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BUILDING CAPABILITIES: MANAGING LANGUAGE AND 

REGIONAL EXPERTISE IN THE COMBATANT COMMANDS

DEFENSE LANGUAGE TRANSFORMATION TASK 1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report, issued by the government as Task 1 of a series of five assessments of language issues in the Department of Defense (DoD) to be undertaken by a team from Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC), assesses the management of language issues within the Combatant Commands. This includes an assessment of the degree to which language ability is incorporated into operational plans, current methodologies for assessing language need, and the placement of language issues within the management structure. 

This report assesses the management of language issues within the Combatant Commands, to include the degree to which language ability is incorporated into operational planning, current methodologies for assessing language need, and the placement of language issues within the management structure.  The report develops options for the configuration of command structures to fully integrate the concept of language capability and its employment in military operations (Task 1 of the Defense Language Transformation contract).

The Task 1 assessment is based on interviews with senior officers and staffs from the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), five Combatant Commands, the Joint Staff, several Defense Agencies, and the Military Departments, as well as a review of pertinent OSD, Joint Staff, and Service regulations and other related documents.

The key Findings of this report are:

· DoD does not have a comprehensive and integrated strategy for language and regional expertise.

· The Combatant Commands lack a common and systematically applied requirements determination process.

· Most Combatant Command staffs believe that the definition of a linguist should include listening, reading, and speaking skills, although Service requirements and DLI training programs have not been modified to incorporate additional emphasis on speaking proficiency.

· DoD does not currently have a comprehensive and accurate database of personnel with language and regional expertise capabilities.  

· With the exception of USSOCOM, the Combatant Commands do not currently explicitly consider language and regional expertise requirements in operational planning.  

· With the exception of USEUCOM and USSOCOM, the Combatant Commands have not established Command Language Programs or designated a Language Proponent.

The key Recommendations of this report are:

· DoD should publish a Directive establishing a comprehensive strategy and policies for accomplishing the Defense Language Transformation objectives.  The DoD Directive should:

· Establish a capabilities-based language and regional expertise requirements identification and validation process, based on the Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment and overseen by the Joint Requirements Oversight Council.

· Incorporate the USSOCOM Language Requirements Validation Process as an example of language and regional expertise requirements identification and validation process for the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies.

· Identify responsibilities within OSD and the Joint Staff for language and regional expertise program oversight.

· Direct the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies to establish a Command Senior Language Authority reporting directly to the Chief of Staff, Deputy Commander, or Commander.

· Direct the Military Departments to ensure that their Language Offices act as proponents for all language issues (such as intelligence-, operations- logistics-, political-military-, and arms control-related language issues) within the Services.

· The Joint Staff, in conjunction with the Military Departments, Combatant Commands, and other DoD Components should expedite the staffing and publication of the JOPES II Language Appendix or a similar language and regional expertise operational planning tool.
BUILDING CAPABILITIES: MANAGING LANGUAGE AND 

REGIONAL EXPERTISE IN THE COMBATANT COMMANDS

DEFENSE LANGUAGE TRANSFORMATION TASK 1

SECTION I – INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

In 1995, the Office of Naval Research (ONR) established the Science and Technology (S&T) Manning Affordability Initiative.  The objective of this initiative was to “provide the processes, tools, interaction guidelines, and procedures required to optimize a combat systems environment for the warfighter at reduced manning levels.”
 During the course of this initiative, ONR established a so-called “human engineering process” designed to assess missions, requirements, and functions for a warfighting system.  The first two steps of this human engineering process are: mission analysis and requirements analysis.  Each of these steps was also defined by ONR:

· Mission Analysis: Determine the overall purposes or objectives and capabilities of the system and the circumstances and environment in which the system must operate.  Determine what basic functions the system is intended to perform.
· Requirements Analysis: Define the system's functional architecture in terms of the operations/events that must be performed in order to meet the mission goals of the system. This proceeds in a top-down hierarchical nature and is independent of the allocation to hardware, software, or humans.
Task 1 of the Defense Language Transformation initiative requires the evaluation of the foreign language and regional expertise “system” within the Combatant Commands.  While ongoing research is dedicated to the development of technology and devices for machine foreign language translation, humans will be – for the foreseeable future – the primary sub-system in the language and regional expertise system.  Analyzing the mission and identifying and validating the requirements for the language and regional expertise system dictate the establishment of a comprehensive and systematic approach similar to the human engineering process developed by ONR.

This report assesses the foreign language and regional expertise system currently in place within the Combatant Commands and major Defense Agencies, with particular emphasis on the human engineering process (management) of language and regional expertise and especially the requirements definition process. The report assesses the specific tasking within the Government Statement of Work (SOW), describes the analytical framework used to analyze the task, and places the task within the context of the larger Defense Language Transformation initiative.  The report then identifies the sources of requirements for language and regional expertise, including the National Security Strategy (NSS), Joint Vision 2020 (JV2020), and Combatant Command and Military Department regulations and directives. The report includes assessing the degree to which language and regional expertises are incorporated into operational plans, current methodologies for assessing language needs, and the placement of language issues within the management structure.  The report also develops options for configuring command structures to fully integrate the concept of language capability and its employment in military operations.

SECTION II – TASK 1, DEFENSE LANGUAGE TRANSFORMATION

In September 2003, in an effort “to transform its language capability and the way language and regional area expertise is valued, developed, and employed within the Department of Defense,” the Deputy Under Secretary for Plans, Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness [OUSD (P&R)] contracted with Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) to address part of DoD’s larger Defense Language Transformation initiative.  This project will assist OUSD (P&R) in accomplishing the following objectives:

1. Increase the availability of personnel (military and civilian) with expertise in investment languages and regions [Arabic (multiple dialects), Chinese (multiple dialects), Spanish, Korean, Farsi, Indonesian (multiple dialects), Filipino (multiple dialects), Kurdish, Turkish, Hindi, Central Asia (Kazakh, Turkmen, Uzbek, Kyrgyz, Pashto, and Dari), Russian, Sub-Saharan Africa (French, Portuguese, and Swahili), and Serbo-Croatian].  

2. Integrate language capability needs into operational planning.

3. Integrate language capability into operational units.

4. Improve career paths, promotions, and numbers of Foreign Area Officers.

· Increase the depth of regional and language expertise within the Department beyond the traditional view of a linguist.

· Ensure that language is seen as integral to the accession, training, and development of military personnel.

This report responds to Task 1 of the Defense Language Transformation SOW.  Task 1 (short title: Managing Language and Regional Expertise in the Combatant Commands) requires SAIC to:

Assess the management of language issues within the Combatant Commands, to include the degree to which language ability is incorporated into operational plans, current methodologies for assessing language need, and the placement of language issues within the management structure.  Develop options for the configuration of command structures to fully integrate the concept of language capability and its employment in military operations.

Assessing the Task 1 Requirements 

Task 1 contains five specified and four implied mission elements that must be addressed in order to successfully complete the requirement.

The specified mission elements are: (1) “assess the management of language issues within the Combatant Commands;” (2) assess “the degree to which language ability is incorporated into operational plans;” (3) review “current methodologies for assessing language need;” (4) assess “the placement of language issues within the management structure;” and (5) “develop options for the configuration of command structures to fully integrate the concept of language capability and its employment in military operations.”

Task 1 also has four implied requirements: (1) assess the methods in place presently to generate language requirements within DoD, to include the Combatant Commands, Defense Agencies, Military Departments, and Service Components; (2) review higher policies in terms of their support for language and regional expertise in operational planning; (3) review the language and regional expertise capabilities available to support mission needs; and (4) assess the placement of regional expertise, as well as language, issues within the management structure and the degree to which language ability and regional expertise are responding to operational mission requirements, irrespective of structure.

Analytical Framework and Methodology for Task 1

SAIC developed a seven-step analytical framework to support the task of assessing the management of language and regional expertise in the Department of Defense: 

1. Describe DoD language and regional expertise objectives and programs.

2. Describe the process for identifying and filling language and regional expertise requirements.

3. Describe language and regional expertise requirements in terms of:

a. Languages and regions;

b. Language and regional expertise proficiency; and

c. Types of duty positions requiring language and regional expertise skills (e.g., translator, interpreter, voice intercept, Defense Attaché [DAO]/Security Assistance Officer [SAO], etc.).

4. Identify sources of initial and sustainment language and regional expertise training.

5. Describe the process for identifying and tracking language and regional expertise capabilities of assigned personnel.

6. Describe the process for integrating language requirements into operational planning.

7. Develop alternative courses of action for identifying, validating, and meeting language and regional expertise requirements and enhancing language and regional expertise use and management.

Assessment Tools and Techniques

To collect and analyze the information necessary for this analysis, the SAIC team conducted interviews with five Combatant Commands, major elements of the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), The Joint Staff, the Defense Language Institute (DLI), the Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC), four Defense Agencies, and the Military Departments.  A list of the organizations visited by SAIC for this report is at Annex A.

These interviews were supported by a review of key U.S. national and military defense strategic documents, DoD documents focusing on language and regional expertise, government assessments of language issues, and texts and memoranda on organization and management issues related to the task at hand.  A list of references is at Annex B.    

Interviews and documents provided a foundation for describing the current state, a window into the lessons learned and best practices of the organizations visited and researched, and a basis for formulating the findings and recommendations included in this report. 

Relationship to the Defense Language Transformation Initiative

Task 1 complements the remaining four tasks prescribed in the SOW by providing focus on conditions in the Combatant Commands, where the actual warfighting missions are conducted.  Task 1 thus supports the comprehensive and integrated picture of specialized language and regional expertise emerging from the Task 2 assessment of the Service Foreign Area Officer Programs, to include the process by which FAO requirements are identified and integrated into operational units.  

Task 1 also relates to the Task 3 recommendation that all commissioned officers receive four semesters of foreign language training prior to commissioning, by determining how such a requirement could be identified and how the resultant language and regional expertise skills could be integrated into operational units.  Task 1 considers the management and maintenance of linguist resources (Task 4), by describing how linguist requirements are identified and filled.  Finally, Task 1 reviews current methodologies used by the Military Services for coding billets requiring language skills and regional expertise discussed in Task 5, which analyzes whether current practices properly utilize language skills.

SAIC recognizes, however, that this is but one of five tasks in the Defense Language Transformation SOW and that other language transformation initiatives are being conducted by OUSD (P&R) – and the Services and Combatant Commands – both sequentially and simultaneously.  Thus, potential recommendations and options for improving the management of language and regional expertise within DoD and the Combatant Commands must be considered within the larger context of the Defense Language Transformation initiative.  Placing the management of these issues within the context of the Department of Defense’s most critical mission – fighting America’s wars – is perhaps the most important analytical task of all.

SECTION III – CHALLENGES AND RESPONSES

This section provides background information on the task of managing language and regional expertise in the operational units.  This includes a discussion of the changing global context, future defense missions, related foreign language and regional expertise challenges, and DoD’s response.
A changing security environment, increasing competition among organizations for a limited pool of technical talent, and the increasingly global nature of the US economy are fueling the need in federal agencies for personnel with foreign language proficiency and regional expertise. As noted in a recent report issued by the General Accounting Office (GAO):

Since the end of the Cold War, the emergence of new nation states, the presence of a wider range of security threats, and the signing of new trade agreements have imposed greater demands on the foreign language capabilities of federal agencies in such areas as intelligence gathering, counterterrorism efforts, diplomatic affairs and U.S. commercial operations overseas.  At the same time, many agencies have experienced reductions in their workforces, limited hiring, and a growing number of employees who are eligible for retirement. These conditions have contributed to gaps in foreign language skills that agencies are beginning to address. In light of the September 2001 attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon and the subsequent U.S. response, agency efforts to address such gaps have taken on increased importance and urgency.

Winning on the extended battlefield will require capabilities-based – vice threat-based – planning.  One of those capabilities will be an understanding by military leaders and planners of how our coalition partners and our adversaries think, make decisions, and act – and why.  Such an understanding derives from knowledge of foreign languages, culture, and history.  Retired Marine and former U.S. Central Command (USCENTCOM) Commander General Anthony Zinni observed: “It’s no longer sufficient just to be militarily proficient. You really need to understand dimensions beyond the military dimensions. You need to understand politics and economics. And you need to understand cultures. There aren’t purely military operations anymore, as such.  It’s become very diluted. And you need to understand those other dimensions clearly.”

These observations are given additional cogency with DoD’s focus on “battlespace awareness,” defined as the “situational knowledge whereby the Joint Force Commander plans operations and exercises command and control.  It is the result of the processing and presentation of information comprehending the operational environment – the status and dispositions of Friendly, Adversary, and non-aligned actors; and the impacts of physical, cultural, social, political, and economic factors on military operations.”
  A robust and sustained language and regional expertise capability speaks directly to this future battlefield and is an integral component to mission success.   

The Challenge to Foreign Language and Regional Expertise.

DoD’s requirements for foreign language and regional expertise are not being met by public or private education systems.  Every year, DoD educates about 3,000 military personnel, including Foreign Area Officers, in languages other than English.  However, qualitative and quantitative shortfalls in military language capability are reported routinely by the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies.  Personnel retention problems are frequently attributed to poor management and lack of employment of highly perishable language skills that are more marketable in civilian occupations.  Qualitative shortfalls may be attributed to the lack of proper utilization of skills and insufficient language sustainment opportunities.

Knowing how to operate in a foreign language and culture can pay considerable dividends, especially when a crisis requires the short-notice dispatch of an expeditionary force.  The success of U.S. Special Operations Forces (SOF) during the initial stages of combat operations in Afghanistan – where most SOF personnel did not speak one of the local dialects – can be traced, at least in some measure, to the fact that virtually all SOF personnel have at least rudimentary skills in a foreign language and receive training on how to operate in a foreign culture, even though the languages and training were not directly applicable to the Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) area of responsibility (AOR).

U.S. Armed Forces leaders and staff officers will inevitably come into contact with coalition leaders and staffs – partners from a wide and ever-changing array of friends and allies.  As stated in the September 2002 National Security Strategy: “America will implement its strategies by organizing coalitions – as broad as practicable – of states able and willing to promote a balance of power that favors freedom.  Effective coalition leadership requires clear priorities, an appreciation of others’ interests, and consistent consultations among partners with a spirit of humility.”
  

The membership of the next coalition will probably differ from the last.  Having learned a foreign language and studied another region’s history, culture, religion, and politics will help DoD’s leaders make the coalition more mission-capable.  Consultations and appreciation of each others’ interests were part of the NATO routine throughout the Cold War.  Consultations with and mutual understanding of potential coalition partners interests must be emphasized even more post-9/11 as each coalition will be a unique mix of global allies with shared long-term interests, partners with shared regional interests, and new friends with shared immediate interests.

Presently, leaders and staff officers in Iraq are depending on cryptologists, intelligence analysts, interrogators, translators, and interpreters to understand the languages of not only the Iraqi people, but also coalition partners.  These leaders and staff officers must depend on their own experience and training to develop and execute the plans designed to achieve US and coalition objectives.  Understanding what it means to work with non-US military forces on an extended battlefield is critical to mission success – appreciating that language and regional expertise capabilities are force multipliers on that battlefield.

Finally, the process of learning a foreign language and studying another culture will enhance the warfighting skills of the US military.  Just as the 21st century battlefield has extended in geographical and technological terms, it has also extended in temporal terms.  Afghanistan and Iraq are far in distance and worlds apart in geography (topography, climate, and population) from the Cold War focus on Central Europe.  Technological advances in target detection, acquisition, and engagement that have occurred in the period since the “Corps shoulder-to-shoulder” strategy was used to defend against the Warsaw Pact have caused dramatic changes in how America’s military fights.

As a result, new concepts of employment for military forces have evolved.  The end of significant combat operations no longer signals the end of military engagement on the extended battlefield; US and coalition forces remain engaged in both Afghanistan and Iraq, even though the major Taliban and Ba’athist military forces have been destroyed. Actions taken during Major Combat Operations affect our ability to win the peace after the end of the conflict.  

Thus, military leaders must have additional capabilities at their disposal to fight on a battlefield extended in time, ranging from enhanced warfighting capabilities to enhanced peace-winning capabilities.  Just as personal knowledge that learning a foreign language is difficult (with the attendant understanding of foreign cultures) assists leaders in getting the most out of their own forces and in working together in a coalition, these foreign language and regional skills will also assist leaders in understanding how today’s warfighting actions impact tomorrow’s peace-winning requirements.

In January 1995, the National Defense University published a summary of lessons learned during Operations Provide Relief, Restore Hope and United Nations Operations in Somalia (UNOSOM) I and II.  In the concluding chapter of Somalia Operations: Lessons Learned, the author (retired U.S. Army Colonel Ken Allard) identifies three issues “that may have equally lasting significance because they show how U.S. military power is adjusting to the realities of the post-Cold War world.”  The second of these three significant issues places the objectives of Defense Language Transformation in general and the Task 1 objectives in particular into an operational context:

The second issue is the understanding of the world at large that the professional military brings to its preparations for operations ranging from peacekeeping to general war. It used to be that most of this expertise was centered on the Soviet Union, Western Europe, or Korea, for obvious reasons.  Now, however, the importance of more broadly focused 'area studies' has increased, despite the fact that acquiring this expertise has not been a traditional milestone on the path to higher level command, advancement, and promotion.  The Somalia experience underlines the importance of knowing the country, the culture, the ground, and the language as a precondition for military operations, with improvisations in this instance making notably good use of the expertise brought by Reserve Component personnel.  

Another recent example of the particular strengths of having a commander schooled in a local culture was provided by General Norman Schwarzkopf.  Although his exposure to Middle Eastern culture came primarily from his boyhood experiences in the region, this expertise was especially valuable in leading the Gulf War coalition.  Insuring as a matter of policy that the future officer corps will have similar strengths is an issue that must be carefully addressed within the military educational establishment.

In summary, enhancing the DoD leadership’s understanding of the foreign language and regional expertise requirements associated with expeditionary coalitions on the extended battlefield is a key element within the Defense Language Transformation initiative.  Leaders who have studied a foreign language and who have developed battlespace awareness of the region where that language is spoken can apply that education and training to their role as leaders of US forces, as partners in a coalition, and as successful warfighters in the 21st century.

Enhancing the DoD leadership’s understanding and appreciation for the role of foreign language and regional expertise in military operations also represents an important contribution to the goal of moving language and regional expertise planning and execution in the Department from an emphasis on a few familiar languages to more relatively unfamiliar and less commonly taught languages, from an emphasis on listening skills (brought about by the historic language focus on intelligence to and emphasis on all the language skills needed to survive on the modern battlefield and post-battlefield environment, and from the reliance mainly on Active Component forces and Service-centric programs and processes to use of the Department’s total portfolio of capabilities – in people, in programs, and in initiatives – to grow and continuously improve the language and regional expertise contribution to total mission success.  (See Figure 1, Defense Language Transformation, page 9.)     
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Figure 1: Defense Language Transformation

SECTION IV – ASSESSING THE TASK AND OBJECTIVES

This section identifies and describes language issues relating to the National Security Strategy, DoD’s transformation initiatives, and Defense Language Transformation.  The section also discusses DoD, Joint, and Military Department policies and regulations on foreign languages and regional expertise, and concludes with a review of requirements identification in the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies.

Language and Regional Expertise Requirements from the National Security Strategy
The end of the Cold War and the advent of the Global War on Terrorism (GWOT) have changed the international order and the missions of the Armed Forces.  Among the most salient changes (for the purposes of this analysis) are how national and international security have changed and against whom, with whom, and how the United States is likely to conduct military operations within the new global security environment.  The September 2002 National Security Strategy addresses each of these changes to the strategic security environment, as well as how America’s military forces must transform to ensure continued success.  Moreover, the National Security Strategy provides the foundation for Defense Transformation in general and Defense Language Transformation in particular.

