UNCLASSIFIED/FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Defense Language Transformation



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Executive Summary ……………………………………………………………….. iii

Section I - Introduction and Overview …………………………………………….. 1

Section II - Task 4, Defense Language Transformation ...………………..……….. 2

Assessing the Task 4 Requirements ……………………………………….. 3 Analytical Framework and Methodology for Task 4 ……………………...  4

Relationship to the Defense Language Transformation Initiative …………. 4 
Section III –Assessing the Task and Objectives …………………………………… 5

Linguist Requirements from the National Security Strategy ………………. 5

Linguist Requirements from Operational Lessons Learned ……………….. 6

Linguist Requirements from DoD and Joint Directives and Documents ….. 8 

Linguist Requirements from the Combatant Commands, Military

  Departments, and Defense Agencies .……………………………………. 14

Role of the Linguist in the Current Military Force ………………………... 21


Section IV - Current Status ………………………………………………………..  25

Department of the Army …………………………………………………... 27

Army National Guard ..…………………………………….…………….... 31

Department of the Navy …………………………………………………... 33

Marine Corps ……………..…………………………………………….…. 37

Department of the Air Force ………………………………………………. 38

Defense Agencies …………………………………………………………. 42

Other Federal Agencies ………………………………………………….... 49

Summary of Current Status ……………………………………………….. 52

Section V - Findings and Conclusions …..………………………………………… 53

Section VI - Options for Improved Management and Maintenance of Linguists .... 59  
Section VII - Recommendations …………………………………………………… 71 
Annex A: References ……………………………………………………………...  A-1


Annex B: Language Capabilities Framework …………………………………….. B-1


We need to have a general support capability with language and regional expertise available to support operations when needed.  This is obviously linked to our ability to predict future operational areas, which is very difficult.
General John Abizaid

Commander, U.S. Central Command

12 January 2004

Recent operational experience has highlighted the critical importance of foreign language as a warfighting enabler as our forces have conducted operations in Afghanistan, Iraq, the Horn of Africa, and Colombia.

                                                  Commandant of the Marine Corps

                            All Marine Message

  10 December 2003

MANAGING AND MAINTAINING LINGUIST RESOURCES

DEFENSE LANGUAGE TRANSFORMATION TASK 4

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In September 2003, the Deputy Under Secretary for Plans, Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness tasked Science Applications International Corporation to address part of the Department of Defense’s (DoD) larger Defense Language Transformation initiative.  This initiative is designed to transform DoD’s language capability and the way language and regional area expertise is valued, developed, and employed within the Department.

This report assesses Service policies and experience with the identification and utilization of linguists.  The report develops options for improved management and maintenance of linguist resources from accession through training and utilization, in order to maintain or facilitate an on-call language capability to meet current and emerging language needs.

The Task 4 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:

· The Services do not consider language and regional expertise as critical warfighting skills.  

· With only a few exceptions, the Combatant Commands, Military Departments, and Defense Agencies draw a distinction between linguists in intelligence-related MOSs and other service members who speak a foreign language.

· Current DoD and Joint directives and regulations do not establish policies or procedures for identifying and validating all linguist requirements.  In the absence of OSD guidance, the Services have established policies and procedures that focus primarily on the training, management, and retention of intelligence linguists.

· The Services define linguist requirements and management processes in Service terms, even though substantial numbers of their linguists fill Joint, Combatant Command, and Defense Agency billets.  

· The current system for initial language training for Service personnel produces personnel with adequate reading and listening comprehension proficiency for existing intelligence-related linguist billets.  Current training does not provide the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies with personnel capable of speaking a foreign language to meet operational requirements.

· Finding:  Current Service regulations provide comprehensive management policies and procedures for intelligence-related linguists.  Non-intelligence related linguists (except for Army and Marine FAOs) are managed by their primary, non-linguist specialties.

· Finding:  The current Service readiness reporting systems can record the status of linguist fill in language-coded billets, but lack the means to determine the “language readiness” of a Service.  No mechanism exists to assess DoD or Combatant Command “language readiness.”

The key Recommendations of this report are:

· DoD should create a capabilities-based planning process for determining language requirements, based on guidance from OSD and the Joint Staff to the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies to identify and prioritize the projected demands for language over the next five to ten years.

· Consistent with the recommendation above, the Services should recruit, access, train, retain, and manage personnel with fluency in designated languages capability beyond those associated with specific language-coded billets in order to maintain adequate language and regional expertise capability.

· DoD should increase its output of language-capable personnel with more training courses on investment languages, vice traditional threat-based languages, and including shorter training courses that produce more personnel with lower levels of proficiency.

· The Services should investigate and assess the feasibility and potential advantages of creating a “pure” linguist specialty, similar to Army MOS 97L, that would provide enlisted personnel with high levels of fluency in designated foreign languages, who would train in another specialty, such as interrogator, voice intercept, or translator, as required by their likely or future assignment.

· DoD should modify the current DLPT to require all persons to also be assessed for speaking ability.  In addition, DLI should develop full DLPT examinations for those investment languages and selected other languages (based on a DoD assessment of future language capability needs) that currently do not have a DLPT.

· DoD should increase the FLPP I minimum monthly pay from $100 to $300 and maximum from $200 to $600.  The FLPP II should increase from $50 to $150 and the maximum from $150 to $450.  These pay increases would include the requirement to meet the new speaking proficiency standard.  Such policies would emphasize the importance of having a strategic reserve of language capabilities by mandating that those who maintain their proficiency at the requisite levels be paid FLPP, regardless of whether or not they are serving in a language-coded billet.

· OSD, in collaboration with the Joint Staff, Combatant Commands, and Services, should develop and implement a comprehensive and integrated “language readiness” reporting system.

· OSD, in coordination with the Joint Staff and Combatant Commands, should establish common standards, according to the language capability framework discussed above and the capabilities-based requirements determination process.  The Joint Staff J-5 should assume a greater role in supervising the Defense Language Program in order to better support the language capability needs of the Combatant Commanders.

MANAGING AND MAINTAINING LINGUIST RESOURCES

DEFENSE LANGUAGE TRANSFORMATION TASK 4

SECTION I – INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

The 300th Military Intelligence (MI) Brigade (Linguist), assigned to the Utah National Guard, is the nation’s primary strategic reserve of foreign language specialists.  Just how valuable an asset this Brigade has been repeatedly demonstrated since the beginning of the Global War on Terrorism (GWOT).  Within a few days following the events of September 11, 2001, the Brigade began to receive calls from the Army.  “How many Pashto, Dari, and Arabic linguists do you have ready to deploy?”  “Do you have anyone who speaks Uzbek?”  With the increase in operational tempo, the questions kept coming.  “How soon can you have six interrogation teams ready to deploy to Guantanamo Bay?”  “How’s your stock of Ilocano and Chavacano dialect speakers?”

The first taskings to the Brigade came from those “in the know” – members of the U.S. Army’s Military Intelligence Corps who had long been aware of the Brigade and its valuable language resources.  Individual National Guardsmen – mostly Arabic linguists – were mobilized in response to those first calls, without regard to the priority of the task to be accomplished.  “First called, first answered” was the Brigade’s modus operandi in those hectic days following 9/11.  When the Arabic, Pashto, Dari, Uzbek, and Ilocano linguists were all taken, the non-GWOT language speaking interrogators, and human intelligence (HUMINT) collectors, and analysts were next in the queue.  “I don’t care if he/she doesn’t speak Arabic,” the callers said.  “I need interrogators and I’m ready to deploy now!”  If the Brigade had the asset, no request was refused.

Eventually, the “system” caught up with the Brigade and priorities began to be established.  Two of the Brigade’s six linguist battalions were alerted for unit mobilization.  Requestors began to be a little more selective.  Korean speaking interrogation teams returned from Task Force GITMO after having been told that, without language capabilities in one of the detainees’ languages, they were of limited use.  The Brigade Commander and his staff were finally able to begin deliberate planning for new recruitment in the target languages, individual and unit rotation plans, document translation, proficiency testing, and increased emphasis on selected language skills – especially speaking.

A year in the life of the Department of Defense’s only linguist brigade.  Atypical, because the year following the attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon were anything but normal.  But also typical, because, as the only unit of its kind, the 300th MI Brigade has gotten used to fielding unusual requests and responding to urgent taskings.  Operations Desert Storm, Provide Comfort, Urgent Fury, Just Cause, Support Hope, Restore Democracy, and Joint Endeavor each energized the Brigade to find linguists, intelligence specialists, or regional experts to support Joint forces deployed for combat, peacekeeping, or humanitarian operations.  However, there never seemed to be enough – never enough linguists, especially in the lesser-taught and Category IV languages, never enough intelligence specialists able to put down their civilian jobs and deploy on short notice, never enough insight into the minds of leaders from cultures dramatically different from our own.

There were also some disconnects, some expectations not met.  Operational units’ expectations for linguists were frequently different from the reality of what they got.  Commanders often expected interpreters, soldiers who could speak and comprehend the spoken word in the varied dialects of the Middle East, Central Africa, Hispaniola, or the Balkans.  Cryptolinguists were faced with new challenges when assigned as the interpreter at a traffic control point in downtown Baghdad, well away from intercepting voice communications for which they had been trained.  Speaking the language had never been part of their training regimen, and now people’s lives depended on their ability to communicate.

Task 4 of the Defense Language Transformation requires a review of policies and experience with regard to  selecting, training, managing, and utilizing linguists within the Department of Defense (DoD).  Task 4 seeks to build on the lessons learned emerging from the 300th MI Brigade’s experiences – as well as the experiences of the other Services’ active and reserve linguists – to enhance the Department’s on-call language capability to meet the needs of the 21st century.

This report assesses the system currently in place for selecting, training, managing, and utilizing linguists in DoD.  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-qualified personnel, including the National Security Strategy (NSS), Joint Vision 2020 (JV 2020), and Combatant Command and Military Department regulations and directives.  The report develops options for improved management and maintenance of linguist resources, with the objective of maintaining and facilitating an on-call foreign language capability to meet DoD’s current and emerging language needs.

SECTION II - TASK 4, DEFENSE LANGAUGE 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 help OUSD (P&R) accomplish the following objectives:

· 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].  

· Integrate language capability needs into operational planning.

· Integrate language capability into operational units.

· 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 4 of the Defense Language Transformation SOW.  Task 4 (short title: Management and Maintenance of Linguist Resources) requires SAIC to:

Review Service policies for and experience with the identification and utilization of linguists and provide options for improved management and maintenance of linguist resources from accession through training and utilization, in order to maintain or facilitate an on-call language capability to meet current and emerging language needs.

Assessing the Task 4 Requirement

Task 4 contains three specified and two implied mission elements that must be addressed in order to successfully complete this requirement.

The specified mission elements are:  (1) “review Service policies on identification and utilization of linguists;” (2) “review Service experience with the identification and utilization of linguists;” and (3) “provide options to improve management and maintenance of linguist resources.”

The Services are not the only users of linguists.  Other Agencies within the Department of Defense, as well as in the other Executive Branch Departments and Agencies of the Federal Government use linguists in their activities.  Their experiences in the management and maintenance of linguists could provide valuable insights which might be beneficial to the Department of Defense as a whole.  Thus, the first implied mission element is to assess how other U.S. Government (USG) Agencies select, train, manage, and utilize linguists.  The second implied mission is to examine definitions and parameters used to refer to linguist or language qualified personnel and to develop a working definition of what a linguist is and what a linguist does.

Analytical Framework and Methodology for Task 4

This task required SAIC to conduct an analysis of how the Services use their human resources management systems to meet the language capability requirements of the Combatant Commands.  The SAIC team developed a seven-step analytical framework to accomplish Task 4:

(1) Identify the number of linguists required by Service, rank, specialty, assignment, language, and level of proficiency.

(2) Determine the number of linguists required each year to sustain the requirements.

(3) Review Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) procedures for identifying and tracking linguists.

(4) Review Service procedures for recruiting, training, and retaining linguists.

(5) Identify Service procedures for managing linguists.

(6) Review non-DoD Agencies’ procedures for identifying, filling, and managing linguist requirements.

(7) Develop alternative courses of action for:

a. Managing and maintaining linguists.

b.  Applying alternative management approaches.

Relationship to the Defense Language Transformation

Task 4 complements the remaining four tasks prescribed in the SOW by providing focus on the selection, training, management, and utilization of linguists.  Task 4 supports the review of the process used by DoD Components to identify and validate their language requirements and to translate those requirements into operational plans, current methodologies for assessing language needs, and the placement of language issues within the management structure.  Task 4 is parallel to Task 2, which focuses on the specialized language and regional expertise in the Service Foreign Area Officer (FAO) Programs.  Task 4 also relates to the Task 3 four-semester pre-commissioning foreign language requirement, recognizing that four semesters will not produce fully qualified linguists, but rather officers who are more familiar with a different language, a people, and a culture.  Finally, Task 4 reviews how linguists are made available to meet operational requirements, setting the foundation for the Task 5 assessment of changes that may be needed to increase the availability of language capabilities to operational units.

SAIC recognizes, however, that this is one of five tasks in the Defense Language Transformation SOW and that other studies 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 linguists within DoD 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 – ASSESSING THE TASK AND OBJECTIVES

The objective of Task 4 is to assess and make recommendations for improving how the Services manage and maintain their linguist resources.  Inherent in accomplishing this objective is an understanding of how linguists are employed.

Linguist Requirements from the National Security Strategy
The end of the Cold War and the advent of the Global War on Terrorism 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 and 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, weapons of mass destruction 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 NSS 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.  These leaders will require personnel with foreign language capabilities for interpreting, translating and exploiting documents, conducting cryptological operations, interrogating prisoners, and other missions requiring foreign language skills.  The Department of Defense will require language and regional capabilities to support forward operations as part of a multinational coalition.  Personnel with language fluency (and regional expertise) 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.

Linguist 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.  The U.S. Central Command (USCENTCOM), in its planning for OEF and OIF, 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 the 11th of September for 1,000 Dari and Pashto linguists and South and Central Asian regional experts.  In the fall of 2003, Combined Joint Task Force 7 (CJTF-7) recognized the need for and requested 6,500 Arabic and Kurdish language and regional experts to support Phase IV operations in OIF.

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 need 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.  These leaders should understand how linguists are selected and trained; they should understand the speaking, reading, and listening comprehension capabilities of linguists; and they should understand how to work with and through an interpreter under operational circumstances.

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.  Some intelligence analysts – with considerable linguistic capabilities – were excluded from the planning to maintain the strict “need to know” security measures.

Lessons learned emerging from OIF are relevant to Defense Language Transformation language and regional expertise objectives, as well as to the requirements of forces deployed as part of CJTF-7.  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 numbers of and capabilities for linguists to support Combatant Command forces conducting operations outside their peacetime deployment locations.  It also strongly implies that in the post-9/11 environment, language capabilities are increasingly relevant as warfighting and peace-winning skills.

These vignettes are reinforced by observations by Special Operations Forces (SOF) personnel engaged in OEF, OIF, and other GWOT-related operations.  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 Northern Alliance Afghan guerillas has become a symbol 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” is not 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.

Linguist Requirements from DoD and Joint Directives and Documents 

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 and does not establish policies or requirements for the identification, management, or utilization of linguists.  The Directive does task the DoD Components to “maintain an annually updated inventory of qualified foreign language-trained U.S. personnel” assigned to them.
  This Directive tasks the Secretary of the Army, as Executive Agent for the Defense Foreign Language Program (DFLP) to “solicit skill requirements and final learning objectives from the principal mission sponsors requiring language skills” in accordance with DoD Directives 5210.70 (DoD Cryptologic Training) and Directive 3305.2 (DoD General Intelligence Training).

DoD Directives 5210.70 (dated 3 November 1980) and 3305.2 (dated 20 July 1984) focus exclusively on cryptologic and general intelligence training.  Neither Directive provides policies or procedures for the DFLP – beyond their specific cryptologic and intelligence training requirements.

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 and major combat operations, such as Desert Storm in 1991.  

Specifically, the report stated that: “The Office of the Secretary of Defense has not set policy or made decisions that address the broad foreign language issues facing the Department of Defense.  Consequently, the Military Services and the Defense Agencies with language programs try to fill the oversight void with their own independent, uncoordinated language and linguist policies that vary in content, emphasis and currency.”
  The DoD 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].’”

Following the publication of the DoD 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.”
  The Policy Committee has since fallen into disuse.

Joint 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.”
  JV 2020 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.”

JV 2020 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 JV 2020 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, JV 2020 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.

JV 2020 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” and implies the capability to operate in a foreign language intelligence and operations environment.

The Army, as the Executive Agent for the DFLP, has issued a Joint Regulation entitled: Management of the Defense Foreign Language Program.
  The Regulation is applicable to the Active Components (AC) and Reserve Components (RC) of the Military Departments.  The purpose of the Joint Regulation is to provide for “determination of the most effective means of fulfilling total Department of Defense (DOD) foreign language training requirements [emphasis added].”
  The same paragraph goes on to state that the regulation “prescribes policy, procedures, and responsibilities for the management and operation of the Defense Foreign Language Program (DFLP).”  In the sections entitled “Responsibilities” (Paragraph 1-4), “DOD Functions” (1-5), “Scope” (1-6), and “Roles and Functions” (1-8), the Army’s (as Executive Agent) and other DoD Components’ roles and responsibilities for DFLP training requirements are described in detail.
  Nowhere in the Joint Regulation are “policy, procedures, and responsibilities” for the management and operation of the non-training aspects of the DFLP identified or described.

The Joint Regulation, while not defining a linguist, does provide a working definition for the “language functional skill,” to wit: “Ability to perform language activities (for example speaking, listening comprehension, writing, reading, transcribing, translating).”

National, DoD and Joint Documentation Summary.  The National Security Strategy, current DoD Directives, JV 2020, 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 presenting information that describes the totality of the operational environment – including the status and dispositions of friendly, enemy, and non-aligned forces and organizations and the impacts of cultural, political, and economic factors on military operations – foreign language and regional expertise capabilities are specified intelligence and operational 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 and Joint directives and regulations provided guidance from a Total Force perspective for identifying, training, and managing linguists, nor did they describe a process for identifying and filling DoD’s foreign language requirements.  This situation remains largely unchanged since the 1993 publication of the IG’s report.

