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Executive Summary

This review aof non-resident foreign language training
for U.S5.Army linguists is euploratory in nature. The
leadership of the U.S.Army Research Institute perceived an
Army need for research in this area but precise research
questions based on specific training deficiencies were not
available. This situation lead to & request to the Office of
Fersonnel Management for assistance in (1) investigating
perceived problems and concerns in this area, (Z) reviewing
current policies, regulatory guidance, program activities,
and initiatives, (3) researching available data bases, and
(4) identifying poscsible research and development areas.

Based on an ARI-approved work management plan, this study

was conducted using & historical research methodology and

employing such gqualitative research techniques as interviews

with key personnel and observations of field practices. In \
gaining concurrence of the worlk management plan, the study b
was expanded to include a requirement to outline some
conceptuals models that may improve current operational
efforts and to develop an annotated bibliography to assist
present and future researchers and practitioners in the area
of non—-resident foreign language training.

The study identifies twelve major issues that influence
non-resident foreign language training for linguists, eight
broad research aregas, and ten conceptual models. Frimary
concerns center around Army program management, command
support, use of linguists in field enviornments, the
integration of general and technical language, and the use
of advanced instructional technology.

This study recommends the following: (1) the
development of a functional, cohesive non-resident language
program for linguists, under a centralized leadership; (&)
increased involvement of U.5.A. Training and Doctrine
Command; (3) development of instructional materials using
advanced technology to incorporate learning strategies and
motivaional techniques; (4) establishment of a non-resident
instructional expertise base at the Defense Language
Institute, Foreign Language Centeri (5) development and
implementation of a language R%D plan using the fifty-two
research questions outlined in this report; (46) development
of an effective incentive award system to recogni:ze
outstanding performance by linguists; and (8) the
establishment of & technical language proficiency inspection
to ensure Military Intelligence units’' capability to pertorm
its language-related missions, particularly in tactical
settings.
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Section I: Introduction

A. General:

The Army Research Institute (ARI) requested the Office
of Fersonnel Management (OFM) to canduct an exploratory
study to determine what research areas were appropriate with
regard to non-resident foreign language training for United
States Army linguists. The basis far this request was a
perceived lack of current and programmed research in this
area. In the initial phacses of coordinating the Work
Management Flan with the Office of the Assistant Chief of
Statf for Intelligence, Headquarters, Department of the Army
(OACSI ,HEDA) and the Defense Language Institute, Foreign
Language Center (DLIFLC), the nesd was made apparent for
conceptual models to improve operational efforts and for an
annotated bibliography to assist current and future
researchers and practitioners.

An GFM contractor, Kinton Incarporated, was assigned
the job of accomplishing this study. Dr. Clinton L.
Anderson, kKinton’'s principal investigator for this worlk,
outlined the main issues involved in this complex area of
concern. From these issues, fifty—-two possible reseatrch
topics in eight categories were identified. In addition,
thie study outlines ten conceptual models aimed at improving
non-resident foreign language training and unit technical
language training in operational settings.

This study attempts to provide the Army Service Frogram
Manager and other key agents with information needed to
develop an Army Research and Development Flan regarding
non—-resident foreign language training. It also offers ideas
to key Army personnel regarding ways in which non-resident
foreign language training may be more effectively
implemented.

B. Tasks:
This study involves the following tasks:
1. Investigate perceived problems and concerns inherent

in non-resident foreign language training for Army linguists
as currently provided.

Z. Review and become thoroughly familiar with existing
policies, regulatory guidance, instructional techniques,
needs assessments, selected curricula and instructional
materials, program implementation, evaluation procedures,
and on—going improvement initiatives.

-

N

-



% W

s

‘.
»'f."

m--

1TeTs,
v ala

.
a“ e

.

>

N

LA w3

[ o

P Y

Z. Research available empirical data that may be
pertinent to foreign language training for linguicsts.

4. Identify possible research and development needs tc
include use of advanced instructional techrnology,
instructional methodologies, learning strategies and
motivational techniques

C. Methadoloqgy:

The principal investigator used W. Gray's (19%56) =iy
simple steps in historical research methodology as
guidelines for this study. These steps were (1) select an
appropriate topic (in this case the topic was a given), (&)
track down all relevant evidence, (3) take notes, (4)
evaluate evidence, (5) arrange evidence into a meaningful
pattern, and (6) present evidence in an interesting manner
that will communicate to readers the fullest possible
understanding of the subject. The investigator first
developed a Worl Management Flan which was submitted to ARI
for approval on 31 December 1984. The following specific
worlk tasks were detailed in this plan: (1) acqguire
government—-furnished materials; (2) conduct a selected
literature review; (7)) become familiar with perceived
problems and concerns, instructional techniques, program
implementation procedures, and on—-going improvement
initiatives by (a) discussing non-resident foreign language
training with key personnel and (b) personal abservation in
some field environments; (4) explore alternative model (s)
for non—~resident foreign language training; (%) provide
assistance to ARI; and (6) develop a report of findings.

After the approval of the Work Management Flan, the
Investigator began the literatuwe review and discussions
with key individuals. Observation in field environments
occurred in United States Army, Europe (USAREUR) and
United States Army Forces Command (FORSCOM), specifically at
Fort Stewart, Georgia. A detailed chronicle of work
accomplished is incorporated into this report as Appendix A.
A briefing was given to the Army Service Frogram Manager
(Major J. Cox, OACSI,HGDA) near the beginning of the project
and his concurrence obtained in the conduct of the study.
Two formal "In Progress Reviews" were submitted to ARI (31
October 19853 Z1 December 1985). Detailed trip notes (
FORSCOM, DLIFLTC, USAREUR) were also developed and submitted
to ARI.

D. Fersonnel Contacted:

ey personnel who were contacted as part of this study
are noted by name and agency at Appendix A. In each case
these personnel were intimately familiar with foreign
language training. A summary of agencies in which personnel
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g were contacted include: HGEDA(ODACSI, Office of the Deputy \
Chief of Staft, Personnel (ODCSFER), Office of the Deputy '
Chief of Staff, Operations (ODCS0FS)); USAREUR:; FORSCOM;
United States Army Intelligence and Security Command
! (INSCOM); DLIFLC; ARI; National Security fgency (NSA);
United States Army Traimning and Doctrine Command (TRADOC)
(Training Technology Agerncy (TTR), Office of Education,

'g Soldier Support Center, Command % General Staff College
o (C%GSCY, United States Army Intelligence Center and School i
(USRICS)); United States Army Military Fersonnel Center
F,. (MILFERCEN)3: Servicemembers Opportunity Colleges (50C). Some
I briet discussions occurred with personnel associated with
the University of Maryland, University of Southern {
:~- California, and Boston University. Enlisted linguists in :
;}_’ 97v, 97&, 98C and 986G MUSs were included in discussions.
Although no attempt was made to attain a representative
. sample 1n talking with linguists, some were from (1) a field ;
b . station (fixed site),(2) a continental United States (CONUS) R
t'“ divisiaonal Military Intelligence Hattalion, (2Z) an outside

continental United States (OCONUS) divisional Military
Intelligence Battalion, (4) Military Intelligence
Battalions which were part of a Military Intelligence Group
(non—divisional), and a field detachment operating in an
OCONWUS environment.

X

L]
"

E. Literature Reviewed:

The annotated bibilography in Section VI1I reflecte the
selected review of the literature conducted as part of this

;\ study. Special emphasis was given to documents directly
~ related to non—-resident foreign language training in the d
U.S.Army. A thorough review of documents maintained by the ¢
Training Division, ODCSOFS HODA, revealed a wealth of '
? information on nearly every aspect of foreign 1lanquage
- training and initiatives contemplated over the past ten
years. The Fentagon Library was used extensively during the
~ * literature review. Also, Stanford University, Teachers
N College Columbia University, University of Virginia,
Virginia Military Institute and Washington and Lee
g University libraries were used. Many key personnel who were
N contacted during this study contributed documents, books and
" other materials to the literature review. Frimary source
)~ documents included regulations, circulars, pamphlets,
2 letters, notes, instructional materials, booklets, forms,
and other memoranda. Only a very selective review of
secondary sources (books and Jjournal articles) was conducted
A regarding foreign language education and training in
d general. A major consideration given to including or 4
ercluding a source was whether it seemed to have specific |
- relevance to foreign language training for linguists in the :
. U.S.Army.
R ra .
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Section I1: Overview of Non—-Resident Foreign Language
Training in the U.S5.Army

A. Definitions:

1. Defense Language Frogram (DLF): All foreign language
and English (as a second language) training programs
conducted by, or under contract to, Department of Defense
(DOD) Components, except language training conducted at the
National Cryptoloaic Schocol, N5A, and language training
provided cadets and midshipmen at Service academies,
dependents in dependent schools operated by DOD, and
individuals pursuing programs conducted strictly for the
purpose of voluntary personal development or obtaining
academic credit. (AR Z50-20,pl1-1)

2. Defense Foreign Language Frogram (DFLF): The foreign
language element of the DLF. ARIS50-20 differentiates between
resident and non-recident training: " DLIFLC conducts
full-time, i1ntensive foreign language training in
recsidence..."(p2-1) "Field activities may conduct
nonresident training under the technical control of DLIFLC,
Normally, this traiming provides elementary language
training, maintains/refreshes language skills, and provides
Jjob-related language skilles..."{(pZ-1)

Z. Non-resident Foreign Language Training (AR
611-6,198%): This regulation differentiates between
non-resident foreign language training and unit training.
"Nonrecsident foreign language training is usually conducted
at or through the Army Education Center (AEC). This training
includes individual and unit programs using Headstart,
Refresher Maintenance, Frofessional Development Frogram
E:xtension Courses (FDFEC), Training Extension Courses(TED),
and other materials provided for in AR 250-20." (p8) On the
other hand, unit training is described as follows:

"a. Commanders at all levels, whose unit mission
accomplishment depends on the foreign language skills o+
assigned personnel, will establish on-duty refresher
maintenance training programs per AR Z50-20. Sufficient
refresher/ maintenance traininmng will be given in units
training programs under the EBTMS to ensure maintenance of
minimum job specialty language proficiency.

