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“[We in DoD need to] provide career rewards for officers gaining and maintaining language and regional expertise,…expand the attention on maintaining enlisted linguists [not just for intelligence duties]…take advantage of those soldiers with heritage or other language skills who are not otherwise identified as linguists. For those proficient in one language, encourage and reward their mastery of second, third, or more languages. [We need to] drive the importance of language and regional expertise from the top. Tell the Services to place greater value on such skills. Language and regional expertise capabilities, like those potentially available through the 300th Military Intelligence Brigade, can be ideal for meeting short-notice requirements.” 


General John Abizaid

Commander, U.S. Central Command

12 January 2004
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Foreword

(SECRETARY’S FOREWORD TO BE ADDED)

Charter

Post 9/11 military operations reinforce the reality that the Department of Defense will need a much-improved organic capability in new and emerging sets of language and dialects, a greater competence and regional skills in those languages and dialects, and an ability to surge language capability on short notice.

The Strategic Planning Guidance (SPG) for FY2006-2011 directed the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness [USD (P&R)] to develop and provide to the Deputy Secretary of Defense a comprehensive roadmap for achieving the full range of language capabilities needed to support the 2004 Defense strategy.

USD (P&R) assembled a Defense Language Transformation Team from representatives of the military departments and national agencies, as well as Special Operations Command (SOCOM) representatives to transform the way we value, develop and employ language and regional expertise.  It also contracted the Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) to engage in five study areas from developing language and regional knowledge in the officer corps, management of Foreign Area Officers (FAO), language professionals and enablers, current processes for establishing requirements, to the language management at the Combatant Commands (COCOM).  A study of the Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center was also commissioned.

· The roadmap addresses the following goals, specified in the SPG:

1. Create foundational language and cultural expertise in the officer, civilian, and enlisted ranks for both active and reserve components.

2. Create the capacity to surge language and cultural resources beyond these foundational and in-house capabilities.

3. Establish a cadre of language specialists possessing a Level 3/3/3 ability.

4. Establish a process to track the accession, separation and promotion rates of language professionals and Foreign Area Officers.


Major Assumptions
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Conflict against enemies speaking less-commonly-taught languages, and thus the need for foreign language capability, will not abate.  Robust foreign language and foreign area expertise are critical to sustaining coalitions, pursuing regional stability, and conducting multi-national missions especially in post-conflict and other than combat, security, humanitarian, nation-building and stability operations.
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 Changes in the international security environment and in the nature of threats to US national security have increased the range of potential conflict zones and expanded the number of likely coalition partners with whom US forces will work, all of which reinforces the critical need for Defense Language Transformation. 
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  Establishing a new “global footprint” for DoD, and transitioning to a more expeditionary force, will bring with it increased requirements for language and regional knowledge to work with new coalition partners in a wide variety of activities, often with little or no notice. This new approach to warfighting in the 21st century will require forces that have foreign language capabilities beyond those generally available in today’s force.

Executive Summary

Background: 

On 12 November 2002, the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness asked each Military Department, Combatant Command, and Defense Agency to review its requirements for language professionals (including interpreters, translators, crypto-linguists, and interrogators) and area 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. 

On 11 August 2003, the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness directed the conduct of a review of the operations, plans, funding, governance and physical facilities of the Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center (DLIFLC).  The purpose of the review was to determine whether the DLIFLC was appropriately tasked, configured, resourced, operated and managed to meet the needs of the Department.

Beginning in September 2003, the Deputy Under Secretary for Plans, Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness prepared five studies to assess the management, development, and current processes for establishing requirements for language professionals and Foreign Area Officer as part of the Department of Defense’s (DoD) larger Defense Language Transformation initiative.  

On 15 January 2003, the Deputy Under Secretary for Plans, Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness assembled a Language Transformation Team from representatives of the military departments and national agencies to transform the way language and regional expertise is valued, developed and employed within the Department of Defense.

1. Foundational Languages and Cultural Expertise. 

       In order to create a solid foundation of languages and cultural expertise within the Department, several issues must be addressed.  The DoD does not have a comprehensive and integrated strategy for language and regional expertise, which results in the Services addressing their language needs in an isolated manner.  Senior officers generally view language and cultural expertise as relevant and valuable contributions to the Services’ warfighting capabilities, while many officers in the “middle management” level believe that language and cultural expertise do not significantly contribute to warfighting, and thus do not warrant the effort and expense required to ensure a robust capability.   As a result, the precise Department wide need and current capability in these areas is not clearly known, indicating an immediate need to conduct a zero-based review of language and cultural expertise requirements.   Other issues include a lack of a systematic force pre-deployment training program for abbreviated culture and language familiarization, and the inability of the National Security Education Program (NSEP) to expand without a substantial increase in funding. It must also be noted that current language technology is limited in its ability to provide more than modest, contingency capability.
Desired Outcomes.  The Department needs the right number of language professionals with the right level of expertise in the right languages.  The Department also needs a corps of language-enabled personnel capable of responding as needed in support of peacetime and wartime operations.  We must develop an officer corps that understands and values the strategic asset inherent in regional expertise and language.  Finally, language and foreign area education need to be incorporated into the officer Professional Military Education.

2. Surge Capability.

      Several factors detract from the Department’s ability to surge language capabilities during periods of increased operational need.   The Department does not have established policies nor does it provide guidance to the Services for language capabilities and training.  As a result, the Services view language and regional expertise needs from a Service only perspective without consideration of overall Department needs.  The Combatant Commands do not have a common and systematic procedure to determine language requirements during deliberate and contingency planning processes.  Without a clear, validated definition of language requirements, the process of generating more, better-trained language professionals does not occur.  Likewise, current readiness reporting systems do not accurately depict unit/command language readiness.   A critical element of the Department’s surge capability is contracting of language enabled personnel, which is problematic because of small pools in any given language and security vetting.  Finally, the Department does not have a readily available corps of language professionals who could act as interpreters/translators during operational surges, which also detracts from overall language readiness. 

Desired Outcome.  The Department of Defense must have an ability to provide language and cultural expertise support to operational units on short notice.
3. Cadre of Language Professionals.

      The Department’s language reports have highlighted that the Combatant Commands generally believe their language professionals must have listening, reading, and speaking skills, although Service requirements and Defense Language Institute (DLI) training programs currently do not emphasize speaking proficiency.  Some missions and career fields require professionals with a higher-level proficiency than DLI currently produces routinely. 

Desired Outcome.  The Department must determine the levels of proficiency required for tasks involving languages, and must develop career and training plans to get the right people to the correct proficiency. Some DoD specified tasks, particularly in Information Operations, may require level 3 or even higher and the programs to train personnel to achieve the higher levels must be developed and implemented.

4. Language Professionals and Foreign Area Officers Development.

      The Department lacks a comprehensive process to track the accession, separation, and promotion rates of language professionals and Foreign Area Officers (FAO).   The issues that define the overall problem fall into the four broad areas of ethos, management, incentives and databases.   The current DoD Directive does not dictate significant policy oversight measures and as a result the Services’ implementation of their FAO programs is widely divergent in manner and scope.  The programs consider only Service needs rather than Department wide requirements.  As with other language professionals, FAO skills are not highly valued as critical warfighting skills.  The Combatant Commanders (COCOM) have not appropriately recorded regional expertise requirements and code billets as FAO positions because the Services place a low priority on FAO billet fill.  Since the COCOMs prefer any officer of appropriate rank to gapping billets, the requirements based personnel system does not generate additional FAOs, and the undocumented FAO requirements remain.  

      Oversight of language programs is problematic within the department.    At the Department level, DoD has just initiated a systematic process to provide language policy and update critical language lists, though the Defense Agencies and Services have established procedures for such forecasts.   With only a few exceptions, the COCOMS do not have Command Language Programs or Language Proponents.  Additionally, the COCOMS do not generally consider language and regional expertise explicitly in operational planning.

      The Services personnel management policies and procedures for language professionals are effective for intelligence related cryptologic fields, however less so for non-intelligence related career fields. The DoD does not systematically identify, recognize, or reward those with language proficiency above the 3/3/3 level nor have an instrument to test personnel for speaking (other than the OPI) at any level and for reading, listening, and speaking above the 3/3/3 level.   Furthermore, current policies for the payment of Foreign Language Proficiency Pay (FLPP) do not encourage increase of language proficiency.  There is also a substantial disparity between Active Component (AC) and non-mobilized Reserve Component (RC) language professionals, virtually eliminating the effectiveness of FLPP as an RC retention incentive.  Finally, the Department does not have a comprehensive and accurate database of all personnel who have language and regional expertise.

