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ABSTRACT

The aim of the article is to shed light on the drigtal development of language studies in militand
social context and to compare the current statU§AFO Stanag (Standard Agreement) 6001 language sdh
Common European Framework (CEF). Language studiemilitary context date back to World War Il and the
emergence of Army Specialized Training Program (Rpdan be considered the first initiative on thrashp In 1976,
NATO adopted a language proficiency scale relatethé¢ Interagency Language Roundtable’s 1968 docuarah
this scale was finally updated in 2003 and has Ipegrinto practice by member countries since tt@m.the other
hand, in European context, language studies hadergane some changes since the signature of thep&am
Cultural Convention in 1954. Finally, Common Europ&@amework emerged for the standardization of laggu
studies throughout Europe in 2001. When two scatescompared there are similarities in some asyiedtsninor
differences especially in terminology and topics.

Key Words: NATO STANAG 6001 Language Standards, Common Eunogeé@amework (CEF), the
history of language studies in military contexttgarison of military language studies with sociduage studies

NATO 6001 DIL STANDARTLARI iLE AVRUPA ORTAK D iL OLCUT CERCEVES iNiN TARIHSEL
GELISiMi VE MEVCUT DURUMLARININ KAR SILA STIRILMASI

OZET
Bu makalenin amaci askeri ve sosgglamda dil galymalarinin tarihi gefimine ik tutmak ve NATO ile

Avrupa Birligi Dil Standartlarini kanlamaktir. Askeri bglamdaki dil ¢alsmalari 2. Dinya Sayma dayanmaktadir
ve bu konuda Ordu Ozelgim Programi ilk tgebbiis olarak dgerlendirilebilir. NATO 1976 yilinda Birimler arasi
Dil Kurulu'nun 1968 de kabul etti dil yeterlilikleri ilgili 6lcegi benimsemy, son olarak 2003 yilinda bu 6fge
giincellemg ve o zamandan buyana da uye Ulkelerce uygulamaigiel Diger taraftan, Avrupa Eaminda dil
calismalari 1954'te Avrupa Kiltir Anfgnasinin imzalanmasindan buyana bagigldikler gecirmistir.
Son olarak, 2001 yilinda tim Avrupa’da dil gadalarinin standartirilmasi ile ilgili olarak Avrupa Dil Standartlari
ortaya cikmytir. ki 6lgek kagilastirildiginda bazi yonlerden benzerlikler, fakat konulatelenik terimler yoniiyle de
farkhliklar bulunmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: NATO STANAG 6001 dil standartlari, Avrupa ortak dtgercevesi, askeri glamda
dil egitimi tarihgesi, askeri ve sivil lgamda dil gitimi karsilastirma
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INTRODUCTION

NATO was established in 1949 and since then thé&amyil personnel of the member
countries have been participating in many inteomati joint operations in various parts of the
world. Some of these missions are administrativiediand some others are combating ones
requiring communication and co-operation with thermbers of other armed forces. The need
for effective communication is particularly acute these missions and operations where
linguistic misunderstanding risk leading to mistke&hich might result in casualties.

Therefore, both NATO and member states have gingroitance to language learning
and standardization activities by establishing gssional organizations with educated staff in
this field. In 2003, BILC which is a consultativench advisory body for language training
matters in NATO, released a document on the stdirdion of language training and testing
called NATO Stanag (Standard agreement) 6001 exptaihe details of language proficiency
levels that military personnel are supposed to havarder to participate in joint international
missions. The NATO member countries deploying pamsb to joint missions have been
following the standards since 2003.

To follow these principles, governments allocatarge number of human and financial
resources to language training and try to achiéeeprescribed Standard Language Profile
(SLP) through national systems. There are curredfflynations using Stanag 6001 criteria in
their language systems. They are supposed to isstalbeir own training structure, design their
syllabi and teaching materials, implement a tesfirgnework, develop tests and monitor
training outcomes.

