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THE CUTTING EDGE: TRANSFORMING LANGUAGE CAPABILITY 

IN OPERATIONAL UNITS
DEFENSE LANGUAGE TRANSFORMATION TASK 5

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

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

This report assesses how DoD can provide better, more extensive language support and regional expertise to the operating forces.  The report reviews how the Services code and validate their language requirements, reviews the sufficiency of Service practices to meet DoD’s language and regional expertise capability needs, and develops options for improving the availability of language and regional expertise in operational units.

The Task 5 assessment is based on interviews with senior officers and staffs from the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), five Combatant Commands, the Joint Staff, several Defense Agencies, and the Military Departments, as well as a review of pertinent OSD, Joint Staff, and Service regulations and other related documents.

The key Findings of this report are:

· Without a system for determining the real language and regional expertise capability needs of operational units, and without policy guidance (directive and conceptual) from OSD and the Joint Staff to place these capabilities in an overall strategic concept, the Combatant Commands routinely underestimate or understate their language requirements.

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

· The Services do not have or maintain comprehensive oversight over current language and regional expertise inherent among their Active and Reserve Components, retirees, and government civilians.

· Multi-apportionment dramatically increases the difficulty encountered by most operational units in accurately planning for their language and regional expertise capability needs. 

· DoD lacks a system through which to define, identify, measure, and track regional expertise, especially of the type that would directly benefit operational units.

· “Assignment flexibility” competes with "billet specificity” (i.e., designating a billet with MOS, language, and/or regional expertise requirements) in the billet coding and personnel management practices for positions that draw on language and/or regional expertise. 

· Multi-language technology can fill a modest level of language requirements in some contingency situations, but will not provide capabilities comparable to those of a proficient human linguist for the foreseeable future.

The key Recommendations of this report are:

· DoD should establish a regional knowledge framework as a basis for defining requirements for regional expertise.

· OSD should direct the Services to develop a doctrinally-based means to determine and document their non-specific language and regional expertise capability requirements for type organizations.

· OSD should initiate action to establish the following programs for providing language and regional expertise capabilities:

· All Services should formally identify and monitor active duty personnel with language and regional expertise for employment on an on-call basis.

· OSD should direct the Services to investigate and report back on the feasibility of expanding or forming Reserve Component linguist units to meet the language and regional expertise capability needs developed from the Joint Capabilities Integration Development System process.

· All DoD Components should identify and monitor the potential availability of military and civilian retirees with language and regional expertise for recall if required.

· All DoD Components should formally identify and monitor DoD civilian personnel with language and regional expertise for employment on an on-call basis.

· The geographic Combatant Commands should contact appropriate friendly nations to develop arrangements for possible employment of their citizens with language and regional expertise to support future US-led coalition operations.

· DoD should direct the rationalization and expansion of current linguist contract programs to enable greater breadth and depth of linguist support to meet language and regional expertise capability needs identified through the JCIDS process.



THE CUTTING EDGE: TRANSFORMING LANGUAGE CAPABILITY 

IN OPERATIONAL UNITS

DEFENSE LANGUAGE TRANSFORMATION TASK 5

SECTION I – INTRODUCTION 

This report addresses a vital aspect of the language transformation initiative undertaken by the Department of Defense (DoD): How DoD can provide better, more extensive language support and regional expertise to the operating forces.  To this end, the report:

· Reviews the manner in which the Services code and validate their language billets;

· Identifies barriers to DoD’s ability to code billets for language proficiency; 

· Reviews the adequacy of Service practices related to language and regional expertise; 

· Offers findings and conclusions developed from these reviews; 

· Provides options to improve the current situation; and

· Makes supporting recommendations.

To collect and analyze the information necessary for this report, the Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) Team performed an extensive review of applicable DoD and Service directives relating to language and regional expertise.  The Team interviewed and conducted discussions with personnel in major elements of the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the Joint Staff, the Defense Language Institute (DLI), the Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC), Military Department staffs, five Combatant Commands, four Defense Agencies, and selected U.S. Government (USG) agencies outside DoD whose missions require language proficiency.  The Team also extracted relevant material from media reporting.
  

SECTION II – OVERVIEW OF TASK 5, DEFENSE LANGUAGE TRANSFORMATION

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

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

· Integrate language capability needs into operational planning.

· Integrate language capability into operational units.

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

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

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

This report responds to Task 5 of the Defense Language Transformation Statement of Work (SOW), which requires SAIC to: 

Assess and describe the current methodologies used by the Military Services for coding billets requiring language skill.  Provide an assessment as to the degree to which current practices suffice to employ language skills.  Identify options for best embedding language ability in, or providing language ability to, operational units.

Assessing the Task 5 Requirements 

Task 5 contains three specified and two implied tasks. The SOW prescribes the specified tasks directly:  (1) assess and describe the current methodologies for coding billets, (2) provide an assessment of the sufficiency of current practices, and (3) identify options for embedding language ability in, or providing language ability to, operational units.  

The first of the implied tasks is to define the term “operational units” – necessary in order to determine the different demands for providing language ability (and regional expertise).  The second implied task is to assess the various types of regional expertise essential to defense preparedness.  This includes strategic knowledge, normally the province of the Foreign Area Officer, as well as the detailed local and regional knowledge operational- and tactical-level commanders find essential for mission success.

Analytical Framework and Methodology for Task 5

This task required SAIC to analyze the procedures used by the Services to determine (code and validate) their language requirements (expressed in terms of billets), ascertain what barriers exist to the designation of current or additional billets for language and regional skills, address the effectiveness of personnel management and other practices relating to the use of personnel possessing such skills, and provide options for improvement.  

To achieve these objectives, the SAIC Team developed an analytical framework that required an examination of how DoD identifies and tracks personnel with language and/or regional expertise, controlling documents related to the linguist requirements determination process, procedures used by operational units to request linguist augmentation in time of need, conceptual guidance available to the operational units in the requirements determination process, the extent to which these units follow such documents when articulating their requirements, and the sufficiency of current procedures for identifying capability needs.

The framework is organized to examine the:

· Service directives, Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs), and guidelines for the coding and validation of billets requiring language and/or regional expertise;

· Language-related experience and insights of Commands engaged in military operations during the post-Cold War period, particularly Operations Enduring Freedom (OEF) and Iraqi Freedom (OIF);

· Basis for requiring language/regional expertise in particular billets;

· Procedures employed by the Services to identify and fill billets requiring language and/or regional expertise;

· Procedures through which Commands/Services/Agencies report on the language proficiency and performance of personnel with language and regional expertise; and 

· Effectiveness and responsiveness of augmentation sources.

The analytical framework was also used to examine the extent to which crisis and wartime requirements differ from peacetime requirements, as well as to determine if the language and regional expertise capabilities needed by Commands are Service-specific.  The analysis considered, including whether language and regional expertise could be provided by assets from another Service, a Joint unit attached to the Combatant Command, or DoD civilians, coalition partners, or contractors.

Relationship to the Defense Language Transformation Initiative 

This report is the fifth in a series of five tasks conducted for the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness (USD (P&R)) under a contract supporting Defense Language Transformation (DLT).
  The report draws, in part, on the analysis and conclusions presented under the previous tasks, but also addresses new areas.  A principal focus of this report is on options to improve foreign language support to the operating forces and Defense Agencies.

The contract under which this study was conducted addresses five aspects of the DLT initiative.  Task 1 reviews the management of language and regional expertise in DoD as a whole, with a focus on the language requirements determination process used by the Combatant Commands, and thus provides the process for determining language capability needs in operational units.  Task 2 describes and makes recommendations for improvement in the Services’ Foreign Area Officer (FAO) Programs, identifying potential responsibilities for FAOs in operational units.  Task 3 analyzes the feasibility of introducing a pre-commissioning language requirement for all commissioned officers, establishing a program to enhance the global foreign language capability of the operating forces.  Finally, Task 4 reviews and assesses Service procedures for identifying, using, training, and managing linguist resources, thus identifying potential expanded capability needs for linguists in operational units.

The DLT initiative has the overall goal of increasing the availability and capability of personnel with language and regional expertise.  Its purpose is to ensure DoD elements integrate language capability needs into operational planning routinely, providing language capability in operational units (as required), improving the career paths/promotions of FAOs, increasing the depth of regional and language expertise within the Department beyond the current conventional view of a linguist (which, traditionally, focuses on intelligence operations), and ensuring that global foreign language skills are integral to the accession, training, and development of military personnel.  This report relates to the interface between rhetoric and reality: operations.  It reviews the current situation, assesses current strengths and weaknesses, and proposes options to improve overall language capabilities. 

SECTION III – CHALLENGES AND RESPONSES

The enormous number of foreign languages US forces may confront in global trouble spots presents a substantial challenge to the Department of Defense – as well as to other USG agencies.  Planners and decisionmakers are faced with the reality that for many of the languages spoken in places where US interests are being challenged, demand will outpace supply, requiring continuous emphasis and entrepreneurship at all levels of command.

As reported in the Task 3 Report, DoD’s requirements for foreign language and regional expertise are not being met by the public and private education systems.  Every year, DoD educates over 3,000 military personnel (including FAOs) in languages other than English.  However, quantitative and qualitative shortfalls in military language capability are reported routinely by the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies.  Quantitative shortfalls, due to linguist and FAO retention problems, are frequently attributed to poor management and lack of employment of highly perishable language skills that are more marketable in civilian occupations.  Qualitative shortfalls may be attributed to the lack of proper use of skills and insufficient language sustainment opportunities.

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

A changing security environment, increasing competition among organizations for a limited pool of linguist talent, and the increasingly global nature of the US economy are fueling the need in federal agencies for personnel with foreign language proficiency and regional expertise.  As noted in a recent report issued by the General Accounting Office (GAO):

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

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

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

SECTION IV – ASSESSING THE TASK AND OBJECTIVES

The objective of Task 5 is to assess and make recommendations for qualitative and quantitative improvements in language support and regional expertise in the operating forces, whether such support is embedded internally or provided from an external source.  This section highlights the sources of the requirements for DoD to establish and maintain language and regional expertise support.  The source documents that provide strategic and doctrinal guidance suggest that, today, these capability needs are more pervasive and diverse than during the Cold War, the legacy period that fundamentally shaped the current organization, equipment, doctrine, and outlook of the Armed Forces.

The source documents that stress enhanced language capability needs include the National Security Strategy (NSS), Strategic Planning Guidance (SPG), Joint Vision 2020 (JV 2020), and DoD guidance on military transformation, joint doctrine, and battlespace awareness.  In addition to reviewing the capability needs identified in these source documents, this section addresses the impact of past and present conflicts on the need for improved language and regional expertise capabilities, and the differing language requirements of DoD’s operational forces.

Language Requirements in Operational Units from the National Security Strategy
The end of the Cold War and collapse of the Soviet Union ushered in a period of dramatic change in the nature of the threats to US national security.  No longer was the United States confronting a superpower with a huge arsenal of nuclear weapons, near state-of-the-art technology, enormous and well-equipped general purpose forces, and an established alliance system in Europe.  Rather, the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact, splintering and economic difficulties of the former Soviet Union (especially Russia), reestablishment of independent national states throughout Central Europe, the expansion of NATO and the European Union, and globalization led to change on a grand scale.  As the National Security Strategy states: “Our response [to the new global order] must take full advantage of strengthened alliances, the establishment of new partnerships with former adversaries, innovation in the use of military forces, modern technologies…and increased emphasis on intelligence collection and analysis.”

The emergence of terror as a global threat, especially after the 9/11 attacks, has led to an unequivocal response: “America will hold to account nations that are compromised by terror, including those who harbor terrorists...”
  These nations and the operating bases of terrorist groups lie far from our borders.  Taking the fight to them means accessing the far-flung reaches of the world, where tongues are spoken that few Americans understand.  Using expeditionary forces, the United States “will disrupt and destroy terrorist organizations by…identifying and destroying the threat before it reaches our borders.”
  This statement of purpose for the Global War on Terrorism (GWOT) serves as a proclamation of forward action, which directly implies a requirement for language and regional expertise. 

The National Security Strategy affirms the continuing need for established alliances and forward presence throughout the globe and specifically underscores our commitments to NATO, Japan, South Korea, and Australia.  Further, it states that: “Effective coalition leadership requires clear priorities, an appreciation of others’ interests, and consistent consultations among partners…”
  The NSS directs the Department to “invest time and resources into building international relationships and institutions.”
  The new global security environment has seen dramatic changes in the pattern of international relationships and alliances.  Today, the United States has allies and partners from all members of the former Warsaw Pact and almost every newly independent republic of the former Soviet Union, working with US forces in coalition operations in Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq.  This would have been completely unthinkable in 1989.  In Hungary, for instance, the U.S. Army established forward logistics bases to support operations in Bosnia.  In Kyrgyzstan, the U.S. Air Force operates tactical aircraft from former Soviet airfields, with the blessing of local rulers.

In addition to the policy and operational imperatives, a forward action posture also suggests the unprecedented importance of timely and accurate intelligence in a struggle in which the United States has made preemption (“anticipatory action”) a matter of policy.  The collection and processing of actionable intelligence – that identifies targets and justifies preemptive strikes – places a heavy responsibility on the shoulders of personnel with language and regional expertise, making them crucial to the implementation of strategy and the conduct of day-to-day operations.

The National Security Strategy, in summary, codifies the fundamental intent of the United States to continue engaging aggressively abroad, both out of a sense of mission and to effectively counter threats to our own interests.  The NSS states: “Today, the distinction between domestic and foreign affairs is diminishing... In a global world, events beyond America’s borders have a greater impact inside them.”
 

As warfighters or peacekeepers, whether discharging obligations as part of a multinational coalition, undertaking actions with friends and allies, or defending American interests unilaterally, US forces must be fully prepared to conduct effective operations in distant areas, maintaining battlespace awareness, whatever the local language or culture.  The NSS implicitly makes language and regional expertise required capabilities for national defense – both as warfighting skills and as peace-winning tools.  

Language Requirements in Operational Units from DoD, Joint Staff, and Military Department Documents

Strategic Planning Guidance.  The SPG 2003-2007 explicitly recognizes the overarching significance of language and regional expertise to national security.  In an unequivocal formulation, it states: “Foreign language skills and area expertise are integral to or directly support every foreign intelligence discipline and are essential factors in national security readiness, information superiority, and coalition peacekeeping or warfighting missions [emphasis added].”
  Thus, DoD officially recognizes language and regional expertise capabilities as critical tools for a variety of missions, including both peacekeeping and warfighting.  The SPG also implicitly communicates the message that such expertise is not only the preserve of the intelligence community, but of operators as well.

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

JV 2020 focuses on the operating forces and reiterates many of the central tenets of the National Security Strategy.  Recognizing the country’s global interests and regional commitments, it builds upon the strategic concepts of decisive force, power projection, overseas presence, and strategic agility and calls upon the Armed Forces to achieve “full spectrum dominance” in military operations – from Smaller Scale Contingencies (SSC) through regional conflicts to major combat operations.  Implementing these concepts requires the application of language and regional expertise.

Full spectrum dominance is defined as “the ability of US forces, operating unilaterally or in combination with multinational and interagency partners, to defeat any adversary and control any situation across the full range of military operations.”
  In this connection, JV 2020 specifically highlights actions in the gray zone between peace and war that have consumed much of our effort over the past decade, such as peacekeeping and peace enforcement, humanitarian relief, and support to local authorities, all of which involve continuous, intimate contact with the local populace.  US forces need to shape such situations at the lower end of the spectrum of dominance, and language and regional expertise are critical to this endeavor.

JV 2020 establishes an explicit requirement for language and regional expertise capabilities in the section entitled Multinational Operations: “The commander must have the ability to evaluate information in its multinational context.  This context can only be appreciated if sufficient regional expertise and liaison capability are available on the commander’s staff.  A deep understanding of the cultural, political, military and economic characteristics of a region must be established and maintained.”
  The document does not state how this requirement is to be fulfilled, but implies both FAO-like capabilities and broader language and regional expertise capabilities beyond the FAO ranks.

JV 2020 also clearly reinforces the international nature of today’s national security missions:  The United States will continue to “maintain overseas presence forces and the ability to rapidly project power worldwide in order to achieve full-spectrum dominance.”
  While information technology plays a central role in the realization of full spectrum dominance overseas, JV 2020 categorically states that technology alone is not enough: “The joint force must be able to take advantage of superior information converted to superior knowledge to achieve ‘decision superiority.’”
  In other words, people will need to properly interpret and apply the data provided by technology so as to understand and defeat the enemy.  And to do so, leaders at all levels – from policy makers to Combatant Commanders to platoon leaders in the field – will require detailed knowledge of the enemy, strengths and weakness,  motivations, thought processes, and operating environment.  In a word, they need regional expertise.

Military Transformation.  Discussions of Military Transformation most frequently center on technology and the ability to leverage information systems for network-centric warfare.  In addition to stressing the importance of technology, however, the governing document on military transformation – Military Transformation: A Strategic Approach – sets out six goals
 that express “the operational focus for our efforts to transform the US Armed Forces.”  The achievement of three of these goals directly or indirectly implies the need to apply language and regional expertise: protecting critical bases of operation; protecting and sustaining forces in anti-access environments; and denying the enemy sanctuary. 

Military Transformation states: “First and foremost, the Department will seek to deter and, if necessary, defeat the full range of threats forward [emphasis added].”
  Taking the fight to the enemy is a fundamental prerequisite for attaining the goals identified above.  Planning for and executing transformational operations in forward base areas requires language and regional expertise to perform such critical tasks as operations and logistics planning, negotiations and coordination with alliance partners, gathering and assessing intelligence information, battlefield coordination with friendly forces, coordinating with local government representatives and individuals, prisoner interrogation, and a host of other combat and pre- and post-combat related activities.

Assuring allies and friends, which the United States accomplishes through forward presence as a symbol of commitment, purpose, and the demonstrated willingness to employ force on its own and others’ behalf underlies the accomplishment of the goals identified in Military Transformation.  The purposeful extension of American protection to allies, combined with unquestioned resolve, undergirds deterrence.  It also implies the need to fully understand and work side-by-side with our partners.  Thus, the application of language and regional expertise relates not only to adversaries, but to partners and allies as well.  

The strategic tenets cited in Military Transformation include concepts reflected in the National Security Strategy and JV 2020, as well one fundamental concept that is not contained in these documents.  Among the former are: the capability for power projection to deter or defeat threats; strengthening alliances and partnerships; and enhancing US global military posture via the “integration of new combinations of immediately employable forward stationed and deployed forces…and rapidly deployable, highly lethal, and sustainable forces that may come from outside a theater of operations.”
  Military Transformation stresses the need for a capabilities-based approach to defend against currently unknown enemies – a concept not contained in either the NSS or JV 2020.  Collectively, these considerations suggest the need to operate in forward areas, far from US shores, some of which are predictable and some of which may not be.  Success in these operations will depend upon the capabilities of the Armed Forces – including language and regional expertise capabilities, knowledge of the AOR and its inhabitants, and the ability to operate in the forward area with regional, friendly, and coalition partners.

Joint Doctrine.  Joint Publication 3-07 Joint Doctrine for Military Operations Other than War
 classifies sixteen types of activities as Military Operations Other than War (MOOTW): arms control; combating terrorism; support to counter-narcotics operations; enforcing sanctions/ maritime intercept operations; enforcing exclusion zones; ensuring freedom of navigation and overflight; humanitarian assistance; military support to civil authorities; nation assistance/ support to counterinsurgency; non-combatant evacuation operations; protection of shipping; recovery operations; shows of force; strikes and raids; support to insurgency; and peace operations. 

At least ten MOOTW activities involve close, coordinated interaction with foreign nationals or governments, making language and regional expertise an integral, even indispensable capability for their conduct.  This is especially true for land operations, but the statement also pertains to certain actions in the air and on the high seas.  Throughout the 1990s, US military forces engaged heavily in such operations, and major combat such as OEF and OIF notwithstanding, US national interests will continue to involve United States Armed Forces in the simmering cauldron of MOOTW for the foreseeable future.

Battlespace Awareness.  Language and regional expertise, when taken together, very closely approximate a major element in the definition of battlespace awareness provided in the Joint Operations Concepts (JOpsC) (the capstone document of a family of documents that provides the Chairman’s strategic guidance on how the Joint Force will achieve Full Spectrum Dominance): “Battlespace Awareness is the situational knowledge whereby the Joint Force Commander plans operations and exercises command and control.  It is the result of the processing and presentation of information comprehending the operational environment – the status and dispositions of Friendly, Adversary, and non-aligned actors; and the impacts of physical, cultural, social, political, and economic factors on military operations [emphasis added].”

An appreciation for local conditions, culture, politics, economics, religious beliefs, ethnic groups, fears, hates, and affinities enables commanders to better comprehend and more appropriately react to events on or affecting the extended battlefield.  Such knowledge facilitates success in combat and is of critical importance for winning the ensuing peace.  

Regional expertise fits directly into the framework of the JOpsC, describing how the Joint force is envisioned to operate in the next 15-20 years and the attributes and capabilities required by tomorrow's force.  The JOpsC guides the development of Joint operating concepts, Joint functional concepts, Joint experimentation, and emerging capabilities.  Set in this context, regional expertise represents a key component in the CJCS’ vision for victory. 