"b. Commanders, at all levels, whose mission accomplishment
does not depend on language skills but who consider language
training necessary for other reasons, may establish training
programs under AR3IS0-20.

"c. Commanders will set up close liaison with the
installation language coordinator normally located at the
AEC. The AEC has the eupertise and the resources to help
commanders conduct training programs." (pp8-9)
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4, As can be noted from the official definitionse and
descriptiaons of non-resident foreign language training
outlined above, no clear definition of non-resident language
training exists. For the purposes of this study,
non-resident lanquage training is defined broadly as foreign
language training and testing that occures in the Army
outside of DLIFLC {(which 1s conesidered "resident training’).
This includes general (global) and technical (directly Jjob
related) language training and testing. This includes umt
language training, training in Foreign Language Training
Center, Europe and other such field organizations, contract
training provided by MACOMs and ACES through its
installation AECs and other support agencies, testing by
Military Fersonnel Testing sections and academic degree
programs that have a direct relevance to maintaining and/or
enhancing language proficiency.

S5."Linguist" is equally a difficult term to define. A
kLey person in HES USAREUR stated that every soldier
stationed i1n that Command {(ocutside of the United Kingdom)
required some proficiency level of a foreign language. Then
at what level of proficiency is one considered & "linguist"?
FORSCOM reviewed AR 611-10; AR &611-112; and AR 611-201 teo
determine language requirements by MOS and specialty.
(Results of that review are included at Appendix E.)
Documentation of language requirements is sketchy and
indicates the lack of doctripne in the use of linguists in
how the U.5.Army intends to fight. As will be shown below,

the major consideration in this study is given to enlisted
soldiers traimed at DLIFLC and sent through Advanced
Individual Training (AIT) and to the field as 97Hs
(Counterintelligence (CI) Agents), 97Es (Interrogators),
98Cs (Electronics Warfare/ Signal Intelligence (EW/SIGINT)
Analysts), and 98Gs (EW/SIGINT Voice Intercept Operators).

B. Target Groups:

1. Fersonnel engaged in survival foreign lanquaage and
acculturation programs. This group consists of those
individuales taking (a) Headstart in CONUS, (b)) Gateway at
DLIFLC (Commanders Course) (normally could be considered
"resident training”), (c) Headstart/Gateway 1,11,% 111 1n
USAREUR, (d) orientation course in ftorea, and (e} other such
programs, courses and activities. In FY1984, ACES recorded
102,661 individual enrollees in this type of program in its
system with funds expended in the amount of
$2,889,457. (Department of the Army (DA) Form 1821 HGDA
Consolidated Report, Education Division (DAFPE-MFE)). This
effort represents the major element in non-resident foreign
language training conducted at AECs. This group i1s rarely
addressed in this study with one exception: use of
technology in the DLIFLC Gateway course. Nevertheless, thie
group has a bearing on non-resident language training in
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terms of the Army Continuing Education System’'s (ACES 's)
contribution.

Y SR

2. Fersonnel engaged in foreign language training {for
the purposes of "interoperability" with allied forces. Often
U.S. soldiers and units must work as an intergal part of an
allied force whose language is other than English. USAREUR,
in particular, has develcoped courses to facilitate thas
training. Army Flanning Guidance (1992-2005) (19857
emphasizes the need to "fight as part of joint and combined
forces" (p?): "rationalization, standardization, and
. interoperability will continue as guidelines..."(pld) This

group was rarely addressed except in USAREUR Trip RNotes.
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Z. Fersonnel engaged in foreign language training ror
the purposes of being a Foreign Area Officer or Specialist,
a MARG officer, and/or service with an embassy or mission or
assigned against security acssistance spaces. Army Flanning
Guwidance emphacsizes the need for "appropriate training " for
these persannel (p2i). This group was rarely addressed in
this study except in regard to U.S.Army Russian Institute
(USARI) and C%G5C and perhaps in general discussions with
military intelligence (M1} personnel.
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4. Fersonnel engaged in foreign language training faor
the purpose of service 1n Special Operations Farces (S0F).
. Although documents were included in the literature review
. regarding this group, it was not addressed in detail in this
study. The use and role of foreign languages in the mission
of this element of the Army appeared not well defined. From
a cursory review, there seems to be a lack of emphasis on
foreign language training or on achieving and maintaining &
required language proficiency among this group. Ferhaps
= doctrinal questions i1n this area persist for S0OF.
2
A

5. Linguists engeaged in foreign language training for
duty in the counterintelligence field. This group was
;' briefly addressed with a discussion with some 97E personnel
. in the Zist Support Command, USAREUR.

6. Linguists engaged in foreign language training for
. duty in divisional Military Intelligence battalions both in
CONUS and 0OCOMUS. This group was addressed extensively with
discussions with linguists and command persornnel at Fort

<
v Stewart and in USAREUR.
'

6. Linguists engaged in foreign language training for
X duty in non-divisional field units. This group was addressed
- with discussions with linguists and command personnel within

the 66th MI Group (Munich/Augsburg).

i 7. Linguists engaged in foreiagn language training for
duty in fixed strategic sites. This group was addressed with
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discussions with linguists and command personnel at Field
Station Berlin.

C. Regulatory Guidance.

DOD Directive 5160.41 (2 August 1977) and AR 350-20 (15
July 1978) appeared to be the lastest offical DOD regulatory
guidance. A draft revision of AR 350-20 was also reviewed.
AR 611-6 (Army Linguist Management (16 October 1985) seemed
to represent the latest Army guidance regarding the Army
Linguist Frogram. Yet, it is primarily a personnel selection
and classification document. Even its name was changed from
"Army Linguist Frogram" to "Army Linguist Management" with
the 1985 AR revision. Little regulatory guidance exist
regarding non—-resident foreign language training in the
U.S.Army.AR 350-20 states that the Commandant ,DLIFLC, is
"responsible for exercising technical control over
non-recident 1anguage programs’”. (p4-2) Yet little guidance
is given as to what "technical control" really means and how
it is to be enforced effectively to insure timely,quality
Job-related opportunities for language learning at numerous
locations thtroughout the world, operated by elements of all
military services. Neither do Army planning documents nor
Army doctrinal concepts (e.g..,Airbland Battle Z000/ Army 21 )
address the role and use of linguists or need for foreign
language proficiency. The dearth of guidance at HODA and
TRADOC suggests a failure of the Army leadership to face
the issues reqarding foreign language training and develop
guidelines for their resolution.

D. The Linquist Learner.

Characteristics of the typical linguist learner were
difficult to determine from the gquantitative data derived
from the enlisted and officer master files. The Language
Skills Change Froject, now in progress, has a large
demographic and attitudinal component which is expected to
provide considerable informatiaon in this area.

Arriving at mere numbers of individuals in MOSs that may
have a foreign language requirement is a matter of
conjecture. USAISC provided the latest active Army
statistics (see Appendix C). FORSCOM personnel who were
involved in reserve component language training stated that
there were over 300 Reserve Component Units (MI, Civil
Affairs, Feychological Operations (FS5YDOFS)) with between
three to five thousand positions requiring foreign language
proficiency. Then there are the linguist learners who are
not filling any authorized language identified positions and
who are attempting to maiptain their language skills.

Bas~d on observations of linguists who were involved
with this study, the following characteristics were noted:
(1) linguists appear to be intelligent and articulate in
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conversation concerning themselves and their work; (2) many
have one or two years of college, some are caollege
graduates, most are interested in continuing college at
either the bachelors or masters level; (3) all wanted ta
work in positions which emphasized use of their language
skills (a major complaint was lack of use of language skills
for which the linguist had been trained); (4) most were more
interested in incentives involving self esteem and
recognition rather than in monitary compensationg (5) all
seemed dedicated to doing a professional job (many in the
tactical area were distressed that they did not have a
professional job and could not recall any mission that
required foreign language proficiency in practice, what they
said was, that "If the balloon goes up, the Army will
bomb-out on language"); (6) most felt that DLIFLC Easic
Course gave them at least an apprentice status as linguists;
(7) most felt that more job-relevant military scenerios
could be included in the last third of the Basic Course; (8)
moset felt that the DLFT had little or nothing to do with job
performance as linguists; (9) participants in Foreign
Language Training Center, Europe (FLTCE) felt that
experience in foreign language training to be excellent but
many other non-resident courses, particularly in CONUS, were
found to be less than satisfactory...often, no non—-resident
instruction was available...even when instruction was
available, the chain of command would not permit linguists
to attend because of higher priority functions.