The changes to the international security environment, against whom we will fight, with whom we will fight, and how we will fight all lead to requirements for Defense Language Transformation.  Changes in global security dictate that DoD possess a much broader spectrum of language and regional capabilities than was required during the Cold War.  Changes in against whom we will fight mean that the Department cannot rely solely on a fixed list of language and regional capabilities, but will require the flexibility to rapidly refocus its efforts as the threats (terrorism, WMD proliferation, human dignity abuses, and regional conflict) shift geographically.  Changes in with whom we will fight have a similar effect – DoD will require both a set of consistent language and regional capabilities (e.g., with our NATO Allies) and the flexibility to quickly develop language and regional capabilities in new areas, as coalition members change.  Finally, changes in how we will fight impact Defense Language Transformation requirements in multiple ways.

The National Security Strategy states that US forces will continue to require access to bases in Western Europe and Northeast Asia – and elsewhere – implying expanded language and regional expertise requirements.  The Strategy also directs the Department to “invest time and resources into building international relationships and institutions,”
 with similar consequences for language and regional expertise.  Finally, DoD must “continue to transform our military forces”
 to be able to successfully conduct expeditionary coalition operations against a wide variety of threats across the operational and global spectrum.

The defense of US interests in the changed global security environment will require leaders at all levels to operate in foreign countries, with foreign partners, as warfighters and as peace-winners.  The Department of Defense will require language and regional capabilities to support forward operations as part of a multinational coalition. Personnel with in-depth regional expertise and language fluency will be necessary for planning and executing actions to counter a variety of threats, independently or with friends and allies, while operating from a global array of forward operating bases and locations.

Language and Regional Expertise Requirements from Operational Lessons Learned

Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) and Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) have identified a gap in language and regional expertise within the Armed Forces.  In its planning for OEF and OIF, USCENTCOM confronted the need for an increase in language and regional expertise on a scale not normally encountered in past operations.  In OEF, an emergency call went out in the days immediately following 11 September for 1,000 Dari and Pashto linguists and South and Central Asian regional experts.  In the Summer of 2003, after completion of major combat operations in Iraq, Combined Joint Task Force 7 (CJTF-7) recognized the need for and subsequently requested 6,500 Arabic and Kurdish language and regional experts to support Phase IV operations in OIF.

These requirements suggest a much larger issue.  In addition to specific requirements for linguists – who serve as cryptologists, intelligence analysts, interrogators, and traffic control point interpreters – and foreign area experts – who serve as political-military planners, defense attachés, security assistance officers, and civil affairs specialists – the Combatant Commands must have leaders and staff officers who understand the implications of conducting coalition operations with expeditionary forces in the transformed security environment of the 21st century.  Leaders at all levels, Service and Combatant Command planners, warfighters, and logisticians are all faced with planning and executing complex joint operations with changing coalition partners against adversaries across the global spectrum of geography, culture, and capabilities.  

Some post-OEF and OIF analysts believe the lack of cultural and linguistic insight among the non-linguist and regional planners and leaders contributed to flawed planning assumptions.  As retired U.S. Army Major General Robert Scales said in his Congressional testimony on October 21, 2003, without “political knowledge” of one’s adversary, “which requires immersion in the language, culture, and history of a region, the data gathered by technological means can serve only to reinforce preconceived, erroneous, sometimes disastrous notions.”
 Senior USCENTCOM officers, for example, confirmed that, because of compartmentalization and the lack of FAO billet requirements in the J-5 Plans office, Middle East FAOs assigned to the Combatant Command staff were not included in some of the critical phases of planning for OIF.

Lessons learned emerging from OIF, as well as to the requirements of forces deployed as part of CJTF-7, are relevant to Defense Language Transformation language and regional expertise objectives.  In an article that appeared in the 21 January 2004 internet edition of the Washington Times, Brigadier General Mark Kimmitt, spokesman for CJTF-7, is quoted as saying: “‘Almost all American soldiers in Iraq learn a few words of Arabic and acquire other cultural tips.’”  General Kimmitt goes on to say: “‘All of our soldiers that come into theater go through a significant amount of training on not only how to fight and conduct their combat operations, but also to understand the cultural context of where they're going to be operating in.’”  The same Washington Times article quotes Major Ron Peaster: “‘Prepare yourself mentally more than physically…I wish I could have spoken more of the language before I got here.’"

Some of these lessons learned are being passed on to units preparing to deploy to Iraq.  In a 15 January 2004 article, the New York Times reported on training being conducted by the Army’s III Corps at Fort Hood, Texas.  Lieutenant General Thomas Metz, III Corps Commander, is quoted as saying: “‘We have to understand their culture through a different set of eyes.’”  To reach this objective, the Corps Commander sent selected senior officers to Jordan “for lessons on Middle Eastern history and culture,” assigned officers a reading list on Islam, and incorporated Arabic speakers into pre-deployment training at the National Training Center and Joint Readiness Training Center.
         

The 1st Marine Division was part of Operation Iraqi Freedom, and while some divisional units have deployed back to Camp Pendleton, others are preparing for their initial deployment to CJTF-7.  As part of the pre-deployment training, the Division has contracted with the San Diego Berlitz Language Center. About 200 members of the Division – one Marine per platoon, each selected by his Battalion Commander after passing the Defense Language Aptitude Battery (DLAB) – are attending a four-week basic Arabic language course to learn “basic survival skills,” according to the Division’s Assistant Operations Officer, Major Kirk Griener.  In addition to language skills, the Marines are being taught important cultural and religious etiquette, based on the Division’s experience in Iraq during the invasion and early days of the stabilization efforts.
  

The anecdotal information contained in these newspaper articles points toward a requirement for increased language and regional training for Combatant Command forces conducting operations outside their peacetime deployment locations, and strongly implies an increase in the relevance of language and regional capabilities as warfighting and peace-winning skills.

These vignettes are reinforced by observations of SOF personnel resulting from OEF, OIF, and other GWOT-related operations to date.  Personnel interviewed at the U.S. Special Operations Command (USSOCOM) and from the Special Operations Forces Language Office (SOFLO) indicated that they are reevaluating foreign language proficiency standards for SOF personnel.  Many senior leaders in the Armed Forces are pointing to the successes achieved by SOF personnel in Afghanistan, Iraq, the Philippines, and elsewhere – the image of SOF soldiers riding horses with anti-Taliban Afghani guerillas has become a metaphor for what went right.  SOF personnel, with just a little bit of language and a lot of cross-cultural understanding are perceived to have won the fight at a very low cost.

Within the SOF community, however, emerging lessons learned are indicating that while “a lot of cross-cultural understanding” is a good thing, “a little bit of language” isn’t enough of a good thing.  Traditionally, SOF personnel have been trained to reach a 0+/0+ (speaking/listening comprehension) level of foreign language proficiency.  Setting this relatively low standard has allowed, for example, Army Special Forces soldiers to learn several languages over their careers, each at the 0+/0+ level.  However, SOF personnel and leaders returning from GWOT operations are indicating that something more that a 0+ speaking capability was – and will be in the future – required to accomplish traditional SOF missions.  Some of these personnel believe that a minimum of a level-2 speaking proficiency is required to effectively communicate with indigenous personnel.

NSS and Lessons Learned Summary. Based on the National Security Strategy and lessons learned in OEF and OIF, military planners are giving considerable thought to the implications of the extended battlefield.  Compared to military operations against the known Cold War enemy, 21st century operations will take place on battlefields that are geographically, technologically, and temporally extended. As noted in the National Security Strategy: “Before the war in Afghanistan, that area was low on the list of major planning contingencies.  Yet, in a very short time, we had to operate across the length and breadth of that remote nation, using every branch of the armed forces. We must prepare for more such deployments by developing assets such as advanced remote sensing, long-range precision strike capabilities, and transformed maneuver and expeditionary forces."
  

In future missions, US maneuver and expeditionary forces will likely continue to be part of a coalition of allies and friends, conducting combat, stability, and follow-on operations in an often unanticipated arena against unexpected foes.  Unlike the 40-plus years of the Cold War during which the U.S. worked with the same set of North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies planning operations against the Warsaw Pact in Europe, 21st century operations will likely have changing arrays of coalition partners, as well as adversaries and battlefields.

Language and Regional Expertise Requirements from DoD, Joint Staff, and Military Department Documents and Leaders

DoD Directives and Reports.  DoD Directive 5160.41, Defense Language Program (DLP) directs the Heads of the DoD Components to: “establish internal procedures to assemble and maintain a current record of their personnel language training requirements…”
  This Directive primarily addresses foreign language training requirements and does not establish a requirement or policies for the DoD Components to develop procedures for identifying and filling foreign language (or regional expertise) requirements.  Similarly, DoD Directive 1315.17 [Service Foreign Area Officer (FAO) Programs] directs the Secretaries of the Military Departments to establish FAO Programs “suitable to the specific needs of each of the Military Services,” but does not provide guidance for establishing a FAO requirements identification process.

On 17 June 1993, the Department of Defense Inspector General (IG) issued a report entitled: Final Report on the Inspection of the Defense Foreign Language Program (DFLP).  According to the IG, “Our inspection of the Defense Foreign Language Program was precipitated by recurring evidence in our other inspections that foreign language skills were not keeping pace with Department of Defense requirements.”
  This evidence included lessons learned from contingency operations, such as Desert Storm in 1990.  

Specifically, the report stated that: “The Office of the Secretary of Defense does not provide central or coordinated oversight of DoD foreign language issues and programs.”
  The IG Report concluded that foreign language requirements are not properly determined, validated, and documented to meet rapidly developing or strategic DoD missions. The process for determining and validating foreign language requirements was considered to be complex, often cumbersome, and inflexible for projecting and programming requirements for both current and new DoD missions.

The IG’s specific conclusion concerning the foreign language requirements process was that:

Foreign language requirements are not properly determined, validated, and documented to meet rapidly developing or strategic Department of Defense missions.  Within and across different missions (such as signals intelligence and human intelligence), foreign language requirements are not well coordinated, integrated and prioritized.  Guidance for setting requirements is vague, and there are no measurable objectives that can be used to determine whether requirements are met.  The Military Services and Defense Agencies must interpret language requirements from various planning documents and mission statements that do not address foreign language skills.  Requirements processes are decentralized and operate without strong oversight.

The IG Report went on to make two specific recommendations:

· …guidance for foreign language requirements be strengthened and included in Department of Defense planning documents.

· …total foreign language requirements be reviewed annually and validated against measurable quantitative and qualitative objectives in support of Defense missions.

The DoD IG Report also made a conclusion and recommendations about how linguists are managed in DoD.

Language-trained military personnel are not uniformly managed within the Department to take sufficient advantage of language skills and recoup invested training dollars.  The Department of Defense does not have complete, accurate information on linguists to make sound decisions about the true nature of the Department’s language capabilities.  Linguist billets and personnel for the active and reserve components are not managed from a Total Force perspective; they are determined through a lengthy bottom-up process and handled through separate reporting chains.  

The DoD IG recommended: “Defense-wide baseline policies and procedures for managing language-trained military personnel.”

The policies and procedures should address all facets of the life-cycle management of linguists.  Further, we recommended resident and nonresident foreign language training programs be well integrated and complementary to ensure both programs are working toward common goals and objectives.

The DoD IG Report concluded that “although the [Defense Foreign Language] Program is worthwhile to the Department and deserves the Department’s resource investment, the Program is not executed in a manner that ensures an adequate and flexible language capability.”  Further, the IG concluded that:

Because of systemic internal and external management problems, the Program falls short of its charter under the joint regulation of ‘fulfilling total Department of Defense foreign language training requirements’…We found that the management focus of the Defense Foreign Language Program is limited to the Army-run language school in Monterey, California (the Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center).  Program oversight consists of intense scrutiny of the school’s operations. “Comparable attention is not given to significant policy and management matters, such as setting the Department’s strategy for building a strong foreign language capability, determining foreign language requirements, establishing priorities among competing language requirements, and managing the careers of language-trained personnel [emphasis added].”

The DoD IG Report does not address regional expertise requirements.

Following publication of the IG Report and detailed review within the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Assistant Secretaries of Defense (ASD) for Command, Control, Communications, and Intelligence (C3I) and for Force Management (FM) sent a memorandum to the Secretaries of the Military Departments, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), and several Defense Agencies announcing the restructuring of the Defense Foreign Language Program.  The stated objective of the restructuring was to better accomplish three tasks: “coordinate the multitude of language requirements both in and outside the Services, advocate resources, and manage the careers of skilled linguists.”

Under the restructuring plan, the ASD (C3I) assumes responsibility for “policy control and oversight management for requirements and funding,” while the ASD (FM) exercises “personnel policy control and focus on career management oversight.” 
 The Memorandum also announces the formation of a Policy Committee at the top of the DFLP management structure.  A Requirements and Resources Panel, reporting directly to the Policy Committee, is tasked with focusing on “linguist requirements issues including foreign language manpower requirements, resources, and training.”
  [This Policy Committee no longer exists.]

Requirements from Military Transformation Programs.  The Director of the DoD Office of Force Transformation released Military Transformation: A Strategic Approach in the fall of 2003.  The objective of the Military Transformation strategy is described as: “how a competitive space is selected within which U.S. forces can gain an important advantage.  The strategy identifies the attributes within that space that will ultimately lead to an advantage for U.S. forces during combat operations, but also in the conduct of all missions across the full range of operations.”

The Military Transformation: A Strategic Approach identifies the Secretary of Defense’s six operational goals for transformation, each of which has implications for improved capabilities in foreign languages and regional expertise, as shown in Figure 2 below.

	Operational Goal
	Foreign Language and Regional Expertise Implication

	
	

	Protect critical bases of operation.
	Force protection in the US homeland, with forces abroad, and with allies and friends requires superior capability in foreign language and understanding of other cultures to produce the intelligence required to provide warnings of attacks on bases and forward deployed U.S. forces or on the bases and other cantonments of U.S. friends and allies. Likewise, maintenance of security and cooperative efforts with friends and allies will require a superior capability in understanding and communicating across language and cultural divides.

	
	

	Project and sustain U.S. forces in distant anti-access or area-denial environments and defeating anti-access threats. 
	Superior capability in foreign languages and regional expertise will be required in collecting, producing, and assessing foreign intelligence to support effective U.S. force projection.  Sustaining these forces in distant environments requires a strong capability in the languages of host nations and in-depth battlespace awareness.

	
	

	Deny enemies sanctuary through persistent surveillance, tracking and rapid engagement. 
	Superior capability in foreign languages and battlespace awareness results in collecting and analyzing information through open and clandestine sources necessary to bring the most effective combination of forces to bear on enemy concentrations – at the right times, at the right places, and within the right operational contexts.

	
	

	Conduct effective and discriminate offensive information

operations.
	Effective and discriminate offensive information operations presuppose superior foreign language and regional skills, knowledge, and experiences in order to focus on the critical elements of adversary information systems and operational modes.

	
	

	Enhance the capability and survivability of space systems and supporting infrastructure.
	Superior foreign language and regional expertise support early warnings of adversary intentions and the more timely and effective preparation of suitable responses.

	
	

	Leverage information technology to develop interoperable, joint C4ISR architectures.
	Interoperability within the context of intelligence collection and production requires compliance with international standards and business routines for processing and automated handling of foreign language text and audio materials. 


Figure 2: Language and Regional Expertise Implications of the Secretary of Defense’s 

Operational Goals for Transformation

Expertise in languages and experience in dealing with world cultures and societies will therefore be an essential component of national security and defense strategies for the foreseeable future. Such expertise and experience can only be gained through a substantial focused investment in education and managed employment of language specialists and Foreign Area Officers across the total force of active and reserve military, civilian employees, and appropriate contract personnel.

Joint Staff Documents.  In late 2002, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) directed the preparation of Joint Vision 2020 as an extension of the conceptual template established in Joint Vision 2010 and “to guide the continuing transformation of America’s Armed Forces.”
  JV2020 states that “the joint force of 2020 must be prepared to ‘win’ across the full range of military operations in any part of the world, to operate with multinational forces, and to coordinate military operations, as necessary with government agencies and international organizations.”

JV2020 establishes an explicit requirement for language and regional expertise capabilities in the section entitled Multinational Operations: “The commander must have the ability to evaluate information in its multinational context.  This context can only be appreciated if sufficient regional expertise and liaison capability are available on the commander’s staff.  A deep understanding of the cultural, political, military and economic characteristics of a region must be established and maintained.”

While JV2020 does not explicitly address the requirements for language and regional expertise elsewhere, it contains frequent references to operational and transformational concepts that imply requirements for these capabilities.  For example, JV2020 identifies full spectrum dominance as a prerequisite for attaining national security objectives: “The requirement for global operations, the ability to counter adversaries who possess weapons of mass destruction, and the need to shape ambiguous situations at the low end of the range of operations will present special challenges en route to achieving full spectrum dominance [emphasis added].”
  Capabilities required for “shaping ambiguous situations at the low end of the range of operations” are identified as flexibility, the synergy of the core competencies of the Services, Joint integration, well-educated, motivated and competent people, and information superiority.

JV2020 also identifies a requirement for taking advantage of “superior information converted to superior knowledge to achieve ‘decision superiority’ – better decisions arrived at and implemented faster than an opponent can react… Decision superiority does not automatically result from information superiority.  Organizational and doctrinal adaptation, relevant training and experience, and the proper command and control mechanisms and tools are equally necessary [emphasis added].”

The Joint Staff has published the Joint Operations Concepts (JOpsC), "a strategic guidance document that operationalizes the Chairman’s vision of achieving Full Spectrum Dominance in the joint force.  First, JOpsC is an overarching concept paper that describes how the joint force is envisioned to operate in the next 15-20 years.  Second, JOpsC is a family of joint concepts that describes the attributes and capabilities that tomorrow’s force requires.  The JOpsC guides the development of joint operating concepts, joint functional concepts, joint experimentation, and emerging capabilities [emphasis added]."

The first of the family of joint concepts is entitled Battlespace Awareness Functional Concept.  In the Executive Summary, battlespace awareness is defined as: "the situational knowledge whereby the Joint Force Commander plans operations and exercises command and control.  It is the result of the processing and presentation of information comprehending the operational environment – the status and dispositions of Friendly, Adversary, and non-aligned actors; and the impacts of physical, cultural, social, political, and economic factors on military operations [emphasis added]."
  The Battlespace Awareness JOpsC thus establishes a requirement for personnel assigned to the Joint Commander’s staff who can assess the “impacts of physical, cultural, social, political, and economic factors on military operations.”

The Military Departments.  The Military Departments have each published regulatory guidance documents for the implementation of DoD Directives on the DFLP and Service FAO Programs.  None of these documents provide explicit instructions or procedures for the identification of all foreign language and regional expertise requirements. While some of the documents provide guidance for specific parts of the Services’ requirements (e.g., the Army Language Master Plan I and II provide guidance for identifying intelligence-related foreign language requirements), none of them describe procedures for a comprehensive, Service-wide assessment of the language and regional skills necessary to meet Service and Joint doctrinal and operational needs, nor do they describe procedures – other than existing personnel procedures – for filling those requirements.

Many of the requirements directed and implied by Defense Language Transformation are either explicitly or implicitly identified in Military Department regulations, but most of these documents concern the training of linguists and Foreign Area Officers.  In the absence of guidance from OSD, the Services have not yet addressed any of the policy issues associated with Defense Language Transformation.  When interviewed, many in the Military Departments were aware of the Defense Language Transformation initiative, but had not seen any comprehensive documentation describing its objectives.

Each of the Services identifies and fills its linguist and regional expertise requirements in a slightly different manner. A large proportion of the language and regional expertise requirements in the Armed Forces relates to intelligence, specifically cryptolinguists.  For example, intelligence specialists account for an estimated 80 percent of the Air Force’s total language and regional expertise requirements; cryptolinguists alone hold 69 percent of the billets.  The Army, Marine Corps, and Air Force largely fill officer billets that have language requirements with assets from their Foreign Area, Regional Affairs, and Political-Military Officer programs.