More importantly, the existing DoD and Joint publications do not describe policies or procedures for translating these requirements into linguist capabilities.  As noted in the DoD IG’s Report, in the absence of guidance from the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the Military Departments have translated – independently from each other – these requirements into linguist capabilities that meet Service needs.  Emerging lessons learned appear to indicate that the existing capabilities do not satisfy the intelligence and operational requirements of the Combatant Commanders.

Linguist Requirements from the Combatant Commands, Military Departments 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.”
  Some of the personnel interviewed for Task 4 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, 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.  Both civilian and military non-linguist and non-FAO personnel assigned to numerous billets within the J-2 (Intelligence), J-4 (Logistics), and J-5 (Plans and Policy) Directorates could benefit from some region-specific foreign language capabilities.

USPACOM J-2 personnel interviewed reported that shortages in critical language-coded billets have, in the past, been reported to the CJCS as a readiness issue for the Command.  At the same time, the Command (and its subordinate units) has excess capability in other languages (e.g., personnel trained in the Russian language but excess to current USPACOM needs).  These linguist shortages preceded Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom and have only been exacerbated by continuing GWOT-related operations.

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).  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.  As at USPACOM, USEUCOM has reported a series of language-related shortfalls as a readiness issue for the Command.

In response to the November 2002 OSD memorandum, U.S. Central Command 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 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, and the shortfalls are primarily for linguists (vice 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).  Most of the linguist billets are on the JTDs of the Joint Task Forces operating in the USSOUTHCOM AOR and the FAO billets are located primarily in the J-5, as well as in Security Cooperation Offices and Military Assistance Groups within 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.

The U. S. Special Operations Command has no billets coded for linguists or FAOs on its staff.  Although USSOCOM has some FAO-like billets and billets requiring foreign language capabilities on the Joint Manning Document, these billets are filled with Special Operations-qualified personnel with language and/or regional skills, not with MOS-linguists or FAOs.  USSOCOM established a Special Operations Forces Foreign Language Program in 1993 to provide the other Combatant Commands with individuals and units that have 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 Army Special Operations Command established the 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 Government Accounting Office (GAO) 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.  However, these actions 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.”

Military Departments.  The Departments of the Army and Navy have each published a regulation addressing the implementation of the DFLP.  The following paragraphs briefly describe the major elements of these regulations.

· Army.  Army Regulation (AR) 350-16 “applies to MACOMS [Major Army Commands] agencies, and units with designated language billets in the Active Army, Army National Guard of the U.S., and the U.S. Army Reserve.”
  The purpose of AR 350-16 is to establish “policies and procedures for the development and management of major Army command (MACOM) and unit Command Language Programs (CLP) conducted to accomplish foreign language refresher, remediation, sustainment, enhancement, and cross/conversion-training of assigned linguists.”
  While the AR does not specifically address Army requirements for language-qualified personnel, it does hint at those requirements: The TALP [Total Army Language Program] is the Army’s mechanism to provide personnel proficient in foreign languages to perform mission essential tasks critical to the successful accomplishment of Army missions.”
  Finally, AR 350-16 designates the Army Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence (G-2) as the TALP Program Manager.

· Navy.  OPNAVINST 1550.10, Management of Defense Language Program, is a one-page document intended to “promulgate information and assign specific responsibilities concerning management of the Navy portion of the Defense Language Program (DLP).”
  The Chief of Naval Operations (Op-11) is designated as the DLP Program Manager for the Navy.  The OPNAVINST is limited exclusively to training.

· Marine Corps.  MCO 1550.25, Marine Corps Foreign Language Program, is intended to “promulgate policy, procedures, and guidance for the operation and management of the Marine Corps Foreign Language Program (MCFLP).”
  This regulation identifies policies for the MCFLP, as well as assigning management and training responsibilities.  The stated MCFLP policies include:

a) “Foreign language capabilities are significant adjuncts to a Marine’s career potential.  The individual efforts of linguists to maintain proficiency in their language(s) should be favorably reflected in Marine performance ratings/fitness reports.

b) “Commands whose mission accomplishment depends on language skills of assigned personnel shall establish vigorous foreign language proficiency sustainment programs and afford maximum opportunities during duty hours for foreign language proficiency sustainment training.

c) “Commands whose mission accomplishment is not dependent on language skills but have stated language requirements; e.g., interpreters, may establish foreign language proficiency sustainment programs…

d) “The standard for all Marine linguists is to achieve and maintain Defense Language Proficiency Test (DLPT) skill level 2 in all functional areas of their target language as it relates to their specific MOS [military occupational specialty]…”

MCO 1550.25 places the MCFLP in both an intelligence and an operational context: “Marines are required in billets around the world in which proficiency in a foreign language is critical to mission performance.  The majority of these billets are in intelligence and cryptologic fields.”  The next paragraph states:

Foreign language capabilities and skills contribute to successful Marine Air-Ground Task Force operations.  Success on future battlefields and in contingency situations may, as well as peacetime engagements to a large extent, be based on the capabilities and skills of foreign language trained Marines.  These language capabilities and skills must be encouraged and supported at all levels to the maximum extent possible.

MCO-1550.25 assigns MCFLP Project Management responsibilities to the Assistant Chief of Staff of the Marine Corps for Command, Control, Communications, Computers, and Intelligence (C4I).

Defense Agencies.  The Defense Intelligence Agency (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 is 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 (post-9/11) 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.  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 expertise is considered to be a “nice to have” rather than a prerequisite for the job.

The Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA) has 185 billets requiring language capabilities, down from over 240 just four years ago.  Requirements for language 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 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 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 has not identified billets with either language or regional expertise to cover such contingencies.

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 other capabilities not currently identified in the Combatant Commands, Military Departments, or other Defense Agencies.

Combatant Command, Military Department, and Defense Agency Summary.  The data from the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies illustrate that the DoD components have and generally use an established process for identifying and filling foreign language expertise requirements.  While the requirements process is undocumented, all Combatant Command, Military Department, and Defense Agency 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 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.

The Military Department regulations (with the exception of the Marine Corps’ MCO 1550.25) describe training policies, procedures, and responsibilities.  The Army and Navy regulations do not discuss overarching linguist policies or procedures.  The Marine regulation establishes both policies and linguist management procedures.  None of the regulations describes the requirements identification and validation process for personnel with language capabilities.  None of the Service regulations defines a linguist (from a capabilities perspective), nor do they provide a comprehensive discussion of the types of functions a linguist is expected to perform.  The Army and Navy regulations focus almost exclusively on enlisted linguists with intelligence-related MOSs.  The Marine Corps regulation takes a broader view, including officers with language capabilities and operational interpreters in its discussion of what a linguist is and what a linguist does.

Because the Combatant Commands, Military Departments, and Defense Agencies are “mission-oriented,” actual language expertise requirements and shortfalls are not always identified.  The common practice of filling a language- or FAO-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 requirements, helps to ensure that the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies are able to accomplish their missions.  This practice also ensures that shortfalls in language 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 expertise requirements exist that are not documented and not filled, and these shortfalls had an adverse impact on mission planning and are now impacting mission accomplishment.

Role of the Linguist in the Current Military Force

The American Heritage College Dictionary defines a linguist as: “1. A person who speaks several languages fluently. 2. A specialist in linguistics.”  The second definition (specialist in linguistics) is the most prevalent understanding of the term linguist within the academic community.  However, in the military, most people think of the first definition (speaks several languages fluently) when they hear the term linguist.

Existing DoD and Military Department directives and regulations do not provide a precise definition of what a linguist is or a comprehensive description of what a linguist does.  The DoD Dictionary of Military Terms (JP1-02) does not include linguist among its list of defined terms.  DoD Directive 5160.41, Defense Language Program (DLP), directs the Heads of DoD Components to “maintain an annually updated inventory of qualified foreign language-trained U.S. personnel in their respective DoD Component,” but does not further qualify what a “qualified foreign language-trained” individual is or does.  

In DoD Instruction 7280.3, Special Pay for Foreign Language Proficiency, a critical language is defined as “any foreign language identified by the Secretary of Defense in which it is necessary to have proficient personnel because of national defense considerations.”
  This Directive goes on to discuss eligibility for Foreign Language Proficiency Pay, stating that personnel who have “been certified by the Secretary [i.e., Secretary of a Military Department] concerned within the past 12 months to be proficient in a foreign language identified by OSAD (C3I) [Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, Control, Communications, and Intelligence] as a language in which it is necessary to have proficient personnel because of national defense considerations.”  The Directive further qualifies eligibility by stating that only those who meet the following criteria are eligible to receive FLPP.

· Is qualified in a career military linguist specialty (hereafter referred to as a “career linguist”) as defined by the Secretary concerned, or

· Has received training under regulations prescribed by the Secretary concerned designed to develop such a proficiency, or

· Is assigned to military duties requiring such proficiency, or

· Is proficient in a foreign language for which the Secretary concerned has identified a critical need.

The Joint Regulation for Management of the Defense Foreign Language Program repeatedly makes reference to identifying positions which require language skills, while also referring to cryptologic linguists, but without further defining what those individuals are or what they do.
  

The Military Department regulations are somewhat more helpful, but only in an indirect manner.  AR 350-16 defines a linguist as: “Anyone who has been awarded the special qualification indicator ‘L’ in accordance with AR 611-6, Army Linguist Management.”
  AR 611-6 states that: “An individual is identified as a linguist when he or she obtains a minimum proficiency level of 2 in listening and 2 in either speaking or reading in any foreign language, regardless of how the proficiency was acquired.  The exception to the level 2 proficiency requirements applies to individuals in career management field (CMF) 18, who attend the Special Operations Foreign Language Center and acquire a minimum proficiency level of 1.”

The Army qualified this broad definition of linguists in an electronic message on FLPP eligibility to All Army Activities (ALARACT) in April 2000.  This Message states that career linguists are those soldiers who are: “certified as proficient and qualified in a critical language and assigned to documented duties requiring such proficiency or those soldiers who are in the exempt categories for assignment (language dependent MOS)”
  The Message defines a critical language as: “any foreign language identified by the Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence (DCSINT) in which it is necessary to have Army personnel proficient because of national defense considerations.”
  Thus, although the Army Regulation does not link the term linguist to either a specific language or a specific MOS, the message clarifying eligibility for FLPP limits the designation of career linguists to only those with language skills in a “critical language” (as determined by the DCSINT/G-2) and who are filling positions that require foreign language proficiency.

OPNAVINST 1000.16J, Manual of Navy Total Force Manpower Policies and Procedures, addresses language requirements for Naval personnel and details how these requirements are to be coded in the Activity Manning Documents (AMD).
  OPNAVINST 7220.7E, Foreign Language Proficiency Pay (FLPP) Program, defines a career linguist as a qualified CTI (Cryptologic Technicians Interpretive) possessing a foreign language Navy Enlisted Classification code, while also listing other personnel eligible to receive FLPP.
  CNET (Chief of Naval Education and Training) INST 1550.9D, Management of the Defense Language Program, states that resident language training is provided for “active duty U.S. Navy personnel in preparation for validated and coded billets which, per reference C [OPNAVINST 1000.16J] require a working or professional proficiency in a foreign language [emphasis added].”
  Thus, the pertinent Navy regulations do not explicitly define either linguist or career linguist, but do implicitly qualify career linguist status to only CTIs with foreign language skills for which there is a validated NEC code.

As noted above, MCO1550.25 states that “Marines are required in billets around the world in which proficiency in a foreign language is critical to mission performance.”  While the regulation notes that the majority of the linguist billets are in intelligence and cryptologic fields, it goes on to identify other non-intelligence billets for officer and enlisted linguists.  Enclosure 1 to this regulation identifies linguist billets to include: crypto-linguists translators, counter-intelligence specialists, Attachés, Foreign Area Officers, Moscow Link (MOLINK) interpreters, Security Assistance Officers, foreign Personnel Exchange Program (PEP) participants, foreign Professional Military Education students, On-Site Inspection Agency (since replaced by DTRA) personnel, Special Operations/Low Intensity Conflict personnel, and Joint Officers.  Thus, the Marine Corps’ implied definition of a linguist is any Marine (enlisted man/woman or officer) filling a billet requiring foreign language proficiency.

While the Service regulations provide neither explicit definitions for a linguist or much detail regarding what a linguist does, the individual job descriptions for linguists are considerably more detailed.  The Army identifies four enlisted MOSs that include linguist in their job description: Civil Affairs Specialist (38A), Human Intelligence Collector (97E), Translator/Interpreter (97L), and Cryptologic Linguist (98G).
  The 97L Translator/Interpreter MOS (only available in the RC) job description includes:

The Translator/Interpreter is primarily responsible for converting written or spoken foreign languages into English and other languages, and they usually specialize in a particular foreign language. Some of your duties as a Translator/Interpreter may include:
· Translating written and spoken foreign language material to and from English, making sure to preserve the original meaning;

· Questioning prisoners of war, enemy deserters and civilian informers in their native languages;

· Recording foreign radio transmissions using sensitive communications equipment; and 

· Translating foreign books and articles describing foreign equipment and construction techniques.

Thus, the Army expects its 97L Translators/Interpreters to be able to read, comprehend, and speak the foreign language in which they are qualified.  The job description for 98G Cryptologic Linguists includes these same capability requirements:

The Cryptologic Linguist is primarily responsible for performing and supervising the detection, acquisition, location and identification of foreign communications using signals equipment. Some of your duties as a Cryptologic Linguist may include:

· Translating, transcribing or producing summaries of foreign language transmissions in English/target languages;

· Operating communication equipment for SIGINT [Signals Intelligence] tasking, reporting and coordination;

· Translating written and spoken foreign language material to and from English, making sure to preserve the original meaning; and

· Questioning prisoners of war, enemy deserters and civilian informers in their native languages.

Based on this review of job descriptions, Army linguists should be proficient in their foreign language in speaking, reading, and listening comprehension.  In practice, however, most non-97L linguists focus (almost exclusively) on the listening and reading skills.  Anecdotal reports from OIF indicate that, while operational commanders’ requirements have been for linguists with primarily speaking and listening comprehension skills, most Army linguists have arrived in-theater with minimal capabilities as interpreters (the primary operational requirement) due to a lack of speaking proficiency.

The Navy’s job description for a Cryptologic Technician Interpretive indicates that CTIs are “the Navy’s linguists:”

They specialize in analysis of foreign naval developments, radiotelephone communications and preparation of statistical studies and technical reports requiring knowledge of a foreign language.  Language training is open to men and women in Arabic, Russian, Spanish, Chinese, French, Korean, Vietnamese, Hebrew, Persian and Tagalog…

The duties performed by CTIs include: operating sophisticated state-of-the-art electronic radio receivers, magnetic recording devices, computer terminals and associated peripherals in the communications signals environment; operating sophisticated, computer-assisted information systems; working with classified material; translating, interpreting and transcribing foreign language communications data; analyzing and reporting highly technical information of strategic and tactical importance to fleet commanders and national intelligence agencies; performing temporary duty aboard a variety of naval surface and subsurface vessels and aircraft.

Similar to the Navy’s CTI job description, the Air Force Specialty Code 1N3X1 (Cryptologic Linguist) requires the “ability to aurally comprehend, read, and write a designated language with practical fluency.”

As noted in the DoD IG Report (above): “The Military Services and Defense Agencies must interpret language requirements from various planning documents and mission statements that do not address foreign language skills.”  In the absence of DoD guidance, the Military Departments have defined (explicitly or implicitly) what a linguist is and what a linguist does to meet their own Service’s requirements – most of which are in the intelligence field.  However, experience in the 21st century GWOT environment has identified some operational shortfalls in both the number of personnel with language skills, the types of language skills (e.g., insufficient emphasis on speaking), and the types of linguist requirements (e.g., increased requirements for interpreters, as well as document translators, HUMINT collectors and analysts, and communications interceptors).

The recognition of these shortfalls – especially within the Combatant Commands involved with GWOT operations – is leading to an evolution in the understanding of what a linguist is and what a linguist should be capable of doing.  Linguists are no longer being perceived as the stereotypical “intelligence specialist wearing headphones.”  Linguists are now seen as integral members of the warfighting community, critical to success in combat, as well as in operations other than war.  Linguists now may include Commanders of Combatant Commands, Foreign Area Officers, soldiers on point, intelligence specialists in P-3 Orions, and logistics contracting civilians.

SECTION IV – CURRENT STATUS

Filling foreign language requirements does not involve a simple, short straight-line from requirements identification to filling a billet with a language-qualified individual.  The process can take several years from the time a requirement is identified, an enlistment contract is signed and the requirement is ultimately filled.  This process occurs in an environment full of gates (qualification levels), each with variable outcomes.

Although the Services use historical attrition rate data to decide recruitment targets for linguists to meet requirements, variations in each batch of data – and in the personnel selected to fill the requirements – mean that the Services can never be sure that they will fill all requirements until the end of the process.  Recruits may fail to complete initial entry training or decide to not enter the Service.  Should the recruit make it through initial entry training and arrive at the Defense Language Institute (DLI) for language training, there are a number of factors that could prevent the recruit from graduating in time to fill the requirement.  The recruits could fail to successfully complete the training, be recycled into another course or another language, or simply decide to get out of the Service.  Another obstacle is the security clearance process.  While the recruit is undergoing language training, the screening process is being conducted simultaneously.  If the recruit enlisted for a specialty that requires a security clearance and he/she is not granted one, he/she will probably be reassigned into another specialty.  If the recruit makes it this far in the process and has been granted a security clearance, the next step is to designated specialty, where similar hurdles exist; the recruit may or may not successfully complete the training, may not meet the qualification standards, may run afoul of military regulations and become ineligible for the job, or again may decide to leave the Service.  A negative outcome at any one of these gates leaves the Service with an unfilled requirement.

