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DOD FOREIGN LANGUAGE TRAINING STANDARDS

PROFICIENCY LEVEL SKILL
0 None
1 Elementary
2 Limited Working
3 Minimum Professional
4 Full Professional
5 Native/Bilingual

Skill is separately tested or determined in 4 areas:

1. Reading comprehension-------- (R)
2. Listening comprehension ----- (C) or (L)
3. Speaking----—-------mm— - (s)
4. Writing ---------mmm - (W)

A detailed description of each skill is contained in table 5

of AR 350-20/0PNAVIST 1550.7/AFR 50-40/MCO 1550.4B.Personnel -

rosters or inventory data sheets indicate proficiency
scores on the Defense Language Proficiency

Tests (DLPT) which actually yield raw scores only in listening

comprehension and reading comprehension. There is a danger in

relying on the DLPT for accurate identification of language

proficiency in that a "C-3" may in fact represent an "S-2"

capability only, since speaking skill is often lower thanilistening

comprehension capability. The DOD language training standards

expressed in AR 350-20, etc., represent descriptions or

definitions of proficiency levels of the four basic skills

(s, C, R, W); however, actual testing of proficiency in speak-

ing and writing is not normally conducted directly but rather

indirectly through course examinations or through irregular

use of the oral interview technique.
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ARMY LINGUIST PERSONNEL STUDY (ALPS)

- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

- 1. Purpose: The purpose of this study is to investigate the
Army's linguis't needs and programs in order to develop recom-
mendations for new programs and procedures or changes to old
programs so that National, DOD, and Army linguist requirements
are met. The study was initiated by a memorandum from the
Chief of Staff of the Army to the Heads of Army Staff Agencies,
CSM 75-5-3, dated 29 May 1975.

2. Background:

a. The Army currently programs language instruction at
the Defense Language Institute (DLI) and Foreign Service Insti-
tute (FSI) on the basis of projected requirements submitted by
Army Staff Agencies.

. b. Apart from the established procedure for submitting
projected language training requirements, there exists no
systematic Army approach to the problem of maintaining adequate
numbers of appropriately qualified linguists. The current
system, as it functions, is not able to accurately determine the
actual skill levels of linguists or to provide any method for
sustaining a language skill once attained.

c. Recent studies, e.g. the Army Direct Support SIGINT
Resources Study and Joint Army/NSACSS productive utilization
program have previously highlighted deficiencies in the Army
ability to recruit, train, and maintain an adequate linguistic
capability.

d. As this study progressedyall problem areas initially
- identified were verified and others surfaced in eighteen (18)
major sections of the study, to include the US Army Reserves and
the Army National Guard of the US.
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3. Procedures:

e, The study involved participation of Army Staff Agencies,
USASf, TRADOC, MILPERCEN, NSA/CSS, DIA, and DLI in the linguist T
program analysis and preparation of the report.

b. The chairman made a special effort to incorporate as _
much background and technical material as possible in the study,
including full comments of participating staffs and agencies. -
So that the study may show the varied problems of linguists,
all interested parties have had their day in court and their
views and recommendations included for appropriate consideration. -
The lengthy final report and four volumes of background material
are intended to be used as a reference set and includes infor-
mation generally not readily available to assist in providing
a sound basis for attacking the linguist problems now facing the
Army.

Co Each section that covered a particular problem area
has specific and detailed conclusions and recommendations. In
an attempt to keep these problem areas well defined, the compli- :
cated, tightly woven series of inter-dependent factors that make
up the total linguist problem required a good deal of cross-
referencing from one section to the othar. Coherence of the
bite-size portions of the overall problem is useful in a syste-
matic resolution of the many shortcomings moted in the linguistic
field.

4, Findings:

a. In general the problems facing the active Army, plus
some unique ones,also face the Reserve Components. All staffs
and agencies that were able to accurately determine their
requirements-DCSOPS for Foreign Area Officer, Special Forces,
MAAGS and DIA for attachés, for example-reported no significant
problems with linguists other than those associated with
requirement or mission changes. The Intelligence field, which
is the largest user of Army linguists, reports difficulties
in all aspects from identification of requirements to retentiomn.
Regardless of this point, all linguist users are affected to
some degree or other by the findings that follow and will benefit
by their resolution.

b. Requirements: In general, overall linguist requirements
have not been accurately determined and are not reported to DA
in any form that gives a clear picture for proper personnel
management. Linguist positions are not always indicated in
authorization documents and specific language skills, when used,
show only the broad "1" through "5" standard skill levels. This
results in over or under-training of the linguist and does not
always efficiently meet the user's needs. Some means of insuring
establishment, validation and control of linguist positions at ‘




DA Level was indicated. Some methodology for determining
linguist mix based on analysis of probability of conflict
and risk factors was also indicated. There are no firm
requirements established for:

(1) Fixed (Normal) linguist requirements,

(2) Variable (Contingency) linguist requirements for
the various OPLANS, or

(3) Use of indigenous linguists to meet shortfalls.

c. Assets: Linguist assets on hand cannot be accurately
identified because there is no functioning reevaluation system
that permits identification of current skills. Most indicated
linguist skill levels are far out of date because of lack of
retesting, this causes available data to be nearly useless as
a management tool. Balancing of assets (uncertain) against
requirements (unknown) is difficult at best and also increases
the problem of acquisition of new linguist or training those
on hand. Recruiting has not filled the linguist requirements
in the Intelligence fields; however, linguists have recently
begun to receive recruiting emphasis to correct this situation.
Incentives for recruiting and retention were determined to be
necessary, but such incentives are understandably difficult to
attain during these times of stringent budgetary constraints.
Reserve component assets, as well as indigenous linguists,could
serve to fill contingency requirements. More detailed investi-
gation of ethnic groups in the US could possibly provide
linguist assets..

d. Training: Defense Language Institute (DLI) has the
responsibility for all language training (less dependent
schools and Service Academy %nstructors) for all Services.
Projection of requirements to FY 81 indicate that DLI can meet
all Army linguist training needs. Based upon broad standard
skill levels, linguists have been trained to meet the user's
stated requirements. Because of the inability of users to
adequately describe specific job-related skills, student products
have been under-trained in some cases and over-trained in others.
DLT can teach to exact requirements,butyin the absence of
specific terminal skills and a clear statement of results desired,
inadequate or inappropriate training can be expected. Linguist
validation and definite job descriptions for training can help
immensely in this area. Until all requirements can be properly
identified and job-entry skills described,most of the training
shortcemings will continue. Training of dependents, both funded



and space available, is a requirement that should be con-
tinued and expanded since it is important for the entire
fami.y as well as the sponsor,to be able to function in the -
foreign environment encountered. To accomplish all training )
(key to utilization) and testing (vital for identification

and verification), DLI requires adequate budgetary support -
for course and test development and manpower assistance for ’
military staff and faculty.

e. Management: Officer linguists should continue to
be managed under the Officer Personnel Management System (OPMS)
and Enlisted Linguists under the functional Career Management
Field (CMF). The current management Systems are adequate to
manage linguists once the problems of identification of require-
ments and assets have been resolved. A career progression to
E9 as a linguist has been determined to be an important factor
in providing an incentive for retention of linguists.

f. Maintenance of Proficiency: Once a linguistic skill
has been attained, constant use is required to retain this
perishable skill. Programs 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. Strong command emphasis at all 2evels,as well as
funding for unit language programs (Command Language Programs,
Non-Resident Instruction, General Educational Development, etc),
was determined to be necessary to provide proper support for
the concept.

g. Implementation: In addition to the detailed recommen-
dations for implementing solutions to the requirements, an
overall Army policy for linguists was determined to be necessary
for proper guidance of all personnel. This policyfto be given
the widest dissemination and command emphasis by regulation,
command letter and all available Army publicity means. The
main points of this policy are:

(1) All officers are encouraged to attain at least an
elementary proficiency in a language;

(2) Officer and Warrant Officers in the Intelligence or
area specialty fields have a language proficiency; v -

(3) - Non-Commissioned Officers and.Enlisted men are encouraged
to attain an elementary language proficiency; -

(4) Non-Commissioned Officers and Enlisted men in linguist
MOS's must have the required proficiency;
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(5) Training time will be provided for maintenance or
acquisition of a language proficiency to the desired/required
level.

»

(6) Command Language Program and educational programs
will be emphasized to provide the means for language mainte-
nance and acquisition; and

(7) Strong command emphasis will be placed upon language
acquisition and proficiency maintenance programs.

5. Recommendations: In addition to the detailed implementing
recommendations in the study,the following are considered to
be key:

a. That DA publish and implement a broad Army Language
Policy Statement and provide extensive publicity for the
program, (¢.g. Command letters, service publications, Army
Times, ete).

b. That DA re-emphasize and publicize requirements for
compliance with regulations and directives applicable to the
Army Linguist Progranm.

c. That commanders encourage individual language study
and provide training time for such voluntary participation.

d. That the proposal for establishment of an Army Language
Review Committee (ALRC) to review and monitor the recommenda-
tions of this study will be reviewed on or about 1 July 1976.

If the DA review indicates the necessity for amn ALRC, DCSPER
shall initiate action to convene the ALRC as provided for in the
ALPS.

e. That sufficient support be provided DLI to: accomplish
initial training regquired, continue course development, develop
reevaluation tests,‘'give assistance for proficiency maintenance
programs in the Command  Language Program (CLP) and obtain
needed military staff and faculty.

f. That solutions for pfoblems posed by non-English
speakers in the US Army bg.ﬂpjestigated.

g That Reserve Componénts institute programs for improving
their linguistic capabilities as appropriate.

FOR THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF -STAFF FOR PERSONNEL:

JOSEPH P. RICE
Colonel, Infantry

ALPS Chpirman
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS USED IN ALPS

ALPS Army Linguist Personnel Study. Established by CSM 75-5-33,
29 May 1975.

Billet A personnel position or assignment which may be filled by
one person.

DLAT Defense Language Aptitude Test. Used to determine aptitude
for language learning prior to assignment to DLI. To be
replaced by DLAB (Defense Language Aptitude Battery). The
test is Service administered and controlled. -

DLAB Defense Language Aptitude Battery. To replace DLAT for
aptitude screening.

DLI Defense Language Institute, Defense School with the Army
as executive agent. Provides DOD required language training;,
less Service Academies and dependent schools., Established by
DOD Directive 5160.41, 19 October 1962, See Volume I and II
for detailed information.

DLIELC Defense Language Institute English Language Center. Estab-
lished 1 July 1966 as a part of DLI, located at Lackland
AFB to teach English to Foreign Officers and EM. As of
1 January 1976 a TRADOC School.

DLP Defense Language Program. Program for all services. Army
Regulation ~ AR 350-20.

DLPT Defense Language Proficiency Test. Test used to determine
an individual's present proficiency in a specific language.
Service administered and controlled.

DLRPT Defense Language Reading Proficiency Test. Test use to
measure reading proficiency only. Not in common use.

ECL English Comprehension Level. To obtain this level a test
administered to Non-English speakers as placement or
progress measurement at DLIECLC.Test scores are used as a
prerequisite for entry to all US Service Schools or Train-
ing Centers; administered World-Wide by MAAGS, MILGPS,
Missions & DAO; in CONUS, both administered and controlled

by DLI ELC,
HUMINT Human Intelligence. Intelligence obtained by personnel
means, interviews, interrogation, etc, as opposed to that .

obtained by electronic means.

LDP GAO and others use this to mean Language Designated Position, -
but AR 310-50 uses '"'Local Data Processor",.

LIC Language Identifier Code. From AR 611-101, effective 1 Mar 76
for identification of positions requiring languages for
Officers in TOE/MTOE Units.
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LINCOB

Linguist

LTD

MAAG

MILGP

Mission

NSA/CSS

NCTS

OPFOR
Position
Skill Level

SIGINT

SMSA

Liﬁguist Consulting Board., A continuing board in the Office

of the ACSI chartered to address intelligence related linguist
problems. Members of other staffs and agencies participate
in board deliberations as required.

Not in AR 310-25. Webster: A person accomplished in
languages and especially in living languages; one who is
facile in several languages; a student of or an expert in
linguistiés.

Language Training Detachments. A part of the DLP administered
by DLI. The detachments provide linguistic assistance and
training in Europe, Asia and Africa,.

Military Assistance Advisory Group. Can be single service
or joint that assists host country in military matters,
advises on military assistance and training; administers
the U.S. Military Assistance program in country.

Military Group. Accomplishes same missions as MAAGs, Generally
in Latin America. In addition acts as military advisor to
US Ambassador on all military matters, less attache matters.

Military organization assigned a specific mission or group
of missions in a country. Can have all of the missions
assigned to MAAGs or MILGP,or be restricted to certain areas
such as training.

National Security Agency/Central Security Services. Located
at Fort Meade and Friendship Airport, Maryland.

National Cryptological Training School A central system of
NSA/CSS primarily responsible for training of civilian
cryptological requirements. Close cooperation and liasion
with Service Cryptological Schools. Located at Fort Meade,
Maryland.,

Opposing Force Program: Successor for the national

aggressor concept for training. Oriented on real-world
potential advisaries. To include use of languages
appropriate for the opposing force region or country.

A group of tasks or responsibilities making up the duties of
an employee.

Level of proficiency required for performance of a specific
military job and the level of proficiency at which an

individual qualifies in that MOS.

Signal Intelligence: Intelligence obtained from electronic

sources.

Standard Municipal Statistical Area: Large urban areas

identified for statistical purposes, e.g., New York,
Buffalo, Chicago, etc,

vii



Space T2rm used incorrectly to indicate a billet or positionj
not in AR 310-25. Webster: area, volume, etc. but no
definition that indicates position,

SQT Skill Qualification Test: Designed to test performance of
tasks critical to soldier's jobs as a part of the EPMS. All
job-related. .
SSA Service Security Agencies:

AFSS: Air Force Security Service
NSG: Naval Security Group
USASA: US Army Security Agency -

STANAG Standardization Agreement: International agreement of NATO
nations for use of standard terms and definitions.

TLA Technical Language Assistant: Linguists from all services
with duty at DLI that assist in presenting technical aspects
and requirements in the language of the various security
and cryptological field assignments.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the purpose, background, scope, pro-
cedures and milestones of the study as well as a proposal for
a Department of the Army language policy statement.

1-1. Purpose. The purpose of this study is to investigate
the Army's linguist needs and programs in order to develop
recommendations for new programs and procedures or changes
to old programs so that National, DOD, and Army linguist re-
quirements are met.

1-2. Background

a. The Army current programs language instruction at the
Defense Language Institute (DLI) and Foreign Service Institute
(FSI) on the basis of projected requirements submitted by Army
Staff Agencies, major commands, and field operating agencies.

b. Apart from the established procedure for submitting
projected language training requirements, there exists no
systematic Army approsach to the problem of maintaining adequate
numbers of appropriately qualified linguists. The current
system, as it functions, is not able to accurately determine
the actual skill levels of linguists or to provide any method
for sustaining a language skill once attained.

C. Recent studies, e.g., the Army Direct Support SIGINT
Resources Study and Joint Army/NSACSS productive utilization
program have previously highlighted deficiencies in the Army's
ability to recruit, train, and maintain an adequate linguistic
capability.

1-3. Scope.

a. This study will evaluate the role of language in ful-
filling the Army Mission and assess the present status of Army
Linguist Programs and the management of linguist assets to
include both active and reserve components.

b. This study will develop recommendations for necessary
changes or initiatives!in contingency planning)} organizational,
readiness, regulatory, statutory, training, or managerial
matters to meet the Army's near term (FY 76-78) and long term
(FY 79 and beyond) linguist requirements.



1-4 Procedures. .

a. The study involved participation of Army Staff agencies, -
USASA, TRADOC, MILPERCEN, NSA/CSS, DIA and DLI in the linguist
program analysis and preparation of the report.

- b. Specific self-evident problem areas or those previously
addressed in recent studies were recognized without time-
consuming and costly field research and data gathering.

This permitted a greater effort to be placed upon develop-
ing solutions to problems. Emphasis was placed on the least
complicated and most efficient means of addressing those
problems.

c¢. As unsolvable problems surfaced, they have been pre-
sented as clearly as possible,so that stumbling blocks in
linguist training, procurement, management and use can be
visualized and accounted for in a less than emergency fash-
ion. No attempt was made to use this procedure to escape
problems that were simply difficult to address. A special
effort was made to provide to the recipients of this report

a great deal of technical information and background

material in the form of attachments, since it appeared that
some linguist problems could be best solved by obtaining
an appreciation of the context in which the problem exists.

d. Due to the broad scope of the various problems pre-
sented,conclusions and recommendations are found at the end of
each section of the general problem area covered. Consoli-
dated conclusions and specific recommendations are found in
Chapter 9.

1-5. Milestones

a. The study was initiated by memorandum from the Chief
of Staff to the Heads of all Army Staff Agencies, CSM 75-5-3%
dated 29 May 1975. The primary members of the study are from
DCSPER, ACSI and DCSOPS. Other staff agencies, participating
were 0CA, OCAR and NGB. Representatives of USASA, MILPERCEN,
NSA/CSS, DIA and DLI also participated. Input was received
from FORSCOM, USAF¥, USN, and USMC.

b. The following phases and milestones were established:

(1) Phase I. Assessment of the current status of the -
Army Linguist Program consisting of eighteen problem areas
undertaken by specific tasking of staff agencies, other
agencies and commands. Initial assessment and identifica-
tion of other problems were completed by 15 September 1975.




(2) Phase I1. Analysis of initial recommendations, pro-
posals of alternative programs and inclusion of changes. The
study was dispatched for staffing on 14 Nov 75.

(3) Phase III. Staffing and inclusion of recommended
changes. Final draft for staffing 12 Dec 75.

(4) Phase 1V. Chief of Staff of the Army briefing and
tasking for implementation of study recommendations. To be
completed by 27 Jan 1976.

1-6. Language Policy.

a. The policy presented below 1s logical derivation of
study efforts and hae been identified as a required initiative.
Recommendation for inclusion of this policy statement in
appropriate regulations hasS been made.

b. "The following language policy
is established for compliance by all Department of the Army
personnel. The acquisition of a linguistic skill is costly,
time consuming and requires extensive effort on the part of the
individual. 1In order to accomplish world-wide missions, these
highly perishable skills must be maintained and readily identi-
fied for immediate, programmed or contingency requirements.
Each commissioned officer is . encouraged to attain
at least an elementary proficiency in a foreign language.,
Officers and Warrant Officers in the intelligence and foreign
area specialties should possess such capabilities. Noncommissioned
officers and other enlisted men are encouraged to attain such a
skill; however, those personnel in designated intelligence
MOS's will require a language proficiency. All personnel who
have language skills are required to maintain these skills and
verify current proficliency by appropriate proficlency tests at
least every two years. When not in a linguist utilization
position, each individual with a language proficiency will be
provided training time to participate in Command Language Programs,
General Educational Program Language training, or utilize self-
study programs of the Defense Language Institute to maintain as
much of his language proficiency as possible. Extensive use
will be made of the Command Language Program or General Educa-
tional Programs to develop basic skills that can be used as an
entry level into formal training and also act as an effective
screening device to identify language aptitude. It is a command
responsibility at all echelons to insure proper utilization
and development of linguistic assets,as well as to take appro-
priate steps to maintain these perishable skills,when not
required by the current unit mission,and encourage a healthy
interest in attaining a linguistic skill for those personnel with-
out such proficiency."
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CHAPTER 2

THE ROLE OF LANGUAGE IN WAR

2-1. The Military Relevance of Language

a. Languages are the fundamental means of communication
between individuals, groups, organizations, peoples and
nations. The inability to use a foreign language places
an individual or organization at a disadvantage when dealing
with another group or nation whether the grounds be friendly,
commercial or hostile. The military,acting in their traditional
role must prepare for future conflicts and act in contingency
situations where national interests are challenged—--and most
of these situations deal with peoples speaking and communicat-
ing in foreign languages. In a military sense, 'to know your
enemy and understand your friends'", requires a linguistic
capability sufficient to meet the requirements of preparing
for, determing or engaging in conflict. Within this context
nilitary linguists function in the following fields:

(a) intelligence, (b) civil-military operations, especially
security assistance, (c) liaison with allied or friendly

forces engaged in separate or joint operations, and (d)}

liaison with allied or friendly forces participating in planning
under treaty obligations.

b. The US intelligence system is the largest single user
of Army Linguists. Sound knowledge of languages aids the
intelligence function in providing
solid information of foreign environments, cultures, military
capabilities, personalities and psychological make-up of the
nation for use in making operational and policy decisions.
Intelligence personnel are better able to understand the
dynamics of a specific country by a good grasp of the structure
of that language. Structures and usage of a language reveal
many facets of the national character that are impossible to
obtain in any other manner. On a less esoteric plane, the
ability to monitor the various means of communication within
a specific country or region can provide valuable intelligence
information and provide an early warning of impending actions.

c. Civil-military operations, to include Security
Assistance, represent the basis for building or improving allied
or friendly economic or military capabilities which can help
minimize reliance on US Armed Forces. Security Assistance
activities rely heavily on linguistically qualified personnel
to implement US policy and to provide assistance in training
and acquisition of military equipment for the host country.
Reliance on these friemndly forces can reduce the use of US
assets in localized disputes where US national interests are
not in immediate danger,or to augment US Armed Forces when
committed.
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d. Liaison with allied and other forces is a requirement .
for linguists where marginal linguistic capability could re-
sult in misunderstandings leading to direct disadvantages to .
US Armed Forces and US national interests.

2-2., Language and Combat Power

Proper use of linguistic capabilities can provide strategic,
as well as tactical, advantages to the user. It is important
to know what the enemy is planning to do next year in a theater
of operations,as well as what he is planning to do tomorrow
in a localized brigade area. Exploitation of SIGINT (Signal
Intelligence) and HUMINT (Human Intelligence) can augment
combat power by providing the commanders and staff (at every
level) with data that can be used to his advantage. What
actual troop value can be placed on the breaking of the Japanese
code in WW LI in regards to battles won or lost? Linguists
are needed to extract information from all communication sources
and their readiness, in a quantitative and qualitative sense,
is a factor that must be taken into consideration at all times.
How to do this in a timely fashion is a difficult problem.

2-3. Bounding the Linguist Problem by Conflict Probability

and Risk .

a. Linguists are essential to the US Army to accomplish
overseas combat or contingency missions,as well as to properly
fulfill peacetime preparedness missionms. Maintaining the
readiness of Army linguist assets clearly requires a methodology
by which conflict probabilitymsw the probable dimensions of US
support and associated risks are weighed against totzl linguist
requirements to determine priorities for reducing shortfalls
in specific languages.

b. An analysis of conflict probability (based on current
assessments) and associated language requirements are summarized
in Table 2-1. An arbitrary conflict indicater (CI) weight
was assigned in inverse order to probability of conflict for
use as a factor in determining language priorities.




TABLE 2-1. Conflict Probability

Pegions in Order Conflict Languages
»f Probability Indicator (CI)
Middle East 6,0 Persian, Arabic (5 Dialects),

Persian-Farsi1, Hebrew

2. Southeast Agia 5.0 Vietnamese, Khmer, Lao, Thai,
Chinese, French

3. Africa 4,0 French, Africans

4., Northeast Asia 3.0 Korean, Russian, Chinese

5. Latin America 2.0 Spanish, Portupese

6. NATO 1.0 Russian, French, German, Czech
Polish, MHungarian, ltalian,

Spanish, Portugese, Danish,
Norwegian, Greek, Turkish,Ducch

c. An analysis of conflict risk to US national interests
in the various regional areas based on current assessments,
is summarized in Table 2-2. Note that the correlation between
risk and probability is almost non-existent. Again,inverse
order to priority was arbitrarily assigned to the risk factor

(R).

TABLE 2-2. Risk to US Natioal Interest

Region .Risk Factor (R)
1. NATO 6.0
2. Northeast Asia 5.0
3. Middle East 4.0
4. .Latin America 3.0
5. Southeast Asia 2.0
6. Africa 1.0

d. Linguist resource managers require a methodology to
form these intangible non-correlated factors into a tool for
determining priorities for reducing specific linguist short-
falls. The following formula is a possible methodology for determining
linguist priorities by region:

FORMULA: PW = R + (CI)(P£f)

Where PW = Priority Weighting
R = Risk Factor
cI Conflict Indicator
Pf = Probability of Conflict Indicator (0.5)

NOTE: As Pf increases, greater weight accrues to the Conflict
Probability and results in changing final priority weights
to language development.

e. The largest "PW" (Priority Weight) results in the
highest priority area based upon the factors considered. For
example, the above methodology applied against current con-

' flict probability and risks to US interest (summarized in

Tables 2-1 and 2-2) shows the following regional linguist
priorities:
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TABLE 2-3. Reguronal Linguist Developmental Priorities

Priority Rerion Priority Weipht (PW)
1. Middle last 7.0
2 NATO 6.5
3 Northeast Asia 6.5
4, Southeast Asia 4.5
5 Latirn America 4.0
(; Africa . 3.0
Formula for ‘computation: PW.= R + (CI)(Pf)

f. The task of using the above linguist priorities must
be OPLAN driven and can be further refined by using countries
in specific regions to obtain a finer cut for language priori-
ties within that region. Current contingency plans neither
specify the required language mix for implementing wunits, nor
those language requirements for in-place strategic indications
and warning units which will be required to support the full
duration of the OPLAN execution. Guidance for language mix
must be provided to the MACOMs,if they are to achieve true
readiness for OPLAN execution and to concurrently facilitate
the sizing of the respective activejdreserve mobilization
force structures, to include planning for use of indigenous
linguists. MACOMs should then based linguist training needs
on both normal (fixed) and contingency (OPLAN) requirements.

g. ILnitial OACSI efforts to determine linguist require-
ments by language to support only the major regionally-
oriented OPLANS for the active Army are discussed later.

h. Based on the overall linguist priorities delineated
in Table 2-3, and established linguist needs (see Table 4-1)

the following table is a proposed statement of specific Army
Linguist Priorities:

TABLE 2-4, Army Language Priority

1 Arabic-Egyptian 16 Hebrew

2 Russian i7  Greek

3 Korean 18 Portugese
4 Arabic- Syrian 19 Japanese
5 Chinese-Mandarin | 20 Dutsh

6 Polish 21 Norwegian
7 Czech 22 Spanish-European
8 Chinese-Cantonese | 2 Thai

9 Romanian 24 Cambodian
10 Hungarian 25 laotian

11 German 26 Vietnamese
12 Serbo-Croatian 21 Spanish-1A
13 French 28 Taqgaiog

14 Persian-farsi 29 Hindi

i5 Turkksh 30 Urdu




i. This list of Army Linguist priorities is not static,but
rather represents the results of a methodology that permits
adjustment for changing world conditions and resultant assessments.
Each derived priority list will enable planners to operate from
an annually (or more frequently) validated baseline for decisions
on resource allocations for training, readiness and contingency
planning.

2-4. Conclusions.

a. Linguists are essential to the projection of US military
strength abroad and require command support for continued readiness.

b. Quality linguists are important intelligence resources
and can have a significant favorable effect on the application
of combat power. They require consideration in all contingency
planning.

c. DA linguist managers require a methodology for inte-
grating conflict probabilities and associated risks into a
language priority list for linguist acquisition.

d. Army force structure guidance, Army strategic capabilities
plans, the Joint Strategic Objectives Plan and all unified command
OPLANS require planning for linguist mix to facilitate force
sizing.

2-5. Recommendations:

a. Command information media provide increased publicity and
explicit command support for strengthening Army linguist capa-
bilities.

b. An Intelligence paragraph, which includes linguist capa-
bilities,be added to Command Semi-Annual Situation Report to
focus evaluation of linguist readiness.

c. All Joint and Army programing and budgeting documents
include a section dealing with linguist requirements as required.

d. A dynamic methodology for determining Army Linguist
Priorities be developed and verified using variable conflict
and risk data.

e. Force development guidance be provided MACOMS to insure
an appropriate number of linguist billets are documented in the
Army Authorization Documents System (TAADS) to meet day-to-day
and contingency requirements.






CHAPTER 3

UTILIZATION OF INDIGENOUS LINGUISTS

3-1. GENERAL

a, In previous wars and contingencies,the Army has been forced to
rely heavily on indigenous personnel to act as translators and interpreters,
Since there are so many possible areas of future Army commitment it is not
reasonable to assume that the Army will be able to operate without some
degree of indigenous linguist support in the future, The optimum solution
for linguist support would be to do without the use of indigenous linguists
entirely, but realistically it can be expected that some operational
requirements will demand the use of some of these assets,

b, The major consideration in planning for the use of indigenous
linguists is security, To use linguists as translators, or egpecially as
voice intercept operators, will require stringent security checks before US
force commitment, In addition, US linguists of near native fluency will
still have to be used in supervisory capacities to insure the effective-
ness of indigenous linguists, Currently a number of Puerto Ricans, Koreans
and nationals from many other countries are serving in the US Army, but have
little or no capability in the English language; their usability depends
on their capability in both the target language and in English, One alter-
native to solving this problem would be to screen such personnel through
use of the DLI English Comprehensive Level test to determine their English
capability, before relying on such personnel as Linguistic assets,

3-2. OACSI COMMENTS-

OACSI maintains that the security implications involved in using
indigenous linguists are not severe enough to preclude their use without
first determining just what those implications are, Accordingly, OACSI
feels that USAREYR (for OPLAN 4102) and Eighth Army (for OPLAN 5027) should
be tasked for determining the following:

a, Can indigenous linguists be used in MOS 96C and 98G in support of
OPLAN 4102 and OPLAN 50277

b, What are the security implications amlwhat pre-utilization measures
can be taken to insure adequate numbers of cleared or clearable linguists
available when needed?

c. In addition, a determination should be made relative to availabil-
ity of foreigners residing in the United States or native US citizens who
possess native fluency in a critical foreign language. OACSI believes that
a thorough study by the Selective Service Commission, USAREC and the Bureau
of Immigration could provide the Army with adequate identification of bilingual
speakers for contingency use., Any procedures or systems developed to provide
an efficient means of identifying these linguists resources must be within
the provisions of current disclosure and privacy acts in force, (For ethnic
centers now identified , See TAB 3-A))
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(4) AR 604-5, contains provisions for granting limited Access
Authorization to aliens subsquent to the completion of a favorable full
background investiation, It follows, therefore, that security requirements
may be met in those countries where Army/DOD agencies may be authorized
to con'luct such background investigations. .

3-3. USASA COMMENTS:

‘a, " The problems involving the use of indigenous personnel to
supplement USASA linguist assets are many and varied. The following problems
are currently under study?

(1) Availability, e.g., If hostilities broke out in Western Europe,
would Slavic speaking personnel be available?

(2) Security. If native speakers were available, could they be cleared?
How can those who genuinely desire to assist the US Army be distinguished from
the "Plant" or agents in their midst?

(3) Use of civilians in combat areas. What arrangements/agreements
would have to be made to solve this problem?

(4) Remuneration. What would the cost be to use civilian personnel
under these circumstances?

b. The above are but a few of the problems which must be considered.
Qualified linguists would still be required to perform quality checks on the
work performed by the indigenous personnel to insure accuracy. The entire
idea of the use of indigenous personnel may be an irresolvable problem area.”

3-4 OTHER COMMENTS

NSA representatives concluded that the security aspects of their re-
quirements would preclude extensive use of indigenous personnel.

3-5. IMPLEMENTATION:

a. The use of any indigenous personnel is covered in DA PAM 690-80
"Use and Administration of Local Civilians in Foreign Areas During Hostilities".
If indigenous linguists were to be employed,they would be covered by the pro-
cedures set forth in this document.

b. The use of indigenous personnel must be considered,since this is
a source of needed linguists. Studies must be conducted to determine the .
feasibility and requirements for such projected use. Depending on the outcome
of such studies, procedures outlining recruitment, security clearance and
training will have be determined. ..
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3-6 CONCLUSIONS:

a. Indigenous linguists cannot be used in positions requiring
security clearances unless they can be given limited access authori-

zation. :

b. Based on requirements for linguists, the use of indigenous
linguists may be compulsory in the event of certain contingencies.

c. Concentrations of ethnic groups in the CONUS should be
able to produce Linguists for contingency or mobilization needs.

3-7. RECOMMENDATIONS:

a. USAREUR and 8th Army be tasked to provide information/
recommendations for use of Indigenous Linguists for OPLANS 4102
and 5027, pending expansion of VTAADS implementation of language
identifier codes.

b. A study be made to determine feasibility of including
Foreign US residents as contingency linguistic assets based on v
statutory limitations.

c. The feasibility of organizing reserve linguist units
near major areas of linguistic resources be studied.






ETHNIC CONCENTRATIONS IN THE USA

by
Standard Municipal Statistical Area (SMSA)

1. Polish, German, Spanish, Italian

1. All major SMSA's

2. East Coast SMSA's (e.g. NYC Miami 2. Yiddish, High concentrations of
Boston, etc) persons who were raised in homes
where Yiddish was spoken. This
fact 1tself is not significant
except that an assumption can be
drawn that there may have been
classical Hebrew training
received as a part of religious
training.

Small but significant concen-
-trations: Slovak, Hungarian,
Russian, Lithuanian, Ukranian,
Serbo-Croatian.

Cleveland, Ohio SMSA

NYC; Newark, N.J.; Philadelphia, Chinese, Greek, Russian,
PA, SMSA's ‘Lithuanian, Ukranian
(Chinese primarily in NYC)

Serbo-Croatian, Russian,
Hungarian, Czechoslovakian.

Pittsburg, PA SMSA

Serbo-Croatian

SMSA

Detroit, Mich.

West Coast SMSA's (e.g. SF, Los 7. Japanese, Chinese
Angeles, Long Beach, San Diego)

Not Statistically reported: Hawaii Chinese, Japanese, Korean

Spanish

Not Statistically reported: Puerto
Rico

Source: US Census Bureau

TA® 3-A






CHAPTER 4
MANAGEMENT OF LINGUIST REQUIREMENTS AND RESOURCES
SECTION I. REQUIREMENTS
4-1. General

a. The only mechanism for stating linguist requirements
is currently found in AR 350-20, which prescribes procedures
for projecting language training requirements at DLI. There
is not a consistent mechanism for developing Linguist re-
quirements from authorization documents. AR 611~6 (The Army
Linguist Program) does, however, partially address this void
by establishing an annual report (Current and Projected
Enlisted Linguist Requirements, RCS OP0O-22 (R3) to HQDA by
all commanders having responsibility for units maintaining
records wherein linguist personnel are authorized or projected
to be authorized. This report provides the basis for the
Army's annual report submitted to DLI, Foreign Language
Training BRequirements, FY s (DA Form 3485-R, RCS DLI-16).

b. Authorization documents must be fully and consistently
documented to reflect language requirements and used as a
baseline for developing annual Training requirements.  Cur-
rently,most TDA units reflect reasonably accurate documenta-
tiony; however, TO&E units requirements are largely unspecified
as to language position by language and proficiency level.

c. Current knowledge of Army linguist requirements reflect
only how many personnel by language are projected for training
at DLI in a given fiscal year. There is no basic overall state-
ment of Army linguist requirements or statement of priority
by language, functional area, contingency or force component.

d. These facts have been verifiedj however, some agencies
which have good control of their requirements( DCSOPS for FAO,
MAAGS, Missions, SF etc and DIA for attachés)reported no
substantial problem in identifying requirements, programming,
training or acquisition of assets. Adjustments and changes
based on operational changes and requirements present no major
linguist problem. The Intelligence functional area, the
largest user of Army Linguists, has identified shortfalls in
almost every aspect of linguist management, training, utiliza-
tion and planning.