Each of the Military Departments has initiated programs to highlight the importance of foreign language skills within the Services.  A brief discussion of recent initiatives follows below:

· Army.  The Army Language Master Plan (ALMP), published in January 2000, has as its stated goal to “determine the Army’s core language requirements and to link language requirements with providing AC [Active Component] and RC [Reserve Component] units.”
  The ALMP – Phase II report, published in 2001, identified and validated almost 8,000 Army-resourced language requirements.  Both ALMP studies focused on and provided detailed recommendations for improving linguist support to intelligence and SOF units and staffs.  The ALMP studies did not address broader language requirements for operational units or requirements for non-linguist/non-FAO officers.

· Marine Corps.  The Commandant of the Marine Corps sent an All Marines Message on 10 December 2003 entitled “Importance of Foreign Language Capabilities.”  In this message, General Hagee notes that “future warfighting tasks will require language capabilities in sufficient diversity and numbers to ensure success on the battlefield.”
  The Commandant goes on to direct all Marine units to “review individual language requirements to support their contingency plans, theater security and cooperation plans, and other potential operational commitments” to be used as the basis for the “development of an enhanced foreign language program.”  In parallel, General Hagee directs that all Marines be screened (and tested) to identify current language capabilities within the Marine Corps.  The message focuses on language capabilities and linguists and does not address regional expertise.  As of the date of publication of this study, over 15,000 Marines had been identified with some foreign language skills.

Earlier in 2003, Headquarters, Marine Corps completed a zero-based requirements review to identify all officer language and regional expertise requirements. Based on validated taskings from the Combatant Commands, Joint Staff, and internal Marine Corps requirements, the review identified 54 billets requiring officers with language and/or regional expertise.  Using a zero-based approach, however, the Marine Corps Staff identified a total of 252 billets to which officers with language and/or regional expertise should be assigned.

· Air Force.  At the 1996 4-Star CORONA meeting, Air Force leaders decided to pursue the goal of having ten percent of Air Force officers proficient (defined as a 2/2 in listening and reading comprehension) in a foreign language by 2005.  Currently, approximately 5.5 percent of active duty Air Force officers are 2/2 in a foreign language.

As part of this overall effort to increase and maintain language proficiency, the Air Force established its Language and Area Studies Immersion (LASI) program.  This program allows any officer with at least a 1/1 proficiency level and his/her commander's permission to attend a month-long immersion course, paid for from Service FAO funds. Since 1997, over 1,300 officers have participated in this program, which currently offers instruction in 40 different languages at 39 locations.  U.S. Air Force Academy (USAFA) and a limited number of ROTC cadets are eligible to attend a LASI course during their summer break. 

The Chief of Staff of the Air Force sent a Chief’s Sight Picture message to the Air Force in September 2002 entitled “An Expeditionary Language.”  In this message to the Air Force, General Jumper stated: “Just as we need pilots, intelligence specialists, satellite operators, and jet engine mechanics, our expeditionary force requires airmen with international insight, foreign language proficiency, and cultural understanding…These international skills are true force multipliers and essential to our ability to operate globally.”
  

The message refers to a “cadre of professionals proficient in foreign languages and area studies,” implying that some, but not all Air Force personnel would be expected to acquire these language and regional expertise skills.  General Jumper, however, concludes by saying that developing “such a global cadre will require a much-needed ‘culture change’” in the Air Force.  As part of the Chief of Staff’s intent to change the Service’s culture, the Air Force Vice Chief of Staff chaired a Force Development Council on 28 January 2004 to consider the merits of establishing a primary career field for Foreign Area Officers.

National, DoD, Joint, and Military Departments Documentation Summary.  The National Security Strategy, current DoD Directives, Military Transformation: A Strategic Approach, JV2020, and the Battlespace Awareness JOpsC identify both explicit and implicit requirements for foreign language and regional expertise capabilities within DoD.  In the context of the requirement to “win” across the full range of military operations in any part of the world, to operate with multinational forces, and to coordinate military operations, as necessary with government agencies and international organizations, foreign language and regional expertise capabilities are implied requirements.  In the context of “processing and presentation of information comprehending the operational environment – the status and dispositions of Friendly, Adversary, and non-aligned actors; and the impacts of physical, cultural, social, political, and economic factors on military operations,” foreign language and regional expertise capabilities are specified requirements.  

The Joint Force 2020 requires the capability to assess and understand, plan for, coordinate with, work alongside, and conduct operations with or against foreign organizations and nations.  Shaping ambiguous situations and achieving decision superiority and battlespace awareness in a multilateral environment mandate that the Joint Force 2020 possess foreign language and regional expertise capabilities.  As noted in the DoD IG Report, none of the then-published DoD, Joint, and Military Department guidance directives and regulations described a process for identifying and filling DoD’s foreign language and regional expertise requirements.  This situation remains largely unchanged since the 1993 publication of the IG’s report.

Problems with current procedures for identifying language requirements were addressed recently by the Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment (JWCA) Joint Readiness Team, as a result of Combatant Command concerns regarding linguist shortages, as well as perceived inadequacies in the way linguist requirements are determined.  The assessment resulted in the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC) tasking J-7 to review the deliberate planning process and determine what improvements were needed to assist Commanders in identifying linguists (intelligence and non-intelligence) through the requirements determination process.  Additionally, J-7 was tasked to recommend a course of action that would best document Combatant Command language requirements within the various existing theater plans as well as for conducting Small Scale Contingency (SSC) operations not covered by existing plans.

Language and Regional Expertise Requirements from the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies
In a 12 November 2002 memorandum to the Secretaries of the Military Departments, Combatant Commanders, and Directors of selected Defense Agencies, the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness asked each Military Department, Combatant Command, and Defense Agency to review its requirements for linguists (including interpreters, translators, cryptolinguists, and interrogators) and regional specialists (including enlisted, officer, and civilian personnel) “based on operational experience and on projected needs in the context of Defense Planning Guidance and Transformation and not on current manning authorizations.”
  Most of the personnel interviewed for Task 1 were aware of this memorandum and the data provided to SAIC were based on this tasking.

The Combatant Commands.  The U.S. Pacific Command (USPACOM) reported that it has validated billet requirements for 75 linguists and 48 Foreign Area Officers (with language skills) (123 total personnel with language skills) within its headquarters, directly subordinate units (e.g., the Joint Intelligence Center), and other offices (e.g., Offices of Defense Cooperation in the USPACOM AOR).  These linguist and FAO requirements were derived from a non-zero-based assessment (i.e., the assessment was resource-constrained), following the November 2002 OSD memorandum.  The requirements cross all Services (there are no Navy FAO-coded billets), range in rank from E-4 to O-6, and include some DoD civilians.  

No other billets within the Joint Table of Distribution (JTD) are coded to show a requirement for either language or regional expertise skills. The USPACOM personnel interviewed, however, especially in the J-2 (Intelligence Directorate), J-4 (Logistics), and J-5 (Plans and Policy), indicated that an additional “undocumented, informal” requirement for regional expertise exists as well as the documented requirements on the JTD.  Accordingly, the Command expects selected personnel in these Directorates to possess regional expertise, even if they do not occupy designated linguist or FAO billets.  Both civilian and military non-linguist and non-FAO personnel assigned to numerous other billets within these Directorates could benefit from regional studies; currently, these personnel develop the requisite regional expertise over time on the job.

Interviews with U.S. European Command (USEUCOM) personnel resulted in similar findings.  The USEUCOM JTD identifies 176 validated billets requiring language skills within USEUCOM Headquarters, in its directly assigned organizations, and among security cooperation personnel (updated in early 2003, as a result of a non-zero-based requirements assessment).  Of this total, 58 are FAOs.  The remaining 118 billets are split between linguists and non-FAO officer billets with a language requirement (although, according to USEUCOM J-1 personnel, the language requirements for these non-FAO officer billets are frequently waived for otherwise qualified candidates).  

As at USPACOM, USEUCOM personnel in the J-2, J-4, and J-5 identified an undocumented need for additional personnel with regional expertise.  Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, the J-4 has been faced with routine shortages in language- and regionally-qualified officers in the newly established Offices of Defense Cooperation (ODC) in countries of the Former Soviet Union (FSU) and Central Europe.  Since the end of the Cold War, the number of ODCs in the USEUCOM AOR has increased threefold, and many of the billets associated with them require a command of less commonly taught languages. Within the J-5, the non-FAO coded billets that require some regional expertise generally do not require language skills, although language capability was considered an added bonus.

In response to the November 2002 OSD memorandum, USCENTCOM conducted a zero-based language requirements review which resulted in the current total of 50 billets with language requirements in the USCENTCOM JTD.  One-half (25) of these billets are for FAOs, the remaining 25 are split between linguists and non-FAO officer billets with language requirements.  The billets cross all Services and range in grade from E-5 to O-6; there are no DoD civilians with language requirements and no Navy FAOs identified in the JTD.  

The Command also identified 70 augmentation requirements [both Individual Mobilization Augmentee (IMA) and Other Joint Agency (OJA) personnel] in the JTD.  These billets also extend across all Services and range in grade from E-5 to O-5, with 52 of the billets being enlisted.  There are DoD civilian OJA billets in the JTD with language requirements.  Of the 17 IMA and 53 OJA billets with language requirements, 67 are for linguists or non–FAO personnel.  Lessons learned from OIF indicate that USCENTCOM underestimated its language and regional expertise requirements, but the shortfalls are primarily for linguists, not for FAOs.  The command is presently negotiating with the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) for approximately 250 additional billets (primarily in intelligence) for FY05.  At the present time, it is not known how many of these billets will be coded for language requirements.

Following receipt of the November 2002 OSD memorandum, U.S. Southern Command (USSOUTHCOM) conducted a zero-based requirements review, resulting in the current JTD requirements (58 FAO and 353 language billets).  These requirements do not cross all Services, as the FAO billets apply only to the Army and Air Force (there are no Marine Corps FAO billets in USSOUTHCOM and, as with all other Combatant Commands, there are no Navy FAO-coded billets).  FAO billets are located primarily in the J-5, as well as in Security Cooperation Offices and Military Assistance Groups within the USSOUTHCOM AOR and most of the linguist billets are on the JTDs of the Joint Task Forces operating in the USSOUTHCOM AOR.

At USSOUTHCOM, the addition of the Guantanamo Bay detainee mission has caused the Command to add 115 linguist billets in non-traditional AOR languages to meet Joint Task Force GTMO needs.  This additional requirement is a direct result of the Global War on Terrorism.  

As with the other Combatant Commands, USSOUTHCOM officers identified undocumented billet requirements for language and regional expertise – especially in J-4 and in J-5 Plans.  Unlike the other Commands, many of USSOUTHCOM’s undocumented language and regional expertise requirements are filled, as personnel with native or heritage backgrounds are frequently assigned to these positions.  However, these heritage language skills are not properly documented in personnel records, resulting in “outside the system” searches to find people to fill language-coded billets.

USSOCOM has no billets coded for linguists or FAOs on its staff.  Although USSOCOM has some FAO- and linguist-like billets on their Joint Manning Document and some non-FAO and non-linguist billets are coded for foreign languages, these billets are filled with Special Operations-qualified personnel with language and/or regional skills, not with linguists or FAOs.  Within USSOCOM (and its Component Commands), there are a total of 12,196 language-coded billets, almost 11,000 of which are in the Army Special Operations Command.  

USSOCOM established a SOF Foreign Language Program in 1993 to provide the other Combatant Commands with individuals and units with the required foreign language proficiency to meet current and future operational requirements.  The command designated the U.S. Army Special Operations Command (USASOC), at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, as the proponent in all matters related to training, policies, programs, and procedures for SOF language requirements and capabilities.  In 1998, the USASOC established the SOF Language Office (SOFLO) at Fort Bragg, assigning it responsibility for providing technical oversight and developing, coordinating, and executing foreign-language training strategies for active-duty, reserve, and National Guard SOF personnel.

A General Accounting Office Report from September 2003 was generally favorable on USSOCOM’s initiatives. The report concluded that: “The command and SOFLO have taken several recent actions to begin addressing a number of long-standing problems in delivering and managing foreign language training to special operations forces.  These actions, however, are being taken without the benefit of a cohesive management framework, which incorporates strategic planning (a strategy and strategic plan with associated performance plans and reports), that would guide the program, integrate its activities, and monitor its performance.”

Defense Agencies.  DIA has 205 billets with foreign language requirements, 135 of which are in the Defense Attaché system.  These requirements have been determined from the “bottom-up” – that is, operational requirements have been used to identify which billets require language capabilities, as well as in which languages.  Future requirements and language priorities are determined by a committee of representatives from the Human Intelligence Directorate, Intelligence Directorate, and Joint Staff J-2.  DIA publishes a classified Critical Language List annually.

While most of DIA’s Attaché billets are coded for FAOs from all Services, most of the non-Attaché billets are coded for intelligence specialists.  Prior to 11 September 2001, language capability was frequently waived for DIA personnel assigned to language-coded billets.  However, since 9/11, DIA has placed special emphasis on recruiting language-qualified personnel for all Directorate of Human Intelligence and Attaché positions.  All future DIA officers will be required to have a foreign language capability: “The days of the non-language qualified personnel in these positions are numbered,” according to the DIA personnel interviewed.

Foreign language capability and regional expertise are considered for the selection, training, and advancement of all DIA civilians, but “job skills” are considered as the most important factors.  Language proficiency for personnel in language-coded billets is now (post9/11) mandatory for both advancement and retention.  Most language-coded billets are language specific, but proficiency levels are generally listed in the position descriptions, not in the manning documents.  Some billets in the Intelligence Directorate and the J-2 are coded for regional expertise (i.e., for FAOs), but not necessarily for languages.

The Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA) has approximately 600 Security Assistance Office positions worldwide, down from about 800 in 1994. There are also two FAO billets within DSCA Headquarters.  DSCA provides funding for filling the SAO billets, but the Combatant Commands account for and manage the personnel on their JMDs. The Combatant Commands have final approval authority on SAO assignments, but DSCA is involved in the selection and assignment process.  

While the majority of the SAO officer billets are coded for Service FAOs, not all of them require language capabilities.  For instance, none of the SAO billets in the USCENTCOM AOR are language-coded (because the 63-week language schooling requirement is deemed excessive for a 12- or 24-month assignment), while all of the SAO billets in USSOUTHCOM AOR are language coded. In some cases, both DSCA and the Combatant Commands prefer non-FAOs for SAO billets, especially in cases where technical expertise (e.g., in cases where the host country is receiving high-tech US equipment) is more important than language or regional expertise.  In such cases, language and regional expertise are considered to be a “nice to have” rather than a prerequisite for the job.

The Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA) has 125 enlisted billets requiring language capabilities. Requirements for language and regional expertise are derived from U.S. Government obligations under arms control treaties, as well as numerous ad hoc taskings in support of operational missions (such as supporting the search for weapons of mass destruction in Iraq).  DTRA has also become the de facto agency of choice for both arms control and non-arms control related matters dealing with the Former Soviet Union.  

In the past several years, DTRA has been assigned a number of missions that do not relate to the Agency’s arms control charter, generating both language and regional expertise requirements not covered by the JTD.  Operation Provide Hope in the Former Soviet Union (1991-92), the search for weapons of mass destruction (WMD) in Iraq (2003), and support to the International Counterproliferation Program in Korea (2003-04) all required language and regional expertise, especially for DTRA Team Chiefs.  DTRA had no linguists appropriate for the search for WMD or the Korean involvement.

The National Security Agency (NSA) has recently renamed personnel with language skills as multi-disciplined high-end cryptologic language analysts.  These individuals are expected to possess skills in a spectrum of capabilities, including: linguist, cultural expert, target expert, modern researcher, interpretive analyst, expert signals intelligence operator, master teacher, and adaptive performer.  Cryptologic language analysts are being routinely cross-trained to learn at least one additional foreign language, focused on providing NSA with a surge capability in less-commonly-taught languages.  

High-end cryptologic language analysts are routinely evaluated on their ability to integrate all of their multi-discipline capabilities into accomplishing the mission, and each billet is coded for the proficiencies required in each capability area (e.g., language, target, etc.).  Thus, high-end cryptologic language analysts require language and regional expertise, as well as several capabilities not currently identified in the Combatant Commands, Military Departments, or other Defense Agencies.

Combatant Command and Defense Agency Requirements Summary. Despite an undocumented requirements process, all Combatant Command, Defense Agency, and the Military Department personnel were generally familiar with the process and believed that it was allowing them to accomplish their missions.  Currently identified requirements, for the most part, reflect the results of recent reviews (i.e., within calendar year 2003) in response to the USD (P&R)’s November 2002 memorandum.  

In several cases, personnel interviewed at the Combatant Commands and the Service Headquarters stated that they had received guidance that requests for substantial increases in either linguist or FAO billet requirements were not likely to be filled, as increases in end strength were not anticipated.  All geographic Combatant Command J-4 and J-5 leaders did identify requirements for additional civilians and officers with regional expertise – but not necessarily language skills – but stated that there was no mechanism available to establish the requirement, as Service and Joint personnel systems do not have processes for identifying and recording regional skills (except for FAOs).

The can-do” attitude of Service personnel sometimes complicates the achievement of proper solutions to language issues. Because the Combatant Commands, Military Departments, and Defense Agencies are “mission-oriented,” actual language and regional expertise requirements and shortfalls are not always identified. The common practice of filling a language- or regional-coded billet with an individual from a Service other than that for which the billet is coded, or with an individual who does not meet all of the language or regional expertise requirements, helps to ensure that the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies are able to accomplish their missions.  

This practice, however, also ensures that shortfalls in language and regional expertise rarely rise to the level of affecting readiness (only in the narrow cases of USEUCOM and USPACOM intelligence linguists has a Combatant Command reported an adverse effect on readiness).  However, as lessons learned from OEF and OIF demonstrate, numerous other language and regional expertise requirements exist that are not documented and not filled; these shortfalls had an adverse impact on mission planning and are now impacting mission accomplishment.

SECTION V – CURRENT STATUS

This section describes the current status of language and regional expertise in DoD’s operational units.  The section also includes a description and assessment of the requirements determination process in general, the requirements determination process in operational units, the military departments, and defense agencies. Also included in this section is an assessment of command language programs and current sources and uses of language capabilities among the military (Active Component [AC] and Reserve Component [RC]), civilian, and contractor workforce. 

The discussion of capabilities in the operational units (i.e., the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies) is organized, where feasible, according to requirements in the SOW to assess:

· Placement of language and regional expertise in the management structure;

· Current methodologies for assessing language needs; and

· Language and regional expertise in operational planning.

Requirements Determination Process (General)
 
The National Security Strategy establishes the baseline from which the Combatant Commands derive their operational plans.  The National Military Strategy (NMS) identifies the required operational capabilities the Armed Forces need to accomplish the national security objectives assigned to DoD within the NSS.  Thus, it is the NMS that drives the requirements process; it is the NMS that should serve as the source for language and regional expertise needs within the Department.

Military requirements are identified under three general categories: tactical requirements, strategic requirements, and regenerational requirements.

Tactical requirements describe the combat forces needed by the Combatant Commanders to implement their Operations and Contingency Plans within their AORs, such as OEF, OIF, and U.S. Southern Command’s ongoing support to the Multinational Interim Force (MIF) in Haiti.  Strategic requirements are those requirements identified by headquarters and national agencies (defense and otherwise) having generally non-warfighting missions, such as implementing strategic arms control agreements and national-level intelligence operations.  Regenerational requirements are requirements that sustain the Military Departments’ ability to man, equip, and train forces for tactical and strategic requirements.  Collectively, these requirements define what DoD needs to field the Armed Forces, as they are currently structured.