Language Requirements in Operational Units from Operational Lessons Learned

Lieutenant General Thomas F. Metz, Commanding General of the Army’s III Corps and director of the day-to-day operations against insurgents in Iraq, developed a program for ensuring battlespace awareness within the units and personnel under his command.  General Metz previously served as the CENTCOM Chief of Staff (from October 2002 to January 2003), during which time he dealt closely with the continuing counterinsurgency and convoluted nation building processes at work in Afghanistan in Operation Enduring Freedom.  He used this personal experience to prepare his soldiers for Iraqi operations in a unique way.  In addition to training deployments to the National Training Center in California and the Joint Readiness Training Center at Fort Polk, Louisiana, to hone their combat skills, he also sent his senior officers to Jordan for a crash course on Middle Eastern history and culture, enabling them to experience regional reality firsthand and to mentally prepare for the myriad challenges that would confront them on the ground. 

To continue and extend their education, he directed them – as well as their senior non-commissioned officers – to delve into a reading list on Islam, with the comment: “We have to understand their culture through a different set of eyes.”  To heighten the realism of exercise scenarios, his staff hired 200 screaming, Arabic-speaking civilians to sow confusion and disruption, as best they could, during his soldiers’ training exercises on checkpoint operations and raids.  Throughout the training process, General Metz emphasized the acronym DIME to designate factors that commanders must continuously consider in operations like those in Iraq: diplomacy, information, military might, and the economy.

Major General James N. Mattis, Commanding General of the 1st Marine Division (1 MarDiv), also has demonstrated the practical application of battlespace awareness.  As the Ground Combat Element of the First Marine Expeditionary Force (I MEF), he led the eastern prong of the invasion of Iraq during OIF, advancing from Kuwait through Baghdad to Tikrit.  His Marines have recently redeployed to Iraq, where they assumed responsibility for the western sector of the Sunni Triangle from the Army’s 82nd Airborne Division.  As a result of the lessons learned from their initial OIF deployment and the pre-deployment training conducted prior to this deployment, these Marines now have additional battlespace awareness tools (language and regional knowledge) that were lacking the first time.

In a measure reminiscent of the short courses in Vietnamese that Marines and soldiers underwent four decades ago, 1 MarDiv contracted with a subsidiary of Berlitz – the language firm employed by United States Special Operations Command (USSOCOM) units for their Command Language Programs (CLP) – to provide 200 select Camp Pendleton Marines (about one per platoon) with four weeks of basic Arabic language and culture prior to deployment.  Defense Language Institute/Foreign Language Center (DLI/FLC) instructors taught additional Marines and sailors at other locations.  These personnel, in turn, are expected to convey their knowledge and insights to others in the 25,000-man strong force.

The British, major US allies in OIF (and elsewhere), agree on the significance of the cultural component of military strategy in Iraq.  Thirty years of insurgency at home have taught the British lessons about pacification, and their institutional experience in addressing overseas challenges has left its mark.  All British servicemen posted to Iraq attend predeployment instruction on Middle Eastern culture and the Arabic language; select members of each regiment receive ten weeks of such schooling. 

The issue of interoperability, despite language differences, is nearly universal in alliances, and extended in the Cold War to the Soviet Union.  Cultural differences played little or no role in Moscow’s military thought – the implicit assumption, policy, and ideology being that the fraternal Socialist countries would develop in accordance with the tenets of Marxism-Leninism as interpreted by the Communist Party.  Ideology notwithstanding, the General Staff understood and directly addressed the language barriers that might have hindered its operations as part of a multinational coalition.  Soviet writings detailed how Soviet forces were to handle language matters within the Warsaw Pact: “The headquarters of the various nationalities were to exchange their information in Russian.”
  

The Soviets seriously addressed their need for language capability in the operating forces.  To meet its needs for professional linguists, the Soviet Union maintained a demanding, high-caliber language school, the Military Foreign Language Institute, that produced a numerically impressive, joint (in our terminology) cadre of interpreters/translators for billets in units throughout the Soviet force structure.  Soviet interpreters were well trained and interchangeable among the Services, merely switching their uniform, when transferred from the Navy to a Ground Force unit.  In addition, the USSR maintained a latent capability in its officer corps.  All line officers were required to take foreign language courses in their commissioning schools, though few – apart from those who later entered military intelligence – could boast of significant proficiency.  However, SpetsNaz officers, the equivalent of our Special Forces, studied foreign languages at their commissioning school in Ryazan’ and even received diplomas as interpreter/translators.
  

The language requirements for the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan, however, overtaxed their robust system, and the 40th Army suffered chronic, acute shortages of qualified linguists in Dari and Pashto. One major reason was that the General Staff attached a huge cadre of military and political advisors to Afghan Army units down as far as battalion level, all of whom needed interpreters. As a result, the Soviets resorted to sending partly qualified students from its Military Language Institute and civilian universities for a year to assist.  The United States thus is not alone in experiencing language shortages for that area of the world or in employing stopgap measures to address them.

Global War on Terrorism and Other Contingencies.  Language and regional expertise are playing an increasingly pivotal role in the post-Cold War military environment, where SSCs dominate the landscape.  In Somalia, Haiti, and Bosnia, close contact with the local population served as a prerequisite for mission success.  Small Scale Contingencies in general – and peacekeeping and peace enforcement, in particular – require extensive language capabilities.  This fact has compelled DoD to address requirements in non-traditional contexts (i.e., outside intelligence) and underscores the need for language capability in the operational forces.  

The GWOT has focused attention on language needs as seldom before.  The quantitative and qualitative requirements of OEF and OIF have overwhelmed DoD’s existing capability in some Less Commonly Taught Languages (LCTL).  Both the Army and Marine Corps fought OIF woefully short of Arabic linguists and regional experts.  With intense US involvement in the Third World certain to continue under GWOT, the Department’s linguist requirements can be expected to increase in both absolute numbers and in numbers of languages. 

The Language Challenge in Operational Units

DoD fulfils its Title 10 roles and responsibilities through a range of organizations generally operating under the Combatant Commanders, as well as the activities run by the Defense Agencies.  The Military Departments (and some selected other Commands and Agencies) serve as the force providers, supplying capabilities in the form of units and individuals to both Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies. 

To meet national strategic requirements, operational units organized, manned, and trained by the Services perform their assigned missions in three diverse conditions: peacetime, during unanticipated contingencies, and in execution of deliberate war plans.  Each of these conditions presents distinct language capability challenges. 

· Peacetime.  Since the end of the Cold War, “peacetime” has been neither peaceful nor uneventful.  Numerous operational tasks have arisen on relatively short notice, only to continue for years, if not indefinitely – American servicemen and women have contributed to maintaining peace in the Korean peninsula for more than half a century.  The Services have also been providing peacekeeping forces to the Multinational Force and Observers (MFO) in the Sinai for over 20 years.  US forces have performed peace operations duties in Bosnia since December 1995 and the American military commitment to the NATO-led Kosovo Force (KFOR) began in 1999.  The Combatant Commands, Services, and Defense Agencies routinely conduct a wide range of necessary activities, whether providing deterrence, obtaining critical intelligence, or promoting stronger ties of security cooperation with friendly and allied nations throughout the world.  Reserve Component (RC) support to these peacetime deployments now exceeds the length of RC deployments during World War II.

· Operational Units’ Peacetime Language Capability Needs.  Peacetime operations language capabilities have changed dramatically from those during the Cold War.  For 40-plus years, the Armed Forces focused their peacetime language requirements on the known “enemies” – Russia, the Warsaw Pact, China, North Korea, and their proxy states conducting wars of national liberation.  Peacetime language requirements were both predictable and relatively limited in the number of languages.  Small numbers of LCTL – for FAOs and intelligence filed linguists – were trained, but the major focus was on the Soviet Union and China.

Some of the language capabilities needed for post-Cold War peacetime operations and actions are still predictable.  Once operations such as SFOR and KFOR have been initiated (transitioning from a contingency to an ongoing peacetime operation), DoD can establish new language requirements and begin to see the results in a matter of months for lower levels of proficiency and in about two years to produce linguists with Level 2 or higher.  However, the languages relevant to peacetime operations – such as those resulting from a contingency operation – may pertain to regions distinct from those of the current major OPLANs, and may therefore be less predictable.  Compared to Cold War peacetime operations, the numbers of different language capability needs in operational units have expanded considerably.  DoD can no longer focus its efforts in a small number of languages – while the Cold War focus languages (Russian and Chinese) remain important, they have been joined by dozens of additional languages with validated peacetime capability needs (e.g., the 20-plus languages and dialects included in DoD’s Investment Language list).

· Contingency Operations.  The language capability demand is always highest when US forces are directed into unexpected regions to defend American interests, as they were shortly after 9/11.  Suddenly, many commands and units were seeking linguists fluent in Dari, Pashto, Uzbek, and Urdu – languages for which there were neither significant numbers of validated requirements (billets) nor identified capability needs.  Since the initiation of GWOT contingency operations, additional languages (e.g., dialects spoken in Indonesia and the Philippines) have emerged, also without previously validated requirements or capability needs.  The language requirements and capabilities associated with established Contingency Plans (CONPLANs) are more predictable than those resulting from post-9/11 contingency operations.  However, language and regional expertise capability needs are not currently incorporated into the Combatant Commands’ operational planning process (see the Task 1 Report) and are, therefore, not generating requirements for the force providers.

· Operational Units’ Contingency Operations Language Capability Needs.  Language capability needs for contingency missions that are conducted without the benefit of a CONPLAN are generally unknown in advance; if known, in most cases the Combatant Commanders are required to assume risk for those areas, as the Services do not currently have the resources and procedures to fill all language capability needs with language-trained personnel.  The language capability requirements for “no plan” contingencies may often center on LCTL, for which there may not be an adequate source of linguists already in uniform or even reasonably available from the American population.  Such missions provide the greater challenge to meeting the surge requirements for language capabilities in operational units before DLI and other language programs have the time to prepare and initiate appropriate training.

· Deliberate War Plans and Operations.  The most well-established operation plans (OPLANs) of the Combatant Commands – for instance the defense of South Korea – serve as the backbone for many of the language requirements in the Services and Defense Agencies.  These plans receive high priority due to their significance to national security.  Intelligence and other units with language-coded billets typically focus their assets on meeting such clearly identified needs.  However, OPLANs have not always considered the non-intelligence related language requirements of military operations in the AOR.  While the OIF OPLAN went through numerous modifications prior to the initiation of hostilities in Iraq, post-conflict language requirements were not addressed in a comprehensive enough manner to ensure the subsequently identified 6,000-plus “Arabic specialists” were identified and available.  Many of the Combatant Commands report that the necessity to assume risk (in the absence of available foreign language resources and capabilities) also has a potentially adverse impact on OPLAN execution.

· Operational Units’ Deliberate War Plans and Operations Language Capability Needs.  The major DoD institutions, such as DLI, concentrate their programs on supporting known OPLAN language requirements.  However, such plans generally neglect the broad, non-intelligence related functions that require language capabilities, as was the case in OIF where limited attention was given to the extensive linguist support needed at the platoon level, especially after the departure of regular Iraqi forces from an area.  In Korea, there is an assumption that the Korean Augmentation to the United States Army (KATUSA) program will ensure the presence of sufficient linguists in most Army organizations stationed in country, without considering the ability of such native speakers to actually perform as interpreters or translators for US tactical commanders or staff personnel.  Thus, current OPLAN language requirements focus on units and billets for intelligence-related linguists (and FAOs), but do not consider operational, logistical, administrative, and other non-intelligence language capability needs for operational units.

Types of Operational Units.  The Government SOW did not define the term “operational units.”  The SAIC Team considered that defining this term is essential to addressing the language capability needs of operational units.  In terms of language capability needs, DoD’s operational units can be divided into two broad groups (those with identified language billets and those without such pre-designated billets) and six categories (intelligence units, linguist units, SOF units, provisional operational headquarters, tactical units, and special activities).

· Intelligence units.  Many of the Services’ intelligence units have identified language billets for cryptolinguists, interrogators, and human intelligence (HUMINT) collectors whose skills are employed against identified and potential threats.  Inherently such units require personnel with very high level security clearances.

· Linguist units.  The Army National Guard’s 300th Military Intelligence Brigade (Linguist), which provide linguists for a wide range of languages and functions, is the only operational unit within DoD (Active Component [AC] or RC) where linguists are concentrated in large numbers.  The challenge for such a unit is to acquire and maintain sufficient depth in the languages of greatest need in the midst of a very dynamic global security environment.  The security clearance criteria for these linguists will depend on the organization they support.

· SOF units.  Most SOF units – including Civil Affairs (CA), Psychological Operations (PSYOPS), Special Forces, and Sea-Air-Land (SEAL) units – have language capability needs, but only some (e.g., CA and PSYOPS units) have validated language-coded billets.  (Language skills are integral to the Military Occupational Specialty (MOS) of many SOF personnel, thus their billets are not coded as linguist positions.)  These units seek to prepare their personnel to conduct operations in specific regions of the world, usually operating at a somewhat lower foreign language proficiency level than intelligence units.  When deployed to regions different than their primary mission orientation, such organizations will require a higher level of language support than other non-language–oriented tactical units.  The security clearance criteria for the language-capable personnel assigned to these units varies, depending on the unit and the supported organization.

· Provisional headquarters.  Command and control headquarters, such as the Combined Forces Land Component Command (CFLCC) or Joint Task Forces, are created for specific missions as required, frequently on short notice.  These provisional headquarters generally require language capability to support their command and control activities, especially when dealing with coalition forces, in addition to dealing with indigenous leaders and opposing force commanders at the successful completion of coalition combat operations.  These headquarters require liaison to and from coalition military forces, as well as with local irregular or tribal forces that may support coalition objectives.
 

· Tactical units.  Whether combat battalions in the Army or Marine Corps, ships in the Navy, or squadrons in the Air Force, and lower level organizations in all Services, tactical units require language capabilities to: coordinate with host-nation personnel; conduct tactical intelligence and counter-intelligence activities; and perform a number of other administrative, intelligence, operational, and logistical tasks.  Tactical units are seldom oriented to a single region and, as shown in recent OEF and OIF lessons learned, generally need a relatively high number of language-capable personnel to execute all assigned missions.  The type of language-capable personnel needed, however, generally requires lower levels of language proficiency and security clearances (compared to the other unit categories).

· Special activities.  The high priority search for weapons of mass destruction (WMD) led to the formation of the Iraq Survey Group.  This group required substantial DoD support and a concomitant need for extremely high levels of technical language proficiency in both translation and interpretation activities, as well as high security clearances.  Comparable task forces may well be established in future conflicts for issues such as war crimes or WMD counter-proliferation activities.

Operational Unit Language Requirements Summary.  As shown in Figure 1, each of the unit categories has specific needs and capabilities, depending on the conditions in which they are operating.

	Unit Category
	Peacetime Operations
	Contingency Operations
	Deliberate Plans

	Intelligence units
	Focused and capable
	Limited flexibility to adapt to new language
	Focused and generally capable

	Linguist units
	Flexible within unit resources
	Flexible within unit resources
	Capable within unit resources

	SOF units
	Focused and generally capable
	Some flexibility
	Focused and capable

	Operational HQ
	If established, generally capable; if not, require substantial support 
	Require substantial surge support
	If established, capable; if not, require substantial support

	Tactical units
	Require support as needed for rotational missions, exercises 
	Require substantial surge support
	Require substantial unplanned support

	Special activities


	High priority tasking
	High priority tasking
	High priority tasking


Figure 1:  Operational Unit Language Capability Summary

Those units with validated language billets (e.g., intelligence units) may be least flexible to handle contingency missions, while generally able to perform their assigned tasks with language support in both peacetime and deliberate plans and operations.  Those without language-coded billets (e.g., tactical units) require substantial language support under all conditions. 

National security and defense objectives suggest a continuing and ever-increasing need for operational forces with the right number, mix, and skills of language-qualified personnel, and programs that continuously improve these capabilities.  Lessons learned from US allies and adversaries in past conflicts and, most recently, from Combatant Commands engaged in OEF and OIF suggest that future operational unit language requirements are likely to increase over what current contingency and deliberate planning procedures are identifying.  Operational planning procedures must be designed to take into account language needs of differing operational units under peacetime, contingency, and operational planning scenarios.

Sections V and VI (below) examine the current status of language capabilities from the standpoint of Service methodologies for coding language billets and the sufficiency of practices to employ the Department’s language skills.

SECTION V – SERVICE METHODOLOGIES FOR CODING LANGUAGE BILLETS

This section describes methodologies in use by the Services and other DoD Components to code and validate language billets.  Each of the Service discussions is divided into three sub-sections:

1. Methodology for coding language billets;

2. Current status; and

3. Surge management.

FAO management, because of its unique requirements, is treated separately for each Service in the “Current Status” sub-section.  A general description of the coding and validation process precedes the discussion of Service methodologies, drawing upon information in the Task 1 and Task 4 reports submitted previously.  This section also addresses the role of the Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) in supporting language requirements, unofficial means of filling language-associated billets, and barriers to the designation of additional language billets. 
Foreign Language Coding and Validation Process
Title 10 of the United States Code assigns each Military Department the responsibility and authority to organize, train, and equip military forces as deemed most appropriate, to allow for the unique needs of each Service, subject to the authority, direction, and control of the Secretary of Defense.  Because of the lack of OSD-level guidance (as noted in the GAO Report on SOF Language Programs
) and oversight (as noted in the DoD IG Report on the DFLP
), there is no DoD-wide process for the identification and management of language and regional expertise requirements.

The Military Departments have developed policies and procedures that focus primarily on Service requirements and priorities.  The practical result has been that language-coded billets are heavily concentrated in the intelligence functions of all the Services.  Without higher-level guidance to the contrary, the Services have shown substantial reluctance to support “new” language and regional expertise requirements from the Combatant Commands, contributing to the Commands’ persistent undocumented language and regional expertise requirements, as identified during the interviews conducted for this report (and documented in the Task 1 Report).

Department of the Army
Methodology for Coding Language Billets.  According to Army Regulations (AR) 350-16, Total Army Language Program, and 611-6 Army Linguist Management,
 Major Army Commands (MACOMs) have the responsibility to determine and quantify their foreign language requirements based on their assigned missions.  Language requirements from the Combatant Commands and the Defense Agencies are input into the Total Army Authorization Document – Revised (TAADS-R) and then validated by the Army Staff, especially the G-1 (Personnel), G-2 (Intelligence), and G-3 (Operations and Plans).  Each language-coded requirement that appears on the TAADS-R must include the language and the proficiency level required.  Beginning in Fiscal Year 2003 (FY03), the previous single digit language proficiency indicator (LPIND) in TAADS-R was expanded to four digits, providing an expanded scale to document language proficiency levels; the new LPIND allows for proficiency ratings of 0+, 1+, 2+, and 3+, for example, rather than just whole-digit indicators.  

Once a language and proficiency level have been validated, a billet can be changed, added to, or removed from the appropriate Table of Organization and Equipment (TO&E) or Table of Distribution and Allowances (TDA).  Active Component (AC) requirements are recorded in the Personnel Manning Authorization Document (PMAD), maintained by the Army Staff.  Personnel managers use the PMAD to assign language-capable personnel against requirements in a priority directed by the Army G-1, in coordination with the G-3.

Army enlisted personnel with foreign language capabilities are managed by a nine digit alphanumeric designator.  The first three digits reflect the MOS, the fourth digit the grade, the fifth digit the Skill Qualification Identifier (SQI), the sixth and seventh digits a two-digit Additional Skill Identifier (ASI), and the eighth and ninth digits the Control Language (CLANG).  The US Army Human Resources Command (HRC) maintains a database of all Army enlisted and officer personnel and can sort by unit, language, MOS, grade, and other criteria.

Although a soldier has only one CLANG, HRC can enter (from DA Form 330 – Proficiency Score results forwarded by Test Control Officers) up to ten languages per individual into the database.  The Enlisted Language Office at HRC reviews requirements on a monthly basis and is frequently aware of requirements (from knowledge of soldiers’ estimated departure date) before they are officially received.  Soldiers are then assigned to an installation or organization, with the installation or unit commander ultimately making the assignment within the organization. 

Current Status.  According to the Army Language Master Plan (ALMP), the Army had 14,898 linguist requirements in FY02.  This figure did not include 6,279 Army SOF language requirements.  Over 40 percent of the requirements were in the AC, with the reminder split between the Army National Guard (16-plus percent) and U.S. Army Reserve (almost 40 percent). The Army’s current language-related requirements are found in 130 different enlisted, warrant officer, and officer MOSs.

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

The Army G-3 Force Accounting and Documents Division (DAMO-FMP) is the focal point for validating all Army requirements – including foreign language requirements.  This office manages requirements for the Army's MACOMs, where all Combatant Command warfighting and training base (regenerational) requirements are found.

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

Once the foreign language requirements are approved, the appropriate language-capable personnel are applied against them according to established organizational priorities.  The Joint Staff, Combatant Commands, and Defense Agencies enjoy a high priority and generally receive support for all requirements that are validated (up to the approved manning levels).  If linguist or FAO shortages exist within a particular MOS, language, or FAO regional specialty, an Army MACOM will be required to absorb the shortage.  Because most MACOM organizations are Component Commands for the Combatant Commands, a non-Component Command MACOM (e.g., the U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command) is usually the bill payer for a Defense Agency or Joint Staff requirement.