E. Current Frogram Status.

The non-resident foreign language program in the Army,
as it currently exists, is not a program but, rather, is a
series of fragmented activities. Often it consists, at
installation/community level, of nothing more than an
occasional instructor offering a class where students come
if they can. Some installations/communities, however, such
as Munich and Eerlin, seem to have a rich and varied program
of opportunities for linguist maintenance
-refresher-enhancement training and education. Many
installations/communities have large language laboratories
but usage appears minimal. Linguists complain that
conventional language instruction, particularly listening to
tapes, 1s boring and fails to achieve desired results.
INSCOM and FORSCOM recent directives have required units to
address command 1language activities. Whether this will
result in improved command language programs in actual
practice remains to be seen. Little i1f any evaluation
efforts were noted in the non-resident training area. A wide
gap appeared to exist between technical language training
and general language refresher-maintenance needed to pass
the DLFT, which was not perceived to be relevant to linguist
military Jjob performance (tea and cookies vs guns and
tactics). The DLIFLC technical control is undefined and
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appears to be ineffective. Instructional materials, 1f
available from DLIFLC, were not considered adequate in field
environments.

Yet there were a&lso some bright spots among the program
activities observed. First, key personnel in the various
commands and agencies appeared concerned about program
shortcamings and seemed to be working toward improved
opportunities for linguists to maintain and enhance their
language proficiency. FLTCE appears to be a successful
initiative worthy of emulation in other theaters. The
intensive language training offered by FLTCE s exceptionally
well—-qualified instuctors and staff has made a most positive
impression on all linguists interviewed who had participated
in the school. Second, HGS TRADOC seems to be increasing 1its
interest in foreign language training as evidenced by
General Richardson’'s Memorandum For Record (Department of
the Army,1985,Nov.7). This emphasis can bring benefits not
only to DLIFLC and its resident courses but also to
nan—resident activities throughout field commands. For
example, if DLIFLC can produce basic course graduates who
score at a 2 level of proficiency on the DLFT,
refresher—-maintenance training in field commands will beconme
a mare managable problem. Third, there has been a recent
up—-surge in research and development in foreign language
training both at DLIFLC and USAICS. For example, Language
Needs Acssessment and the five part approach to sustaining
and enhancing the mission competencies of MI linguists
appear to be steps in the right directions. The Language
Skills Change Study has potential for making a major
contribution to the knowledge base essential to implementing
an effective non-resident foreign language program for
linguists. These and other initiativee indicate that
considerable thought and effort are being expended in this
area to overcome past and current problems. Generally, an
optimistic feeling exists concerning the future of foreign
language training, in part, because of the perceived strong
leadership and cooperation cuwrently being exhibited among
the various agencies and commands.
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Section 11I: Issues

A. Army Frogram Management.

There appears to be no one agency fully responsible for
the Army Foreign Language Frogram which has the authority
and resourses to bring together a cohesive, functional
effort. Because of this perceived situation, weaknesses in
planning, doctrinal development, testing, training and
education, evaluation and technical language proficiency of
linguists persist. DLIFLC is a Defense schoolhouse. It has
not taken its role of "technical control" of non-resident
foreign language training seriously. In part, the Army
probably has resisted and resented DLIFLC playing a
significant role in its internal operations. DLIFLC ineists
on developing "global" language (which makes it easier on it
and its staff) when Army units feel a need for linguiste to
be capable aof performing their linguist functions in the
context of their military jobs. Army Frogram Mangement (even
though the Army exercises Executive Agent responsibility for
DLIFLC and perhaps because of it) has not provided effective
guidance in this crucial area, consequently a gulf exists
between Army users and DLIFLC. Until the Army Management
issue is further clarified, the program will continue to
suffer from the lack of effective leadership and guidance.

B. Command Support.

A common complaint heard among linguists is the lack of
command recognition and support for linguists in their role
as linguists. Often command personnel are non—-linguists and
have little appreciation for the jobs linguists are
supposedto perform and the training needed to maintain
language proficiency. This lack of recognition is a serious
detriment to sustainment of lanquage skills. If commanders
and first sergeants find foreign language proficency to be
of little importance in their concept of unit operatians,
then their linguists and their language capabilities will
almost invaribly suffer from neglect. Little if any
sensitization or familiarization is provided in officer,
warrant officer and non—-commissioned officer education
systems as to the role, function, or importance of linguists
and language proficiency in the performance of Army
missions. This whole matter seems smothered by a cloak of
secrecy which common soldiers are not allowed to understand
much less appreciate. Ferhaps non-linguists tend to resent
this separateness and aloofness. They will instead emphasize
mission requirements that they do understand and can relate
to as soldiers and human beings.

C. Motivation of Learners.

10
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Motivation of linguist learnerce is, in large part,
contingent on chain of command interest and recognition. Use
of lanuguage constitutes a major motivational factor in
maintaining and enhancing 1language proficiency. Intrinsic
motivational factors are affected by extrinsic motivational
incentives bhuilt into the personnel and training systems.
Self-esteem and image buildinag incentives appear to be the
most wanted by linquists. Development of an effective
decorations and awards system may prove to be the most
effective and least costly of all the incentive measures
under consideration. Education is an especially attractive
incentive for intelligent, upward mobile linguists, who are
intent on improving themselves and their families. Bonuses
are attractive, but Veap and Army College Fund appear to be
disincentives for retention. Some linguicts feel compelled
to get out aof the Army in order to take advantage of these
"Army incentives". Promise of working in a field station
("where the real action is") seems to be a motivating factor
for tactical linguists. Return from field station duty to
tactical duty seems to be a disincentive and a reason for
not reenlisting. Fromotion points for E-4s5 and E-%5s seem to
be motivating factors. Fraomotion to E-7 was viewed as a
disincentive since E-7s were aoften removed from using
language skills to becoming "people pushers'". At the point
were individuals in their careers could be expected to be
master linguists and linguist technical language teachers,
E-7s are removed from the language area and made platoon
sergeants in tactical units. Incentive pay {(pro-pay) was
viewed as a positive measure. Who would reject more money!
But this incentive received the least favorable reception
particularly if the perception is that the chain of command
is to continue to give such low priority to language
proficiency and the role of linguists. (Soldiers seem to
know when they are being bought off.) Linguists were
especially concerned that incentive pay would be based on
DLFT scorces which many felt did not reflect technical
language proficiency needed to perform military Jjobs. In
some cases, such as Arabic, the job required a dialect that
the DLFT did not test. Consequently soldiers would get Army
pay to maintain a language which was not used and no pay to
sustain proficiency in a language which was essential for
jaob performance. All these factors point to the complicated
nature of foreign language training and use of 1language.

D. Use of Linquists.

Ferhaps the greatest complaint was the lack of use of
language skills by linguists. Linguists operating live
peacetime missions were apparently using their language
skills at least to a degree. Even in this area, a 97E
Russian linguist admitted the subject she was debriefing was
better in English than she was in Russian so mast of the
debriefing was actually occurring in English. In divisional
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MI units the usage complaint was loud. "No one cares if you
can do your job as a 986G or 98C." "The Army does not have a
mission for tactical linguists." "Tactical linguists cannot
gain recognition by doing their jobs within the MOS." One
286G (Russian linguist) stated that he was graduated from
DLIFLC, came to Germany, never used his Russian language
skills in his MI unit, lost much of his proficiency, was
sent to FLTCE where he regained proficiency to a point
nearly equivalent to where he was when he originally left
DLIFLC, came back to his tactical MI unit where he continued
not using his language. He felt that he had again lost his \
proficiency needed to be an effective linguist. Until the \
problem of usage of the target languages in MI organizations
is properly addressed, sustainment of language proficiency

MO Yl P2 W

v

i
ﬁ is nearly impassible to achieve.
) .
:{ E. "Strateqic" vs. "Tactical" lLinguists. :
. Many linguists distinguish between strateqgic and "
ﬁ tactical assignments. Strategic assignments appear to be
with fixed sites or field stations. These assignments
generally require daily usage of their language skille in )
] ;: the performance of peacetime missions. On the other hand, ‘
k) tactical assignments are generally with Division MI units .
who are preparing for anticipated wartime requirements. ‘
Tactical unit missions are not as well defined, with regard
I to language usage, as strategic missions. Tactical MI

linguists must perform many and diverse tasks in order to
survive and function effectively in a modern battlefield

. situation. Consequently, language training and usage differ
markedly between tactical and strategic situations. For
example, tactical situations demand troop leadership and

- vehicular maintenance, whereas, the supervisory requirements
- of a field station may necessitate a shift leader who is

\ more technically qualified in specialized language skills.
Difficulties appear to arise when linguists are transferred

}_ between tactical and strategic assignments. The charge has
w been made, that linguists who arrive at field stations from
tactical assignments, are generally not qualified ta perform
' &; their linguist functions. When the reverse of this situation
A is experienced, some tactical unit personnel claim that

strategic linguists "don’'t want to get their hands dirty".