4-2, Core of the Problem: Managing requirements and resources:

a. In response to a July 1975 request by the Assistant
Secretary of Defense, Intelligence, ACSI, DA, made an extensive
analysis of all Army Intelligence-related Linguist require-
ments and made projections to FY 1981. 1Initial data were
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accurate only to a factor of + 207 - insufficient for use

in nrogram management. Further refinement of data gathering
resvlted in a confidence factor of + 5% as reflected in TAB 4A.
The total requirements are derived from adding fixed require-

ments to the variable requirements of the contingency OPLANS. .
(See TAB 4-B for OPLAN variables).

b. By arbitrarily taking a cut -off of FY 81 linguist
requirements of 98 (from TAB4-A) the following 10 languages -
in Table 4-1 can be considered to be critical from a purely
numerical standpoint.

TABLE &4-1., Critical Languages by Quantity

Language--by total
Projected Reqts FY 81

1. Russian

CYPE POSITION

VARIABLE

2. Korean
German
Czech
Polish
Chinese~-Mandarin

Spanish-Latin American

Arabic-Egyptian

French

10. Chinwese-Cantonese

= ol =2 BT

c. A different view of the problem can be obtained by
considering what the shortfalls would be if current assSets
were compared to FY 81 requirements. Table 4-2 shows that
most of the critical languages also fall into the quantity
shortage and that there are considerable differences apparent
between FY 76 assets and projected FY 81 assets.

TABLE 4-2. Projected Shortfall for FY 81

Language SHORTFALL FOR FY 81 I

Vs: 76 Assets

1. Russian
2., XKowean
3. Polish

4, Czech

5. Arabic-Egyptian
6. Chinese-Mandarin

7. Chinese-Cantonese

Arabic-Syrian




d. The two previous tables give a grasp of the magni-
tude of the intelligence linguist problem,but to further
complicate the situation, some very touchy intangibles are
introduced when quality of the linguist assets are considered.
The data presented in TAB 4-C give the proficiency levels
(based on O to 5) of known current linguist assets. Even
though these data are not too reliable (see Sec III) because
of inadequate tests and poor control of testing frequency,
the results can still be a useful tool for further analysis
of the entire linguist problem. When the lowest "L" score
averages are shown by language as in Table 4-3, care must be
taken to equate the number tested to the total requirements
shown in the previous tables. Statistically speaking an average,
based on a sample of 3,would normally be useless unless the
population or requirement was low. A complicated series of
managerial steps must be taken to adequately balance total
requirements in quality and quantity.

TABLE 4-3. Linguist. Quality Deficiencies-Current Assets

Average Proficiency Level

Listen Read

Arabic ~¥emeni

2. Cambodian(Khmer) 1.42 0.95 21
3. Korean 1.76 1.61 216
4, Arabic-Syrian 1.76 1.19 2
5. Persian-Afgan 1.80 1.60 10
6. Vietnamese-Saigon 1.84 1.78 637
7. Norwegian 1.88 1.76 26
8. Japanese " 2.00 1.66 178
9. Albanian 2.00 2.00 2
10. Arabic-Egyptian 2.25 1.71 28
11. Hebrew 2.33 1.55 9
12. Hindi 2.33 2.66 3
13. Vietnamese-Hanoi

14. Laotian A 2,24 1.44 25

e. Graphically, these relationships are shown in Table 4-4
and could be used for establishing priorities for overcoming
shortfalls or deficiencies. Balances would then have to be
struck when considering conflict probability and risk as dis-
cussed in Chapter 2.



TABLE 4-4. Linguist Shor#faii and Deficiencies

Russian
Chinese-Mandarin
Korean

Czech

Polish
Arabic-Egyptian
Arabic- Syrian
German
Spanish-lA
French
Chinese-Cantones
Hebrew
Arabic-Yemenl
Cambodian-Khmer
Persian-Afgan
Norwegian
Aibanian
Vietnamese
“Laotian

Hindi
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f. Overall shortfall through FY 81 is within the capability
of DLI and FSI to overcome without crash programs. Identified
qualitative language training problems will be discussed later
but there are good indications that most are well within the
training capability to overcome or improve.

4-3. ACSI Comments.

a. "Central to the problem of developing an accurate
requirements picture for Army linguists are the following
deficiencies in the Army system:



(1) Absence of wvalidated unified command statements of
language mix desired for Army forces.

(2) Failure of DA to enforce documentations standards
for authorization documents.

(3) Multiple contingency taskings for single units for
differing world regions.

(4) Absence of command concern for linguist capabilities
as expressed by their exclusion from OPORDS/OPLANS.

b. .
“"The central requirements issue, which will
frustrate unit readiness planning, is the conflicting regional
demands for single units. True linguist and unit readiness
cannot be obtained with a wide language mix within a single unit.
Rather it appears that more productive utilization depends

on tailoring maneuver units to specific regional areas and,if
requirements dictate otherwise, to plug-in an appropriate
linguist capability.

c. "The plug-in hotion however requires an overall sizing
of the problem, based on fixed linguist requirements (one
language) usually found in the strategic indications and
warnings TDA units, and the variable OPLAN linguist require-
ments common to all TOE units. 7Using fixed requirements as
a baseline, the various variable requirements can be applied
to them based on the current national security strategy,

Such rotation of variable and fixed requirements
will yield an optimized mix which can, concurrently, be sized
among the active Army reserve components and mobilization
forces. This sizing will furthermore, facilitate the subse-
quent sizing of indigenous linguist requirements to facilitate
feasibility evaluation relative to how to best solve the
myriad of knotty problems associated with their use in support
of US forces. An. analysis of intelligence-related linguist
requirements using this approach is at TAB 4-D.

d. “"The establishment of macro-requirements is helpful only
for force structure supportive actions. From the training and
personnel points of view, linguist requirements must be more
precisely defined in terms of words pictures of projected
position functions. Essential to this function is the associated
need to standardize requirements among like MOS personnel per-—
forming relatively standard functions for particular echelon
of assignment and pay grade. A proposed staffing guide for
intelligence linguist is contained at TAB 4-E. A word descrip-
tion of exact language skills would be an addendum to this guide.



4-4. USASA Comments.

a. General comments on requirements were as follows:

(1) USASA linguist requirements are determined from TDAs/
TOEs. TDAs give 'by—language’requirements. Such requirements
are levied against a national strategic mission administered
by NSA/CSS. The actual number of requirements is determined
by NSA in conference with USASA and is in consonance with
manning and staffing documents developed by NSA and USASA. -
TOEs do not identify specific language requirements. This
command receives guidance from ACSI as to languages and number
of linguists in each language desired based on current con- -
tingency plans. It is, of course, impossible to train and
maintain a linguist force capable of responding to every
contingency. Therefore, the linguist mix and fill for TOE units
is directed towards the priority contingencies as identified
by the DA Staff.

"(2) Training requirements are based on TDA/TOE authoriza-
tions,with strategic (TDA) requirements receiving priority
fi11."

b. ASA was able to give a current linguist authorization
and projected requirements by language. No break-out by grade
was avallable. Comments continue:

"(1l) Current documents do not identify authorizations by
level of proficiency. Due to the complexity of USASA's mission,
the majority of positions are recognized as requiring as '"C-2,
R-3". There are some positions which do not reqW¥ire this level
of proficiency; however, since thege positions comprise less
than 25% of USASA's authorizations, the minimum level for which
personnel are trained is C-3, R-3.

“(2) VUSASA currently has no commissioned officer linguists
requirements. There are authorizations for thirty-one 988A
and two 982A Warrant Officers. This total is expected to
increase to forty-four 988A authorizations by the end of FY 76.
These 988A's play a key role in the performance of USASAs
voice mission by providing technical assistance and guidance
both to the commander and to the voice operators. USASA is
looking for additional Warrant Officer positions to increase .
its base of highly qualified and knowledgable linguistg and
to enhance career opportunities for these highly qualified
linguists. .




"(3) USASA's language priorities are determined by its
strategic and tactical mission. Certain languages, such
as Russian, German, Chinese Mandarin and Korea, have con-
tinaully remained at the top of any list for requirements.
Other languages have moved up or down in priority,depending
upon the changing world situation. Prime examples are the
diminishing requirements for Vietnamese linguists and increasing
requirements for Arabic linguists. Functional priorities,
as stated above, are developed along the lines of strategic/
tactical requirements,with strategic requirements receiving
first priority because of the current live missions to be
accomplished at our strategic sites. Tactical requirements
would move up in priority should the US Army become engaged
in a combat situation.

"(4) Additional Problem Area. It will be extremely
difficult, if not impossible, to predict long term require-
ments for linguists. However, due to the long lead time
required training, the long range requirements are vital to
react quickly and professionally to the fluid world situation.
We simply cannot afford to keep a linguist force on hand,
in a high state of readiness, capable of meeting any situation.
This will probably be one of those irresolvable problem areas.
We must find some way to induce soldiers with linguistic
talents to maintain their language proficiency,while performing
duties in other than linguist tasks, in order to retain as high
a state of readiness as possible for any contingency."

4-5. ALPS Comments

a. Problems discussed later in Chapter 5, Training, can
be directly related to the inability of the users to clearly
define what is required of a specific linguist. This point
can be even more basic when actual requirements by numbers
and languages can not be accurately determined.

b. For better linguist products, the actual linguist
requirements must be clearly stated by the user and passed by
normal channels to DLI where the course requirements can be
translated into practical teaching objectives for the students.

c. An example of a linguist requirement for an officer
instructor at the School of the Americas, Canal Zone, would
not be "Major, Inf, MOS 1542, Spanish proficiency C-3, R-3";
but, rather, "Major, Inf, MOS 1542, Spanish C-4, R-3, to instruct
native Spanish speakers by formal platform presentation, con-
duct seminars and conferences, answer questions from students
and engage in normal social intercourse and conversation.
Infantry tactical and staff subjects to the level of USA€GSC."
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Knowing exactly what the student had to do after graduation
would permit use of actual "on the job" lectures, lesson
plans and so forth as a part of the formal training at DLI.
This would normally evaluate to a Level 4 requirement. Even
so, attainment of a 4 level cannot be realistically expected
through the Basic course, and is only feasible at DLI if the
student either has had previous experience in-country using
the target language and/or subsequently attends an advanced
course. Additionally, the Defense Language Proficiency Test
was not designed to measure level 4 proficiency.

d. Users should clearly differentiate levels of proficiency
required in each job skill so that first texm entries c¢an
receive only the amount of training needed and not use an ex-
cessive amount of time in training that is not not needed in
a first tour assignment. This review of steps in proficiency
cannot be arbitarily arrived at, but must be carefully studied
and prepared by the supervisors or superiors who have the
required knowledge of the job requirement to make such judg-
ments.

e. "Nice to have" proficiency levels are luxuries that
cannot be supported. Skill requirements and terminal objectives
must be clearly defined and identified to preclude wasted
training effort. Training to a defined entry-level performance
should be accomplished and some method at DA level is needed to
control skill definitions and linguist positions. (See Sec II,
Army Language Review Committee).

4-6. Conclusions

a., There is no functioning current system or methodology
for determining linguist requirements that gives an accurate
picture of Army-wide linguists.

b. Those users who have a good control and know their
requirements,do not report linguist problems,

c. Precise and consistent identification of linguist
requirements have not been accomplished and exact terminal
objectives (or entry-level performance) for training have not
been established. Managers must be prepared for longer training
periods for special’difficult positions such as attachés.

d. Even with inaccurate data available;it is possible to

conclude that requirements can be met through FY 1981 with the
training capacity now available.

4-8




e. A controlled system for linguists should be established,
to include identification and verification of exact skills
needed.

f. Even though most problems are more closely associated
with the intelligence sector, most points are still valid for
all other linguist users.

g. AR 611-101, Personnel Selection and Classification-
Commissioned Officer Specialty Classification System, dated
15 Nov 75 (effective 1 Mar 76) provides means of identification
of positions requiring languages for officers. This uses Language
Identifier Codes (LIC), in conjunction with TOE/MTOE positions,
to identify requirements and should be addressed,as it is in
development. Input is presently being implemented for officers
and the LIC's can also be used for enlisted and warrant officer
requirements.

4-7. Recommendations:

a. Add language skill levels and specific linguistic pre-
requisites to the Language Identifier Code (LIC) in VTAADS.

b. DCSPER, in conjunction with DA Staff agencies and proponents
for linguists, continue established review and approval procedures.

c. Use a combination of fixed and variable linguist require-
ments based on the current war strategy for training and mainte-
nance of an optimized mix.

d. Develop a Linguist Staffing Guide with a standardized
description of skill requirements, as well as a detailed, specific
behavioral statement of special skill requirements that can
function as an entry-level performance criteria for training.
This will be provided for utilization in the development of
VTAADS documents which support OPLAN requirements.

e. At DA level establish a committee for Army linguist matters,
subject to par. 1 c, Chapter 9.

f. Explore the feasibility of identifying enlisted linguists,
in the same manner as officers, under the provisions of AR 611-
101, Personnel Selection and Classification-Commissioned Officer
Specialty Classification.






‘ SECTION II. ARMY LANGUAGE REVIEW COMMITTEE (ALRC)

4-8. General: To manage the Army's Linguist requirements
effectively, the following actions must be accomplished:

R - Identify linguist position requirements through a
reports system.

- Validate identified requirements.

- - Insure linguist training based on identified validated
requirements.

- Insure implementation of approved ALPS recommendations.

4-9., Action Required: These actions can be accomplished by
adopting a system for linguist review similar to the Army
Education Requirements Board (ALRB) system (AR 621-108) used
for graduate level education management.

4-10. Function . The Army Language Review Committee will:

Review and monitor progress of approved ALPS recommenda-
tions. '

4-11. Composition of the ALRC:

a.0ffice of Assignment Grade and Committee Position
ODCSPER General Officer (Chairman)
ODCSPER LTC/MAJ (Member)
ODCSOPS LTC/MAJ (Member)
OACSI LTC/MAJ (Member)
. MILPERCEN LTC/MAJ (Member)

b. Representatives from the Defense Language Instltute
. may be invited by the chairman.



c. User agencies of language qualified personnel will
be invited by the Chairman to furnish representatives to the .
Committee when language requirements of that organization are

beiny considered. These organizations include, but are not

limited to:

(1) Defense Intelligence Agency

(2) Army Security Agency i
(3) Military Intelligence Branch

(4) OPD and EPD MILPERCEN

4-12. Direction and Control

a. The Committee will meet at the call of the Chairman
and operate under such detailed procedures as he directs.

b. The Committee has the authority to communicate directly
with repo@ting organizations for linguist matters as deemed
necessary.

c. Upon completion of their review the Committee will
forward to the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, Department
of the Army, Washington, D. C. 20310 the following:

(1) Report of Proceedings.

(2) One copy of machine data print-out of validated
positions by command.

4-13. Purther Discussion.

a. DCSOPS, MILPERCEN, TRADOC and FORSCOM recommended that the
ALRC not be established at this time. If the current management
systems do not work within a reasonable time,then the Committee
should be considered. This is based upon the perception that
another layer of control would be added to systems that are now
in the process of development and refinement. ®Additional duties
would not be consistent with current and projected DA staff
constraints.

b. All other principal staffs or agencies involved in this
study support the establishment of the ALRC either very enthus-
iastically or by tacit approval.

c. Some system that has a definite and regulatory interest
in the linguist problem is needed to keep continued visibility,
as well as to assist in command emphasis. A continued monitoring

of the linguist problem would be beneficial.
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4-14. Conclusions. There is a requirement for establishing

a procedure to review monitor implementation of this study's
recommendations at DA level,so that resources may be more effi-
ciently utilized to accomplish assigned missions and meet all
Army linguist requirements.

4-15. Recommendation: An Army Language Review Committe (ALRC)
be established, after review and verification of need,on or about

1l July 1976. (Subject to par. 1 ¢, Chapter 9).




SECTION III. QUALIFICATIONS AND RECORDS

4—16 . General. .

a. Once an individual is tested and verified as to pro-
ficiency upon completion of a DLI course, he is, almost -
without exception, never retested. Observations'and informal .
discussions with supposedly language—qualified personnel can
lead to the conclusion that many, possibly a large majority,
do not in fact still have the capabilities indicated by their
records. Hence, we cannot determine from available personnel
records exactly what our actual linguist assets are when
needed for deployment or contingencies.

b. There is no system for retesting that is functioning
consistently in all MACOMS even though AR 611-6 was promul-
gated in 1969 with the requirement for retesting.

C. Only those individuals requiring a language proficiency
test as a prerequisite for initial enlistment are administered
this test at the Armed Forces Examining and Entrance Station
(AFEES) .

4-17. Information Now Available.

a. MILPERCEN furnished data showing total linguist
requirements for Enlisted Men FY 75 of 1,790 with some 1692
for USASA not included. This total of 3482 has not been veri-
fied by OACSI's fieid survey on linguists and agreement on
actual requirements is not able to be obtained. This inability
to come close on statistical data is typical of all such
efforts on the part of the study. Within the data given, it
was again verified that some MOSs and some languages have a
very low usage volume.

b. Data elements and supporting tapes pertinent to
current ADP linguist management for Officers and Enlisted are
maintained at MILPERCEN. For a detailed description of data
available to managers, see TAB 4-F.

c. Data extracted from these tapes are shown in table 4-5
to illustrate problems involved in reevaluation. -t
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d. MLLPERCEN comments that a system does exist for
the reevaluation of all linguists in order to have -available
an accurate listing of all linguist personnel. These pro-
cedures are contained in AR 611~-6. However, a review of
the printout of the linguist file clearly reveals a definite
non~-compliance with established procedures and that much
of the data contained therein is obsolete. Note that 84% offi-

' cers and 74%Z enlisted were evaluated before July 1973.

The date of the last evaluation for each individual is an
item of information on file and must be kept current,but most
have not been evaluated for several years. Consequently,
the current proficiency level of the individual is not correct
and no clear picture of linguist assets is available to
Personnel Managers.

e. This particular point concerning retesting was confirmed
by a MILPERCEN survey of August 1974 (Table 4-6). Of those sur-
veyed 79.3% of the officers and 70.6% of the enlisted men either
were not tested or were tested more than two years before.
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418 . Maintenance of Records.

a. The present system for updating and maintaining
accuracy of personnel records in language proficiency is
satisfactory; however, the problem again is one of non-
compliance with directives. The present system provides
for the identification of all linguistically-qualified
individuals, both officers and enlisted personnel, as part
of the in-processing procedure for all new accessions.

In addition, all individuals who complete language training
whether at DLI, Command-Sponsored Language Program, or
civilian school)where attendance was sponsored by Army
funds, are tested to determine language proficiemcy. AR
611-6 requires the preparation of a DA Form 330 (Language
Proficiency Questionnaire) for all officers and enlisted
personnel identified and evaluated for language proficiency
(RCS OPO-51R1)). A copy of the completed DA Form 330 is
placed in the individuals field 201 file, a copy i5 forwarded
to the HQDA (for officer personnel to appropriate career
Branch, OPD; and for enlisted personnel to Language Section,
Education Branch, Training Division, EPD), the third copy
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is forwarded to PERSINSD for updating of the Linguist File.
The linguist file maintained by PERSINSD, for both officer
and enlisted personnel,is designed to represent a current
inventory of linguist assets. If procedures contained in
AR 611-6 were followed, namely, identification of linguists
as prescribed, reevaluation as required and submission of
DA Forms 330 upon initial identification or reevaluation,
the records at HQ DA would reflect a more accurate and true
picture of the Army's linguist assets and a more reliable
assessment of the individual's proficiency.

b. Present procedures provide for identification of
multi~linguists. The Enlisted Linguist File provides for
the identification of up to 10 languages; the Officer Master
File provides for the identification of up to 4 languages;
in addition, provision is made for further identification
of officer personnel,if necessary - up to 10 languages can
be identified.

¢c. The system is capable of maintaining a great amount
of information necessary on linguists but is is apparent
that non-compliance with regulations, especially retesting,
has diminished the overall effectiveness of management assis-
tance available in ADP.

d. A problem surfaced in the study concerning retrieval
of Linguist information. Many requests for information on
linguists were too broad to furnish a clear picture of the
assets. More usable data could be furnished to the requesters,
if they had a complete picture of what actually is available
on file and how to ask for it.

4-19, Standard Test Scores. DLI has considered changing all
Language Proficiency scores to a standard "T" score and dis-
card the use of the eurrent "O thru 5" scores. Based upon
Services' nonconcurrences and the requirement for compliance
with international agreement for usage of the current pro-
ficiency scores under the Standardization Agreement (STANAG)
of NATO, the current skill level scores will continue to be
used. For a technical discussion of the Standard Score, see
VoL II, DLI, pp 45-56.

4-20, Conclusions.

a. The greatest problem with qualifications and records
is continued non-compliance with published DA regulations and
directives. In regards to identifying current linguist assets,
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we are still in year 19692 when reevaluation was directed,but
not implemented.

b, Many users do not know what data is available for
retrieval.

c. Strong command emphasis must be placed upon retesting
and maintenance of proficiency.

d. Minimum changes are necessary in order to achieve
an accurate current status of linguists. A current survey
of all identified linguists should be made using DA Form
330, if appropriate.

e. In order to obtain language proficiency or aptitude
information,all personnel entering the Army should be ad-
ministered the DLAT at the Armed Forces Examining and Entrance
Station (AFEES).

4-21, Recommendations.

a. Require compliance with regulations.

b. Insure command emphasis (e.g. IG inspections) on
retesting and maintenance of proficiency (See Secs III and
IV of Chapter 5).

c. Survey all identified linguists to ascertain current
status while reevaluation is being started (DA Form 330,

if appropriate.)

d. Prepare an LOL for retrieval of linguist data for
all interested units or agencies.
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SECTION LIV. CAREER DEVELOPMENT

4- 22, General. The career development of a linguist is
ill-defined in the officer and enlisted personnel flelds.
~
a. Officer Personnel. The basic problem is the con-
flicting demands of language utilization and general career
development.

b. Enlisted Personnel.

(1) True 1linguistic proficency takes up to 10 years of
continuous practice. Yet,it is at just this stage of his
career that the high quality linguistic is generally pro-
moted to supervisory duties, inhibiting his ability to con-
tinue job-related maintenance of his linguistic skills.
(Informal discussions with junior enlisted personnel indi-
cate that prior knowledge of this career limitation may
also be an inhibition to reenlistment.)

(2) There is no systematic program for identifying
those personnel proficient in one or more foreign languages,
but who work in non-linguistic functional areas, and to solicit
(or direct) their transfer to shortage language fields
which match their individual qualifications.

(3) There is no systematic program for identifying those
of high linguistic aptitude for training in more than one
language, thus improving flexibility of linguist assets.

(4) There is little or no flexibility for the cross-
utilization and training of career linguists among functional
areas.

(5) There appears to be no systematic method for higher
language training, on a mandatory, routine career development
basis, tied to the NCOES.

4-23. ACSI Comments.

a. '"The urgent need for a strong management system to
control the acquisition, retention, and utilization of
highly trained and skilled linguists has been recognized
throughout the ALPS study. It is obvious that much of the
training time and money dedicated to provide individuals
to meet requizements for the Army has been largely wasted
because of the lack of compliance with existing policies on
the part of all levels of command. At a time when both
manpower and funding are paramount considerations, strong,
positive steps must be taken to correct the situation.
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e. Both EPMS and OPMS are relatively new systems for
the management of personnel and are presently in varying
degrees of implementation. It is too early to completely
assess the effectiveness of either regarding linguists.

OPMS should provide an adequate mechanism to monitor

and assign linguistically qualified officers and warrant
officers. Under EPMS, however, no program for linguists
similar to the officer FAO program exists. This has evolved
from two main factors:

1. Lack of definitive requirements, and

2. Lack of knowledge of who the qualified Linguists
are.

¢c. A major consideration in the formulative process of
developing a sound program for managing linguists as
linguists,instead of managing by functional area, must be
factual, up-to~date knowledge of overall Army needs.
Since the strength authorizations of the Army fluctuate while
missions remain fairlystable, another consideration is assuring
the maximum utilization of all personnel within total Army
requirements. In the officer ranks,this is done through the
"dual-track'" system of specialties under OPMS. Primary and
secondary MOS's provide the mechanism under EPMS. A positive
program for linguists could be developed with these considera-
tions in mind, providing assignments alternately or frequently
between language-related positions and other skill positions =
particularly if new linguist utilization positions are identi-
fied. Since there are an insufficient number of language
Positions within CONUS requiring skilled 1inguists, particularly
for enlisted personnel, they cannot all be continuously
utilized in a language capacity. Some examples of current
efforts in this regard are the Combat Intelligence Company
at the division level other studies are recommending an Intelli-
gence Group at the Corps level. Additionally, staff and faculty
positions at the Defense Language Institute are a possibility.
Finally, the opposing force (OPFOR) program will provide a
wider medium for productive utilization in both CONUS and over-
seas. These,in themselves,will not provide sufficient spaces
for a complete balance of CONUS and overseas assignments for
career linguists in a diversity of languages,but they do point
out the possibility of identifying more ways in which to utilize
trained personnel. Steps have been taken by the OACSI Linguist
Consulting Board (LINCOB) to more clearly define intelligence-
related linguist needs throughout the Army. This, however,
must eventually be expanded to consider all Army linguist needs.
The ALRC, would provide the mechanism for this.
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d. These factors point to the need to consider various
types of programs designed to assure positive identification
and control of linguists. Any particular program which
finally evolves must provide for several management objec-
tives. Included among these are:

1. Attracting qualified personnel into the program,
2. Identifying linguists to managers,

3. Assuring the maintenance of proficiency and interest
through incentives and challenging, satsifying linguist jobs,
and

4. Developing skills to assigt individuals in rising
to positions of higher responsibility and grade.

5. Retention factors: Various factors directly relating
to these topics are also under consideration by the OACSI
Linguist Consulting Board as they concern the intelligence
field. The results of those studies will provide data which
could form the basis for the development of a linguist program.

e. In summary, there is a recognized need for ; program
to manage linguists. The final program to satisfy this need
must, however, be developed based on experience and require-
ments and designed to meet the needs of the Army. The exact
structure, scope and mechanisms of such a program can only
be determined based upon carefully assessed requirements for
linguists Army~wide. The effectiveness of a management pro-
gram will be dependent upon both the challenges and incentives
offered to the participants, as well as the management pro-
cedures followed. Recommendations regarding the intelligence-
related aspects of a linguist program will be provided, based
upon data gathered from the continuing progress of the OACSI
Linguist Consulting Board."

4- 24. MILPERCEN Comments.

a. '"Career development regulatory constraint for officers
is limited to the requirement (AR 611-6) that upon completion
of language training they will be assigned to fill valid
requirements for at least one year. If a requirement is can-
celled, assignment will be made, whenever possible, to a position
or area where the linguist ability can be utilized. The primary
constraint on career development for enlisted personnel is
the number of requirements, by language, grade, MOS, and
physical location. Since most requirements are overseas, there
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is a severe space imbalance problem between CONUS and
OCONUS. We cannot expect to retain an individual and
exp2ct that the major portion of his career will be spent
overseas. Since there are limited requirements in CONUS,
we cannot utilize all that have been trained,which results
in many individuals losing their proficiency in the language.
The grade structure presents another problem. In many
career management fields (CMF), the largest requirement

is in the middle grades. A career pattern for linguists
through E9 could create a top heavy CMF. There must be
promotion opportunities,if we expect to retain the individ-
ual and utilize his language ability.

b. The Foreign Area Officer (FAO) Specialty of the
Officer Personnel Management System (OPMS) provided a basis
for solving the above problem. The objective of professional
development in the FAO specialty is to provide highly quali-
fied officers for assignment to worldwide DOD and DA positions
requiring a detailed knowledge of foreign areas, language
proficiency and politico-military awareness. This specialty
offers both professional development and linguist reutiliza-
tion within the grades of Captain through Colonel. The
FAO Specialty also attracts officers previously trained for
other Army requirements which provide the opportunity for
repeated language utilization.

cs. Under the present system for managing linguists,
language training in the NCOES would be difficult. A special
course would be required to teach each language since NCOES
is designed to train by MOS and Career Management Field (CMF)
and the number of linguists in most MOS and CMF is very small.
A program for language training in NCOES might be feasible
in those MOS with a high density of linguists.'" (Individuals
in other career management fields could also be enrolled
in such instruction based on desire)

4-25. USASA Comments,

a. Officer Personnel.

(1) " As previously stated, USASA has no
authorizations for commissioned officer linguists. Those
officers who have received language training either took
their training as an EM or entered the FAO program. In either
case, maintenance of their language skill is primarily on a
personal basis. Those who are interested in maintaining their
language skills have done so on their own initiatives. USASA




is currently reexamining the utilization problem and the

need for authorized officer linguists. The utilization
problem is solvable for USASA,but would require a major
change in concepts of an officer's role. In the British
Army, officer linguists,through the rank of major,have

daily scheduled transcription/scanning duties. This

enables them to maintain their language and keep abreast

of current developments in the intelligeénce field on a first-
hand basis. Such a program could be developed for MI
officers in the US Army.

(2) "Wwarrant Officers. The 988A Warrant Officer is
used exclusively by USASA. He 1ie expected to be the techni-
cal expert in his unit on matters concerning linguists.
These warrants are selected from EM holding the 98G MOS.
Due to the selection process,the career development program
depends, in part, on training received as an EM. If a
Marrant has not received intermediate language training,
this, and in some cases advanced language training, is pro-
grammed into his career,even though such training is not
officially recognized as a necessary part of his career
development. Undexr the new WOPMS, a senior WO course has
been established and an advanced WO course for MI warrants
is being developed. These courses seem, at times, to be in
direct contradiction to the WO concept. A warrant officer
should be a highly qualified technician in his field. He
should not be so speclalized that he cannot function in
general areas. However, the advanced and senior WO courses,
are, and must be, general in their nature. A warrant officer
expecting promotion knows that his/her chances are enhanced
by attendance at these courses. But these courses take
the linguist warrant away from his language, with the
resultant proficiency loss, and do not enhance, at least for
the 988A, his knowledge of tasks performed. There are few,
if any, schools for the linguist warrant devoted to increasing
his capabilities in his specialty.’

b. Enlisted Personnel.

(1) “ This command cannot emphasize or concur in too
strongly the points made in the initial ALPS paper. The
simplest statement concerning a linguist career development
program is that "there is none'. A flute or oboe player
in the US Army Band can rise to the grade of E8 or E9 and
continue to play his flute or oboe. A linguist, if he wishes
to rise above the grade of E5 or E6, cannot continue to utilize

his linguistic skills except on a "catch-as-catch-can" basis.



This comparison is not meant to demean the flute or oboe
player. They have an acquired skill and are using 1it.
But is the linguist's skill in learning a language, or
languages, less valuable or less demanding? In comparing _
advancement potential, it would appear that the capability .
to learn and work with a language is a lesser skill.
Linguists are promoted away from the "working" job level at
the precise point in their career when the military should
be reaping the most benefits from their expertise gained -
through training and job experience. This lack of linguist

career program is a definite factor in the low-linguist

retaention rate.- .

(2) “ USASA has attempted to outline and follow a program
for the management of linguist careers within USASA. The
program offers policy guidance on language training. A copy
of the Language Management Program is attached at Tab 4-H.
Efforts have been concentrated on training and keeping an
individual proficient in one language rather than cross-
training him in several languages. Training in a second
language is encouraged only in cases where there are no
authorizations in grades E6 and E7 for the initial language.
The program, as outlined in the management letter, is an
attempt to provide for higher language training even though
it is not mandatory.’

426 . NSA Comments. Members of NSA for Linguists agree that
some way to progress as a linguist to the highest grades is
necessary as a career incentive, as well as a means to insure
that high quality linguists are available to meet needs.

For NSA requirements, a well-qualified linguist requires about
8 years to develop.

4-27 . ALPS Comments.

a. No complete answers to the utilization of officer
linguist personnel has been uncovered by the study. With the
many requirements placed upon the talents of an officer his
language proficiency must be considered only as an additional
factor in his assignments. OPMS appears to be the best
control means to insure proper utilization and development
of officer linguists.

b. USASA has a management program for MOS 98G (see Tab 4-G)
that could be workable for other users..

c. Recommendations made by USASA are appropriate to be

considered here for possible incorporation with ongoing
programs:

423



(1) "Recommend that warrant officers be programmed to
attend the FAO courses, such as the ones conducted at Garmisch,
as part of their career development program. The value of
the language training received as part of this program needs
no explanation. The knowledge gained through this program
of the target country's political, economic, and military
posture would be of great worth in the evaluation and analysis
of intelligence which the warrant is required to perform.

If the attendance of warrant officers at such courses is not
feasible, courses patterned after these existing courses could
be developed for the warrant officer. It should be noted

that NSA, a member of the cryptologic community, enrolls

some of its language specialists in these programs.

(2) For Enlisted Personnel. “A career pattern for
linguists which allows at least a 20-year "direct involvement"
program with linguist duties must be established. One
possibility is the increase of grade authorizations for
linguists (98G) through grade E-9. This idea meets resistance
from some sources because the picture of a master sergeant
or sergeant major sitting at a linguist position seems
demeaning. An altermate proposal might be limiting linguist
grades to E-7 but granting in-grade pay raises other than the
current time-in-service raises. For example, pay grade E-7 for
linguists could be authorized pay levels of T-1, T-2, and T-3.
Level T-1 would be the current pay authorized an E-7. Level
T-2 would be the current pay and allowances of an E-8 and level
T-3 the pay and allowances for an E-9. Thus, a linguist would
reach a top grade of E-7 in rank but through in-grade promotions
be eligible for E-9 pay and allowances. This type of system
could be applied not only to linguists but also to other specialty
groups such as band members, nuclear power plant operators and
repairman and computer operators/repairman. These and other
proposals for the 98CMF are also being studied by this command
under EPMS.

(3) “a program of both advanced language and advanced
technical training must be developed that ties into the NCOES."
(end ASA remarks)

d. As pointed out in other parts of this study (see
Section II Chapter 5) expansion of numbers of Warrant Officer
linguists is not possible. Every effort should be made to
increase the proficiency and usefulness of those assets
available. Increased training at higher levels certainly
would be one way of improving the desirability of the WO
linguist position, however, FAO training would not be appro-
priate since there are no FAO requirements for WO's.
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e. If there were a logical progression as a linguist
to the highest grade,the benefits would fsar outweigh the
dissdvantages. The ability to be promoted as a linguist
would appeal to many who now are turned off by the poor
progspects of the linguist field.

