveély monitor the progress Of ongoing course de- '

ment, .and (3) numerous delays in completing course development
projects caused by project staffing difficulties and 'interruptions.
\ * .
4
FAILURE TO EFFECTIVELY SET PRIORITY
ON RESIDENT BASIC COURSES RESULTED IN
DISPROPORTIONATE AMOUNT OF RESOURCES .
SPENT ON NONRESIDENT COURSES :
' - * -~ ' |
Despite the need for new resident basic courses, DLI%has not {
effectively set priority on these projects and has spent dispropQr- {
tionate resources on nonresident course development. . |

A .
|

courses. Resident training is that training which takes place at
the Presidio of Monterey and Lackland Air Force Base and consists

’
a

DLI develops materials for both resident and nonresident 1

.
4
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'

prfggrily of the basic, intermediate, -and advanced courses.
NonPesident training, as the name implies, is designed for use
at military ac¥lvities where linguists are employed.
New resident basic course materials are -
needed but have not been developed
L 4
,Many sources have noted that DLI's resident courses need
revision. In 4979 it was reported that resident course mate-
~Lials ranged in age from 4 to 27 years and desperately needed
attention. Despite DLI's course development efforts, howevér,
no new resident courses have been implemented since 1976. Fur-
thermore, DLI's primary user agency, the National Security L
Agency (NSA), during a special program review conducted at DLI
during December 1980, charged that:

i

"while 177 manyears have been expended in course
development pot a single resident course has been
completed."”

DLI officials do not dispute the fact that resident cogrse mate-
rials are outdated.

DLI has no systémyto efféZZEVely
set course development priorities

-

- DLI's course development process.dependé upon obtaining the
conseéhsus of the user agencies during the annual program reviews.
DLI officials told us there was no formal list of priorities; !
however, priorities are now stated within the Five-Year Plan for
course development. User agency officials told us that, prior to

the approved Five-Year Plan, DLI had been unable to set clears

course development priorities because there had been no consensus
among the user agencies as to what courses should have the highest
priority. For example, while NSA placed its priority on resident
course development, two Army commands were more ‘concerned with
obtaining nonresident materials. In addition, the Marine Cbrps,
while it concurred in the need to place priority on development

of resident basic.courses, also desired further development of
-Training Extemsion Courses. The Marine Corps later objected when®
DLI curtailed some extension courge development in favor of basic

course projects. . - ¢

Disproportionate amount of :esdurces

have been spent on nonresident:-courses

L] d ‘
DLI has -not balanced the priority for its course development

-needs. A disportionate amount of resources have been expended

on nonresident courses in trying to satisfy the diverse needs of

user agepcies.
r/ . .. . " . )

5
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Our computations, made from data in DLI's records, show that,
%; the 159.F staff-years expended for course development between
Hfscal year 1978 and the second quarter of fiscal year 1981, only
"33 ‘percent waé’spent on resident courses while 67 percent was spent
on nonresidenti-courses, as shown by the following table.

-

Resident“courses: ‘ .
Basit course:development . . 51.1
Basic course_ revision . 0.6
\\fpterrediatg(and advanced course development 0.9

, . . 5 .

Total_ . . 52.6

. ,. , L . .‘ ’ -

* Ncnresidegnt courses: .

Headstart course development and revision 16.7
Gatéway course development and revision 16.2
~Ref§esher and maintenance course development 13.2
Tra;n%ng extension course development 60.5
", .Total, _ - ) . 106.6
‘ & ] —_

DLI HAS,IMPROPERLY IMPLEMENTED TH .
INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT APPROACH
L '
DLI'ﬁseé'TRADOC;B'instructional systems development approach
guidance for language, course development. DLI ‘has adopted the
approach because it contends that it is the best method for de-
veloping training that effectibely meets user needs. However, we
. found that 'DLI-had improperly implemented this approach for some

‘of its hightdensity basic dourses now undergoing revision.

L]

+DLI Memorandum 5-2, "Plénning and Management of Training
Development~ Projects," dated March 15, 1979, provides that
training, development be ‘accomplished in accordance with TRADOC
Pamphlet 350-30, "Interservice Procedures for Instructional Sys-
tems Development." The process, as getailed by Pamphlet 350-30,
outlines five sequential phases in tNe development of training
materials’’ analysis, design, development, implementation, and
control. _ﬂbafound, however, that for at least three courses be-
ing revised--Basic Russian, Basic Chinese Mandarin, and Spanish
refresher/maintenance~-DLI had conducted the phases in the wrong
order.ﬁ Inﬁélk'casgs,vthe development phase p{gceded the analysis'
phase. v ) : -

Lack of appropriate front-end analysis before designing and
developing®courses. 'has also been cited in a previows external
evaluation as a roadblock to successful course development. A,
1979 TRADOC Inspector General evaluation noted that no signifi-
cant improvements had been made in the basic resident course
since TRADOC's prior 1978 annual inspection. According to the
evaluation, the primary problem hindering effective basic
course Bevelopment was the lack of analysis of the basic language

. ' ‘ 1
6 TN

1 n ’ »
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.

requirements to determine what skills should be taught. The

Inspector General added that DLI's Analysis Division lacked L

guidance bn establishing priorities. in order to best use ex-
“y , tremely limited -resources.

13

A Training Development official said DLI had deviated from
the instructicnal systems model bécaise during 1976 considerable
. emphasis by the Commarfdant was placed on the need to update o0ld
coursé materials. Consequently, in trying to expedite develop-
ment of new materials, Training Development gave less attention
to analysis and design while preématurely focusing on development.
R . .
. DLI HAS NOT ESTABLISHED ADEQUATE ‘CONTROLS
BY WHICH TO MONITOR AND MANAGE PROJECTS

ém’ y

DLI has not established adequate controls for monitoring -~
progress and managing the development, of course materials. Proj-
ect work'plans are constantly being revised to reflect the cur-
‘rent situation; project status feports contain inaccurate data:
-aid the lack of a stahdard for measuring productivity has hindered
DLI's ability to monitor and manage course development.,

. As a management tool,sthe work plans are of limited use be-
cause of constant revisions. DLI has allowed the project teams
to revise their work plans to reflect current estimates, thereby
limiting their value as a baseling from which to measure vari-
ances, assess the reasons for variances, and maje needed correc-

. tions. We were t61d that DLI had not required teams to conform

with realistic work plans because the project officers were re-

lugtamt to commit themselves to milestones. In addition, offi-

cials stated that.resource and staffing priorities were 8o ‘er-,

ratic that realistic planning was meaningless. Because of the

- absence of records, we could not determine the amount of slippage
the original work plans had undergone.

Project sﬂ{tus repofts arYe another management ‘tool. Accord+
ing to DLI Memo 5-2, these reports should establish and maintain
continuous records on cost, time, manpower use, work accomplish-
ments, and developmental problems. They should also shelp man-
agers to (1) project future developmental resource requirements,
(2) reach. make or buy decisions, and (3) perform problem-solving
analyses. However, the reports, cannot measure the progress of -
development .because of changing work plans as discussed above,
nor-do they accurately report the staff-hours charged to projects.
In a sample of 11 Of the 20 projedts ongoing diiring the second '
quarter of fiscal year 1981, the staff-hours charged for each pro- 4,
ject on the reports did not agree with those on DLI's computer . o
system. ~The discrepancy ranged from 21.9 to 180.9 staff-hours.

_ In,addition, DLI hag™not developed or used performance stand-
ards to-measure the productivity of its project teams. NSA uBes
a.6:1 ratio; that is, the number of staff-hours required to. develdp

7
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materials '‘for 1 hour of classroom inftruction,-as a standard for ., .
developing its lagguage courses. While DLI .argued that NSA's . . |

. ratio was unrealistically low, DLI still has not seriously tried .
to develop its own stahdards. It has béen suggested that DLI ob-
tain additional staff to develop standards: however, action on this .
suggestion -is penhding the results of a planned staffing survey.