Desired Outcome.  Language professionals and Foreign Area Officers must be managed as strategic assets and Departmental oversight must track the management of these professionals.
Defense Language Institute Transformation

      The Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center (DLIFLC) is the world’s largest foreign language school, making direct comparisons with other language training institutions somewhat strained.  The DLIFLC has over 1300 full-time academic faculty and staff to educate approximately 3800 full-time students.  The institution produces around 3200 new language professionals annually.  During an extensive review of the operations, plans, funding, governance, and physical plant of the DLIFLC, Dr. Jerome F. Smith, Jr. concluded that the center is an effective and responsive element of the Defense Language Program (DLP) and the DoD.  However, there are many opportunities for improvement in a wide range of areas from governance to academic operations. 

Desired Outcome.  Transform the DLIFLC in terms of qualitative improvements.  The DLIFLC must transform to graduate students at the highest ILR level possible from the basic courses, preferably 3/3/3, and to continue distributed foreign language education throughout the service members’ career. The goal is for the service member to attain level 3/3/3 as soon as possible in their career, if not at graduation from DLIFLC.  The DLIFLC must also be prepared to respond rapidly to emerging language-training requirements.
Roadmap Report

This report assesses the Department’s Language and FAO Programs, and identifies recommendations for improved management and utilization of DoD language professionals and foreign regional experts. 

The assessment is based on interviews with senior officers and staffs from the 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 format of this roadmap is arranged into major headings drawn from the four objectives, hereafter labeled as goals, included in the final draft of the SPG for Fiscal Years 2006-2011.  A fifth and final heading was added to transform the Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center in support of the four SPG language goals.  This roadmap sets forth the issues and provides findings and recommendations for transforming the way language and regional expertise is valued, developed and employed within DoD.

An extensive review of DoD, Joint Staff, and Service regulations revealed that none of them defined a “linguist” from a capabilities perspective, nor do they provide a comprehensive discussion of the types of functions a “linguist” is expected to perform.  For the purpose of this Roadmap, the language terms are defined as follows:

Language Professional.  A person who requires a foreign language to perform a primary function.

Language Enabled.  A person who is proficient in one or more foreign languages whose primary function does not require foreign language proficiency.
The Science Applications International Corporation, the Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center, and the Defense Human Resource Activity were tasked to address part of the Department’s larger Defense Language Transformation.  The Defense Language Transformation Team addressed not only the studies produced by these organizations, but also other elements to complete a comprehensive review and determine whether the Department of Defense is postured to support present and future needs for language and regional expertise, as well as transform DoD’s language capability in the way language and regional area expertise is valued, developed, and employed within the Department.  Members of this team addressed many issues providing the background for this roadmap.     

· Assessed the management of language within the Combatant Commands to include the degree to which language ability is incorporated into operational planning, current methodologies for assessing language need, and the placement of language issues within the management structure. 

· Assessed the Military Department FAO Programs, discussed the appropriate role of FAOs in the present and future military force, and identified options for improved management and utilization of FAOs.

· Assessed the availability of DoD’s investment languages in current post-secondary institutions and the feasibility of phasing in a requirement that newly commissioned officers have an educational background/ability in an investment language (language plus regional knowledge) with a desired end-state equivalent to four semesters of post-secondary education.

· Assessed Service policies and experience with the identification and utilization of language professionals and individuals with language skills.
· Assessed the current methodologies used by the Military Services for coding billets requiring language skill and the degree to which current practices suffice to employ language skills. 
· Established a single proponency for a Defense Language and FAO policy.

· Revised the Department’s Language Directives (underway).

· Established, within the Services, Agencies, COCOMs, and Joint Staff a “Senior Language Authority.”

· Established a Defense Foreign Language Steering Committee to coordinate language policy and requirements, and recommend policy guidance for the DLIFLC.

· Identified the need to increase visibility and oversight of funding at the Office of the Secretary of Defense level program element, and retained Army as EA for DLIFLC.

· Developed a concept to incentivize, develop and manage a cadre with ILR skill levels 3 in listening, 3 in reading, and 3 in speaking (3/3/3) (underway).
· Developed a reserve forces life-cycle management plan (underway).

· Sponsored a National Language Conference: A Call for Action to convene leaders from industry, federal and state government, and international and national academic circles to discuss the need for language skills and share practices that may illuminate approaches to meet the country's language needs in the 21st century. Published a white paper (underway).
· Developed proposals to revise the Foreign Language Proficiency Pay system (legislation pending).

· Defined and developed a standard set of data definitions and language readiness reports for language and foreign area skills data collection and maintenance consistency (underway).

· Assessed the special needs of the Special Operations Command and advanced policies to meet those needs (underway).

· Evaluated the efficacy of and established, with DLIFLC, policy for an abbreviated cultural familiarization and foreign language-training course in an effort to meet the needs of combatant commanders and their soldiers during deployment.

· Requested and assessed a transformation white paper from DLIFLC.

1. Foundational Languages and Cultural Expertise.

The Strategic Planning Guidance states that DoD should develop foundational language and cultural expertise in the officer, civilian, and enlisted ranks for both active and reserve components.

Current Situation.  Language and regional expertise have not been regarded as warfighting skills, and are therefore not incorporated into operational or contingency planning.  As a result, there is no effort under the current “requirements” determination process to prepare for support of deployed forces.  Language talent that may be resident in the force (active and reserve components, and civilian) is unknown and untapped.  Language and cultural expertise are not valued as a Defense core competency.

Desired Outcomes.  The Department needs the right number of language professionals with the right level of expertise in the right languages.  The Department also needs a corps of language-enabled personnel capable of responding as needed in support of peacetime and wartime operations.  We must develop an officer corps that understands and values the strategic asset inherent in regional expertise and language.  Finally, language and foreign area education need to be incorporated into the officer Professional Military Education.

Language and regional expertise as critical warfighting skills

· Not recognizing the significant role of language and regional expertise in the conduct of operations, the Department has historically placed a relatively low priority on such skills among its personnel.  This sets the stage for underrating the need for non-intelligence-related language professionals in peacetime, crises, and wartime.

· Recognition of the importance of language and regional expertise, and the apparent shortfalls in these areas, has not yet led to filling language and regional expertise requirements.

· Documenting identified, but undocumented, additional language and regional expertise required billets within the Combatant Commands and Military Departments has yet to occur.

· 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.  

· The National Security Strategy’s focus on globalization, coalition warfare, and capabilities-based planning explicitly demonstrates the need for Defense Language Transformation.  The strategy, as well as JV2020 and other Joint operational capability documents, implicitly demonstrate that DoD as a whole (including the Military Departments) must place a higher value on foreign languages and train its leaders more thoroughly on regional and cultural issues.

· Many senior Military Department leaders have officially stated their support for increasing the value placed on foreign language and regional expertise.  However, their message have not received universal acceptance at the middle management level.  Service representatives expressed considerable concern about the resource requirements needed to implement a foreign language and regional studies requirement.  Many uniformed personnel, even those with recent combat and stability operations experience, did not consider these skills to be as important as the more traditional warfighting skills, especially when viewed in the context of heavy operational- and personnel-tempo and limited resources.  

· A number of senior and mid-level staff officers in the Military Departments and Combatant Commands believe that a well-trained operator can learn the requisite regional awareness skills, as opposed to language, in a short period of time on-the-job.  Anecdotally, a number of officers reported that they had been actively discouraged by their commanders and supervisors from participating in language development and sustainment program as they would thus be diverted from the more important aspects of their professional duties.  However, some senior military leaders interviewed especially those with recent Operations [ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF), IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF), or KOSOVO FORCE (KFOR)] experience, were very receptive to the Defense Language Transformation initiatives in general and to a pre-commissioning requirement for all officer in particular.

· Requirements Determination Process

· Billets are routinely being filled with personnel who do not meet all of the requirements.  This practice leads to the recoding of some billets that do not get filled with qualified personnel over a number of years.

· Manning documents identify Service specialty and language expertise requirements for selected positions.  Recent requirements revalidations were not all zero-based (i.e., some Commands started with existing positions and did not add significant numbers of new requirements).  Current requirements thus do not necessarily reflect actual and complete Combatant Command and Military Department needs.

· OEF and OIF lessons learned may lead to the identification of additional language and regional expertise, especially for the magnitude and nature of the capabilities needed to execute existing operational plans and unexpected contingency operations.  The existing requirements process did not accurately identify either specific language or regional expertise requirements or their scope for OEF, OIF, and other GWOT operations.  

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

· Coding of billets with a specific language requirement can produce mixed results.  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.

· Strategy for language and regional expertise

· In the absence of an overarching strategy and policy guidance, the Military Departments have developed, identified, and trained personnel with language and regional expertise to meet the Services’ requirements.  Without a Department or Joint Chiefs of Staff policy to support them, the Combatant Commands have been unable to justify increasing their language and regional expertise requirements.

Recommendations.

