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Today, the distinction between domestic and foreign affairs is diminishing. In a globalized world, events beyond America's borders have a greater impact inside them. Our society must be open to people, ideas, and goods from across the globe. 

                                              U.S. National Security Strategy

                            September 17, 2002

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

                                                  Commandant of the Marine Corps

                            All Marine Message

  10 December 2003

All of our soldiers that come into theater go through a significant amount of training on not only how to fight and conduct their combat operations, but also to understand the cultural context of where they're going to be operating in.

Brigadier General Mark Kimmitt, USA

Spokesman, Combined Joint Task Force 7

21 January 2004

INVESTING IN LANGUAGE: PREPARING FUTURE LEADERS

DEFENSE LANGUAGE TRANSFORMATION TASK 3

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 the availability of DoD’s investment languages in current post-secondary institutions and the feasibility of phasing in a requirement that newly commissioned officers have an educational background/ability in an investment language (language plus regional knowledge) with a desired end-state equivalent to four semesters of post-secondary education (Task 3 of the Defense Language Transformation contract).

The Task 3 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, the Military Departments, and four Defense Agencies, as well as a review of pertinent OSD, Joint Staff, and Service regulations and other applicable documents.

The key Findings and Recommendations of this report are:

Finding: Changes in the international security environment and in the nature of threats to US national security have increased the range of potential conflict zones and expanded the number of likely coalition partners with whom US forces will work, all of which reinforces the critical need for Defense Language Transformation. 

· Recommendation: DoD should develop a capabilities-based review process for anticipating future foreign language requirements.

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

· Recommendation: The Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Combatant Commands, the Joint Staff, the Military Departments, and selected Defense Agencies should each identify a Defense Language Transformation Program Manager to oversee their organizations’ foreign language and regional expertise program, including doctrine, management, and administration.

Finding: All investment languages, along with many other modern foreign languages, and regional studies are currently being taught at Reserve Officers Training Corps schools and the Service Academies.

· Recommendation: OSD should develop, staff, and publish detailed implementing guidance for a four-semester pre-commissioning foreign language and regional studies program requirement.

Finding: The investment language list may be unnecessarily restrictive for achieving some of the goals of Task 3 of Defense Language Transformation. 

· Recommendation: The Task 3 objective of a four-semester equivalent in a foreign language should not be directly linked to the list of investment languages.

Finding: Other than a relatively small number of language specialists, leaders and staffs of the Combatant Commands, the Military Departments, and the Defense Agencies are unfamiliar with the Defense Language Transformation initiative. 

· Recommendation: OSD should develop and implement a public information program to describe the goals and objectives of the Defense Language Transformation initiative.

Finding:  Despite support from senior Service leaders, many officers in “middle management” levels seem to question whether increasing language and regional expertise requirements for commissioned officers will contribute to warfighting and peace-winning in the same relative proportion as the efforts (and resources) necessary to implement the increases. 

· Recommendation: Senior DoD leaders should stress the significance of language and regional expertise as critical warfighting and peace-winning capabilities for officers.  DoD must resource programs that effect achievement of these capabilities.

Finding: Task 3 explicitly identifies a language and regional expertise requirement for commissioned officers.  Applying a similar requirement to DoD civilians in equivalent grades would also contribute to the objectives of Defense Language Transformation. 

· Recommendation: DoD should consider establishing a program for foreign language and regional expertise requirements for appropriate DoD civilian career specialists.

INVESTING IN LANGUAGE: PREPARING FUTURE LEADERS

DEFENSE LANGUAGE TRANSFORMATION TASK 3

SECTION I – INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

In Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) and Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF), the U.S. Central Command (USCENTCOM) planned and executed operations at opposite ends of the planning spectrum.  While operations in Afghanistan were executed with virtually no advance planning, the conflict in Iraq benefited from well over a decade of planning focus.  Yet, in regard to language and regional expertise requirements, the outcomes were remarkably similar, differing only in order of magnitude.  In OEF, an emergency call went out in the days immediately following the 11th of September for 1,000 Dari and Pashto linguists, and South and Central Asian regional experts, while Combined Joint Task Force 7 (CJTF-7) has recently requested 6,500 Arabic and Kurdish language and regional experts to support Phase IV operations in OIF.

These linguist and regional expert requirements only hint at a much larger problem.  In addition to specific requirements for linguists – serving as cryptologists, intelligence analysts, interrogators, and traffic control point interpreters – and foreign area experts – serving as political-military planners, defense attachés, security assistance officers, and civil affairs specialists – military forces must have leaders who understand the implications of conducting coalition operations with expeditionary forces in the transformed security environment of the 21st century.  Leaders at all levels, Service and Combatant Command planners, warfighters, and logisticians are all faced with planning and executing complex joint operations with a changing cast of coalition partners against adversaries across the global spectrum of geography, culture, and capabilities.  Some post-OEF and OIF analysts believe that a lack of cultural and linguistic insight among the non-linguist and regional planners and leaders contributed to flawed planning assumptions.  As retired U.S. Army Major General Robert Scales said in his Congressional testimony on October 21, 2003, without “political knowledge” of one’s adversary “which requires immersion in the language, culture, and history of a region, the data gathered by technological means can serve only to reinforce preconceived, erroneous, sometimes disastrous notions.”
  Senior USCENTCOM officers confirmed that, due to compartmentalization and the lack of FAOs in planning billets, Middle East FAOs assigned to the Combatant Command staff were not included in some of the critical phases of planning for OIF.

Based on lessons learned in OEF and OIF, military planners are giving considerable thought to the implications of the extended battlefield.  Compared to military operations against the known Cold War enemy, 21st century operations will take place on battlefields that are geographically, technologically, and temporally extended.  As noted in the September 2002 National Security Strategy: “Before the war in Afghanistan, that area was low on the list of major planning contingencies.  Yet, in a very short time, we had to operate across the length and breadth of that remote nation, using every branch of the armed forces.  We must prepare for more such deployments by developing assets such as advanced remote sensing, long-range precision strike capabilities, and transformed maneuver and expeditionary forces."
  

In future missions, US maneuver and expeditionary forces will likely be part of a coalition of allies and friends, conducting combat, stability, and follow-on operations in an often unanticipated arena against unexpected foes.  Unlike the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), in which the U.S. worked closely with the same set of allies planning operations against the Warsaw Pact in Europe throughout the 40-plus years of the Cold War, coalition partners will likely change for each 21st century operation, as will the adversary and the battlefield.  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.  Transforming the culture within the DoD leadership to gain this understanding is one of the prime objectives of the Defense Language Transformation initiative.

This report addresses one aspect of DoD’s Defense Language Transformation initiative.  The report reviews and assesses the feasibility of and identifies options for implementing a program to require all officers – prior to commissioning into the Armed Forces – to have the equivalent of four semesters of post-secondary foreign language and regional studies education.  The report assesses the specific tasking within the Government Statement of Work (SOW), describes the analytical framework used to analyze the task, and places the task within the context of the larger Defense Language Transformation initiative.  The report then identifies the sources of requirements for Defense Language Transformation and for language and regional expertise, including the National Security Strategy and the Combatant Commands and Military Departments.  The report describes the current status of foreign language speakers in the American population, as well as foreign language and regional studies education in secondary schools, colleges and universities, and the Service Academies.  The report concludes with findings and conclusions, options, and recommendations for implementing the four-semester equivalent pre-commissioning requirement.

SECTION II – TASK 3, DEFENSE LANGUAGE TRANSFORMATION

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

· 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 (multiple dialects), Russian, Sub-Saharan Africa, 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 (FAOs).

· 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 3 of the Defense Language Transformation SOW.  Task 3 (short title: Preparing Future Leaders) requires SAIC to:

Assess the availability of investment languages in current post-secondary institutions. The Department seeks to phase in a requirement that newly commissioned officers have an educational background/ability in an investment language (language plus regional knowledge) with a desired end-state equivalent to four semesters of post-secondary education.  Based upon findings regarding the availability of language instruction, the contractor shall identify options for achieving the desired end state.

Assessing the Task 3 Requirements
Task 3 contains three specified and three implied mission elements which must be addressed in order to successfully complete the requirement.  

The three specified mission elements are: (1) assess the “availability of investment languages in current post-secondary institutions;” (2) assess the feasibility to “phase in a requirement that newly commissioned officers have an educational background/ability in an investment language;” and (3) identify options to “achieve a desired end-state equivalent to four semesters of post-secondary education in an investment language.”  

Within the overall objectives identified in the Government SOW, Task 3 also has three implied mission elements.  First, since DoD “seeks to transform its language capability and the way language and regional area expertise is valued, developed, and employed within the Department of Defense,” an implied mission element of Task 3 is to identify ways to change the culture of the officer corps (and hence the entire Armed Services) by increasing the way DoD leaders value, develop, and employ language and regional expertise “beyond our traditional view of a linguist,” but without making all DoD leaders either linguists or foreign area experts.  The second implied mission element is to develop a working definition for the equivalent of “four semesters of post-secondary education in an investment language (language plus regional knowledge).”

Task 3 has a third implied mission element: to place the requirement for language and regional expertise within the context of national security strategy and warfighting.  The Military Departments have a full complement of Title 10 responsibilities, with supporting the Combatant Commands in the Global War on Terrorism (GWOT) currently at the top of the list.  Making the case to the middle management level of the Services that language and regional expertise are critical warfighting and peace-winning skills for leaders is an important implied mission element for Task 3.

Analytical Framework and Methodology for Task 3

This task required SAIC to conduct a thorough investigation into options that prepare future DoD leaders by requiring officers starting their commissioned service to have a minimum level of proficiency in one of the investment languages.  The SAIC team developed a six-step analytical framework to accomplish Task 3:

(1) Identify sources of investment language instruction (e.g., Service Academies, universities with affiliated ROTC programs, Defense Language Institute (DLI), Foreign Service Institute (FSI), civilian companies, etc).

(2) Identify associated regional/area studies programs at institutions providing investment language instruction.

(3) Identify current programs for selecting personnel with language skills or potential.

(4) Identify and review programs for sustaining language (and area) proficiency after initial instruction.

(5) Compare current investment language list with identified Service/Agency/Combatant Command requirements and identify differences.

(6) Develop alternative courses of action for:

(a) Identifying and validating investment languages.

(b) Defining the equivalent of four semesters of language and regional instruction.

Relationship to the Defense Language Transformation Initiative

This report concentrates on the Task 3 mission elements of investigating the feasibility of and options for requiring officers beginning their commissioned service to have a minimum level of proficiency in one of the investment languages.  However, SAIC recognizes that this is but one of five tasks in the Defense Language Transformation SOW and that there are other language transformation initiatives being conducted by OUSD (P&R) – and the Services and Component Commands – both sequentially and simultaneously.  Thus, any recommendations and options for implementing the pre-commissioning language requirement must be considered within the larger context of the Defense Language Transformation initiative.  Placing the language requirement for all commissioned officers within the context of the Department of Defense’s most critical mission – fighting America’s wars – is perhaps most important of all.

Educating officers in foreign languages and regional studies prior to commissioning is part of transforming the “way language and regional area expertise is valued, developed, and employed within the Department of Defense.”  The Defense Language Transformation initiative seeks to ensure that DoD leaders – not just traditional enlisted linguists and Foreign Area Officers – understand the fundamental changes to the strategic security environment of the post-9/11 world.  Officers in staff and leadership positions require an understanding and appreciation of language and regional culture and history at several levels.

First, if officers realize – from first-hand experience – what it takes to learn and sustain a foreign language and to focus on the history, culture, religion, and politics of a region, they will be better able to take full advantage of DoD’s linguists and foreign area experts.  Understanding from personal experience that there are nuances in each foreign language, derived from history and culture, will help leaders and staff officers understand the context of the missions assigned to their organizations and help them to better use intelligence and the analysis of that intelligence to accomplish the mission.  Knowing how to operate in a foreign language and culture can pay considerable dividends, especially when a crisis requires the short-notice dispatch of an expeditionary force.  The success of U.S. Special Operations Forces (SOF) during the initial stages of combat operations in Afghanistan – where most SOF personnel did not speak one of the local dialects – can be traced, at least in some measure, to the fact that virtually all SOF personnel have at least rudimentary skills in a foreign language and receive training on how to operate in a foreign culture, even though the languages and training were not directly applicable to the OEF area of operations (AOR).

Second, Armed Forces leaders and staff officers will inevitably come into contact with coalition leaders and staff officers – partners from a wide and ever-changing array of friends and allies.  As stated in the September 2002 National Security Strategy: "America will implement its strategies by organizing coalitions – as broad as practicable – of states able and willing to promote a balance of power that favors freedom.  Effective coalition leadership requires clear priorities, an appreciation of others’ interests, and consistent consultations among partners with a spirit of humility."
  The membership of the next coalition will probably differ from the last.  Having learned a foreign language and studied another region’s history, culture, religion, and politics will help DoD’s leaders make the coalition more mission-capable.  Consultations and appreciation of each others’ interests were part of the NATO routine throughout the Cold War.  Consultations and appreciation of each other’s interests post-9/11 must be even more part of coalition routine, especially since the membership of each coalition will be a unique mix of global allies with shared long-term interests, partners with shared regional interests, and new friends with shared immediate interests.  

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

Finally, the process of learning a foreign language and studying another culture will enhance the warfighting skills of the US military.  Just as the 21st century battlefield has extended in geographical and technological terms, it has also extended in temporal terms.  Afghanistan and Iraq are far in distance and worlds apart in geography (topography, climate, and population) from the Cold War battlefields of Central Europe.  Technological advances in target detection, acquisition, and engagement that have occurred in the period since the “Corps shoulder-to-shoulder” strategy was used to defeat the Warsaw Pact have caused dramatic changes in how America’s military fights.  As a result, new concepts of employment for military forces have evolved.  The end of significant combat operations no longer signals the end of military engagement on the extended battlefield; US and coalition forces remain engaged in both Afghanistan and Iraq, even though the major Taliban and Ba’athist military forces have been destroyed.  Actions taken during Major Combat Operations (MCO) affect our ability to win the peace after the end of the conflict.  Thus, military leaders must have additional capabilities at their disposal to fight on a battlefield extended in time, ranging from enhanced warfighting capabilities to enhanced peace-winning capabilities.  Just as personal knowledge of what it takes to learn a foreign language (with the attendant understanding of foreign cultures) assists leaders in getting the most out of their own forces and in working together in a coalition, these foreign language and regional skills will also assist leaders in understanding how today’s warfighting actions impact tomorrow’s peace-winning requirements.