- .

DLI HAS NOT FULLY EXPLORED THE POTENTIAL - ;-
OF USING COMMERCIAL'TEXTBOOKS : .

LY

Usage of commercial texts has been minimal despite DLI's .
policy rzquiring .such materials to be evaluated and used whenever
justified on a cost, quality, or timing basis. We could not find,
» _.nor could officials provide records te indicate, that DLI had
formally evaluated or incorporated commercial texts before initi- ‘
ating costly and time-consuming in-hsuse development. We were 1
told that, although project teams reviewed commercial texts, DLI
had not documented the evaluation process, nor had it provided
specific guidance to the teams on the content, methodology, or ,
extent of tbe evaluations. .
. ) ) ’
) For example, "Deutsch activ," a German textbook, was re-
viewed by DLI staff and was said to be excellent for its superior
use of communicative skills. How#ver, a formal evaluation tom-
paring the text to DLI needs and a quantitative analysis of what
it would cost to adapt and use the textbook at DLI were never
performed. - Regardless, DLI awarded a contract for $25,460 for . .
initial development of the German Basic Course. The contract
was'not successful, and DLI is now trying to develop the German ')
\\ Basic Course in-house using-portions of the "Deutsch activ" text,
-
X pending an agreement with the German publisher. L. -
DLI staff have raised several objections to using commercial S &
texts. We were told that commercial texts were geared to a differ- '
ent audience, they lacked-military "flavor" or tewminology, or * .
copyright and availability problems would interfere- These objec- -
tions, however, havé been discounted by user agencies and other
/ DLI staff for the.following reasons: ' /‘

) ~-A gbod basic text could serve as the framework for a course
- with,additional exercises and other supplemental materials
to provide the intensity needed by DLI. Py

.l --Basic courses are not military specific until the end, and.
. ,military terminblogy could easily be added.

—-NSA and the Foreign Service Institute (FSI) both use cam-
mercial texts exténsively for theiF language courses.

4
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'DLI HAS HAD POOR RESULTS IN CONTRACTING S

P

TOR BASIC COURSE DEVELOPMENT

DLI'8 efforts to contract out,basic course development have
not been successful. Officials acknowledge that contracts for
course development between 1969 and 1975_produced little usable
materials, and no completed basic courses were ever gelivered or
put into use at DLI. The only contract for basic course devel-
opment since this period did not produce satisfactory results
either. Failure of the 1969-75 contracts has been attributed
primarily to poor contract specifications.

DLI has entered into only one contract for basic course _
deyvelopment since &he 1969-75 period; this was for the German .
Basic Course. The contract wag awyarded in September 1980 for the
amount of '$254,460 and was terminated in May 1981. Although all
the lessons specified in the initial contract were reteived, the
materials were not usable. According to DLI officials,. specifi-
cations were not at fault for failure of the contract. Instead,
they said, DLI's inability to effectively monitor and control
the contract caused its failure. : .

p .
CONCLUSIONS ‘ ' ‘ >

Existing basic .courses have deterioratedgtq the point where
there is a detrimental effect on the quality of traininge Course
development projects have proceeded slowly because of the lack of .
appropriate priorities, improperly implemented ‘course development
procedures, ineffective monitoring and management of development
projeqts, failure to fuily exp pre the potential benefits of . ’

commercial texts, and unsuccessful contracting efforts.
“*

DLI'needs to develop a gystem bdsed on internal as well as = - <
external inputs for assessing course development pribrity needs.
Establishing contyols over its course development projects alorg

_with an evaluation of alternative course materials should improve °

course development. .

~ . * .

RECOMMENDATIONS
\

‘We recommena that the Secretary of the Army @irectithe Com=-
mandant.of DLI tg .

‘ --develop resident bagic courses using commércially avail-
' able materials wheasVer these can be adapted at less cost
and in less time than in-house deveippment and =
--establish controls over course development projects which
provide the means to assess progress agalngt spegified ' :
target dates. . . N ‘

-
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AGENCY. COMMENTS R _
¢ ! L]
T In théir March 19, 1982, comments (see app.-I1), DOD officials
~—— agreed that DLI-ceuld have bBetter managed its course development
L rgsouicéb: however, they emphasized that their investment in
. .course develgpment would begin to be realized in 1982 with the
 completion of the Basic Russian course. We have not verified
' . that DOD-will meet the projected completion date -for the Basic
" Russian course. In addition, DOD in March 1982-reported the sta-
‘tus for several additional basic language courses but did not
provide any'estimated-completion dates for these courses, and we
have not attempted to verify the' provided information. While DOD
.  commented that it had used and adapted commercial materidls for
geveral of its courses, we found only very limited use of commer-
cia® materialgs and continue to believe that greater use is neces-
sary if the Institute is to achieve its course development goals.
DOD officials reported that production control measures had been
-. recently instituted to more closely monitor the progress of course

development activities.

¢

DOD comments indicated that the 5-year training development
plan establishes project priorities, and the Institute and user
agenties now agree on resident and nonresident course development

) prigrities. DOD specifically commented that, as of March 1982,

* 74 percent of course development resources have been allocated for
‘ resident programs while 26 percent have beép allocated for devel-
. ppment of norfresident and refresher/maintenance programs. Accorg-
. ingly, we hawve dropped our proposed recommendation'®o establish’

a more, éffective process for/setting project priorities.

P

¢ oo ‘",! - ‘,
DOD commented that it had accomplished our proposei recomme’-
. dation to establish controls over course development ‘ac ivities

by late 1981. However, the recency of DOD's actions and.the lack
of information as to how these actions will achieve the intent of
oyr proposed recommendation cause us to continuge to believe that

controls are neeged. '

2
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" | CHAPTER 3 v, . ‘ ‘
|

S ' . CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION CAN BE .BETTER

MANAGED AND SUPERVISED /

Important elements of classroom instruction could be better | ,
'managed- and supervised. Many problems have been identified in
past studies conducted by DLI and‘other organizations. However,
to date, some important training policies and procedures are . .
either lacking or unclear or have been poorly implemented. We

* ,found that: ‘ - A

~-DLI lacked an officially approved and accepted teaching
methodology for instructors to use. ) .

--Imdtructors, once hired, received only limited training :
o classroom instruction. .

d VN

—-Instructors were not being adequately evaluated oh‘their’
'. instructional capabilities. . E

. =-DLI's evaluations of training quality were not effective
) because of poor response to recommendations and inad@quate .
fq}lowuﬁ on them. '
E --Teéhnical language assistant&4(TLAs) provided to DLI' have
not been used effectively. ' + '\ . S
. S T - . v \ :
While these”problems have not been solved, recent DLI initiatives,
such as revising instructo hiring sEﬁndards, instituting a new
program to improve the uzé?:f TLAs, and creating and filling the /
position of Academic Deah, are all aimed at imprgving clasgsroom
instruction. . s & ‘e

. DITTRVIN
f§53391ALLY APPROVED ANS®ACCEPTED S
EACHING METHQDOLOGY IS LACKING : |

DLI has/had no definitive policy on methodology or the theory

of foreign "language traihing since January 1976. -Before 1976, a ‘
- definitive "official pplicy” on methodology was contained in<DLI \ »
- Pamphlet 350-4, entitYed "DLI Guidelines." This pamphlet dealt

with the principles and methods of teaching and learning in‘the

Defense Language Program. However, in January 1976 the pamphlet

vwas rescinded and has not been replaced. Although two memo randums

dealing wfth course methodology were written after the pamphlet '

was rescinded, they were not adopted internally by DLI as official
¢ guidanoe to the departments. t - .