Foreign Area Officer Requirements.
  As is the case for all the Services, the size of Army’s FAO corps determines the number of FAO billets that the Army can support, rather than the requirements driving the number of FAOs.  In turn, the size of that corps is limited by the decisions of the Career Field Designation (CFD) Board that convenes during an officer’s tenth year of service.  Regardless of projected Service needs or the number of trainees in the FAO pipeline, the number actually designated by the CFD Board as FAOs each year reflects only the FAO Proponent Office’s “fair share” of the officers declared excess by their basic branches. 

Thus, the basic branches have the controlling say in who is eligible for designation as a FAO.  Under such circumstances, a situation can arise – and, in the past few years, has arisen – in which, despite satisfactory progress in the training program, the number of officers designated as FAOs falls short of the threshold (60-65) needed to maintain the health of the career field.  Each year, HRC can also categorize up to 20 percent of the remaining FAO-trained but not FAO-designated officers as “operational FAOs.”  These officers can then be assigned to FAO positions, as the needs of the Service require (e.g., when CFD-designated FAOs are not available), and they may have the opportunity to transfer to the FAO career field at a later point.  

From their tenth year onward, designated FAOs are single-tracked and serve in only FAO assignments.  They receive one of nine suffix designators reflecting their regional areas of expertise: B (Latin America); C (Europe); D (South Asia); E (Eurasia); F (China); G (Middle East/North Africa); H (Northeast Asia); I (Southeast Asia); and J (Africa, South of the Sahara). The Army currently has 710 authorized Foreign Areas-coded billets, of which 267 are classified (largely assigned to the Defense Agencies).  This number (710) does not include numerous generalist billets (01A/02A) that are being filled by Army FAOs.  About 75 percent of the 710 FAO billets are in Defense Agencies and Joint activities.  The Army maintains at present a total of 1,080 qualified FAOs to fill these validated 710 billets. 

Surge Management.  Surge requirements, such as those presented by OEF and OIF, are addressed through the Army linguist resourcing strategy (outlined later in this study), principally by drawing on contractor support and the Reserve Components.  In sheer numbers, the greatest support has been (and is expected to continue to be) obtained through contractors.  The recent testimony of the Army G-2, Lieutenant General Keith Alexander, is telling:  “The Global War on Terrorism has strained the Army system that provides trained linguists in support of DoD and national agencies, as well as the Warfighter.  Thousands of additional requirements in Arabic, Kurdish, Pashto, Urdu, Dari and other languages have exhausted the Army’s organic linguist base in the Active and Reserve Components….Given the number of linguists required by Commanders across the battlespace, contracted linguists will remain a necessity for the foreseeable future.”

Non-contract linguists to fill surge requirements are drawn primarily from linguists assigned to the 300th Military Intelligence Brigade (Linguist) of the Utah Army National Guard, which has approximately 1,400 of the 2,485 linguists in the Army National Guard.  Other available RC assets include PSYOPS and CA units located in the Army Reserve, albeit with a smaller number of linguists.

Assignments (missions) are generally disseminated through the chain-of-command.  For missions, the requesting command generally sets the desired proficiency level and establishes what languages or MOSs are critical.  The 300th Brigade, however, often sends a mixed team to conduct the mission.  Selection criteria for assignment to missions include experience and background, as well as language proficiency, MOS, and availability.

In addition, like other Services faced with a critical shortfall, the Army will reassign linguists with the appropriate language skills from billets with a lower priority to meet a more urgent need.  The Army occasionally conducts informal surveys to determine whether otherwise unidentified soldiers with the requisite language background are available to support the high priority linguist requirement.

Army Summary.  The Army’s process for identifying, validating, and filling language requirements is focused on language-coded billets in the Joint Staff, Combatant Commands, Defense Agencies, and Army MACOMs.  The process does not begin with a capabilities-based assessment of needs.  The current process complies with published OSD guidance and meets the Service’s billet requirements.  The current process is not designed to identify Service-wide language (or regional expertise) capabilities, but can be used to identify personnel with language skills.  However, the Army generally has excess FAO capabilities that can be (and are) applied to Combatant Command, Joint Staff, Defense Agency, and Service capability needs in a non-systematic manner.  The “excess” FAOs are not, however, applied against capability needs in operational units.

Department of the Navy

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

Manpower claimants (specific major commands and activities listed in OPNAVINST 1000.16J)
 review, measure, and assess workload in terms of the activity’s directed Mission, Functions, and Tasks (MFTs).  Peacetime MFTs reflect directed missions; wartime MFTs reflect changes in mission or workload as a result of mobilization.  Resource sponsors who propose changes in the acquisition of new ships and aircraft, or changes in hardware, have the explicit responsibility to define and program associated manpower requirements.  Offices proposing or sponsoring changes to shore MFTs have the responsibility to define and program manpower requirements associated with the mandated functional change.

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

Current Status.  The Navy’s language-coded positions are clustered in the intelligence functional area.  Cryptologic Technicians (Interpretive) (CTIs), who refer to themselves as “the Navy’s linguists,” hold roughly one-half of the Navy’s 3,281 language-coded billets.  As of late 2003, the Navy’s language-coded inventory included: 1,749 CTI billets, 1,424 SEAL/Special Operations billets, 62 FAO/attaché billets, and 46 Intelligence/attaché billets. 
 

The Navy closely manages its language-qualified enlisted personnel with intelligence-related Naval Enlisted Codes (NECs).  NECs indicate particular languages (but not dialects).  For instance, a 9216 indicates a CTI with Arabic skills, a 9212 indicates Korean skills.  CTIs are routinely assigned to other billets (i.e., non-CTI billets) requiring their language skills. 

Foreign Area Officer Billets.  The Navy has designated 922 officers as FAOs – a secondary specialty.  A billet review completed in May 2003 identified 258 FAO-coded positions for the Navy, but not all were filled by FAOs.  When not serving in billets essential to their officer community (primary specialty), Navy FAOs can serve in billets requiring language and regional expertise.  There are no billets coded for Navy FAOs on any of the Combatant Commands’ Joint Manning Documents/Joint Tables of Distribution.

The Chief of Naval Personnel (CHNAVPERS) convenes a FAO Program Selection Board annually.  The board is sponsored by the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Plans, Policy and Operations) (N3/N5).  The composition of the Selection Board reflects the military specialties from which the FAO candidates come.  In recent years, virtually all who have applied have been selected; the board has no upper or lower limits. 

Approximately 60 officers are expected to enter the Navy FAO program annually.  The most recent FAO Selection Board (October 2003) was postponed until April 2004 because the Board only had six packets of volunteers to consider.  The previous Board (October 2002) was also postponed six months.

Surge Management.  Surge requirements, such as those presented by OEF and OIF, are addressed by the Navy primarily through reprioritization among the personnel serving in language-coded billets or those career linguists not serving in a billet.  The Navy can also draw upon the relatively few career linguists in the Naval Reserve (e.g., the Naval Security Group in Utah) or can request all commands to advise of non-career linguists who may have the necessary language skills to support the urgent requirement.

Navy Summary.  The Navy’s process for identifying, validating, and filling language requirements is focused on language-coded billets in the Joint Staff, Defense Agencies, and Navy major commands.  The process does not begin with a capabilities-based assessment of needs.  The current process complies with published OSD guidance and meets the Service’s billet requirements.  The current process is not designed to identify Service-wide language (or regional expertise) capabilities, but can be used to identify personnel with language skills.  Navy FAOs and language-qualified personnel are used almost exclusively to fill Service, Joint Staff, and Defense Agency language-coded billets.  Personnel with language skills or regional expertise, if available and released by their primary functional area personnel managers, are assigned to fill undocumented language capability needs in a non-systematic manner.

Marine Corps

Methodology for Coding Language Billets.  The Marine Corps has language-coded billets for interrogator/translators (who may enter this career field only after their first enlistment), cryptolinguists, and FAOs, and only assigns qualified personnel against these billet requirements.  Interrogator/translators can actively use their skill sets through the rank of Master Sergeant (E-8), at which point they assume supervisory responsibilities.  Cryptologic linguists are also assigned by their language skills.  They generally become supervisors once they achieve the rank of Gunnery Sergeant (E-7).

Current Status.  The Marine Corps’ enlisted language-coded billets are clustered in the intelligence functional area, and FAOs are the only officer billets with language requirements.   The Marine Corps has identified the Primary Military Occupational Specialties (PMOS) of 2671, 2673, 2674, 2676 (respectively Arabic, Korean, Spanish, and Russian Linguist), 2691 (Signals Intelligence/Electronic Warfare Chief), and 0251 (Interrogator/Debriefer) as “career linguists.” Additionally, the Marine Corps recognizes the Additional MOSs (AMOS) of 2643 (Cryptologic Linguist) and 9940 through 9949 (FAOs) as “career linguists.”  Billets designated with FAO MOSs generally imply a particular language, although exceptions exist; the Eurasian FAO serving as the Marine attaché in Georgia, for instance, may speak Russian or Georgian. However, in most cases, a Marine’s billet or personal MOS unambiguously indicates a specific language.  The AMOS 8611 (Interpreter), an additional MOS administratively assigned to native/heritage speakers of any foreign language, is not recognized (at least for Foreign Language Proficiency Pay (FLPP) purposes) as a “career linguist”.  The Marine Corps has 560 authorized cryptolinguist billets and 505 qualified cryptolinguists.

Foreign Area Officer Billets.  The International Affairs Officer Program (IAOP) governs two separate, but interrelated, series of secondary or AMOSs: the Foreign Area Officer (994X) and the Regional Affairs Officer (982X) designations.  The RAO-series MOSs designate AC and RC officers who want to serve in International Affairs, but who do not possess the requisite foreign language proficiency.  Through the use of these AMOSs, the IAOP defines a system that trains, tracks, and assigns those officers specializing in international affairs, while allowing them to maintain proficiency in their primary MOSs.

The Marine Corps has about 450 International Affairs Officers – 375 on Active Duty and 75 in the Reserves.  Current Marine Corps Tables of Organization (T/Os) list 54 validated regular officer IAOP billets: 48 FAOs and six RAOs.  There are four reserve IAOP billets and 14 contingency billets.  Seven more billets (plus three contingency billets) have a FAO MOS as an additional, recommended qualification. 

Additionally, the IAOP Coordinator maintains a list with approximately 258 positions for which IAO skills are desired; this list includes the positions referenced above.  Of this number, 111 call for regional expertise and language proficiency in one of 24 target languages.  The remaining 147 involve regional proficiency only and have no specific requirement for language.  The manpower management system, however, does not officially reflect an IAOP MOS for “IAO-desired” positions, out of concern that, for lack of an available IAO, a billet might go unfilled for an extended period of time.  In light of the multiplicity of factors involved, IAO assignments require close coordination between the officer’s primary MOS monitor and the IAOP Coordinator.

Surge Management.  Surge requirements for personnel with language skills are handled first within the Marine Corps inventory ( e.g., using the AMOS 8611 Interpreter Program, transfers of Marines with the needed MOSs from other units, and reactivation of recently discharged or Reserve Marines with the requisite language capability). 
Requests for Marines with AMOS 8611 are submitted through the Marine Corps chain of command and are validated at each step, eventually ending in MPP-60 (Global Sourcing Division).  This office validates the requirement and identifies Marines throughout the Corps who meet the requirements.  However, local commanders still have the ability to block transfers.  Requests for International Affairs officers must go through Combatant Commanders to the Joint Staff J-1 for validation.  Contract linguist support requests go through the Combatant Command chain as well. 

In partial response to the OEF and OIF surge requirements, in December 2003 the Commandant of the Marine Corps issued an All Marine (ALMAR) message, accompanied by a Marine Administrative (MARADMIN) message that de facto recognized the inadequacy of the language requirements determination process outside the intelligence field.  These messages announced a review designed to generate comprehensive “initiatives to enhance our ability to screen for, identify, test, sustain, enhance, track, and retain Marines with foreign language capabilities.”
 The supporting MARADMIN instituted procedures for a one-time canvassing of all Marines for such abilities.
  Upon completion, the Marines will be able to draw upon the non-career linguists who have self-identified to meet specific requirements that arise on short notice. 

Marine Corps Summary.  The Marine Corps’ process for identifying, validating, and filling language requirements is focused on language-coded billets in the Joint Staff, Defense Agencies, and Marine commands.  The process does not begin with a capabilities-based assessment of needs.  The current process complies with published OSD guidance and meets the Service’s billet requirements.  The current process is not designed to identify Service-wide language (or regional expertise) capabilities, but can be used to identify personnel with language skills.  The practice of dual-tracking Marine FAOs and RAOs does allow for the non-systematic assignment of personnel with language and regional expertise capabilities to operational units.

Department of the Air Force

Methodology for Coding Language Billets.  Since 80 percent of the Air Force’s linguist billets are in the intelligence field, the Directorate of Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (AF/XOI) has been designated as the Service Program Manager for the Air Force Foreign Language Program (AFFLP).  As such, AF/XOI is responsible for managing all foreign language requirements and programs affecting 91AFSCs, regardless of whether they are intelligence-related or not.  The task of day-to-day management of the AFFLP is delegated to one officer assigned to the AF/XOI Force Management and Development Branch (AF/XOIIFM).  This officer has other primary duties and responsibilities, thereby making AFFLP management a part-time additional duty.  
There are two categories of specialties in the Air Force that require foreign language skills.  Those in a language inherent job, which means an individual must have foreign language skills to possess the AF Specialty Code (AFSC).  These career fields make up 72 percent of all Air Force foreign language requirements.  There are five specialties in this category: Foreign Area Officer, Cryptologic Linguist, Airborne Cryptologic Linguist, Linguist Debriefer, and Interpreter/Translator.
In addition to language inherent positions, the Air Force also has Language Designated Positions (LDP).  LDPs are defined by the Major Command (MAJCOM) or Agency that owns the billet and validated by AF/XOIIFM.  The Air Force has LDP foreign language requirements in over 43 different languages in over 91 different career fields.  These language-coded positions are spread across the Air Force, including the Combatant Commands, Defense Agencies, Joint Staff, and Air Force MAJCOMs.  LDP are generally not in the intelligence functional area, but the assigned personnel can be used to support intelligence needs in times of crisis.

The Air Force Foreign Language Program Manager (located in AF/XOI) reviews and revalidates all language-designated billets on an annual basis.  Efforts are underway to expand this review to include all Air Force billets for their language requirements.  An alternative process for identifying and validating language requirements relies on unit reviews of their manning documents for positions requiring a language capability.  AF Form 1780, Request to Establish/Change Foreign Language Designated Position (LDP) or Language Capable Position (LPC), serves as the catalyst for the coding of unit language-coded billets.  The form is completed for any of three requirements: (1) to submit a new requirement; (2) to change a coded billet (e.g., from one language to another); or (3) to delete a requirement.  Proposed changes are validated by the MAJCOM and sent to the Air Staff (AF/XOI) for approval.  Because these requested changes cross AFSCs, the appropriate functional manager’s concurrence is required before the change is approved and placed into the system.

Current Status.  The Air Force has designated one officer and four NCO career fields for which foreign language proficiency is essential.  The NCO career fields are: Cryptologic Linguist, Airborne Cryptologic Linguist, Linguist Debriefer, and Interpreter/Translator.  The single officer field is the FAO career field.  Only the two NCO cryptologic career fields are primary career fields, while the other two enlisted specialties and the officer FAO specialty, are managed as secondary career fields.  These five career fields are deemed language inherent; therefore, an Air Force member must possess foreign language skills to carry the respective AFSC.  At the end of FY03, these five career fields comprised 78 percent of the Air Force’s foreign language requirements, with the two NCO cryptologic fields contributing 69 percent (2,445 billets) of the total requirement.  The Air Force has validated 189 FAO billets (5 percent of all language coded requirements).  Linguist Debriefer and Interpreter/Translator fields provide about 2 percent each (69 and 62 billets respectively). 

The remaining 780 billets (22 percent) are LDPs scattered throughout the Air Force’s MAJCOMs, the Combatant Commands, and in the Defense Agencies.  The LDP foreign language requirements are defined by the owning Command or Agency and are generally non-intelligence billets.  Prime examples of LDPs include medical personnel, SOF, air traffic controllers, and security forces assigned to units subject to frequent or short-notice overseas deployments. 

Air Force Reserve (AFR) foreign language requirements are found in the Individual Mobilization Augmentee (IMA) program.  IMAs serve in all MAJCOMs, Combat Support Agencies, and Combatant Commands.  The primary users of IMAs are NSA, Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), and the 97th Intelligence Squadron.  The Air Force Reserve has 212 validated foreign language requirements, of which 137 are funded.  The 75 unfunded requirements are with DIA, supporting both the Defense Attaché System and the Defense HUMINT Service (DHS), and with the 97th Intelligence Squadron in support of the RIVET JOINT (airborne reconnaissance) mission.

Foreign Area Officer Billets.  The Air Force has two FAO skill levels, each with its own qualifications.  To receive the entry level FAO AFSC (16F1X), the applicant must score a minimum of 1/1 (listening and reading) on the DLPT and meet other specified regional education/experience criteria.

The Air Force currently has 189 billets designated for FAOs, 105 of which are Air Attaché billets.  The Air Force estimates as many as 300 additional billets require an officer with FAO skills (foreign language and regional expertise), but are currently not coded as FAOs (AFSC 16F).  As a result of high operational tempo and the strain of primary career field shortages on the personnel system (FAO is a secondary career specialty), the Air Force regularly gaps FAO billets and Joint commands are hesitant to designate Air Force billets as "FAO-required."  

Surge Management.  For surge requirements, such as those presented by OEF and OIF, the Air Force relies initially on two sets of databases, through which it calls on both AC and RC personnel.  The first database provides a list of personnel who have currently evaluated their language capability, generally through the DLPT.  The second database provides a list of individuals who have self-assessed their language capability. The self-assessed database is updated through applications submitted on-line and through periodic reminders to Air Force personnel, such as a comment on the Leave and Earnings Statement indicating that personnel may draw proficiency pay for language capabilities.  

Once these databases have been exhausted, the Air Force will publish a message to all Commands asking for the names of individuals who may possess capabilities in the required languages.  The names of identified personnel, either through the databases or through a message, are evaluated through written examinations or oral proficiency interviews and their names provided to the Aerospace Expeditionary Force Center at Langley Air Force Base for further processing.  The Center is responsible for obtaining approval from the appropriate Commanders for the release of these individuals and will also take actions necessary to process these individuals for deployment, either through voluntary means or through mandated assignment. 

Requirements not satisfied through these means are designated “unfilled.”  Requesting Commands then have the option of going through contractor resources for support.  This support is provided generally by the Army, which serves as the Executive Agent for employment of language contractors (discussed in detail below).

Air Force Summary.  The Air Force’s process for identifying, validating, and filling language requirements is focused on language-coded billets in the Joint Staff, Defense Agencies, and MAJCOMs.  The process does not begin with a capabilities-based assessment of needs.  The current process complies with published OSD guidance and meets the Service’s needs.  The current process is not designed to identify Service-wide language (or regional expertise) capabilities, but can be used to identify personnel with language skills.  The Air Force does not have documented language and regional expertise excess to its billet requirements and language-qualified personnel and FAOs are not systematically assigned to operational units.

Informal Means of Filling Language-Associated Billets

The Services use an assortment of informal, working-level mechanisms for filling billets requiring language or regional expertise with appropriately qualified personnel, when those billets are not language-coded.  According to Service personnel managers interviewed for this report, the current system allows the maximum amount of assignment flexibility while filling all “language required” and many “language desired” billets.  Army HRC personnel managers attempt to honor requests to fill positions for which language skills are desired, but not required, by searching for soldiers with the appropriate language skills among those who hold the needed primary MOS.  The Marine Corps maintains an extensive list of billets for which the skills of an International Affairs Officer are appropriate (“desired”), but not required.  The IAOP Coordinator works with the primary career field monitors to assign IAOs into such positions, when possible.  Air Force assignment officers maintain job descriptions for the billets under their cognizance.  The job descriptions contain a variety of information on each position, and the assignment officers will consider “desired” language qualifications in their deliberations.

While handling the issue informally allows the Services assignment flexibility, it does not establish a validated requirement for the billet with a specific language at a designated proficiency level.  Without an established requirement, the Services do not train members to fill such positions, and the ability to respond with appropriately qualified personnel depends on the circumstantial presence of personnel with proficiency in the required language.  As a result, since the Services train to identified and validated requirements, this practice short-circuits the process, with ancillary effects on critical aspects of the Services’ Title 10 responsibilities – organizing and training operational units.  Thus, the Services’ preference for assignment flexibility conflicts with their long-term ability to fill billets that call for language proficiency.

U.S. Special Operations Command (USSOCOM)

Methodology for Coding Language Billets.  Although USSOCOM is not a Service, it has certain responsibilities that are similar to those assigned to the Services under Title 10.  The USSOCOM Component Commands use their parent Service coding procedures for specialties and language requirements.  However, USSOCOM conducts a formal validation of language-required billets every two years.
  The procedures employed (i.e., Service and the USSOCOM biennial review) determine the number, location, languages, and skill levels needed by the Command to meet the requirements of OPLANs, CONPLANs, and regional missions.