Tactical Requirements.  Tactical requirements are generally identified by the Combatant Commands by type of unit, such as infantry battalions, fighter squadrons, or ships, which are then earmarked for a specific mission.  These requirements are identified to the Services, which have the Title 10 responsibility for recruiting, organizing, training, and equipping the appropriate force to the Combatant Commands for accomplishing the assigned missions.

Strategic Requirements.  Strategic requirements are most often generated by national-level policies and implemented by the Defense Agencies or the Military Departments.  For example, in the foreign language and regional expertise arena, NSA, DIA, and DTRA depend heavily upon resources from the Military Departments to implement their assigned missions – each of which results form DoD- or national level policy decisions.  As their missions or priorities change (such as the de facto changes to the DTRA mission described in the previous section above), the Defense Agencies have the ability to change their requirements – but only if the affected Service concurs and can support their changing or current requirements.

Regenerational Requirements.  Regenerational requirements are those needed to ensure that the needs of the DoD Components can be sustained.  Such requirements include recruiting, training, and maintenance establishments common to the Military Departments.  For language and regional expertise requirements in particular, regenerational requirements include the Defense Language Institute, the Service FAO Programs, in-country language immersion programs, and other language-specific training and management requirements.

The Combatant Commands do not have a capabilities-based operational requirements identification and validation process.  Combatant Commanders and their staffs do use national-level guidance (e.g., NSS, NMS, JV 2020, etc.) to identify operational requirements and do use these operational requirements to inform the Services what their type-unit requirements are.  However, this process is not zero-based; the Commands generally use their current force structure as the starting point for the identification of OPLAN and CONPLAN requirements.  This process identifies the resources needed to address the capabilities required by the Combatant Command to successfully accomplish the current missions assigned by national leadership.  Service operational requirements are, with minor differences, handled in the same way.

The Military Department Requirements Process.  Using the Army model to illustrate how the process works (Figure 3), the War Plans Division (DAMO-SSW), Army G-3, is responsible for identifying the Army capabilities needed for the Combatant Command OPLANs and CONPLANs, regardless of the way in which the need was conveyed (i.e., through the Joint Staff or the Army Component Commander).  DAMO-SSW serves as the coordination point for the requirement.  This is not considered a validation process, but a resourcing process. Once the Combatant Commander states his or her Command’s operational requirements, the only questions to be answered are where the resource will come from and what the impact will be on the force (Service or other Combatant Command) that provides that resource.


[image: image2]
Figure 3: Army Requirements Generation Process

DAMO-SSW contacts the appropriate Army proponents (Army Staff or Major Command) and the Army G-1 (Personnel) proponent representative to determine who is best able to provide the resource.  In the event the Service does not have the resource or determines the impact to be too severe, the requirement is forwarded to the Joint Staff (J-1) for adjudication.  

The validation process is an annual event – with the exception of Combatant Command requirements, which are reviewed every six months.  All language and regional expertise requirements for Defense Agencies (with the exception of NSA) are coordinated through the Joint Staff (J-1) to the appropriate Military Service for consideration.  NSA draws its resources directly from the Services, without going through the Joint Staff.  Continuing with the Army example, requirements are passed from the Joint Staff J-1 (Manpower Division) to the Assistant Secretary of the Army, Manpower and Reserve Affairs (ASA (M&RA) for review.  At the Service Secretary level, additional OSD and Army Secretariat requirements positions are added to the total requirements package (depicted in blue). The consolidated requirements are forwarded to the Army Planner for review, and then sent to the Army G-3 for action.

The Army G-3 Force Accounting and Documents Division (DAMO-FMP) is the focal point for validating all Army requirements. This office manages requirements for the Army's Major Commands, where all Combatant Command warfighting (depicted by the broken line on the left side of the graph) and training base (regenerational) requirements are located.

The MACOM Managers in DAMO-FMP are responsible for validating all requirements.  They do this by staffing the requirements with the appropriate Army Staff elements and the branch or functional area proponents (such as the Army G-2 for intelligence linguist requirements) that are responsible for determining whether the need is valid.  The functional area proponents do this by determining whether the proposed requirement meets the proponent's established standards or criteria for that occupation or skill.  For career path linguist requirements (voice interceptors and interrogators), standards and criteria are established and can be easily determined; however, for proposed requirements outside those occupations (such as CJTF-7’s OIF Phase IV non-intelligence linguist requirements), language and regional expertise proponents do not have standards by which to validate the requirements.

If the linguist requirement is approved, the appropriate linguist population is applied against the approved requirements according to the organizational priorities established by the Service.  The Joint Staff, Combatant Commands, and Defense Agencies are given a high priority and are generally supported for all requirements that are validated (up to the approved manning levels).  If linguist or FAO shortages exist within a particular military occupational specialty (MOS), language, or FAO regional specialty, an Army MACOM will be required to absorb the shortage.  Because most MACOM organizations are Component Commands for the Combatant Commands, a non-Component Command MACOM (e.g., Training and Doctrine Command) can often wind up as a bill payer for a Defense Agency or Joint Staff requirement.

The Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC) Process.  Although the JROC process is directly linked to equipment acquisition, its charter to “oversee the Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment (JWCA) and Requirements Generation process makes it a candidate for identifying and validating non-acquisition requirements.

The JROC requirements identification and validation process is shown in Figure 4.
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Figure 4: JROC Requirements Identification and Validation Process

The JWCA matches the National Security Strategy and National Military Strategy with the required capabilities of US Armed Forces.  The JWCA has, as its purpose, to examine all Joint warfighting areas, with a comprehensive look at existing and required capabilities.  The Joint Staff, OSD, the Combatant Commands, the Military Services, and Defense Agencies are all part of the JWCA process, the results of which are briefed to the JROC.

The JWCA process is used by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to identify future warfighting capability requirements.  There are currently eight JWCA Teams, each “sponsored” by a Joint Staff Directorate (Figure 5).  Assessments are conducted by functional area experts assigned to each team.  JWCA analyses are currently used to support or initiate requirement, programmatic, and budget recommendations and to assist the JROC in developing long-range strategic guidance, including for DoD Transformation.
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Figure 5: JWCA Functional Area Teams

The JWCA and JROC processes are not currently being applied to non-acquisition requirements assessments.  However, the organization of the current process would allow for addressing such non-hardware issues as language and regional expertise requirements.

The Military Departments (General)
 

Title 10 of the U. S. Code assigns each Military Department the responsibility and authority to organize, train, and equip military forces as deemed most appropriate for that Service, to allow for the unique needs of each Service, subject to the authority, direction, and control of the Secretary of Defense.  Because of the lack of DoD-level guidance (as noted in the GAO Report on SOF Language Programs) and oversight (as noted in the DoD IG Report on the DFLP), there is no DoD-wide process for the identification and management of language and regional expertise requirements.  

The Military Departments have developed their own policies and procedures independently, focused primarily on Service requirements and priorities.  Without higher-level guidance to the contrary, the Services have shown substantial reluctance to support “new” language and regional expertise requirements from the Combatant Commands, contributing to the situation of the Commands having undocumented language and regional expertise requirements, as identified during the interviews conducted for this report.

While current DoD and Joint Directives are relatively explicit with regard to the Services’ responsibilities for linguist and FAO training, the Office of the Secretary of Defense has not routinely provided guidance to the Military Departments in the areas of identifying operational requirements, prioritization, sustainment, and usage.  As a result (and based on the combination of responsibilities identified in Title 10 and existing DoD Directives), each Military Service is (de facto) responsible for determining:

· Its own operational requirements for language and regional expertise; 

· How those requirements are measured, prioritized, and validated; 

· How the personnel with language and regional expertise sustain their skills; and 

· When and how often those language and regional skills will be employed.

Army.  The Army Language Proponency Office, located in the Army G-2, is the proponent for language requirements for the Department of the Army.  This office coordinates the development of the Language Master Plan that defines the Army’s Language Objective Force and aligns requirements with approved Army missions and priorities.  While the Language Proponency Office maintains oversight in important intelligence-related military occupational specialties (MOSs), voice interceptors, interrogators and intelligence, within the foreign language community, it is not in a position to exercise responsibility for a significant portion (i.e., the non-intelligence related MOSs) of Army language requirements.  The Army has not appointed a proponent for its regional expertise requirements, other than DAMO-SSF that looks after the Army’s FAO Program.  According to the Defense Management Data Center (DMDC), the MOSs that the Army G-2 oversees represent about one-third of the total Army foreign language requirements.  

In addition to their own requirements, the USASOC and the U.S. Army Civil Affairs and Psychological Operations Command (USACAPOC) oversee all psychological operations- and civil affairs-related linguist MOSs.  These requirements represent a larger share of the Army requirements than those within the intelligence arena.  Foreign Area Officers are managed separately by an office within Army G-3 (DAMO-SSF), and all interpreter/translator positions are located within the Reserve Components.  For the most part, these functional proponents do not systematically coordinate with the Army Language Proponent Office regarding their language needs.

Navy.  The Navy office responsible for managing the foreign language program operates from the Cryptologic Technician's proponency office.  This office is staffed with one officer and one non-commissioned officer (NCO) Petty Officer, whose primary responsibility is for the health and welfare of the cryptologic technician career field.  As a collateral duty, these personnel are also charged with managing the Navy’s Foreign Language Program.  While a large number of Navy requirements reside within the cryptologic MOSs (1,373), almost as many are from other career fields (933).  As with the Army, Navy functional proponents generally assume responsibility for their language requirements.

Marine Corps. The Marine linguist requirements are the smallest in number among the Services and are limited to only four military occupational specialties. As with the other Services, the Marines manage their foreign language proponency office from within the Service's Military Intelligence offices.  Since three of the four MOSs the Marines manage are within the intelligence field, they have visibility over most of the Service’s linguist requirements.  However, there is no formal process in place that permits the Marine language proponent to oversee the International Affairs Officer Program that manages FAOs and Regional Affairs Officer (RAO) requirements.

Air Force.  The Air Force describes its process as “centrally managed,” with all functional proponents feeding their linguist requirements into the foreign language proponency office.  However, the USAF has not published any regulatory guidance on the process.  Without published guidance, the language proponency office has no authority over the language (and FAO) requirements validation process.  The Air Force convenes a board each year to approve a "Language Designated Position" list.  In 2000, the USAF approved 1,100 positions that qualified for employing a Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center (DLIFLC) graduate.  The process for approving the 1,100 DLIFLC graduate positions is separate from the process for identifying and validating operational requirements for career and non-career linguist positions.

Reserve Components.  The U.S. Army Reserve (USAR) Psychological Operations (PYSOP) and Civil Affairs units, Army National Guard (ARNG) Special Forces, the Guard’s 300th Military Intelligence Brigade (Linguist), in addition to other ARNG and USAR units have almost all the Army’s Reserve Component language billets. The ARNG concentrates on the five languages associated with Major Theater of War (MTW) plans in two geographic regions (MTW-East and -West): Arabic, Persian-Farsi, Korean, Chinese, and Tagalog.  This concentration represents a major improvement (according to the National Guard Bureau [NGB] personnel interviewed) in the language requirements and training situation.  Previously, the National Guard’s language requirement was huge, complicating training and undermining support of the intended Corps’ OPLANs. 

Although the ARNG is focusing on the five MTW-related languages, some units retain their Cold War orientation (e.g., primarily Russian and former Warsaw Pact languages) and linguists with non-MTW language capabilities are still slotted and still draw Foreign Language Proficiency Pay (FLPP).  Thus, while the Guard’s focus has shifted, unit TO&Es have not yet caught up to the new areas of concentration.  More importantly, the requisite resources (e.g., time, training spaces, and dollars) have not yet been made available to retrain linguists in one of the focus languages.

According to the NGB and the Utah National Guard’s 300th Military Intelligence (MI) Brigade (Linguist) personnel interviewed for this report, language requirements always exceed resources.  The Brigade actively seeks funding and works diligently to find those who possess foreign language skills.  All members of the Brigade are encouraged to be recruiters; officer and NCO support forms have recruiting and retention as a primary goal for leaders at all levels.  Many of the Brigade’s soldiers seek opportunities to use their language, particularly those opportunities that place them in a foreign environment working with the indigenous population.  According to the Brigade’s senior leaders, “Our soldiers like their experience at DLI and express an interest to remain there in such a rewarding learning environment.”

Funding, however, remains a critical factor.  Many of the 300th MI Brigade’s linguists have a strong desire to improve their language capability or to learn a new (additional) language, but like serving as National Guardsmen (vice being in the AC).  Most linguists devote much more time than the obligatory two weekends a month and two weeks in the summer to expand their language skills.  However, operational requirements levied on the Brigade from the AC far exceed the validated requirements (as documented in the 300th MI Brigade’s TO&E).  

Prior to and during Operations Enduring Freedom, Iraqi Freedom, and Task Force GITMO, Brigade soldiers with Dari, Pashto, and Arabic language skills were individually mobilized, followed by soldiers with intelligence skills (e.g., interrogators), even if they didn’t speak one of the target languages.  Only later were two of the Brigade’s six MI Battalions mobilized as units to meet operational requirements.  The Brigade’s current personnel manning authorizations have not been modified to meet the National Guard’s five focus languages or to reflect the requirements implied in emerging lessons learned from OEF and OIF.

The 300th MI Brigade has a language support officer who is the Command Language Program (CLP) officer. He is the primary advisor to the Commander on foreign language issues.  He manages The Army Language Program (TALP) funding, assists in finding language enhancement opportunities, reviews the individual language programs of each soldier, and monitors foreign language training and MI MOS training in the foreign language.

The Navy’s Joint Language Training Center (JLTC) in Ogden, Utah has refocused its training efforts into the five MTW-related languages, while maintaining some training spaces for non-MTW languages, including Thai, Hebrew, Vietnamese, French, and Spanish.  Requirements for cryptologic linguists are determined by the Navy Staff (intelligence), but the JLTC is able to provide refresher training to RC (and AC) sailors for any foreign language for which there is a Navy Enlisted Classification code and a DLPT – if civilian contract instructors are available in the Ogden area.  The JLTC is also currently running a pilot program – in conjunction with DLI – providing basic Arabic language instruction to eight AC Naval personnel.  This requirement was levied on the JLTC by the Navy Staff to help address the shortage in Arabic linguists in the Service.

The Reserve Components (RC) do not have unique requirements, billets, or training for regional expertise. All Army RC FAO positions are located in the Army Reserve, but the officers filling these billets (with some minor exceptions) are qualified as trained Foreign Area Officers prior to being accepted into the units.  The requirements for RC FAO billets in the Army Reserve are developed in parallel to the development of AC FAO billet requirements; as in the AC, there are no non-FAO regional expertise requirements in the RC.

DoD Civilians.  There are no policies or programs currently in place to cause DoD civilians to divulge their existing language capabilities.  Because the old Form 171 is no longer in use (since approximately 1988), civilians have not been required to list foreign language capabilities.  The Office of Personnel Management (OPM) has devised a new application form (the USA Jobs Form) that allows for collecting this information.  Current legislation restricts the paying of incentive pay to those who deploy in support of US forces.
  Most DoD civilian non-intelligence-related positions are not coded for either foreign language or regional expertise capabilities, even for those positions that imply some capability requirements (e.g., country program directors in the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Policy).

Data Management.  Each of the Services maintains personnel databases.  The databases are not always interoperable with one another.  Several years ago, Human Resources Command, then PERSCOM, was involved in an effort to standardize the personnel databases of the Active Army, the Reserves and the National Guard into the Integrated Total Army Personnel Database.  The project was shelved because agreement could not be reached on a common format for the database.  

During the recent visit to the Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC), the SAIC team was informed that DMDC is dependent upon the Services for the data in its databases.  Representatives of the Joint Staff J-1 indicated that DMDC was asked in spring 2003 to provide a list of personnel (active, reserve and retiree) with Arabic language capabilities.  They identified 2,100 personnel, including 450 in the Air Force.  However, the Air Force indicated that they only had 50 Arabic linguists.  This vignette highlights two aspects of the database issue.  First, DMDC and Service databases do not reflect the same information.  Second, the Air Force database reflected those with current qualifications in the Arabic language, while the DMDC database reflected all Air Force personnel with any Arabic qualifications (regardless of currency).

The Combatant Commands
SAIC interviewed personnel from four geographic Combatant Commands (USPACOM, USEUCOM, USCENTCOM, and USSOUTHCOM) and one functional Combatant Command (USSOCOM) for this report.  Each of the geographic Commands follows essentially the same or similar undocumented, often informal procedures for identifying and filling language and regional expertise requirements.  USSOCOM has a documented, formal process for identifying and validating language (but not regional expertise) requirements.  The following paragraphs describe the Combatant Commands’ procedures, using USEUCOM as an example (but with differences identified where they exist), followed by a description of USSOCOM’s process.

Combatant Command Command Language Programs.  In late 2003, the USEUCOM Chief of Staff appointed the ECJ-2 as the Command’s foreign language proponent (none of the other Combatant Commands has yet taken this step).  However, the ECJ-2 has not yet developed policies or plans for a Command Language Program or for the management of language and regional expertise requirements in the command.  In an interview for this report, the USCENTCOM Commander expressed his support for a Combatant Command CLP, believing that “if more personnel are involved in language and regional expertise oversight, that might be an improvement.”  However, he stated that any DoD-level guidance should “give flexibility to the Combatant Commander.”  Finally, General Abizaid identified the need “to have people on the staff that can look at language beyond just the intelligence arena and incorporate operational and logistical perspectives as well.  Perhaps that would be a high-level general staff person to look across the command and all staff functions.”

Process for Assessing Language and Regional Expertise Requirements.  USEUCOM staff divisions and directorates determine their own requirements for coding billets with foreign languages or as FAOs, RAOs, or Political-Military Officers.  These requirements are generally based on peacetime requirements (past experience and the best subjective judgment of the affected Division Chiefs, according to ECJ-1 and ECJ-5 personnel). OPLANs and CONPLANs do not routinely play a role in the determination of additional language and FAO requirements.  The recently established Standing Joint Force headquarters, for example, does not have any billets coded for FAOs or for foreign languages.  

Most divisions seek to establish a balance among the Services and across required skills for their staffs.  As an example, the ECJ-5 European Division Chief’s “optimal” staff mix would include FAOs from each of the Services, as well as officers with operational skills.  USEUCOM division and directorate chiefs submit their requests to the ECJ-1, which inserts them into the Joint Table of Distribution via the Electronic Joint Manpower and Personnel System (EJMAPS) database.  In some of the Combatant Commands (USSOUTHCOM, for example), reviewing the JTD is a formal process that occurs twice a year (March and September); in others (such as USPACOM), the process occurs only as needed.  EJMAPS is designed to allow JTD adjustments at any time, not just twice a year.

ECJ-1 tracks the action from the time of receipt of the requests from the division or directorate until the arrival of the individual to fill the billet.  The Services have the opportunity to negotiate some changes to the Combatant Command JTD.  For example, Service personnel representatives can (and frequently do, according to the Combatant Commands) object to changes that include new billets or recoding a billet from one Service to another or from one occupational specialty to another.  As no DoD-wide policy exists, the Services are as likely to “win” (term used by more than one Combatant Command J-1 representative) such negotiations as are the Combatant Commands, resulting as often as not in no changes to the JTD.  In cases where the Combatant Command is only seeking to change a language or FAO regional specialty coding to the JTD, the Services cannot object and the change is made.

All Combatant Commands agreed that the Services rarely, if ever, objected when language requirements were eliminated from a billet coding. According to USSOUTHCOM personnel, from a manpower perspective, “dropping requirements is a good thing because it makes the slots easier to fill.”