1) Establish a Defense Language Office within the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness to ensure a strategic focus on meeting present and future requirements for language and regional expertise among military personnel and civilian employees of the Department.  This office should establish and oversee policy regarding the development, management, and utilization of civilian employees as well as members of the armed forces; monitor the promotion, accession and retention of individuals with these critical skills; explore innovative concepts to expand capabilities; and establish policies to identify, track, and maximize the use to meet requirements for language and regional expertise.  (USD P&R).
2) Publish a DoD Directive establishing a comprehensive strategy and policies for accomplishing the Defense Language Transformation objectives.  The DoD Directive should at least:  (USD P&R; USD Policy; JCS).
· Identify responsibilities within the Offices of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and the Joint Staff for language and regional expertise program oversight – Along with USD (P&R) being responsible to forecast critical languages.

· Direct the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies to establish a Command Senior Language Authority.

3) Publish a DoD Instruction providing career management guidance for civilian and military organizations with a language and area specialist workforce.  (USD P&R).
4) Develop doctrine and instructions to implement deliberately planned and contingency language support determination based on scenarios that include:  (USD P&R; USD Policy; JCS and Services).
· Terrorist interdiction efforts.

· Military Combat operations.

· Intelligence operations.

· Military diplomacy and security cooperation activities.

· Peacetime intelligence operations.

· Transnational issues.

· Enduring threats to global security.

· Global intelligence watch.

· Open source exploitation.

· Military counter-drug operations.

· National Arms Control Implementation.

· Weapons of Mass Destruction Non-Proliferation programs.

· Humanitarian and peacekeeping operations.

· Military operations in response to domestic and foreign natural disasters.

5) Build a broader capabilities-based language requirement determination process to obtain a true picture of language needs.  The Combatant Commands would initiate the requirements identification process, based on a capabilities-based assessment, and coordinate the results through the Joint Staff to the Services, OSD, and the Defense Agencies. This must be a systematic and comprehensive process for identifying and validating language and regional expertise requirements in DoD. Winning on the extended battlefield will require capabilities-based, vice threat-based, planning.  (JCS).
6) Develop a language readiness index to employ in Service and Joint readiness reporting systems, which compares the level of the mission to the capability of the language needed to perform the mission for all missions performed by DoD.  The purpose will be to identify the gaps, reinvest existing military billets to fill these gaps and increase the end strength authorization to fill others requirements.    The National Security Agency (NSA) conducted a detailed requirements analysis of all language skill requirements.  The analysis resulted in the identification of approximately 2,300 language missions and 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.  (USD P&R).
7) Standardize language and regional codes for employment across the DoD components.  A standard language capability framework should form the basis for defining the full range of language capability needs, language contributions, language sources, planning considerations, and limitations.  The intent is to provide a common baseline to assist with capability requirements determination, as well as the processes for Services and COCOMs to ensure the best allocation of language capability to support priority missions.   (DLIFLC).
8) Task DLI to develop modular pre-deployment regional and language familiarization courses with a common format based on tailored modules.  Modules should not only support Global War on Terrorism (GWOT), but also other Combatant Command missions for the regions they currently operate in.  An off the shelf maintained-product made available when the need arises.  (Secretary of the Army and DLIFLC). 
9) Conduct a comprehensive screening of all military and civilian personnel for foreign language and regional expertise in support of contingency plans, theater security and cooperation plans, and other potential operational commitments. Services should also initiate policies to screen for language ability upon accession.   (Services).
10) Revise current practices employed during the civilian job application process requiring civilians to identify their language skills and regional expertise they have in their application forms. The practice was discontinued during an application revision period where the requirement dropped because it was determined the information was not needed.  (USD P&R).
11) Establish guidelines for recruiting from US populace likely to possess required language capabilities and amenable to recruitment among the following groups:  (P&R).

· Native speaking immigrants.

· Heritage speakers.

· Graduates of quality secondary and undergraduate academic language programs.

· Graduates of engineering and science programs possessing language skills.

· High school graduates with high language aptitude scores.

· Graduates of community and junior colleges with high language aptitude.

· Graduates of post-secondary education systems possessing language skills and area knowledge.

12) The National Flagship Language Initiative (NFLI) at the National Security Education Program (NSEP) represents a vital strategic and accountable partnership between the federal government and leading US institutions of higher education to implement a national system of program designed to produce advance language competency in languages critical to the nation’s security.  We must fully support implementation of NFLI specified universities to develop and implement curriculum at the “superior” level and direct NSEP support to outstanding US students to attend these programs.  (USD P&R).
2. Surge Capability.
The Strategic Planning Guidance states that DoD should create the capacity to surge language and cultural resources beyond the foundational and in-house capabilities.

Current Situation.  Emerging critical language requirements are not being met. Current contracting practices are insufficient to meet the demand.

Desired Outcome.  The Department of Defense must have an ability to provide language and cultural expertise support to operational units on short notice.
· Language And Regional Expertise Requirements In Operational Planning

· Planners in the Component Commands identify when additional language capability is required for mission accomplishment and adjust troop lists accordingly.  They do not integrate language and regional expertise requirements into operational planning.  Unit capabilities, such as Civil Affairs and Psychological Operations, are generally considered and prioritized, but individual capabilities, such as FAOs, Liaison Officers, and interpreters, are generally not considered when plans are developed.  

· Current Practices

· 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 language-enabled and language professionals than the “true” capability-based requirements would indicate.

· 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 capabilities are in the Services’ own structures, as opposed to Combatant Command and Defense Agency organizations.  The results are that the language professionals provided to fill Combatant Command and Defense Agency billets do not always meet the language capability requirements of those billets and leave a shortfall in the Services’ ranks.  The primary shortfall in this regard is in the language professional’s speaking proficiency.

· The National Security Agency (NSA) and the Defense Intelligence Agency (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 language 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. 

· All the Services attempt to determine the language background of their recruits with mixed results.  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.

· 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 language professionals not serving in such billets.  The Defense Manpower Data Center’s Automated Linguist Finder (ALF) program provides a means to determine the numbers of formally trained or self-identified language enabled and language professionals across DoD, but it is entirely dependent on input from Service personnel systems and Defense Language Institute (DLI).  
Recommendations.

1) Expedite the staffing and publication of a language and regional expertise operational planning tool such as the Joint Operations Planning Execution System (JOPES) - II Language Appendix. The planning tool will aid the integration of language and regional expertise requirements into operational planning for Operational and Contingency Plans.  (JCS). 

2) Evaluate and expand the Army’s 09L Individual Ready Reserve program for providing translation and interpretation support as deemed necessary in support of wartime operations.  (Executive Agent).
3) Develop and implement a Civilian Language Reserve Corps (CLRC) under the NSEP.  In January 2004, the NSEP completed a feasibility study on the development of a CLRC.  A major recommendation of this study is a three-year pilot program, under the auspices of DoD/NSEP that will address major issues involved in the development and implementation of a CLRC.  The purpose of the CLRC will be to identify, recruit and “warehouse” specialists with advanced proficiency in all languages and who will be available to serve DoD during times of need, crisis, and/or national emergency.  The goal of the pilot CLRC will be to further explore and test critical components of the CLRC concept through the implementation of a limited CLRC model.  (USD P&R and NSEP).
4) Joint Staff Manpower and Personnel Directorate (J-1) as well as the Services to staff and coordinate an effective plan for implementation of the regional and language familiarization training to be administered to all personnel during the deployment cycle.  (JCS and Services).
5) Develop a Joint Service Language Corps (JSLC) with language professional both Services and COCOMs could use as interpreters.  The JSLC should be a RC unit similar to the 300th MI Brigade or units of 09L and 97L where reservist drills would primarily center on language training.  This pool of language reservist professionals could be used by any of the services to fill Services and Joint language needs.  (USD P&R).
6) Develop a plan for enhancing civilian language and regional expertise in the workforce to include, but not limited to:  (USD P&R and USD Policy).
· Uniform DoD-wide civilian career paths for language and area specialists providing models, tracking mechanisms, and incentives to manage career-long performance-learning experience.

· Uniform language skill criteria for each language and area specialist job description using Interagency Language Roundtable skill criteria, Defense language proficiency standards, and Service/Agency performance criteria. 

· Uniform job descriptions for language and area specialists based on use of language skills in task performance and cross-walked among military and civilian staff positions (including translator, interpreter, language analyst, crypto-linguist, and interrogator, attaché and liaison tasks).

· Uniform professional career tracks for civilian language and area specialists (translators, interpreters, foreign area specialists, and language analysts).

· Model career paths for DoD civilian language specialists with opportunities for skill enhancement and learning multiple languages.

· Language proficiency and performance compensation and incentive programs comparable to best practices and compensation in industry, international organizations and federal agencies.

· Integrated databases and personnel planning tools to facilitate identification and tracking of qualified language specialists.

