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I.  INTRODUCTION

A.  Introduction

1.  This white paper, Interview Statistical Analysis, satisfies Phase I of the Systems Approach to Training (SAT) Improvement Implementation Study.  This study was approved by Headquarters (HQ), Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), Deputy Chief of Staff for Training (DCST), Training Development Analysis Activity (TDAA) and contracted to Communication Technologies (COMTek) Incorporated of Norfolk, VA for execution.


2.  In accordance with the contract requirements, the contractor conducted a research of training and Training Development (TD) literature (previously submitted) which identified and compared Army/DoD/academia/industry training efficiencies.  Surveys and interviews were conducted throughout the Army TD community to determine the current status of SAT implementation and whether it is being implemented in accordance with TRADOC Regulation (TR) 350-70, Systems Approach to Training Management, Processes and Products, dated 9 March 1999.  The contractor, based on approved questions to define what is working and what might be improved with the SAT process and its tools, collected “What Is” and “What Should Be” responses from an appropriate and valid sample of uniformed and civilian personnel, conducted statistical analysis of data obtained, and documented findings and conclusions.  Finally, the contractor identified potential TD efficiencies not currently included in TR 350-70, and inefficiencies resulting from not utilizing the SAT process.


3.  Senior Training Analysts and Training Analysts from COMTek and Professional Software Engineering, Inc. (PROSOFT), both government contractors, jointly executed this contract.  Additionally, Dr. Robert Branson, Professor and Director of the Center for Performance Technology, Dr. Roger Kaufman, Professor and Director of the Office for Needs Assessment and Planning and Mr. Scott Schaffer, Research Associate at the Learning Systems Institute, all of Florida State University (FSU), and other consultants and Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) assisted and supported this effort.

B.  Purpose

The purpose of this paper is to present findings and conclusions based on information and data obtained during literature research, examination of current training practices in the military and civilian training communities, and the surveys and interviews conducted.  The statistical portions of this paper are based entirely on analysis of survey data.  This paper also identifies efficiencies not currently included in TR 350-70, and resultant inefficiencies when the SAT

process is not followed.


C.  Background

1. The Systems Approach to Training (SAT) is a systematic

approach for individual, collective, and self-improvement TD.  The SAT assists in determining if training is required, who should be trained, and how and where training should be presented.  The SAT also assists in determining the resources and support required for TD, implementation and evaluation.  



a.  The SAT encompasses the following five phases:



Analysis:  The analysis phase makes certain that the critical performance requirements of the Army establish the content of training.  Analysis occurs through the life of training.  Evaluation and change will both drive the analysis.  The data collected during the analysis process forms the foundation for all TD, including design, development, implementation, and evaluation of training.  The five types of analysis are: needs analysis, mission analysis, collective task analysis, job analysis, and individual task analysis.  Additionally, the supporting skills and knowledge required to perform the critical tasks are identified in the analysis phase.


  

Design:  The design phase of the SAT process determines when, where, and how training is delivered.  It translates analysis data into a structure or blueprint for training.  The design process decides how training will occur.  It ensures the systematic development of training programs and training materials to enhance the overall effectiveness and efficiency of the total training system.  During this process consideration should include: describing the target population, creating learning objectives, sequencing training, selecting a training site, choosing the method and media for training, and designing tests.
 



Development:  Development involves turning the design outputs into training products.  The primary course development products are Programs of Instruction (POI), lesson plans, student handouts, Training Support Packages (TSPs), job aids, and examinations.  Training products and media are produced and validated during this phase.




Implementation:  Implementation involves the separate but related functions of preparing for and conducting training.  Training implementation is the product of the other four processes of SAT.  It additionally includes the training of cadre/staff and the actual conduct of the training.  Training implementation also includes exporting prepared training packages for initial and sustainment training to the field.



Evaluation:  Evaluation is a continuous process that supports all stages of the SAT process.  Evaluation determines the effectiveness and efficiency of the schoolhouse products and the process used to develop them. Evaluation takes place within each of the other SAT phases as a quality control method, and during its own specific phase.  This is done by using two different forms of evaluation. Internal evaluation which answers the question “Are we training all tasks that appear in the POI?” and External evaluation which answers the question “Are we training what the field needs?”.  It is through evaluation that the SAT process validates itself.  



b.  The dynamics and interrelationships of the SAT process are illustrated in Figure 1.  The diagram shows that SAT is not linear, but may be entered at any phase.

SAT Model
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Figure 1.

2.  The survey and interview methodology was co-developed by COMTek and FSU.  These instruments were validated at the Combined Arms Support Command (CASCOM), Fort Lee, VA and the Aviation Logistics School, Fort Eustis, VA, during November and December 1999.  COMTek and PROSOFT representatives, as well as Dr. Branson, Dr. Kaufman and Mr. Schaffer from FSU participated in these visits.  The survey and interview questions were modified following their initial use, and the second versions were used at the U.S. Army Aviation Center and School, Fort Rucker, AL, in December 1999 (with the participation of FSU’s Scott Schaffer).  Seventy-five surveys and interviews were conducted at these three installations.



b.  Final review and modification of the survey and interview questions were completed in December 1999.  The final drafts were staffed through TDAA and the SAT Advisory Group.  Following modifications based on staff recommendations, the non-attributable survey (TAB A) and interview questionnaire (TAB B) were approved in January 2000.



c.  The survey provides quantitative data in three areas:  Management Context, SAT-Specific, and Interviewee Demographics. 




(1) Responses to the first two topics, Management Context and SAT–Specific Questions were stated in terms of “What is” and “What should be” as illustrated in Figure 2.  Respondents were directed to answer, “What is” based on how they believed the SAT system currently operates, and answer “What should be” based on their knowledge or belief of how the SAT systems should be operating.  