The response time for filling new officer or enlisted requirements not already designated on the JTD runs from two years (for those billets which retain the basic qualifications for the incumbent, but change the language coding) to five years (in the case of a change of billet cognizance/skill set or from one Service to another).  The Joint Staff J-1 personnel interviewed expected that the EJMAPS electronic database could result in a reduction of these lead times.  The Services currently only accept change requests once or twice per year.

Undocumented Requirements. Each of the Combatant Commands identified numerous undocumented requirements that routinely remain unreported and unfilled.  In USEUCOM, the Logistics Directorate (ECJ-4) has responsibility for 44 (soon to become 45) Offices of Defense Cooperation (ODCs) in its AOR, accounting for about one-fourth of the total USEUCOM language-coded billets.  ECJ-4 leaders interviewed identified a requirement to fill all of these positions with personnel having a Defense Language Proficiency Test (DLPT) level-3 proficiency, especially in speaking.  ECJ-4’s (and ECJ-1’s) experience, however, is that this goal is not realistic, as the Services have said in the past that they cannot routinely provide sufficient personnel with this level of language skills.  

In some cases, the Services have offered to send prospective ODC personnel to language training if the Combatant Command paid for the training – and counted the time spent in training against the total time assigned to the Command.  At present, no more than ten percent of the personnel who fill the ODC positions meet this standard, and those who do are frequently heritage speakers.  Recognizing the dim prospects in filling these positions with fully qualified personnel, USEUCOM has devised “band-aid” solutions and “work-arounds” (terms used by Combatant Command personnel interviewed) in the name of mission accomplishment.  One of ECJ-4’s work-arounds is to fund local language training for ODC personnel once they have arrived in country.

USCENTCOM personnel manning documents do not code most Security Assistance Officer (SAO) positions within their AOR with language capabilities, as Service personnel managers have repeatedly told USCENTCOM that they cannot justify a year-plus of language training for a two-year ODC posting.  USSOUTHCOM personnel identified numerous positions, especially in the J-3, J-4, and J-5 that would benefit from language and/or regional expertise, but these billets remain uncoded for such capabilities due to the difficulties in filling already language-coded billets.  Current Joint and Service personnel systems do not provide for coding billets with regional expertise requirements, other than for FAOs and RAOs.

Another example of an undocumented requirement is found in the Logistics Division of ECJ-4.  The division currently has no billets coded with language or regional expertise skills.  However, if USEUCOM should exercise a CONPLAN to establish, for example, a USEUCOM Forward Headquarters in Incirlik, Turkey, one of the first duties of the Logistics Division Contracting Officer would be to locate and hire local nationals in support of logistics operations.  Given that the ECJ-4 has no provisions for its own language-capable personnel, they would also have to hire local interpreters.  To date, USEUCOM has found this to be an acceptable alternative to coding billets within the Logistics Division for language capabilities.

A final example of undocumented requirements within USEUCOM is found in the ECJ-5 Africa Division. Within this division, only one billet is coded for a Service FAO (an Army African FAO billet). All other country desk officers are non-FAOs from the Army, Navy, and Air Force.  ECJ-1 personnel interviewed indicated that the Command would prefer to have a mix of FAOs and operators from all Services, but that Navy and Air Force personnel managers have made it clear in the past that recoding the billets to FAOs would result in the positions being routinely unfilled.  Similar comments were heard at all of the other geographically oriented Combatant Commands.

Integrating Language and Regional Expertise into Operational Planning.  When confronted with a crisis in its AOR, USEUCOM creates a task-organized Operational Planning Team (OPT) to manage the situation.  ECJ-3 conscripts representatives from all relevant areas of the USEUCOM staff to ensure that the Command has the proper expertise to apply to the situation.  ECJ-5 FAOs and non-FAO regional experts are frequently temporarily assigned to OPTs.  For the late-2003 crisis in Liberia, ECJ-3 called upon the expertise of the sole (Army) African FAO in ECJ-5 Africa Division.

Existing USEUCOM (and other Combatant Command) OPLANs and CONPLANs do not explicitly account for wartime or crisis language and regional expertise requirements.  Requirements are expressed in standard terms of units/vessels by type.  The headquarters does not have a separate wartime manning document.  Additional personnel requirements are generally identified when a crisis occurs, and are then filled on an ad hoc, as available basis by the Component Commands or the Services.  

Following 9/11, USEUCOM (like the other Combatant Commands) received additional personnel from National Guard and Reserve units; the basis for the attachment of these personnel was the additional workload experienced in the three months following the attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon.  Some of these personnel were members of the Individual Ready Reserve (IRR) who had previously had active or reserve tours of duty in the headquarters.  However, these personnel frequently serve at the headquarters during non-crisis active tours of duty on an individually negotiated basis, rather than as a result of a comprehensive process to identify crisis and wartime contingency manning requirements.

Within USCENTCOM (as in the other Combatant Commands), FAOs assigned to the staff (in the J-2 and J-5) generally provide the necessary regional expertise in the operational planning process.  However, in planning for OEF and OIF, the process was highly compartmentalized (for security reasons) and did not allow for wider participation in the process. Although the USCENTCOM J-5 Plans Division is the only Combatant Command plans division to have a FAO billet authorized, senior officers in the Command believe that post-hostility planning suffered from the lack of input from personnel with regional expertise.

The USPACOM J-5 Plans Division Chief stated that if he had a template for considering language and regional expertise requirements, he would use it when developing OPLANs and CONPLANs.  Other Combatant Command J-5 plans officers supported this opinion.

USEUCOM ECJ-6 has implemented a system that seeks to supplement human language skills with machine translation capabilities.  The Coalition Chat Line (CCL) is a computer-based communications system that supports written dialog between two terminals whose operators speak different languages.  All messages must be sent in written form.  The operation resembles an Internet “chat room” – hence, the name – and allows the operators to achieve a significant degree of understanding despite the lack of a common language.  Although the system suffers from the normal, well-known limitations of computer translation and cannot achieve 100 percent accuracy, it allows the operators who have no common language to communicate more effectively than by attempting to use pidgin English over a static-filled radio channel.

CCL has undergone testing in a variety of exercises in the NATO area, including two Joint Warrior Interoperability Demonstrations (JWID), Combined Endeavor, and naval exercises in the European Theater.  USPACOM, USSOUTHCOM, and other Service Commands have also experimented with the system.  CCL is being used by the Polish-led division in Iraq, which has Spanish, Polish, and Ukrainian components.

U.S. Special Operations Command. USSOCOM has appointed a CLP Proponent within the headquarters and has published language planning guidance in USSOCOM Directives 350-10 and -22.  The USASOC Special Operations Forces Language Office (SOFLO) manages the contractor-supported USSOCOM language programs in each of the three Component Commands and facilitates the language requirements validation process.  The SOFLO does not oversee the initial language qualification programs for Army Special Forces (SF), Civil Affairs (CA), and Psychological Operations (PSYOP) personnel that is run by the U.S. Army Special Warfare Center and School, part of the TRADOC system.  The SOFLO has a small staff: one Army O-5 (currently a USAR Individual Mobilization Augmentee called up for Operation Enduring Freedom), one NCO, and three permanent government civilians. The office is expected to expand to two additional temporary GS civilian positions in the near future.

In August 2003, the SOFLO resurrected the practice of conducting an annual SOF Language Conference and has begun to be more active in other DoD language forums.  The SOFLO is also developing a SOF language database that will identify language billets, current incumbents, previous incumbents, and all language training and tests taken by SOF personnel throughout their careers. The intent of this effort is to integrate the assessment of language capability into the USSOCOM Strategic Readiness System (SRS), a balanced scorecard type of reporting. The SOFLO recognizes that the impact of language capability on existing unit readiness reporting is minimal and is generally based on whether or not language-coded billets are filled.

Process for Assessing Language and Regional Expertise Requirements.  According to personnel interviewed for this report, USSOCOM is still working on an overarching language strategy.  In the development of this strategy, the headquarters is conducting focus groups with a wide range of personnel across all Service components, AC and RC, and all other types of units.  This strategy is expected to address the lack of a “cohesive management framework” identified in the GAO reported (cited above) and to formalize the language requirements identification and validation process currently in use in the Command.  The current process is not intended to and does not identify or validate regional expertise requirements.
USSOCOM’s formal language requirements validation process (see Figure 6 below) is conducted by the SOFLO every two years, with oversight provided from the USSOCOM staff CLP Proponent.  Personnel interviewed at USSOCOM headquarters and from the SOFLO indicated that the process went as intended in 2003, receiving better input and greater attention at all levels than in the past.  The results were briefed to the USSOCOM Commander.  This process focuses on the number and type of language-required billets, which languages, and what levels of proficiency. Additionally, the process:

· Allows language requirements to be expressed as “any language practiced” in a designated region, such as Central Asia, rather than only as a specific language,

· Does not address operational requirements beyond those identified in coded billets, such as the need for additional military linguists, contract interpreters, or local hires for particular types of missions, and  focuses on “five-meter targets” that may limit the ability of Theater Special Operations Component Commanders and planners to take long-range view of language requirements.
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Figure 6:  USSOCOM Language Requirements Validation Process

The USSOCOM Language Requirements Validation Process consists of nine steps:

· Step 1:  Upon receipt of the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP) from the CJCS, the Commander of USSOCOM issues a Mission Letter to each of the Component Commands, describing their missions for up to five years in the future.  The other Combatant Commanders also send mission letters to their Service Special Operations Commands (SOCs).  In turn, the USSOCOM Component Commanders send Mission Letters to their subordinate commanders.  USSOCOM and the Component Commands coordinate their mission sets with, for example, the other Combatant Commands, the Theater Special Operations Commands (TSOCs), and the Services.

· Step 2:  Once every two years, the USSOCOM staff (Center for Policy, Readiness, and Training [SOOP]), in coordination with the SOFLO, initiates a language requirements review with an electronic message to the Component Commands requesting each Command to validate the current language-coded requirements and to identify new requirements, if any.

· Step 3:  The TSOCs and Component Commands conduct a 100 percent review of each language-coded billet and, based on the USSOCOM Mission Letter, identify those positions that should remain coded with the current language, those that should be recoded with a different language, those that do not need to be coded with a foreign language designator, and those positions that should be coded for the first time with a foreign language. DoD Directive 3305.6, Special Operations Forces (SOF) Foreign Language Policy, defines a language-designated position as: “Theater-CINC [Commander-in-Chief] identified and USCINCSOC [U.S. CINC Special Operations Command]-validated manning positions within SO [special operations] organizations requiring a specified level of language competence on the part of the incumbent and upon which readiness assessments are periodically conducted.”

The Service SOCs are expected to conduct their requirements assessment and validation in an “unconstrained planning environment;”  USSOCOM places no resource limits on the planning process at this point, although some of the Component Commands may include known resource constraints based on ongoing force structure initiatives.

· Step 4:  The TSOCs/Component Commands submit their language requirements to SOFLO, which coordinates the consolidated list of all potential language requirements with the USSOCOM staff.  At this point, SOFLO identifies issues that will require resolution (e.g., inconsistencies in mission and language requirements, excess/deficient capabilities in certain languages, disagreements between the Component Command staffs and Major Subordinate Units, etc.). SOFLO consolidates the list of language requirements in message format and forwards it to SOOP.

· Step 5:  Upon receipt, SOOP sends the consolidated list to the USSOCOM staff and the Combatant Commands, Service SOCs, and TSOCs for comment.

· Step 6:  The USSOCOM staff, Combatant Commands, Service SOCs, and TSOCs review the consolidated list, confirming that the list represents all of the capabilities necessary to support their special operations missions.

· Step 7:  Based on inputs from the USSOCOM staff, the Combatant Commands, Service SOCs, and TSOCs, the SOFLO identifies and resolves outstanding issues.  Once all issues have been resolved, the SOFLO formats the validated requirements and forwards the consolidated list to SOOP.

· Step 8:  SOOP staffs the consolidated requirements internally and issues a validation message, approved by the USSOCOM Commander, to the Service SOCs.

· Step 9:  The Service SOCs consider the supportability of the list of validated requirements, with force developers and resource managers assessing requested changes and identifying resource shortfalls.  It is at this point that resource constraints are inserted into the requirements validation process.  Service planners make the required adjustments to existing plans and documents (e.g., manning documents, organizational structures, training slots, etc.).  The Services then provide the requested forces (individuals and units) to the supported commanders.

During the most recent iteration of the USSOCOM Language Requirements Validation Process, the Army, Navy, and Component Commands identified over 300 language-coded billets that they anticipated no longer needing by the year 2008, reducing the Command’s total language requirement from 12,196 to 11,877. While the Air Force Special Operations Command total remained constant at 155, the Naval Special Warfare Command added 254 language billets and the Army Special Operations Command dropped 567 language positions.  In addition, the two Army National Guard Special Forces Groups (the 19th and 20th) were identified to be in the process of being re-missioned (as a result of a new JSCP) and are therefore being “re-languaged.”  The USSOCOM requirements process is being used to identify and validate these new language requirements.

USSOCOM subordinate units currently have some flexibility in defining their requirements.  Some Army SF groups prefer that an A Team have its 12 personnel divided into six different languages, each learned by two members, while other groups try to have all members of an A team learn the same language.  SOF units have generally built their language requirements around the so-called “big footprint” languages, such as Arabic, Russian, and French, rather than concentrating on more country- or ethnic group-specific languages.  

For missions that demand these “small footprint” languages (e.g., Dari and Pashto), USSOCOM uses “just-in-time,” pre-deployment training packages designed to gain survival level language skills. In some cases (according to personnel interviewed), subordinate commands have continued to identify current capabilities (i.e., assigned personnel drawing FLPP for a non-mission essential language), in addition to mission-driven capabilities, in their list of “requirements.”

The SOFLO has been investigating the use of technology to support initial, sustainment, and enhancement language training.

· SOFLO is working with the Fort Huachuca Battle Lab on adapting some commercial off-the-shelf (COTS) software for training in needed languages, part of the Language and Speech Exploitation Resource (LASER) Advanced Concept Technology Demonstration (ACTD).

· Some promotion of a Computer Speaking Skills Test, a computerized version of the Oral Proficiency Interview (OPI), but DLI has expressed its opposition to this method of assessing speaking skills.  Like other language technology items, this computer-based test appears to work well with Spanish, but has not been adapted for the very different sounds and tonal patterns in more complex languages.

· SOFLO currently ships computers and appropriate software to USSOCOM personnel who register for language sustainment programs.

The Defense Agencies
SAIC interviewed personnel from four Defense Agencies: (1) the Defense Intelligence Agency, (2) the Defense Threat Reduction Agency, (3) the Defense Security Cooperation Agency, and (4) the National Security Agency for this report.  Each of the agencies follows essentially the same or similar procedures for identifying and filling language and regional expertise requirements, although NSA’s process is of a considerably larger scope in consonance with its larger number of language requirements.  The following paragraphs describe three of the Defense Agencies’ (DIA, DTRA, and DSCA) procedures, followed by a description of NSA’s process.

Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA). DIA has a Training and Career Management Office that includes a Foreign Language Program Manager (FLPM).  This office reports directly to the Deputy Director of DIA and is responsible for coordinating language-related issues with other elements in the Agency. The functions of the FLPM are contained in DIA Regulation 24-8 (draft).  The identification of regional expertise requirements is assigned to the chiefs of the 11 Directorate of Human Intelligence (HUMINT) Operations (DHO) divisions.

DIA gives primary consideration to positions that require full-time foreign language skills.  Operational officers and debriefers are expected to maintain a foreign language, but not all have done so in the past.  Special emphasis is currently being placed on recruiting linguists for all positions in the Directorate of HUMINT Operations.  As a result of the recruiting policy instituted since 9/11, all future DIA officers involved in controlled activities will have language capability.  Special requirements for dialects are mostly addressed by hiring contract linguists.

The language and regional expertise requirements identification process in DIA is driven from the bottom up. Operational needs – as determined by the respective division and directorate managers – are the critical factor in determining language and regional expertise requirements. DIA used the guidance provided in existing DoD Directives (especially DoD Directive  5160.41, Defense Language Program) to formulate its language requirements process.  

DIA Directorates contribute to the Critical Language List that is an enclosure to that Directive (however, according to the DIA representatives interviewed, the list has remained in OSD, unsigned, “for years”).  The lack of an OSD-approved critical language list has had no practical consequences, since DIA (and other Defense Agencies and the Services) address their language requirements generated by their own operational requirements.  Future language requirements and priorities are determined by a committee of representatives from DHO, DI (Directorate for Intelligence), and the Joint Staff J-2, and are published annually as a DIA Critical Language List.  Currently, DIA assesses the top ten languages to be: Arabic, Chinese Mandarin, Chinese Cantonese, Pashto, Dari, Urdu, Serbo-Croatian, Korean, and Russian (with German a close eleventh).

As a result of the events of September 11, 2001, DIA has placed strong emphasis on recruiting already-qualified linguists.  To the extent possible, contract linguists are used to make up shortfalls in translation and document exploitation.  However, gaps between requirements and capabilities remain.  Personnel in DIA interviewed for this report identified a substantial shortage in Arabic linguists (this figure is based on “gut feel,” not on statistics). These shortfalls are undocumented, however.

Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA). Until recently, DSCA viewed language and regional expertise requirements determination as almost exclusively a Combatant Command responsibility, with DSCA coordination based only on foreign aid requirements.  However, two years ago DCSA was presented with the requirement to provide security assistance in Afghanistan – which, according to those interviewed, came as a major surprise.  Consequently, DSCA is now working with the Combatant Commands to develop contingency plans to meet future SAO requirements (e.g., in Iraq).  DSCA is trying to identify potential requirements up to five years in the future.

DSCA does not receive official planning assumptions from DoD, the State Department, or the Policy Community.  Lacking such guidance, DSCA planners extract the necessary information from the Defense Planning Guidance and Security Assistance Guidance to establish the priority of funds and for the identification of requirements.  This formal guidance is being augmented with common sense wargaming on potential future opportunities.  

U.S. Government arms sales and training agreements help determine where a security assistance presence is needed.  When a new requirement arises, the DSCA-sponsored presence generally uses a phased approach.  Initially, a local national is hired to support the local Defense Attaché. Later, as the volume of work grows, an NCO could be provided to support the Attaché.  The designation of a Security Assistance Officer usually indicates the imminent opening of an SAO office in that country.

Personnel interviewed at DSCA took pride in “dealing with reality” and in the Agency’s ability to accomplish the mission despite obstacles.  The DSCA leadership recognizes and supports the efforts of the Combatant Commands and SAOs to address language needs via local hires in the host countries as a work-around to formal language training for assigned SAO personnel.  While this practice has certain drawbacks (e.g., security clearances, the exclusion of non-cleared personnel from certain areas of the Embassies, and the need for uniformed SAO personnel to handle all classified matters themselves), it has proven to be effective.  DSCA would consider coding some deputy SAO positions for DoD Civilians (with language ability and other skills), but believes that only military officers should serve as the principals – their “authority, prestige, and expertise are essential.”

Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA). Arms control agreements drive DTRA’s language and regional expertise requirements. The Agency also receives frequent ad hoc taskings in areas that have little or nothing to do with arms control (e.g., support for the weapons of mass destruction search in Iraq). Since 1998, DTRA has received official planning assumptions from the Joint Staff, usually in April of each year.  These planning assumptions are used for mission planning and requirements identification.

For arms control requirements, DTRA uses almost exclusively military linguists.  Thus, if shortages occur in the Agency’s operational capability, DTRA addresses them by activating positions already validated (but not filled) on its manning document or by documenting/seeking additional military linguists.  DTRA reassesses its linguist needs regularly and, as missions terminate – such as the Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces Treaty inspections did in 2001 – it returns linguist billets to the Services.  Since 1995, the Agency has done so for 60 (out of 185) slots.  However, because the Army has an overage in Russian linguists, the Human Resources Command has requested DTRA to take Russian linguist assets in excess of its documented requirements.  