The USSOCOM validation process allows stakeholders multiple opportunities to affect the outcome.  However, the process allows language requirements to be expressed as “any language practiced” in a designated region, such as Central Asia, rather than only as a specific language.  It also does not address operational requirements beyond those identified in coded billets, such as the need for additional military linguists, contract interpreters, or local hires for particular types of missions.  In some cases, subordinate commands have continued to identify current on-hand language capabilities (i.e., assigned personnel drawing FLPP for a non-mission essential language, such as Slovenian), as well as mission-driven capabilities in their list of “requirements,” meaning that the resulting consolidated list reflects both billet-specific requirements and some existing capabilities excess to billet requirements.
USSOCOM Component Commands currently have limited flexibility in defining their requirements.  SOF units have generally built their language requirements around the so-called “Big Footprint” languages, such as Arabic, Russian, and French, rather than concentrating on more country- or ethnic group-specific languages.  How language capabilities are distributed, however, is left to the operational unit commanders.  For example, some Army Special Forces Groups prefer an A Team to have its 12 personnel divided into six different languages, each learned by two members, while other Groups try to have all members of an A team learn the same language.

For missions that demand “small footprint” languages (e.g., Dari, Pashto, etc.), USSOCOM uses “just-in-time,” pre-deployment training packages (of the type described below as “the Berlitz option”) designed to gain survival level language skills.  Once the language validation process has run its course with USSOCOM approval, the Services must approve changes to the validated billets.  If approved by the Service, the Component Commands make the necessary changes to their manning documents according to their Service regulations.

Current Status.  USSOCOM controls about one-half of the language-coded billets in DoD.  The Army Special Operations Command accounts for 90 percent of these positions, while the Navy Special Warfare Command has most of the rest.  The Air Force Special Operations Command contains 155 language-coded billets.  A 1997 study commissioned for the Army Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence judged USSOCOM’s language capability as not only adequate for its mission, but went so far as to recommend using SOF personnel in capacities outside Special Forces, such as in foreign liaison, to ameliorate DoD’s language shortages.

Surge Management.  USSOCOM relies on internal reassignments within the Service Component Commands to bring language-qualified persons, if available, to support units being deployed outside their designated regions.  The Component Commands may request (from their parent Service) non-SOF personnel with appropriate language skills to support their units, when conditions permit.  USSOCOM also employs contract linguist support (described below).

USSOCOM Summary.  USSOCOM’s process for identifying, validating, and filling language requirements is focused on language-required billets in the Headquarters and Component Commands.  The process begins with a partial capabilities-based assessment of needs.  The current process complies with published OSD guidance and meets the Command’s billet requirements.  The current process is not designed to identify language (or regional expertise) capabilities beyond coded billets, but can be used to identify personnel with language skills.  Language capabilities and regional expertise are integral to the operational units, based on operational requirements (e.g., OPLANs and CONPLANs), but do not reflect all capability needs (e.g., those not directly associated with an OPLAN or CONPLAN).

Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC)
DMDC has a data system that tracks foreign language data within DoD (the Automated Linguist Finder (ALF)) and a second data system (the Force Readiness and Manpower Information System (FORMIS)) that could also do so, but is not currently being used for this purpose. These systems have an indirect relationship to foreign language billet coding.  ALF, a ten-year old system created by DMDC on its own initiative, deals with “faces,” not spaces; it has the mission of identifying linguists within the uniformed AC and RC of the Armed Forces.  ALF can track linguists by any of 365 DoD language codes, although currently the 130,000 AC and 80,000 RC Service members who report proficiency only use about 250 of the available 365 language codes.  

ALF can search by language, Defense Language Proficiency Test (DLPT) proficiency, Service, rank, security clearance, and Combatant Command.  In all cases, inputs into ALF for language proficiency come from the Services’ personnel systems – based either on the administration of a DLPT or on a Service member’s self-assessment.  ALF has restricted access; only select offices (e.g., the J-1 and J-2 of Joint organizations and Defense Agencies) may use the system.

Each of the Services provides a liaison to DMDC to help interpret alphanumeric codes.  DMDC also maintains a book containing these codes.
  All of the Services send a 7-byte MOS code to be entered into the appropriate DMDC database(s).  The language designator code, however, is beyond the 7th byte, and thus it is not transparent to DMDC.

FORMIS, which serves as a manpower management tool for DoD, provides summary counts of "spaces" and faces, but the system currently does not track language data.  Should OSD determine at a future time that language data should be included in this database – for example, to indicate embedded billets that call for language proficiency as well as MOS skills – those data elements could be made available in FORMIS.  When submitting data to DMDC, the Services all use the same language codes; presently, very few of the billets listed in their unclassified submissions – on the order of only one percent – are coded for language.

SECTION VI – SUFFICIENCY OF CURRENT PRACTICES

This section addresses the sufficiency of current practices in DoD for the employment of personnel with language skills and regional expertise.  Issues examined include the sufficiency current of language practices and current personnel management practices.  This section also discusses considerations for providing language ability to operational units.
Foreign language sufficiency is a matter of language quantity, language quality, language skills, regional expertise, and language function (that includes the task, location, and condition (peacetime, crisis, or wartime) in which the mission is being accomplished).  Language sufficiency extends well beyond the particulars of the Services’ billet coding and personnel management procedures.

It has been widely reported in the media that the 9/11 attacks and subsequent GWOT operations caught DoD unaware of its true language needs – but this is only partially true.  Over a decade earlier, the full-scale combat of Operation Desert Storm demonstrated the Armed Forces’ acute need for and lack of Arabic linguists, a deficiency that had serious operational impacts.
  Despite an extensive investigation by the DoD Inspector General
 with specific recommendations to ameliorate the identified language deficiencies, the Services found themselves far short of the linguists and regional specialists that the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies required for operations in Afghanistan, Iraq, the Philippines, Guantanamo Bay, and elsewhere.

Determining the language and regional expertise capabilities that DoD should prioritize is not necessarily a simple task, but it is also not impossible.  The USG may occasionally miss some of the secondary languages, but the major ones are clear – those spoken in countries and regions where major US interests may be threatened.  Some civilian and military personnel interviewed for this report cited unpredictability in world affairs and the inability to precisely forecast the next “hot spot” as justification for the failure to address language issues.  They considered such an effort futile and perhaps even detrimental, in light of the monetary and opportunity costs attendant to language training that might not be needed.

In reality, the languages considered critical for the United States have remained remarkably stable over time.  In 1959, over 40 years before the GWOT, a study conducted by the American Council of Learned Societies (ACLS) identified those languages “most needed for American citizens” as “Arabic (in the chief dialects, and with the modern written language stressed), Chinese (in its chief dialects, with Mandarin given the highest priority), Hindustani (Hindi—Urdu), Japanese, Portuguese, and Russian.”

Language Quantity Sufficiency

In the days immediately following 9/11, an emergency call went out for 1,000 Dari and Pashto linguists and South and Central Asian regional experts to support what would become Operation Enduring Freedom.  Less than two years later, Combined Joint Task Force 7 (CJTF-7) requested over 6,000 Arabic and Kurdish language and area experts to support Phase IV operations in Operation Iraqi Freedom.  Locating and recruiting these linguists and regional experts has proven difficult in both cases.

The USCENTCOM senior officers interviewed for this study unanimously identified inadequate quantity and quality of linguists as their top language issues, while two other geographic Combatant Commands (USEUCOM and USPACOM) reported inadequate numbers of linguists in the needed languages as a readiness issue – but only in wartime.  The same Combatant Commands also reported an undocumented need for enhanced regional expertise on their staffs.  The use of contract personnel has proven to be the most practical solution for obtaining the language capabilities absent from the AC and RC.  However, even contracting has not resolved the shortfall completely – one of the primary contractors supplying linguists to DoD has experienced problems with numbers, saying that it could use double the number of available Pashto speakers to fill all requirements.
  

Language Quality Sufficiency

Major language sufficiency issues exist in terms of language quality, as well as the quantity of language-qualified personnel.  DoD has consistently defined the criterion for language qualification as the achievement of level 2, which Interagency Language Roundtable (ILR) standards define as “limited working proficiency.”  A 1993 GAO report, however, indicated that “less than 40 percent of the Army’s active duty and 20 percent of its reserve linguists meet the Level 2 language proficiency standard.”
  Force proficiency, fortunately, has risen dramatically since that time, with the percentage of AC and RC Army Military Intelligence linguists at level 2/2 increasing to 87 percent in 2002.
  A substantial number of linguists, nonetheless – roughly 30 percent in the Army National Guard (ARNG) (compared to 20 percent in the 1993 GAO report) – continues to fall short.

While level 2 proficiency continues to suffice for many other language tasks, a broad consensus has emerged over the past 10-15 years that this proficiency level, which served DoD well in the Cold War, is no longer adequate for post-Cold War linguist duties.  Personnel at level 2 are generally not qualified to meet all potential mission requirements – such as interpreting negotiations with government officials, prisoner interrogation, and comprehension of intercepted conversations conducted in a colloquial language or non-standard dialect.  DoD organizations with the largest concentration of language-qualified personnel, such as NSA, DIA, and the Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA) – as well as other USG agencies (the Central Intelligence Agency, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the Department of State) – have recognized the need for higher proficiency levels and established programs designed to attain them.  Within the SOF community, USSOCOM is reviewing alternatives for raising proficiency levels for SOF units above the heretofore acceptable 0+/0+ level.

Language Skills Sufficiency

Language skills (i.e., reading, writing, comprehending, and speaking) and functions (i.e., interpreting, translating, voice intercept, broadcast, and direct interaction) represent two other areas of concern.  The Services’ language-dependent career fields have standards and expected levels of professional proficiency and programs for skill acquisition.  Cold War standards emphasized reading and verbal comprehension skills and the translating and voice intercept functions.  Based on OEF and OIF lessons learned, emerging post-Cold War missions appear to concentrate on speaking and verbal comprehension skills and the interpreting and direct interaction functions, with voice intercept and translating functions retaining substantial importance.

While a speaker of a foreign language automatically acquires rudimentary proficiency in most of the language skills (except perhaps writing) to a degree necessary for handling many informal situations, most current DoD language training programs do not provide focused instruction in the language functions – especially interpreting.  Interpreting for commanders, at formal negotiations, and in prisoner interrogations require both language skills (speaking and verbal comprehension) and functional expertise at a level well above 2.  Government language institutes abroad (such as that of the Russian Army in Moscow) and professional linguistic associations (such as the American Translators Association and the National Association of Judiciary Interpreters and Translators) devote as much as five years to the preparation of professional translator and interpreters.  These non-DoD organizations focus their instruction on both the language and the functional skills of their prospective interpreters.

While DoD trains selected personnel (e.g., CTIs) in the verbal comprehension and reading skills and voice intercept and translating functions at present, the Department does not explicitly train personnel in the interpreting function, nor does it track those linguists who acquire such functional skills on-the-job.  Some organizations (such as DTRA) have initiated internal training programs that place greater emphasis on language speaking skills, but even these programs do not focus on the functional skills necessary to be an effective interpreter. 

The key role that intelligence plays in the GWOT makes language precision imperative, a point that the Intelligence Community fully appreciates.  Since 9/11, DIA has been selecting and training a cadre of superior linguists with in-depth substantive knowledge to perform language-related functions (such as quality control on documents translated by contract linguists).
  These linguists will bear the critical responsibility for ensuring that the intelligence that underpins US tactical operations and/or policy decisions accurately and without distortion reflects the message of the source, be it a person or document, and for preventing military action based on misunderstanding.  Interpreting and translating skills will be among the most necessary tools for these individuals.

The task, its location, and the conditions under which it is being executed also influence language sufficiency.  Interpreting at a traffic control point in a hostile environment requires a different set of linguistic skills than interpreting for a senior DoD official at a State Reception.  Although each task falls under the functional skill of interpreting, the language-qualified individual doing the interpreting will require special skills not directly related to the language or the functional skill.  Serving as an interpreter on a street corner in the midst of a crisis requires combat survival skills, while interpreting for the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs and his foreign counterpart requires diplomatic skills.  None of these additional skills are currently captured by the billet coding and personnel management systems, nor are they integrated into formal language instruction within DoD.

Regional Expertise Sufficiency

Interviews conducted for this report with Service, Combatant Command, and Defense Agency personnel demonstrated that personnel with language skills need to have at least a general understanding of the country and region where their foreign language is spoken.  CTIs, for example, must understand the context within which the voice intercepts are being conducted: From what type of organization does the person(s) speaking come (e.g., land or air forces)?; What are the general responsibilities of that organization (e.g., logistics or communications)?; What are the acronyms and nicknames commonly used within this type of organization?; and what else has this person said recently on the subject?  This type of target- or region-specific knowledge is a prerequisite for properly understanding and transcribing the foreign language conversation or document.

The same can be said about the other language functions (interpreting, broadcasting, and direct interaction).  Personnel with language skills employed as interpreters must have a general understanding of the subject matter being discussed by the principal, as well as a comprehension of the history, politics, geography, culture, and religion of the country or region.  Personnel with excellent language skills, and even with excellent functional skills, will often miss the nuances of the language without a broad understanding of the historical, cultural, or political context of the speaker or document.

The Combatant Commands have all identified – but not documented – regional expertise requirements for almost all of their language-coded billets (as well as many other non-language coded billets, as described in the Task 1 Report).  These billets have not been regionally coded because current Service and Joint personnel management systems and procedures do not have provisions for doing so.  Paralleling opposition to specific language designators, Service personnel managers were also generally opposed to instituting regional expertise designators that would further restrict assignment flexibility.

Regional expertise sufficiency for non-FAO language-qualified personnel, therefore, equates to an understanding of the country-specific or regional context in which his or her language skills are being used.  Some functional skills – such as broadcasting and interpreting as part of a prisoner of war interrogation – require greater degrees of regional understanding, while interpreting at a traffic control point or translating open-source documents generally require only a general understanding of the country or regional context.  In both cases, however, gaining the historical, political, geographical, cultural, and religious expertise requires a concentrated effort of the part of the individual and the Department of Defense.  Language proficiency is the critical starting point for the individual’s effort.  Regional expertise often relates to language ability, and truly superior regional expertise probably cannot be obtained without it.  

Language Sufficiency Summary.  As demonstrated in the Task 4 Report, the Department of Defense does not have a universal definition of a linguist.  The Services also do not have a common understanding of what a linguist should do – except within the intelligence field, where career linguists have much in common with their counterparts from the other Services.  Lessons learned from the GWOT operations to-date are pointing toward an expanded definition of what a linguist is and what a linguist should be able to do.  The operational aspects of the language skills (reading, writing, verbal comprehension, and speaking) and functional skills (interpreting, translating, voice intercept, broadcast, and direct interaction) are considerably more multi-faceted than the Cold War intelligence linguist was trained to accomplish.  The resulting dilemma facing the Department is how to strike a balance between specialization (e.g., high-level interpreter for negotiations with Pakistanis in Pashto) and generalization (e.g., interpreter, translator, and voice interceptor for South Asian operations).  Based on interviews conducted for this report and emerging OEF and OIF lessons learned, quantity sufficiency, quality sufficiency, language sufficiency, and regional expertise sufficiency are not being addressed adequately by current billet coding and personnel management systems.

Sufficiency of Current Language Practices

As discussed in the previous section, current Service personnel management practices for language qualified personnel are focused on language-coded billets in the Joint Staff, Combatant Commands, Defense Agencies, and the Services themselves.  The current process does not begin with a capabilities-based assessment of needs; rather, the current process begins with existing validated billets and makes changes from that base.  The Services’ current processes comply with published documents from OSD, but those documents do not provide policy guidance for attaining the goals and objectives of Defense Language Transformation.  Finally, current Service personnel management practices for language-qualified personnel meet the Services’ requirements (as expressed in terms of filling validated billets), but these practices have not provide the language (and regional expertise) capabilities identified during GWOT operations.

Language Coding Billets.  Current Service personnel management procedures allow for multi-coding billets with both an MOS and an additional code, such as for a language.  However, these procedures are infrequently employed, as they are perceived to restrict assignment flexibility.  The designation of billets in the operating forces for multi-coding (i.e., with both an military specialty and a language and/or regional expertise designator) would have consequences for the personnel management system and for the individuals involved.  First, the complexity of personnel management would increase significantly as a result of applying an additional factor to the assignment matrix.  Next, the Services’ language training requirements would rise dramatically for virtually all coded languages except Spanish, in which native and heritage speakers could probably meet Service needs.

For some languages, especially those in Categories III and IV, the Services would have a limited field of candidates from which to choose, and, based on the resource requirements involved, the numbers of Category III and IV language-qualified personnel is not likely to rise dramatically (although the number of personnel with a working knowledge of Investment Languages is likely to increase as a result of the Defense Language Transformation initiative).  As a result, Service personnel with a command of the more difficult languages could expect to serve repeated tours in headquarters and operating units where those language coded billets have been validated, individual preferences notwithstanding.  This practice would create at least the impression – and perhaps the reality – of specialization, which the Services have traditionally opposed, preferring to give personnel a breadth of geographical and position assignments.  This practice would also be perceived as restricting assignment flexibility for personnel managers.

Finally, multiple tours in underdeveloped or non-Western areas (especially if unaccompanied), where many of the Investment Languages are spoken could negatively affect retention.  Attrition among personnel with language skills could counter the benefits of the solution.  The Services could issue language waivers to fill multi-coded billets in selected cases, but should waivers become the norm, the intent of designating additional language-coded positions would be compromised.

Security Assistance Officers (SAO) staff military assistance offices abroad under the auspices of the Combatant Commands and the Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA).  These SAO billets are often multi-coded, with both language and military specialty codes.  Their long-standing situation illustrates some of the negative consequences of multi-coding.  SAO positions generally require both a language and a particular technical skill (e.g., F-16 pilot or vehicle maintenance officer) related to the type of assistance that the United States provides.  Service personnel managers have not traditionally perceived the language code as an absolute prerequisite for assignment as an SAO, and the Combatant Commands reported that SAO billets with strict language requirements have frequently been unfilled for extended periods of time.  Service personnel managers interviewed for this report stated that officers who were otherwise qualified for an SAO position were either unavailable (due to conflicting Service priorities) or unwilling to participate in extended language training.  In his interview for this report, the USCENTCOM Commander stressed that the Services need to provide “real career rewards” for officers gaining and maintaining language and regional expertise; expand their attention to enlisted linguists – and not just for intelligence duties; and, for personnel with proficiency in one language, encourage and reward the mastery of second, third, or more languages.

Language as a Warfighting Skill.  Despite explicit and authoritative pronouncements by key figures in the DoD hierarchy (e.g., the Commandant of the Marine Corps and the Chief of Staff of the Air Force) and the insights gained in conflicts and SSC during the post-Cold War period (e.g., Desert Storm, Bosnia, OEF, and OIF) many senior (and junior) civilian and military leaders do not view language and regional expertise as full-fledged warfighting skills.  Rather, they consider language proficiency and regional expertise soft skills peripheral to the real issues of combat effectiveness. 

In the course of recent SSC operations, US service personnel at all levels – from the commanding general to the NCO on an isolated checkpoint – frequently found themselves compelled to negotiate with and even mediate between the belligerent parties.  These activities require not only language capability (often on the part of very junior personnel), but also practical regional knowledge that allows personnel to understand the root causes of conflicts and the hidden agendas behind the actions of opposing groups.
  Quoting General Zinni on the approach to be used in unstable environments like Somalia, a senior Army observer wrote: “Always consider negotiations as a great alternative to violence.”

A senior Army National Guard officer and former battalion commander in Bosnia confirmed this perspective: doctrine did not prepare the Army for this type of involvement and, in his view, professional military education continues to fall short on this score.
  Similarly, Major General William Nash (U.S. Army), the first commander of Multinational Division-North/Task Force Eagle in Bosnia, described his 1995 experience as disorientation (“an inner ear problem”) after three decades of fixation on high-intensity combat, principally in Central Europe.
  To prepare themselves and their staffs for these ‘new realities,’ senior Army commanders developed and presented tailored training packages that invariably addressed topics not covered by standard combat training.

Commenting on the absence of regional expertise among the senior leadership at the time, former SFOR (Stabilization Force in Bosnia and Herzegovina) commander General Montgomery Meigs, USA, stated: “Commanders need to spend private time learning about the historical, political, cultural, and social factors that produced the ethnic carnage.”
  The Joint Task Force Commander’s Handbook for Peace Operations underscores this point with the formulation: “The commander with vision and a total understanding of the big picture is more apt to be successful in peace operations than the commander who is narrowly and solely focused on warfighting.”

Additionally, while Bosnia represented a pivotal experience for the Army (Marine units operated in lesser numbers in the environment), neither the Air Force nor the Navy shared the same experience.  The language involvement of those Services in the former Yugoslavia (and most other post-Cold War SSCs) focused on the need to acquire Serbo-Croatian speakers or cross train Russian linguists into the language using a course known in the ranks as “Turbo-Serbo” for signals intelligence (SIGINT) missions.  SIGINT operations conducted from platforms and locations around the periphery of the crisis region differ little in character from normal peacetime operations and are unlikely to have resulted in the same lessons learned, most of which were derived from “boots on the ground” experience.

In September of 2002, the Chief of Staff of the Air Force (CSAF), General John Jumper, dispatched a Chief’s Sight Picture message titled “An Expeditionary Language.”  The CSAF stated: “Just as we need pilots, intelligence specialists, satellite operators, and jet engine mechanics, our expeditionary force requires airmen with international insight, foreign language proficiency, and cultural understanding… These international skills are true force multipliers and essential to our ability to operate globally.”
  To date, however, this guidance has not been translated into personnel management practices that elevate language and regional expertise skills to the same level as more traditional warfighting skills.