Figure 2





(2) Information such as experience, education, job type/title, job-specific training, and length of time in their current position were collected during the third part of the survey.



d.  Interview questions were divided into eight categories:  SAT Process, TR 350-70, TD Process, TD Procedures, Personnel, Training Objectives, Field Application and Mission.



e. The approved survey was sent to an installation Point of Contact (POC) who then distributed them to designated personnel. The personnel surveyed were military and government training developers, course managers, SMEs, writers, instructors, doctrine writers, and TD supervisors. The installation POC ensured the surveys were completed prior to arrival of the study/interview team, collected the completed survey questionnaires and delivered them to the site/interview team prior to the interview sessions.



f.  The interview sample was comprised of the same people who completed the survey.  Because the survey and interview were designed for use at all TD levels, many individuals did not answer all the survey questions, nor were they asked each interview question.



g.  Some personnel were interviewed one-on-one, while others were interviewed in a group.  When a group interview was considered acceptable, the interview team ensured the group was homogeneous by area of expertise. Early interviews lasted 30 to 45 minutes, but subsequent interviews were extended up to an hour to ensure completeness.  Each site visit lasted approximately three days.



h.  The surveys and personal interviews used to collect this data were conducted at two Forces Command (FORSCOM) and 13 TRADOC installations (TAB C) from November 1999 through May 2000.  TD personnel surveyed and interviewed included Army military and civilian developers, supervisors, managers, and civilian contractors.  There were 322 personnel interviewed and 286 completed surveys were collected.

Over the past ten years TRADOC has conducted three major studies on training and training related areas.  This report differs from those reports in two major ways.  The first is that this study was conducted at all TRADOC schools interviewing and surveying over 322 TD personnel, where the other reports consisted of a sample of several schools. Second, this study also included a survey that provides quantitative data and the other studies did not.



i.  The survey results are presented in bar-graph format, and are located at TAB D.  The results of the interviews conducted are incorporated in the findings and conclusions located in Part II, Findings, Analysis, and Conclusions.


 3.  Comparison of the SAT Process with other DoD services, Academia, and Industry:



a.  Department of Defense:  Interviews were conducted with Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps and Coast Guard training supervisors, developers and contractors.  These personnel were asked what process they currently use, how it works, and what are its strengths and limitations.  Through interview and conversation, program efficiencies were discussed, as well as inefficiencies discovered when their training model was not used, or not used properly.



b.  Academia:  Professors, researchers, and instructors were interviewed to determine what process was used to develop course content and materials used at universities and colleges.  These personnel were asked about any differences between literature published on TD and actual practices at the university level.  Discussions were also targeted towards the differences between training and education development.



c.  Industry:  Training managers and developers from different types of corporations/businesses were interviewed.  Interviews determined the TD process and procedure currently in use, why it is used and any of its strengths and limitations.  Because industry is profit based, investment and return information was discussed, as well as the profitability of effective TD and implementation.



d.  The findings and conclusions of the above comparisons are found in Part II, Paragraph H, Training Development Comparisons.

II.  FINDINGS, ANALYSIS, AND CONCLUSIONS 


A.  SAT Process

1.  Analysis:  The analysis phase makes certain that the critical performance requirements of the Army establish the content of training.  Analysis occurs through the life of training.  Evaluation and change will both drive the analysis.  The data collected during the analysis process forms the foundation for all TD including design, development, implementation, and evaluation of training.  The five types of analysis are: needs analysis, mission analysis, collective task analysis, job analysis, and individual task analysis.  Additionally, the supporting skills and knowledge required to perform the critical tasks are identified in the analysis phase.


Significant Interview Findings:


a.  There appears to be a widespread misunderstanding of what occurs in the analysis phase.  Some developers believe only tasks are analyzed, others feel only the job or operation of equipment is analyzed, and some believe only the performance deficiency is analyzed. Some also see the requirement for needs (gaps in results) assessment to be the “driver” for all analysis.



b.  A few personnel interviewed believe analysis deals only with test item analysis, or analysis of evaluation data.



c.  Many personnel interviewed believed that analysis is accomplished somewhere else in the TD process.  Most military personnel had a hard time understanding the need for the analysis phase.  Respondents said they are either handed a training design and development mission (which is normally seen as a management forced training requirement), or are allowed only superficial input to job and task analysis (this is what you are going to do versus what needs to happen, then they are required to make it work).  



d.  No one interviewed had ever participated in job or mission analysis, and only a few respondents had ever participated in task analysis.



e.  Personnel interviewed stated funds were not available, or not made available, for training developers to attend meetings with Program Managers (PMs) and contractors in the process of developing training for new or upgraded equipment.  Because of this lack of cooperation, training developers say that their work is doubled because they now have to correct a product that does not meet the school’s requirement or standard.   



f.  Personnel interviewed stated that, in many cases, it was not uncommon that they were developing training on new equipment without having any technical manuals or literature from the manufacturer.  However, they were expected to train students on this equipment as soon as possible.  This was especially true in the area of test and dialogistic equipment.



g.  Most training developers interviewed stated analysis was either not accomplished at all, or not completed properly.  Nearly all non-Military Occupational Specialty (MOS), Special Qualification Identifier (SQI), and Additional Skill Identifier (ASI) type TD missions are “forced” by Headquarters Department of the Army (HQDA), or other major commands as a solution to a performance deficiency that is clearly a leadership or other non-training problem.  


Significant Survey results for the Analysis Phase:




(1) Question #17, “The SAT element of Analysis is competently done” was answered by 60 percent (total of all disagreement fields) as “Disagree” and 35 percent (total of all agreement fields) as “Agree”. 




(2) Question #26, “The SAT, as currently configured, “forces” training solutions even when training is not the most effective solution (such as job aids, electronic support subsystems, work redesign) was answered by 34 percent (total of all disagreement fields) as “Disagree” and 51 percent (total of all agreement fields) as “Agree”.




(3) Question #28, “Task analysis is often the initial type of analysis performed instead of needs assessment, front-end analysis, or needs analysis” was answered by 14 percent (total of all disagreement fields) as “Disagree” and 76 percent (total of all agreement fields) as “Agree”.