· Policy for sharing translation and interpretation workloads across Defense agencies.
7) Designate the Secretary of the Army as the DoD EA to provide contract language support to all DoD components.  Because the pool of available language professionals is very small, independent language contracts have caused an internal DoD competition.  The Secretary of the Army will have the sole responsibility to contract for linguist support, and shall establish the policy and procedures for military departments and defense agencies and activities to submit their requirements for contract linguist support.  The Secretary of the Army will address, in the program and budget process, requirements necessary to execute EA responsibilities and functions.  The EA will establish a DoD policy and procedures for counterintelligence and security assessments and shall ensure that language personnel hired under contract undergo a counterintelligence and security screening as appropriate.  (USD P&R).
8) Task DLIFLC to build a flexible pre-deployment training program for abbreviated culture and language familiarization course with a common format based on tailored modules in support of Combatant Command missions for the regions they currently operate in.   To implement and maximize use of such training, a program must include, but not limited to:  (DLIFLC)
· Funding DLI accordingly so enough instructors are available to handle additional responsibilities levied on the institute in addition to having enough instructors to cover all other validated and not-funded service requirements.

· Encourage the Joint Staff Manpower and Personnel Directorate (J-1) to staff and coordinate an effective plan for implementation to be factored into future deployment preparation.
· Establish a process for managing and coordinating request to ensure tasks to DLI are funneled through a standardized process.
9) Establish a coherent and coordinated DoD multi-language technology research, development and acquisition policy and program providing tested tools for improved productivity by DoD language and area specialist staffs.  The DoD policy and program should include, but not limited to:  (AT&L).
· Inclusion of multi-language processing standards in specification for acquisition of information and communications technology for intelligence and coalition operations.

· On-call and on-line interpretation and translation support for remote (deployed) users (emulation or use of commercial online language services).

· On-call and on-line mentoring and quality control from qualified providers for remote language specialists.

· A virtual work and learning environment for language specialists using technology over open and secure telecommunications.

· A DoD-wide online foreign area knowledge management system and library containing original foreign language texts and human or machine translations thereof.

3. Cadre of Language Professional.

The Strategic Planning Guidance states that DoD should establish a cadre of language professionals possessing a level 3/3/3 ability.

Current Situation.  Language skills are insufficient to meet the requirements of the changed security environment since the end of the Cold War. The technological revolution of the 1990’s requires much greater language capability to process than the stereotyped activities of Cold War opponents. 

Desired Outcome.  The Department must determine the levels of proficiency required for tasks involving languages, and must develop career and training plans to get the right people to the correct proficiency. Some DoD specified tasks, particularly in Information Operations, may require level 3 or even higher and the programs to train personnel to achieve the higher levels must be developed and implemented.

· Achieving Interagency Language Roundtable Level 3

· Achieving Interagency Language Roundtable Level 3 in Listening, Reading and Speaking in our professional language force as a routine capability is a long-term goal that will require a significant commitment in time and resources. This goal cannot be achieved without enhanced educational capabilities in a transformed Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center (DLIFLC). 

· To achieve L3/R3/S3, the average language professional has to attend an intensive full-time language program up to sixteen months. A "threshold" level 3 can often be produced in the initial training program, if the student has above-average aptitude and the program is more intense than the typical ten-student class. Most language experts at the Defense Language Institute, the Foreign Services Institute, and the National Cryptologic School feel that such a language professional is typically only marginally at level 3 and does not have the command of complex language and cultural features to sustain level 3 performance across a wide variety of language situations.  Language professionals will need continuous weekly study and mentoring, two to five weeks of full-time training per year, regular language work or practice at the 2+ to 3 level in the modalities that the level 3 is desired in, and a second intensive full-time language program approximately two-thirds the length of the first, and about four years after graduation from the first. This type of continuous training will produce a solidly proficient level 3 language professional in approximately six years.
· Ongoing weekly and annual training must include study of the socio-cultural aspects of the language that distinguish level 3 from lower levels. At that level, proficiency is based on more than controlling grammar and lexicon; there is a significant cultural component to understanding the language that becomes critical at level 3 and above. Maturity and education influence the amount and type of learning activities that are needed to achieve level 3. Most civilians and officers are somewhat older and may have more formal education and life experience than the typical enlisted language professional in the first four or five years of duty.   However, this reason is very subjective, and for planning purposes, the general scope of training needed to achieve a solid level 3 should be considered equal for civilian, officers, and enlisted.  
· Research is underway to try to produce higher language proficiency in shorter time.  It is likely that new programs can produce significant numbers of language professionals at higher levels in somewhat shorter time, but for the foreseeable future, achieving a solid level 3 in three, or especially four modalities (including writing), will be a matter of spending several years in training. This has been the experience of DoD, State Department, and the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), as well as that of the academically trained language student. The CIA and the State Department, for example, typically train highly motivated college graduates, most of whom have studied the relevant culture to some degree, in very small, very intense classes, followed by extensive study in-country, and often with a second formal course, in order to achieve level 3 proficiency. It should not be surprising that DoD would require as much as six years of focused work and study to achieve the same level.
· Current billet coding procedures allow for the recording of reading and listening comprehension proficiency requirements, but not for speaking.  The current requirements definition process does not allow for the identification of requirements by range of capability.

· General language proficiency is only the first step in producing a competent language professional.   It is the sine qua non, but there is more. A generally proficient language professional is not a professional translator, interpreter, strategic debriefer, tactical interrogator, or cryptologic language analyst. Within each of those areas, there are sub-specialties that require extensive training and experience. A legal translator is not a medical translator is not a literary translator is not a commercial translator.  No sort of translator is any sort of interpreter. They require different training, experience, and temperament.  The same is true for various sorts of human or communications intelligence specialties. Training, experience, temperament are critical factors in producing professional competence.
· The level 3 of speaking proficiency in a language is considered essential to providing adequate language support across a number of DoD functions.  DLI and other in-depth language programs aim to produce personnel with at least a 2/2/1 proficiency.  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 speaking capabilities.
· Speaking, like the other modalities, must be practiced at level 3 in order to maintain proficiency at level 3. That implies finding and making use of opportunities to speak with others whose proficiency is at least level 3 and who are capable of making the language practice an actual learning experience. This will require providing learning experiences that are not currently available on the scale needed.  Providing regular speaking practice at level 3 for thousands language professionals who need that level of proficiency is a considerable challenge.

· Mission sponsors wishing to maintain level 3 in speaking for all of their language personnel will have to greatly expand their programs.  Cost and time will be major factors, but the mindset will be the biggest obstacle.  The National Security Agency (NSA) is already encountering considerable opposition from within its workforce to the new requirement that cryptologic language analysts be proficient in more than one modality. Adding a third modality, one that is not used directly in any aspect of the job and is harder to maintain than the other two, will be resisted strongly. However, once it is established as the norm that speaking ability is an integral part of professional competence, opposition should diminish.

Recommendations.

1) Ensure availability of OPIs to test personnel for speaking at any level and for reading, listening, and speaking above ILR skill level 3.  Current processes for administering the OPI to individuals are cumbersome, time-consuming, and with limited availability because of the small number of DLI-certified testers. Language speaking requirements are likely to increase and some promotion of a Computer Speaking Skills Test, or a computerized version of the OPI is needed.  Technological advances, as well as successful speaking proficiency evaluation programs in the Defense Threat Reduction Agency, the State Department, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation should offer alternative approaches.  (DLIFLC).

2) Implement the Defense Language Proficiency Test 5 system of testing as soon as possible.  (DLIFLC and Services).

3) Set a DoD goal of ILR proficiency level 3/3/3 for language professionals and implement training and career management plans for language professionals to achieve and sustain this level as soon as possible in their careers, if not at graduation from initial language training.  (USD P&R; Services and JCS).

4) Implement an intensive full-time language program to produce a solidly proficient level 3 language professionals to include:  (DLIFLC).

· Six to sixteen months (depending on the difficulty category of the language and previous experience with related languages) followed by, but not limited to:

· Weekly study or mentoring on socio-cultural aspects of the language that distinguish level 3 from the lower levels.

· Five weeks of full-time training per year.

· Regular language work or practice at the 2+ to 3 level in the modalities that the level 3 is desired in.

· Attend a second intensive full-time language program approximately two-thirds the length of the initial basic training course and about four or five years after graduation from the first. 

5) Implement actions to require the Services, working with the mission sponsors, COCOMs, and other components to:  (Services).
· Identify the missions that will require 3/3/3 capability.

· Determine the minimum number of linguists needed to provide the language services identified above.

· Determine what training other than general language training will be required.

· Determine where and when the technical training will be provided.

· Agree on which Service(s) will provide language professionals.

· Determine a phase-in schedule and priority.

· Cost out and program for providing the capability.

· Implement training and utilization policies and programs that ensure they will receive ongoing training and have meaningful language work.

· Determine which units the language professionals will be assigned to on completion of initial training.

· Reserve training quotas for the initial group.

· Recruit and send to initial training.

· Establish personnel and mission databases and tracking procedures that will enable managers to monitor capabilities and program effectiveness.

· Evaluate and adjust programs.

· Coordinate all phases of program at OSD level.