To obtain the skills of top-level, fully professional interpreters, DTRA hires civilians.  The Agency uses them to support various high-level conferences and meetings dealing largely with Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) activities.  Additionally, at the behest of DoD, DTRA supplies interpreters to escort senior Defense officials who deal with their Former Soviet Union counterparts on a variety of non-arms control related topics.  DTRA does not use contract linguists in the Continental United States, although the Agency does hire local nationals for some work done by DTRA field offices (such as in Kiev, Tashkent, Almaty, and Tbilisi).  The results have generally fallen below the level desired (according to the DTRA personnel interviewed), but have permitted mission accomplishment, nonetheless.

National Security Agency/Central Security Service (CSS).  The strategic hub for cryptologic language issues in NSA is the NSA/CSS Senior Language Authority Office. This office has led a recent initiative to improve the language capabilities of the personnel assigned to the Agency.
In recent Congressional testimony, Mr. William Black, Deputy Director, NSA/CSS, remarked that since 1999, in concert with the Director, Central Intelligence’s (DCI) Strategic Intent, the transformation of the NSA has been focused on four strategic goals: 

· Ensure responsive intelligence information and information assurance for national decision-makers and military commanders, 

· Continuously modernize the cryptologic system by using advanced technology to provide solutions for the production and protection of information, 

· Shape the NSA work force to meet SIGINT and Information Assurance mission challenges, and 

· Maximize the use of resources through effective business processes and prudent risk to achieve and sustain responsive Signals Intelligence and Information Assurance solutions.

In 1999, NSA convened a Joint Language Task Force to “solve the language problem” and to address the four strategic goals identified by the Deputy Director in his Congressional testimony.
  The Task Force was “focused on the 21st century multi-disciplined, multi-lingual ‘high-end Cryptologic Analyst.’” As part of its efforts, the Task Force recommended that NSA linguists be reclassified as high-end Cryptologic Analysts with the following skills:

· Linguist;

· Cultural expert;

· Target expert;

· Modern researcher;

· Interpretive analyst;

· Expert signals intelligence operative;

· Master teacher; and

· Adaptive performer.

The Task Force also made recommendations on hiring, development, management and utilization and retention of these “high-end Cryptologic Analysts.”

Within the past year, NSA has completed a detailed requirements analysis of all high-end Cryptologic Analyst billets, including those with language requirements. The requirements analysis was a joint end-to-end approach which was zero-based (i.e., not constrained by resources) and which resulted in the identification of approximately 2,300 worldwide language missions and their associated levels of difficulty (as defined in US SIGINTEL Directive 306).  In the process, the Agency documented the need for a level-3 requirement for many/most high-end Cryptologic Analysts’ missions and developed a Language Readiness Index (LRI), which compares the level of the mission to the capability of the analyst performing the mission for all missions performed by NSA.  This enabled the Agency to identify gaps and reinvest existing military billets to fill some of the gaps and increase the civilian end strength authorization to fill others.

The Senior Language Authority Office is leading the Agency’s efforts to develop a single language testing metric that will be used across NSA/CSS, the Intelligence Community and DoD “to assess foreign language listening and reading comprehension skills.”
Non-DoD Agencies
SAIC also interviewed personnel from non-DoD Agencies with language and regional expertise requirements. The following paragraphs briefly describe the requirements identification and validation procedures in the Department of State (DoS), Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), and the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA).

Department of State.  DoS recently published a document known as “Language Continuum,” which “is a strategic plan for pursuing a career-long integrated approach to the development of cadres of Department employees with advanced language capabilities.”
 

Only Foreign Service Officers (FSOs), not other State Department employees, have language requirements.  DoS recognizes two distinct types of requirements: foreign language required for specific positions and those for the advancement of an FSO’s career.  FSO positions abroad have specific language requirements keyed to the billet occupied.  None of these billet requirements exceeds a level-3 in speaking, although FSI believes that many positions, including most of those for ambassadors, require skills higher than a level-3.  FSOs must either meet these requirements or receive a waiver for them.  FSOs must also fulfill career language requirements, of which two exist.  One is a prerequisite for the removal from probation, and the second is a prerequisite for promotion to senior-level status.

Upon accession, a new FSO is placed on language probation, on which he or she remains until achieving a level-2 in speaking and listening comprehension.  Later in his/her career, in order to be eligible for promotion to more senior rank, each FSO must attain a level-3/3 in a “world language” – one of a list of commonly spoken languages, such as French or Spanish.

In recognition of the need for proficiency levels above level-3/3, FSI now uses all the time available for training to assist an FSO in rising above that level.  An FSO can also obtain a bonus for achieving billet qualification scores in less than the allotted time and terminating training early.  In order to achieve the higher levels, FSOs receive individual attention, absorb more culture, do more reading, have performance videotaped for critiques, and acquire in-country experience.

All Embassies perform an annual review of the language requirements for each position on the manning document and report the results to DoS in Washington. Language incentive pay is available to State Department employees who are serving abroad in positions that require language proficiency.  The amount of the incentive is pegged to a fixed rate and totals approximately $14,000-15,000 per year for skills at level-3/3. 

Federal Bureau of Investigation. The Language Services Section is a single-point management service for all language matters.  This office is responsible for all linguist matters in the FBI and is seeking to centralize all language-related functions in the name of efficiency.  The Language Services Section has no operational functions, but does have an operational outlook, interacting closely and regularly with the other divisions to ensure proper support of FBI actions in the field. The Language Services Section manages linguist matters in every respect: recruitment, testing, training, the performance of background checks, and utilization.

Prior to 1998, the FBI did not place a high priority on foreign language requirements identification and capabilities development and monitoring.  However, the FBI recognized the critical need for foreign language support – with the decision predating the bombings of the Embassies in Africa – and established the Language Services Section at a much higher level than ever before.  The Language Services Section coordinates closely with the other divisions to identify, validate, and fill requirements (primarily foreign language, but also some regional expertise).

Representatives from the Language Services Section regularly attend meetings with the Counter-terrorism Division so as to incorporate language support into operational planning. Also, the checklist for the conduct of Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA) operations includes language requirements; the considerations on this list must be addressed before a wiretap can be put in place.

Central Intelligence Agency. The divisions within CIA determine their own language requirements, normally based on current experience and projections rather than on guidance from above.  In 2002, in response to Congressional pressure and as part of its Strategic Program, CIA conducted a zero-based, Agency-wide review of existing language capabilities and the individual requirements for language-coded positions.  Every language-coded position was examined for accuracy and currency.  This very exacting process resulted in the establishment of a consolidated baseline for determining Agency requirements.  The CIA now conducts an annual review that establishes planning estimates for the following year.  This program, which affects the entire Agency, establishes the number of mission-critical vacancies for the next year.  Language hiring and training requirements are programmed for five years out.

Management-level positions have not yet been evaluated for either language requirements or capabilities.  Senior CIA personnel interviewed believed that those who hold key management positions should have language capabilities, but no current requirements exist in this regard.

Command Language Proponents and Programs

The Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies.  Two of the Combatant Commands have appointed a language proponent and each of the Military Services has established a Language Office, with language proponent responsibilities.  All of the AC and RC units with significant concentrations of linguists (primarily intelligence units, such as the 300th MI Brigade) that were identified during the conduct of research and interviews for this report have established Command Language Programs to oversee training and other language-related issues.

The USEUCOM Chief of Staff designated the Director of Intelligence (ECJ-2) as the language proponent for the Command.  According to the personnel interviewed at USEUCOM, the ECJ-2 was selected because the majority of linguists assigned to the Command have intelligence MOSs.  The ECJ-2 had not (as of the time of the interviews) developed plans, policies, or responsibilities for executing the Language Proponent duties.

The U.S. Special Operations Command’s Language Proponent (and USSOCOM Headquarters CLP Program Manager) is located in the Center for Policy, Training, and Readiness (SOOP).  The Commander, USSOCOM has also designated the U.S. Army Special Operations Command as the Executive Agent for language-related issues, and USASOC has established the Special Operations Forces Language Office to implement the Executive Agent responsibilities.  The responsibilities of the USSOCOM Language Proponent, the Executive Agent, and the SOFLO are delineated in USSOCOM Regulations 350-10 and -22.

In the Defense Agencies that were contacted, DSCA does not have a Language Proponent or a CLP.  DIA has a Language Proponent and a CLP, while DTRA does not have a proponent but does have a CLP.  In DIA, the Foreign Language Program Manager (FLPM) is located within the Training and Career Management Office.  This office reports directly to the Deputy Director of DIA, generally – but not necessarily – after coordinating with the other DIA directorates. The functions and responsibilities of the FLPM are contained in DIA Regulation 24-8 (draft).  

DTRA has not appointed a single proponent for language “because language and regional expertise permeate every activity in which DTRA participates” according to the personnel interviewed.  The Linguist Training Manager runs DTRA’s extensive, demanding, and multifaceted Command Language Program.  According to the personnel interviewed, because the Agency’s entire mission revolves around and is dependent on the language ability of its personnel, “the entire on-site inspection component of the DTRA command structure appreciates the criticality of linguists to mission success, values their contributions, and makes the point clear on a recurring basis.”

Considerations for Assigning Language Authority and CLP Responsibilities.  The U.S. Central Command does not presently have a Language Proponent appointed.  However, based on lessons learned from OEF and OIF, the Command’s senior leaders have become increasingly aware of and interested in language issues and their impacts on operational missions.  In response to questions posed to several USCENTCOM Flag Officers, SAIC received the following responses pertaining to foreign language management within the Command:


“The current staff process works adequately, but if more personnel were involved in language and regional expertise oversight, that might be an improvement.  But give flexibility to the combatant commander.”


“Need to have people on the staff who can look at language beyond just the intelligence arena and incorporate operational and logistical perspectives as well.   Perhaps that would be a high level General Staff person to look across the command and all staff functions.”


“It would probably be best to have an operator oversee such a program, best if directly answering to the Chief of Staff.  However, it might be a J-2 type working the issue, as they might have the best oversight and visibility of language requirements.  Such an office should not have the responsibility to ensure language sustainment.  That should remain a Service responsibility and would be beyond the capability of a Combatant Command.”


“Combatant commands do need a language program manager office to focus on the “Big Picture” of language issues across the staff.  J-1 could perform this function, as long as the J-1 was not a “personnelist,” but an operator.”


“Combatant commands don’t envision the language requirements.  Services fill the requirements for linguists and have the resources to meet those requirements.  Best oversight for language matters within the command headquarters would be the J-5 plans office, which must integrate input on a variety of subjects into operational plans.”


“J-2 does a good job, looking at the broad picture across the staff.  J-2 or J-5 would be the options to serve as Command Language Program Manager. To implement such a program, we would need to expand the staff.”


“Essential to have language and regional expertise visibility in units and organizations.  Not sure that J-2 is the right place for a Language Program Manager, but key is not the location, but rather to define the duties and responsibilities of such an office, then leave the structural side to each Combatant Commander. 


“J-2 is the current POC [point of contact] on language issues.  Personnel interviewed are not sure there is any advantage, one way or the other (i.e., using another staff directorate).  Service headquarters develop their language requirements based on input from the Service Component Commands and run programs to meet their own needs.”

These responses closely parallel those received from senior and Flag Officers at the other Combatant Commands.  In all of the Commands, there was support for – alternately – the J-1 (“it’s primarily a personnel issue and they have all the contacts”), the J-2 (“most linguists are intel-types and the J-2 has the experience dealing with them”), J-3 (“the J-3 has the authority to task”), and J-5 (“most language issues will involve plans and policies and that’s what the J-5 does”).  

Interestingly, opinions were not aligned in accordance with the location of the interviewee.  Some members of the J-2 suggested that they were the right office, while others in the same office recommended the J-1 or J-5.  Similar results occurred within the other J-Staff directorates.  Some of the more senior officers believed that a Combatant Command Language Proponent would have to be directly subordinate to the Commander or the Chief of Staff “in order to be able to make things happen across the staff.”

In summary, the majority (but not all) of those who were asked was in favor of appointing a Language Authority in the Combatant Commands, but respondents were split as to where that individual or office should be located.  In addition to the several senior officers who suggested the Chief of Staff’s office, a larger number of officers (and civilians) were in favor of either the J-2 or J-5, with a much smaller number voting for the J-1 or J-3.

SECTION VI – FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Planning and numerical shortfalls in language and regional expertise in the Combatant Commands will not be overcome quickly.  Numerous educational and institutional barriers combine to prolong the time required for optimal solutions.  Chief among these are: the limited number of foreign language speakers with a high level of proficiency in the less commonly taught languages; native/heritage speakers who are proficient in the foreign language and in English; extended training periods for the more difficult languages; the lack of strong sustainment and enhancement training programs; insufficient pay and career incentives; and competition from other agencies and the private sector for the limited pool of available talent.

Political, budgetary, and security factors also present obstacles.  These include: the competition for funding among DoD programs; Service biases toward operational and “traditional” warfighting skills instead of language and regional expertise; current and anticipated US security commitments in areas where more difficult, less commonly taught languages predominate; and, as noted previously, the present limited focus on language and regional expertise programs in most of the Combatant Commands.  Additional obstacles include: a long “start up” period even with senior leadership support and a lack of coordinated and consistent Military Department approaches for improving language and regional expertise in the Combatant Commands.

Despite the imperatives of transformation, incremental improvements offer the best hope for the near-term.  While revolutionary goals are needed, evolutionary approaches are required to achieve them.  These include: additional and better use of Reserve Component and contractor resources; focusing efforts on the AORs where the need for language and regional expertise is most urgent; establishing shorter Headstart-type language and regional expertise programs; improving the Service Component FAO programs, as recommended in Task 2; and improved language sustainment and enhancement programs for all language capable personnel.

Language and Regional Expertise Requirements Process

1. Finding.  DoD does not have a comprehensive and integrated strategy for language and regional expertise.

· Discussion.  In the absence of an overarching strategy and policy guidance, the Military Departments have developed, identified, and trained personnel with language and regional expertise to meet the Services’ requirements.  Without OSD or CJCS policy to support them, the Combatant Commands have been unable to justify increasing their language and regional expertise requirements. 
2. Finding. The Combatant Commands lack a common and systematically applied requirements determination process.

· Discussion. All Combatant Commands identify language and regional expertise requirements for their headquarters staff on their Joint manning documents (Joint Table of Distribution and Joint Manning Document), using a well-understood but largely undocumented process.  The Commands’ manning documents identify Service specialty and language (and regional) expertise (including level of proficiency) requirements for selected positions.  Combatant Commands revalidated language (and regional) expertise requirements for their headquarters and directly subordinated units in early 2003.  Requirements revalidations were not all zero-based (i.e., some Commands started with existing positions and did not add significant numbers of new requirements), except for USCENTCOM and USSOUTHCOM.  EJMAPS is expected to enhance and expedite the requirements validation process.  

Not all “apparent” language billets are coded for personnel with language skills (e.g., most non-FAO positions in USEUCOM, USPACOM, USSOUTHCOM, and USCENTCOM J-5, as well as some in the J-4).  OEF and OIF lessons learned may lead to the identification of additional language and regional expertise requirements, especially for the magnitude and nature of the capabilities needed to execute existing OPLANs and unexpected contingency operations in any Combatant Command’s AOR.  The existing requirements process did not accurately identify either specific language (or regional) expertise requirements (i.e., what languages) or their scope (i.e., how many linguists) for OEF, OIF, and other GWOT operations.  All Combatant Commands have identified requirements for languages not included on the DoD investment language list.

The Combatant Command operational requirements process uses only current force structure to shape its war plans.  Unlike the Requirements Generation System that ties personnel requirements to doctrine, the operational requirements process does not create new requirements.  It serves only to identify current resources needed to address capabilities required by the Combatant Commander to successfully accomplish the current missions assigned by national leadership.  In the event a Combatant Command identifies a capability that is not available, the Command makes this need known through the Joint Staff, via Joint Monthly Manpower Report (JMMR) or Joint Quarterly Readiness Review (JQRR) channels, or by going directly to the Service Component.  Service operational requirements are, with minor differences, handled in the same way.

These problems are being addressed in an ongoing study in the Joint Staff J-7.

3. Finding. Recent reviews of language and regional expertise requirements conducted by the Combatant Commands and Military Departments were not zero-based.  They do not, therefore, necessarily reflect actual requirements, only requirements for which resources have been provided.  The current practice of filling language- and FAO-coded billets with non-qualified personnel or personnel from another Service effectively hides some requirements that are routinely filled with personnel who do not meet all of the requirements.

· Discussion. Some of the Combatant Commands (USEUCOM and USPACOM) and Military Departments (with the exception of the Marine Corps) have not recently conducted a zero-based review for language and regional expertise requirements.  Guidance provided from the chain of command has been to identify requirements that have either been previously validated (even if not resourced) or can be resourced within currently available manpower and funding limitations.  Current requirements thus do not necessarily reflect actual and complete Combatant Command and Military Department needs.

The Combatant Commands and Services routinely fill billets with personnel who do not meet all of the requirements or who are from a Service other than that identified on the JTD.  This practice leads to the recoding (i.e., eliminating the language requirement) of some billets that do not get filled with qualified personnel over a number of years, not coding any billets for Navy FAOs, and “horse-trading” among the Services, whereby one Service fills more than its “fair share” of billets, while another Service determines that it has no unfilled requirements.

4. Finding.  There is widespread awareness and acceptance of the importance of language (and regional) expertise and the need to better manage these assets.

· Discussion.  Recognition of the importance of language and regional expertise – and the apparent shortfalls in these areas – has not yet led to filling language (and regional) expertise requirements or of documenting the heretofore identified but undocumented additional language and regional expertise required billets within the Combatant Commands and Military Departments.

5. Finding.  Most Combatant Command staffs believe that the definition of a linguist should include listening, reading, and speaking skills, although Service requirements and DLI training programs have not been modified to incorporate additional emphasis on speaking proficiency.

· Discussion.  Most language-coded billets include requirements for listening and reading, but not for speaking.  Current billet coding procedures allow for the recording of reading and listening comprehension proficiency requirements, but not for speaking.  The current requirements definition process does not allow for the identification of requirements by range of capability (e.g., interpreter, translator, fully-qualified FAO, etc.).

6. Finding.  DoD does not currently have a comprehensive and accurate database of personnel with language and regional expertise capabilities.  

· Discussion.  Personnel data that is available is based on a variety of sources, including academic reports from DoD-funded language training programs (e.g., DLI and FSI), results of officially administered DLAB and DLPT tests, and self-reporting by individuals.  The Department has no procedures for recording regional expertise, other than in association with Service FAO programs.  Current Service and Joint manning documents do not identify billets with regional expertise requirements, except for FAO/ RAO, Attaché, security cooperation, and similar billets.  

7. Finding.  Several existing requirements identification and validation processes exist that have the potential to address language and regional expertise requirements.

· Discussion.  The Joint Requirements Oversight Council (Figure 4 above) and Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment (Figure 5 above) process, that matches the acquisition system with the warfighter, starts with a mission needs statement, followed by an overarching systems requirement definition, an operational requirements document, and ends in an approved acquisition program.  At each step of this process, the warfighter – represented by the Combatant Commands, the Joint Staff, and the Services, has the opportunity to provide input and refine requirements.  The USSOCOM Language Requirements Validation Process (Figure 6 above) begins with the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan and Special Operations Mission Letters, identifies and validates capability requirements, determines operational and manning requirements, and integrates those requirements into war plans and force design.  As with the JWCA and JROC processes, the Language Requirements Validation Process allows the Combatant Commands and the Services to provide input and refine requirements.  Either of these processes has potential applicability to DoD’s language and regional expertise requirements identification and validation needs.

Language and Regional Expertise in Operational Planning

8. Finding.  With the exception of USSOCOM, the Combatant Commands do not currently explicitly consider language and regional expertise requirements in operational planning.  

