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The Army has approximately 2000 soldiers on active duty
trained to be Russian linguists for duties as intelligence
specialists. To maintain this group, 1100 to 1300
candidates are sent annually to the Defense Language
Institute (DLI) in Monterey, California, for an intensive 47
week basic Russian language course. Attrition rates for
this course have been averaging a relatively high 20-30% for
many years and studies have shown skills achieved at DLI
decline rapidly after course completion. - In addition, of
those candidates completing this course, only 40-60% achieve
the desired skill level 2 (of 5) upon graduation.

In 1986-87, the Army collected data on a number of
individual characteristics of soldiers going through four
basic language courses (Spanish, German, Russian & Korean)
for a four year longitudinal study to try to improve this
situation. This research examined data for the Russian

language students in listening skills for the DLI basic

course through Advanced Individual Training (AIT), or



approximately the first two years, to determine variables
that might improve prediction for the selection of
successful Russian linguists. The criterion variables were
the scores achieved on the Defense Language Proficiency Test
III (DLPT) listening section at the completion of DLI and
during the follow-on training at AIT. Predictor data
collected at the beginning and during DLI included variables
on cognitive, personality (e.g., empathy),
motivation/learning strategy and biographical (e.g.,
gender) characteristics. This study examines 23 variables
in multiple regression and discriminant analyses to
determine predictors or predictor combinations for success
in second language learning. This effort was supplemented
by a qualitative analysis based primarily on 36 interviews
with Army Russian linguists in field assignments.

Findings indicated improvements may be possible in the
prediction of successful Russian linguist candidates by
using additional screening instruments prior to assignments
to DLI. For success on the DLPT at the end of DLI, the use
of instruments to measure study habits, motivation, verbal
ability, critical thinking, self confidence and prior
language experience provided an increase over the Army's
current baseline (predictor set Multiple R = .509 vs
baseline = .359). For AIT, the Army's current predictor
variables did not show up in the final equation. Again, an

increase in predictive power was demonstrated with study



habits, verbal ability, critical thinking, self confidence
and ambiguity tolerance variables in the final equation
(predictor set Multiple R = .516 vs baseline = .244).
Additional insights were provided from the analysis of
information gathered during interview sessions with Army

Russian linguists in field assignments.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

The Army relies on a continuing annual pool of
graduates from the Defense Language Institute (DLI) in
Monterey, California, to meet its needs in the intelligence
acquisition and analysis career fields. Soldiers skilled in
the targeted foreign languages fill a variety of
requirements to acquire and interpret information critical
to the national defense. The Army's success in the
selection of applicants, their training in language skills
and retention of those skills has been mixed with
substantial room for improvement. The Defense Language
Institute's (DLI) Annual Program Review (1987), for example,
cited an overall course attrition rate for the German,
Russian, Spanish and Korean courses of 15 to 20% followed by
an additional 5 to 10% loss during Advanced Individual
Training (AIT) subsequent to the Defense Language Institute
courses. Achievement of the desired skill levels for those
students completing the basic language training in the more
difficult languages (e.g., Russian, Korean) averaged less
than 60% for a number of years prior to the 1987 Program
Review.

In an attempt to gain a better understanding of these
areas of concern, the Army Research Institute (ARI) and the
Defense Language Institute (DLI) initiated a four year
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longitudinal study, titled the Language Skill Change Project
(LSCP), from February 1986 to July 1987. During this
period, information was gathered on 1906 soldiers entering
their basic language courses at DLI in Russian, Korean,
German and Spanish. They were given a series of tests and
background forms to complete to determine individual
characteristics that might be later used as predictors to
improve future candidate selections. Tests were
administered and additional information was collected at
periodic milestones throughout the initial language
training, during Advanced Individual Training (AIT--training
specific to their position assignments), in the field at
unit assignments and at attrition during this process.
Appendix A (O'Mara, 1989) provides a diagram of this
longitudinal effort.

A review of the related literature indicated a
relationship between a number of individual characteristics
and the ability to acquire and retain a second language. 1In
a summation of research on language aptitude, Carroll (1981)
concluded that there appears to be sufficient evidence on
individual differences in abilities to learn foreign
languages to warrant further investigation into these
relationships. Others (Lambert & Freed, 1982) have cited
motivation, brain hemisphere dominance, memory and analytic
reasoning among a number of individual factors showing a
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possible relationship with success in language acquisition
and/or retention. These findings, the LSCP data available
and indications from interviews with some of the Russian
language program participants provided a basis to explore
the potential relationship of selected individual
characteristics to the ability to acquire and retain Russian
language listening and comprehension skills.

The Language Skill Change Project (LSCP) provided the
data base for the central focus of this research in
exploring the Russian language acquisition and retention
problems facing the Army. The Russian language is the
highest priority for acquisition in the Army (Defense
Foreign Language Program (DFLP) General Officer Steering
Committee (GOSC) Summary Report, January, 1989) and, with
recent events in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, the
need for our capabilities in this area has significantly
increased. This research examined the data available from
the LSCP for selected individual characteristics to identify
potential predictors for success or failure in Russian
language acquisition and retention. A primarily
quantitative effort was supplemented by qualitative methods
to analyze the variables that might provide improvement in
the selection of candidates who would have a higher
probability for success in the Russian language program in

the Arnmy.



In this study, only the LSCP data collected on the
Russian students were used. The focus solely on the Russian
language listening problem allowed for an extended look into
the specific variables potentially contributing to relative
levels of individual achievement. The rationale for this
approach is based on the Army's priority of need for this
specific capability for intelligence collection and the
critical importance of this requirement during a period of
growing uncertainty in the Soviet Union. The quantitative
exploration of the LSCP data base provided one element of a
multi-path approach that included an evaluation of the
Army's Russian language program, interviews with
participants and a review of the associated literature to
date. 1In essence, this exploration is a combination of both
quantitative and qualitative methods to determine the
relationship of individual characteristics to the ability to

listen and comprehend the Russian language.

Statement of the Problem
The basic problem is to determine how those responsible
for the Army's Russian language program might improve the
selection of Russian language intelligence specialists to
meet the service needs. The majority of the Army Russian
linguist requirements fall in the Military Occupational
Specialty (MOS) 98G, Electronic Warfare/Signal Intelligence

4



Voice Interceptor. Army Regulation 611-201 identifies the
major duties for the Voice Interpreter as: "...supervises
and conducts the interception of foreign voice transmissions
in tactical or strategic environments, prepares voice
activity records, and performs other EW (electronic warfare)
related duties." The ability to develop the specific skills
for listening and interpreting the Russian language is
essential to meet the needs of this position.

Soldiers in a second specialty, Military Occupational
Specialties (MOS) 98C, Electronic Warfare (EW)/Signal
Intelligence Analyst, also attend the Russian language
course at the Defense Language Institute (DLI). Army
Regulation 611-201 describes the duties of the Intelligence
Analyst as one who "...supervises and performs analysis and
reporting of intercepted foreign communications in a
tactical or strategic environment, and performs other EW
related duties." The difference in the two basic positions
is significant. Those soldiers with the MOS 98G, or Voice
Interceptors, will continue to use the Russian language in
subsequent operational assignments when this skill is
needed. The Analysts, or those with MOS 98C, however, will
generally perform duties that do not require continued
language use.

Overall, the Army has a requirement for approximately
2000 Russian linguists on active duty. Each year over 1000

5



students enter the basic Russian language course at the
Defense Language Institute (DLI) for an intensive 47 week
period of instruction. Approximately 500 to 700 students
complete the basic course with a basic skill level goal of 2
on the Defense Language Proficiency Test (DLPT) in listening
and reading. As indicated earlier, less than 60% of the
Russian graduates met that goal prior to the 1987 Program
Review. Evidence provided to date indicates that skills
decline for the majority of students after graduation and a
number of these soldiers are placed in positions that do not
require regular use of their skills. Ideally, a set of
predictors would allow for a high correlation with the
ability to acquire and retain listening and comprehension
skills to include some measure of the motivation for skill
retention.

The Army investment to operate and maintain the Defense
Language Institute (DLI) is substantial (in excess of $50
million per year). A significant part of the DLI effort is
dedicated to the Russian language. An improvement in the
prediction of success for program applicants to the Russian
language training could provide a more capable group of
linguists at a lower cost. Charts from the Defense Language
Institute's Annual Program Review conducted on January 23,
1990 (Appendix B) underscore the need. For example, of the
1309 students who enrolled in the fiscal year 1989 basic
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Russian course, over 30% were lost due to attrition. Of
those, 286 were lost for academic reasons and the rest were
administrative losses. This loss rate is not unusual and is
comparable to prior year classes. For the 912 students
completing the basic course in 1989, only 60% met graduation
standards of level 2 for reading and listening and less than
40% of the class reached a level 2 or higher in speaking
(DLFP GOSC Summary Report, January 26, 1989).

The intelligence skill position definitions indicate
the critical nature of the ability of the Russian linguists
in our national defense network. With the unstable
situation in the Soviet Union, the on-going discussions for
reductions in conventional and strategic weapons and the
needs for on-~site verification, our dependence on skilled
Russian linguists has significantly increased. The problem
explored in this research is how the Army might be able to
improve the selection of skilled Russian linguists to meet
the intelligence specialist requirements. In essence, this
effort examined the specific variables contributing to
soldier success or failure in the acquisition and retention
of the Russian language at the level required for Army
intelligence.

Purpose of the Study

Using the LSCP acquired data for Russian students at

DLI as the central focus, the individual characteristics
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provided by the tests and surveys given during the language
course were analyzed to determine variables that might be
used to enhance selection of successful Russian linguists.
The data from these instruments were compared with the
results of the language tests given at the end of the DLI
course and at the end of AIT. An improvement in the
selection of applicants could provide substantial annual
savings by avoiding the costs associated with relocating and
retraining soldiers who drop or fail this course. More
importantly, the applicants chosen could be those more
likely to succeed in the long run in additional skill
improvements and in the maintenance of the Russian language
to meet the Army requirements. Figure 1 provides a
simplified overview of the current selection model used by
the Army and proposes an initial improved model using
additional criteria to improve selection of potentially
successful candidates.

The interviews and related research in Russian language
acquisition and retention provided a basis for additional
recommended program improvements and/or areas for extended
inquiry. For example, an examination of the Army's process
of selection, training and retention was an essential part
of this research. This included unstructured interviews
with DLI Russian Department directors, instructors and
students. In addition, interviews and phone conversations
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Current Selection Model:

Intelligence (Armed Services Vocational Aptitude
Battery (ASVAB) AGT Composite Score > 100)---->Language

Aptitude (Defense Language Aptitude Battery (DLAB) Score >

95) ===== >Other Criteria (e.g., security clearance

restrictions--AR 611-201)---->DLI SELECTION

Proposed Improved Model:

Intelligence (AGT Composite > 100)---->Language
Aptitude (DLAB > 95)-—---- >Additional Predictor Criteria----
>Other criteria (AR 611-201)---->DLI SELECTION

Figure 1. Current Selection and Proposed Improved Model



were held with those responsible for the program and
personnel management of Russian linguists in various
headquarters throughout the Department of the Army.

Findings and recommendations pertinent to decisions that
might be under review or considered by the Department of the
Army could result in management improvements to the Russian
linguist program. This research could also provide some
small contribution to the overall body of research on
individual characteristics as potential predictors of

Russian language performance.

Research Questions

The primary research question is to determine the major
factors contributing to the successful acquisition and
retention of Russian language listening skills in the Army's
program for the selection of applicants. This question was
examined using a quantitative analysis supplemented by
qualitative research. The quantitative examination used the
Language Skill Change Project (LSCP) data to determine the
combination of individual characteristics that could lead to
improved prediction of a soldier's potential for successful
acquisition and retention of Russian language listening
skills. This study analyzed 23 individual characteristics
for possible predictors of Russian language listening skill
performance as indicated by the scores on the Defense
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Language Proficiency Test (DLPT) taken at the conclusion of
DLI basic language training and during subsequent Advanced
Individual Training (AIT). The primary research question
will be examined in three parts:

I. Which variable (if any) or combination of the
independent variables measured provide for improved
prediction of the scores achieved on the listening portion
of the Defense Language Proficiency Test (DLPT) at DLI? At
AIT?

II. Using the set of independent variables
measured, can membership be predicted in any or all the
following groups:

- Academic failure or course completion at
DLI?

- Those who reached a level 2 or higher on
the DLPT at DLI? At AIT?

III. Are there individual characteristics or
combinations in the LSCP data (supplemented by the
qualitative interviews) that appear to support or refute
prior research findings on the linkage of individual
characteristics to the ability to acquire and retain a
second language?

A parallel, supplemental effort entailed a qualitative
examination of the Army's Russian language program through a
literature search combined with interviews with

11



administrators, instructors and Russian linguists in field
assignments who were former students at DLI. This included
an overview of the program management of selection of
entrants and their training program to include the on-the-
job training subsequent to the DLI course. While this
should be considered as a supplement to the quantitative
analysis, there are additional questions raised and issues
addressed that provide a better understanding of the Army's
Russian language program and the areas to examine for
possible improvements.
Definition of Terms

A list of acronyms used throughout this dissertation is
provided for quick reference. In addition, computer codes
are provided to allow the reader to cross reference the text
with the Language Skill Change Project (LSCP) data in
Appendix E (LSCP Data Frequencies and Statistics) and
Appendix F (LSCP Data Correlations).

AFLP--———==———e Army Foreign Language Program.

AGT-=-========= Army General Technical composite score on
the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB). The
independent variable label for this composite score used in
this study is Cognitive Ability.

Y Advanced Individual Training. This is
the general description for intelligence skill specialty
training the soldiers enter after completion of their basic

12



Russian Language Course at the Defense Language Institute.

ATICON L------ Code name for the criterion variable or
the raw score on the Defense Language Proficiency test given
at Advanced Individual Training (AIT).

AL --———=————=—— Code name for the level scores or
language skill level ratings on the Defense Language
Proficiency Test (DLPT) given at Advanced Individual
Training (AIT).

ASVAB========— Armed Services Vocational Aptitude
Battery. This is the general job classification test taken
by all new enlistees in the armed services.

BCT-=—=——————e Basic Combat Training. The eight week
course that all Army enlistees must go through to learn
fundamental soldier skills. After BCT, new soldiers are
sent to their initial training for skill specialties (e.g.,
Defense Language Institute for basic language training).

CPISTI--—====—- Code name used for the California
Personality Inventory (CPI) composite scores of the Language
Skill Change Project (LSCP) subjects. Composite scores were
used from this instrument to measure the independent
variable Empathy.

DFLP~——=—====— Defense Foreign Language Program. The
program for language training for all the armed services.
DLAB-=—===—=== Defense Language Aptitude Battery. The
language aptitude test given to soldiers with AGT scores
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over 100 to select and classify entrants for the Defense
Language Institute (DLI). The independent variable
description for this score was labeled Language Aptitude.

DLI--===—=———- Defense Language Institute. The primary
language training center for the armed services located in
Monterey, California.

DLICON L--==--- Code name for the criterion variable or
the raw score on the Defense Language Proficiency Test
(DLPT) given at the end of basic language training at the
Defense Language Institute.

DLIFLC-=====—- Defense Language Institute Foreign
Language Center. Another term for the Defense Language
Institute.

DLPT-~-===———- Defense Language Proficiency Test. The
language skill test given at the end of basic language
training at the Defense Language Institute and annually for
soldiers having the language skill specialty requirements.
LSCP subjects were also given a different version of the
DLPT at the end of their Advanced Individual Training to
measure language retention.

DLPT2L-—-—————- Code name in the LSCP data base for the
criterion or level score on the DLPT at the end of the DLI
basic Russian Language Course.

ED--————~———=- Code name for the level of education of
the LSCP subjects measured in years and taken from personnel
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records. The independent variable was titled Education.

EPIES-—=======— Extraversion or code name for the score
on the Eysenck Personality Inventory used to measure
introversion or extraversion for the LSCP sample.

FE-===—mc————— Code name for the Flanagan Industrial
Test--Expression score used as the independent variable
Verbal Ability in this study.

FIT-—-——=—————— Flanagan Industrial Test. Two subtests
of this series, Expression and Memory, were used to gather
data for the LSCP.

FM-———————— e Code name for the independent variable
Memory as measured by the LSCP subjects' scores on the
Flanagan Industrial Test--Memory.

GEF-—~=—m————- Field Independence or the code used for
the scores of the LSCP subjects on the Group Embedded
Figures Test (GEFT) that was administered to measure this
trait.

GENDER==—=————— Sex of the LSCP subjects taken fronm
personnel records. Gender was also used as a potential
predictor variable based upon findings in prior studies.

GOSC—====————— General Officer Steering Committee. The
Defense Foreign Language Program has a General Officer
Steering Committee that includes members from each of the
services to provide annual program review and oversight.

LSCP-===—————— Language Skill Change Project. The title
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of the four year longitudinal study the Army initiated in
1986 to examine factors affecting acquisition and retention
of foreign language listening, reading and speaking skills
of 1906 soldiers taking their basic language courses at DLI
in four languages (Spanish, German, Russian and Korean).

MAT-50=======~ Measure of Ambiguity Tolerance-50. The
instrument used to measure a subject's tolerance of
ambiguity. Tolerance of ambiquity was cited as an indicator
of second language learning ability in prior studies and
examined as one of the predictor variables in this research.

MATS1----=—--—- The code name given to the MAT-50 score
or Ambiguity Tolerance variable in the LSCP data base.

MCODE~=======— Code name for the Military Occupational
Specialty (MOS) or skill area of the soldiers in the LSCP
sample.  Soldiers were assigned skill specialties prior to
their entry into basic language training at DLI. This
variable was also included in the list of independent
variables based on the possible influence of subject
expectations of future language use on their commitment to
the language training at DLI.

MOS-~=====———- Military Occupational Specialty (see
MCODE above).

MOS 98C-====—- Military Occupational Specialty for the
Electronic Warfare/Signal Intelligence Analyst who analyzes
and reports on intercepted foreign communications. Soldiers
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in this skill area generally are not required to use their
language skills on a continuing basis after completion of
DLI.

MOS 98G-====-- Military Occupational Specialty of the
Electronic Warfare/Signal Intelligence Voice Interceptor who
intercepts or listens and intercepts foreign voice
transmission. Soldiers in this skill area generally
continue to use their language skills after graduation from
DLI.

MOTIV A-====-- Code name for the score on the first set
of Gardner Attitude/Motivation Scales given to the LSCP
students prior to their basic language courses at DLI to
measure the variable Motivation at the Start of Training.
This variable was selected based on findings cited in prior
studies.

MOTIV-B======= Code name used for the second set of
Gardner Attitude/Motivation Scales given to the LSCP
subjects in their 12th week of language training at DLI to
measure the variable Motivation During Training. This
variable was also selected for examination based upon prior
research findings.

NLANG-======== Code name for Prior Language training or
experience as taken from the personnel records of the LSCP
subjects. This variable was included based upon the
potential of experience in second language learning as a
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contributor to an individual's ability to acquire another
foreign language skill.

POISTI-=-===———- Code name for the scores the LSCP
subjects achieved on the Personal Outlook Inventory as a
measure of the variable Self Confidence also cited as an
indicator of second language ability in prior research.

RIGHTHAN—-==—== Code name for Handedness (right or left)
as taken from a background questionnaire given to the LSCP
subjects. This variable was included based upon prior
research indicating left (right handed) or right (left
handed) brain dominance as a possible predictor of foreign
language learning abilities.

SILL-=-===————-— Strategic Inventory for Language
Learning. This instrument was initially developed for the
LSCP by Rebecca Oxford (University of Alabama) to measure an
individual's strategies for learning a foreign language.
Prior research also indicated a potential for language
ability prediction based upon an individual's strategies for
foreign language learning. Composite score descriptions for
variables extracted from the SILL Version 2.1 used in the
LSCP research are listed below.

SILL 1-------- Actively Uses the Second Language in
Functional Practice. 1Individual looks for and uses
opportunities to use second language skills.

SILL 2-=-====== Good Study Habits. Includes practices
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such as highlighting, summarizing, making word lists and
self assessment/testing.

SILL 3~======- Gives Meaning to the Second Language.
Searches for and associates second language meaning based on
situational clues, relationship to first language, etc.

SILL 4------—-- Uses mental Images. Visualizes
situations, uses rhyming, audio and visual images to
decipher second language meaning.

SILL 5-----—--- Intensity of Study. Uses time well and
dedicates time/attention in second language study.

SILL 6--—-—-—-—- Study Planning. Techniques used by an
individual to identify areas of focus and allocate
time/effort appropriate to the tasks.

WS————=—er———- Code name for the score on the Watson-
Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal used to measure the
independent variable Critical Thinking or analytic
reasoning. This variable has also been cited in prior
research as an indicator of second language learning

ability.

Limitations of the Study

The quantitative part of this research is focused on
the initial LSCP data base that was collected from students
at the Defense Language Institute (DLI--February, 1986 to
July, 1987) and towards the end of their Advanced Individual
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Training (AIT) courses approximately three to four months
after completion of DLI. As indicated above, attrition for
both academic and administrative reasons was generally in
excess of 30% for Russian students during the DLI course.
There were additional losses during AIT although the
majority of these losses were simply those students who did
not take the Defense Language Proficiency Test (DLPT) at the
end of AIT. The missing.data of the AIT sample was
substantial since the group was no longer under the control
of the major sponsor of this study at DLI (e.g., only
approximately 50% of the population of the DLI Russian
graduates at AIT had DLPT speaking scores returned). The
remaining sample population for DLPT listening scores,
however, was 348 or 76% of the 460 students who successfully
completed DLI. This sample size was considered sufficient
for continued examination. The issue of missing data is
examined further in the Analysis section of Chapter Three
and in the Discussion section in Chapter Four.

A further limitation of the quantitative analysis is
the restricted range of the LSCP sample. These students
were selected for admission to DLI based on the high scores
they achieved in their service entry examinations for
general intelligence (AGT) and scores they achieved on the
language aptitude (DLAB) examination. In addition, there
were other standards they were required to meet for the
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specific nature of the intelligence field work. For
example, they had to be eligible for relatively high level
security clearances. A restricted range of this magnitude
compresses the data in a relatively narrow corridor of high
intelligence/language aptitude and has a tendency to lower
the correlation coefficients.

The qualitative part of this effort has been limited to
the research on the Russian language program in the Army via
reports and regulations, phone conversations and interviews
primarily in the Washington, D.C. area. One day was spent
on the DLI campus in discussions with members of the
language research staff, department heads, students and
instructors. Two days were spent interviewing soldiers in
linguist field assignments at Fort Meade, Maryland. 1In
.addition, interviews were conducted with Russian linguists
at the On-Site Inspection Agency located at Dulles
International Airport in Washington, D.C. Follow-up
interviews were conducted by phone. Consistent patterns,
however, were found in a sufficient number of these
discussions to support some recommendations and areas for

further inquiry.

Significance

This research has potential for contribution to the
Army's Russian linguist program at a critical juncture in
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our relationship with the Soviet Union. One outcome could
be an improvement in the selection of applicants. A higher
rate of successful graduates could result in considerable
improvement to our intelligence-gathering capabilities and
may also result in significant dollar savings. Interviews,
phone conversations and a comprehensive review of the
Russian linguist program could also contribute to overall
improvements in the management of these critical resources.
In addition, as mentioned above, there are few large sample
studies in this country on the specific problem of language
retention and fewer still devoted solely to the issues of
Russian language retention. The results of this effort may
contribute in some small measure to this field of research.
In sum, with the relatively unstable situation in the Soviet
Union and the on-going discussions on the potential
reductions in conventional and strategic armaments, our
dependence on skilled Russian linguists has significantly
increased and their abilities will continue to be critically
important to our national security for the foreseeable

future.
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CHAPTER TWO
Literature Review

There are a number of prior studies available in the
general area of second language research that focus on
individual differences as potential predictors of language
skill achievement. In addition, there are regulations and
additional studies on the foreign language challenges
specifically focused on the needs of the Department of
Defense. This review first provides an overview of the
Department of the Defense/Army Russian Language Program to
provide some understanding of the environment and objectives
of this effort. Next we examine each of the factors
indicated by prior research that could contribute to the
understanding of individual characteristics as potential
predictors of second language listening and comprehension
abilities. From the research covered, there were few
longitudinal studies that examined the dual problems of
acquisition and retention of the Russian language and fewer
still that focused specifically on listening and
comprehension. There were, however, a number of research
efforts and publications on the nature of individual
differences that indicated possible relationships to the
acquisition and retention of a second language. It is in
these areas that some inferences were explored on the
possible linkage of individual attributes as predictors for
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the acquisition and retention of Russian language listening
and comprehension skills by Army linguists.
Defense/Army Russian Langquage Program

Overall responsibility for the Defense Foreign Language
Program (DFLP--all foreign language training) rests with the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management and
Personnel) or ASD(FM & P). This office provides the general
policy guidance for all services (Army, Air Force, Navy &
Marine Corps) in the area of foreign language requirements
and training. Assisting in this effort is the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, Communications &
Intelligence) or ASD(C3I) who has been designated the
Primary Functional Sponsor (PFS) to provide planning,
programming, management and administrative guidance to the
Executive Agent. Since the Army has the majority of the
foreign language requirements, the Secretary of the Army has
been designated the Executive Agent for management of the
Defense Foreign Language Program to meet all Department of
Defense requirements (Ford, 1990).

Within the Army, the Director of Training in the Office
of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans
(ODCSOPS) has been delegated the responsibilities of
Executive Agent for the DFLP through the Assistant Secretary
of the Army for Manpower and Reserve Affairs or ASA(MRA).

In this role, the Director of Training is responsible for
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management and administration of all Department of Defense
foreign language training requirements and provides guidance
to the Commanding General, US Army Training and Doctrine
Command (TRADOC) for program execution. In addition, the
Director of Training, ODCSOPS, also serves as the Chairman
of the DFLP General Officer Steering Committee (GOSC). The
GOSC includes general officer level members from the Office
of the Secretary of Defense, all services and other affected
agencies and is required to meet annually to review and make
recommendations on the DFLP. Finally, each service has a
Service Program Manager (SPM) with primary staff
responsibility for the development, coordination and
implementation of their respective foreign language programs
(AR 350-20, 1987).

Under TRADOC, the Defense Language Institute Foreign
Language Center or DLI is charged with the responsibility
for the "...conduct, supervision, and technical control of
foreign language training in the DFLP." (AR 350-20, 1987)
The Commandant, DLI, in essence, has overall responsibility
for foreign language training for all of the Department of
Defense to include non-resident training. At DLI, the
School of Russian has the task of training basic Russian
language skills. There are three departments under the
School of Russian that conduct the instruction in small
groups of up to 10 students with one or two Russian
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instructors per group (DLIFLC General Catalog, 1989-1990).
Figure 2 is a listing of the overall responsibilities for
the DFLP from the Department of Defense to the DLI.

In a study project for the Army War College, LTC Ford
(1990) interviewed a number of people involved in the DFLP
and cited the following observations:

- Despite considerable cost and a lengthy
training program that is frequently a full year, DLIFLC
(Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center)
consistently graduates soldiers who are unable to perform
the basic duties expected of a linguist;

- Units never seem to be allocated their full
compliment of linguists. There are always critical
personnel shortages despite extremely attractive enlistment
and selective reenlistment bonuses;

- The AFLP (Army Foreign Language Program) is not
only very costly, approximately $59M in FY89, it is also
very inefficient as the entire language community is
statistically retrained every 3 to 4 years; and

- Linguists never seem to be "fully trained."
Instead, they spend an inordinant amount of time in a formal
school environment, involved in a REDTRAIN (readiness
training) opportunity or participating in unit language
training.

Among a number of recommendations, LTC Ford (1990)
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Organization: Responsibilities:

Department of Defense:

- Assistant Secretary of Defense......DFLP Overall
(Force Management & Personnel) Policy

- Assistant Secretary of Defense.......Planning,
(Command, Control, Communications Programming,
& Intelligence) & Management

Department of the Arny:

- Secretary of the Army......... ceeeeae DFLP Executive
Agent
- Assistant Secretary of the...........Policy
Army (Manpower & Reserve Affairs) Guidance
- Director of Training, ODCSOPS........ Mgt/Admin of
DFLP &

Chmn, GOSC

- Service Program Manager..... seesses..DFLP Staff
Resp

- Commanding General, TRADOC....eecc.. .Supervis/Opns
of DLI

- Commandant, DLI.....c¢ccceceeeee......DFLP Language
Training

- School of Russian............ ceeeannn Basic Lang
Training

Figure 2. Defense Foreign Language Program Responsibilities
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states that DLI should continue pursuing the goals
identified in the DLIFLC Proficiency Enhancement Plan
(1989). This Plan cites a goal to achieve proficiency level
2 on the DLPT for listening and reading for all basic course
graduates by October 1993. For the basic Russian course,
this goal was set for October 1992. A number of
improvements were initiated to facilitate this effort to
include, for example, team teaching, teacher incentives,
organizational changes and 'proficiency based' (vs rote
learning) instruction (DLIFLC Proficiency Enhancement Plan,
1989). LTC Ford (1990) also recommends development of a
diagnostic language evaluation that could be cross
referenced to self paced instruction modules to allow the
linguist to determine specific areas he/she might focus on
for improvement. In sum, there are several studies and
evaluations with recommendations that have been considered
or adopted to enhance the basic language acquisition
programs. Many of these recommendations are reviewed
annually by the Defense Foreign Language Program (DFLP)
General Officer Steering Committee (GOSC) for resourcing and
many are implemented by the Commandant, Defense Language
Institute (DLI).

To meet its Russian linguist requirements, the Army
administers the DLAB to all soldiers entering the service
who score 100 or higher on the AGT portion of the Armed
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Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB). After
completion of their Basic Combat Training (BCT), those with
DLAB scores of 95 or higher are eligible to enter the basic
Russian language course at DLI provided that they meet the
other requirements for the MOS. For example, for MOS 98G,
Electronic Warfare/Signal Intelligence Voice Interceptor,
the soldier must meet the following additional requirements:

- pass a phonetic sound discrimination test

- have a security clearance of TOP SECRET with
eligibility for access to sensitive compartmented
information (SCI)

- be a high school graduate or equivalent

- @pass a hearing acuity test on an audiometer where
sound amplitude must not exceed 15 decibels at frequencies
of 250, 500, 1000, 2000 and 4000 CPS

- no record of conviction by court martial or by civil
court for any offense other than minor traffic violations be
a U.S. citizen. (AR 611-201, 1988)

For MOS 98C, Electronic Warfare/Signal Intelligence
Analyst, the requirements are essentially the same except
for the listening skills and an additional requirement for a
test of basic analytical abilities. Skill specialties (MOS)
are assigned to soldiers prior to attendance at DLI.
However, training in these skills is provided at AIT after
completion of the DLI basic course. After completion of
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BCT, those soldiers who qualify enter an intensive 47 week
basic Russian language course at DLI with six hours of
classes each day followed by two to three hours of homework
each evening. Students are dropped from the course for both
academic and administrative reasons. Academic drops
generally occur early in the course or within the first
three to four months. Administrative drops are also large
on the front end of the course and can be attributed to
disciplinary reasons, loss of security clearance or
reclassification to another skill area (Bush, 1987). For
the LSCP classes, the primary predictor data were collected
at the beginning of the DLI basic course.

At DLI, classes are conducted in small groups with one
or two instructors and ten or fewer students per class.
Course materials, audio visual capability and facilities are
generally excellent. The instructors are largely Russian
immigrants or second generation immigrants fluent in the
Russian language. Instructors must have a level 2 rating in
the English language. They are not required to be college
graduates. The environment is a combination of Army post
and university with administrative and support facilities on
site. While there are many languages taught at DLI, Russian
language students comprise the largest single group.