6) Identify and recognize the value of personnel achieving the highest levels of proficiency in critical languages by paying a substantially increased FLPP.  The current structure and authority of FLPP is insufficient to incentivize the development and maintenance of the required language capability.  FLPP is intended to encourage maintaining language proficiency and/or improving existing proficiency.  Federal law provides payment up to $300 per month in FLPP to members who certified as proficient in a foreign language, however RC members are only paid 1/30th the monthly FLPP for each drill period.  DoD should seek Congressional legislation to redesign the RC FLPP by eliminating the pro-rata requirement and authorizing payment of FLPP at the same levels as their AC counterparts.  (Services).

4. Language Professionals and Foreign Area Officers Development.

The Strategic Planning Guidance states that DoD should establish a process to track the accession, separation and promotion rates of language professionals and Foreign Area Officers.

Current Situation.  FAO jobs are viewed as career ending in some service officer communities. Retention rates are lower among language professionals in some services, primarily due to poor linguist utilization.
Desired Outcome.  Language professionals and Foreign Area Officers must be managed as strategic assets and Departmental oversight must track the management of these professionals.
· Comprehensive and accurate database

· Personnel data available is based on a variety of sources, including academic reports from DoD-funded language training programs, results of officially administered DLAB and DLPT tests, and self-reporting by individuals.  The Department has no procedures for recording regional expertise. Current Service and Joint manning documents do not identify billets with regional expertise requirements, except for FAO, Attaché, security cooperation, and similar billets.  While FAOs are assigned a skill code identifier associated with a specific region of the world, non-FAOs who have substantial country or regional experience or education in regional studies receive no such designator.  
· Language and Regional Expertise Management Structure

· Accomplishing the spectrum of multi-faceted and complex Defense Language Transformation objectives will require focused oversight at the OSD, Joint Staff, Military Department, and Combatant Command levels.  Current Service foreign language programs are focused primarily on intelligence requirements vice across all functional areas.

· The 1993 DoD Inspector General report recommended commands establish Command Language Programs (CLP).  Most of the senior officers interviewed in the Combatant Commands believed designating a language and regional expertise proponent would assist in integrating all requirements across the headquarters.  Support for a language proponent at the O-6 level was not as strong.

· Each of the Services has established a Language Office under their intelligence staffs.  The practical effect of placing these offices within the Services Intelligence Directorates is that they focus on intelligence-related language requirements. Operational, logistical, political-military policy, and other non-intelligence language requirements (e.g., FAOs, interpreters, planners, etc.) remain unrecognized, unsupported, or undocumented.  None of these offices has direct access to the senior Service leadership outside of their directorate. 

· Language and Regional Expertise Requirements

· Current Service FAO Programs are designed primarily to meet the needs of each Service.  Requirements identified by the Component Commands and Defense Agencies are not being met.  

· Combatant Commands and Military Departments have not conducted a zero-based review for language and regional expertise requirements.  The requirements identified in early 2003 remained largely unchanged from previous requirements, except in some intelligence specialties.  The results do not necessarily reflect actual and complete Combatant Command and Military Department needs. The Combatant Commands and Services routinely fill billets with personnel who do not meet all of the requirements   In several reported instances, Commands did not recode positions out of concern based on experience and discussions with Service personnel managers that they would not be filled.  This practice leads to the recoding (i.e., eliminating the language requirement) of some billets.

· Emerging lessons learned from OEF, OIF, and other operations in the GWOT are reinforcing the importance of language and regional capabilities for Joint and multinational forces.  Senior OEF and OIF leaders and planners cite the lack of qualified language professionals and regional experts as a major shortcoming in both operational planning and execution.  

· Foreign Area Officer (FAO)

. 

· The Joint Staff is not assigned any responsibilities under DoD Directive 1315.17 covering Service FAO Programs and does not currently take an active role in identifying requirements for FAOs or filling Combatant Command billets with FAO-qualified officers.

· DoD Directive 1315.17 has an unnecessarily limiting effect on the scope of the Service FAO Programs and the DoD Component requirements for FAOs.  The Directive explicitly refers to service in “U.S. Embassies and diplomatic posts,” but does not enumerate any other appropriate FAO responsibilities.

· Within the Services, there has been a perception that pursuing a career as a FAO limits potential for promotion and provides few opportunities to be given the types of assignments that lead to Flag Rank.  Raising FAO skills to the same level as other warfighting skills will require a major effort – including public relations and programmatic elements – especially by DoD’s senior leadership.

· Lessons learned from OEF and OIF are identifying areas where FAO skills can make a vital contribution in the planning and execution of future operations.  These lessons learned are showing that FAO-like expertise is essential in initial planning for combat and contingency operations, for the execution of the combat phase, and for post-combat reconstruction and stabilization efforts.

· Similarities in the skill sets between FAOs and Intelligence Officers led some of the officers in the Service Staffs and Combatant Commands to see one as virtually interchangeable with the other.  This situation highlights a lack of understanding amongst many non-FAOs as to what FAOs are trained to do and how they can contribute to peacetime and wartime missions.  This situation may also help explain the small number of FAO-coded billets outside the traditional political-military arena.

· Language Development
· The DLPT is used within the DoD to measure the language proficiency of the Armed Forces, the results of which are used to help determine qualification for schooling, assignments, and even promotions.  The Department does not have a comparable system for measuring the regional expertise of officers, civilians, or enlisted personnel.  If billets are coded to show regional expertise requirements (in the same manner that billets are currently coded for language proficiency), the Combatant Commands and Military Departments will require a means for measuring the eligibility of an individual to fill such billets. 

Recommendations.

1) Manage language professionals to maximize the accession, development, sustainment, and employment of language skills. Recent operational requirements with OIF and OEF, as well as the GWOT have place more emphasis on the need for foreign language and regional expertise among military personnel. The education and training provided to officers both before commissioning and throughout their careers does not adequately prepare military leaders with the skills needed for these and similar future operations.  Efforts must consider the degree to which personnel with language skills and regional expertise are promoted and utilized within the force.  (Services).
2) Develop and sustain a personnel system that maintains accurate data on all DoD personnel skilled in foreign languages and area expertise.  DIMHRS will become the authoritative source for personnel and pay management information and thus will be required to interface with many Service and Pay legacy systems.  (DIMHRS).
3) Publish a revised DoD Directive to oversee the Services FAO Program, establish a standard metric and monitor FAO accession, retentions, and promotion rates.  (USD P&R).
4) Incorporate language and regional expertise requirements into operational planning documents.  The COCOMs do not, on a routine and systematic basis, integrate language and regional expertise requirements into operational planning.  Unit capabilities, such as Civil Affairs and Psychological Operations, are generally considered and prioritized, but individual capabilities, such as FAOs, Liaison Officers, and interpreters, are not considered when OPLANs and CONPLANs are developed.  The Joint Staff, in conjunction with the Military Departments, Combatant Commands, and other DoD Components should use the JOPES II Language Appendix or a similar language and regional expertise operational planning tool.  (JCS).
5) Publish a critical language list and update at least annually.  The USD (P&R) has identified a list of 12 investment languages and two regional language groupings as part of the Defense Language Transformation initiative.  These include: Arabic (multiple dialects), Chinese (multiple dialects), Spanish, Korean, Farsi, Indonesian (multiple dialects), Filipino (multiple dialects), Kurdish, Turkish, Hindi, Central Asia (multiple dialects), Russian, Sub-Saharan Africa, and Serbo-Croatian. Efforts to identify languages critical to DoD operations began following a request from the Secretary of Defense for a list of the “five most critical languages.”  Following several iterations, staffed by OSD personnel, intelligence, and policy specialists, the current list of investment languages was published.  (USD P&R).
6) Establish metrics (to include utilization and management, accession, promotion, retention, and any significant issues) and institute a process for regular reporting to the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness.  (USD P&R and Services).
Defense Language Institute Transformation

The DLIFLC should be able to assist in meeting three key objectives to support the goals set forth in the Strategic Planning Guidance for Fiscal Years 2006-2011:  1) Sufficient organic language ability to meet identified operational needs and clearance requirements; 2) Ability to surge to meet requirements; and 3) A highly skilled cadre of language speakers to meet sophisticated language needs.

Current Situation.  The Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center is an effective and responsive element of the Defense Language Program.  However, no existing program for preparing to meet rapidly emerging language requirements, outdated testing and curriculum, “student fill” procedures are not conducive to meeting emerging needs.

Desired Outcome.  Transform the DLIFLC in terms of qualitative improvements.  The DLIFLC must transform to graduate students at the highest ILR level possible from the basic courses, preferably 3/3/3, and to continue distributed foreign language education throughout the service members’ career. The goal is for the service member to attain level 3/3/3 as soon as possible in their career, if not at graduation from DLIFLC.  The DLIFLC must also be prepared to respond rapidly to emerging language-training requirements.

· Funding

· Functions such as curriculum development, aptitude and proficiency test development, staff development, support for continuing distributed education are inadequately funded. 