In his interview for this report, General Abizaid, a fluent speaker of Arabic and the senior FAO in the Armed Forces, expressed skepticism about the degree to which the Services have institutionally learned to value language and regional expertise adequately – despite their combat experience in Afghanistan and Iraq and a range of SSCs stretching from Latin America to the Philippines.
  On this issue, the Deputy Director of DIA – who deals with intelligence, not operations, and the performance of whose agency depends directly on such skills – concurs.
 General Abizaid stated that if Defense Language Transformation is to succeed, DoD must drive the importance of these skills “from the top down,” directing the Services to place greater emphasis on them and visibly rewarding personnel who maintain and capably employ them.
  

Several categories of personnel with language (and regional expertise) capabilities make such a substantial contribution to the sufficiency of DoD’s warfighting language skills that they need special consideration.  These include Service FAOs, native and heritage speakers, and RC personnel, each of which is addressed in the following paragraphs.

Foreign Area Officer Programs.  While FAOs are an element in developing the requisite language and regional expertise capabilities within DoD, they are not the only solution.  Commanders and staff officers need regional expertise to operate effectively, but they do not need to be FAOs.  The Task 2 Report entitled Foreign Area Officer Programs: Changing DoD’s Culture addresses options for improving Service FAO Programs.  Several points from that Report bear on the Task 5 assessment.

Service priorities for assigning FAOs to billets outside of the Service vary greatly.  The Army nearly always fills Joint FAO billets with FAOs (vice with non-FAOs) and often backfills Joint billets that one of the other Services is unable to fill.  The Marine Corps usually fills its FAO/RAO billets with such officers.  The Air Force infrequently does, and the Navy has no FAO positions on Combatant Command staffs.  The issue here is one of Service priorities, not of billet coding.  

Of all the Services, only the Army single-tracks its FAOs, making the specialty a full-fledged career field.  The other Services employ dual-tracking, as did the Army prior to Officer Personnel Management System (OPMS) XXI.  Under a dual-track system, FAO-qualified personnel serve principally in their primary MOS, with occasional FAO tours, as Service priorities, needs, and career progression permit.  The Army initiated single-tracking of its FAOs for reasons related to career management – principally promotability.  Single-tracking has the significant collateral benefit that FAOs nearly always serve in their field, rather than alternating between FAO work and their primary MOS.  Thus, they have the opportunity to develop greater proficiency and more in-depth expertise over a shorter period of time.

This approach, however, also has significant drawbacks.  First, it has led to a sharp reduction in the numbers of officers trained for such duties, meaning that little surge capability exists.  The Army has only a limited FAO mobilization base because efficient management has ensured that the qualified assets are already in place, filling FAO billets.  Second, these officers overwhelmingly fill Joint and Defense requirements.  Fully 75 percent of Army FAOs do so, holding validated, critical, high-level billets dealing with national-level, strategic, and politico-military issues. 
  (A similar proportion of Marine FAO/RAO billets are also found in Joint and Defense organizations.
)  The demand for FAOs, in fact, routinely exceeds supply, and the Joint and Defense staffs, where these officers serve, have no lack of additional billets themselves that could justify the assignment of a FAO.

Thus, few FAOs are available to serve in operational or tactical units, and these echelons must do without the language and regional expertise that FAOs could provide or at least the functional skills and experience acquired by FAOs working in very different cultures.  Under dual-tracking, FAOs serving in their parent branches were able to perform this function.  Whatever their billets – as infantry battalion operations officers, aviation battalion commanders, or on division staffs – they could provide senior commanders and their staffs with insights and advice, because they were present.  This opportunity no longer exists in a single-track management practice.

An additional drawback of single-tracking is that it effectively deprives FAOs of operational experience above the grade of O-3, limiting their currency on US systems and operational procedures, their credibility in dealing with foreign counterparts, and their competitiveness for key higher level command and staff positions and promotion to flag officer rank.  This implies that the Army is unlikely to produce another General Abizaid – an officer who has achieved the pinnacle of success and can uniquely affect the national defense by applying both his operational and his FAO experiences.

Native and Heritage Speakers.  Native and heritage speakers (military and civilian) are an essential element in assessing the sufficiency of current DoD language practices.  Native and, to a lesser extent, heritage speakers have undeniable language advantages over personnel born and raised in the United States, who lack an inherent connection to the target language.  Their fluency, pronunciation, and firsthand knowledge of the society and culture of their country (or country of origin) generally allow them to express themselves with superior effectiveness and perceptively interpret events.  In meeting the need for the very high-level speakers (levels 4 and 5) demanded by the GWOT and other post-Cold War operations, DoD is developing and implementing programs to recruit, train, and employ the services of native and heritage speakers.  The Department has recognized that the training challenges of producing the number of very high-level speakers needed in some languages by starting with personnel born and raised in the United States are daunting, time-consuming, and resource-intensive – and not responsive to most crisis situations. 

Native speakers have certain unique problems that differ from those of “purely” American linguists.  The security clearance issue is the single greatest impediment to their use – especially for intelligence units and agencies.  Because many native speakers have lived abroad for much of their lives and still have close relatives in foreign (sometimes hostile) countries, it often proves impossible to perform a complete security background check.  As a result, many native – and even some heritage – speakers will not qualify for the clearance needed to perform their job.  The obstacles connected with this target audience led the Navy (specifically, the Naval Security Group (NSG)) to cease recruiting native speakers some years ago.

Particularly in the post-9/11 era, the issue of the reliability of native speakers, and of their possible “split loyalties,” has become a sensitive one, but interviews conducted for this report suggest that the significance of this concern is exaggerated.  Oversensitivity on this issue has occasionally undermined DoD’s operations in the field.  Commenting on the misuse of linguists, one Battalion Commander in the 300th MI Brigade (Linguist) stated that “battlefield success has been skewed by misuse” and reported that native/heritage speakers deployed from the battalion in support of AC missions had been placed on low-priority missions and questioned extensively on their loyalties, despite their long and faithful service in uniform.
  A second Battalion Commander in the Brigade also held a positive opinion of native speakers’ loyalties and asserted that, when cleared, they perform the mission well.  In interviews with officials of federal agencies with the some of the most demanding security standards (e.g., the CIA, DIA, and FBI), personnel uniformly defended the reliability of their native speakers. 
The unique problems occasionally encountered with native speakers – ones not as commonly associated with personnel born and raised in the United States – include a low level of general education and technical knowledge, deficient English skills, and surprisingly low foreign language reading ability compared to speaking scores. 
 

Language Capabilities in the Reserve Components.  The post-Cold War realignment of missions away from Western Europe and the former Warsaw Pact and toward countries with languages required by the current major OPLANs – Arabic, Chinese, Korean, Persian-Farsi, and Tagalog – has caused considerable turmoil in the RC, and particularly in the 300th MI Brigade (Linguist).  This adjustment in language training focus is the RC’s biggest language issue.  High operational tempo (OPTEMPO) in support of forward-deployed AC units (SFOR, Kosovo Force (KFOR), OEF, OIF, and other GWOT missions), coupled with rapid changes in the Modified Table of Organization and Equipment (MTOE), has made it difficult for the Brigade to adjust quickly enough.  Deployments have rendered soldiers unavailable for retraining, and in some cases, changes in language assignments have outstripped the unit’s ability to keep pace.

One 300th MI Brigade Battalion Commander related that within two years, from 2002-2004, one of her sections’ requirements switched from Japanese to Serbo-Croatian to Persian-Farsi.  By the time she succeeded in recruiting a new soldier and sent him to DLI, the requirement changed.  Thus, this particular recruiting and training effort failed to assist the transition to the new alignment.

The Army National Guard reported constantly suffering from underresourcing.  On the average, ARNG units receive only 19 percent of the funding needed for sustainment, compelling them to search avidly for opportunities and materials that are provided without charge.
  While the Army funds initial language training centrally and has made funds available to retrain linguists based on mission realignment, the States must normally fund conversion training for soldiers who wish to switch languages or cross-train into a linguist career field from another MOS.  This situation forces individual language training to compete directly with other essential unit training (e.g., field exercises, maintenance, and MOS qualification).  Given the relative costs, unit training frequently takes priority.  Officers of the 300th MI Brigade (Linguist) related that resource scarcity forces them to engage in two constant – vital – endeavors, both related to mission support: recruiting and soliciting training funds.

The language realignment, while necessary to adapt to the changed security environment, has caused dislocations and prompted readiness issues in the RC.  The acquisition of proficiency in new languages takes time, and unit linguist readiness inevitably suffers as a result.  The Brigade’s transition from the Cold War to the Army Language Master Plan (ALMP) languages has also proceeded more slowly than the Army intended, negatively impacting the deployability of assets for OIF.  A HQDA source interviewed for this report stated that initially, the Brigade could only deploy 56 or 57 linguists into theater for OIF.

The Reserve Components contain a substantial proportion of military linguists – 38 percent for the Army
 – but suffers from several widely-recognized, often chronic problems:

· Recruiting.  Always a challenge for the RC, recruiting causes particular problems for the National Guard, whose units can be constrained by state boundaries.  The local populace may not include adequate numbers of speakers (native, heritage, others) of the languages needed to support the unit’s mission.  Thus, units must actively recruit personnel with demonstrated aptitude for and interest in languages, including those who have lived abroad.  The 300th MI Brigade benefits from the ability to recruit some returning Latter Day Saints (LDS) missionaries with language skills, but that source does not nearly suffice to meet all its needs.

· Training.  Reservists drill only one weekend a month, have limited access to training facilities, and must dedicate substantial personal time to language learning and maintenance, for which they are not remunerated.  Additionally, as noted above, RC units are chronically underfunded for sustainment training, without which proficiency will not rise.
In an effort to improve the situation, the National Guard Bureau (NGB) increased existing Army Command Language Program (CLP) requirements by mandating that linguists receive at least eight hours of formal language instruction per month.  This significant initiative equates to one full drill day of training but, on its own, does not suffice to allow soldiers to maintain their skills.  Based on operational lessons learned, linguists returning from OEF and OIF are requesting more immersion training, dialect training, and greater focus on speaking skills.
· Deployability/Readiness.  Inadequate primary specialty qualifications, medical problems, lack of certification by commanders, personnel turbulence following unit deactivations, and other factors have led to a situation in which only one in every three Reservists can be deployed.
  Specific numbers for the 300th MI Brigade are classified, but are generally in line with the RC-wide averages.
· Proficiency. Thirty percent of the 2,400 ARNG linguists fall below the level 2 standard, but this figure reflects a major improvement over the Cold War period.  The ARNG knows that today’s missions often require higher proficiency levels, but achieving them requires targeted training and immersion, for which resources are lacking. The NGB believes that, given constraints and underresourcing, its units do a credible job.
· Retention. Retention is a continuous concern for the RC, and senior officers (such as Lieutenant General James Helmly, Chief of the Army Reserve) expect OEF and OIF deployments to exacerbate it.
  Civilian career considerations affect retention for all RC soldiers, but commanders believe that for linguists, the decision on whether to remain in uniform depends very heavily on a unit’s real-world mission at home base.
  To the extent that personnel feel properly employed, respected, and derive satisfaction from that mission – document exploitation linked to important issues, for example – they will remain in uniform.

Language incentives for the RC remain a concern for the leadership, a point that several senior RC officers strongly made during interviews conducted for this report.
  The 1/30th rule, anchored in Title 37 legislation, requires the prorating of FLPP to RC linguists based on their duty days.  Attempts to change the legislation have not yielded success.  As a result, the amount paid – only a few dollars per month – fails to motivate linguists to maintain their skills, as discussed in the Task 4 Report.  

Since RC linguists must devote considerable non-duty time to attaining and sustaining language proficiency, incentives play a central role in promoting individual and, by extension, unit readiness.  Commanders do have other means of motivation at their disposal – retention bonuses, refresher courses abroad, favorable consideration for special missions, awards, and commendatory comments on evaluations for skills higher than level 2 – but express concern over their inability to adequately encourage their linguists via monetary means. 

All of the Services, except the Navy, maintain a FAO presence in the Reserve Components.  Such officers represent a valuable potential source of IMAs for the Combatant Commands, the Services, and the Defense Agencies.  Although FAO training costs are high and likely prohibitive for the RC, Reserve recruiting could focus on FAOs who leave active duty.  Additionally, two of the Services (Marine Corps and Air Force) routinely designate officers as FAOs via the “experience track” and could expand their search for qualified candidates in the RC.  As an internal Marine Corps study pointed out: “This (cadre of reserve FAOs) appears to be a largely untapped resource with significant potential benefits to the Marine Corps, if exploited.”
  The other Services could profit from more effective use of this source of expertise as well.
The Department counts heavily on the RC when addressing the language capability issue.  In 1993, the DoD IG concluded, “Without help from reserve and retired linguists, the Department cannot approach a reasonable balance between mission requirements and available linguists.”
  However, the issues discussed in this section suggest that the creation in the RC of a broad capability for language and regional expertise augmentation that extends beyond the intelligence disciplines may encounter quantitative and qualitative limitations.

Providing Language Ability to Operational Units
Given the variety of contingencies for which DoD will need linguists, the diversity of the target languages, proficiency levels needed, transient nature of some crises, endstrength limitations, and competing priorities, the Department of Defense is unlikely to be able to meet all of its prospective foreign language requirements with uniformed personnel, whether AC, RC, or some combination of the two.  Administrative, intelligence, operational, and logistical support capability needs that have emerged since 9/11 are more likely to increase than diminish.  The absolute number of interpretation, translation, voice intercept, broadcast, and direct interaction needs in support of OEF and OIF continues to grow, while the number of different languages requiring a DoD capability matches the number of global terrorist cells and crisis hot spots.  As the number of combat, combat support, and combat service support capability needs are unlikely to decrease in the foreseeable future, the Department must look for innovative approaches to providing language ability to operational units.

The Army’s approach to filling its language requirements focuses on the intelligence functional area and not on other types of operational units (as defined above).  Phase II of the Army Language Master Plan (ALMP-II) states: “The Army has developed a deliberate linguist resourcing strategy to satisfy its future peacetime and contingency linguist and language requirements.”  The components of this strategy include:

1. AC soldier-linguists from other AC units.

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

3. RC teams from linguist units in the ARNG and USAR.

4. RC soldiers from other units.

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

6. Civilian Contractors (US and local national hires).”

ALMP-II focused almost exclusively on the Army’s language requirements in support of the intelligence field and was written well before OEF and OIF lessons learned had emerged.  While the numbers of requirements identified in the ALMP-II report are therefore probably understated (because they do not include administrative, operational, and logistical language requirements), the six sources of language capabilities may be applied to all capability needs – for the Army, as well as the other Services.

The following paragraphs discuss each of the potential language capability sources and their potential application to providing language ability to operational units.

· Identifying language-capable AC and RC soldiers – including those assigned to and those not assigned to linguist units – depends on the availability of a comprehensive database containing a variety of information on all uniformed personnel with language proficiency, regardless of the source of their language.   Current Service personnel management systems and practices do not consistently capture all of the necessary information.  The intermediate results of the ALMAR initiative (to identify all Marines with some language ability) are encouraging – approximately 15,000 Marines (about eight percent of the force) have been identified with some language abilities.  However, if these personnel are true to the nation-wide and DoD-wide averages, the majority of these 15,000 Marines will speak Romance languages (especially Spanish) and only a very few can be expected to speak one of the less commonly taught languages that figure so prominently on DoD’s Investment Language list.

· The RC linguist teams cited in ALMP-II are intelligence assets that are trained to perform specific functions, such as prisoner interrogation.  In some circumstances, using them in other capacities may pose an unacceptable security risk.  With the exception of the 97L interpreters – an RC-only MOS currently being eliminated – general-purpose linguists do not exist as a career field in any of the Services, and the majority of the intelligence field linguists are focused on the translation and voice intercept language functions, not the emerging capability need for interpretation and direct interaction.

· The Air Force has a small contingent of linguists with secondary AFSCs as Interpreter/Translators, but they also perform intelligence work.  The Marine Corps administratively assigns the secondary MOS 8611 to native speakers of foreign languages to permit their identification in time of need, but these individuals serve in their primary MOSs and undergo no translation or interpreting training in preparation for possible use as linguists.

· The acquisition of coalition–provided and host nation linguists, such as the KATUSAs in Korea, generally represents an excellent option, but such programs always require advance planning and the agreement of the host nation.  Such arrangements have political overtones that sometimes negate the possibility of use.  Egypt, for instance, a steadfast coalition partner during Desert Storm and long-time recipient of extensive US foreign aid, officially refused to help US forces during OIF.  Pakistan has also officially declined to provide overt support to US forces in Afghanistan.

Additionally, the use of coalition linguists occasionally produces unanticipated and undesired side effects.  During OIF, US units that employed volunteer Kuwaiti interpreters had mixed experiences.  The Kuwaitis performed their linguistic tasks well, but the Iraqis immediately recognized and reacted negatively to them.  Multiple reports also surfaced that Kuwaiti volunteers, for their part, verbally and physically abused Iraqis, enflaming an already difficult situation.

· In many scenarios, civilian contractors could be a major component of the language solution, which is particularly true for the LCTL.  Recognizing this fact, the Army has published FM 3-011.21 Contractors on the Battlefield, which addresses the preparation and employment of contractors (including contract linguists) in detail.
  Lessons learned from KFOR, SFOR, OEF, OIF, and other peacetime, contingency, and wartime operations reinforce the potentially critical role that civilian contractors can play as interpreters, translators, and broadcast specialists.

· The ALMP-II strategy does not specifically mention the use of retirees or USG civilians.  Each of these groups has the potential to make a significant contribution to an overall language strategy.  Retired military linguists – FAOs, crypto linguists, and others – could be called back to active duty and made available in a relatively short amount of time.  Current and retired DoD civilians (outside of the intelligence field) also represent a mostly undocumented source for language ability.

There appears to be little alternative to the Army resourcing strategy outlined above, and it has provided commands with large numbers of linguists across the spectrum of military operations around the world.  Army units involved in the Balkans, for example, had documented only 80 linguist requirements but found it necessary to contract locally for 1,046 augmentee linguists to accomplish the mission.  (Reportedly, these contractors achieved excellent results; their contribution was termed “invaluable.”)  Thus, 92 percent of this largely unanticipated capability need was provided by Coalition linguists and civilian contractors.
  

On the positive side, this vignette demonstrates how effectively contracting can respond to a difficult situation; on the negative side, it shows how incomplete the Services’ language requirements determination process is.  DoD (and other USG agencies) will likely need to turn to contract linguists – either local nationals or personnel hired in the United States who have equivalent (native or near-native) skill levels – for levels 4 and -5 proficiency.  Thanks to their upbringing, such personnel also possess valuable cultural insights and societal knowledge demanded by military operations.  The LCTL Investment Languages represent a particularly great challenge in this regard, since speakers of such languages in the United States will normally be limited, and few options will exist.

Use of Contract Linguists.  US forces requiring contract linguist support can obtain it through multiple channels, the most significant of which is the Worldwide Linguist Support Contract (WWLSC) managed by the Army Intelligence and Security Command (INSCOM).  Unfortunately, some commands – such as USEUCOM during the establishment of its Forward Headquarters in Incirlik during OIF
 – are not aware of this valuable arrangement and have experienced operational shortages that might have been addressed through contract linguists.  The ALSA Multiservice Reference Manual for Interpreter Operations devotes a brief section to procedures for using this contract, for which users validate their own requirements and provide advance funding.
  

USSOCOM has the authority to contract for its own linguist support separately from this arrangement, and it frequently does so.  The Logistics Civil Augmentation Program (LOGCAP), a system for external logistics contracting that can provide linguists for related DoD activities, represents yet an additional possible source of support.  In an interview for this report, a former EUCOM J-4 stated that the commercial firm Kellogg Brown & Root (now KBR, a Halliburton subsidiary) proved reasonably effective in providing interpreters at short notice for operational support in Bosnia and Kosovo via USEUCOM’s standing LOGCAP contract.  In view of the firm’s capacity for rapid response, he considered contractor linguist support preferable in many ways even to IRR augmentation.

Commands can contract for linguists either individually or through a civilian firm.  While some USG organizations (e.g., the FBI) prefer to deal with individuals directly, the large size of most DoD contracts argues for the use of a contracting firm, provided that it can ensure quality support.  Each contractor establishes its own standards and procedures, but must meet the terms of the contract.  Contractors on the Battlefield sets out the procedures that firms and individuals must follow.  According to the president of one of the prominent linguist firms, the Maine-based Worldwide Language Resources, Inc. (WLR), his company:

· Meets all conditions stated in the contract, whatever they may be, including the arrangement for security checks that result in USG security clearances, if required.  DoD units must ensure that the contract details their requirements precisely; more exacting conditions prompt higher costs.

· Screens all prospective candidates methodically and in multiple respects: for language proficiency, command of dialects, medical and dental status, medications taken, particular expertise, counterintelligence considerations, and others.  WLR has developed a comprehensive checklist to guide the questioning during the initial (normally telephone) contact. 

· Tests to verify the professed language (and dialect) proficiency of screened candidates by using internal foreign language exams similar to the DLPT and in-house or external evaluators, depending upon contract specifications.  

· Tests English-language proficiency in writing.

· Conducts a three-day orientation on procedures and mission particulars.

· Subject to time constraints, provides limited training on mission-related equipment.  A retired Drill Instructor at the Continental United States (CONUS) Replacement Center (CRC) at Ft. Benning, through which contract linguists pass, checks their equipment prior to deployment.