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

“The second issue is the understanding of the world at large that the professional military brings to its preparations for operations ranging from peacekeeping to general war.  It used to be that most of this expertise was centered on the Soviet Union, Western Europe, or Korea, for obvious reasons.  Now, however, the importance of more broadly focused 'area studies' has increased, despite the fact that acquiring this expertise has not been a traditional milestone on the path to higher level command, advancement, and promotion.  The Somalia experience underlines the importance of knowing the country, the culture, the ground, and the language as a precondition for military operations, with improvisations in this instance making notably good use of the expertise brought by Reserve Component personnel.  Another recent example of the particular strengths of having a commander schooled in a local culture was provided by General Norman Schwarzkopf.  Although his exposure to Middle Eastern culture came primarily from his boyhood experiences in the region, this expertise was especially valuable in leading the Gulf War coalition.  Insuring as a matter of policy that the future officer corps will have similar strengths is an issue that must be carefully addressed within the military educational establishment.”

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

SECTION III – ASSESSING THE TASK AND OBJECTIVES

The stated objective for Task 3 is that all newly commissioned officers have the equivalent of four semesters of post-secondary education in an investment language, plus regional knowledge.  This “intermediate” Defense Language Transformation objective is intended to contribute to a change in the culture within the Armed Forces – starting with the leadership – resulting in increased value being placed on language and regional expertise capabilities within DoD.  This section identifies and discusses the source for language and regional expertise requirements for the Department of Defense.

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

The changes to the international security environment, against whom we will fight, with whom we will fight, and how we will fight all lead to requirements for Defense Language Transformation.  Changes in global security dictate that DoD possess a much broader spectrum of language and regional expertise capabilities than was required during the Cold War.  Changes in against whom we will fight mean that the Department can not rely solely on a fixed list of language and regional expertise requirements, but will require the flexibility to rapidly refocus its efforts as the threats (terrorism, WMD proliferation, human dignity abuses, and regional conflict) shift geographically.  Changes in with whom we will fight have a similar effect – DoD will require both a set of consistent language and regional expertise capabilities (e.g., with our NATO Allies) and the flexibility to quickly develop language and regional capabilities in new areas, as coalition members change.  Finally, changes in how we will fight impact Defense Language Transformation requirements in multiple ways.   The National Security Strategy states that US forces will continue to require access to bases in Western Europe, in Northeast Asia, “and beyond” – implying expanded language and regional expertise requirements.  The NSS also directs the Department to “invest time and resources into building international relationships and institutions,”
 with similar consequences for language and regional expertise.  Finally, DoD must “continue to transform our military forces”
 to be able to successfully conduct expeditionary coalition operations against a wide variety of threats across the operational and global spectrum.

Individually, the requirements derived from the National Security Strategy affect virtually all aspects of the Defense Language Transformation initiative.  Collectively, these requirements form the foundation for increased awareness of and emphasis on foreign languages and regional studies throughout the Department of Defense.  The nature of the changed security environment – no fixed enemies, changing patterns of coalitions, rapid response to regional crises – implies a requirement for language and regional capabilities beyond the relatively small group of full-time linguists and foreign area specialists envisioned in current force structures.  Operating in the changed global security environment requires leaders at all levels to operate in foreign countries – with foreign partners – as warfighters and as peace-winners.

Defense Language Transformation Requirements from DoD, Joint Staff, and Military Department Regulations

The DoD Inspector General’s June 1993 Final Report on the Inspection of the Defense Language Program stated: “Plans, policies, and roles and responsibilities for managing and executing the Defense Foreign Language Program (DFLP) were incomplete or unclear.”
  From the perspective of DoD regulations, this situation remains essentially unchanged today.  A number of DoD, Joint Staff, and Service regulations addressing the Defense Foreign Language Program have been published (a list of documents reviewed for this analysis is at Annex A).  DoD Directive 5160.41, Defense Language Program (DLP), dated 7 April 1988, does not address Defense Language Transformation.  The 19 October 1994 OSD Memorandum, Defense Foreign Language Restructure, provides some DFLP oversight updates, but does not address Defense Language Transformation.

Joint Vision 2020.   The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) directed the preparation of Joint Vision 2020 (JV2020) 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.”
  

JV2020 establishes an explicit requirement for language and regional expertise capabilities in the section entitled Multinational Operations: “The commander must have the ability to evaluate information in its multinational context.  This context can only be appreciated if sufficient regional expertise and liaison capability are available on the commander’s staff.  A deep understanding of the cultural, political, military and economic characteristics of a region must be established and maintained.”
  JV2020 does not explicitly identify how the joint force commander’s staff will obtain, develop, and sustain this capability.

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

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

Subsequent to the publication of JV2020, the Joint Staff published the Joint Operations Concepts (JOpsC), "a strategic guidance document that operationalizes the Chairman’s vision of achieving Full Spectrum Dominance in the joint force.  First, JOpsC is an overarching concept paper that describes how the joint force is envisioned to operate in the next 15-20 years.  Second, JOpsC is a family of joint concepts that describes the attributes and capabilities that tomorrow’s force requires.  The JOpsC guides the development of joint operating concepts, joint functional concepts, joint experimentation, and emerging capabilities [emphasis added]."

The first of the family of joint concepts is entitled Battlespace Awareness Functional Concept.  In the Executive Summary, battlespace awareness is defined as: "the situational knowledge whereby the Joint Force Commander plans operations and exercises command and control.  It is the result of the processing and presentation of information comprehending the operational environment – the status and dispositions of Friendly, Adversary, and non-aligned actors; and the impacts of physical, cultural, social, political, and economic factors on military operations [emphasis added]."
  The Battlespace Awareness JOpsC thus establishes a requirement for personnel assigned to the Joint Commander’s staff to be able to assess the “impacts of physical, cultural, social, political, and economic factors on military operations.”
The National Security Strategy, JV2020, and the Battlespace Awareness JOpsC identify both explicit and implicit requirements for foreign language and regional expertise capabilities.  In the context of the requirement to “‘win’ across the full range of military operations in any part of the world, to operate with multinational forces, and to coordinate military operations, as necessary with government agencies and international organizations,” foreign language and regional expertise capabilities are implied requirements.  In the context of “processing and presentation of information comprehending the operational environment – the status and dispositions of Friendly, Adversary, and non-aligned actors; and the impacts of physical, cultural, social, political, and economic factors on military operations,” foreign language and regional expertise capabilities are specified requirements.  The Joint Force 2020 requires the capability to assess and understand, plan for, coordinate with, work alongside, and conduct operations with or against foreign organizations and nations.  Shaping ambiguous situations and achieving decision superiority and battlespace awareness in a multilateral environment mandate that the Joint Force 2020 possess foreign language and regional expertise capabilities.

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

None of the documents available for review addressed the proposed language and regional studies requirements for officers prior to commissioning.  Existing Military Department regulations do establish requirements for commissioning.  For example, Army Regulation (AR) 145-1, Senior Reserve Officers’ Training Corps Program: Organization, Administration and Training, lists commissioning requirements for graduates of the Reserve Officers Training Corps (ROTC) program (specific requirements are at Annex B).

Staying with the Army as an example of commissioning requirements for graduates of a Service Academy, AR 210-26, Installations: United States Military Academy, stipulates “an appointment in the grade of second lieutenant to qualified graduates” and specifies “First class cadets who have successfully completed the requirements of the COI (Course of Instruction), including the Academic, Military and Physical Programs; have maintained prescribed standards of conduct; and who have demonstrated proper moral-ethical qualities, leadership, and character may receive a diploma signed by the Superintendent, the Commandant and the Dean.”

ROTC commissioning requirements in the Departments of the Navy and Air Force differ from those of the Army in some details, but the differences are not significant enough to affect the objectives of Task 3 (e.g., the Department of the Navy requires Naval ROTC students to study physics and calculus).  None of the Military Departments has instituted a specific foreign language requirement for its ROTC students, though ROTC students can major in foreign languages or use such courses to meet their university’s elective and cumulative Grade Point Average (GPA) requirements.  Some ROTC colleges require their students to demonstrate foreign language proficiency before graduation, but they remain the exception.  Each of the Service Academies also has a foreign language requirement for all or most of its graduates (described in detail below), but the requirements are not tied to specific languages (e.g., investment languages), and not all of the current programs meet the proposed four-semester norm.

Defense Language Transformation Requirements for the Combatant Commands, Military Departments, and other Agencies

In a 12 November 2002 memorandum to the Service Secretaries, Combatant Commanders, and Directors of selected Defense Agencies (entitled Language Requirements and Foreign Area Expertise), the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness asked each Military Department, Combatant Command, and Defense Agency to review its requirements for linguists (including interpreters, translators, cryptolinguists, and interrogators) and area specialists (including enlisted, officer, and civilian personnel) “based on operational experience and on projected needs in the context of Defense Planning Guidance and Transformation and not on current manning authorizations.”
  Most of the personnel interviewed for Task 3 were aware of this memorandum and the data provided to SAIC was based on this tasking.

Combatant Commands.  The U.S. Pacific Command (USPACOM) reported that it has validated billet requirements for 75 linguists and 48 Foreign Area Officers (with language skills) (123 total personnel with language skills) within its headquarters, directly subordinate units (e.g., the Joint Intelligence Center), and other offices (e.g., Offices of Defense Cooperation in the USPACOM AOR).  These linguist and FAO requirements were derived from a non-zero-based assessment (i.e., the assessment was resource-constrained), following the November 2002 OSD memorandum.  The requirements cross all Services (there are no Navy FAO-coded billets), range in rank from E-4 to O-6, and include some DoD civilians.  No other billets within the Joint Table of Distribution (JTD) are coded to show a requirement for either language or regional expertise skills.  However, the USPACOM personnel interviewed, especially in the J-2 (Intelligence Directorate), J-4 (Logistics), and J-5 (Plans and Policy), indicated that an additional “undocumented, informal” requirement for regional expertise exists as well as the documented requirements on the JTD.  Accordingly, the Command expects selected personnel in these Directorates to possess regional expertise, even if they do not occupy designated linguist or FAO billets.  Both civilian and military non-linguist and non-FAO personnel assigned to numerous other billets within these Directorates could benefit from regional studies; currently, these personnel develop the requisite regional expertise over time on the job.

Interviews with U.S. European Command (USEUCOM) personnel resulted in similar findings.  The USEUCOM JTD identifies 176 validated billets requiring language skills within USEUCOM Headquarters, in its directly assigned organizations, and among security cooperation personnel (updated in early 2003, as a result of a non-zero-based requirements assessment).  Of this total, 58 are FAOs.  The remaining 118 billets are split between linguists and non-FAO officer billets with a language requirement (although, according to USEUCOM J-1 personnel, the language requirements for these non-FAO officer billets are frequently waived for otherwise qualified candidates).  As at USPACOM, USEUCOM personnel in the J-2, J-4, and J-5 identified an undocumented need for additional personnel with regional expertise.  Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, the J-4 has been faced with routine shortages in language- and regionally-qualified officers in the newly established Offices of Defense Cooperation (ODC) in countries of the Former Soviet Union (FSU) and Central Europe.  Since the end of the Cold War, the number of ODCs in the USEUCOM AOR has increased threefold, and many of the billets associated with them require a command of less commonly taught languages.  Within the J-5, the non-FAO coded billets that require some regional expertise generally do not require language skills, although language capability was considered an added bonus.

In response to the November 2002 OSD memorandum, U.S. Central Command conducted a zero-based language requirements review which resulted in the current total of 50 billets with language requirements in the USCENTCOM JTD.  One-half (25) of these billets are for FAOs, the remaining 25 are split between linguists and non-FAO officer billets with language requirements.  The billets cross all Services and range in grade from E-5 to O-6; there are no DoD civilians with language requirements and no Navy FAOs identified in the JTD.  The Command also identified 70 augmentation requirements [both Individual Mobilization Augmentee (IMA) and Other Joint Agency (OJA) personnel] in the JTD.  These billets also extend across all Services and range in grade from E-5 to O-5, with 52 of the billets being enlisted.  There are DoD civilian OJA billets in the JTD with language requirements.  Of the 17 IMA and 53 OJA billets with language requirements, 67 are for linguists or non–FAO personnel.  Lessons learned from OIF indicate that the USCENTCOM underestimated its language and regional expertise requirements, but the shortfalls are primarily for linguists, not for FAOs.  The command is presently negotiating with the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) for approximately 250 additional billets (primarily in intelligence) for FY05.  At the present time, it is not known how many of these billets will be coded for language requirements.

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

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

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

The United States Special Operations Command (USSOCOM) has no billets coded for linguists or FAOs on its staff.  Although USSOCOM has some FAO-like billets on their Joint Manning Document and some billets are coded for foreign languages, these billets are filled with Special Operations-qualified personnel with language and/or regional skills, not with linguists or FAOs.

The end of the Cold War and the advent of the Global War on Terrorism have significantly increased the number and scope of security cooperation activities, especially within the USEUCOM, USCENTCOM, and USSOUTHCOM AORs.  For example, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s Partnership for Peace now includes 46 partner nations, and USEUCOM and its Component Commands conduct security cooperation activities with most of them.  These events range from senior officer and ship visits to mobile training team exchanges to multinational training exercises. While the staff officers who plan these security cooperation activities are frequently FAOs, the military and civilian leaders who execute them are not.  As the permanent US forward presence decreases in size (down in Europe from a Cold War high of well over 300,000 to less than 100,000 and expected to drop even lower in the near future), to be replaced by rotational unit deployments, security cooperation events with America’s allies and friends will become even more important.

As noted in the National Security Strategy: “The United States should invest time and resources into building international relationships and institutions that can help manage local crises when they emerge.”
  Civilian and military leaders and staff planners will require sufficient regional expertise and cultural awareness to properly plan and execute these vital security cooperation activities and coding more of these billets for qualified FAOs would provide the capabilities necessary for successful mission accomplishment.
Some of the lessons learned emerging from Operation Iraqi Freedom are relevant to Defense Language Transformation language and regional expertise objectives, as well as to the requirements of forces deployed as part of CJTF-7.  In an article that appeared in the 21 January 2004 internet edition of the Washington Times, Brigadier General Mark Kimmitt, spokesman for CJTF-7, is quoted as saying: “‘Almost all American soldiers in Iraq learn a few words of Arabic and acquire other cultural tips.’”  General Kimmitt goes on to say: “‘All of our soldiers that come into theater go through a significant amount of training on not only how to fight and conduct their combat operations, but also to understand the cultural context of where they're going to be operating in.’”  The same Washington Times article quotes Major Ron Peaster: “‘Prepare yourself mentally more than physically…I wish I could have spoken more of the language before I got here.’”

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

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

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

All Combatant Commands identified a need for sustainment training for linguists and felt that current programs available within DoD met (at best) minimum sustainment requirements.  Foreign Area Officers and others with language skills not assigned to a linguist billet, however, do not have routine access to language sustainment programs.  The Combatant Commands were unaware of any sustainment programs for regional expertise – other than on-the-job training.
Military Departments.  Each of the Services identifies and fills its linguist and regional expertise requirements in a slightly different manner.  A large proportion of the language and regional expertise requirements in the Armed Forces relates to intelligence, specifically to cryptolinguists.  For example, intelligence specialists account for an estimated 80 percent of the Air Force’s total language and regional expertise requirements; cryptolinguists alone hold 69 percent of the billets.  The Army, Marine Corps, and Air Force largely fill officer billets that have language requirements with assets from their Foreign Area, Regional Affairs, and Political-Military Officer programs.