· Discussion.  Because of the nature of Special Operations Forces, USSOCOM integrates language and regional expertise into operational planning as a matter of course.  Most SOF forces have language and regional expertise capabilities integral to their standard organizational structures.  Planners at USSOCOM Headquarters and in the Component Commands identify when additional capability is required for mission accomplishment and adjust troop lists accordingly.  The other Combatant Commands do not, on a routine and systematic basis, integrate language and regional expertise requirements into operational planning for OPLANs and CONPLANs.  Unit capabilities – such as Civil Affairs and Psychological Operations – are generally considered and prioritized, but individual capabilities – such as FAOs, Liaison Officers, and interpreters – are generally not considered when OPLANs and CONPLANs are developed.  Individuals interviewed at USCENTCOM acknowledged that the lack of such considerations had an adverse effect during the execution of the OEF and OIF OPLANs.  Several of the J-5 Plans Officers interviewed in the Combatant Commands supported a “template” approach that would provide language and regional expertise planning considerations.  The draft JOPES II Language Appendix (Annex C), dated 8 January 2004, has the potential to provide such a template. 

Placement of Language and Regional Expertise in the Management Structure

9. Finding. DoD lacks an effective foreign language oversight process. Service foreign language oversight processes are limited and tend to focus on intelligence requirements.

· Discussion.  Accomplishing the spectrum of multi-faceted and complex Defense Language Transformation objectives will require focused oversight at the OSD, Joint Staff, Military Department, and Combatant Command levels.  Current Service foreign language programs are focused primarily on intelligence requirements.  The goal of Defense Language Transformation is to address language and regional expertise requirements across all functional areas.  Establishing a language and regional expertise proponent within OSD, the Joint Staff, the Military Departments, the Combatant Commands, and key Defense Agencies will assist in attaining Defense Language Transformation objectives.

10. Finding.  With the exception of USEUCOM and USSOCOM, the Combatant Commands have not established Command Language Programs or designated a Language Proponent.

· Discussion.  The 1993 DoD IG Report recommended that the Combatant Commands establish CLPs.  To date, only USSOCOM has done so.  USEUCOM has designated the ECJ-2 as the Language Proponent but has not yet established roles and responsibilities for that position.  The lack of a language (and regional expertise) proponent within the Combatant Commands results in “stovepiping” – the J-2 generally oversees intelligence-related language requirements for the headquarters and subordinate commands, but other, non-intelligence requirements (e.g., FAOs, interpreters, planners, etc.) remain either unrecognized, unsupported, or undocumented.  Prior to OEF and OIF, language and regional expertise requirements had not risen to the level of senior leader cognizance.

11. Finding.  Senior leaders in the Combatant Commands recognize the potential value of a language and regional expertise proponent for their Commands, but are split over the appropriate location of the individual/office and its responsibilities.

· Discussion.  Most of the senior officers interviewed in the Combatant Commands believed that designating a language and regional expertise proponent would assist in integrating all requirements across the headquarters.  The most senior Flag Officers stressed that any OSD directive should tell them what to do, but not how to do it, as each Command has unique requirements that “do not fit ‘cookie-cutter’ solutions directed from above.”  Most agreed that the proponent, in order to be effective, would require direct access to the Commander, Deputy Commander, or Chief of Staff.  Support for a language proponent at the O-6 level and below was not as strong, and many of these officers believed that if a language and regional expertise proponent were appointed, he/she should be in one of the existing J-Staff directorates.

12. Finding.  All of the Military Departments have placed the Language Offices in their respective Service intelligence staffs.  This organizational decision reinforces the traditional approach to focusing on intelligence-related language requirements and capabilities to the de facto exclusion of non-intelligence related language and regional expertise requirements and capabilities.
· Discussion.  Each of the Services has established a Language Office and assigned it responsibility for acting as the Service’s language proponent.  The practical effect of placing these offices in the Service intelligence staffs is that they focus on intelligence-related language requirements.  Operational, logistical, political-military policy, and other language requirements may not be routinely considered, as the Language Offices have been staffed by personnel with almost exclusively intelligence backgrounds and specialties.  None of these offices has direct access to the senior Service leadership outside of their directorate.  Communication and coordination between the Services’ Language Offices and with the OSD-level Language Proponent occurs with routinely.  None of the offices have been assigned responsibility for acting as their Service’s regional expertise proponent.  

SECTION VII – OPTIONS FOR CONFIGURATION OF COMMAND STRUCTURES AND ESTABLISHMENT OF A LANGUAGE AND REGIONAL EXPERTISE REQUIREMENTS IDENTIFICATION AND VALIDATION PROCESS

This section describes options for the placement of language in the management structure in the Department of Defense and the establishment of a language and regional expertise requirements identification and validation process.  The options are organized around: 

· The development of a systematic, capabilities-based process for determining language and regional expertise requirements; and 
· The establishment of a command language and regional expertise program and management function.
1.  Capabilities-Based Language and Regional Expertise Requirements Process

This section considers options for developing and implementing a systematic and comprehensive process for identifying and validating language and regional expertise requirements in DoD.

a. Continue to use the current system of systems.  Following publication of an overarching DoD Directive with language and regional expertise policies and responsibilities, the Joint Staff would document the existing system (used by the Combatant Commands, Defense Agencies, and Military Departments) and publish it as a CJCS Instruction (CJCSI).  The new CJCSI would assign responsibilities to the Combatant Commands to identify language and regional expertise requirements, which would then be validated in coordination with the Services and Defense Agencies.  The Joint Staff would assume an implementation oversight role and OSD would assume a policy oversight role for the process.

Pros:  This option creates the least amount of staff and process reorganization within DoD.  The DoD Components would continue to identify and validate requirements as they do now, but the process would be documented, enforcing more rigor on the system than is currently the case.  This option could be implemented in a relatively short period of time with only modest additional resources.

Cons:  This option would provide only marginal improvement over the present system, which has proven to be ineffective in identifying all language and regional expertise requirements within the Combatant Commands.

b. Apply the Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment and Joint Requirements Oversight Council processes to identify and validate language and regional expertise requirements.  Under this option, the Combatant Commands would initiate the requirements identification process, based on a capabilities-based assessment, and coordinate the results through the Joint Staff to the Services, OSD, and the Defense Agencies (similar to the JWCA process for equipment requirements).  Once mission capabilities and requirements had been validated, the JROC process would provide senior-level oversight and integration into other OSD, Joint, and Service programs and initiatives.

Pros:  Establishing a JWCA/JROC process for language and regional expertise requirements identification and validation would substantially increase oversight and command involvement.  This option would build on a proven, existing process, obviating the need for a new process.  This option would allow the Combatant Commands to document many of their currently undocumented requirements and provide a forum for the validation of these additional requirements where all affected organizations are involved.

Cons:  The JWCA and JROC processes have evolved into almost exclusively equipment acquisition actions, and are not currently organized to handle non-acquisition requirements.  Implementing this option would increase Joint Staff and OSD involvement, as well as formalizing Service involvement, thus likely increasing resource requirements for the respective staffs.  It would also require a longer period to implement.

2.  Configuration of Command Structures

This section considers options for providing functional area management for language and regional expertise and where responsibility should be placed within the Combatant Commands.

a. Assign responsibility for the command language and regional expertise program as an additional duty to one of the existing J-Staff directorates (e.g., J-2, J-3, or J-5) within the Combatant Command.  The designated J-Staff directorate would become the Command’s office of primary responsibility (OPR) for all language and regional expertise matters.  The directorate would be responsible for coordinating language and regional expertise issues within the headquarters and reporting on these issues on a routine basis.  Directorates with language and regional expertise requirements would remain responsible for identifying and validating those requirements, as well as identifying and reporting any language or regional expertise readiness issues.

Pros:  This option creates the least amount of staff reorganization for the Combatant Commands.  Each Command could determine which directorate would be most appropriate, based on the AOR and the types of language and regional expertise requirements within the Command.  This option requires the least resources and could be implemented almost immediately.

Cons:  This option would not provide visibility for language and regional expertise issues across the staff and would generally not ensure command interest and support for these type issues.  Due to the constrained resource environment, the designated directorate would probably assign this as an additional duty to an already-busy action officer, reducing the consideration of language and regional expertise issues in planning and executing major activities and during crises.

b. Assign responsibility for the command language and regional expertise program and provide resources for the establishment of a Command Language Program Cell (CLPC) within one of the existing J-Staff directorates (e.g., J-2, J-3, or J-5) within the Combatant Command.  The CLPC would become the Command’s OPR for all language and regional expertise matters.  The Cell would be responsible to the Director of the designated J-Staff directorate for coordinating language and regional expertise issues within the headquarters and reporting on these issues on a routine basis.  The Cell would initiate staff actions to ensure that directorates with language and regional expertise requirements identified and validated those requirements.  The Cell, in conjunction with the other directorates, would be responsible for identifying and reporting any language or regional expertise readiness issues.

Pros:  Establishing a CLPC would increase visibility for language and regional expertise issues across the staff and could ensure command interest and support for these type issues.  Each Command could determine which directorate would be most appropriate for the Cell, based on the AOR and the types of language and regional expertise requirements within the Command.

Cons:  This option requires new resources or the reallocation of existing resources within the Combatant Command Headquarters.  Establishing a CLPC could increase visibility for language and regional expertise issues across the staff, but might not ensure command interest and support for these type issues.

c. Assign responsibility for the command language and regional expertise program and provide resources for the establishment of a Command Senior Language Authority (CSLA) under the office of the Combatant Command Chief of Staff, Deputy Commander, or Commander.  The CSLA would become the Command’s senior authority for all language and regional expertise matters.  The Senior Authority would be responsible to the Commander for coordinating language and regional expertise issues within the headquarters and reporting on these issues on a routine basis.  The Cell would initiate staff actions to ensure that directorates with language and regional expertise requirements identified and validated those requirements.  The Senior Authority would be responsible for identifying and reporting any language or regional expertise readiness issues.

Pros:  Establishing a CSLA would increase visibility for language and regional expertise issues across the staff and would ensure command interest and support for these type issues.  The Senior Authority would become the Commander’s primary advisor, ensuring continuity and a comprehensive, systematic approach for language and regional expertise issues.  Each Command could determine where in the Command Group would be most appropriate for the Senior Authority, based on the AOR and the types of language and regional expertise requirements within the Command.

Cons:  This option requires new resources or the reallocation of existing resources within the Combatant Command Headquarters.  Directing the establishment of a CSLA within the Command Group would restrict the Combatant Commanders’ flexibility and perceived command prerogative.

VIII – RECOMMENDATIONS

This section contains recommendations for the configuration of command structures to fully integrate the concept of language capability and its employment in military operations.
1. DoD should publish a Directive establishing a comprehensive strategy and policies for accomplishing the Defense Language Transformation objectives.  The DoD Directive should:

a. Establish a capabilities-based language and regional expertise requirements identification and validation process, based on the Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment and overseen by the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (in accordance with Option 1.b., Section VII above).

b. Incorporate the USSOCOM Language Requirements Validation Process as an example of language and regional expertise requirements identification and validation process for the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies.

c. Include a definition of and examples of what a linguist does.  The definition and duty description should include all potential aspects of being a linguist, including intelligence, operational, logistical, political-military, and arms control duties.  The definition should be broad enough to be applicable for officers, warrant officers, enlisted personnel, civilians, and contractors.

d. Identify responsibilities within OSD and the Joint Staff for language and regional expertise program oversight.

e. Direct the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies to establish a Command Senior Language Authority (in accordance with Option 2.c., Section VII above).

f. Direct the Military Departments to ensure that their Language Offices act as proponents for all language issues (such as intelligence-, operations- logistics-, political-military-, and arms control-related language issues) within the Services.

g. Establish Combatant Command, Military Department, and Defense Agency linguist readiness reporting standards, based on criteria described in the Directive.

2. In coordination with the Military Services and the Defense Manpower Data Center, DoD should establish a comprehensive and accessible database that identifies the language and regional expertise of all military and civilian personnel within the Department of Defense.
3. The Joint Staff, in conjunction with the Military Departments, Combatant Commands, and other DoD Components should expedite the staffing and publication of the JOPES II Language Appendix or a similar language and regional expertise operational planning tool.
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The Combatant Command Senior Language Authority should be assigned the following types of responsibilities:

· Advises commander on all language/area expertise matters in Command.

· Serves as Command “Senior Linguist” for language-related personnel issues.

· Periodically conducts staff training on the use, capabilities, and limitations of linguists and FAOs.  Serves as the in-house source of expertise on these issues.

· Participates in the review of manning documents and validation process for billets requiring language or regional expertise.

· Ensures that OPLANS, CONPLANS fully address language/area expertise.

· Provides expertise on methodology, allocation rules to be used in linguist requirements planning.

· Reviews the linguist and area expertise components of the OPLANS and CONPLANS for all staff sections and subordinate commands for completeness, numbers, reasonable approach, proficiency levels, special skills, languages and dialects needed, etc.

· Ensures proper definition of requirements for linguist augmentation and outsourcing, especially for large-scale operations.  

· Maintains liaison with the RC units that augment the Command’s language capabilities.  Ensures that their language and regional training fits the Command’s needs and mission.  Provides assistance, as required.

· Knows procedures for and, using inputs from staff sections and subordinate commands, procures contract linguists under the INSCOM Worldwide Linguist Support Contract.

· Compiles and presents/submits to coalition partners or Host Nation the Command’s and, if appropriate, subordinate elements’ requests for language assistance.

· Ensures that LOGCAP contracts include provisions for adequate language support.

· Provides operational oversight of linguists, regional expertise assets, and multi-language technology.

· Advises the commander on the allocation, and employment of military and contract linguists, especially in crisis or wartime scenarios.

· Serves as resident expert on the employment and limitations of multi-language technology (e.g., VoxTec Phraselator) in both operational and garrison environments.

· Ensures that training exercises include significant language play, as well as scenarios that promote battlespace awareness and test area expertise at all levels.

· Serves as Command Language Program (CLP) Manager.

· Establishes and runs the language sustainment program for HQ personnel.

· Incorporates operational perspectives and Command issues into language training.

· Ensures annual testing, arranges for Oral Proficiency Interviews and reporting of scores, informs superiors of the holders of language-coded billets (including FAOs) of their personnel’s results, ensures counseling of such personnel on matters related to language/regional expertise and career development, as appropriate. 

· Serves as Command Regional Expertise Program Manager .

· Organizes/conducts a regular regional expertise sustainment program for FAOs, other Command personnel.

· Organizes, conducts and/or arranges for focused, just-in-time “Super Headstart” pre-deployment training geared to areas of likely conflict.

· Ensures that training covers geography, culture, some language, order of battle, personalities, history, alliances, religion, sociology, and other topics relevant to the Command’s mission and plans.

· Presents such training to subordinate commands, as directed.

· Conducts general all-hands training at regular intervals (e.g., annually).

· Makes available reference materials/handbooks/CDs containing data and information on the AOR.

· Tailors training for the grade and responsibilities of the audience. 

· Organizes in-country immersion training for key personnel, as directed. 

· Maintains authoritative Command records and data on language/regional planning issues and analyzes the adequacy of the Command’s solutions.

· Submits after-action reports (AARs) and other reports on the sufficiency and employment of language and regional expertise to appropriate authority (TBD) for study and incorporation into the process for development/refinement of language doctrine.
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APPENDIX 1

1. PURPOSE. To provide guidance for identifying foreign language requirements in the deliberate planning process.

2. REFERENCES.

a. Department of Defense Directive 5160.41, “Defense Language Program (DLP), April 7, 1988

b. DoD Directive 5137.1, “Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, Communications, and Intelligence), April 2, 1985

c. DoD Directive 5010.16, “Defense Management Education and Training Program,” July 28, 1972

d. DoD Directive 4100.5, “Commercial Activities Program,” August 12, 1985 

e. DoD Instruction 4100.33, “Commercial Activities Program Procedures,” September 9, 1985

f. DoD 5105.38-M, “Security Assistance Management Manual,” (Chapter 10), April 1, 1984, authorized by DoD Directive 5105.38, August 10, 1978

g. DoD Directive 2055.3, “Manning of Security Assistance Organizations and the Selection and Training of Security Assistance Personnel,” March 11, 1985

h. Title 10, United States Code, Section 2002

i. DoD Directive 5210.70, “DoD Cryptologic Training,” November 3, 1980

j. DoD Directive 3305.2, “DoD General Intelligence Training,” July 20, 1984

k. AR 350-20, Management of the Defense Foreign Language Program, March 15, 1987

l. AR 611-6, Army Linguist Management, February 16, 1996

m. TRADOC 350-70, Training Development Management, Processes, and Products, September 24, 1995

n. OPNAVINST 1550.7B

o. AFR 50-40

p. MCO 1550.4D

3. GENERAL.

a. This Appendix  provides guidance for DoD staffs planning articulation of operational requirements to support Combatant Commands, Military Services and Defense Agencies with foreign language capabilities.  Requirements identified through the deliberate planning process in the context of Theater and  Defense Planning Guidance will enhance military service and agency activities to develop and maintain an adequate and appropriate language and area support force essential to mission success.

b. Combatant Commanders and supporting commanders will ensure that JSCP tasked deliberate plans include sufficient detail to permit force planning with regard to language and area specialist capabilities.  Combatant Commands and supporting commands will outline requirements for language and area specialist capabilities and list shortfalls by number, language, and skill level required.  Requirements and manning documentation will reflect the command and agency needs along with recommendation for sourcing to meet those needs – active, reserve, civilian specialist or contract services.  The goal is to optimize development, maintenance and employment of uniformed language and area specialist resources in support of future military operations. 

c. By standardizing the way in which we employ and resource military linguists, identify requirements and highlight shortfalls, the Services and the Combatant Commands will be better able to project, recruit, train and retain their active and reserve component military language specialists and language capable personnel as well as being better able to define their contract linguist needs.  

(Format, Linguist Appendix)

CLASSIFICATION


HEADQUARTERS, _________________

________________________________________

APPENDIX 1 TO ANNEX E ---------------------------------------( )

LANGUAGE AND AREA SPECIALIST REQUIREMENTS ( )

CLASSIFICATION

1.  Situation

a. ( ) General.   Briefly characterize the situation of US, coalition and hostile forces in the context of the planned operation and the area of operations (AOR). Identify the primary indigenous and official languages and linguas francas within the AOR. Identify language and area specialist requirements and shortfalls in current force structure by language, task to be performed, and proficiency levels required in the context of theater operational and contingency planning.   Table 1 provides general guidance for defining proficiency  levels required for specific tasks while Table 2 provides a listing of service occupational skill designators in current usage.

b.( ) List specialist requirements by type, to include: 


1. ( ) Interpreter/Translators.   Interpretation is the oral rendering of meaning from one spoken language into another. Translation is the rendering by writing of meaning from one written language into another language.  War fighting units may require interpretation and translation capabilities to support commanders in communicating with coalition and hostile forces in building up to confrontation, engagement, and stabilizing operations against hostile forces.  Civil affairs and psychological operations units may require language specialist support in wartime and peacetime missions.  Law enforcement, medical, logistical, transportation, and engineer units may require language capability in support of wartime, contingency and peacetime missions.  List requirements by language (including dialect), task to be performed, skill level desired and numbers of specialists required.  Assign security clearance required for each task.


2. ( ) Intelligence collection and analysis. Communications Intelligence (COMINT) and Human Intelligence (HUMINT) together with intelligence research and analysis missions demand highly-skilled foreign language capability.  Human resource requirements (language analyst) for COMINT purposes require proficiency in reading, listening and understanding.  HUMINT and related literature intelligence collection and processing (interrogator, interpreter, translator) require skill in reading, listening, understanding and speaking.  Interrogators performing in counter-intelligence roles require skill comparable to HUMINT specialists.  Intelligence research and analysis capability is enhanced if the analysts possess the target language and area knowledge.  List requirements by language (including dialect), task to be performed, skill level desired and numbers of specialists required.  Assign security clearance required for each task.