WLR maintains 50,000 linguist resumes in its databases and has proven that it can mobilize a rapid response to breaking events in most languages that DoD requires; in emergencies, it has deployed personnel within 72 hours.  However, substantial shortages remain in some languages, among them Pashto.  In anticipation of events that could lead to short-fused requirements, the firm does contingency planning based on press reports.

Based on experience and calculation, the firm considers retainers unnecessary except for those linguists with clearances, considering that most candidates for contract linguist positions are immigrants with low-paying jobs.  The prospect of a $100,000 salary suffices as an adequate inducement to respond to the call, far overshadowing the small, non-binding amounts that would be paid as a retainer.  The firm also believes it unnecessary to impose military requirements (e.g., physical fitness standards, a medical examination, etc.) on its linguists, to train them in the field, or to test them under conditions simulating those which they will encounter on real missions, equating such activities to ‘practicing misery.’

Linguists’ ability to perform under field conditions can be a critical factor, as can be gauged from the following AAR comments by a battalion commander in Bosnia, where TRW had the linguist contract: “There were usually shortages of linguists, shortages of linguists with the right clearances, linguists were sometimes not up to the physical rigors of the peacekeeping environment, and long-term translators sometimes began to take unhealthy ownership of the force protection (FP) team mission.”
  Overall, the Army’s experience with civilian contract linguists in the Balkans was positive, but OIF has produced more mixed results.  A number of contract Arabic speakers hired in Michigan to support US forces proved unwilling to endure austere conditions and danger once in theater, leading to unexpectedly high attrition rates.
  If deemed necessary, greater rigor – for example, field training/evaluation of linguist candidates or their integration into units to be supported – could be imposed on the firm via contract provisions.  Such additional requirements would undoubtedly raise the cost associated with the contract.

A major limitation of contracting firms during the GWOT has proven to be their inability to supply linguists with not only native or near-native fluency, but also in-depth technical knowledge and the attendant vocabulary.  DIA has found that, in many cases, contract linguists do not understand complex technical subjects like chemistry in either their native language or English; consequently, they cannot effectively interpret or translate on such topics such as WMD.  The FBI, in interviews conducted for this report, said that it had come to the same conclusion.  Further, experience gained during the GWOT has shown that the members of terrorist groups often communicate in code that appears to the uninitiated as unremarkable day-to-day chatter.  Even contract linguists, on whom DIA relies for advanced capabilities, have proven unable to understand such codes, which is a deficiency with potentially dire consequences.

A second practical limitation with contract linguists is their occasional unsuitability for the military environment; they can quit at any time, and sometimes do.  The purposeful targeting by Jihadists and other terrorist groups of US interpreters and other personnel viewed as “collaborators” has had an intimidating effect, as well.

The presence of linguists, be they local hires or US contractors, is no guarantee of their proper use; hence, the need for operational oversight of linguist operations at the Command level – and not just “management” from the business standpoint.  The Command needs to ensure that the language assets at its disposal are employed with maximum effectiveness – when and where most needed on the ground.  During OIF, for instance, US units employed members of the Free Iraqi Forces (FIF) (expatriate Iraqis with proficiency in both languages) as interpreters and the local populace commonly accepted them.  However, their assignment criteria proved less than optimal.  At least four FIF soldiers had intimate knowledge of An Nasiriyah, the site of some of the fiercest fighting en route to Baghdad, yet these individuals were dispersed among a variety of units, some of which did not operate near An Nasiriyah at all.

The critical shortage of Pashto (et. al.) speakers in Afghanistan and Arabic speakers in Iraq – which impacted both operations, particularly in tactical intelligence collection and exploitation – argues strongly for more controlled employment of the available assets and represents an important area for future improvement.  However, many of the tactical and operational successes of Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom could not have been attained as expeditiously – or even as successfully – without the presence of civilian contractors with language skills.  Given the nature of the two operations – with OEF at the unexpected end of the spectrum and OIF at the planned for end of the spectrum – these lessons learned reinforce the earlier lessons from Somalia, Kosovo, Bosnia, and elsewhere that language-qualified civilian contractors will be a resource for filling language capability needs in the foreseeable future.

Multilanguage Technology.  The term multilanguage technology refers to devices designed to enable two parties who lack a common language or linguist support to communicate, and to permit machine translation of written materials.  Over the past several years, significant progress in both these fields has made multilanguage technology a realistic option in some situations where interpreters and translators are not available.  Certain systems have found combat application during OEF and OIF, particularly in support of SOF. 

Even the state-of-the-art devices in these areas, however, have significant shortcomings.  All of these systems suffer from limitations on the type of speech or writing that they can process, and further research and development will be necessary to resolve these problems.  Presently and for the foreseeable future, such devices must be viewed as back-up solutions that fall well short of the results obtainable from a well-trained linguist.  They provide, however, usable, if circumscribed, solutions under certain sets of conditions.  

Speech technology.  The fielded technology that permits face-to-face communication between two individuals who lack a common language centers on the VoxTec “Phraselator,” of which two models exist: the 1100 and the P2.  Model 1100 achieved an initial operating concept in 2001; US forces have used it in operations in Afghanistan and Iraq.  According to the device’s technical description, among other things it “facilitated humanitarian medical treatment to local Afghan women who would not talk to a male translator.”  The newer version, Model P2, which the manufacturer began offering in late 2003, substantially expands the processing and other capabilities of its predecessor. Physically, Phraselator looks like a rugged, large personal data assistant (PDA).

Phraselator is a computer-driven speech recognition device that responds – with a slight delay – to voice inputs by drawing on a library of prerecorded phrases in its memory.  To achieve proper results, the user must learn to speak moderately and carefully, and to use the vocabulary and phrases that the device has loaded into its memory.  The device picks the most likely equivalent from among the options in its databank.  Native speakers record the phrases in target languages, so pronunciation and accents are correct.  However, it is possible that the phrase itself will be wrong, if the user speaks too quickly or uses terminology that is unfamiliar to the device.

The system is unidirectional – from English to the target language.  A research program intended to provide capability from the target language into English is underway and will run for another year.  Although contractors are working to develop true two-way devices, the technology available today permits only what engineers call “1 + 1” capability – full speech translation into the target language, with limited capability into English.

Speech technology is dependent upon mission-specific vocabulary modules, of which many are available.  The P2 version has the capacity to handle more than 15,000 phrases in 53 languages, and its capabilities are growing.  Phraselator’s repertoire also includes some dialects.

The research that led to Phraselator was conducted under a program known as Compact Aids to Speech Translation (CAST), which initially bore the project name Babylon.  It has resulted in devices with operational capability in a handful of languages.  Plans exist for a follow-on research program to be named Compact Aids to Speech Translation – Everywhere (CASTE), which will produce true bi-directional capability, but approval for this undertaking has not yet been granted. 
The Sequoyah Foreign Language Translation System, while still in the technical concept phase, could become such a two-directional device.  The system will be “modular, scaleable, tailorable, interoperable, user-friendly, and easily deployable” and will provide “real- and near-real time translation of verbal speech and written texts…(including) documents, signs, electronic text, and verbal communications.”
  Envisioned largely, though not exclusively, for SOF and HUMINT teams, Sequoyah will use language modules that support particular mission sets; the voice translation component of the system could be developed in as little as 15 days in a crisis.  This system is to be fielded in three blocks between 2007 and 2017.  Specifications for Block 1 call for a threshold accuracy of 70 percent, with future blocks rising above that level.  USSOCOM has shown considerable interest in the device.

A second, constrained “two-way system” – but one that is available now – is “S-Minds,” which is currently undergoing field operational testing in Iraq.  Preliminary results are expected by the summer of 2004.  Despite the manufacturer’s claim of two-way capability, the device more closely approximates a “1+1” system.  S-MINDS will “enable someone who does not speak a foreign language to conduct screening interviews, triage, and gather basic medical and other information.”
  

The system is based on phrase recognition and limited to a particular domain, but interviewers can also record answers or statements that fall outside of that domain for later processing and to allow expansion.  The device has the advantage that it does not require preliminary “tuning” to adjust to the speaker’s voice and inflection, as Phraselator does.
  It offers limited two-way capability in Spanish (multiple dialects), Arabic (Iraqi and Levantine), Korean, Japanese and Serbo-Croatian and can be configured for use with Cantonese, Czech, Danish, Dutch, English (multiple dialects), French (multiple dialects), German (multiple dialects), Greek, Hebrew, Italian, Korean, Mandarin Chinese (multiple dialects), Norwegian, Portuguese, Swedish, or Turkish.  It also has one-way capability into Chavacano.
Coalition Chat Line (CCL).
  The Coalition Chat Line is a computer-based communications system designed to be used in an operational environment, both on land and sea.  U.S. Navy, Europe (USNAVEUR) is sponsoring system development based on the need to ensure bridge-to-bridge communication among Coalition ships at sea.  CCL translates context-dependent written dialog sent between two terminals.  The operation resembles an Internet chat room, but one in which both parties can use their native tongues.  Although the system requires further refinement, it has proven to be more accurate than the attempts of non-native speakers to communicate in pidgin English over a static-filled radio channel.

CCL has undergone testing in a variety of exercises, including two Joint Warrior Interoperability Demonstrations (JWD), Combined Endeavor, and naval exercises in the European Theater.  U.S. Pacific Command (USPACOM), U.S. Southern Command (USSOUTHCOM), and select Service Commands have also experimented with the system.  Outside the NATO region, CCL is currently being employed by the Polish-led division in Iraq for communications among its Spanish, Polish, and Ukrainian components.

Machine Translation Technology.  Machine translation is witnessing significant progress; the quality of the translation produced, while still below that of human efforts, greatly exceeds the results available as little as a year ago.  This technology employs a technique known as “statistical machine translation,” meaning that a computer uses known probabilities to determine the correct translation of particular words and phrases both alone and in context.  It derives these probabilities from native-language documents and their approved, human-performed translations, which must be input into the computer’s memory in large volume.  The computer ‘learns’ by comparing equivalent texts. 

Machine translation must contend with some inherent limitations, among them the quality and form of the original text.  At present, machine translation could only indirectly assist in processing the huge translation backlog that DIA has encountered in Iraq, because most of those documents are hand-written or lettered.  One expert at the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) believes that a computer could be taught to recognize particular handwriting styles, allowing preliminary sorting and prioritization of material and preventing the expenditure of linguist resources on non-essential documents.  Currently, computers could not actually translate those documents, because they cannot “read” them.  In preparation for triage of this nature, the documents would need to be scanned into electronic form, which would entail considerable effort.

Kwikpoint.  “Talky-pointy” cards, like those offered by the commercial firm Kwikpoint, while not really a technology, provide inexpensive and useful assistance to personnel who must operate in a foreign-language environment without linguist support.  They allow a modicum of non-verbal communication using visual aids (pictures, drawings) that depict particular situations and items, to which both the soldier and interviewee can point.  While such aids allow only primitive exchanges (yes, no, directions, and other sign language), they do permit some understanding, which otherwise would be nearly wholly absent.  

Summary.  The defense intelligence function continues to plan for its own needs effectively, but many other administrative, operational, logistical, planning, training, advisory, and political-military functions have also been identified as requiring significant numbers of linguists.  Moreover, DoD must train its personnel in two of the most commonly needed language functional skills: translating and interpreting.  Attaining such prowess takes both time and commitment. 

Additionally, linguists will bear the critical responsibility for ensuring that the intelligence that underpins US tactical operations and policy decisions accurately and without distortion reflects the message of the source, be it a person or document.  Interpreting and translating skills will be among the most necessary tools for these individuals.  Until a cadre of personnel – trained in both the language and functional aspects of the mission – is in place, DoD will be required to rely almost exclusively on civilian contractors and host nation assets. 
For the foreseeable future, it is likely that none of the technologies discussed in this section will achieve the technological sophistication or breadth needed to replace a competent linguist.  Thus, they should only be viewed as conditional means of bridging the gap and not as a deus ex machina solution to DoD’s language problem.  However, while insufficient in and of themselves, such devices provide useful solutions at the margins.

SECTION VII – FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
This section identifies the findings and conclusions resulting from the assessment of current conditions in the operational forces and related DoD Components.  The findings fall generally into four distinct yet interrelated categories: Strategy Development, Military Readiness, Business Practices, and Providing Language Ability to Operational Units. 

In developing options for analysis and consideration, the SAIC Team took into account the findings, options, and recommendations from the previous four task reports.  The following issues were raised in those reports and will not be duplicated in this report:

· The promulgation of a DoD language and regional expertise strategy.

· The appointment of a Senior Language Authority (SLA) at OSD, the Joint Staff, and the Combatant Commands.

· The implementation of a capabilities-based language and regional expertise needs process using the Joint Capabilities Identification and Development System (JCIDS) process.

· Change in Service focus from solely filling billets to developing Service language and regional expertise capabilities, per the implementation of the JCIDS system.

· Development of a new system for determining language and regional expertise readiness for the Services, Combatant Commands, and DoD.

· Shifting greater emphasis during language training to speaking skills.

· Expanding language training to include sustainment and proficiency training throughout an individual’s career.

· Adaptation of the Automated Linguist Finder (ALF) or a similar database to reflect the language and regional expertise of all military and civilian personnel in DoD.

· Development of short courses in specific, less commonly taught languages to meet capability needs.  

Strategy Development

1. Finding.  Current DoD guidance documents do not provide the DoD Components with sufficient policy guidance to implement comprehensive language and regional expertise strategies.

· Discussion.  Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom have highlighted the fact that the Services and Combatant Commands do not have an institutional understanding of the nature and scope of language and regional expertise capabilities needed for operational units.  These and other GWOT operations demonstrate how the Services and Combatant Commands use ad hoc methods to estimate – often at the last minute – what level of language and regional capability they require for operations and contingency missions.  These ad hoc methods reflect the lack of policy guidance from OSD and the Joint Staff regarding the language and regional expertise capabilities needed by the Department.
2. Finding.  Without a system for determining the real language and regional expertise capability needs of operational units, and without policy guidance (directive and conceptual) from OSD and the Joint Staff to place these capabilities in an overall strategic concept, the Combatant Commands routinely underestimate or understate their language requirements.

· Discussion.  The force providers (the Services and supporting Combatant Commands) have focused their personnel processes on meeting language-coded billet requirements, and their planning processes on fulfilling current force requirements as defined by the Combatant Commands.  The Services’ exclusive focus on meeting billet requirements and current OPLAN/CONPLAN-related force requirements demonstrates the limitations of threat-based, vice capabilities-based planning processes.  OEF and OIF have shown that structuring systems around known threats does not guarantee a useful outcome in terms of necessary capabilities in unexpected circumstances.  Threat-based requirements planning processes do not routinely incorporate language and regional expertise as OPLAN/CONPLAN planning factors – except to the extent that language- and FAO-coded billets are part of the staffs and units deemed appropriate for mission accomplishment.
3. Finding:  The Services do not consider language and regional expertise as critical warfighting skills.  

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

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

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

Military Readiness

5. Finding. The Services do not have or maintain comprehensive oversight over current language and regional expertise inherent among their Active and Reserve Components, retirees, and government civilians.

· Discussion.  In theory, the Military Entrance Processing Stations (MEPS) solicit language information from all recruits, and the Services have directives to interview all personnel and record their language skills on induction, but in practice this has not consistently occurred.  Anecdotal evidence suggests that a wealth of unrecorded language and regional knowledge is present in the AC and RC and among retirees and DoD civilians.  Current DMDC databases reflect the incomplete nature of the Department’s knowledge of its language and regional expertise capabilities.  The Marine Corps is currently in the midst of conducting a comprehensive survey of all its personnel for language capability, which will then be recorded for subsequent use, as needed.
6. Finding.  Multi-apportionment dramatically increases the difficulty encountered by most operational units in accurately planning for their language and regional expertise capability needs. 

· Discussion.  Virtually all operational units in DoD are currently “multi-apportioned;” that is, they are available for commitment to any Combatant Command for Operation Plans, Contingency Plans, and Security Cooperation Plans.  The current situation is unlike the conditions that lasted through much of the Cold War and even after, whereby almost all operational units had specific assignments in the event of a major war.  Units without a specific, assigned geographic area find it very difficult to identify and acquire, in peacetime, the language and regional expertise capabilities needed for operations and contingency missions in support of the Combatant Commands.  Even elements forward deployed in Combatant Command AORs, such as III Marine Expeditionary Force in Okinawa or the Army’s 25th Infantry Division (ID) in Hawaii, have found themselves committed to operations in completely different parts of the world.  In recent years, III MEF units have operated in Iraq (Desert Storm, Desert Fox), and 25th ID units have deployed to the Sinai, Haiti, and Iraq (OIF).
Some intelligence and SOF units are assigned a particular mission area, which enables them to focus their training efforts, code billets for appropriate language skills, and program personnel for requisite language and regional training.  Because of extensive mission demands and high OPTEMPO, however, even many of these units have had to operate outside their normal areas.

Business Practices

7. Finding. Each Service has a unique approach to determining which of its billets will be language coded.  All Services, however, cluster their language-coded billets in intelligence and Special Operations, designating few language-coded billets in other areas.

a. Discussion. Based on Cold War operating practices, the Services recognize and accurately determine their language requirements in intelligence and Special Operations, and they have established billet-coding and personnel management practices to fill these requirements.  While their billet-coding practices do not preclude the designation of language-coded billets outside the intelligence and SOF fields, the Services have generally not identified non-intelligence and non-SOF language capability needs.  Current Combatant Command and Service command manning documents, therefore, do not reflect language and regional expertise requirements (with the partial exception of FAO positions).  Deployment to an AOR and confrontation with reality “on the ground” has routinely prompted a concentrated effort to resolve the immediate issues, but has not yet led to addressing the lack of a systematic and comprehensive process for identifying all language and regional expertise capability needs (e.g., in the areas of administration, intelligence, operations, and logistics).

8. Finding.  DoD lacks a system through which to define, identify, measure, and track regional expertise, especially of the type that would directly benefit operational units.

· Discussion.  Service FAO Programs train officers to develop regional expertise in a specific area of the world.  The Department does not seek, and has not established, a systematic means to identify, evaluate, or codify regional knowledge possessed by non-FAO personnel or to apply it in ways that would assist commanders on the ground.  All of the Combatant Commands have identified – but not documented – requirements for region-specific expertise on their staffs and within their Component Commands.  Without a process for identifying and tracking individuals with regional expertise, the Services are unable to respond to this capability need. 
9. Finding.  “Assignment flexibility” competes with "billet specificity” (i.e., designating a billet with MOS, language, and/or regional expertise requirements) in the billet coding and personnel management practices for positions that draw on language and/or regional expertise. 

· Discussion.  Assignment flexibility and multi-coding of billets are countervailing and sometimes incompatible considerations.  Service personnel managers champion flexibility and attempt to minimize language-coded billets, so as to acquire maximum latitude in filling positions.  Operating forces and support establishments, on the other hand, have many language-desired (and regional expertise-desired) billets for which the incumbent should have language skills.  The Services’ preference that such issues be handled “offline” contributes to the continuation of ad hoc measures, resulting in personnel being assigned without all of the desired qualifications or a position remaining unfilled for an extended period of time.  The tension between these competing approaches leads to a significant understatement of actual language and regional expertise requirements.  Since the Services train to requirements, not desires, it also undermines their ability to fill such billets with personnel having the full spectrum of skills needed.

Providing Language Ability to Operational Units

10. Finding.  The six categories of language resources identified in the ALMP-II report are applicable throughout the Department of Defense.  The combination of these six – expanded to include military and civilian retirees – forms the foundation for providing language ability to operational units.

· Discussion.  Military and civilian AC linguists in intelligence MOSs, AC linguists in non-intelligence MOSs, RC linguists in intelligence MOSs, RC linguists in non-intelligence MOSs, Coalition- and host-nation-provided linguists, civilian contractors, and USG retirees with language skills are the available resources for the DoD Components (each of these categories includes military and civilian personnel).  Each of these sources has a role to play, although the roles of each source may change as missions evolve.  Due to resource constraints – especially in endstrength and training priorities – the number of AC and RC linguists (including those in and not in intelligence-related MOSs) is not likely to increase dramatically.  Thus, Coalition and host nation personnel and civilian contractors will continue to play an important role in providing language ability to operational units.
11. Finding.  The Service FAO Programs (currently, the primary source of regional expertise in DoD) assigns the bulk of their assets to higher-level headquarters and Defense Agency billets, leaving few FAOs available for duty with operational units.  

· Discussion. In the absence of a defined requirement for regional expertise at the operational unit levels, such as Army or Marine divisions and lower, the Services have designed their FAO programs (as well as Pol-Mil Officer Programs) and validated billets to support largely political-military and security assistance duties in OSD, the Joint Staff, Defense Agencies, United States Embassies, Combatant Command headquarters, and Service Component Commands.   The Marine Corps policy of dual-tracking FAOs and RAOs, however, does provide regional expertise in operational units on a non-systematic basis.  The Army’s decision to single track FAOs means that their regional expertise will not be available to operational units in the future, as it had been occasionally in the past (under dual tracking).  The lack of a personnel management process to identify and track individuals with regional expertise, combined with current billet-coding procedures that do not allow for multi-coding a billet with a regional expertise requirement and no Service focus on the development of personnel with regional expertise, results in no validated billet requirements (from the Combatant Commands and Component Commands) and no systematic regional expertise support to operational units.
12. Finding.  In the conduct of contingency operations from the Balkans to Afghanistan and Iraq, DoD has experienced mixed results from the employment of contract linguists.