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

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

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

The Chief of Staff of the Air Force sent a Chief’s Sight Picture message to the Air Force in September 2002 entitled “An Expeditionary Language.”  In this message to the Air Force, General Jumper stated: “Just as we need pilots, intelligence specialists, satellite operators, and jet engine mechanics, our expeditionary force requires airmen with international insight, foreign language proficiency, and cultural understanding…These international skills are true force multipliers and essential to our ability to operate globally.”
  The message refers to a “cadre of professionals proficient in foreign languages and area studies,” implying that some, but not all Air Force personnel would be expected to acquire these language and regional expertise skills.  However, General Jumper concludes by saying that developing “such a global cadre will require a much-needed ‘culture change’” in the Air Force.  As part of the Chief of Staff’s intent to change the Service’s culture, the Air Force Vice Chief of Staff will chair a Force Development Council on 28 January 2004 to consider the merits of establishing a primary career field for Foreign Area Officers.

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

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

The National Guard Bureau (NGB) reported that language and regional expertise requirements are derived from the operations plans and unit alignments (to active component headquarters and units) for National Guard units.  Practical experience in the recent past has been that both individuals and units have been mobilized.  While in the initial phases of OEF and OIF, individuals rather than RC units were called to active duty to fill deployed AC unit requirements, during operations in Bosnia and Kosovo, and the current support to Phase IV operations in Iraq, units have been and are being mobilized.

The National Guard is now focused on five primary languages: Arabic, Persian-Farsi, Korean, Chinese, and Tagalog.  Unit tables of organization and equipment (TO&Es) have not caught up to this change in focus, however, nor have those trained in other languages been retrained into one of these five, as the Guard has still valid requirements for other languages (one of the NGB personnel interviewed had recently commanded a battalion that had approximately equal numbers of Russian and Polish linguist billets).

NGB personnel interviewed stated that National Guard officers with a language or regional expertise capability might have an advantage if his/her unit had a mission in the region of the officer’s expertise or in an area with the corresponding language.  However, language and regional expertise are considered to be “nice to have,” not critical capabilities for mission accomplishment.  The lack of formal language training, as well as the fact that all RC Foreign Area Officers are assigned to the Army Reserve, has meant that the State National Guards with State Partnership Programs with a Partnership for Peace nation have been generally forced to rely on Army Reserve FAOs to facilitate coordination in the foreign language.  However, no National Guard officer billets have been recoded to address this issue.

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

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

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

The Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA) has approximately 600 Security Assistance Office (SAO) positions worldwide, down from about 800 in 1994.  There are also two FAO billets within DSCA Headquarters.  DSCA provides funding for filling the SAO billets, but the Combatant Commands account for and manage the personnel on their JMDs.  The Combatant Commands have final approval authority on SAO assignments, but DSCA is involved in the selection and assignment process.  While the majority of the SAO officer billets are coded for Service FAOs, not all of them require language capabilities.  For instance, none of the SAO billets in the USCENTCOM AOR are language-coded (because the 63-week language schooling requirement is deemed excessive for a 12- or 24-month assignment), while all of the SAO billets in USSOUTHCOM AOR are language coded.  In some cases, both DSCA and the Combatant Commands prefer non-FAOs for SAO billets, especially in cases where technical expertise (e.g., in cases where the host country is receiving high-tech US equipment) is more important than language or regional expertise.  In such cases, language and regional expertise are considered to be a “nice to have” rather than a prerequisite for the job.

The Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA) has 185 billets requiring language capabilities, with Service Foreign Area Officers occupying many of the leadership positions at team, branch, and division chief levels.  Requirements for language and regional expertise are derived from U.S. Government obligations under arms control treaties, as well as numerous ad hoc taskings in support of operational missions (such as supporting the search for weapons of mass destruction in Iraq).  DTRA has also become the de facto agency of choice for both arms control and non-arms control related matters dealing with the Former Soviet Union.  

In the past several years, DTRA has been assigned a number of missions that do not relate to the Agency’s arms control charter, generating both language and regional expertise requirements not covered by the JTD.  Operation Provide Hope in the Former Soviet Union (1991-92), the search for weapons of mass destruction in Iraq (2003), and support to the International Counterproliferation Program in Korea (2003-04) all required language and regional expertise, especially for DTRA Team Chiefs.  DTRA has not identified billets with either language or regional expertise to cover such contingencies.

The National Security Agency (NSA) has recently renamed personnel with language skills as multi-disciplined high-end cryptologic language analysts.  These individuals are expected to possess skills in a spectrum of capabilities, including: linguist, cultural expert, target expert, modern researcher, interpretive analyst, expert signals intelligence operator, master teacher, and adaptive performer.  Cryptologic language analysts are being routinely cross-trained to learn at least one additional foreign language, focused on providing NSA with a surge capability in less-commonly-taught languages.  High-end cryptologic language analysts are routinely evaluated on their ability to integrate all of their multi-discipline capabilities into accomplishing the mission, and each billet is coded for the proficiencies required in each capability area (e.g., language, target, etc.).  Thus, high-end cryptologic language analysts require language and regional expertise, as well as several other capabilities not currently identified in the Combatant Commands, Military Departments, or other Defense Agencies.

Combatant Command, Military Department, and Defense Agency Requirements Summary.  The data from the Combatant Command, Services, and Defense Agencies illustrate that the DoD components have and generally use an existing process for identifying and filling linguist and FAO requirements.  Current requirements, for the most part, reflect the results of recent reviews (i.e., within calendar year 2003) in response to the USD (P&R)’s November 2002 memorandum.  In several cases, personnel interviewed at the Combatant Commands and the Service Headquarters stated that they had received guidance that requests for substantial increases in either linguist or FAO billet requirements were not likely to be filled, as increases in end strength were not anticipated.  During this recent review, neither the Combatant Commands nor the Military Departments validated a requirement for all officer personnel to have either language or regional expertise capabilities.  All geographical Combatant Command J-4 and J-5 leaders did identify requirements for additional civilians and officers with regional expertise – but not necessarily language skills – but stated that there was no mechanism available to establish the requirement, as Service and Joint personnel systems do not have processes for identifying and recording regional skills (except for FAOs).

Because the Combatant Commands, Military Departments, and Defense Agencies are “mission-oriented,” actual language and regional expertise requirements and shortfalls are not always identified.  The common practice of filling a language- or regional-coded billet with an individual from a Service other than that for which the billet is coded,  or with an individual who does not meet all of the language or regional expertise requirements, helps to ensure that the Combatant Commands and Defense Agencies are able to accomplish their missions.  This practice also ensures that shortfalls in language and regional expertise rarely rise to the level of affecting readiness (only in the narrow cases of USEUCOM and USPACOM intelligence linguists has a Combatant Command reported an adverse effect on readiness).  However, as lessons learned from OEF and OIF demonstrate, numerous other language and regional expertise requirements exist that are not documented and not filled, and these shortfalls had an adverse impact on mission planning and are now impacting mission accomplishment.

Defense Language Transformation Investment Language Requirements

The DUSD (P&R) has identified a list of 12 investment languages and two regional language groupings as part of the Defense Language Transformation initiative.  These include: Arabic (multiple dialects), Chinese (multiple dialects), Spanish, Korean, Farsi, Indonesian (multiple dialects), Filipino (multiple dialects), Kurdish, Turkish, Hindi, Central Asia (multiple dialects), Russian, Sub-Saharan Africa, and Serbo-Croatian (as part of its analysis, SAIC expanded this list to a total of 21 languages by clarifying Central Asia to include Kazakh, Turkmen, Uzbek, Kyrgyz, Pashto, and Dari and by clarifying Sub-Saharan Africa to include French, Portuguese, and Swahili).  Efforts to identify languages critical to DoD operations began following a request from Secretary Rumsfeld for a list of the “five most critical languages.”  Following several iterations, staffed by OSD personnel, intelligence, and policy specialists, the current list of investment languages was published.

Secretary Rumsfeld’s initiative was not the first effort to identify the languages most critical for national defense.  The American Council of Learned Societies (ACLS) reported, for example, in its March 1959 Newsletter: “Priorities [for foreign languages in government, business, and industry] vary with time and circumstances… Without attempting a complete list, and recognizing it seems evident that, among the languages now most needed for American citizens are Arabic, Chinese, French, German, Hindustani, Italian, Japanese, Portuguese, Russian, and Spanish.”
  The ACLS Newsletter goes on to suggest that six language instruction centers be established under Title VI of the National Defense Education Act for training “relatively large numbers of persons” in “Arabic (in its 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.”  

For other languages “where the evident need is for smaller numbers of trained persons,” the ACLS Newsletter suggested two language training centers.  Languages belonging to this list fall into two groups: “(a) the remaining national or ‘official’ languages of sovereign nations, and (b) a small number of unofficial languages spoken by the millions of inhabitants of a nation or territory…”  Examples of this category of languages included: Afrikaans, Amharic, Burmese, Bengali, Cambodian, Hausa, Javanese, Laotian, Pashto, Singhalese, Swahili, Tagalog, Tamil, and Thai.   Under this category, the Newsletter gave an example of  “a Federally supported Center in Near Eastern languages and area might offer intensive instruction, not only in Arabic, but also in Turkish, Kurdish, Berber, Pashto, Persian, and modern Hebrew.”  The Newsletter recommended a third set of language training centers for “even smaller numbers of trained persons, but where the need may someday be greater and urgent…”  Examples of languages identified in this third group included: Azerbaijani, Ilocano and Visayan, Quechuan, Yoruba, Tibetan, Mongolian, and a “number of languages of India, such as Gujerati, Kanarese, Malsyalan, and Nepali.”

Most personnel interviewed at the Combatant Commands, in the Military Departments, and in the Defense Agencies – except some senior civilians and personnel involved in the Service’s and Agencies’ command language programs – were not familiar with the current DoD list of investment languages.  Upon review, representatives of the Combatant Commands agreed that these were important languages, but USEUCOM readily identified languages important within its AOR that were not on the investment language list.  Based on existing and anticipated operational requirements, USEUCOM identified Bulgarian and Romanian as important languages that do not appear on the OSD investment language list while USCENTCOM, USSOUTHCOM, and USPACOM generally agreed with the OSD list.

Army Regulation 611-6, Personnel Selection and Classification Army Linguist Management, (16 February 1998) designates 131 languages as “critical”, meaning “required proficiency because of national defense considerations.”  Department of the Army Pamphlet 600-3, Personnel-General: Commissioned Officer Development and Career Management, (1 October 1998), identifies 41 languages for Army FAOs.  All OSD investment languages are included in the Department of the Army’s 131 “critical languages” list, while Central Asian and Kurdish are not included in the list of 41 FAO languages.  The Army Language Master Plan identified 75 languages needed in the AC and RC to accomplish missions assigned to the Army.  The Defense Intelligence Agency reviews and updates its classified list of critical languages on a yearly basis.

SECTION IV – DEFINING, MEASURING, AND SUSTAINING PRE-COMMISSIONING LANGUAGE AND REGIONAL EXPERTISE REQUIREMENTS

The Government SOW identifies the desired end state for pre-commissioning language requirements (including regional studies) to be equivalent to four semesters of post-secondary “educational background/ability.”  Defining the “educational background/ability” and “four-semester equivalent” end state requires an assessment of existing and potential programs available to students for fulfilling language and regional studies requirements – both university requirements and DoD requirements – prior to commissioning.

Most universities allow students to take Advanced Placement (AP) tests.  Those who successfully pass these tests are allowed to skip some first-year “prerequisite” courses and to be placed in advanced courses.  For foreign languages, AP tests are currently only offered in French German, and Spanish.  AP Italian and Chinese testing is expected to begin in 2006 and 2007, respectively.  Initial plans have been made to offer tests in Japanese and Russian.  Scholastic Aptitude Tests (SAT) II Reading tests are currently offered in French, German, Modern Hebrew, Italian, Latin, and Spanish.  SAT II Reading and Listening tests are offered in Chinese, French, German, Japanese, Korean, Spanish, and the English Language Proficiency Test.  College Level Examination Program (CLEP) tests are currently available for French, German, and Spanish.  Universities use the results of the AP, SAT II, and CLEP tests to measure the level of foreign language comprehension against academically recognized language performance standards.  

Many universities allow students to “test-out” to fulfill graduation requirements, especially at the graduate (Masters and Doctorate) level.  Students can fulfill certain graduation requirements – including foreign language capability – by passing a test.  Such tests are rarely standardized and are usually developed by the university offering the test-out credit.  Some universities also allow graduation credits for “life experience,” including training in skills learned outside of the academic environment.

In some cases, these academically recognized performance standards do not match DLI’s proficiency standards.  The rigor and quality of language training vary greatly by institution, but university graduates often find that their four semesters of foreign language instruction equate to only six weeks or less of 6-hours-a-day, 5-days-a-week DLI language training – as measured by results achieved on the Defense Language Proficiency Test (DLPT).

While universities – including their regional studies programs – are subject to quality control via accreditation procedures, the Department of Defense does not have a means to measure the proficiency of an officer’s foreign area expertise (overall duty performance is measured by efficiency reports).  As with foreign languages, AP, SAT II, and CLEP tests are available for advanced placement in some regional studies programs.  

DoD currently has programs for sustaining and enhancing language skills for linguists and some FAOs, but there are no programs for sustaining and enhancing regional expertise (even for FAOs after initial FAO training).  Most universities have continuing education programs for both language and regional studies.

Thus, in determining the equivalent of four semesters of post-secondary education in a foreign language and regional studies, we must consider a variety of factors, including:

· Each university’s standards in language instruction and practices concerning advanced placement, “testing out” for graduation requirements, and awarding academic credit for life experience.

· Identifying and accepting alternatives to the four-semester requirement (e.g., a one-semester study abroad program or participation in the one-year National Security Education Program (NSEP) may be worth more than the equivalent amount of time spent at the home university), including testing.

· Developing program alternatives for AC and RC officers who are either not university graduates (some RC Officer Candidate School (OCS) graduates) or who do not participate in a Service ROTC program.

· Considering how the language and regional expertise of heritage speakers can be measured and credit awarded toward the four semester equivalent requirement.

· The impact of a four-semester language requirement on technically oriented majors that frequently already require four-plus years to complete (e.g., engineering and science).

· Determining if the four-semester equivalent for commissioned officers should also apply to some or all DoD civilians of similar grade.

· Identifying plans and programs for sustaining language and/or regional expertise skills throughout the commissioned officers’ careers.