As a kind of social version of NATO Stanag 6001 wloent, Common European
Framework (CEF) is a guideline used to describéeaelments of learners of foreign languages
across Europe. According to an Intergovernmentat@sium held in Switzerland in 1991 on:
‘Transparency and Coherence in Language Learningeunope: Objectives, Evaluation,
Certification’, a CEF was needed to improve thegaition of language qualifications and help
teachers cooperate generally in Europe. In 200Euspean Union Council Resolution

recommended using the CEF to set up systems afatan of language ability.
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I. HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF NATO STANAG 6001 LANGU AGE
STANDARDS

A. Historical Background of Language Studies in Militay Context

The history of language teaching in military comtekich goes back to the World War
Il began to be developed scientifically especiafythe entry of the United States into World
War Il. At that time, the United States Army needselsonnel who were fluent in some
languages to work as interpreters, code-room as$sst and translators. The government
entrusted some American Universities to develoifpr language programs for military
personnel. With the participation of fifty five Amiean Universities, the Army Specialized
Training Program (ASTP) was developed in 1942.

The most important characteristics of this prograas to use an informant, that is why
it is sometimes known as the “informant methodhcsi it used a native speaker of the
language. The informant served as a source of @hirasd vocabulary and provided sentences
for imitation and memorization which were the fundantals of the method. There was also a
linguist who did not necessarily know the languagewever, was trained to extract basic
structure of the language from the informant. Thoserses were intensive programs and
students studied 10 hours a day and 6 days a week.

The Army Specialized Training Program lasted omp tyears; however, it attracted
considerable attention especially during the Wakldr 1I. The program could be considered
innovative in terms of the procedures used andrfemsity of teaching rather than in terms of
its underlying theory. On the other hand, it insdirseveral linguists on the value of an
intensive, oral-based approach to the learning dbraign language. These aspects of the
method contributed to the development of Audiodialism which was a combination of
structural linguistic theory, ASTP, contrastive lgses, aural-oral procedures and behaviorist

psychology (Richards & Rodgers, 1997).
1.The Historical Development of the NATO Stanag 60Scale

During the 50s, the United States Government netmegecify the language ability of

Government employees, but at that time, there wastandardized system in the academic
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community. The Government wanted to develop its ¢avtackle this problem. The Foreign
Service Institute (FSI) formed an interagency cotteai that formulated a language scale
ranging from level 1 to 6, but the scale was notdatiled as it is today. The scale was
eventually standardized to six levels, ranging fl@if= no functional ability) to 5 (= equivalent
to an educated native speaker). In 1968, seveeaicaes jointly wrote formal descriptions of the
base levels in four skills — speaking, readingefigng, and writing. By 1985, the document was
revised under the umbrella of the Interagency LagguRoundtable (ILR) by including full
descriptions of the plus levels that was adoptdd the scoring system. Since then, the
document has been known as “ILR Scale”, “ILR Guitkes”, or the “ILR Definitions” (Herzog,
2005).

In 1976, NATO adopted a language proficiency saa@lted to the Interagency
Language Roundtable’s 1968 document. This aimeddpond to a need for defining language
proficiency and to form a common understanding agmomember countries. In addition,
authorities believed that it must be applicablealiolanguages and could be used by many
different countries whether or not positions werditany or civilian. At that time, it was
thought this approach would help to meet the lagguaeeds when the great diversity of
positions, tasks, and roles of military and civilipersonnel were taken into consideration
(Dubeau, 2006).

In the late 1990s, an opportunity emerged to upttetescale with the accession of some
countries after the collapse the Former Soviet binlo 1999 a committee consisting of expert
members from eleven participating countries rgingged the descriptors of the original 1976 STANAG.
In 2000, the BILC Steering Committee approved tiaé of the draft interpretation and the scale was
trialed in 2000 and 2001 with participants froncbsintries who attended the first two installmenthe
Language Testing Seminar, in Germany (BILC Repmodiober, 2001). The NATO Standardizing
Agency integrated the updated interpretation aftigmed Edition 2, in 2003. In 2005, another simila
international committee effort led to the developtraf plus levels which were added as an optional
component to the six base level document in 2006)Bteering Committee Minutes, June 2006). A plus

level in this context is defined as proficiencyt isamore than halfway between two base levelsaand
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proficiency which substantially exceeds the batideskel but does not fully or consistently meltbhthe

criteria for the next higher base level.

B. Current Applications of NATO Language Issues andNATO Stanag 6001 Scale

Although English and French are official languageBIATO, English is the operational
language and the teaching, testing, and using thgligh language within the NATO
community have become more important because ofatidition of new countries and
increasing number of joint tasks such as peacecsuperations. Due to the vitality of the
language issues, the Bureau of International Laggu@oordination (BILC) was established
within the NATO Training Group (NTG) / Joint Sereg Subgroup (JSSG) as a consultative
and advisory body for language training mattersNiIATO. The BILC has the following
responsibilities:

« To review the work done in the coordination fiatdlan the study of particular language topics
through the convening of an annual conferenceemahar for participating nations.