2.  Design:  The design phase of the SAT process determines when, where, and how training is delivered.  It translates analysis data into a structure or blueprint for training.  The design process decides how training will occur.  It ensures the systematic development of training programs and training materials to enhance the overall effectiveness and efficiency of the total training system.  During this process consideration should include: describing the target population, creating learning objectives, sequencing training, selecting a training site, choosing the method and media for training, and designing tests.


Significant Interview Findings:


a.  A large portion of interviews focused extensively on training resources, particularly the lack of new equipment needed for instruction and the problem of timely availability of new equipment.  When asked about dollars for training most developers said that money was really not the problem, it was “other resources” that were more critical, like qualified personnel and the latest equipment.



b.  Most interviewees agreed that numerous courses could be redesigned using different methods and media to produce more efficient and effective instruction.  They also agreed that course length could also be reduced if this step in the process was done more effectively.



c.  Several respondents made the statement that “design is skipped and we go right from analysis into development.”



d.  All personnel agreed that training can be developed using the SAT process without waiting until each step is complete.



e.  Several instructors commented that the design of courses needed to focus more on basic skills such as basic mathematics, electronics, or trouble shooting, etc.  “When we cut courses, we always cut the basics out first, and then we realize that the students may be able to perform the task, but they do not understand why.”  



f.  The design phase many times has problems due to training developers not having the most knowledgeable and current SMEs to assist with some courses.



g.  Personnel interviewed commented that there is a lack of design qualified personnel, computers, and guidance/information to do the design of training properly.



h.  Many contractors that develop training for the Army use more up-to-date programs than are currently being used at TRADOC schools. When the contractor delivers the product, schools are unable to update and maintain the course without contractor assistance.



i.  When Distance Learning (DL) is considered for a certain course it is developed as a separate product, and not as a course redesign.



j.  When a course is designed for the Active Component (AC) it is never concurrently considered for the Reserve Component (RC).  The Army School System (TASS) design is always considered separately.


Significant Survey results for the Design Phase:



(1) Question #18, “The SAT element of Design is competently done” was answered by 53 percent (total of all disagreement fields) as “Disagree” and 41 percent (total of all agreement fields) as “Agree”.

3.  Development:  Development involves turning the design outputs into training products.  The primary course development products are (POI), lesson plans, student’s handouts, TSPs, job aids, and examinations.  Training products and media are produced and validated during this phase.


Significant Interview Findings:


a.  One of the major findings was the fact many of the training developers were not SMEs in the areas they were developing.



b.  The lesson plan that is currently in the Automated Systems Approach to Training (ASAT) program is lecture oriented.  It forces you into writing a lesson plan that you may not want to follow or that does not meet your needs.   



c.  Since products were required many times on an unrealistic short timeline, there was insufficient time to select and train the instructional staff.   



d.  Since much of the development of training is contracted out, there were many comments on contractor-developed training material.  Some commented that contractor-developed training was excellent; others commented that the contractors did not have the necessary expertise to be considered SMEs in the appropriate areas.  



e.  Interviewees questioned the need of sending POIs to TRADOC for approval, when it is the School Commandant who is responsible for the execution of the POI. 



f.  Some contractor-developed course material is incompatible with equipment on hand.  A need exists to work closer with those contractors and to have a shared purpose.  



g.  Most personnel interviewed see development taking too long.  In some cases where courses are developed and/or reviewed, they are “short cut” or pushed to the “back burner” due to personnel shortages.  



h.  There is a lack of clear-cut policy from TRADOC on format.  



i.  There must be clear guidance on the reason for developing certain training products.  



j.  Some commented that in many cases there was no real development of training, just revising and revamping.  Sometimes this was done to keep TRADOC out of the process.  “We can annually change the POI up to 30% without needing TRADOC’s approval, so in three years we can change over 90% and they have no say in the approval process.” 

k.  Multimedia resources are not available at a sufficient level to develop Interactive Multimedia Instruction (IMI) training.  There is also no money allocated for maintenance or sustainment of the products created.  “This is also the first money that disappears when there is a bill to pay either by the school or TRADOC.”   


Significant Survey results for the Development Phase:




(1) Question #19, “The SAT element of Development is competently done” was answered by 44 percent (total of all disagreement fields) as “Disagree” and 51 percent (total of all agreement fields) as “Agree”.  


4.  Implementation:  Implementation involves the separate but related functions of preparing for and conducting training.  Training implementation is the product of the other four processes of SAT.  It additionally includes the training of cadre/staff and the actual conduct of the training.  Training implementation also includes exporting prepared training packages for initial and sustainment training to the field. 

Significant Interview Findings:




a.  The general belief is that this phase of the SAT process is sound.  It is the phase that everyone likes best and everyone knows the most about.  “It is where the rubber meets the road.”  



b.  Many personnel described TSPs as being out of date, poorly written and “broken.”  The only ones we have rewritten were the ones that went with TASS courses.”  



c.  Quality instructors are not always available as personnel turnover is a big problem.  Many Training Developers must double as instructors.



d.  There was some agreement that feedback/validation loops need to be shortened.


e.  Resource models do not allow enough time for preparation of training.  “Only the implementation process is resourced, all other portions of the process are the responsibility of the school to pay for.”  


f.  Availability and age of training materials or job aids are a problem.



g.  Most interviewees agreed that if there is a problem with a course everyone looks at the implementation phase and never how the course was analyzed, designed or developed. 


h.  Many times there is a lack of qualified SMEs for a new piece of equipment that is to be taught in the schoolhouse.  This occurs because the piece of equipment is issued to the field first and then to the school and the SMEs currently assigned to the schoolhouse do not have the latest field expertise. 


Significant Survey results for the Implementation Phase:




(1) Question #20, “The SAT element of Implementation is competently done” was answered by 34 percent (total of all disagreement fields) as “Disagree” and 61 percent (total of all agreement fields) as “Agree”.   