SECTION V – CURRENT STATUS

In order to establish a baseline against which to measure the feasibility of requiring a four-semester equivalent of a foreign language (with regional studies), SAIC reviewed the general language distribution in American society.  Information was then collected on language training in the secondary schools systems, as well as in institutions of higher learning.  Finally SAIC reviewed information on officers commissioned in the Armed Forces over the past five years.  This section describes the results of the review.

Heritage Speakers

The 2000 US Census counted 262.4 million people over the age of five.  Eighteen percent (47 million) of the respondents indicated that they spoke a language other than English at home. These figures represent an increase from 14 percent (31.8 million) in 1990 and 11 percent (23.1 million) in 1980.  The language choices were broken down into four major language groups: Spanish, other Indo-European, Asian and Pacific Island, and all other.  Respondents were given the opportunity to indicate which specific language they spoke.  The results of the most commonly spoken languages in the home are shown in Figure 1.

	Language spoken at Home
	1990
	2000

	
	Rank
	No. of Speakers
	Rank
	No. of Speakers

	English Only
	
	198,600,798
	
	215,423,557

	Total non-English
	
	31,844,979
	
	46,951,595

	Spanish
	1
	17,339,172
	1
	28,101,052

	Chinese
	5
	1,249,213
	2
	2,022,143

	French
	2
	1,702,176
	3
	1,643,838

	German
	3
	1,547,099
	4
	1,382,613

	Tagalog
	6
	843,251
	5
	1,224,241

	Vietnamese
	9
	507,069
	6
	1,009,627

	Italian
	4
	1,308,648
	7
	1,008,370

	Korean
	8
	626,478
	8
	894,063

	Russian
	15
	241,798
	9
	706,242

	Polish
	7
	723,483
	10
	667,414

	Arabic
	13
	355,150
	11
	614,582

	Portuguese
	10
	429,860
	12
	564,630

	Japanese
	11
	427,657
	13
	477,997

	French Creole
	19
	187,658
	14
	453,368

	Greek
	12
	388,260
	15
	365,436

	Hindi
	14
	331,484
	16
	317,057

	Persian
	18
	201,865
	17
	312,085

	Urdu
	(N/A)
	(N/A)
	18
	262,900

	Gujarathi
	26
	102,418
	19
	235,988

	Armenian
	20
	149,694
	20
	202,708

	All other languages
	
	3,182,546
	
	4,485,241



   Figure 1: Languages Other Than English Spoken in the Home
Increases of languages other than English spoken in the homes can be attributed primarily to immigration.  Mexico was the country of birth for the largest number of immigrants in the 2000 Census, a position it has held since 1961.  Figure 2 shows the top 20 countries of birth as reported for the years 2000 through 2002.

	Country of Birth
	2000
	2001
	2002

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	Mexico
	173,919
	20.5
	206,426
	19.4
	219,380
	20.6

	India
	42,046
	4.9
	70,290
	6.6
	71,105
	6.7

	China
	45,652
	5.4
	56,426
	5.3
	61,282
	5.8

	Philippines
	42,474
	5.0
	53,154
	5.0
	51,308
	4.8

	Vietnam
	26,747
	3.1
	35,531
	3.3
	33,627
	3.2

	El Salvador
	22,578
	2.7
	31,272
	2.9
	31,168
	2.9

	Cuba
	20,831
	2.5
	27,703
	2.6
	28,272
	2.7

	Bosnia-Herzegovina
	11,828
	1.4
	23,640
	2.2
	25,373
	2.4

	Dominican Republic
	17,536
	2.1
	21,313
	2.0
	22,604
	2.1

	Ukraine
	15,810
	1.9
	20,975
	2.0
	21,217
	2.0

	Korea
	15,830
	1.9
	20,742
	1.9
	21,021
	2.0

	Russia
	17,110
	2.0
	20,413
	1.9
	20,833
	2.0

	Haiti
	22,364
	2.6
	27,120
	2.5
	20,268
	1.9

	Canada
	16,210
	1.9
	21,933
	2.1
	19,519
	1.8

	Colombia
	14,498
	1.7
	16,730
	1.6
	18,845
	1.8

	Guatemala
	9,970
	1.2
	13,567
	1.3
	16,229
	1.5

	United Kingdom
	13,385
	1.6
	18,436
	1.7
	16,181
	1.5

	Jamaica
	16,000
	1.9
	15,393
	1.4
	14,898
	1.4

	Pakistan
	14,535
	1.7
	16,448
	1.5
	13,743
	1.3

	Iran
	8,519
	1.0
	10,497
	1.0
	13,029
	1.2

	Subtotal
	567,842
	66.8
	728,009
	69.6
	739,902
	69.3

	Other
	281,965
	33.2
	336,309
	31.6
	323,830
	30.4

	Total
	849,807
	
	1,064,318
	
	1,063,732
	


      Figure 2:  Country of Birth for Immigrants into the United States, 2000 - 2002
Citizens and resident aliens who spoke languages other than English at home were not distributed equally across geographic regions of the Untied States, according to the 2000 Census.  The West and Northeast had the greatest number and proportion of non-English-language speakers, while the lowest proportions of non-English speakers were in the South and Midwest (AL, AR, IA, KY, MI, MS, MO, TN, WV, IN and WI).  More than 25 percent of the population in seven states (CA, NM, TX, NY, HI, AZ and NJ) spoke a language other than English at home in 2000.

Foreign Language Instruction in Public Secondary Schools

The American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) conducted a study in May 2002 entitled “Foreign Language Enrollments in Public Secondary Schools, Fall 2000.”  According to this study, the percentage of students studying a foreign language in public secondary schools was lower in 2000 (44 percent) than in 1890 (51 percent).  However, the percentage of students studying modern foreign languages had grown from just over 16 percent in 1890 to 42 percent in 2000.  The ACTFL concluded that these results were attributable to a greater emphasis during the first part of the 20th century on the study of Latin (the study of Latin declined from a high of 56 percent in 1905 to 1.3 percent in 2000).  While the percentage of public secondary school students studying foreign languages averaged 31 percent between 1970 and 2000, the percentage doubled from almost 23 percent in 1982 to almost 44 percent in 2000.

The percentage of students taking the top six foreign languages in public secondary schools in 2000 is shown in Figure 3.

	Language
	Percentage of Students

	Spanish
	30.2

	French
	8

	German
	2.1

	Italian
	0.5

	Japanese
	0.4

	Russian
	0.08

	All others
	1.72





          Figure 3: Percentage of Students Taking Selected 

            Foreign Languages

Foreign Language Instruction in Institutions of Higher Learning

The Modern Language Association (MLA) conducted a study entitled, “Foreign Language Enrollments in United States Institutions of Higher Education, Fall of 2002.”  The official results of the study were not officially released prior to the publication of this report, but an uncorrected proof of the MLA study was reviewed for the purpose of this report.  The study surveyed 2,780 two- and four-year institutions of higher learning to collect information on credit-bearing enrollments for fall 2002 in all modern foreign language (MFL) courses other than English.  The MLA study results reflect information that was provided voluntarily by the solicited institutions (99.53 percent of those institutions queried responded), but the reported data has not been independently verified as accurate.

This study is the twentieth in a series that has been conducted since 1958.  Using 1960 as a base year, total college enrollment has increased from 3,789,000 to 15,608,000 in 2002, an increase of over 400 percent.  During the same period, enrollment in MFL instruction has increased from 608,749 (1960) to 1,356,747 in 2002, an increase of slightly over 220 percent.  However, while total enrollment increased almost 30 percent between 1980 and 2002, enrollment in MFL increased by almost 55 percent.  Narrowing the comparison even further, total enrollment grew between 1990 and 2002 by 13 percent and enrollment in MFL grew by 19 percent.  Enrollments in the twelve leading foreign languages (not including Latin and Ancient Greek) are shown in Figure 4.

	Language
	Enrollments

	
	1960
	1970
	1980
	1990
	1995
	1998
	2002

	Spanish
	178,689
	389,150
	379,379
	533,944
	606,286
	656,590
	746,602

	French
	228,813
	359,313
	248,361
	272,472
	205,351
	199,064
	202,014

	German
	146,116
	202,569
	126,910
	133,348
	96,263
	89,020
	100,112

	Italian
	11,142
	34,244
	34,791
	49,699
	43,760
	49,287
	63,866

	American Sign Language
	-
	-
	-
	1,602
	4,304
	11,420
	60,849

	Japanese
	1,746
	6,620
	11,506
	45,717
	44,723
	43,141
	52,238

	Chinese
	1,844
	6,238
	11,366
	19,490
	26,471
	28,456
	34,153

	Russian
	30,5070
	36,189
	23,987
	44,626
	24,729
	23,791
	23,916

	Hebrew
	3,834
	16,567
	19,429
	12,995
	13,127
	15,833
	23,088

	Arabic
	541
	1,333
	3,466
	3,475
	4,444
	5,505
	10,596

	Portuguese
	1,033
	5,065
	4,894
	6,211
	6,531
	6,926
	8,385

	Korean
	168
	101
	374
	2,286
	3,343
	4,479
	5,211

	Others
	4,253
	9,828
	13,228
	13,015
	17,271
	17,771
	23,715

	Totals
	608,749
	1,067,217
	877,691
	1,138,880
	1,096,603
	1,151,283
	1,356,744


Figure 4: Foreign Language Enrollments in United States Institutions of Higher Education
While the total percentage of higher education students enrolled in a modern foreign language continues to rise, the figure is still less than ten percent of all students enrolled in institutions of higher education.  Of the 15,608,000 higher education students in 2002, almost nine percent (1,356,747) studied an MFL, meaning that for every 100 students enrolled in a two- or four-year college, less than nine are enrolled in a foreign language course of instruction.  This is, however, an 18 percent increase from the number of students in 1998.

The MLA study did not report the number of semesters studied by those students taking foreign languages.  An extract of the MLA report is at Annex C.

Study Abroad Programs.  American colleges and universities have Study Abroad Programs in 113 countries (listed at Annex D).  While the content of the study abroad programs varies greatly from courses taught in English to courses taught in the language of the host country, students are generally accommodated among other students or with the local population, thus providing an opportunity to enhance both language skills and cultural awareness.

The National Security Act of 1991 created the National Security Education Board, the National Security Education Program, and a trust fund in the U.S. Treasury to provide resources for scholarships, fellowships, and grants. The purpose of the Act was to provide funding for undergraduate and graduate students willing to study language, culture, and area studies in regions critical to national security, and to provide grants to US institutions of higher learning for program development in languages and regions critical to national security.  In exchange for funding, recipients are required to seek employment with the federal government or institutes of higher learning upon completion of their studies. NSEP, which is overseen by the National Defense University, is the only federally funded effort focused on combining language proficiency, national security, and the federal workforce.

Because the focus of NSEP is strictly on critical areas, some countries are specifically excluded from NSEP funding. These countries include most US allies and many of the non-NATO countries of Western Europe, Australia, and New Zealand.  NSEP approved countries and languages are shown at Annex E.  The NSEP program awarded 183 scholarships from a pool of 765 applicants in 2003.  When queried about participation by ROTC cadets, NSEP said they had no way of collecting specific data, but that ROTC students have participated previously in the program and the applications of ROTC students have been quite competitive.

Language and regional expertise learned through non-standard programs such as these, which offer opportunity for total immersion, frequently exceeds that obtained in a semester course in the standard classroom environment.  Such programs are valuable tools (and relatively inexpensive as a major portion of the cost is paid by the participating students) for obtaining first-hand knowledge and understanding of different cultures.  Supporting ROTC cadets in such study abroad programs, even if changes must be made to accommodate conflicts with summer camp attendance, could contribute to the accomplishment of Task 3 objectives.

Foreign Language Study in American Society.  As noted above, the study of foreign languages in secondary and post-secondary schools has increased at a relatively steady rate over the past three decades, but remains below the ten percent level of all students enrolled in American colleges and universities.  At the same time, approximately 20 percent of all Americans live in heritage speaker homes.  All of the OSD investment languages are currently being taught in American universities, and virtually all of these languages are spoken by tens or even hundreds of thousands of heritage speakers.  Thus, the Department of Defense has potential access to a pool of heritage speakers of the investment languages, as well as the academic resources for training future civilian and military leaders in these critical languages.
Sources of Language and Regional Studies for Commissioned Officers

Commissioned officers in the Armed Forces are drawn from two primary sources: the Service Academies and university-level ROTC programs.  SAIC reviewed the availability of foreign language instruction in the Academies and through universities affiliated with an ROTC program of one or more of the Services.  Additional data on the Service Academy foreign language programs is at Annex F.

United States Military Academy (USMA).  Although USMA required the equivalent of four semesters of language instruction at least as far back as the 1960’s, modernization of the curriculum over the past four decades has reduced the mandatory language instruction to two semesters (except for those cadets wishing to receive a degree in a foreign language).  These two semesters are generally taken during the second year at the Academy.  Each cadet submits his/her top three choices of language desired during the basic training in the first summer. There are seven languages taught at West Point: Arabic, Chinese, French, German, Portuguese, Russian, and Spanish.  Hebrew is taught on an unscheduled basis.

Cadets with requisite experience prior to entering the Academy are placed into intermediate- or high-level courses, based upon the Department of Foreign Languages’ written placement exam and an oral interview.

When USMA went to the majors program, an exception to the second year rule for foreign language instruction was implemented.  This permitted approximately ten percent of each class to take language beginning in their first year.  Approximately 50 of the 130 cadets taking foreign language during their first year are a result of prior language validation.  The remaining 80 are spread out over the seven languages according to the percentage of how many of the class subscribe to each language.  Each language faculty picks those cadets they believe will be most likely candidates to actually major in their particular language.

The Defense Language Proficiency Test is the only standardized measure and it is only administered to cadets that have a foreign language major or were placed into the 3rd and 4th year courses for their mandatory two semesters.  It is administered in the spring of the fourth year.

United States Naval Academy (USNA).  Currently, midshipmen majoring in the Humanities and Social Science disciplines must complete a four-semester, 12-credit language requirement.  Midshipmen majoring in any of the Engineering, Mathematics, or Science disciplines are not required to take a language, although over one-third of the midshipmen (approximately 1,800 out of 4,000) take a language during their four years of study.  USNA’s Language Studies Department currently offers courses in Chinese, French, German, Japanese, Russian, and Spanish.  In addition, a new Arabic course is scheduled to begin in the fall of 2004.  All language courses have a strong communicative and cultural focus. Normally, midshipmen who must complete a language requirement for their major begin language study during the fall of the third (sophomore) or the second class (junior) years, while those who wish to attain a minor typically commence study during the fall of their third class year.

In general, midshipmen are permitted to choose the language that they study at USNA.  However, because of the large demand for Spanish, USNA since fall 2001 has begun to restrict enrollment in first-year Spanish courses to midshipmen with prior study of Spanish (one year of senior high school minimum).  Those without prior study of Spanish must choose another language to study.  Midshipmen with previous formal study of Spanish and those who validate any Spanish courses may continue to take Spanish at USNA.  There are no language enrollment quotas at USNA. 