Recruiting heritage/native speakers, while saving the Service time and money, is a permutation of the same requirements-filling process, but with its own set of obstacles.  Many heritage speakers – especially if they are first or second generation Americans with relatives living in another country – will require a year or more before obtaining a Top Secret security clearance.  However, many heritage/native speakers will not be able to obtain a security clearance because of relatives who are not American citizens or because they have an extended history of living outside the United States.  This is especially true for heritage speakers in the languages that are currently of the most interest to DoD – Arabic, Chinese, Korean, and the Central Asian dialects.

In order to allow DLI to properly prepare assets (instructors, classroom space, instructional materials, etc.) necessary to meet training requirements, the Services program their training requirements up to five years in advance.  These numbers are adjusted as each year passes, but they cannot be drastically changed.  The Services meet quarterly in what is called the Training Resource Alignment Panel to reallocate training spaces in the different languages among themselves, but even this does not ensure that all originally programmed spaces are utilized or that all requirements – especially ones that change after the original training has been programmed – are filled.

Add to these possible scenarios the fact that the Services are in the process of transformation.  As an example, the Army’s Human Resources Command (HRC) had just finalized plans for the reduction of 98Gs related to the fielding of the Prophet Tactical SIGINT System, when technical difficulties forced an extension to the fielding timeline.  Consequently, the number of 98Gs for the intervening years changed, causing HRC to retune a process it thought was well-established.

Events outside of DoD’s and the Services’ control also complicate identifying and filling language-related requirements.  Prior to September 2001, Pashto, Urdu, and Ilocano were not considered to be “critical” to US national security.  They now are.  Other languages are expected to be added – and dropped – from DoD’s list of critical languages, depending on the forces of democratization, globalization, terrorism, and other “-isms” that have not surfaced yet.  The process for reevaluating and changing languages on the critical languages list is far simpler and quicker than for adjusting the process and filling the new requirement.

The purpose of this section is to review the current status of the management and maintenance of linguist resources in the Services and other DoD and Federal Agencies.  This section assesses recruiting, training (both language and MOS), managing (assigning and utilization), testing, and sustaining language proficiency within the Services to meet DoD’s foreign language requirements.

Department of the Army 

According to the Army Language Master Plan (ALMP), the Army had 14,898 linguist requirements in Fiscal Year (FY) 02.  This did not include 6,279 Army SOF language-capable requirements.  Over 40 percent of the requirements were in the Active Component, with the reminder split between the Army National Guard (16-plus percent) and US Army Reserve (almost 40 percent).  The Army’s current language-related requirements are found in 130 different enlisted, warrant officer, and officer MOSs.  Enlisted linguists are managed in three groups:

1. Language dependent MOSs (97E – old Interrogator, now HUMINT Collector; 98G – old Voice Interceptor, now Cryptologic Collector and 97L – Translator/Interpreter found only in the RC);

2. Non-language-dependent MOSs; and 

3. Personnel possessing a foreign language capability not received through Army-sponsored training.

Officers and warrant officers are managed by branches, functional areas, or warrant officer MOSs.  While the HRC manages conventional AC linguists, Army Special Operations Forces, the National Guard, and the Army Reserve manage their linguists separately.

Linguist Requirements Identification Process.  Army-resourced linguist requirements come from a variety of sources.  In addition to the Combatant Commands’ Mission Task Organized Force (MTOF) requirements, the Army must consider requirements from Defense Agencies and Joint Activities, as well as institutional and staff support.  The supported organization determines its total military and civilian linguist requirements, and the Army is tasked to resource the validated requirements.  Requirements are made through the Total Army Authorization Document – Revised (TAADS-R) and then validated by the Army Staff, especially the G-1 (Personnel), G-2 (Intelligence), and G-3 (Operations and Plans).

Beginning in FY03, the previous single digit language proficiency indicator (LPIND) in TAADS-R was expanded to four digits, providing an expanded scale to document language proficiency levels other than the previous single digit (e.g., 0, 1, 3, etc); the new LPIND allows for proficiency ratings of 0+, 1+, and 3+, for example.  Once a language and proficiency level have been validated, the billet can be changed, added, or removed from the appropriate Table of Organizations and Equipment (TO&E) or Table of Distribution and Allowances (TDA).  AC requirements are recorded in the Personnel Manning Authorization Document (PMAD), maintained by the Army Staff.  Personnel managers use the PMAD to assign linguists against requirements in a priority directed by the Army G-1, in coordination with the G-3.

Linguist Recruitment.  The Army has implemented a program using Language Advocates to help recruiters seek out and enlist personnel with language skills.  While this program is generally regarded as being successful, it is still too early to determine whether or not the program will result in significantly larger numbers of recruits with language skills.  Use of the Army Civilian Acquired Skills Program (ACASP) to recruit personnel with preexisting (native or civilian acquired) language skills is emphasized, but the program has its drawbacks.  Without a language training requirement, the time normally available to process background checks for security clearances is drastically reduced or eliminated.  The Army is attempting to overcome some of these disadvantages by assigning these recruits to the Individual Ready Reserve (IRR), and when their background checks are successfully completed and a clearance can be awarded, then they can enlist (with a language bonus).  Enlistment bonuses for language skills are the highest of all enlistment bonuses, with $20,000 presently offered for Korean language skills.  The bonuses are prorated for skill level and for languages on the critical language list.

AR 611-6 directs the Commander of the U.S. Military Enlistment Processing Command (MEPCOM) to “interview every active duty applicant to determine all languages (other than English) spoken by the applicant.  Language capability will be recorded on the DD Form 1966 series (record of Military Processing Armed Forces of the United States)…”  The MEPCOM Commander is also directed to administer the DLAB to all applicants for active duty.  AR 611-16 further directs the Commanders of U.S. Army Reception Battalions (USARECBNs) to screen all enlistees and ensure that “additional language capabilities (other than English)” are recorded in the individual’s official files.  USARECBN Commanders are also to administer the DLPT to individuals “claiming proficiency in a foreign language or whose transcripts indicate previous language study.”

Linguist Training.  For recruits with little or no language experience, the normal training cycle includes Basic Training, DLI language training, and Advanced Individual Training (AIT).  The Army has noticed a loss of language proficiency when the new soldier attends AIT, then an increase in proficiency once the soldier reaches his/her unit.  Experiments are being run by the intelligence community whereby recruits are sent to AIT before language training to determine if this sequence has a more positive effect on retention of language proficiency.

Requests for training spaces at DLI must be made five years in advance, which means that the Army estimates anticipated, rather than actual, requirements.  This process is reviewed during quarterly Training Resource Alignment Panel (TRAP) meetings attended by the Services and other users of DLI.  During these meetings, spaces are reallocated among the attendees to ensure adequate use of all training spaces.  The routine training cycle does not apply to some less commonly taught languages, where the requirement is frequently for a mid-grade soldier assigned to an embassy or foreign Personnel Exchange Program position.  The Army fills such enlisted requirements through reenlistment specifically for that position, and then coordinates language training through DLI (frequently with the DLI-East office and the State Department’s Foreign Service Institute).

Linguist Management. Army enlisted personnel are managed by a nine digit alphanumeric designator.  The first three digits reflect the military occupation specialty, the fourth digit the grade, the fifth digit the Special Qualification Indicator (SQI), the sixth and seventh digits a two-digit Additional Skills Indicator (ASI), and the eighth and ninth digits the Control Language (CLANG).  The HRC maintains a database of all Army enlisted (and officer) personnel and can sort by unit, language, MOS, grade and other criteria.  Although there is only one CLANG, HRC can top load from DA Form 330 (Proficiency Score results forwarded by Test Control Officers) up to ten languages into their database.  The Enlisted Language Office at HRC reviews requirements on a monthly basis and is frequently aware of requirements (from knowledge of soldiers’ estimated departure date) before they are officially received.  Soldiers are then assigned to an installation or organization, with the installation or unit commander ultimately making the appropriate assignment within the organization.

The importance of language skills to the three categories of enlisted soldiers mentioned above (language-related MOSs, non-language related MOSs, and non-DoD school-trained linguists) is noted in Section VIII (Career Development) of AR 611-6. “Army linguist proficiency standards for individuals in language-dependent MOSs are minimum ratings of level 2 in listening and level 2 in either reading or speaking,” implying that this proficiency level must be maintained in order to retain these MOSs.  For personnel in non-language dependent MOSs, the AR states that: “the attainment of a language skill should not block or hinder the individual’s normal pattern for career development in his or her PMOS or CMF [Career Management Field].”  For personnel possessing a foreign language capability not received through Army-sponsored training, “language capability normally does not influence career development within the PMOS or CMF.”

Soldiers with recorded language capabilities and those in language-dependent MOSs are tested using the Defense Language Proficiency Test (DLPT) on an annual basis.  This test certifies that they have maintained the mandated 2/2 proficiency and continue to be eligible for FLPP I.  All others take the DLPT to be eligible to receive FLPP I or II, depending upon their language capability and their assignment (as explained below).  The Enlisted Language Office in HRC knows when tests are required and sends messages to units to remind them of testing requirements.  Conversely, this office also knows when tests have not been taken, but it cannot automatically stop FLPP.  There are presently two waivers for continued receipt of FLPP when DLPT scores are not current: (1) service personnel are stationed where no test is available; and (2) if contingency deployment prevents testing as required, then the individuals have up to 180 days upon completion of deployment to take the DLPT.

Linguist Retention.  While the Army has addressed incentives for language proficiency (through FLPP and bonuses), there are no systematic programs in place for language sustainment and retraining.  In units with language-dependent MOSs (generally a high concentration of linguists), the units’ CLPs generally receive command attention and committed resources.  In units where non-language-dependent MOSs are located (low density of linguists), a CLP is either non-existent or very weak and often receives little command interest and resourcing.  The language capable soldiers in the latter case are expected to maintain their language proficiency primarily on their own.

The Army has three incentives – two monetary (FLPP and reenlistment bonuses) and one non-monetary (proper utilization) – for soldiers to maintain language proficiency.  FLPP was never intended to encourage the initial study of languages or the acquisition of language skills.  It was intended to encourage maintaining language proficiency and/or improving existing proficiency.  FLPP I is for “career linguists” – personnel in language-dependent MOSs or personnel in non-language-dependent MOSs who are assigned to military duties requiring proficiency in the requisite language and performing the duties of the position.  Exemptions for the duty position requirements apply to certain enlisted MOSs (PMOS in CMF 18, 37, 96 or 98), warrant officers (MOS of 180A, 350L, 351B, 351C, 351E, 352C or 352G), and commissioned officers (branch code 18, or functional area 39, 47, or 48).

FLPP II is intended as incentive pay for non-career linguists – soldiers who are certified as proficient in a language, but are not assigned to a documented duty position requiring such proficiency and are not required to be proficient in a language to maintain their MOS or branch code.  FLPP II is only for soldiers in an active duty status (i.e., not for RC personnel).  FLPP II was devised in an effort to construct a pool of available linguists, regardless of whether or not they were assigned to a billet that requires language proficiency.  The amount of FLPP received is dependent upon proficiency level, as well as the number of languages in which proficiency is maintained.  Surprisingly, the interviewees believed that monetary incentives were not the best tool for motivating linguists.  The chief motivation for maintaining proficiency is “proper utilization of language skills.”  The personnel interviewed stressed that “soldiers with language skills have a great desire to use those skills.”

The languages eligible for FLPP I and II pay are based upon a “critical languages list” that is adjusted by the Army G-2 annually.  In 2000, there were 66 languages eligible for FLPP I, while 169 were eligible for FLPP II.  This list was refined to 51 FLPP I languages and 25 FLPP II languages in 2002.  According to those interviewed, no updated list was issued in 2003, because the G-2 had indicated a desire to add a number of intelligence-related languages but was not able to provide sufficient justifying documentation to achieve a consensus.

After a reduction in FY04, the Army is increasing the funding budgeted for FLPP.  The FY04 budget for FLPP I and II is $17.646 million based upon 11,302 enlisted and 6,344 officer linguists.  The budget for FY05 is $24.466 million, based upon 18,303 enlisted and 6,113 officer linguists.  The Draft Unified Legislative Budget is proposing moving from a monthly/daily pay basis to an annual pay for FLPP.

Language reenlistment bonuses, similar to language enlistment bonuses, are the highest of all Army reenlistment bonuses.  The amount of a reenlistment bonus is determined by the difficulty of the language, level of proficiency, and rank of the person being reenlisted.  The highest reenlistment bonus presently offered is $20,000 for a Korean linguist.

Army Linguist Summary. According to the ALMP, the Army has “developed a deliberate linguist resourcing strategy to satisfy its future peacetime and contingency linguist and language requirements.”  The components of this strategy include:

1. AC soldier-linguists from other AC units.

2. AC soldiers in other-than-linguist MOSs identified through database searches – ‘found on post.’

3. RC teams from linguist units in the ARNG [Army National Guard] and USAR [U.S. Army Reserve].

4. RC soldiers from other units.

5. Coalition-provided and Host-nation support linguists – foreign soldiers and local nationals.

6. Civilian Contractors (US & local national hires).

Indications are, however, that this planning concentrates on the military intelligence requirements of linguists and not those learned from OEF and OIF, i.e., interpreters and translators for normal routine personnel, operations and logistical functions.  These functions were filled primarily through measure #6 via INSCOM and LOGCAP contracts.

Army National Guard

Linguist Requirements Identification Process.  The 300th MI Brigade (Linguist) has approximately 1,400 of the 2,485 linguists in the Army National Guard.  The Brigade has foreign language skills in Korean, Japanese, Chinese-Mandarin, Chinese-Cantonese, Thai, Tagalog, Vietnamese, Russian, Spanish, Portuguese, French, German, Arabic, Persian-Farsi, Swedish, Danish, and Norwegian.  The Brigade’s modified TO&E has recently been realigned by the Army Language Master Plan to more accurately reflect current language requirements, vice those of the Cold War.  For example, the Brigade is presently transitioning out of Danish, Norwegian, Swedish, Spanish, Portuguese and Russian into more GWOT-related languages.  This transition will take several years, especially since the Brigade will most likely have to retrain soldiers in the new languages rather than recruit new soldiers to meet the requirement (because of the expected non-availability of recruits with the new critical language skills).

Linguist Recruitment.  According the Brigade personnel interviewed, requirements have always exceeded resources.  Each member of the command is encouraged to work as a recruiter.  The 300th MI Brigade makes every effort to recruit applicants with foreign language skills.  Second priority targets applicants with non-critical foreign language skills who are willing to learn a critical language.  All applicants must be U.S. citizens, have a Defense Language Aptitude Battery (DLAB) score of at least 90, have the ability to get at least a secret clearance, have not served in the Peace Corps, and, if they speak a language, have scored at least 2/2 on the DLPT or express the willingness to go to DLI.  All clearances must be based on a background investigation; therefore, security considerations are an important part of the potential applicant’s screening process.  The Brigade does not emphasize recruiting of native/heritage speakers.

Linguist Training.  As previously noted, the Brigade concentrates on enlisting soldiers who already possess language skills.  As a result, training is focused on intelligence-related skills for the MOS.  Brigade personnel interviewed believed that this emphasis on MOS training could change as the language focus changes to meet the requirements of GWOT and existing Brigade soldiers are asked to retrain in another language.  Convincing soldiers or recruits to learn a GWOT-related language is difficult, because learning these languages generally means a higher than normal deployment tempo.

Linguists must take the DLPT annually.  Testing occurs every Tuesday and at every drill or by appointment.  Sub-2/2 linguists must retest every six months.  The Brigade does not have an organic capability to test speaking (at all) or reading and listening at higher than level 3/3 proficiency.  Army Language Program funding provides for some refresher/sustainment training, but securing sufficient funds for desired sustainment training has been historically very difficult, according to Brigade personnel interviewed.

Linguist Management.  The language abilities of assigned soldiers are contained in the Brigade’s language database and the Army’s Standard Installation/Division Personnel System (SIDPERS) database.  Linguist management is seen as a Company Command responsibility.  Most key leader positions still carry a language qualifier and most language managers are linguists – “linguists make better linguist managers” is a Brigade-wide philosophy.  Assignments (missions) are generally disseminated through the chain-of-command.  For missions, the supported element often sets the desired proficiency level and establishes what languages are critical.  The Brigade, however, often sends a mixed team that is capable of performing the mission.  Selection criteria include experience and background, as well as language proficiency and availability.

Linguist Retention.  Because FLPP is subject to the 1/30th pay rule (equating to 4/30th for a normal month), it provides little incentive to 300th Brigade personnel.  However, it becomes a morale booster when soldiers are mobilized for an active duty assignment.  Retention bonuses are offered, and the command is trying to implement a program to provide refresher training courses abroad as an additional incentive for retention.  Foreign language skills are mentioned on officer and NCO efficiency reports for all Brigade personnel.  Skills higher than 2/2 rate an excellent block on the evaluation and an award.  Soldiers are systematically given awards and incentives.  Those who increase knowledge areas, enhance skills, and succeed on missions tend to be promoted at a faster rate.  Language proficiency plays a greater role in advancement of enlisted soldiers than in officers.  Many senior enlisted linguists are encouraged to become warrant officers.  They are also given favorable consideration for language missions in support of Army operations, part time or full time.

Army National Guard Linguist Summary.  The most significant issue facing the Brigade is the huge number of changes mandated by the updated ALMP.  All soldiers resident in sections whose languages have been reclassified will have to attend DLI to obtain language proficiency.  The Southwest and Northeast Asia languages are largely CAT III/IV – a more difficult skill to learn and retain.  These languages not only require a lengthy instructional period at DLI, but once the soldier returns to his/her home, he/she will also require more attention on sustainment training.  A large portion of the Brigade’s soldiers have been mobilized in support of OIF, OEF or Operation Noble Eagle.  Mobilization fatigue is expected to be an issue in the near future.  Soldiers who mobilized will return and possibly undergo language reclassification.

Department of the Navy 

Linguist Requirements Identification Process.  The Department of the Navy has between 3,100 and 3,500 language billets.  Approximately 53 percent of these language billets are found in the CTI career field, with the remainder in the Special Warfare Forces, Foreign Area Officer programs, and Attachés.