Those soldiers who complete the basic Russian course
take the DLPT after completion of the last of 14 modules.
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This score becomes the baseline for the soldier and is
recorded in his/her personnel file. Upon completion of this
course at DLI, the soldiers continue their training in skill
specific areas at Advanced Individual Training (AIT) located
at Goodfellow Air Force Base, Texas. Here they generally
are entered in either the MOS 98G, Electronic Warfare/Signal
Intelligence Voice Interceptor, or MOS 98C, Electronic
Warfare/Signal Intelligence Analyst Courses. In the Voice
Interceptor Course, students continue to work with Russian
language training in job specific tasks for approximately
85% of the nearly three months period. However, a different
vocabulary is taught that is more related to the position
requirements vs the basic Russian taught at DLI. For the
Analysts Course, instruction is not continued in the Russian
language. Only approximately 40% of the students entering
this four months course have received prior Russian language
training and those who did complete DLI must continue their
language maintenance training on their own time. A language
laboratory is available for their use during non-duty time
(Hibar, D. R., CW3, personal communication, 1990).

A Defense Language Proficiency Test (DLPT) exam is
generally required only once per year and is generally not a
requirement at AIT since this training is normally completed
within six months after the soldiers graduate from DLI. The
DLPT was administered to the LSCP students at or near the
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end of AIT to determine language loss after completion of
DLI. There is some question on the conditions of the second
DLPT administered at AIT. Apparently the soldiers
undergoing training at AIT were on a tight schedule of
between 13 to 16 hours per day (including soldier training,
physical fitness, etc.) that did not provide for the
additional time to take the DLPT. In addition, the students
were told that the results of this test would not count
against them for proficiency or, in essence, would not
become a part of their personnel records. An extract from a
memorandum after a phone interview with an AIT instructor
who was present during the administration of the LSCP DLPT
at Goodfellow Air Force Base indicates the nature of the
test conditions: "...when the LSCP was being conducted
here, many of the soldiers were taking their DLPT after a
long day in class. We run a two shift operation (0600-
1500/1500-2400) here. We tried to schedule the DLPTs when a
group of target soldiers were working the evening shift
(doing it before class). That was not always possible.
Considering the duty day..., you can see that everyone's
heart may not have been into taking the DLPT....especially
since it did not count for proficiency pay purposes."
(Hibar, D.R., CW3, personal communication, 1990)

Figure 3 provides an overview of the acquisition and
training of the Army intelligence Russian linguist
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Basic Combat Training (BCT--8 weeks):

Candidates selected based on:
- AGT > 100 ---> DLAB > 95
- Other factors (security clearance, etc.)
Selected candidates assigned an MOS & sent to DLI.
Defense Langquage Institute (DLI--47 weeks):
(LSCP sample students were administered predictor
tests/questionnaires at the beginning of the course.)
Course attrition due to:
- Academic failures on exams
- Administrative reasons (e.g., assigned new MOS)
Course completion/administered DLPT:
- Scored > level 2 (course goal)
- Scored < level 2
All course completions advanced to AIT
Advanced Individual Training (AIT--12 to 18 weeks):
MOS 98G--Voice Interceptor (12 weeks) & continued
language training
MOS 98C--Analyst (18 weeks) & no language training
(LSCP (only) given DLPT at/near end of course.)

Few drops for academic/administrative reasons

Fiqure 3. Army Russian Linguist Development
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specialists. In sum, the language development program for
the Department of Defense has visibility at the highest
levels and is reviewed at least annually in some detail by
the GOSC to determine the status of the program and redirect
resources or priorities as required. Administration of the
Russian language program at DLI and in the field is the
responsibility of the Department of the Army. The primary
management of this effort is delegated to the Commandant,
DLI. Once the students leave DLI, however, basic Russian
language skill maintenance is primarily an individual
responsibility. While the majority of DLI graduates
continue into the Voice Interceptor Course (e.g., 74% for
the LSCP sample) with additional language instruction, the
vocabulary is quite different from that required by the more
basic language DLPT. Finally, there was some question on
the motivation of the LSCP sample students who did or did
not take the DLPT at the end of AIT based on the test

conditions and instructions.

Individual Characteristics and Langquage

Acquisition/Retention

Prior second language studies have indicated a variety
of individual traits as possible predictors of success in
second language acquisition. For the purposes of this
review, these variables are divided into four categories.
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The first category examined is the cognitive traits that
seem to have the strongest evidence of linkage to predictive
performance. This includes such measures as intelligence,
aptitude and memory. The second category is termed
attitude/motivational and consists of that body of research
linking successful second language performance with, for
example, integrative and instrumental motivation. The third
category is labeled 'personality variables' to put together
those variables such as self confidence, extroversion,
introversion, empathy and ambiguity tolerance in a
categorical description for examination. Finally, some
research has indicated a possible linkage of biographic
variables (e.g., gender, education, etc.) with second
language achievement.

Cognitive Variables

Prior research that seemed to support the use of
cognitive traits as possible predictors of performance in a
second language were reviewed by Carroll (1981) in his
article "Twenty-five Years of Research on Foreign Language
Aptitude." 1In this paper he identified four major
components of second language aptitude that appear to be
supported by prior research:

1. phonetic coding ability or an ability to
identify distinct sounds, to form associations between those
sounds and symbols representing them, and to retain these
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associations;

2. grammatical sensitivity or the ability to
recognize the grammatical functions of words (or other
linguistics entities) in sentence structures;

3. rote learning ability for foreign language
materials or the ability to learn associations between
sounds and meanings rapidly and efficiently, and to retain
these associations; and

4. inductive language learning ability or the
ability to infer or induce the rules governing a set of
language materials, given a samples of language materials
that permit such inferences.

Based on these general findings in a review of a number
of prior studies, some predictability might be expected
between the cognitive attributes of syntax skills, verbal
memory, analytic reasoning and general intelligence and
performance on the listening skills portion of the DLPT.
While the case for the cognitive style may not be as strong
as that for the intelligence and language aptitude
attributes, there are a number of studies that would
indicate this area is worthy of investigation. The
connection between field independence and second language
acquisition has been cited by several researchers. 1In a

research paper printed in Foreign Langquage Learning--A

Research Perspective (1987), Susan Cameron Bacon cites
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several studies linking field independence with a higher
degree of success in second language acquisition (D'Anglejan
& Renaud, 1985; McLaughlin, 1980; Naiman, Frohlich, Stern, &
Todesco, 1978; Parry, 1983; Tucker, Hamayan, & Genesee,
1976) . She concludes by stating that the field independent
individual has an advantage in the normal testing situation
where face to face skills are not required and suggests that
the field dependent individual may perform best in
situations where eye contact, body language and facial
expression are factors in communication. In addition, she
indicates the field dependent subject has an advantage in
handling ambiguity in a social situation. Krashen (1981)
also describes an analytic orientation or field independence
as an indicator of second language success. He cites
studies that show a relationship between second language
success and field independence (ability to perceive parts of
a field as distinct from the whole) with high school and
college level second language students (Naiman, Frohlich, &
Stern, 1975; Seliger, 1977).

In a study of 61 adults engaged in learning English as
a second language, Chapelle and Roberts (1984) used the
Group Embedded Figures Test (Witkin et al., 1971) to
determine linkage of field independence with performance on
an English proficiency test (TOEFL). Results indicated
"...students who were highly FI (field independent) did
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better on all of the language measures; moreover, the
correlations between FI and the end of semester scores were
typically stronger than those between FI and the beginning
of semester scores, thus indicating that FI students were
more likely to score higher on the proficiency measures
after a semester of L2 study." (Chapelle & Roberts, 1984)
Stephen Krashen (1981) describes his 'Monitor Model'
for second language acquisition in which he suggests adults
have two methods for acquiring the basic rules of the new
language. The first method is 'implicit' or subconscious
like that of a child learning his/her first or second
language. The second method is described as 'explicit' or
conscious learning of the new language in the traditional
sense of 'learning.' Second language fluency is derived,
according to Krashen (1981), from an adult's subconscious
competence--not the 'learned' or conscious ability. The
'explicit' or 'learned' competence serves only as a
'Monitor' of the subconsciously initiated performance.
Krashen (1981) suggests that there are individual variations
in the use of Monitor or explicitly learned abilities. Some
individuals appear to want to 'know the rules' and overapply
the Monitor at times to the detriment of language
production. Others tend to ignore the rules and use what
they can 'pick up' in language learning situations. This
second group, however, tends to perform at the expense of
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grammatical accuracy. Krashen (1981) concludes that the
best approach is in the use of the Monitor as appropriate
and "when it does not get in the way of communication"
(Diller, 1981, p. 157). Finally, Krashen (1981) reviews the
work of Carroll (1973), Pimsleur (1966) and others on
aptitude and attitude factors as they relate to the Monitor
Model in second language acquisition. He describes two of
Carroll's (1973) three language aptitude components,
'grammatical sensitivity' and 'inductive ability,' and one
of Pimsleur's (1966), 'verbal intelligence,' as having a
direct relationship with the Monitor or conscious learning

ability. 1In the book, Individual Differences and Universals

in Lanquage Learning Aptitude (Diller, 1981), based on

papers submitted to the 1977 conference on the same subject
at the University of New Hampshire, Ann Peters cites
analytic differences in the strategies of children in their
approach to language learning. In the 'Analytic' approach,
children attempt to gain the language by an inductive method
of one or two word utterances gradually building to longer
combinations over some period of time. In the second or
'Gestalt' strategy, children attempt to complete what
appears to be whole sentences or, in essence, proceeding
from the whole to the individual elements for language
development. Peters concludes by suggesting a more
comprehensive examination of the 'Gestalt' approach to
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language learning. Although this study was limited to a
longitudinal investigation of one subject, there may
relevance to second language acquisition in the dominance of
either the 'Analytic' or the 'Gestalt' approach as a factor
in language performance prediction.

Motivation/lLearning Strateqy Variables

There are many studies supporting the predictability of
the Attitude/Motivation factor. Citing research by Tucker,
Hamayan and Genesee (1976) of 64 Anglo students studying
French, Rebecca Oxford (1982) repeated the findings that
", ..Regardless of group membership, students who were highly
motivated, who had high need achievement, and who had
positive attitudes towards French performed better in
French....The attitudinal-motivational variable was a
significant predictor for all criterion measures." 1In the
same text, Gardner (1985) reviews several studies
with similar findings and concludes with hypotheses that
these factors will also serve as predictors for second
language retention.

In describing attitudinal factors, Krashen (1981) cites
motivational elements that may have a direct bearing on the
student's intake and use of a second language. He states
that simply listening is not enough to enable acquisition to
take place and describes the use of a 'socio-affective
filter' (Dulay & Burt, 1977) that affects the degree of
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learning. Individuals with a strong 'filter' tend to be
closed to acquisition while those with a 'low filter' are
more receptive and gain a greater degree of input. This
'low affective filter' is directly related to what Krashen
(1981) identifies as 'integrative motivation' or a desire on
the part of some language students to be like the more
fluent speakers of the second language. A second type of
motivation is described by Krashen (1981) as 'instrumental'
or a motivation based on practical necessity. Instrumental
motivation is more closely related to a stronger affective
filter and is an indication on the part of the subject for a
need to acquire only those elements of a language that are
required for the position or situation at hand. He sums up
this section by stating that motivation is a strong
predictor of second language achievement. A positive
attitude towards the classroom and the teacher may also have
a relationship with success in second language according to
Krashen due to the tendency for increased participation of
these students in classroom activities.

Krashen (1981) éoncludes this research with a
description of 'good' and 'bad' language learners. The
'good' language learners have a low affective filter and may
or may not be explicit in their approach. He cites the
study by Naiman, Frohlich and Stern (1975) in their survey
of 34 "good language learners" as indicating that "immersion
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and motivation" were the most important factors affecting
their success in language acquisition. In essence, the
'good' language learners are those who take the additional
initiatives required to acquire a working knowledge language
capability and have a higher tendency to experiment and use
(low affective filter) their language skills. The 'bad'
language learner, however, either does not have the
motivation (e,g., low interest, apprehension) or ability and
may be an over or under user of the Monitor. In his final
comment of this paper, Krashen suggests that attitude is
more directly related to acquisition or implicit
(subconscious) learning than explicit or conscious learning
and may be the most important factor in acquiring a second
language.

Krashen's( (1981) research provides a good overview of
some of the material available at that time, but appears to
be lacking in the presentation of sufficient empirical
evidence to substantiate the concluding remarks. There are
indicators of support for his approach in the available
literature, yet not to the degree indicated by this review.
For example, Carroll (1981) cites a number of studies that
might have contributed to this effort and, in addition,
indicates the need for more extensive longitudinal empirical
research. In a review of the Monitor Model, McLaughlin
(1987) states that Krashen's theory does not meet the basic
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criteria for evaluation which he lists as: "(1)...must have
definitional precision and explanatory power, (2)...must be
consistent with what is currently Known, (3)...must be
heuristically rich in its predictions, and (4)...must be
falsifiable" (pp. 55-58) He summarizes his critique by
pointing out that the acquisition-learning separation is ill
defined with no way of determining which process is
operating at any point in time. In-essence, the Monitor
theory, according to McLaughlin (1987), cannot be
empirically tested and is not consistent with existing
linguistic theory. Mclaughlin (1987) softens his critique
to some degree by indicating that much of what Krashen
describes is consistent with current thinking on language
teaching. For example, Krashen's descriptions of the

" supporting evidence of the effects of affective factors in
second language acquisition and the need for a move towards
more communication rather than grammar based instruction are
in line with the existing evidence in linguistic research.
McLaughlin (1987) simply states his argument is with
Krashen's research and his attempt to justify the Monitor
Model.

In The lLoss of Language Skills, Lambert and Freed
(1982) provide a series of research papers on this subject
presented at a conference held in May 1980 at the University
of Pennsylvania. Reviewing a study on a group of English
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speaking high school students studying French in Canada,
Gardﬁer (Lambert & Freed, 1982) cites two factors that were
related to French achievement. One factor he describes as
language aptitude based on the loadings it received on the
Modern Language Aptitude Test (MLAT). The second factor he
describes as socio-motivational derived from a combination
of factor loadings on the measures on "...Attitudes toward
French Canadians; Motivational Intensity to Learn French;
and Integrative...Orientation in language study" (p. 29-30).
In the same section, Gardner cites a number of studies by
others that come to the same conclusions that two primary
factors, attitude/motivation and language aptitude, are
related to second language achievement.

In this article, Gardner (1985) reviews a study by
Edwards (1977) of native French (246) and native English
(209) speaking Canadian Public Service employees who were
tested on proficiency of their second language at intervals
of 6, 12, and 18 eighteen months (one third of the original
sample in each period) after their initial assessment of
second language achievement. In essence, the results
indicated there was little decline in the active (writing &
speaking) or passive (listening & reading) skills during the
first six months for both groups. However, as the periods
lengthened to 12 and 18 months, the Anglophone samples had a
significant decline in test performance on French while the

44



Francophones maintained their initial proficiency in
English. Edwards (Gardner, 1985) attributed these results
to the fact that the Francophones had the opportunity to use
their second language more frequently in their work settings
than did their Anglophone counterparts. Most significant
study variables were the subjects' confidence in using their
second language and opportunities to use those skills. 1In
follow-up interviews with 67 Anglophones and 28
Francophones, Edwards (Gardner, 1985) found that the
Francophones had little difficulty in using their second
language abilities in almost any situation while the
Anglophones could use their French for only the basic tasks
required in their work situations. In sum, Edwards
(Gardner, 1985) attributes the successful achievement of
second language proficiency to three factors: "1.
successful prior or initial learning; 2. opportunity to use
the information initially acquired; and, 3. interest in
using the linguistic resources initially acquired" (Gardner,
1985). In concluding this section, Gardner (1985)
postulates two hypothesis for attitude, motivation and
aptitude factors in second language retention:

"Hypothesis I...since attitudinal/motivational
characteristics are related to the level of second language
proficiency, they will relate to second language retention
(as would language aptitude)."
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"Hypothesis II...since attitudinal/motivational
characteristics are related to indices of participation in
language-related situations, they will relate to attempts to
maintain second language skills once training has
terminated." In this paper, Gardner (1985) seems to draw
on the results of a significant number of research efforts
that indicate a positive relationship between second
language acquisition and retention and attitude/motivation
factors. Somewhat related to the area of motivation,
several studies have indicated a connection between learning
strategies and language acquisition and retention. 1In a
paper developed for the Army Research Institute (ARI),
Rebecca Oxford (1986) cites research (Rubin, 1975; Rubin &
Thompson, 1982; Reiss, 1983) supporting a linkage between
learning strategies and second language learning.

Personality Variables

In a study of teacher perceptions of successful and
unsuccessful language students, Naiman, Frohlich and Stern
(1975) summarized that teachers thought of their most
successful second language students as "...meticulous
(perfectionist), mature, responsible, self-confident,
extrovert (bubbly, outgoing), independent, passive, shy and
introverted." Unsuccessful students were described as
having a "...lack of self-confidence and as being timid,
shy, careless, afraid to express themselves and nervous."
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While there seem to be contradictions, this provides some
insight to the overall status of research and agreement or
disagreement on personality variables as potential
predictors of second language capability. Krashen (1981)
also identifies personality factors as having a possible
relationship with the ability to acquire a second language.
'Self confidence,' 'lack of anxiety,' 'outgoing' and 'self
esteem' comprise a category of traits that may also relate
to success in a second language. These factors relate to
the degree of filtration mentioned above with the self
confident or more outgoing individual having a lower
affective filter and being more receptive and less inhibited
in the acquisition and use of a new language. Empirical
research on extraversion or introversion as an indicator of
linguistic success is mixed. For example, Chastain (1975)
conducted a research effort on French (80), German (72) and
Spanish (77) students going through an introductory
university course using the Marlowe-Crowne Scale (1964) to
determine the degree of student extroversion. His findings
indicated significant correlations with successful German
and Spanish students, but no significant correlation with
success in French. Krashen (1981) also cites studies by
Chastain (1975) and Pritchard (1952) that linked second
language performance with an outgoing personality or
extroversion.
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Smart (1970), however, found extraversion to be
negatively correlated with second language success when
ability was controlled. 1In a study of French university
students, he divided the group into underachievers (13),
average (58) and overachievers (13). Using a measure of
'social spontaneity,' he found the overachievers to be
significantly lower in spontaneity than the average achiever
group. In essence, the overachievers were primarily an
introverted group and preferred to work alone. In addition,
the study also found the under achiever group to have a
tendency towards introversion.

Krashen (1981) identifies empathy as a potential
predictor of second language success in suggesting that the
empathetic individual may be able to more easily identify
with individuals of another language and be more receptive
to acquiring the necessary skills. He cites empathy as a
trait that is indicative of a person's ability to more
easily acquire the comprehension and performance skills of a
new language. Taylor, Catford, Guiora, and Lane (1971) sum
up the perception that "the more sensitive an individual is
to the feelings and behaviors of another person the more
likely he is to perceive and recognize the subtleties and
unique aspects of the second language and incorporate them
in speaking." Elaine Horowitz (1987) of the University of
Texas also cites studies relating empathy (Guiora, Brannon &
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Dull 1972; Horowitz & Horowitz, 1977). Nonetheless,
research evidence supporting empathy as a trait linked to
second language performance is minimal. For example,
Schumann (1975) stated "The experiments that have been
conducted to examine this relationship must be seriously
questioned but the ideas which have been generated by them
are, nevertheless, intuitively appealing...." In essence,
it appears to be intuitively correct to assume that the
empathetic individual would be more attentive and receptive
to a second language learning environment, however, the
empirical evidence is weak.

Ambigquity tolerance has been cited by a number of
authors as one characteristic of a 'good language learner.'
It has been hypothesized that those who have difficulty in
ambiguous situations tend to have discomfort with a second
language learning environment. To the contrary, the
'ambiguity tolerant' individuals seem to thrive in complex
and unstructured situations and should do well in adapting
to the challenge of a second language learning situation.
Naiman, et al. (1975), in a study of high school students
studying French in Toronto, used imitation and listening
tasks to examine the relationship of ambiguity tolerance and
second language performance. This research found a positive
relationship between performance in French and ambiguity
tolerant individuals. Naiman (1975) reported "...those
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students who have a high intolerance of ambiguity may have a
great deal of difficulty dealing with the amount of
ambiguity present in the second language classroom and
therefore may drop the subject as soon as possible. The
possibility of such an occurrence was strengthened by the
fact that tolerance of ambiquity was a significant predictor
of success only in Grade 8. Grade 10 and Grade 12 students
were both significantly more tolerant of ambiguity than
Grade 8 students." 1In a study of English as a second
language students (61), Chapelle and Roberts (1984) found a
significant positive correlation between ambiguity tolerance
(using the MAT-50) and end of semester scores on an English
proficiency (TOEFL) test. 1In essence, there appears to be
some evidence to warrant investigation of ambiguity
tolerance as a possible predictor in the ambiguous
environment for learning Russian language listening skills.
In her investigation of the linkage of self esteem
(using the TSCS) and performance on a French speaking test
(181 students in first year French at the University of
Michigan), Adelaide Heyde Parsons (1983) found a significant
positive correlation between all aspects of self esteem and
spoken French. In addition, she concludes that "...the
teacher appears to have an important influence both on the
esteem of the student at the task and specific level and on
their oral performance." (Parsons, 1983) In an examination
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of anxiety as a factor for Francophone Canadians studying
English, Clement, Gardner and Smythe (1977) found that self
confidence occurs as a result of positive experiences in
second language learning and contributes to motivation in
continued learning. While the case for self confidence as a
predictor may not be as strong as some of the other
variables, there appears to be adequate rationale to explore
this trait in combination with other potential predictors.

Biographical Variables

Some studies have supported the use of certain
biographical characteristics as predictors of success in
acquiring a second language. For example, handedness as an
indicator of left or right brain tendencies has been
postulated to be a potential predictor of second language
- performance. Reviews in this area also are mixed. 1In a
study of 72 Israeli right handed high school students
involved in learning English as a second language (Gaziel et
al., 1977), Loraine Obler noted an increase in right visual
field effect as the students progressed from the seventh to
the eleventh grade (Diller, 1981). In conclusion, she
suggests "...there is right hemispheric participation in
second language learning, and that this participation is
particularly active during the early stages of learning the
second language." In another study of 61 English speaking
right handed adults learning French as a second language,
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Schneiderman and Wesche (Krashen, 1983) found their subjects
more left lateralized for English than for French. 1In
addition, they found no evidence that would lend credence to
their hypothesis that students would become more left
lateralized with increasing proficiency in their second
language.

There are a number of indications in the literature
that appear to suggest gender as a possible predictor of
second language success. In the study above, for example,
Schneiderman and Wesche found the female participants in
their study to be slightly more proficient in French than
males; however, the differences were not supported as
significant in t-test results. In a review of studies on
gehder learning differences, Maccoby and Jacklin (1974)
found the higher social tendencies of females to be a factor
contributing to their apparently greater facility in

learning second languages.

Summary

In general, these and other related studies support an
investigation into the possible contribution of individual
difference variables to the successful acquisition and
retention of Russian language listening skills by Army
soldiers completing the course at the Defense Language
Institute. The literature seemed to point towards an
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ability to initially acquire the language skill, a desire or
motivation to maintain/improve those skills once acquired
and the opportunity to use the acquired capability (i.e.,
Russian language listening skills) in a focused environment.
Other factors (e.g., empathy, extraversion, etc.) appeared
to be subsets or secondary contributors to these with
potential for incremental improvements in the prediction of
success or failure for second language learning.

Based on this review, the research questions are re-
cast to examine each stage of the Russian linguist
development process (see Figure 3):

- Were the basic criteria (e.g., AGT > 100 & DLAB
> 95) maintained in selecting the LSCP soldiers? If not,
how did the group that had below criteria scores perform?

- Does the baseline Cognitive Ability (AGT) and
Language Aptitude (DLAB) selection criteria predict
successful completion or drop-outs for the DLI course?

Does the improved model with additional variables provide
for more successful prediction of cases in these two
categories?

- Does the improved model provide increased
prediction of DLPT scores over the AGT/DLAB baseline?

- Does the improved model increase prediction of
group membership for those scoring equal to/above or below
level 2 on the DLPT at DLI?
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- Does the improved model increase prediction of
DLPT scores at AIT over the AGT/DLAB baseline?

- Does the improved model increase prediction of
group membership for those scoring equal to/above or below

level 2 on the DLPT at AIT?
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CHAPTER THREE

Methods and Procedures

This research effort primarily focused on a
correlational investigation of the Language Skill Change
Project (LSCP) data in a sequence of steps to look for
predictor variables that could provide improved selection.
Two general methods were employed in the quantitative
analysis. The first was a series of discriminant analyses
to determine predictability of the independent variables for
membership of the subjects in Russian basic course
completion (pass) or attrition (fail) groups and, later, for
membership in groups having Defense Language Proficiency
Test (DLPT or criterion) scores equal/above level 2 or
below. The second method entailed a series of multiple
regressions to determine the independent variables that
could best predict scores on the DLPT. This effort was
supplemented by a qualitative investigation consisting of
primarily 36 field interviews with Army Russian linguists
who were not (with one exception) a part of the LSCP sample.
The interviews were one on one and concentrated on a series
of five questions designed to determine the subjects'
perceptions of factors that might be indicators of potential

success with Russian language listening skills.
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Population and Sample

Soldiers selected for this study were those assigned to
the basic Russian language courses at the Defense Language
Institute (DLI) with classes beginning in February 1986 and
completing by July 1987. This group was part of a larger
longitudinal study of four language groups during this
period (other languages were Korean, German & Spanish).
During this timeframe, all of these students were measured
on a wide range of cognitive and affective factors and
subsequently tested on language proficiency at the
conclusion of DLI, Advanced Individual Training (AIT) and at
follow on duty assignments. Once a soldier completed
his/her training at DLI and AIT, he/she was normally
assigned to a unit to provide the interception (generally
listening) or interpretation (analysis) capability for the
Russian language. The target population for this study is
the total of approximately 2000 Russian linguists required
for these and related duties in the Army.

Subjects in this sample were young enlisted soldiers
with the majority (1823 of 1903 for the four languages) in
the junior ranks of Sergeant (E-5) and below. There were a
total of 791 students in the initial Russian language course
sample. Of this group, 682 continued in DLI beyond the
first module and 460 completed the basic Russian language
course at DLI during this period. Course attrition includes
both academic and administrative drop-outs. Course
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completion, however, does not necessarily mean academic
success. The goal at DLI is for basic students to attain a
level 2 on the Defense Language Proficiency Test (DLPT), in
reading and listening, as a minimum, but the target has been
difficult to reach. For example, of the group of 460
completing the Russian language basic course during this
period, 276 or 60% scored below a level 2 in listening.

The Russian language sample studied is a compilation of
data for a series of classes entering and completing DLI on
approximately a monthly basis during this 18 month period.
Generally, around 30 to 150 new students start the Russian
basic course each month. These entrants are put into class
groups of approximately ten students each with normally one
or two native speaking Russian instructors. Classes are
conducted in Russian for six hours daily with two to three
hours of homework assigned each night. The Russian basic
course length is 47 weeks or roughly equivalent to the same
number of hours a college student would spend in a Russian
major course in a four year period at a university.

In essence, the Army generally selects a high quality
group of soldiers for Russian language training and provides
an intensive course of study. The size of the LSCP sample
(in relation to the total population of Russian linguists in
the Army) and the sequence of classes over approximately a
year and a half should provide a relatively significant
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representation of the population.

Research Design

The basic design for this research effort was primarily
quantitative supplemented by a qualitative effort consisting
of interviews with Russian language linguists in the field
and others responsible for the Russian language program
administration or instruction. Predictor data were
collected on the subjects at the start of the DLI basic
course and 12 weeks later into the course. Based on the
literature search and an initial data overview (correlations
& frequencies/statistics), 23 independent variables were
selected for a basically correlational investigation to
determine factors that show potential for most accurately
predicting success in acquiring Russian language listening
skills. Measurements were made on the basis of the
contribution of each of the cognitive, motivation/learning
strateqy, personality and biographical factors (and in
combinations) as predictors of achievement on the listening
skills portion of the DLPT (given at the end of the DLI
basic Russian course and, again, at the end of AIT). Groups
were formed and measured on the basis of course completion
(Pass) or attrition (Fail) at the DLI basic course and those
reaching the level 2 (or not) listening criteria on the DLPT

at the conclusion of DLI and at the end of AIT.
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Predictor data were collected during their basic
language training course at DLI. Data points include the
performance of these students at the conclusion of their
initial language training at DLI and at the end of AIT.
Discriminant analyses were conducted to determine
independent variables predicting group membership for
completion of the DLI course of study and those reaching a
level 2 on the DLPT. A series of multiple regression
analyses were used to determine the potential predictors of
the scores on the DLPT at DLI and at AIT.

During this research period, a qualitative evaluation
was conducted that included unstructured interviews with DLI
students and department heads and others responsible for
administering the Russian linguist program in the Army. The
major interview effort, however, was focused on Army Russian
linguists in field assignments. With one exception, these
soldiers interviewed were not part of the LSCP sample and
had attended DLI either prior to or after the LSCP data base
was collected. This also encompassed a literature research
of associated publications on the Russian linguist program.
In essence, the use of a qualitative or inductive approach
was undertaken to supplement the quantitative analysis of

the LSCP data.
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Measurement

The initial battery of tests and information forms
given to these soldiers before and during language training
were designed to provide as much inforﬁation as possible on
potential predictors for success in language acquisition and
retention. Figure 4 provides a timeline on the collection
of these data, and Fiqures 5 and 6 provide a list of
predictor variables by category. In addition to the
standard battery of tests given to all new enlistees, at
DLI, information was collected on cognitive (e.g., aptitude,
intelligence) and affective (e.g., attitude, motivation)
traits through a series of proven and develobmental
instruments. For example, the Flanagan Industrial Tests
(FIT) for Memory (FM) and Expression (FE) were used to
provide data on general abilities for memory and English
grammar. These tests have been used for many years as
acceptable predictors for job placement purposes. The
Strategic Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) was
developed by Rebecca Oxford for the LSCP study based upon
prior research linking learning strategies to second
language performance (Bush, 1987). Additional measures were
adopted by the study team based on prior research supporting
potential linkage with other factors to language acquisition

success. Appendix C provides a copy of the instructions
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Enlistment Basic Combat Training (BCT):

Biographical Information
Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (AGT)
Defense Language Aptitude Battery (DLAB)

Collected at the Start of Defense Langquage Institute (DLI):
Language Background Questionnaire (e.g., NLANG)
Attitude/Motivation--Start of Training (MOTIV_A)
California Personality Inventory (CPIES)

MAT-50 (Ambiguity Tolerance)

Group Imbedded Figures Test (GEF)

Flanagan Industrial Tests--Memory/Expression (FM/FE)
Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPIES)

Personal Outlook Inventory (POI)

Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal (WG)

Week 12 of Basic Langquage Training at DLI:

Strategic Inventory for Language Learning (SILL)
Attitude/Motivation--During Training (MOTIV_B)
Collected at the End of Basic Language Training at DILI:

Defense Language Proficiency Test III (DLPT)

End of Course at Advanced Individual Training (AIT):

Defense Language Proficiency Test III (DLPT)

Figure 4. Data Collection Schedule
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Predictor Variable/Code Instrument

Cognitive Variables:

Cognitive Ability/AGT.......Armed Services Vocational
Aptitude Battery (ASVAB)
Language Aptitude/DLAB........Defense Language Aptitude

Battery (DLAB)

Syntax Skills/FE..............Flanagan Expression Test
Verbal Memory/FM..............Flanagan Memory Test
Critical Thinking/WG.......... Watson-Glaser Critical

Thinking Appraisal

Field Independence/GEF........Group Embedded Figures Test

Motivation/Learning Strateqy Variables:
Training Attitudes &

Motivation/MOTIV A/B........Gardner Attitudes/Motivation
Scales
Language Learning
Strategy/SILL_1-6........Strategic Inventory for

Language Learning (SILL)

Figure 5. Predictor Variables and Instruments
Cognitive and Motivation/Learning Strategy
Variables
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Predictor Variable/Code Instrument

Personality Variables:

Empathy/CPIS1...... cereenn ....California Personality
Inventory
Extroversion/EPIES............Eyesenck Personality Inventory

Tolerance of Ambiguity/MATS1..MAT-50

Self Confidence/POISl.........Personal Outlook Inventory

Biographical Variables:

Position Specialty/MCODE......Personnel Records
Level of Education/ED.........Personnel Records
Gender/SEX....:cccceees.......Personnel Records

Handedness/RIGHTHAN...........Background Questionnaire
Prior Language.