~ ~

f. To make the linguist career system attractiwe,

some method of progression in skill levels as appropriate

to grade should be developed under EPMS in conjunction with
the user units’'evaluation of their requirements. A possible
system of step-levels for language skills is proposed in the
table below:

Table 4-7
GRADUATED SKILL LEVEL FOR LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY
. Tremg
— DLI
BASTC > > jOB-Level required; verified and properly
Q——_— 03T identified
NRI-STUDY PROGRAM
INTERMEDIA TE = o oo P DLI, CONTRACT, OR SELF-STUDY
o Sh JOB-Level required; verified
g—————OJTl'
NRI-$TUDY PROGRAM
ADVANCED boss apws < ey DLI OR CONTRACT r
W J0B- Level required; verified
_(z——-OJTd’
NRI- STUDY PROGRAM
.:'OTE: If it is required to have a graduated system of skill levels then the users must adapd
their requirements to fit the system, I1f current designations of skill levels and jou
j i ,'anizo and redefine pnsiti.

W—mﬂﬂ!&wtn there is no choice but to reor
pryeggyre

4- 28. Conclusions.

a. Officers will have to be managed by OPMS and assigned
as needed for language utilization.

b. Warrant Officers should not attend FAO courses,such as
those conducted at Garmish,since these courses are not appro-
priate to the Warrant Career Fields and there are no FAO
requirements for WOs. Development of a specific program,
to include civil schooling,would.be appropriate,if fully
justified and so identified in appropriate manning documents.
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c. Enlisted personnel can be effectively managed
by the EPMS providing the user units or agencies keep tight
control on the use of linguist personnel. Strong policies,
such as that of ASA ean provide needed guidance for command
action.

d. Command emphasis and support is needed for a linguist
career program through E-9, to include establishing skill-
level steps as a part of the systenm.

4-29., Recommendations.

a. Insure that command emphasis be placed upon proper
use of linguists,with appropriate verification at all levels,
to ensure compliance with established DA regulations.

b. DCSPER and MILPERCEN, in conjunction with users,
develop a career program, based upon overall Army-wide
requirements, which would provide positive management of
linguists and allow individual progression to the grade of
E-9.

c. Provide sufficient user inputs to OPMS and EPMS to
insure full linguist utilization and development.

d. Provide rationale and system for skill-level steps
in language proficiency.

e. Explore the desirability of a WO career program

that would include advanced training in intelligence related
fields.
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SECTION V. ENLISTED CAREER MANAGEMENT

4-30 . General.

Language qualified personnel are presently managed by
functional career management fields (CMF) with their language
qualifications considered as additional skills. This can
lead to fractional management of these valuable and expensive
assets. Linguist career requirements are not extensive
and would apply to a very limited number of MOS's.

4-31 , Systems of Management

a. In regards to linguist management, MILPERCEN stated
that; "Some evaluation of the present system has been accomplished.
Procedures in the current AR are sound and would provide career
managers with valuable information if the data was accurate.
The present system does not provide the data we now need, but
this is a problem of not complying with the procedures and not
completely one of system design. A new directive is presently
being staffed for coordination. The draft regulation retains
basically the present system but eliminates the deficiencies
that have been identified in the present system."

b. When considering management by functiomal or linguistic
areas, MILPERCEN comments:

"This management problem appears to be the central issue of
the entire study - do we manage linguists as linguists or

by functional areas? Many positions calling for linguists
require the same language but the duties of these positions
are not related in any way. An example: an ASA voice intercept
operator and an individual who is assigned to a country as

a me?ber of a MAAG or mission would require the same languapge
buti’the same skill levels. The ASA man needs to be highly
t*rained in his ability to understand the spoken language as
well as in his specialty skill. The other individual needs
also to be proficient in speaking and reading. The many and
varied duties that require a linguistic ability will be diffi-
cult to manage in a career system for linguists. It is
possible that management of individuals as linguist might be
easier at the higher grades since the individual would have
much more experience and broader military background by the
time he was promoted to grade E6 or above. With minimum
training, individual shaould be able to perform in a greater
variety of positions."
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Ce USASA states:

"Ali USASA linguist assets are concentrated in two MOSs,
98G and 98C. Knowledge of a language 1s a requirement for
the awarding of the 98G MOS. One cannot function as a 98G
without it. Authorization documents for MOS 98G are now
listing the required language also. Therefore, the manage-
ment of linguist resources must be accomplished according
to the language qualifications. of these personnel. Language
qualification cannot be considered as an "additional skill"
until the individual reaches the E-8, E~9 level and have
moved to MOS 98Z. (¥MOS 98G, 98C are authorized only to the
E-7 1level. and feed into the 98Z MO0S)."

d. The Enlisted Division of DCSPER looks at the methods
of management from a purely cost-effective point of view,
giving the following advantages for managing linguists as
linguists:

(1) Intensifies management of linguists.

(2) Reduces initial training requirements,

(3) Provides a "general support'" concept.

(4) Reduces overall linguist requirements.

(5) Maintains linguist proficiency.

(6) Increases overall knowledge of linguists.

e. Disadvantages set forth by DCSPER are:

(1) Reduces technical expertise in specific MOS.

(2) Reduces "1linguist pool'".

(3) Reduces contingency capability.

f. NSA has essentially tried to manage their linguists
as linguists by maintaining a linguist pool

i but returned these linguists to tactical units
when the system was found impractical.




4-32, Other Services' Systems of Management.

a. "In the US Air Force, enlisted linguists are identified
by distinct Air Force Specialty Codes (e.g. 203 XO's are
linguist interrogators, and 203 X1l's are voice processing
specialists ); these codes comprise the linguist career field.
Therefore, within the Air Force, linguistic ability for
enlisted personnel is mot an additional skill, but a primary
function of a specific career field to accommodate CONUS
assignments. TFor example, within the Air Force Intelligence
Service, all except one enlisted linguist requirement are
overseas.

b. “The 203X1 MOS is further subdivided into approximately
26 languages. Each manning document lamguage space is also
identified to reflect the level of language training required
and language specialists are similarly identified. One
further level of discrimination is provided by a special
experience identifier which tells us about any special training
required or possessed. Fortunately the USAF automatic personnel
data system provides a capability to manipulate this data
automatically and makes detailed i1dentification workable.
A manual gystem would be extremely unwieldy. We use this
information for virtually all management actions including
guaranteed enlistments, personnel planning. Training,
assignments, selective reenlistment bonuses, etc. Promotion
actions do not discriminate by language however."

c. USN states that they use a dual. system:

(1) "For Communication Technician Interpretive (CTI)
rated personnel, language training is considered a primary,
rather than an additional skill. CTI personnel are therefore
centrally managed and detailed.

(2) For personnel in MAAGs, etc., due to the small number
of billets involved, management is by functional area and
the language training that a person has is considered as an
additional skill. The Navy does not maintain an inventory
of language trained personnel for these billets, but trains
to fill a specific billet, if there are no available qualified
personnel."

d. The USMC comments as follows:
(1) "Recruits (first-term Marines) with foreign language
skills are administered the Language Proficiency Test (DLPT)

during initial processing. If skill is demonstrated in a
high~density language, consideration for training,leading to
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assignment of the cryptologic MOS 2641, is appropriate,
if other established prerequisites (such as eligibility
for security clearance) are met. Only upon completion
of cryptologic linguist training at the Defense Language )
Institute (DLI) and follow-on training at the USAF School .
of Applied Crytologic Sciences, Goodfellow Air Force Base,

- "~~-Texas is the MO0S 2641 assigned. First assignments for N
these Marines are in appropriate high-densdity billets within
the Marine support battalion or radio battalions. " -

CZ)"Low—density language training is conducted at
DLI for all selectees with follow-on training at Goodfellow .
Air Force Base in those languages taught at that command.
Low-density language MOS's are assigned as an additional
MOS to career Marines proficient in another cryptologic
skill. The linguist training is made available through reen-
listment options or school quota availability. Additionally,
Marines with native-born skills who meet the linguistic
prerequisites are also assigned the additional MOS, Assign-
ments are made normally to meet the requirements of the
individual's primary MOS, but efforts are made to geographi-
cally locate the individual to utilize his additional MOS.
Language proficiency maintenance is pursued through organiza-
tional language labs and unit field training in contingency
areas. The basic concept is to provide refresher language
training approximately every five years, if during that
period of time the individual was not assigned to an appropri-
ate language essential billet. If the language skill possessed
by the individual is not utilized and refresher training is
not provided, skill identification (MOS 2643) is voided.
This action is envisioned only if the language is no longer
required in support of contingency operations plans.

(3) “ The US Naval Security Group, with whom the Marine
Corps cryptological community works most closely, has
recently established the Foreign Language Proficiency
Maintenance (FLAPMA) Division in an effort to alleviate
language maintenance problems. The Marine Corps will parti-
cipate in the FLAPMA program with the initial emphasis in
high-density languages.

(4)” Monthly reports to this headquarters by Marine .
tactical cryptologic organizations and liaison with the
Marine support battalion provides up—-to-date listings of
linguistic assets. .




(5)” In the case of interrogator-translators, enlisted
Marines (MOS 0251) are not considered qualified to hold MOS
0251 until they have completed the Armed Forces Interrogation
Course at USAICS, Fort Huachuca, Arizona and completed in-
struction at DLI in one of the eight target languages
designated by this headquarters. Marine Corps Order 3800.1
requires linguists to maintain a 3/3 skill level in designated
languages. A monthly report, submitted by the 18
interrogator-translator teams (table of organization, one
warrant officer and 10 enlisted) through the chain of command
to this Headquarters, outlines each linguist's qualifications
in all languages he speaks and addresses training completed
during the month. Each linguist is required to take the
appropriete language proficiency test(s) biennially and these
results are forwarded by way of the Manpower Management
System (MMS). There is no continuing management program for
enlisted personnel assigned to MAAG's/missions. They do,
however, continue to be identified as linguists through MMS."

e. In general no unique solutions are offered,but some
of the USMC methods of controlling identity of linguists
and maintenance of proficiency might be useful at the user
or EPMS 1level.

4-33. Conclusions.

a. Management as linguists has many advantages but
the disadvantages of loss of specific functional job pro-
ficiency based on limited CONUS linguist requirements and
different 8kill levels required are the major factors in
retaining management by functional area.

b. An improved method of keeping closer control of career
linguists is clearly required at DA level. Improved manage-
ment must evolve within the EPMS framework and be responsive
to validated requirements and the qualitative needs of
the Army.

4-34, Recommendations.

a. Continue to manage linguists by functional career
management fields (CMF).

b. IAsure progression to E-9 level.

c. Officers Linguists continue to be managed under OPMS.
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ARMY INTELLIGENCE LINGUIST OPLAN REQUIREMENTS

—

TY 76 (CURRENT) | FY 77 FY 78 FY 79 FY 80 FY 81
LANGUAGE PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PRO.JECTED PROJECTED

ROMTS | - AVAIL ROMTS . | AVAIL | RQMTS | AVAIL ROMTS | AVAIL RQMIS | AVATL | RQMIS | AVAIL
AFRTKAANS 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2
ALBANTAN 0 3 0 - 3 0 3 0 3 0 2 0 2
AMBARIG 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 3
ARABIC-EGYPTIAN 275 28 275 40 275 60 270 85 270 110 270 130
ARABIC-TRAQI 9 3l 10 31 10 29 10 29 10 29 10 24
ARABIC-LIBYAN 7 9 7 9 7 10 7 10 7 11 "7 12
ARABIC-SAUDI 6 9 - 6 11 8 15 12 17 2 20 24 24
ARABIC-SYRIAN 44 21 44 40 65 55 75 65 85 85 85 85
ARABIC-YEMINI 1 2 3 2 | 3 3 3 4 4 5 5 5
BENGALI 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 2
BULGARIAN 35 27 35 29 35 29 35 30 35 35 35 37
BURMESE 2 5 2 5 2 5 2 5 2 5 2 5
CAMEODTAN (KRMER) 10 21 10 21 10 21 10 21 10 21 10 19
(1pure E-CATRNESE m 31 98 35 98 40 98 45 98 50 98 50
i E=-MANDARTAN 354 257 360 277 360 300 360 32 360 330 360 340
CrECH 502 . 16H 507 190 502 7210 507 230 507 250 s07 270
DANTSH 1 7 | 3 | 3 | ] | § | i
meren | 17 ! |V I 7 ] I ] [ ] [
il sk 2 n 3 e 0 A 4 4 4 4 4 4 /;
FRENCH 134 450 - 134 450 140 415 150 470 150 A0 150 Ahh
IRISH 0 1 0 1 0 ] 0 1 0 i 0O 1
GERMAN 1412 1368 1415 1395 1415 1415 1415 1425 1415 1445 1415 1465
GREEK 7 23 10 23 10 25 12 25 12 25 12 25
HAITIAN-CREOLE i 1 1 1 1 2 1 s 1 2 1 2
HEBREW 2 9 4 9 5 10 5 14 5 15 5 5
HINDI 2 3 3 3 6 3 3 4 3 5 3 A
HUNGARIAN 64 53 64 57 64 60 64 65 64 68 64 170
JAPANESE 8 178 10 185 10 180 10 160 10 160 10 lo7
TNDONESTAN 3 15 4 15 5 15 5 15 5 15 5 15
TTALTAN 15 103 15 105 15 105 15 105 15 105 15 70
KOREAN 1478 216 1478 225 1478 280 1475 310 1478 370 1478 420
LAOTIAN 6 25 8 25 10 25 10 25 10 25 10 25
MALAY 1 0 - 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

* Both reqdirements and resource data are confident to a factor of 5Z.
and language requirements for fixed and variable positions.

Includes all language capabilities
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FY 76 (CURRENT)| FY 77 FY 78 rY 79 FY 80 Y 81
LANGUAGE LROJECTLD DROJLCTED LROIECIED LROIECTED b
roues L avazl | romts | AVAIL RQUTS | AVAIL S

Norweigian 1 26 2 26 3 26 3 26 3 26 3
Persian (Farsi) 3 37 7 27 8 - 217 8 27 8 27 8
Persian (Afghan) 1 10 3 1C 3 10 3 10 3 10 3
Polish 493 134 493 160 493 190 493 220 493 260 493
Portugese (Brazil) 2 31 3 32 3 32 3 32 3 32 3
Portugese (Europe) 2 46 6 47 10 47 10 47 10 47 10
Romanian 90 22 90 32 90 42 90 62 90 70 90
Russian ) 2201 906 2201 960 2201 1020 2201 1150 2201 1275 2201
Serbo-Croatian 38 30 38 31 38 34 38 36 38 38 38
Spanish-Castilian 13 397 13 397 13 397 13 397 15 397 15
Spanish-IA 265 340 265 340 265 340 265 340 265 340 265
Swahili 1 8 3 8 4 8 4 8 4 8 4
Swedish 1 7 2 7 3 7 3 7 3 7 3
Tagalog 1 1 2 2 4 3 6 6 8 8 10
Thail 8 112 10 112 12 112 12 107 12 107 12
Turkish 3 21 6 21 8 25 10 30 10 39 1O
Urdu 1 5 2 5 3 5 3 9 k] 5 3
Vietnamese (Hanoi) 50 217 50 217 50 212 50 207 50 207 50
(Satgon) 0 637 30 637 30 629 30 604 30 600 30

16/
417

NOTE: Data on civilian requirements and resources &€ not included due to the fact

of its low confidence and lack of comprehensiveness.

deve loped.

It will be subsequently




QRLAN ARMY-VARIABLE LINGUIST Eﬁ“”lREMEETﬁ

OPLAN 4102
Arabic (Egyptian) 93
Bulagarian 18
Czech 308
French 52
German 512
Hungarian 18
Polisgh 300
Rumanian 18
Russian 1092
Serbo-Croatian 18
Slovenian 18
OPLAN 4224
Arabic (Egyptian) 122
Arabic (Syrian) 43
French 21
Russian 53
OPLAN 5027
Chinese (Cantonese) 9%
Chinese (Mandarin) 282
Korean 1027
Russian 47
OPLAN 6500
Spanish-American 49
OPLAN 2348
Spanish-Latin American 88
_OPLAN 0100
Arabic (Egyptian) 10
Spanish-Castilian 10

TAB -4 B- - --
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PROFICIENCY LEVELS Personnel
Considered
REGION/LANGUAGE 1 2 3 5
ASIAN Listen Bead
Burmese
(3.00) 5
Cambodian (Khmer) (1.42)
(0.95) 21
Chinese-Cantonese (2.77)
(2.16) 31
Chinese-Mandarian (2.68)
. © (2.08) 257
Japanese (2.00)
(1.66) 178
Indonesian (3.06)
¢ (2.56) 15
Korean (1.76) .
{1.61) 216
Laotian (2.24)
(1.44) 25
Tagalog (5.00) '
- (5.00) 1
Thai (2.64)
. - (2.56) 112
Vietnamese-Hanoi (2.27)
. ' . (2.10) 217
Vietnamese-Saigon (1.84)
: . (1.78) 637
LATIN AMERICA
Spanish - LA (2.71)
" (2.31) 340
Portugese -Brazil (2.61)
(2.45) 31
AFRICA
Swahili . (2.62)
o Peo ' (2.62) 8
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MEAN PROFICIENCY LEVELS BY LANGUAGE

PROFICIENCY LEVELS PERSONNEL
CONSIDERED
REGION/LANGUAGE 3 4 5
EASTERN EUROPE ist Read
Albanian (2.0%; 2
(2.00)
Bulgarian (2.85) 27
(1.96)
Czech (2.67)
(2.16) 168
German (2.31) 1368
(2.35)
Hungarian (2.66)
(2.07) 53
Polish (2.78)
(1.94) 134
Romanian (2.59)
(2.09) 22
Russian (2.66)
(1.88) 906
Serbo-Croatian (2.60)
2.56) 30
WESTERN EUROPE
Danish (3.00)
(3.00) 2
Dutch (2.60)
(2.58) 12
Finnish (2.60)
(2.60) 5
French (2.54)
(2.38) 450
Irish (3.00) )
(3.00) 1
Italian (2.68)
(2.46) 103
Norweglan (1.88)
(1.76) 26
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PROFICIENCY LEVELS Personnel
Considered
REGION/LANGUAGE 2 3 5
WESTKRN EUROPE Listen Read
Portugese (Europe) (m —
(2.39) 46
Spanish-Castilian (2.51)
(2.42) 397
Swedish (2.59)
(2.59) 7
SOUTHEAST EUROPE
Greek (2.91)
(2.86) 23
Turkish (2.57)
) (2.33) 21
MIDDLE EAST
Arabic-Egyptian (2.25)
' (1.71) - 28
Arabic-Iraqi - (2.45)
(1.77) 31
Arabic-Saudi (2.55)
. (1.77) 9
Arabic-Syrian (1.76)
(1.19) 21
Arabic-Yemeni (1.00)
(2.00) 2
Armenian (3.00)
(3.00) 1
Hebrew (2.33)
(1.55) 9
Persian-Farsi (2.37)
(2.33) 27
Persian-Afghan (1.80)
(1.60) 10
SOUTH ASTA
Hindi (2.33)
(2.66) 3
Urdu (2.60)
5

(2.20)







ARMY INTELLIGENCE LINGUIST REQUIREMENTS (Optimized Mix)

FIXED POSITION LANGUAGE

Albanian
Afrikaans

Amharic

Arabic (Egyptian)
Arabic (Iraqi)
Arabic (Ligyan)
Arabic (Saudi)
Arabic (Syrian)
Arabic (Yemeni)
Bengali

Bulgarian

Burmese

Chinese (Cantonese)
Chinese (Mandarin)
Czech

Danish

Dutch

Finnish

French

French

Greek
Haitian~-Creole
Hebrew

Hindi

Hungarian
Indonesian

~ Italian

Japanese

Korean

Lao

Malay

Norwegian
Persian-Afghan
Persian-Farsi
Polish
Portuguese=Brazilian
Portuguese-European
Romanian

Russian
Serbo-Croatian
Spanish-American
Spanish=Castilian
Swedish

AVATLABLE ASSETS

REQUIREMENTS

0 3

1 1

1 0
50 28
9 31

7 9

6 9

1 21

1 2

1 0
17 27
2 5

4 31
172 251
194 168
1 2

1 12

2 5
61 450
900 1368
7 23

1 1

2 9

2 3
46 53
3 15
15 103
8 178
451 216
6 25

1 0

1 26

1 10

1 37
193 134
2 31

2 46
19 22
1062 906
20 30
128 340
3 397

1 7



FIXED POSITION LANGUAGE

Tagalog
Thai
Turkish
Vietnamese
Cambodian
Slovenian

REQUIREMENTS

AVATLABLE ASSETS

= W
OO WomH

1
o112
21
217
21

0
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ADP Linguist Information Available At MILPERCEN
% OFFICERS:

(1) DEFINITION AND DESCRIPTION: Lingusit Area contains data about an
officer's abiliity in up to four languages. This data is contained in a four-
occurrence repeating group on the officer Master File. For each language
(other than English) in which an officer is reasonably proficient, his
Officer Macster Record is expanded by 10-characters to accommodate the
following information: Language, listening proficiency level, reading
proficiency level, year and month of test or interview, primary and secondary
language proficiency source., In addition ot the repeating group, there 1is
a one-position code indicating proficiency in more than four language.

(2) DATA. ITEMS AND CODES:

(a) An acsterisk (*) is used to indicate an officer has additional
language qualification recorded on his DA Form 330.

(b) The paragfapﬁs below show the items and codes for one '"occurrence'
within the '"repeating group'" on the OMF.

1. Language Identity: The Data Element Code is RLL,

2. Languége Proficiency Level: (Listening and Reading Ability Rating):

CODE DESCRIPTION

1 Elementary Proficiency

2 Limited working proficiency

3 Minimum professional proficiency
4 Full professional proficiency

5 Native or bilinguial proficiency
6 Subproficient Linguist

7 Former Linguist

3. Year-Month of Test or Interview: The last two digits of the
actual year and 01-12 to represent the appropriate month.

4. Language Proficiency Source:



CODE DESCRIPTION

1 Individual has had 10 or more years of
residence in the foreign country for which
the language 1s appropriate after reaching
the age of 5 years.

2 Language was acquired by attendance at the
Defense Language Institute.

3 Individual has had 5 but less than 10 years
residence in the foreign country for which
the language 1s appropriate after reaching .
the age of 5 years.

4 Individual has had 2 years or more residence
or study in the foreign country in which the
language is appropriate after completion of
high school education in the English speaking
school system,

5 Language is spoken in home where parents were
bilinguial.
6 Language was acquired by attendence at a

language course sponsored by tle Armed Forces,
other than Defense Language Institute.

7 Individual studied the language in an English
speaking school system.

8 Language was acquired by self-study.
9 Language was acquired by other means.
(3) INPUT:

(a) 1Initial Source:

1. Transaction Type: 85 DA Miscellaneous Change to Language.

2. Source Document: DA Form 330, Language Proficiency Questionnaire.

3. Coded by: DM&RB, PERSINSD. ]
4. Coding Form: DAPC-PS-6 Form, '" Officer Coding Sheet". .
5. Media: Magnetic Tape.

(b) Update Sources: Same as initial source.

4-F¥-2



a elements and supporting tapes available for Enlisted Men:

» % Dat
(D
greates
(2)
(3)
(a)
ficient
receipt
for eac

the fil
submitt

(v

-Re

EMF: Designates the language other than English, with the
t significance to the Army, in which an individual is qualified.

Length: 2 Characters Alphabetic

In Enlisted Linguist Data Base:

This file contains a record on every enlisted man who is pro-

in a foreign language. An individual is entered on the file upon

of a DA Form 330 from his testing station. A record is maintained
h language in which he is proficient. Individuals are deleted from
e upon separation orf a loss of proficiency. Changes are also
ed on the DA Form 330.

Included items are:

Language Code

~Language Experience

Listening Proficiency

(Constant L) Principal Type
Listening Proficiency Highest Level
‘Rating

Date of Recency

Listening Proficiency Score - Language Status

Reading Proficiency’ Transaction Type

(Constant "R") ' Transaction Date (YYMMDD)
Reading Proficiency Rating - Record Identification Number
ading Proficiency Score - Additional Languages

Manner of Evaluation
Date of test/interview

How Acquired Codes

Primary
Secondary

Armed Forces Course






DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
UNITED STATES ARMY SECURITY AGENCY
ARLINGTON HALL STATION
ARLINGTON. VIRGINIA 22212

IAPER-PTD 1 October 1975

SUBJECT: USASA Language Management Program

SEE DISTRIBUTION

1. This letter is a statement of USASA policy concerning the training
of career linguists in MOS 98G. The information provided herein will
be brought to the attention of all assigned MOS 98G personnel to assist
them in planning theilr careers as linguists within USASA.

2. Language Training.

a. For career training purposes, the languages required by USASA in
MOS 98G have been separated into three categories: high density, medium
density, and low density. The category into which each language is placed
is determined by the number of MOS 98G authorizations in the language, the
distribution of the authorizations between CONUS and overseas short and
long tour areas, and the. grade level of the billets. The languages placed
in the high density category are those that will clearly sustain a language
career in MOS 98G based on a favorable combination of all three factors.
That 1is, each of the high density languages have a comparatively large
number of MOS 98G authorizations, including those in grade E-7, and has a
relative balance of CONUS and overseas long tour (accompanied) assignment
opportunities. The medium density languages, although exhibiting a less
favorable combination, will support a career for a limited number of lin-
guists. The languages placed in the low density category are those that
will not support a language career in USASA. A listing of the languages
by category is at inclqsure one. Changes to the listing will be published
by this headquarters as required.

b. Career personnel in MOS 98G should expect to receive additional
language training early in their careers. The additional language train-
ing available is dependent upon which of the three density categories
the careerist's present language 1s placed as explained below:

(1) High density - Will attend intermediate level training at the
Defense Language Institute in the same high density language and may be
eligible for advanced training (ref 2f below). May NOT cross-train into
another language unless exceptional circumstances would warrant such an
action.
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(2) Medium density - May (at the option of the individual) either
cross—train into one of the high density languages or attend an intermediate
course at DLI in the same medium density language. This is a one-~time _
option and must be exercised early in the linguist's career. The linguist .
may not elect to recelve intermediate level training in his medium density
language and then later request cross—training into another language or
vice versa. An initial decision to cross—train into a high density lan-
guage will normally entail training at DLI in both the basic and intermediate -
courses separated by a field assignment (i.e., DLI Russian basic course -~ field
utilization tour - DLI Russian intermediate course).

(3) Low density - Must cross—train into one of the high demsity
languages. In most cases, cross-training will involve attendance at both
the basic and intermediate DLI courses in the new language separated by a
field assignment. Exceptions to this policy can be made under unusual
circumstances.

¢c. The additional language training explained above will be accomplished
as soon as possible after the linguists become eligible. Eligible personnel
are those who (1) possess MOS 98G; (2) have completed at least one utiliza-
tion tour in their present languages; and (3) meet the time in service re-
maining requirements for attendance at DLI as prescribed in AR 611-6.
Linguists are encouraged to submit requests for additional training but should
insure that their requests are consistent with the options available within
their current density category. Requests not meeting this criteria will
normally be disapproved except in cases where the needs of USASA dictate .
otherwise. Career MOS 98G personnel who do not make known their additional
training desires should expect eventual reassignment to DLI for training
selected by this headquarters.

d. Personnel with no previous DLI language training who desire to enter
this career program (i.e., reenlistment option, volunteers) should request
training in one of the high or medium density languages and subsequent at-
tendance to the appropriate MOS 98G-producing course at the U.S. Air Force School
of Applied Cryptologic Sclences (Goodfellow AFB, Texas). Once this training
and a field utilization tour in the language have been completed, these
individuals will be eligible for the same additional language training as
that specified for other career MOS 98G personnel above. Personnel in the
grade of E6 and above, who wish to apply for language training should select
a high-density language.

e. A listing of the intermediate language courses currently scheduled
at DLI will be announced periodically by this headquarters. Personnel who
are eligible to attend these courses are encouraged to volunteer and, if
overseas, should request that their availability dates be adjusted where
applicable to correspond with the start date of the class. However,
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curtailments in excess of one-twelfth of a tour will not normally be
approved. Attempts will be made by this headquarters to schedule
classes to accommodate volunteers in the high and medium density
languages.

f. 1In addition to the basic and intermediate language training dis-
cussed above, a limited number of career 98Gs will be afforded the oppor-
tunity of attending advanced language training at DLI. Records of volun-
teers for this training will be thoroughly reviewed by this headquarters and
only the most highly qualified will be seleeted. Personnel must have com—
pleted both the basic and intermediate level courses in the same language
to be eligible for the advanced training.

g. The purpose of the additional language training program outlined
above 1s to insure that the 98G pursues a career in a language that will
provide for varied assignments, reutilization of skills and for the eventual
develppment of a highly proficient career linguist. As such, the program
is designed to both benefit the individual linguist and to meet the language
skill requirements of this command. The program does not, however, include
all training that the 98G should receive in order to be fully competitive
with his contemporaries in other specilalties. Personnel in MOS 98G, like
those in other USASA specialties, should plan their careers in such a way
as to insure attendance at the NCOES Basic and Advanced Cryptologic
Supervisor courses as well as the intermediate language courses discussed
above. These NCOES courses not only assist in preparing personnel for
eventual progression to MOS 98Z, but also award promotion points and include
instruction in subjects contained in the MOS Evaluation Test for 98G.

3. All unit Career Counselors and USASA Field Representatives at the
Recruiting Stations will insure that the contents of this letter are fully
understood by all personnel interviewed in connection with a possible career
as a linguist within USASA. Emphasis should be placed on acquainting the
individuals with the career language training opportunities available within
each density category and on discouraging career personnel from requesting
training/cross-training inio one of the non-career sustaining languages.

In particular, the prospective careerist should be advised that training in
one of the low density languages is counter to his long term interests in that
such training will most likely be followed by only one utilization tour.
(Most low density languages are authorized at only one location.)

4, The policies outlined above pertain solely to USASA linguists in MOS 98G.
They do not apply to linguists in the DA-controlled 04 series MOS since
actions have already been initiated by this headquarters to convert the
USASA authorizations in MOS 04B and 04C (with certain exceptions) to MOS in
the 98 series. These policies also do not apply to personnel who have
language trailers as part of a non-linguist MOS such as 98C2LRU. The

career training opportunities for this latter category are discussed under
the 98C portion of the Enlisted Personnel Management System. In addition,
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these policies do not represent firm commitments for additional language
training. Rather they are objectives which this headquarters will strive
to meet whenever possible.

5. This letter will be maintzined on file at each unit until otherwise
directed by this headquarters. It supersedes letter, HQ USASA IAPER-TS,
dated 29 Jul 74, subject: USASA Language Management Program, which may
be destroyed.

| /
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MOS 98G Languages by Density Category

High Density - Chinese Mandarin, Czech, German, and Russian

Medium Density - Korean, Polish, Spanish-Latin American, Arabic-
Egyptian, Arabic-Syrian

Low Density - All languages not included above.




CHAPTER 5

TRAINING

SECTION I: DEFENSE LANGUAGE INSTITUTE (DLI)

5-1. General. The Defense Language Institute (DLI) is the
major training facility for Army Linguists. (See Vols I and
I1, DLI Background Information).

a. The Defense Language Institute, a Department of
Defense (DOD) agency with Army designated as Executive Agent,
was established to satisfy total DOD language training
requirements,with the exception of Service academies and
dependent schools. DLI has a multi-service staff (based on
representative student loads), a multi-national faculty for
resident training, and is responsible for the management,
conduct, supervision, administration and control of the
Defense Language Program (DLP).

b. As part of the responsibility for the DLP, exercises
technical control over all DOD language training activities.
Technical control is authority to approve language training
methodologies, instructor qualifications, texts, materials,
course content and course objectives. This includes the
testing, materials and language training equipment. Additionally,
DLIL acts as principal advisor to the Secretary of the Army and
his assistants on all language training and research matters.

The Secretary of the Army, as Executive Agent for the Defense
Language Program, advises the Secretary of Defense.

c. The DLP éncompasses both foreign and English language
training conducted in-house, as well as through (1) Language
. Training Detachments (LTDs) in Europe, Asia and Africa, and
(2) Command Language Programs (CLP) which operate on a world
wide basis to meet peculiar mission requirements. (See Vol III
CLP) '

d. DLI became operational on 1 July 1963. At the same
time, the Language Department, US Naval Intelligence School,
Washington, D. C., was redesignated DLI East Coast Branch,
while the US Army Language School, Monterey, California,
was redesignated DLI West Coast Branch. On 1 July 1966 the
US Air Force Language School at Lackland AFB, Texas, was in-
tegrated into DLI as DLI English Language School.



e. The resident foreign language training through FY 75
has been conducted at DLI school in Washington, D. C. and
Monterey, CA. DLI also sponsors a small number of students
at the Foreign Service Institute (FSI), State Department,

in Washington, D. C. The resident English Language training
is offered at the DLI English Language Center (DLIELC) at
Lackland AFB, Texas. As part of an overall Army Reorganiza-

tion Project Concise, DLI has closed its resident school in
Washington, D. C. and consolidated all resident foreign
language training at the Presidio of Monterey, except for a
small number of students (Including the majority DIA require-
ment) who will be sent to FSI. The consolidation at Monterey
was completed on 30 June 1975.

f. Nonresident training is conducted in CONUS and overseas
for approximately 100,000 US military personnel under the
technical control of the Nonresident Training Operations
Division which was established at the Presidio of Monterey on
1 October 1974 and was placed under the Office of Worldwide
Training Operations DLI on 1 June 19275.

g. The Office of Worldwide Training Operations is responsi-
ble for: (1) Support in English language training to foreign
military personnel in CONUS and host countries, to include
general English, specialized English, language training de-
tachments, instructor training, and language laboratory systems.

(2) Supporf to US military personnel of all Service
components worldwide in: .

(a) English language training conducted for US non-English
speaking personnel (See Vol IV English Language Training).
This area presents some major problems for the various commands
worldwide and was discussed in detail with the ALPS chairman.

(b) Foreign language elementary level and maintenance/
refresher training.

h. DLI also develops and furnishes to the Services
testing systems in both foreign languages and English
language as follows:

(1) DLPT. The Defense Language Proficiency Test is
used by the Services to determine an individual's present pro-
ficiency in a specific language for assignment purposes.
Also, the DLPT is administered to all foreign language students
upon completion of the resident training program at DLI.




(2) DLAT. The Defense Language Aptitude Test is
administered by the Services to prospective students to
determine aptitude for language learning prior to assign-
ment to DLI. (See VOL II, DLI Background Information Part 2.)

(3) ECL. English Comprehension Level tests are used
extensively at DLIELC for placement and progress measurement.
All US Service Schools have an ECL requirement as a pre-
requisite. MAAGS/MILGPS/MISSIONS/DAOs,on a worldwide basis,
use the ECL test as a screening instrument in selecting
foreign students for military training in CONUS or overseas
under the Security Assistance Program.

(4) The DLAT and DLPT system is administered and con-
trolled by the various Services; however, DLI controls the
administration of ECL testing throughout the world.

5-2. Course Offerings.

a. During FY 1975 the following training was programmed
and conducted:

TABLES-1. Programed TralningfActual, FY 75.

