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Defense Language Institute (DLI) 

Defense Language Institute - Foreign Language Center  
 

Accredited language instruction institution - Monterey CA 
 

About 1,600 instructors and 4,000 students - 24 lang. 

 

European and Latin American Language School (UEL) 
 

One of the largest schools at DLI - 14 buildings 
 

About 200 faculty and stuff and 600 students  - 8 lang. 
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Theoretical Framework 

 Human Performance Technology (HPT) 

 Human Performance Improvement (HPI) 

  

Objective: 

Enhanced Organizational Success via Improved Performance  
 

• Return On Investment (ROI) - Front-end Analysis 

• Instructional + Non-Instructional Solutions    

  

People - Environment 
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Identifying the Problem 
Strategic Impact Model 

 
(1) Strategic Goal: 

Information sharing  

 
(2) Problem:  

Administrative disarray   

 
(3) Caused by: 

1) Lack of appropriate tools (Tools Deficiency) 

2) Lack of unified procedures (Cognitive Support Deficiency) 
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(4) Designing Solutions 
 

Scope &  time limitations:  
One admin. form / process: 
The CTAR Process & Form 
 
Weekly-submitted form:  
number and type of working  
hours of all instructors  
(teaching, training, AL ) 

 
Production Cycle: ADDIE Model + Rapid Prototyping (RPD):  

 

(1) Analyze problem & set objectives 
(2) Design blueprint 
(3) Develop  
(4) Implement  
(5) Evaluate 
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The better the tool 

The simpler the process  

The less intensive the training 



ADDIE: (1) Analysis 

Identifying Performance Constraints Process-Mapping 
 

 

April 2010 6 Yaniv Oded 



ADDIE: (1) Analysis 

a. Most repeated actions: “Make Copy” (33%), followed by  

“Submit Form” (25%) & “Dis/Approve” (25%) 

b. Task burden mainly on TL (54%) & Chairs (24%) 

c. Recurrent calculations -> Recurrent Errors 
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ADDIE: (2+3) Design & Development 
Objectives:  - Eliminate photocopying and hand-delivering 

   - Prevent calculation errors 

   - Secure and robust tool 

   - Minimal Training: Cognitive + Affective 
 

Course of action & Technology: 

   - Digitize the CTAR process - transform into e-Form 

   - Adobe Live Cycle Designer / Adobe Reader 
 

 

Process: - Rapid Prototyping (RPD): 

             Usability Testing 
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ADDIE: (4) Implementation 

 

Following Dean’s approval:  

Full-scale beta testing  

Version 15-A 

 

 
Two-week trial period (two cycles) 

 

Three parallel forms - Three teams (12 Faculty members) 
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ADDIE: (5) Evaluation 

Paired Test - Retest: Paper vs. e-Form (Time Saved?): 
 

Compared to an “ideal” paper-form-process 
 

 Process completed: 15% faster [about 5 min per employee] 

 
 No photocopying: 100% savings on paper + cartridge 
 
* Enhanced Transparency : Copies sent / Information shared  
   “simply because it’s easier” 
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Production 

Successful beta-testing - Cost Effectiveness: 
Unified, adaptable version 
 

Basic procedures embedded into the e-Form 
(JavaScript)  
 

Procedures: maintained & enforced by tool itself 
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eCTAR - Version 22 F3.pdf


Summative Evaluation (One Month) 

13 Team Leaders + 2 Chairs - 6 departments: 5 Likert Scale / 2 Open-ended Ques. 
 

• Overall Satisfaction:   4.7 out of 5 (SD .45) - 94.6% 

• Most appreciated aspects:  Saves: time- 46%, paper- 27% 

• What could be improved?  Expand / Enhance 
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Conclusion (ROI) 
The move to electronic CTAR (e Forms) - feasible & cost effective: 

Return:  - Saves Time (at least 15% )  

   - Cuts Costs (possible 100% paper & cartridge savings)  

   - Free of Errors (accurate) & Secure 

   - Convenient (94.6% satisfaction) + “Equal Opportunity” 

   - Procedural effectiveness and transparency 

    * Environment and Community  
 

Investment:  Software - $170 / Work 30 Hrs (per form) 
 

Future Prospects: Other documents/procedures & Database 

         Rely on HPT/HPI procedures and tools (EPSS, Mentoring) 

Possible 
$5,000 
annual 
savings 
(30%)* 
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Questions? 