Training/NLANG...........Background Questionnaire.

Figure 6. Predictor Variable Instruments

Personality and Biographical Variables
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given to the students prior to test administration. The
following is a description of each of these measurement
instruments by variable category examined and, finally, the
DLPT criterion measure.

Cognitive Variables

Cognitive Ability--Armed Services Vocational
Aptitude Battery (ASVAB/AGT): The ASVAB is an aptitude
battery of tests designed specifically for selection and
classification of all new enlistees in the armed services.
There are a total of 12 subtests designed to measure general
intelligence and a number of potential work areas. A
composite score labeled Army General Technical (AGT--also
termed Skilled Technical or ST) is a compilation of scores
achieved on the General Science (GS), Mathematics Knowledge
(MK), Mechanical Comprehension (MC), Word Knowledge (WK) and
Paragraph Comprehension (PC) subtests. A minimum score of
100 on this AGT composite is a requirement for acceptance in
DLI. A 1988 technical paper published for the Air Force
Human Resources Laboratory cites reliability coefficients
for internal consistency ranging from .80 to .93, .87 to .93
for composite parallel forms, and .86 to .93 for alternate
composite forms. Worse case findings were in the Paragraph
Comprehension (PC) subtest at .67 to .70 for parallel and
alternate forms (Palmer, Hartke, Ree, Valentine & Welsh,

MAJ, USAF, 1988). 1In Buros' Eighth Mental Measurements
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Yearbook, David Weiss (University of Minnesota) faults the
ASVAB for a lack of validity data and problems with the four
alternative multiple choice format. He indicates, for
example, that on the Mechanical Comprehension (MC) subtest
approximately one third of the females may be providing only
random responses.

Language Aptitude--Defense Language Aptitude Battery
(DLAB): In a factor analysis as a part of the Harvard
Language Aptitude Project, Carroll (1958) cited seven
components of second language aptitude which he described
as: Verbal Knowledge, Linguistic Interest, Associative
Memory, Sound-Symbol Association, Inductive Language
Ability, Grammatical Sensitivity and Speed of Association.
These factors provided the basis for the development of the
DLAB that uses an artificial non-English language to test
for potential abilities in these areas. This (108 item/80
minute) instrument has become the baseline scale for
language aptitude in the Army and a minimum score of 95, for
example, is required for entry in the Russian language
course at DLI. In an article on development of the DLAB,
Petersen and Al-Haik (1976) cite predictive validity data of
.50 (n = 111) and .68 (n = 73) 1in two separate studies for
final grade averages in the Russian basic language course at
DLI. In addition, they provided a DLAB internal reliability
of .89 (KR-21).

65



Verbal Ability--Flanagan Industrial Test-Expression
(FIT/FE): This test (4 pages, 30 items--5 minutes to
complete) provides a measure of an individual's knowledge of
syntax skills or English language grammar usage and sentence

structure (Bush, 1987). 1In a review published in Buros

Eighth Mental Measurements Yearbook, David Herman (The

Psychological Corporation, New York) cites three attractive
features of the FIT battery (18 subtests): "...the tests
are short, easy to administer, and apparently
comprehensive." Interbattery coefficients of reliability
are quoted in this review of .28 to .79 with a median of
.55. Herman also provides an overview of the validity data
and indicates some problems with the way it is measured. 1In
a second review in the same Buros, Arthur MacKinney cites
the large amount of empirical validity data as one of the
strengths of this battery and states "...this reviewer
judges that the personnel decisions resulting from the use
of the tests should be defensible on both legal and ethical
grounds."

Memory--Flanagan Industrial Test-Memory (FIT/FM): As
the second FIT test used in the LSCP, the Flanagan Memory (4
pages, 40 items--10 minutes to complete) was selected to
measure an individual's ability to learn and remember a term
linked to an unfamiliar one (Bush, 1987). This test has
been found to have a cuing technique for recognition of word
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meaning that is associated with the ability to retain the
meanings of words in a second language as an improvement
over rote learning (Atkinson, 1975). The cueing technique
was also cited as an improvement over attempting to
determine the meaning of a word in the context of known
words in a sentence for second language learning (Levin,
McCormick, Miller, Berry, & Pressley, 1982).

Critical Thinking--Watson-Glaser (WG), Form A: This
test (8 pages, 80 items--40 minutes to complete) was
selected to determine some measure of an Individual's
analytical abilities. Bush (1987) cites the authors'’
description of these measures as "...attitudes of inquiry
involving an ability to identify problems and a need for
evidence to support what may be true; the knowledge of valid
inferences, abstractions, and generalizations which requires
a logical evaluation of various evidence; and the
association with the employment and application of the
aforementioned attitudes and knowledge." (Bush, 1987) Allen

Berger (1985), in a review of this test in Buros Ninth

Mental Measurements Yearbook, quotes split half reliability
coefficients ranging from.69 to .85, test re-test
reliability at .73 and alternate forms at .75. He cautions
that validity may be suspect since this test appraises
critical thinking through reading rather than listening and
indicates the scope and content may be too narrow. Berger
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states that the "...authors do not address the question of
whether students may score differently if, for example, the
content relatea more to areas such as the humanities." He
sums up his critique on a positive appraisal: "Nonetheless,
even with these cautions and limitations this reviewer knows
of no similar test that is on a par with thé Watson-Glaser
Critical Thinking Appraisal" (Berger, 1985).

Field Independence--Group Embedded Figures Test (GEFT):
The GEFT (18 pages, 25 items--12 minutes to complete) is
designed to measure a subject's capability to locate a
previously seen geometric figure embedded in a larger design
as a means to determine a degree of field independence or
field dependence. Field independence has been associated
with an individual's ability to dis-embed elements in
problem solving tasks such as language translation (Bush,
1987; Witkin, Dyk, Faterson, Goodenough & Karp, 1962;
Witkin, Lewis, Hertzman, Machover, Meissner & Wapner, 1954).
In Buros Eighth Mental Measurements Yearbook, Leonard
Goodstein (University of Arizona) quotes an internal
consistency of .82 and concludes that the GEFT is "...a
well-conceptualized and well-researched instrument."
Motivation/Learning Strateqy Variables

Motivation--Gardner-Lambert Attitude/Motivation Scales
(MOT_A/MOT _B): Based on the research supporting the
association of attitudes and motivation as indicators of
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second language learning success, ARI and DLI adapted 13
scales of the Gardner-Lambert Attitude/Motivation Scales for
use in this study. Scale measurements include an
integrative motivation orientation that identifies an
individual's interest in the social and cultural aspects of
the target language and an instrumental motivation
orientation that examines an individual's personal interests
(e.g., education credit, job potential) (Bush, 1987). Form
A (34 items) was given at the start of training at DLI to
determine attitudes and motivation of the new students
towards learning the target language. Form B (110 items)
was administered after 12 weeks of instruction at DLI to
measure the same attitudes and motivation scales and, in
addition, the attitudes/motivation towards the training
received (course materials & instructors) to that point.
Language Learning Strategy--Strategic Inventory for
Language Learning (SILL 1-6): The SILL was developed by
Rebecca Oxford (University of Alabama) for the LSCP study to
establish a list of learning strategies that might improve a
student's ability to acquire a second language (Bush, 1987).
Prior research has indicated a potential for learning
strategies to distinguish successful vs unsuccessful
learners (Rubin, 1975; Rubin & Thompson, 1982; Reiss, 1983).
The six SILL factors are designed to identify: l1l--language
use in functional practice; 2--good study habits; 3--gives
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meaning to language; 4--use of mental images; 5--study
intensity; 6--study planning. Oxford (1986) cites an
internal consistency reliability of .95 based on a 483
person field test of this instrument and content validity of
.98 based on the relation of SILL items with items in a
taxonomy of second language learning strategies.

Personality Variables

Empathy--California Psychological Inventory (CPI): The
CPI (18 scales) was used in the LSCP to measure empathy or
the tendency of a person to have a 'feeling wi%h' another
individual or group. The theory linking this factor to
second language acquisition is based on the belief
empathetic individuals might better understand the target
language speakers beliefs and values that would convey to
improved second language acquisition. Empathy is only one
of many factors measured by the CPI and the only factor
examined from this instrument for the LSCP data base (Bush,

1987). Donald Baucom reviewed the CPI in Buros Ninth Mental

Measurements Yearbook and stated that "...accumulated
evidence indicates that the scales generally measure what
their titles suggest."

Extraversion--Eyesenck Personality Inventory (EPI)-Form
A: As indicated in Chapter 2, the constructs of
extraversion or introversion have been identified as
potential predictors of second language acquisition ability
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in prior studies. The EPI (57 items) was selected by the
LSCP study team to measure this trait based on research
indicating connection between language learning success and
extraversion (Bush, 1987; Naiman, Frohlich & Todesco, 1975).
Reviewing the EPI in Buros Eighth Mental Measurements
Yearbook, Auke Tellegen (University of Minnesota) cites test
re-test correlations ranging between .81 to .85 and parallel
forms reliability of .75 to .80. He sums up a critique of
this instrument by stating "...although the EPI will very
often not provide needed information available from other
self-report inventories (e.g., the CPI, MMPI, and PRF) it
could play a supplementary role in clinical and counseling
sessions, and will continue to be a useful research
instrument."

Tolerance of Ambiguity--MAT-50: Based on research
indicating a possible linkage of ambiguity tolerance with
the facility to acquire a second language, the MAT-50
(developed by ARI as an experimental instrument) was
included in the LSCP list of instruments to measure this
construct. 1In a review of the MAT-50, Robert Norton (1975)
cites high internal reliability of .88 and test re-test
reliability of .86 over a 10 to 12 week period with 1496
undergraduates at the University of Wisconsin (Madison). 1In
addition, he states that a subjective evaluation "... by 20
graduate students indicated adequate content
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validity....Finally, four independent empirical studies
showed good construct validity." Self Confidence--Personal
Outlook Inventory (POI): Based upon his research indicating
retention differences between high and low self confidence
groups, Hiller (1974) developed the POI to distinguish these
characteristics. According to his research, those students
lacking in self confidence are more prone to quit on
difficult learning tasks. Students with high self
confidence, however, tend to make the additional effort to
succeed in challenging assignments. The POI was selected
for the LSCP to examine this variable for potential
predictability of second language learning success (Bush,
1987).

Biographical Variables

The data for position specialty, gender, level of
education, handedness and prior language experience were
taken from personnel records and the Language Background
Questionnaire (Appendix C). As indicated in Chapter Two,
these variables have been cited, with the exception of
position specialty, in past studies as having some potential
relationship with second language learning abilities.
Position specialty was added as a measure based upon the
nature of the work. If the soldier knows, for example, that
the analyst position (MOS 98C) is not likely to require the
second language knowledge, then this may affect his/her
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motivation to acquire the language or drop the course.

These predictors were examined individually and in
combination to determine possible relationships with
individual performance on the Defense Language Proficiency
Test (DLPT). These instruments were selected based on their
potential to identify individual cognitive and affective
factors that could be used to predict language skill
performance. The scores on the listening part of the
Russian language DLPT at the end of the DLI basic course and
during the follow-on advanced individual training (AIT) were
the criterion variables. In addition, interviews with
program participants, the review of program information and
other related literature provided additional qualitative and
quantitative data for analysis.

Criterion Instrument

The primary criterion instrument for language skill
achievement and retention is the Defense Language
Proficiency Test (DLPT). This test is administered in three
parts for listening, reading and speaking skills. The Army
does not test for writing skills since there are few
requirements for this ability in the field. The reading and
listening tests are measured by a series of multiple choice
tests under controlled conditions during periods of 150 and
90 minutes, respectively. The listening test is given with
tape recorded messages and the soldier marks a multiple
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choice answer form. The listening measurement skill was
selected for this study since this is the major requirement
for the intelligence specialists in their field assignments.
A table provided by DLI lists reliability scores for the
listening and reading DLPT tests ranging from .78 to .94
(Appendix D). Speaking is measured by individual recorded
responses to questions and role playing situations during a
45 minute period. Speaking ability is then scored by a
group of instructors at DLI. Language ability for each of
these areas is categorized from raw scores into scales
ranging from 0 to 3 with + scores (e.g., 0+, 1+) providing
intermediate ratings. There are higher ratings of 4 and 5
for the more skilled linguists. However, the DLPT only
covers through level 3 and soldiers must work with DLI to be
measured for higher ratings. Figure 7 provides a brief
description of each of the skill level categories (Appendix
D provides a more detailed description of the universal
language skill ratings accepted by federal government
agencies).

Skill levels 3+ through 5+ are measured in separate
tests administered by the Defense Language Institute.
Students who are successful through level 3 are allowed to
take these extended tests to reach levels 3+ and higher.

The goal for achievement at the end of the basic language
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Level Description

0 ...The odd word, but no functional proficiency.
Understanding limited to occasional isolated words.

l.cceeeessse.Survival proficiency or comprehension
adequate to understand utterances about basic survival needs
and minimum courtesy and travel requirements.

2..+..........Working proficiency or comprehension adequate
to understand conversation on routine social demands and
limited job requirements.

c General professional proficiency or ability
to understand the essentials of all speech in a standard
dialect including technical discussions in a special field.

S .....Advanced professional proficiency or ability
to comprehend fluently and accurately all language styles
and forms pertinent to professional needs.

Deeeeennnn ...Native proficiency or comprehension
functionally equivalent to the well educated native

speaker.

Figure 7. Language Skill Level Categories
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course is a level 2 in the reading and listening skill areas
and a minimum of level 1 in speaking. These levels are also
used as the minimum standards acceptable for basic skill
proficiency in field assignments.
Qualitative Measures

This effort was designed to determine the factors
affecting acquisition/listening skills as perceived by those
associated with the Russian language program. This
examination explored the views of the students, instructors
and those charged with administering the training on the
factors selected above and additional variables they believe
might have impact on the success or failure of Russian
language applicants. In addition, there was little
documentation on the set up of the data collection effort
for the LSCP. Some of this effort was directed at filling
in the information gaps.. During these interviews, an effort
was made to determine perceptions on the factors that might
contribute to program improvement. The following is a list
of the groups interviewed and the primary questions asked:

o Defense Language Institute (DLI), Monterey, CA--
students, instructors and administrators:

- What, in your mind, are the primary
factors affecting the acquisition of Russian language
listening and comprehension skills?

- What factors contribute to the retention

76



of those skills?

- Are there individual differences or
characteristics in those who seem to be most successful in
acquiring the Russian language listening and comprehension
skills? For example, do the most successful learners appear
to be relatively quiet/withdrawn or more outgoing/sociable?

- Are there individual differences or
characteristics in those who seem to have the most trouble
in acquiring Russian listening and comprehension skills?

- Do individual differences or
characteristics contribute to the ability to retain the
Russian language listening and comprehension skills?

o Advanced Individual Training (AIT), Goodfellow
Air Force Base, TX--instructors and administrators:

- What are some of the attributes of the
more successful Russian linguists? Are there attributes
that identify the least successful Russian linguists?

- What are some of the factors affecting
motivation to retain Russian language skills during AIT?

o Field Unit, Fort Meade, MD and the On-Site
Inspection Agency, Dulles Airport, Washington, D.C.--Russian
linguists and unit leaders:

- What, in your mind, are the primary
factors affecting an ability to acquire Russian language
listening skills?
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- What factors contribute to the retention
of the Russian language listening skills?

- Are there individual differences or
characteristics that appear to be traits of those most
successful in acquiring Russian language listening skills?

- Are there individual differences or
characteristics in those who seem to have the most trouble
acquiring Russian language listening skills?

- What are the factors affecting motivation
to acquire and retain the Russian language listening skills?
The inductive or qualitative method was used as a

continuing analysis during the pefiod of this research
(Miles & Huberman, 1984). This approach used primarily face
to face interviews with individual linguists supplemented by
phone interviews as needed. The factors identified above
were compared to look for patterns, clustering, intervening
variables and relationships to establish a chain of evidence
on the potential contribution or lack of significance of
individual differences as perceived by those associated with
the Russian linguist program. The culmination of this
approach was a triangulation combining the findings of the
quantitative analysis and the literature réview to determine
potential significance (+ or -) or other rélationships

(e.g., intervening variables).
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Analysis

As indicated above, the analysis primarily used
quantitative methods (supplemented by a qualitative effort)
to determine the potential predictors for success in
developing and retaining listening skills for the Russian
language. A multiple regression analysis was conducted to
provide an indication of the amount of variance accounted
for by the predictor variables on the DLPT scores and help
to identify those variables with the most potential for
predicting test performance. The discriminant analyses were
run to identify the major predictors or predictor
combinations for group membership in the course completion
(Pass) or attrition (Fail) category at DLI and achievement
of level 2 or below on the DLPT at DLI and AIT. From these
analyses, potential equations were developed for comparison
to determine those individuals who might have a better
chance of achieving an acceptable level of competence in
listening and comprehending the Russian language. The
parallel qualitative analysis supplement provided some
indicators to support or refute the quantitative findings
and revealed some factors that might have had bearing on
this question outside the data provided. These two methods
combined with the literature review allowed for
triangulation to give some indications of the potential for
performance prediction and areas for further examination.
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In an initial data exploration, frequencies and
statistics (Appendix E) were run on the predictor and
criterion variables using the SPSS PC+ software to determine
the overall patterns and potential use of the data provided.
This allowed, for example, an initial elimination of the
Language Study and Use Questionnaire variables based upon
the singular distribution of scores in these categories. A
Pearson product-moment correlation (Appendix F) was
conducted to assist in the selection of potential
contributors and examine initial variable combinations that
might assist in understanding the results of the subsequent
multiple regression and discriminant analyses. For the
multiple regression analyses, the data was split by
selection of the first half of the item scores to run the
regressions. The second half of the data was saved for later
model verification. The discriminant analyses were run
uéing the entire data set to maintain larger group sizes for
the separate categories. These results were compared with
the findings from the multiple regression analyses.
Following this initial review and data set-up, the primary
quantitative analysis was conducted in six steps:

Step 1: Current Army Cognitive Ability Criteria &
Language Aptitude (AGT/DLAB) Selection Criteria--Determine
if the current Cognitive Ability and Language Aptitude
(AGT/DLAB) selection criteria were maintained in the initial
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selection of the Language Skill Change Project (LSCP) DLI
candidates. This entailed a review of frequencies for
Cognitive Ability (AGT) and Language Aptitude (DLAB) scores
to determine whether or not there were candidates selected
below the cut-off scores. Excursions were made to determine
the characteristics of these groups using additional
frequencies and statistics runs.

Step 2: Completion or Attrition (Pass/Fail) at DLI--
Identify characteristics (if any) that would predict course
completion at DLI (Pass group) or those who would most
likely be lost to attrition (Fail group--see Figure 8 for
discriminant analysis groups at DLI & AIT). To establish a
baseline, a discriminant analysis was run using only the
current selection (AGT & DLAB) variables. This was followed
by a discriminant analysis using all 23 independent
variables to determine the predictor variables that might
improve the selection rate over the baseline.

Step 3: Predicting Defense Language Proficiency Test
(DLPT) or Criterion Scores at DLI--Determine the potential
for predicting performance on the DLPT at DLI using the
additional independent variables. The data was split and
the first half was used for subsequent regressions. A
baseline multiple regression was run using only the AGT and
DLAB or current selection variables. Next, all 23 variables
(including AGT & DLAB) were entered in a multiple
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At DI.T:

Group 0----Course Attrition at DLI (Fail)
Group 1----DLI Course Completion (Pass)

At DLI & ATIT:

Group 0----DLPT Score Below Level 2
Group 1----DLPT Score Equal/Above Level 2

Figure 8. Predicted Group Membership
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regression to determine the‘strongest potential predictors
for success on the criterion (DLPT) at DLI. The SPSS PC+
multiple‘regression program was used with pairwise deletion
of missing data and forward stepwise entry of data. This
procedure was repeated with backward stepwise entry
(pairwise deletion of missing data) for comparison and to
determine the most effective combination of predictor
variables. Using the Beta weights from the variables
remaining in the multiple regression equation in the
analysis above, an equation was developed to verify the
results with the second half of the data. The results of
these equations were compared with the Multiple Rs from the
multiple regression analyses above to determine potential
predictability. This was followed with a SPSS PC+ Crosstabs
run comparing the results of the new equation variable with
the DLPT results from DLI.

Step 4: Predicted Group Membership for Defense
Language Proficiency Test (DLPT) Scores Equal to/Above Level
2 or Below at DLI--Determine predicted group membership at
DLI for those scoring equal to/above level 2 or below level
2 on the DLPT. Again, a baseline was established using only
the AGT and DLAB scores in a separate discriminant analysis.
This was followed by a discriminant analysis using all of
the 23 predictor variables as described above in Step 2. A
comparison was made with the summary table results from the
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baseline.

Step 5: Predicting Criterion (DLPT) Scores at Advanced
Individual Training (AIT)--The Step 3 multiple regression
sequence was repeated to predict DLPT scores at AIT. Again,
a verification was performed using the second half of the
data.

Step 6: Predicted Group Membership for DLPT Scores
Equal to/Above or Below Level 2 at Advanced Individual
Training (AIT)--The discriminant analysis sequence in Step 4
was repeated to determine group membership predictors for
DLPT equal to/above or below level 2 at AIT.

The qualitative analysis supplement was conducted
primarily by a series of 36 interviews with Army Russian
linguists in field assignments. These interviews were
performed using the interview form at Appendix G. The first
page of the interview form is a Likert scale questionnaire
that was handed to the linguist to complete prior to the
interview session. The data from these forms were tabulated
to provide an indication of strength of feeling on the
possible influence of the factors provided on the ability to
acquire and retain Russian language listening skills. The
face to face question and answer session followed the 1list
of questions attached to the forms. Hand written notes were
taken during the interview to capture responses to each of
the primary areas of focus. The data from these sessions
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were tabulated in a matrix form for each question and
compared to determine the major thrusts. These former
student interviews provided the basis for the qualitative
comparison with the regression and discriminant analyses of
the LSCP data base described above. In addition, eight
unstructured interviews conducted with Russian language
department heads and instructors at DLI, instructors at AIT
and people responsible for program administration.
Information from these sessions was compared with the former
student responses. Results of this analysis are provided in
Chapter Five.

In essence, the methods used for this research combined
a number of quantitative and qualitative techniques in an
attempt to determine the degree of contribution of each of
the 23 factors to the variance in relation to the criterion
~ distribution. A process of triangulation with the
literature review was used to determine the contributions of

the strongest predictors or predictor combinations.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Results

Findings are presented in sequence with a general
overview of the initial data exploration and the baseline
set-up followed by results for each of the six steps cited
in Chapter Three. In essence, this sumﬁation of the data
analyses provides an indication that improvements over
current practice may be possible in the prediction of
potentially successful Russian linguist candidates (e.g.,
DLPT criterion scores of level 2 or above) by the addition
of certain test scores. The analyses of the LSCP data
revealed the potential for use of additional screening
instruments to provide a possible increase in the percentage
of successful students. Excursions using these data also
provided indications of improvements that could be made with
relatively minor changes to the methods the Army currently
uses for applicant selection. The following is a sequential
listing of the results in each of these areas.

Data Overview

The SPSS PC+ frequencies and statistics runs, in
general, revealed relatively normal distributions for the
instruments used to measure the independent variables shown
in Table 1 (see also Appendix E). Additional independent
variables included in this analysis were extracted from
personnel records and background questionnaires. Table 2
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Table 1

Predictor Variables--Range/Mean/S.D.

Independent Variable Code Mean S.D.
Cognitive variables

Cognitive Ability AGT 121.0 7.6
Language Aptitude DLAB 106.6 12.5
Verbal Ability FE 17.6 4.3
Memory FM 20.0 8.3
Field Independence GEF 13.0 4.5
Critical Thinking WG 58.5 9.5
Personality Variables

Extroversion EPIES 12.3 4.2
Empathy CPIES 22.1 4.1
Self Confidence POIS1 96.0 15.5
Ambiguity  Tolerance MATS1 216.0 36.0
Motivation/Learning Strateqy Variables

Motiv at Start MOT A .08 .76
Motiv in Training MOT_B .00 .77
Actively Uses L2 SILL 1 2.98 .67
Good Study Habits SILL 2 3.02 .64
Gives Meaning to L2 SILL_3 4.12 .53
Uses Mental Images SILL 4 3.30 .85
Intensity of Study SILL_5 4.00 .60
Planning SILL 6 3.67 .71
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Table 2

Biographical Predictor Variable Distributions

Variable Code

Distribution

Position Specialty  MCODE

Gender SEX
Handedness RIGHTHAN
Prior Language NLANG

Education Level (yrs) ED

98C (Analyst) = 138
98G (Listener) = 544
Male = 515

Female = 167

Right = 570

Left = 112
0 = 443
1 =212
2 = 25
3 =2

11 = 1

12 = 249

13 = 243

14 = 55

15 = 22

16 = 102

17 = 1

18 = 7

20 = 2

(20.2%)
(79.8%)
(75.5%)
(24.5%)
(83.6%)
(16.4%)
(65.0%)

(31.1%)

(36.5%)
(35.6%)
( 8.1%)
( 3.2%)
(14.9%)
( .1%)
(1.07%)

( .3%)
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provides the distribution of these other potential
predictors. There was a total of 682 soldiers in the LSCP
data base. Of these, 222 dropped out of the course after
data were gathered on the independent variables and they did
not take the Defense Language Proficiency Test (DLPT). 1In
addition, the majority of this attrition group did not take
the Strategic Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) or
Motivation During Training (MOTIV_B) instruments since they
departed DLI before the 12th week of instruction. There
were 460 students who completed the basic Russian course and
took the DLPT at the end of their instruction at DLI. From
this group of 460, 348 took a second version of the DLPT
towards the end of Advanced Individual Training (AIT) to
gather data for an evaluation of language loss
(approximately three to four months after having completed
DLI). In the AIT group, 12 cases were dropped due to '0!
scores indicating no attempt to answer questions leaving a
total of 336 cases for the AIT analysis.

In a few of the standard instruments for measuring
individual traits, the data for this population appear to be
distributed on the high side of the scales. For example,
the Ambiguity Tolerance (MATS1) mean of 218 on a scale of 0
to 325 seems to be indicative of a generally "ambiguity
tolerant" population. The same could be said for the
predictor variable Field Independence (GEF) with a mean for
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this sample of 13 on a scale of 0 to 18. 1In essence, there
is an indication of an even higher degree of field
independence and tolerance for ambiguity that could have
been brought about by the initial (restricted) selection of
the students through the use of the Cognitive Ability (AGT)
and Language Aptitude (DLAB) current entrance criteria.

Overall the soldiers in this sample appear to have
relatively high credentials with average AGT scores of 121.
Moreover, 189 (28%) of the 682 soldiers completed two or
more years of college. In addition, 239 (35%) of the 682 in
this sample had training in one or more languages prior to
coming to DLI. In general, the high number of cases for
this data base in comparison with prior language acquisition
studies and the low levels of missing data (at DLI) for the
predictor variables provided a relatively good data set for
exploration. However, the overall high performance level of
this sample presents a restricted range problem that must be
considered in the interpretation of the results. This
restriction to a pre-selected (via AGT & DLAB) or above
average group for the instruments used will tend to skew the
data and result in lower correlation coefficients that will
affect regressions and other quantitative analyses (Brown,
1988).

The dependent variable set has a higher number of
missing cases due to attrition at the DLI basic course (222
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of 682 total) and the loss of control over the LSCP sample
population at AIT. At AIT, the losses were primarily due to
failure to collect data and not academic or administrative
attrition. The number of cases (336 after adjustment) with
DLPT at AIT criterion data, however, was considered large
enough to conduct an evaluation. Table 3 provides a summary
of the dependent variables obtained at DLI and AIT (see also
Appendix E). Initial examination of this table revealed a
drop in criterion (DLPT) scores during the three to four
month period from the end of DLI to the end of AIT. Mean
scores for listening on both occasions were below the
desired level of 2 on the DLPT and dropped from 1.7 at DLI
to 1.5 at AIT. This drop, however, should not be considered
significant based on the way the criterion (DLPT) was
administered at AIT (see Chapter Two) and the low
correlation of .42 between DLPT scores (DLPT raw scores--
DLICON_L with AITCON_L) on what was essentially a test re-
test situation. Under these circumstances, the test re-test
reliability should be in the vicinity of .8 or better. This
low correlation most likely reflects a combination of the
restricted range of the LSCP sample and the reduced
motivation to do well on the DLPT at AIT.

The missing data for both DLI and AIT scores is largely
attributed to those students who dropped out prior to taking
the Language test (DLPT) at OLI. Additional losses at AIT
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Table 3

DLPT Criterion Scores at DLI and AIT

Range Mean S.D.
At DIL.T
DLPT Raw Score 30-57 39.4 5.3
(DLICON L)
DLPT Level Score 1.0-3.0 1.7 .6
(DLPT2L)
(valid cases 460; missing cases 222)
At ATT
DLPT Raw Score 0-53 35.6 8.6
(AITCON_L)
DLPT Level Score 0.0-3.0 1.5 .6
(AL)

(valid cases 336; missing cases 346)

92



are those described earlier who did not take a DLPT towards
the end of this course since they were out of the control of
the data collectors. The 222 attrition cases were only used
for the completion (Pass) vs attrition (Fail) discriminant
analysis. At DLI, the 460 cases were considered enough to
conduct an analysis on the equal to/above or below level 2
(DLPT) groups. For Advanced Individual Training (AIT), only
the 346 cases that have scores on the Defense Language
Proficiency Test (DLPT) at the end of this course were
considered.

Finally, to maintain a data set for later model
verification, the data were split in half and the first half
was used for the multiple regression runs. (The entire LSCP
data set was used for the discriminant analyses to maintain
group size). Since data were entered based on a rank
ordering of social security numbers, the two samples should
be comparable. A cross check of frequency distributions
showed this to be the case.

The following is a listing by step of the results in
each of the research questions cited at the end of Chapter
Two. This sequence begins with a look at entrance criteria
and proceeds through the process of course completion (Pass)
or attrition (Fail) at DLI, achievement of an equal to/above
or below level 2 score on the DLPT at DLI and, finally, at
AIT. Both discriminant analyses and multiple regression
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techniques were used to provide a comprehensive examination
of the 23 independent variables listed in Table 1.

Step 1: Current Selection Criteria (AGT & DLAB)

Question: Did the Army maintain the entrance criteria
for DLI of a Cognitive Ability (AGT) score of 100 or higher
and a score of 95 or higher on Language Aptitude (DLAB)?

Results: Table 4 is an extract from the SPSS PC+
Frequencies and Statistics run on AGT and DLAB scores. As
indicated, the Army did not hold to the entrance criteria
for AGT scores 100/higher or DLAB of 95/higher. There were
14 soldiers in this sample with AGT below 100 and 106 had
DLAB scores below 95. If the AGT and DLAB have been
somewhat successful instruments for predicting language
acquisition capabilities, then holding to or raising these
standards might improve entrant selection. As expected, for
those 14 soldiers with AGT scores below 100, only two have
records of completing DLI and both scored at a level 1 on
the DLPT. However, for the students with DLAB scores below
95, 56 (53%) completed DLI with an average raw score of 37
(level score average = 1.6) on the DLPT. In comparison, the
overall DLI completion rate for the LSCP population was 67%
at an average DLPT raw score of 39 (level score average =
1.7). At AIT, the below 95 DLAB group had a level score
average of 1.2 vs 1.5 for the total LSCP population. It is
also interesting to note the mean AGT score for the below 95
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Table 4

Cases with AGT < 100 & DILAB < 95

# AGT < 100 Score # DLAB < 95 Score
1 75 1 88
1 77 26 89
1 88 19 90
2 93 21 91
1 94 1 92
2 96 23 93
4 97 15 94
1 98 106 Total
1 99
14 Total
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DLAL group was 199 falling just below the LSCP population
average of 121. Only four of the below 95 DLAB group AGT
scores fall below 100.