LOC Nolangs Students army total

total ProjlActual Proj/Actual
DLI-WC 33 3,948 (0) 356/256 (EM) 2080/1547
DLI-EC 5 404 0y 21185 (W) 3355
FSI 21 39 (0) 1815 (EM)  133/40
TOTAL °*55 4,591 (0) 4015316 (EM) 2246/1592
* Indicates duplication of some courses.
Army (11l rate 72%

b. During FY 1976 the following training was programmed:

TABLE 5-2. Programed Training FY 76.

LoC No Langs Students
fotal army total
DLI 33 4,314
FSI 18 159
TOTAL *49 4,413 (0) 31.  (EM) 2566

* Indicates Cuplication of some corses.

¢. The number of students at FSI will increase approxi-
mately 30 when DIA language training will be conducted
in Washington, starting FY 77.



d. Programmed training for FY 76 at DLI has been pub-

lished. The actual numbers trained and those programmed
for any specific language usually fluctuate during the
training year. The programmed and actual for FY 75 was .

72% for the Army while the total was 777% fill. An important
factor was that the Section fill was 97%.

e. DLI's Language Resources Center has materials with -
which to teach languages shown in Table 5-3 to approximately
level 3. The only time lag would be for hiring and orienting
an instructor in the language. (In the case of Haitian
Creole, DLI has a qualified instructor.)

TABLE 5-3. Languages Currently Avallable

°l Africans *4 Cambodian 7 Hindi
2 Ambharic *5 Finnlsh *8 Swahlll
“3 Arablc-Maghribl 6 Haltlan Creoie *9 Urdu
* Belng Taught at FSI Now.

f. DLIL's Language Resources Center has materials from
which a DLI course could be prepared in the following languages
(Table 5-4). Under critical circumstances, the course could
be taught within about six months after hiring a qualified
instructor. Hiring lag differs considerably for each language ‘
and may range from a few weeks to a few months.

s

ABLE 5-4. Language Materlals Avallable at DLI

| —t

pE——

1. Axan (Twl} 9. lrundl 17. Norweglan

2. Armenlan-East 10. Kurdish 18. Nyanja

3. Burmese 11. lao 19. Perslan-Afghan
4, Danish 12. Lingaia 20, Somall

5. Dutch 13. Lthuanlan 21. Swedish

6. Flemish 14, Malagasy 22. Tibetlan

7. Hausa 15. Malay 2. Ukranlan

8. Kibngo 16. Mongollan-Khaikha

g. Any other language not listed in Tables 5-3 and 5-4
or currently being taught would require up to a year or more .
to obtain background materials, hire instructors, and prepare
a course of instruction.




5-3. Expansion.

a. The two institutions, DLI and FSI, are able to meet
all current linguist requirements with the facilities and
staffs on hand.

b. DLI's ability to respond to changing needs is primarily
a matter of time lag and budget. The lag will vary as an in-
verse function of the budget and upon whether or not '"new
courses'" means courses in new languages, the labor market in
the requested language, the level of training required and
the specified terminal objectives. FSI and contractors will
have similar questions. From DLI experience, it appears likely
that contractors would present much more confident statements
of responsiveness than DLI or FSI. However, actual ability
to provide relevant and effective courses differs among
contractors, even more than it does among DLI's language
departments. The type of contracting for instructional
materials development should also be given very careful considera-
tion. One possibility that should be considered in the future
is to contract for "temporary scientific support services"
(Negotiated under 10 U.S.C. 2304(a)(11) and bring the contractor's
specialists to DLI to work with development specialists and
faculty. Another possibility that should be considered is con-
tracting for certain parts of course development (e.g., gathering
of recordings, readings, and other "raw materials") in the
country where the language is spoken.

c. FSI's position is to face increased requirements by
increasing facilities. In this way exact requirements can be
met with fewer problems or lags than could be expected with
contractors. Only in a dire emergency would FSI go to a
contractor to meet their needs.

5-4. Other Training Facilities.

a. DLI responds to known requirements with in-house,
interagency, or contract efforts,to the extent of its funding
capabilities (e.g., recent projects in Russian, Korea, and
Chinese Mandarin aural comprehension, Hebrew, Cambodian,

Lao, etc.). When the need is great, it can expand training
remarkably (e.g. establishment of DLISW at Fort Bliss to handle
Vietnamese, the massive English language training program in
Saigon, Basic Couree Enrichment Program, etc.).

b. The Foreign Service Institute (FSI), School of
Language Studies, Department of State, is the only other US
Government agency providing language training comparable in
scope, level of proficiency, intensiveness to DLI. FSI daes
provide training for DLI in 18 languages for which DLI either
has no in-house capability or which are special requirements
beyond their capacity. DLI and FSI have a formal signed

_agreement which spells out the working arrangements for such. _.

training.
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c. Two agencies, CIA and NSA, provide a limited amount

of language training for their own personnel. This training
is nusually based on objectives which are different from those .
of DLI students. ILn fact, these two agencies also use DLI

and FSI facilities for some students whose objectives are
compatible with DLL/FSI programs. On rare occasions,it has
been possible for NSA to assist DLI with a small requirement
in an unusual language not taught at DLI or FSI. Generally,
it would not be feasible to rely on these programs to assist
with the DLI training load.

d. USIA, AID, ACTION, Agriculture, and others usually -

send their students to FSI for training. However, they also
use commercial contract training for some requirements such
as refresher training. None of these agencies maintain a

resident training program in the US.

e. Foreign Government Programs: Allies such as U.K.,
Canada, and the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) maintain
resident language training programs. However, the availability
0of such programs for training US personnel is quite limited.
FRG once expressed the desire to assist by training US per-
sonnel in German in exchange for DLI training of FRG personnel
in exotic languages not taught by FRG. UK has an Arabic
program in Beirut, Lebanon, and a Chinese program in Hong Kong
which could possibly be used in training limited numbers of
US personnel, usually at the advanced levels. DLI maintains
fairly close liaison with these programs through the Bureau
for International Laanguage Coordination, whose secretariat
is located in London with the Royal Army Education Corps.

f. Summaries of DLI experiences with FSI and civilian
contractors follows:

(1) Foreign Service Institute: Inquiries to FSI about
capabilities of handling new or expanded training requirements
for DLI have had varied results. First,FST is usually quite
willing to take on students of a highly selective or elite
nature, such as Attachfs or Navy Personnel Exchange Preogram
participants. FSI has been reluctant to train enlisted person-
nel, especially those associated with the Security Bervices.
Second, FSI looks more favorably on requirements which fit .
into those languages in which they are well staffed or which
have potential for easy expansion. Third, FSI can usually
take on small numbers of additional students in those languages .
where FSI has a stable staff situation; however, they are )
usually reluctant to take on any large or rapid expension
for several reasons, including the fact that FSI is located
in a high-rise office building in Rosslyn, Virginia, where
rental space is quite expensive and difficuit to obtain on
short notice. Fourth, FSI prefers taking only students with
objectives which are similar to those of normal students from
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the foreign affairs government community. They find it
difficult to respond to special requirements,whether in

the functional skills area or in specialized terminology,
particularly those of a military nature. Fifth, FSI is
usually reluctant to respond to special DLI needs concern-
ing academic counseling and special grading which tend to
disrupt their usual system. For example, problems occur

in determining whether to disenroil DLI students. FSI
administration of such matters rests largely with the
supervising scientific linguist which results in different
criteria in different languages. Some linguists will
pressure students after the first four weeks by suggesting
that the student could not possibly meet the course objec-
tives. Sixth, FSI costs for language training are consis-
tently higher than those for DLI in-house training. This

is based on several factors, one of which is that FSI train-
ing, at least for DLI students, 1s paid for entirely out of
tuition. Thus, FSI training for each student is reimbursable.
Also, most FSI materials must be purchased from the Govern-
ment Printing Office. Special oral interview proficiency
testing for DLI students must also be purchased separately.
Seventh, special support services must be provided for DLI
students at FSI, such as tape recorders, as well as billeting
and transportation for enlisted students. These services

are difficult to provide in the Washington, D. C. area.
Eighth, DLI's Liaison Office in Washington (DLI-LNO) would
also have to be expanded in proportion to any expansion of
DLI students at FSI. This would mean additional civilian
professional language specialist personnel capable of monitor-
ing FSI training and providing quality control on academic
matters, as well as expansion of administrative and logistical
support service personnel.

(2) Civilian Contractors:

(a) Through other government agencies: As a result of
coordination with the Interagency Language Roundtable, the
Agency for International Development has attempted to arrange
their language training contract efforts with commercial
organizations to permit other government agencies to use the
same contract as needed.

(b) Commercial Contractors: DLI experience in the
Washington, D. C. area (as well as E1 Paso, TX, and Monterey,
CA) with commercial contractors for language training from



~

1963-1972 demonstrated that, even with major improvements
based on lessons learned over the years, such a venture

is warginal at best. The range of problems associated

with such efforts was extensive and resulted in abandonment
of this approach in favor of exclusive use of government
in-house training facilities. Effective monitoring and
quality control of contract operations, even under the best
conditions, were not considered feasible from a cost-effective
point of view. It should be noted that there are still a
number of commercial oxganizations which are anxious to
obtain language training contracts and which claim to have
the total capability to provide all the components required.
However, DLI experience has demonstrated that such claims
for the most part cannot either be depended upon or be
enforced. It is only fair to state that some of the lack of
responsiveness involved may have been due to the temporary
nature of such contract arrangements. The very nature of
commercial contracting based on yearly low bids inhibits any
attempts at continuity or stability.

(¢) Universities:

1. DLI inherited Air Force language training programs

at Indiana, Yale and Syracuse Universities in 1963, all of

which were considered to be responsive and successful pro-

grams as a whole. However, changing conditions on both sides

eventually led to the disestablishment of these programs in

favor of in-house training. While these programs were generally
~—_—responsive in meeting single user agency requirements, they

became difficult for DLI to manage from a DOD point of view

involving rapidly changing multi-service requirements.

2. A report of an informal survey related to a 1972
effort to determine the feasibility of establishing a language
training program at Fort Bragg, NC, through a university
contract is at Tab 5-A. It illustrates some of the variables
involved with such an approach which present special problems
both for the university and DLI.

5~5. Course Adequacy

a. Language training objectives, stated by users in
behavioral terms, must be specified prior to the determination
of complete course adequacy. Specifically, these objectives
must- be stated in terms of what will be expected of the
linguist in a "field" situation and should be based on job/task




analysis incorporated into job performance requirements.
Following the compilation of such a list of objectives

for specific MOS's, further insights into the scheduling,
sequencing and evaluation of language training can be
obtained. Extreme care must be taken in this regard, since
strict compliance with TRADOC concepts of training to meet
user-specified performance requirements might open a Pandora's
box. Receiving only what is required for a job might permit
a relatively low-level intercept linguist to meet his
performance requirements in six months at self-pacing,

but what of the requirement for near native level 4 require-
ment for an instructor or Attach&? Would three years or

so of training be acceptable in order to reach stated per-
formance requirements?

b. A number of actions have been taken by DLI over
the past couple of years for improving the match between
user's various needs and DLI's instructional method and
content. One is the Basic Course Enrichment Program (BCEP)
in which DLI, working closely with NCTS Rep DLI, has signifi-
cantly altered most of its courses through the introduction
of exercises of greater operational relevance. Also, DLI
is now developing special aural comprehension courses in
Chinese Mandarin and Korean,and drastically revising the
Russian Aural. However, further efforts are required in order
to develop a better liaison between DLI and, not only the
security service, but all potential users.

¢c. A complete discussion of the problems inherent in
course adequacy and means to alleviate shortcomings in
meeting user requirements is covered in Vol I, pages 47-60

d. As previously mentioned, the service agency must be
made aware of the exact linguistic requirement so that proper
steps can be taken to provide the product that the user
deserves. One of the best steps to accomplish this point
was made earlier in the recommendation for establishment of
a Army Language Requirements Board (ALRB) Sec II, Chap 4.
DLL, in their course developments, can meet the need once
the requirements have been clearly stated.

5-6. Course Development.

a. From the formation of DLI in 1963 until 1970,

the course development function resided with the faculty of
the Defense Language Institute. In 1966 a survey coordinated
by the Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) in Washington,

D. C. was undertaken to appraise the teaching materials used
by DLI in 8 languages taught at West Coast Branches of DLI.
Materials and teaching practices were examined by recognized
experts in these fieldsselected from the academic community.
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They found that the materials were seriously outdated

both with respect to language and methodology. A number

of efforts were made to upgrade the function of course
cevelopment and increase the quality of the materials in
use. Lt Lecame increasingly clear, however, that the
function of teaching claimed most of the faculty's time

to the detriment of course development. DLI in an exXxtensive
program of course development has prepared the following
course with indicated implementation dates:

(1) Chinese-Mandarin Aural Comprehension (C-MACC)-
August 1975. -

(2) Spanish (LA) Basic Course-September 1975.

(3) Modern Standard Arabic Basic Course-October 1975.
An 8-week Saudi-Arabic course was implemented in July 1975.

(4) Russian Aural Comprehension (RAC) - January 1976.
(5) Korean Aural Comprehension Course (KORACC) -~ January 1976.
(6) Haitian Creole Basic Course - available pending students.

b. In 1969 RDT&E funds in the amount of $500,000 were
allocated to DLI with no additional personnel authorizations.
For this reason a program of contracts with universities
and other contractors was undertaken. This contracting, while
providing a number of useful products for the Defense Language
Program, was not a viable solution to the problem of course
development. One reason why these contract development efforts
were not completely successful is because differences between
college and DLI students are difficult to resolve. The best
efforts of leading universities failed to fully satisfy DLI
requirements. (Contract development is detailed in a separate
position paper.)

C. Because significant course development efforts by the
faculty did not appear to meet DLI's needs considering the
increase in teaching load and other factors, the pendulum then
swung the other way when in late 1969 a DLI task force recom-
mended the establishment of a separate organization, Systems
Development Agency, to accomplish course development in DLI
and administer contracts. The Agency was to be staffed
with scientific linguists, psychologists, test and measurement .
personnel, curriculum development specialists, and others i
necessary to supplement the language expertise of the faculty.

v
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The various specialists, along with faculty members trans-
ferred temporarily for up to two years to the development
agency, Were to comprise a project team of collaborative
efforts which would produce the end product. This product
was to be thoroughly field tested and revised in the light
of the field test. The language experts were still to come
from the faculty and the additional professional expertise
was to be provided by the various specialists. It should be
noted that the new specialist positions were classified in
the Competitive Service whereas faculty positions remained
in the Excepted Service.

d. The transfer of the mission of course development
to the newly-formed Systems Development Agerncy caused a number
of individuals on the faculty, who had for many years filled
the position of Course Developer in each language departments,
to be downgraded along with members of the clerical staff.
Thus, the departments were to concentrate their efforts on
the teaching mission as well as continue minor adjustments
to teaching materials which was designated as course maintenance.
This fact along with other differences, including Competitive
vs. Excepted Serxrvice status, produced an environment of frus-
tration which made it difficult to achieve the necessary
collaborative efforts for updating and writing the materials
for teaching foreign languages at DLI. Late in 1971 the
assignment of responsibilities for the new Basic Course
Enrichment Program (BCEP) included rather heavy demands on
many language departments to provide supplementary materials
under the course maintenance concept to support this new
program. The scope of these activities raised new issues
concerning the division of labor between the departments and SDA.
At first, this was thought to be more of a policy problem
relating to the definitions given to the activities of course
maintenance, course revision, and course development. It
gradually became apparent that the problems were also inter-
related to both organizational alignments and assignments
of duties. Among various attempts to solve this problem
was a DLIWC recommendation made in late 1972 to HQ DLI that
the position of Course Maintenance Supervisor (GS-11) be
established in each language department to fill the backlog of
gaps in updating materials and in meeting the new BCEP require-
ments. It was becoming more and more apparent that SDA was
not staffed sufficiently to handle the entire spectrum of
materials improvement for all language departments. The DLIWC
recommendation was not approved, since it was not feasible
to apply this concept under existing restrictions on personnel
resources.



e. The issue was forcefully brought to a head by the
Chief, SDA at a Commanders Conference at HQ, DLI in
Washington, DC. He proposed that the concept for course
idlevelopment be modified to provide for certain development
or revision projects to be accomplished in the departments,
with the recommendation that GS-11 course developers be
provided to those departments undertaking such projects.
This proposal was approved for adoption in conjuvunction with
the consolidation and relocation.

f. Since consolidation of DLI at the Presidio of Monterey,

a number of other altermative means of achieving the desired
kinds of interaction for successful course development have
been used. (See "Concepts for Course Development'", pages 131-
137, Vol I, DLI Background, for a full discussion of how this
problem is being addressed.) In addition, recent organiza-
tional changes directed by TRADOC to facilitate the implemen-
tation of instructional technology are being made. These
changes envision the majority of future course development
work being performed under the supervision of a new instruc-
tional Technology Division in the Foreign Language Center.

g. An additional planned activity of Research and
Development concerns initial attempts to provide MOS-related
self-study materials to support approximately 100,000 service
personnel enrolled in various types of refresher-maintenance
courses world-wide. The currently available materials are
becoming obsolete and the demand appears to be high for
such materials since headquarters USAREUR has recently
purchased $17,000 worth of these materials in support of
their Command Language Programs. These older materials will
continue to be used until DLI can develop a new generation
of MOS-=related self-study materials.

h. Tangible results of user oriented course development
can be appreciated by reviewing an actual course development
case, pages 112-130, Vol I, DLI Background. It becomes
apparent that once user needs are made known DLI can take
steps to meet these needs.

5-7. Dependent Training.

a. Authority: Dependents of member of Army, Navy, Air
Force, or Marine Corps are authorized language training under
authority of Public Law 89-160, 89th Congress, HR 5519,
September 1, 1965. Amendment to Chapter 101, Title 10, United
States Code (See Tab 5-B).

(5]
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b. It has been recognized that the ability of a dependent
to speak a foreign language is advantageous to the US Govern-
ment when the sponsor is required to represent the US over-
seas. The ability to function in a domestic and social environ-
ment is essential for best job performance. Both DLI and FSI
permit dependents to attend classes with their spouses on a
space available basis.

c. The Assistant General Counsel (Fiscal Matters) (OAGC-FC€),
0SD has provided detailed guidance to Statement Department

on this subject and currently this policy is being followed.
(See Tab 5-C).

5-8. Conclusions:

a. DLI and FSI are currently able to satisfy all stated
Army training needs for linguists.

b. Languages currentlyAbeing taught could require up to
a year or more to prepare programs of instruction.

c. English Language training for non-English speaking
Americans is a critical problem that should be addressed
immediately at DA level. (See Vol IV) This problem is beyond
the scope of this study.

d. Current procedures for obtaining language training
outside DLI are adequate.

e. Use of commercial contractors has proved to be of
marginal value.

f. Use of universities to provide training is feasible
under certain circumstances and could be used,if required.

g. DLI has the capability to adequately and effectively
fulfill user terminal skill level objectives once they are
established,provided they are based on valid job performance
requirements resulting from job task analysis. For terminal
skills requiring Level 4 or better, a combination of advanced
training and basic DLL must be devised.

h. There is no problem in developing courses to meet
specific needs,to include Level 4,if required and properly
funded.



i. Dependents are allowed to take classes on a space
available basis in the CONUS and on a space required basis
for DIA personnel overseas. The ability of dependents to .
use a language is a great asset in total mission performance
of the sponsor.

5-9. Recommendations R

a. No additional classes be prepared at DLI unless
required.

b. Using agencies request and justify preparation of -
initial research for languages that might be required for
contingency missions.

c. A study at DA be conducted to provide solutions
for English language training to the non-English speakers
in the US Arwmy.

d. Commercial contractors normally not be used for
language training.

e. Universities be used for training when practical.
Lists of courses and universities be maintained for contingency

use.

f. Primarv reliance continues to be placed upon military .
" in-house language training.

- DLI accelerate course development following performance-
based criteria and establish program guidance for those require-
ments beyond the capability of the school, e.g. instructor,
attach&, Level 4.

h. Continue or fund current space available dependent training
at DLI or FSI. Budget for dependent training of military
acttache (DIA) students attending FSI to ensure class Space.

i. Adequately fund DLI R&D requirements based upon
demonstrated needs.

j. User agencies/units provide DLI with behaviorally .
stated terminal skill objectives based on wvalid job performance
requirements.




SECTION TII. MILITARY INSTRUCTORS AT DLI

5-10. General. DLI has for many years employed only

civilian instructors of foreign languages. The long tradi-
tion of hiring only native-speaking instructors has been
relaxed in recent years to allow those of near-native
proficiency (4-level proficiency) to meet the language
qualification standards for instructors. This began

initially in the Russian departments where native-speaking
replacements for those retiring become more and more diffi-
cult to find. The trend has been to hire small numbers

of highly qualified American-born instructors, many of whom
grew up in families where the target language was spoken,

or those third-country nationals whose target language
proficiency was at least near-native. Many of these have
advanced degrees in the target language and/or in.Linguistics.
This gradual mix has actually strengthened DLI's instructional
capabilities by providing additional skills and insight into
how Americans learn foreign languages.

5-11. Requirements.

a. Students at DLI experience difficulties with the
military terminology portion of the course due to a lack
of knowledge or experience in the military X ;

and specifically in matters of Military

Terminology in English. When receiving instruction in mili-
tary terminology they have nothing '"to relate to" in English.
The introduction of materials on military structure, organi-
zation, equipment and tactics would aid the students in
grasping this important phase of their language instructions.
Such instruction could either be based on the U.S. Armed
Forces or on the armed forces of the target language country
and could be presented by military instructors.

b. At this time there is almost a complete void in
preparation of students to deal with current military terminolo-
BY . Many dictionaries, glossaries and other such documents
generally do not reflect actual common usage in the target
country or area. Worldwide military terminology is continually
being modified or updated and,accordingly, there should be some
mechanism to present this new information to the student before
he arrives at his unit. Course development to bring this
new information to the students is being undertaken now .at DLI

with expected implementation in January 1976.



c. USASA and the cryptographic services of the USAF
and USN are currently engaged in a program using Technical
Language Assistants (TLA's) in language courses at DLI.
All of these TLA's have served at least one tour in the
field involving the practical applieation of their language .
skill. The TLA's are currently employed to supplement
the civilian faculty in the following roles:

(1) by providing task analysis of needed lexical items
(at present, primarily for cryptographic services students);

(2) by assisting in course development, providing the
latest military terminology and "jargon" of their respective
target languages and clarifying its usage;

(3) by assisting at course maintenance of military items;
(4) by assisting the civilian faculty in military
terminology instruction, primarily during laboratory periods

of instruction;

(5) by providing instruction on military concepts, forces
and procedures used by the various foreign forces; and

(6) by providing career counseling and orientation to
their students by highly motivated professionals.

d. This program has been successful and accomplishes
two goals. One, it provides instructors who are both familiar
with military terminology and with the duties of cryptographic
services linguists. Two, it provides the best CONUS-based
duty assignment where a linguist may maintain or increase
his own proficiency in the language. Individuals' records
are carefully screened by both DLI and the respective cryploe-
graphic service (USASA, AFSS, NSG) to determine their qualifi-
cations before assignment as a TLA.

e. The major drawback to this program is that there are
no authorized billets at DLI for the TLA's. They must be
taken "out-of-hide.'" The current USASA practice is to assign
these linguists to CONUS tactical units with duty station .-
at DLI. A similar setup is used by the USAF, USN and USMC.
These personnel are subject to immediate recall for contingency
purposes, but otherwise do not participate in the unit's field .
exercises. This deprives the tactical commander of a certain
portion of his assets. However, the benefits of having
qualified linguists at DLI who can explain, within security
constraints, the practical use of a language skill and

the career opportunity to keep career linguists
proficient in their language are deemed to outweigh the dis-
advantages of having personnel detached from their unit of ‘

assignment.
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f. The current identified TLA need at DLI is 45 of
whom 28 are from USASA (the remainder are: 12 USAF, 3 USN
and 2 USMC). A critical problem has surfaced involving
the 28 from USASA. On 1 Jul 76 U8ASA loses operational
control of CONUS units, and DLI will lose Army participation
in the program. This loss is deemed critical, not only by
DLL but also by USASA and NSA. DLI does not have the mili-
tary manpower spaces to provide the assets in-house. There
are currently 163 military billets at DLI. The TLA billets
would require 27.6% of total DLI billets and the USASA share
alone would be 17.1%. Neither NSA or USASA will have other
billets to provide DLI these assets.

5-12.DL1 Comments

a. "There is sufficiznt difficulty in providing adequate
job security and limited career progression for civilian
instructors under the existing structure and current fluc-
tuating training requirements. If any civilian instructor
positions were to be filled by military personnel, this
would no doubt trigger an even more turbulent situation among
the civilians, should they lose their job as a result of
such action. Whatever the results, real or apparent, there
would be a definite impact on civilian morale based on a per-
ceived threat to job security.

b. The use of military personnel in auxiliary instructional
roles would, however, be feasible along the lines of the
current use of Technical Language Assistants (TLAs). Such
personcel provide a number of language services which are
essential and which support the language department programs
in several ways without endangering instructors positions.

c. As a by-product of working in language departments.
TLAs are able to maintain and improve their language skills
while on duty in CONUS. The need for proficiency maintenance
has been addressed by the ACSI Linguist Consulting Board
(LINCOB) and is supported by USASA. It has been DLI's policy
with concurrence of TLAs parent command, to limit their
duties so that they are neither required to perform adminis-
trative nor instructional duties which normally are the
functions of other personnel. Thus, the role of military
personnel as resource specialists combining language and
operational military skills if both feasible and essential
to DLI's mission.



d. Since TLA personnel are currently representing a
single user agency group (National Cryptological Training
System LNCTS) it would be useful for other user agencies
to provide similar representation at DLI which would improve
communication concerning specific job-related training
objectives for those user agencies. The recent. TRADOC
impetus towards modernized instructional technology in
trainin- indicates that DLI will need more assistance from
military technical subject matter experts in developing new
specialized course materials and tests based on objectives
from all user agencies. A complete MOS spread of Army -
linguists should be employed at TLAs without procuring
them solely from MOS Series 98 (cryptologic). Manpower
spaces could be procured from Program 3 (NSA controlled)
or Program 2 (DCSOPS controlled) funding programs, but
more realistically would come from Program 8 (training)
funds controlled by DCSPER and TRADOC. The resources would
be military manpower slots/billets and would not be inter-
changed with DAC slots. The loaning/attachment of person-
nel from operational units in CONUS is discouraged as it
diminishes their operational readiness. Any TLAs at DLI
should be assigned to the DLI TDA.

e. It is understood that there is a significant
congressional concern for the assignment of work duties to
military that is typically a function of Civil Service
positions. Also the recent trend has been to civilianize
more and more military positions in order to promote the
development of the Volunteer Army concept. Additionally,
there is a danger of violating the spirit and intent of
the negotiated agreement by and between DLI and the local
employee organization."

5-13. Feasibility

a. It is apparent that the major objection facing DLI
involving military instructors per se is that of intermnal
labor relations. Practices that have developed over the
years concerning instructor duties have evolved into and
have been accepted as policy. )

b- At DLIELC, Lackland, DLI teaches English to non-English speakers .t

and then some of these people return home to teach English there.

This is an apparent contradiction that might lead to the
conclusion that there is an overreaction to the instructor's

union. If foreigners can learn English from one of their

own people then why can't US personnel do the same? -

especially if this person is a trained, capable teacher. .
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There is no simplistic answer to this question, since the
degree of proficiency has been omitted, thus deleting
the important ingredient of a precise point of reference.
It must be noted, for example, that the more highly
developed host-country English language training programs
do in fact also employ native speaking instructors of
English directly. These programs yield the best results,
since their graduates most often by-pass follow-on training
training at DLIELC and are qualified for direct entry into
US technical training courses (e.g., FRG). These foreign
personnel are able to train students generally to an
elementary level of proficiency which must usually be aug-
mented by additional training at ELC prior to entry into
US Technical Training Courses. It should be noted that those
foreign personnel trained at ELC as instructors are also nor-
mally at the 4 level of proficiency in English.

c. An insight into this particular entrenched attitude
was obtained by the study chairman while visiting at DLI.
During lunch, several instructors were overheard discussing
the rumors of changes due to occur when the new commandant
took over. Following a long discourse of how bad it could
be, one of the instructors said "Oh well, it really doesn't
make any difference since he (COL Stapleton) would be gone
in a couple of years and things:won't change much anyway."

d. NSA in their language training programs use an instruc-
tor ratio of 2-1 -- two US native English to one native
speaker -— 80 that they can be assured of getting the exact
terminal results desired. No problem is encountered and a
better product is obtained that meets their specific require-
ments. ’ :

e. As a matter of common sense, instruction and end
results desired should be designed to meet the requirements
of the organization that pays the wages. A great deal can
be offered to the students by military instructors who have
recently served in or recently visited the target country,
and, at the same time, at USASA points out, these instructors
maintain their own proficiency.

f. Discussions at DLI lead to highlighting of tasks
that the military instructor and staff member could perform
to better accomplish the current and future more specific
requirements. In addition to the type tasks now being done
by the TLAs described above, the military staff and faculty
officer or enlisted man, could:



(1) Teach segments of courses within their sphere of
expertise and competence.

(2) Teach current military terminology and jargon.
(3) Conduct seminars on the target country.

(4) Assist in course development and maintenance (minor
modifications).

(5) Provide information to students on prospective duty
functions.

(6) Function as staff members of the departments.

5-14. Military Instructors at Other Facilities

Due to the mission of FSI and other training facilities
as well as the relatively few students involved, no considera-
tion was given to furnishing military instructors to these
facilities.

5-15. Conclusions

a. There is a requirement for military instructors (staff
and faculty) at DLI to provide current military terminology
and jargon in various languages to the students as well as
to provide managerial expertise.

b. The use of Technical Language Assistants (TLAs) has
proven to be practical and beneficial.

c. What may have been assessed as a faculty resistance
to the use to the use of TLA's in the past has more than been
overcome by the success of the TLA program. Senior faculty
members at DLI now clamor for more TLA's as the single best
authority on military terminology relative to operational
use of language skills, etc.

d. If non-English speakers can teach English,so can non-
native speakers teach selected portions of specific language
course in which they possess competence. A trained teacher
with a near—-native language capability can fully meet most
requirements of the courses taught. '

e. Military instructors should not be considered for
FSI or other agencies.
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5-16. Recommendations

a. Language qualified military personnel, officers
and enlisted men be assigned to the DLI JTD as staff and
faculty members.

b. Non-native speaking instructors be assigned as
necessary.

c. DLI develop:

(1) Military or civilian (non-native) staff and faculty

. augmentation or substitution with special emphasis on high

density languages.
(2) Job descriptions for military staff and faculty.
(3) Prerequisites to include languages.
(4) Additional military enrichment programs such as

field trips to Fort Ord to expand understanding of military
operations and terminology.
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SECTION III. MAINTENANCE OF PROFICIENCY

5-17. General. Language proficienmcy is a highly perishable
skill that is time consuming and expensive to acquire. Disuse
is its principal nemesis. The major element of the problem
lies in continuous utilization (including conversation), as
practiced within the individual's functional area, during
assignments not specifically requiring a given language

skill.

5-18. ACSI Comments.

a. Language proficiency is a difficult skill to acquire
and it is even more difficult to improve a basic capability
into one which will permit effective utilization at a pro-
fessional proficiency level. Proficiency maintenance and
enhancement requires productive utilization, an issue which
is at best difficult for intelligence linguist especially in
a CONUS environment. To provide the challenge, productive
utilization and sense of purpose for the linguist in a peace-
time environment, the following capabilities/initiatives
must be made available at the unit 1level.

(1) A productive utilization mission for linguists
which actually contributes to a wvalid requirement.

(2) Tapes of current military-related foreign language
dialogue.

(3) Personnel intercommunication in training and exercises.
(4) Document translations.

(5) Utilization of unit training/working time to maintain
language proficiency. :

(6) Self-study packets.

(7) Participation in command language programs and
language training under the General Educational Development
Program.

b. The ACSI, Commander USASA and NSA/CSS published on
24 March 1975 a plan for Peacetime Utilization of USASA Direct
Support Resources. This plan was designed to serve as a basis
for utilizing USASA tactical linguist and other personnel
more productively by providing mission=~related training docu-
ments, tapes and NSA/CSS materials. These materials would act



as a maintenance mechanism for integrating both language .
and functional skill proficiencies. An important aspect

of this program is only maintaining with each unit a minimal, .
usually one or two, different language capabilities to

facilitate collective training and personnel intercommunication.

c. On 1 November 1975, the SECDEF approved the use of
the Opposing Force (OPFOR) concept for use in Army-wide
training. OPFOR will focus individual and collective training
on the military systems of our foremost potential adversaries,
particularly the Soviets and Warsaw Pact. Program modules are
planned in support of most world regions for which readiness -
is maintained for contingency purposes. OPFOR will provide
a valuable mechanism: for ensuring the integration of linguist
capabilities into training and exercises. OPFOR, together
with the basic conceptual thrust of the Peacetime Utilization
Plan for USASA tactical resources offers attractive opportunities
to squarely address the challenge of peacetime maintenance
of language proficiency in tactical units.

5-19. USASA Comments.

a. The major problem for USASA linguists is maintaining
their language proficiency while assigned to a CONUS tacti-
cal unit. Linguists assigned to overseas tactical units
present a lesser problem as do linguists assigned to fixed
sites. Proper utilization is the key factor in the latter .
case as both fixed sites and overseas tactical units have
live missions to perform. CONUS tactical units, presently,
have no live mission and must depend entirely upon a language
maintenance program to keep their linguists proficient.
The problem for CONUS units is twofold. The time factor
plays an important role. CONUS units continually deply to the
field to participate in training exercises. While participation
in these field training exercises gives the linguist practical
training for field operations it does not allow them to use
their language skills. This time spent in the field also
detracts from the time available for linguist to pursue a
program of language maintenance.

b. The second problem is one of language maintenance
materials. Programs readily available on the open market .
do not contain the required military vocabulary. Fixed sites
provide tapes of current material to the CONUS units but this
solution is less than satisfactory. There is a psychological .
problem involved in working with material that one knows
has already been processed at another site. Even the most
conscientious of linguists finds it hard to fully concentrate
on theae materials. USASA, in conjunction with NSA, has
developed a Peacetime Utilization Plan for the CONUS tactical
units. Negotiations are on-going with NSA under this plan
to assign meaningful missions to the CONUS units involving

5-23



linguists. The material to be worked will aid the linguist
in maintaining his proficiency and provide intelligence
data of particular interest to the US Army for contingency
purposes and to the National Intelligence effort.