First class (senior) midshipmen who wish to be considered for a post-graduate Olmsted Scholarship to study abroad are required to take the DLAB examination.  The DLPT is offered on a voluntary basis to USNA midshipmen during the spring semester immediately preceding commissioning.  It is normally taken by language minors, although other midshipmen may also choose to take the test.

As part of the Naval Academy-wide assessment process, the Language Studies Department is currently exploring various means for assessing proficiency at the conclusion of the language minor program, summer immersion programs, and at the end of the current four semester requirement for Humanities and Social Science majors who are not minoring in a language.  

In responding to a request for information to support the Task 3 analysis, the Naval Academy expressed “profound reservations” about instituting a four-semester language requirement for all midshipmen, asserting that it “would generate significant disruption in the accomplishment of on-going academic goals, most prominent among…the Naval Academy’s accredited engineering and science majors, while providing only a limited benefit in language proficiency among Naval Academy graduates.”
  Officials believe that meeting such a requirement would entail some or all of the following: a reduction of current technical courses below accreditation standards (at a time when the Navy seeks greater technical competence), the displacement of other electives viewed as important, or the extension of the academic program beyond four years.  

United States Air Force Academy (USAFA).  Between 1996 and 2002, all USAFA cadets were required to take two semesters of a foreign language.  After a curriculum review in 2002, the requirement was changed.  Presently and based on their selected academic majors, some cadets are required to take four semesters, while others take only two.  Cadets with engineering majors are exempt from language study entirely.  Generally speaking, those cadets with non-technical majors have a four-semester foreign language requirement, while those cadets majoring in math, space operations, meteorology, and biology have a two-semester requirement.  The foreign language requirements are generally taken in the first four semesters at the USAFA.  However, cadets who have not decided upon a technical or non-technical major may take the language courses between their third and sixth semesters.  Language assignment is based upon a combination of cadet interest, demonstrated proficiency, and Academy quotas.  The Air Force Academy teaches seven languages: Arabic, Chinese, French, German, Japanese, Russian, and Spanish.

USAFA cadets may validate their language requirement in one of two ways: (1) scores of four or above on the Standard Advance Placement Test given in high school; or (2) by scoring 95 percent or better on the Academy’s locally developed placement test.  Approximately two percent of the average class of 1,250 validate their language requirements each year.

The USAFA accepts the DLPT as the only recognized proficiency test for foreign language study.  The DLPT is administered to between 100 and 200 cadets each year, limited to those who have earned a foreign language minor (four semesters of advanced courses), participated in one of the special programs, or demonstrated excellent foreign language skills learned at home or from previous study abroad programs.

The USAFA has two special programs to expand language training (and regional expertise) beyond the traditional classroom.  The first is a summer abroad language and culture immersion program funded by the Office of the Secretary of the Air Force for International Affairs (SAF/IA).  Approximately 50-60 cadets participate in this program each year.  The second program involves spending a semester abroad at a foreign academy.  Approximately 18 cadets participate in this program annually in France, Germany, Canada, Spain, and Chile.

Reserve Officers Training Corps (ROTC).  SAIC combined a search of the World Wide Web with information provided by the Military Departments’ ROTC commands to identify colleges and universities that have affiliated ROTC programs.  The Military Departments reported that 1,322 colleges and universities are primary or affiliate ROTC Schools.  Of the more than 1,300 ROTC Schools, only 196 (mostly technical, graduate, religious, or historically black colleges) did not offer foreign language instruction in one or more of DoD’s investment languages.  Figure 5 shows the number (and percentage) of ROTC Schools with four or more semesters of investment language courses.

	Language
	Number of Schools
	Percentage of Schools

	Spanish
	1,092
	82

	French
	974
	74

	Russian
	362
	27

	Chinese
	355
	27

	Arabic
	157
	12

	Portuguese
	149
	11

	Korean
	80
	6

	Swahili
	51
	4

	Hindi/Urdu
	45
	3

	Turkish
	28
	2

	Filipino/Tagalog
	27
	2

	Serbo-Croatian
	26
	2

	Farsi
	25
	2

	Central Asian
	22
	2

	Indonesian/Bahasa
	17
	1

	Kurdish
	1
	0.01




   Figure 5: ROTC Schools Offering Investment Language Instruction
In addition to foreign language in DoD’s investment Languages, SAIC also identified ROTC Schools with accredited regional studies programs.  In order for a school to receive credit for offering a regional focus, the school had to offer a Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) in a language or at least a minor in regional studies.  Some schools offered a B.A. in more than one language and were therefore counted in several regions.  Schools offering B.A. degrees in French and Spanish account for a large proportion of the schools with European area studies.  The number (and percentage) of ROTC Schools that offer regional studies programs is shown in Figure 6.  (ROTC Schools with investment language and regional studies programs are listed at Annex G.)

	Region
	No. of Schools
	Percentage of schools

	Europe
	716
	76%

	Latin America
	273
	29%

	Asia
	262
	28%

	Africa
	213
	23%

	Russia and East Europe
	120
	13%

	Middle East
	74
	8%

	North America
	37
	4%




   Figure 6: ROTC Schools with Regional Studies Programs
Each of the Military Departments offers scholarships to selected ROTC cadets on a one-, two-, three-, or four-year basis.  Presently, there are no direct ties between most ROTC scholarships and academic majors.  Nursing is one major exception, and the Air Force ROTC program specifically targets scholarships for students pursuing technical degrees.  Department of the Army ROTC Cadet Command regulations allow for the use of academic disciplines as a factor in selecting scholarship recipients.  Beginning with the Class of 2008, the Cadet Command intends to start missioning schools by Academic Discipline Mix (ADM).  Cadet Command uses a system of Academic Groupings based on math, science, and engineering (MSE) course content (nursing receives a grouping by itself, since it is a missioned academic discipline).  The groupings are: ADM One – less than ten percent MSE; ADM Two – 10-25 percent MSE; ADM Three – 26-50 percent MSE; ADM Four – greater than 50 percent MSE; ADM Five, nursing.  The breakdown for the past five years is shown in Figure 7.

	Fiscal Year
	ADM 1
	ADM 2
	ADM 3
	ADM 4
	ADM 5

	1999
	1,813
	650
	382
	276
	160

	2000
	1,674
	683
	404
	275
	144

	2001
	1,832
	722
	362
	272
	129

	2002
	2,037
	758
	415
	243
	118

	2003
	2,277
	874
	411
	268
	120



Figure 7: Breakout of Army ROTC Cadets by Academic Discipline Mix
Historically, Services ROTC program offices have not tracked the number of cadets enrolled in foreign language or regional studies programs, and language- and regional studies-related requirements have not been prerequisites for commissioning.  The Air Force has begun to identify foreign language majors as part of an initiative to send newly commissioned officers for two months of immersion training before they attend technical school.

Officers Candidate School (OCS) and Direct Commission Programs.  The Services all have a standard that officers must possess a bachelor’s degree before being commissioned.  For the active duty officer population, this is fairly straightforward, as the Service Academies and Service ROTC programs produce a substantial majority of all officers.  For other persons, either coming from civilian life or the enlisted ranks, there are options for commissioning through OCS programs or via a direct commission.  Most of the officers serving in medical, judge advocate general, and chaplain corps enter the Service because of their civilian professional credentials through the direct commission route.  Newly commissioned active duty officers coming from OCS or direct commission programs already possess a B.A. or graduate degree when they start the commissioning process.  As a result, they may have completed little or no language or regional studies instruction in their curricula.

It is an entirely different matter for some of the Reserve Components.  The demand for high numbers of active duty junior officers means that the Service Academies and ROTC programs produce virtually no new officers that go directly into the RC.  As a result, the Reserves and National Guard tend to rely heavily on their own Officer Candidate School or direct commission programs to fill their junior officer ranks.  In some cases, such as the Army Reserve and Army National Guard, where there are substantial shortages of junior officers in operational units, persons entering OCS may receive waivers from the requirement to possess a bachelor’s degree before being commissioned.  Such officers are required to complete their baccalaureate program, usually on their own time, within a certain number of years or prior to their promotion to O-4.  None of the existing OCS and direct commissioning programs for the AC and RC have pre-commissioning foreign language and area studies requirements.

Recording Language and Regional Expertise Capabilities of Commissioned Officers

There are a number of sources available to capture the present language (and regional area) expertise of newly commissioned officers.  They include transcripts of academic records, test results of standardized tests (e.g., AP, SAT II, CLEP, Defense Language Aptitude Battery (DLAB) and DLPT) and self-reporting.  The Military Departments do not currently record this information in a consistent and comprehensive process.  The situation in the Department of the Army – which has the most extensive linguist and FAO programs of any of the Services – is indicative of current practices within DoD.

According to AR 611-6, the DLAB is to be given to “officers first entering active service at basic branch course or at their first duty station when not attending a basic branch course.”  However, only 25 percent of all officers assessed into the Army in FY02 had their military records annotated as having taken the DLAB.  The last two year groups evaluated (FY01 and FY02) had an average DLAB score of 90-95.  According to AR 350-16, dated 13 March 1998, a DLAB score of 85 is the minimum score for Defense Language Institute training in Category I languages, 90 for Category II languages, 95 for Category III languages, and 100 for Category IV languages.

Indications are that self-reporting of language skills, including native ability, is not as accurate as might be expected.  Anecdotal reports indicate that officers frequently do not volunteer information for fear of being sent to an assignment that they do not want (e.g., to a particular geographical region) or getting trapped in a career pattern they don’t want (e.g., FAO) because the impression is that promotion opportunities are not as good as in other functional areas.

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

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

The Department of Defense does not currently have a comprehensive and accurate database of personnel with language capabilities.  Data that is available is based on a variety of sources, including academic reports upon completion of DoD-funded language training programs (e.g., DLI and FSI), results of officially administered DLAB and DLPT tests, and self-reporting by individuals.  The Department has no procedures for recording regional expertise, other than in association with Service Foreign Area Officer programs.  Current Service and Joint manning documents do not identify billets with regional expertise requirements, except for FAO, attaché, security cooperation, and similar billets.

SECTION VI – FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

This section of the report identifies SAIC’s findings and conclusions related to Task 3.  Findings and conclusions are discussed for language and regional expertise requirements, defining and measuring those requirements, availability of heritage speakers and language and regional studies programs, recording language and regional expertise skills, and implementing a pre-commissioning language and regional studies requirement.

Language and Regional Expertise Requirements

1. Finding:  Changes in the international security environment and in the nature of threats to US national security have increased the range of potential conflict zones and expanded the number of likely coalition partners with whom US forces will work, all of which reinforces the critical need for Defense Language Transformation.

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

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

· Discussion:  Accomplishing the spectrum of multi-faceted and complex Defense Language Transformation objectives will require focused oversight at OSD and in the Combatant Commands and Military Departments.  Current foreign language programs are generally organized around intelligence requirements (e.g., cryptolinguists and interrogators), while the Defense Language Transformation initiative seeks to address language and regional expertise requirements across all Commands, Services, and functional areas.  Establishing a Language and Regional Expertise Program Manager within OSD, the Combatant Commands, the Joint Staff, the Military Departments, and key Defense Agencies will ensure focus DoD’s foreign language efforts and assist in attaining Defense Language Transformation objectives.

3. Finding:  Current OSD, Joint, and Military Department regulations, memoranda, and other policy documents do not provide comprehensive guidance for the implementation of Defense Language Transformation.  Outside of selected personnel associated with Service language programs, most Military Department and Combatant Command personnel were unaware of the objectives of the initiative.

· Discussion:  Existing Defense Language Program documents pre-date the Defense Language Transformation initiative by as much as two decades.  Only the most recent memoranda from the Office of the Secretary of Defense include any mention of Defense Language Transformation.  Many of the existing regulations assign responsibilities to offices that no longer exist.  Without the foundation provided by specific policy guidance and the assignment of explicit responsibilities, the Military Departments, Joint Staff, and Combatant Commands will be unable to establish plans and policies to implement the programmatic aspects of Defense Language Transformation.  Most staff officers in the Military Departments and Combatant Commands viewed language requirements through the narrow focus of intelligence-related requirements (e.g., cryptolinguists) and FAOs.

4. Finding:  The investment language list may be unnecessarily restrictive for achieving some of the goals of Task 3 of Defense Language Transformation.  
· Discussion: Studying one of the investment languages is not the only way of transforming DoD’s language capability and of changing the way language and regional area expertise is valued, developed, and employed within DoD.  There is not a direct link between changing the culture in the Armed Forces by requiring commissioned officers to have the equivalent of four semesters of post-secondary education in a foreign language and requiring that the foreign language be one of the investment languages.  There is nothing about the investment languages per se that will contribute to a greater or lesser degree to increasing the value placed on foreign language and regional expertise.  Studying any modern foreign language and developing regional awareness in any region of the world will contribute to transforming DoD’s language capability and changing the culture within the Department.  Studying either an investment language or a non-investment language that responds to Combatant Command or Service requirements will contribute to accomplishing both Defense Language Transformation objectives and other DoD objectives (e.g., contributing to GWOT, enhancing coalition warfare, and increasing the sources of intelligence warnings and indicators).  However, since the investment languages represent the collective best judgment within OSD of languages that have the potential to make the most contribution against existing and future mission requirements, providing incentives for the study of the investment languages will contribute to changing the culture and to increasing the Department’s capabilities in the investment languages.

5. Finding:  Many of the recent reviews of language and regional expertise requirements conducted by the Combatant Commands and Military Departments were not zero-based.  Therefore, they do not necessarily reflect actual requirements, only resourced requirements.  The current practice of filling language- and FAO-coded billets with non-qualified personnel or personnel from another Service effectively hides some requirements that are routinely unfilled.

· Discussion:  Some of the Combatant Commands (USEUCOM and USPACOM) and Military Departments (with the exception of the Marine Corps) have not conducted a zero-based review for language and regional expertise requirements in the recent past.  Guidance provided from within the DoD chain of command has been to identify requirements that have either been previously vetted (even if unresourced) or can be resourced within currently available manpower and funding limitations.  Thus, the current requirements do not necessarily reflect actual and complete Combatant Command and Military Department needs.  The Combatant Commands and Services routinely fill billets with personnel who do not meet all of the requirements or who are from a Service other than that identified on the JTD.  This practice leads to the recoding (i.e., eliminating the language requirement) of some billets that do not get filled with qualified personnel over a number of years, not coding any billets for Navy FAOs, and “horse-trading” among the Services, whereby one Service fills more than its “fair share” of billets, while another Service determines that it has no unfilled requirements.

6. Finding:  Current Service and Joint personnel management and requirements procedures do not allow for the identification of regional expertise requirements or capabilities for non-FAO officers.