Step 2: Course Completion of Attrition (Pass/Fail) at

DLI

Questions: Do the baseline AGT/DLAB selection
criterion predict successful completion or attrition for the
DLI course? Does the improved model with additional
variables provide for successful prediction of cases in
these two categories?

Results: Discriminant analyses were run on the
baseline and improved models to determine prediction for DLI
completion (Pass) or attrition (Fail) categories. It should
be noted that the attrition or Fail category includes the
administrative drops who might have been able to complete
the course had they continued. As indicated in Tables 5 and
6, both the baseline and the improved model failed to
predict a substantial number of cases in the Fail category
at DLI. This would seem to indicate there were no major
differences in the Pass or Fail groups on the variables
examined. For example, in Table 6, only 30 (22%) of 135
actual attrition group cases were correctly predicted in the
Fail category and 105 (78%) were incorrectly placed in the
Pass category. In essence, while this was an improvement
over the baseline (7% correctly classified in the Fail
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Table 5

DLI_Completion or Attrition (Pass/Fail) Group Membership
--Cognitive Ability/Lanquage Aptitude (AGT/DLAB) Baseline

Variable Wilks Lambda Sig Resid Var
Cog Abil (AGT) .910 <.001 .885
Lang Apt (DLAB) .903 <.001 .877

Canonical Discriminant Functions:

Chisquare = 53.317 DF = 2 Sig = <.001 Can Cor = .312

Classification Results:

# Cases Predicted Group Membership
0 1
Gp 0 ATTRIT 135 10 (7%) 125 (93%)
(FAIL)
Gp 1 COMPL 389 8 (2%) 381 (98%)
(PASS)
Ungrouped Cases 35 2 (6%) 33 (94%)

(559 cases were used--123 were missing

at least one variable)
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Table 6

DLI Completion or Attrition (Pass/Fail) Group Membership

-—Improved Model (Additional) Predictor Variables

Variable Wilks Lambda Sig Resid Var
LANG APT (DLAB) .909 <.001 .885
MEMORY (FM) .888 <.001 .858
VERB ABIL (FE) .873 <.001 .840
GENDER (SEX) .868 <.001 .835
EDUCATION (ED) .864 <.001 .830
COG ABIL (AGT) .862 <.001 .828
SELF CON (POIS1) .860 <.001 .825
FLD INDEP (GEF) .858 <.001 .822

Canonical Discriminant Functions

Chisq = 79.378 DF = 8 Sig < .001 Can Cor = .377
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Table 6 (Cont'd.)

Classification Results:

# Cases Predicted Group Membership
4] 1
Gp 0 ATTRIT 135 30 (22%) 105 (78%)
(FAIL)
Gp 1 COMPL 389 16 (4%) 373 (96%)
(PASS)
Ungrouped Cases 35 4 (11%) 31 (89%)

(559 cases were used--123 were missing at

least one discriminating variable)
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category), the attrition cases cannot be substantially
distinguished from those in the Pass category on the basis
of the measures used. The baseline results are as expected
since the primary selection criteria (AGT & DLAB) were used
to identify potentially successful candidates.

Step 3: Predicting Criterion (DLPT) Scores at DLI

--Multiple Regression

Question: Does the improved model provide increased
prediction of DLPT scores at DLI over the Cognitive
Ability/Language Aptitude (AGT/DLAB) baseline?

Results: The independent variables listed in Tables 1
and 2 above were entered in multiple regression analyses
with criterion (DLPT) scores from DLI as the dependent
variables. As indicated earlier, in an attempt to determine
the most promising predictor set, both forward/stepwise
(missing/pairwise) and backward/stepwise (missing/pairwise)
procedures were used. As shown in Tables 8 and 9, the
percent of explained variance increased from the Cognitive
Ability & Language Aptitude (AGT/DLAB) baseline of 12% to
21-23% using the additional variables in forward and
backward multiple regressions. Multiple R increased in both
forward and backward stepwise analyses to .483 and .509,
respectively, providing an improvement over the current
selection (AGT/DLAB) baseline in Table 7 (Multiple R =
.359). This indicates that an increase could be achieved in
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Table 7
DLI Criterion (DLPT) Scores Prediction
—-Cognitive Abilities/ILanquage Aptitude

(AGT/DLAB) Baseline

Dependent Variable--DLPT Score at DLI

Forward Stepwise (missin airwise

Multiple R .359
R Square .129
Adjusted R Square .121
Standard Error 5.204

Analysis of Variance:

DF Sum of Squares Mean Square
Regression 2 854.776 427.388
Residual 213 5767.460 24.077
F = 15.784 Significant F < .001
Variables in the Equation:
Variable B Beta t Sig t
LANG APT (DLAB) .103 .234 3.527 .001
COG ABIL (AGT) .161 .218 3.297 .001
Constant 9.220 1.546 .124
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predicting successful candidates using the additional
variables.

The six variables in the final equation in Table 8
(forward entry) have a potential for improving prediction of
the DLPT results using the Beta weights (Bs) indicated. The
Intensity of Study (SILL_5) measure provides the largest
single contribution at .230 (Beta). The next largest
contributor is a negative effect of 'Good Study Habits'
(SILL_2) at a -.210. One would think that both 'Good Study
Habits' and 'Intensity of Study' should be positive
contributors to achievement in language learning. A check
of the data and the instrument revealed that higher scores
should indicate better study habits. The appearance of a
negative coefficient could indicate a problem of
mulicollinearity in which 'Good Study Habits' is functioning
as a suppressor variable. A possible explanation for this
result will be addressed in Chapter Six in light of the
cross examination with the qualitative data.

The Verbal Ability (FE) variable accounts for the next
largest variance (Beta = .173). This test is designed to
measure verbal ability or English grammar skills and could
also be considered a measure of general intelligence. These
variables are followed in significance by Cognitive Ability
(AGT--Beta = .157) and Language Aptitude (DLAB--Beta = .140)
indicating that both of these instruments continue to be
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Table 8

DLI Criterion (DLPT) Scores Prediction
~—Improved Model (Additional) Predictor Variables

Dependent Variable--DLPT Score at DLI

Forward Stepwise (missing pairwise):

Multiple R .483
R Square .233
Adjusted R Square .211
Standard Error 4.929

Analysis of Variance:

DF Sum of Sqgquares Mean Square
Regression 6 1544.370 257.395
Residual 209 5077.866 24.296
F = 10.594 Significant F < .001

Variables in the Equation:

Variable B Beta t Sig t
VERB ABIL (FE) .253 .173 2.661 .0084
LANG APT (DLAB) .069 .157 2.417 .0165
COG ABIL (AGT) .104 .140 2.156 .0322
MOT STRT (MOT_A) .882 .118 1.901 .0586
STDY INT (SILL_5) 2.157 .230 3.357 .0009
STDY HAB (SILL_2) -1.939 -.219 -3.112 .0021
Constant 12.765 2.016 .0451
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predictive for potential success on the criterion (DLPT).
Motivation at the Start of Training (MOT_A--Beta = .118)
also is significant in this equation. This variable
received considerable attention in the interviews and
literature review. In addition, motivation has tended to be
a significant independent contributor in prior studies.

The results from the second or backward/stepwise
analysis in Table 9 added three variables to the baseline
equation and with an increase in Multiple R .483 to .509.
This modified equation contains the same six variables in
the forward/stepwise analysis in the same relative order of
contribution. Of the additional variables, Critical
Thinking (WG or analytic reasoning abilities) provided the
largest Beta of the additional variables at .132. This was
followed by Self Confidence (POIS1--Beta = .118). The last
new variable included in the final equation was Prior
Language Experience (NLANG--Beta = .114). The contribution
of Prior Language Experience also is suggested by the
interviews and will be examined in the concluding chapter.

A prediction model equation was developed from the
results of the multiple regression analysis above for the
criterion (DLPT) measured at DLI. Tables 10 and 11 show the
equations and the cross validated multiple correlations
obtained by correlating the predicted scores with the actual
criterion level scores (DLPT2L).
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Table 9

DLI Criterion (DLPT) Scores Prediction
--Improved Model (Additional) Predictor Variables

Dependent Variable--DLPT Score at DLI

Backward Stepwise (missing pairwise):

Multiple R .509
R Square .259
Adjusted R Square . 227
Standard Error 4.880

Analysis of Variance:

DF Sum of Squares Mean Square
Regression 9 1717.029 190.781
Residual 206 4905.206 23.811

F = 8.012 Significant F < .001
Variables in the Equation:

Variable B Beta t Sig t
COG ABIL (AGT) .098 .132 1.898 .0591
MOT STRT (MOT _A) .792 .106 1.717 .0875
PRI LANG (NLANG) 1.059 .114 1.843 .0667
VERB ABIL (FE) .187 .137 2.061 .0405
LANG APT (DLAB) .060 .136 2.076 .0392
SELF CON (POIS1) .042 .118 1.720 .0870
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Table 9 (Cont'd.)

Variable B Beta t Sig t
CRIT THNK (WG) .078 .132 1.753 .0810
STDY INT (SILL_5) 2.315 .247 3.521 .0005
STDY HAB (SILL_2) -1.76 -.200 -2.835 .0050
Constant 5.193 .677 .4989
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Table 10

Regression Verification (2nd Half of Data)
--DLI Predicted Vs Actual Criterion (DLPT) Scores

Forward/Stepwise:

Correlation:
Predicted with Actual Criterion (DLPT) Scores = .310

(N = 167; Sig < .001)

Crosstabs:
Predicted Level Scores
Count 1.0 1.6 2.0 2.6
1.0 2 25 17
Actual 1.6 2 20 21 1
Scores 2.0 1 10 24 1
2.6 1 7
3.0 4 1

(total observations = 137; missing = 204)
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Table 11

Reqression Verification (2nd Half of Data)

--DLI Predicted Vs Actual Criterion (DLPT) Scores

Backward/Stepwise:

Correlation:
Predicted with Actual Criterion (DLPT) Scores = .327

(N = 167; Sig < .001)

Crosstabs:
Predicted Level Scores
Count 1.0 1.6 2.0
1.0 1 21 20
Actual 1.6 2 12 24
Scores 2.0 1 8 29
2.6 1 7

(total observations = 136; missing = 205)

N
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Step 4: Predicted Group Membership for DLPT Scores
Equal/Above or Below Level 2 at DLI
--Discriminant Analysis
Question: Does the improved model increase prediction
over the baseline of group membership for those scoring
equal to/above or below level 2 on the criterion (DLPT) at
DLI? R

Results: As indicated in Tables 12 and 13, predicted
group membership for those scoring equal to/above level 2 on
the DLPT increased from 33% in the current selection
(AGT/DLAB) baseline (Table 12) to 52% using 11 of the
additional variables in addition to Language Aptitude
(DLAB). Cognitive Ability (AGT) was not included in the
final function. Correct predictions for the below level 2
on the DLPT group, however, dropped from 85% in the baseline
to 78% with the additional variables. In comparing these
predictors with the DLPT scores prediction results in Step
3, six of the nine independent variables in the
backward/stepwise multiple regression were also in the final
function for determination of level 2/above or below group
membership. These were: Critical Thinking, Verbal Ability,
Language Aptitude, Motivation at the Start of Training, Self
Confidence and Good Study Habits. Other predictors in the
discriminant results for DLPT level 2/above or below groups
included Handedness, Skill Specialty, Gender and learning
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Table 12

DLI Criterion Level (DLPT > Or 2 or Greater) Group
Membership--Cognitive Ability/Lanquage Aptitude
(AGT/DILAB) Baseline

Variable Wilks Lambda Sig Resid Var
LANG APT (DLAB) .952 <.001 .950
COG ABIL (AGT) .929 <.001 .926

Canonical Discriminant Functions
Chisquare = 28.684 DF = 2 Sig < .001 Can Cor = .267

Classification Results:

# Cases Predicted Group Membership

1] 1
Gp 0-DLPT <1.99 239 203 (85%) 36 (15%)
Gp 1-DLPT >2.00 152 102 (67%) 50 (33%)

(460 cases were used--69 were missing at least

one discriminating variable)
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Table 13

DLTI Criterion Level (DLPT > Or 2 Or Greater)

Group Membership--Improved Model (Additional)

Predictor Variables

Variable Wilks Lambda Sig Resid Var
CRIT THNK (WG) .912 <.001 ~ .909
VERB ABIL (FE) .894 <.001 .891
LANG APT (DLAB) .883 <.001 .879
MOTIV-ST (MOT_A) .872 <.001 .868
RIGHTHAN (HNDNS) .866 <.001 .861
MENT IMGES (SILL 4) .859 <.001 .855
LANG USE (SILL_1) .850 <.001 .845
SELF CON (POIS1) .843 <.001 .838
STDY HAB (SILL 2) .838 <.001 .832
MNG TO LANG (SILL 3) .832 <.001 .827
SKILL SPEC (MCODE) .828 <.001 .822
GENDER (SEX) .822 <.001 .817

Canonical Discriminant Functions:

Chisq = 65.522 DF = 12 Sig < .001 Can Cor = .421
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Table 13 (Cont'd.)

Classification Results:

# Cases Predicted Group Membership

o 1
Gp O0-DLPT < 1.99 240 187 (78%) 53 (22%)
Gp 1-DLPT > 2.00 152 73 (48%) 79 (52%)

(392 cases used--68 were missing at least

one missing discriminating variable)

112



strategy variables for Uses Mental Images, Active Use of
Second Language and Gives Meaning to Language.
Step 5: Predicting Criterion (DLPT) Scores at AIT
--Multiple Regression

Question: Does the improved model increase prediction
of the criterion (DLPT) scores at AIT over the Cognitive
Ability/Language Aptitude (AGT/DLAB) baseline?

Results: As indicated in Tables 15 and 16, Multiple R
increased significantly in both forward and backward
stepwise runs (Multiple R = .445 & .516, respectively) with
the improved model over the current Cognitive Ability &
Language Aptitude (AGT/DLAB) baseline (Table 14--Multiple R
= ,244). Explained variance increased from the baseline
model of 5% to 18-23% with the additional predictor
variables. The results from the forward/stepwise analysis
resulted in three predictor variables in the final equation.
Critical Thinking (WG, Beta = .255) provides the largest
contribution followed closely by Intensity of Study (SILL 5,
Beta = .251). Verbal Ability (FE, Beta = .181) is the third
variable contributing to the explanation of variance of
scores on the DLPT taken at the end of Advanced Individual
Training (AIT). This equation provided a significant
Multiple R (.445) with only three predictor variables and
did not contain either of the current selector variables,
Cognitive Ability (AGT) or Language Aptitude (DLAB). These

113



Table 14

AIT Criterion_ (DLPT) Scores Prediction
Cognitive Ability/Lanquage Aptitude (AGT/DLAB) Baseline

Dependent Variable--DLPT Score at AIT

Forward Stepwise (missing pairwise):

Multiple R .244
R Square .059
Adjusted R Square .054
Standard Error .616

Analysis of Variance:

DF Sum of Squares Mean Square
Regression 2 3.888 3.888
Residual 162 61.571 .380
F = 10.229 Significant F < .005

Variables in the Equation:

Variable B Beta t Sig t
LANG APT (DLAB) .012 .244 3.198 .002
Constant . 2.032 .492 .624
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Table 15

AIT Criterion (DLPT) Scores Prediction

Improved Model (Additional) Predictor Variables

Dependent Variable--DLPT Score at AIT

Forward Stepwise (missing pairwise):

Multiple R .445
R Square .198
Adjusted R Square .181
Standard Error 5.465

Analysis of Variance:

DF Sum of Squares Mean Square
Regression 3 1075.122 358.374
Residual 146 4360.794 29.868
F = 11.998 Significant F < .001

Variables in the Equation:

Variable B Beta t Sig t
CRIT THNK (WG) .161 .255 3.247 .001
STDY INT (SILL_5) 2.685 .251 3.383 .001
VERB ABIL (FE) .261 .186 2.368 .019
Constant 12.211 4.357 2.803
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Table 16

AIT Criterion (DLPT) Scores Prediction
Improved Model (Additional) Predictor Variables

Dependent Variable--DLPT Score at AIT

Backward Stepwise (missing pairwise):
Multiple R .516

R Square .267
Adjusted R Square .230
Standard Error 5.299

Analysis of Variance:

DF Sum of Sgquares Mean Square
Regression 7 1449.311 207.045
Residual 142 3986.605 28.075
F = 7.375 Significant F < .001

Variables in the Equation:

Variable B Beta t Sig t
VERB ABIL (FE) .235 .168 2.190 .0302
AMB TOL (MATS1) .023 .136 1.820 .0708
SELF CON (POIS1) .060 .148 1.776 .0779
STDY INT (SILL_S5) 3.220 .301 3.580 .0005
CRIT THNK (WG) .178 .281 3.364 .0010
LANG USE (SILL 1)  2.200 .235 2.712 .0075
STDY HAB (SILL 2) -1.872 -.191 -2.047  .0425
Constant -2.041 -.257 .7975
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three variables were also in the backward/stepwise
regression results at DLI.

The backward/stepwise run (Table 16) added four
variables to the equation and resulted in a greater Multiple
R of .516. This equation also indicated an improvement over
the current predictor set (AGT/DLAB-- Multiple R = .244).
Again, Cognitive Ability (AGT) and Language Aptitude (DLAB)
were not in the final equation for this run. The largest
contributor among the new variables was Active Use of Second
Language (SILL 1--Beta = .235). This variable also was
identified by the linguists interviewed as the most
significant variable contributing to language retention.

The next largest contributor among the new variables was
Good Study Habits (SILL_2--Beta = -.191). Again, the
negative coefficient suggests that this variable is
operating as a suppressor variable. Self Confidence (POIS1,
Beta = .148) and Tolerance of Ambiguity (MATS1, Beta = .136)
were the remaining two new variables in this equation and
were both identified as important by the linguists
interviewed. It should be noted that Verbal Ability, Self
Confidence, Study Intensity, Good Study Habits and Critical
Thinking were also significant in the backward/stepwise
regression results for DLPT scores prediction at DLI.

Again, the final equations (forward and backward
regressions) were run for verification with the second half
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of the data. This was followed by correlations of predicted
with actual scores that yielded favorable comparisons with
Multiple Rs of .324 vs .445 (forward Multiple R--Table 17)
and .432 vs .516 (backward Multiple R--see Table 18).
Step 6: Predicted DLPT Level 2 Above/Below
Group Membership at AIT
--Discriminant Analysis

Question: Does the improved model increase prediction
of group membership for those scoring equal to/above or
below level 2 on the criterion (DLPT) at AIT?

Results: As indicated in Table 20, the predicted
membership for the group scoring equal to/above level 2 on
the criterion (DLPT) improved significantly over the current
selection (AGT/DLAB) baseline (Table 19) at AIT with 52%
correct predictions in the level 2/abcve group using the
additional variables (vs 9% for the baseline). Correct
predictions for the DLPT below level 2 group, however,
dropped from 97% with the baseline to 91% using these
predictors. There were six of the seven variables in the
final equation for the backward/stepwise regression run for
DLPT scores prediction at AIT that were also listed in
Summary Table for this discriminant analysis. Verbal
Ability, Active Use of Second Language, Good Study Habits,
Ambiguity Tolerance, Self Confidence and Critical Thinking
appear to be consistent predictors for both applications.

118



Table 17

Regression Verification (2nd Half of Data)
—=AJT Predicted Vs Actual Criterion (DLPT) Scores

Forward/Stepwise:

Correlation:
Predicted Criterion (DLPT) with Actual Scores = .324

(N = 142; Sig < .001)

Crosstabs:
Predicted Level Scores
Count .6 1.0 1.6 2.0
.6 1 2 2
Actual 1.0 1 10 29 °
Scores 1.6 3 21 2
2.0 1 10 9
2.6 1 4
3.0 1

(total observations = 159; missing = 53)
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Table 18

Reqgression Verification (2nd Half of Data)

--AIT Predicted Vs Actual Criterion (DLPT) Scores

Backward/Stepwise:

Correlation:
Predicted Criterion (DLPT) Scores with Actual = .432
(N = 141; Sig < .001)
Crosstabs:
Predicted Level Scores
Count .6 1.0 1.6 2.0
.6 1 1 1 1
1.0 2 13 28 10
Actual 1.6 5 12 6
Scores 2.0 4 9
2.6 5 1
3.0 1

(total observations = 159; missing = 59)
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Table 19

AIT Criterion Level (DLPT > Or 2 Or Greater) Group
Membership--Cognitive Ability/Lanquage Aptitude

(AGT/DLAB) Baseline

Variable Wilks Lambda Sig Resid Var
LANG APT (DLAB) .939 <.001 .923
COG ABIL (AGT) .923 <.001 .902

Canonical Discriminant Functions
Chisquare = 23.359 DF = 2 Sig < .001 Can Cor = .278
Classification Result:

# Cases Predicted Group Membership

0] 1
Gp O-DLPT <1.99 218 212 (97%) 6 (3%)
Gp 1-DLPT >2.00 76 69 (91%) 7 (9%)
Ungrouped Cases 3 2 (67%) 1 (33%)

(297 cases were used--47 were missing at least

one discriminating variable)
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Table 20

AIT Criterion Level (DLPT > Or 2 Or Greater)
Group Membership--Improved Model (Additional)

Predictor Variables

Variable Wilks Lambda Sig Resid Var
VERB ABIL (FE) .893 <.001 .861
LANG USE (SILL_ 1) .845 <.001 .801
STDY HAB (SILL 2) .794 <.001 .740
LANG APT (DLAB) .757 <.001 .698
STDY PLNG (SILL_6) .737 <.001 .675
EMPATHY (CPIS1) .725 <.001 .662
AMB TOL (MATS1) .718 <.001 .654
SKILL SPEC (MCODE) .711 <.001 .647
MNG TO LNG (SILL_3) .706 <.001 .640
SELF CON (POIS1) .699 <.001 .633
MENT IMGS (SILL_ 4) .693 <.001 .626
MOTIV-ST (MOT_A) .687 <.001 .619
PRI LANG (NLANG) .682 <.001 .614
CRIT THNK (WG) .679 <.001 .611
Canonical Discriminant Functions:
Chisq = 96.807 DF 14 Sig < .001 Can Cor = .567
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Table 20 (Cont'd.)

Classification Results:

# Cases Predicted Group Membership

0 1
Gp O-DLPT < 1.99 215 196 (91%) 19 (9%)
Gp 1-DLPT > 2.00 73 35 (48%) 38 (52%)
Ungrouped Cases 4 3 (75%) 1 (25%)

(292 cases used--54 were missing at least

one discriminating variable)
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Language Aptitude, a current predictor, is also a
contributor to this equation. Other predictor variables
that contribute to the improved group selection include
Empathy, Skill Specialty, Motivation at the Start of
Training, Prior Language and three learning strategies--
Study Planning, Gives Meaning to Language & Uses Mental
Images.
Summary

In general, there appear to be some measures that
result in an improved model that could be used to increase
selection of successful Russian language candidates. The
Army did not hold to the current criteria for candidate
selection for over 100 of the 682 cases in this sample.
Adhering to those criteria, however, may not have
significantly improved the success rate based on the
comparison of completions at DLI and criterion (DLPT) scores
for those who scored below 95 on the DLAB with the total
LSCP population. In the investigation of attrition vs
completions at DLI, there were no discernable differences
based on the independent variables examined. This may have
been due to the lack of a capability to separate those who
dropped out for administrative reasons from those who were
dropped for academics.

In the regression analyses runs for criterion (DLPT)
scores at DLI, the existing selection variables, Cognitive

124



Ability (AGT) and Language Aptitude (DLAB), were significant
variables in the prediction equation. The addition of
Motivation at the Start of Training, Prior Language
Experience, Self Confidence, Verbal Ability, Critical
Thinking, Study Intensity and Study Habits increased the
predictive potential of the final equation (vs the AGT/DLAB
baseline) by a substantial margin. While the discriminant
analyses did not provide for substantial DLPT level 2 group
(equal to/above or below) prediction to the degree desired,
there was a large increase over the baseline indicating some
potential for improvement in this area.

Analyses of the independent variables as predictors for
success on the criterion (DLPT) at AIT indicated that the
addition of measures for Verbal Ability, Study Intensity and
Critical Thinking could improve accuracy of prediction. The
backward (stepwise) analysis for AIT added Self Confidence,
Study Habits, Language Use and Ambigquity Tolerance to the
final equation and increased the predictive potential over
the forward/stepwise run. For AIT, the discriminant
analyses also suggested some potential for level 2 group

membership prediction over the current selection criteria.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Qualitative Analysis

The qualitative analysis primarily focused on
interviews conducted with 36 Russian linguists working in
field assignments at intelligence units at Fort Meade,
Maryland, and at the On-Site Inspection Agency based at the
Dulles International Airport in Washington, D.C. Additional
interviews were conducted on site at DLI with Russian
language department heads and instructors. Follow-up
interviews were conducted by phone and phone interviews were
also used to gather information from the Department of the
Army and the Department of Defense in the Pentagon.
Finally, phone interviews were also used to get information
on the AIT course at Goodfellow Air Force Base in Texas.

The following is a compilation of the results of the
interviews with the soldier-linguists in field assignments.
The first figure provides a matrix of the responses to the
one page Likert Scale questionnaire each individual filled
out just prior to the start of the interview. Examination
of Figure 9 reveals strong responses favoring Motivation,
Language Aptitude and Memory as contributors to the ability
to acquire and retain Russian language listening skills.
These are followed by Tolerance of Ambiguity, Self
Confidence, Analytic Reasoning and General Intelligence
Level as contributors to this ability according to those
interviewed (see Figure 10).
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Statement at the top of the form:

Please circle the degree to which you believe the following
individual characteristics contribute to an ability to
acquire and retain listening and comprehension skills for

the Russian language:

IMPORTANCE
LOW-=——=m——mmmm e HIGH
1 2 3 4 -] 6 z
GENERAL INTELLIGENCE 5 20 9 2
LANGUAGE APTITUDE 5 10 13 8
MEMORY 1 2 7 19 7
FIELD INDEPENDENCE 9 9 15 1 2
ANALYTIC REASONING 1 2 8 12 11 2
MOTIVATION 1 3 5 10 17
EXTRAVERSION 1 5 8 14 4 4 1
EMPATHY 1 5 9 15 4 2
TOLERANCE OF AMBIGUITY 1 2 4 13 14 2
SELF CONFIDENCE 1 6 14 12 3
OTHER FACTORS? (LIST) (listed in the next figure)

Figure 9. Characteristics Contributing to Russian Language

Acquisition/Retention
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Subject: Response:

#1 Previous foreign language study/experience (5)
English language (grammar) skills (6)
#2 Good study habits (7)
#3 Introversion is often found in NSA transcribers.
They seem to be able to sit at a desk for longer periods of
time without a conversation with others. On the other hand,
they don't make the best linguists in terms of speaking the
language.
#4 Self confidence
Knowledge of world affairs in general
#5 Imagination (5)
#6 Willingness to work hard
Knowledge of how to study a foreign language
#7 Age
#8 Hearing (6)
#9 Moderate to high aggressive ("bulldog")
#10 Ability to see a structure or find patterns
Reinforcement (teachers)
Discipline & maturity

#11 Masochism (5)

Figure 10: Handwritten Responses to OTHER FACTORS
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There were a large number who felt that Field
Independence might be important to the ability to acquire
and retain Russian. However, this may have had more to do
with the nature of the explanation given prior to filling
out the form. Field Independence was the only variable that
was defined. The definition given was "the ability to
perceive and examine an object distinct from its backgroﬁnd
or environment." Extraversion and Empathy were the lowest
contributors in the minds of the respondents. In contrast
to the results for Field Independence, the low importance
assigned to these characteristics may be due to the
respondents' lack of a clear definition for them.

In the final item, OTHER FACTORS, 11 subjects provided
a variety of responses listed below (some provided degrees
of importance-in parenthesis):

After completion of the form, a series of questions
were asked in one on one interviews to elicit each
linguist's thinking on the factors contributing to an
ability to acquire and retain Russian language listening
skills. The following figures provide a summary of the
responses showing up in five or more interviews.

Figure 11 lists the responses to the first interview
question focused on the general perception on the factors
contributing to an ability to acquire Russian listening
skills. Prior language experience elicited the largest
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Question #1: What, in your mind, are the primary factors

affecting an ability to acquire Russian language listening

skills?

Responses # Providing
Prior language experience 16
Motivation 13
General intelligence level 10
Language aptitude 10
Language use 9
Memory 9
Good English grammar background 7
Persistence and practice 6
Interest in the language area 5

Figure 11. Interview Responses to Question #l--Factors
Affecting an Ability to Acquire Russian Language

Listening Skills
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number of responses on this first question. These subjects
seemed to believe that foreign language learning and the
skills one acquires in transferring English language
structure/vocabulary to a second language can be used as a
base to acquire Russian. Motivation is the next highest in
number of responses and is reinforced by 10 or more
responses to five of the six interview questions.
Throughout these interviews, subjects would refer again to
motivation as a primary factor that led to the personal
investment of the time and effort required for the Russian
language.

The next two factors, general intelligence and language
aptitude, would also show up in subsequent comments and were
generally believed to be basic attributes required by
linguists pursuing a difficult language. Language use or
exposure (9) combined with persistence and practice (6)
provides some indication of the degree of importance
attached to this factor. These soldiers seemed to feel that
acquisition of Russian demanded continued use for them to be
able to achieve an adequate level of proficiency. Good
English grammar background is a necessity for 7 of the
subjects based on their experiences at DLI and with
subsequent language training. Several of the soldiers
mentioned classmates who had to drop out of DLI due to their
lack of basic English skills. Interest in the language area
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was often mentioned in context with those who seemed to be
the best Russian linguists.

For the second question, Factors Affecting Retention of
Russian, the results (see Figure 12) were consistent with 27
respondents that language use or exposure was essential to
retain the language. Again, motivation was the next factor
in line and combined with regular practice/study indicates
the degree of importance attached by these subjects. There
were seven subjects who spoke of the need for periodic re-
training or advanced courses to reinforce their language
skills. The last factor, exposure to a variety of
materials, seemed to indicate that these subjects felt the
reinforcement of TV tapes, magazines and other Russian media
contributed to interest and language retention.

For Question #3 (Figure 13), the subjects were asked to
think of the best Russian linguists they knew and to provide
traits descriptive of those individuals. Comments leading
to the most prevalent response, interest in/enjoy learning
the language, provided an indication that those who reached
a level of proficiency allowing them to learn more about the
Russian language and culture seemed to hunger for more.
Subjects described these individuals as those who would
spend free time reading books on Russian military history or
Russian newspapers or magazines. Again, prior language
training and motivation (integrative) were cited as
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Question #2: What factors contribute to the retention of

the Russian language listening skills?

Responses # Providing
Language use/exposure 27
Motivation/desire to retain the language 14
Regular practice/study 8
Periodic or regqular training 7
Experience with native speakers 5
Exposure to a variety of materials 5

Figure 12. Interview Responses to Question #2--Factors
Affecting Retention of Russian Language

Listening Skills
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Question #3: Are there individual differences or

characteristics that appear to be traits of those most

successful in acquiring Russian language listening skills?

Responses # Providing
Interest in/enjoy learning the language 16
Generally high intelligence 14
Prior language training 14
Motivated to learn/retain 13
Extroverted/enjoy speaking 11
Intense/studious 9
Natural language ability/aptitude 7
Self confident 5

Figure 13. Interview Responses to Question #3--
Characteristics of those Most Successful at

Acquiring Russian
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indicative of the better linguists by 14 and 13 subjects
respectively. An interesting response by 11 subjects
indicated that these most successful linguists were
extroverted or enjoyed speaking Russian. The next response,
intense/studious, is unique to this question and may
indicate some linkage with the factors motivation and
interest in the language. A natural language ability or
aptitude for the language was the response of seven
subjects. An interesting observation is that this was not
listed as one of the top contributors for this question.
Self confidence was listed as a factor by five respondents
and with the opposite response to the following question may
be a factor for consideration.