5-20. DLI Comments.

a. The provisions of AR 350-20, Chapter 4, provide for
the establishment of Command Language Programs (CLPs). CLPs
should be tailored to meet the needs of assigned linguists.
The programs' objectives should be to assist the individual
in maintaining current proficiency. DLIW-N (Non-Resident
Training Management) provides technical assistance as re-
quested to all DLPs (See VOL III, CLP for details)

b. Programs for Maintaining Proficiency are:
(1) CLPs at unit level and at schools

(2) GED Centers with MOS library materials and programs
sponsored by CLP

(3) DLI Refresher Training
(4) Self-study Program

¢c. The utilization of DLI refresher training 1is dependent
upon field requirements and the linguistic proficiency of
the individuals selected to satisfy the requirement.  DLI
refresher courses are provided on an as needed basis, contingent
upon the availability of resources.

d. From DLI's viewpoint, it appears that maximum utiliza-
tion may not be made of DLP, and possibly GED, resources.
Units with assigned linguists automatically inherit a language
maintenance training responsibility; therefore, a CLP, whether
formally structured (administered) or not, should be required.
Consideration should be given to making CLPs mandatory in such
units and the training an area of interest of the annual
Inspector General's report.

e. Increased coordination between CLPs, GED and DLI
(through the Service Program Manager, SPM) could result in
better utilization of existing resources.

f. In determining what specifically is required to main-
tain proficiency two questions must be asked of each linguist
individually:



. ig M i 9
- What are the requirements iT his "functional area?

- How good is he now in terms of those requirements?

(1) Worldwide Operations and Research and Development
Sections of DLI are now attempting to initiate materials-
development projects to address this problem with limited .
funds supplied by DA. A major problem that this effort .
will-encounter is determination of the degree of proficiency
the maintenance-course student still has, so that its entry-
level can be defined to the course writers.

(2) The comments from MI field units in response to
a DLI inquiry reveal the need for basic materials related
to the functional areas of linguists as the greatest need
to sustain and maintain a linguist's proficiency. Available
DLI materials do not meet this requirement.

(3) The concept of modular, MOS-related, self-study
materials should be consSidered an important element in main-
taining proficiency. Testing of a biennial or annual basis
with a test instrument specifically designed to evaluate
the individual's linguist proficiency within his MOS should
serve to improve and maintain both job and language proficiency.
The development of MOS-related tests is included in the
development of MOS-related, self-study materials discussed ‘
below.

g. There are several ways and means to manage proficiency
maintenance efficiently.

(1) The most efficient and cost effective means for managing
proficiency maintenance is through requiring personnel to use
their language in fulfilling productive requirements. This
program must be supplemented by a usable command Language
Program at the unit level that requires personnel to use their
language skills. Unit programs augmented with the resources
of GED, CLP schools, and DLI should provide a viable training
program in both CONUS and overseas environments.

(2) The possibility of conducting mandatory training
for linguists serving in positions not requiring linguistic .
skills at GED facilities or nearest CLP schools should be
considered.




(3) Mobile Training Teams (MTTs). The possibility
of using MTTs to augment the training conducted by units
and GED facilities should be considered. MTTs could be
composed of active duty, reserves, DLI civilians or a com-
bination of all three. Necessary team refresher training,
training sites and training schedules could be administered
by an assistant Service Program Manager at DLI (see below).
MTTs could operate from Army areas (nearest CLP school) or
from a central point (DLI).

(4) The creation of an Assistant Service Program
Manager slot under DA-MPT assigned to DLI (DLIW-N) -
Non Resident Training - for duty should be considered. His
primary functions would be to administer the training
aspects of Army CLP,to coordinate training programs of active
and reserve units, to administer Nonresident courses, and
other duties as assigned. Conversion of the existing Training
Officer position at DLIW-N to conduct this function could
provide increased control over CLPs, allow greater coordina-
tion between units and the primary source of support, and
provide a more direct channel for units seeking assistance.
Several functions assigned to the SPM (AR 350-20, para 4-2)
overlap the functions of the DLIW-N Training Officer; these
functions could be accomplished very effectively at DLI.

h. A cohesive program for maintenance of proficiency
should include:

(1) 1f possible, productive on-the-job utilization and
challenge.

(2) Tapes, both individual cassettes and larger unit/
installation systems.

(3) Personal intercommunication.
(4) Document translation.

(5) Utilization of normal training time for maintenance
of language proficiency.

i. DLIW and DLIR are planning development of such
materials for MI Reserve groups but have not been given a
requirement or the objectives for other specific functional
areas. Lf these are received DLI can respond to the extent
permitted by available resources. Extensive additional
requirements will, of course, require additional funding.



j. Contact with MI units identified the need for the
development of nonresident language refresher/maintenance
courses that are MOS-oriented (functional areas: IPW,
translation, interpreting, monitoring radio broadcasts,
etc.)

(1) The courses will be designed in module form at
the 2-3 proficiency level. This concept will allow the
individual to select the subject he desires to study or
allow the unit to select specific topics for group study.
Each module will require from 2-4 hours study time and will
have self-evaluation quizzes. No final tests will be ad-
ministered. Final testing could be incorporated in MOS tests
(EM) and biennial or annual testing for officers.

(2) 1In Dec 74 efforts were initiated to collect con-
structive ideas on the desired subject matter and objectives
of such courses from MI units, schools and agencies. The
responses were very satisfactory.

(3) Formal course development in Russian will begin
in FY 76. Course development in other priority languages
will be started based on experiences obtained during develop-
ment of the Russian course.

(4) The development concept (approach) incorporated
in establishing MOS related materials would incorporate
the use of tapes and document translation while the unit
CLP could incorporate personal intercommunication and normal
training time.

(5) Budget restraints and personnel shortages have
reduced the development effort of this project. Budget
requests in previous years have reflected the need for
development of these courses. Course development efforts
are documented in the Fact Sheet at pages 112-137, VOL I,
DLI Background.

k. The Opposing Force (OPFOR) program will include
provisions for productive wutilization of linguist assets

under simulated battlefield conditions.

5-21. Other Services' Comments.

a. The study group did not receive specific comments
from the Air Force, Navy or Marines in regards to this
proficiency maintenance problem area.




b. However, DLI experiences indicate similar problems
within the Army and Marine Corps in maintaining linguist
proficiencies. The Marine Corps addressed the problem
--to DLI and expressed great need for materials to currently
available (DLI resident materials, 210 hour refresher/
maintenance materials, and United States Armed Forces
Institute materials) do not meet training needs of their
linguists.

c. The Air Force and Navy have not brought up similar
problems to DLL for their active duty units. This is not
to say, however, that the problem does not exist. Corres-—
pondence to DLI from reserve units in the Air Force and
Navy express the need for job-related materials to support
training for linguists.

d. The Naval Security Group (NSG) does have a division
that is gpecifically responsible for proficiency maintenance.

5-22. Incentives.

a. AR 611-6, paragraph 2-3 gives specific conditions
for language proficiency reevaluation. Although not an incen-
tive as such, the provisions of this AR should be enforced by
unit commanders to instill a better sense of personal responsi-
bility for language maintenance whether or not the linguist
is in a "linguist"position.

b. Personnel, no matter where located, that are assigned
to an active linguist position have the normal job-oriented
motivation to keep up or improve his proficiency.

c. Monetary and promotion ineentives discussed in
Chapter 5 could provide a viable stimulus for maintaining a
proficiency in a language.

d. Once retesting on a regular basis becomes active
as described in Chapter 4 and Section IV below, a certain
amount of pride and desire to perform well could be a factor
in pursuing language study. Exactly how much an incentive this
particular factor would be impossible to ascertain due to the
great variance in personalities, grades, MOS and the assign-
ments that are interacting at any one time.

e. If training time if formally set aside and properly
administered the requirement for voluntary participation
would be eliminated. Each individual could maintain his
language proficiency as a part of his normal duties and
not as an extra burden and drain on his free time.
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5~23. Cautions.

a. Even though DLI has the capability to fulfill the
technical aspects of providing course materials and execu-
tion of those programs, strong overall command support must
be made available to insure success in the proficiency
maintenance program.

b. In order to keep from confusing the issues in language
maintenance ,any terms or descriptions that might lead
to the conclusion that the maintenance program is a '"self-
teaching" course should be discouraged. The initial learning -
of a language should be done in formal class work-DLI, FSI,
CLP, universities, etc. - and thig proficiency then maintained
by the means of "self-study" techniques in controlled class
situations.

c. The greatest difficulty will be encountered in the
oral practice of the language since a competent teacher is
required for best use of this part of the language skill.
Contacts with the local community and education systems
by the commands could produce help in this area.

5-24. Conclusions.

a. Language proficiency is a perishable skill that requires
continual maintenance for retention. ‘

b. There is a shortage of materials available for use
in proficiency maintenance programs and it is difficult to
obtain practice in oral expression.

c. A variety of programs can be used %o support maintenance
training: CLP, GED Center, DLI refresher and Self-study.

d. In order to provide suitable emphasis to such pro-
grams command emphasis and support is required.

e. The Opposing Force (OPFOR) Program will provide a
realistic training environment for linguist utilization and
capability maintenance.

f. DLI has the capability to develop self-study materials
and is limited only by funding.

g. There are currently no incentives for military
personnel to maintain an acquired language proficiency.




h. The productive utilization program for USASA tactical
units appears to contain applicability to the entire problem
of maintaining intelligence-related linguist proficiency in
peacetime.

i. The Army Service Program Manager (SPM) could actively
asaist in coordinating all proficiency maintenance programs.

5-25 Recommendations.

a. Strong command emphasis be placed on maintenance of
language proficiencies and implementation of AR 611-6.

b. Command Language Programs (CLP) be made mandatory and
utilized in conjunction with GED Centers, DLI Refresher
training and self-study programs.

¢c. Provide sufficient funding for DLI to provide CLP
assistance in course materials, course development and
technical assistance. )

d. Implement incentives for linguists as described
in Chapter 7.

e. Provide on~duty time for proficiency maintenance
programs.

f. 1Increase the scope of the Army Service Program
Manager (SPM) duties in developing, coordinating and
conduct of proficiency maintenance programs.

g. The ACSI LINCOB investigate the feasibility of
extending the conceptual approach of the DA/USASA/NSA
Productive Utilization Program to all units possessing
intelligence linguists.

h. OPFOR implementation insure linguist capabilities
are integrated into unit training and exercises employing
realistic opposing forces.






SECTION 1V. RETESTING.
5-26. General

Currently AR 611-6, 27 August 1969, requires re-evaluation
(retesting) every two years of all individuals identified
as linguists. The revised AR 611-6 now being staffed has a
provision for retesting every three years. It is unfortunate
that this provision of the regulation has never been imple-
mented and no complete program for retesting has ever been
initiated.

5-27. Requirements

a. It has been pointed out in other parts of this study
that, at the present time ,there is no way to accurately-deter-
mine the current status of language proficiency of Army
personnel. The only data on individuals that can be retrieved
is that which was entered, whether it be two months or ten
years ago, and cannot be used as a management tool for filling
current or contingency requirements.

b. The system for maintaining a viable record of current
proficiencies was discussed in Chapter 4. To make this
system usable, retesting of individuals is necessary so that
a current status of proficiency can be entered in personnel
records and then be available to determine actual assets
on hand at any time.

c. In 1974 the Chief of Staff, US Army approved the
replacement of the MOS test by a performance test system,
the Skill Qualification Test (SQT), as a part of the new
Enlisted Personnel Management System (EPMS). The SQT's are
being designed to test performance of tasks critical to

"soldiers' jobs. Individuals must meet the prescribed standard

for the task before credit will be given. Feedback will be
highly specific: trainers will know exactly where training
problems lie. Practice for the SQT will require performance

of the tasks required by the MOS, as communicated by a Soldiers'
Manual. All relevant job aids (regulations, technical

manuals, etc.) will be used by soldiers when they take the SQT.

5-28. Reevaluation and Frequency

"a. As currently stated in AR 611-6 and proposed changes,
the following individuals are exempt from reevaluation:



"(1l) General Officers
(2) Llinguists evaluated within one year.

(3) Enlisted personnel with MOS 04B, 04C or 96C and
are currently performing in that duty MOS.

(4) Linguists originally evaluated orally due to non-
availability of test materials in that language.

(5) Sub-proficient and former linguists unless they
claim an increase in proficiency."

b. A continued exemption of these individuals for
verification of their proficiencies is detrimental to DA
ability to identify total linguistic assets by quality
and quantity to meet current and projected requirements.
This is especially true for the critical linguistic assets
among General Officers. Current proficiency levels would
preclude possible high level malassignments when a position
is heavily dependent on a language proficiency.

c. To keep the data banks current, testing of all
individuals with a noted language proficiency should be
as follows:

(1) Every two years for all personnel with an indicated
proficiency above level 1.

(2) Every two years or more often for those performing
in their language skill (as a part of their SQT).

(3) At the termination of a language utilization assign-
ment, regardless of date of last retest.

5-29. Type Tests

a. DLI states that,with proper funding,a wvalid and
reliable testing program can be developed and supported within
2 to 5 years, depending on the language. Basic to the require-
ment for a valid series of tests is the development of
multiple series of questions that can be machine tumbled to
produce a number of alternate tests that would give reliable
and valid results without the current problem of test compro-
mises. In the interim, current tests available, even though
not ideal due to compromises, could be used to start the
retesting process and provide a better view of current assets
than is now available.




b. Oral comprehension tests would continue to be given
at the conclusion of a course at DLL or FSI and added as
part of the individual's language proficiency records (See
Sec LIT, Chapter 4). With proper funding oral tests on
tapes for in-the-field testing can be developed within 2-5
years. This special oral testing will be used in situations
that require an update of an individual's oral proficiency
such as a screening for an attaché or NATO assignment. These
oral tests would be given in conjunction with another proficiency
test in the field and graded at DLI. Due to the complexities
of this testing and requirement for grading at DLI, care will
have to be exercised so that work loads beyond capabilities
will not be imposed on DLI.

5-30. Conclusions

a. Contrary to current regulations, reevaluation of linguists
has not been accomplished as required. Thus,it it is impossible
to identify current assets by quality or quantity based on
recent verification.

b. To be able to accurately identify current linguist
assets some method of verification in the form of retesting
is necessary.

c. Exclusion of critical assets, especially General
Officers, from retesting precludes identification of a part
of the Army's current linguist assets.

d. Retesting should be accomplished at least every two
years. Oral retesting to be accomplished on a special
need basis. _

f. A language proficiency evaluation would be a logical
part of any Skill Qualification Test and could be administered
at the same time and reported to MILPERCEN through SQT
routings.

g. DLL has the capability, within 2-5 years, to provide
sufficient valid tests, both written and oral, that ‘are not

easily compromised.

5-31. Recommendations

a. Retest each individual who has a language proficiency
of level 2 or higher at least
every two years.

b. Provide sufficient funding for DLI to develop oral
and writeen tests for use in the testing program.
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c. Implement the provisions of AR 611-6 that require
reevaluation,using current tests available pending develop-
nent of new tests.

d. Provide sufficient constraints regarding oral
retesting so that the capacity of DLI to evaluate these
tests is not exceeded.

e. Require each individual with a linguist MOS to
take his language proficiency test as a part of the
Skill Qualification Test (sQT).




SECTION V. TRAINING EXCESS LINGUISTS
5-32. General

One method of meeting existing, future or contingency
requirements in a particular skill is to train a large pool
so that shortages never exist in that skill. This particu-
lar system for meeting requirements requires the expenditure
of a great amount of effort in the form of personnel, training
time, and funds for a skill that may or may not be used in a
subsequent assignment.

5-33. Current Policy

a. Current policy requires that an individual sent
for training must be designated to fill a specific position.

b. Highly motivated personnel are not given the oppor-
tunity to be trained im a language if current requirements
have been met. Other factors such as grade, MOS and branch
could also affect the individual's inability to receive training.

5-34, Support for Excess

a. In general, user units and agencies would like to
see a large pool of trained linguists to draw on as needed.
This would make any problem generated by unanticipated losses
or contingencies a minor administrative exercise rather than
the traumatic scramble for linguists that is the case now.

b. A large pool of linguists would be advantageous to
planners for contingency requirements and would increase
capabilities for reactionm to changing missions.

c. Units that have Reforger missions would benefit from
a large number of excess linguists when deployed. At this
time some units use the Command Language Program to give a
rudimentary exposure as a part of normal training. This does
not produce linguists but it is a means of lessening the
communications gap in the deployment area.

d. For each linguist requirement, total assets to meet
this need is generally accepted as a factor of 2.4. Proper
identification of linguist needs in contingency and normal
situations should provide the basis for training of personnel
that would in effect become a larger rotating pool of linguists
that is now available.



5-25 Availability of Assets.

a. There currently is an insufficient number of recruits
ro fill authorized EM positions, let alone produce a trained
pool of linguists.

b. All personnel, officer and enlisted, with current
proficiencies or those developing a proficiency would have to
be the assets drawn on for any emergency or routine require- -
ment. The effectiveness of previously trained personnel .
will be dependent upon recurring language assignments and
participation in the proficiency maintenance program described
in Section III above.

c. It is very difficult to maintain an adequate level
of proficiency over a period of time without using the language.
It would be uneconomical from a manpower as well as a monetary
standpoint to deliberately attempt to produce and maintain a
pool of excess linguists from an everdwindling supply of per-
sonnel over the 2.4 factor per position now considered necessary.

d. In order to have a larger number of assets readily
available each officer should be strongly encouraged to attain
at least an elementary proficiency in a language of his choice
so that in the case of need this proficiency can be raised
to the required 1level. Formal training at DLI would not be
utilized solely 'to accomplish this end, rather CLPS and self-
study would be best used to achieve the initial results .
desired for an elementary level 1 proficiency. This particular
concept could be expounded in a DA Language Policy statement.
Only those personnel showing a marked talent for languages or
those volunteering would receive full time language training
to meet specific normal or contingency requirements.

e. MILPERCEN comments: ''Delete any references to
officers being required/encouraged to attain a language pro-
ficiency. This is an unrealistic requirement and would simply
be another policy statement that could not, or would not be
enforced. Cost factors and manhours could be prohibitive,
considering the fact that a large portion of 100,000 officers
might have to be trained and subsequently provided the time
and facilities necessary to maintain their proficiency.
Additionally, the proposal would result in an imbalance in
terms of the number of individuals qualified in a given -t

language as opposed to actual requirements. TFurther, it does
not take into account the fact that numerous officers do not
have an aptitude for language training." .
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5-36. Conclusions.

a. The current policy of not formally training excess
linguists is valid,except that training to a factor of 2.4/
position in reality does produce some excess linguists at
any point in time.

b. A large formally trained pool of excess linguists
would not be feasible.

c. Officers and enlisted men having elementary profici-
encies in language would-prévide a ready, proven source for

training to meet either normal or contingency requirements.

5-37. Recommendation

a. No attempt be made to train excess linguists by
formal training except to f£ill normal or contingency
requirements based on a factor of 2.4/position.

b. Officers be encouraged to attain at least an
elementary proficiency in a language. This requirement
be published as Army Language Policy, AR 611-6 (See Tab
5-D).
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Informal Survey of Three Major Universities in North Carolina

q. Dr. George Holcomb, Dean of Research Administration, the

niversity of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, discussed the
.proposed program with the Provost. The University decided
that it is not interested in such a program nor capable of
carrying it out. They might be able to participate with other
.universities through the Research Triangle organization (UNC,
.Duke, and NC State), although that organization performs only
. cooperative research and not training. He believes that it
would be difficult to organize a training program on that
basis. UNC has a Linguistics Department and does teach a
number of uncommonly taught languages such as Arabic, Chinese,
‘Dutch, Czech, Polish, Portuguese, Serbo-Croatian, and Swahili.

2., Dean Robert O. Tilman, Dean of College of Liberal Arts,
North Carolina State University at Raleigh, stated that the
university is very much interested in discussing the possi-
bility of such . a program, especially if there are intellectual -
ard academic benefits to be derived-such as training for
studerts and faculty in languages not now taught there. They
would also be interested in the possibility of tri-university
cooperation in such a program. NC State conducts a permanent
graduate program at Fort Bragg but gave up their undergraduate
program there in favor of Fayetteville State College. There
is no program in Linguistics at NC State, but they do teach
the commonly taught languages. Dean Tilman studied Chinese
q:: DLIWC during the Korean War and has a special interest in
romoting language studies. ’
3. Dr. Frederick Cleaveland, Provost, Duke University, stated
that although there was some interest within the University
about conducting such a program, he would have to say reluctantly
on an official basis that they have no interest at this time.
He explained that there is no problem in principle with the
idea but that as a policy the University would not be in a
position to state its interest unless there were more concrete
information available to.them in writing. He said that they
were openminded about the situation and would keep the door
open for further discussion, based on more detailed official
information. Duke has an Interdepartmental Committee on
Linguistics and teaches the following uncommonly taught languages
on a small scale: Chinese, Dutch, Hindi, Japanese, Polish,
Portuguese, and Swahili. ’

4, Discussion of Factors to be Considered:

a. General: University interest in conducting such programs
varies considerably depending on their long term interest in




foreign language training versus foreign language education,
especially in the highly related academic field of Linguistics
and also in the uncommonly taught languages. Most colleges

and universities teach the major languages (French, German,
Italian, Russian, and Spanish) but the entire academic community
is experiencing a period of retrenchment in foreign language
enxollments, especially since most have drogped a foreign
language requirement. Major universities have a variety of
small programs in the major uncommonly taught languages, such
as Chinese, Japanese, Hindi, Portuguese, and Swahili. Language
and Area Centers are supported by federal funds through the
U.S. Office of Education in 106 universities. Duke University
has such a program in South Asia Studies (Hindi, Undu) but NC
State and UNC at Chapel Hill do not. However, UNC has had its
own program of Latin American Studies for many years. UNC has
established department of Linguistics, whereas Duke only has
an. Interdepartmental Committee on Linguistics, and NC State has
no program in Linguistics. NC State does, however, have an
active interest in language training for functional cowmmunica-
tion as opposed to academic¢ interest.

b. Administrative Structure: While universities are
generally capable of conducting a wide variety of programs,
especially those related to research, only a small number have
been interested in becoming involved in intensive language
training whether for academic objectives or for external pro-
grams such as Peace Corps. Peace Corps experience has been
generally favorable in such training contracts. Some universi-
ties are apparently quite flexible in gearing up for such pro-
grams. Once a university commits itself to such a program it
can be expected to carry it out with due sattention to quality.
The reaction time is difficuit to determine and could vary
from three months to one year in terms of being ready to operate.
The time required for recruitment of new cadre professionals
(coordinators, supervisors, linguists), for example; is usually
linked to the academic season cycle.

C. Quality control: Universities normally desire to have
full control of the academic element of such programs which
means that they would want to set their own standards in terms
of methodology, supervision, grading and testing. and instructor
training. They would, however, be fully responsive to meeting
course objectives. There is, of course, considerable variation
in terms of each university's concept and self-image of quality
in comparison with rival institutionss

5-A-2
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d. Recruitment of Faculty: This could pose some unusual
problems but they are not insurmountable. A Duke University
hairman expressed concern about the difficulty of hiring
ative speaking instructors in uncommon languages, especially
.on a short-term basis. He believes it would be difficulre
to attract people for only one year. There would be the added
disadvantage of the training location being such a long
.distance from the home campus. This would be especially true
.for instructors who wished to take courses part-~time while
. teaching. Of course, universities do have international con-
tacts and are accustomed to dealing with foreign students.
The Peace Corps has assisted universities in recruiting through
their own in-country staff and has experienced no unusual dif-
ficulties. It is understood that all such personnel would need
to receive a complete instructor training course.

e. Flexibility. A question was raised by Duke University
concerning whether it would be required to take the entire pack~-
age of languages or whether there was any choice in taking '
some and not others. It is understood that there is the pos-=
sibility of not being able to meet a requirement in an unusually
remote language. Yet Peace Corps has been successful in handling
an unusually large number of quite exotic languages.

f. Mutual Benefits: DLIWC has an agreement with the
University of California (Berkeley) and San Jose State College
to provide training at no cost on a space available basis to

.students and faculty in exchange for academic services such as
lectures and consultative advice. Syracuse University was
able to provide direct academic credit to DLI students whereas
DLI schools can only provide the usual CASE (ACE) recommendation
for academic credit. This would provide an advantage for the
Services in programs for recruiting military personnel. Addi-
tionally, by virtue of a language training contract, a universi-
ty can benefit from the opportunity of increasing its faculty
strength in areas not normally available.

g. Attitude toward DOD Programs: While many universities
would nothesitate to conduct a program for Peace Corps, some
would be less inclined to do so for the Department of Defense.
However, UNC, NC State, and Duke all have ongoing ROTC programs
and are thus already involved in military training.

* 5. Conclusions.

a. The concept of a university training contract at Fort
- Bragg does appear to be feasible.

. "
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b. It would be preferable to conduct such a program
through the Tri-University comnsortium mechanism, even 1if
one of the universities retained the primary responsibility
so that the strengths of each institution could be brought
to bear ¢n the problem.

c. Mutual benefits to be derived from such a program
would enhance the quality of DLI training and would permit
the universities to strengthen their programs related to
foreign languages and linguistics.

5-A-4
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Public Law 89-160-
89th Congress, H. R. 5519
September 1, 1965

aAn Act

79 STAT, 615

To awmend titie 10, United States Code, to authorize Ianguage training to be
given to a dependent of a member of the Army, Navy, Alr Force, or Marine
Corps under certain circumstances.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That chapter 101
of title,10, United States Code, is amended as follows:

(1) By adding the following new section:

“§ 2002. Dependents of members of Army, Navy, Air Force, or
Marine Corps: language training
“(a) Notwithstanding section 1041 of title 22 or any other pro-
vision of law, and under regulations to be prescribed by the Secretary
of Defense, language trainmng may be provided in—
“(1) a facility of the Department of Defense;
“(2) a facility of the Foreign Service Institute established
under section 1041 of title 22; or
“(3) a civilian educational institution;
to a dependent of a member of the Army, Navy, Air Force, or Marine
Corps 1ni anticipation of the nmember’s assignment to permanent duty
outside the United States.
“(b) For the purposcs of this section, the word ‘dependent’ has the
same meaning that it has under section 401 of title 37.”
(2) By inserting the following item in the analysis:
«2002. Dependeuts of members of Army, Navy, Air Force, or Marine .Corps:
language training.”
Approved September 1, 1965,

/

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY:

HOUSE REPORT No. 607 {Cemm. on Armed Services),
SEMATE REPORT No., 583 (Comr. on Armed Services),
CONGRESS IONAL RECORD, Vol, 111 {1965):

July 19: Considered and passed House.

Aug. 13t Considered and passed Senate, amended,

Aug. 19% Youse agreed to Senate amendment,

GPO 50- 139

Armed Forces,
70A Stat. 119.

60 Stat. 10183
74 Stat. 837.

"Dependent.™
76 Stat., 469.
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89t CONGRESS } HQOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES Report
18t Session No. 607

AUTHORIZING LANGUAGE TRAINING FOR MEMBERS OF
THE ARMED FORCES

Jury 9, 1965.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. Rivers of South Carolina, from the Committee on Armed
Services, submitted the following

REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 5519]

The Committee on Armed Services, to whom was referred the bill
(H.R. 5519) to amend title 10, United States Code, to authorize
language training to be given to a dependent of a member of the
Army, Navy, Air Force, or Marine Corps under certain circumstances,
having considered the same, report favorably thereon without amend-
ment and recommend that the bill do pass.

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

This bill authorizes language training to the dependents of members
of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps in antieipation of
their sponsors’ assignment to permanent dutv outside the United
States, or while they are accompanying members outside the United
States as a result of the members assignment to such duty.

BACKGROUND OF THE BILL

Dependerts of members of our military forces perform an important
role in projecting a true image of the United States abroad. Their
ability to speak the language of the country increases the effectiveness
of their military sponsors and generates inestimable good will for the
United States.

Congress recognized the contributions wives can muke when it
amended section 701 of the Foreign Serviee Act of 1946 (22 U.s.C.
1041) to permit the Secretary of State to provide appropriate orienta-
tion and language training to members of the families of officers and
employees of the Government in anticipation of their sponsors’
assienment abroad or while abroad.

50-006




Although section 701 of the Foreion Service Act of 1946 speeifically
established the [loreign Service Institute and, as amended, anthgrize.
lang raining for f inilitary personnel, it limits suej,
training to that whieh is aceomphshed at the Toraign Service Institiee
of the Department of State. The facilities of the Foreign Servie.
Institute, in the United States, are located only in Washington, D.C,
On the other hand, facilities of the Departinent of Defense are loented
in various plaees in the United States iicluding the Defense Langnage.,
Institute, west coast branch at Monterey, Calif., and at other Depart.
ment of Defense education centers.  These facilities provide langnage
training to members of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps
in anticipation of their assiznment to duty ontside the United State.,
So far as the Department of Defense is concerned, the requiremen)
that dependents may be provided training only at the Ioreign Service
Tnstitute would eause greater transportation costs than those resnltine
from having a number of locutions, ineluding the Foreign Sorvier
Institute, to which members and their dependents inny go for training,

In those instances in which it muay not be possible to provide lan.
guage training to dependents in the United States, but in which snel
training is desirable, the proposed legislation would authorize the
training to be given outside of the United States.

a
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In providing foreign language training under the proposed legisla.
tion, priority will be accorded to the wives of attachés. military assist
ance advisory groups and mission personnel, and the personnel «

“international headquarters. Tt is estimated that the average annua
input into this prograin will be 750 trainees. The first-year cost «
operation will be approximately $200.000. and it is considered tha:
the annual recurring eost will not exceed this amount.

DEPARTMENTAL POSITION E
This is a legislative recommendation of the Department of Defense

The position of the Department strongly supporting this legislatio

was conveyed to the U.S. House of Representatives and the Conmitte
on Armed Services by letter dated February 13, 1965, a eopy of whia
is set out below and hereby made a part of this report. :

FreBRUARY 8, 1965.

Hon. Joun W. McCoRrMACK, _

Speaker of the House of Representatives,

Washington, D.C. :

Dear Mr. Speaker: There is forwerded herewith o draft of o
osed legislation to amend title 10, United Stn.tcs’_Code. tr authort !

nguuge training to be given to « dependent of a menber of 1.

Ariny, Navy, Air Force, er Marine Corps imder certuin circinmstare -

This proposul s a part of the ])cp;;l;tmcnt, of Defense legishui

program for the S9th Congress, and the i3ureau of the Budget ndvi-
that, from the standpoint of the adminrrmtion’s prograim. there
no ()bjcction to the presentation of this proposal for the (‘"‘“_-"»l(](‘!‘:lii
of Congress. The Department of the Ariny hus been designated
the representative of the Departinent of Defense fer this legislath

Tt is reeommended that this propousal be enacted by the Congre

(LY P

et as. ea
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-

cifie PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

lh(lr N . . . .
e proposed legislation would authorize language training to be

;l]t;t; . wded te the depende_nts of. & member of the Anny, Ng\-y, Air

Ser -we. or Marine Corps in anticipation of the member’s assignment .
n. 1: ermalent duty outside t]}e United Stﬂ.te_§ or while thev are ac-

loc.: panving (lle niember outsicde the United States as a result of the

T her's assignment to such duty. . . .
Dey. Dependents of members of the Army, .Nm"y, Air Force, and Mraine .
e - -pe perform an important role in projecting a proper image of the

e ¢, . - vl States abroad.  Their ability to speak the language of the .
Sq. . ey concerned increnses the effectiveness of their military sponsor

iren .. : -enerates inestimable goed will for the United States. This has .
Sep @ -1 recognized by Congress in enacting section 701 of the Foreign -

asul - .sice Act of 1946, as amended (22 U.S.C. 1041), which provides
Sep ¢ .1 tiie Secretary of State may ‘‘provide appropriate orientation and
paie § - cuage training to members of family of oflicers and employees of
ide i ~ Government in anticipation of the assignment abroad of such .
ch ¢ i-ers and employees er while abroad.”
ize ¢ Althongh section 701 of the Foreign Sevvice Act of 1946 authorizes
acuage training for dependents of members of the Army, Navy, Air
‘wrce, and Marine Corps under the circumstances contemplated by
he proposed legislation, the facilities of the Foreign Service Iustitute
tablished in the United States under that section are located only in
leg3 .~ Washington, D.C., area. On the other hand, facilities of the
v as3rnartment of Defense are located at varions places in the United
nnepates and incliude the Defense Language Institute, west coast branch
anf’omrerly the U.S. Army Language School) at Monterey, Calif., and
co-#lier Department of Defense education centers. These facilities are
nerally used to provide language training, when appropriate, to
vimembers of the Ariny, Navy, Air Force, or Marine Corps in antici-
ationt of their assignment to permanent dutv outside the United
tates. It is the opinion of the Department of Defense that it would
*in the best interests of the Department, and of the members and
Del: iir dependents, for the members and their dependents to be provided
gld‘k:::uage training at the same time and at the sane place. So far as
nf ¢ Department is concerned, the inflexible requirement that de-
of ¥p ndents be provided language training only at the Foreign Service
~titute would gencrate greater transportation costs than those
nerated by having a number of locations, including the Foreign
tvice Institute, to which members and their dependents may be
nt for such training. So far as the members and their dependents
¢ concerned, the advantages of preserving the integrity of the family
t are obvious.
ft off To cover those instances in which it may not be possible to provide
aut! Irguage training to dependents in the United States, but it is desir-
er '-E‘! that the dependents be provided that training, the proposed

mste -iz‘ln.t-ion would authorize the training to be given outside the United
poivRites, ’

+
i

actment.
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resent
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imously approved H.R. 5519 and strongly recommend i
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COMMITTEE POSITION

COST AND BUDGET DATA

Alt,hough. the attached draft legislation would autherize the truip:...
of any dependent of a member of the Army, Navy, Air Foree .
Marine Corps, it is the present intention of the Department of Def.; .
to confine its nse to the enrolling of wives in the United States in ev:.-
ing long, full-time courses that are simitable for them und for i, -
servicemen Inisbands. At a later date after fiscal year 1965 wi.
new, short full-time and longer part-time course offerings are wi.;..
able for personnel overseas, it is proposed that the authority be n...
to permit enrollment of wives in these eourses as well.

The Committee on Armed Services, a quorum bein,

Aver:pe
Average 1st year [ERT TV
Tralnees anfiusl costs Tecurting
input costs .
1
Priority to wives of attachés, M AAO/misslon personuel and . R )
internatlonal beadquarters personnel ... ceooeoaaooon 750 $200, 000 $20,

Sincerely,

sy .

-(Signed) STEPHEXN AILES,
5-B-4 Secretary of the Army.
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[No. 18]

FULL COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 5519, H.R. 7843, H.R.
8211, AND S. 1856 e

Housk or Rerres: NTATIVLS,
CoMMITTEE oN ARryMED SERVICFS,
Washington, D.C., Wednesday, July 7, 1965.
The committee went into open session, following an executive ses-
sion, at 12:05 p.m., in room 2118, Rayburn Building, the Honorable L,
Mendel Rivers presiding, to consider reports from subcominittee
chairman.
The Cirarrazan. You take over, Mr. Philbin.
Mr. Pimwmx (presiding). Mr. Chairman, I have three bills,
The first, H.R. 5519, anthorizes language training to the dependents
of members of the Army, N avy, Air Force, and Marine Corps in an-
ticipation of their sponsors’ assignment to permanent duty outside the
{‘mted States, or while they are accompanying members outside the
United States as a result of the members assignment of such duty. -

NEED FOR LEGISLATION

Dependent of members of our military forces perform an important
role in projecting a true image of the United State abroad. Thoir abil-
ity to speak thezianguage of the country increases the effectiveness of
their military sponsors and generates inestimable goodwill for the
United States.