5.  Evaluation:  Evaluation is a continuous process that supports all stages of the SAT process.  Evaluation determines the effectiveness and efficiency of the schoolhouse products and the process used to develop them. Evaluation takes place within each of the other SAT phases as a quality control method, and during its own specific phase.  This is done by using two different forms of evaluation.  Internal evaluation which answers the question “Are we training all tasks that appear in the POI?” and External evaluation which answers the question “Are we training what the field needs?”.  It is through evaluation that the SAT process validates itself.  



Significant Interview Findings:



a.  Most personnel agree that there is a great misunderstanding of what evaluation means, and what occurs in the evaluation phase.  



b.  Schools without a Director of Evaluation and Standardization (DOES) have little or no method of evaluating training.
  

c.  A few schools are attempting to conduct limited functions of former DOES offices.



d.  Responses included the need for valid scoring instruments, small group evaluation, and real performance evaluation.  These answers illustrate the lack of knowledge about the evaluation phase.



e.  Personnel interviewed stated little or no external or follow-up evaluation was conducted, and when conducted, the evaluation was only superficial.  A few schools are using off the shelf software programs designed to develop surveys to obtain information from the field.   



f.  Field unit supervisors and commanders are not routinely surveyed to determine if school graduates can properly accomplish their job assignments. 



g.  Funds are not available, or are not made available, for developers to conduct field evaluation interviews.



h.  Many personnel interviewed answered evaluation questions in terms of student evaluation (tests and examinations) as opposed to internal and external evaluations.  



i.  Many Non-Commissioned Officers (NOCs) who are teaching officer courses, especially Officer Basic Courses (OBCs), feel that they are not capable of teaching many of the blocks of instruction.  They feel that they can teach the technical information but when it comes to leadership, or what they consider “officer subjects” they do not feel comfortable.



j.  Many instructors complained that the students they are teaching do not have a common tactical background; therefore, they have to teach more so that all the students are on the same level prior to teaching what should be taught.  This becomes an even larger problem when they are attempting to increase the student level of learning.



k.  Many training developers are concerned that current instructors have only limited field experience. They are limited in their professional development and this reflects in the instruction that they present.  They also have a problem answering student questions because of their limited background.


Significant Survey results for the Evaluation Phase:




(1) Question 21, “The SAT element of Evaluation is competently done” was answered by 56 percent (total of all disagreement fields) as “Disagree” and 38 percent (total of all agreement fields) as “Agree”.

B.  TRADOC Regulation 350-70  

1.  TR 350-70 dated 9 March 1999, presents a comprehensive, streamlined, and integrated view of training, TD, and the entire SAT process.  The vast majority of respondents do not agree with this statement, taken from the regulation itself, and in most cases report the regulation is ineffective, confusing, and poorly written. 


2.  Survey and interview responses indicate the vast majority of those surveyed do not believe there is anything wrong or “broken” in the SAT process, but do believe that TR 350-70 is a poor substitute for the previous training regulation, Systems Approach to Training,

TR 350-7, dated 26 February 1988 and supporting publications.  Respondent’s state SAT is working and requires no modification, but training developers must be allowed to use it to its maximum potential.  Although respondents said SAT is fine, they indicate the training management process is broken and should be completely and objectively reviewed.


3.  Respondents stated SAT is not used as currently designed (all five phases) because they do not have the time or sufficient resources (mostly personnel).  They state that most of the time only an abbreviated method is used.  Respondents feel the entire SAT process should only be used when developing an entirely new and complete course.  These statements indicate that the respondents are unaware of the true non-linear nature of SAT, that all phases do not need formal compliance and documentation in every case, and that training modification rarely requires formal application of all SAT phases.  When asked about partial use of SAT for course maintenance, respondents said the regulation does not provide any such remedy.  Again, this problem appears to be the result of, the lack of, development guidance and difficulty in using the regulation.


4.  Respondents report the TR 350-70 is too difficult to use and understand.  Interviewees said the regulation is too vague, not user friendly, and does not have an appropriate index.  Developers stated using the TR 350-70 was too time consuming and frustrating, especially for new people who have the least knowledge of training/performance improvement development.  Most of the respondents said they were more familiar with the old regulation TR 350-7 SAT and its supporting publications, and prefer them to the current regulation.


5.  While far less than half of the respondents had either no feeling one way or the other about TR 350-70, or said it is acceptable, the great majority of feelings ranged from rewriting the regulation to throwing it out and going back to the TR 350-7.  Responses like “it is a pain”, “monster”, and “does not help” were prevalent.  The general feeling is the current regulation is not TD oriented, but rather a training management regulation.  Instead of providing useful guidance to support TD, production of lesson plans, tests, and TSPs, it contains numerous pages of text explaining training flow, management and terms and processes of little or no value.


6.  Respondents suggest making TR 350-70 more TD oriented, simpler, more “user friendly”, easier to use, and better organized.  Some suggest making the regulation very small, like the old 350-7, then provide supporting pamphlets for each SAT phase, lesson plan and TSP development, test, etc., that specifies the procedure, process, format and content requirements.

Significant Survey results applicable to TR 350-70:



a.  Question #30, “350-70 is only useful for experienced designers/developers” was answered by 33 percent (total of all disagreement fields) as “Disagree” and 52 percent (total of all agreement fields) as “Agree”.



b.  Question #31, “350-70 should be redesigned/modified/reengineered to make it more user friendly” was answered by 16 percent (total of all disagreement fields) as “Disagree” and 68 percent (total of all agreement fields) as “Agree”.