Question 4 began by asking the subject to think of
those who seemed to have the most difficulty in learning to
listen to and comprehend Russian. As shown in Figure 14, a
lack of motivation followed by a low level of language
ability were the most prevalent responses. These factors
coupled with personal life concerns, poor study skills and
lack of interest might indicate an overall indication of a
lack of maturity. Low self confidences and a lack of
English language skills were also provided by five
respondents each. In essence, the factors that are
indicative of those having trouble acquiring Russian seem to
be the same indicators of poor performance in other
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Question #4: Are there individual differences or

characteristics in those who seem to have the most trouble

acquiring Russian language listening skills?

Responses # Providing
Lack of motivation/apathetic 14
Low language ability/aptitude 12
Other things on their minds/personal life 6
Poor study skills 6
Lack of interest 6
Low self confidence 5
Lack of English language skills 5

Figqure 14. Interview Responses to Question #4--
Characteristics of those Having the Most Trouble

Acquiring Russian
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subjects.

While there were eight responses to Question #5 (Figure
15) indicating that pro-pay was not enough to motivate a
soldier to acquire and retain Russian listening skills, the
majority of the responses place pro-pay at the top of the
list. This response combined with the last item on the
list, money (beyond pro-pay), would seem to indicate that
additional pay as an incentive has merit for consideration.

In summary, the soldiers interviewed seemed to place
significant emphasis on motivation as the primary factor in
their experiences with learning and retaining the Russian
language listening skills. Motivating factors were both
integrative and instrumental. The linguists held in highest
regard and those who seemed to have the highest DLPT scores
appeared to be driven by primarily integrative factors.
Oonce they achieved a level of linguistic ability where they
could begin to understand the language, they seemed to
hunger for more and would seek opportunities to learn. An
interesting observation was their emphasis on memory as a
factor in the written response (but not as much in the
interviews). Intuitively, memory would appear to be a key
contributor to linguistic ability and has been cited as a
factor in prior research (see Chapter Two). The emphasis on
memory as a factor in the Likert scale response, however,
seems to conflict with the quantitative findings in the
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Question #5: What are the factors affecting motivation to

acquire and retain the Russian language listening skills?

Responses # Providing
Proficiency pay 21
Job satisfaction/professionalism 13
Interest in Russian language/culture 9
Proficiency pay-not enough to motivate 8
Opportunities for training (e.g., at universities) 7
Motivation/desire to succeed 6
Money (beyond) pro pay/reenlistment bonuses 5

Fiqure 15. Interview Responses to Question #5--
Factors Affecting Motivation to Acquire & Retain

Russian Language Listening Skills
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previous chapter and might be examined with another

instrument in future studies.
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CHAPTER SIX
Discussion/Conclusions

In combining the results of the quantitative and
qualitative analyses with the prior study results provided
by the literature review, there are a number of
considerations that should be kept in mind. The restricted
nature of the LSCP sample, for example, may not be directly
comparable with prior studies on samples of college language
classes that seem to make up the majority of the cases in
the literature review. The LSCP students lived in a
military environment with many of the associated factors of
discipline and additional military training possibly
affecting performance in class. During class hours,
however, the Russian language was their only focus and there
were no other subjects to require their attention or provide
a break from this endeavor. As mentioned earlier, the
restricted range of this sample based on the pre-selection
by the Cognitive Ability (AGT) and Language Aptitude (DLAB)
cut off scores has a tendency to lower the correlation
coefficients between the instruments used and may distort
comparison with prior study findings. Finally, the point is
made again that the qualitative sample consists of (with one
exception) a different group of soldiers from those in the
LSCP sample. However, in this comparison the soldiers in
the qualitative group went through essentially the same
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course as the LSCP subjects and some comparisons can be
made. In essence, the qualitative data provided some
verification to the results of the quantitative analysis
indicating predictive strength of some of the cognitive,
motivation, learning strategy and personality variables.
Predicting Course Completion or Attrition at DLI

The results of the discriminant analysis using the
additional variables did not provide for a major improvement
in predicting successful completion or attrition at DLI.
Only 22% of the cases were correctly classified in the Fail
category using six additional predictor variables compared
with 7% correct classification in this category using the
baseline selection criteria. The lack of an ability to
separate academic failures from those who left the course
for administrative reasons may account for this finding. 1In
essence, many of the administrative losses may have been
capable of completing the course and this could have been
reflected in the results. One explanation might relate to
the lack of motivation on the part of those who would have
been able to continue the course. An improvement in the
continuation rate could probably be made with some emphasis
on the benefits of the instrumental and integrative rewards
for successful completion at the start of DLI training.
This area should be re-examined to determine other factors

that may have contributed to these losses.
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Predicting DLPT Scores at DLI

In the development of an equation to improve
prediction, there were two alternatives examined for
predicting scores on the criterion (DLPT) at DLI resulting
from the multiple regression runs. The first
(forward/stepwise) equation had six variables with a
significant Multiple R of .483 and provided an improvement
over the current Cognitive Ability/Language Aptitude
(AGT/DLAB) predictor combination (Multiple R = .359). In
addition to the existing measures, there were two study
skill variables, Good Study Habits and Study Intensity, one
motivational variable (Motivation at the Start of Training)
and the Verbal Ability variable included in this final
equation. Study Intensity and Study Habits (SILL 5 & 2)
accounted for the largest Betas at .230 and -.219,
respectively, followed by Verbal Ability (FE at .173),
Language Aptitude (DLAB at .157), Cognitive Ability (AGT at
.140) and Motivation at the Start of Training (MOT A at
.118). Insertion of these variables in the prediction
equation using the remaining half of the data revealed a
significant (one tailed sig < .001) correlation of the
predicted criterion (DLPT) scores with the actual scores of
.310 comparing favorably with the Multiple R. The
distribution of these scores in an SPSS PC+ Crosstabs
procedure demonstrated a potential for improved prediction
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using this equation.
In the second or backward/stepwise run, there were

three variables included in the final equation in addition

to those listed above. Critical Thinking (WG--Beta = .132),
Self Confidence (POISl1--Beta = .118) and Prior Language
Experience (NLANG--Beta = .114) increased the Multiple R to

.509. The use of this second equation with the remaining
half of the data yielded a correlation of predicted vs
actual scores of .327 (one tailed sig < .001) also comparing
favorably with the Multiple R for this run. An improved
potential for prediction in the crosstabs matrix was
indicated between the actual and predicted level scores on
the criterion (DLPT). In essence, these two equations would
appear to be able to provide an increase in the selection of
potentially successful candidates who might achieve
acceptable scores on the criterion or DLPT.

The higher weights for Study Intensity (SILL 5) and
Study Habits (SILL 2) would seem to indicate that study
skills should be given more attention in the determination
of qualified applicants. However, the negative score for
'Good Study Habits' seems to conflict with 'Intensity of
Study.' Examination of the distribution of scores for Good
Study Habits (SILL 2) from the LSCP data base indicates that
higher scores on this variable should indicate 'Good Study
Habits.' A possible explanation might be that the 'Study
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Habits' (SILL_2) score is more likely to be indicative of
time and effort spent on trying to learn Russian by those
having the most difficulty (lacking ability) or time of
those who lacked the concentration or interest required for
achieving basic Russian language skills. This would seem to
be supported by the negative correlations of Good Study
Habits (SILL_2) with Cognitive Ability (-.143), Verbal
Ability (-.132), Memory (-.153), Critical Thinking (-.131)
and Language Aptitude (-.125). In other words, all of the
cognitive measures appear to be negatively correlated with
'Good Study Habits' indicating a possible lower ability or
aptitude for acquiring the Russian language for higher
scores on this variable. Motivation at the Start of
Training (MOT_A) is also negatively correlated with 'Good
Study Habits' at -.145 seemingly supporting an initial lack
of interest or commitment. However, Motivation During
Training (MOT B) is positively correlated with this factor
at .346. One explanation for this seeming anomaly might be
that once training was underway the fear of failure or
pressure from instructors or peers served to increase the
desire to succeed with time and effort expended on trying to
make up for the failure to keep up with the class.
Predicting DLPT Above Level 2/Below Group Membership at DLI
For this discriminant analysis, 11 predictor variables
in addition to Language Aptitude (DLAB) were in the final
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function providing a substantial increase to 52% correct
prediction for the Level 2/Above category over the 33%
correct classification for this category using the baseline
Cognitive Ability (AGT) and Language Aptitude (DLAB)
variables. While this may be too many variables to be
useful for an improved selection model, there were six
variables in this function that also appeared in the final
equation for the backward/stepwise regression run used to
develop variables for predicting DLPT scores. Language
Aptitude or the DLAB continued to provide a contribution to
the variance explanation in both regression and discriminant
analyses. For the additional variables, the results
provided further evidence that Critical Thinking, Verbal
Ability, Self Confidence and Motivation variables should be
explored to improve both DLPT scores and level 2/above or
below group membership predictions. While the learning
strategy variable "Good Study Habits" was also in both
results, the negative value of this variable in the final
equation and the status of the SILL instruments (based on
reliability and validity data) should be examined more
closely before using this as a predictor. Three variables,
Handedness, Skill Specialty and Gender, may be useful in
some situations and would cost little to extract from

personnel records.
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Predicting DLPT Scores at AIT

For AIT, the data set was limited to only those
completing the DLPT at AIT and the 12 '0 scores' were
dropped based on the way the test was administered. The
forward/stepwise regression run left only three variables in
the final equation--Critical Thinking (Beta = .255), Study
Intensity (Beta = .251) and Verbal Ability (Beta = .186).
This combination yielded a Multiple R of .445 and the model
run with the second half of the cases resulted in a
favorable correlation of predicted vs actual scores of .324
(1 tailed sig = .001). The predictive capability of this
three variable combination was a significant improvement
over the use of the current criteria (AGT & DLAB only)
Multiple R of .244. The crosstabs matrix of predicted vs
actual scores indicated significant potential for improved
prediction using this approach.

The backward/stepwise regression added four variables
to those above in a second equation--Active Use of the
Second Language (Beta = .235), Good Study Habits (Beta = -
.191), Self Confidence (Beta = .148) and Tolerance of
Ambiguity (Beta = .136). Multiple R increased to .516 and
the use of the second half of the data in this final
equation also yielded a favorable correlation between
predicted and actual scores of .432 (1 tailed sig = .001).
The crosstabs matrix also revealed an improvement with 87%
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of the predicted vs actual scores falling within a band of
one category on either side of the diagonal. The absence of
AGT and DLAB in both of these final equations for the AIT
run may indicate there are better predictors for scores on
the DLPT at AIT or the way the tests were administered
(e.g., no incentive to take or be successful) may give a
false impression.
Predicting Group Membership at AIT

The discriminant analysis for this step using the
additional predictors provided a substantial increase in
correct classification over the baseline Cognitive Ability
(AGT) and Language Aptitude (DLAB) run. The final function
for this analysis contained 13 of the additional predictors
in addition to Language Aptitude providing 52% correct
classification in the Level 2/Above group vs only 9% for
this category in the baseline discriminant analysis with the
current selection criteria. Again, there were too many
variables for practical application; however, the appearance
of six of the seven variables in the final equation for the
DLPT scores prediction at AIT, provides added support for
the use of these instruments to improve selection. Verbal
Ability, Critical Thinking and Self Confidence were again
consistent contributors to the results. Active Use of the
Second Language, Good Study Habits and Ambiguity Tolerance
were also in the final equation of the regression and were
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supported by the interviews with linguists in the field.
Integrating Qualitative Findings

In examining the qualitative results from the 36
interviews with linguists on the job, there were a number of
statements directly supporting the factors cited in the
quantitative results and some significant differences. The
results of the one page scale given to these linguists just
prior to the interviews indicated that motivation was the
most significant factor in their minds contributing to the
acquisition and retention of Russian language listening
skills with 47% (17) of the responses marked at the highest
importance level and 75% (27) accounting for the top two
levels. This finding was reinforced by the responses to
each of the five questions in the interviews with 13 or more
interviewees citing this factor as a primary contributor on
four of the five questions. .This seems to support the
regression results that include MOT A (Motivation at the
Start of Training) as a significant predictor for language
acquisition. However, most of these linguists had been in
the field for some time and the motivation they seemed to be
most concerned with was that required for skill retention to
meet their job requirements and maintain proficiency.

From the discussions there was evidence that both
integrative and instrumental motivation were factors
influencing this group. The integrative factors seemed to
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be most prevalent with the higher achievement level
linguists. Their interest seemed to be stimulated by their
increased ability to discover more about the Soviet Union
through literature and other media (e.g., TV, films). For
some, it was the ability to speak with native Russians and
the benefits of travel to the Soviet Union based on having
been selected for their higher ability levels. The
instrumental factor appeared to be important to most all of
the linguists for maintenance of proficiency pay and to
simply meet the demands of the job.

Memory was the next highest factor cited on the scale
by these linguists. Over 70% (26) of the respondents put
this factor in one of the top two categories. In responses
to the interview questions, however, this characteristic did
not receive the same level of attention. Memory was cited
on only the first question by nine of these subjects. The
absence of memory as a factor in any of the final regression
equations above would appear to indicate that this factor is
not critical to the prediction of successful acquisition of
the Russian language. Yet the first impression responses
given on the pre-interview form and the responses to the
first interview question should support consideration of
memory as a potentially significant factor in the
improvement of the selection of Russian linguist candidates.

Language aptitude was identified by over half of the
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interviewees in the top two categories as the one of the
most important factor in their responses on the form. This
characteristic was reinforced as a potential contributor by
seven or more responses during the interviews on three of
the five questions. Language aptitude was also identified
in the regression results for initial acquisition at DLI;
however, this factor was not listed as a contributor to
significant explanation of the variance in the AIT
regression run. Language aptitude was generally described
by the respondents as he/she "seems to have a natural
ability or inclination for learning other languages."

The next most important set of variables having 10 or
more responses in the top two categories to the pre-
interview form included tolerance of ambiguity, self
confidence, analytic reasoning and general intelligence
level. Responses to the interview questions only
significantly reinforced general intelligence level (two of
five questions with 10 or more responses) and self
confidence (two of five questions with five or more
responses). Analytic reasoning and ambiguity tolerance were
both discussed during the interviews by fewer than five
responses. It should be noted that all four of these
variables were included in the final equations of one or
more of the regression results.

There were four additional factors identified as
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significant in the interviews by ten or more responses that
were not listed on the pre-interview form. To the question
on factors contributing to language retention, 27 (75%) of
the interviewees cited language use or exposure as the
primary contributor to maintenance of skills. This response
was also given (9 responses) to the first language
acquisition question and further discussion during the
interviews revealed the difficulties of attempting to
improve or maintain Russian language skills in situations
where there were no native speakers or facilities to assist
in skill maintenance or improvement. The support for this
factor appears to reinforce the inclusion of the factor,
active use of the second language in functional practice
that appeared in the backward/stepwise regression final
equation for AIT.

Prior language experience and/or training also appeared
in the interview responses on the first (acquisition--16
responses) and the third (best linguist characteristics--14
responses) questions. The strength of these responses would
seem to support the variable Prior Language Experience that
was included in the final equation of the backward/stepwise
regression run for DLI. The next three characteristics
identified in the interviews with ten or more responses were
clear identifiers of integrative and instrumental
motivation. To the question on characteristics of the best
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linguists, 16 interviewees cited 'interest in or enjoy
learning' the Russian language (integrative motivation) as
characteristic of the best linguists they knew. The
question on factors affecting motivation elicited 21
responses favoring proficiency pay (instrumental motivation)
and 13 citing job satisfaction or professionalism
(instrumental motivation) as primary motivators. In
addition, eight respondents stated that proficiency pay was
not enough to motivate and five added that money above
proficiency pay (e.g., reenlistment bonuses) was an
incentive. These examples of integrative and instrumental
motivation would appear to support the Motivation at the
Start of Training variable that appeared in the final

equations of the regression runs for DLI.

Conclusions and Further Research

In summing up the predictor variable contributions in
the backward/stepwise runs for both DLPT at DLI and AIT, it
appears that the learning strategy, "Good Study Habits"
seems to be a consistent predictor in combination with two
cognitive factors, Critical Thinking and Verbal Ability, and
the somewhat independent factor of Self Confidence. 1In
addition, Motivation at the Start of Training is also a
relatively consistent indicator of potential success in
second language learning. Finally, Language Aptitude or
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DLAB continued to be a reliable predictor and should be
retained for initial screening. These indicators were
supported by the results from the quantitative/qualitative
analyses findings and literature review, and all appear to
contribute to the determination of language acquisition
abilities.

For the remaining variables, Prior Language Experience
could be a significant factor at the initial stage of DLI
training based on the strength of the interview responses
and the regression results for the DLPT scores at DLI. The
ability to acquire a foreign language would seem to be
supported by the readiness of an individual to adjust to the
demands of second language learning. Active Use of the
Second Language is an additional variable listed in both DLI
and AIT quantitative analyses results that is also strongly
supported by the interview findings as essential to
retention. Tolerance of Ambiguity also shows up as a
contributor in the AIT backward/stepwise run. While it
would seem that this factor should also be a contributor in
the initial language acquisition stage at DLI, an argument
could be made that this is a factor that a student of
Russian learns to accept as he/she progresses in the
language skills.

Based on the combination of factors identified in the
regression analysis, interviews and literature review, there
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appears to be potential for increasing the ratio of
successful candidates in the selection process for DLI by
the addition of four screening instruments (in addition to
AGT and DLAB). The addition of the Flanagan Industrial
Test--Expression to measure English verbal ability would
seem to be worthy of consideration. The factor identified
in this instrument appears to contribute in each of the
regressions and was supported in the literature and
interview process. The Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking
Appraisal should also be considered for use to identify
analytic reasoning abilities that seem to provide additional
discrimination. These two variables were cited in the
literature (Carroll, 1981) as contributors and were also
supported by the interview findings. The use of the
Motivation A or Motivation at the Start of Training
questionnaire for DLI applicants appears to contribute to
the initial screening and was strongly supported in the
literature (Krashen, 1981; Gardner, 1982) and responses
during the interviews.

The Personal Outlook Inventory used to measure Self
Confidence could be added to this list and prior language
experience could be taken from personnel records or a short
questionnaire. Due to the lack of data and the experimental
nature of this instrument, the use of the Strategic
Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) may be premature.
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However, this instrument should be examined as a possible
screening device if additional reliability/validity evidence
can be provided. In the interim, other instruments might be
examined to measure learning strategies and to identify
those who would have difficulty in foreign language studies
based upon the predictive potential of these factors. 1In
essence, there is enough evidence to warrant testing of the
cognitive instruments, Flanagan Industrial Test-Expression
(FE or Verbal Ability) and Watson-Glaser (WG) Critical
Thinking Appraisal, as a minimum, for their predictive
capability with future applicants to the Russian language
course at DLI. Motivation at the Start of Training and the
Personal Outlook Inventory (Self Confidence) should be added
to this list if time and funding can be made available.

This could include a field trial substituting these
instruments for the DLAB to reduce the time required for the
initial applicant screening. The strength of the interview
responses on motivation and language use/exposure variables
indicates a need for an extended look into these areas.
Means to improve both integrative and instrumental
motivation to learn and maintain the Russian language skills
should be examined and tested. Finally, several methods
could be explored to increase Russian language use and
exposure that would lead to improved skills and language
retention.
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APPENDIX A: LANGUAGE SKILL CHANGE PROGRAM (LSCP) APPROACH
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APPENDIX B: ANNUAL PROGRAM REVIEW CHARTS
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APPENDIX C: LANGUAGE SKILLS CHANGE PROGRAM (LSCP)
INSTRUCTIONS/INSTRUMENTS
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APPENDIX N

1SC? ADMIN INSTRUCTICNS JAprii %6 Vers:on
ARMINISTRATIVE INSTRUCTIONS (IRSTING SESSION ORE),
1. BEYORE PASSINC OUT ANY MATERIALS, SAY:

Thank you iz advance for your cooperation. You sre being asked to
complete questionnaires as part of a study designed to identify factors
vhich influence the acquisition and retention of foreigno language
skills. (Read aloud the 31 Jan 86 MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD from ATFL-RFL,
SUBJEICT: Language Skill Change Project, and smnounce that copies will
be available at the end of this testing session.] To participate in
this study, you should be ARXY ENLISTED studying s Basic Course in
RUSSIAN, KOREAN, GIRMAN, or SPANISE for assigoment in the 973, 97E,
98C, or 98G MOS. If there is soyose in this group that is not im the
languages or MOS's mentiooed, plesse raise your band. [If there are
any hands raised, confirm the facts and release pon-research subjects.]

There vill be three testing sessions today. They vill take place
according to the folloving schedule:

0730 - 0840 Testing Session }

0850 - 095S Testing Session 2

mao. - 1120 Testing Sessioo 3
Note that there will be a l10-minute break after the first session, and
a 35-ninute bresk sfter the second session to allow time for coffee or
snacks. [Advise of nesrest snack locationm.]
Ve will nov distribute the Test Packet for this testing session. It
consists of the folloving items: & "TO THBE PARTICIPART" sheet, s
PRITATY ACT STATEMENT. four QUESTIONNAIRES, three COMPUTEZR~SCANNABLE
ANSWER SEEETS, and two Test Scoring Pencils.

2., VBER ALL KMATIRIALS HAVE BIEN DISTRIBUTED., SAY:

May I bave your sttenticns plesse. Would you vlease turn to the sheet
titled "T0 THI PARTICIPANT" - Plesse read silently as I read it aloud.
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To the particijant:

This battery of questionnaires and tests is part of a study
desigoed to identify factors which influence the acquisition. and
Tetention of foreign lacgusge skills. Information gained from
this study will play & major part in improving the quality of botk
resident and sos-resident laoguage trsining programs for military
linguists. Valid information can be obtaiged only through your
full cooperation. Plesse be sure to write your name, social
security number, and date ot each ansver sheet and on instruments
vith self-cootsined ansver sheets. Consider each item listed is
the questionnaires snd tests carefully snod give your best
response. TYour comtribution is essential to the success of the
study. Apsvers will be kept in the strictest of confidence for
cse sud reviev by the Army resesrch commonity. UNeither
instructionsl staff oor personnel in your chain of command will be
able to sssociste your identity with your responses to these
Questionnaires.

Please turn to the PRIVACY ACT STATEMEXT, DA FORM 4368-R., Disclosure
of requested information is solicited in sccordance vith this privacy
act statement. Please note that altbough your pame and Social Security
Ruaber are requested, your snsvers will be beld is strictest
confidence. Keitber your instructors vor your superior officers will
be able to associate your identity wvith your respouses on these
questioonaires. This statement spplies to all the questioonaires you
vill take today. Read the PRIVACT ACT STATIMENT mov.

[Pause for silent reading.)

¥ov look at the remsinder of the test packet. There are four
questionoaires in this packet. You will coxplete esch questiomnaire in
order, using QNLY the #2 pencils provided. BNote that for the LARGUACY
RLCXCROURD QUEZSTIORRAIRE QELY you will write your respouses directly on -
the questionnaize booklet. For the remaising questionnaires, you vill
record your responses oo tbe Ansver Sheet . provided. Make po marks is
the questioonaire booklets. Before you begin each of the last three
questionnaires, you vill enoter certais isformatios on the
corresponding Lasver Sheet. Specific ipstructions appear oz each
questiocanaire.

After you bave completed esch questionnaire, insert tbe Assver Sheet in
the questionnaire, lay it aside, and go oo to the vext questioonaire.
Be sure to follov the inmstructions for esch questiomniire,

Are there any questicus about hov to proceed? If you do have questions
as you proceed, raise your bsod and someooe vill sssist you. Plesse
begin tbhe LANGUACE BACKCROUND QUESTIONNAIRE at this time and conotinue
to vork your way through all four questioonsires. When you bave
completed all four questioonaires, plesse bring them to the front of
the room in accordance vith tbhe iostructioos on the lsst questionnaire.
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Please note: 1f vou are 3 TRANSFER from another lazg:uage or a RECYCL:D
vithino this langusge, please indicate that fact 18 Item 12 at the
bottom of page | of the language Background Questioonsire, and include
insformation about your recent DLI language trainimg in the subsequent
pages of the questionnsire.

Thank you vcry.uueh for your cooperation. Please begia nov.

[Circulate after a fev minutes to make sure students are folloving
instructions on the questioonaires tbat use Ansver Sheets.]

(As students turn in completed questionnaire packets, scan Ansver Sheets for
required information. Then separate test packets into by-questionnaire
stacks.]

[Provide a stack of the 31 JAK 86 MEMORARDUX FOR RECORD from ATFL-RFL,
SUBJECT: Language Skill Change Project.]
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1.

2.

ADMINTETRATIVE INSTRUCTICNS /TESTING SESSTAN —omn

BZYORZ PASSING OUT AKY MATERIALS, SAT:

Thank you again for your cooperation. You sre about to receive your
.second group of questionnaires desigued to identify factors which
influence the scquisition and retestion of foreign language skills. 1s
there anyone present vbo did not complete the first group of
questioonaires? [If there are any bands raised, sote the mames and
arrange for a make-up session. Meanmvbile, do bave those individuals
temain with you and participate ip this testing session and the .mext.]

Ve vill sov distridute the CROU? xxiznnio YICURES TIST and two Test
Scoring Pencils. DQ FOT START, I will go over the isstructions with
you!

VEEN ALL MATIRIALS BAVE BEIEN DISTRIBUTED, SAY:

On the front of the test booklet PRINT your LAST NAXZ, FIRST RAME, and
MIDDLE INITIAL oo the line provided. Fill in TODAY'S DATE oo the line
provided. Place your SOCIAL SECURITY KUGIR oo the line titled BIRIE
DATE. I repest: Place your SSN on that lige, mot your birthdate.

Rov start reading the Directions, which include 2 practice problems for
you to do. Kotice thst you must make beavy, dark marks oo the Test
booklet as you mark your apsvers oo this test. Vhen you get to the ead
of the Directions on Page 3, please STUP. DO NOT go beyonod Page 3.
[Make sure that subjects are doing the two prac:;c: proble=s coarrectly
and tbat they do not torn past Paze 3.)

Are there any questicos sbout the directions?! {Pause to allov

questions]. Raise your bsod if you need a pev pencil during the test.

Wben I give the signal, turn the page and start the Yirst Section. You

vill bhave 2 minutes for the 7 problenn in the Yirst Section. Stop wvhen

you reach the end of this section. GO AEEAD! [NOTE TEE TIXE
AND WRITZ STOP TIME BELOV.]

[This section is primarily for practice vith the formst of the test, bot you
should ROT tell this to the students. Circulate and give additional
explanastions to those vbo seem to be baving difficulry with this set of
practice items.]

APTER 2 MINUTES [AT:

], say:

STOP - wbether you have finished or pot. Wben I give the sigoal, turs
tbe psge anod start the second section. You vill bave 5 misutes for the
9 probless io the second section. READY. GO ABEAD! |[NOTE TEE TIME
AND WRITE STOP TIME BELOV.]
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AFTER FIVE MINUTES ‘AT }. sayv:
STOP - Whether vou are finished or ncot. When I give the signal, turs
the page and start the Third Section. You will bave 5 migutes for the
problems in the Third Section. Rsise your hand if you need a nev
pencil during the test. READY. GO AEEZAD! [NOTE TEX TINE
AND WRITE STOP TIXX BELOW.]

——

AYTIR FIVE MINDTZS [AT ], say:
STOP - Whetber you bave finished or not. Pleasse close your test.
booklets. [Collect the test booklets at this time.] [You may want to
sllov a 30-second stand-and-stretch time here.]

3. VEEN ALL BOOKLITS BAVZ BEXZX COLLECTID, SAY:

Ve vill nov distribute the FLANACAN INDUSTRIAL TESTS, MFMORY, DO ROT
STAXT, I will go over the imstructions with you.

Distribute the FLANAGAN INDUSTRIAL TESTS, MEMORY. When it has been
distributed, say:

Oun the front side of the test booklet PRINT your LAST RAXE, FIRST RAME,
and MIDDLZ INITIAL oo tbe line provided. PYill in TODAY'S DATE on the
line provided. Place your SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER oo the line titled
COMPANY. 1 repeat: Place your SSN on the line titled COMPARY,

Turn the form over to the last page and read the directions silently as

1 resd them aloud:
In both the practice test belov snd the test that follows, you are
to lears the Inglisk mesnings of vords in a vev lacguage called
JEANGLI. TYou will first learn wvhat the Jhangli words mean, and
thes you vill be given the Jhangli words and ssked to remember
their Englishk mesning. Look at the first Jbaagli word in the
sample belov. It is BUAT. 1In Roglish it means "do". 4 linking
vord or phrase is given to help you tie the Jhangli word to the
Inglish wvord. The link for BUAT is "busy people.® Note that the
link "busy people” begins wvith the first tvo letters of the
Jbangli BUAT. When you see the word BUAT, you should remember
"busy people do,"” and "do" is the correct ansver. Study the other
words iz the list the ssme wvay. You will have coe minute to study
the eight Jhangli words belov and link them to their English
mespings. GO ARZAD. [NOTE TEE TIME . AXD WRITE STOP
TDXE 3ELOV.)

AFTER ] MINUTE [AT ], say:

STOP - Turn this page upside dovn. Choose the correct meatings of esch
Jhangli word. Do bot look back at the vord list. TYou wvill have one
mioute. GO ABEAD! [NOTE THE TIME ____  AND WRITE STOP TIME
BELOW. ]
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AFTER | MINUTE (AT ]. say:

STO? - Nov check your aosvers. You should bave blackeved the circles
is froot of the folloving vords; (S1) little, (S52) very, (S3) bealtby,
(84) wateh, (85) rain, (86) light, (87) door, (S8) do. Now open the
booklet and fold back the psge so that you see culy tbe page entitled
VORD LIST. Ia tbis test you will bave five migutes to learz 40 nev
vords. 8tudy the list carefully. BRead esch Jbangli word, its link,
and its mesning, tben reviev the list sore rapidly once-or tvice.
Begin studying sov. [KOTZ TRZ TIXEZ ____ _ AND WRTTEZ STOP TIXE
3ZLOV.]

AYTIR S XINUTES (AT ___ ), say:

8T0? ~ Nov turn the page and turn the booklet right side wp. PFind the
- Zaglish vord that corresponds to each Jhangli word. Blacken the circle
before the correct Iaglish word. 7You will bave five minutes. Do not
look back at the vord list. GO ABEAD! (KOTEZ TEX TDXQ® AND
VRITE STOP TIME BELOW.]

AYTIR S MINUTZS (AT - ], say:

STOP - Plesse close your test booklets. [Collect the test booklets at
this time.] [Cive 30 second stretch time if needed.]

4, VWEER ALL BOOKLITS HAVEZ BIIX COLLEICTED, SAY:

Ve wiil powv distribute the FLANACAN INDUSTRIAL TESTS, IXPRESSION. DO
NOT START. I will go over the instructions vith you,

DISTRIRUTE TEX FLARAGAX INDUSTRIAL TESTS, KXPR2ESSION. When it has bees
distributed. say:

. Ou the fronot side of the test booklet PRIRT your LAST KAME, FPIRST RAME
224 MIDPLY INITIAL on the line provided. Fill in TODAY'S DATE on the
lice provided.. Place your SOCIAL SECURITY KUMBIR oc the lide titled
COMPARY. I repest: Place your SSN on the line titled COMPANY.

Tura the form over and read the directiocos. This is a test of your
knovledge of Inglish grammsr and sentence structure. There are tvo
parts. PART | CRAXMATICAL USAGE. 1In this part you are to decide
vhetber the sentence follows the rules for correct Ioglish grammar. If
the sentence is grammatically correct, blacken tde circle labeled B
(RICET) in froot of the senotence. If it is grammatically imcorrect,
bPlacken the circle labeled W (WRONKG) in frost of the sentence.
Avkvardoess of expression, capitalization, spelling snd punctuation
sbould NOT be considered in determiving the correctness of the
sentence. In the folloving practice sentences, the first tvo are
marked correctly. Do the rest of the sazple sentences. [PADUSE] You
should bave blackened the "W™ circle of sumber S3, snd the "R" circle
for pumber S4. Now look at Part II.
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PART 11 SINTENCZ STRUCTURZ. 1o this part you sre given sets of iteams,
esch coataining three different vays of vriting the szme sentence. You
aTe to select ooe sentence in esch set which is best as far as claricy
and smoothoess are concersed., 1f a sentence is the best in the given
set of three, vou should blacken the circle ladelel 35ST io front of
that seotence. In the followving two practice sets, the first sec is
marked correctly. See if you can do the second practice group.
(240SE] 1a the secood group you sbould bave blackened circle 3 for
sentence $8. Wait until the examiner tells you to begia. .