Congress recognized the contributions wives can make when it
amended section 701 of the Foreign Service Act of 1946 (22 U.S.C.
li41) to permit the Secretary of State to provide appropriate orienta-
tion and language training to members of the families of officers and
*mployees of the Government in anticipation of their sponsors’ assign-
ment abroad or while abroad.

Although section 701 of the Foreign Service Act of 1946 specifically
*tablished the Foreign Service Institute and as amended aurhorizes
linguage training for dependents of military personnel, it limits such
trining to that which is accomplished at the Foreign Service Institute
»f the Department of State. The facilities of the Foreign Service In-
‘itute, in the United States, are located only in Waushingtor, D.C.
' the other hand, facilities of the Department of Defense are located
W various places in the United States including the Defense Language
Institute, West, Coast Branch, at Monterey, Calif.. and at other De-
irtment of Defense education centers, These facilities provide lan-
£1age training to members of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine
TPs 1n anticipation of their assignmeng to duty outside the United
“tes. So far as the Department. of Defense is concerned, the re-
lirement that dependents may be provided training only at the For-

. : (3037)
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eign.Service Institute would cause greater transportation ¢y,
those resulting from having a nnmber of locations, inchuding -
eign Service Institute, to which members and their dependen.,
for training. B

In those instances in which it may not be possible to proy; .
guage training to dependents in the United States, but in wi,
training is_desirable, the proposed legislation would authy, .
training to be given outside of the United States.

COsT

In providing foreign language training under the proposed §. .
tion, priority will be accorded to the wives of attachés, Military
ance Advisory Group and mission personnel, and the personnet -
ternational headquarters. It is estimated that the average .
input nto this program will be 750 trainees. The fivst yeur .,
operation will be approximately $200.000, and it is considered 1], .
annual recurring cost will not exceed this amount.

DEPARTMENTAL POSITION

The Department of Defense recommends enactment of tlis Joos
tion.
SUBCOMMITTEE POSITION

The subcomittee unanimously approved this legislation.

Now, without objection, the bill, FL.R. 5519, will be reported -
House.

The next bill, H.R. 7843, authorizes the survivors of a men!.
the Armed Forces who dies while on uctive duty to be paid f..
unused accrued leave.

I would ke to explain this briefly for the benefit of the newls
the committee.

The need for this legislation arises from a statutory inw
Uuder existing statutes, the payment of leave entitlement isauti:
to members discharged or retired from the service and also to1}-
viving heirs when payment to the retiree had not been effected.
rent. statutes also entitle survivors of civil service emplov
payment for accumulated and current accrued leave at time of -

Employees in industry are generally paid at the normal pay r.
vacations not taken and payment is made for unused leave in -.
death or termination cf employvnient.

The Armed Forces is the only group denied payment for
leave, if death occurs during employment.

DEPARTMENTAL YOSITION

The Departmeunt of Defense and the Public Health Service =1
recommmend the enactment of H.R. 7843,

COST

1t is estimated that the additional cost resulting from enactui
the proposed legislation would approximate $= million annually.




From: Assistant General Counsel (Fiscal Matter) (OAGC-FM), 0SD
To: State Department
Subj: Dependent Language Training

(1) " Public Law 89-160 authorizes language training to a dependent of a
member of the Army, Navy, Air Force, or Marine Corps in anticipation of the
member's assignment to permanent duty outside the United States. Such
instruction can be given only in the United States; it is not authorized to
be given outside the United States. The intent of Congress in this respect
is set forth in the legislative history underlying Public Law 89-160.

(2) Section 701 of the Foreign Service Act of 1946 (22 U.S.C. 1041) authorizes
the Secratary of State to provide language training to members of the families
of officers and employees of the government while they are abroad with their
sponsor. Under this authority, dependents of Attache' personnel may be

given language instruction on post, so long as the instruction is provided

by the State Department. There is no objection to the Defense Intelligence
Agency reimbursing_the State Department for the cost of sach instruction.
There is no authority under which the Defense Intelligence Agency can

provide language instrud:tion to dependents of Attaché' personnel at oversea$
locations other than through participation in programs of instruction offered
by the State Department.

(3) Regarding paragraph 3 of reference, the interpretation of the Defense
Language Institute that Public Law 89-160 only authorizes training of
dependents on a space available basis, since they have not received funding,
is not correct. The fact that funding has not been received does change the
provision of the public law, which authorizes the expenditure of appropiated
funds for language instruction of dependents under the circumstances set
forth in the public law.

(4) In summary, based on guidance provide by OAGC(FM), it appears that
dependents of Attaché’ personnel may participate in language instruction
program offered by the State Department overseas locations, and the Defense
Intelligence Agency can properly reimburse the State Department for the
cost of such instruction, but the Defense Intelligence Agency-and its U.S.
Defense Attaches have no authority to conduct language training programs
for dependents of Attache' personnel at overseas location."






ARMY LANGUAGE POLICY STATEMENT

For inclusion in AR 611-6:
¥ The following language policy is established for compliance by all

Department of the Army personnel. The acquisition of a linguistic skill

is costly, time consuming and requires extensive effort on the part of the
individual. 1In order to accomplish world-wide missions these highly perish-
able skills must be maintained and readily identified for immediate, program-
med or contingency requirements. Each commissioned officer is
encouraged to attain at least an elementary proficiency in a foreign language.
Officers and Warrant Officers in the Intelligence and Foreign Area Specialties
should possess such capabilities. Noncommissioned officers and other enlisted
men are encouraged to attain such a skill} however,those personnel in desig-
nated Intelligence MOS's will require a language proficiency. All personnel
who have language skills are required to maintain these skills and verify
current proficiency by appropriate proficiency tests at least every two years.
When not in a linguist utilization position, each individual will be provided
training time to participate in Command Language Programs, General Educational
Program Language training, or utilize self-study programs of the Defense
Language Institute to maintain as much of his language proficiency as
possible. Extensive use will be made of the Command language Program or
General Educational Programs to develop basic skills that can be used as an
entry level into formal training and also act as an effective screening device
to identify language aptitude. It is a command responsibility at all echelons
to insure proper utilization and development of linguistic assets as well as

to take appropriate steps to maintain these perishable skills,even when not

required by the current unit mission and encourage a healthy interest in

attaining a linguistic skill for those personnel without such proficiency".

TAB 5D






'CHAPTER 6
RECRUITING

SECTION I. LINGUIST ENLISTMENT INCENTIVES

6-1. General. In FY 75, the Army successfully completed the
second year of recruiting without the draft. In recruiting
208, 746 men and women, the Army not only exceeded the annual
recruiting objective of 204,600, but also improved the quality
of personnel being recruited. Of those enlisting for the first
time during the fiscal year, some 66 percent have high school
educations. Ninety percent of new enlistees were Mental
Category I-III personnel - an increase of eight percentage points
over FY 74. In June, 25,215 men and women wWere recruited (102
percent of the June recruiting objective of 24,800). Approxi-
mately 21,100 or 83.7 percent were high school graduates.

Even though overall objectives have been met there were not
enough linguists recruited to fill the requirements as stated
by using agencies. (Note Sec. I Chap 4 and the problems in
identifying requirements.)

6-2. Title of Linguist MOS's. The following linguist MOS's
are used in this Chapter:

04B - Translator-Interpreter

04C - Expert Linguist

96C - Interrogator

97C - Area Intelligence Specialist
98G - Voice Intercepter

NOTE: 04B and O04C are combined with MOS 96C in new CMF 96
under EPMS

6-3. Current Linguist Enlistments. Males enlisted during
FYs 74 and 75 with appropriate MOS's are shown in the following
table:

TABLE 6-1. MOS Enlistments

MOS : Enlistments 1/} Requirements Ehlistments 1/ | Requirements

04B 411 Unk 60 Unk

04C 1 Unk 0 Unk

96C 32 246 34 iSO

98G 8 By application 6 By Application
only only

TOTAL 452 ? 1. 160 ?

1/ Male only



6-4., Enlistment Emphasis.

a. Recruiting and Reenlistment Division, DCSPER DA,
originally stated that no recruitment emphasis was placed
specifically on attainment of linguists. Such emphasis
is placed on a vareity of hard-to-fill MOSs which may be
identified periodically from MILPERCEN based upon input
from users. Recently linguist MOSs ‘have so identified and,
as of 10 Oct 1975, the MOS 98L (the enlistment entry MOS)
has been designated as priority for recruitment. This action
was taken based on preliminary findings of this study.

b. The linguist enlistment option is outlined in Table
H-3, AR 601-210. This table outlines the specific pre-
requisites that the applicant must meet. The enlistment
option offers training in a specific skill to include language
training. The option does not offer an enlistment bonus or
any accelerated promotion feature.

c. All applicants enlisting for the United States Army
Security Agency (USASA) enlistment option and a skill in
that option that requires language training would be sent
to the course prerequisite.

As an example an applicant enlisting for the 98 GZL MOS would
require language training.

d. The prerequisites which must be met before enlistment
for language training are outlined in Line 4, Table H-3, AR
601-210, C-1.

e. The number of enlistments under the Language Training
Option as opposed to MOS option for FYs 74 and 75 are shown
below:

TABLE 6-2. Language Training Option Enlistments

Male Female Total
FY 74 39 68 107
FY 75 26 76 102
Totals 65 144 209




6-5. Enlistment Incentives

a. There are presently no monetary incentives given
specifically for linguist enlistments.

b. The only incentive for potential linguists to enlist
would be as a result of more general options such as location

or duration of assignments which are available to all enlistees.

6-6. Constraints.

a. Existing statutory constraints apply to all applicants
for enlistment and are not restrictive specifically to linguist
recruitment.

b. Limitations on enlistment incentive bonuses are pri-
marily budgetary. An enlistment bonus for linguists 1is
probably not a feasible alternative immediately because of
the reductions in the FY 77 enlisted bonus program.

c. DOD does not have a set of established criteria for
establishment of an enlistment bonus. In the past the
following points have been used. For future requests these
points should be covered and fully documented by the using
agencies/units:

(1) Esseptially and criticality of the Linguist MOS.

(2) 1Individual's perceptibn as to desirability of serving
in the Linguist MOS.

(3) Trainee failure rate.
(4) Trend for future requirements.

(5) Absolute requirement for high standards. (i.e., input
screening essential and standards cannot be lowered)

(6) Substitutability between MOS (Can Retraining and
reclassification solve shortage?)

(7) Requirement for grade heavy structure. (Why more
E6 than E5 requirements, etc?)

(8) Space imbalance problems created by overseas require-
ments. (As related to turnaround time between assignments.)



(9) Potential for civilianization of the Linguist MOS.

6~7. ACSI Comments.

a. The acquisition and retention of intelligence
linguists has been neglected. Quantitatively, linguist
requirements do not figure importantly in Army-wide acquisi-
tion priorities; there is accordingly no incentive for the
recruiter to enlist a linguist. This lack of incentive,
especially an incentive tied to quality, has promoted a
significant qualitative attrition among enlisted language
students because of their low aptitude for language study. -

b. It appears that recruiters needs to be better in-
formed of the intelligence function, and in particular,
the role of the intelligence linguist. The recruiter is a busy
man and requires the help of functional area expertise if he
is to do justice to that quantitatively small, but important
linguist requirements. Because of the critical qualitative
factors involved, the recruiter clearly requires an incentive
which is built into the internal USAREC QUIP system is he
is to be reasonably expected to take the time to identify,
counsel and enlist a linguist.

c. To assist the recruiter in the acquisition of linguists,
advertising and publicity support should be provided to
the Language Enlistwment Option. These publicity items should ‘
be designed to appeai to such themes as training, challenging,
utilization, importance, travel and advancement within a
functional CMF's using linguist skills. From a policy and
management perspective, there is a valid and compelling need
for a mechanism such as the Army Language Requirements Board
(ALRB) to ensure lingnist acquisition objectives are responsive
to Army needs and that reviews of the linguist posture within
the Army are conducted on a period basis and appropriate issues
identified for resolution.

6-8., Other Services Comments.

a. USAF made no specific comments on this point.

b. US Navy has an extensive recruiting effort to meet
requirements for first term personnel in the Communications
Technician Interpretive rating. The main problem has been
the low retention rate of first term personnel and the
aseociated need for high inputs. Accordingly, this rating
has one of the highest recruiting priorities.




¢c. In the US Marine Corps:

(1) The cryptologic field does not have linguists
recruiting incentives. The only incentive available is for
career Marines to seek a linguistic skill as a reenlistment
option.

(2) Recruit input is not made to MOS 0261 (Interrogator-
Transletor). All Marines desiring to retrain in the MOS are
interviewed by trained interrogators and if they meet the
prerequisites they laterally move to the basic intelligence
MOS 0200 to start the training cycle. MOS 0251 is authorized
the award of a variable reenlistment bonus.

6-9. Conclusions.

a. Enlistments for Linguist MOSs in FY 74 and FY 75 have
not been sufficient to meet stated acquisition objectives.

b. ©No recruitment emphasis had been placed on linguist
enlistments in the past but the situation was rectified
in early October 1975.

C. There 1is no incentive for a recruiter to enlist
a linguist.

d. Current regulations are sufficient to delineate
the linguist enlisted option, and they do provide valid
enlistment prerequisites. : :

e. There are no monetary enlistment bonus for linguist
enlistments. .

f. Statutory constraints apply to all MOS and are not
solely restrictive to linguists.

g. Limitations on enlistment bonus are primarily budge-
tary. Requests for such bonuses can be made to DOD and
should be made for MOS's where there is a serious shortfall.

h. Other services (excluding USAF) have the same problem
in recruiting linguists and have no unique solutions to offer.

i. The Army needs to provide a wider acquisition base
for personnel possessing Linguist capabilities, i.e., stripes
for skills.



j. The proposed ALRC will provide an essential policy
and management mechanism for insuring adequate personnel
acquisition.

6-10. Recommendations.

a. Insure that users accutrately report linguist MOS
shortages based on requirements to MILPERCEN.

b. DCSPER insure recruiting emphasis is placed on
linguist MOSSuntil the current imbalance is corrected.

c. Users fully document and request enlistment bonuses
for critical linguist MOSs where there is a recruiting
shortfall.

d. Users submit justification for linguist MOSs to be
added to the Stripes for Skills Program. DCSPER insure that
identified MOSs are added to the program.




SEQTION II. DEFENSE LANGUAGE APTITUDE TEST (DLAT) AND ATTRITION
6-11. General.

a. The Defense Language Aptitude Test (DLAT) was developed
appraximately twenty years ago as a device for the selection of
male Army personnel for foreign language training at the Army
Language School. Since the introduction of DLAT, the Army
Language School has been incorporated into the Defense Language
Institute (DLL) and accepts both male and female students from
all the military services and from other branches of the govern-
ment. Due to these program modifications and associated changes
in instructional objectives, the effectiveness of DLAT as a
prediction of :success. at DLI has come increasingly under question
in recent years and has motivated research into foreign language
aptitude measurement. Until the new Defense Language Aptitude
Battery (DLAB) becomes effective the current system will continue.
As one of the prerequisites for enlistment the use of this measure-
ment tool is mandatory. (For a further discussion of this subject
see VOL II , DLI, Part 2, PP 1-44,)

b. A major problem exists in the actual language training
after enlistment and initial military training has been completed.
As lower enlistments for linguists occurs lower DLAT scores are
accepted for training with associative higher attrition at language
school., Whether the DLAT entry score is solely responsible for
this attrition must be looked at in detail, because the problem
itself may not be what it appears to be.

6-12. Current DLAT Scores.

a., The current DLAT requirements for Army personnel are
stated in AR 611-6, Chapter 2, Para lc, 3 Nov 69 (Cl). The
minimum DLAT stated is 18. In reality, the actual DLAT scores
of Army personnel coming to DLI are generally higher. The mean
DLAT scores of Army personnel for FY 75 by language course are
at Tab 6A. Additionally, in FY 75, 99 Army personnel reported
to DLI with DLAT scores less than the prescribed 18 and 43 had
no DLAT scores at all.

b. Table 6-3 gives the distribution of available DLAT scores
for Officers, WOs and Enlisted men.



TABLE £-3. DISTRIBUTIQN OF DLAT SGORES

I YT T

676,094

otal Strength

67,734

otal NHumber with DLAT Scores

Pistribution of DLAT Scores

(78.77%)

(312)

(31%) €14.37%).

1,844 (2.7%)

(13%)

(16%) 1,934 (2.9%)

(1.0%)

(77Z)
(22)

(0.4%2)

c. Recent studies by DLI indicate that the minimum DLAT
scores cited in Table 5-17 AR 601-200 are inadequate for entry
in certain foreign language courses. DLI students with DLAT
scores of less than 30 have experienced higher than normal
attrition rates in the following courses:

(1) (02) Chinese Aural Comprehension - 32 weeks.
(2) (01) Korean Basic - 47 weeks.

(3) (02) Russian Aural Comprehension - 37 weeks.
(4) (01) Russian Basic - 47 weeks.

d. Based upon DLI's recommendation the prerequisites for
those courses were changed to DLAT 30 or higher effective 1 July
1975. At a visit to NSA Fort Meade, the people responsible for
language training said they were not able to comment before the
decision was made, and that the DLAT should not have been raised.
This was based upon their perception of the inability to get
enough personnel even at the lower DLAT score. Not enough
time has elapsed to ascertain the effectiveness of this change
in reducing attrition in these languages.




6-13. Correlation of DLAT Scores and Attrition. At first glance
it seems logical to assume that the lower the DLAT score the
higher the attrition rate. :

a. DLI made the following comments on this point:

(1) "Any correlation between a measure of aptitude and
academic attrition at DLI will necessarily be low. The reason
for this are the present pre-selection probedures which
eliminate some of the lowest-aptitude candidates, the limited
number of academic failures, and the necessity of correlating
a dichotomous against a continuous wvariable. We have calculated
the correlation between academic attrition and the Modern
Language Aptitude Test (MLAT) and found a point bi-serial
correlation on the order of 0.2, Another variable which
depresses any statistic of this kind is the lack of complete
homogeneity of policy regarding academic attrition from depart-
ment to department in DLI and at FSI. While we expect a con-
siderable improvement in preduction of relative degree of success
in language training by the use of DLAB when it is implemented
next year, it is not anticipated that even this improved
measure of aptitude will provide a substantial bi-serial
correlation with academic attrition data. One of the many
reasons for this, aside from purely statistical limitations, is
the fact that aptitude is not the sole factor determining
academic attrition.

(3) Although it is mathematically possible to correlate
DLAT scores and attrition by means of the point bi-serial
correlation statistic, the conditions involved often contribute
to confusing interpretations of the results. Therefore, a
simple comparison of the LDAT means of graduates to the DLAT
means of those who failed academically has been prepared. (See
Tab 6-B and Tab 6-C)."

b. In order to gain an impression of the full story con-
cerning attrition it would be worthwhile to review the information
submitted on attrition in VOL I, DLI, pages 67-107.

c. Another view of attrition based on inability to hear
properly is also being addressed at DLI as follows:

(1) "Present regulations governing minimum auditory acuity
for entrance into foreign-language training at DLI have, until
recently, suffered from two deficiencies: inconsistency among

the three relevant regulations (AR 601-210, AR 611-6, and AR
611-201), and a simplistic approach (pure-tone threshold screening



audiometry) to the selection of students with optimum
probszbility of success in language training. The problem .
of irnconsistency is being resolved within Army Health
Services by requiring H-Z2 in both ears as minimum criteria.
It is believed, however, that more sophisticated and wvalid .
-tests exist which would more reliably screen out.prospective
language students, and. reduce attrition due to this factor.

(2) The requirement is therefore to evaluate certain
tests of auditory perception that show promise of improved
validity and reliability in screening out students with in- -
adequate auditory capability".

(Also see VOL I, DLI Background, pp 138-142)

6-14. Attrition in General.

a. DLI's comment on lower DLAT scores and higher attrition
is as follows:

(1) "We have no evidence that (a) DLAT scores are actually
lower than in previous years, (b) attrition is higher than in
previous years, or (c) lower DLAT scores are the primary cause
of attrition. Over the past two—-three years academic attrition
has averaged 10-12% and administrative attrition has averaged
14-167%. Our attrition information begins with FY 73 and is
current as of 31 Mar 75. The latest attrition figures (1 Jul
74-31 Mar 75) place academic attrition at 10.2% and administra-
tive attrition at 16.3% it should be noted that the administrative
attrition was abnormally raised by enlistment contract defects
during.the summer of 1974. Theoretically, at least, DLAT scores
do not affect administrative attrition.

(2) The DLAT was not designed to predict attrition. It was
designed to discriminate among individuals according to their
potential for learning a foreign language. As a by-product, how-
ever, and based upon several years of statistical experience,
we can determine the probability of success or failure In learning
a foreign language by using DLAT scores.'

b. An inspection of the graph on pass—-fail Army personnel .
for FY 75 (Tab 6-C) reveals that a large part of failure is )
termed "administrative" and accounts for 212 losses while
academic losses are 205, It readily becomes apparent that .
academic causes alone do not cause students to fail and there
might be a possibility to improve the graduation rate by
attacking some of the other problem areas.

c. DLI's categories for relief of DLI students break out as

follows: .

6-10




(1) Academic Cause

(a) 1Inadequate Ability - The student clearly demonstrates
by his performance either:

1. Insufficient ability to comprehend the structural patterns
and lexicon of the target language oOT

2. His ability to retain and utilize these elements in a
meaningful manner is below the necessary level to reach course
objectives in the allotted time or that time which can be made
available for instruction.

(b) 1Inadequate Effort - Student fails to porgress satis-
factorily in the achievement of course objectives through his
own inattention or negligence in the performance of assigned
classwork/homework.

(2) Administrative Cause

(a) Release by Control Agency - Sponsoring agency no longer
intends utilization of the student as a linguist. A student's
inability to be certified for agency clearance is covered by
this category. The determination and use of this category will
be limited to the sponsoring agency solely. Use of this category
does not imply a student is considered a "security risk"; how-
ever, the exact reason for agency clearance denial will not be
released to the student or any other party outside the agency.

(b) Change of Duty Assignment - Language requirement has
been deleted upon student's assignment change. This category
is not used when the language requirement is changed from one
language to another because of an assignment change.

(c) Change in Reporting Date - Student is unable to
complete graduation requirements because of change to his orders
requiring early reporting for a following assignment. This
category is not to be used for those students who complete
graduation requirements under the same circumstances. These
latter students are categorized as early graduates, a non-attrition
category.

(d) Separation from Service - Student is being processed
for administrative discharge. This category may be used only
at the request of or with the concurrence of the Personnel
Officer/Liaison Officer and unit commander.

(e) Disciplinary - Student relief 1is deemed necessary to
the preservation of good order and discipline within the unit
or classroom. Coordination of this action with command elements
has been accomplished.



(f) Hospitalization/Extended Medical Treatment -
Student is unable to attend a sufficient number of classes
to maintain satisfactory progress because of medical confine- .
ment or the extended treatment of illness or injury.

(g) Psychological Adaptability - Student is unable to .
cope emotionally with language training. This category is
normally within the purview of qualified psychologists, )
psychiatrists or psychiatric social workers; however, it
may be exercised by commanders and training officers upon
evidence of sufficient cause. It should also be recommended
by faculty members who are witness to traumatic student -
reactions or overt displays of abnormal behavior inimical to
the Services standards of conduct.

(h) Other - This category includes:

1l. "Best interest of the Service'" as in the case of
extended investigations of students for serious offenses,
e.g. drug abuse, homosexuality or other serious military or
civilian offenses and to situations wherein the student's
continued presence in the classroom is a disruptive influence
though not through any overt improper behavior on the student's
part, e.g. pregnancye.

. Erroneous enrollment.

o

3. Physical Disability
4. Compassionate reassignment

. Civil confinement

18]

6. Student death

d. Within the administrative areas many causes for relief
could be addressed early in the selection process by the using
agencies and result in a lower attrition rate for any student

input.

6-15. Optimum DLAT Score

a. DLI Comments:

(1)~ "The optimum DLAT score for entry into DLI training is .
extremely difficult to state. Certainly the difficulty of the
language course has to be considered. At present DLI ecan




generally separate its courses into groups of less difficult,
moderately difficult, and very difficult. We cannot at the
present time rank-order our courses according to difficulty
with confidence. This would be necessary in order to assign
a minimum entry DLAT score for each course.

(2) Optimum entry DLAT scores can be established only
with the full knowledge of the trade-offs involved. The
human resources available for language training are determined
by the criteria for entry into language training. The higher
the criteria (raising the DLAT score), the lower the number
of personnel who meet the criteria, which results in fewer
people available for language training. Also, raising DLAT
scores involves sacrificing those people with lower score
who would, nonetheless, graduate for lower attrition rates.
For example, in FY 73-74, by raising minimum DLAT scores from 18
to 25, we would have given up 1374 (187%) of our graduates who
had DLAT scores of 18-24 in exchange for reducing the attri-
tion rate by 537 (7%). Only the personnel manager can make
the decision on this type of tradeoff (see Tab 6-D).

(3) As mentioned, the DLAB will be ready for introduction
in 1976. This new tool will improve DLI's and the services
ability to select the best potential foreign language students.
In conjunction with the introduction of DLAB, we plan to give
the services selection probability tables which will make
available to them a more sophistieated approach to the problem
raised here. These will provide a better selection method than
establishing a single "optimum" score. Again, as a by-product,
better selection of personnel for language training should
result in lower attrition."

6~-16. Conclusions.

a. The current DLAT and future DLAB will have to be one
of the main methods for initial screening for linguists.

b. The use of an auditory acuity test, when validated,
should produce another refinement in the screening process.

c. Even though not able to predict exactly the academic
attrition based on test scores this indicator is still valuable
tool for linguist selection.

d. Attrition of linguists due to admin causes can be
specifically addressed by the users during the entire 'selection
and sareening processes.



e. Radical changes upwards in DLAT or DLAB test scores
for entry into language training can reduce attrition but

also drastically reduce overall output.

f. One of the most important factors in producing a
linguist is that of motivation and continued interest during the
- course of study, yet this is one area that cannot be measured

to produce meaningful results.

g. All recruits should be given the
so that a larger population is available

6-17. Recommendations

a. Continue development of the DLAB
screening device for linguist recruiting
training.

DLAT or DLAB
for linguist training.

as the standard
and entry for language

b. Continue development of an auditory acuity test for

further linguist screening.

c. Accept higher attrition rates for lower test scores

to meet the output required.

d. User units or agencies screen carefully all personnel
for administration shortcomings prior to entry into language

training.

e. _Give all recruits the DLAT or DLAB




DLAT SCORES FOR FY 75 ARMY STUDENTS AT DLI

Ccurse

Albanian
Arabic-Egyptian
Arabic (Saudi)
Arabic-Syrian
Bulgarian
Chinese-C
Chinese-M
Czech
Arabic-Iraqgi
French

German

Greek

Hugarian
Japanese
Indonesian
Italian

Korean
Spanish-AM.
LAO
Persian-Farsi
Polish
Portuguese-Brazilian
Romanian

01 Russian
Serbo-Croatian
Slovenian
Spanish (Cas)
Swahili

Thai

Turkish
Vietnamese-Han.

wta
<

Nt

1
13
14
10
9
4
88
60
6
68
266
21
21
28
4
13
95
174
8
8
31

Nt Number of Army Personnel
Xt= Mean DLAT score of Army input

Xt

49.0
34.5
25.1
37.5
30.8
22.3
33.8
31.3
26.7
25.7
20.2
31.2
34.9
27.8
35.3
26.2
26.3
26.0
27.6
25.1
34.4
32.8
36.0
32.5
34.7
20.5
15.0
23.5
26.1
29.9
28.7

_.TAB 6 A






Course

Albanian
Arabic-Egyptian
Arabic (Saudi)
Arabic- Syrian
Bulgarian
Chinese-C
Chinese-M
Czech
Arabic-Iraqi
French

German
Hungarian
Japanese
Indonesian
Italian

Korean
Spanish-Am.
LAO
Persian-Farsi
Polish
Portuguese-Braz
Romanian

01 Russian

02 Russian
Serbo-Croatian
Solovenian
Spanish (Cas)
Swahill

Thai

Turkish
Vietnamese-Han.

Np= Number of Army graduates

DLAT SCORES FOR FY 75 ARMY STUDENTS AT DLI

(Graduaces vs Failures)

Np

N/A
12
12
8
6
3
79
52
6
H6
252
19
23
4
12
66
164
8
8
29
11
9
47
342
6
2

N/A
2
29
12
29

Xp

N/A

35.9
26.1
40.5
33.7
22.0
34.5
32.0
26.7
25.9
30.6
35.2
30.0
35.3
27.2
27.7
26.6
27.6
25.1
34.8
32.8
36.0
36.6
34.0
34.7
20.5
N/A

23.5
27.0
33.0
30.2

Xp= Mean DLAT score of Army Graduates

Nf= Number of Army academic failures
Xf= Mean DLAT score of Army academic fallures

VN HENZ 00O WNNP = E

=N 2
[« 3Ne) ~
>

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

84
N/A

N/A:

N/A

10

Xf

49.0
18.0
19.0
25.5
25.0
23.0
27.4
26.6
N/A

18.5
22.5
31.5
17.6
N/A

15.0
23.2
16.3
N/A

N/A

28.0
N/A

N/A

17.5
26.4
N/A

N/A

15.0
N/A

17.7
11.0
24.4

TAB 6 B
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CHAPTER 7
RETENTION
SECTION I. CURRENT SITUATION
7-1. General

a. Department of the Army reenlists the most qualified
soldiers who, by past performance, have demonstrated that
they can meet the standards of today's Army. This objective
can only be achieved with a continued support of commanders
at all levels.

b. To support these objectives, Department of the Army
revised the reenlistment goals effective 1 Oct 75. The
former goal of one percent of enlisted operating strength
discontinued, and in its place three new goals were instituted:
"a first term numerical goal'", "A career numerical goal",
and a "first term quality goal". Each command's first term
and career numerical goal is its share of the Army's manpower
objective, based on the number of soldiers in the command
who are eligible to reenlist. For example: 1if 20,000 first
term soldiers are eligible to reenlist in the Army during a
given month and 1,000 or 5 percent are required by the Army
for that month, each command's goal would be 5 percent of those
first termers who are eligible to reenlist. A similar calcu-
lation is made to determine the career numerical goal. Each
command's first term quality goal is based on the percentage
of first term soldiers in the command who are eligible to
reenlist and who meet the following criteria:

(1) Do not requlre a reenlistment waiver.

(2) Hold a current primary MOS test score of 100 or
higher.

(3) Possess at least a high school diploma or general
educational development certificate (high school level).

b. Specific goals will be given to the major commands
monthly by Department of the Army. Progress toward the
accomplishment of these goals will be measured monthly
by Department of the Army, and results will be provided to
the major commands. The emphasis on the Reenlistment Program
in on quality -- "Selectivity in 76."

c. Linguists can be specifically identified and included
in each command's reenlistment program.



7-2. Retention Rates.

a. Data presented below is based on separation and

reerlistment figures for five MOSs which state a requirement
for language capability in their descriptions.

FYs 73, 74,
b. MOS

04B

04cC

96¢C

97cC

98G

c. From Table 7-1,

and 75 are provided.

Descriptions are as follows:

Translator—-Interpreter

- Expert Linguist

- Interrogator

- Area Intelligence Specialist

- Voice Interceptor

Data for

the following observations can be made:

(1) Although the proportion of linguists in the Army is
the retention rate for FY 75 is better than for
FYs 73 and 74.

decreasing,

(2) The 1linguist retention rate is considerably below

the overall

Army retention rate.

(3) The retention rate for the largest single linguist MOS

(98G) has improved each year.

a reenlistment bonus).

(98G is the only linguist MOS with




Table 7-1. First Term Reenlistment Retention Rate.

FY END
FY 73 MOS STRENGTH SEPARATIONS REENLISTMENTS RATES

04B 959 151 21 13.19
04C 57 2 - -

96C 599 41 15 36.59
98G 1,143 257 54 21.21

Total 2,758 451 90 19.95

681,972 64,414 20,944 32.51

04B
04cC
96C
986G

Total 2,377

674,406

04B
04cC
96C
986G

Total 2,365

Total Army 678,324

d. In Table 7-2 for careerist reenlistments below, the
following observations can be made:

(1) With the exception of 04C MOS which is a very small
segment of Army linguists, the overall retention rates for
careerists are considerably below that of the Army as a whole.

(2) The 98G and 04B MOS's which comprise about 75% of
Army linguists are consistently the two MOS's with the lowest
retention rate for careerists.



Table 7-2.

Careerist Retentian Rate

T
FY END

FY 73 MOS STRENGTHS SEPARATIONS REENLISTMENTS RATES

045 959 67 20 29.85

04C 57 10 9 20.00

96C 599 70 44 62.86

986 1,143 173 63 36.42

Total 2,758 320 136 42,50

04B

04cC 49 12 12
96C 544 86 64 74.42
986G 1,333 160 79 49.38

681,972

100.00

Total

2,377

53.00

FY 75

04B

04C 44 8 6 75.00
96C 447 97 53 54.64
98G 1,482 190 82 43.16

674,406

393

Total

2,365

332

156

46.98

Total Army

7-3.

ACSL Comments.

a.

678,324

The retention of qualified linguists for first,

second

and subsequent term reenlistment has been less than satisfactory.
The low retention rate among linguists is attributable to three
factors:

@)
There is simply no future for an Army linguist,
one stay?

Absence of a clear linguist career beyond grade E-7.
so why should

(2) Tactical unit utilization of both USASA and MI linguists
is not sufficient. When they are used, the employment is
"canned" and accordingly raises questions concerning the efficacy
of a career in this field. Challenging, productive utilization .
is required which demonstrates a sense of purpose. ’




(3) Intelligence related linguists want a mental as well
as a physical challenge. The antiseptic isolation of these
"specialists" from the mainstream of the Army's tactical busi-
ness demands correction. Linguists must be required to do their
thing in conjunction with unit missions, and it is the division
G-2 who must ensure these capabilities are exercised and
integrated into tactical training.

7-4. USASA Comments on this problem of retention are as
follows:

"Currently, USASA has a retention rate of 23% for first-
term linguists and 45% for second and subsequent reenlistments.
This is far from an ideal rate. Too much linguistic expertise
is being lost. The high cost of language training makes it
imperative that some way be found to make a linguist career in
the US Army and in the USASA more attractive. Results of
surveys taken among linguists within USASA indicate that job
satisfaction is of prime importance to linguists. They
desire to continue their work with a language and, when they
can see no career available to them in the field, decide to
leave the service. USASA is conducting a cost study to determine
the relative differences between training costs for a turnover
in linguist personnel every three to four years and the cost
of keeping a linguist for 20 years through increased grade
authorizations and proficiency pay."

7-5. Conclusions.

a. The overall retention rates for linguist MOS's is
below the Army's retention rate.

b. The First Term retention rate for the largest single
linguist MOS (98G) has improved each year.

c. MOS 98G is the only linguist MOS with a reenlistment
bonus.

d. The 98G and 04B MOSs which comprise about 75% of Army
Linguists are consistently the two MOSs with the lowest retention

rate for careerists.