· Discussion.  With often only short notice available for a number of recent missions, US and local-hire contractors have responded to provide initially hundreds, but eventually thousands of linguists to support operational units.  Overall, the performance of contractors has been satisfactory (in some cases, excellent) and these personnel have filled the capability gaps that the Services could not fill in a timely manner.  There have been, however, some identified weaknesses.  For example, in some situations the linguists did not have realistic expectations about their living and working conditions, including the danger inherent in the environment.  In most cases, the contracting firms were able to replace such personnel in a reasonable time.  One major issue is quality control of the translation and interpretation services provided.  The preferred approach is to have a US military or government civilian with very high proficiency to periodically check the performance of contract linguists, especially those hired in the area of operations, as opposed to the contract personnel who are US citizens or permanent residents (Green Card holders).  A second important issue is the need for linguists to have substantive knowledge of military and technical subject matter, as well as military jargon.  A third issue is the requirement for linguists to have a command of not just the major languages, but also of the appropriate regional dialects.
13. Finding.  Multi-language technology can fill a modest level of language requirements in some contingency situations, but will not provide capabilities comparable to those of a proficient human linguist for the foreseeable future.

· Discussion.  The present leading edge technology can provide passable (and improving), subject-specific translation capability and some structured speech interpretation – normally with significant restrictions in content and vocabulary.  In operational units, however, most situations requiring language proficiency involve direct face-to-face interaction and the need for relatively unconstrained, two-way information exchange. Such situations demand more flexibility, proficiency, and “feel” than technology can presently offer – or is likely to offer for many years.

SECTION VIII – OPTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT

This section develops the findings and conclusions (discussed in the previous section) into a series of options for improving language and regional expertise capabilities in the operating forces.  These options are grouped into five major categories: (1) Regional Expertise Identification and Tracking; (2) Specific Language and Regional Expertise Coding; (3) Non-Specific Language and Regional Expertise Augmentation Billets; (4) DoD-wide Language and Regional Expertise Capability Survey; and (5) Providing Language and Regional Expertise Capabilities.  Each category consists of a series of improvement options, to include arguments in favor of and against implementation of the proposed action.

1.  Regional Expertise Identification and Tracking.  DoD currently depends on its regionally oriented FAOs, RAOs, and Political-Military officers to provide regional expertise when required, except in serendipitous situations where a service member with the right knowledge of the specific area of interest is identified and available in time to provide advice and assistance in both mission planning and execution.  Their expertise, however, is focused on the strategic and political-military levels, not on the operational needs of commanders in the field.

a. Self-identification.  Under this option, current AC and RC uniformed personnel, as well as government civilians, would be encouraged by their Service to register their first-hand knowledge of and experience in foreign areas in a self-assessment that would weight items such as how recently the individuals had been in particular countries, how long they had stayed, the nature of their duties in the country/region, and how extensively they had traveled within the country.  All newly accessed personnel would be asked to volunteer such information.  The Services would compile the data in a format comparable to DMDC’s Automated Linguist Finder (ALF).  

The principal identifier for such knowledge would be the DoD two-digit code for each country (such as UQ for Ukraine).  When the Service headquarters or Service Component Commands received a requirement to provide forces for a contingency operation, they would check their Regional Knowledge Locator, which would be embedded in the Service personnel data system (similar to how a foreign language skill is) to determine how many Service personnel have identified themselves as knowledgeable of the country in which an operation is contemplated.  The supported Combatant Command’s Service Component Commands would coordinate with the relevant individuals’ parent organizations to gain at least temporary duty support from these persons as soon as possible for the necessary period of time.

Pros:  This option gives DoD and the Services an improved ability to draw on the regional knowledge capability available in the force (compared to the current absence of such a system).  This option causes the least turbulence for DoD and requires the least additional funds.  It can be implemented in a relatively short period of time.

Cons: This option leaves DoD with a very limited ability to meet its full needs for regional expertise capability.  The self-identification would almost inherently leave many gaps in identifying DoD personnel who actually possess the requisite expertise, but elect not to volunteer their background experience.  Without greater specificity than a particular country, the Combatant Commands and the operational units would often be sifting through a number of personnel with some knowledge of, for example, Afghanistan, many of whom might know very little about Balkh province or the city of Mazar-e-Sharif, if that were the particular area of concern.

b. Regional knowledge framework.  This option requires the development of a regional knowledge framework, comparable to the language capability framework developed for Task 4.  A possible approach to the regional knowledge framework is shown at Annex B. The Services would conduct mandatory screening of all their military and civilian personnel for knowledge of designated foreign areas, most likely related to the language capability needs identified in the recommended Task 1 JCIDS process. 

Those personnel with some knowledge or experience of designated regions would complete a common DoD regional knowledge questionnaire that would address all the locations with which the individuals are familiar, to include such areas as how recently they had been at the locations, how long they stayed, what specific areas they traveled to, what their duties were, and how often they had visited over the past several years.  All newly accessed personnel would similarly be screened and those with potential knowledge of significant areas would then complete the regional knowledge questionnaire.

The regional knowledge questionnaire, possibly formatted like the Electronic Personnel Security Questionnaire (EPSQ), would be developed by the DoD Senior Language (and Regional Expertise) Authority, in close coordination with the Combatant Commands, who would have substantial input on what countries, provinces/states, and cities in the AOR would rate more detailed attention.  Areas unlikely to be the location for contingency operations, such as the territory of our closest allies, like the United Kingdom and Canada, would receive very low priority.  The regional knowledge framework would be used as a format for developing a database similar to ALF, drawing on the results of the regional knowledge questionnaire.  This database would be accessible to all DoD Components.

Pros:  This option gives DoD and the Combatant Commands the ability to exploit regional expertise capabilities that already exist in the Department, but that currently cannot be accessed due to the lack of a comprehensive, formal process for identifying, assessing, and tracking that capability.  This approach has the potential to provide the Joint force a critical edge in planning and execution of difficult missions.  It also demonstrates that DoD places emphasis on persons with such regional knowledge.

Cons:  This option creates substantial turbulence for DoD.  It requires development of a new in-depth questionnaire, which would mean tasking appropriate persons, such as Defense Attachés, Security Assistance Officers, or country desk officers, to determine the level of specificity needed for a particular country, possibly going down to the detail of major neighborhoods and suburbs in the country’s major cities.  It would take some time and substantial funds to develop, test, and field the regional knowledge questionnaire. 

During initial implementation, this option would require DoD-wide screening of personnel and administration of the questionnaire to those with potential regional knowledge of value to the Department.  During accession in-processing, the screening and questionnaire would consume additional time in already tight schedules.  The operation of this system would impose an administrative burden on a continuing basis to incorporate information on new accessions, as well as to provide for periodic updating at an interval determined by DoD for those already in the database.

2.  Specific Language and Regional Expertise Coding.

c. Status quo plus.  Under this option, OSD would coordinate with the Services to adapt current personnel coding procedures for language (and eventually regional expertise) qualifications, so that the Combatant Commands and Services would be able to conduct rapid searches of their personnel databases for those Service members with specific language backgrounds (and regional expertise).  This would facilitate the provision of better language (and regional expertise) support across all Services, on short notice, in response to the Combatant Commands’ high-priority requirements. 

This measure would involve relatively modest changes to current personnel coding systems, allowing for the recording of all language and regional expertise capabilities held by an individual, regardless of specialty or unit of assignment.  The coding system should differentiate between capabilities resulting from self-identification and those reflecting formal training (or tested proficiency).

Pros:  This option creates the least turbulence for the Services and their personnel management and manning documentation processes.  This option also requires the least additional resources of personnel, time, and funds.

Cons:  This option provides only a modest increase over the current ability to recognize and identify equivalent language skills across all Services.     

b. Development of common language and regional expertise coding.  This option requires OSD to establish a common, Joint coding system for all billets requiring language (and eventually regional expertise) qualifications and for Service personnel with such qualifications, regardless of specialty or unit of assignment.  The new coding system would enable DoD Components to operate on a more Joint basis, accessing the pool of all Services’ available personnel with language (and regional expertise) capabilities to assess force readiness.

Pros:  This option gives OSD and the Components a common sight picture of all Department language (and regional expertise) capabilities available to support mission needs.  

Cons:  This option causes the greatest turbulence to the Services’ personnel and manning authorization systems.  Fundamental modification of Service-unique systems would require the expenditure of substantial personnel, monetary, and time resources.  It is likely that the introduction of unitary language and specialty codes would force extensive changes in other personnel coding (e.g., MOS formats) in some Services, as well. 

3.  Non-specific Language and Regional Expertise Augmentation Billets.  The Services have no systematic and comprehensive policies or procedures for employing personnel with language and regional expertise in non-intelligence, non-SOF operational units.  The Services rarely, if ever, code billets for language and regional expertise in operational units.  Commanders of battalions, squadrons, and ships lack guidance as to how many personnel with language or regional expertise they might need under particular circumstances (such as for a specific OPLAN or CONPLAN).

At present, the system functions on an ad hoc basis – during execution, when a demand for linguists or regional experts arises, commanders voice their concerns, and their higher headquarters attempt to acquire the resources needed.  This is precisely the case that emerged in early fall 2003 during execution of Operation Iraqi Freedom Phase IV, when, based on a fairly simplified means of estimating the requirements, USCENTCOM requested 6,000-plus Arabic area specialists.

a. Status quo.  The Combatant Commands and their Components have been able to execute their missions with at least marginal success using the current ad hoc process for filling language requirements.  The current process relies on the ability to fill unanticipated requirements from primarily non-DoD resources (civilian contract linguists).

Pros:  This option causes no turbulence for DoD.  It imposes no additional commitment of resources (personnel, time, and funds).

Cons:  This option leaves the Combatant Commands and Services with virtually no means to predict and document their requirements for language and regional expertise in current or future operations.  The full development of capabilities-based planning for language and regional expertise cannot be completed without a doctrinally-founded assessment of these demands by type Service organization and type mission.

b. Identification of language and regional expertise augmentation billets.  This option requires force providers (the Services and supporting Combatant Commands) to develop a baseline template (also known as “allocation rules”) for the amount of language and regional expertise needed by type organization (e.g., battalion, squadron, or ship), under defined operational conditions, such as working on a host nation base, conducting ground combat operations, or conducting particular events as part of stability operations.  The Combatant Commands would prepare similar templates for their subordinate Joint headquarters, such as a Combined or Joint Force Land Component Command.

The responsible offices (ideally under the guidance of the SLA) would draw on Service doctrine, lessons learned in a range of contingency and combat operations over the past 15 years (such as Operations Desert Shield/Storm, Provide Comfort, Enduring Freedom, Iraqi Freedom, and missions conducted in the Balkans, Somalia, and Haiti), as well as projected needs under major OPLANs and CONPLANs.  These templates would be formally incorporated into manning documents as “required, not authorized” positions but would not be coded for a specific language or type of regional expertise, unless no possibility exists that a particular organization would be employed outside of a single designated area of operations.

This process would allow commanders at all levels to appreciate the scope of their needs for language and regional expertise under the designated conditions.  It would also enable planners at all levels to project their capability requirements more accurately and lead them to investigate the means available to acquire those capabilities in time to support their operational units.

Pros:  This option establishes a doctrinal basis for determining/quantifying the needs of operational units for language and regional expertise capability under particular sets of conditions.  It permits more accurate projection of such needs during planning, enabling the Services or Combatant Commands to take actions to obtain the requisite assets when they are needed, rather than after operational units discover the shortfall in the midst of mission execution.

Cons:  This option causes some turbulence for DoD.  It requires a one-time effort by the Services to establish how language and regional expertise capabilities can influence the effectiveness of their organizations.  (Subsequent reviews would be accomplished within the newly established process.)  The effort would involve the commitment of additional resources (personnel, time, and funds) to conduct a review of doctrine, past experience, OPLANs/CONPLANs, and manning documents to derive a baseline template showing the amount of language and regional expertise augmentation required for each major type of unit and operation. 

4.  DoD-wide Language and Regional Expertise Capability Survey.  At present, DoD does not have an effective, comprehensive and systematic process for identifying and assessing the language and regional expertise capabilities that reside among AC and RC military personnel and Government civilians.  Those who have completed DoD language training can generally be identified through Service personnel and DMDC databases.  However, those who have acquired language skills outside of DoD remain largely unknown, unless individuals have shown the initiative to ensure such qualifications are recorded in their personnel records or have taken the DLPT.

a. Status quo plus.  This option involves greater attention by the Services to screening their current and newly accessed personnel for language abilities, as is currently mandated by Service regulations (but often not systematically executed), and ensuring that periodic updates of these skills are entered into the ALF database.

Pros:  This option requires an investment of virtually no additional resources or time to implement.  It offers improvement of the current situation with minimal additional effort.

Cons:  This option does not provide the comprehensive approach to determining the language and regional expertise capabilities needed to properly leverage potentially available but unidentified assets.

b. Language and regional expertise monitoring.  Under this option, OSD would direct the Services to conduct a comprehensive one-time survey of all military and civilian personnel for language and regional expertise.  Those with some indicated expertise not previously recorded – an unidentified language qualification, for example – would be tested via DLPT or the regional knowledge questionnaire addressed above, as applicable. The results of those examinations would be registered in ALF (or an ALF-like database) and expanded to include regional as well as language expertise. 

The Services would also screen those persons in ALF who have a self-identified language skill and direct they take the requisite DLPT to establish their proficiency level.  The Services would simultaneously implement procedures for individually screening all newly accessed personnel to determine language and regional expertise capabilities.  At certain landmarks in a career, such as at reenlistment or during officer professional development courses, the Services would conduct an update screening to add language or regional expertise capabilities that may have been gained by the service members since their previous screening.

Pros:  This option would provide a much more comprehensive approach to determining and recording the language and regional expertise capabilities of personnel throughout DoD.   It would also allow the DoD Components to assess their language and regional expertise “readiness” relative to the necessary capabilities in designated languages and regions, as derived from the JCIDS capabilities-based planning process recommended in Task 1.

Cons:  This option would require the commitment of substantial resources in the short-term for a one-time effort to determine extant language and regional expertise capabilities in the force.  It would also require either an expansion to the current ALF database or the creation of a similar database for regional expertise, and some additional time and effort to provide more updates.  DLPT testing outlays would rise substantially, as well.

5.  Providing Language and Regional Expertise Capabilities.  No single, simple solution will provide operational units with the language and regional expertise capabilities that they potentially may require on short notice.  The following options address a range of actions designed to supply (or address) the needed capabilities.  The starting point for most of these options is a full appreciation of units’ worldwide needs for language and regional expertise capability, as derived from the JCIDS process described and recommended in Task 1.  This process could use the language capability framework to define the types of language capabilities that are required in designated scenarios.

a. Command Liaison Unit (CLU).  The Command Liaison Unit would be a selectively manned, permanent Joint unit possessing diverse capabilities and specializing in the operational application of language/regional expertise in a particular Combatant Command’s AOR.  It would respond to the Senior Language Authority in peacetime and the Commander in wartime.  
The CLU would perform all the internal duties of the SLA, but in greater depth and scope.  Possessing significant personnel assets and versatility, it would also conduct a variety of other missions, many of which may not be predictable in advance.  The CLU’s functions would include high-level interpreting and translation, the conduct of or assistance to the Command’s engagement program, peacetime and wartime liaison, facilitating the work of staff sections, handling ad hoc operational dealings that demand language and regional expertise, serving in the first echelon or advance party for training and operational deployments, and providing quality control over augmentee linguists (esp. contractors) and regional experts (the CLU is described in greater detail at Annex C).
Pros:  This option provides an in-house, immediately responsive, high-quality source of language and regional expertise with which the Combatant Commanders can conduct missions, effect peacetime and wartime coordination, and handle crisis action and other planning requirements.  This organization also would provide quality control and supervision (as required) of augmentee linguists or regional experts from the entire range of sources, including AC and RC units, allied governments, and contractors.

Cons:  This option requires substantial numbers of highly proficient linguists and regional experts for each geographic Combatant Command and, therefore, implies tradeoffs from the DoD Components to allow for these billets.  The formation of these units will call for additional funds and some time to reach their desired levels of effectiveness.

b. Foreign Area Officer (FAO) Program expansion.  This option enhances the depth of the Services’ regional expertise capabilities by expanding existing FAO Programs to meet the capability needs.  The principal employment of AC and RC FAOs would be to provide language and regional expertise in operational and tactical headquarters, down to brigade, wing, or ship squadron level (O-6 command), where their first-hand experience in the area and understanding of indigenous culture and society would contribute to mission planning and execution. 

In the initial stages of planning for a contingency operation or execution of a deliberate OPLAN/CONPLAN, these officers would be deployed on short notice from their peacetime assignments to support designated organizations, in accordance with the supported Combatant Commander’s language and regional expertise capability planning guidance developed by the Command Senior Language Authority.  The required numbers of FAO augmentees would be determined through the JCIDS process, as described and recommended in the Task 1 report.

RC officers in this program would be screened as volunteers for short-notice call-up for contingency operations.  RAOs and Political-Military officers might play a similar role by augmenting higher-level staffs in billets requiring regional expertise but not language proficiency.

Pros:  This option offers a language and regional expertise capability to augment the planning and operational staffs of lower level organizations, below the echelon at which current FAOs are normally assigned.  

Cons:  This option has significant monetary and opportunity costs associated with the training of additional officers as area specialists.  Given the duration of such training, implementation of the option will take considerable time.  Services will need to identify personnel tradeoffs for the necessary numbers of additional FAOs, RAOs, and Pol-Mil Officers needed.

c. Active force on-call linguists.  This option would formally establish that all active duty service members with language capability, especially those not serving in language-coded billets, would be available for temporary duty as linguists in the event of an operational requirement for the person’s specific language skills.  DoD Components would draw upon the expanded Automated Linguist Finder database, which would also contain the results of a comprehensive language and regional expertise survey of all DoD personnel (military and civilian), to assess the availability of language and regional expertise.  Personnel with language skills would be available for temporary assignment without regard to Service, unless the requirement had a Service-specific component.

Senior Language Authorities would supervise the process of distributing the scarce resources to the highest priorities, including the temporary assignment of these personnel to operational units.  This procedure would replace the Services’ current ad hoc system of tasking personnel with such language skills when they have self-identified that expertise or the chain of command has “discovered” them.  These on-call linguists would receive appropriate proficiency and retention incentives for the standby capability they provide.     

Pros:  This option establishes an accessible, responsive augmentation source of language and regional expertise for DoD Components, and especially for operational units “chopped” to the Combatant Commands for contingency missions.  It also represents a key element in assessing the language and regional expertise available to DoD, the Services, and the Combatant Commands.

Cons:  This option would create gaps in the parent units from which the language capable personnel would be drawn – likely on short notice and without back-fills.  Personnel with language and regional expertise applicable to turbulent areas of the world may suffer from being continually detached for such duties.  Additional funds would be needed for proficiency and retention incentives, as well as for language refresher and enhancement training. 

d. Selected Reserve linguist unit expansion.  This option expands the present capability represented by the 300th MI Brigade by creating additional units (potentially Joint units), focused on meeting a portion of the language capability needs derived through the JCIDS process.  No AC or RC units currently have the mission of providing general-purpose, non-intelligence, non-SOF language support.  This option would help address this capability need. 

These units would be organized to support the Combatant Commands in peacetime, to meet contingency requirements on short notice, and to play a role in the execution of major OPLANs, CONPLANs, and Security Cooperation Plans.  The units would be identified for early mobilization or call-up on temporary tour of active duty status. Regardless of Service, these service members would serve in a specialty patterned after the Army’s 97L interpreter MOS.  Such an expansion of RC linguists could total several hundred or more RC personnel, depending on the potential to recruit and retain such skilled individuals.

Pros:  This option provides the second key element in improving DoD’s overall language and regional expertise readiness.  It creates dedicated RC structures to support DoD Component needs (especially outside intelligence and SOF), obviating the need to maintain such capabilities in the active duty structure and reducing reliance on contractors.  Making such units Joint should reduce overhead requirements (e.g., separate Service command and control structures) and provide multi-Service capabilities to support the Combatant Commands.

Cons:  This option requires substantial additional time and personnel resources, likely necessitating tradeoffs with existing Service RC billets.  These personnel would receive incentives for language proficiency (FLPP) and retention (reenlistment bonuses), substantially increasing resource requirements.  The recruiting (and retention) of appropriately qualified linguists in the needed languages routinely challenges the RC; thus, it would take considerable time to expand existing RC linguist units, and even more time to create new ones.  Additional drawbacks of locating such capability in the RC include that Component’s traditional problems with training, proficiency levels, and deployability. 

e. Selected Reserve on-call linguists.  Comparable to option 5d above, this option would identify and incentivize those members of the RC with language and regional expertise who could be mobilized to support DoD’s needs on a temporary basis.  Most of the time, when their language skills were not needed, these personnel would serve in their normal Service specialties.  As is the case for their active duty counterparts, the DoD Components would use ALF to locate these individuals and coordinate with them, possibly on a temporary active duty basis in peacetime, to establish a suitable working relationship for potential use in a range of circumstances.

Pros:  This option adds a third key element to DoD’s overall language and regional expertise capability: maintaining an available source of linguists built into existing RC structures.