· Discussion:  None of the Services has a procedure for identifying and recording regional expertise for officers who are not in a FAO program.  While FAOs are assigned a skill code identifier associated with a specific region of the world, non-FAOs who have substantial country or regional experience or education in regional studies receive no such designator.  Current Service and Joint manning and requirements documents could be relatively easily modified to accept an additional skill code identifier.  At least two of the Services (Army and Marine Corps) have established criteria and programs for identifying and recording regional expertise for Foreign Area Officers that could be adapted to identify such skills in non-FAOs as well.

7. Finding:  The Combatant Commands have an undocumented, unfulfilled requirement to increase the number of officers assigned to the Commands with regional expertise.

· Discussion:  All four geographical Combatant Commands visited (USCENTCOM, USEUCOM, USSOUTHCOM, and USPACOM) identified a requirement for officers with some regional expertise.  This requirement is in addition to Service FAOs (FAO requirements have been identified and documented in existing Joint manning documents).  Many of these regional expertise requirements are in the J-4 and J-5 Directorates, where insufficient numbers of the billets are coded for FAOs (this issue is more fully explored in Task 2).  However, even if the Services were able to fill all FAO and FAO-like requirements, the Combatant Commands expressed a need for a larger number of the officers assigned to the Command to have some regional expertise and cultural awareness.

8. Finding:  Despite support from senior Service leaders, many officers in “middle management” levels seem to question whether increasing language and regional expertise requirements for commissioned officers will contribute to warfighting and peace-winning in the same relative proportion as the efforts (and resources) necessary to implement the increases.

· Discussion:  Many senior Military Department leaders have officially stated their support for increasing the value placed on foreign language and regional expertise.  The Chief of Staff of the Air Force’s Sight Picture and other “commander’s intent” messages have not received universal acceptance at the middle management level.  Some Service representatives interviewed for this study expressed considerable concern about the resource requirements needed to implement a pre-commissioning foreign language and regional studies requirement for all officers.  Many uniformed personnel – even those with recent combat and stability operations experience – did not consider these skills to be as important as the more traditional warfighting skills, especially when viewed in the context of heavy operational- and personnel-tempo and limited resources.  A number of senior and mid-level staff officers in the Military Departments and Combatant Commands believe that a well-trained operator can learn the requisite regional awareness skills – as opposed to language – in a short period of time on-the-job.  Anecdotally, a number of officers reported that they had been actively discouraged by their commanders and supervisors from participating in language development and sustainment programs as they would thus be diverted from the more important aspects of their professional duties.  However, some senior military leaders interviewed – especially those with recent OEF, OIF, or KFOR experience, to include all of the USCENTCOM Flag Officers interviewed – were very receptive to the Defense Language Transformation initiative in general and to the pre-commissioning requirement in particular.

Defining, Measuring, and Sustaining Language and Regional Expertise Requirements

9. Finding: The proposed pre-commissioning requirement to complete a four-semester equivalent of post-secondary language instruction and regional studies is subject to multiple interpretations.

· Discussion:  This finding can be separated into two distinct, but related, aspects – intent and definition.

· Intent:

(1) If the intent of the four-semester requirement is only to introduce the individual to the difficulties associated with learning a foreign language, then any foreign language (even English for heritage speakers) will accomplish the task – and four semesters may be more than is required.  In this case, university performance standards should be applied and no post-commissioning sustainment programs will be required.

(2) If the intent is to introduce the individual to a new linguistic and cultural experience, thus increasing awareness and regional expertise, then any foreign language will qualify, four semesters should be sufficient, and university performance standards should be applied.  In this case, heritage speakers will not necessarily need to learn a third language, as their native language could provide this experience, but they will probably need to take regional studies.  While sustaining the language skills may not be required after commissioning, sustaining regional and cultural awareness throughout an individual’s career will require more than repeated assignments in the region.  

(3)  If the intent is to increase DoD’s linguistic capability in investment languages, then all candidates (except heritage speakers of one of the investment languages) will need more than four semesters of language instruction and regional studies to achieve real expertise, as well as career-long sustainment programs for both skills.  In this case, DLI proficiency standards should be applied to measure the individual’s language capabilities.

· Definition:

(1) A strict definition of four semesters would require an individual to take four semesters of a foreign language at the university-level, plus “some” regional studies courses.

(2) An alternative definition would allow individuals to achieve equivalency through programs such as study abroad, advanced placement exams, and life experience (e.g., having lived in a foreign country and speaking the language).

(3) An approach for heritage speakers would combine testing to determine language performance (university, not DLI standards), additional language classes, as required, and regional studies.  Upon acceptance into the ROTC program or Service Academy, heritage speakers will need to be tested to document their ability using a standard evaluation tool (e.g., university test, AP, SAT II, etc.).

10. Finding: Post-commissioning sustainment training will be required to make pre-commissioning language and regional studies a cost-effective investment.

· Discussion:  Assuming that the primary intent of the pre-commissioning language and regional studies requirement is to increase cultural awareness among leaders who will be operating with coalition partners on both anticipated and unanticipated battlefields, sustainment training will be required on a recurring basis.  Unless DoD intends for all officers to be linguists, sustainment training in a foreign language should become an individual responsibility (perhaps reinforced with incentives).  However, since these leaders will be routinely planning for and operating in a foreign environment, regional expertise skills will require updating throughout the individual’s career.  Developing a program for sustaining regional expertise – integrated into existing career development programs – will be a positive indicator that the Department is serious about Defense Language Transformation.  Even if sustainment is made an individual responsibility, imposing a language requirement on the entire officer corps implies the need to increase infrastructure funding to support the officers’ efforts.  DoD will probably need to expand – and possibly upgrade – the capabilities of base/ship language facilities (e.g., laboratories, book libraries, tape and film libraries, headphones, satellite or cable hook-ups, etc.) and provide appropriate training materials, dictionaries, etc., in bulk.

11. Finding:  The Service Academies and ROTC programs do not currently stress the importance of foreign language and regional expertise as “global skills” for all officers.

· Discussion:  Service Academy and ROTC cadets – especially those enrolled in non-humanities major programs – will not necessarily fully appreciate the contribution foreign language and regional expertise can make to warfighting and peace-winning.

12. Finding:  Implementing a four-semester pre-commissioning language and regional studies requirement DoD-wide will require detailed implementing guidance, including the identification of alternatives considered acceptable for meeting the requirement and possible exceptions to the requirement.

· Discussion:  This finding is related to a similar finding in the previous section (Language and Regional Expertise Requirements).  In order to provide the Joint Staff, Combatant Commands, and Military Departments with requisite policy guidance and implementation guidelines, new OSD-level regulations (instructions) will be required.

13. Finding:  While Task 3 explicitly identifies a language and regional expertise requirement for commissioned officers, applying a similar requirement to DoD civilians in equivalent grades would also contribute to the objectives of Defense Language Transformation.

· Discussion:  Transforming “the way language and regional area expertise is valued, developed, and employed within the Department of Defense” will require linguistic and cultural awareness among all DoD leaders, civilian and military.  Civilian leaders within OSD, the Military Departments, and the Combatant Commands play important roles in planning for and executing security cooperation, coalition-building, and intelligence activities.  Pre-commissioning requirements for Armed Forces officers appear to be equally applicable for DoD civilians in equivalent grades and positions.

14. Finding: Not all officers who receive their commissions through OCS and direct commissioning programs will have completed a four-semester equivalent of foreign language and regional studies.

· Discussion:  The Reserve Component allows waivers to be issued for OCS graduates without at least a BA or BS degree.  Direct commissioning programs frequently provide commissions to medical and judge advocate general officers and chaplains who did not participate in a Service ROTC program.  Therefore, not all of these officers will meet the four-semester equivalent goal prior to commissioning.  In such cases, waivers or delays in meeting the requirement may be needed.

Availability of Heritage Speakers and Language and Regional Studies Programs

15. Finding:  Several of the more difficult (DoD Category III and IV) investment languages (e.g., Arabic, Chinese, and Korean) are spoken by hundreds of thousands of heritage speakers in the United States.

· Discussion:  Focusing officer recruiting efforts on these groups, as well as heritage speakers in non-investment languages, will contribute to the accomplishment of the pre-commissioning language objective.  However, DoD will require standards for measuring heritage speakers’ language abilities.  Heritage speakers should take the DLPT at some point – particularly, the oral interview – but supervisory personnel will need to understand that native speakers of foreign languages sometimes score low on the listening and reading tests because of deficient English skills.  That point makes the oral interview all the more valuable as an evaluation tool.  Heritage speakers may still be required to meet regional expertise requirements through academic study.

16. Finding:  A large number of students graduate annually from colleges and universities with majors or minors in foreign languages and regional studies.

· Discussion:  DoD could make a contribution toward accomplishing Defense Language Transformation goals by targeting for recruitment students who have majored or minored in language and/or regional studies programs.  By doing so, DoD could acquire personnel who already have proven regional expertise, language ability, and motivation.  Although their language skills may require additional attention, by recruiting these personnel, DoD could avoid the high monetary and opportunity costs of basic language training at DLI.  The Army Language Master Plan specifically highlights the need to recruit language-trained personnel in this category, even if they are not heritage speakers.

17. Finding:  All investment languages, along with many other modern foreign languages, and regional studies are currently being taught at primary and affiliated ROTC colleges and universities.

· Discussion:  Modern foreign language and regional studies instruction are available at the Service Academies and ROTC schools with sufficient capacity to facilitate the four-semester language and regional expertise requirement.  Some of the investment languages are taught at a limited number of ROTC schools, but study abroad and NSEP programs could be used to supplement classroom instruction.

Recording Language and Regional Expertise Skills

18. Finding:  The Military Departments do not currently record the foreign language capabilities of non-self-identifying heritage speakers and foreign language and regional studies courses taken by ROTC and Service Academy graduates.

· Discussion:  The Military Departments do not have a process to identify and record the language skills of officers who are heritage speakers unless the individuals self-identify as possessing a foreign language capability. With some exceptions (e.g., professional qualifications and foreign language majors), Service Academies and ROTC programs currently do not transfer data from college transcripts onto military records or into Service or DoD databases.  Therefore, it is unclear how many heritage speakers and current and former ROTC and Service Academy graduates would meet the four-semester equivalent requirement and how many would not.  Until this information is gathered and assessed, the scope of the challenge in reaching the Task 3 objective cannot be measured.

19. Finding:  DoD does not currently have a comprehensive and accurate database of officer and civilian personnel with language capabilities, a situation that undermines – even precludes – proper asset management and seriously impedes the Department’s efforts to address many language-related issues.

· Discussion: Without an accurate database of officer and civilian personnel capabilities, DoD lacks the ability to fully mobilize its existing language resources in response to contingencies.  The absence of such information also impedes the design of measures to rectify the Department’s language problems.

20. Finding:  Because DoD does not have a procedure for recording regional expertise requirements in Joint Manning Documents and Joint Tables of Distribution (other than for billets requiring a Foreign Area Officer), these requirements are not “officially” identified and personnel with the requisite skills are not always assigned.  

· Discussion:  Combatant Command J-4 and J-5 Directorates routinely fill billets that have explicit requirements for regional expertise (e.g., J-4 international logistics planners and J-5 country desk officers) with officers, civilians, or enlisted personnel who have no formal regional studies training or education.  Only when regional expertise requirements are established in the JMD and JTD can the Services select and train the appropriate personnel.

21. Finding: DoD does not currently have a procedure for assessing the regional expertise of DoD personnel.

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

Implementing a Pre-Commissioning Language and Regional Expertise Requirement

22. Finding:  Other than a relatively small number of language specialists, leaders and staffs of the Combatant Commands and Military Departments are unfamiliar with the Defense Language Transformation initiative.

· Discussion:  Few, if any, of the personnel interviewed in the Combatant Commands, Service staffs, and Defense Agencies (other than in the respective Service Language Offices) had heard of Defense Language Transformation.  Some individuals (primarily in the personnel and intelligence sections) were familiar with recent OSD requests to update linguist and FAO requirements, but they did not place these taskings within the broader context of transformation.  A “public affairs” initiative may be required to familiarize DoD personnel with the scope and objectives of Defense Language Transformation.

23. Finding:  Current Service Academy curricula and graduation requirements will require a substantial level of modification in order to implement a four-semester equivalent language and regional studies requirement prior to commissioning.

· Discussion:  The Military Academy and Air Force Academy currently have varying foreign language requirements for cadets prior to commissioning, ranging from no foreign language requirement (for some technical majors) to four semesters of a foreign language.  Neither of these Academies has a regional studies requirement.  Foreign Language Department faculties will require additional resources to accomplish the four-semester goal for all graduates.

24. Finding: Current Service ROTC regulations and programs will require substantial modification in order to implement a four-semester equivalent language and regional studies requirement prior to commissioning.

· Discussion:  None of the Service ROTC programs has either a foreign language or a regional studies requirement for graduation.  Two of the programs (Departments of the Air Force and Navy) do have some academic pre-commissioning requirements.  The existence of other pre-commissioning requirements for graduates of ROTC programs indicates that the Military Departments recognize the value of requiring ROTC cadets to have met some prerequisites prior to being commissioned.  Current pre-commissioning requirements reflect a combination of Service requirements (e.g., technical qualifications) and estimates of at what point additional requirements will cause individuals to not pursue commissioning through the ROTC program.  A program for a pre-commissioning language and regional studies requirement could be patterned after these existing programs.

25. Finding:  Adding a pre-commissioning foreign language requirement equivalent to four semesters could have a negative impact on recruiting ROTC candidates.

· Discussion:  All Service ROTC program managers expressed strong concern about adding “one more” pre-commissioning requirement.  The four semester foreign language requirement was perceived to be especially onerous for cadets enrolled in the more technical courses, including engineering, science, and pre-med.  The absence of a comprehensive database containing language-related information makes it impossible to accurately predict the impact of the language requirement, the exact current situation regarding university-level language capabilities is unknown.

SECTION VII – OPTIONS FOR IMPLEMENTING A FOUR-SEMESTER EQUIVALENT PRE-COMMISSIONING REQUIREMENT

This section describes and discusses options for implementing the Task 3 four-semester equivalent foreign language (and regional studies) pre-commissioning requirement.

Breadth of Application
The first determination that must be made is how far across the officer corps the pre-commissioning language and regional studies requirement will apply.  Today’s officers are commissioned via a number of different programs, for which the Services establish particular standards.  A common thread among these standards is that all newly commissioned officers will have a baccalaureate degree, although waivers are granted for even this requirement (e.g., for some RC officers).  The different circumstances of commissioning programs will affect how the Services’ cadets, officer candidates, and midshipmen are able to achieve the four-semester language requirement.  The options available for implementation include the following:

a. All commissioned officers, regardless of specialty, active or reserve component, or source of commission, must meet the four-semester equivalency language requirement before commissioning.

Pro’s:  Ensures that all officers of all Services bring a greater appreciation of language and cultural differences to their performance of duties throughout their careers. Establishes a single common standard for the pre-commissioning language requirement across the entire Officer Corps.  

