DRAFT


DEFENSE FOREIGN LANGUAGE CAPABILITY

STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE:

The identification of language skills is critical for information superiority and force protection in peace and war; however, the Department of Defense may not have an accurate corporate picture of our organic language capability.

FACTS BEARING ON THE ISSUE:  (Include any data that describes the current state; assists in understanding the issue; and/or justifies recommend options.)

The Department of Defense (DoD) requires a highly skilled cadre of language speakers as well as people possessing basic knowledge of language and related culture.  Building a sufficient organic language ability to meet identified operational needs and the ability to surge to meet language requirements is critical to the success of military operations.

Identification and utilization of linguists are critical to the management and maintenance of linguist resources from accession through training and utilization in order to meet current and emerging language needs.

Requirements for fully qualified linguists (defined as having an Interagency Language Roundtable level-3 capability in listening, reading, and speaking) have increased as a result of Operations ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF) and IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF).  Combatant Commands and Services identify their specialty and language requirements on their manning documents.  They usually identify the language required, but almost never specify a proficiency level.

The Department of Defense (DoD) policy is to maintain a centralized database of active duty uniformed personnel.  This database should provide information for research, actuarial analysis, inter-Agency reporting, and evaluation of DoD programs and policies. 

The Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) is the body chartered with collecting and maintaining an archive of automated manpower, personnel, training, and financial databases for the Department of Defense.

Inventory of all linguists in the military is particularly important from the perspective of rapid response as well as cost control.  The DMDC offers an Automated Linguist Finder (ALF) tool for rapid identification and location of all current Active Duty and Selective Reserve (SELRES) members reporting foreign language skills.  The ALF is a SIPRNET-based application and the only centralized military linguists database in DoD. 

The Defense Integrated Military Human Resource System (DIMHRS) will become the authoritative source for personnel and pay management information system.  It will replace and interface with the Services and Pay legacy systems. 

The Chief, Requirements and Reengineering Division, Joint Requirements and Integration Office (JR&IO) stated the collection and maintenance of Foreign Language competency information is a high priority functional requirement for DIMHRS.  However, representatives have not made contact or have requested the Services Foreign Language Program Managers for coordination on tracking languages.

The Secretary of Defense has called for improved language capabilities as one of his top ten priorities within DoD.

The Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness provides overall policy guidance for DoD reporting of active duty military personnel and ensures that the Director, Defense Human Resource Activity (DHRA), serves as custodian of automated extracts of military personnel records and provides data quality control analysis and reporting, inquiry capabilities, and administrative and computer support.

CURRENT LEGISLATION OR POLICIES GOVERNING THE ISSUE:  (List and describe legislative provisions or governing Directives and Instructions.)

DoD Directive 1200.7, “Screening the Ready Reserve”, Nov 18,1999.

· Establishes DoD policy and responsibilities for the screening of Ready Reservists.

DoD Directive 1205.17, “Official National Guard and Reserve Component Personnel Data”, June 20, 1985.

· Establishes policy for the maintenance and reporting of personnel data pertaining to members of the National Guard and Reserve components.  It assigns responsibilities with respect to Reserve forces personnel data base maintenance and reporting, and establishes objectives and provides overall policy for the Reserve Components Common Personnel Data System (RCCPDS).
DoD Directive 5124.2, “Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness”, USD (P&R)," October 31, 1994.

· Establishes the responsibilities, functions, relationships, and authorities of the USD (P&R).

DoD Directive 8320.1, “Department of Defense Data Administration”, September 26, 1991.

· Establishes policies for DoD data administration, authorizes the establishment of and assigns responsibilities for DoD data administration to plan, manage, and regulate data within the Department of Defense, and establishes the DoD Information Resource Dictionary System (DoD IRDS).

DoD Instruction 1120.11, “Programming and Accounting for Active Military Manpower”, April 9, 1981.