Cons:  Similar to the active force version, this option has the potential to draw language-capable personnel away from their parent units in times when their normal specialty skills may be needed.  It also requires additional funds to cover proficiency training and testing and retention incentives.  The traditional problems experienced by RC units compared to their AC counterparts, cited above, also apply.

f. Individual Ready Reserve (IRR) linguists.  This option expands on the current test of recruiting Arab-Americans from specific communities with a large Arabic-speaking population into the Army IRR (using the MOS 09L), with the proviso that they volunteer for short-notice call-up when needed.  Unlike current IRR management procedures, these personnel would be subject to annual musters and some level of military training after their initial entry training and would receive incentives to maintain their language skills.  The potential size of this pool of linguists would be dependent on the number of investment languages, the specific languages needed, and the availability of US citizens or permanent residents with an appropriate language background who are willing to participate in such a program.  

Pros:  This option would augment the pool of available language-capable assets to meet DoD Component needs at limited cost and with minimal impact on active or reserve force structure.

Cons:  This option has an unknown level of reliability, given its nascent status.  Like other IRR personnel, such linguists could present potential mobilization problems, such as health, physical fitness, and willingness to serve in difficult operational conditions. The military experience of these individuals would be limited.  Though the costs attendant to this option would be relatively low compared to other options, additional resourcing would be required for proficiency and retention incentives, as well as for IRR management and supervision of musters and annual training. 

g. Retiree linguist recall.  This option provides the means to reach into both military and DoD civilian retired ranks to draw on individuals with many years of language experience in the full range of operational settings.  ALF would maintain the database of such persons, with the military retiree subject to actual recall, while the civilian retirees would be tracked and contacted to determine if they would volunteer for return to government service.  Periodically the Combatant Command Senior Language Authorities would screen the retiree list for those with languages appropriate to their AORs and determine the individuals’ willingness and ability to perform necessary duties on recall.  This program would serve as a means to formalize and systematize a process that is conducted on an ad hoc basis at present.

Pros:  This option offers the best means to regain the often incomparable depth of language and operational experience possessed by retired military and civilian linguists.  Such personnel could not only perform language tasks, but also contribute significantly to quality control and oversight of younger, less experienced military and civilian linguists or those provided by contractors, whether US citizens, permanent residents, or local hires in theater.  They could also extend the corporate memory, preventing ‘reinvention of the wheel.’  In some situations, retirees might offer sufficient capability so that DoD can avoid making the long-term investment in force structure and training that the acquisition of linguists for transitory hot spots might otherwise require.

Cons:  Depending on factors such as health and physical fitness, retirees may not necessarily be reliable sources of deployable language and regional expertise, especially to support operational units.  Additionally, over time such personnel may begin to lose touch with their languages and/or operational reality (procedures, equipment, etc.).

h. US Government civilian on-call linguists.  This option takes advantage of the language and regional expertise inherent in the DoD civilian work force, in particular those in occupational fields outside intelligence.  As a result of the comprehensive survey of all DoD military and civilian personnel recommended in Task 4, the ALF database would serve as the means to reach out to such language-capable personnel.  Consistent with the comparable programs for AC and RC military personnel, language-capable DoD civilians would receive suitable proficiency incentives to maintain their language skills and encourage their willingness to serve as linguists when called.  

Pros:  This option exploits language and regional expertise capability that already resides within DoD, but is not generally accessible due to a gap in data collection, tracking, and structured attention to this resource.

Cons:  Similar to the comparable on-call military options, the deployment of civilian linguists may cause problems with their parent agency or office.  Government civilians may also prove less able to support operational units for lack of necessary levels of health, physical fitness, desire, appropriate knowledge, and survival skills. Additional funds would also be required to provide proficiency incentives for civilian linguists.

i. Friendly or host-nation linguist support.  In this option, the Combatant Commands would coordinate with allied and friendly countries to develop arrangements (such as through Status of Forces Agreements or Host Nation Support Agreements) to provide linguists and regional experts to support US or US-led coalition forces operating in areas that demand the language skills resident in their countries.  The US has long had an institutionalized arrangement of this nature with the Republic of Korea, where KATUSAs render extensive support to US forces.  However, such countries need not be located in the Combatant Command’s AOR at all.  An example is the Netherlands.  As a result of that country’s three-century colonial rule over current Indonesia, the Dutch Armed Forces and government services now have a number of personnel of Indonesian descent with language skills that might, in certain scenarios, greatly assist the U.S. Pacific Command.  

Pros:  This option offers the means to acquire language and regional expertise for countries that may have only limited representation in the United States or for which the use of host nation linguists is judged desirable for reasons of efficiency or coalition unity.  This option can probably be implemented at relatively low cost, depending on the conditions imposed by the “donor” nation, and in a reasonable amount of time.

Cons:  The personnel provided under this option would have inherent difficulty obtaining a US security clearance, and US units must employ them accordingly.  These individuals could also turn out to be unreliable, depending on the domestic political situation in the friendly nation and other factors, bearing on the anticipated operation.  Funding (or a non-monetary quid pro quo) may be required to ensure the durability of the linguist support arrangement.  Such arrangements require mutual agreement; US forces would need to lay the groundwork for them in adequate time to permit the resolution of issues and elimination of obstacles.

j. Enhanced contract linguist support.  This option builds on the current contract vehicles that allow Commands to obtain linguist services on relatively short notice.  The expansion of this option would focus on acquiring, on a contingency contract basis, a source of language and regional expertise matching the capability needs developed through the JCIDS process recommended in the Task 1 report.  The Combatant Command Senior Language Authorities would be responsible for overseeing the contracts to support operations in their AORs, which would include vetting the linguists and their medical and physical fitness for duty with operational units, as well as for advising the Commander on the employment, distribution, and reallocation (in response to the operational situation) of linguist assets.

Pros:  This option would potentially be the most flexible, with the number of contract linguists to be provided increasing or decreasing according to the level of support (quantity, quality, clearances, special qualifications, etc.) available from other sources.  This option exploits an ongoing activity with which several Combatant Commands and other organizations now have substantial experience.  It could be implemented in relatively short order, once the full capability needs assessment for each Combatant Command was complete and the Command Senior Language Authority had assumed his duties.

Cons:  This option requires additional funds and personnel for program management in the office of the Senior Language Authorities.  Sufficient numbers of contract linguists may not be available with the requisite language skills in all of the needed languages, dialects, subject matter, and military jargon.  Those individuals hired may also prove unreliable for reasons of health, physical fitness, political convictions, or willingness to serve in field – or even battlefield – conditions.

SECTION IX – RECOMMENDATIONS

This section contains recommendations for developing and implementing necessary improvements in DoD’s ability to provide language and regional expertise to operational units, as well as to other DoD activities.

1. DoD should establish a regional knowledge framework as a basis for defining requirements for regional expertise (example provided in Annex B).  The Combatant Commands would be responsible for developing the elements of the regional knowledge questionnaire for countries within their AORs (Option 1.b).

2. The OSD Senior Language Authority should coordinate with the Services to adapt current coding procedures so that DoD databases could be more readily searchable to identify personnel with needed language skills (Option 2.a).

3. OSD should direct the Services and force providers (e.g., USSOCOM) to develop a doctrinally-based means to determine and document their non-specific language and regional expertise capability requirements for type organizations (Option 3.b).

4. OSD should direct the Services to conduct a comprehensive one-time survey of all military and civilian personnel for language and regional expertise.  All newly accessed personnel would be similarly screened for such background.  The Services would then test those with potential capabilities and include results in the expanded ALF database (Option 4.b).

5. OSD should initiate action to establish the following programs for providing language and regional expertise capabilities:

a. As a follow-on to the comprehensive survey, all Services should formally identify and monitor active duty personnel with language and regional expertise for employment on an on-call basis (Option 5.c).

b. OSD should direct the Services to investigate and report back on the feasibility of expanding or forming RC linguist units to meet the language and regional expertise capability needs developed from the JCIDS process.  Establishing these units as Joint units should be given serious consideration (Option 5.e).

c. All DoD Components should identify and monitor the potential availability of military and civilian retirees with language and regional expertise for recall if required (Option 5.g).

d. As a follow-on to the comprehensive survey, all DoD Components should formally identify and monitor DoD civilian personnel with language and regional expertise for employment on an on-call basis (Option 5.h).

e. Based on results of the language and regional expertise capability needs identified through the JCIDS process, the geographic Combatant Commands should contact appropriate friendly nations to develop arrangements for possible employment of their citizens with language and regional expertise to support future US-led coalition operations (Option 5.i).

f. DoD should direct the rationalization and expansion of current linguist contract programs to enable greater breadth and depth of linguist support to meet language and regional expertise capability needs identified through the JCIDS process (Option 5.j).

6. OSD should initiate action to assess the following programs for providing language and regional expertise capabilities:

a. DoD should formally investigate the desirability and feasibility of forming CLUs for each Combatant Command (Option 5.a).

b. DoD should work with the Services in the context of the capabilities-based approach to language and regional expertise planning conducted through the JCIDS process to determine appropriate expansion of FAO/RAO/PolMil officer programs to support operational and tactical organizations (Option 5.b).

c. As a follow-on to the comprehensive survey, all Services should formally identify and monitor the Selected Reserve personnel with language and regional expertise for employment on an on-call basis (Option 5.d).

d. OSD should direct the Services to investigate and report back on the feasibility of establishing an IRR linguist program to serve as another source of language and regional expertise (Option 5.f).
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ANNEX B (Regional Knowledge Framework) to Task 5 (Transforming Language and Regional Expertise Capabilities in the Operating Units) Final Report 

1.  The concept of a Regional Knowledge Framework is essential in order for the Department of Defense to be able to identify properly the capability requirements for regional expertise in the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies, to register accurately the regional knowledge of military and civilian personnel in the DoD Components, and to have a means to match those individuals possessing requisite knowledge with the organizations needing such expertise.  These three purposes for the Regional Knowledge Framework cause the process to have two main elements:  1) regional capability needs data (requirements) and 2) individual experience data (capabilities).   

2.  The regional capability needs can vary from very general, e.g., having personnel serving as desk officers in the Combatant Command headquarters who have previously lived in a particular country, to very specific, e.g., individuals who may know on a personal or professional basis a military or political leader in a designated country.  In past operations, unit commanders have been able to gain exceptional insight into a turbulent contingency area through the unexpected, and previously unidentified, connection between a young Service member and a powerful warlord.  Similar to a capabilities-based approach to defining language requirements, the Combatant Commands should define the types of regional expertise they will require and the geographic areas that will be of greatest interest and greatest potential for future contingency operations.  The format would go from the most generic, a region within their AOR, e.g., North Africa for US European Command, and go in ever greater detail, as designated by the Combatant Command, from region to country to province to city or town.  For major cities in a particular country, the framework would specify the larger neighborhoods or sections of the city.  This might apply more to national and provincial capitals or locations with the largest expatriate communities.  In addition, the regional capability needs data incorporate the desired attributes of the regional expert, such as security clearance and basis for the individual’s knowledge, whether as a native, through academic studies, lengthy stay in the country (an immersion experience), or from prior military operations.  A hypothetical regional capability needs data format is presented below. 

3.  Once an individual Service member or DoD civilian was screened for regional knowledge, those persons would complete the individual experience data portion of the Regional Knowledge Framework in the format similar to the Electronic Personnel Security Questionnaire (EPSQ).  In addition to specifics about an individual’s knowledge of geographic locations, the questionnaire would address areas such as detailed knowledge about the key political, military, ethnic, and religious leaders and for personal acquaintance with major officials or prominent persons in the given country or region.  An example of the latter might be a US military officer who attended a Command and General Staff College course and sponsored a foreign officer who has since risen to a high leadership position in a country of interest.  In addition to the geographic and personal information, individuals would also indicate how recent their experience or expertise is and how long they actually spent in the country of interest.  Of greatest value to operational planners in a Joint Force Headquarters may be the most current information about a particular city or facility in a city, while in-depth, though somewhat dated experience may be of significance to a staff officer developing a security cooperation plan.  The hypothetical individual experience data format below shows all major elements, including a matrix that compares length of stay in the designated area with recency of visit to derive an assessment value.   

Part 1 - Regional Capability Needs Data

1. Location of Operation

R – Regional (basic terrain, cities, large-scale infrastructure, political-military information, broad cultural information of a major region)

C – Country (above information concentrated in one specific country)
P – Province (above information concentrated in one specific province)

T – City (the above information concentrated in one specific city or town)

N – Neighborhood (the above information concentrated in one specific neighborhood or suburb of a major city)

2. Regional Knowledge Category Desired

G – General (understanding of culture, society, key issues)
S – Stakeholder (understanding of influential groups and their leaders)

P – Personality acquaintance (direct acquaintance of key personalities)

3. Personnel Background Desired

M – US military personnel

G – US government civilian personnel

C – Contract US citizen/permanent resident contract personnel

A – Allied military/government civilian personnel

L – Local hire

E – Technical expert

4. Source of Regional Knowledge Desired
N – Native (or heritage with extensive experience in the area)

M – Military operational experience

O – Other experience in region (student, worker, Peace Corps, etc.)

5. Employment Conditions

P – Peacetime (exercise, security cooperation)

C – Contingency (short notice/surge requirement)

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

6. Security Clearance Levels Needed

T – Top Secret/SCI

S – Secret

N – No Clearance

7. Allocation Rules

· Number for senior officers/NCOs

· Number per HQ staff section

· Number per unit

· Size of separate regional expertise pool

Part 2 - Individual Experience Data

1. Location of Knowledge

R – Regional (basic terrain, cities, large-scale infrastructure, political-military information, broad cultural information)

C – Country (above information concentrated in one specific country)
P – Province (above information concentrated in one specific province)

T – City (the above information concentrated in one specific city or town)

N – Neighborhood (the above information concentrated in one specific neighborhood or suburb of a major city)

2. Personal Knowledge in Region

C – Cultural/social

S – Stakeholder

P – Personality acquaintance

3. Sources of Regional Knowledge
N – Native 

H – Heritage

I  – Immersion experience

A – Academic studies

M – Military operational experience

4. Personnel Background 

M – US military personnel

G – US government civilian personnel

C – Contract US citizen/permanent resident contract personnel

A – Allied military/government civilian personnel

E – Technical expert

5. Total Time Spent in Region

1 – Less than one month

2 – 1 - 3 months

3 – 4 - 7 months

4 – 8 -11 months

5 – 1 - 2 years

6 – 3 - 4 years

7 – 5 - 6 years

8 – More than 6 years

6. Most Recent Return Date from Region

1 – In the last year
2 – In the last 2 years
3 – In the last 3-5 years
4 – In the last 6-10 years
5 – In the last 11-15 years
6 – In the last 16 or more

7. Security Clearance Levels

T – Top Secret/SCI

S – Secret

N – No Clearance

	Value Range of Regional Knowledge

	 
	Time Elapsing from Last Return from Region
	 

	Total Time in Region
	 
	Less than 1 year
	1 - 2 years ago
	3-5 years ago
	6-10 years ago
	11-15 years ago
	16 or more years ago
	

	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	
	less than 1 month
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	
	 
	 
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	
	1-3 months
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	

	
	4-7 months
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	

	
	8-11 months
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	
	 
	
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	

	
	1-2 years
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	

	
	3-4 years
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	
	 
	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	

	
	5-6 years
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	
	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	
	more than 6 years
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	
	High Value
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	
	Medium Value
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	
	Low Value
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	
	Minimal Value
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


ANNEX C (Command Liaison Units) to Task 5 (Transforming Language and Regional Expertise Capabilities in the Operating Units) Final Report 

1.  The Command Liaison Unit (CLU) – a name suggesting only one part of this unit’s mission – would be a selectively manned, permanent Joint organization specializing in the operational application of language/regional expertise.  It would be subordinate to each Combatant Command (specifically, to the SLA in peacetime and the Commander in wartime) and focused on issues affecting the Command’s Area of Responsibility (AOR).  The Unit would perform all the duties assigned to the SLA, but in greater detail and scope.  In addition, possessing significant personnel assets and versatility, it would conduct a wide variety of other missions, many of which are not predictable in advance. 

2.  The CLU’s functions would include high-level interpreting and translation support, the conduct of or assistance to the Command’s engagement program, peacetime and wartime liaison, facilitating the work of staff sections, handling ad hoc operational dealings that demand language and regional expertise but do not clearly fall into a particular staff section’s sphere of responsibility, and serving in the first echelon or advance party for training and operational deployments.  This organization also would provide quality control and supervision (as required) of augmentee linguists and/or regional experts from the entire range of sources, including AC and RC units, allied governments, and (in particular) contractors.

3.  The desirability of such a unit stems, in part, from operational experience.  In his analysis of US operations in Somalia, a senior military analyst underscored the imperative that units engaged in peace operations identify select groups of personnel for early deployment, including those “with specific knowledge of the language and the country… – along with special forces, civil affairs and PSYOPS units, contracting specialists, public affairs officers and certain others.”
 However, such missions represent only part of the rationale for the Command Liaison Unit. 

4.  In peacetime, the CLU would perform the largely internal functions of the SLA (discussed elsewhere) and handle (or facilitate the handling of) direct dealings with foreign armed forces, government agencies, and coalition structures.  In wartime, it would constitute the core of the Commander’s liaison capability, representing his interests in and passing appropriate direction to the headquarters and field formations of coalition partners.  As victory approached, the Unit would provide the Commander with the ability to deal directly with the defeated enemy forces on capitulation, POW, and other matters. 

5.  At least two indirect precedents indicate the potential utility of such a Unit: the activities of the US Military Liaison Mission (USMLM) to Commander-in-Chief, Group of Soviet Forces in Germany (CINC GSFG) – even beyond its formal closure in 1990 – and those of the On-Site Inspection Agency (OSIA, now part of the Defense Threat Reduction Agency, DTRA), especially in the 1990s.  USMLM’s principal mission involved reconnaissance and reporting on Warsaw Pact military capabilities in the former East Germany, but the unit regularly and openly interacted on behalf of senior US military authorities with Soviet counterparts in HQ, GSFG as well, dealing on topics as diverse as CINC-to-CINC visits, the search for missing travelers, and the burial of war veterans. 

6.  Despite US-Soviet tension, USMLM worked pragmatically and effectively with Soviet officials on issues of mutual national concern or interest.  USMLM enjoyed selective manning, and its liaison officers were accomplished FAOs with significant operational experience who knew Soviet forces intimately and could deal in Russian on issues.  Such capabilities generated respect and underwrote the unit’s success.  USMLM’s versatility can be judged by the fact that shortly after the unit folded its flag at the time of German unification, U.S. Army, Europe (USAREUR) dispatched the unit in somewhat altered configuration to perform a totally different operational mission – in Northern Iraq. 

7.  OSIA/DTRA, for its part, has frequently conducted missions that have little or nothing to do with arms control but require personnel with the expertise and language capability needed to deal effectively with post-Soviet military and governmental organizations.  In fact, this Agency’s experience strongly suggests that where such capabilities exist, missions will emerge to exploit them, often ones that authorities might not have contemplated. Examples include the provision of humanitarian assistance to Armenian earthquake victims and the organization and distribution of food and medical aid under Operation Provide Hope, in which effort then-Soviet military units played a role.  

8.  More recent events that have taken advantage of the Agency’s diverse capabilities include the search for WMD in Iraq and performance of an ad hoc mission on the Korean Peninsula under the International Counter-proliferation Program (ICP).  OSIA/DTRA enjoys a reputation within the USG as the “duty expert” on unusual dealings with the countries of the former Soviet Union but, as indicated, its capabilities extend well beyond this realm.  A liaison unit needs precisely this kind of versatility.

9.  The Command Liaison Unit would have an operational focus that its staffing must reflect.  The manning document should call for FAOs with specialization in regions found within the Command’s AOR, enlisted linguists with Level 3 proficiency in the principal languages spoken in the region (determined from demographic/linguistic statistics and from the Command’s experience in dealing with foreign militaries), and a composite set of personnel with a variety of needed skills. 

10.  This cadre might include SOF personnel (whose assignment would have multiple advantages in light of their language ability and experience in dealing with local groups in the AOR), combat arms NCOs, combat engineers, logisticians, Airlift Control Element (ALCE) team members, possibly combat controllers with air traffic control expertise, specialists on port operations, and/or others whose qualifications practical experience will suggest. Note that the personnel will come from multiple Services; only with broad representation can the Unit maintain the spectrum of capabilities and expertise that its varied duties will require.  

11.  FAOs would hold most or all of the key billets within the Unit, directing its activities and serving, among other things, as team chiefs and planners.  Configured as deployable teams, the Unit would provide the core capability for mission conduct but, depending upon the specifics, might temporarily conscript Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) from other staff sections for particular tasks.  Forward deployments, for example, routinely require local contracting, and a team tasked with conducting advance party functions would predictably need to draw such expertise from the J-4.  In addition, the CLU would send liaison teams to assist friendly nations’ military contingents when they deployed to support a coalition operation led by another Combatant Command (e.g., PACOM liaison for the Japanese force committed to OIF). 

12.  Needless to say, the members of the Command Liaison Unit would gain unique insights during their missions, insights that could benefit both the Command and other USG organizations.  Thus, this Unit would also serve as a cadre of professional observers who do informed reporting on what they see.  

13.  The Command Liaison Unit clearly has justification at the Combatant Command level. Some Major Commands, operating under the guidance or by direction of the Combatant Command, might profit from a similar (but single-Service) version of this organization with lower manning and correspondingly reduced capabilities.
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