C.  Training Development Process

1.  TRADOC Regulation 350-70 states “It is the responsibility of TRADOC commanders/management to ensure proper management of the SAT process in order to have efficient/effective task-based realistic training.”  According to the overwhelming number of personnel that we interviewed this is not happening.  As seen in Figure 3, the TD process is heavily dependent on guidance from plans, lessons learned and new equipment fielding.  TD is also dependent on the requirements generated by changes in Doctrine, Training, Leader development, Organizations and Materiel for Soldier solutions (DTLOMS). It should also be noted that National Defense and Mission are not explicitly identified in this figure, something that most participants identified as vital in order to align the SAT with external impact and consequences. 
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Figure 3.



a.  The general consensus of those interviewed was that command guidance is either not timely or non-existent.  Analysis in particular is always given the short look, it is given the “desk front analysis look” if not eliminated altogether. 



b.  The tendency is to begin with either development or implementation; follow that with design only after implementation; and either ignore feedback or use feedback to start over with the broken process.  


2.  The interviews revealed the following issues:



a.  The surveys and interviews were unanimous in the belief that the TD process is not adequately resourced.



b.  TRADOC could energize the TD process by adding resources and forcing the issue of following the five phases.  The infrastructure to support the TD process needs to be rebuilt and that must be done incrementally.  A more reasonable approach might be to select a training product that is to be developed and use the process as a test case.  



c.  There is a mixed bag when it comes to contractor developed training material.  Some feel that the government does all the legwork for the contractors, including providing Government Furnished Material (GFM), SMEs, etc.  Then the government reviews and revises the “product” that the contractor has been paid to develop.  Some respondents have an opposite view and believe the contractor-developed products are outstanding.

d. The needs assessment and needs analysis processes do not involve the appropriate levels of individuals in the assessment process nor links tasks to missions and missions to National Security.  



e.  Actual task-performers and first-line supervisors are not actively involved in the collective and individual task analysis process.  Analysts and SMEs isolated from actual task performance cannot properly perform training analysis.



f.  Individuals making TD decisions are two or more levels above the “problem/issue” identified.  Training developers are told to implement a decision that has already been made.  Analysis and design are routinely bypassed.



g.  The process to drop or eliminate training requirements is accomplished without input from the training developers, and is usually budget/resource driven.  Only occasionally are training developers involved in identifying training that can be reduced, restructured, or eliminated with the least impact on the customer.



h.  The evaluation process is rarely used to effect continuous improvement.  When evaluation exists it is usually not relevant, and is either ignored or used to trigger a quick fix, knee-jerk reaction.



i.  There is a need for dedicated evaluation personnel who have the training and experience to be effective and credible.



j.  Reviews conducted throughout the TD process are not consistent; and when conducted, tend to focus on meeting production deadlines regardless of product quality. 

D.  Training/Performance Improvement Development Procedures


1.  Respondents generally commented on TD procedures with the same or similar issues as those discussed in the training process section.  


2.  The interviews revealed the following issues:



a.  In most instances there is no TD Department/Section.  Those involved in TD procedures believe that TR 350-70 interferes with the workflow by imposing burdensome reporting and tracking requirements.  



b.  Training developers have not been involved in the evaluation process because there has been no evaluation process for several years.  What little is done now is so poorly done that it is largely ignored.  Training developers were taken out of the evaluation process because it had become too adversarial.  



c.  In some organizations SMEs are not considered part of the TD “team”, but TD personnel who are competent in the subject matter may be assigned to work with the SMEs.  Other organizations have TD people who are not competent in the subject matter and who either do not work well, or do not work at all with the appropriate SMEs.  SME support is generally regarded as an unresourced (and highly unwelcome) mission.

E.  Personnel


1.  Personnel issues focused on the lack of resources (money, people and time).  


2. The interviews revealed the following issues:



a.  TD managers were generally thought of as being well trained and educated to do their jobs.  Most of the TD mission has been fragmented and dispersed to various sections throughout the organization.  However, the subordinates are viewed as less trained and capable of accomplishing this mission. 




b.  TD manpower has been cut to the point it is not possible to conduct meaningful development.  This makes it easy to work without using the five phases of SAT.  The few TD personnel remaining are often assigned to duties such as maintaining POIs and vault files, which are only marginally related to TD.



c.  Personnel are not getting proper training since there is very little time or money for internal training.  Since it appears the command does not want to accomplish the training mission “correctly” there is no incentive to get trained.  When training such as “Quantitative Skills for Training Developers” is given, the information taught is not actually used.




d.  Many personnel interviewed are receiving training but much of the training is not highly advertised or is not relevant to what they are doing.  Some also need to attend updated training.



e.  Personnel believe they can do the job, but require updating on new technology, doctrine, and equipment.



f.  The challenge to TD personnel appears to be “overcoming artificial obstacles to meet unrealistic timelines and demands”.



g.  Instructor certification varies from completely non-existent, or purely a paperwork drill to a regimented process of Instructor Certification.  

F.  Training/Performance Improvement Objective


There is a general belief that the only objective is to produce a training product regardless of its worth.


G.  Field Application and Mission  


1.  These two interview areas asked TD personnel if they felt their training products are getting to the field, are used, and are appropriate to the training need.  Other questions asked if the schools’ graduates are able to perform their tasks to standard in the unit, “what is the validation method” and “how the feedback process functions”.  And finally, two questions asked if the training personnel felt their training products were linked or aligned with the Army’s mission and National Defense Security.


2.  A few personnel interviewed reported some external evaluation is taking place on a limited basis and when it is done there is usually little or no action taken to improve the training.  There were also a very few respondents who indicated some form of external evaluation is conducted, but there is no agreement as to its effectiveness.  The large majority of those interviewed and surveyed indicate no process is in place that evaluates fielded training products, school graduates, or courseware at the user, unit level.


3.  TD personnel indicated resources are not available to conduct realistic post-school development evaluation.  And there is certainly no money to conduct site visits to user units.  The only form of evaluation or solicited feedback is by survey.  However, because there is no requirement to complete the survey, or follow up by the school, surveys are generally seen as wasted money.


4.  Most of those interviewed said some form of evaluation and feedback is important and that there should be continuous evaluation of fielded products and school graduates.  Respondents indicate an independent proponent school section, group, or organization should have the responsibility for evaluation.