Reedy? Opes your test booklets. You vill have osly five minutes for
this test, s0 work rapidly. - DO BOTE FARTS. GO AERAD! (NOTE THE TINME
AND WRITZ STOP TIMX BILOW.]

AFYTER FIVE MINUTZS [AT ), say:

STOP = Please close your test booklets.

[Collect the test booklets and PENCILS at this time.)

VHEN ALL BOOKLETS BAVE BEEN COLLICTED, SAY:

Ve vill mowv distribute the EYSENCK PERSONAVITY INYINTORY and an ANSWER

SEEET. DO _NOT START, I will go over the instructicus with you.

DISTRIBUTE TEE EYSENCK PEIRSONALITY TNVENTORY and an ANSVER SBEIT. When they
bave been distributed, say:

PLEASE ROTE TEE FOLLOWING: When you bave completed this questiomnsire,
you will be free to bring it to me snd exit quietly for your break.
Remember: TYou must be back jo your seats at 1030 for the last testing
sessica. :

Ou Side One of the ANSWER SEEET ecter the same information you eatered
during the first testing session this worning. Bote thst vou should

mark your responses on the gepgrate Ansver Sheet, KOT on the

questionnaire itself. Please enter the folloving information now.

ON SIDE TWO:

1. Eoter your LAST KAME QNLY ip the block marked "SPECIAL CODES"
and tben blacken the corresponding circles beneath it.

Ot SIDE ONE:

1. (Eoter TODAY'S DATE and theo blscken the corresponding circles
beneath it.

2. Eoter your SOCIAL SECURITY RUMBER and then blacken the
corresponding circles beneath it.

3. 1Ia the block marked FORM, blacken the "8." I repest: JIhe
_correct Porm Nupber for this guesgtionpaire {g "8." Please
eoter the Form Number nov.
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6.

PLIAST NOTE THISEZ TNSTRUCTIONS WITE RECARD TO TEZ USI OF ANSWYR SEELTS:

Make B0 stray marks on the Aasver Sheet.

If you cbavge an ansver, erase it gompletely.

Make sure vou enter only ome ansver per 1itec.

Make sure that the oumber of your responose on the Answer Sheet
corresponds to the number of the question oo the Questionmpaire.

o 00 O

Xov turn to the isstructions pristed oo the fromt of the test booklet.
Resd them silently as I resd them aloud. REXDGIR, bovever, tlhsat you
vill bde gasvering on & separate Ansver Sheet, ot oo the test
instrument itself. On your Ansver Sheet, you will vse *I® (TRUX) for
“"YZS™ amd "F" (FALSE) for "No.™ Xov follov aloog as I read the
iostructions aloud.

Here are some questions regarding the way you behave, feel and
act, After each question is a space for assvering "Yes," or "No."

Try to decide vhether "Yes,” or "No" Tepresents your usual vay of
acting or feeling. Tben blacken in the space under the colums
hesded "Yes" or "No".

Vork quickly, and don't spend too mich time over any question; wve
vant your first reaction, mot & long drsvo-out thought process.
Tbe vhole questionnsire shouldo't take more than a fev minutes.
Be sure Bot to omit saoy questions. Nov turn the page over and go
abesd. Vork quickly, snd remesmber to ansver every question.
There are 8o right or wrong ansvers, and this isn't a test of
intelligence or ability, but simply a messure of the way you
beh"eo

Reme=ber to use the separate Ansver Sbeet. Are there any questioss
about the instructicns?

Thank you very such for your coopersation. PLLASI BICIN ROW.

Collect test booklets and Ansver Sheets as they are brought to you.

Rezind studerts individually of the time of the next session. Maintain
Quiet testing conditions for those who are still working.
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PERSONAL OUTLOOK INVENTORY

Listed bdelov sre statements which allow 0% tO express your
ioterests and sttitudes on a sumber of topics. Mome of these
Statezents ca3 in any wvay be descrided 3s re;tesenting anvthing
g0od or bad. Please indicate bov vell each . statement describes
vbat you typically do or bov you typically feel by using the
folloving scale.

Strongly disagree
Very strongly disagree

A Very strongly agree
3 Strongly agree

C Agree ’

D No opision

T Disagree

4

(-

Are there any questions about the iostructions? Vhen you finish,
insert the Ansver Sheet in the Test Booklet and remsin sested for the
last questionnaire.

PLEASE BECIR ROW,

3. Collect the test bookl&tu‘und ansver sheets a¢ students finish. VWhen
211 have been collected say:

Ve vill nov distribute the WATSON-GLASEIR CRITICAL TBIRKING APPRAISAL
questionnaire and Apsver Sheet. DO WOT START, I vill go over the
isstructicos vith you!

&, VBEN ALL MATERIALS BAVE BREN DISTRIBUTID, say:

Rowv turo the ansver sbeet sidevays so that you can £fill in the
necessary ioformation. : —

© PRINT your LAST MAME, FIRST KAMEZ, aod XIDDLX IXITIAL iz the
blocks provided snd blacken the letter box belov which matches
esch letter of your name. Print ose letter of your asame in
each box, starting vith the first block. Lemember to priat
your last name first, them go to the section titled first name,
prist your first name, and then print your middle initial in
the space titled MI. I1f eitber your last ozme or first oame is
too long to fit in the boxes provided, prist as many letters as
vill {it,

o Roter your SOCIAL SECURITY KRUMBIR ino the block labeled 1D
NIM3IR, and blacken the correspondimg blocks belov it.

o Eoter TODAY'S DATE in the block labeled 123456, using tbis

forzat: YYMDD. (Write the correct date oo cbalkboard, e.g..
"860310" for ™10 March 1986.%]
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Vbes you have finisbed estering all information aod making besvy black
marks ias the columns delov, stop and vait for futder imstructions.

{Pause until all students bave fisished.]

Nov turn your ansver sheet so that you caa read the wvords WATSON-GLASER
CRITICAL THINKING APPRAISAL. 1Ia this test all the gquestions are in the
test bdooklet. There are five separate tests in the booklet, and each
one is preceded by its own directions. Por esch ‘question, decide what
you think is the best ansver. Since your ecore vill be the mumber of
items you ansver cotrectly, try to asnsver each question even if you are
80t sure that your ansver is correct. Record your choice by making a
blsck mark in the appropriate space on the ansver sheet. Alvays be
sure that the ansver space has the same number as the question in the
booklet. Do oot make sny other marks ov the ansver sheet. 1If you
change your mind about su ansver, be sure to ersase the first mark
couzpletely. Do not spend too much time oo any ove question. Whesn you
fipish s page, go right on to the next one. If you finish &ll of the
tests before time is sp, you may go back and check your ansvers.

YOU WILL EAVE APPROXIMATILY 40-50 MINUTEZS TO WORK OR THIS TEST! RKow
read the directicns on the cover of your test booklet. [PAUSE] Are
tbere any questions about vbat you are to do? [(PADSE] READY? ...GO
ABEAD! [NOTE TEE T AXD WRITE STOP TIME BELOV.)

AYTIR 40 MINUTES [AT ], SAY:

Plesse try to finish iz the mext tem minutes.

- AFTIR S0 MIKUTEIS (AT ], Sat:

SAY:

Please finish the item jou are .on and prepare to tura in your‘
materials. [Collect the test booklets, ansver sheets and pencils.]

This completes the third and final testing session. We thank you very
much for your cooperstios, and wvish you success in your language
studies.
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APPESDIX D

1ANGUACY BACKCROUND QUYSTIOKRNAIRE

VWrite your responses directly on the questionoaire booklet.

Couplete tbe questionnsire in sccordance with (IAW) its ioternal
directions.

WVhen finisbed,lsy your completed questionnaire sside sand proceed to
FORM A,

PLEASEZ TURN THI PAGE AND BECIN.
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Now did you fird out abeut DLI?

A. Presertatior. at a sachool frél'a'DLX represertative
8, 1A locli recruitar

C. Friends

D, Loool news nedia

e Other
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Laoguage Background Questionoaire

1. MNase 2. Date 3. Ssu

4. Place of Birth (Country) 'S, Native Language

6. DL Target Language

7. WVnat (s the highest level of formal education you have attained?
High Schoeol

Soae college, dut B0 degree
Two year college certificate
College degres (BA - 1BS Ingiceering Business Other

Craduate degree (MA Ms PhD D Other )

8. If you have a college degree, vhat was your major?

9. Are you being rveclassifi{ed from a prior MOS {nto sn NI NOS?
¢ ) wo

( ) YIS Vhat vas/wera your prior Mos(s)

10. Are you -bclng retrained {nto a nev lasguage ¥izhin the same MI MOS?
(¢ ) %o

( ) YIS Vhat wme/vere your prior language(s)

11. Are you prissrily:
Left handed Right banded Asbidextrous (both)

12. MHave you ever studfed or othervise deen exposed to a foreign language,
{ncluding the DLI target language? (cbeck one)

( ) Yes IF YES: Go to bext page.

( ) No IF ¥O: STOP. YOUR QUEISTIONNAIRE IS COMPLETZD.
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Indicate the language or languages that you have been
exposed to. If you have been exposed to 2 or more
languages, rank them according to degree of exposure.

Even though it may be appropriate for you to list several
foreign languages, please limit your list to the 3 languages
with which you have had the most experience: .

Foreign Language 1: (most exposure)
Foreign Language 2: (next most exposure)
Foreign lLanguage 3: (least exposure)

FOR EACH language that you have listed above, we would like
information on your specific experiences.. On the pages that follow
there are 3 identical blocks of questions, one for each of the 1, 2,
or 3 lanquages that you have listed above. Please £fill out 1 bleck
per language, beginning with the language to which you have had the
most exposure,
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l.

2.

3.

APPENDIX F
QUESTIONNAIRE “STRATEGY INVENTORY FOR LANGUAGE LEARNING" (LONGC)

FOR TH1S QUESTIONNAIRE YOU WILL RECORD YOUR ANSWERS ON A SEPARATE ANSWER
SHEET.

PLEASE REMEMBER THESE SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS &!GARDINCV THE USE OF ANSWER
SHEETS.

Make no stray marks on the aasver sheet.-

1f you change an answer, erase the old answer completely.

Make sure that you enter only one answer per itea.

Make sure that the sumber of your response on the ansver sheet
corresponds to the number of the question ia the questioonaire.

o000

BEFORE YOU BEGIN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE PLEASE ENTER THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION
ON TEE ANSWER SHEET: ’

ON SIDE TWO: '

A. Enter your LAST NAME ONLY {n the block marked "Special Codes" and
then blacken the corresponding circles beneath it.

ON SIDE ONE:

B. EZnter TODAY"S DATE, SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER, EDUCATION LEVEL, GRADi,
and blacken the corresponding circles.

C. 1In the block marked FORM, blacken the "J".
NOTE: THE CORRECT ENTRY FOR THIS QUESTIO_N'NAlIRE s "J".

Vhan you finish, ipsert .the completed ansver sheet into the questiocnaire,
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STRATZCY INVENTORY FOR LANGUACE LEARNING
VIRSION 2.1

1 -

The STRATICY IXVINTORY YOR LANGUAGE LZARNING (SILL) is designed to gather
inforaation about hov you, as s student of a foreign language, go about learzing tiat
laogusge. On the following pages, you will find 121 stastements related to learning a
foreign language. Please read esch statement. On the separite ansver sheet, blackes

the response (4, 3, C, D, or ) that tells hov true the gtatement {3 i2 gergys of whag
MWMMMM

. A. Never or zlmost unever true of me
3. Generzlly not true of me
C. Somevhat true of me
D. Generally true of xme
E. Alwvays or almost alvays true c£ ne

NIVIR OR AILMOST NEVIR TRUE OF ML means that the statement is neyer or ver~w
Ixzely true of you; that u. you never do the behavior wvhich is described iz the
luu:n:. or you do it oculy in very rare instaszcas.

CEZNZRALLY XOT TRUZ OF XZ means that the statement is usually sot true of yor
that is, you do the bebavior vhich is described iz the statement Jess thss 3317 ¢
lise but more than in very rare instances.

SOMEWEAT TRUZ OF XT mesns that the atatement is zrue of you ghoug hglf the ti--o;
thst is, sometimes you do the behavior which is descridbed in the statement, scmetizes
you don't, and these instances texd to occur vith about equil frequency.

CIZNERALLY TRUL OF ME mesns that the statement is ygsuzlly true of you; thar is,
you do the behsavior which is descridbed in the statement pore thag half the ctice.

ALWAYS OR L‘LHOS‘X' ALVAYS TRUX OF MI means that the statement is true cf you i3
; that is, you alvays or slmost always do the bebavior
which is described in the statement.

Ansver in ter=s of how well the stafement desccibes voy, not in terms of bov you

think you should be, or what other people do. Ansver in referemce to the foreiga

language you are leaning sov. JIhere are no Tight or vromg gosvers fc gfhese -

A%4tementy. Mark your ansvers on the separale ansver sheet provided. Plesse cake no
marks om the imvertory booklet itself. Work as quickly as you can wvitbout beicrg
carelese. The isventory generally takes about 20-40 minutes to coxmplete. I you
bave &y questions, let the proctor kmow immediately.
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l.

2.

3.

QUESTIONNAIRE “STRATEGY INVENTORY FOR LANGUAGE LEARNING™ (LONC)

FOR TH1S QUESTIONNAIRE YOU WILL RECORD YOUR ANSWERS ON A SEPARATE ANSWER
SHEET.

PLEASE REMEMBER THESE SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS uGARDING THE USE OF ANSU'ER
SHEETS. .
Make 0o stray marks on the answer sheet.
1f you change an saswer, erase the old ansver cospletely.
Make sure that you eater ooly one ansver per item.
Make sure that the oumber of your respouse on the ansver sheet
corresponds to the number of the question in the questionnaire.

000O0

BEFORE YOU BEGIN THIS QUESTIONNAIREZ PLEASE ENTER THE POLLOWING INFORMATION
oM THE ANSWER SHEXT:

ON SIDZ TWO:

A. Enter your LAST RAME ONLY i{n the block marked "Special Codes™ and
then blacken the corresponding circles beneath it.

ON SIDE ONZ:

B. Ester TODAY™S DATE, SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER, EDUCATION LEVEL, GRADE,
and blacken the corresponding circles.

C. In the block marked PORM, blacken the "J".
NOTE: THE CORRECT ENTRY FOR THIS QUESTIONNAIRE 1S "J". -

When you finish, inser: the completed snsver sheet into the questionnaire. .

187



Page 1 STRATEGY INVENTORY FOR LANGUAGE LEARNING

1.

S11.

12.

13.

4.

VERSION 2.1 - FEBRUARY 1986

A. Never or almost never true of me
B. Generally not true of me
C. Somevhat true of me
* . D. Generally zrue of me
E. Alvays or almost aluays true of me

I talk to myself 4in the foreign langiage while walking, driving, dcing.

I give myself tests conceraing the foreign language.

1 .try to answer all questicns mentally in class, even when the teacher
is addressing someone else.

(29
o
i
[
(X2
[}

To help me remember, I make lists of new words and phrases
foreign language reading passages or conversations.

I an easily distracted from my foreign language studies because ny
mind warcders when I am in class.

I plan what I an goizg to acco=zlish in learzing <he foreligs la-guasg
each day or each week.

I use rhy=ing or similar techmiques as a device to helr me rezexber new
words arnd phrases.

I conscicusly try to apply grammatical rules when speaking.
T Avasva moantal pictures to help me remeamber new werds ard phrases,

I watch foreign language movies or TV proz*ams or listen to Lereign
larguage radio, even when I know I won’'t understand all the werds.

Whenever possible, I actively lock for people with whex I can speak =k
foreiga language. '

When I peed to, I use “"filler words” (equivalent %c “well™ and “"las?

——.

see”) 40 keep the conversation gcing in the foreign larguage.

[}

I highlight, urderline, or mark new words ah& note their pmeanizgs a:z
I read the foreign language.

I analy=e the kind of errors I make ard uze that inforzatics for
avoiding such errors later.

I read new words several times out loud so I caa link the pronuzcis
with the written word.
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e 2 A. Never or almost never true of me

186.

17.

18.
13.

29.
30.
1.

B. Cenerally not true of me

C. Somevhat true of me

D. Generally true of me

E. Alvays or slmost alvays trua of me

Whenever possible, I attend and participate in events where the fcreign
language is spoken (e.g., parties, meetings, church, etc.).

I encourage myself to speak the foreign language, even when I fzel
nervous or unsure of my speaking ability.

I only study the foreign language when there is the pressure c¢? s test.

If I do not understand, I ask for an example of how to use a particula
word or expression.

H

1 an so afraid of making errors that I do not try ts speak or write the
foreign language.

When I am talking with a native speaker, I pay attenticz to body
language (gestures, faclal expression, distance, posture, ets.) te
help me understand the message.

I create associations between new material and what I slre=dy i=c:

I link the sound ¢f a new word with a visuzl image to hels
qhe word.

4

e remexber

I organize my material for each lazmguage learning task.
Wken I hear a new word, I ask how it is szpelled or written.
1 zazd that I concentrate bezter 12 I read aloud <o xzyself.

In order to remember the right pronunciation c¢f 8 pew werd, I wrize
down the accent marks or other preorunciation cueas.

I read books, magazines, children’s stores, comics, or zZewsrapers ix
the foreiga language.

I try to take notes in class iz the foreign language.

I try to use new grammatical forms as often as possitle.
When I deca't understand all the words ia a foreign lazgua
conversation, I try to 2111 in the gZaps by uvszing my own b

krowledge of the foreign lazmguags, 2y native langusge, and the ¢
being discussed.
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Page 3 A. Never or almost pever true of me
B. Generally not true of me
C. Somevhat true of me
D. Generally true of ze
E. Alvays or alzost alvays true of me

32. When I am speaking in the foreign language but cannot remember a

particular word, I paraphrase, use a synonym, make gestures, cr <=7 to
describe or define the target word in order to comzunicate.
33. 1 make good use of my study time whea learning a foreign lazguage.

34. I skix the foreign language reading passage first to get the mal
idea, thea I go back and read it more carefully.

25, When a foreign language lesson is difficult, I either give up sor
tudy only the easy parts.

36. I cczme tec zy foreign language class unprepared.

S7. 1 write perscnal notes or messages in the foreign language.

38. If applicable, I lock for words that are similar to those ia my own
language (or arother forelign lacguage I have studied) in order
<¢ understand new words in the target language.

23. I mezorize gra==atical rules without understanding when they are used.

4C0. I try to 2ird as many ways as I can to use the foreign language..

41. 1 remexber a new word or struc L*e by visualizing a situazicn
t typically cccurs or might occur

{ - w\-- b

- o wea

42, Whez learzing a list of new words, I make up a sentence with each ward.

43. I use logic to help me learn the L2; for example, "Femiztine ncums in

R - poPy -

this lazguage reguire the article 'la.’ The word I have Just raxd
has the article ‘la.,' Therefore, the word I have Jjust read is

a feninine neuwa.” -

44. My 2ain way of learning a new word is to say it or write i+ cver a-=3
over.

45. I use a tape recorder to record and listex te my cwn pr zu=ciatio=.

46. I =ing scngs in the foreign language so that I can practics zew wers
azd sourds ia contexc.

47. Whepnever I can, I review with oiher pecple what I have lesrned iz
target lazguage.
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age 4 A. Naver or almost never true of me
8. Generally not true cof me
C. Somevhat true of zma
D. Ganerally true of ze
E. Alvays or almost always true of me

48. I need to look up every unfamiliar word in the dictionary so I can
understand what I am reading.

49. I use flashcards (with the new word or phrase or one side and the
definition or example on the other).

0. I draw pictures, cartoons, or doodles of new words, rhrases, or
structures to help me remember then.

51. I play foreign language word games, such as Scratble, Binge, crcesw
puzzles, etc.

4]

52. I make up exercises to practice new tra~:atical for=

s, such as a new
.tense of a verb.

53. If I get stuck for a word or phrase, I ask Zor helr from the parscn T2
whon I am speaking.

1. I2 I do not know a word I use another word that L2 simi
message across.

§5. I 2ind the meaning of a word by breaking it down intc parte, 2uch &:2
the root word and prefixes or suflixes.

55. 1 avoid topics that I do rot feel I have the vocabulary to discuss
direct the conversation to subjects iz which I feel confidens.

{4
2

2/. 4 repeat the speaker’s sentence to give me more time %o thizk of a
reply. .

£8. I look for similarities and contrasts betweea the foreign languags and
my own language (or other languages I have studied).

£9, 1 ask native speakers to correct my pronunciation.

60. If a speaker talks too fast in the foreign language, I aszk kin
slow down so I can understand.

A e
Ve -

61. I make use of all available inforzazion ia the paragrarsh to comprehexnd
urcfamiliar words. .
2. ¥When a native speaker is talking ian the fcreign language, :

concentrate on what the speaker is saying and put unrelated t
of my mind.

"<
0O ot
[ LI $7
()]
e
ot

O ¢
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Page § A. Never or almost never true of me

83.

64.

€5.

€6.

70.
7.

72.

73.

74.

77.

B. GCenarally not true of me

C. Somevhat true of me

D. Generally true of me

E. Alvays or almost alvays true of me

I feel frustrated if I cannot understand. every word somecne is sayi:z
to me in the foreign language.

I use fariliar words in new combination: iz order to make new
sentences.

Whea I can’t think of a word or phrase in a foreign language
conversaticn, I briefly fall back into my own language and thez re<:
to the foreign language in order to keep up the conversatiozal 2isw.

I applicable to the language, I pay atteztion to characteristics of
the text (headings, indentations, punctuaticn, etc.) to help rme
understand the meaning ¢f the passage.

If I a= tryiag to learn 2 lozng vocabulary list, I break it i=<c pazss
and learn the parts one at a tice.

I make tzusual or bizarre asscciations in order to rexember new wersd

I =make ongeing mertal sum=aries ¢f wkat I have read in a passazs
I try to imitate the way native speakers talk.

J mozitor my fcreisn language writing azd go back to ¢ccrrect 7
written mistakes when I nctice the=.

In a fcreisn language conversation I acticipate what the othar spaeszer
is going to say based on what has been said earlier.

I feel I must translate what I hear or read in tke foreligs lang:agze
word-for-word izto my own lacguage so that I can undersza=d i<,

I say positive things to myself to increase my ccnllidence iz =
language skills,

When trying to learn a new “action word,” I physically ac:t out zhe
werd.

] use my understa=ding of the structuce c? my owz language o hely ==
understand how the fcreign language works. -

I decide in advance to pay special atterntion to specific aspects c? <:he
fcreign language in a given situation; for example, I decide to focrs
02 the use of the past tecse duriag a cozversation.
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e 6 A. Never or almost never true of me

78.

78.
80.

81.

83.

90.

91.

B. Cenerally not true of me

C. Somevhat trus of me

D. GCenarally truas of me

E. Alwvays or almost alwvays true of me

I actively listen for :pecitic.ph:ases that organize material, such as,
“This is izmportant,” "An important point to remember is...," “Firs:
you...," "Fiznally...," and "The main thing is...”

I check my notes with classmates after fcreign language class is ovear.

i conscicusly try to use foreign idicms and other formalized patter=s
as I talk. .

I try to figure out meanings of new words based on the situaticz iz
which these words occurred.

In order to memorize forelgn larguage words, I claszify them &y
cozz=on characteristics (such as all nouns), by cpposites (such as
(black or white), or by some other groupizngs.

I speak a new word or phrase in my mind first before I say it ous
lcud.

I2 I hear a new word in 2 conversation, I ramenmder
so that I can look up the neaning later.

I write out each new word several times until I arm sure I Zncw

I use mechanical "tricks” to help me learn new item: {for exa=gle,
sutting new words in my right pocket and movi thea to the lsi=
pccket when learned; using different folders fcr new aaterial and
weveasas 3 Lave maste'ed). ‘

¥Wher I am learning a new word or phrase, I write down all ths ozher
words that I !ow whick have meanings similar to that cf :h: new W

I actually visualize the spelling of new word in my head.

I practice presenting my oral report to a friernd or a fam‘ly zenkear

before I present the report in class, sc that I can get Ze2dback.

I think seriocusly about the progress I tave made in lesaraing <k
fereign language. :

I prepare for a future language task (such as a skit cr a wris
report) by considering the purpose of the task, the language elexzent:
needed, and my current language skills,

I give myself a tangible reward whea I have reached a certain g:al ia
ay language learning.
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Page 7 A. Never or almost never true of me

93.

94.

96.
97.

S8.

39.

100.
" 101.

106.

B. Genarally not true of me

C. Someavhat true of e

D. Generally true of me

E. Alvays or almost alvays true of me

I pay attention to the times when my own language (or azy other
language I have studied) interferes with learaing the target
language; for example, when I try to apply grammatical rules 2r2z =y
own language which conflict with those of the target lazgusge.

T arrange my Thysical environment to promote learning, such as
searching for a quiet room, sitting in front of the class =0 as tc
hear better, and making sure the place is not too c¢old cr to0 war=.

I try to relax as much as possible before I have to spesk in frons o2
the class in the target language.

I identily ry long-range gcals for language learning.

After completing a language lesscn, I deterzmine what my difficulzies

‘are and think about what I need to do to improve.

1 note the resctions of native speakers to certiin phrases or weords
have used to make sure of the appropriateneas to the sizuation.

T use a notebook to recerd information about ay lamgusge learzing,

for exa=zple, the number of words I learmed in a given day, the
words I found to be difficult, or the method I used to rezmexzter <the
words. .

I am constaztly looking for pazterns ir the forsign la-g:ag

v

then I am learning rew material, I develop short sentezces sni then
lengthea thex by adding adjectives -aznd advecrbs., _
T drill myself on the same word in differernt forms, 2c
differezt texses, genders, etc.

"

etazyle,

I immediately make use of new words in conversaticn.

I initilate conversations in the forsigrn language.

I plar for and rehearse langrage elements necessary to carry cus an
upcoming activity in the target language (for example, a= eral
report). .

I preview the le=son befcre I go into class to ge: a general ilea

of what it is about, how it is organized, and hew it 2:¢=s ia wizh
material I have already learmed. )
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.age 8 A. Never or almost never true of me
3. Geaerally not true of ma
C. Someavhat true of me

D. Generally true of me
E. Alvays or almost alwvays true of me

107. I read a story or dialogué several times until I can understa=zd it.
108. I look for exceptions to grammar rules in the target language.

109. 1 generate my own understanding of the .rules of the foreigrn language,

and as I learn more, I discard or revise the rules I have generated if
they are not correct.

110. I paraphrase the speaker’s sentence to check my understanding of whaz
was sald.

111. I infer the meaning ¢f new words by analogy with worsds ia =y owz
language or in another foreign language I have studied (for exanmzle,
if nacifn = pation, does relacitn = relation?).

112. I use reference materials, such as dicticna:ies.'zlossa:ie:. and ozther

written material, to aid my comprehension of the foreigs larguage.

13. I outline the main ideas in a language less=on.

114. I make sumc-aries of important information that I hear or resd {n <he
forelign language.

115, At parties and other social events where there are pecyl

2 s
the foreign language, I talk mostly to people who speax =y own
language.-

116. In order to remember 2 new word, I think cf a word tha: 33":ds>like
{a the foreign.language or my own language. =T

i17. 1 apply language rules in many situations, even 12 I kmow that I nar
make mistakes.

118. I remexber new words or phrases by remembering their locati
notebcok, or the page, on the chalkboard, or on a strest si

—
e

123. I s+tudy <he history and culture of the country where the

b i
language is spoken, so that I can better understand the language
itsels.

120. I teach =y peers what I know in the foreign language as-a ceans <2
Practiciag and reviewing.

'21. I work as hard as I can to learn the target larnguage.

r-11

195



APPENDIX H

2. QUESTIONNAIRE “FORM A"

1. FOR TEIS QUESTIONNAIRE YOU WILL RECORD YOUR ANSWERS ON 4 SEPARATE ANSWER
SHEET.

PLEAST NOTZ THESE SPECIAL IRSTRUCTIONS REGARDING THE USE OF ANSWER

SEELIS:
0 Mske no stray marks snyvhere on the Ansver Sheet.
© 1If you change an ansver, erase the old ansver gompletely.
© Make sure that you enter only one ansver per item.
© Make sure that the number of your response on the Ansver Sheet

corresponds to the number of the question in the Questioonaire.

2. BEFORE YOU BEGIN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE PLEASE ENTER TEE FOLLOWING
INTORMATION ON SIDE 1 OF THE ANSWER SEEET:

a. Enter TODAY'S DATE and then blacken the corresponding circles
beneath it.

b. Eoter your SOCIAL SECURITY RUMBER snd then blacken the
. corresponding circles benmeath it.

c. Enter yourilAST—HAHE ONLY in the block marked "Special Codes” but
do FOT-blackez sny circles beneath it.

d. 1Ia the block nsrkédVYbRﬂ. blscken the "A."

3. When you bave fipished, insert the completed Ansver Sheet into the
Questionnaire and lay them asside, s8d go on to the CALIFORNTIA
PSYCECLOGICAL INVENTORY.

PLEASE TURN TEE PAGE, READ THE INSTROCTIONS, AND BECIX.
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fora A

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or dissgree with each
of the follovwing statements about the potential advantages of learning
Gersan, Rark your answers on the Answer Sheet accnrding to the following
cndes :

Agree Strongly-
Agree NMocerstely
Agree Slightly
pisagree Slightly
disagree Roderately
pisagree Strongly

"TMmone>»
L I BN BN BN BN ]

Please note that any given statesent say or say naot have any
relevance to you personslly, For example, assume this was one of the
itens:

"1 like having the opoartunity to learn German because I will
be adle to read German Lliterature in the original.”

1f reading German {3 totally irrelevant to you, you wauld
darken F far “Strongly Disagree, On the other hand, if reading Gersan
literature in the ariginal is one of your most feportant reasons for
learning Gersan, you would darken “A” far “"Strangly Agree”, 0f course,
your response to this stateaent say {ie somevhere between thase two ex-
tremes; in that csse you would darken B,(,D, or E.

Agree Agree Agree - Disagree pisagree Disagree
Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Strongly

A B ¢ 0 . 3 F

1 Like having the ooénrtunity to learn german because ...
1. 1t will help @ get the kind of jab I want in the military
2. 1t will increase my ability to influence nthers

3. 1t will enadle mse to better understand and appreciate
Geraan cultures

4o 1t will make me 2 better educated person

S. 1t will give me an edge in competing with others
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Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree
Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly Roderately Strongly
A 8 c [ E F
6. it will ensble me to get to knowv Gersan persons better
7. 1t will make se appear sare cultured
8. 4t will enable me tn meet and converse with a greater variety
of people
9. it will help se earn a college degree
10. it will give me the background I need to pursue By career
goals
11. other penple will respect me mare if 1 have 2 knowledge aof a
foreign language
12. it will give me specialized training equivalent to a college
degree
13. it will enable me to interact socially with German penple
14. 1t will make ae sore attractive to future esmployers
1S. it vill provide me with better and mare useful training than
1 could get by gaing to callege
16. 4t will increase iy prospects for one day working with an in=
- ternational fira :
17, it will give mse a chance tn'really get to know peonple who have
different perspectives
18. it will make me mre knovledgeable
19. it will help me protect ey interests when I deal with german
people
20. 4t vill make ®@e 2 candidate for interesting and exciting jobs
in the future
21. 1t will help me get a job after I have coapleted my military
service
22. 1t will enable me to establish aare genuine relationships

with persons of anaother culture

198



Agree Agree Agree dpisagree Disagree Disagree
Strongly Moderately Sliohtly Slightly Mnderately Strongly
A 8 ¢ R 3 F
23. 1t will provide me with 8 unique skill more quickly than 1

could get dy going ta college
Q6. 1t will sllov se to coae into contact vith snee {sportant,

poverful and influential perole
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Plesse indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with
each of the following statements about foreign Llanguages and foreign
language Llearning in general. Ynur opinions ar feelings say lead you to
agree with some stateaents and disagree with others, There are no right
or wrong snswers = just your poaint of view, REMEMBER:

IT 1S YOUR HONEST OPINION THAT IS BEING REQUESTED, AND YOUR
RESPONSE WILL BE TREATED WITH STRICT CONFIDENTIALITY.