· Establishes uniform policies, procedures and definitions for military manpower accounting and programming within the Department of Defense.
DoD Instruction 1336.5, “Automated Extract of Active Duty Military Personnel Records”, May 2, 2001.
· Gives the option to the Military Service, and with concurrence of the Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC), to report data via electronic data transfer or by magnetic tape cartridge submission.

DoD Instruction 7730.54, “Reserve Components Common Personnel Data System (RCCPDS)”, March 15, 1999:

· Establishes the RCCPDS as the official source of statistical tabulation of Reserve Component strengths and related data for use throughout the Department of Defense, other Agencies, the Congress, and for applicable public release by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs.

DoD Instruction 7730.64, “Automated Extracts of Manpower and Unit Organizational Element Files”, March 7, 1995.

· Establishes a requirement for reporting manpower authorization, requirement, individual accounts, programmed manpower structure, and unit data.

DoD 8910.1-M, “DoD Procedures for Management of Information Requirements”,

June 30, 1998.

· Describes the procedures for data element standardization and management necessary to support the policies of DoD Data Administration as established by DoD Directive 8320.1
DoD 8320.1-M-1, “Data Element Standardization Procedures”, April 2, 1998.

· Prescribes procedures for data element standardization and management necessary to support the policies of DoD Data Administration as established by DoD Directive 8320.1.

DoD 5400.11-R, “Department of Defense Privacy Program”, August 31, 1983.

· Establishes the requirements and procedures to safeguard the personnel data in that reporting system.
RESEARCH RELEVANT TO THE ISSUE (as appropriate):

The Department of Defense (DoD) does not have an accurate database of personnel with language and regional expertise capabilities as a result of the services employing legacy data systems, which are incompatible and not integrated.  The Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) Automated Linguist Finder (ALF) is dependent on the Services for inputs and may not reflect an accurate picture of language capability.

The awareness and acceptance on the importance of language (and regional) expertise and the need to manage these assets is widespread; however, the recognition has not yet led to prioritization of filling language requirements within Combatant Commands and Military Departments.

The DoD Instructions (DODI) establishing requirements for Services to report foreign language data need updating.  On average, DoD Directives and Instructions are 11 years old.

Foreign language data on DoD civilian employees was obtained from the no-longer-used Standard Form 171 self-assessment block.  Currently, applicants are not required to provide foreign language information as a mandatory element in the DoD application process.  Although data available is limited and outdated, a potentially significant resource is being missed because of nonexistent language data recording requirements.

National and DoD Intelligence agencies personnel systems are classified.  Information on their linguist personnel is not currently being provided to DMDC.  Furthermore, the linguist tracking systems fielded by these agencies are not linked to the ALF system at DMDC.
The DMDC does not track all the information necessary for the management and planning of foreign languages nor has the responsibility for setting policy, as well as the authority for telling the services what to do when reporting foreign language information.

Not all “apparent” language billets are coded for personnel with language and area expertise skills. Commands often fill language-coded billets with non-language qualified personnel and personnel from a Service different than that coded for the billet resulting in an inaccurate picture of DoD’s total language (and regional) requirements.

Service linguist records are often incomplete or inaccurate.  Some key data such as the Defense Language Proficiency Test (DLPT) and Defense Language Aptitude Battery (DLAB) test and scores are forwarded as paper records and hand-entered into Service personnel data management systems.

The DMDC database tracks language-qualified personnel, but there is no current capability to compare with DoD Component language-coded billet requirements. The Defense Integrated Military Human Resource System (DIMHRS) should be able to correct this issue, but it is unclear how this system will work or when it will replace current processes.
The assessments of current language capabilities are based solely on DLPT results.  The Services do track language-qualified personnel by skill identifiers, languages, language proficiency, rank, and assignment, but with the exception of the services Foreign Area Officer (FAO) programs, regional expertise is not tracked.  Commands mostly identify and track language skills of assigned personnel by using the individual’s service records.  