4
Teaching methodology at DLI varies widely even within the

same language department. Interviews with department heads, |

supervisors, instructors, and students substantiated the use

- ) .11
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of different methodologies. They variously described the
methodologies as "eclectic, audio-lingual, cognitive, inductive,
pluralistic, improvisationa}, and doing their own thing." One
instructor claimed that six different methodologies were used
indiscriminately in his department. Other. instructors said they iy
had no official DLI methodology, or they simply followed the text-
bgok. DLI pfficials acknowledged that the use of various method-
ologies had an unpredictable effect on the quality of instruction

and that language departments had, in effect, been allowed to do

"their own thing." They also acknowledged that DLI needed to de- .
velop and "package" a methodolpgy to make it easier to understand
and follow. s o g

/

INSTRUCTOR TRAINING IS LIMITED

Many of the newly hired instructors are not cgmpleting basic
instructor training’ and even fewer receive additional training
for self-development apnd job gdvancement. Although DLI gives most o
new ingtructors some training and orientation, it has not been con-
sistent in routinely updating and reinforcihg the earlier training .
with additional, tra?nidg.

4%aining records showed that 77 percent of instructors hired
between January 1980 and May 1981 received "Basic Instructor
Training, Phase I." This 2-week course, supplemented by a l-week \
in-class observation, is_des%?ned to give native or near-native
speakers of foreign languages'.the -skills; knowledge, and abili-
ties to function as DLI instructors. "BasIc Instructor Training.

.Phase II," is an observation period during which an instructor is

evaluated on how well he or she applies the technigles learned

in phase I. During the same peniod, however, only 16 percent of
those who complgked phase I completed phase II. Further,. records
indicated that, during this periéﬁ, few instructors attended other
DLI ¢ourses. ' o . . ) )
SUPERVISORS NOT'PROPERL& EVALUATING

INSTRUCTORS . . - ~

Ldhguage department supervisors are not properly evdluating
instructors' classroom perforfiance. DLI guidelines specify the
most' important tool 22 perforihance evalkuation is the supervisor
audit. This is an ufischeduled visit to a class by a department
supervisor for observing and fecording on-the-job behavior and
appraising performance. Each.audit should include such events
as observing behavior, writing observations, discussing perform-
ance with the instructor, counseling the instructor as required,
and insuring the appropriate observation form is cosigned by the

instructor ’ . Ly

The supervisor is responsible for observing instructor
performance for a full' teachihg period at a minimum of 6 times




. . -' N * . .
a year or more often if necessary. Instructor observation forms
serve as records of,an instructor's performance and as support

. for written performance appraidals.

While, in theory, the supervisor visit‘?h an important evalu-
ation tool, we found that supervisQrs were not carrying out these
responsibilities. For -example, we interviewed 14 of thg 28 super-
visors (or 50 percent) in the 6 largest departments, al§y of whom
indicated that'they did not visit their instructors' classes reg-
ularly; about half indicated they visited classes as infrequently
as twice a year. Furthermore, they di€ not always record their
observations. @&lso, ingtructors iz four of these departments said
they had not been unseled by supervisors, although this is re-
quired after the quit. . te o

-

DLI officials said they were developing a new performance
appraisal policy and related procedures which were expected to
provide additiogal guidance on jaistructor evaluations.
RESPONSE TO TRAINING RECOMMENDATIONS
BAS BEEN POOR AND FOLLOWUP HAS BEEN
INEFFECTIVE i ‘

' Reviews of DLI's instructional delivery system, Instructional’

Systems Audits (ISAs), are performed to determine the means of
improving the effectiveness or efficiency of .classroom instruction.
However, procedures for monitoring and implementing ISA recommen-
dations-were not followed.. Specifically, we found that:

~~The Directorate of Evaluation had never implemented moni-
toring procedures for ISA recommendations although a
September 1, 1978, DLI memorandum indicated such procedures
existed. '
A

--The Directorate of Training had delegated to®its individual
language departments the responsibility for implementing
_ ISA recommendations and had not insured compliance.

P

-

The Director of Training acknowledged that implementing IS
recommendations had been left to the departments. The Director
8aid he had made a conscious attempt to decentralize authority
and thereby allowed the departments greater control.. ’

This delegation of authority, however, apparently did not
result in timely training improvements. In a memorandum to the
Director of Training in September 1980, the former Commandant at
DLI noted that one department's reply'was so general that jt led
him to believe the department took the ISA report under advise-
ment rather than identify the tasks needed tb be accomplished in ﬁ
order to enhance the operation of the department and that, had a
status report not been requested, the recommendations would not-.
have’/been seriously followed up. ) :

* - 13 ' . -
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If an apparent effort to improve department responsiveness
to ISA recommendations, a revision to DLI Memo 350-5, dated
January 15, 1981, assigned monitoring of ISA recommendations
to the newly formed Office of the Academic Dean. However, to
date, written procedures for carrying out thls résponsibility

- have not been developed. DLI officials told us, though, that,
- as of September 1981, new ISA procedures were being readied
for dissemination. ’ . )

TLAs HAVE NOT BEEN USED EFFECTIVELY ~

TLAs have not been éffectively Used, and no central éuthority
has coordinated their use by individual departments. About 60
TLAs have been assigned to language departments and course develop-
ment. These were career military linguists with field experience
who' could give students a practical view of the application of
foreign language training to actual job duties. Their duties at
DLI intluded, but were not limited to: e

S

--Explaining military tq;yinology.

. ]
--Assisting in conducting and grading langﬁage laboratory
, Work- - R . . e ' *
--Assisting faculty in classroom instruction, administering
tests,. sudervising @ study halls, and tutoring.

During the Special Program Qeview in December L?SO and the
Annual Program Review in February 1981, ‘disagreement arose be-
tween DLI and NSA regarding the TLAs' role. NSA contended that
DLI intended to use the TLAs as counselors rather ‘than to assist
in mission accomplishment as originally intended. It further
contended that this shift had a "deleterious effect upon both
TLA morale and effectiveness" -and that the TLAs' language exper-
tise could be better used glsewhere in the defense community.
Although several of the departments we reviewed had assjgned mean-
ingful duties to TLAs, others had not. One department considered
the TLAs to be "spies" for the user agencies and refused to allow
"them significant roles in the instructional program. :

DLI officials acknowledged that some departments did not use
TLAs fectively. However, they pointed out that, in response to
user agencyg criticisms and as an attempt to correct shortcomings
in the previous memorandum of understanding, a new program had re-
ceritly been established. This program, implemented on August 28,
1981, is intended to insure proper use of the TLAs at.DLI as well
as to develop a "cadre of expert military linguists." Ov f
the program assigns to the Commandant operational control over all
TLAs and assigns program responsibility to the Director of Training.

'-' . ‘f?t"f 14

M 4.




- - We recommend that the Secretary of the Army fequire the Com-

CONCLUSIONS ° ~ : " .

DLI officials must exercise greater oversight over the
school's instructional system so as to insure an optimum level
of instructional quality. Lack of official policy guidance on
trdining methodology, instructor training, and instructor
evaluations and inadequate or untimely response to suggested

—=fMprovements to the instructional system are degrading the qual-
ity of language training linguists receive.and could adversely
affect their job pé{formance.

\ _  RECOMMENDATIONS - -  ° N )

mandant to:
--Devélog and distribute a standard schoolwide training
methodology for use in all DLI's language departments.
- _ X
--Require all newlw hired instructors to complete-both phases
of the basic instructor-training course’. Instructors should
be encouraged to seek out additional training to improve
their instructional abilities as part of the individual de-
velopment programs.
’ —-Establish procedures to carry out the reinstated policy for S
supervisory classroom visits and hold supervisors accounta
for routinely observing ‘instructor classroom behavior.