- o I PPN

e, The training and assignment of linguists between tactical

N and strategic units appears to be a serious career
management issue.

S F. Career Management. :

L The principal issue in career management is whether to

l form a linguist career management field where the technical
military specialties are additional identifiers. The current

N management system is based on military technical )jobs with

N
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language being the additional identifier. A thorough review
of the advantages and disadvantages of both management
systems is required.

G. Documentation of Spaces.

Authorization of linguists should be based on Army
doctrine and planning, whereby requirements are identified
for language usage. Weaknesses in these areas are reflected
in poor documentation and specification of spaces both
within the active and reserve components. This area is
particularly weak in the reserve components. The entire
issue of documentation of spaces deserves to be addressed.

H. General vs. Technical Languaqe.

This issue divides the Army Foreign Language Frogram
into two distinct camps. Most linguists, teachers, and
administrators, fully understand the need for each linguist
to have "a basic load" of general {(global) language. No
agreement exists as to how much thies basic load should be
(1+ to = levels an the DLFT). DLIFLC emphasizes only the
general or global language skills. The DLFT measures general
language. Non-resident instruction, whether provided by
instructors hired by AECs or by FLTCE, emphasize general
language. Units with military missions using linguists
require considetrable technical vocabulary.
Counterintelligence units require their agents to use target
languages in rather standard scenarios. These military units .
would like linguists to come prepared to operate at least at X
a minimal level in this area. Military commanders often feel ’
that technical language proficiency is neglected throughout
the system. On the other hand, those who provide
non-resident training claim they would prefer to use more
relevant military scenarios as contexts for target language
training and to emphasize actual vocabulary needed for Jjob
performance. They are, however, prevented from doing this
because of the classified nature of the subject matter.

Nearly all linguists, linguist trainerse and managers,
indicated that linguists needed, in the final analysis, a
"good" grounding in general language proficiency. For
example, one warrant officer stated: "What sentence is it
that tells when the war is going to start?".

Integration of general and technical language is probably
the weakest area in linguist development.

I. Curricula/FOl/Instructional Materials.

DLIFLC attempts, in part, to provide some general
(global) language instructional materials. USAICS and other .
military agencies are attempting to provide some technical h

13
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language materials. Instructors in command language programs
and FLTCE are using commercial materials, which they find
more relevant to local linguist needs. Target 1anguage
newspapers, magazines and broadcasts, etc., are used
extensively to make language instruction a live and real
time experience. Linguists complain that conventional
curricula/FOIl/instructional materials are an adventure in
boredom and drudgery. One linguist warrant officer stated
emphatically: "Spruce up language training; see as well as
hear; i1t i no fun to sit and refresh your language skills
using current tapes".
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J. Use of Advanced Instructional Technology.

[ WY

Some key personnel contacted in this study were opposed
to Computer—assisted Lanquage Instruction. Their argument
was that in areas so highly dependent on interactive
person—to-person communications development only people are
appropriate to teach other people language skills. Yet the
o~ capabilities of advanced instructional technology should not
be overlooked. Computers have considerable numbers of strong
features in language training. Interactive video disc

Tt

I TAA

a systems can provide situational contexts for language
ﬁ learning and require interactive communications. Drill and

practice can be made fun. "Sprucing up" non-resident

training can become commonplace using advanced instructional

l systems. The problem often is inflated expectations
concerning use of technology. The expense in development of
quality products is high. Often instructional developers

S fail to use the full capabilities of the technology that are

g: available to them. Both formative and summative evaluations

) are omitted, hence little if any determination of valve or
lack thereof is made and few "lessons learned" are

E systematically feed into future developments. Army 21

‘e doctrine and Army planning quidance stresses the important
role of technology. Language training needs its fair share

gs of research and development, particularly in the applied

ﬂ research area.

WY k.. Learning Strateqies _and Methods of Instruction.

. Oxford-Carpenter (1985) developed an excellent review

é concerning the status of learning strategies in foreign
languages. This paper will not duplicate her work.
Development and use of learning strategies by linguists are

'3{ extremely important in acquiring and sustaining language
:b proficiency. This area is particularly rich for research

and may be enhanced when combined with advanced
N instructional technology. Methods of instruction also
. present challenges for personnel working in non—-resident
instruction. DLIFLC has considerable expertise in resident
training. Its exposure ta non-resident training has been




limited. Are methods used in classrooms at the Fresidio of
Monterey applicable in field environments? Some
practitioners think not. Some key personnel in the field
advocated that DLIFLC develop an expertise in non-resident
training and its methods and then provide instructor
training for field personnel. Currently DLIFLC provides
periodically an instructor training course for FORSCOM and
other personnel. v

v e e - -y

L.Role of Army Continuing Education System (ACES).

ACES through its 369 Army Education Centers and !
subcenters can provide considerable support to command 8

: language programs. AEC can be a place on an installation/or K
on & community where a linguist who is not in a linguist
space can always go to find where help in maintaining

NG language proficiency can be found. Army education personnel

N are strong in counseling, and in providing college and basic y

skills education programs. Most AEC personnel are y
non—linguists. They have no charter to assume responsibility

for unit language training. Target language proficiency is a

direct responsibility of the linguist’'s chain of command,

not of the AEC. The AEC can merely serve in a support role. X
4 AR611-6 directs linguists to the AEC for non-resident X
training but fails to give responsibility to the Army agency

which operates ACES for language training for linguists. In

some situations observed, excellent support was being

provided through ACES channels. In other cases, ACES

language personnel did not even know where the MI personnel ;

W

A

£

- were located even though they suspected they were in the :
é same building. 3
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Section 1V

Fossible Research Topics

A. Doctrine and Army Flanning Buidance.

1. Research Question:What technical foreign language
needs are inherrent in "Army Z1" doctrine?

Rationale: Army 21 doctrine is being used extensively in
long range Army planning. Army 21 Interim Operational
Concept (June, 1985) omits technical foreign language needs in
its contents. If consideration of technical foreign language
requirements were included in sections on "The
Soldier"”,"Intelligence, Electronic Warfare",
"Communications", and "Special Operations Forces" there
would exist a basis for priority planning and technology
focus. This inclusion in Army 21 doctrine would also provide
the necessary recognition of the technical foreign language
requirements throughout the entire Army organizational
structure and provide a basis for priority inclusion in Army
Flanning Guidance, Frogram 0Objectives Memorandum (FOM) and
the Command Operating Budget (COEB). Additionally, technical
foreign language proficiency of Army linguists could easily
be considered intergal to combined arms excercises,
interoperability training, and other major training and
operations functions.

Suagested Approach: ACSI through 0OCSA task Cdr TRADOC to
form an in—house committee from USAISC, DLIFLC, SOF and
other concerned service schools and agencies to review Army
21 doctrine and determine what technical foreign language
requirements are inherent in this concept of warfare and
document those needs in later Army 21 editions.

Expected Outcomes: Definition of the role and mission of
Army linguists performing their military Jjobs using their
target language skills. Increased awareness of the
importance of Army linguists by non-linguists and
recognition that maintenance of target language skills by
linguists is a critical responsibility of the entire Army
chain of command.

Z.Research (luestion: How do Foreign Armies develop,
maintain and use linguists (e.g., Russian, German, Chinese,
Canadian, and British)?

Rationale: Althougbh DLIFLC attempts to provide a center of
excellence in foreign language training for the
U.S.Department of D=fense, its personnel and the key
individuals charged with the responsibility to oversee its

operations appear to lack any clear understanding as to
alternative methods employed by foreign armies/nations in
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the development, maintenance and employment of their
linguist assets. A thorough review in this area may reveal a ‘
wealth of valuable information useful in assisting the DFLF

to develop recommended changes to improve the U.S5. posture

regarding language training and use to protect and promote

the national interests. In addition, both interoperability

among allied forces and OFFOR operations involving potentixl

enemy forces seem to demand basic knowledge and

understanding regarding how other armies develop, maintain J
and use their linguists.

Suggested Approach: Training Division, ODCSOFS HEDA, acting
on behalf of the Executive Agent of DLIFLC, cammission the
Commandant ,DLIFLC, to contract for such a study to be
performed and to report on recommended DFLF changes as &
result of this study. The study should entail an in-depth
literature review, case studies with interviews with key
personnel and on-site observation of use and training of
linguists in foreign armies.

Expected Outcomes: A detailed analysis of various national
policies and underlying assumptions regarding the
development, maintenance and use of linguiste. Selected case
studies of national defense foreign language programs aor
strategies with specific consideration given to (1) setting
and history, (2) philosophy, purpose, and goal setting
process, (3) linguists’' characteristics, (4) needs
assessment procedures, (5) recruitment and/or selection of
linguists, (&) curriculum, curriculum development,
instructional methodologies, learning strategies, (7)
support servicee (e.g., counseling, language resource
centers, sustainment activities and strategies), ((8)
linkages ( internal within the defense structures and
external to full scope of national linguist assets), (9}
evaluation and assessment of proficiency, (10) key roles,
positions or personal characteristics that are critical to
the functioning of the program or strategy.

J.Research Ouestion: How do the U.S. Navy, Alr Force
and Marine Corps develop, maintain and use linguiste after
graduation from the Basic Course at DLIFLC?