5.  Respondents indicated a training focus on National Defense and mission effectiveness is important, but there is disagreement on whether it is used effectively as the focus or “driver”.  Respondents generally believe current training and training products support National Defense and mission readiness, but are unclear as to the degree or how this is measured.

Significant Survey results applicable to Field Application and Mission:



a.  Question #10, “Army training and performance improvement decisions and implementation are cost-driven and not requirements-driven” was answered by 10 percent (total of all disagreement fields as “Disagree” and 84 percent (total of all agreement fields) as “Agree”.



b.  Question #23, “Training effectiveness is measurably linked to National Security” was answered by 26 percent (total of all disagreement fields) as “Disagree” and 62 percent (total of all agreement fields) as “Agree”.



C.  Question #24, “Training effectiveness is measurably linked to Mission Readiness” was answered by 20 percent (total of all disagreement fields) as “Disagree” and 73 percent (total of all agreement fields) as “Agree”.



d.  Question #34, “SAT only assumes linkages and contributions to mission readiness and National Defense instead of making it an explicit driver” was answered by 27 percent (total of all disagreement fields) as “Disagree” and 54 percent (total of all agreement fields) as “Agree”.

H.  Training Development Comparisons

1.  General:  



a.  Only two TD models are in use in the Department of Defense and civilian industry, SAT and Instructional Systems Design (ISD).  




(1) The primary model used for Army TD is the SAT process, whereas the model used throughout the remainder of DoD an industry is the ISD model.




(2) It is important to note that SAT is a modified form of ISD.  In the mid 1970s, FSU developed the Inter-service Procedures for Instructional Systems Development under an Army contract.  This model was adopted in modified form by DoD and implemented in all the services as well as in many allied forces.




(3) The Army’s need to describe collective task development processes required modifying the existing development model.  Following incorporation of procedures to develop training for collective tasks, the Army renamed the model to SAT.



b.  The ISD model has also been in use in industry since the mid 1970s.  Some organizations have slightly modified the model (as the Army did) to satisfy specific need.  A few other processes can be found in industry, but all are founded on the basic system of instructional development, Assess (or Analyze), Design, Develop, Instruct (or Implement), and Evaluate (ADDIE). Currently missing from this model is “Assessment” as the first step in order to identify and prioritize needs (gaps in results) before any analysis occurs.



c.  There is some opposition to using the ISD model.  Proponents of rival models (generally personnel development consultants) complain the ISD model is too narrow.  They contend ISD teaches people to do specific tasks and jobs instead of expanding their mental horizons, or transfiguring their lives.  These personnel development consultants support action learning, accelerated learning, expediential learning, and self-directed learning. Most alternative approaches seem to lack the rigor required in the field.




d.  While supporters of non-ISD development may be correct to some extent when addressing educational products, they unintentionally prove the validity of using SAT for Army TD.  The Army wants to train tasks and jobs, can use ISD/SAT to develop action, accelerated, expediential, and self-directed (pace) learning products when appropriate, and wants to use a solid, proven TD model. 

2.  Comparing the Army SAT model to processes used in academia:



a. Although university and college professors, instructors, teachers, and graduate students have published many hundreds of books, papers, and articles on instructional development, there appears to be no universal or even often used method of developing college course materials.  This is in part due to each teacher and professor developing their own courses based on general guidelines rather than one group developing all courseware.  Another reason is the differences between training and education. 



b. Most military instruction is training focused, colleges and universities are focused on education.  Recognizing and understanding the differences between education and training, and the development of applicable courseware for each, is critical.



c. Based on the data obtained, and the information presented above, no valid comparison of TD procedures could be made between the Army’s SAT model and methods actually used at universities and colleges.


3.  Comparing the Army SAT process to civilian industry:  



a.  Industry primarily uses the ISD model to develop and present training/performance improvement to their employees.  Additionally, the majority of companies and consultants who develop training for use by other companies use the ISD model. The Army uses the SAT model, which is similar to ISD.



b.  According to Training Magazine’s 18th Annual Industry Report published in October 1999, American industry spent over 62.5 billion dollars in 1999 for training and TD.  This represents a three percent increase from the previous year and is proportional to the amount of annual profit experienced by American Industry. Researchers, including the National Academy of Sciences, note that only about 10% of all training is effective.



c.  Seventy-four percent of industry employees receive training in a traditional classroom, instructor environment.  All new soldiers receive classroom and field environment based Advanced Individual Training (AIT) to qualify for initial award of their MOS, or branch qualification.  Additional non-leadership development schooling is generally classroom based, as is nearly all-professional development courses.



d.  Non-traditional, DL methods of instruction have increased to about 14 percent of the total instruction provided.  Industry is just now experimenting with “outdoor” training programs.  These outdoor training programs are basically second-site training, Video Teletraining (VTT), Computer Based Training (CBT), and web-based.  The Army is currently making great strides in development and presentation of non-traditional training.  Additional DL methods such as VTT, CBT web-based training, IMI, courseware, simulators and simulations are being developed and implemented daily.



e. Whether trained in a traditional or non-traditional environment, all employees are “on the clock” while participating in training.  Personnel interviewed were emphatic that; “If we want the employee trained, we must bear the cost; they get trained, and we get a better employee and product.”  Almost without exception, Army personnel are trained during duty hours.  However, there are plans to develop CBT and web-based training for soldiers to complete on their own time at installation learning centers and at their homes.  This is currently being done in some of the courses that the Army has developed for the RC TASS courses, where the Army is requiring RC students to take courses on their own for professional development. 



f.  Industry representatives are unanimous on another topic; the bottom line must show a profit.  Therefore training cannot be conducted on a whim.  Industry cannot afford to provide training because someone thinks a new “hot” topic should be covered, nor because someone only “thinks” there is a need.  A significant portion of Army non-MOS, ASI, SQI, and leadership specific training is instruction added to cover some currently hot, or politically correct topic.  This training is dictated from higher headquarters without any training analysis on the potential impact on current training.  While interviewing training developers and supervisors, two interesting statements were heard.  The first is “drop-of-the-hat training” meaning all deficiencies are addressed by throwing training at them. The second statement was a new definition to a familiar acronym “At HQDA and throughout TRADOC, ISD apparently means, ‘I said do it’”. 