« To act as a clearinghouse for the exchange ofmalkion between participating countries on
developments in the field of language training.

e To provide the sponsorship of STANAG 6001, LanguaBeoficiency Levels.

(www.dlielc.org/bilc/Constitution2004.doc).

It has been stressed at the BILC Conferences amih&es that competency in English
language skills is a pre-requisite for participatio exercises, operations, and positions to
NATO Multinational Headquarters in all brancheseTdoal is to improve English language
skills of all personnel who are to cooperate witATXD forces in Partnership for Peace (PfP)
operations, exercises, and training with NATO stafhese individuals must be able to
communicate effectively in English with added engi®aon operational terminology and
procedures. Such goals state that nations shauthiyaaddress special measures to increase inatjene
the language proficiency of current officers andQ@dChut also the integration of adequate language
training as part of their normal career developnergnsure adequate language proficiency for future
officers and NCOs. (NATO Partnership Goal PG G OB&Bguage Requirements, 2004). On the other

hand, as an advisory body, BILC offers consultation language training and testing issues, but
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does not impose teaching and testing practicesaoticipating nations and common testing
practices are suggested. (www.bilc)org

. HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF COMMON EUROPEAN
FRAMEWORK

A. A Brief History of Language Studies in Europe

The Council of Europe has been active in the pranadf modern language learning
and teaching since the signature of the Europedtmr@uConvention in 1954.

The first initiative on language studies came iB7,9vhen a Committee of Experts was
set up to plan the development of modern languaggching in Europe. The first
Intergovernmental Symposium was held in Paris tonda le Francais fondamentala
specification of a basic vocabulary and grammaittier French languag®oix et images de la
France a pioneering audio-visual course for adults legyrirrench was also developed by the
Centre de Recherche et Diffusion du Francais (CREDThe French also pressed for the
institution of a European Institute of Applied Lingtics on the American model, but the
proposal was not accepted. Instead, the CouncCtdiural Co-operation set up a major project
in the field. This project involved all the educaial committees of the Council for Cultural
Cooperation. It held a series of SymposSitage}to promote:

(1) co-operation among the successive sectorseofettucational system and among
corresponding sectors in different European coestri(2) interaction between university
language research and the language teaching pgoofeise establishment of applied linguistics
as a recognized academic discipline and the itistituof an International Association for
Applied Linguistics (3) the development and useaodlio-visual technology and methodology
in language teaching.

A functional-notional model for specifying objeatisy was developed, which first set out
the categories and language exponents of (1) fuamctiperformed by acts of speech in
communication (e.g. explaining, questioning, apidiog, offering, congratulating, etc.); (2)
general concepts (e.g. place, time, causality); d®). concrete, situation specific concepts (e.g.

house, train, score, grill, etc.). The model wasneplified in respect of English ifhe
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Threshold Leve{Van Ek, 1975), which specified what a learner phgticular language needed
to do and say in order to make their way aboutra@ependently in the foreign language
environment.

The initial threshold level specification for Ergili together with the specification
developed for French, provided the basic modelshvhave been adapted for other languages
in the light of their particular linguistic situati and further developed in the light of
experience. The model has been extremely influeintidoe planning of language programmes,
providing a basis for new national curricula, moreeresting and attractive textbooks, popular
multimedia courses and more realistic and relef@ms of assessment. A draft plan for a unit-
credit scheme was prepared (Trim, 2001).

In this project the principles developed by thetanédit group were applied in projects
across the different sectors of general secondagational and adult education, as well as in
migrant education. A major Recommendation of then@itee of Ministers to Member
Governments, R(82)18, was prepared. Versions ofTtmeshold Level were developed for
further languages and an intermediate objedfifa/staggVan Ek and Alexander, 1977) was
developed as the objective for the hugely succkgsiglo- German multi-media production
Follow Me. A full report on the work of the CounclModern Languages 1971 — 8fas
published. A series of 36 international workshos weld 1984 — 87 in which 226 animators
worked with some 1500 participants on the many etspef the communicative approach to
language teaching and their incorporation into mognes of initial and in-service teacher
training. This programme reached the classroomutiromany channels and was largely
instrumental in achieving a broad consensus onatims and methods of language teaching
across member states (Trim, 2001).