Rationale: Other services, especially the Navy, have
developed foreign language maintenance proficiency programs,
scenario training units and military job-related proficiency
assessment instruments. Some of these materials and concepts
may be relevant to Army needs.

Suggested Approach: Army Service Frogram Manager (OACSI)

obtain concurrence for such a study from the other service ,
program managers, then task USAICS through TRADOC to conduct .
it. An i1n-house team from USAICS with some contractor

support should review in—depth how these services develap,
maintain and use linguists. Instructional materials and
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tests should be reviewed by subject matter experts. Study .
report to the Army Service Frogram should include
recommendations for improving the Army’'s program based on .
"lessons—learned " from the other services, whether some

instuctional material and tests that have been developed by

other services can be used or moditied for use within the

Army, recommendations for improving DLIFLC and its foreign

language training operations, linguist career management

suggestions, etc.

Expected Outcomes: Valuable insights for USAICS and the Army
Service Frogram Manager on how to improve the Army’'s program
based on what works and doesn’'t work well with the other
services. Recommendations from all services on how to
improve DLIFLC which can be given to Treaining Division,
ODCSOFS, for consideration and appropriate action.

4.Research Guestion: What is the optimal mix of target
language training in relation to other tactical and
technical training infield units? In fixed-station unite™

Rationale: Army 21 Interim Operational Concept calls for
small and self-sufficient units that are highly mobile and
agile, firepower intensive, less manpower reliant, capable
of rapid strateqic mobility, more easily logistically
supportable, and capable of real-time intelligence
acquisition. Army linguists in tactical field MI units must
prepare to operate in a wartime environment. Tactical and
technical training in response to various, perhaps
competing, unit mission requirements must be appropriately
managed by MI commanders and training officers. Yet little
guidance is available to assist these officers in
establishing training priorities. Often non-resident
language training and even unit technical language training
and target language use receive low priority.

Suggested Approach: LACSI, through 0CSA, task CDR, TRADOC to
develop MI (CEWI) BN training management guidelines which
incorporate non-resident foreign language training and unit
technical foreign language training and perhaps even
"arrival training" based on a thorough review of all CEWI
unit and individual mission requirements.

.

Expected Outcomes: Needed guidance which will help
standardicze CEWI unit training and establish a priority for
refresher/maintenance/enhancement target language training
for linguists in relation to other training and operational
functions.

s 0 8t

S.Research GQuestion: At what general language
proficiency level (basic load) can technical language be
effectively and efficiently taught and learned by Army
linguists in order to perform their military jobs praoperly?

18
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Rationale: aArmy Language Frogram JZ000(draft) mentions that .
the Army should start providing the service members with an
Army language program which combines and reinforces all the
skills required in performance of job related tasks as
hise/her career progrecses. DLIFLC, FLTCE, and ACES only f
provide general language training. The DLFT only measures

general language proficiency. Linguiste need technical

language proficiency to do their respective military jobs. .
The question becomes how much general language 1€ enough and
techrical, military job-relevant language should be the
order of the day.Subject matter ewperts will say from i+ to
3 level on DLFT. y

A

e
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Suggested Approach: DALSI arrange {for AF1, 1n comjunction

with DLIFLC and FLTCE, to develop an empirical research

project as a follow-on to the Language Shkills Charnge Frolect

designed to determine an appropriate mix of general and

.- technical language that should be tauvaht i1mitially by DLIFLC

i‘ and maintained through non-resident instruction or a retuwn
to DLIFLC/FLTCE for advanced instruction.

N Expected Gutcomes: Data whereby the Army leadership could
male major decisions on the fundamental character of foreign
' language training in the Army and at DLIFLC.

E.Acsessment of Foreign Language Froficiency S

i
s s

- 1.Research CQuestion: What is the proper mechanismis; to
test linguistically the technical ability of an Army
linguist to do his/her military job?

~ 8

Rationale: There is a need to develop the characteristics
and specifications of a mechanism to test linguistically the
technical ability of an Army linguist to do his/her military
job (97B,97E,98C,986G minimum). The DLFT measures general
language ability.

A

-
J.j
4

LN

Suqgested Approach: ASCI through OCSA task TRADOC to
develop the characteristics and specifications of a model
mechanism (perhaps employing advanced systems technology).
The DLIFLC Language Needs Assessment for 97R, ?7&E, 98C, and
786 perhaps could be used as front-end analysis documents
for such a project.

Y

R (N

Expected Outcomes: The basis for SGT, ITEF, ARTEF,
interoperability training for Army linguists.

&

2.Research _ fuestion: Can the Job Ferformance Languaqe

. Tests, developed by USAICS, be validated as psychcmetrically ,
. sound and reliable measurement instruments for use with Army 4
‘ linguists? 5
!! 19
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Rationale: USAICS is in the process of designing and
developing JFLTs. They need to be validated psychometrically
to insure their reliability and validity.

Suggested Approach: QACSI/TRADIC arrange with ARI or other
third party research organization to conduct validation
testing. DLIFLC should have a major consultant role in such
an effort.

Expected Ovtcomes: Validated testing instruments to be used
in the short term upon which to base Army linguists’® EER,
incentive pay and other military personnel management
decisians.

Z.Resegarch Ouestion: Are there other measuwres besides
the DLFT that can provide valid and reliable general
language proficiency data regarding Army linguists?

Fationale: The DLFT III appears to be a much impraoved DLFT
version than previous ones. Yet it is very time-consuming,
not easily administered, and results are not readily
available for the oral portion. A study of off-the-sheldf
test instruments, both US and foreign developed, may produce
some valuable 1nformation on ways to improve or replace the
DLFT.

It 1 recognized that DLIFLC developed the DLFT with the
help and coordination among many governmental and civilian
agencles and may be the standard for the United States. Yet
a fresh look periodically at other measures may prove
helpful.

Suggested Approach: Training Division, ODCSOFS, (acting as
the Executive Agent’'s representative) arrange a comparative
analysis study of eristing language testing instruments to
determine ways to improve the DLFT.

Expected Outcomes: A comprehensive analyesis (such as
contained in the Mental HMeasurement Yearbook) of general
language proficiency testing instruments in use today, and
their ratings regarding their validity, reliability, ease of
administration, adaptability to automated administration,
etc. This effort may prove highly beneficial in developing
the next version of the DLFT.

4.Research_(u=2stion: What usage factor is required to
retain linguistics skills once they have been attained at
the L2, RZ level as measured by the DLFT 1117 At the L1, R1
level?

20
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Rationale: Army Linguist Fersonnel Study (1976) stated:
"Once a linguistic skill has been attained, constant use is
required to retain this perishable skill. Frograms for this
maintenance of proficiency must be provided as well as on
duty training time, to keep the linguist as proficient as
possible for his next utilization assignment"(p.4). This
basic assumption that "constant use is required" seems
unchallenged yet undocumented through research. The idea
that, in linguist documentation of positions, two positions
should be authorized as a minimum (even though only one may
be required to perform the mission) =0 that the opportunity
is afforded for constant interpersonnel cammunications in a
target language.

Suggested Approach: DLIFLC/ARI conduct a follow-on
empiricial research project using results of the Language
Skills Change Study as & starting point. Experimental and
control groups of Army linguists should be developed to
provide the necessary cata for this research.

Expected Outcomes: Guidelines in terms of time, learning
environment, interpersonnel communications requirements
needed to retain linguistic skills at spcific levels once
attained (as measured by the DLFT).

S.Research Buestion: If linguists maintain a minimum of
S2 as measured by DLFT 111, can they better maintain a L2,
RZ than those linguists who don’'t maintain a high level of
speaking ability?

Rationale: The premise raised by personnel at FLTCE is that
emphasizing the requirement for speaking (i.e. the
requirement to interactively communicate effectively)
facilitates the development of the ability to think in the
target language. Listening and reading skills more or less
trailor speaking skills.

Suggested Approach: DLIFLC, in conjunction with FLTCE,
explore this hypothesis with contractor assistance using
experimental and control groups and analyzing the results.

Expected Outcomes: New insights into structuring foreign

language training which may have long term benefits both for
linguists and the military services.
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é. Research Buestion: What level of 1language
proficiency (as measured by DLFT III) is the minimum
required by most user agencies for DLIFLC graduates?

Rationale: FORSCOM Cir. 350-84-11 lists the following
minimum scores as required:

MOS Speaking Listening Reading

6C 2.0 2.0 1.0

97CL 2.0 2.0 1.0

98CL 1.0 2.0 2.0

286 1.0 2.0 2.0 (p.2-1)

FORSCOM also provides specific linguist training profile
guidance to include enrollment in an "Arrival Training
Frogram" if linguists arriving in the command score below
the maximum DLFT standard listed above. Research is needed
to validate FORSCOM's minimum required scores and establish
minimum standard scores throughout the Army. This effort
would provide the Executive Agent for the Defense Foreign
Language Frogram with a charter to either insure that
graduates of DLIFLC meet those minimum standards or to
insure that appropriate non-resident training is available
to user commands in order for linguists to meet those
minimum standards.