7-6. Recommendations.

a. Using units and commands identify and emphasize linguist
retention in their reenlistment programs.

b. Explore added incentive fov linguists (see Section II).

7-5



SECTION II. REENLISTMENT INCENTIVES

7-7. General. Reenlistment incentives are intertwined with
many other facets of the overall linguist problem. As this
study has progressed it has become more apparent that the
majority of the linguist problem falls most heavily upon the
Intelligence Services and that. .many solutions are,beyond the
ability of user units or agencies to resclve.

7-8. Current Incentives.

a. At this time MOS 98G is the only linguist MOS that
has a reenlistment bonus.

b. There are no other monetary incentives such as Superior
Proficiency Pay for Linguist MOSs.

¢c. There are no clear career incentives for progression
as linguist beyond the grade of E6 or expansion of Warrant

Officer programs.

7-9. Suggested Incentives.

a. User units and agencies of the Security Services above
suggested the following incentives that might be helpful in
retaining linguists:

(1) Superior Proficiency Pay
(2) Selective Reenlistment Bonus.

(3) Payment of a lump sum to linguist based upon levels
of proficiency.

(4) ILmprove job satisfaction by providing a logical career
progression as linguists to E9 level.

(5) Extend language training based upon longer enlistment
times.

(6) 1Increase the authorization for Warrant Officer linguists.

b. DCSOPS and DIA stated that there are no linguist problems
within their areas of linguist concern. Understandably many of
these “linguist positions are for officers (Attache, FAO, etc.)
and do not bear directly on this section but this reemphasizes
the fact that problems are mostly within the Security Services.

7-6




7-10. Rebuttal to Suggested Incentives.

a. Congress has directed the termination of the Superior
Performance Proficiency Pay program. The Army did everything
in its power, to include the personal intervention of Secretary
Calloway with Members of Congress, to retain this incentive
but was overruled on every point.

b. Semi-annually an indepth analysis is made of each MOS
to ascertain if any of the monetary incentive programs could
be of assistance in alleviating MOS shortages. Reviewing
the status of MOS 98G indicates that an Enlistment Bonus would
not be of any benefit due to the current and projected con-
tinued overmanning of the first term force (3 or less years of
service). As of December 1974, there were 308 authorized
positions with an inventory of 736 for the first term force.
On the other hand statistics do indicate & problem in the 3-10
years of service timeframe. Accordingly, in the latest pro-
gram submission ODCSPER requested authority to award both a
Zone A (21 months - 6 years) and a Zone B (6-10 years) GSKB
Unfortunately, DOD approved only the Zone A bonus at the 4 level-
one level from the highest authorized by law.

¢c. The Army no longer has the authority to award Lump
Sum payment. DOD withdrew this authority in concert with
the Presidential desire to curb inflation through the reduc-
tion of federal spending.

d. The US Army Military Personnel Center (MILPERCEN) is
currently involved in a comprehensive reexamination and restruc-—.
turing of the enlisted CMFs and MOSs as part of the Enlisted
Personnel Management System(EPMS) review. CMF 96 review has
been completed and a better career program has been afforded to
MOS 96C. It is not an optimum solution and efforts are underway
to design a linguist related progression to E9. MILPERCEN has
been directed to initiate their review of CMF 98 as soon as
practicable, and to give favorable consideration to concerns
over providing logical career progression patterns for linguists
beyond the grade of E6 for MOS 98G. Recommendations from ASA
will be made to DA by the middle of 1976.

e. Warrant Officer Linguists.

(1) The FY 75 authorizations for warrant officers in MOS
988A is 32 with 31 programmed for FY 76. Expansion of the pro-
gram is not going to be possible in FY 76 in that approximately
1,700 spaces must be reduced to bring authorizations in line
with assets.



(2) Continuation of the other than RA (OTRA) warrants
beyond 20 years active Federal Service (AFS) will be con-
ducted under a revised retention program beginning in FY 76.
The new program (managed tenure) provides a balance between
new procurement and retention beyond 20 years AFS. Retention .
must be offered to OTRA warrants to maintain the 25% of each
MOS authorization in the over 20 year category.

7-11. Conclusions. -

a. The majority of linguist problems in reenlistment
to meet requirements are within intelligence CMFs 96 and 98.

b. Beenlistment incentives are currently almost non-
existent for linguists.

c. Any monetary incentives will have to be approved
at DA, DOD or Congressional levels.

d. It is practical to provide a career progression in
the linguist field under EPMS and would provide an incentive

for a linguist career.

e. Due to grade structure limitations it is not possible
to expand the Warrant Officer Program for linguists.

7-12, Recommendations

a. Linguist users prepare strong justifications for
Superior Proficiency Pay and/or Selective Reenlistment Bonus
so that DA can go forward to DOD for authorization.

b. Users provide DCSPER and MILPERCEN strong justifications
for linguist career progression as a part of EPMS,

c. Organizational changes based upon career progression
be carefully prepared to meet DA constraints.




CHAPTER 8
RESERVE COMPONENTS
SECTION 1I. US ARMY RESERVE
8-1. General

a. It has been noted that the USAR suffers from many
of the same shortcomings as the active units in respect to
linguists. Many of the linguist problems for the USAR could
be solved by applying solutions prepared for active units,
while unique problems of reserves require their own unique
solutions.

b. This chapter presents the conclusions and recommenda-
tions of the Office Chief of Army Reserve or other contributions
as they occur, then presents the study group's conclusions
and recommendations at the end of the section.

8-2. Management of USAR Linguists.

a. In order to maintain an adequate USAR linguist
resource pool it is necessary to establish and promulgate
an effective system for managing this resource. The following
discussion presents findings concerning the existence of such
a system and, in some instances, presents possible solutions.

b. No organized linguist management program is presently
in effect within the USAR. Problem areas needing to be re-
solved are as follows:

(1) Inventory of linguists. There is no method for
determining the existing individual linguistic proficiency
skill level in the USAR. A roster needs to be maintained
showing the name of the Reserve linguist, language, proficiency
skill level, and the date of the most recent proficiency skill
test.

(2) Language proficiency maintenance system. There
exists no means, once an individual has obtained a particular
skill level, for insuring the maintenance or improvement
of this skill level except on an ad hoc basis.

(3) Publicity and promotion. There are no programs
for "spreading the word." Exposure of the language program
to service members and potential recruits is almost nonexistent.

(4) Lingnist incentive program. There is no formal
identification of available incentives for promsting linguists
training.



(5) Command emphasis. Since the linguist mission is
usually secondary to the unit mission it normally gets rele-
gated to a subservient position. And, in some cases, it
appears that unit commanders do not know of the language
training facilities available to them. Prescribing regula-
tions and/or supplements are either nor directed toward the
USAR or are not specific enough to provide adequate guidance .
to administer a USAR linguist program.

(6) Linguist recruiting program. No organized system
exists, see (3) and (4) above.

(7) Administrative/command organization. There is -
presently no method of administering to the needs of the USAR
linguist personnel as a whole. Initial training and proficiency
maintenance, if accomplished at all, is domne on an ad hoc
basis. There is no responsible agency (or prescribed procedure)
established for insuring that all USAR Russian linguists, for
example, must obtain refresher training annually, Presently,
the USAR Foreign Area Officer Program being administered through
RCPAC (TAB 8-A) most nearly approaches an organized inventory
of language-oriented personnel in the IRR. The one limiting
aspect, however, to this program is found primarily in language
training as explained in TAB 6-A. And, there is no established
program for providing this language training.

c. The use of Reserve Component linguists could actually
prove to be more advantageous than the use of Active Army
linguists to meet many linguist requirements. From a cost
effective standpoint the USAR FAO program is far less expensive

than the Active Army. Linguist sources within CONUS such as
ethnic localities and university areas are much more accessible
to reserve programs than to Active Army. And, language training

under a Reserve program is normally in addition to the individual
normal duty whereas in the AA it is in lieu of normal duty;
thus reflecting additional cost effectiveness.

d. In discussing incentives for promoting the acquisition
and retention of linguists with the representatives from RCPAC,
USAFR, USNR, ITAAS, and DLI, it was generally agreed that most
of the individuals interested enough to specialize in a language
would be sufficiently motivated by the language training
available to them on a recurring basis in the USAR/NG. For
those personnel occupying unit TOE/TDA positions, regular drill
pay is an incentive. Retirement points for unit and non-unit
personnel also provide some incentive. .




e. Security implications may surface in regards to:
(1) Specific linguist missions being performed.

(2) Level of language training being conducted (classified
subject, etc.) In general existing security regulations and
directives should be applicable to the linguist field. Addi-
tional review will be required to verify this assumption.

f. At a meeting of representatives of OCAR, DLI and the
Intelligence Training Army Area Schools (ITAAS) on 31 July
1975 at Fort Bragg the following comments on management were
covered:

(1) "A system does not exist for identifying USAR linguists
and their proficiency levels except, again, on an ad hoc basis.
There is a need to further define linguists in terms of
strategic and tactical proficiency. Training of tactical and
strategic linguists "are a DLI reeponsibility and should be
at an S3/R3 or above level and have obtained a minimum listening/
reading proficiency test score of 55. Tactical linguists would
include personnel with proficiency levels below L3/R3.

(a) Strategic linguists require.knowledge of political
and cultural aspects of their respective country and must know
the upper level military language terminology. Tactical (combat)
linguists need to know language terminology about terrain, '
weather, weapons, etc., and they must be able to converse with
the illiterate peasant, the individual foot soldier, etc.
These levels of proficiency vary greatly and are both vitally
necessary to the overall effort, but are seldom recognized when
establishing training and proficiency requirements.

(b) A system to maintain a personnel inventory of linguists
according to the categories and levels mentioned above and
to provide for periodic validation of this inventory on an
individual basis does not currently exist. Thus the control
and management of the linguist resources we do have is severely
lacking.

(2) This led into a lengthy discussion about the problem
of managing linguists in USAR units. Part of the problem
is caused due to the linguist mission not being the primary
mission of the unit and therefore is relegated to.the background.
The lack of communication mentioned earlier is a serious road-
block. And, the lack of command emphasis at all levels adds
to the problem. The discussion then turned toward measures
which might be taken to improve the situation and these are
listed below.



(a) Reduce the military language program emphasis to
5 to 8 languages. Thorough knowledge in one of these given
langi1ages would enable an individual to pick up one of several
relazed languages in a very short period of time. 1In other
words, standardize the basic defense language program to a few
key languages and organize the balance of the program to
cover the exception, or "hot'" language, as needed. This system
would provide for much better control of the linguist resources
and allow the language training to become more concentrated
and specialized. This system would be equally applicable to
the USAR and the active Army.

(b) Establish linguist companies similar to the 142d
MI CO (Ling) (UTAH ARNG) in Salt Lake City. This company is
strictly an administrative entity; the individual Guardsmen
are located in language ''sections'" or '"cells" throughout the
world. A similar unit could be organized within the IRR; the
only time the personnel would meet as a unit would be during
AT. It might even be feasible to similarly organize the
linguists of USAR units on a unit minus basis in order to assist
in maintaining the required proficiency. Ethnic areas and
university cities would be the focal points for recruiting
for these linguists "cells".

(c) Linguist testing would be accomplished yearly through
a USAR school or authorized language testing facility available
during AT or geographically located nearest the individual.
This would maintain a-relatively current linguist inventory.
Refresher training would be desirable annually but would be
required at least once every three years.

(3) The issue of recruiting and retention was brought
up. Here again it was felt that recruiting could be more
effective if only persons knew of the language facilities
available. It was suggested that USAR recruiters be supplied
with linguist information (brochures, pamphlets, etc), which
would help "sell" the language program. And the recruiters
themselves need to be "educated" on the linguist program.

(4) Ganerally, the ITAAS and DLI representatives regard
the primary incentive for language training as being self
motivation with the opportunity for outstanding language
training being the prime motivator. Other possible incentives
worthy of consideration include:

(1) Incentive pay

(2) Two week annual refresher training in addition to
AT.




(3) Opportunity for college students to meet their
college language requirement.

(4) Opportunity for strategic linguists to serve as
instructors within DLI facilities.

(5) Accumulation of retirement point credits.

(6) Linguists civilian career opportunities - present
and future."

8-3 OCAR Recommendations. Based upon the problems mentioned
above, it is obvious that a well-defined, standardized
program needs to be developed to manage the USAR linguist
resource. To accomplish this, the problem is addressed in
two phases: short range and long range:

a. Short range (0-9 months). The following steps need to
be considered for jimplementing linguist program improvement
within the near -future:

(1) 1Inventory the various language training services
currently available through such agencies at DLI, TRADOC,
ITAAS, State Department, etc.

(2) Develop campaign to thoroughly publicize these
training services, not only for the enlightenment of current
Reservists but also for the civilian community within the
recruiting function.

(3) Renew command emphasis for meeting linguist requirements
at all levels.

(4) Initiate development of source lists of linguists
through colleges and universities, business and industry,
ethnic areas, chambers of commerce, etc.

(5) Consider requiring the DLAT for all new (and, even
perhaps, present) Reservists to determine linguists aptitude
available.

(6) 1Initiate incentive program to attract and retain
linguists. Determine the feasibility of the following for
shert range implementation:

(a) 1In 3a(2) above, develop promotion material to show
what all means an individual has at his disposal to develop
and maintain his language ability at little or no expense to
himself.



(b) Awarding "stripes for skills" for enlisted linguists.

(¢) Authorization of annual 2-week refresher training
in addition to (or in lieu of, if individual so desired) annual
training (ALPS Note: This is currently authorized).

b. Long range (0-3 years). Consideration of the follow-
ing need be given toward developing those areas requiring a
longer time span for study and implementation:

(1) Reevaluation of the organizational structure which
now exists to determine means for establishing an effective
linguist command and control system. Concepts which have
been addressed but require additional, detailed analysis,
include:

(a) "Organization of Military Intelligence Linguist
Companies in the USAR, (See TAB 8-B, Staff Btudy Draft from
COL McCall, DAMI-DOT-T) .

(b) Military Intelligence Reserve Linguist Problem,
Tab 8-C Staff Study by LTC Foxworth, 18 July 1975).

(¢) Establish linguist companies similar to the 142d MI
CO (Ling) (UTAH ARNG). (See para f(2)(b) above and SEC II)

(2) Develop extensive and far reaching incentives. Consider
the following:

(a) Establishment of a career linguist program. One
of the problems created is due to a language qualified
Reservist being converted to a supervisory position just about
the time he has reached reasonably high level of language
proficiency. A career pattern must be developed to allow
linguists to advance in that capacity to the upper levels of
officer and enlisted ranks.

(b) Money talks, and it is recommended that serious study
be given toward providing proficiency or inactive pay to
qualified linguists.

(c) Seeking direct college level credit for appropriate
completion of language training.

(d) For IADT, insure that linguist is given assignment
appropriate to his language proficiency. Do not assign
Russian linguist to Japan, etc.




. _ .force undue hardship on .a given USAR unit..

(3) Insure that applicable Army Regulations and changes
thereto are developed to include USAR Linguist Program Manage-
ment guidance in sufficient detail to provide implementation.

8-4. Requirements for Linguists. Current linguist requirement
projections are based upon the following:

a. DOD mission requirements.
b. Manning authorization documents.
c. Training available.

In those TDAs and TOEs which are language unidentified, the
command must determine what language(s) are to be required.

8-5. Current Requirements

a. Under current provisions, only the number of personnel
by language projected for DLI training during a given fiscal
yvear is known. As it pertains to the USAR, a system for
projecting linguist requirements is practically non-existent.

b. Since USAR units depend upon the local area for per-
sonnel to fill existing slots, to require a given number
of specific linguists in-~a particular unit may create a for-
midable problem. Training of personnel for MOS linguist
qualification would be extremely costly and, except for Active
Duty tours, would be of long duration.

c. The administrative control necessary to assess linguist
requirements for some 50 languages (based upon Foreign Language

Training Requirements FY 76) is excessive.

d. Projected requirements may prove inadequate to arising
needs.

e. A system does not exist for establishing priorities
in either language or functional areas.

8-6. OCAR Recommendations, Requirements.

a. Prior to revamping linguist requisitioning procedures
it will be necessary to thoroughly analyze the existing DOD
requisitioning system to détermine areas needing change.

b. Organize the USAR linguist structure to accommodate
linguist requisitions. It seems entirely likely that should
a need arise for 5 Arab interpreters, for example, they might
have to be obtained from different units. To create an
organization for '"pooling" the linguist resource would seem
to greatly facilitate the requisitioning process and would not
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c. Consider structuring the USAR linguist program so as
to complement the Active Army progranm. This would contribute
to tre total force concept as well as facilitate efficient .
management of the requisitioning process. This system, too,
would be easier to implement if the USAR resource were '"pooled".

d. Develop system for determining linguist needs based
upon:

(1) Language required.

(2) Strategic or tactical capability desired. -
(3) Proficiency levels for R - C - W - S,

(4) Other special knowledge required.

From a mission oriented and cost effective aspect, it is most
desirable to determine first the languages required, and,
secondly, the degree to which the language training needs to
be administered.

e. Investigate possibility for reducing number of
languages for which concentrated and detailed training is
required. Projections based upon fewer languages should prove
more accurate and special language requirements could be im-
posed upon individuals qualified in the appropriate base language .
in a relatively short period of time.

8-7. Training of Linguists. The training of linguists and

the most subsequent maintenance of proficiency represent the
most critical problem confronting the Reserve linguist program.
For purpose of discussion this problem is considered under
initial training and proficiency categories.

a., Through telephone conversations with Naval Reserve
(TAB 8-D) and Air Force Reserve (TAB 8-E) personnel, it was
learned that neither has a formalized language training program.
The AF Reserve has developed an informal system which appears
to be working but which as yet is not supported by written
directives. This program features:

(1) Annual refresher training in addition to AT.

(2) Correspondence courses utilizing tapes from the .
State Department Foreign Language Institute. .




(3) Annual testing to verify proficiency.

b. A continuation of the meeting at Fort Bragg para
6-1f, above is as follows:

(1) "Apparently one of the primary problems with the
USAR Linguist program is the lack of communication between
user and servicer. A wealth of language training services are
available through the Defense Language Institute (DLI) but
in many cases the unit commander concerned (a) does not know
about these services and (b) doesn't know where to go to find
out about them. DLI is capable of providing worldwide techni-
cal assistance either on a unit or an individual basis. This
assistance can be in the form of resident or nonresident for
units and/or individuals, and the capability also exists for
sending training teams to the field for the purpose of train-
ing language instructors.

(a) Training schedules can be prepared for a given language
and can be based upon a unit's drill schedule whether it in-
volves weekly or one weekend a month meetings. Training
materials such as foreign language newspapers and periodicatls
tapes, instructional booklets, etc., are available for most
language training and in those cases where not available,
recommended sources are given.

(b) The Intelligence Training Army Area Schools (ITAAS)
operated during the summer months by Reservists are invaluable
sources of refresher training. These schools are under the
jurisdiction of DLI. (Note: In discussing the ITAAS concept
with one of the ITAAS students who is a Reserve Captain and
university professor, he stated that his primary incentive
for remaining in the USAR was due to the 2-week ITAAS refresher
course offered him every year. He is a non-unit Reservist and
he felt the quality of instruction was so high that he'd
be willing to pay for the privilege of attending every summer.)

(2) 1Initial language training does not pose the critical
problem for Reservists. A new enlistee, 1f language oriented
may opt for a language tour at DLI in which case he should
still be language qualified upon his transfer to Reserve status.
Other Reservists may have a language background either through
civilian education or through ethnic association. The problem
comes into being when language proficiency maintenance is being
considered.



(3) There currently is no established system in the USAR
for maintaining language proficiency. DLI has the capability
but its services are currently used on strictly an ad hoc _
basis. In some cases USAR schools may be used for language
instruction for specific linguist groups. And, in a few units
where a linguist MOS qualification is required, groups of unit
personnel may train each other in a specific language(s).

And then there is the ITAAS refresher training. But there
exists no organized system for language training and proficiency
maintenance in the USAR.

(4) There also does not exist a system for identifying -
USAR linguists and their proficiency levels except, again,
on an ad hoc basis.”

8-8. OCAR Recommendations, Training. The degree to which the
training and proficiency problems are solved depends largely
upon the degree to which the recommendations found in Sections
above are developed. The training resources are available,
whether resident or nonresident, they simply need to be defined.
Facilities for periodic testing to determine proficiency

levels are available, whether through USAR schools, language
agencies, or nearby military installations. But without an
organized system to control the program, these facilities
cannot accomplish the functions for which they are designed.

8-9. ALPS Conclusions.

a. The same general problems concerning linguist apply
to the USAR as to the Active Army.

b. Specific and unique problems are highlighted in
detail in the discussions of the preceding paragraphs.

c. There is no current inventory of linguists (by pro-
ficiency levels) in the USAR.

d. There is no formal maintenance program for language
proficiencies.

e. There is 1little publicity, promotion or incentive
for linguists.

f. In order to insure command emphasis additional regula-
tory guidance is needed.




g. There is no overall management system for linguists
for administration, utilization or training of USAR linguists.

h. Even though there is a possibility of using USAR
linguists to augment active duty requirements the inability
to identify USAR assets negates such an advantage.

i. Establishment of Linguist Companies in the various
ethnic centers similar to the ARNG 142d MI Co (See SEC II and
TAB 8-B) would solve many of the management and utilization
problems.

j. A comprehensive USAR Linguist Program should be
incorporated in a Reserve Component Regulation and follow
as closely as possible the revised AR 611-6, "Army Linguist
Program."

k. Just as in the active Army, a detailed review of
requirements, to include job descriptions and levels of

proficiency, 1s required of all the USAR.

1. Language training requires a closer control of the
program.

8-10. ALPS Recommendations

a. Establish organizational structures for USAR linguists
in the same manner as currently in ARNG Linguist Units (See
Section II) to support active mobilization requirements or
other requirements for low density languages.

b. Establish a career linguist program through grade
E-9. :

c. Emphasis command interest and publicize the linguist
program,

d. Determine, validate, and document current linguist
requirements.

e. At the same time of the linguist review, request with
full justification, monetary incentives for selected linguist
positions.

f. Provide additional guidance for command emphasis
of current regulations.






SECTION II. ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES

8~11. General. The National Guard Bureau states that the
current principal known requirement for linguist resources

in the Army National Guard is for the 142d Military
Intelligence Linguist Company, Utah, ARNG, The only response
to this study was from the commanding officer of this company
and forwarded to the ALPS Chairman without further comment.

8~12. Responses to ALPS from 142d MI Linguist Company:

a. Determine what incentives can presently be offered
for enlistment in the reserves of language qualified person-
nel. What could be offered with changes to regulations and/
or statutes?

"(1l) It should be made clear that there are two major
capabilities of language personnel in the 142d MI Linguist
Co. There are personnel who have a high level of fluency
and language capability because of their native background,
concentrated training, education, or in-country exXperience.
The major portion of the personnel in the unit fall in this
category. Another portion of the unit are fluent in one
language, but are cross training in another language. These
personnel are still building their language proficiency
in the second language and need special concentration so they
can develop a full working language capability.

(2) The incentives which can be offered to each group of
linguists are different, but there is much, within the present
regulations and statutes, that can be done to improve the
situation.

(3) Of those who have attained language proficiency,
assignments which allow them to use their abilities in trans-
lation and interpretation are successful incentives. The unit
has particiapted in these activities, and thus have given
valuable motivation to language sections. TFor this group,
training programs during AT with regular Army units in the
foreign countries of their language is an important incentive
and gives the personnel the experience of working into the Army
system as well as the obvious benefit of a valuable language
experience.



(4) Also, training programs for the advanced language
personnel could perhaps be worked in conjunction with colleges
and universities. These programs—--which might even provide
college credit--could give important incentive to linguists. -
As I understand it, this is not presently possible under current
regulations and statutes. I feel, however, that this aspect
should be developed.

(5) For the personnel who are cross training in a language,
the extended Army language courees at DLI would help a great
deal. These would provide a basis on which to build language .
proficiency during MUTA periods. Also, allowing these language
gections to plug into the DLI language program for the two
week period of AT would be helpful in some languages of this
unit.

(6) For the cross-training personnel of this unit, regula-
tions or policles which would allow them to enrocll in language
courses at the colleges or universities and receive military
training on an ET basis would given incentive to many to im-
prove their capabilities. The use of the colleges and universi-
ties in this region would give a great advantage to the language
program of this unit. The University of Utah is one of the
best Middle East Centers in the country, and Brigham Young
University has one of the most advanced language teaching
systems and the largest language center in the world. Allowing
the unit personnel to train at the colleges and universities
would be a great incentive to advance the training, retention
and tasking of this unit."

b. Determine the training time required; means for subse-
quent maintenance of proficiency; and procedures for testing
and maintenance of qualification records.

"(1) This unit has operated on the basis of a approximately
one-half time of training being devoted to language proficiency
training. However, it is the intention of the training guide-
lines of this unit to emphasize that decentralized training be
done on the language section level. This means that in addition
to the language proficiency training being conducted, each
language section conducts MOS training and general military
subjects in the language also. This increases the amount of -
exposure to the language considerably.

(2) Language testing is accomplished by MOS testing, tests
given in language sections, and performance testing required
in interpretation and translation exercises.



(3) To help maintain language proficiency, a greater
availability of language training aids such as distionaries,
periodicals, military texts, etc., would be helpful.”

c. Evaluate officer requirements with a view to either
replacing with career linguist warrant officers or EMNM,
or using warrant officers and EM as interpreters.

(1) "In evaluating officer requirements, it appears to
me that much damage could be done in replacing officer
linguists with warrant officers or enlisted men. This unit
functions as language sections in the pre-mobilization and
the mobilization status. The expertise of officer personnel
is needed to guide and develop the functions of the language
sections in both the pre-mobilization and mobilization periods.
Since the training emphasis in this unit is on training on
the language section level, each officer in charge plays an
important role in planning training needs, evaluating the
capabilities of linguist personnel, and supervising the tasks
for the language sections. Without the vital leadership
officers provide, much time and efficiency of the linguist
specialists would be wasted or lost.

(2) I (C0) feel that officer positions and functions in
this unit are very significant, and it would bBe a mistake
to replace them with warrant officers or enlisted men."

d. Determine and document "real world" linguist objectives
for the (USAR) (ARNGUS) i.e., what linguist capabilities
should not attempt to maintain, as well as what it should.

"I (CO) feel that the '"real world" linguist objective can be
accomplished by this unit. Much more can be done to give

this unit tasks which would put them in touch with the

real world objectives. It is an important consideration that
this unit be allowed to affiliate with regular Army units

and perform tasks which are meaningful. We have been given
some translation tasks which utilize the capabilities of this
unit. Such tasks as translating for the Army science and
Technology Center would be the kind of assignment which would"
be appropriate for this unit."

e. Determine how NC personnel receive initial language
training. "The costs of training are more expensive in some
language areas than others. Where the basic proficiency is
already accomplished, the cost is less than others. Where the
basic proficiency is already accomplished, the cost is less
than the cross training expenses. The extended active duty
training would be helpful for a few of the personnel in this
unit to improve on their basic capabilities, but after an
acceptable level of performance is achieved, training is less
costly to maintain. In terms of cost, it might be found that
language training performed on an ET basis at local colleges
and universities might prove to be less expensive."
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f. Determine known linguist requirements, by level of
proficiency, grade, language, and functional area, from
existing authorization documents.

(1) "The personnel of this unit have received their
initial language training in the following ways:

(a) Approximately 98% have had in-country training.
Of these about 2% are native persons.

(b) Approximately 12% of unit personnel are cross train-
ing in a second language."

g. Determine alternate methods of linguist training.
"Alternate methods of language training have already been
suggested, including extending training at DLI, plug-in at
DLI for selected language sections, possibility of developing
college or university courses on a credit or non-credit basis
for advanced language personnel, training unit language
sections during AT periods in foreign countries in affiliation
with regular Army units in those countries, and challenging
the unit with real world translations and interrogation projects
consistent with the language proficiency of the sections."

h. Determine methods of sustaining proficiency. "Much of
what has been said in the above paragraph applies to the methods
of sustaining language proficiency."

8-13. Responses from Other Services. USN and USMC did not
address any reserve component items.

8-14. ALPS Comments.

a. It appears that the National Guard has little or no
problem in the linguist area in meeting current known requirements.
A tight control by a single unit of all linguists appears to be
feasible, and from the commanding officer's comments, is a
functioning organization.

b. DLI -has been active in assisting the 142d Co in additional
training materials and technical assistance.

C. The National Guard Bureau could be instrumental in
fostering and expanding the training at universities as dis-
cussed above.




8~-15. Conclusions.

a. The ARNGcurrent known linguist requirements are being
met by a single cellular MI Linguist Company.

b. Except for additional assistance in university training
and training aids the ARNGlinguists need no other assistance.

c. Some cross—-training or contact with Active Army units
in linguist fields could be productive.

8-16. Recommendations.

a. Continue the present type organization of ARNG Linguists
based on DA wvalidation.

b. Provide more university training for ARNG Linguists

. ¢
¢c. DLI continue present assistance for training and expand

assistance where practical based on expressed needs.
d. Establish more productive mission oriented training

with Active Army units in order to fully utilize available ARNG
linguistic skills.
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Memo for Record: Telecon - CPT Jones, RCPAC Foreign Area Specialty
Officer 251100 July 75

1. Discussed USAR language training program with CPT Jones who is in
charge of the new (since last November) USAR Foreign Area Speciality Program
involving recruiting Reservists for Attache-type duty.

2. This program involves pulling individuals from the Reserve Personnel
Master File who have extensive knowledge in customs, economics, politics,
geography, etc., about a given country. Unfortunately, these individuals
.may or may not have had an additional need to learn the language of the
country.

3. For IADT, there is no problem of language training if an individual
scores at least 18 on the DLAT and indicates a desire to participate
further in developing his linguistic ability. However, to maintain this
ability, it either has to be done on an ad hoc basis (send a particular
individual to school, enroll him in a correspondence course, etc,) or
through the yearly ITAAS program, which doesn't help much throughout the
rest of the year,

4., The FAO program has approximately 100 participants who are exception-
ally skilled, educated, and experienced in all facets of a given country
except possibly the language. Incentive is no problem with these individ-
uals either (as in the USAFR) since they have an interest in the country
already. According to CPT Jones the weak link in the USAR FAO program is
the linguist training system., His estimate of the cost for an Active
Army FAO program is $150,000.00 per individual (includes one year -
graduate school, 1 year in country, at least 6 months at DLI, 6 months
FAO course, etc). Those in the USAR FAO program already have graduate
level training in the foreign area study and the cost saved by utilizing
these individuals would be considerable. And they are perhaps better
qualified than AA applicants for FAO.

5. 1t is concluded that the USAR has the best FAO-type program of any
service. However, the linguist program is practically nonexistent and
this fact may greatly deter the successful application of the USAR FAO
program. CPT Jones is therefore most interested in seeing a linguist

program developed for the USAR.

6. Except for the language training the USAR FAO concept is much similar
to the situation with the ARNG unit in Utah which has an exceptionally

high linguist qualification. Unit personnel are Mormons and the Mormon
Church has their own "FAQ" program which trains their members as emissaries
of the Church to travel throughout countries of the world relaying the
Mormon Religion and philosophy. The military cost of training these per-
sonnel in FAO required studies is practically negligible, Of course, this.
situation is highly unique and may not be applicable to the USAR situation
in general.
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STAFF STUDY

DAMI-DOT-T
COL McCall

SUBJECT: Organization of Military Intelligence Companies (Linguist)
in the USAR

PURPOSE.
To devise a more realistic organization for the training and mobilization
of linguist qualified Army Interrogators.

ASSUMPTIONS :
1. That the current MI tactical units can be organized minus the
Interrogation paragraphs of their respective TO&Es,

2. That sufficient personnel spaces are available to Chief, Army Reserve
to provide the necessary spaces for the recommended companies.

FACTS BEARING ON THE PROBLEM:
1. All Military Intelligence units designed to support tactical units are
authorized between 13-26 Interrogators.

2. All Interrogators are supposed to be language qualified.
3. There is currently no geographic orientation for these units.

4, When the Interrogators are linguist qualified they are usually of such
diverse languages that they can receive no meaningful language training.

5. Active Army MI units for support of tactical units are not normally
organized with Interrogators. They receive their interrogators shortly
before their deployment to the overseas area.

6. There is currently in the Reserve Component Troop Structure a type
linguist company that can serve as a model.

DISCUSSION:

1. The 142d Military Intelligence Company (Linguist), Utah Army National
Guard, is so organized that, when required, any or all paragraphs of its
Table of Distribution may be mobilized as individual cellular units to
provide linguistic interrogation support for specific language areas.

2. A USAR Linguist Company, similarly organized, would provide several
important advantages by:
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a. Simplifying the training of the presently existing tactical MI
De tachments and Companies by relieving them of the requirement to train
interrogators,

b. Avoid the problem of having to reassign most of the interrogators
in the event of mobilization.

c. Provide more meaningful training for linguists by grouping them
according to their language area.

d. Cells or teams of interrogators from these companies could be
attached to tactical MI units during Annual Training (AT) to provide
needed interrogation support for field exercises.

e. An Interrogator Linguist Company organized into cellular type
sections has the advantage of being able to be organized in as many
towns or cities as there are a sufficient number of qualified linguists.

f. AT should not pose a major problem. Those individuals not
possessing an interrogation MOS could go to their local ITAAS school.
For those needing initial language training or language refresher train-
ing they could go to the Defense Language Institute (DLI) or to the Army
Area Intelligence Training Schools (ITAAS) for refresher training.

g. Inactive Duty Training (IDT) could also be accomplished in a
meaningful manner. Interrogation practical exercises (PE) can be ob-
tained from the US Army Intelligence School and language training
materials, i.e. text books and tapes, can be obtained from DLI. The
OACSI translation office (DAMI-AO) could also provide useful material
from time to time as they now provide to the 142d MI Co.

CONCLUSION:

The training of interrogators for mobilization would be considerably
enhanced by consolidating all interrogators into Military Intelligence
Companies (Linguist).

RECOMMENDATION:
That the USAR form one TDA Military Intelligence Linguist Company in
each Army area.




TO: LTC E. H. Fountain, OACSI, Tac/Strat Division 8 July 1975
MEMORANDUM: MILITARY INTELLIGENCE RESERVE LINGUIST PROBLEM

Findings and Recommendations
LTC D. L. Foxworth, Mob=Des

I: GENERAL
The information gleaned from various ACSI documents and studies indicates
that the '"real world" of Reserve language training is very dismal.

A, Army Reserve lingusits are not fulfilling readiness requirements,
Only 39% to 557 are MOS language proficient and there are many
reasons to doubt these figures., Figures from available sources
vary widely. Most linguists belong to MIL units that have "4"
readiness ratings.

B. Proficiency rating records are unreliable and out-of-date. There
is a wide discrepancy between a linguist's actual ability and that
shown on our records. It was informally reported that of 472
listed as Arabic Linguists only 8 actually met the Army's pro-
ficiency needs. Evidentally there is no effective way of keeping
current proficiency data. We do not know the exact number of
truly proficient linguists or exactly what other levels of pro-
ficiency are available to the Army.