Navy OPNAVINST 1000.16J, Manual of Navy Total Force Manpower Policies and Procedures, provides the policy guidance and procedures to develop, review, approve, and implement manpower requirements.  The total force manpower requirements determination process outlined in this document includes peacetime and wartime, active and ready reserve military, civilians, and contractors.  The process is based on directed missions, functions and tasks, and required operational capability/projected operational environment.

The Total Force Programming Manpower Division (CNO N12) has administrative authority over manpower procedures for determining requirements and authorizations.  The office also has approval authority for total force manpower requirements for all fleet activities and manages oversight for the activities (such as community structure) and provides honest broker assessments of resource submissions.  However, the Navy’s manpower claimants – the surface warfare career field, for example – determine and validate requirements with little oversight from N12, as a matter of policy.  N12 does obtain an overview of shore requirements by reviewing billets in excess of sea-shore rotation requirements, zero-based reviews of communities, so-called “flagpole” studies, and other initiatives outside the normal decentralized requirements determination and approval process.

Manpower claimants review, measure, and assess workload in terms of the activity’s directed Mission, Functions, and Tasks (MFTs).  Peacetime MFTs reflect directed missions; wartime MFTs reflect changes in mission or workload as a result of mobilization.  Resource sponsors who propose changes in the acquisition of new ships and aircraft, or changes in hardware, have the explicit responsibility to define and program associated manpower requirements.  Offices proposing or sponsoring changes to shore MFTs have the responsibility to define and program manpower requirements associated with the mandated functional change.

In the present version of OPNAVINST 1000.16J, the Navy Foreign Language Office (NFLO) does not play a role in the validation process for foreign language requirements.  While the draft revision to this instruction does include the NFLO in the validation process, as well as a methodology and worksheet to assist commanders in identifying and justifying language requirement, it is not clear when this draft will be approved and published.

The Total Force Manpower Management Systems (TFMMS) is the Navy’s single authoritative database for uniformed force manpower requirements.  This database includes active duty military and RC personnel manpower authorizations and end strength.  The authoritative database for civilian manpower authorizations is the Defense Civilian Personnel Data System (DCVPDS). This means that any civilian, or contractor equivalent to a full-time employee, should have a requirement in TFMMS.  In practice, according to Department of the Navy personnel interviewed, TFMMS’ civilian and contractor data is “fair to poor,” depending upon the claimant, especially for contractors.  There is no link in the current Navy process between requirements and authorizations between the uniformed and civilian personnel systems.  The Activity Manning Document (AMD) is the single authoritative source for an activity’s statement of manpower requirements.

Chapter 6 (“Special Programs”) of OPNAVINST 1000.16J, provides guidance for language requirements, including:

· Manpower claimants will use the DoD standard data elements for foreign languages (NAVPERS 15839I) to indicate foreign language needs for manpower requirements.

· Identify foreign language requirements on the AMD at the earliest feasible time to facilitate the requirement for long-lead time training.

· When the stated foreign language requirements are no longer required, they shall be cancelled immediately by the submission of an AMD Change Request to preclude training an incumbent.

· Minimum acceptable proficiency levels for each of the four functional skill areas (listening, reading, speaking and writing) are to be indicated.

· Use the standard AMD Change Request (block marked “Language”) procedures outlined in the instruction to identify foreign language requirements by the appropriate standard 10-character language and language proficiency code.”

Chapter 6 of this OPNAVINST does not apply to the intelligence community, whose language requirements are defined by NECs.

Linguist Recruitment.  In a program supported by the Naval Security Group, but not outlined in official Navy documents, a Master Chief CTI screens all recruits processing through the Great Lakes Recruit Training Command to identify those with foreign language skills.  Those voluntarily admitting that they have language skills (approximately 13.3 percent in 154 different languages/dialects in the timeframe April – December 2003) are then administered a Foreign Language Skill Self Assessment on reading, speaking and writing (which takes approximately ten minutes).  The recruits indicate whether they are 0 (no skill), 10 (elementary knowledge), 20 (conversational), or 30 (fluent).  The results of this test are forwarded to the Navy Foreign Language Office on a daily basis.  The Master Chief then selectively administers the DLPT to those in critical languages (currently 24 identified) or those in more common languages who are going to a job that requires the language.  In the period April to December 2003, 646 recruits – out of a total of 31,970 recruits screened – or approximately 2 percent were identified by the Master Chief for consideration for intelligence-related linguist billets.  The results of the DLPT are forwarded to the Chief of Naval Education and Training (CNET) and the NFLO and entered into the Enlisted Master File in Millington, Tennessee.

The Navy does not currently target native/heritage speakers for recruitment.  The Navy used to have a program to recruit native speakers, but concluded that there were too many obstacles to their utilization.  Due to the six to 12 months needed for a clearance, the Navy did not want to find a holding billet to put the recruits while they wait for clearance process to be completed.   Generally speaking, if a recruit with language skills cannot receive a Top Secret clearance (required by CTI), then there is no language career field for him/her.

Linguist Training.  Recruits receive a school guarantee for DLI at the Military Entrance Process Station (MEPS).  The actual language, however, is not assigned until the individual arrives at DLI.  The sailor’s Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) and DLAB scores are combined with the Navy’s current requirements by the Navy detachment at DLI to assign the sailor to a language.  After successful completion of language training at DLI, the CTIs report for duty at a Regional SIGINT Operations Center (RSOC), where they receive advanced individual skills and language training.  The language training is included in the Military Crypto Continuing Education Program, which is conducted under the auspices of the NSA.

Linguist Management.  The Navy closely manages its language-qualified enlisted personnel with intelligence-related NECs.  CTIs are routinely assigned to billets requiring their language skills.  Because most billets are in organizations with substantial numbers of other language-qualified personnel, CTIs generally have excellent opportunities for sustaining and improving both MOS-and language-related skills.

According to the personnel interviewed, the Navy does not manage enlisted sailors with non-intelligence NECs based on their language capabilities.  The Navy does not have a comprehensive database identifying non-intelligence, language-qualified sailors.  Some personnel who self-report have their self-assessed language capabilities recorded in their official files; those who do not self-report are generally not identified, unless they are graduates of DLI, the Naval Post-Graduate School, or an advanced degree program.  The absence of a comprehensive database has been identified in post-9/11 lessons learned as a significant issue, but ongoing searches for Haitian-Creole speakers to support Marines in Haiti in March 2004 are faced with the same lack of availability of language information.

Linguist Retention.  The DLPT is used by the Navy to determine proficiency for FLPP purposes.  It is administered annually.  Proficiency is defined as level 2/2 or greater to be eligible for FLPP.  The following personnel can draw continuous FLPP: CTIs holding language NECs; non-CTIs holding intelligence NECs 9520, 5323 or 5326; 163X-designated officers (intelligence officers) with subspecialties XX18; and Special Warfare officers (113X).  All others draw FLPP on a temporary basis when assigned to a language-coded billet or a command-certified foreign language required assignment, or when ordered to support a contingency requiring their language.  For “career linguists’ (CTI), the FLPP amount is determined by adding the award amounts for each proficiency area tested.  For non-career linguists, the FLPP award level is determined by the lowest score attained on the proficiency areas tested.  The Navy’s FLPP budget for FY03 was approximately $4 million.

The Navy also offers Selective Reenlistment Bonuses to certain high-demand MOSs – such as junior CTIs with language skills in a critical or shortage language.  These bonuses can range from just under $1,000 to over $35,000, depending on grade, length of reenlistment, and language.

Navy Linguist Summary.  The Navy’s linguist selection, recruitment, training, management, and utilization process is focused almost exclusively on linguists with intelligence NEC codes.  CTIs and other intelligence-related linguists – including Intelligence Officers with language capabilities – are managed by their language(s), as well as by proficiency in their basic specialty.

Non-intelligence CMF related sailors, warrant officers, and officers who have language capabilities, but who are not filling billets where a foreign language is required, are managed exclusively by their basic specialty managers, without particular regard to their language capabilities.  The Navy does not have a personnel database that systematically records language capabilities of all naval personnel.

Marine Corps 

Linguist Requirements Identification Process.  The Marine Corps has identified the Primary Military Occupational Specialties (PMOS) of 2671, 2673, 2674, 2676 (respectively Arabic, Korean, Spanish, and Russian Linguist), 2691 (Signals Intelligence/Electronic Warfare Chief), and 0251 (Interrogator/Debriefer) as “career linguists.”  Additionally, the Marine Corps recognizes the Additional MOSs (AMOS) of 2643 (Cryptologic Linguist) and 9940 through 9949 (FAOs) as “career linguists.”  The AMOS 8611 (Interpreter) is not recognized (at least for FLPP purposes) as a “career linguist”.  The Marine Corps has 560 authorized cryptolinguist billets and 505 qualified cryptolinguists.

Linguist Recruitment.  During the initial screening process (prior to contract/enlistment), Marine recruiters determine the personal aptitude of potential Marines from their ASVAB scores.  Previous language skill is not a prerequisite for the Marine Linguist Program.  The annual goal for recruiting linguists is 180.  The DLAB is administered at the respective MEPS to those without language skills who meet the Linguist Program’s required scores and to those who show an interest.  Per MCO 1510.32D (Recruit Training), the DLPT is administered to those who profess language skills at the Marine Corps Recruit Depots at San Diego and Parris Island.  Since 1 October 2003, Parris Island has tested 368 who professed language skills in 23 of the 42 of the languages which Parris Island can test (including ten of the investment languages).  DLPT results are forwarded to Headquarters, Marine Corps for scoring and subsequent entry of the aptitude level in the individual’s record.  In FY03, the Marine Corps started screening all recruits for heritage/native speaker status.  These efforts reflect an increased emphasis on the awareness of language skills across the Marine Corps.

Linguist Training.  DLI is used almost exclusively for language training.  Interrogator/ translators receive their MOS training prior to language training.  Interrogator/translators are considered a lateral-move MOS, which means that a Marine can move into this MOS after his/her first tour.  Cryptologic Linguists receive their language training after basic and before their MOS-related functional training.

Linguist Management.  Billets for interrogator/translators are coded by-language and qualified personnel are assigned against these billet requirements.  Interrogator/translators can use their skill sets through the rank of Master Sergeant (E-8).  Cryptologic Linguists are also assigned by their language skills.  They generally become supervisors once they achieve the rank of Gunnery Sergeant (E-7).

Career linguists and other Marines with language skills are required to take the DLPT or OPI (Oral Proficiency Interview – for those languages where a DLPT is not available) annually.  They must maintain a level 2/2 in two of the three (reading, writing, or listening) subtests of the DLPT in order to receive FLPP.  The scores are tied to retention, promotions, and performance evaluations.

Linguist Retention.  The Marine Corps uses two incentives to encourage the maintenance of language proficiency – FLPP and selected reenlistment bonuses (SRB).  Awarding FLPP I or II depends upon whether or not the Marine is a “career linguist” (FLPP I) or not (FLPP II).  “Monthly pay is computed by combined proficiency scores for the highest two DLPT subtests taken in the language (reading, writing, listening).”
  Proficiency in a second qualifying language at the same rate results in a combined FLPP total that may not exceed $300.00 per month.  FLPP is paid only for “critical languages” that are listed in MCO 7220.52D and updated annually (via a Marine Administrative Message).  In FY03, the Marine Corps paid approximately $2.6 million in FLPP to almost 1,900 Marine linguists.

Selective reenlistment bonuses are awarded in three contract zones (4 to 6 years of service, 6 to 10 years, and 10 to 14 years).  The amount of the bonus is determined by the needs of the MOS, the number of individuals wanting to reenlist, and the language involved.

Marine Linguist Summary.  The Marine Corps takes a broad approach to determining what qualifies an individual to be a linguist (enlisted, warrant officer, and officer), although the term “career linguist” is applied to a select group of MOSs.  Recent initiatives, starting with the Commandant’s attempt to take a full inventory of all Marines with language skills,
 have served to increase the awareness and importance of and emphasis on Marine linguists, including those in the intelligence and FAO career fields, as well as those in all other Marine specialties.

Department of the Air Force

Linguist Requirements Identification Process.  The Air Force currently has 3,521 AC billets requiring foreign language proficiency.  These billets are divided into two basic categories: billets in career fields in which foreign language is inherent to that field and language-designated positions (specific billets requiring foreign language proficiency in otherwise non-language inherent career fields).   

The Air Force has designated one officer and four NCO career fields for which foreign language proficiency is essential.  The NCO career fields are: Cryptologic Linguist, Airborne Cryptologic Linguist, Linguist Debriefer, and Interpreter/Translator.  The single officer field is the Foreign Area Officer career field.  Only the two NCO cryptologic career fields are primary career fields, while the others, including FAOs, are managed as secondary career fields.  These five career fields are deemed language inherent; therefore, an Air Force member must possess foreign language skills to carry the respective Air Force Specialty Code (AFSC).  At the end of FY03, these five career fields comprised 78 percent of the Air Force’s foreign language requirements, as shown in the following table:

Career Field



Billets

      Percent of Total

Cryptologic Linguist


1,526


     43

Airborne Cryptologic Linguist 
   919


     26

Linguist Debriefer 


     69


       2

Interpreter/Translator.  

     62


       2

Foreign Area Officer


   165


       5

The remaining 780 (22 percent) of the billets are comprised of language-designated positions scattered throughout the Air Force’s Major Commands (MAJCOM), the Combatant Commands, and the Defense Agencies.  These positions comprise foreign language requirements in 43 different languages and are assigned to 91 different AFSCs.  The foreign language requirements for these billets are defined by the owning command or agency and are generally non-intelligence jobs.  Examples of such billets include medical personnel, special operations forces, air traffic controllers, and security forces assigned to units subject to frequent or short-notice overseas deployment.

Air Force Reserve (AFR) foreign language requirements are found in the Individual Mobilization Augmentee (IMA) program.  IMAs serve in all MAJCOMs, Combat Support Agencies, and Unified Commands.  The primary customers are NSA, DIA, and the 97th Intelligence Squadron.  The Air Force Reserve has 212 validated foreign language requirements, of which 137 are funded.  The 75 unfunded requirements are with DIA, supporting both the Defense Attaché System and the Defense HUMINT Service (DHS), and with the 97th Intelligence Squadron in support of the RIVET JOINT mission.  All reserve linguists are required to maintain a minimum standard of the DLPT 2/2 rating. A small number of AFR positions require a 3/3 level of proficiency.  Waivers are no longer granted to reservists failing to meet 2/2 standard. 

Responding to NSA requirements and acknowledging that higher language proficiency levels are now necessary to provide more accurate and timely intelligence, the Air Force is moving toward establishing the DLPT 3/3 standard for its Cryptologic Linguists.  While the previous 2/2 standard was implemented as the minimum graduation requirement from basic-level language school, the Air Force believes the higher level 3/3 standard is not a realistic basic-level (DLI) graduation requirement.  Therefore, the Air Force strategy to meet the level 3/3 requirement is to train its linguists to the 3/3 level over a career, rather than extending initial language training.  To do so will require as many as 575 additional personnel, annual funding for unit-level training of $9.19M (an increase of $7.99M), and $8.28M of additional funding for DLI, due to increased throughput in advanced in-residence courses.  Without these additional resources, the Air Force believes it will not be able to support the growing need for level 3/3 proficient linguists.
Linguist Recruitment.  The Air Force actively recruits entry-level personnel into the two Cryptologic Linguist career fields. As the other three career fields are secondary AFSCs, entry-level technical training requirements have not been established for them.  Potential Cryptologic Linguists must score a minimum of 69 on the Science and Technology portion of the ASVAB to be considered for this duty.  Personnel who score at least 69 and who wish to enter the Cryptologic Linguist career field are then administered the DLAB.  The minimum DLAB score to enter Cryptologic Linguist career field training is 95 for most languages and 100 for Korean, Chinese, and Arabic.  Since linguist training can take up to 30 months and costs between $54,000 and $110,000, the Air Force offers recruiting bonuses to those who volunteer for the Cryptologic Linguist career fields. To encourage recruits to enlist for six years, the Air Force offers a $6,000 signing bonus, while four-year enlistees are paid $4,000.  In recent years, approximately 50 percent of Cryptologic Linguist recruits enlisted for six years.  These enlistment bonuses are not paid to heritage/native speakers or already trained linguists.

During the initial interview with prospective members, Air Force recruiters ask if the applicant is already proficient in a foreign language.  If so, the language(s) is noted on the DD Form 1966/1 for future reference. Assuming the applicant scores a minimum of 69 on the ASVAB, the applicant is asked to take the appropriate DLPT.  By scoring a minimum of 2/2 in a needed language, the applicant may be offered assignment in a linguist career field.  

Linguist Training.  For the Ground and Airborne Cryptologic Linguist career fields, the Air Force has developed a Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP), which serves as a comprehensive education and training document to identify life-cycle education and training requirements, training support resources, and minimum specialty requirements.  It provides personnel with career path guidance from initial skills training through retirement.  The Debriefer career field is currently developing a document similar to the CFETP for its personnel.

Cryptologic language training is mission-specific training and provides a Cryptologic Linguist with technical knowledge about the language and activities associated with a particular mission.  Specific cryptologic language training includes initial skills training at Goodfellow AFB, the Air Force Exportable Language Training Program (AELTP), on-the-job certification training, the National Cryptologic School platform, as well as self-paced courses and video tele-training.
The AELTP was established in 1988 as a required Utilization and Training Workshop for Ground Cryptologic Linguists.  AELTP is an exportable cryptologic training program designed to provide cryptologic training material, ranging from entry to advanced levels.  AELTP-produced training materials are available on the web and CD-ROM.  AELTP recently embedded with the National Cryptologic School to take advantage of their experience and infrastructure to provide training to the field. 

All Cryptologic Linguists in ranks E-7 and below are required to establish a continuous schedule of language study to improve their language skills and prevent loss of proficiency.  Personnel with a 3/3 proficiency level must spend at least four hours per month in language maintenance training activities.  Cryptologic Linguists with proficiency levels between 2/2 and 3/3 must spend a minimum of eight hours per month in language enhancement training.  Sub-2/2 level proficiency Cryptologic Linguists are placed in refresher or remedial training.  Personnel in refresher or remedial training are required to attend formal training at DLI or a locally-provided course and must complete 12 to 24 hours per month of enhancement training until the 2/2 proficiency level is regained.