Suggested Approach: O0ACSI, through 0CSA, task TRADOC to
produce a report which addresses this question, which would
be based at least in part on the Military Intelligence
Foreign Language Survey and Analysis now in progress and the
Language Needs Assessment already conducted by DLIFLC. OACSI
should then staff this report through user agencies and
establish standard guidance in AR 611-6.

Expected Outcomes: By MOS, the minimum scores, as measured
by DLFT 111, in terms of speaking, listening, reading and
writing proficiency required for Army linguists in order to
perform their military duties.

7.Research Question: How much time to proficiency is
there for each major language group with listening,
speaking, reading, with repeated measures as criteria” (See
DLIFLC Candidate Research Frojects, p.D-10.)

8.Research CQuestion: What guidelines/exemplars can be

developed to aid user specifications of end-of-course
proficiency level? (See DLIFLC Candidate Research Frojects,
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C. Selection, Recruitment and Retention of Army Linguists

l.Research BQuestion: How valid and reliable is the DLAE
as a selection instrument?

- v;

Rationale: Some graduates from DLIFLC have extreme
difficulty in achieving DLFT 111 scores of S5z, LZ, RZ.
Reports from field agencies indicate some DLIFLC trained
linguists do not have & working ability in the target
langquage throughout the entire first enlistment. The charge

-
¢Io .l

| ﬂ( 1s being made that some of these individuals do not have the
L basic ability to learn a second language. These individuals
should have been screened out during the recruitment

W process. The validity and reliability of the DLAE as a

:H celection instrument is being questioned.

- Suggested Approach: DLIFLC should revalidate the DLAE on a
b~ current population using standard validation procedures. A

u relationship between the DLAR and the current DLIFLC student

. population should be established.

“Q

K2 Expected Outcomes: Valuable insights toward development of a

new DLAE version.

Z2.Research Question: How does the student/linguist

s - "motivation" variable affect the validity and reliability of
A\ the DLAE?
AR\

Rationale: A hypothesis provided by key practitioners in the
n field i1is that the motivation variable is the key to success
' for those students who score below average on the DLAE. This
hypothesis does not appear to have been proven through

“ research. The Language Skill Change Froject (now in

~ progress) may provide this answer. If it does not, then such
» a project is needed.

f Suggested Approach: This research effort could be a part of
- 3A above or a separate research project based on qualitative
research methods (interviews, observations, etc.).

-

E Expected Outcomes: A more in-depth understanding of
motivation as & selection variable. Input toward development

- of a new DLAB version or a supplementary selection criterion

instrument.

A AR

Z.Research Question: Are there other measures besides
the DLAE that can provide valid and reliable language

training aptitude data upon which to base selection of
students?

4
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Rationale: An in-depth review of language aptitude and
student selection instruments both U.S. and foreign-—-
developed would be helpful in developing a new version of
the DLAEB.

Suggested Approach: Training Division, ODCSOFRS, task DLIFLC
to conduct an in-depth comparative analysis of other U.S.
and foreign—-developed language aptitude and student
selection instruments and mecharisms. TRADOC TTA may be able
to provide valuable assistance in such a project to
determine if¥ an alternate theoretical concept can be devised
that makes sense.

Expected Outcomes: Valuable insights into ways to improve
current student selection procedures.

4.Research Question: With empirical supporting data,
what are the advantages and disadvantages in recuitment and
selection of native speakere for Army linguists?

Rationale: The hypothesis is that recruitment of native
speakers would greatly lessen the target language
proficiency praoblem because the Army would have natural
bi-linguals. Fossible disadvantages include difficulties in
acquiring background security investigations and in English
language proficiency. These assumptions have not been
varified by research.

Suggested_ Approach: OACSI arrange with ARI Manpower and
Fersonnel Research Laboratory to conduct a research project
to determine the advantages and disadvantages in terms of
language proficiency development and maintenance savings,
retention rates of general and technical 1angquage,
administrative problems, attrition, job performance, and
English language proficiency.

Expected Outcaomes: Buidelines to Recruiting Command for
selection of recruits for linguist positions. Data for
DLIFLC in training native speakers vs. non—-native speakers.

S.Resgearch BQuestion: How can an Army linguist
information network be properly established and maintained
which will best facilitate job ulilization and total force
career retention (Active, Reserve and Civilian Components)
of this valuable national asset?

Rationale: Currently neither the ARNG nor the Reserves to
include the IRR systematically recruit highly qualified and
experienced Army linguists who are departing active duty. An
appropriately established and maintained Army linguists’
information network could provide essential and timely
information to networhk members which could allow for
systematic career development with choices of regular,
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reservist, ARNG and/or civilians to include NSA for
individuals within the system. Such an effort could provide
support for a comprehensive National Defense total force
strategy. A review of the current effort being done through
the Defense Documentation Center could serve as a starting
point for such a project.

Suggested Approach: ODCSFER task CDR MILFERCEN to develop a
detailed conceptual plan. If that plan shaws such a network
to be feasible, task MILFERCEN and other FERCENs to
implement this network.

Expected Outcomes: A feasilibility study regarding the
development of an Army (or Defense) linguist information
network. Based on that study, an implemented network.

6.Research Question: What effect does non-language
utilization have on retention of Army linquists?

Raticnale: MILFERCEN reenlistment data indicate that the
. Army has not been very successful in retaining linguists in
the military service. One hypothesis is that linguists are
dissatisfied with the Army because they do not use their

language skills as part of their military jaobs.

Suaggested Approach: Information being received from the
Language Skill Change Study may resolve this research
question. If not, DACSI could arrange a pinpoint survey with
the Soldier Support Center Survey Branch to all Army
linguists. Results of this survey could then serve as a
basis for a study whereby a representative sample of
linguists are interviewed in-depth. Such an approach could
also be used to validate and/or elobarate on infaormation
received from the Language Skill Change Study.

Expected Qutcomes: Input for an impraved career management
system for linguists and use of lingquists. Long term result
would be greater retention of linguists not only in the
Active Component but alsoc extending over to the ARNG,
Reserves, and Civilian Component.

D. The Linguist Learner

l.Research Question: What motivational factors or
"softer aspects"” are involved in lanquage training and
linguistic skill retention and how can they be used to
promaote recruitment, job perfarmance, and career retention
objectives??

Rationale: Learning and retention of linguistic skills are
dependent on rather undefined motivational factors both
internal and external to the individual learner. Numerous
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incentives have been suggested and some even attempted which
were targeted toward motivating individuals to learn a
language, sustain proficiency and make the Army a meaningful
career. Such incentives may include bonuses, college
entitlements, proficiency or incentive pay, rapid promotion,
enlistment and reenlistment options, training and area of
assignment options, etc, Little, however, is known regarding
how these incentives affect motivation, what incentives are
most cost-effective over the long term, and how they can be
applied to achieve the short-range and long-range objectives
of the DFLF and the Army mission in general. A comprehensive
study in this area could assist the military personnel
managers in advocating the " maost appropriate incentive
package" for recruitment and career retention of linguists
(an area of current poor performance with only 18% ot 9806Gs
in USAREUR being reenlisted) and the military trainers and
educators in providing both initial and sustainment
training.

Suggested Approach: Information received as a result of the
Language Skill Change Study should be analyzed prior to
development of this effort. Based on its findings, DACSI
then arrange with ARI to conduct a follow-on study to insure
that the intrinsic and extrinsic motivational factors
impacting on individual linguist learners have been
appropriately defined and that an incentive package has been
crafted that is in tune with these motivational factors.

Expected Outcomes: A suggested mix of incentives that would
impact most favorably on recruitment and career retention
objectives for Army linguists.

2.Research CGuestiaon: What factors contribute to
academic attrition, in addition to aptitude?” (See DLIFLC
Candidate Research Frojects, p. D-7.) (Fart of Language
Skills Change Froject now underway.)

J.Research Guestion: What are the skill decay rates and
estimation of timing far refresher/retraining? (See DLIFLCT
Candidate Research Projects, p. D-12.) (Language Skills
Change Froject now underway.)

4.Research Question: What is the minimum English
language proficiency level required for students to engage
effectively in the DFLF? (See DLIFLC Candidate Research
Frojects, p. D-15.)

5.Research Buestion: What educational degree
opportunities can be developed as part of the Army
Continuing Education System which are directly targeted
toward Army linguists and their career management field(s)?

Rationale: ACES has developed 18 SOCAD networks targeted at
various career management fields. It is now developing
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Bachelor Degree networks. No networks are being implemented
or are now under development which are targeted toward the
Military Intelligence MOS's or career management fields. Yet
Army linguists appear eager for educational degree
opportunities and consider these as excellent incentives for
reenlistment.

Suwgagested Approach: OACSI arrange with ODCSFER to have 1ts
Education Division perform a feasibility study of developing
a networked Bachelor Degree program targeted directly at
Army linguists.

Expected Outcomes: Necessary information and data for
deciding on whether to develop and offer a specific
Eachelor Degree networlk for Army linguists.

E. Organization and Administration

1.Research GQuestion: What resources are required to
permit current graduates at DL IFLC to achieve & minimum of
L2,R2,52 level of language proficiency (as measured by DLFT)
{or minimum DLFT scores as listed in FORSCOM Circular
350-84-11) in resident training? In non-resident training?