- AGENCY COMMENTS _

'

- DOD did nat directly address our recommendations to develop
and distribute a standard training methodology for use in all
language departments. It responded that DLI had begun a major
revision to its entire faculty professional development program.
DOD reported that, from January 1980 to February 22, 1982, a total
of 506 faculty members received additional training aside from
the Basic Instructor Training Workshops. As noted on page 12, we
addressed only newIly hired instructors through May 1981 and pri-

- marily the second phase of basic instructor training rather than
additional training reported in DOD comments for its faculty.

Revigion of DLI faculty professional development program,
realignment of the' Faculty and Staff Development Division under
the Office of the Academic Dean, and changes to procedures for
responding to tHe results of Instructional System Audits and

N field evaluations were reported as recent measures which should
~ help to improve the management of DLI classroom trainine.
3 -
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Concerning ‘the proposed recommendation in our draft report

for requiring additional training for new instructors, DOD offi-
cials responded that the requirement for additional training for
new instructors could best be incorporated in ifAdividual develop~-
ment plans: We concurred in this approach for mhnaging instructor
traiming and have modified the recdmmendation accordingly ‘POD'S
official comments are included as app. I.) o\

The intent of our proposed recommendation on supervisory
classroom visits was.to establish a poliecy and implement it. DOD
commented that the policy for gsupervisory visits to classrooms
which had been rescinded in the 1970s was recently reinstated. It
did not comment on how the policy is to be implemented or if and
how supervisors will be held accountable for following the policy.
We have therefore revised our proposed recommendation to provide
for a management control that can be used to insure compliance
with the supervisory visits policy.




CHAPTER 4 : )

DLI LACKS AN ADEQUATE MECHANISM'FOR -

1

DETERMINING THE QUALITY OF ITS STUDENTS
[ aligmy [}
DLI's existing evaluation process is inadequate for
assessing student proficiency or determining how well the DLI
is performing its language-training mission. specifically, we
found that: ’ ’

--DLI did not have a cohesive staigment of its training
objectives and standards.

--Proficiency testing had not been adequately developed as
an evaluation tool and the Defense Language Proficiency
Test (DLPT) was not relied on for determining proficiency
of graduates. ' > ' )

- -
--Development of critgrion-referenced tests, which measure
achievement of users' terminal learning objectives (TLOs),
had not progressed. »

DLI DOES NOT HAVE A COHESIVE STATEMENT s -
OF 3TS TRAINING OBJECTIVES AND STANDARDS

\Jefore any evaluation of DLI's training system can be effec-’
tive, there must be a clear understanding of exactly what the
training objectives and standards are. Yet DLI's objectives
and standards are not-clear, and this has caused confusion over

what to evaluate or what the proficiency level of graduates
should be. ) s ‘ .

'
n

_Since 1976 DLI has not had a single cohesive policy docu-
ment clearly explaining the traThing objectives and standards
and their interrelationship. Before this time, however, DLI's
training objective was to give students a foundation in the
language sufficient to attain proficiency level 2 (limited work-
ing profiéiency) in reading and writing and level 3 (mirimum,
professional proficiency) in listening and speaking, but” such
general language training was not designed to prepare students
for any particular typegof mission -or assignment. .

As described by FSI's proficiency index, one who has achieved
level 2 for reading can read simple narrative familiar subject
matter and, aided by a dictionary, he/she can get the general
sense of written communications.” One who has achieved level 2 for

. . writing can writd) sentences on familiar topics appropriately

using techpical language vocabulary; errors in spelling and struc-
tu;e~occasiona1;y obscure the meaning of written mgterial. On ’
‘the other hand, level 3 listening and speaking réquire more abil-
ity, To achieve level 3 listening, an individual should be able
i ' ’ N ‘ b
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to understand general conversation or discussion on topics within
his/her special field. Similarly, a person speaking at level 3

must be abmle to participate effectively ir all generad conversation
and discuss particular interests in his/her special field without
making errors that obscure meaning. (App. IV lists FSI's proficiency
level descriptions.) Y

In 1977, DLI requested and received from its user agencies
a new seff 6f TLOs which more clearly specified the skills that
students should master to be able to perform their language duties.
The TLOs consist of 25 objectives which, if achieved, would yield
a basic language student able to assune assigned linguistiq tasks.
Examples of TLOs involve’ such objectives as spoken interpretation,
reading interpretation, conversational response, transcription/
written response, etc. However, the TLOs when received did not =
specify quantitative 'standards by which to measure achievement of
these objectives. Such standards should spell out the performance
level that would be acceptable to users. For example, reading
interpretation is one skill identified in the TLOs. To satis-
factorily demonstrate attainment of this skill, standards should
specify the level of accuracy that would be generally acceptable;
that is, the individual should accurately. interpret all information
conveyed or 75 percent of the information and/or.must be able to
organize it in the seguence originé&%g convey‘t: R

Notwithstanding the lack of specific standaxg /, DLI, in 1977,
began to incorporate the new TLOs into its pblicfﬁ and training
program. However, without specific standardsyDLI did not know
whether the TLOs were being achieved, and DLI continued to provide
instruction and graduate students on essentially the same basis
that it had done before receiving the new TLOs. '

Because of the absence of specific standards, various DLI
staff with whom we spoke had differing understandings of what.
DLI's mission and course objectives were. Some said DLI's
courses were supposed to meet proficiency level 3, others/told
us. level 2, and some said the courses should meet the TLLs.
Notably, there is no recognized confeqtion between the profi-
ciency level descrdptions and TLOs. g

-

' The.Director of Evaluation, in a March 1981 memorandum to
the Commandant, characterized the ambiguity over DLI's mission
objectives and training standards as a "systemic problem." He
explained that TLOs were only tangentially addressed in the
course objectives, the graduation criteria, the instruction,
or the final examination and that the ambiguity of proficiency
level descriptions resulted in inconsistent interpretations by
instructors. : '

: .
DLI officials with whom we discussed this matter, includ-
ing the Director of Training Development and the Director of
Evaluation, agreed that ambiguity in mission statement and course

18
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objectives and the lack of training standards were causing
misunderstanding over what DLI should be egpected(EB accomplish |
and that cohesive policy guidelines: were needed similar to those
which existed in 1976. : S

CURRENT PROFICIENCY TESTS ARE NOT kELIED
ON AS A MEASURE OF THE EFFECTIYENESS OF oo o
DLI's TRAINING SYSTEM ‘ ) ‘ ’

The only yardgtic¢k for measutring the overall effectiveness of
DLI training or student proficie is the DLPT. Yet; even though
DLI administers the i+ 1s not a graduation requirement and

it is-not'relied upon as a primary measure of training effectiveness.

DLI officials pointed out that the DLPT had been designed to scieen
personnel for general language proficiency .and had never been vali- .