As a secondary career field, most Air Force Foreign Area Officers do not receive dedicated basic-level language training.  Most FAOs are either native speakers, college language majors, or became FAOs after receiving DLI training for an overseas assignment.  The Air Force’s FAO Proponent office (SAF/IAPA) provides contracted language training and a limited number of training opportunities at institutes of higher education for a small number of FAOs.  In addition, the Language and Area Studies Immersion (LASI) program provides $1.5M in funding in support of the CORONA 1996 tasker to have ten percent of Air Force officers at a minimum of level 2/2 foreign language proficiency by 2005.  LASI provides annual immersion training for approximately 300 officers possessing at least a DLPT of 1/1.  LASI training takes place in 39 foreign languages in 41 countries or United States-based iso-immersions.  Students selected to participate in LASI are allowed to travel on temporary duty for 30 days of intensive language training.

Linguist Management.  Since 80 percent of the Air Force’s linguist billets are in the intelligence field, the Directorate of Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (AF/XOI) has been designated as the Service Program Manager for the Air Force Foreign Language Program (AFFLP).  As such, AF/XOI is responsible for the management of all foreign language requirements and programs affecting 91AFSCs, regardless of whether they are intelligence related or not.  The task of day-to-day management of the AFFLP is delegated to one officer assigned to the AF/XOI Force Management and Development Branch (AF/XOIIFM).  This officer has other primary duties and responsibilities, thereby making AFFLP management a part-time additional duty.

The Air Force expects those in the grades E-7 and above to serve as managers.  It takes approximately three years to recruit and train a linguist and requires an average of 17 years to make E-7.  Taking these numbers into consideration, a linguist can be expected to perform full time foreign language duty during an average of 11 to 14 years or roughly 60 percent of a career.

Linguist Retention.  The Air Force reports that retention for first and second term Cryptologic Linguists is on a two-year upward trend, but still below overall Air Force retention averages.  Career airmen (those with ten or more years of service), however, show a two-year decline, with their retention about nine percent below the Air Force average.  Acknowledging the high cost and time required to produce proficient linguists, the Air Force offers some of its highest Selective Reenlistment Bonuses to its Cryptologic Linguists. In FY02 and FY03, no SRB distinctions were made for different language groups.  Currently, SRB rates are at or near record levels, with some bonuses reaching the maximum authorization of $60,000. The Air Force considers the SRB an effective retention tool for its cryptologic linguists, without which reenlistment rates would likely be at much lower levels.  While the March 2004 SRB review has recommended that some non-linguist rates be reduced, the bonuses for the two cryptologic career fields will remain among the highest in Air Force.

The Air Force has established two levels of FLPP.  FLPP I is paid monthly to those personnel currently assigned to billets that require language proficiency to perform their assigned tasks, including those currently serving in non-language career field designated billets.  FLPP I pays $100 for level 2/2 proficiency and rises to $200 for 3/3.  An additional $100 per month is paid for 2/2 proficiency in a second language.  FLPP Level II is paid monthly to all other Air Force personnel, regardless of their current assigned job, who demonstrate at least level 2/2 proficiency in a foreign language, other than Spanish or Tagalog.  FLPP II is paid at half the rate of FLPP I, meaning $50 for level 2/2 proficiency, $100 per month for level 3/3 proficiency, and an additional $50 for basic level 2/2 proficiency in a second language.  Air Force policy dictates that Spanish or Tagalog speakers must be assigned to a language-required billet to receive FLPP.  Throughout 2003, the Air Force paid $10,864,585 worth of FLPP to an annual average of 6,848 personnel.

Personnel in the secondary linguist career fields are expected to maintain level 2/2 proficiency.  FLPP is the one official incentive for these linguists to maintain proficiency.  Failure to meet the annual level 2/2 standard on the DLPT results in the loss of FLPP. 

Air Force Linguist Summary.  The Air Force has a well-developed system for identifying requirements, selecting, recruiting, training, managing, and utilizing linguists with intelligence-related AFSCs.  Non-intelligence related linguists are not managed by-language or secondary AFSC, and therefore do not currently benefit from the same command interest and systematic training as their counterparts in the intelligence field.

Defense Agencies

(U/FOUO) National Security Agency.  In 1999, a Joint Language Task Force was formed at NSA to identify language shortfalls and develop strategies to address them. The Senior Language Authority (who reports to the Director of NSA) has spearheaded the development of a comprehensive plan to improve the language capabilities of the Agency.  Within the past year, the Agency has completed a detailed requirements analysis of all billets, including those with language requirements.  As part of these efforts, the Office of the Senior Language Authority is developing a single language testing metric that can be used to assess foreign language listening and reading comprehension skills inside NSA, as well as in the rest of the Intelligence Community and DoD.  These are but a few of the more important actions taken by the Agency to enhance the awareness of language skills, improve those language skills, and insure that the Agency is proactively working to stay ahead of developments in national language requirements.

(U/FOUO) Linguist Requirements Identification Process.  Within the past year, NSA conducted a detailed requirements analysis of all billets world-wide, including language skill requirements.  The analysis was a joint, end-to-end approach that was zero-based (i.e., not constrained by resources) and resulted in the identification of approximately 2,300 language missions and their associated levels of difficulty (as defined in US SIGINTEL Directive 306).  In the process, the Agency documented the need for Level-3 requirements for cryptologic missions and developed a Language Readiness Index (LRI), which compares the level of the mission to the capability of the language analyst performing the mission for all missions performed by NSA.  This enabled the Agency to identify gaps, reinvest existing military billets to fill some of the gaps, and increase the civilian end strength authorization to fill others.

(U/FOUO) NSA’s in-depth analysis of language requirements led to the conclusion that the minimum level of proficiency necessary to accomplish the Agency’s mission is level 3 in both listening and reading.  While this assessment of level 3 is consistent with assessments in other agencies, it does not reflect the speaking requirement at level 3 that other agencies have identified for successful accomplishment of their missions.

(U/FOUO) Having identified the fact that there are not enough language qualified analysts to meet all requirements, and that critical language requirements change quickly (and not always predictably), NSA is implementing a plan to improve surge capabilities.  The Agency is attempting to develop strategic strongholds in less commonly taught languages by cross-training high-end Cryptologic Analysts into a second or third, less commonly taught language.  The selected Cryptologic Analysts are provided with regular learning and application opportunities, including immersion training (both in country and at Middlebury College).  Other programs are looking at the possibility of meeting surge requirements through the use of contractors and reserves, including a Reserve Cryptologic Analyst program.

(U/FOUO) Linguist Recruitment.  NSA’s attempts to recruit already language-qualified personnel to fill its high-end Cryptologic Analyst positions have been complicated by the Agency’s significant security requirements.  Frequently, native and heritage speakers who have the best qualifications in high-value languages are ineligible for Top Secret and above clearances, while those who can pass the intrusive background checks do not have the fluency necessary to meet the job requirements.  As result, NSA has recently substantially raised language proficiency bonuses – up to $1,000 per month for 3/3 level proficiency in multiple languages – in order to attract and retain qualified linguists.

(U/FOUO) Linguist Training.  In a cooperative effort between the National Security Education Program and the National Foreign Language Center, four prototype programs for educating and graduating college students with level 3/3 language skills have been established at four universities.  A program for Arabic was started at the University of Washington in the summer of 2003, for Chinese at Brigham Young University in the fall of 2003, for Korean at the University of Hawaii and UCLA in the fall of 2003, and for Persian/Farsi at the University of Washington in June of 2003.

(U/FOUO)  NSA uses its in-house training facility to raise the proficiency level of its high-end Cryptologic Analysts, as well as to provide voluntary and mandatory sustainment training programs.  Language courses are also available for personnel who are willing to learn additional languages or to switch from a non-critical language to a critical language.

(U/FOUO) NSA is working to develop a single language testing metric to assess foreign language listening and reading comprehension skills across DoD.  The Defense Language Proficiency Testing System (DLPT 5) will ultimately result in a computer-adaptive test in six major languages (Arabic, Chinese, Korean, Persian-Farsi, Russian, and Spanish) and computer delivered multiple-choice tests in approximately 20 languages (such as Turkish and French).  This constitutes a move from the present two-part performance-based testing to a one-part proficiency-based assessment of reading and listening comprehension.  The transformation will begin in 2005, with two types of validated computer-delivered DLPT 5 tests to measure listening and reading comprehension from proficiency levels 2 to 4.  The first validated computer adaptive test will be delivered in Russian in 2007.  NSA civilian language analysts have been encouraged to participate in the development of these tests.  While current procedure is to test language capabilities on an annual basis in order to receive FLPP, once the new testing procedure is in place, a new timeline will be phased in.  Under this new procedure, a Cryptologic Analyst who tests at a level 3 will only be required to retest every three years.  Those testing at a level below 3 will be required to retest annually until they reach the 3 level.
(U/FOUO) Linguist Management.  Achieving and maintaining a level 3/3 proficiency in a foreign language is a complex task.  The Office of the Senior Language Authority has developed a detailed plan on how to achieve a capabilities-based workforce, which is one of the priorities of the Director.  This management plan includes the following features:

· Build and develop a cadre.  NSA wants to build “hire to retire” systems that start at the recruiting stage.  Recruitment is very strict and the requirements are so stringent that approximately one in seven applicants will actually successfully complete the process.  One hundred and fifty additional civilian positions have been created and will be filled over the next five years.

· Reward the cadre.  Language incentive pay for civilians was drastically increased in April 2003. Emphasis is on bi-modialism (voice and graphic skills) and multi-lingualism.  Incentives (e.g., FLPP) are only available to the civilian work force after they have achieved a 3/3 rating.  NSA is working to increase military foreign language compensation as well.

· Measure the capabilities continuously.  Language requirements change continuously and should be measured and assessed regularly – not just once and forgotten until the next crisis.  Work is being conducted on the development of capabilities-driven proficiency testing.

· Improve job performance through research.  A link has been established with the University of Maryland’s Center for Advanced Study of Language (CASL) to improve the performance of foreign language professionals in the Intelligence Community and enhance job resources.  Research is to be conducted in four areas: language analysis; less commonly taught languages; human language technology; and language acquisition.

· Manage the cadre as one treasured corps.  The establishment of a detailed database with the related Language Readiness Index was the initial step in a process to acknowledge the Cryptologic Analyst as a valuable resource and to improve the management and utilization of their skills.  Proper utilization leads to job satisfaction and retention.

(U/FOUO) NSA Linguist Summary.  The Senior Language Authority at NSA has both the authority and the resources to fundamentally refocus the Agency’s approach to foreign language.  Language has been integrated into a comprehensive set of qualifications that are measured against both universal and job-specific metrics.  This initiative is part of a multi-faceted program to address shortfalls – in numbers of qualified linguists and analysts, in language proficiency in general and in critical language proficiency in particular, and in retention.  These efforts are based on an overarching language strategy, have the support of NSA’s and DoD’s senior leaders, and are well resourced.

Defense Intelligence Agency.  

Linguist Requirements Identification Process. Other than Attaché positions, DIA has approximately 70 billets that require language capabilities.  This number was derived from a bottom-up requirements analysis, based on what managers believed their offices needed.  The number 70 is somewhat misleading, however, as the Agency prefers to list requirements for language proficiency in position descriptions, rather than to directly code the billet for a language on the manning document.  This procedure allows managers flexibility of assignment, partly because language requirements for certain positions often change. A recruiting policy change was made effective in DIA immediately after 9/11 to recruit linguists for all positions in the Directorate of HUMINT Operations. All future DIA officers involved in controlled activities will have a language capability.

Linguist Recruitment. DIA places linguists on recruiting teams and hires contract linguists to meet other shortfalls.  DIA’s current top ten languages of interest are Arabic, Chinese Mandarin, Chinese Cantonese, Pashto, Dari, Urdu, Serbo-Croatian, Korean, Persian-Farsi, and Russian.  Those recruited, who claim language proficiency, are given a preliminary language test, consisting of a CD that primarily tests listening comprehension.  The results are used to determine whether further, more extensive and expensive, testing should be administered.  Hiring contract linguists is difficult because, while the contractors promise to provide level 3/3 capability, they rarely meet the equivalent skill level in English, substantive knowledge, or adequate technical vocabulary.

Skilled DIA linguists are not always available to ensure quality control of the translations.  Contract linguists conduct all of DIA’s translation work.  After 9/11, DIA implemented a program to rehire recent retirees.  The policy has undergone a number of revisions and, in its present form, requires the rehired retiree to be slotted in an existing billet.  The strategy of hiring linguists to fill billets and contract linguists to meet other temporary shortfalls has only been in place a couple of years and, according to the DIA personnel interviewed, is viewed to be reasonably successful.

Linguist Training.  DIA’s manning document states that all positions coded for a language require a level 3 in reading and speaking.  Linguists are tested annually using the DLPT whenever possible and the Oral Proficiency Interview for less commonly taught languages.  The Agency is using the American Council of Teachers of Foreign Languages to administer these OPIs.  DLI is actively working to certify more ACTFL testers to pick up the OPI workload.  DIA linguists maintain their skills primarily by using them on the job, but training hours can be made available if requested or if the individual falls below level 3 on his/her test.  DIA expends considerable resources to maintain their skills at level 3.  Since mid-2001, almost anyone with a language skill (including clerks, analysts, officers, etc.) has been able to request language maintenance training.  DIA routinely uses blocks of 50 and 100 hours of language training as its unit of authorized training.  Local language contractors provide this training.

Linguist Management.  DIA maintains multiple tracking mechanisms for linguists, depending upon the particular data desired.  The personnel section maintains the eZHR database that tracks all personnel drawing FLPP and reminds them when they are due to take their DLPT.  The DIA Splash Screen (the screen which first comes up when a DIA employee turns on his/her computer) advertises language incentive pay and encourages employees to report their language skills.  The eZHR database also contains data on those who self-assess.

Since 9/11, the Directorate of HUMINT has maintained a database called MOM (Management and Operational Matrix) that lists those DH personnel who have language proficiency, their languages, levels of proficiency, testing dates, the languages they may have studied in high school, as well as weapons training, deployments made, and college degree.  The Foreign Language Program Office maintains a database on all civilian linguists, which includes their proficiency, special skills, and location.

Linguist Retention. One of the DCI’s top ten areas of interest is the desire to incentivize the workforce.  This includes Foreign Language Proficiency Pay for both military and civilian linguists (DIA and NSA are the only two DoD agencies authorized civilian linguist language proficiency pay), recruiting bonuses of up to $30,000 (although none of the personnel interviewed remembered a bonus of this amount being paid) and retention bonuses.  DIA currently pays civilian linguists either $75 or $100 per pay period (two weeks) for qualification in one language and up to $150 per pay period for two languages.  A policy is being drafted that will substantially increase proficiency pay for civilian linguists, but funding remains an issue.  DIA currently takes the funds for language training/sustainment and incentives primarily from its operating budget and will continue to do so through FY05.  The Agency is attempting to obtain funding for foreign language requirements in the FY06 through FY11 budgets.

DIA Linguist Summary.  Since the events of September 2001, DIA has refocused its efforts to recruit, train, and manage language-qualified personnel in many of its analyst positions.  The Agency’s senior leadership support these efforts, and resources for the out-years are being programmed to support the recruitment and retention of qualified linguists.

Defense Threat Reduction Agency.

Linguist Requirements Identification Process. Arms control agreements drive DTRA’s linguist requirements. DTRA receives planning assumptions annually in April from the InterAgency Policy Community.  The Agency also receives frequent ad hoc taskings throughout the year.  While using exclusively military linguists for its inspections/escort efforts, the Agency employs professional civilian interpreters to support various high-level conferences and meetings dealing largely with Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR).  DTRA regularly reassesses its requirements for linguists and returns billets to the Services as missions terminate – such as the INF inspections in 2001.  This assessment has reduced its authorized billets from the 185 in 1995 to the current 126, of which 97 are filled.  The additional billets are retained to provide temporary surge capability, as well as gainful utilization of excess Russian linguists for the Army (a situation which is expected to be resolved with time).

Linguist Recruitment.  DTRA selects two senior linguists, after they have acquired significant operational experience, and assigns them as DTRA recruiters.  Their primary responsibility is promoting the organization in military fora, attracting and identifying qualified, interested candidates and arranging for the necessary screening and advanced training.  These two individuals provide the initial and essential quality control in a process designed to acquire and train high-quality linguists for a high-profile organization.

Linguist Training. DTRA has established exceptionally high linguist acceptance and performance standards and constantly encourages/presses those individuals to improve their proficiency – especially their speaking ability, which the organization not only considers the most important of the language skills, but the linchpin skill that contributes to improvements in the other language skills.  The Agency’s standard is level 3 for speaking, and its minimum acceptable score in this area is 2+.  To achieve these standards, the Agency has an extensive training program, which starts with a diagnostic assessment, grammar testing, and interviews of recruits.  Those accepted are then enrolled in a 47-week Russian course at DLI; the course is conducted by DLI personnel, but funded by DTRA.  The curriculum is designed by DTRA (in coordination with DLI), based upon language requirements for DTRA’s missions.

Once assigned to the Agency, linguists are tested twice a year using either the OPI or a “Diagnostic Assessment,” a unique, yet costly tool offered by DLI.  Linguists are also provided extensive training opportunities, including: global language training daily with different topics covered each day of the week; special treaty-specific language training courses; a voluntary American University program in Russian translation; Iso-immersion, contracted with Inlingua; and two-week immersion programs at Moscow State University (attended on the average of twice in a three year tour).  Extensive self-teaching materials, such as access to Russian TV programming and the extensive Integrum database of all significant Russian periodicals, are also provided in the workspaces.  These opportunities are resourced by DTRA in recognition of the critical importance language proficiency plays in mission success.

While the Agency does not officially track language skills other than Russian, additional language skills are known and utilized.  As an example, the Agency Command Sergeant Major is a level 3+ Spanish speaker and has actively participated in operations in South America.  In addition to using their language skills on a daily basis, the linguists also have the opportunity to hold traditional positions of leadership and responsibility, such as Team NCOIC, without any adverse effect on their linguist skills (as the NCOIC also serves as one of the Team’s language specialists).