Rationale: User agencies complain that many, if not most
graduates from DLIFLC have no higher language proficiency
than a 1+ in any area as measured by the DLFT. An assumption
is that a solid 2 level of proficiency is required generally
in most areas. The Training Division, ODCSOFS, in
fulfillment of its responsibilities of the Army as Executive
Agent for DLIFLC and DFLF needg this information far
planning, programming and budgetry purposes either to
support DLIFLC in resident training to provide the 2
proficiency level minimum for graduates or to make
appropriate pravisions in non-resident training for the
achievement of this minimum level.

Sugqgested Approach: Work is already in progress at DLIFLC to
have basic course graduates at & minimum 2 level.

Expected Outcomes: Essential data needed by Army
decision-makers on whether to make this a resident or
non-resident requirement, or not recognize the requirement

altogether.

Z.Research Question: What measures could be taken to
facilitate command support at Division level and below for
refresher—-maintenance-enhancement training of Army
linguists?

Rationale: A common complaint among key individuals invol ved
in Army language training is the perceived lack of command
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support, particularly in tactical unites, for
refresher—-maintenance-enhancement language training for
linguists. Often commanders fail to show sensitivity (a) to
the needs of linguists to remain fluent, (b) to the time and
effort required to sustain linguistic skills, (c) to the
perishable nature of language learning and the requirements
for sustainment and often enhancement training, (d) to the
need for constant usage in the target language through
meaningful duty requirements, (e) to the degradation of
his/her organizatiaonal abilities to accomplish the wartime
mission by the lack of capable, functioning Army linguists
who can provide essential intelligence, leadership,
interoperability resources at least in part through their
ability to think and operate effectively in their target
languages.

Suggested Approach: 0OACSI arrange with ODCSFER/MILFERCEN to
develop a series of possible initiatives aimed at increasing
command support for non-resident foreign language training
for linguists. These initiatives should include ways to
educate officers and NCOs in their respective Army education
systems.

Expected Dutcomes: Suggested initiatives for increasing
effective command support for non-resident foreign language
training for linguists.

I.Research BQuestion: What career management program
involving Army linguists would be most beneficial in
facilitating recruitment, job utilization, career
development and training, language sustainment, and career
retention?

Rationale: Currently Army linguists are divided into several
MOSs and Career Management Fields with emphasis on technical
job performances. Several key individuale involved with Army
language training questioned whether a single
language-oriented CMF with emphasis on language fluency
would better facilitate acquisition and sustainment of
linguistic skills with additional identifiers indicating
specific job perfarmance requirements. Such a career
management program would facilitate the development of a
linguistic pool better capable of meeting a variety of
mission contingencies instead of strapping linguists into
specific job categories which ultimately detract from their
primary function of being Army linguists.

Suggested Approach: 0ACSI arrange, through the VCSA, for the
DCSFER to appoint an ad hoc task force to conduct a thorough
review of the CMF question and report its recommendations.
Consideration should be given to a DOD linguist management

program. Recommendations be staffed through the MACOMS and
be approved by the VCSA and forwarded to 0OSD if applicable.
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Expected OQutcomes: A detailed analysis of career management

program alternatives upon which Army leadercship can eupect
to make a fair and equitable decision concerning management
of Army linguists.

4 .Research GQuestion: What is entailed in establishing a
flexible, centrally-managed, linguist pool capable of
meeting Army wartime as well as peacetime contingency plans?
What are the advantages and disadvantages in maintaining
such a pool? What i1s the expected role of indigenous
persaonnel to fulfill contingency needs for lingulists?

Rationale: The Army has experienced serious difficulties in
recruiting qualified candidates for language training to
ulimately €111 linguist positions. Froblems also exist in
training those individuals in language and technical job
requiements; sustaining their linguistic skills, and
retaining those linquists who eventually become
well-qualified and experienced either on active duty or in
the Reserve Compaonents. The development and maintenance of a
flexible linguist pool composed of military and civilian
personnel fluent in target languages may provide some
relief.

Sugqgested Approach: OACSI arrange with ODCSFER to conduct an
exploratory study involving establishment and maintenance of
a flexible, centrally-managed, linguist poepl. This effort
could be done in conjunction with SC above.

Expected Outcomes: Necessary data upon which the Army
leadership could base decisions involving further
consideration of this initiative.

S.Research fuestion: What authorization documentation
ie needed to allow field commands to acquire essenticl
equipment and facilities to conduct foreign language
testing?

Rationale: The é66th M.I. Group Test Control Officer
indicated that he had, what he determined to be, inadequate
testing equipment needed to administer the DLFT and other
language tests. Consequently he was attempting to acquire a
cassette laboratory for his command. But he was unable to
find an authorization document upon which to base a valid
request through the Army supply channels. Apparently his
quest for such documentation had involved queries tao
MILFERCEN and DLIFLC without success. With DLFT testing
being made an annual requirement, the need for appropriate
equipment and facilities to conduct foreign language testing
becomes increasingly critical. Appropriate authorization
documents which allow for standard specifications for
procurement and for engineer use will facilitate the testing
effort.

29

P A R S S I T I I O T O T o) T O P Ty T I O UL ISP PUEN
. - .-q. L) l \\ he \\- ‘. e ! o L. q..\.‘ R




.

»
R \l‘

-

R

way

-

£y

o

N

P

&
»®

1

-

oS

r
&

<

4
Ll

Suqgecsted Approach:

Training Division, ODCS0OFS, in

Expected Outcomes:

conjunction with 0ODCSLOG, Office of the Chief of Engineers
and ASA (RDA) and perhaps AMC, work with DLIFLC and
MILFERCEN to develop appropriate authorization documents.

Appropriate aunthorization documentation

el AR e A P g
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for equipment and facilities essential for language testing
based on standardized usage factore, etc.

F. Curriculum and Instruction

l1.Research BDuestion: What is the optimal mix of general
language and technical job language in

refresher—maintence—-enhancement training?

Rationale: Some key users of Army linguists have taken the
position that, if the linguist is thoroughly fluent in the
target language, they can teach the technical job language
through unite’ in—~house training. But if the lingquist is
weak in the general language, the teaching of technical job
language is difficult if not impossible. Hence, DLIFLC (both
R--sident and Non—-Resident efforts) should concentrate on
general language fluency and sustainment. On the contrary,
other key users contend that functional, job oriented
language skills are all that is needed. By emphasizing
general lanquage fluency, DLIFLC is guilty of over training
Army linguists. Instead all language training should be, to
the degree possible, functionally oriented to specific Army
Jobs that the individual is expected to perform.
Non-resident language training should be directly related teo
epecific individual soldier ‘s job tasks. Terminal job
language tasi objectives should be clearly and precisely
identified. Hence, DLIFLC should differentiate between
individuals by teaching directly to those specific terminal
job language task objectives inherent in specific MOSs and
duty positions. Little research has been found to support
either position. Yet this training philosophy issue
profoundly affects the entire DFLF. Research in this area is
critically needed.

Suggested Approach: Eased on information received as part of
the Language Skills Change Froject, OACSI, as the Army
Service Frogram Manager, arrange & committee with
representatives from DLIFLC, INSCOM, FORSCOM, and ather
appropriate commands to develop rough guidelines. Contractor
support should be made available. TRADOC TTA may assist in
this analysis if a branch is established at DLIFLC.

Expected Outcomes: A study that will shed light on this
issue and serve to guide Army community as well as DLIFLC
with regard to general and functional language training;
provide support for "Army Language Frogram 2ZO00" concept.
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2.Research Question: How can general and technical
foreign language training be integrated into a continuum of
career learning for Army linguists through curriculum and
instruction?

Rationale: This research question is a corrolary with 6 A
above. Not only is the optimal mix of general language and
technical job language in refresher—-maintenance-enhancement
training unknown; but also, its integration into a continuum
of career learning is a missing element. There seems to be
considerable confusion as to who is responsible for this
integration effort. DLIFLC seemes intent on developing global
(general) language praoficiency while USAISC maintains its
emphasis on technical AIT skills in English and looks to
DLIFLC as the "language schoolhouse". The confusion seems to
lie in who has the resources and foreign language
capabilities to effect this integration. This study is
needed to review the entire linguist career program and
develop a model series of curriculum and instruction
directly related to the particular phases of the lingquist
career program that have been identified.

Sugagecsted Approach: O0ACSI, as the Army’'s Service Frogram
Manager, work with DLIFLC, TRADOC, USAISC, Goodfellow and
other agencies, to develop clear lines of responsibility for
the integration of technical and general language. Using
information developed in &6 A above, the agency(ies) found to
be responsible be tasked to develop a model series of
curriculum and instruction, to include testing instruments
appropriate to the particular phases of the linguist career
program. The resulting curriculum and instruction should be
implemented simultaneously with the linguist career program.
After this series has been refined, other series be
patterned after this model.

Expected Outcomes: A model series of curriculum and
instruction appropriate for a full linguist career program.

Z.Research Question: What are instructional
methodologies which can accommodate a variety of learning
environments amd instructional delivery situations inherrent
in operational non-resident command language pragrams?