Thank You! 

“Performance analysis is a form of action research.... its purpose is 
to assist people in extending their understanding of their situation 
and thus resolve problems that confront them” (Pershing, 2006, p. 21).  



The Strategic Impact Model (2004 J. Pershing & M. Molenda) 
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The CTAR 
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The CTAR Process: Frequency of Actions 

The CTAR Process: Division of Labor 
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Actions Taken 



Prototype Testers Problems Identified Actions Taken 

Version 1 

Team Leader 

Team Leader 

Chair 

 Design and coloring confusing 

and unappealing 

 Outline and separation of rubrics 

did not correspond to actual 

workflow 

 No Submit to Secretary button 

 Document auto-naming upon 

submission is confusing 

 Coloring generally tuned down 

 Change rubrics outline 

(separation of frames) to 

better fit usual workflow 

 Change document auto-

naming: CTAR HE Team X 

 Add “Submit to Secretary” 

button 

Version 2 

Team Leader 

Chair 

Tech. Specialist 

 Certain fields are obligatory and 

users should not be able to send 

the form without completing 

them 

 Secretary and chair computers 

do not support the import data 

option 

 Form cannot be submitted 

prior to completion of 

obligatory fields – Red marking 

and notice appear 

 “Send data as XML file” option 

canceled – Form will be sent as 

an attachment   

Version 3 

Team Leader 

Team Leader 

Secretary 

Assistant Dean 

 Data entered should be secured 

to prevent changes 

 Users should have a “Save As” 

and “Clear Form” button 

 Form completion is password 

secured. 

 “Clear Form” and “Save As” 

buttons added 

Version 4 

Team Leader 

Secretary  

Tech. Specialist 

 Password system is confusing 

 DLI security system blocks 

password-secured documents 

 “Submit to secretary” button will 

result in the sending of each 

document separately and should 

be canceled  

 Password requirement 

canceled – Signatures fields for 

Team Leader and Chair added 

 “Submit to Secretary” button 

canceled 

Version 5 

Team Leader 

Team Leader 

Chair 

Assistant Dean 

 Document auto-naming upon 

saving and submission should 

correspond to team’s number 

 Auto-naming unified: 

CTAR HE Team 2 / 3 / 4 

Dean approves version for a two-

week trial in one Dept. 
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“Version 5” (15 - A) - Used for Beta-Testing in the Hebrew Department  
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Team 

PAPER FORM 

Time Engagement in 

Dissemination (min) 

ELECTRONIC FORM 

Time Engagement in 

Dissemination (min) 

Change (min) Change % 

Team 109 2.84 min 1.04 min 1.8 min 36.62% 

Team 208 2.86 1.15 1.71 40.21 

Team 308 5.03 1.77 3.26 35.19 

Total 10.73 3.96 6.77 

SD 1.027694 0.321351 

Team 

Time to completion (minutes) –  

PAPER FORM 

Time to completion (minutes) – 

ELECTRONIC FORM 

Change % 

Team 109 7.1 min 5.47 min 22.96 % 

Team 208 10.41 9.02 13.35 

Team 308 14.03 12.26 12.62 

Total 31.54 26.75 15.19% 

SD 2.83 2.77 

Time Engagement in Form Dissemination - Paper Vs. Electronic Form 

Total Time for completion - Paper Vs. Electronic Form 
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On average 37%  
faster dissemination 

Overall process was 
completed 15% faster 



Paired Test-Retest & t-Test Analysis 
 
t-Test for paired samples (p= 0.0023) 

Differences are not transitory 
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46% 

27% 

27% 

Most Appreciated Aspects 
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Summative Evaluation Survey  Results 
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