· The DLIFLC is operating at or near capacity and will need new facilities to increase its capability to meet new demands for language training and to improve the process of education. Much of the infrastructure at the Presidio of Monterey campus is crumbling and needs to be rebuilt. The historical nature of many of the buildings on the campus will make this a challenge and inhibit the rapid recapitalization of the campus.

· Operations

· Faculty quality needs improvement.  Not all instructors have academic credentials appropriate for junior college level teaching.  The Faculty Personnel System has given DLI huge improvements in flexibility over faculty governed by Title V, US Code.  Pay banding and merit pay allow financial rewards to flow to the better instructors.  Nonetheless, about 75% of the faculty is effectively tenured and expensive (but not impossible) to dismiss.  Incentives should be clearly spelled out and equally available to all instructors in a climate where many different nationalities are present and sensitive to differential treatment.

· Courses are of fixed length because it is convenient to send students with a scheduled start date and know they will complete at a scheduled finish date.  Students learn at differing paces.  Time spent in training could be reduced if students could proceed at a pace more consistent with the skill they demonstrate. Flexibility in length of instruction could increase student motivation and reduce overall costs.

· The DLI should use faculty and educational technology resources in innovative ways to improve academic results.  Experiment with psychometric factors that influence the effectiveness of teaching. Time on task is the key to language learning vice a one-size-fits-all period under instruction. Technology can be used to create iso-immersion environments.

· Tests need to reflect current use of language and have enough versions that they are not compromised through overuse.  Every effort should be made to move as much testing as possible to automated computer-based administration to reduce cost, burden and vulnerability of paper-based examinations. Implement computer-adaptive testing for the DLPT 5 system as soon as possible.

Recommendations.
1) Work towards improving the Defense Language Program governance and academic operations to include education, needs assessments, education research, translation and interpretation services, tracking, and distributed learning for Defense language professionals.  Proposed actions and recommendations should focus on establishing a more effective, economical, and efficient performance of services common to more than one military department.  (USD P&R).
2) Create a separate budget program element for DLIFLC to increase visibility of funding within current Army funding structures until the DoD field activity is established.  (USD P&R).
3) Fund DLI properly for projected training load, other functions such as test development, curriculum renewal, staff and faculty strength increases, as well as demands for new training facilities.  The increased demands will require an increased student throughput and expanded off-campus and remote learning sites.  These endeavors necessitate innovative approaches in the instruction of foreign languages and the educational processes to administer them.  (Executive Agent).
4) Phase an enhancement plan to include smaller class sizes (6-8 students), higher aptitude test scores, and aggressive faculty training and curriculum development.  (DLIFLC).
5) Raise all Defense Language Aptitude Battery (DLAB) entry requirements to 100 for Category I and Category II Languages and to 110 for Category III and Category IV Languages.  The DLAB works well to screen personnel for potential foreign language learners.  The DLAB tests will be automated and given to all recruits by adding it to the same platform as the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery.  (Services).
6) Focus new staff development initiatives on using multi-media tools in the classroom and incorporating multi-media into 21st century instructional models.  The DLIFLC will employ the most advance language training tools available.  Intermediate and Advanced training requirements will include the need for better delivery via video tele-training systems, web-based language labs, and an Online Language Support System.    (DLIFLC).
7) Update curriculum and incorporate multi-media into all curricula, to broaden and deepen the educational experience.  The job of producing language professionals will have to be accomplished faster, effectively, and in a more focused manner.  The DLIFLC will have a continuing need for curriculum revisions to continually meet changes in military missions, regional priorities, and the social, political, cultural and language realities of the target country and regions. (DLFLC).
8) Develop a Language Immersion Program.  To enhance the classroom experience, DLIFLC needs to integrate off-site immersion experiences into the course study.  Language immersion programs have long been recognized as the fastest means to acquire a new language, particularly an immersion program that is well developed and meaningful.  (DLIFLC).
9) Revise the way language training requirements are identified by establishing a “Candidate Language Unit” responsible for convening working groups of defense planners, intelligence analysts, and homeland security specialists to identify languages of potential interest.  An “Emerging Languages Unit” would be responsible, in collaboration with native speakers, to develop materials and, in collaboration with other organizations, identify, train, certify, and maintain cells of language testing and teaching capability in non-school government jobs, academe, and Non-Governmental Organizations.  (DLIFLC).   

Full implementation of the recommendation will further serve to transform the way language and regional expertise is valued, developed and employed within the Department of Defense.

APPENDIX A

RECOMMENDATIONS
1.  Create foundational language and cultural expertise in the officer, civilian, and enlisted ranks for both active and enlisted components.

1) Establish a Defense Language Office within the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness to ensure a strategic focus on meeting present and future requirements for language and regional expertise among military personnel and civilian employees of the Department.  This office should establish and oversee policy regarding the development, management, and utilization of civilian employees as well as members of the armed forces; monitor the promotion, accession and retention of individuals with these critical skills; explore innovative concepts to expand capabilities; and establish policies to identify, track, and maximize the use to meet requirements for language and regional expertise.  (USD P&R).
2) Publish a DoD Directive establishing a comprehensive strategy and policies for accomplishing the Defense Language Transformation objectives.  The DoD Directive should at least:  (USD P&R; USD Policy; JCS).
· Identify responsibilities within the Offices of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and the Joint Staff for language and regional expertise program oversight – Along with USD (P&R) being responsible to forecast critical languages.

· Direct the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies to establish a Command Senior Language Authority.

3) Publish a DoD Instruction providing career management guidance for civilian and military organizations with a language and area specialist workforce.  (USD P&R).
4) Develop doctrine and instructions to implement deliberately planned and contingency language support determination based on scenarios that include:  (USD P&R; USD Policy; JCS and Services).
· Terrorist interdiction efforts.

· Military Combat operations.

· Intelligence operations.

· Military diplomacy and security cooperation activities.

· Peacetime intelligence operations.

· Transnational issues.

· Enduring threats to global security.

· Global intelligence watch.

· Open source exploitation.

· Military counter-drug operations.

· National Arms Control Implementation.

· Weapons of Mass Destruction Non-Proliferation programs.

· Humanitarian and peacekeeping operations.

· Military operations in response to domestic and foreign natural disasters.

5) Build a broader capabilities-based language requirement determination process to obtain a true picture of language needs.  The Combatant Commands would initiate the requirements identification process, based on a capabilities-based assessment, and coordinate the results through the Joint Staff to the Services, OSD, and the Defense Agencies. This must be a systematic and comprehensive process for identifying and validating language and regional expertise requirements in DoD. Winning on the extended battlefield will require capabilities-based, vice threat-based, planning.  (JCS).
6) Develop a language readiness index to employ in Service and Joint readiness reporting systems, which compares the level of the mission to the capability of the language needed to perform the mission for all missions performed by DoD.  The purpose will be to identify the gaps, reinvest existing military billets to fill these gaps and increase the end strength authorization to fill others requirements.    The National Security Agency (NSA) conducted a detailed requirements analysis of all language skill requirements.  The analysis resulted in the identification of approximately 2,300 language missions and 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.  (USD P&R).
7) Standardize language and regional codes for employment across the DoD components.  A standard language capability framework should form the basis for defining the full range of language capability needs, language contributions, language sources, planning considerations, and limitations.  The intent is to provide a common baseline to assist with capability requirements determination, as well as the processes for Services and COCOMs to ensure the best allocation of language capability to support priority missions.   (DLIFLC).
8) Task DLI to develop modular pre-deployment regional and language familiarization courses with a common format based on tailored modules.  Modules should not only support Global War on Terrorism (GWOT), but also other Combatant Command missions for the regions they currently operate in.  An off the shelf maintained-product made available when the need arises.  (Secretary of the Army and DLIFLC). 
9) Conduct a comprehensive screening of all military and civilian personnel for foreign language and regional expertise in support of contingency plans, theater security and cooperation plans, and other potential operational commitments. Services should also initiate policies to screen for language ability upon accession.   (Services).
10) Revise current practices employed during the civilian job application process requiring civilians to identify their language skills and regional expertise they have in their application forms. The practice was discontinued during an application revision period where the requirement dropped because it was determined the information was not needed.  (USD P&R).
11) Establish guidelines for recruiting from US populace likely to possess required language capabilities and amenable to recruitment among the following groups:  (P&R).

· Native speaking immigrants.

· Heritage speakers.

· Graduates of quality secondary and undergraduate academic language programs.

· Graduates of engineering and science programs possessing language skills.

· High school graduates with high language aptitude scores.

· Graduates of community and junior colleges with high language aptitude.

· Graduates of post-secondary education systems possessing language skills and area knowledge.

12) The National Flagship Language Initiative (NFLI) at the National Security Education Program (NSEP) represents a vital strategic and accountable partnership between the federal government and leading US institutions of higher education to implement a national system of program designed to produce advance language competency in languages critical to the nation’s security.  We must fully support implementation of NFLI specified universities to develop and implement curriculum at the “superior” level and direct NSEP support to outstanding US students to attend these programs.  (USD P&R).