" dated against obgective standards of proficiency. Nonetheless, &

1973 GAO report 1/ concluded that reliable proficiency testing
vas needed to evaluate training effectiveness. The DLPT admin-
istered by DLI consists of 120 multiple-choice items cbvering
2 (listening ‘and reading) of the 4 language skills taught at
pLI (additionally, speaking and writing) and,takes about 1 hour
to administer. Scores aré converted into proficiency levels "
ranging from lLevel 0 (no proficiency) to level 3 (minimump pro-
fessional) on a scale developed years ago by FSI. . ‘

,

- . . -~
Although DLI administers the DLPT at the time of graduation, ”
it does not rely on the scores -because there is no assurance Of
how ac¢curately proficiency, as indicated by the FSI proficiency
levels, equates to the DLPT because the method ‘'of converting or
transforming DLPT scores to FSI's proficiency levels has never
been validated. -In other words, it has never been scientifically.-
established as to-what raw scqQres from the DLPT equate to FSI
levels. DLI officials acknowledged that lack of validation
diminished confidence in the meaning of the proficiency levels
assigned whqn,"udénts completed the DLPT. They said, however, -
that a project was underway which would establish generally .
accepted standards so that DLPT scores would have more meaning.
DLI's Director of Evaluation and the Chief of Test Division both
agreed that the results of this project, if successful, would be. ~
a more useful measure-of proficiency and that it would not be
unreasonable to require that students attain the levels specified
in whatever training objectives that DLI decided to establish:

Students, of DLI' graduate solely on the basis of scores they
achieve on various interim tests and a final test at the end of
the course, instead of proficiency test results. These tests
measure achievement of cdurse contents and are not related to

N

l/"Neea To Improve Languagg Training Pfograms and Assignments for °
U.S. Government Personnel Overseas" (B-176049, Jan. 22, 1973). '
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the FSI proficiency levels. Although a correlation exists between
' ‘end-of-course grades and DLPT proficiency levels, DLI does graduate
students_whp,éo not attain a high level of proficiency,” even though
.some students achieve high scores for their final course grades..
For example, of abogt 26,000 students who graduated between 1974
and 1981, 2,661 grad®ates attained level 1 or lower in the listen-
ing skill. Similarly, 2,354 graduates attained level 1 or lower
for the_ reading skill. Due to the number of graduates involved,

we did nof- try to determine why they could not attain level 2 or
higher for these skills. For example, we do not know the extent .
to which this mdy bé due to errors in measurement or clerical
recordin@'erroré and, thus, cannot say with any assurance whether

students have magtered language training at DLI.

g

¢

J‘ ‘,
. CRITERION-REFERENCED TESTS HAVE
BEEN DEVELOPED GLOWLY--TESTS SHOULD \
REFERENCE TLOS

N . ,
. CLI's Tourse tests have been the subject of criticism. 1In its
review of DLI graduates assigned to military field units, DLI's
Directorate of Evaluation concluded that DLI needed to devise tests
for measurirng the skills students had been taught at Monterey.. DLI .
.officialssacknowledged that developing criterion-referenced tests
would overcome the deficiencies in existing tests; however, develop=
ment of these tests has been ongoing since 1978, with very little
progress. - - i

. . .

Cri;e}ion-referenced tests are designed to measure how well
students hav¥ learned language skills ‘specified in thg TLOs. We
agree that thege tests should provide a more objectiye measure-
ment of-achievément. However, we were told that tliese tests were
not being written and validated directly to TLOs.. DLI officials’
said- theyrthad experienced difficulty in developing these tests
because TLOs -did not detail the level of achievement needed.
Therefore, tests could not measure how well course objectives,
based on TLOs’, had been’achieved. Furthermore, DLI officials
. stated that:NSA had declined a request to validate DLI tggts in ' -

actual job environments. . . .

‘

Althoudh,DLI‘labeks the tests it is developing as criterion 7
referenced, we-were told that DLI had curtailed its attempts to :
‘Write tes based on TLOs. Instead, we were told that the new ‘ «
tests beifg developed merely represented»achievement tests on new _° |
basic course materials being developed. DLI officials claimed ;)
that, since new_courses were being developed on .the'basis of NSA's -
TLOs/-new tests would be a jpetter indicator of whether students b
had Deen 'able to achieve stated objectives. ’

1

i : ,
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CONCLUSIONS

Lack of clear and cohesive training objectives and-standards

to measure language proficiency has prevented DLI from effectively
appraising its training mission. Although we believe that student™

' language proficiency is the best indicator for determiping the
effectiveness of training, DLI:continues to appraise its overall
‘training effectiveness on the basis of student grades and achieve—
ment tests. -
) . i

1f line with our 1973 report, we continue to believe that
-valid, reliable proficiency testing is a key element of sound
evalpation. Such tests would reveal whig¢h students were well
qualified for graduation and could identify areas where training
could be improved. Althotigh DLI is developing new tests to com-
plement new courses, they may not be fully satisfactory for
determining the quality of its training or ‘the skills of its
graduXtess

RECOMMENDAT IONS -

~ We recommend that the Secretary of the Army direct the
. Commandant of DLI to: ’ n

--Establish realistic training objectives based on mission
réquirements and.use the DLPT to measure graduate students'
performance in satisfaction of these objectives and require
that students pass the DLPT as a condition for graduation.

--Develop @ DLPT that wWill measure student proficiency of the
‘objectives and standards established by DLI.

AGENCY COMMENTS . . = . \

-

DOD agrees that establishing training objectives based ‘'on mis-
sion requirements is the foundation needed before language profi-
ciency can be measured. DOD reported that DLI is an active partic- .
ipant of the Interagency Language Roundtable which is reviewing |
U.S. Government language proficiency stafifards. These standards,
when puklished, will be the benchmarks for DLI training objectives. -

Furthermore, DOD agreed with our proposed recommendation to
establish realistic training objectives which can be ewaluated by
using the DEPT. At DOD's suggestioh, we modified our proposed
recommen@ation to require the Secretary of the Army to establish
realistic training objectives based on mission requirements and )
to use.the DLPT to measure performance. 'In addition, in accordance
with DOD's suggestion, we added as part of this recommendation that
passiny the DLPT be a requirement for graduation and deleted the
separate recommendation which requested that the DLPT be used as,

a requiremen¥ for graduation. -~ ) .

. -
A -




-
DOD officials ‘did not agree with our proposed recommendation

to reésolve the problem-of converting DLPT scores to FSI proficiency

desc¢riptions but stated that DLI would redesign the DLPT to bettex

meet its needs for assessing student proficiency. We concur in °

' DOD's approach to assessing student proficiency and have changed

our proposed recommendation accordingly. (See app. I for poD's

comments.)
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¢
THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ‘

e, \NA!HINGTON DC 20301

RESE'ARCH AND -
ENGINEERING

- L ' 15 MAR 1982

Mr. Clifford I. Gould

Director, Federal Personnel
and Compensation Division .-

United States General Accounting ’
Office

Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Gould:

This is in reply to ygur letter to the jecretary of Defense regarding your
report dated February 18, 1982 on "Weaknesses in the Resident Language
Training System of Defense Language Institute Affect the Quality of Trained
Linguists* 0SD Case #5904, e 961149. As enunciated in the March 5,
1982 meeting between Messrs. Kremér and Esposito from GAQ, and personnel
from the Department of Army Staff and the Office of the Secretary of Defense,
we share a common interest in the effectiveness of training at the DLIFLC.
We also feel that there has been a high level of accomplishment at the DLI,
and that many problems identified in the past, actions taken, programs
developed, apd resources committed are ﬁroducing desirable results. Our
inyestment in the DLI, 1ike any other investment strategy, includes a
commitment of resources--funds,.personnel, and management attention. But

. it also includes time, time for the investment 'to realize its dividend.
Many of the observations of ‘the GAO review team wiyé also made by DoD -
personnel, someé;!ears ago. The effects of many €f our corrective actions
have, in fact, n realized since the departure of thé on-site GAQ team

last September (1981). Therefore, we think it appropriate to offer-as detailed

an updat® as possible to the draft report in order for the GAO to present the
most. accurate picture ofthis important program to the Congresi.

As agreed to during the March 5th meeting, our comments are divided into two
major parts and are attathed: .