(1) In industry, requests for training are sent to the training department, not a non-training analyst manager or vice president.  The performance deficiency is analyzed:  Why is the employee not performing properly, why were sales down, why is the product flawed, why is production tasking too long?  It is very rare that Army training developers are present at new equipment and doctrine development In-Process Reviews (IPR), and they are never allowed to do needs analysis to determine if training is really the answer to perceived deficiencies, when the training requirement is top-driven.




(2) Industry finds that many times the answer to the deficiency is not a lack of, or insufficient training, but rather lack of, or insufficient management.  Several Army training developers can point to top-driven required training and demonstrate that the real cause of the performance deficiency is leadership/management, equipment or lack of resources.  Interviewed training developers, supervisors, and field leaders said the predominant non-training cause to a significant number of Army personnel performance deficiencies is leadership, or the lack of leadership.  However, the Army’s answer was that additional training must be developed to overcome the performance problem.  




(3) When industry determines training is the likely solution, it is designed, developed, and implemented based on the specific need.  Most often this does not require development of new training, but simply modification of existing instruction.  The Army rarely has a need for an entirely new course or training path; new MOSs, ASIs, and SQIs are rare.  However, the Army must replace training on old equipment and procedures with instruction on new innovations as they come on line, and must modify policy and procedure instruction as regulations and doctrine change.  




(4) Industry must show a profit.  All training must be effective, efficient, and economical.  Industry cannot afford training or training developers that are not required.  However, the opposite is also true. Interviewees stated they could neither afford employees who were not properly trained, nor could they afford too few training analysts and developers.  




(5) Industry is increasingly (but not yet completely) careful about what training is developed or contracted, but a real concern is in training personnel cost.  Industry representatives said they can select potential instructors from their most competent performers, but training analysts and developers must be hired and maintained.  




(6) Army training is developed without having to consider bottom-line profitability.  Having too many courses, classes, or contact hours is of little consequence.  However, whenever costs require reduction, the first released in TRADOC are the training developers, training analysts, instructors, and writers.  Training supervisors, their supervisors, and managers remain.  When new or additional training requirements (valid or not) are levied, there are insufficient developers to prepare the training, and too few instructors to present it.  Further work by TRADOC should be to address measurable costs-consequences/return-on-investment.




(7) While industry has a specific order and procedure for selecting trainers and training developers and the assignments to training duty is either a career path or a valued career enhancing temporary assignment, the same is not true in TRADOC.  A TRADOC assignment is seen as career ending by many officers and senior NCO.  There are two significant problems; there is no career path for military trainers, and rotation is to too fast to attain expertise and maintain on-going TD continuity. 




(8) The only stability in Army TD is the Department of the Army Civilian (DAC) trainers, training analysts, and training developers, and the civilian contracted training analysts and developers.  These trained personnel provide the needed training expertise and continuity, but are the first to go due to downsizing and reengineering.  Experienced senior people may have to move to other positions while junior, untrained and inexperienced workers replace them.


4.  Comparing the Army SAT process to other DoD Military Services:  



a.  Each DoD service uses basically the same TD model.  The Army uses the SAT model and the others use the ISD model.  Each service experiences resource shortfalls and redistribution, personnel movement, and the difficulties in moving to non-traditional training methods and the associated technological requirements.  The primary difference between services is how these difficulties are addressed and overcome.



b.  The Army trains the most personnel throughout the grade structure, the Army’s training budget is the largest, the Army has made more changes in instructional method and media and has incorporated more technology to support these changes.  One training developer interviewed who has over 30 years service said his school had fielded more changes in the last three years than in the previous ten.



c.  The Army leads the way in expenditure of funds for development and fielding of DL material and technology.  Meanwhile the other services spent money on designing training with technology in mind, then bought the equipment, while the Army spent millions on technology and had very little training developed for the media or method.  Often the availability of technology drove the decision to develop training, or justify its purchase, rather than properly using SAT to determine the best instructional method and media.  Interviewees stated they were routinely directed to develop training for a specific DL media when proper training analysis indicated another, more appropriate media or method.    



d.  Prior to the downsizing of the early 1990s, each of the services had approximately the same percentage of training developers and instructors.  This is no longer true.  Training developers were drastically cut by TRADOC while the other services maintained nearly the same number.  The reported rationale was that the same courses had to be developed and maintained regardless of the number of personnel being trained, and course design and development changes based on new equipment and doctrine would also continue at approximately the same rate.



e.  The Army provides the least amount of preparatory TD and instructor training and instruction to assigned military personnel and DACs.  Military and civilian personnel assigned to TD duties rarely have a college degree in education or instructional development.  Senior DAC TD personnel, those with longevity in excess of ten or twelve years, have significant experience, but not always specific college training.  The newest interns, and least experienced DACs do have undergraduate and graduate degrees in education and instructional development. 



f.  The final area of comparison was introduced earlier, the selection and assignment of military personnel to training and training management duties.  The Navy, Coast Guard and Air Force have developed professional career paths for training developers and instructors.  The Army and Marine Corps assign personnel based on personnel selection processes and procedures, and generally without specific consideration of instruction or development experience or education.  




(1) Navy and Air Force personnel;





(a) selected for training duty receive formal, standardized preparatory training in the area of assignment.  Sustainment and advanced training is provided at specific points in their training assignment.  Six to eight separate and sequential training courses throughout a career is not uncommon.





(b) regard training assignments as career enhancing, and compete for selection and promotion.





(c) trainers are tracked in the personnel system and are rotated between operational and training assignments.  Trainers progress from basic level developers and instructors to training managers and master instructors.  Training assignments are much the same as any officer or NCO expects in an operational assignment with continuously higher levels of responsibility and authority.