    3. ( )  Language capable Special Op0erations Forces (SOF)  Execution of SOF core tasks require foreign language proficiency in support of wartime, contingency and peacetime missions. List requirements by SOF Service component, language (including dialect), SOF core task to executed (unconventional warfare (UW), foreign internal defense (FID), direct action (DA), special reconnaissance (SR), psychological operations (PSYOP), counter-terrorism (CT), civil affairs operations (CAO), counter-proliferation  of WMD (CP), information operations (IO) to be performed, skill level desired, and numbers of SOF Language Capable personnel required.  Assign security clearance required for each task.


4. ( ) Other: Foreign Area Officer, Liaison Officer, Politcal-Military Officer.  These personnel execute coalition, military diplomatic, and staff functions in Combatant Commands and may be integrated with the Country Team.  These officers require high proficiency in listening, reading, understanding and speaking.  Their additional expertise will include local and regional knowledge in culture, political environment, government, religion and societal issues.  These officers may serve on headquarters staffs and at the maneuver unit level.


4. ( ) Multi-language Technology is any technology that is used to augment human communication and processing capabilities.  There are two broad classes of multi-language technology:

Class A.  Tools to augment and enhance human performance in rendering translation of written foreign language text and in interpretation of foreign language oral communications.

Class B.  Tools to facilitate communication across language barriers in the absence of adequate human translators and interpreters.

Requirements for multi-language technology should be articulated in the same manner as requirements for human language specialists.  In order to ensure interoperability, applicable commercial and government standards for language learning and processing technology must be cited in documentation and specification.  List technology requirements by language, by task or function to be performed, interoperability standards, and by operational environmental constraints.  

2. ( ) Execution.

a. ( ) Operational linguist requirements are fundamentally different depending upon wartime or SSC, as a group, they are also fundamentally different from other military requirements for the following reasons:                                                                                                        

(1). ( ) Linguists are not multi-apportioned.  Unlike an infantryman, pilot or most other military occupations, linguists are targeted for a specific region or nation and can be effectively employed only for contingencies in that area.  For example, an Arabic interrogator would not be able to satisfy the need for a Chinese interrogator.  Identify the expected linguist requirements and shortfalls expected during execution and a probable time line for their employment.

(2) ( ) Linguists differ from other military occupations in cost.  All military skills undergo initial occupational training.  More often than not, traditional military occupational training does not exceed six months.  For linguists, training time can be considerably longer.  Training time ranges from a low of 6 months to as much as 16 months, depending upon the complexity of the language.  Identification of requirements and shortfalls is critical to mission success based on the time required to produce qualified personnel.  Identify requirements and shortfalls by service within the expected AOR. 

(3) ( ) Language capable SOF personnel are regionally oriented and are not employed to translate or interpret.  They are employed to execute SOF core tasks and so, are still capable of being employed effectively outside their designated region depending on the mission, the criticality of foreign language skills to the mission and the availability of suitable translators.  Identify SOF language requirements and shortfalls by service within the expected AOR.  

4. ( ) COORDINATION.  Coordination with the service foreign language program office and the  Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center is encouraged to help define language skill levels required for task to be performed.   Prepare a memorandum requesting confirmation of skill levels assigned. Include the following information: 

1. Foreign language required 

2. Area of operations 

3. Tasks to be performed by language specialists

4. Proficiency level required.  Define tentative proficiency levels for all of the following categories:  reading, listening, speaking, and writing using the questions and task descriptions in Table 1.

 Address the memorandum to:

Commandant

DLI Foreign Language Center

Presidio of Monterey

Monterey CA 93944-5000

Provide copies to Service Language Program Office.

5. Sourcing Strategy.


() In order to ensure that language capabilities are available when needed, the planner should consider options open within the timeframe available from planning to intended execution.  Active duty and reserve component language specialists assigned to supporting commands and otherwise available with the service departments are the primary source of employable language skills.  Active duty and reserve component foreign area specialists may be considered for certain positions.  DoD civilian employees with language skills and contract language specialists afford secondary opportunities.  The Service Language Program Office is the primary source of information on active duty and reserve component language specialists.  The Defense Manpower Data Centers offers the Automated Linguist Finder as a tool for rapid identification of military language specialists.  The Special Operations Forces Language Office database system provides information on SOF language specialists and language capable SOF personnel within the service components.   For less-diffuse languages or requirements that are beyond the active and reserve component assets, the language support planner may turn to the Civilian Personnel Management System or contractor support services through the General Services Administration multiyear schedules for identification and location of  available language specialists.  In some instances, host or coalition nations may possess the requisite language capabilities.  For sourcing by civilian employee or contract support, the planner must prepare necessary documentation to engage these assets. Provide a roadmap for acquiring the required language capabilities from all available sources. 

6. Security

( ) Security clearance required for each task to be performed will be dependent on the sensitivity of the information processed, operational and information security guidance, and the operating environment in which the task will be performed. For example, screening of refugees, prisoners and captured documents may be performed at the unclassified level by language specialists without security clearance other than National Agency Check for force protection purposes.  In general, seek to assign security clearance requirements for each task at the lowest level consistent with sound force protection and operational/information security practice.

TABLE  1

Guidance for Definition of Proficiency Levels Required for Specific Tasks          

(1)  Are listening skills needed?
                    [  ]  No.  Skip to (2)
                    [  ]  Yes.  Continue in this section.
                    (a)  In what form will the linguists receive the spoken foreign language material?  (Choose all that apply.)
[  ]  Television                           [  ]  Satellite transmission
[  ]  Commercial radio               [  ]  Telephone
[  ]  In person                             [  ]  Other
                     (b)  Which option below best describes the minimum degree of listening skills needed by the linguist to perform the duties of this position?
[  ]  Level 0+
Text Type:  Short memorized utterances or formulae
Listener Function:  Gets some main ideas
Accuracy of Comprehension:  Understands with difficulty even native speakers who are used to dealing with foreigners.
[  ]  Level 1]
Text Type:  Very simple conversations consisting mostly of questions and answers.
Listener Function:  Understands main ideas.
Accuracy of Comprehension:  Little precision in information understood.  Requires repetition, rewording, slower-than-normal speech.
[  ]  Level 2
Text Type:  Conversations about everyday topics, e.g., personal information, current events, routine office matters.
Listener Function:  Understands the facts but not between the lines.
Accuracy of Comprehension:  Understands native speakers not used to dealing with foreigners, although some repetition and rewording are necessary.
[  ]  Level 3
Text Type:  All speech in a standard dialect, e.g., conversations, telephone calls, radio broadcasts, oral reports, public addresses, and technical discussion in his/her professional field.
Listener Function:  Understands inferences, often detects emotional overtones.
Accuracy of Comprehension:  Rarely has to ask for paraphrasing or explanations.
[  ]  Level 4
Text Type:  All styles and forms of speech pertinent to professional needs, e.g., social conversations, many kinds of  technical discourse, and language specifically tailored to different audiences.
Listener Function:  Understands beyond the lines all forms of language directed to the general listener.
Accuracy of Comprehension:  May have trouble with extreme dialect, some slang, and speech marked by inference.
[  ]  Level 5
Text Type:  All forms and styles of speech intelligible to the well-educated listener, e.g., a number of dialects, highly colloquial speech, and discourse distorted by marked inference.
Listener Function:  Able to understand how natives think as they create discourse.
Accuracy of Comprehension:  Equivalent to that of a well-educated native listener.
(2)  Are reading skills needed?
      [  ]  No.  Skip to (3)
      [  ]  Yes.  Continue in this section.
       (a)  What types of foreign language materials must be read to perform in this position?  (Choose all that apply.)
[  ]  Newspaper                                                         [  ]  Specialized/technical materials
[  ]  Military technical documents                            [  ]  Pamphlets
[  ]  Local colloquial/interpretative writings            [  ]  Street signs/directions
[  ]  Government policy materials                            [  ]  Other
       (b)  Which option below best describes the minimum degree of reading skills needed by the linguist to perform the duties of this position?
[  ]  Level 0+
Text Type:  Numbers, isolated words and phrases, names, street signs, office and shop designations.
Reader Function:  Recognizes all letters of the alphabet or high-frequency characters.
Accuracy of Comprehension:  Often interprets even Level 0+ material inaccurately.
[  ]  Level 1
Text Type:  Simplest connected prose, e.g., simple narratives of routine behavior, highly predictable descriptions.
Reader Function:  Gets some main ideas.
Accuracy of Comprehension:  Sometimes misunderstands even simplest texts.
[  ]  Level 2
Text Type:  Simple, factual, authentic, frequently recurring material (e.g., frequently recurring news items, social notices).
Reader Function:  Can locate and understand main ideas and details in material written for the general reader.  Cannot draw inferences (read between the lines).
Accuracy of Comprehension:  Sometimes misunderstands even Level 2 materials.
[  ]  Level 3
Text Type:  Authentic prose on a variety of unfamiliar subjects; e.g., news stories, routine correspondence, material in his/her professional field.
Reader Function:  Can almost always interpret material, relate ideas, make inferences.
Accuracy of Comprehension:  Rarely misunderstands but may miss subtleties and nuances and have trouble with usually complex structure and low-frequency idioms.
[  ]  Level 4
Text Type:  All styles and forms of prose pertinent to professional needs or for the general reader, whether printed or in reasonably legible handwriting.
Reader Function:  Can read beyond the lines (e.g., situate the text in a wide context), follow unpredictable turns of thought, and understand almost all sociolinguistic and cultural references.
Accuracy of Comprehension:  Often nearly that of a well-educated native reader.
[  ]  Level 5
Text Type:  Extremely difficult and abstract prose, e.g., legal, technical, literary, classical/archaic, and highly colloquial writing, as well as all kinds of handwritten documents.
Reader Function:  Understands a wide variety of vocabulary and idioms, slang, colloquialisms, and cultural references.
Accuracy of Comprehension:  Equivalent to that of a well-educated native reader.
(3)  Are speaking skills needed?
       [  ]  No.  Skip to (4)
       [  ]  Yes.  Continue in this section.
       (a)  Which option below best describes the minimum degree of speaking skills needed by the linguist to perform the duties of this position?
[  ]  Level 0+
Function:  Can use memorized questions and statements.
Content:  Courtesy expressions and memorized words and phrases.
Accuracy:  Severely limited even with native speakers used to dealing with foreigners.
[  ]  Level 1
Function:  Can create with the language:  ask and answer questions, participate in short conversations.
Content:  Everyday survival topics and courtesy requirements.
Accuracy:  Intelligible to a native speaker accustomed to dealing with foreigners.
[  ]  Level 2
Function:  Able to fully participate in casual conversations, can express facts, give instructions, describe, report on and provide narration about current, past, and future activities.
Content:  Concrete topics such as own background, family, and interests; work, travel, and current events.
Accuracy:  Understandable to a native speaker not used to dealing with foreigners; sometimes miscommunicates.
[ ]  Level 3
Function: Can converse in formal and informal situations, resolve problem situations, deal with unfamiliar topics, provide explanations, describe in detail, offer supported opinions and hypothesize.
Content: Practical, social, professional,and abstract topics; particular interests; and special fields of competence.
Accuracy:  Errors never interfere with understanding and rarely disturb the native speaker.  Only sporadic errors in basic structures.
[  ]  Level 4
Function:  Able to tailor language to fit audience, counsel, persuade, negotiate, represent a point of view, and interpret for dignitaries.
Content:  All topics normally pertinent to professional needs.
Accuracy:  Nearly equivalent to an educated native speaker.  Speech is extensive, precise, appropriate to every occasion with only occasional errors.
[  ]  Level 5
Function:  Functions equivalent to an educated native speaker.
Content:  All subjects.
Accuracy:  Performance equivalent to an educated native speaker.
(4)  Are writing skills needed?
       [  ]  No.  Skip to 5.  Security
       [  ]  Yes.  Continue in this section.
       (a)  Which option below best describes the minimum degree of writing skills needed by the linguist to perform the duties of this position?
[  ] Level 0+
Function:  Writes using memorized material and set expressions or formulas.
Content:  All symbols; numbers, dates; own name, address, etc; lists of common items.
Accuracy: Spelling and representation of symbols may be incorrect.
[  ]  Level 1
Function:  Meets limited practical needs.
Content:  Can create simple statements and questions.  Can write simple phone messages, excuses, notes to service people and friends.
Accuracy:  Comprehensible to a native reader used to reading the writing of foreigners.
[  ]  Level 2
Function:  Meets limited social and work requirements.
Content:  Can write simple paragraphs about daily situations and current events.
Accuracy:  Comprehensible to a native reader not used to reading the writing of foreigners.
[  ]  Level 3
Function:  Able to write effectively in most formal and informal exchanges.
Content:  Can write reports, summaries and short library research papers.  Content areas include current events, particular areas of interest, and special fields.
Accuracy:  Errors never interfere with comprehension, rarely disturb the native reader.
[  ] Level 4
Function:  Able to write a variety of prose styles.
Content:  Can write about all topics pertinent to professional/educational needs, as well as on social issues of a general nature and all personal experiences.
Accuracy:  Errors are rare
[  ]  Level 5
Function:  Writes like a well-educated native.
Content:  Can write and edit formal and informal correspondence, as well as official documents and reports.  Can write in one or more specialized areas (e.g., legal, technical, educational, literary, or colloquial).
Accuracy:  No non-native errors.
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� This and subsequent information is from the SC-21 ONR S&T Manning Affordability Initiative website (� HYPERLINK "http://www.manningaffordability.com/S&tweb" ��http://www.manningaffordability.com/S&tweb�), updated September 8, 1998.


� GAO Report No. 02-375: Foreign Languages: Human Capital Approach Needed to Correct Staffing and Proficiency Shortfalls, United States General Accounting Office: Washington, D.C., January 31, 2002, p. 1. 


� Interview, Institute of International Studies, University of California, Berkeley, 6 March 2001. 


� Excerpt from DoD’s Joint Operations Concepts (JOpsC) – a strategic guidance document that makes operational the Chairman’s vision of achieving full-spectrum dominance in the Joint Force.


� The National Security Strategy of the United States of America, September 2002, p. 25.


� "Somalia Operations: Lessons Learned," Colonel (Ret) Kenneth Allard, NDU Press, January 1995, pp. 94-95.


� NSS, p.9.


� NSS, p.16.


� Statement by MG (Ret) Robert Scales before the House Armed Services Committee, October 21, 2003.


� “Passing on Their Know-How,” Washington Times (Internet edition), January 21, 2004.


� Shanker, Thom, “G.I.'s Headed for Iraq Train for Peace as Well as War,” New York Times (Internet edition), January 20, 2004.


� “Iraq-bound Marines learn Arabic,” North County Times (Internet edition), January 17, 2004.


� NSS, p. 29. 


� DoD Directive 5160.41, Defense Language Program (DLP), April 7, 1988, p. 2.


� DoD Directive 1315.17, Service Foreign Area Officer (FAO) Programs, February 22,1997, p.2.


� DoD Inspector General Report, Final Report on the Inspection of the Defense Foreign Language Program (DFLP), 17 June 1993, p. 4.


� DoD IG Report, p. 23.


� DoD IG Report, Executive Summary, p. 2.


� Ibid, p. 2. 


� Ibid., Executive Summary, p. 3.


� Ibid., p. 21. Information received recently from OSD sources indicates the General Officer Steering Committee and Defense Policy Oversight Committee are no longer active.


� Office of the Secretary of Defense Memorandum, Defense Foreign Language Restructure [DFLP Restructure], 19 October 1994, p.1. 


� Ibid., p. 1. 


� Ibid., pp. 1-2.


� Office of the Secretary of Defense, Military Transformation – A Strategic Approach, Director, Force Transformation, Fall 2003, p. 2.


� Joint Vision 2020, June 2003, p. 1.


� JV 2020, p. 5.


� JV2020, p. 23.


� JV2020, pp. 9-10.


� JV2020, p. 10.


� JV2020, p. 12.


� Battlespace Awareness Functional Concept, Preface, p.1.


� Battlespace Awareness, p.10.


� Army Language Master Plan, 3 January 2000, p. i.


� “Importance of Foreign Language Capabilities,” All Marines message, 101400Z Dec 03.


� “An Expeditionary Language,” Chief of Staff of the Air Force Chief’s Sight Picture, September 2002.


� Memorandum, “Language Requirements and Foreign Area Expertise, Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness, November 12, 2002.


� GAO Report, Military Training: Strategic Planning and Distributive Learning Could Benefit the Special Operations Forces Foreign Language Program, September 2003, p. 9.


� This subsection draws heavily on the study prepared by Mr. Glenn Nordin, Office of the Secretary of Defense, entitled White Paper Report: Requirements Determination Process (Undated). 


� Ibid., p. 5. The  Imagery and Mapping Agency (NIMA) has been renamed the National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGA)


� Joint Staff Briefing, The JROC and Requirements/PPBS/Acquisition, 25 January 2001.


� Joint Staff J-8 Briefing, JROC/JWCA Overview, 8 August 2002.


� Op.Cit, Nordin Paper, pp. 2-8.


� This legislation, however, does not apply to the NSA and probably other elements of the Intelligence Community.


� SOFLO Briefing, Special Operations Forces Language Laydown, undated (provided to SAIC in January 2004).


� DoD Directive 3305.6, Special Operations Forces (SOF) Foreign Language Policy, dated 4 January 1993, p. 6.


� Building Capabilities: The Intelligence Community’s National Security Requirement for Diversity of Languages, Skills, and Ethnic and Cultural Understanding, Statement for the Record by Mr. William B. Black, Deputy Director, National Security Agency, before the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, November 5, 2003, p. 1.


� This and subsequent quotes are from FOUO documents provided by the Senior Language Authority Office to SAIC in February 2004.


� Information is from interviews conducted by SAIC with representatives of the Foreign Service Institute in late February 2004.
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This slide depicts the requirements generation process road map for Defense Agencies and Joint Staff/CINC Staff requirements as they filter down to the Army.  While the first line of agencies (purple) are not all inclusive, they do represent the agencies/organizations that use Service linguists, with the exception of NSA.  The validation process is annual, with the exception of CINC requirements which are reviewed every six months.  All linguist requirements for the agencies listed near the top of the page work through J-1, Joint Staff to process their needs.   Agencies and JS/CINC Staff (with the exception of NSA) Army requirements are then passed from J-1 Manpower to the Secretary Army, Manpower and Reserve Affairs (SAMR-MBA).  In addition to the agencies and Joint Staff/CINC Staff requirements, OSD and SECARMY positions (blue) are added to the mix.  These requirements are then forwarded to the Army Planner who, in turn, sends them to the DCSOPS for action.  DAMO-FMP (Command Managers) is the coordination office for all Army requirements. This office has representatives who manage the Army’s Major Commands, where all CINC warfighting (depicted by the broken line on the left side of the slide) and training base requirements are.  The Command Managers in DAMO-FMP are responsible for validating all requirements.  They do this by staffing the requirements with appropriate Army Staff elements and the branch or functional area proponents (DCSINT) who are capable of determining whether the need is valid.       

     

Due to fill priorities, Joint Staffs and Defense Agencies generally receive support for all requirements that are validated.  If shortages exist within a particular linguist occupation or language within that occupation, an Army MACOM will absorb that shortfall.   Because most MACOM organizations are CINC warfighting resources, one CINC can often wind up as a “billpayer” for another CINCs need.    



A final note.  NSA requirements are handled differently than other Agencies.  Their requirements are brought into the process through Army Intelligence Command (INSCOM) and are managed as an Army internal need and prioritized as an INSCOM requirement.   