- Eﬁclosure 1: proposed additional paragraph to Cover Summary; comments

on Digest, recommendations, and proposed “Agency Comments" paragraph
- Enclosure 2: a by-chapter update.

We hope these comments can be used* to enhance the réport, and to picture the
DLI in light of current efforts. Action in response to final GAO recommenda-
tions will be accomplished by the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the
Secretary of the Army as appropriate. .

\ Sincerely,

; ; ‘ | . . .‘~‘=::§¥?0'0‘?;? ﬂ;lzdz

b ngn!‘ ?_ T ‘f"'. .7!‘.
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Recommended additional paragraph to
"Cover Summary"

L]

GAO acknowledges that many of the. issues and problems cited in this study
have also been recognized by the Department of Defense, and that corrective
action has beep started and in some cases accomplished. The- increase in resources
committed to support the Institute, the level of mafagement atsention devoted by
Army and DoD-wide users, and recent internsl ‘organizational and leadership changes
are indicative of movement toward an improved training effort.

Comments on "DIGEST"

1

Page i: (1) The DLI has no responsibility for foreign language training at the
Service. Academies or ‘inXverseas Dependent Schooils. 4{///
he DLI may

(2 Although changes in the "management of training” at
help to "improve the quality of language trained personnel," it
is necessa;;/fgehote that the training enterprise is only one
subset of & much larger group of human resource considerations "
affecting personnel quality--to incltde a broad range of personnel
adminiktraﬁjve concerns, manpower management, compensatjon,
recruitable labor sources, uniqueness of mission, deployment,
and utilization. ~ Undue wefght on management changes at DLI to
change the character of Defense human resourtes may be misleading.
The DoD is, in fact, attempting to improve linguist ‘personnel by
addresging a much brodder set of manpower and pe:?onnel jssues.

pFge ii: (1) The investment of resources (dollars and manyears) for training
. development has not been without yield. The investment started

less than four years ago and new courses will be completed
beginning calendar 1982 with continuous completions each year
thereafter. A production time is a necessary and understandable
component of any investment/development program. An accurate
accounting of curriculum developments is offered in the comments
on Chapter 2.

Lack of rapid progress in course development is also attributable
to a deliberate management decision to use limited resources to
meet the priority mission--resident training of a rapidly
increasing student load.

Comments on "Recommendations"

I

Recommendation #] - In addition to commercial sources,.DLI has. also used other
government agency and university programs. -

Recommendation #3 - Already accomplished
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Recommendation #b .  Recommend second sentence to read, "... to seek out 3
additional training to improve instructional capabilities as part of

Individual, Development Programs."”

- 4 -
' Recommendation #6 - A policy of supervisory visits to classrooms exists.. It
had been temporarily recinded but has been reinstated.

M Recommendation #7 - Training objectives are not derived through use of proficienoy -
tests. Recomm}nd rewrite to read:
Establish realistic training objectives based on mission

! requirements. Use the Defense Language Proficiency Test to
measure student performance in satisfaction of those objectives.”

3
© Recommendation #8 - Nonconcur. DoD has no intention of converting DLPT scores
- to FSI proficiency levels. Current’ work in redesigning DLPT's is being
coordinated with she State Department and other interes d agencies. ’

Recommendation #9 ~-Recommend merge with recommendation #7, they are almost
the same thing, .
|
|
i

Recommended Additional Paragraph

Agency Comments:

Tfe Department of Defense shares a common interest with the GAO in the
effectiveness of training at the DLIFLC. We feel that there has been a high
Jevel of accomplishment and that many problems identified in the past, actions
taken, programs developed, and resources committed are producing desirable.
results. The increased investment in the DI should be viewed as any other
investment: resources plus time yields a dividend. Many of the observations
of the GAO review team were also made by DoD personnel as long as several years
ago. The impact of many of our corrective actions is just now being felt,
even though some were instAtuted years ago.

Jhe Defense Foreign ;hguage Training Program, and the Institute in. .
Monterey are high priorities for the Department of the Army and the entire
Defense community. We believe it is well on its way to accomplish mission
requirements in a most effective and efficient way.

.
% ! - ¢
-~ /)‘ ': -
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The following comments are offered to firovide a more complete picture of DLIFLC

operations. Some of these comments refer gq past actions, some to reqent DLIFLC,

in-house initatives, and some to new cooperative projects with other goverpment

agencies. Details on many of these programs-can be fcund in the February 5982

GOSC and APR reports. The lauditory comments and spiri;,of cooperation ev1denced~

by all in attendance at these conferences were in and of_t@emse]ves a testimony \

of DLIFLC progress across a whole system of training activities. s

. * . Chapter 1 ,\\\*\ _?‘/}’

(1) The DLI provides training in 37 major languages and dialects.

(2) The DLI determines-c0urse21engths in coordination with the Services
and user agencies.

(3) The Commandant maintains administrative control of all Army stud®m®es
at the DLI. C

Page 3: The 1980 GAQC report on foreign language needs neither evaluated,
analyzed, nor reported on extensive data provided by the Department of
Defense concerning Defense foreign language requirements and capabilities.
The Defense information was provided en toto to,the interested Congressional
Committees at DoD request and was only used by®GAO to defermine aggregate -
totals. It is completely misleading and false to reference the 1980 report
as shedding any 1ight on DoD linguistic competence or on the value of

* training programs. ’ \

Page 4. We have no record that the 1979 and 1981 DLI external field evaluations
were generally actepted by Service officials.

. Chapter 2

In.the area of course development, resident course development has and will
continue to take precedence over nonresidert course development. However,
nonresident projects wilt continue to be supported because they are needed

to refresh, maintain, and improve the hand-won skills acquired in resident
training courses. In short, they are needed to protect our linguistic invest-
‘ment. As- of March 1982, 74 percent of course development resources are allocated
for resident programs; 26 percent for-nonresident and refresher/maintenance
programs. . . !

DLIFLC's priorities for course development are set by DoD user agencies (NSA/
and the Services). The current system for establishing project priorities
through the TDFYP is efficient and effective and satisfies the needs of DoD

user agencies. The TDFYP was again confirmed by all DoD user agencies during

the ‘APR of Feb 82. Other user agenciés outside DoD also expressed confidence

in the current system. Principals clearly confirmed that resident programs

have priority over nonresident prografs, that signal intelligence requirements
ha¥§ priority over other need$, and that potentiale"threat" Tanguages.have
pribrity over "non threat" .language. DLIFLC is meeting the needs of DoD user
agencies in response tg stated and_approved priorities and has recently
initiated a series of production control measures to improve course developmént
programs. .

Dy
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-

DLIFLC is currently developing resident basic courses in Russian (will be
completed in Sep 82, a validation edition is presently being taught in the
classroom)., Korean, (55% completed), German (10% completed), Arabic (Modern
Standard), and three dialects; Egyptian (85% completed), Syrian (85% completed);
and Spanish is also under development. Analysis and design packages for all
Basic Courses presently under development have been completed. Analysis and
design are also being initiated for new Italian, Greek, and Japanese Basic
Courses. The above listed programs were approved and funded #n the TDFYP and
represent all high density "threat" languages. In addition, DLIFLC is contin-
udusly updating all Basic Courses through an established course maintenance
program within the individual departments under the overall supervision of a
newly developed position of language maintehance coordinator..

Inktcneart with our course development efforts DLIFLC has not only adopted

an instructional systems development approval, but has also contributed to the
state of the art in foreign language curriculum development. DLIFLC also

. established, in late 1981, a program management which plans for and obtains
adequate resources, and monitors and assesses the progress of all development
projects. The Commandant and Academic Dean are provided a quarterly briefing
on the status of each workplan.