(2) Army military personnel; 





(a) do not receive any Army-wide, standardized introductory training in SAT, instructional technique, or test development.  There is currently no Army-wide SAT or instructor sustainment training.  The TRADOC SAT Basic Course is not universally attended as proponents have authority to develop and teach their own versions.  Although many of these ad hoc courses are reportedly quite good, there is no one Army required course or minimum standard.  Advanced courses for developers and instructors do not exist.  The TRADOC Training Developers Middle and Senior Managers Courses are training management, not TD or production oriented. 





(b) are not generally tracked by the instructor or TD, SQI or ASI and rarely serve more than one tour in a TRADOC TD or instructor position.





(c) report feeling that a TRADOC training assignment is not good for their careers, and a second TRADOC assignment is career ending.

I. Conclusion

“Training Development is probably the most misunderstood mission within TRADOC, yet it is the basis for everything we do in the Army Training.  We are having serious problems performing this mission.”  These words were taken from a briefing given by BG Edmonds at the Department of the Army in 1981, and they remain true today.  The conclusion to this paper has been fully coordinated with our experts from FSU.  Problems the Army is having across the training base are not ones that will be easily remedied. Below is a summary of conclusions based on the data collected during this assessment process that attempt to focus on the TD, implementation, and improvement process. 

a.  The manner in which the Army develops and conducts training continually evolves and changes, but recent years of downsizing and resource constraints have been devastating to the training system.  Resources have always been a major complaint and for many years it was always money that was the focal point.  Many of our interviewees still agree that resources are still a problem but, now the schools would like to see more people than dollars.  This is true in most cases except when it comes to DL, “one minute we have the money and the next it’s gone.”

b. The Army’s “shallow TD base” was observed at every training center visited.

(1) The shallow TD base is the result of limited resources and a general reduction of training developers.

(2) Generally, lower level training developers (military and civilian) are untrained or poorly trained.

(3) DAC TD managers average 55.8 years old.  Most are scheduled to retire in two to five years.  The resulting problem is predecessors are not adequately being trained within the time frame needed to replace the current managers.  This will become a major problem.

(4) Additionally, there is a general lack of trained leadership, and applicable TD guidance.

  c.  Most people want the SAT process to work and they feel it is worthwhile. 

  d.  There is a feeling that the SAT process could be better and made less detailed and labor-intensive.  It also should be made more effective in terms of adding value to mission and National Security. 

  e.  There is a hope that the ASAT will make things quicker, faster, better. 

  f.  Needs analysis is not well understood but most think it important. 


g.
A focus on National Defense and mission effectiveness is seen as important but there is no agreement on whether it is now used effectively as the focus and “driver.”


h.
The focus of management is teaching the load and getting the soldiers/students in and out of the schoolhouse.  The SAT process takes a “back seat”… thus there might be a disconnect between the SAT implementers and their bosses on the importance of contributing to mission and National Defense and getting the system in the field.

i. There is no reward for effectiveness or efficiency.  If we cut a course we only lose money even though we have made the course better.


j.
While current management decisions are seen as cost-driven most feel that is backwards.


k.
Civilian contractors are not uniformly seen as competent to apply the SAT process and that should not continue to be so.


l.
Individual civilians seem to have high confidence in their own SAT abilities, but perceive other civilians and military as being incompetent.

 

m.
Military personnel across the board are not seen as competent in the SAT process.


n.
There is not enough time to do the SAT.


o.
There is a lack of confidence in the SAT elements of Analysis, Design and Evaluation.


p.
Implementation is seen as better performed than the other SAT elements.


q.
There is no agreement on the usefulness of performance criteria for designing and evaluating effectiveness.


r.
Training is seen as being “forced” and other interventions (such as job aids, electronic support systems, etc.) are not seen as adequately considered.


s.
Training is often seen as fragmented.


t.
Even though it may not be accepted as the best starting place, task analysis is the starting place for SAT applications.  Due to the nature of training requirements the SAT process is not entered at the analysis phase resulting in TD shortfalls.


u.
TR 350-70 might be made more “beginner-friendly.”


v.
There is a blurring of SAT tasks, subtasks and functions.


w.
It is rare the entire SAT process is applied.


x.
“Whatever training model we use, let’s adequately resource it!”


y.
“If training is the number one thing that we do in TRADOC, then why isn’t it the #1 thing we do?”


z.
“If training is so important in TRADOC why has the word “Training” been removed from the current TRADOC Mission Statement?”  “Prepare the Army for War, Be the Architect of America’s Army for the Future, Ensure TRADOC’s capability to execute its mission.”


aa.
A large number of personnel interviewed believe that the PM and equipment manufacturer are responsible for poor TD on new or upgraded equipment.  They blame the PM for not including the schools in the TD process and that the PM slips training to the last minute to pay for other items.


bb.
Most training developers believe that PMs are too powerful and are not held accountable for poor training and training products that are handed over to the school and the field for use.


cc.
An overwhelming number of developers interviewed believe that TD must be integrated into the acquisition model, but it must have mandatory windows to force the PMs to develop training and training products early or when appropriate in the acquisition process.  The School Commandant should approve these TD windows and any slipping of these windows should also have the Commandant’s approval.



dd.
The best training that we saw developed by schools who were on the leading edge of TD was done by forming “task forces” that included personnel from all areas of the SAT process and SMEs along with field input.  These task forces collectively developed training using all steps of the SAT process.  

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following


Statements by providing two responses to each question.





       WHAT IS


Describes how you


See SAT and related


processes currently


operating.





WHAT SHOULD BE


Describes how you


think SAT and related


process should be 


operating.





WHAT SHOULD BE





Not Applicable�Strongly Agree�Agree�Somewhat Agree�Disagree�Strongly Disagree





WHAT IS





Not Applicable�Strongly Agree�Agree�Somewhat Agree�Disagree�Strongly Disagree








19
1
Communications Technologies, Inc.