Con’s:  May impede the accession of important specialists with civilian professional credentials, in particular medical professionals.  May exacerbate current junior officer shortages in the Reserve Components.  Does not account for officer candidates coming from the enlisted ranks who may already have baccalaureate degrees without meeting the language requirements.

b. All commissioned officers must meet the four-semester requirement, except for those accessed into the Armed Forces due to their civilian professional credentials, e.g., medical, dental, nurse, and comparable health professionals.

Pro’s:  Ensures that all officers of all Services, less the medical professionals, bring a greater appreciation of language and cultural differences to their performance of duties throughout their careers. Provides a broad application of the language requirement without impacting recruitment of medical professionals.  

Con’s:  Does not provide a single, common standard for language requirements across the entire Officer Corps.  May exacerbate current junior officer shortages in the Reserve Components.  Does not account for officer candidates coming from the enlisted ranks who may already have baccalaureate degrees without meeting the language requirements.

c. In addition to the breadth of application determination above, the Services may request a waiver of the four-semester requirement until selected officers reach their tenth year of commissioned service.  This will principally apply to those commissioned under a waiver for a baccalaureate degree or those who entered commissioning programs with a previously awarded baccalaureate degree.

Pro’s:  Ensures that all officers of all Services bring a greater appreciation of language and cultural differences to their performance of duties throughout their careers.  Does not hamper officer accessions from the enlisted ranks or for the Reserve Components.  

Con’s:  Those officers granted waivers will be under pressure to complete the language requirement, while performing duties as junior officers, placing them potentially at a disadvantage relative to their contemporaries.  

d. As with some of the other options discussed below, these can be gradually modified over time, from less to more stringent, to allow the Services and individual’s time to meet the requirements.

Four-Semester Equivalency
Keeping in mind that the long-range objective of this initiative is to prepare future leaders and to stress the value of language and regional expertise, several alternatives would support achievement of the requisite cultural change within DoD.  In addition to foreign language instruction, both regional studies and study abroad programs have the potential to contribute significantly to the long-range objective of appreciating the demands of operating in different cultures.  Policy options include:

a. Allowing cadets and midshipmen to study single or multiple language/cultural areas to meet the requirement.

1) Four semesters of accredited post-secondary instruction in a single language and cultural area is the standard (i.e., regional study has to be in the same region where the language that is studied is spoken).

Pro’s:  Ensures a clear focus on achieving the minimum necessary depth of understanding for a single language and an associated culture.  

Con’s:  Does not provide the flexibility to pursue less rigorous levels of language instruction in two or more languages.  Does not reward those with the talent to learn more than one language to do so.

2) Four semesters of accredited post-secondary instruction in a multi-language and multi-culture course of studies is acceptable (i.e., regional study does not have to be in the same region where the language studied is spoken).

Pro’s:  Permits an introductory level of understanding of two or more languages and associated cultures.  Rewards those with the talent to learn more than one language.

Con’s:  Does not necessarily provide the minimum necessary depth of understanding for a single language and an associated culture. 

b. Allowing cadets and midshipmen to include regional studies and study abroad programs to meet the requirement.

1) The four-semester requirement can only be met through academic foreign language instruction, not regional or comparable studies or study abroad programs.

Pro’s:  Promotes the achievement of a higher level of proficiency in a foreign language.  

Con’s:  Does not provide a greater breadth of understanding of a foreign culture, including its history, society, religion, politics, geography, and economy.  Does not provide the opportunity for in-country experience with a foreign culture and language.

2) A four-semester combination of accredited post-secondary language and regional studies instruction, in which at least two of the semester courses are for a foreign language, is acceptable.

Pro’s:  Provides a greater breadth of understanding of a foreign culture, including its history, society, religion, politics, geography, and economy, in addition to the relevant language.

Con’s: Does not promote the achievement of a higher level of proficiency in the designated language.

3) A four-semester combination of accredited post-secondary language instruction and study abroad programs, in which at least two of the semester courses are for a foreign language, is acceptable.

Pro’s:  Provides the opportunity for in-country experience with a foreign culture and language to expand on academic language instruction. 

Con’s:  May not provide sufficient classroom instruction to achieve a higher level of proficiency in the designated language.  Does not necessarily provide a greater breadth of understanding of a foreign culture, including its history, society, religion, politics, geography, and economy.

4) A four-semester combination of accredited post-secondary language instruction, regional studies, and study abroad programs, in which at least two of the semester courses are for a foreign language, is acceptable.

Pro’s:  Provides a greater breadth of understanding of a foreign culture, including its history, society, religion, politics, geography, and economy, in addition to the relevant language.  Provides the opportunity for in-country experience with a foreign culture and language.  Provides an opportunity for immersion in the language and culture.

Con’s:  May not provide sufficient classroom instruction to achieve a higher level of proficiency in the designated language.    

c. Heritage or native speakers or those with substantial foreign language capability, even if not obtained through post-secondary education, are likely to contribute to the desired change in culture in the officer corps and DoD.  If such persons can meet their college or university standard for receiving academic credit for an approved foreign language, such course validation will count for up to two semesters of the four-semester requirement.

Pro’s:  Provides a greater depth of language and cultural appreciation for the Officer Corps.  Provides a means to demonstrate the Services’ appreciation of the value added by heritage speakers.    

Con’s:  Establishes an apparent double standard for heritage speakers by not requiring them to meet the four-semester requirement.  Does not necessarily achieve the investment language goals of Defense Language Transformation.

Language Selection
The language requirement presently part of the Defense Language Transformation initiative is oriented on the designated “investment languages.”  However, that list of languages excludes a number of “global” languages spoken in international commerce and representing important allies, as well as a number of languages that predominate in areas of potential contingency operations.  If the objective of the four-semester language requirement is to introduce officers to foreign languages and cultures and not to make them linguists, then any of the languages identified by the Combatant Commands and Military Departments will meet the objective.  If the objective is to increase the number of investment language speakers in the Armed Forces as well as making all officers more aware of foreign languages, a combination of incentives and language quotas will attain both objectives.  The selection and range of languages must be a careful decision, as the requisite language programs at various institutions will likely not be flexible enough to accommodate rapid changes in desired languages once implemented.  The options for selecting languages include:

a. Only a current investment language is acceptable for meeting the four-semester standard.

Pro’s:  Provides the Officer Corps with language capabilities focused on the most critical regions.

Con’s:  Does not provide sufficient flexibility to adapt to future language needs, to include other major languages of international commerce, or to gain an appreciation of the language and culture for important allies and coalition partners not covered by the investment languages.    

b. As a matter of policy, the study of ancient languages (e.g., Latin, ancient Greek, Sanskrit, and ancient Hebrew) or unusual languages or dialects (e.g., Basque and Yiddish) will not be accepted in meeting the four-semester requirement.

Pro’s:  Provides the Officer Corps with language capabilities focused on only modern foreign languages of value in future operations.

Con’s:  Does not recognize the value of studying ancient languages as a basis for understanding their modern derivative languages.  Does not recognize the potential value of smaller ethnic groups outside of crisis regions.    

c. Any of the investment languages, plus German, Italian, and Japanese (languages of commerce), are acceptable for meeting the four-semester requirement.

Pro’s:  Provides the Officer Corps with language capabilities focused on the most critical regions, as well as other key “global” languages spoken by many US allies and friends.

Con’s:  Does not provide sufficient flexibility to adapt to future language needs or to gain an appreciation of the language and culture for important allies and coalition partners not covered by the investment languages (such as Polish and Thai).

d. Any modern foreign language, less American Sign Language (considered a foreign language by many institutions) and indigenous languages of the United States or Canada or their territories (including Guam and American Samoa) and affiliated states (including Northern Marianas, Marshall Islands, etc.) is acceptable.

Pro’s: Provides the Officer Corps with broad language capabilities and cultural appreciation for areas of most relevance.

Con’s:  Does not focus on the identified languages most critical to DoD.

e. Services may request an exception to the approved language list for individuals interested in studying other languages or heritage speakers with capability in other languages, if they can be justified as potentially useful languages for DoD.

Pro’s:  Provides Services with the flexibility to adapt to specific considerations and needs that may arise.

Con’s:  Does not focus on the languages designated as most valued by DoD.

f. Any initial standard established at the beginning of the four-semester requirement implementation might be subsequently tightened (fewer languages acceptable) or broadened to include additional languages for areas of ongoing or projected operations.

Language Distribution
The current investment language list already represents a host of languages not commonly taught in US post-secondary institutions.  The predominant foreign language, both spoken in the home and taught in schools in the United States, is Spanish.  To prevent the four-semester requirement from becoming a means of narrowing, rather than broadening, the language appreciation in the Officer Corps and within DoD, a further standard for this requirement might be to promote language instruction in multiple languages through a form of quota system.  However, this may add a substantial administrative burden on the Services to accomplish.  The options are:

a. DoD will establish specific goals for the distribution of languages for meeting the Services’ four-semester pre-commissioning requirement.  Goals will be routinely reevaluated and languages added or deleted as appropriate.

Pro’s:  Provides the Officer Corps with the specific language capabilities needed to meet projected operational requirements.

Con’s:  Does not take into account the great variance in availability of language instruction at colleges and universities with ROTC programs, as well as the Service Academies, meaning that ROTC cadets and midshipmen at larger public and private universities would be pressured into learning the most difficult languages.  Decreases the availability of officers with language skills in the lesser taught languages for responding to unanticipated requirements.

b. At full implementation, the Services should have at least 15 percent of their newly commissioned officers complete the four-semester requirement for DoD Category IV (most difficult) languages and an additional 25 percent in Category III languages.

Pro’s:  Provides the Officer Corps with a high level of language capability and cultural appreciation in the most demanding languages.

Con’s:  Does not take into account the great variance in availability of language instruction at colleges and universities with ROTC programs, as well as the Service Academies, meaning that ROTC cadets and midshipmen at larger public and private universities would be pressured into learning the most difficult languages.  Decreases the availability of officers with language skills in the lesser taught languages for responding to unanticipated requirements.

c. At full implementation, the Services will have no more than 70 percent of their newly commissioned officers qualify in the four-semester requirement with Category I and II languages.

Pro’s:  Provides the Officer Corps with some level of language capability and cultural appreciation in the most demanding languages, not allowing too much emphasis on the languages easiest to learn.

Con’s:  Does not take into account the great variance in availability of language instruction at colleges and universities with ROTC programs, as well as the Service Academies, meaning that ROTC cadets and midshipmen at larger public and private universities would be pressured into learning the most difficult languages.  

d. Any distribution of languages approved per the discussion above is acceptable for meeting the four-semester pre-commissioning requirement, though the Services will offer incentives for those in the ROTC program who take courses in Category III and IV languages.

Pro’s:  Provides the Officer Corps with broad language capabilities and cultural appreciation.  Recognizes the limited number of foreign languages taught at many colleges and universities.

Con’s:  Permits a preference for the easiest languages, without considering DoD requirements.

Career Sustainment
In pre-commissioning programs, the Services have both a means and a motive to encourage participation and completion of the four-semester requirement.  However, upon commissioning, the language skills gained by the new Ensigns and Lieutenants will rapidly diminish unless matched by both incentives to sustain or even enhance their language and regional expertise and disincentives to neglect them.  Associated with each of these options is the question of applying the same rules to “traditional” Reserve Component officers, who have substantially less time available to meet such commitments or to take advantage of such opportunities.  The range of options for language and regional expertise sustainment throughout a career include: 

a. There will be no structured approach to language or regional expertise sustainment or enhancement for officers, except as required in preparation for a language-required assignment, e.g., defense attaché duty, or career specialty decisions, i.e., acceptance into a Foreign Area Officer program.

Pro’s:  Status quo.  Requires no additional resources.  Does not impact on professional military education or officer’s duty time.

Con’s:  Does not provide incentives for officers to maintain their language capabilities.  Does not support the intent for cadets, midshipmen, and officer candidates to fulfill the foreign language requirement.

b. Officer Professional Military Education (PME) courses provide the means to promote the value of language throughout a career.  Options for using professional development courses to promote language sustainment include:

1) All officer PME courses will contain mandatory language and/or regional studies refresher instruction required for course graduation.

Pro’s:  Provides both an incentive and a means for officers to maintain their language capability and regional knowledge.

Con’s:  Cuts into already limited time in the curricula of resident professional military education courses.  Requires additional resources for instructors and curriculum development, including alternatives for non-resident courses.

2) All officer PME courses will contain mandatory regional studies refresher instruction required for course graduation.

Pro’s:  Provides both an incentive and a means for officers to maintain regional knowledge.  Requires fewer additional resources as many professional military education courses already provide regional studies instruction. 

Con’s:  Cuts into limited time in the curricula of resident professional military education courses.  May require some additional resources for instructors and curriculum development, including alternatives for non-resident courses.

3) All officer PME courses will offer optional language and/or regional studies refresher instruction.

Pro’s:  Provides a means for officers to maintain their language capability and regional studies knowledge.

Con’s:  May require some additional resources to arrange for instructors and curriculum development.  Does not establish standards for maintenance of language proficiency and regional knowledge.

c. Periodic language proficiency tests can encourage officers to pay attention to their language skills over the course of their careers.  Such testing must account for the other demands of an officer’s assignments and professional development.

1) Officers will take the DLPT at a frequency determined by DoD.

Pro’s:  Provides an incentive for officers to maintain their language proficiency.  Provides the Services with metrics for assessing each officer’s language skills.

Con’s:  Cuts into limited time available to officers.  Requires additional resources for testing.  Limits Service flexibility.

2) Services will determine the frequency for language proficiency testing of all officers.

Pro’s:  Provides an incentive for officers to maintain their language proficiency.  Provides the Services with metrics for assessing each officer’s language skills.  Provides Services with flexibility to test based on identified requirements.

Con’s:  Cuts into limited time available to officers.

3) There will be no directed language testing, other than that appropriate to meet the requirements for an officer’s career specialty or specific assignment.

Pro’s:  Provides Services with most flexibility for officer career management.

Con’s:  Does not provide an incentive for officers to maintain their language proficiency for purposes beyond those of an immediate assignment.  Does not provide the Services with metrics for assessing each officer’s language skills.

d. Regional knowledge is a desired objective for officers, though no standardized testing method currently exists to measure a person’s comprehensive proficiency in areas such as regional history, contemporary politics, cultural trends, and economic issues.  However, the development and use of a Regional Knowledge Proficiency Test could support the intended goal of broadening the perspectives of officers throughout their careers.  DoD could consider the establishment of testing and proficiency pay programs for up-to-date, in-depth knowledge of designated major geographic or cultural areas of the world, comparable to DLPT and FLPP.  If such tests were developed for the major regions, testing options for officers would include:

1) Officers will take the Regional Knowledge Proficiency Test at a frequency determined by DoD.  

2) Services will determine the frequency for regional knowledge proficiency testing of all officers.