The DMDC data is 45 days delayed at best.  Services provide a snapshot aspect set of limited data pulled once a month (faces); however, an additional 15 days is required to compile and recode the information reflecting the unique characteristics of the DMDC database.  Services foreign language authorizations (places) are fed to DMDC by the Services only twice a year (every six months).

There is currently no linguist readiness-reporting standard.  The DMDC is flooded with language data requests in various forms from various offices.  Requests for information at times are repetitive and produced with different outputs of the same information.  The interpretation of such information is sometimes based with wrong data parameters and lack of understanding of the data being provided.

The DMDC cannot discern between proficiency data that comes from the self-assessment and that which comes as a result of the DLPT.  The reason being is twofold: 1) The DMDC does not currently request or receive a data element from Service personnel systems that would allow them to discern between the two, and 2) The DLPT answer sheet monthly data from DLIFLC provided to DMDC is incomplete.

The Services have implemented efforts to gather “self assessment” data on non-professional linguists.  However, each system is unique and sometimes not compatible with the Interagency Language Roundtable Skill Level descriptions.  Although, self-assessment data is not an accurate measure of proficiency and will require administration of the DLPT to individuals, the information does augment the management and assessment of DoD capabilities.

The DMDC does not have a comprehensive list of all language codes.  The current list of digraph codes is not enough to cover all languages.  There probably exist personnel with a knowledge and proficiency level in a language for which a code is not available and therefore not identified in the database.  A more comprehensive list of language does exist, but it uses tri-graphs, which DMDC cannot yet accommodate. 

There currently exist no strong relationship between the Services foreign language proponent offices and the DMDC.  The Army language proponent office does work with DMDC for data comparison, but as the other Services do, they depend mostly on data maintained by their personnel and manpower databanks. 

The limited rapport and constant turnover of military personnel within the Services working on language issues has created a void of knowledge and trust in DMDC processes and data.  This has caused the Services not only to rely on their services databanks, but for some to fund for the development of additional linguist management database and applications for their Command Language Program Managers (CLPM).  The results of having multiple databases is confusing and misleading to decision makers because each spits out different data numbers.  Additionally, it has caused DMDC analysts to maintained a limited knowledge and understanding of each of the Services foreign language programs and processes.

The DoD does not have a comprehensive and integrated strategy for language and regional expertise as well as a single proponent office shepherd the process from the DoD on data reporting and compliance with established procedures.

CURRENT PRACTICES:
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Navy:




Air Force:




Marine Corps:



RECOMMENDATIONS (Provide more than one if possible; include estimates of cost if possible):

1. Organize a DoD Language Skills Identification Conference to define a standard set of data definitions across all of the Services, define a DoD linguist readiness-reporting standard, and draft a DoD Instruction focused on foreign language collection, maintenance, and reporting of language capabilities.  Success is proportionate to getting various Defense Department agencies and contractors to work together. 

2.  Ensure existing Directives are followed as well as update and validate existing DoD Directives, Instructions, Regulations, and Manuals.  

3. Direct the Military Departments to ensure their Language Offices act as proponents for all language issues (intelligence, operations logistics, political/military-, arms control-, etc) within the Services.

4. Ensure ALF and DIMHRS are designed to track DoD linguists by defining and using standard data definitions across all of the Services, identifying and tracking linguists in the Reserve Components, tracking all linguists by Service, specialties, grades, assignments, proficiencies, etc., and tracking civilians and DoD retirees with language skills.

5. Civilians

· Conduct a one-time survey of civilian employees to determine language capability.

· Institute a requirement or process for ascertaining the capabilities of new employees (Standard Form).

· Establish and maintain a database.

· Seek Foreign Language Incentive Pay (FLIP) for civilian employees who maintain a critical language proficiency.

6.  Establish a comprehensive, mutually compatible databases of DoD Intelligence linguists that can be queried separately from the DMDC unclassified database. 
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