Linguist Management.  According to the personnel interviewed, the entire DTRA leadership appreciates the criticality of linguists to mission success, values their contribution, and makes that clear in all of its actions.  Command attention does not, however, end here, as the entire chain of command involves itself in the training and management of linguists.  Each division, which has responsibility for conducting inspections/escort missions under a specific agreement, plans, trains and conducts the corresponding missions.  The divisions are held accountable for the training, readiness, employment and evaluation of their assigned linguists.

Linguist Retention.  The intense utilization and management of linguists has had a very positive effect on the skill level and retention of linguists in DTRA.  Roughly two-thirds of the linguists meet or exceed the Agency standard of Level 3 in speaking and a large percentage request and receive an extension to their assignment to DTRA.

DTRA Linguist Summary. DTRA is an example of the benefits of a comprehensive Command Language Program.  DTRA has five components which contribute to the success of the CLP: a narrow, clearly defined mission and associated requirements; command interest and support; resources to support extensive language training; language sustainment programs; and appropriate management and utilization of personnel with language skills.

Other Federal Agencies

Department of State. 

Linguist Requirements Identification Process. The Department of State believes it places substantially more emphasis on speaking than DoD traditionally has.  In fact, a level 2/1 proficiency rating for DoS denotes a speaking ability of 2 and a reading ability of 1.  A further reflection of this emphasis is the fact that DoS language tests are exclusively oral; even responses in the reading comprehension section of the exam must be orally delivered.  All Embassies perform an annual review of the language requirements for each position on the manning document and report the results to Washington.

Language requirements are important for both individual positions and for a career.  FSO positions abroad have specific language requirements keyed to the billet occupied.  FSOs must either meet these requirements (generally 3/3, where the first number represents speaking and the second one reading), or obtain a waiver.  If a person does not attain a 3/3 in a “world language” by the time that he/she is eligible for promotion to senior status, then the FSO is terminated.

Experience has shown that DoS frequently adds languages to the critical language list, but rarely removes them.  The Foreign Service Institute School of Language Studies has submitted a proposal for an annual review of critical languages to reduce the number on the list, some of which are considered now to have tenuous validity.

Linguist Recruitment.  Only Foreign Service Officers have a language requirement, which is just one of many important skills needed to be a successful FSO.  Although language proficiency is not a prerequisite to becoming an FSO, DoS recognizes its value and rewards those candidates who have it.  In the most recent FSO hiring list, 103 candidates were advanced on the list based on their possession of critical language skills.

Linguist Training. In recognition of the need for proficiency levels above 3/3, all available training time is used to assist an FSO to rise above that level.  Language classes are available to all State employees and family members.  The Foreign Service Institute teaches more than 60 languages, and each course includes cultural awareness instruction.  The teachers are called “language and culture instructors,” indicating the importance that State places on regional expertise.  However, a different group of personnel provides the dedicated area studies instruction.  Twenty-four week courses are offered in easier languages and 44-week courses for harder languages.  “Back to 3” courses are offered to people whose 3/3 skills have become rusty and “Beyond 3” courses are designed to promote skills above the 3/3 level.  “Post language programs,” funded by additional Congressional appropriations beginning in 2002, have been established to permit improvement of language proficiency.

All State Department testing is oral and lasts approximately 2 hours.  The tests are conducted in-house – sometimes by retired employees who work as contractors.  Language test scores are valid for 5 years.  If an individual receives a 4/4, that score is valid for 5 years then drops to 3/3 for life.  Should he/she test twice in the same language at the 4/4 level, that score is valid for life.

Linguist Management. While DoS institutionally attempts to create “generalists” and discourage “specialists,” FSI encourages personnel to focus on two languages and maintain higher proficiency levels, rather than learning basic skills in many languages.  One concern that State harbors with regard to frequent assignments abroad using one language or in one area is that an FSO will “go native.”  FSI has just published a document known as “Language Continuum,” which is, according to the FSI personnel interviewed, “a strategic plan pursuing a career-long integrated approach to the development of cadres of Department employees with advanced language capabilities.”

Linguist Retention.  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 the 3/3 level.  Foreign Service Specialists (admin, HR, support, etc.) can receive incentive pay for a 2/2, but economic, political-military officers, and certain others must achieve a 3/3 to receive the pay.  DoS pays even more for skills at the 4/4 level.  Currently, about 50 languages qualify for incentive pay.

DoS Linguist Summary.  The Department of State places considerably more emphasis on speaking proficiency than most DoD agencies.  Like DTRA, DoS considers speaking to be the most critical skill for its mission success.  Incentives for reaching and sustaining high language proficiency skills match – and even exceed – the new NSA levels, reinforcing the leadership’s sense of the importance of language for its most senior members – such as Ambassadors.

Federal Bureau of Investigation

Linguist Requirements Identification Process. The FBI employs three groups of linguists: Special Agent linguists, professional language staff, and contract linguists.  Although Special Agents are not required to have language proficiency, over 1,400 do speak a language at level 2 or higher.  The FBI considers speaking by far the most important skill and refers only to the speaking score when discussing proficiency.  The FBI’s professional language staff numbers 446, but this number is not large enough to accomplish all of the FBI’s current tasks (Congress has authorized additional funding, but only for contractors, not permanent linguists).  In the lower pay grades, linguists are called “Language Specialists.”  At the GS-12 level and above, linguists are termed “Language Analysts,” a name that underscores the greater command of their specialty that is expected at higher levels.  The FBI employs over 800 contract linguists, although not all of them work full time.  A number of these linguists work at the National Virtual Translation Center (NTVC), for which the FBI is the executive agent.  Their employment at this facility reflects the belief of the Language Section chief that agencies within the Intelligence Community do not compete with, but rather assist one another.

Linguist Recruitment.  The FBI has a recruiting website that is run by a commercial firm that supports the FBI recruiting effort.  Applicants are asked to respond to various questions, indicate their citizenship, give a self-assessment of their language ability, and whether or not they consent to the sharing of their information with other Intelligence Community agencies.  The criteria for hiring linguists are strict, with the result that 90 percent of the candidates do not get hired.  The greatest attrition occurs on the language proficiency test, which 65-70 percent of the candidates fail.  The remainder of the loss occurs as a result of the polygraph or the background check.

Linguist Training.  Because most FBI linguists are hired with language skills, most language trainees are Special Agents.  The Bureau’s objective is to give Special Agents one year of language training before going to an overseas assignment.  Even within the United States, some Agents need language skills to work in the ethnic communities of large cities.  As Special Agents frequently prefer not to be away from their work for a full year, the Bureau has coordinated a set of shorter language programs.  These include: a five week “survival” language course; courses sponsored by Middlebury College, the American Translators Association, the National Association of Judicial Interpreters, the University of Delaware (consecutive interpreting), and FSI; interrogation training at Quantico Marine Base; and immersion training in certain foreign sites.  Language maintenance training is supported by a foreign language resource center and distance learning via teleconferencing.

Linguist Management. The FBI manages all language matters from one single point, the Language Services Section in the International Operations Division, which is headed by a Senior Executive Services (SES) employee.  The FBI’s recognition of the critical need for proper language support – which predates the bombings of the Embassies in Africa – led to the decision in 1998 to establish Language Service at a high level, with an SES-level chief to run it.  While the Languages Service Section has no operational functions, it does have an operational outlook, interacting closely and regularly with the other divisions to ensure proper support of FBI actions in the field.  It manages all aspects of linguist matters: recruitment, testing, training, background checks, and utilization.  The chief of this division shoulders the responsibility for all linguist matters and has pushed for centralization of functions in the name of efficacy.

Linguist Retention. Once linguists are in place, their retention within the FBI is very good, with a turnover rate of only 4-5 percent per year.  According to the personnel interviewed, this rate is expected to increase shortly, as a substantial number of the linguist force is relatively old and are approaching retirement age.

FBI Linguist Summary. Similar to the Department of State and DTRA, the FBI stresses speaking proficiency for its more senior personnel with language skills.  The FBI has diversified its language training base to include USG and private institutions – without sacrificing either security or quality.

Summary of Current Status

The Military Services have placed their Language Proponency Offices under their respective intelligence staff directorates.  This organizational concept reflects both the traditional view of linguists being primarily associated with military intelligence and that the majority of the Services’ designated linguists are intelligence specialists.  For the most part, career linguists are confined to three or four military occupational specialties in each of the Services.  Only the Marine Corps’ overarching policy regulation explicitly includes non-intelligence related linguists, such as Foreign Area Officers and interpreters.  Current Service regulations are largely mute with regard to a definition or detailed description of what a linguist is and does.  Where definitions and descriptions are provided, they relate almost exclusively to intelligence related duties and functions.  The Services strongly emphasize the reading and listening comprehension for their linguists, with little or no mention of speaking proficiency – primarily due to the fact that reading and listening comprehension are the mainstays of linguists’ contributions to military intelligence.

(U/FOUO) The National Security Agency has transformed its definition of a traditional cryptologic linguist into a high-end Cryptologic Analyst, incorporating the 3/3 level of language proficiency into a cohesive description of duties and responsibilities.  The Defense Intelligence Agency has greatly expanded its language requirements since 9/11.  In the past, language requirements have been routinely waived in order to hire otherwise qualified intelligence analysts, DIA now seeks analysts capable of reading and comprehending the spoken word in a critical foreign language.  Both NSA and DIA have assigned Language Proponency to a senior-level person, with access to the Agencies’ Directors.  NSA’s Joint Language Task Force and subsequent strategic plan have mapped out a comprehensive approach to achieving the desired “3/3” endstate for high-end Cryptologic Analysts.

The Defense Threat Reduction Agency has always required well-qualified linguists, with the greatest emphasis on speaking skills.  While most other agencies have been satisfied with a level 2 proficiency in reading and listening, DTRA has consistently sought – and achieved – a level 3 in speaking.  DTRA does not have a specified Language Proponent, as they perceive this to be a part of every Agency leaders’ responsibility.

Other Federal Agencies outside of the Department of Defense have placed primary emphasis on speaking skills, as well.  Both the Department of State and the Federal Bureau of Investigation focus considerable time and money on ensuring their more senior personnel are trained in a foreign language, with senior Foreign Service Officers expected to reach at least a level 3 proficiency in speaking a world language.  The FBI has designated an SES in their Language Services Section to be the Bureau’s Language Proponent, while the DoS has placed its Language Proponent in the Foreign Service Institute.

SECTION V – FINDINGS AND OBSERVATIONS

General

1. Finding:  The Services do not consider language and regional expertise as critical warfighting skills.  

· Discussion.  By not recognizing the significant role of language and regional expertise in the conduct of operations, the Services are demonstrating the relative low priority that they place on such skills among their personnel.  This sets the stage for underrating the need for non-intelligence-related linguists in peacetime, crises, and wartime.  The lessons from major operations, such as Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom, appear to have had little impact on changing such attitudes.

2. Finding:  The current understanding within DoD of what a linguist is and what a linguist does is both narrow and subject to misinterpretation and undermines accurate requirements determination.

· Discussion.  DoD has no common definition of a linguist and, as used by the Services, the term implies merely the ability to use a foreign language, primarily in intelligence-related activities.  The lack of understanding of the multiple dimensions of language capability, beyond just the definition of linguist, hinders the Combatant Commands from correctly developing their language requirements and prevents the Services from properly planning for and executing programs to meet those requirements.  Language capability includes a number of distinct factors, such as the function to be performed (interpretation, translation, voice intercept, broadcast, operations, and direct interaction), deployment conditions (peacetime, contingency, or preplanned operations), required minimum proficiency level (speaking, reading, listening comprehension, and writing), language style (formal, dialect, or colloquial), required clearance level, target audience (threat nation/group, host nation, coalition partner, or friendly indigenous group), and understanding by the linguist of the non-language subject matter (e.g., arms control, artillery, aircraft maintenance, etc.).

3. Finding:  With only a few exceptions, the Combatant Commands, Military Departments, and Defense Agencies draw a distinction between linguists in intelligence-related MOSs and other service members who speak a foreign language.

· Discussion.  Although current Service regulations do not explicitly define a linguist as such, the de facto definition of a linguist is limited to personnel filling intelligence billets that require foreign language proficiency.  Current Marine Corps regulations broaden this definition to personnel filling a wide variety of operational, intelligence, and staff positions.  Similarly, DTRA includes Foreign Area Officers assigned to the Agency in all language training, management, and incentive programs.  The end effect of this narrow definition of what constitutes a linguist is that FAOs, Political-Military Officers, MI officers and NCOs in non-language designated billets, and all other personnel with language capabilities, while sometimes eligible for FLPP, are not routinely and comprehensively included in Military Department requirements, policies, management procedures, and databases for linguists.

Identifying Requirements

4. Finding:  OSD and the Joint Staff provide very limited guidance on Service Language Programs.  Current DoD and Joint directives and regulations do not establish policies or procedures for identifying and validating all linguist requirements.  In the absence of OSD guidance, the Services have established policies and procedures that focus primarily on the training, management, and retention of intelligence linguists.

· Discussion.  The concentration on intelligence (therefore threat-based) language requirements limits the Services from assessing the potential demand for language capability to support the full range of staff and operational functions in an area of operations.  As a result, the Services are most likely recruiting and managing a substantially lower number of linguists than the “true” capability-based requirements would indicate.

5. Finding:  The Services define linguist requirements and management processes in Service terms, even though substantial numbers of their linguists fill Joint, Combatant Command, and Defense Agency billets.  

· Discussion.  The Services focus their personnel management processes on filling required billets with appropriately trained persons by military specialty and other qualifications, such as aircrew member and cryptologic linguist.  As a rule, the majority of the enlisted billets requiring language capability are in the Services’ own structures, as opposed to Combatant Command and Defense Agency organizations.  The results are that the linguists provided to fill Combatant Command and Defense Agency billets do not always meet the language capability requirements of those billets.  The primary shortfall in this regard is in the linguists’ speaking proficiency.

6. Finding:  While some Defense Agencies and Services have established procedures for forecasting critical languages for future requirements, there is no process being used or criteria available for standardizing and updating a DoD critical languages list that can be used as the basis for future planning.  The long lead-time between the identification of a new language or linguist billet requirement and the assignment of a qualified linguist impacts the ability of the Services to respond quickly to changes in language requirements.

· Discussion.  Both NSA and DIA have procedures for identifying future critical language requirements.  Several of the Services also have procedures established, but have not systematically updated their lists.  Under the current system, the gap between validating a new linguist requirement and filling that billet with a fully-trained person can last between one and two-plus years, depending on the language and the availability of a service member to train on the designated language.  This shortcoming in meeting unexpected contingency needs is best demonstrated by the challenge faced after 11 September, as US and coalition forces prepared for operations in Afghanistan with very few persons with proficiency in Dari, Pashto, Uzbek, Tajik, and other relevant languages.  The shortfall reflects the lack of a capabilities-based language requirement system that should be driven by Combatant Command, Service Component Command, and Defense Agency assessments. 

Recruiting

7. Finding:  None of the Services has established a comprehensive system for screening current and incoming members to determine the depth and breadth of their current foreign language capability or to recruit personnel with language capability for other than intelligence-related linguist billets.

· Discussion.   All the Services attempt to determine the language background of their recruits with mixed results.  For instance, a Master Chief Petty Officer screens all new Navy recruits at the Great Lakes Recruit Training Center on an informal basis for their language capabilities, in order to steer them to fill intelligence-related language billets.  DTRA has two senior NCO linguists who routinely represent the Agency in various DoD fora, seeking to recruit qualified linguists for arms control inspection duties.  As recently directed by the Commandant, the Marine Corps has begun an inquiry on language ability across the Service, but the results and subsequent use of the data remain unknown.  With the exception of the Marine Corps Commandant’s All Marines Message, current procedures do not identify all of the Services’ language capabilities in a systematic and comprehensive manner.  Army Regulations direct that all recruits are to be interviewed to determine their foreign language capabilities, but like the other Services, the results of such interviews, if they are taking place, are not being consistently recorded or used to identify potential intelligence and non-intelligence linguist candidates.

8. Finding:  Some Reserve Component units have established effective programs for recruiting personnel with language capabilities.
· Discussion.  The Army National Guard’s 300th MI Brigade (Linguist) believes that every member of the Brigade is a recruiter.  Members of the Brigade routinely encourage men and women with language capabilities to join them in the Brigade.  Similarly, the Naval Reserve Support Group in Utah actively seeks new personnel and has a program at the Joint Language Training Center to provide initial, as well as refresher and enhancement language training to AC and RC personnel.  The training and experience offered by the RC are strong incentives for recruits with language skills or interests.

Training

9. Finding:  The current system for initial language training for Service personnel produces personnel with adequate reading and listening comprehension proficiency for existing intelligence-related linguist billets.  Current training does not provide the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies with personnel capable of speaking a foreign language to meet operational requirements.

· Discussion.  The Defense Language Institute is responsible for training the bulk of non-SOF linguists and the majority of their students are enlisted members going to intelligence-related duties.  The traditional level 2 reading and listening comprehension requirement of the Services’ intelligence branches is being met by most DLI graduates.  DTRA’s program of focused instruction in speaking, developed in conjunction with and presented by DLI, is producing graduates with a 2+ or 3 level of proficiency in speaking.  This program has potential application for training linguists to meet the Combatant Commands’ operational requirements.  The Department of State and FBI also have programs that emphasize speaking that may have some application for DoD.  Lessons learned during OEF, OIF, and other GWOT operations are causing USSOCOM and its Component Commands to reassess the heretofore standard of a 0+/0+ level of language proficiency for Special Operations Forces, with new emphasis on the speaking component of language skills (while maintaining proficiency in listening comprehension), with 2 level as the possible new standard.

10. Finding:  Focused, resourced Command Language Programs generally produce effective results in terms of language sustainment and enhancement.  Units and headquarters staffs that do not have a CLP – or a Command Language Proponent – consider that language sustainment and enhancement are the individual linguist’s responsibility.