While it is true that DLIFLC could have better managed course velopment
resources in the past, performance in this area should be viewed with an
.understanding of the massive effort associated with the development of a

single new Basic Course. Our new Basic Courses provide in one week the number

of instructional hours in a quarter length college course. Furthermore,
development goes far beyond just the preparation of classroom teaching materials
to tests, instructor handbools, home materials, etc. Multiply these major efforts
. times the number of high density "threat" languages and one can better understand
the nature of manpower expenditures involved in the DLIFLC course development
LPprogram.

DLIFLC has a long-standing policy of reviewing commercially available text
materials—for possible use in its curricula and has used and adapted commercial
materials for several courses from time to time. The limited scope of these
materials, copyright restrictions, freqUently exorbitant prices, and uncertain
availabilities are but a few of the factors which resulted in a conscious
decision to "develop" rather than "buy" course materials in the past. Not-
withstanding, these difficulties and uncertainities, DLIFLC still pursues the
acquisition of appropriate commercial materials where appropriate. It should °
also be noted that CIA, NSA and FSI language schools aldo rely primarily on
government-produced materials in their own high density language program basic ..
courses. ; :

*

Similarly, because non-government agencies have not 'had experience developing
courses of the magnitude required for intensive DLIFLC training, we have learned
to proceed with caution in contracting course development projects. 0f course,
where the required expertise exists, we will continue to maintain the option

of developing materials under contract as we are now doing with several test
development projects.

’




" presented immediately following completion of Phase I training. Internal review
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DﬁIFLC regards professional faculty development as the cornerstone of DLIFLC
training, We have been doing a lot in this area and will be doing even more. -

Although the GAO report credits only "a few instructors" as having completed .
faculty training aside from-the BITW Phase I, actually 506 faculty members

received training during the period Jan 80 to g2 Feb 82; training subject matter

and number of faculty in attendance are set forth below: .

Jun 81-Feb 82

Course Description - .
Criterion Referenced Instruction(CRI) 9
Criterion Referenced Tests. (CRT) 12
CRT for Managers 0
CRT for Item Writers: . 0
English for Professional Development . 34
Group Dynamics & Leadership 0
Introduction to Linguistics D , 20
Audio-Visual Training 19 .
Counséling 58
Intro to Instructional Systems and , 4 /
Development and Pesson Design v
Validation Course ’ . : ' ,
Applied Linguistics ) 31 15
Total 335 171‘
uhile.the GAO reports only 77 percent of newly hired instructors as receiving o

"Basic Instructor Training - Phase I," nearly 95 percent of newly hired instructors
received the two week Basic Instructor Training Workshop (BITW) Phase I during

the period Jan 80 to present. The discrepancy in the two percéntages appears

to be attributable to the fact that only-about 70 percent of BITW Phase I graduates
completed the one week course of instruction, Introduction to Linguistics,

has found that this linguistics course is not appropriate for beginner instructor
training. ’ .- ‘

DLIFLC has begun a1‘ajor revision of the entire DLIFLC faculty professional
development program, based on data identified during a Faculty and Staff

Division Instructional Systems Audit (ISA) and follow-on DLFLC Faculty and ,
Staff Division Task Force, and the more recent, detailed review by the Academic )

Deano ‘l

1Y

Plans have also been made for a detailed review of DLLFLC facility and staff = )
courses and curricula by a team consisting of national-known visiting professors
and selected members of the DLIFLC teaching and management staff who are well
versed in professional faculty development. Extensive review.and revision of
current faculty professional development course materials will take place in
the summer of CY 82. _A thorough review and revision of other. faculty develop-
ment materials above and beyond BITW will also be initiated. Efforts in this’

L4 . o '

(I,"s
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regard will be directed toward several major areas: basic teacher training,

developing English language proficiency of the faculty; BITW reinforcement

.training ope year following initial hire, supervisor and chairperson managerial

training; refresher training for high tenure non-supervisory instructors, and

expansion of audio-visual training in response for increased use of audio-visual
- technology in the classroom. )

While teaching methodology will be part of this total review, it should be
mentioned that DLIFLC presently has an eclectic approach to language learning
comparable to that used by CIA, FSI, and NSA. Our failure has obviously been
in not communicating to GAO and some members of our own faculty and staff that
his eclectic approach is indeed a methodology. One of the most immediate
ifficulties in this .regard-is a problem of nomenclature. It is semantically~
inpossible to talk about "the eclectic method." g

Overall management of the Faculty and Staff Development Division has.been
placed directly under the Academic Dean's office to insure that full attention
is given to -this most important aspect of DLIFLC's training mission.

DLIFLC has revised post-Instructional Systems Audits and Field Evaluation

report procedures. These changes require that the Directorate of Evaluation,

not only provide formal ISA and Field Evaluation Reports, but also a personal
briefing to -the Academic Dean, concerned Directorates, Group Chiefs and language
Department Chairpersons. Additionally, the Directorate of Evaluation also now
provides its recommendations to others at the post-ISA/Field Evaluation meetings.
These recommendations are then discussed at length until a consensus is reached
as to which are practical and feasible. This represents a change to procedures
"in effect during the period of the GAO report. At that time, the Directorate

of Evaluation did not discuss its recommendation with concerned parties, with
the result that often they were not well received and in turn, not followed
through. The revised procedures have improved communications and- led to the
identification and implementation of more reasonable recommendations. The
Academic Dean personally chairs the post ISA/Field Evaluation meetings and
personally monitors execution of recommendatiohs made.

f The Directorate of Training, acting under direction of the DLIFLC Commandant,
has launched a formal Defense Foreign Language Professional Development Program
as a vehicle designed to improve management of technical language assistants
in response to DLIFLC and DoD user agency needs. )

Chapter 4 -

DLIFLC has as cohesive a set of standards as any U.S. Government "agency,
although they could be more specific; as d matter of fact, the Interagency
Language Roundtable (1LR) which includes DLIFLC, NSA, CIA and FBI, is presently
actively reviewing and will republish U.S. Government proficiency standards,
which, when Published, will be the benchmarks for DLIFLC training objectives.
DLIFLC is playing an active and leading role in these ILR actions, and is
working in close concert with all ILR participating agencies to improve U.S.

1 Government stgndqrds as a whole. Some indicators of the leadership DLIFLC is

«>
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providing the language community in the area of language testing are the

November 1981 National Language Proficiency ‘Testing Conference, hosted by .
- DLIFLC, and our active coordinating role in several interagency test develop- -

ment projects now being pursued. - ) ‘4

Following publication of the ILR-developed U.S. Government proficiency st¥anmdards, -
DLIFLC will revise its DLIFLC Memorandum on this subject to incorporate the spirit,
thrust and intent of these new standards. ’ -

DLIFLC's mission is to provide general language training. DLIFLC's mission

is not to prepare students for a specific mission, but rather, general language
missions. DLIFLC's role in the foreign language learning process is to prepare

its students for a wide variety of language-related occupational skills; for

- all of these jobs, language is a necessary, but not sufficient qualification

for accomplishment of the task. Language is common to all of these occupational
skills. Even NSA has gone on record stating that DLIFLC's mission is ta .
prepare its students for general mission tasks, while NSA and Services are to
provide specific job-related skills language training at follow-on MOS training /.
facilities. . ’

-

AN




DLI* STUDENT ENROLLMENT ﬁEQﬁINSTRUCTORS

: t i
BY LANGUAGE AS OF SEPTEMBER 11, 1981

Language ‘ Students Irstfitors
P ‘

-

Asian/Middle East group: . ‘
Arabic _ ) T 186 35
Chinese 196 37
Tagalog s . . .2
Greek, » 31
Indonesian (including Malay) ] 7-
Japanese - ‘ 10
Korean X . 361
Persian : 6
Thai ' < . 3
Turkish . 36
Vietnamese

‘

e

[

w0 W

4

o
[4]

Total

-
~J
()

|

quantlc/Germanlc ‘group:

Albanian
Dutch
French
Hungarian
German
Italian
Norwegian
Portuguese
Romanian
Spanish

0

: -‘\‘U'l
oL HOULWWH- -

[

|

Total

[N

Slavic group:
< Russian
Bulgarian
Czech
Polish ‘
Serbo-Croatian

4
Total

, Z~
Total
o

a/Includes 410 students and 5 faculty members at Lackland.