2.  Create the capacity to surge language and cultural resources beyond these foundational and in-house capabilities.

1) Expedite the staffing and publication of a language and regional expertise operational planning tool such as the Joint Operations Planning Execution System (JOPES) - II Language Appendix. The planning tool will aid the integration of language and regional expertise requirements into operational planning for Operational and Contingency Plans.  (JCS).
2) Evaluate and expand the Army’s 09L Individual Ready Reserve program for providing translation and interpretation support as deemed necessary in support of wartime operations.  (Executive Agent).
3) Develop and implement a Civilian Language Reserve Corps (CLRC) under the NSEP.  In January 2004, the NSEP completed a feasibility study on the development of a CLRC.  A major recommendation of this study is a three-year pilot program, under the auspices of DoD/NSEP that will address major issues involved in the development and implementation of a CLRC.  The purpose of the CLRC will be to identify, recruit and “warehouse” specialists with advanced proficiency in all languages and who will be available to serve DoD during times of need, crisis, and/or national emergency.  The goal of the pilot CLRC will be to further explore and test critical components of the CLRC concept through the implementation of a limited CLRC model.  (USD P&R and NSEP).
4) Joint Staff Manpower and Personnel Directorate (J-1) as well as the Services to staff and coordinate an effective plan for implementation of the regional and language familiarization training to be administered to all personnel during the deployment cycle.  (JCS and Services).
5) Develop a Joint Service Language Corps (JSLC) with language professional both Services and COCOMs could use as interpreters.  The JSLC should be a RC unit similar to the 300th MI Brigade or units of 09L and 97L where reservist drills would primarily center on language training.  This pool of language reservist professionals could be used by any of the services to fill Services and Joint language needs.  (USD P&R).
6) Develop a plan for enhancing civilian language and regional expertise in the workforce to include, but not limited to:  (USD P&R and USD Policy).
· Uniform DoD-wide civilian career paths for language and area specialists providing models, tracking mechanisms, and incentives to manage career-long performance-learning experience.

· Uniform language skill criteria for each language and area specialist job description using Interagency Language Roundtable skill criteria, Defense language proficiency standards, and Service/Agency performance criteria. 

· Uniform job descriptions for language and area specialists based on use of language skills in task performance and cross-walked among military and civilian staff positions (including translator, interpreter, language analyst, crypto-linguist, and interrogator, attaché and liaison tasks).

· Uniform professional career tracks for civilian language and area specialists (translators, interpreters, foreign area specialists, and language analysts).

· Model career paths for DoD civilian language specialists with opportunities for skill enhancement and learning multiple languages.

· Language proficiency and performance compensation and incentive programs comparable to best practices and compensation in industry, international organizations and federal agencies.

· Integrated databases and personnel planning tools to facilitate identification and tracking of qualified language specialists.

· Policy for sharing translation and interpretation workloads across Defense agencies.
7) Designate the Secretary of the Army as the DoD EA to provide contract language support to all DoD components.  Because the pool of available language professionals is very small, independent language contracts have caused an internal DoD competition.  The Secretary of the Army will have the sole responsibility to contract for linguist support, and shall establish the policy and procedures for military departments and defense agencies and activities to submit their requirements for contract linguist support.  The Secretary of the Army will address, in the program and budget process, requirements necessary to execute EA responsibilities and functions.  The EA will establish a DoD policy and procedures for counterintelligence and security assessments and shall ensure that language personnel hired under contract undergo a counterintelligence and security screening as appropriate.  (USD P&R).
8) Task DLIFLC to build a flexible pre-deployment training program for abbreviated culture and language familiarization course with a common format based on tailored modules in support of Combatant Command missions for the regions they currently operate in.   To implement and maximize use of such training, a program must include, but not limited to:  (DLIFLC)
· Funding DLI accordingly so enough instructors are available to handle additional responsibilities levied on the institute in addition to having enough instructors to cover all other validated and not-funded service requirements.

· Encourage the Joint Staff Manpower and Personnel Directorate (J-1) to staff and coordinate an effective plan for implementation to be factored into future deployment preparation.
· Establish a process for managing and coordinating request to ensure tasks to DLI are funneled through a standardized process.
9) Establish a coherent and coordinated DoD multi-language technology research, development and acquisition policy and program providing tested tools for improved productivity by DoD language and area specialist staffs.  The DoD policy and program should include, but not limited to:  (AT&L).
· Inclusion of multi-language processing standards in specification for acquisition of information and communications technology for intelligence and coalition operations.

· On-call and on-line interpretation and translation support for remote (deployed) users (emulation or use of commercial online language services).

· On-call and on-line mentoring and quality control from qualified providers for remote language specialists.

· A virtual work and learning environment for language specialists using technology over open and secure telecommunications.

· A DoD-wide online foreign area knowledge management system and library containing original foreign language texts and human or machine translations thereof.

3.  Establish a cadre of language specialists possessing a Level 3/3/3 ability.

1) Ensure availability of OPIs to test personnel for speaking at any level and for reading, listening, and speaking above ILR skill level 3.  Current processes for administering the OPI to individuals are cumbersome, time-consuming, and with limited availability because of the small number of DLI-certified testers. Language speaking requirements are likely to increase and some promotion of a Computer Speaking Skills Test, or a computerized version of the OPI is needed.  Technological advances, as well as successful speaking proficiency evaluation programs in the Defense Threat Reduction Agency, the State Department, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation should offer alternative approaches.  (DLIFLC).

2) Implement the Defense Language Proficiency Test 5 system of testing as soon as possible.  (DLIFLC and Services).

3) Set a DoD goal of ILR proficiency level 3/3/3 for language professionals and implement training and career management plans for language professionals to achieve and sustain this level as soon as possible in their careers, if not at graduation from initial language training.  (USD P&R; Services and JCS).

4) Implement an intensive full-time language program to produce a solidly proficient level 3 language professionals to include:  (DLIFLC).

· Six to sixteen months (depending on the difficulty category of the language and previous experience with related languages) followed by, but not limited to:

· Weekly study or mentoring on socio-cultural aspects of the language that distinguish level 3 from the lower levels.

· Five weeks of full-time training per year.

· Regular language work or practice at the 2+ to 3 level in the modalities that the level 3 is desired in.

· Attend a second intensive full-time language program approximately two-thirds the length of the initial basic training course and about four or five years after graduation from the first. 

5) Implement actions to require the Services, working with the mission sponsors, COCOMs, and other components to:  (Services).
· Identify the missions that will require 3/3/3 capability.

· Determine the minimum number of linguists needed to provide the language services identified above.

· Determine what training other than general language training will be required.

· Determine where and when the technical training will be provided.

· Agree on which Service(s) will provide language professionals.

· Determine a phase-in schedule and priority.

· Cost out and program for providing the capability.

· Implement training and utilization policies and programs that ensure they will receive ongoing training and have meaningful language work.

· Determine which units the language professionals will be assigned to on completion of initial training.

· Reserve training quotas for the initial group.

· Recruit and send to initial training.

· Establish personnel and mission databases and tracking procedures that will enable managers to monitor capabilities and program effectiveness.

· Evaluate and adjust programs.

· Coordinate all phases of program at OSD level.

6) Identify and recognize the value of personnel achieving the highest levels of proficiency in critical languages by paying a substantially increased FLPP.  The current structure and authority of FLPP is insufficient to incentivize the development and maintenance of the required language capability.  FLPP is intended to encourage maintaining language proficiency and/or improving existing proficiency.  Federal law provides payment up to $300 per month in FLPP to members who certified as proficient in a foreign language, however RC members are only paid 1/30th the monthly FLPP for each drill period.  DoD should seek Congressional legislation to redesign the RC FLPP by eliminating the pro-rata requirement and authorizing payment of FLPP at the same levels as their AC counterparts.  (Services).

4.  Establish a process to track the accession, separation and promotion rates of language professionals and Foreign Area Officers.
1) Manage language professionals to maximize the accession, development, sustainment, and employment of language skills. Recent operational requirements with OIF and OEF, as well as the GWOT have place more emphasis on the need for foreign language and regional expertise among military personnel. The education and training provided to officers both before commissioning and throughout their careers does not adequately prepare military leaders with the skills needed for these and similar future operations.  Efforts must consider the degree to which personnel with language skills and regional expertise are promoted and utilized within the force.  (Services).
2) Develop and sustain a personnel system that maintains accurate data on all DoD personnel skilled in foreign languages and area expertise.  DIMHRS will become the authoritative source for personnel and pay management information and thus will be required to interface with many Service and Pay legacy systems.  (DIMHRS).
3) Publish a revised DoD Directive to oversee the Services FAO Program, establish a standard metric and monitor FAO accession, retentions, and promotion rates.  (USD P&R).
4) Incorporate language and regional expertise requirements into operational planning documents.  The COCOMs do not, on a routine and systematic basis, integrate language and regional expertise requirements into operational planning.  Unit capabilities, such as Civil Affairs and Psychological Operations, are generally considered and prioritized, but individual capabilities, such as FAOs, Liaison Officers, and interpreters, are not considered when OPLANs and CONPLANs are developed.  The Joint Staff, in conjunction with the Military Departments, Combatant Commands, and other DoD Components should use the JOPES II Language Appendix or a similar language and regional expertise operational planning tool.  (JCS).