· Discussion.  Linguists assigned to the Regional SIGINT Operations Centers have the best opportunities for sustainment and enhancement training.  The RSOCs are focused on languages – their mission depends on the language proficiency of the assigned linguists.  Assigned linguists, when not conducting cryptologic operations, are expected to be honing their language skills.  Service Component Command military intelligence units and Defense Agencies (such as NSA, DIA, and DTRA) also have generally large concentrations of linguists, with established CLPs.  Most SOF organizations also have Command Language Programs designed to sharpen and enhance language proficiency.  Units and staffs (especially Combatant Command staffs with large numbers of FAOs) that do not have established CLPs and Language Proponents do not have language sustainment and enhancement training programs for the personnel with language skills.

Managing

11. Finding:  Current Service regulations provide comprehensive management policies and procedures for intelligence-related linguists.  Non-intelligence related linguists (except for Army and Marine FAOs) are managed by their primary, non-linguist specialties.

· Discussion.  The Services’ approach to managing intelligence-related linguists meets their intelligence needs.  Career linguists are carefully managed in each of the Services; however, non-career linguist personnel can get lost in the personnel system.  For example, the Army provides a single suffix to the MOS for designating the primary skill identifier, meaning that a higher priority qualification, such as Ranger or Parachutist, may “obscure” the linguist qualification of the individual.  Not managing all language-capable personnel on a holistic basis results in the Services not being able to routinely and systematically identify all their personnel who have language skills.  At the DoD-level, this approach means that the Defense Management Data Center does not receive comprehensive data and is unable to provide an accurate picture of the Department’s language inventory.  For the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies, this means that some billets that are language coded go unfilled, and some billets that should be language coded go undocumented (because the Services state that they cannot fill them if they are recoded).

12. Finding:  Coding of billets with a specific language requirement can produce mixed results.  

· Discussion.  If a billet is coded with a language requirement and no qualified person is available, there is a risk that the billet will be unfilled until a qualified person can be assigned.  If the billet is not coded with a required language code, the Service does not recognize the requirement and cannot recruit or train a member to meet the undocumented language skill.

13. Finding:  DoD does not systematically identify, recognize, or reward those with language proficiency above the 3/3/3 level.  DoD does not possess a practical instrument to test personnel for speaking at any level and for reading, listening, and speaking above the 3/3/3 level.

· Discussion.  The level 3 of speaking proficiency in a language is considered by DTRA, the Department of State, and the FBI to be essential to providing accurate linguist support across a number of functions outside of the cryptologic linguist area.  DLI and other in-depth language programs aim to produce personnel with at least a 2/2/1 proficiency, which is generally adequate for many intelligence-related linguist duties, especially those that do not require speaking or that deal in structured forms of communication, such as radio traffic.  However, in many cases, reaching and exceeding level 3 proficiency is critical to ensuring the accuracy of interpretation, translation, and communication on high-level, sophisticated, and technical subjects.  At present, the DLI-administered Oral Proficiency Interview provides the only means for assessing the speaking (and, as an exception, the listening) capabilities of non-SOF personnel.  The requesting unit pays for the OPI, and most of the individuals interviewed reported it to be cumbersome, time-consuming, and with limited availability (due to the small number of DLI-certified testers).  Technological advances, as well as successful speaking proficiency evaluation programs in DTRA, DoS, and the FBI may offer alternative approaches.

14. Finding:  The current Service readiness reporting systems can record the status of linguist fill in language-coded billets, but lack the means to determine the “language readiness” of a Service.  No mechanism exists to assess DoD or Combatant Command “language readiness.”

· Discussion.  The existing readiness systems address “language readiness” by reporting on what percentage of language-coded billets in the Service organizations are filled by language-qualified personnel.  Focusing on just the language-coded billets leaves out the depth of language capability that may reside among the career and non-career linguists not serving in such billets.  DMDC’s Automated Linguist Finder (ALF) program provides a means to determine the numbers of formally trained or self-identified linguists across DoD, but it is entirely dependent on input from Service personnel systems and DLI.  ALF could eventually contribute to an assessment of DoD, Combatant Command, or Service “language readiness” that compared linguist assets with requirements.  However, a true picture of language needs at Service, Combatant Command, or Service level will have to be a product of a broader capabilities-based language requirements determination process.

Retaining
15. Finding:  The Services provide very little incentive for those non-career linguists serving in non-language coded billets.  Current policies for the payment of FLPP do not encourage non-career linguists to maintain their language proficiency. 

· Discussion.  There is a disparity in incentives for an individual with language skills designated a “career linguist” or assigned to a billet where the language is required, vice an individual who has language skills but may be working in a position that is not language-coded.  Providing FLPP to linguists – regardless of whether or not they are filling language-coded billet – will help to meet the objectives of Defense Language Transformation.  These non-career linguists are part of the reserve pool available in case of surge requirements.  Providing greater incentives for critical languages or cutting off incentives for lower proficiency in non-critical languages (e.g., below a level 3/3/3 in Spanish) will help to ensure the strategic pool includes languages of interest to DoD.

16. Finding:  In all Services, enlisted linguists, as they advance in grade and experience, spend proportionally more time in supervisory duties and proportionally less time directly using their language skills.  There is not a career path that allows linguist with superior language skills to continue to develop and use their language without taking on additional supervisory responsibilities.

· Discussion.  Many of the linguists interviewed expressed dissatisfaction with the supervisory requirements of more senior NCO rank.  These individuals believe that just at the point where they become truly proficient in a language (i.e., after about ten years of study and practice), they become less able to use that language due to the supervisory requirements of higher rank.  Developing a career path, similar to the Army’s 1960s- and 1970s-era senior specialists rank structure (Specialist, E-5 through Specialist, E-7), or allowing advancement to a linguist warrant officer grade, would retain qualified linguists and take full advantage of their enhanced proficiency.

17. Finding:  There is a substantial disparity in FLPP payments between AC and non-mobilized RC linguists, virtually eliminating the effectiveness of FLPP as an RC retention incentive.

· Discussion.  Due to the legal constraints that tie Reserve pay to the proportional period of time that Reservists serve during a month, normally about four 8-hour drills per month, therefore 4/30th of an active Service member’s equivalent compensation.  This equates to less than $27 per month for maintaining a high proficiency level on the Reservist’s own time, while the active duty counterpart would be receiving $200 per month and may be participating in on-duty language sustainment programs.  This recognized problem could be resolved through a different approach to Reserve FLPP, making it an annual bonus rather than a monthly incentive pay.

SECTION VI – OPTIONS FOR IMPROVED MANAGEMENT AND MAINTENANCE OF LINGUIST RESOURCES

The following section describes and discusses the options available to DoD and the Services to improve the management and maintenance of linguist assets, whether serving in career linguist specialties or not.

Requirements

1.  Linguist Definition.

a. Status quo.  The current means of defining the majority of a Service’s linguists by their career specialty and others by a secondary specialty code has sufficed for some time in ensuring that adequate numbers of linguists are available for language-coded billets.

Pros:  This option promotes stability in the Service personnel management processes, provides flexibility to the Service leadership, and requires no additional funding.

Cons:  The current system fails to recognize the multiple aspects of language capability, thereby maintaining an inefficient and ineffective system for allocating scarce linguist assets when needed, especially during contingency operations.  Operational lessons learned indicate that the current system is not responding to the Combatant Commands’ non-intelligence related linguist requirements.

b. New language capability framework.   DoD and the Services should establish a broader understanding of language capability.  A common language capability framework (an example is at Annex B) would form the basis for defining language capability requirements according to a set of key factors and for matching current and projected language-capable personnel with those specifications.  

Pros:  This option would bring a common understanding of the complex nature of language capability to all Services, allowing a more Joint and operational perspective on linguist requirements.  It would provide a systematic process for allocating limited linguist resources.  It also promises to better utilize the language skills of non-career linguists, including native and heritage speakers.

Cons:  This option would create some turbulence in personnel and operational requirements determination processes.  There may be some marginal costs associated with using such a framework for organizing, planning, and providing language capabilities. 

2.  Linguist Requirements Determination.

a. Status quo-plus.  The Combatant Commands would develop a process, probably in conjunction with their subordinate Joint Commands and Service Component Commands, for assessing the projected language and regional expertise requirements to meet peacetime and OPLAN-driven requirements.  The Services would use those requirements to access, train, retain, and employ the identified numbers of career linguists and, as appropriate, non-career linguists. 

Pros:  This option requires the least turbulence for DoD.  This option requires the least additional resources of personnel, time, and funds.  It gives the Combatant Commands the greatest flexibility to plan for and execute operations in their AORs without extensive, top-down guidance.  It should produce the least expansion in the total language and regional expertise requirements.

Cons:  This option leaves DoD with very limited capability to meet potential no-notice requirements.  It fails to address the challenge presented to USCENTCOM after 11 September 2001 with Operation Enduring Freedom, a short-notice “no plan” contingency operation in a region whose ethnic groups spoke a wide range of less commonly taught languages.      

b. Capabilities-based planning.  This option requires the development and integration of a new approach to language requirements, based on guidance from the OSD and Joint Staff level to the Combatant Commands for identifying and prioritizing the language requirements for commands and units operating in the respective AORs.  This would lead to a sound basis for the Services to develop the means to access, train, retain, and employ the requisite numbers of both career and non-career linguists. 

Pros:  This option will address the problem of language and regional expertise capabilities for contingency operations in less likely areas of operations or surge requirements.  The intended process should synchronize with other capabilities-based planning efforts across DoD.  The additional language and regional expertise requirements that are likely to result will better enable DoD to plan for and execute contingency operations, as well as major OPLANs, on short notice.   

Cons:  This option will create turbulence across DoD with the development of a new requirements determination process that may increase the level of top-down guidance from OSD and the Joint Staff to the Combatant Commands.  It will likely require additional resources at OSD, the Joint Staff, and in all the Combatant Commands for start-up.  It should produce a higher level of language and regional expertise requirements for all the Services.

3.  Linguist Requirements Fill Methodology.

a. Improved billet-oriented personnel fill process.  This option represents an expansion of the system presently used by the Services.  The Service personnel systems focus on identifying, validating, and filling language-required billets associated with specific Service, Joint, or Defense Agency requirements.  In this option, the Services would also track, as a matter of emphasis, the service members who possess language skills not required for their specialties.  This could include offering incentives for maintaining or enhancing their language proficiency.  However, this option does include a specific effort to recruit and access personnel, such as native or heritage speakers, for the range of languages resulting from the capabilities-based requirements process.

Pros:  This option requires the least turbulence to existing processes and the least additional resources.  It can be accomplished in a relatively short time with greater attention to screening personnel for language proficiency as they are accessed into the Service and maintaining accurate data on them throughout their careers.  This option would not create potential competition for filling language-required billets.   

Cons:  This option fails to provide a proactive approach to developing and maintaining requisite language-capable personnel, many of whom are available in the general US population, needed to meet potential contingency requirements.

b. Capability-oriented fill process.  This option requires the Services to expand the scope of the personnel management system to incorporate identification, validation, and “filling” language capability requirements not associated with designated billets, in addition to those language-required billets tied to specific Service or Joint organizations.  Based on the language requirements determined through a capabilities-based process, the Services would actively recruit, access, train where necessary, retain, and manage service members with fluency in designated languages, so that the Services could maintain adequate language and regional expertise capability to meet the much wider range of operational challenges than is reflected in current OPLANs and other specified requirements.

Pros:  The capability-oriented fill process should result in a substantially enhanced ability for the Services to provide language capabilities to their units and to Joint organizations to meet contingency operational requirements.

Cons:  This option would create turbulence in the Service personnel systems.  It would take several years to take effect, i.e., actually access the numbers of additional language-capable personnel to make a difference.  Meeting the non-billet language capability requirements would present potential competition for recruitment into the language-required specialties, especially if the Services provide incentives for the non-billet linguists.  This option would also require some diversion of attention from the Services’ current recruiting focus.  Additional funds would be necessary to support any incentives for the non-billet linguists and to provide them with language sustainment and enhancement opportunities.

Training

4.  Linguist Initial Training.

a. Status quo-plus.  Under this option, the Services would continue to use DLI for the bulk of their non-SOF initial language training, aimed at achieving at least a 2/2/2 level of proficiency.  Additional use would be made of contract language instruction, similar to that used by USSOCOM, DoS, and the FBI, particularly for those personnel requiring a lower level of language proficiency (1/1/1). 

Pros:  This option requires the least turbulence to current DLI and other language programs and the least additional resources.  It can be accomplished in a relatively short time.

Cons:  This option would offer only a modest increase in the depth of personnel with an acceptable language proficiency and would not meet the necessary breadth of language capability (e.g., critical, less commonly taught languages) that would likely result from a new language requirements determination process.

b. Expansion of language instructional base.  Under this option, DoD would increase the output of language-capable personnel with more courses on investment languages, vice traditional “threat” languages, and including shorter courses that produce more personnel with targeted, lower levels of proficiency.  This expansion would support the capabilities-based language requirements process, using the language capability framework addressed above.

Pros:  This option would provide the most language capability to the Services and Combatant Commands in terms of both depth and breadth, meeting the intent of a capabilities-based requirements determination process.

Cons:  This option would require potentially substantial additional resources in personnel and funds, especially for staffing at DLI and other language instructional sources.  It would take more time to be implemented.  It would also produce more turbulence for the existing language training programs.

5.  Linguist Sustainment Training.

a. Status quo-plus.  This option would involve increased attention to the quality, capacity, and output of unit and installation Command Language Programs.  Services would be responsible for maintaining tighter standards and ensuring that language-qualified personnel sustained their appropriate proficiency levels.

Pros:  This option would have the least turbulence, building on existing programs.  It would require some additional staffing and funds for the Services, but the least resources of the two options.  It could be implemented in the shortest period of time.

Cons:  This option would provide the least improvement in the current system, which is marked by inconsistent standards, quality, and output within and across the Services.
b. Semi-centralized.  In this option OSD and/or the Joint Staff would establish centralized standards according to the language capability framework.  Services would implement their own Command Language Programs to meet those standards, but would expand their use of available resources, such as DLI, contractor language instruction, and partnerships with academic institutions.  The geographic Combatant Commands would provide a form of Training and Readiness Oversight (TRO) over Command Language Programs for languages associated with their AORs.
    Additional resources would be applied to sustaining the skills of those qualified in investment languages.

Pros:  This option would produce greater return in terms of sustainment of language capability for the Services and Combatant Commands.  It would also be consistent with support for a broader, capabilities-based approach to sustainment.

Cons:  This option would require additional resources in time, personnel, and funds, with some increased staffing at OSD, the Joint Staff, the Combatant Commands, and DLI.  It would take some additional time in developing and coordinating standards to be implemented and preparing additional instructional materials.  This would create some additional turbulence.  It would also undermine the traditional Service Title 10 responsibility for training.

c. Centralized.  This option would provide for OSD and/or the Joint Staff to establish centralized control over Service Command Language Programs and other assets to ensure that language sustainment objectives were met.   This would involve support from DLI, contractor language instruction, and partnerships with academic institutions.  The geographic Combatant Commands would provide advice on programs for languages associated with their AORs.
    Additional resources would be applied to sustaining the skills of those qualified in investment languages.

Pros:  This option would produce greater return in terms of sustainment of language capability for the Services and Combatant Commands.  It would also be consistent with support for a broader, capabilities-based approach to sustainment.

Cons:  This option would establish a new process and require the stand-up of a new DoD-level office or activity.  It would require even more additional resources in time, personnel, and funds, with some increased staffing at OSD, the Joint Staff, the Combatant Commands, and DLI.  It would take additional time to set up the new management structure required.  This would create significant turbulence in the Service Language Programs.  It would also seriously undermine the traditional Service Title 10 responsibility for training.

Management

6.  Linguist Utilization.

a. Status quo-plus.  In this option, the Services would continue to primarily employ their language-qualified personnel to fill identified linguist billets and temporary positions required to support contingency operations.  However, for situations in which linguists qualified in particular languages lack billets to use their language skills, the Services would develop programs to assign career and, where possible non-career, linguists to temporary duty positions in locations at which they could sustain or enhance their language proficiency, e.g., to Defense Agency stations, U.S. embassies, or liaison duty with coalition foreign forces.  

Pros:  This option would improve the overall DoD language capability. It would also demonstrate the Services’ willingness to provide language development opportunities for those who are temporarily limited from effective utilization of their language skills.

Cons:  This option would require additional funds for the temporary duty.  It would also mean that the Service language program offices or linguist personnel management offices would have to coordinate with potential gaining commands or organizations to use these “non-required” linguist assets.

b. Linguist specialty.  This option would provide for the creation of a separate linguist enlisted career field in each Service, applicable to both Active and Reserve Component service members.  Currently, such a linguist career specialty is only available in the Army Reserve Components (97L).  This specialty would replace some or all of the billets in the present language-dependent specialties, such as cryptologic technician, voice intercept, interrogator, etc.  Language is the primary skill by which those specialties perform their duties and the formation of a linguist-only specialty would provide the personnel pool to which linguists would be based.  When assigned to a language required billet, such as voice intercept or interrogator, the linguists would receive the necessary specialized training and report to that duty.  If a particular language would become a high priority on short notice, then all linguists qualified in that language would be available for immediate reassignment, as needed.  Career linguists would generally obtain several sub-specialty qualifications over the course of their initial assignments, making them capable of being assigned to a wide range of billets.

Pros:  This option would provide much greater flexibility in the employment of Service linguists.  It would recognize the primary value of language, rather than a technical specialty.  It would also provide a basis for building a joint language capability, with linguists able to support any Service, Joint organization, or Defense Agency, depending on the highest DoD priority.