- ..

b/In addltion, there ‘are 389 secretarial and 68 management

~
-
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e

: X
*  AND TRAINING AT DLI

2 ]

General Accounting Office, Need To Improve Language Training
Programs and Assignments for U.S. Government Personnel
"Overseas, B-176049, January 22, 1973

‘General Accounting Office, . Improvement ¢Jeeded in Language Train-
ing and Assignments for U.S. Personnel Overseas, I1D-76-19,

i June 16, 1976 R T - .

General Accounting Office, Need to Improve Foreign Languagé
Training Programs and Assignments for Department Defense
Personnel, 1D-76-73, November 24, 1976 - -

o ‘a

General Accounting Office, More Competence in Foreign Languages -
Needed by Federal Personnel Working#Cverseas, 1D-8Q-031, .
April 15, 1980 . : s

Army Training and. Doctrine Command, Defense Larnguage Institute
Assessment, August 12, 1975 :

Defense Language Institute, Accreditation Self-Study Report,

-Jyne 1978 : . . L
T L |

United States Army Intelligence School, Fogt Devens - Defense
Language Institute, Foreign Language Center, Joint Field
Evaluation, Far East and Germany, 1979

Defense Language Institute, Foreign Language Center, ‘Field Eval-
uation of DLIFLC Graduates, European Command, April 24,
1981 ) 1

-

President's Commission on Foreign Language and International
Studies, Strength Through Wisdom: A Critique of U.S.
Capability, November 1979 ‘ e ;

Army Training and Doctrine Command Inspector General,‘Repdft
of Findings, March 2, 1979 i -8 .

$

0 'bepartment of the Army, The Army Linguist Problem, Apriﬁ }4, 1986

Defense Language Institute, Special Program Review, Summary
. Report, December 1980 .

Defense lLanguage Institute,, Annual Proétam Review, Summéry
Report, February 1981 . :

LR

Defense Language Instituée, Foreign Language Center, General
Officer Steering Committee, Report, January 30, 1981

[y
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Army Training and Doctrine Command, Defense Language Institute,

APPENDIX

Foreign Language Center, Management Study, July 1981

»

Department of the Army, Army Linguists Personnel Study, 1976

1979

[
.

. ,“ - 33 A3

Lo

' Department of the Army, MILPERCEN.Linguist Survey, 1977

b
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_Departmént of the A{r Force, Study.of Voice Processing Linguists,



APPENDIX IV,

O

APPENDIX IV

14

Skill Level Deseriptions *

Language
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Langusge SkMi Level Descriptions —Continued

APPENDIX 1V

]

b

-

ifil

Able te read standard newspaper
Homs sddreseed to the general

. | reader, rowtine ecorrespondence.

nmnduehiulnnmdh
his/ber special flald Can grasp the
essentiale of articles of the sbove
typuvﬂ.bodﬂn(adu:ﬂoury.

. | for accurste wederstanding, ped-

erately froquest wee of 2 diction
mbnqdfd.ﬂu.uﬁou\if-
fieulty with wamseslly complex
ate ad  low-fi

idiems.

2

Can draft official
udnpoﬂnnulpoddﬂdd.w
tra of structurs. spelling, aad
vocsbulary i adequate te convey
ha/hor message accursisly. but
nthhqmuhﬂl‘l.uh-
mal writing needs to be sdited by
a2 sducated aative.

)

Able to resd ali styles and forms of
the language pertinent 2o profes-
siona! needs. With vecamonsl use
of & dactionary can read moderste-
ly difficult prese resdily in any
sres dirvcted to the general read-

- | or, and ali material in kid/her spe-

cial field, including offiesal aad pry-
t | 4 ts and

corre-

d can read T bi

sad styles of speech iptellipble to
the educated sative spesker.

duding & symber of regional and
liserste diabects, highly collo

gl speech. and ons
snd discodrse distorted by marked
interfereace from other nose
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€ tComprebrnron Lewl

C-0—No Practigal
Preficlency

C-1 Bementary Prof:
Understasds most simple
questions and statements.
on famiiar topics whes
spoken to very slowly and
distinctly. These often
have tobe restated in

M $erms before he
understands.

C-2 Limited Working
Prof:
Understands most conver
.sstion whes spoken dis-
tinetly and at a slower
than pormsl rate. Points
have to be restated ocea-
sionally.

C-3 Minimum Tech Prof:
Understands general con-
versation or discussion
withis his special field.
when the rate of speech is
sear normal.

C-4 Full Tech Prof:
Understands any conver-
sation within the range of
his experience whes of
sormal converssational
speed.

B Specinng Lovell

8-0--No Practical
Preficlencey .

8-1 Elementsry Prof:
Asks and answers ques-
tions on daily personal
peeds, within a limited
vocsbulary and with {re-
quent errors in pronuncia-
tion and grammar.

8-2 Limited Working

Prof:

Converses intelligibly but
without thorough control
of pronunciation and
grammar within host
social situations, about .
eurrent events, his'work.
family, autobiographical
fnformation and npa-
technical subjects.

8-3 Minimum Tech Prof:
Participates effectively in
all general conversation,
discusses particular in-

* Lerests, and his special

field, without making

errors that obseure mean-

ing. .

S§-4 Pull Toch Prof:
Speaks the language flu-
ently and sceurately on all
Jevels pertinent to mili-
tary service needs with-
out arrors of pronuncia-
thoo or grammar that
interfere with case of
uaderstanding.

§-5 Native or Bilingual
Proficiency:
Speaks with a proficiency

equivalent to that of an
educated pative speaker.

" Language Proficiency Code Key

R (Reading Lewal)

R-0—No Practical
Proficlency

R-1 Elementary Prof;
Reads and understands
elementary lesson mate-
rial and common publie
signs.

R-2 Limited Working
Prof:

Reads and understands in,
termediate lesson mate-
rial or simple colloquial
texts. N

R Minimum Tech Prof:
Reads and understands
material on military and
international subjeets
within his field. Reads aod
understands technical
text jal at junior
high lovel:

R-4 Full Tech Prof:
Reads high school Jevel
prose and material in his
special field and military

documents and corre-

. spondence.

R-5 Native or Bilingual

Proficiency:

Reads at a level of profi-

cieocy equivalent to that
of an educated native.

il'lil'nh.l' Lewl
W-0—No Practical
Proficiency

W-1 Elementary Prof:
Writes simple statements
and questions using a very
limited vocabulary with
frequent er spelling
and structure that fre-
quently obscure meaning.

W-2 Limited Working
Prof:

Writes sentences on famil-
iar topies using & technical

" voeabulary and basie

structure pattern. Errors
in spelling and structure '
occasionally obscure
meaning.

W -3 Minimum Tech Prof:
Writes paragraphs on
familiar topics usiag non-
technical vocabulary and
basie structural patterns.
Errors seldom obscure
meaning.

W -4 Full Tech Prof:
Writes prose with suffi:
crent structural acdiracy
and vocabulary to satis{y
pertineat service re-
quirements.

.

W-5 Native or Bilingual
Proficiency:

Writes with a Proficiency
equivalent to thatof an
educsted native speaker.