BARK EACH STATEMENT ACCORDING TO YOUR FIRST IRPRESSION; IT 1S
NOT NECESSARY TO TAKE A LOT OF TINE FOR ANY ONE QUESTION.

Please read each statement carefully and darken the letter on the
Answer Sheet which best represents your response,

Agree Agree Agree pisagree - pDisagree Disagree
Strongly ° Mnderately Slightly Stightly Moderately Strongly

A 8 3 [ 3 F

25. 1 would really Llike to Learn many languages.

26. When I see a foreign fita, 1 would rather hear the sound
track in English than hear the original language and see
English subtitles.

27. 1 enjoy meeting and listening to peaple wha speak other
Llanguages.

28, 1t 1 planned to live in another country, and 1 thought I
could get along in English, 1 would not aake such effart to
tearn the language,

29. 1 often vish 1 ¢ould read newspapers and sagazines in many
Languages.

30. 1 wish I could speak several languages fluently.
31. Studying a foreign language is not a plessant experience,

32. Knowing foreign languages can help one convey many feelings
snd ideas that are not easily expressed in English,

33. RKost foreign languages sound like gibberish to me.

34. I really have little interest in fareign languages.
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1.

2.

,3.

APPENDIX I

QUESTIONNAIRE “FORM B"

FOR THIS QUESTIONNAIRE YOU WILL RECORD YOUR ANSWERS ON A SEPARATE ANSWER
SHEET. ’ R

PLEASE REMEMBER THESE SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS REGARDING THE USE OF ANSWER
SHEETS.

Make no stray marks on the Ansver Sheet.

1f you change an aosver, erase the old ansver completely.

Make sure that you enter only one answer per item.

Make sure that the mumber of your response on the ansver sheet
corresponds to the number of the question in the questioanaire.

0 00O

BEFORE YOU BEGIN TEIS QUESTIONNAIRE PLZASi ENTER THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION
ON THE ANSWER SHEET:

ON SIDE TWO:

A. Eoter your LAST NAME ONLY in the block marked "Special Codes' and
then blacken the correspoanding circles beneath it.

ON SIDE ONE:

B. Enter TODAY’S DATE and then blacken the corresponding circles beneath
1:.

C. Enter your SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER and then blacken the corresponding
circles beneath it.

C. In the block marked FORM, blacken the "B".

When vyou finish, insert the completed ansver sheet into the questionnaire
and lay them aside, and go on to the STRATEGY INVENTORY FOR LANGUAGE
LEARNING. .

PLEASE TURN THE PAGE, READ THE INSTRUCTIONS, AND BEGIN FORM B.



Fora B

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with

. each of the following statements abaut foreign lLanguages and foreign
Language learning in general. Your opinions or feelings may lLead you to
agree vith some statements and disagree with others, There are no right
or wrong ansvers - just your point of view.. REMEMBER:

IT IS YOUR HONEST OPINION THAT IS BEING REQUESTED, AND YOUR
RESPONSE WILL BE TREATED WITH STRICT CONFIDENTIALITY.

RARK EACH STATEMENT ACCORDING TO YOUR FIRST IMPRESSION; IT IS
NOT NECESSARY TO TAKE A LOT OF TIME FOR ANY ONE QUESTION.

Please read each statesent carefully and darken the Letter aon the
Answer Sheet which best represents your response,

Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree
strongly Mnderately Slightly Slichtly Mnderately Stroncly
A 8 C 14 € F
1. 1 keep up ta date with German by working an it every
evening,
2. 1 an glad ton have the oppnriunity to learn German,
3. 1 would feel conficent and relaxed if 1 had to ask street
directions in German,
4. It esbarrasses me tn volunteer-answers in class,
‘S, I wish I were fluent in Gersman.
6. 1 tend to approach my Gerzan homework in 3 random ang
unplanned manner,
7. 1 sozetimes daydream about dropping out af the German
course,
8. 1 never feel quite sure of myself wvhen I am speaking in
class,
9. Making a hatel reservation in German would bother me,
10. The satisfaction of learning German makes the effort worthwhile.
11. When I study German outside of class, 1 tend to ignore distracticns

and stick to the job at hand.

202



12,
13.

4.
15.

16.
17.
18.

19.
20.
2.

2.

6.
2s.

26.
27.
28.

29.

30.
.

1t ever 1 should run into a group of peaple speaking German, I
would teel relaxed in joining thea.

when I have a problem understanding something we are learn-
ing in my German class, I always ask for help. .

1 wish 1'd never started Llearning Gersman,

I've learned just enough Geraan tn convince me ! don't want
ta learn any sore.

1 do not get anxious when 1 have to respond in class.
To be really honest, 1 hate German,:

I would get flustered if it were necessary to speak German when
aaking a telephone call,

1 hape 1 get the chance to come back and take the intermediate/
advanced course.

1 don't pay too such attention to the feedback ] receive in
class.

Most of the things we learn in our german classes are
interesting,

I selcom go out of ay way to attend german filas, plays or
other unaofficial cultural activities. ’

I would feel un:nufértqble speaking German in 2ny real-world
situation,

In all honesty, 1 would rather do almast ahything other than
study German,

1 want to learn only enough German to get through the
course,

1 am generally relaxed in class.
1 wish 1 had begun studying German at an early age,

1 would feel calm and sure of syself if I had to arder a
acal in german,

It bothers me that other stucents speak German in class
better than 1 do.

1 really enjoy learning German,

I would Like to Learn as much German as passible.
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32.

33.
3"

3s.
36.

37.
3s.

&
4S.

k6.

&7.

L3.

1 often feel uncoafartable when asked to speak German in
class.

My motivation to learn German is at an all-time low.

1 feel confident when active participation takes place in
class.

1t 1 had it to do over, 1 would avaid studying Gersan,

1 as sure I would get nervous if 1 had to speak German to a
sales clerk,

I don't bother checking my corrected assigneents.

As 1 get further alnng in the course, 1 find my desire to
learn German continually increasing.

] often dread going to class.

Learning German takes sa long the attempt does not seen
wvarthwhile,

I would feel coafartable spesking German in an inforeal
gathering where both English and German speaking persons
were present,

1 sak= a pnint af trying to understand all the Gerzan ] see
and hear,

1 slan to continue =y study of Gersan after ] complete this

_course.

I really work hard to learn Gerean,
I think studying German is boring.

1 really can't understand people who get uptight adout using
Gerzan in class.

1 enjoy participating in class.

To be honest, I really have little desire to learmn gGerman,
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In the following section we wauld Llike to get some idea of your
impressions of your Gersan course, your course materials, and your prisary
instructars, You will see that on each line there are two words express-
ing opposites.

For example, under Course as 3 Whole:

A 8 4 - 0 E F 6

ditficult :

easy

I1f you were to mark "A” it would mesn that you think the course was ex-
tresely difficult, If you were to mark “g” it would mesan that you think

the course was extresely easy. Note that the central position *D" indicates
that you think the course is about Like every other course on this disen-
sion,

Please go rapidly through this section; it is your immediate
igpression in which we are interested.

PLEASE MARK YOUR ANSWERS ON THE ANSWER SHEET. (YOU MAY MARK THEM HERE FIRST
I1F YOU PREFER.)

COURSE AS A WHOLE

A B c ] E F 6
&9, seaningful H H H H H : seaningless
S0. ) enjnyable : H $- : H : unenjoyable
st. roONOTONOUS 2 H H H H H absorbing
<. effortless ¢ : H H : d hard
s3. avful H H : s : : nice
S4. interesting H 4 H s H : baring
55. good H H : H H 2 bad
S6. sisple : : : : : : cooplicated
S7. disagreeable H H H H H H agreeabdle
58. fascinating s : : H H : tedious
59. worthless : H : : : : valuable
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é1.
&.
&3.
bh.
é5.
6é.
67.
88.
69.
70.
7.

3.

74.
75.
76.
7.
78.
79.
8.
8.

necessary
appealing
useL;ss
elementary
pleasurable
educational
unrevarding
difficult
satisfying
unimoartant
pleasant
exciting

clear

colarful

impartant

e

.

..

e

.o

.

..

3

.o

Yy

e

X

COURSE MATERIALS

X

e

ae

neaningless

dull

..

.o

interesting

organized

.

valuable

confusing

hard
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unnecessary
unaonealiné
'ustful
complex
painful
noneducational
revarding
easy
unsatisfying
{zpartant
unpleasant
cull
confusing

colarless

unimportant
meaningful
stinulating
boaring
disaorganizes
worthless
coherent

easy



.
&.
8.
8s.

100.
i01.

102.

natural H H H 2 : H artificial
irrelevant H 3 H 4 H H relevant
clear H H d H : : unintelligible
useful s s : : : H useless
PRIMARY INSTRUCTORS
A 8 c ] '
efficient H H H H H H inefficient
insensitive H H : H 2 : sensitive
cheerful : : : : : : cheerless
competent : : H : : H incnapetent
insincere H H H H 3 : sincere
unapproachable H : : H : H aporcachacle
Valeasant : H H S : : unpleasans
trusting : : : : : : suspicious
incapable H H H : H H capatle
tedious H : : : : H fascinating
friendly H p H 4 H H unfriendfy
exciting H H s 2 : d dutl
organized H H H H : H disorganizes
unreliable H $ : H H H reliadle
unimaginative H H ) H H H H imaginative
impatient : : : H : H patien:

polite

a0

207

imzolite



103. eolorful
104. unintelligent
105. good
106. dndustrious
107, baring
108. dependable
10%. disinterested

110. inconsiderate

)

o0

e

o

.o

.o
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enlarless
intelligent
bad
unindustriaus
interesting
undepencable
interested

considerate



APPENDIX L

SCALE ITEMS BY INSTRUMENT/FORM

Integrative Orientation

3 3 3 Q3 Understand and appreciate their culture
6 6 6 Q7 Get to know them better
8 8 8 Q10 Meet greater variety of people
13 13 13 Ql7 Interact socially with them
17 17 17 . Q21 Get to know people with different perspectives
22 22 22 Q28 Establish genuine relationships
Interest in Foreign Languages
25 26 25 Q33 Would like to learn many languages
26 31 29 Q34 Prefer sound track in English
27 37 32 Q36 Enjoy meeting FL others
28 38 33 Q39 Would get along in English
29 41 as Q43 Wish could read press in many languages
30 45 38 Q49 Wish could speak several languages fluently
31 —_— . Qs1 Studying FL not a pleasant experience
32 50 42 Q53 FL can help convey feelings and ideas
33 54 44 Q58 Most FLs sound like gibberish to me
34 82 59 Q62 Really have little interest in Fls
- 46 39 G63 Will never study another FL
Occupational
1 1 1 Ql Get job I want in military
.05 Advantageous to military career
14 14 14 -Ql8 More attractive to future employers
16 16 16 Q20 Increase prospects with international firm
20 20 20 Q24 Candidate for interesting and exciting jobs
21 21 21 Q27 Help get job after military ’
Q31 Useful for good jobs 1in future
10 10 10 Q13  Background needed to pursue career goals
Educational
4 4 4 Q4 Make pe better educated person
9 9 9 Qll Help me earn college degree
12 12 12 Qlé Specilalized training equivalent to college degree
15 15 15 Ql9 Better and more useful training than via college
18 18 18 Q22 Make me more knowledgeable
Q26 Help qualify for additional military training
23 23 23 Q30 Provide unique skill more quickly than college
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11

19

24

29

32
39
34
46

16

26

47

18

23

36

11

19

24

29
62

34
65

72
67

47

59
80

49

35

56

69

11

19

24

41

30

45

52

Machiavellianism

Q2 Increase ability to influence others

Qs Edge in competing with others

Q8 Understand what they really want

Q9 Make me appear more cultured

Q12 Prevent them from getting away with anything
Ql4  Get more respect if know FL

QlS Important to know one's enemy

Q23  Protect interests when dealing with them
Q25 More advantages over others

Q29 Make good contacts

Q32 Contact importan:; poverful, etc. people

Class_Anxiety

l. It enbarrasses me to volunteer answers in class.

2. It bothers me that the other students speak (x)
in class better than I do.

3. I never feel quite sure of myself vhen I an
speaking in class.

4. I often feel uncomfortable in class.

5. I often dread going to class.

6. I feel confident when active participation takes
place in class.

7. 1 really can't underztand people who get uptighsz
about using (x) in class.

8. I do not get anxious when I have to respond in
class.

9. 1 am generally relaxed in class.

10. 1 enjoy participating in class.

Use Anxiety
l. When making & telephone call, I would get
flustered 1if it wvere necessary to speak (x).

2. Making a hotel reservation in (x) would bother
De.
3. 1 wvould feel uncomfortadle speaking (x) in any

real=vorld situation. )
4, I am sure I would get nervous 1f 1 had to speak
(x) to a sales clerk.
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12

41

28

37
13

33

11
42
20

15
27
45
38
k3

48

19
14

21

40

74

28

61

70
42
25
32
66
55
39
75
52
7

44
60
58
71
81
33
64
51
43
30

27
53

34

55

27

48

37
47

53
58

30

36
28

26
43

Use Anxiety (continued)

S.

6.

7.

1f ever 1 should run into a group of people
speaking (x), I would feel relaxed in joining
them. .

I would feel comfortable speaking (x) in an
informal gathering where both English and (x)
speaking persons vere present.

I vould feel confident and relaxed if I had to
ask street directions in (x).

I would feel calm and sure of wyself if I had to
order a meal in (x).

Motivational Intensity

Q37
Q40
Q41
Q44
Q45
Q47
Q48
Q55
Q56
Q61

I don't bother checking corrected homework
Alwvays ask for help when need it

Work on it every evening

Approach homework randomly and unplanned
Motivation at all-time low )

Seldom seek out cultural activities

Ignore distractions when s:udying

Try to understand all I see and hear

Don't pay attention to feedback in class
Really work hard to leara (FL)

Desire to Learn Target Language

Q35
Q38
Q42
Q6
QS0
Qs2
QsS4
Q57
Q59
Q60

Have learmed enough to no: want more

Wish had begun at early age

Want just enough to get through course
Desire to learm constantly increasing
Would like to learm as much as possible
Daydream about dropping out

Have little desire to lear= (x)

Hope can take intermediate/advanced class
Wish had never started

Wish 1 were fluent in (x)

Attirude Toward Target Languace

1.
2.

1 am glad I have the opporzunity to learm (x).
Most of things we learn in (x) are interesting.
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45
30
40

24

43

10

35

17

49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
(3]
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73

68
63
73
57
76
36

78

48

. 83

84
85
86
87

88

89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107

51
49
54

46

56

i

37

40

60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84

Attitude Tovard Target Language (continued)

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

9.

10.

I really enjoy learning (x).

1 think studying (x) is boring.

Learning (x) takes so long the attempt does not
seen worthwhile.

In all hooesty, I would rather do almost anything
other than study (x).

I plan to continue my study of (x) after I
cozplete this course.

The satisfaction of learning (x) makes the effort
worthwhile. A

If I had {t to do over again, 1 would avoid
studying (x).

To be really honest, I hate (x).

Course as a Whole

49.
50.
S1.
2.
53.
54.
55.
56.
s7.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.

meaningful — meaningless
enjoyable — unenjoyable
DORotonous — absorbing
effortless — hard
awful - _ nice
incteresting — boring
good — bad
siople — complicated
disagreeable — agreeable
. fascinating — tedious
worthless —_ valuable
necessary — unnecessary
appealing — unappealing
useless —. useful
elementary — conplex
pleasurable — painful
educational — noneducational
unrevarding — Trewarding
difficult —. easy
satisfying — unsatisfying
Muzicportant — izportant
pleasant —— unpleasant
exciting — dull
clear —— confusing
colorful — colorless
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74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83

85

86
87

89
90
91
92
93
9
95
96
97
98
99
100
10r
102
103
" 104
105
106
107
108
109
110

108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119

120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144

85
86
87
88

89

90
91

94
95
96

97

98

99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113

114

115
116
117
118
119
120
121

Course Materials

92

. .8l
" 83

‘82,

74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.

83.
84,
8s.

important __ unimportant
meaningless . meaningful
© dull e stipulating
interesting — boring
organized ... disorganized
valuable — worthless
confusing — coherent
hard — easy
natural — artificial
irrelevant —. relevant
clear —— unintelligible
useful — useless

Primary Instructors

86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91l.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.
99.
100.
101.
102.
103.
104,
105.
106.
107.
108.
109.
110.
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efficlent — inefficient
insensitive _ sensitive
cheerful __ cheerless

competent —. incompetent
insincere — sincere

unapproachable — approachable
" pleasant —. unpleasant

trusting — suspicious
incapable — capable
tedious —— fascinating
friendly . unfriendly
exciting — dull
organized . disorganized
unreliable — reliable
unimaginative —. imaginative
impatient —— patient
polite — dixpolite
colorful — colorless
unintelligent — {ntelligent
good — bad
industrious __ unindustrious
boring — interesing
dependable ._ undependable
disinterested ___ interested
inconsiderate . considerate



APPENDIX M °

PERSONAL OUTLOOK INVENTORY

Listed delow are statements which allow you to express your interests and
attitudes on a number of topics. Ncne of these statements can in any way be
descrided as representing anything good or bad., Please indicate how well each
statement descrides what you typically do or how you typically feel by using
the following scale.

Very . Very

Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly

Agree Agree Agree No Opinion Disagree Disagree Disagree
A B c D E F G

1. -1 prefer fishing to tennis.

2. ¥hen I hear of, or read about, a new idea that sounds interesting, I
typically try to think about how I can use it,

3. I think it's impertant to find out about my instructor's opinions defcre
telling about my own opinions in his (her) class.

§, It would be accurate to say that I really enjoy toying with ideas.

§, It doesn't make much difference to me if my grade in a course i{s to be
based mostly on a term paper rather than multiple choice tests.

6., I would rather watch a heated debate on a controversial topic than a
popular wmusic progran,

T.. I would haveiucre fun joining in a good dedate than going fishing.

8. When it matters to me, I can usually figure ocut how to win an argument,

9. I would rather win an argument decause my style of speaking (voice
quality, word choice, etc.) was skillful, than because my arguzents were
dvgical,

10. 1f given a choice, I would take a course in the use of logic rather than a
course in history or sports.

11. 1 think that courses in mathematics are basically a waste of lizited time.

12. Mcst courses in the sciences, like physics and chemistry, are easy encugh
if you take the time to study,

13, Mcst teachers use unccmmon technical terms just to make their classes
appear difficult and their speech impressive rather than to help students
to understand,

18, 1 think I have as much mental ability as sost of my teachers.
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Very Very

Strengly  Strongly Strongly Strengly

Agree Agree Agree No Opinicn Disagree Disagree Disagree
A B c b £ F G

15. 1 don't like teachers who make you guess what their copinicen is; I
think the teacher should tell exactly what he believes,

16. I get annoyed when people use words I don't know.

17. If I hear or read a nev word, and can't seea to get its meaning,
then 1 make a point of finding out what it means.

18. I think $t's bdest to rely on advice from my parents or friends when
I's not sure of the right thing teo do.

19. I would rather take a guided vacation tour than take the trouble to
werk through the maps,

20, When I read dbooks, I rarely check to see if the ideas presented are
logically consistent,

21. 1 think that a collection ¢f people working tcgether in a group
would almest always develop a belter solution to a complex problex
than any individual, regardless of his capadbilities.

22. The most complicated intellectual prodlems are the most interesting
to work cut.

23, Purely mental games, like chess, usually bore me.

2%, If I suspected that one of my instructors made a logical or
mathematical error in working on a problem in class, I would
politely point out his error,

25. Overall, entertainers, athletes, actors, and musicians have added
gore to mankind's happiness than scientists,

26, I would rather be a great actor, or actress, than a great
scientist,

7. When I den't understand an instructor's explanation of a tepic in
class, I usually let it go and don't ask for another explanaticn,

28, If 1 disagree with an instructer's answer for a3 multiple chcice
test, I would politely, but definitely, challenge the answer.

9. 1 believe that tco much study is required fer most scheel werk.,

30. In general, I think most masnuals are such too ﬁard to read.

., 1 would much rather have an instructcr give me a specific

assignment than have to chccse my own tcople,
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15 March 1987

AR 350-20/0OPNAVINST 1550.7B/AFR 50—40/MCO 1550.4D

INTERAGENCY LANGUAGE ROUNDTABLE
LANGUAGE SKILL LEVEL DESCRIPTIONS
LISTENING

Preface

The following proficiency level descriptions
characterize comprehension of the spoken
language. Each of the six “base levels” (coded 00,
10, 20, 30, 40, and 50) implies control ot any
previous “base level's” functions and accuracy.
The “plus level” designation (coded 06, 16, 26,
etc.) will be assigned when proficiency
substantially exceeds one base skill leve! and
does not fully meet the criteria for the next “base

level.” The “plus level” descriptions are theretore -

suppiementary to the “base level” descriptions.

A skill level is assigned to a person through an
authorized fanguage examination. Examiners
assign a level on a variety of pertormance critena
exemplified in the descriptive statements.
Therefore, the examples given here illustrate, but
do not exhaustively describe, either the skills a
person may possess Or situations in which he/she
may function etffectively.

Statements describing accuracy referto typical
stages in the development of competence in the
most commonly taught lanquages in formal
training programs. In other languages, emerging
competence paratlels these characterizations,
but often with different details.

Unless otherwise speciied. the term “native
listener” refers 10 native speakers and listeners of
a standarg dialect.

“Well-educated,” in the context of these
proficiency descriptions, does not necessarily
imply tormal higher education. However, in
cultures where formal higher education is
common, the fanguage-use abilities of persons
who have had such education is considered the
standard. That is, such a person meets
contemporary expectations for the formal.
careful style of the language, as well as arange of
less formal varieties of the language.

Listening 0 (No Proficlency)

No practical understanding ol the spoken
language. Understanging is hmited to occasional
isolated words with essenually no ability to
comprehend communication (Has been coded
L-0 In some nonautomated applications.)
[Data Code 00]

Listening 0~ (Memorized Proficiency)

Sufficient comprehension {o understand a
number of memorized utlerances in areas of
Immediate needs. Slight increase in utterance
length understood but requires frequent long

«

V-

pauses between understood phrases and
repeated requests on the listener’s part tor
repetition. Understands with reasonable
accuracy only when this involves short
memorized utterances or formulae. Utlerances
understood are relatively short in length.
Misunderstandings arise due 10 1gnoring or
inaccurately hearing sounds or word endings
(both intlectional and non-inflectional),
distorting the original meaning Can understand
only with ditficulty even such people as teachers
who are used 10 speaking with non-native
speakers. Can understand best those statements
where context strongly supports the utlerance's
meaning. Gets some mainideas. (Has been coded
L-0+ in some nonautomated applications )
[Data Code 06)

Listening 1 (Elementary Proficiency)

Sufficient comprehension tounderstand
utterances about basic survival needs and
minimum courtesy and travel requirements. In
areas of immediate need or on very famihiar
topics, can understand simple questions and
answers, simple statements and very simple face-
to-face conversationsinastandarc cialect. These
must often be delivered more clearly than normail
at a rate slower than normal, with {requent
repelitions or paraphrase (thatis. by a native used
to dealing with foreigners). Once learned. these
sentences can be varied for simiiar level
vocabulary and grammar and still be understood.
In the majority of utterances, misunderstandings
srise due 10 overlooked or misuncderstood syntax
and other grammatical clues. Comprehension
vocabulary inadequate to understanc anything
but the most elementary needs. Strong
interference {rom the canoidate’s native language
occurs. Little precision in the information
unaerstood owing 1o the tentalive siate of passive
grammar and lack of vocabulary Comprehenswon
areas include basic.needs such as meals
lodging. transportation, ime and simple
directions (including both route instructions ana
orgers from customs otficials. policemen. etc }
Understands main iceas (MHas been cecgedl-1n
some nonautomated apphications ) [Data Coge
10]

Listening 1+ (Elementary Proficiency. Plus)

Sulficient comprehension to understand short
conversations about ali survival needs and limited
social demands. Developing tlexidility evigent in
unoers!andmg into 8 range of circumstances

F-5
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beyond immediate survival needs. Shows
spontaneity in understanding by speed, although
consistency of understanding uneven. Limited
vocabulary range necessitates repetition for
understanding. Understands more common time
forms and most question forms, some word order
patterns, but miscommunication still occurs with
more complex patterns. Cannot sustain
understanding of coherent structures in longer
utterances or in unfamiliar situations.
Understanding of descriptions and the giving of
precise information is limited. Aware of basic
cohesive features, e.g., pronouns, verb
inflections, but many are unreliably understood.
especially if less immediate in reference.
Understanding is largely limited to a series of
short, discrete utterances. Still has to ask for
utterances to be repeated. Some ability to
understand facts. (Has been coded L-1+ in some
nonautomated applications.) {Data Code 16}

Listening 2 (Limited Working Proficiency)

Sufficient comprehension to understand
conversations on routine social demands and
limited jJob requirements. Able to understand
face-to-face speech in a standard dialect,
delivered at a normal rate with some repetition
and rewording, by a native speaker not used to
dealing with foreigners, about everyday topics,
common personal and family news. well-known
current events, and routine office matters through
descriptions and narration about current, past
and future events; can follow essential points of
discussion or speech at an elementary level on
topics in his/her special professionat field. Only
understands occasional words and phrases of
statements made in unfavorable conditions, for
example through loudspeakers outdoors.
Understands factual content. Native language
causes less interference in listening
comprehension. Able tounderstand facts. i.e.. the
lines but not between or beyond the lines. (Has
been coded L-2 in some nonautomated
applications.) [Data Code 20]

Listening 2+ (Limited Working Proficiency, Plus)

Sutficlent comprehension to understand most
routine social demands and most conversations
on work requirements as well 2s some
discussions on concrete topics related to
partlcular interests and speclal fields of
competence. Often shows remarkable ability and
ease of understanding, but under tension or
pressure may break down. Candidate may display
weakness or deficiency due to inadequale
vocabulary base or less than secure knowledge of
grammar and syntax. Normaily understands
general vocabulary with some hesitant
understanding of everyday vocabulary still
evident. Can sometimes detect emotional

F-6
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overtones. Some ability to understand
implications. (Has been coded L-2+ in some
nonautomated applications.) [Data Code 26]

Listening 3 (General Professional Proficency)

Able to understand the essentiais of all speech
in a standard dlalect including technical
discussions within 8 special field. Has effective
understanding of face-10-face speech, delivered
with normal clarity and speed in a standard
dialect, on general topics and areas of special
interest; understands hypothesizing and
supported opinions. Has broad enough
vocabulary that rarely has to ask for paraphrasing
or exptanation. Can follow accurately the
essentials of conversations between educated
native speakers, reasonably cleartelephone calls.
radio broadcasts, news stories similar 10 wire
service reports, oral reports, some orat technicat
reports and public addresses on non-technical
subjects: can understand without difficutty all
forms of standard speech concerning a special
professional field. Does not understand native
speakers if they speak very quickly or use some
slang or dialect. Can often detect emotional
overtones. Can understand implications. (Has
been coded L-3 in some nonautomated
applications.) [Data Code 30]

Listening 3+ (General Protfessional Proficiency,
Plus)

Comprehends mcst of the content and intent of
avariety of forms and styles of speect pertinentto
professional needs, as well 8s general topics and
social conversation. Ability to comprehend many
sociolinguistic and cuitural references. However,
may miss some subtieties and nuances.
increased ability to comprehena unusually
complex structures in lengthy utterances and 10
comprehend many distinctions in fanguage
tailored for different audiences. increasec abiiity
to understand native speakers ta2iking quickly,
using nonstandard dialect or slang: however,
comprehension not complete. Can cdiscern some
refationships among sophisticated listening
materials in the context of broad expenerce. Can
follow some unpredictable turns of theught
readily in. for example, informal and formal
speeches covering editorial. conjectural anc
literary material in subject maiter areas directed
to the general listener. (Has been coded L-3- 1n
some nonautomated applications ) {Data Code
36)

Listening 4 (Advanced Protessional Proficiency)

Able to understand all forms and styles of
speech pertinent 1o professional needs. Able to
understand fully all speech with extensive and
precise vocabulary, subtleties and nuances in all
standard dialects on any subject relevant to

15 March 198



15 March 1987

protessional needs within the range of his/her
experience, including social conversations; all
intelligible broadcasts and telephone calls; and
many kinds of technica! discussions and
discourse. Understands language specitically

tailored (including persuasion, representation,

counseling, and negotiating) to different
audiences. Able 1o understand the essentials of
speech in some non-standard dialects. Has
difficulty in understanding extreme dialect and
slang, 8lso in understanding speech in
unfavorable conditions, for example through bad
loudspeakers outdoors. Can discern
relationships among sophisticated listening
materials in the context of broad experience. Can
follow unpredictable turns of thought readily in,
for example, informal and formal speeches
covering editorial, conjectural, and lhterary
material in any subject matter directed to the
general histener. (Has been coded L-4 in some
nonautomated applications.) [Data Code 40)

Listening 4+ (Advanced Professional Proficiency,
Plus)

Increased ability to understand extremely
ditficult and abstract speech as well as ability to
understand all forms and siyles of speech

AR 350-20/OPNAVINST 1550.7B/AFR 50-40/MCO 1550.4D

pertinent to professional needs, Including social
conversations. increased ability 1o comprehend
native speakers using extreme nonstangard
dialects and siang, as well as 1o understand
speech in uniavorable conditions. Strong
sensitivity 10 sociolinquistic and cultural
references. Accuracy is close to that of the well-
educated native listener but still not
equivalent.(Has been coded L-4+ 1n some
nonautomated applications.) [Data Code 46)

Listening 5 (Functionally Native Proticiency)

Comprehension equivaient to that of the well-
educated native listener. Able to understand fully
all forms and styles of speech intelligible to the
well-educated native listener, including a number
of regional and illiterate dialects, highly
colioquiatl speech and conversations and
discourse distorted by marked interference from
other noise. Able to understand how natives think
as they create discourse. Able to understand
extremely difficult and abstract speech. (Has
been coded L-5 in some nonautomated
applications ) [Data Code 50]
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olsP

oic

OiRC

PTLCC

PTRCC

PTLCD

PTRCD

RCC
RCD
iCA
e
Lcc
LCd

ols?