Cons:  This option would create substantial turbulence with the current linguist force, which is organized around the technical specialties. It would require both time and additional funds to implement.  Unless linguists were assigned repeatedly to specific types of duties (e.g., as cryptologic linguists), they would not build up the same level of experience that the current system provides (i.e., cryptolinguists who serve multiple tours in one AOR become well acquainted with their targets and become the institutional knowledge for the regions intelligence analysis).

c. Senior linguists.  The Services would adjust their current linguist career fields to develop an alternative career path for the most proficient linguists, so that they would not automatically move into largely supervisory billets on promotion to E-7, E-8, and E-9.  For the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps, one career path could include appointment of senior enlisted linguists as warrant officers.  This would enable those most experience linguists to continue to employ their language skills throughout their career, rather than the Service (and the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies) losing their language proficiency when assigned as supervisors.

Pros:  This option would improve the Service language capability by maintaining a pool of the most experienced and capable linguists to conduct quality control over the translation, interpretation, or interrogation.  This would also provide the highest level of language proficiency to be used on high priority missions, when needed.  It would take relatively little time to implement, depending on the desirability that continued linguist duty would have for the most senior linguists.

Cons:  This option would cause some turbulence in the current linguist career specialties.  It could create some tension with Service expectations about traditional senior NCO roles.

7.  Linguist Testing.

a. Enhanced testing.  The current DLPT would be modified to require all persons taking the test to also be assessed for speaking ability, rather than the current version that assesses only listening comprehension and reading skills.  In addition, DLI would develop full DLPT examinations for those investment languages and selected other languages that currently do not have a DLPT.  This option would require a substantial expansion of the numbers and sources for OPI examiners (i.e., beyond current DLI-certified examiners).

Pros:  This option would produce greater accuracy in assessing language proficiency for individuals and units.  It would promote greater speaking proficiency.  It would also be consistent with support for a broader, capabilities-based approach to language resources.

Cons:  This option would require additional resources in time, personnel, and funds especially at DLI to develop the testing materials and certify OPI examiners or at other DoD testing centers for the conduct of the speaking portion of the test.  It would create problems for personnel who have worked as linguists for their careers without having a speaking proficiency requirement.

b. Higher proficiency levels.  DLI would develop and conduct enhanced versions of the DLPT to assess the performance of selected linguists to achieve the highest levels of proficiency:  4/4/4 and 5/5/5.
Pros:  This option would provide the means to better determine the language capability of personnel needed for higher priority language duties.  It would also serve as a basis for providing higher FLPP to those who achieve and maintain those higher levels of proficiency.  This would be consistent with the language capability framework in recognizing that some linguist duties require greater proficiency than level 3/3/3.      

Cons:  This option would require additional funds and time to develop and conduct the DLPT for higher levels of language proficiency.    

c. DoD control over testing.   DoD would establish a mechanism to control and direct testing frequency and standards for all DoD-related personnel, military, government civilian, and contractor, in accordance with the language capability framework.  This would require the establishment of a language oversight office at OSD or in the Joint Staff, with the authority and resources needed to perform this duty.  DLI could support this in execution, but would require some higher level policy support. 

Pros:  This option would ensure greater standardization across all Services and provide a better understanding of overall DoD and Service language capability.

Cons:  This option would require additional funds to enhance the OSD or establish the Joint Staff language oversight office.  It would take some time and resources to develop and implement the testing program standards.  This option would undermine traditional Service Title 10 training responsibilities for their own service members.

8.  Linguist Proficiency Incentives.

a. Enhanced FLPP.  This option would correct the current gap between the language proficiency pay provided to civilian employees by competitive government agencies, such as DIA, NSA, and the State Department, and that paid to military linguists in DoD.  As shown in the chart below, both FLPP I and FLPP II for one language would be increased substantially, with the FLPP I minimum increasing to $300 per month and the maximum to $600 per month.  FLPP II minimum would rise to $150 per month and the maximum to $450 per month.  This option would also make critical languages eligible for higher FLPP rates and non-critical languages eligible for lower rates.  FLPP eligibility would also be tied to speaking, as well as reading and listening comprehension proficiency.  FLPP policies would be standardized across all Services.

	Foreign Language Proficiency Level and  Pay for Single Language

	Proficiency Level
	FLPP I
	FLPP II

	
	Current
	Proposed
	Current
	Proposed

	2
	$100
	$300
	$50
	$150

	2+
	$150
	$450
	$75
	$225

	3
	$200
	$600
	$100
	$300

	3+
	$200
	$750
	$100
	$375

	4
	$200
	$900
	$100
	$450

	5
	$200
	$1,050
	$100
	$600


Pros:  This option would demonstrate DoD’s recognition of the value of language capability in a concrete way to those who maintain appropriate levels of proficiency.  It would encourage personnel to maintain or improve their language skills, thereby increasing the numbers of qualified, proficient linguists.  It would take very little time to implement, once authorized.

Cons:  This option would require additional funds for FLPP, both as a direct multiplier of those already receiving FLPP, but also the likely increase in the number of persons qualifying for both FLPP I and II.

b. Enhanced RC language incentive.   This option would correct the recognized inequity and ineffectiveness of the current FLPP for RC personnel, which pays only 4/30th of the monthly FLPP pay for an active duty service member for a standard four-drill period per month.  This fails to recognize the substantial amount of off-duty time that RC personnel must devote to maintain their language skills.  This might be done through the award of an annual bonus in the amount of 12 monthly FLPP payments, based on achieving appropriate proficiency levels on the DLPT each year.  This would include RC non-career linguists who would draw FLPP II.

Pros:  This option would demonstrate recognition of the value of language capability in the Reserve Components.  It would encourage RC personnel to maintain or improve their language skills, thereby increasing the numbers of proficient linguists.  It would take very little time to implement, once authorized.

Cons:  This option would require additional funds for the RC FLPP, both as a direct multiplier of those already receiving FLPP, but also the likely increase in the number of RC personnel qualifying for both FLPP I and II.  The change in basis for paying RC personnel may meet resistance, due to the other forms of RC special pay that are computed using the 1/30th rule for each drill period in a month (e.g., airborne pay).

c. Incentives for higher proficiency and multiple languages.  DoD would recognize the value of personnel achieving the highest levels of proficiency (4/4/4 and 5/5/5) in designated languages by paying a substantially increased FLPP.  In addition, DoD would reward those who demonstrate acceptable proficiency (2/2/2 or 3/3/3) in multiple languages by applying a multiplier to their FLPP, rather than the current “discounted” value of additional language expertise.

Pros:  This option would improve the overall DoD language capability by rewarding those who can achieve and maintain the highest levels of proficiency in a single language or acceptable proficiency in multiple languages.            

Cons:  This option would require additional funds for the increased levels of FLPP for those who can achieve the requisite standards.  It would take some additional time to implement.  

9.  Linguist Retention Incentives.

a. Status quo plus.  This option reflects the status quo, by which the Services continue to employ high levels of reenlistment bonus, currently up to $60,000 for a six-year reenlistment period (in the Air Force), for career linguists with proficiency in the most critical languages.  This might be increased to the maximum of amount for more languages in order to maintain broader language capability in the career linguist fields.

Pros:  This option would maintain the current system for incentivizing retention by skilled linguists.  It would involve only modest additional funding, if any.  It would cause no turbulence and is already in place.            

Cons:  This option would provide no additional incentive for the trained and experienced linguists that the Services would want to retain for additional term of enlistment.

b. Non-career linguist reenlistment bonus.  This option would provide for high reenlistment bonuses for non-career linguists, though below those for comparable career linguists, in order to retain those with proficiency in needed languages.
Pros:  This option would offer greater incentive to non-career linguists and therefore improve the overall DoD language capability by retaining those outside the traditional intelligence fields for employment when needed.            

Cons:  This option would require additional funds for reenlistment bonuses for those the non-career linguists who meet the requisite language standards.  It would take some additional time to implement.

c. Critical specialty pay.  This option would offer substantially more funds in a program comparable to the special pays given to medical professionals for each year of additional service.  This would amount to up to $15,000 per year for each additional year of service.
Pros:  This option would offer greater incentive and therefore could potentially improve the overall DoD language capability by retaining those with greater experience, higher levels of proficiency, or skill in multiple languages.            

Cons:  This option would require additional funds for the increased levels of special pay for those who meet the requisite standards.  It would take some additional time to implement.  It may not be needed to retain additional linguists.

Oversight

a. Status quo-plus.  This option would involve increased OSD and Joint Staff attention to the quality, capacity, and output of Service Language Programs.  Services would be responsible for maintaining tighter standards and ensuring that once trained, language-qualified personnel sustained appropriate proficiency levels.

Pros:  This option would have the least turbulence, building on existing programs.  It would require some additional staffing and funds for the Services, but the least resources of the three options.  It could be implemented in the shortest period of time.       

Cons:  This option would provide the least improvement in the current system, which is marked by inconsistent standards, quality, and output within and across the Services, especially with regard to sustainment of language skills.  This is unlikely to produce results in the new capabilities-based process environment.
b. Semi-centralized.  In this option OSD and/or the Joint Staff would establish centralized standards according to the language capability framework and the results of a language capabilities determination process.  Services would implement their own Language Programs to meet those standards, but would expand their use of DLI and other language instructional options for both initial and sustainment training.  The geographic Combatant Commands would provide Training and Readiness Oversight over programs for languages associated with their AORs.  A responsible office in OSD or the Joint Staff would monitor implementation of the Defense Language Program across all Services and Combatant Commands.

Pros:  This option would produce greater return in terms of increased language capability for the Services and Combatant Commands.  It would also be consistent with support for a broader, capabilities-based approach to language resources.  While requiring more resources than the option above, by maintaining Service control over execution, it would not be as expensive or turbulent as the centralized DoD option below.    

Cons:  This option would require additional resources in time, personnel, and funds with increased staffing at OSD, Joint Staff, and Combatant Commands.  It would take some additional time in developing and coordinating standards to be implemented.  

c. Centralized.  Under this option, OSD and/or the Joint Staff would establish centralized DoD-wide control over all language programs to ensure that necessary standards of proficiency and manning were maintained or enhanced.

Pros:  This option may potentially provide the most language capability to the Services, Combatant Commands, and Defense Agencies.   It may allow better utilization of linguists to meet requirements.     

Cons:  This option would require substantially more resources in time, personnel, and funds.  It would take more time to be implemented.  This option would require the identification and separation of Title 10 responsibilities between the Services and the new linguist oversight office.  It would also be the most disruptive to the Services.

SECTION VII - RECOMMENDATIONS

This section contains recommendations for developing and implementing the Task 4 improved management and maintenance of Foreign Service linguist resources.  While the recommendations flow from the findings and conclusions in Section V and the options in Section VI above, there is no direct numeric correlation between the Section V findings, Section VI options, and the Section VII recommendations.  It is envisioned that the decisions on these recommendations would be included in the new DoD Directive that will provide guidance on the implementation of Defense Language Transformation.

1. Linguist definition.  DoD should establish a language capability framework to define what a linguist is and what a linguist does.  This framework would incorporate the key factors of language capability, as shown in Annex B.    

2. Linguist needs determination.  DoD should create a capabilities-based planning process for determining language requirements, based on guidance from OSD and the Joint Staff to the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies to identify and prioritize the projected demands for language over the next five to ten years.

3. Linguist fill methodology.  Consistent with the recommendation above, the Services should recruit, access, train, retain, and manage personnel with fluency in designated languages capability beyond those associated with specific language-coded billets in order to maintain adequate language and regional expertise capability.

4. Linguist initial training.  DoD should increase its output of language-capable personnel with more training courses on investment languages, vice traditional threat-based languages, and including shorter training courses that produce more personnel with lower levels of proficiency.

5. Linguist sustainment training.  OSD, in coordination with the Joint Staff and Combatant Commands, should establish common standards for language sustainment.  These standards would be implemented by the Services’ Command Language Programs, with Training and Readiness Oversight (TRO) by the Combatant Commands.

6. Improved linguist utilization.   The Services should develop programs to assign career linguists and, where possible, non-career linguists who do not utilize their language skills in their current assignments, to temporary duty at locations at which they could sustain or enhance their fluency, such as Defense Agency stations, U.S. embassies, or liaison duty with friendly military forces.

7. Linguist specialty.  The Services should investigate and assess the feasibility and potential advantages of creating a “pure” linguist specialty, similar to Army MOS 97L, that would provide enlisted personnel with high levels of fluency in designated foreign languages, who would train in another specialty, such as interrogator, voice intercept, or translator, as required by their likely or future assignment.  This would place emphasis on language as the primary MOS skill and serve as an alternative to the current focus on service members with a primary intelligence-related specialty, who are expected to attain and maintain fluency in a specified language.

8. Senior linguists.  The Services should investigate and assess the feasibility and potential advantages of establishing a career path alternative that would allow the most proficient enlisted linguists to remain in positions in which they employ their language skills, rather than moving into supervisory duties.  This alternative might include, for the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps, appointment of senior enlisted linguists as warrant officers.

9. Enhanced linguist testing.  DoD should modify the current DLPT to require all persons to also be assessed for speaking ability.  In addition, DLI should develop full DLPT examinations for those investment languages and selected other languages (based on a DoD assessment of future language capability needs) that currently do not have a DLPT.

10. Higher proficiency testing.  DLI should develop and employ enhanced versions of the DLPT to assess the performance of linguists to achieve the highest levels of proficiency:  4/4/4 and 5/5/5.

11. Enhanced FLPP.  DoD should increase the FLPP I minimum monthly pay from $100 to $300 and maximum from $200 to $600.  The FLPP II should increase from $50 to $150 and the maximum from $150 to $450.  These pay increases would include the requirement to meet the new speaking proficiency standard noted above and would establish DoD-wide policies to ensure equitable payment for comparable performance across the Department.  Such policies would emphasize the importance of having a strategic reserve of language capabilities by mandating that those who maintain their proficiency at the requisite levels be paid FLPP, regardless of whether or not they are serving in a language-coded billet.

12. Enhanced RC language incentive.  DoD should correct the current inequity of RC FLPP by paying an annual bonus equivalent to 12 full monthly FLPP payments, based on demonstrated proficiency by RC service members on an annual DLPT.  This should apply to both career (FLPP I) and non-career (FLPP II) linguists, the latter only for designated languages.

13. Expanded proficiency incentives.  DoD should recognize the value of personnel who attain the higher levels of language proficiency and acceptable proficiency in multiple languages by paying an increased amount of FLPP for levels 4/4/4 and 5/5/5.  DoD should also apply a FLPP multiplier for fluency in additional designated languages, rather than the current “discounted” rate for more languages.

14. Critical specialty pay.  In lieu of the current selected reenlistment bonuses available to linguists (up to a maximum of $60,000 for six years in the Air Force), the Services should consider offering, where needed, critical specialty pay, up to $15,000 per additional year, for reenlisting personnel with proficiency in the most critical languages.

15. Language readiness.  OSD, in collaboration with the Joint Staff, the Combatant Commands, and the Services, should develop and implement a comprehensive and integrated “language readiness” reporting program to incorporate into current DoD readiness reporting systems.  This language readiness program would report on both unit and Service “language capability readiness,” including the status of initial and sustainment language training programs, as well as the ability to provide surge linguist support to the Combatant Commands.

16. Oversight.  OSD, in coordination with the Joint Staff and Combatant Commands, should establish common standards, according to the language capability framework discussed above and the capabilities-based requirements determination process.  The Joint Staff J-5 should assume a greater role in supervising the Defense Language Program in order to better support the language capability needs of the Combatant Commanders.  The Services would continue to implement their own Language Programs, but would expand their use of DLI and other language instructional options to both initial and sustainment training.  The Combatant Commands would provide TRO over programs that involved languages associated with their AORs.  Additional resources would be applied to developing and sustaining capabilities in less commonly taught investment languages.
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ANNEX B (Language Capabilities Framework) to Task 4 (Management and Maintenance of Linguist Resources) Final Report

The Language Capability Framework should form the basis for defining the full range of language capability needs, linguist contributions, linguist sources, planning considerations, and limitations.  It is intended to provide a common baseline to assist with capability requirements determination, as well as the processes for Services and Combatant Commands to ensure the best allocation of language capability to support priority missions.  The various factors are shown with the suggested letter and number codes that could be used to provide precise definitions of specific linguist needs.

1. Language Functions 

I – Interpretation (person-to-person communication)

S – Strategic, high level, and/or technical

T – Tactical

T – Translation (written or audio from English to foreign language or vice versa)

S – Strategic, high level, and/or technical

T – Tactical

V – Voice intercept (listening to foreign language communications)

S – Structured

U – Unstructured

B – Broadcast (from English to foreign language)

T – Television

R – Radio

L – Loudspeaker

D – Direct interaction 

D – Diplomatic (e.g., Attaché/ODC) 

I – Interrogation

L – Liaison

A – Advisory assistance

T – Training

O – Operations

2. Priority 

1 – Highest priority 

2 – Medium priority 

3 – Low priority 

3. Employment Conditions

P – Peacetime (exercise, security cooperation)

C – Contingency (short notice/surge requirement)

M – Major operations (long-term, predictable requirement)

4. Security Clearance Levels

T – Top Secret/SCI

S – Secret

N – No clearance

5. Foreign Language Proficiency Levels

Listening/Reading/Speaking/Writing (0+ to 5)

6. Target Audience

T – Potential threat nation or group (e.g., Farsi, Korean)

H – Host nation (e.g., Tagalog, Korean)

C – Coalition nation (e.g., Polish, Italian)

F – Potentially friendly group (e.g., Kurdish, Northern Alliance Tajik) 

7. Language (from DoD language code list) 

8. Language Type (defines the language being used for the functions above)
R – Regional common or colonial heritage language (e.g., Russian, French, Spanish)

O – Official national language (e.g., Chinese Mandarin, Tagalog, Hindi)

S – Secondary foreign language (studied most commonly in schools and universities)

E – Ethnic group language/local dialect

9. Linguist Category (preference and minimum acceptable)
M – US military personnel

G – US government civilian personnel

C – Contract US citizen/permanent resident contract personnel

A – Allied military/government civilian personnel

L – Local hire

T – Technological device (e.g., Phrase-alator)

10. Sources of Language Training

N – Native speakers

H – Heritage speakers

I – Immersion experience

D – Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center

C – Command Language Program or other Government-run program

11. Allocation Rules

· Number for senior officers/NCOs

· Number per HQ staff section

· Number per unit

· Size of separate linguist pool
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