C. Language resources are generally unknown. It is proving very
difficult to get reliable figures on various Army linguists as
they are widely spread in MI units, ASA, PSYOPS, MID's(S), and
other speciality areas. There are apparently no current lists of
linguists, instructors, professors, and other resource personnel
in case of an emergency. There is no contingency planning outlined
with known resources.

D. Interrogator and other language personnel have the highest turnover
rate in the Army. This is an intolerable situation because it is
reported to take 10 years of continuous practice for a functionally
proficient linguist to be developed. To continuously be losing
these assets compounds the training problems and makes unit readi-
ness an impossibility. Career programing for linguists is presently
non-existant. There is no clear progression of training, duty,
incentives, awards, or other motivations to gain the support of
our reservists, Apparently reserve linguists slots are being used
by young men to assist them financially while going to college.
Once they graduate they leave the reserve. Either we must revise
our program to entice them for a career as a linguist or we must
attract other capable young men. This has an important bearing on
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training because unmotivated students simply kill the ability of
even the best instructors. I've seen it happen at the 5A ITAAS.

MI units and training are not enemy oriented. Sharp intelligence
personnel are only that way by detailed knowledge built over months
and years of study. Realistic training for a Polish language unit
would be everything about the Polish Army, past and present. Per-
sonalities, weapons, tactics, uniforms, and other key information
that takes years to acquire. If we took the average American and
put him in our Army, how long would it take for him to be truly
knowledgeable? He would probably only know the small section he
was personally involved with., Yet our linguists and order of battle
personnel are supposed to have knowledge of all components. If our
Reservists do not realistically train on the possible enemy they
may be facing, how long would it take after a war started: Do we
have that much lead time in future wars?! A true reserve is one
that is ready normeWyin 15-30 days. Most reserve training is so

- general that it is uninteresting and not challenging.

GHOSTS TO HAUNT: Colonel Mashbir, G-2 Pacific Theater in WWII,
found American language reservists that manned Japanese language
teams to be inept and inadequate. He had to do away with all of
them and train the Neisi who became crack Japanese linguists. Also
the grand lesson of Pearl Harbor should keep every Army intelligence
soldier redouble his efforts to see that we are all alert and very
ready.

Present organization and conditions weigh heavily against successful

training.

1. Language training is sporadic and inconsistent. The biggest gap
is in IDT where there is much time in between meetings and
material is mostly intelligence subjects and administration:
non-language, Experts on language training are sorely needed
to devise a long-range program whereby language training is
consistently progressive utilizing all means: instructors,
college professors, tutors, correspondence schools, ITAAS,
Defense Language Institute, and even one or two months "in
country' for those reservists who have shown great proficiency.
Such a program with its sense of accomplishments and rewards
could do much to attract and retain capable linguists.

2. 1Individual language unit training is the "blind leading the
blind." The usual unit only has 3 to 5 linguists. It is very
hard to be realistic about training, mostly because none of the
men have the skills or an instructor nor the necessary imagination
and superior knowledge of a linguist. A full interrogator section




is from 13-23 interrogators. Chances are by having full
units there would be one or two linguists or instructors who
could lead, inspire, and effectively train. Somehow a large
enough number of linguists must be able to consistently get
together for effective training. If professional linguists
or professors have to be hired then the larger unit would
maximize effective use of funds.

Isolation. Interrogators and other linguists are usually a

distinct minority. They don't merge in with other units, other
units don't know much about them, and often even the MI unit
CO's and training officers simply don't have any knowledge

about what language training and linguists needs. There are
other resources known to language sections. Other similar

units are miles away and unknown. These conditions weigh
heavily against morale, feelings of belongings, and of self-
worth. Again, a larger number of similar linguists would
reinforce each other, those of more ability would be a challenge
and motivational force to those of lesser ability, and the pool-
ing of knowledge and experience would build their feelings of
worth to themselves and to t he Army.

Lack of supervision. Apparently there is no person responsible

for the progress of each linguist. It seems to be up to each
Reservist to forward his own training and abilities. Basic
understanding of the difficultires can be found in the
"Memorandum for Linguist Personnel Study Group' which outlines
there is no clear perception of the exact needs for linguists:
how many, what languages, levels of proficiency, etc. Without
clear goals for the individual linguist to strive for it is
under standable that he losses direction and interest. It is
easy to see that without goals a section leader, an instructor,
or a supervising officer or personnel advisor would have very
little to help the individual linguist's career.

All of these factors add up to a real challenge to change our present
organization. There are other factors as well, but the above seem to be
the most serious. The primary reason for studying the Reserve linguist
problem was to evolve a proposal with recommendations and further questions
that need to be resolved.

II.

PROPOSAL.

A. Appoint an ARMY LANGUAGE COORDINATOR FOR EACH LANGUAGE designate
in the Force Structure.

1.

The Coordinator would be:

a, Sole person responsible for his specific language and all
its personnel, resources, training facilities, and
readiness.
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One of the most knowledgeable and skilled linguists in
his language. Such knowledge to include every detail of
the most effective training techniques for his language.

The manfler to plan, direct, communicate, coordinate, super-
vise, and control the procurement, training, and career
development of his linguists,

Flexible to evolve the techniques to accomplish his
mission of very proficient linguists. He would make
appropria te recommendation for the degree of control
and coordination powers that would be necessary.

Have the willing cooperation of unit commanders, train-
ing schools, and others having responsibility for linguists.
Have a part in the linguist's efficiency report.

Have direct responsibility and be under the command of
the ACSI.

Supporting Cogent Reé?ns.

a.

One responsible source is necessary to the ACSI so he
can at any time know exactly his linguistic assets., The
present organization has so many fragmented slots that
no one knows exact personnel or their individual talents
and proficiencies.

Each linguist of the particular language would be
developed as a career linguist by the Coordinator.
Present organization of reserve linguists rarely have

a total of more than 40 linguists per language, and
usually only 20. It would seem that Force Structure
would need to have around 50 per key language at least

as a single MI DIV or CORPS type interrogator section

has 13-26 interrogators. The exact load a coordinator
could successfully carry would have to be evolved. This
personalized interest and support for career development
is the needed foundation stone to build a lasting lin-
guistic corps., Learning language requires an exceptional
degree of motivation, self-discipline, and considerable
off-duty time to be successful. Only by the Army showing
a correspondingly intense personal support will individual
reservists be willing to make a similar effort.

The coordinator would have the ncessary expertise to
adequately supervise the progress and training of each
linguist, MI unit commanders nor their training officers
realistically cannot be expected to have such expertise.



One key area of supervision would be the instructors at the
various schools. Some instruction has been excellent; some
very poor. In the past nothing was done to insure ‘excellent
instruction. The coordinator would spend a sufficient time
at the school so he is sure of capable instruction. Another
advantage of a coordinator would come from his knowledge of
talented instructors as resources.

Comparison with Other Proposals.
a. Copy the Utah National Guard's 142nd MI Linguist Company.
(1) Many positive factors:

.132 of 147 are MOS language proficient., Most of the
linguists are former missionaries who have lived some
time in country. They also maintain contact with native
friends and new missionaries returning.

. Most are Mormons who are dedicated and strongly
patriotic, and hard working.

. Has aggressive, talented leadership.
(2) Questionable factors:

. Is a TA organization which copies the old Mili tary
Intelligence Service Organization. It has officer
linguists, Captains and Lieutenants. Regular Army is on
an entirely different concept and organization with no
officer linguists. This would need study so that if
Reserves adopted it that it would successfully merge with
the Regular Army when Reserves are used,

. It has the individual language teams and some are very
small which does not solve that problem. However, they
do illustrate the success of larger manned units.

. Would Reserves have similar missionaries or other men
as skilled? Apparently not insofar as there are no
similar units of linguists despite the Army Reserve
having had superior resources over the past 25 years.

. Army Reserve linguists are wisely scattered. It is
feasible to bring them together for training?

. Could Army Reservists go '

'in country"?

(3) The 142nd should be studied more in detail to see what
answers or elements could be used in bettering MI linguist
training. Since the 142nd is so unique it would be
questionable whether its conditions or personnel could be

-matched with reserve personnel.
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b. Organize a USA Military Intelligence Group.
(1) Essentially forms a vertical command structure, *

(2) Involves 48 men doing jobs that MI units should be
doing already. It pre-empts ARCOM and Army Area functions,
and does not pin down specific help for linguists. . -
(3) 1Is excellent in helping with training: planning, resources,
execution, and gyidance. How effectively would it be able
to supervise? Again, the Group is the usual Army staff
organization which does not know about linguistic problems,

(4) By comparison, one language coordinator per language
P guag
would involve maybe 10-12 people people whose full time
job would be assisting linguists.
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Memo for Kecord: Telecon - Reg. US Naval Reserve
251415 July

1. Discussecd Naval Reserve program for linguist training. They are in
about the same situation as the USAR. They have on computer record those
personnel with language ability but there is no program to periodically
retest these personnel, Linguist personnel are supposed to notify their
appropriate headquarters if their language qualification level changes,
almost like an honor system,

2, For certair. of these linguists they have what is known as a Reserve
Translation Program, There are no requirements for linguists as such in
their Reserve organizations, Members within this special program may be
called upon at any time for interpretation of documents, translation (one
example was when the Russian ships were in Boston Harbor), etc., so it
behooves the individual to keep HQ advised of his linguist status.

3. The Navy Reserve is, however, planning to develop a system to train
attaches which will encompass linguist training., I referredtheUSN Rep to
CPT Jones of RCPAC for information as to how the USAR FAO program is set

up.

4, Tt is concluded from this discussion that nothing can be learned from
the USNR language program which would be of benefit to the subject study.
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Memo for Record: Telecon - Rep ., USAFR 251430 July 75

1. Discussed USAF Reserve program for linguist training with the USARR Rep’ Who
is primarily responsible for the system they are presently using. To date,
however, it is somewhat informal and there are no written directives or
regulations prescribing the use of the system,

2, Their program is designed to produce a skill level of S3/R3 from
individuals already possessing S1/Rl or S2/R2 language skill levels.

3. The USAFR program consists of two separate parts.

a, They have coordinated with DLI at Monterey to provide special 2-week
instructional periods of tutoring in a given language for designated
individual Reservists, Depending upon the individual, two of these 2-week
tours might be made available per year, and they are in addition to AT,
Testing of these individuals is conducted at least once every 3 years to
insure upkeep of language ability.

b, The correspondence course program is used to maintain language
proficiency. The USARF has obtained tapes from the State Department Foreign
Language Institute which are used for this purpose, In order to obtain
these tapes they had to spend many hours in the FLI taping the tapes since
there were no funds available to purchase copies of the tapes, This weés
set up ") at the Institute, The USAFR then forwards
the tape cassettes to the individual along with instructions for obtaining
the required textbooks., (Books are at individual expense), Also, the
cassette players are at the individual's own expense, These personnel are
tested annually and this is done by a letter to the testing facility nearest
the individual so requesting such testing in whatever language ‘is appropriate,
The individual is furnished a letter giving the time, location, etc., of
the testing. The testing facility is requested to furnish the appropriate
AF HQ with the results, :

L4, To assist the AF Resexrvist in continuing to maintain his proficiency,
arrangements have also been made through DIA to provide packets of foreign
documents for translation, This assists their linguist training during unit
training assemblies,

5. TheUSAFR Rep also assured me that incentive is no problem, People in language
training realize the benefits of such training so for the most part don't
require any additional incentive.

6, It is concluded that the USAFR has a viable and practical, if not fully
established and documented, system for training linguists in the Reserve,
There are approximately 190 individuals in this program, If the USAR had
funds available, State Dept tapes could be obtained through GSA, The annual
trip to Monterey, the cassette tapes, etc.,, provide sufficient incentive,
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1 July 1976 (eubject to par l.c, sbova},

e
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H oo .3 :
NUALITLICATIONRS ! L. The frea Treiles With guslt Quarirication 1. BRgquire cocpliance with regulatione L
anD BLCORDS) #a2d recorés {e Coriln.ed nEe-cozpiierce vit: jub-  WMKD KECORDS) b -
llebed DA tegu-elicce ecc direciis iz regerds ). Loeure conasnd eapbsels (e.p. IG N

(SECTION 11D )

{CARLEZR
DEVEZLOPMENT)

(SECTIoN I\

e T ettt

sc1l) ic desy 15ty when T sluetico ves é:rectsd

but ot lcplecented.

Y. Pewy usere €c oCt kpos vher dets fs
eveiletie fcr retrievel.

L. Strong comcané ecrbesie must bs plsced
upom retestirg soc¢ usintecacce of prof:icieccy.

1. ~ioizuc thes Sre Decsasary in order

tc echieve ean eacturets currect etetus cf l:pgutets.
A curistt survev of sl idenr:fte¢ Lioguiste
ebould be zeds URing DA forz 33C 1f eppropriate.

. 1ln otder to obteir lsogusge.ptoficiency
or aptituds ipforzstion il pereconsl erreriog
tbe Ar=y should be sénicistered the DLAT st the
Aroec¢ Forces Lxe 1og sod Entreocts Stetio-
(AFRES)

e Of ficere wi1! heve 1o Se menesed wy OPuE
ao¢ wesigosd as ocaecsl f{Cr lenguege Lrilirsticc.

¢. WVerrent O!ficers ahcuié ac: azd FAC
couress Such es thoes coacucred st Cerziel e:nce
thesa cour sTe pct epprcpriste tc the =srcent
Caraer Flalde scé thare sre oo FAD requirsczeats for
Vos Usvelopneot of & apscific pregres tc include
civil schooliog would bs sppropriste 1f fullvr
justified and so0 [cdantified 1o sFpropriste vsaning
documents.

p. Inlisted pereconael ¢sc be affeccivelr msnsgad
by tbe IPNMS providicg the uear units cr sgeocies khesap
tight control oo the use of lipgulet personnel
Stroog policles evch se thar of ASA cen provide neads
guidence for coamssand sctiom. -

q. Commepé skpbs sn¢é¢ suyrort i nesded feor
la 1loguter cereer pregrawiatbreugh E§ ro ioclcds
bsrsbitanine avill-lewa] otens o2 o -e7r O¢ the wYwte

ro icéent:fsing currexrt Lingulaet eesets ve ore SLTTION 1) Y

(sECTieN 1Y)

(CAREZR
DIVELOPMERT

d4st8 for sl]l intergstae

upoD propar uve

of E9.

end IPHS to fosure full
and development.

lavel stepe i langoegw

o Provide sufficient u

inepectiocos) oo retesring end msiotecaence of
proficieccy (Sea Sece Iil soé iV cf Cheptet 5).

¥, Survey all fdentified lingulste to se-
certeio current atstus while rasvelustion i
Letns started (DA Fore 330 4f appropriace).

1. Prepsre s LOI for rarriavel of linguiet
voite or sgencies.

m. TInpsure thet concend euphssis be plsced
of lioguisre vith apovoprists
verificetion at ell lavele to ensuvre complisnoce
with aetsblisbed DA regulscions.

n. DCSPLIR snd MILFPERCIY, ip ¢omjunction
vith ueers, devslop s csfear ptogrec, bseed
upoo oversll Aruy-vide requitenents, which
vould provids posirive msnsgement of lipguiscs
and sllov ipdividusl progr

iop to the grede

r iopurs to OPNS
1doguist vtilization

p. Provide raticosls and systex for skill-

JTroflcisnev.

q. Explors tbe deeirebility of & WO cerear
vroarsc that would ioclude sdvencsd c¢xedmine in
inrelligence relsted fislds.

- ———— L R - .-

{2UL CARZER (ZKL CARZZE

HANAGEMENT) ¥. Mesms nt se linguiete has Becy sdrents MAKAGEZMENT) r. Cootious to mensge lioguiste be fooce-
bot the diesdventagse of lose of apecific fonctional | oo vy ti008]1 cevesT mscagemant fislds (CHF).

(SECTIOM V) job ptoficiepcy bessd oo limited CONTS limgutaer

Tequirsments spd different ekill 1
tbe msjor fsctors 1p vetsiniog msosgs
fooctinnel

le requirted ste
Be by

Ao flaprov netbod ¢/ kseping cloasy contrel
of csreasr lloguists is clsarly reqoited ot DA level.
luptoved mecaegemenr must svolve vithin ths ZPMS
frewavoth sod be respoosive to ALRR vslidstsd rvrequite
msote sod tbe qoslftarive oeeds of the Arwv,

uoder OPMS.

#. Insure mrogreasicn to B-5 leval.

t. Officers lioguiste cootiove to be

-~ - -

b = o —

.

T T 77

S. TRAINRG (DL1)
(SECTION T )

5 DL1 spd FS1 sve curreotly sble to
ststed Army treining vesde fot lioguist

atiefy sll

b. Leogu
require up to &
o! {ostruction.

s curreotly oot bslog teught could
t ct morfe tc prepate progrems

c. Zoglieb Leagu treiniog fcr coo-English
apsekiog Americene 1s s criticsl predlea th
bc sdlreesed imzelist st DA laveli.

Tbhie problss 1e bevond the ecops ©f this etudr,

d. Currsnt procedurse fot obtsioing lsngusgs
tresiniog outeide DL1 sre sdsqusts.
T of cao
rgiosl

rcial coptrectors bes ptoved
lue.

to bs of

f. Use of univare!tiea to ptcvide trsiniog ie
ibls uoder certsino c¢ircumstsoces and could bs
d 1t requirsd.

§. DLI bes the capebility to sdegustely sod
sffectively fulf1ll user tevminsl ekill Level objec
tivee oncs th sre sstatlisbed proviced they srvae

Y-2

5. TRAITING

L1)
(SECTIOM 1)

5s. Xo sdditliovel couter
unless vsquirsd.

b. Deing
Ferscion of iofrisl re
thet night be vaguired

€. A estudy st DA D

ron-Epglieh tpsukaze io

d. Coomerciasl cont
vead fot lsogusge trstp

a. Usiversitiss bs

prescticsl. Liets of cou

. f.AReltsocs contio
nilicsry to-bouss ladgu

g, DLI'sccelarste
loving performsnce
progres gutdance for tb
the cepsbility of the e
stteche, Lavel &.

ecisa v

e be prepeved st DL1

vest sod justify pre-
Tchb for lsugusgss
for cootingency misalo

conductad to provide

eoluticoe for English lecgusge trsioing ro abe

rhe US Avmy.

rettors pormslly oot bs
1og.

used for trsiociog vbap
snd uocivarsitias

be maiotaiosd for cootiogency use.
P

ue to bs pleced upoe
treioiog.

coures dsvelopment fol~
d criteris mod sscablisd
ose requir uts bsyood
chool, s.g. foseructor,

—— — - —

- - — —

- — - —-
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b e — — —
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Chaple: Conclusions Chapter REcommendations
beaed cz 1814d ‘ot perforte:ce « Tesuitia h. Cecntinue or fund currant apace avail-
frez ieh taer sualysie  For ze 15 requir- abie dependent training ar OL1 or FS1. Budget
inf level &4 or bterrer, a ccslinar aaced for dependeot training of iliterv sttacha
treicing ané bseic DL cmuet ba Je (DIA) surdents ettending FS1 to enaure claaa +
snece .
b There is nc Froblex : e — - —
tc meet eperifir neeca to Adequatelv fund DLI RED requirements
requirec amc rrorerlr fundec upon demobstratad needa.
1. Depencezts are allicved teae sees cc 8 4. leer agencies/units provice DLI vith
space availazie basis ic tbe -¢ ezr ¢z 8 stace behsiinrelly atated tersiral akill otjectives
required beete for TIA perszroel zvateeer. Tbe based on valid job perfcrmince requirements.
sbilit)y c! cependents tC uee & lacfusge 15 & Ereat I
ssset it tnis! mission pericczecce cf t.e apmDSOr.
{YIL1TARY jJ. There 16 a requirement fer =t (HILITARY k. Llangusge queslified oilicarv personocel,
Ty STATCTOBS) inatructorc (s:a’f end feculev) INSTRUCTORS) } cfidicers d enliatad nen ba assigned to the
curtenr milirary terminolngy aze DLI 'TO ae ataff aad faculty meszbers.

ispeTios 1)

languagee to tbe atudents &E we![ €¢ :cC
nansgerial expertiae.

t  The use cf Tectnfcal lezglege Aes:
(TLAa) hea provar to be practical az¢ teme

1. What zay heve beeo esacd a3y & faculty
resistsnce to the uae cf TLAe Lz T e pae: tas Eore
than been overtnme b the Succeee ¢! LA trogram.
Senior farulty mevbers at IL zov clax rt maore
TLAs as the pizgle Sest aurrerive cc x re
ternincliogs relation to operatlc use ¢f

language akilla, ete

It non-Ecglish apaakers cac teach Ecglisb
20 can non-native apeakers reacb selected portinva
of apecific langusge courae in which tve poaseas
coEpetenc A trained tascher with ¢ near-nacive
language capability can fullr weet most ragnirements
of the courasa raught.

n. Military inatruccnra abnuld met ba cou-
s1derad for FSL or nther aganclea. -

(EALETENANCE OF
PROFICLERCT)

(SECTION 111)

(RETESTINC)
{SECTION 1\)

(SECTION 11)

1. Nnn-pative apeaking ipatructora ba
pec ry.

w. DLI develnp-

(2) Military or c¢ivilian (non-native) ataff
aod faculty sugmentation br substitution with
speciel eephatis on high density languagea.

(2) JInb descriptions for military ataff
and faculew.

(3) Prerequieites tn include langu

(4) Additienal nilitary snticbment pro-
gracs auch as field trips to Yort Ord to ex~
pand underatanding of militery nparetiona
a0d terminology.

n. Language proficieocy 1s a periabable akill
rhat requires continual Dsiccanacce for retaction.

p. There fa a shorrage of materiala available
for nae 10 proficisccy mainrenance programs ané it
1a difficult to obtain practica in oral axpreaaion.

q- A variety of progr can ba naad to auppart
maintenance training, CLP., CED Center, D1l
refreabar and aelf-atudy.

r. 1n order to provide euitatle emphasis tn
auch programa cnmmand ezpbaaie and suppere 1s
raquired.

5. Tha Oppoaing Fnrce (OPYCR) Progras i1l
provide a reeliatic training azvirczasezt for
linguist utilisating aod capatility saintenanca.

t. OLI haa the capabilits ro cevelop aelf-atudy
materisala and 15 limitad osly by ‘unding.

u. Tbare are currantly 8o inceztfvaa for =fli-
tary perecnnel ro maintain ao acqnired langnage
proficiency.

v. The Army Servica Prograa Manager (SP¥) cnuld
actively aasist 1o coordinating all proficlancy
maintenance programs.

w. Contrary rc current raguie:icts reevaluation
nf linguiets hse mot been acco sbec ae required.
Thus It ia laposaible tn identii{* ctrrect asaets

by quality or quantity baaeé or recezt verification.

2. To be abla to accuretely iceLtify current
linguiat asseta aoma matbod of varification in tha
foru of retasting is oec Ty.

¥. Exclusioco of critical aasets, eapecially
General Officers, from retesting precivdea identifi-
cation of a part nf the Arev’s ccit Tiagutst

ets.

(MAINTENANCE
¥

0
PROFICIENCT
(SECTION I11)

(SECTIOM IV)

(RETESTINC) v.

n. Strong command ampbaais be p
maintenance of language proficiencl
)] meptatinn of AR 611-6.

o. Comnand Language Progr (CLP) be made
nandarory and utilised in conjunctinn with GED
centera, DLI Rafrashar training and aelf-atndy

P Provide aufficient funding for DLT to

development and technicsl aaaiatance.

q. lmplement incantivaa for linguiata aa
deactibad in Cbepter 7.

r. Pranvida on duty time for preficiency
maintacanca progr

.. lncreaaa the acope of the Army Service
Program Mansger (SPM) dutiaa in developing,
cnordinating and cnnduct of proficiency mainte-
nance progr

t. The ACS] LINCOBI inveatigate the feaati-
bility nf extanding the cnoceptual approach
of the DA/USASA/NSA Producrive Ttilization
Program tn all units pneseaafng intelligence
linguiat

u. CPFCR plamentarion inanre linguiat
pebilitiec are integprated iutn unit traininmg
and exarcises emploving realistic nppnaiug
forcea.

provide CLP aeaiatance in course materiala, cours

_ - —

—— - -4

b — - - -

b — ———

Recaat each individual wbo basa &
Japgusge proficiency of level I or higber

at leaat every
two yvasrs

v. Provide aufficient fuséiog far DL1
to devalop oral and writtan taata for uae in
the taating program.

%, lumplement the proviaiova of ARA611-6
that require reeveluation using current teata
lable pending davelnpment nf mew teat

b
b

.
~
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Chiger Conclusions Chaplel Recommendations
ting shorid be accompliebed et ks v Froiide eulliclaot conatrainets Tefarc-
Crel 3etesting to be sccompiianes ing cra! retastinf ec that the cepacitv of PLI
beale. €0 eveliste theee teete 1¢ oGt excoodad. _]
ae. A lecguage ptoficieocy evaluation would be r. Requirs each individual vith e logulet
e legicel pett cf esy Skill Qualificscioo Toet and MOS :o take hie languspe proficiency teat se @
couid be elcinfateral st rha sepe tipe and raportad par: of the Skil! Quelificotion Test (SQT).
H te MILFERCEMN rhrougt 50T routinge. -
1
bL. DLl bae thbe cejpetility, withio 2-5 yoare,
te previde eufficlent velid testa, both written
[} ecd orael, thet ere pct oeeily ceompromisad.
1
H e e ——————— e - cememmn S e —— — -
§ (TRAIR1KG —l ee. The cutrent pelicy of not fornally training |(TEAINING se. Mo stteept Ya cede to troin axcnes
EXCISS) eaceae liogutete le vali¢ except thet traioing to a | EXCESS) finguiets by forcdl training except to f111
‘ tor of ti1on {0 reality does preduce nornel or contingeocy rcquironmants bassed oD
! (SECTION V) eona aacnose linguiste st any point 4o tims. (SECTICN V) |a tacter of 2.4/positioce. '
H .
1 dd. A latge formally trsined pool of exc bh. Officers bs encoursged to sttein at
i linguista vc U¢ Dot ba feseihlas. lasst 8n elecenters proficlency in s lenguap
. This requireseot be publiebed se Army Lan-
: ee. Officere and enlieted maoc haviog elomastary gusge Policy, AR 611-6, (Sae TAB 5-D).
proficieaocies io lsofuage vould provide a ready,
prcven eourca for trainiog To meot elthar oornanl or *
cooriggency requirneote. °
. 6. RECECITING 8  loaura that ueers sccutstaly report
5. RECRUITIKG e. Tolistmente fct iinguist MOSe tn FY 7¢ snd LCROTTY Y
(1KCEKTIVES 75 bave not beso sufficient to neat etated scquiel- (1NCENTIVESY linguiat “0S ehortagee heeod on reqoiranents
tion ohjactivaa. to MILPERCEN. - _
(stcmion 1) b. MNc recruitmeot snpbssis hed hsen placad on (sECTION 1) b. DCSPER ineure racruitiog amphesie 42
l1ioguist snlietmanta in the paer but the eitustice placed oo lioguist no:- net1l che current
ves rertifiad in serly Ortohar 1975. tabslazce 1s corTected. | _
1ac-
. 1 1 c Taers 1ully doromsnt snd Tequest sl
anlifi o ieguise s imeemriTe for o mscrultar co or honusas for rrities) linguist KOSs vhere
rhers 1a @ rarroiting shorefel
, d. Currect Tagulatione sra sufficisnt to - : - — —
dalineste the linguist enlisted option, anf thay Leary aubnix juatific “‘1“';:‘;‘: 1
S0 provide veiil enlistment praraquisites. to bo sdded_to tha strip or v t -
: B + DCSFrn 10eure that 1destifiad KLS'e sts sddad
s. Thers sre no mcnetsry solietment boous fpr to the Prograa.
dipyuiat snlier “ta.
1. Ststotory conetreints apply to s)l) MOS snd
ere not solely Tastrictive to linguiste.
g. Limitecions on snlietmaot hoous sts primeri-
1r budgatsry. Requaste for such hosu cen ba made
to DPOO end should ba mede for M0S's wheras thers is
s sarions ehortisll.
. h. Othat ssrviree (axcludioeg DSAY) heve tha
] asue problam in tarfuitisg linguists snd have no
¢ unigus solutions to oifer.

(DLAT & ATTEITION)

(sELT10% 11)

1. The srmy naeds to provids s vidar arquisi-
tien b fot pareonoal posssasing linguiat
repshilitise, i.e., stripss for akill

J. Thbe propoesd ALSD will provids sn sessncisl
poliry snd menegenent mechenien ot insuring sda-
quatea parecnoal srguisitics.

t. The current OLAT end futura DLABD vill bave to
be one of the msioc wethode for foitis) scraening
for linguisets.

The use ©f so soditory scuity test, Vhen
validatad, sbould produce santhar reiinement in
tba ecreening ptocesas.

e. Even though oot sble ro pradict exsctly
The scadesic sttrition baesd on tast scorss this
indicator 1a atill eelushle tool 1or lingniat
lartion.

o. Atrtition ol lioguists dus to sdmin racase
he sparifirslly eddr ad by ths usars during
sntire sslectino snd errssnicg procosase.

reo
rhe

8adice) chaogsas upvards {o DLAT ot DL
Teete saccree for entty into lengu trsioing cso
raducs sttticien bot aleo drssticslly rsdurs oeersll
ontput.

(dLaT

ATTRIT1ON)
(SECTION 11)

a. Contipus davelopmenr ol the DLAB ss rhs
stendard arroening device for linguist Terruitr
iy snd sntry ifor lengn tretatng.

{. Contipus deeaqlopmsnt oi sn sudirery
#cuity tast for futther lingnist scrasnieg.

8. Accept higbat asttrition recss for lovar
taet srores to mest tbe outpnt raquirsd.

b. Ussr coits or riss scress rersfully
#1)1 psrascons) ior sdministrscion shorcromings
[Prior to sntry inte lsogusgs training.

1. Give 21) recruits ths DLAT ar DLAR.

b - — —--

b — —— -

b — — -
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]
e noet fmportant fectors in produc- ¢

s :ast of zotivation end continuad
tie ccurss =f 3tudy, yet this ie one -

e meaaured to producs maaningful
uite should be given the DLAT or | ]

DLA3 » rear populetion ie eveflebla for

linguie: .

) -

7. RETENTION s T al. ratantion rates for linauist HOSd7. RETENTION a. Ueing unite end commends 1dentify
(CURRENT) fe telov t-e v e retantion reta. {CURRENT) and euphesize linguist vetentioo im cheir
raenlfetment progranme. L
2. Ths © ratantion rats for the
(sEcTion 13 targes: eiigle iizgiisr MOS (98G) hes fmproved each | (SECTION T b. Fxplors sdded incentive for lnguists
vear (Ses Section Ii).

fe tha only Iinguiat MOS vith e ."

OLB MOSe which comprisa sbout
18ts ere consistantly ths two HOSs
ratantion rere for careerista,

(REENLISTMENT) Ne cafcrity of linguist problsms fn reen- |(REENLISTMENY) €. Linguiet uears prepsre etTons
15 neet req:iramsncs ers within fntellf- )ul!((i;l((on for Suparior Proficiency
- v 96 s=d 92 Pey snd/or Selactiva Asenlistment Bonus

(SECTLON 11) (SECTION 1D) 80 thet DA can go forward to NOD for

Zesniistzent tincentives ers currancly suthorizetion.

zent for linguisc

d. l'sers provids DPCSPER end MILPFACH
atrong juetificetions for linguiets cerse

srv tncantives will hava to ba
progression as e part of EPMS.

22D or Congressionsl levels.

Orpenizetione]l chengss besed upon
progression he csrefully prapsrsd
DA conatraiata,

fo ;recticel to provide o coresr pro- €.
iz te linguist fisld undsr EPMS snd wvould
Provide sz i1cantive for s linguist career.

1. Tus to grede atructure limitetions it ia oot
possible 2o expend the Warrent Officsr Program
for Linaulaca.

8. RESRRVE s Tha ssms geasral problema concerning linguiet|8. RESERVE a. TEeteblish orgenizetions) atructures
COMPONENTS (USAR) epply te Ite AR #s to the Active Arumy. COMPONENTS for USAR linguiata in the menner es cuvr- .
(USAR} esntly in AANG Linguiet Units. (Sea Ssctionm
b #83d uniqus problens ers highlightsed I11) to support ective mobilicetion vaquirs-
(SECTION 1) 1o dete Ziacussions of ths preceding (secrion 1) wments or othar rsquiresents for iow density
;.r-!n;n lengue |
€. Tzere !{s no currsnt loventory sf linguie b. Insure progressicn of & career “"‘“.1""
(by pro szcy lavels) in ths USAR. through grede £9. . -
d. There is no formel meintanencs progrenm for c. Emphasis comnand inter eud publi-
isnguega proficisncias. cise ths linguist program. 4
[ Thara 1s littla publicity, promotion or
lacentive for lloguiste.’ Yo prof 4. Deternine, validate, and document current
linguist requirements.
ia order to insurs commend empbssis eddi- = = = =71
repule;ory guidence 1s needsd. @. At the sepe tive of the lingniet reviev,
Taqueat with fyll justificetion, nonetary
[ Thars 1s 00 ovsrell managsment systsw for incentives for selsctsd linguiet poaitiona.
itngulsts for eduiofstration, utilizetion or trefn- p— — = — ]
iog of USAR itag te. f. Provide sdditionel gnidencefor command

enpheefe of curremt regulations.
b. Evso though thatrs is e poseibility of using
JusA® 1ingniscs to engmsat sctive duty raquiremsnta
ths inebility to 1dentify USAR sts negetes auch
60 sdventege.

1. TLactadiishoent of Linguist Compenias in ths
[rarious atbolc centers eilmiler to the ARNG 142d Ml Co
SEC IT end TAB 8-B) would solva meny of ths
enen: sad utilizetion problens. .

4. A zomzrsh ive USAR Linguist Progren should
be in:zor;orated ® Rsserve Component Ragulation
pad follow ss closely es possible ths ravisad AR
F11-6, “Arav iinoguiet Progrsm."

k. Sust ss 1o the ective Atay, e deteiled raview
pf requirsnents, to fnclude job dsscriptions end
flavela of proficisncy, ias requiTed of ell the USAR.

1 Lenguega treining raquires e closer control
X! tbe progr

ontinus the present :ype orgp nhluon

CARNELS) a. [ «as%i  cuerent known linguist requiremante CARNGUS ) o A
: lin|u1-:- besed on DA velidetion.
(SECTION 11 ) 1re beiog mee by o stogle celluler HI Lingutet (sECTION 11)
osproy h. Provide more ofvil inatitution training
for ARMG linguists -

n. Lecept for edditionel istsncs {n univerei+
ty treinimg and treininpg eide thes ARM: Linguist
nesd no otbar assietencs.

1. DLI continue pressnt eseietence
for treining snd sspend assietsnce whers
precticel based on expresssd nsasde.

0. Soms crose-treining or contact with Active
Arsy unite to lingulet fielde could bs productive.

j. Eeteblish more productive nissioo
orisnted trafning with Active Army uvoise
in ozder to fully utilise eveilsble ARNG
linguistic skills.
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