5) Publish a critical language list and update at least annually.  The USD (P&R) has identified a list of 12 investment languages and two regional language groupings as part of the Defense Language Transformation initiative.  These include: Arabic (multiple dialects), Chinese (multiple dialects), Spanish, Korean, Farsi, Indonesian (multiple dialects), Filipino (multiple dialects), Kurdish, Turkish, Hindi, Central Asia (multiple dialects), Russian, Sub-Saharan Africa, and Serbo-Croatian. Efforts to identify languages critical to DoD operations began following a request from the Secretary of Defense for a list of the “five most critical languages.”  Following several iterations, staffed by OSD personnel, intelligence, and policy specialists, the current list of investment languages was published.  (USD P&R).
6) Establish metrics (to include utilization and management, accession, promotion, retention, and any significant issues) and institute a process for regular reporting to the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness.  (USD P&R and Services).
Defense Language Institute Transformation

1) Work towards improving the Defense Language Program governance and academic operations to include education, needs assessments, education research, translation and interpretation services, tracking, and distributed learning for Defense language professionals.  Proposed actions and recommendations should focus on establishing a more effective, economical, and efficient performance of services common to more than one military department.  (USD P&R).
2) Create a separate budget program element for DLIFLC to increase visibility of funding within current Army funding structures until the DoD field activity is established.  (USD P&R).
3) Fund DLI properly for projected training load, other functions such as test development, curriculum renewal, staff and faculty strength increases, as well as demands for new training facilities.  The increased demands will require an increased student throughput and expanded off-campus and remote learning sites.  These endeavors necessitate innovative approaches in the instruction of foreign languages and the educational processes to administer them.  (Executive Agent).
4) Phase an enhancement plan to include smaller class sizes (6-8 students), higher aptitude test scores, and aggressive faculty training and curriculum development.  (DLIFLC).
5) Raise all Defense Language Aptitude Battery (DLAB) entry requirements to 100 for Category I and Category II Languages and to 110 for Category III and Category IV Languages.  The DLAB works well to screen personnel for potential foreign language learners.  The DLAB tests will be automated and given to all recruits by adding it to the same platform as the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery.  (Services).
6) Focus new staff development initiatives on using multi-media tools in the classroom and incorporating multi-media into 21st century instructional models.  The DLIFLC will employ the most advance language training tools available.  Intermediate and Advanced training requirements will include the need for better delivery via video tele-training systems, web-based language labs, and an Online Language Support System.    (DLIFLC).
7) Update curriculum and incorporate multi-media into all curricula, to broaden and deepen the educational experience.  The job of producing language professionals will have to be accomplished faster, effectively, and in a more focused manner.  The DLIFLC will have a continuing need for curriculum revisions to continually meet changes in military missions, regional priorities, and the social, political, cultural and language realities of the target country and regions. (DLFLC).
8) Develop a Language Immersion Program.  To enhance the classroom experience, DLIFLC needs to integrate off-site immersion experiences into the course study.  Language immersion programs have long been recognized as the fastest means to acquire a new language, particularly an immersion program that is well developed and meaningful.  (DLIFLC).
9) Revise the way language training requirements are identified by establishing a “Candidate Language Unit” responsible for convening working groups of defense planners, intelligence analysts, and homeland security specialists to identify languages of potential interest.  An “Emerging Languages Unit” would be responsible, in collaboration with native speakers, to develop materials and, in collaboration with other organizations, identify, train, certify, and maintain cells of language testing and teaching capability in non-school government jobs, academe, and Non-Governmental Organizations.  (DLIFLC).   
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GLOSSARY

AC




Active Component

ALF




Automated Language Finder

CLP




Command Language Program

CLRC




Civilian Linguist Reserve Corps

COCOM



Combatant Command

DIA




Defense Intelligence Agency

DIMHRS



Defense Integrated Military Human Resource System

DLAB




Defense Language Aptitude Battery

DLI




Defense Language Institute

DLIELC



Defense Language Institute English Language Center

DLIFLC



Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center

DFLAC



Defense Foreign Language Action Committee

DLP




Defense Language Program

DLPT




Defense Language Proficiency Test

DLSC




Defense Language Steering Committee

DoD




Department of Defense

DMDC



Defense Manpower Data Center

FAO




Foreign Area Officer

FLPP




Foreign Language Proficiency Pay

GWOT




Global War on Terrorism

ILR




Interagency Language Roundtable

IPL




Integrated Priority List

JCS




Joint Chief of Staff

JMMR




Joint Monthly Manpower Report

JQRR




Joint Quarterly Readiness Review

JSLC




Joint Service Language Corps

KFOR




Kosovo Force

NFLI




National Flagship Language Initiative

NSA




National Security Agency

NSEP




National Security Education Program

OEF




Operation Enduring Freedom

OIF




Operation Iraqi Freedom

OPI




Oral Proficiency Interview

OSD




Office of the Secretary of Defense

POM




Program Objectives Memorandum

P&R




Personnel and Readiness

RC




Reserve Component

SAIC




Science Applications International Corporation

SLA




Senior Language Authority

SOCOM



Special Operations Command

SPG




Strategic Planning Guide

USD




Under Secretary of Defense

US




United States

USCENTCOM


United States Central Command

USSOCOM



United States Special Operations Command

APPENDIX D

GLOSSARY

DIFFICULTY CATEGORY I LANGUAGES

	Afrikaans
	Haitian-Creole
	Norwegian

	Basque
	Icelandic
	Portuguese

	Danish
	Italian
	   (Brazilian)

	Dutch
	   (Neapolitan)
	   (European)

	   (Flemish)
	   (Sardinian)
	Spanish

	French
	   (Sicilian)
	Swedish


DIFFICULTY CATEGORY II LANGUAGES

	German
	Hausa
	Malay

	   (Bavarian)
	Indonesian
	Romanian/ Moldavian

	   (Swiss)
	Kashmiri
	


DIFFICULTY CATEGORY III LANGUAGES

	Albanian
	Greek
	Russian

	Amharic
	Hausa
	Serbo-Croatian

	Aramaic
	Hebrew
	Shiluk

	Armenian
	Hindi
	Sidamo

	Assamese
	Hungarian
	Sinhala

	Assyrian
	Ilocano
	Slovak

	Azerbaijani
	Javanese
	Slovenian

	Baluchi
	Kanarese
	Somali

	Bari
	Kazakh
	Sundanese

	Basque
	Kirgiz
	Swahili

	Bedawi-Beja
	Kurdish-Kurmanji
	Tadzhik

	Bengali
	Kurdish-Sorani
	Tagalog

	Berber
	Lao
	Tamil

	Bihari
	Latvian
	Tatar

	Bikol
	Lithuanian
	Tausug/Moro

	Brahui
	Macedonian
	Telugu

	Belorussian
	Malayalam
	Thai

	Bulgarian
	Mongolian
	Tigre

	Burmese
	Nepalese
	Tigrinya

	Cambodian
	Nubian
	Turkish

	Cebuano/Visayan
	Nuer
	Turkmen

	Chechen
	Otuho
	Uigher

	Circassian
	Persian-Dari
	Ukrainian

	Czech
	Persian-Farsi
	Uzbek

	Dinka
	Polish
	Vietnamese

	Estonian
	Punjabi
	   (Hanoi)

	Finnish
	Pushtu
	   (Central)

	Fur
	   (Afghan)
	   (Saigon)

	Georgian
	   (Peshawari)
	Zande


DIFFICULTY CATEGORY IV LANGUAGES

	Arabic
	   (Syrian)
	Chinese

	   (Modern)
	   (Tunisian)
	   (Anhwei)

	   (Classical)
	   (Yemeni)
	   (Fukienese)

	   (Egyptian)
	Chinese-Cantonese
	   (G’ung)

	   (Jordanian)
	Chinese-Fuchow
	   (Toishan)

	   (Lebanese)
	Chinese-Hakka
	   (Wu)

	   (Libyan)
	Chinese-Mandarin
	Japanese

	   (Maghrebi)
	Chinese Min Nan
	Korean

	   (Moroccan)
	   (Chinese-Amoy)
	

	   (Saudi)
	   (Chinese-Swatow)
	

	   (Sudanese)
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A key factor in supporting these goals will be the need to transform the Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center in terms of qualitative improvement to achieve a desired proficiency, and expanded role for providing language support to various components within the Department, not just the Intelligence Community.
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