In 1989, member states agreed a set of issues wh vtwould be useful to organize
programmes of research and development. These were:

< an enriched model for specifying objectives
¢ making use of mass media and new technologies
e bilingual education

« the role of educational links, visits and exchanges
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* learning to learn and the promotion of learner aatoy

There has been a rapid expansion in the membeadttipe Council for Cultural Co-
operation following the political changes in Ceht@ad Eastern Europe around 1990. In an
Intergovernmental Symposium in 1991, the mutualogedion of qualifications and
communication concerning objectives and achieverstaridards would be facilitated if they
were calibrated according to agreed common referstendards, purely descriptive in nature.
Following several years’ work by an authoring teand two revisions following consultation
and field trailing, the Framework was publishedEnglish (Cambridge University Press),

French (Hachette) and German (Langenscheidt).

[I.THE COMPARISON OF NATO STANAG 6001 LANGUAGE SCA LE AND
COMMON EUROPEAN FRAMEWORK (CEF)

Both NATO Stanag 6001 scale and Common Europeandwark consist of “can-do”
statements which candidates are supposed to haddfeent levels in four skills. NATO
proficiency skills are broken down into six levelsded O through 5. In general terms, skills

may be defined as follows:

Level O No practical proficiency

Level 1- Elementary

Level 2- Fair (Limited working)

Level 3- Good (Minimum professional)
Level 4- Very good (Full professional)
Level 5- Excellent (Native/bilingual)

Language proficiency will be recorded with a pmfif 4 digits indicating the specific

skills in the following order:

Skill A(US:L) Listening Skill B (US : S) Sp&ing
Skill C (US: R) Reading Skill D (US : W)Writing
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This number of 4 digits will be preceded by theetetters SLP (PLS in French) which
IS to indicate that the profile shown is the Staddd (S) Language (L) Profile (P). (Example:
SLP 3321 means level 3 in listening, level 3 inadiey, level 2 in reading and level 1 in
writing).

As of Common European Framework there are mainkeethlevels as Basic,

Independent and Proficient users and each lewd#ided into two as 1 and 2.

A Basic User Al (Breakthrough) A2 (Waystage)
B Independent User B1 (Threshold) B2 (Vantage)
C Proficient User C1 (Operational Proficiency) @2astery)

The following table indicates the comparison of eales in detail.
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Table 1: Comparison Chart of STANAG 6001 Levels wh CEF

Scales
STANAG 6001 CEF
Standardized agreement 6001 Common European Framework
(1976)
NATO & BILC COE: Council of Europe
5555
Native/
bilingual

C2 Mastery
4444 Proficient U
Fully Professional C1 Effective Operational e

Proficiency
3333 B2+ Vantage+
Minimum Professional B2 Vantage

Independent User
99 B1+ Threshold+
Limited Working B1 Threshold
1111 A2+ Waystage+ _
Basic User

Elementary A2 Waystage

http://www.campaignmilitaryenglish.com

According to the comparison table, the elementavgllin NATO 6001 scale is equal to
basic user (Waystage) in CEF. As an upper leveitdd working and minimum professional
level in NATO 6001 can be considered as the sawed Weith independent user (Threshold and

Vantage) in CEF. Finally, fully professional lewel6001 scale matches with the proficient user
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(Effective Operational Proficiency and MasteryJd&F. The equivalent levels mentioned above
are nearly the same on linguistic basis but sonestithe content and the terminology of the

levels can be various because of the military subjetter in NATO document.

CONCLUSION

Correct usage of language is vital biottthe military and social context for mutual
understanding. Especially in military context, nmdarstanding can sometimes result in
casualties in multi-national operations. Therefonditary forces in many countries give special
importance to the language training activities ahely establish language schools in their
countries and allocate much time and money fotrdiaing of their personnel both at home and
abroad. On the other side of the medal, languaieirig and standardization activities across
Europe are primarily important for a complete imiiygof the European Union. As the history
of language studies are overviewed, it can be coed that so many efforts are spent on
language studies. In other words, language stade®ne of the most important agenda of the
military and civilian authorities. At this point, ¢an be cited that rules and standards are set and
the next step is to put into practice these rutlethe most feasible way. As a British proverb

says Practice makes perfect.
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