1.0000
(110)

0.8241
{110)

0.8132
(110)

0.5571
(76

0.4343
(73)

0.4249
(64)

0.4247
(63)

73
63
72
97
74
70

RUSSIAN OLPT I VALIDATIC,

Intercorrelations of Three Skitl Intervie s with

Reading ang Listening Proficeency Tests

OILC
0.8241
{(110)

1.0000
(1240)

0.9399
(140)

0.800S
(102)
0.7938
(103)

0.8245
(94)

0.8200
(93)

FormsCand D

OiRC’
0.8132
(110)

0.9399
(140)

1.0000
(130)

0.8238
(104)

0.8261
(103}

0.8616
(33)

0.8765
(23)

pTLCC
0.5671
(74)

0.50CS
(103)

0.8238
(104)

1.0000
(104)

0.8972
(102)

0.8923
(59)

0.8768
(55

PTRCC

0.4343
(72)
0.7632

(103)

0.8261
(103}

C.8972
(1c2)

1.0C00
(1C3)

0.9c21
(5%)

0.9195
(57

PTLCD
0.4249
(62)

0.2245
(34)
038316
(94)
08923
(59)
£.9641
(59}
1.0000

(160)
€.8377
(96)

Source Fil2 7 Cct 36

RUSSIAN DLPT I TEST STATISTICS

Mean

78.29
78.53
75.63
73.12
7454
81.16

Std Dev

8.07.
8.92
9.87

110,52
774
8.04

KR-20

0.8233

0.8455 -

C.867a
0.8301
0.7841
0.82:8
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SEM

3.39
351
3.59
3.64
3.60
3.39

PTRCD
04247
(63}
0.8209
(53)
0.8735
(93)
0.87¢6
(59)
06795
(57
€.e377
(98)

1.C000
(98)
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DLICON_1 DLPT-Listen @ DLI (Converted Score)

30.000 may 1

31.000 gy 2

32.000 pusssssssssm 15

33.000 pussessssse—————— 25

34.000 pusse————eessessssssm——— 4 O
35.000 meessse—————sss—— 4 6
36.000 peeeeeeeeeesessne— 27

37.000 psssssssssesss—— 3 0

38.000 pu e & &
39.000 peeseeseessssssess— 26

40.000 pesse————————— 2 6

41.000 sesessssssssssssse— 25
42.000 pum 3 °

43.000

ssess——— 2 5

44.000 pesssesssssessssss 23
45.000 peessseesse— 17
46.000 posessss-es 13

47.000
49.000
50.000
51.000
52.000
53.000

54.000 mmy 2
55.000 pm 1
57.000 m= 1

Mean 39.441 “"Median 38.000 Mode
38.000 . .

Std Dev 5.333 Variance 28.443 Kurtosis
.073

Skewness .821 Range 27.000 Mininmun
30.000
Maximum 57.000
Valid Cases 460 Missing Cases 222
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AITCON_L DLPT-Listen € AIT (Converted Score)

.000

12

[N N
o0 o

w
-

—
19.000 mm 1
22.000 wm 1
23.000 guy 1
24.000 g 1
25.000 pumm 2
26.000 gum 1
27.000 pug 1
28.000 wommemw 4
29.000 puumy 3
30.000 sussesssmsm 8
31.000 sossesss— 8
32.000 s ——————————— e ——
33.000 p e & 4
34.000 pesseessssesssssesssn—— 2 7
35.000 pe————————
36.000 pe————————————
37.000 pees—seseeses— 2 2

38.000
39.000

[

[
w
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Median
Variance

Range

40.000 puss———————————ee— 15
41.000 puesssessn— 14
42.000 pumm 2

43.000 meesee———
44.000 pysssesmsm 8
45.000 prvessems 7
46.000 massessss—
47.000 pcaacaes ©
48.000 s 1

49.00C msmmaw 5
50.000 pummem 5
51.000 pumm 3

$52.000 puy 1

53.000 gag 1

Mean 35.631
33.000

Std Dev 8.560
7.935

Skewness -2.137
.000

Maximum 53.000

. Valid cases 3ss

Missing Cases

36.000 Mode

73.281 Kurtosis

53.000 Minimunm
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DLPT2L DLPT-Li
DLPT2L DLPT-Li
Mean 1.7
std Dev .5
Range 2.0
Valid Cases 4
AL DLPT-Li
Mean 1.4
Std Dev .5
Range 3.0
Valid Cases 3

woN
oo
NI

stening @ DLI (Level Score)
1.0 Se———EseeTrTTEssssSssssm———— 1 2 9
1.6 ST a1 4 7
P R e 1 19
36
9

-
.

stening @ DLI (Level Score)

02 Median 1.600 Mode
78 Variance .335 Skewness
00 Minimum 1.000 Maximum
60 ~_ Missing Cases 222
e e e T e e e em aw e m emm em em e e e e o e o e =
sten @ AIT (Level Score)
.0 mm 5
<6 pumma 11
1.0 ST 1 4 6
1.6 E—— st 4
2.0 pesesess——— 2
2.6 peememm 20
3.0 pusmm 10
63 Median 1.600 Mode ,
86 Variance .344 Skewness
00 Minimum .000 Maximum
43 Missing Cases 334
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1.600
.543
3.000

1.000
.553
3.000



AGT ASVAB GT SCORE COGNITIVE ABILITY
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Missing Cases
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124.000
57.050
75.000

Mode
Skewness
Maximum

126.000
-1.988
130.000



DLAB LANGUAGE APTITUDE

121 psesssssssssesn 11

122 pssssesssms S

123 pessese— ©

124 pssssesssm 7

125 messess—sccescascasm 16

127 8

128 pese-—— 7

130 peewessss— 8

131 e 3

132 wee—— 5

133 e 3

135 s 4

136 pummmm 3

137 youssem 3

138 pumm 2

140 mm 1

141 pumm 2

142 um 1

144 pu 1 VALID CASES 629 MISSING 53
Mean 106.642 Median 104.000 Mode 99.000
Std Dev 12.487 Variance 155.921 Skewness .602
Range 56.000 Minimum 88.000 Maximum 144.000
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GEF FIELD INDEPENDENCE
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FE FLANAGAN EXPRESSION VERBAL ABILITY
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FLANAGAN MEMORY
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WG WATSON GLAZER CRITICAL THINKING
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CPIS1 EMPATHY
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Mean 22.064 Median 22.000 Mode 22.000
Std Dev 4.128 Variance 17.037 Skewness -.214
Range 29.000 Minimumn 3.000 Maximum 32.000
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EPIES

Mean

Std Dev

Range

EXTROVERSION

12.279
4.166
20.000

Valid Cases 682
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13.000
17.355
2.000

Median
Variance
Minimum

Missing Cases 0
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Mode
Skewness
Maximum

13.000
-.163
22.000



ED EDUCATION LEVEL

17 1
18 pum 7
20 2
Valid Cases 682 Missing cases 0

GENDER SEX

FEMALE maesssssssssssss 167
MALE e S 1.5

Valid cCases 682 Missing Cases (o]

RIGHTHAN ' RIGHTHANDEDNESS
<00 pesse—— 112
1. 00 S S 7 O

Valid Cases 682 Missing Cases o

Valid Cases 682 Missing Cases 0
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POIS1 POI

Count Midpoint
4] 42
] 44
1 46
0 48
1 50
1 52
0 54
(1] 56
2 58
8 60
7 62
6 64
7 66
4 68
11 70
11 72
13 74
6 76
15 78
20 80
18 82
19 84
18 86
19 88
28 90
35 92
38 94
41 96
33 98
39 100
45 102
40 104
31 106
29 108
7 110
19 112
22 114
13 116
10 118
12 120
9 122
7 124
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) 128
3 130
1 132
2 134
(4] 136
1 138
1 140
/] 142
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POIS1 POI

Mean 96.009

92.000

Std Dev 15.553

.077

Skewness -.315
-745.000

Maximum 140.000

Valid Cases 682

Median 97.000
Variance 241.911
Range 95.000
Missing Cases 0
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MATS1 AMBIGUITY TOLERANCE
Count Midpoint
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o] 12 24 36 48
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Histogram Frequency
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MATS1 AMBIGUITY TOLERANCE

Mean 216.126
218.000

Std Dev 36.164
3.854

Skewness -.654
6.000

Maximum 332.000"
valid cCases 682
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Median 216.000

Variance 1307.834
Range 326.000
Missing Cases (0]

Mode
Kurtosis

Minimum



£

g ul

I

NPo~VNITNMN~AORRONVINTMIN A
£ ¢ o o o © e o s 8 2 s e s & e o @

HArd A A AAAAAA T 0P

<O BT VLY
Q,

» T

lala)

|2

o]

x
PHOORNVOVOTNOWVIMOVOONAN
m ~ A NMNMOHAO T
[o]

(8]

MOT_A

< 0 | e ———

-1

31

——____ il . o

N
“«

n o

® e e & 3+ s e o e s e e o @ « v e e

-I890123456789012345678901
. e

1111111111222222222233

505302342431132000010
[ ] (]

23



MOT_A MOTIV AT START

Mean
-1.500
Std Dev
.456
Skewness
-~1.610
Maximum

valid cCases

.079
.760
.544

3.013

680
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Median .018
Variance .577
Range 4.622
Missing Cases 2

Mode
Kurtosis

Minimum



MOT_B MOTIV DURING TKAINING
Count Midpoint
~-4.85
~-4.70
-4.55
-4.40
-4.25
-4.10
-3.95
-3.80
=3.65
-3.50
-3.35
-3.20
-3.05
-2.90
-2.75
-2.60
-2.45
-2.30
-2.15
-2.00
-1.85
-1.70
-1.55
12 ~1.40
10 -1.25
21 -1.10
14 -.95
19 -.80
18 -.65
32 -.50 .
29 -.35
35 -.20
39 -.05
34 .10
53 .25
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51 .40
" 35 .55
40 .70
27 .85
18 1.00
16 1.15
10 1.30
1.45
1.60
1.75
1.90
2.05
2.20
2.35
2.50
2.65
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MOT_B  MOTIV DURING TPAINING

Mean -.003 Median .129 Mode

-3.895

std Dev .774 Variance .599 Kurtosis

1.109

Skewness -.770 Range 5.593 Minimum
.=3.895

Maximum 1.699

Valid cases 536 Missing Cases 146
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SILL 1 ACTIVELY USES L2 IN FUNCTIONAL PRACTICE
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SILL_1 ACTIVELY USES L2 IN FUNCTIONAL PRACTICE (CONT)

Mean 2.983 Median 2.938 Mode
Std Dev .671 Variance .450 Skewness
Range 3.813 Minimum 1.188 Maximum

Valid Cases 506 Missing Cases 176

- b IyiTewEn T
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2.625
.274
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SILL 2
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SILL_2

Mean 3.021
Std Dev .642
Range 3.941
Valid Cases 502

SILL_3
1.83
2.25
2.33
2.50
2.58
2.67
2.75
2.92
3.00
3.08
3.17
3.25
3.33
3.42
3.50
3.58
3.67
3.75
3.83
3.92
4.00
4.08

4.17

4.25
- 4.33
- 4.42
4.50
4.58
4.67
4.75
4.83
4.92
5.00

4.122
.525
3.167

Mean
std Dev
Range

Valid Cases 506

GOOD STUDY HABITS (CONT)

Median 3.059 Mode
Variance 412 Skewness
Minimum 1.000 Maximum
Missing Cases 180
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SILL_4
1.00
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1.50
1.67
1.83
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Std Dev
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SILL S

Mean
Std Dev
Range

Valid Cases

2.29
2.43
2.57
2.71
2.86
3.00
3.14
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3.43
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3.71
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4.43
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2.714
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4

w
bIb
®
[
(%]
[y
(Y]

W
w o
-

N
I

W
W

W
~

s
©

Ll o

(]
w

[ %}
-~

[ V)
o

Median 4.143
Variance .354
Minimum 2.286

Missing Cases

247

178

Mode
Skewness
Maximum

4.143
-.482
5.000

0 0 &

(']



PASSFAIL COURSE COMPLETION/ATTRITION

FAIL .00 pessessssssssoey 173
PASS 1.00 441

Valid cases 614 Missing Cases 68

GPDLI GROUPS 0/1 AT DLI
< LEV 2 - 00 se———————EsESESss———— 2 7 6
> LEV 2 1.00 pesssssessssssssssssssses 184

Valid Cases 460 Missing Cases 222

GPAIT GROUPS 0/1 AT AIT

< LEV 2 - 00 E——EE—EETESEEsee——— 2 5 1
> LEV 2 1.00 wssssesesssss 2

Valid Cases 343 Missing Cases 339
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SILL_6
1.00
1.33
1.50
1.67
1.83
2.00
2.17
2.33
2.50
2.67
2.83
3.00
3.17
3.33
3.50
3.67
3.83
4.00
4.17
4.33
4.50
4.67
4.83
5.00

3.665
.713
4.000

Mean
Std Dev
Range

Valid Cases 506

STUDY PLANNING

jrinnj
e
N

N

O\I
«©
[
w

N
~

%)
=)}

w
w

s
Te}

=
(M)

Median
Variance -
Minimun

Missing Cases

N
[

3.667
.509
1.c00

176

N
o)}

w
o

FS
(=]

w
[+2]

Mode
Skewness
Maximum

S
N

b
[ W¢))

3.333
-.384
5.000



MCODE MOS SKILL SPECIALTY

* 98C mmsssssssscssem 138
98C T SR Ss— 5 4 4

Valid Cases 682 Missing Cases 0
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APPENDIX F: LSCP DATA CORRELATIONS
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CCRRELATIONS:

Variable Cases Mean std Dev

DLICON_L 257 39.1712 5.0646 DLI RAW SCORE
AITCON_L 257 36.8054 4.9884 AIT RAW SCORE
DLPT2L 257 1.6708 .5470 DLI LEV SCORE
AL 257 1.4568 .5406 AIT LEV SCORE
AGT 257 122.6109 6.8056 COG ABIL

DLAB 257 108.7549 12.9092 LANG APT
MATS1 257 215.2646 35.6181 AMB TOL

MCODE 257 3.8482 .3595 SKILL SPEC
GEF 257 13.4747 4.3347 FLD INDEP

FE 257 18.1245 4.3643 VERB ABIL

FM 257 20.4708 8.4373 MEMORY

WG 257 59.3307 9.1538 CRIT THNK
CPIS1 257 22.1861 3.8171 EMPATHY

EPIES 257 12.1940 4.0432 EXTRAV

POIS1 257 95.3514 15.0691 SELF CON

ED 257 13.3035 1.4768 EDUCATION
GENDER 257 1.7471 .4355 SEX

RIGHTHAN 257 .8405 .3669 HANDEDNESS
NLANG 257 .3813 <5471 PRI LANG

SILL 1 257 2.9759 .6398 LANG USE

SILL 2 257 3.0025 .6342 STDY HAB
SILL_ 3 257 4.1462 .4982 MNG TO LANG
SILL 4 257 3.2613 .8348 MENT IMGS
SILL_5 257 4.0862 .5607 STDY INT
SILL_6 257 3.6595 .7099 STDY PLNG
MOT_A 257 .0438 .7059 MOT STRT
MOT_B 257 .0548 .7124 MOT IN TNG
PASSFAIL 257 1.0000 .0000 COMP/ATTRIT
GPDLI 257 .3852 .4876 GP 0/1 DLI
GPAIT 257 .2451 .4310 GP 0/1 AIT
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CORRELATIONS (CONT):

Correlations:

DLICON_L
AITCON_L
DLPT2L
AL

AGT

DLAB
MATS1
MCODE
GEF

FE

FM

WG

CPIS1
EPIES
POIS1

ED
GENDER
RIGHTHAN
NLANG
SILL_1
SILL 2
SILL_3
SILL 4
SILL_5
SILL_6
MOT_A
MOT_B
PASSFAIL
GPDLI
GPAIT

N of cases:

DLI RAW
SCORE
DLICON_L

1.0000
.5326%%*
<9556%%*
.5078%*%*
+2855%%*
«2929%%*
.0882

-.1573*
.0968
.2758%%
«2144%%
<2973 %%
.0134

-.0557

-.0110
.1225
.0374

-.0042
.1173
.0805

-.1566%*
.1042

~.0539%
.0274
.0012
.1661*

-.0429
«8274%%
«4835%%

257

AIT RAW
SCORE
AITCON_L

.5326%*%
1.0000
«5110%*%
«9437*%*
«2031%%*
.3154%%*
.0514
-.0797
.0681
.3058*%*
.1687%*
.2767%*
.0114
-.1078
-.0050
.0367
-.0569
.0321
.0158
«1961**
-.1139
.1645%
-.1461%*
.1477%
.0759
.1018
.0853

«4292%%
«8017*%

DLI LEV
SCORE
DLPT2L

.9556%%*
.5110%*
1.0000
.4852*%*
«2563*%*
«2762%%
.1035
-.1478%*
.0688
.2817*%%
«2617%*
.2699%%
.0280
-.0211
-.0126
.0806
.0197
.0020
.1287
.0989
~-.1522%*
.1002
-.0495
.0335
-.0111
.1609%*
-.0271

<8054 %*
«4762%%

1-tailed Signif:

*

-

AIT LEV
SCORE
AL

.5078**
<9437 %%
.4852*%%
1.0000
.1738%*
«2979%*
.0838
-.0922
.0641
<2937 %%
.1335
.2381%*%
.0332
-.0593
.0199
.0409
-.0217
.0222
.0533
.1635%*
-.1370
.1839%*
~.1375
.1418
.0743
.1057
.0895

.3968%*
.8084*%*

.01 **

" , v is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed
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CoG
ABIL
AGT

.2855%%
.2031%*
.2563*%%
.1738%*
1.0000
.2718%*
.1967**
-.1041
.2538%%*
c2113%*
.1780%*
.4754%%
.0880
-.0371
=.2831%*%*
.1607*
.1103
.0924
-.0418
-.0161
-.1360
.0344
. 0457
-.0488
-.0865
.1040
-.0991

«2631%*
.1685%*

.001

LANG
APT
DLAB

.2929%%*
+3154 %%
.2762%%
«2979%*
.2718**
1.0000
.1309
-.1175
.3155%%*
.2865%%*
.2306%*
.3357%*
.1060
-.0918
-.1720%*
.0424
-.1604*
-.0000
.1134
-.0485
~-.1637%*
.0759
-.0466
-.0439
-.0641
.0274
.0214

2304 %%
<2917 %%



AMB SKILL FLD VERB MEM CRIT

TOL SPEC IND ABIL THNK
Correlations: MATS1 MCODE GEF FE FM WG
DLICON_L .0882 -.1573* .0968 .2758%% .2144%%* W2973%%
AITCON_L .0514 -.0797 .0681 .3058%%* .1687* L2767 %%
DLPT2L .1035 -.1478% .0688 .2817*%% «2617%* .2699*%
AL .0838 -.0922 .0641 L2937 %% .1335 .2381*x%
AGT <1967%* -.1041 .2538*%* .2113%%* .1780% .4754%%*
~DLAB .1309 -.1175 .3155%%* .2865%* .2306%* .3357%%
MATS1 1.0000 -.0466 .0338 .0067 .0132 .1825%*
MCODE -.0466 1.0000 .0063 -.0327 -.0407 -.0808
GEF .0338 .0063 1.0000 .1239 .1343 .1963*%*
FE .0067 -.0327 .1239 1.0000 .2859*%% .3884*%*
FM .0132 -.0407 .1343 .2859*%%* 1.0000 .2037%%*
WG .1825%* -.0808 .1963*%* .3884%*% .2037%* 1.0000
CPIS1 <2014 %% -.0837 -.0521 .0176 .1000 .1600%*
EPIES <1477% .0463 -.1023 -.1079 -.0293 -.0694
POIS1 —.2491%* .0611 -.1460%* -.0308 -.0909 —-.3531%%
ED .0585 -.0527 -.1928*=* .1778% -.0222 .1870%
GENDER -.0599 .1780%* -.0003 -.1211 -.0706 .0740
RIGHTHAN -.0186 .0527 .0355 .0661 -.0160 .0239
NLANG .0429 -.0224 -.1227 .1796%* .0938 .0262
SILL_1 .0259 .0286 -.0361 -.0122 .0354 -.0091
SILL_2 -.0728 .0964 -.1210 -.1819% -.1535% -.1543%*
SILL_3 -.0452 .0662 .0636 .1325 .1381 .1634%*
SILL 4 -.0681 .0350 .0946 -.0629 -.0773 -.0280
SILL 5 -.1139 .1067 -.0295 .0522 .0138 .0278
SILL_6 -.1138 .1003 -.0645 -.0373 -.0349 -.0498
MOT_A .1852%* -.0309 .1133 -.0043 .0623 .0911
MOT_B .0060 .0888 ~.0989 .G070 .0677 .0600
PASSFAIL . . . . . .
GPDLI .1070 -.0886 .0610 «2197 %% .1523%* .2794%%
GPAIT .1021 -.1119 .0755 .3264%% .1787%* .2368%%*
N of cases: 257 1-tailed Signif: * - .01 ** - _001

" _ " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed
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EMPATH EXTRAV SELF EDUC SEX HANDNS

CON .

Correlations: CPIS1 EPIES POIS1 ED GENDER RIGHTHAN
DLICON_L .0134 -.0557 -.0110 .1225 .0374 -.0042
AITCON_L .0114 -.1078 -.0050 .0367 -.0569 .0321
DLPT2L .0280 -.0211 -.0126 .0806 .0197 .0020
AL .0332 -.0593 .0199 .0409 -.0217 .0222
AGT .0880 -.0371 =.2831%* .1607%* .1103 .0924
DLAB .1060 -.0918 -.1720%* .0424 -.1604%* -.0000
MATS1 .2014%% .1477% =.2491%* .0585 -.0599 -.0186
MCODE -.0837 .0463 .0611 -.0527 .1780% .0527
GEF -.0521 -.1023 -.1460% -.1928%*%* -.0003 .0355
FE .0176 -.1079 -.0308 .1778%* -.1211 .0661
FM .1000 -.0293 -.0909 -.0222 -.0706 -.0160
WG .1600%* -.0694 =-.3531*% .1870%* .0740 .0239
CPIS1 1.0000 «4154%* -.3988** .1131 -.0969 .0221
EPIES <4154 %* 1.0000 -.0624 -.0795 -.0253 .0157
POIS1 -.3988*%* -.0624 1.0000 -.0136 .0831 -.0615
ED .1131 -.0795 -.0136 1.0000 -.0381 .0897
GENDER -.0969 -.0253 .0831 -.0381 1.0000 -.0335
RIGHTHAN .0221 .0157 -.0615 .0897 -.0335 1.0000
NLANG «1704%* .1130 -.0464 .1559% -.1510% -.0071
SILL 1 .1984** .1377 -.1966%* -.0243 -.0053 -.0258
SILL 2 .0936 .0501 -.1597%* -.0155 .0581 .0719
SILL 3 .1682%* .0959 -.3182%*% -.0336 -.0389 .0337
SILL 4 .1156 .0741 -.1298 "=-.0725 .0357 .0198
SILL 5 -.0103 -.0615 -.1194 .0175 -.0292 .0372
SILL_6 .0547 .0067 -.1793% -.0228 .G678 .0056
MOT_A -.0712 -.0442 -.0221 © .0916 .0154 .0516
MOT_B .2328%% .1486%* —.2424 %% -.0468 .0005 .0407
PASSFAIL . . . . . .
GPDLI -.0023 -.0113 .0215 .1625% .0743 .0828
GPAIT -.0413 -.0812 -.0044 .0054 -.0846 .0012

N of cases: 257 l1-tailed Signif: #* = .01 ** - _001

®" . " js printed if a coefficient cannot be computed
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PRI ; LANG STDY MNG TO MENT STDY

LANG USE HAB LANG IMGS INT

Correlations: NLANG SILL 1 SILL 2 SILL_3 SILL 4 SILL_S
DLICON_L .1173 .0805 ~-.1566%* .1042 -.0539 .0274
AITCON_L .0158 .1961*%* -.1139 -1645* - —<.1461%* $1477%
DLPT2L .1287 .0989 -.1522% .1002 -.0495 .0335
AL .0533 .1635% -.1370 .1839%* -.1375 .1418
AGT -.0418 -.0161 -.1360 .0344 . 0457 -.0488
DLAB .1134 -.0485 -.1637* .0759 -.0466 -.0439
MATS1 .0429 .0259 ~-.0728 -.0452 ~.0681 -.1139
MCODE -.0224 .0286 .0964 .0662 .0350 .1067
GEF -.1227 -.0361 -.1210 .0636 .0946 -.0295
FE .1796% ~.0122 -.1819%* .1325 -.0629 .0522
FM .0938 .0354 -.1535%* .1381 -.0773 .0138
WG .0262 -.0091 -.1543% .1634%* -.0280 .0278
CPIS1 .1704%* <1984 %% .0936 .1682%* .1156 -.0103
EPIES .1130 .1377 .0501 .0959 .0741 -.0615
POIS1 -.0464 -.1966%%* -.1597%* -.3182%% -.1298 -.1194
ED .1559%* -.0243 -.0155 -.0336 -.0725 .0175
GENDER -.1510%* ~-.0053 .0581 -.0389 .0357 -.0292
RIGHTHAN -.0071 -.0258 .0719 .0337 .0198 .0372
NLANG 1.0000 .0717 -.0657 .0932 .0161 .0362
SILL_1 .0717 1.0000 .5470%% .4155%% .2584%% .3560%%*
SILL_2 -.0657 .5470%% 1.0000 .3558%*% .3544%% .4505%%
SILL_3 .0932 .4155%%* .3558%% 1.0000 .3776%% .5036%%*
SILL_4 .0161 2584 %% .3544%* .3776%%* 1.0000 .1701%*
SILL_5 .0362 .3560%%* .4505%* .5036%%* .1701%* 1.0000
SILL_6 -.1103 .5330*%* .6127 %% «4902%* .2300%% .5299%%*
MOT_A .0489 -.1458%* ~.1688% -.1657* -.0970 ~.1047
MOT_B .C126 .5484*x% 4007 %* .4598%* .0926 .5280%%*
PASSFAIL . . . . . . .
GPDLI .1208 .0854 ~.1146 .0754 -.0676 .0394
GPAIT .0162 «2145%% -.1258 .1902%* -.0792 .1178

N of cases: 257 1-tailed Signif: * - ,01 ** - _001

" _ " js printed if a coefficient cannot be computed
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Correlations:

DLICON_L
AITCON L
DLPT2L
AL
AGT
DLAB
MATS1
MCODE
GEF
FE
FM
WG
CPIS1
EPIES
POIS1
ED
GENDER
RIGHTHAN
NLANG
SILL_1
SILL 2

© STLL_3
SILL_4
SILL_S
SILL_6
MOT_A
MOT_B
PASSFAIL
GPDLI
GPAIT

N of cases:

STDY
PLNG
SILL 6

.0012
.0759
-.0111
.0743
-.0865
~-.0641
~.1138
.1003
-.0645
-.0373
-.0349
~.0498
.0547
.0067
-.1793%*
-.0228
.0678
.0056
-.1103
.5330**
«6127%%
.4902%%*
«2300%%*
.5299%%*
1.0000
~.2711%*%
«50€7**
-.0372
.1228

257

MOT
STRT
MOT_A

.1661%*
.1018
.1609%*
.1057
.1040
.0274
.1852%*
-.0309
.1133
-.0043
.0623
.0911
-.0712
-.0442
~.0221
.0916
.0154
.0516
.0489
~.1458%*
-.1688%*
-.1657%*
-.0970
-.1047
=.2711**
1.0000

~.2135%%

.1221
.0536

MOT IN
TNG
MOT_B

-.0429
.0853
-.0271
.0895
-.0991
.0214
.0000
.0888
-.0989
.0070
.0677
.0600
.2328%*
.1486%*
=.2424%*%*
-.0468
.0005
.0407
.0126
.5484**
-4007**
.4598%%
.0926
.5280%*
.5067*%*
-.2135%%
1.0000

-.0137
.1102

1-tailed Signif:

*

coMP/

* - ATTRIT
PASSFAIL

1.0000

.01

» _ » is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed
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* %

GP 0/1
DLI
GPDLI

.8274%%
.4292%%
.8054*%*
.3968*%
«2631**
.2304**
.1070
-.0886
.0610
2197 %%
.1523%*
2794 %*
-.0023
-.0113
.0215
.1625*
.0743
.0828
.1208
.0854
-.1146
.0754
~.0676
.0394
-.0372
<1221
-.0137

1.0000
.4039%*%*

.001

GP 0/1
AIT
GPAIT

.4835%*
.8017**
.4762%%
.8084**
.1685%*
2917 %%
.1021
-.1119
.0755
.3264**
.1787%*
.2368*%*
-.0413
-.0812
-.0044
.0054
-.0846
.0012
.0162
<2145%%
~.1258
.1902%*
-.0792
.1178
.1228
.0536
.1102

.4039%%
1.0000



APPENDIX G: INTERVIEW FORM

258



NAME: ORG: DTE:

RANK: MOo8:

PLEASE CIRCLE THE DEGREE TO WHICE YOU BELIEVE THE IMPORTANCE OF

THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS CONTRIBUTE TO AN ABILITY
_TO ACQUIRE AND RETAIN LISTENING AND COMPREHENSION SKILLS FOR THE
‘“RUSSIAN LANGUAGE:

IMPORTANCE

LOW< -»HIGH
GENERAL INTELLIGENCE LEVEL: 1 2 3 4 3 6 7
LANGUAGE APTITUDE: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
MEMORY: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
FIELD INDEPENDENCE: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
an§nyrxc REASONING: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
MOTIVATION: 1 2 3 4 s 6 7
EXTROVERSION: | : | 1 2 3 4 s 6 7
EMPATHY: 1 2 3 4 3 6 7
TOLERANCE OF AMBIGUITY: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
SELF CONFIDENCE: 1 2 3 4 [ 6 7

OTHER FACTORS? (LIST)
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TIME DATE

CONVERSATION RECORD

Tvee O visr [ CONFERENCE [ TELEPHONE RouTing
DLQ2
[ INCOMING NAME/SYMBOL. | INT
Location of Visit/Conference: [ OUTGOING
NAME OF PERSON(S) CONTACTED OR IN CONTACT | ORGANIZATION (Office, dept., burssu. | TELEPHONE NO- —
WITH YOU otc)
SUBJECT

WHAT, IN YOUR MIND, ARE THE PRIMARY FACTORS AFFECTING
AN ABILITY TO ACQUIRE RUSSIAN LANGUAGE LISTENING SKILLS?

SUMMARY

ACTION REQUIRED

NAME OF PERSON DOCUMENTING CONVERSATION SIGNATURE DATE

ACTION TAKEN

SIGNATURE TITLE DATE

071101 wus. cro wse-sevreensen  (40231) CONVERSATION RECORD i AL RSN o
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nME DATE
CONVERSATION RECORD
ROUTING
HON|

DLQ3 0 wisw [ CONFERENCE 0 TELER C’DEINOOMING NAME/SYMBOL | INT
Locstion of Visit/Conference: [J OUTGOING
NAME OF PERSON(S) CONTACTED OR IN CONTACT ORGANIZATION (Office, dupt., burssy, | TELEPMONE NO.
WITH YOU oc) o
SUBJECT

WHAT FACTORS CONTRIBUTE TO THE RETENTION OF THE

RUSSTAN LANGUAGE LISTENING SKILIS?
SUMMARY
ACTION REQUIRED
MAME OF PERSON DOCUMENTING CONVERSATION SIGNATURE DATE
ACTION TAKEN
SIGNATURE MEe DATE

30273-101 ®us crowwse—eerresnsess  (40231) CONVERSATION RECORD
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VITA
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D. BRENT POPE
Colonel, US Army (ret)

Personal
Date of Birth: November 11, 1939 SSN: 245-58-7973

Family: Wife, Barbara M. Pope; Son, Lieut. D. Brent
Pope, Jr., US Navy; Daughter, Ellen F. Pope

Address:
Business: National Security Industrial Association
Suite 300, 1025 Connecticut Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20036
Phone: 202-775-1440

Home: 4604 Tarpon Lane
Alexandria, VA 22309
Phone: 703-360-1541

Education

United States Military Academy, BS, Engineering, 1963
Athens College, MA, Education, 1969
University of Utah, MBA, Business, 1974
US Army Command & General Staff College, MMAS, Military
Science, 1975
Other Military:
Air War College, 1976
Defense Systems Management College, 1980
Army War College, 1984
Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 1984

Experience

Executive Officer/Military Assistant, Land
Warfare, Office of the Under Secretary of Defense
for Acquisition, Office of the Secretary of
Defense, July 1989 - September 1990.

Executive Office/Military Assistant, Directorate
for Operational Test and Evaluation, Office of the
Secretary of Defense, october 1988 - June 1989.

Commander, 60th Ordnance Group, US Army, Europe,
October 1986-October 1988.

Deputy for Artillery and Air Defense Systens,

Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army for
Research, Development and Acquisition,
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Headquarters, Department of the Army, February
1986 - October 1986.

Deputy Director, Systems Review and Analysis,
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff (Research,
Development and Acquisition), Headquarters,
Department of the Army, June 1984 - February 1986.

Commander, Lake City Army Ammunition Plant, US
Army Armaments Command, July 1980 - July 1983.

D /5/&1/?0/&

D. Brent Pope
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