Rationale: DLIFLC's expertise in instructional methodologies
lies in the resident area. FORSCOM periodically sends
non-resident instructors to DLIFLC for Instructor Training.
DLIFLC could provide more relevant training if its area of
expertise was broadened in non-resident areas to include
instructional methods, procedures, helpful hints, lessons
learned in non-resident training.

Suqqested Approach: DLIFLC establish a non-resident dean of
instruction who would make it his/her firet priority to
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establish a non—-resident instructional methodologies
expertise within DLIFLC and develop an instructor training
course appropriate to helping non-resident instructors in
facilitating learning among linguists who are attempting to
maintain their language skills. These experts should not be
limited to general (global)language needed to score

- appropriately on the DLFT but should also handle technical
language needed for military job performance.

Expected Outcomes: A much improved instructor training
*\i program, consequently more relevant non-resident training
targeted to Army needs.

4.Recsearch Guestion: Is the current DLIFLC
Refresher—-Maintenance Fackage, where coupled with the

v e Frofessional Development Frogram Extention Courcses for

s SIGINT/ HUMINT linguists, an adequate set of instructional

d materials for refresher-maintenance-enhancement in language

proficiency sustainment training in field commands™

.Y
o

Rationale: Chief, Non-resident Divisiom, DLIFLC, expressed a
. belief that the current DLIFLC refresher—-maintenance
package, when coupled with the profescsional development
extension course, constitutes adequate
refresher—-maintenance-enhancement instructional materials
tfor field use. FORSCOM key personnel found the current
DLIFLC refresher—-maintenance package weak. Nowhere in
USAREUR or FORSCOM were these materials observed in use.
Several key people, however, mentioned the good qguality of
the FEFEC materials. Because of the contradictory
information received during this study, an evaluation of
current nan-resident instructional materials produced and
provided by DLIFLC is advicsed.

ooy

.-

Jat

oA |

Suggested Approach: OACSI request TRADOC conduct a summative
evaluation of instructional materiale in question and use
the data in conjunction with formative evaluations by DLIFLC
for future instructional developments.

",

Expected Outcomes: The determination of the value of the
current non-resident instructional materials targeted toward
linguists.

S.Research fuestion:What is the state-of-the-art in
teaching methodologies? (See DLIFLEC Candidate Research
Frojects,pD-4.)

. b.Research BQuestion: What technical target language

i scenario would be appropriate for integration into National
Training Center combined arms training excercises and

evaluations?
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Rationale: The Army Flan and other Army planning and

training documents emphasize the importance of the Mational
Training Center in CONUS as a vehicle for training and
evaluation of training in the United States Army. Foreign
language proficiency of Army linguiste 1s not currently a
tfactor included among the various scenarios at NTC. Although
the Army expresses a requirement for realicstic training
(train as you would fight), the lack of foreign language
element appeare to be a gross omicssion.

Suqgqgested Approach: DACSI request TRADOC to include
foreign language proficiency as an element in NTC training
and evaluation. TRADOC then would develop an appropriate
SCENario.

Expected Outcome: More realicstic NTC training; evaluation
data on foreign language proficiency and usage.

7.Research CQuestion: What are the advantages and
disadvantages of establishing common methodology for unit
technical language training under the Army Standardization
Frogram initiatives?

Rationale: tey personnel at USAISC indicated a reluctance to
establish a common methodology for unit technical language
training. The Army Training Flan, Army Flannirnqg Guidance,
and The Army Flan emphasize the impartance of the Army
Standardization Frogram. The Army Training Board, in its
assessment of standardization in the Army, is critical of
Service School efforts in this area. A study in this area
with regard to technical language training seems warranted.

Suagested Approach: 0OACS5I request TRADOC/USAICS to conduct &
feasibility study regarding the establishment of a common
methodology {for unit technical language training.

Expected Outcomes: Study findings which will indicate
whether a common methodoleogy for unit technical language
training should be developed in accordance with the mandate
of the Army Standardization Froaram.

8.Research GQuestion: Can a model cross-training
instructional package be develope’ to help MI commanders and
training officers better use the MOS—-grade mismatch
personnel currently ascsigned in tactical units?

Rationale: 124th MI BN Commander pointed out the shortfalls
and overages in personnel by MUOS and grade. Although his
battalion was nearly at its total authorized strength, its
MOS and grade mismatch were major. For example, how do you
use Morse Code operators to fill linguist positions? If

appropriate cross—training instuctional packages were
available, perhaps some of these rather bright soldiers
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could rapidly acquire a working proficiency to fi11l in for
missing linguists in emergancy situations such as would
possibility occur 1f this unit was sent into war as part of
the Rapid Deployment Forces.

Suggested fApproach: OUDACSI request TRADOC to investigate the
possibility of developing a model crass-training
instructional package to quickly train soldiers to fill
linguist positions at marginal levels aof competence.

Expected Outcomes: A model effort aimed at better
utilization of "on—-hand, for duty" personnel to perform
critical tasks normally espected of linguists.

9.Research CGuestion: How can live satellite
broadcasts/telecasts from Eastern Block/ Middle East/
Facific Basin/Latin America be appropriately integrated in
non—resident and unit technical lanquage training settings?™

Rationale: FLTCE and the Army Russian Institute indicated
that satellite broadcaste/telecasts would be received at
their facilities in the near future. Some key personnel at
DLIFLC indicated the possibility of satellite broadcacsts
being used as part of the resident program. Yet no
methodology +or using this medium was found to exist during
the present study. A need was apparent for a project to
develop this methodology in order to optimally use this
medium to enrich both non-resident as well as resident
instruction.

Sugaested Approach: OACSI request TRADOGC/DLIFLC 1in
conjunction with FLTCE to develop appropriate methodologies
for using satellite communications in language training
settings.

Expected Outcomes: Guidelines that would assist in making
satellite communications in language training cost
effective.
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10.Research_ @uestion: Are there long-term significient

differences among Army linguists who are “totally immersed"
in FLTCE training as opposed to those who are not?

Rationale: FLTCE has a portion of its students "totally
immersed” during their six weeks of training (eg. live with
target language speaking families, etc.) and a portion who
are not. The DOI indicated a lack of quantitative data that
shows the superiority of one method over the other. He feels
that linguists who have the total immersion experience
retain their language skills longer than those who do not
have this experience. This setting seems ideal for a
quantitative study on the benefits of immersion.

Suggested Approach: O0ACSI request TRADOC and INSCUI, in
conjunction with DLIFLE, to develop and conduct an analysis
using FLTCE studente to determine any possible short and
long term benefits of immersion.

Expected Cutcome: Methodological guidelines for non-resident
instruction in group settings.
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6. Language Instructor Qualifications and Staff Development

l.Research GQuestiogn: What is the minimum English
language proficiency level needed by langquage instructors
employed in DFLF? (See DLIFLC Candidate Research Frojects,
p.D—-13.)

2.Research BQuestion: What are the optimal selection
criteria for contract-hiring language instructors for
non-resident command 1anguage programs? For FLTCE~-styled
foreign language training centers?

Rationale: Current selection criteria used in USAREUR
procurement, principally by ACES, for selecting
Headstart/Gateway instructors may not be suited to hiring
Refresher—-Maintenance instructors even though some
modifications have been made to the criteria specifically
for selection of these instructors. Some complaints centered
around the current criteria’s emphasis on maintaining a
stable work force that does not need continuous orientation
to the U.S. military community, its specific needs and job
language requirements. Some key personnel advocated emphasis
be shifted to finding the most qualified language
instructor (s) available each time the contract is offered
for bid. FLTCE indicated that it was going to discontinue
using the USAREUR criteria by inserting its own. A review of
current selection criteria for refresher—-maintenance
language instructors seems warranted not only for USAREUR
but for the entire Army procurement system. Alternate
contracting procedures need to be explored.

Suggested Approach: OACSI develop a task force composed of
MACOM user elements, procurement experts, DLIFLC, USAISC and
other interested parties. This task force would be charged
with developing selection criteria to include work
performance elements and devising procurement strateqy
capable of acquiring the best qualified instructors in a
timely manner fully able to meet local needs.

Expected Outcomes: A more satisfactory acquisition system
for hiring language instructors.

Z.Research Question: What is the optimal mix of native
speaker language instructors and U.S.-trained lingquists who
are technically and tactically proficient in the target
language in & non-resident program?

Rationale: Considerable difference of opinion exists on
whether the Army should use "native speaker" 1language
instructors or U.S.Army trained linguists as instructors. It
appears that some of both are essential. In some locations,
team teaching (native linguist along side U.S. trained
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linguist) provides excellent training for linguists. No
guidelines appear to exist in this area. The root problem
appears to be whether emphacsis should be placed on general
language development and sustainment or on technical
language proficiency needed to perform military job tasks.

Suggested Approach: DACSI arrange with ARI to develop some
guidelines in this area through research.

XN <R

Expected Outcomes: Guidelines on what are apprapriate mixes

!fs of native speakers and U.S5. trained linguist instructors and
a0 staff to develop and sustain language proficiency among
E linguists in non-resident settings.
4.Research Guestion: What technical language instructor
-y training packages can be developed to assist the native
b; speaker contract-hired instructor?

Rationale: USAREUR ACES personnel expressed a frustration
that they would like to better orient instructors hired
throug