3) There will be no directed regional knowledge proficiency testing, other than that appropriate to meet the requirements for an officer’s career specialty or specific assignment.

The lack of any current model for a standardized, objective regional knowledge test makes this alternative impractical for the near term.

e. Sustainment of language and regional proficiency conducted by officers on their own initiative should be supported by the Services.

1) Officers’ efforts to sustain or enhance their language and regional expertise skills through off-duty and selected on-duty academic programs will be encouraged by the chain of command and will be supported through full tuition assistance.  Voluntary participation by officers in fulltime, structured language immersion and study abroad programs will be supported through the granting of permissive temporary duty (TDY/TAD) and tuition assistance.

Pro’s:  Provides both an incentive and a means for officers to enhance, rather than just maintain, their language proficiency.

Con’s:  Cuts into available on-duty time.  May impact officers’ personnel-tempo, by a placing greater burden on those not involved in on-duty or permissive TDY/TAD programs.  Requires additional resources to cover costs associated with language programs.

2) Officers’ efforts to sustain or enhance their language and regional expertise skills in off-duty and selected on-duty academic programs will be encouraged by the chain of command and supported through full tuition assistance.

Pro’s:  Provides both an incentive and a means for officers to maintain their language proficiency.

Con’s:  May cut into available on-duty time.  May have some impact on officers’ personnel-tempo, by placing greater burden on those not involved in on-duty programs.  Requires some additional resources to cover costs associated with language programs. 

3) Officers’ efforts to sustain or enhance their language and regional expertise skills through off-duty academic programs will be supported through full tuition assistance.

Pro’s:  Status quo.  Requires few, if any, additional resources.

Con’s:  Provides no appreciable incentive for officers to maintain their language proficiency.  Does not provide adequate emphasis on maintaining or enhancing officer language proficiency throughout a career. 

f. To be truly effective, incentives for maintenance of language and regional expertise skills must relate to major career screening or selection processes and to pay.

1) Service promotion boards will consider officers’ maintenance of language (as demonstrated by their most recent DLPT results) and regional expertise in weighing their contributions to their Service and DoD.

Pro’s:  Provides a significant incentive for officers to maintain their language and regional proficiency.  Provides a means to achieve higher levels of language proficiency and cultural appreciation among officers of higher rank.

Con’s:  May possibly result in officers with less operational performance potential than their peers being promoted, primarily due to their high language and regional proficiency.  Places another burden on officers seeking to remain competitive.

2) Service selection or screening boards for schooling, such as civilian graduate education, will consider officers’ maintenance of language (as demonstrated by their most recent DLPT results) and regional expertise in weighing their potential for future contributions to their Service and DoD.

Pro’s:  Provides a major incentive for officers to maintain their language and regional proficiency.  Provides a means to achieve higher levels of language proficiency and cultural appreciation among officers of higher rank.

Con’s:  May result in officers with less operational performance potential than their peers being selected for schooling primarily due to their high language and regional proficiency.  Places another burden on officers seeking to remain competitive.

3) Selection as a Joint Staff Officer (JSO) will consider an officer’s proficiency in an acceptable language, demonstrated by a recent DLPT and Oral Proficiency Interview, and regional expertise.

Pro’s:  Provides a major incentive for officers to maintain their language and regional proficiency.  Ensures a greater level of language proficiency and regional expertise among officers serving in Joint and coalition billets. 

Con’s:  May result in the selection of JSOs with less operational performance potential than their peers due to their high language and regional proficiency.  Places another burden on officers seeking to remain competitive.

4) Completion of Joint duty requirements, as established by Goldwater-Nichols before selection to Flag or General Officer rank, will include at least a 1/1/1 level of language proficiency and regional expertise.

Pro’s:  Provides a significant incentive for officers to maintain their language and regional proficiency.  Ensures higher levels of language proficiency and cultural appreciation in the higher ranks.

Con’s:  May result in the promotion of officers to flag rank with less operational performance potential than their peers due to their high language and regional proficiency.  Places another burden on officers seeking to remain competitive.

5) Foreign language proficiency pay (FLPP) will be paid to officers who maintain appropriate levels of proficiency, regardless of their specialty.

Pro’s:  May provide a major incentive for officers to maintain their language proficiency, depending on the amount of FLPP.

Con’s:  May involve substantial additional resources to fund FLPP for all officers maintaining language proficiency.  May require most funds to pay for a comparable program for enlisted service members and DoD civilians who maintain an appropriate level of language proficiency.

6) If the concepts of regional knowledge testing and regional knowledge proficiency pay are approved, regional expertise proficiency pay will be paid to officers who maintain current detailed knowledge of designated foreign areas, regardless of their specialty.

As noted above, the lack of any model for such testing makes this alternative impractical in the near term.

Implementation
The transition to full implementation of the four-semester language and regional studies requirement is likely to be more difficult to coordinate than specific aspects of the requirement itself.  The key elements of a successful transition include “grandfathering,” or dealing with those already in or about to begin commissioning programs; whether to take an incremental approach to the requirement; and how much time to allow for full implementation of the requirement.  Assuming a DoD decision before the beginning of Academic Year 2004-2005 (fall 2004), the options for each are:

a. Grandfathering.  Though “grandfathering” directly addresses the demands placed on cadets and midshipmen, it also affects the time for college, university, and Service Academy authorities to make adjustments in curricula and faculty to meet the increased demands for language instruction.

1) Those due to be commissioned in FY 2005 and 2006 will not be required to meet any pre-commissioning language and regional studies requirements, except those associated with their current academic programs.  The earliest commissioning year group to be affected by the pre-commissioning requirement will be 2007.

Pro’s:  Provides the most rapid schedule for beginning implementation. 

Con’s:  Requires more resources up front to implement the program in a short period.  May cause difficulty with changes to courses of studies for cadets and midshipmen already enrolled in Service Academies or on four-year ROTC scholarships. 

2) Those currently in a commissioning program (i.e., those cadets or midshipmen scheduled to be commissioned prior to FY 2008 or 2009, depending on their academic programs) will not be required to meet any pre-commissioning language and regional studies requirements.  The earliest commissioning year group to be affected by the pre-commissioning requirement will be 2008.

Pro’s:  Provides for timely implementation without affecting those already in commissioning programs. 

Con’s:  Requires some resources up front to implement the program in a short period.  Delays the accomplishment of the Defense Language Transformation objectives. 

3) Those currently in a commissioning program or who have accepted a Service Academy appointment or ROTC scholarship (i.e., those cadets or midshipmen who would be scheduled to be commissioned prior to FY 2009 or 2010, depending on specific academic programs) will not be required to meet any pre-commissioning language and regional studies requirements, except those associated with their academic programs.  The earliest commissioning year group to be affected by the pre-commissioning requirement will be 2009.

Pro’s:  Provides for a more gradual implementation with fewer resources required up front. 

Con’s: Significantly delays the accomplishment of the Defense Language Transformation objectives.   

b. Incremental steps to full implementation.  Given the substantial impact of a four-semester language and regional studies requirement on any baccalaureate-level academic program, other than a foreign language or regional studies major, consideration should be given to phasing in the requirement.  There may be some sense of inequality if cadets and midshipmen in the same year group have different requirements, but comparable differences in student load already exist among the various academic majors.  Implementation options include the following and are shown in the table below (see Figure 8 below):

1) Two-Three-Four.  In the first year, the Services will require 20 percent of commissioning year groups to have two semesters of language instruction.  The second year will include 40 percent meeting the same requirement.  In the third year, 20 percent will have a three-semester requirement and 50 percent a two-semester requirement.  The following (fourth) year, 40 percent would complete three semesters and 40 percent two semesters.  The fifth year would call for 20 percent of new officers completing the four-semester requirement, 50 percent three semesters, and 30 percent two semesters.   The mix will then shift over time so that by the ninth year, all officers will be completing the four-semester requirement. 

Pro’s:  Provides the most gradual schedule for implementation.  Requires the least additional resources up front.  Services may already be meeting the initial two-semester increment of 20 percent.

Con’s:  Demonstrates little priority for establishing the value of language in the Officer Corps by stretching out implementation over nine year groups.  Provides uneven requirements for adjacent year groups.  Difficult to implement because of different percentages in a single year group.  

[image: image2.wmf]Implementation Options

Two-Three-Four

FY 08

09

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

4 Semesters

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

3 Semesters

20%

40%

50%

60%

40%

20%

2 Semesters

20%

40%

50%

40%

30%

Compressed Two-Three-Four

FY 08

09

10

11

12

13

4 Semesters

20%

40%

70%

100%

3 Semesters

20%

50%

40%

30%

2 Semesters

20%

40%

30%

20%

Two-Four

FY 08

09

10

11

12

13

4 Semesters

20%

40%

70%

100%

2 Semesters

20%

40%

60%

30%

Gradual Cold Turkey

FY 08

09

10

11

12

13

4 Semesters

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Cold Turkey

FY 08

09

10

11

12

13

4 Semesters

100%

Figure 8: Implementation Options


2) Compressed Two-Three-Four.  The option represents a more aggressive alternative than above, completing the progressively demanding requirements from a two-semester level, to three semesters, to the four-semester standard over a six-year implementation period.

Pro’s:  Provides an incremental approach to implementation, yet completed within six year groups.  Services may already be meeting the initial two-semester increment of 20 percent.

Con’s:  Requires more resources up front to implement the program in a five-year period.  Provides uneven requirements for adjacent year groups.  Difficult to implement because of different percentages in a single year group.  

3) Two-Four.  In the first year, the Services will require 20 percent of the commissioning year group to meet a two-semester requirement.  In the second year 40 percent will complete two semesters and 20 percent four semesters.  In subsequent years, an increasing percentage of officers will be required to meet the four-semester requirement.  By the fifth year, all officers will complete the four-semester standard.

Pro’s:  Provides an incremental, yet rapid schedule for implementation, completing the transition over five year groups.  Services may already be meeting the initial two-semester increment of 20 percent.

Con’s:  Requires more resources up front to implement the program in a short period.   Provides uneven requirements for adjacent year groups.  Difficult to implement because of different percentages in a single year group.

4) Gradual Cold Turkey.  The four-semester requirement will be the only standard, applied by increasing percentages, with 20 percent the first year of implementation, 40 percent the second year, and 100 percent in the fifth year.

Pro’s:  Provides a rapid schedule for implementation, focusing on achievement of the full four semesters.   Demonstrates clear commitment to the value of language to the Officer Corps.

Con’s:  Requires more resources up front to implement the program in a short period.  Provides uneven requirements for adjacent year groups.  Difficult to implement because of most disparity in a single year group, some requiring four semesters and others none.

5) Cold Turkey.  The requirement for four semesters of language instruction will be applied equally to all officers of the initial and all following year groups from the first full year of implementation.

Pro’s:  Provides the most rapid schedule for implementation.  Demonstrates the most commitment to the value of language to the Officer Corps.

Con’s:  Requires the most resources up front to implement the program in a short period.  Provides significant impact on curricula at both Service Academies and ROTC-affiliated colleges and universities.  May prove difficult to implement in such a short period at more isolated ROTC schools. 

SECTION VIII – RECOMMENDATIONS

This section contains recommendations for developing and implementing the Task 3 four-semester equivalent foreign language and regional studies requirement.  While the recommendations flow from the findings and conclusions in Section VI above, there is not a direct numeric correlation between the Section VI findings and the Section VIII recommendations.

1. DoD should develop a capabilities-based review process for anticipating future foreign language requirements.

2. Based on the results of the capabilities-based review for anticipating future foreign language requirements, the DoD Components (Combatant Commands, Military Departments, and Defense Agencies) should conduct a zero-based review of language and regional expertise requirements.

3. OSD, the Combatant Commands, the Joint Staff, the Military Departments, and selected Defense Agencies should each identify a Defense Language Transformation Program Manager to oversee their organizations’ foreign language and regional expertise program, including doctrine, management, and administration.

4. Senior DoD leaders should stress the significance of language and regional expertise as critical warfighting and peace-winning capabilities for officers.  DoD must resource programs that effect achievement of these capabilities.

5. OSD should develop and implement a public information program to describe the goals and objectives of the Defense Language Transformation initiative.

6. DoD should consider establishing a program for foreign language and regional expertise requirements for appropriate DOD civilian career specialists.

7. OSD, the Joint Staff, and the Military Departments should update existing regulations, memoranda, and other policy instruments to reflect the objectives of the Defense Language Transformation initiative.

8. The Military Departments and Joint Staff should modify existing personnel management and requirement procedures to identify, track, and manage regional expertise for all officers and designated DoD civilians and enlisted personnel.

9. The Combatant Commands should identify, code billets for, and proactively seek from the Services officers and selected DoD civilians and enlisted personnel with appropriate regional expertise.

10. OSD should establish a comprehensive process to support existing foreign language and regional expertise databases and ensure Service compliance with reporting requirements.

11. The Joint Staff should modify Joint Manning Documents and Joint Tables of Distribution to reflect requirements for regional expertise.

12. The Military Departments should establish a process to ensure accurate recording of foreign language and regional expertise capabilities among all commissioned officers ( and designated DoD civilians) through initial screening and recurring canvassing of the force.  The Military Departments should also initiate efforts to identify all heritage speakers already in the service. 

13. The Task 3 objective of a four-semester equivalent in a foreign language should not be directly linked to the list of investment languages.

14. The Service Academies and Service ROTC programs should stress the importance of foreign language and regional expertise early in their respective programs. The Cadets and Midshipmen must understand this as part of a whole-career approach to foreign language and regional expertise capabilities.

15. The Services should actively recruit heritage speakers of the investment languages, or those who are pursuing university-level majors or minors in foreign language or regional studies as officer candidates.

16. OSD should consider the development of incentive programs (for all ROTC students) to offset the potential negative impact of the four-semester foreign language requirement during the transition phase to a four-semester language and regional studies requirement. 

17. OSD should develop, staff, and publish detailed implementing guidance for a 4-semester pre-commissioning foreign language and regional studies program.

· All commissioned officers should meet the four-semester language and regional expertise requirement, except for those accessed into the Armed Forces due to their civilian medical professional credentials (e.g., physicians, dentists, nurses, and other health professionals).  However, the Services should be able to request a waiver of the four-semester requirement until selected officers reach their tenth year of commissioned service.  This would principally apply to those commissioned under a waiver for a baccalaureate degree or those who entered commissioning programs with a previously awarded baccalaureate degree.

· Four semesters of accredited post-secondary instruction in a single language and regional area should be the standard.

· A four-semester combination of accredited post-secondary language instruction, regional studies, and study abroad programs in which at least two of the semester courses are for a foreign language should be acceptable.

· Heritage or native speakers and those with substantial foreign language experience who can meet their college or university standards for receiving academic credit for an approved foreign language, should receive constructive credit for up to two semesters of the four-semester requirement.

· The study of ancient languages (e.g., Latin, ancient Greek, Sanskrit, and ancient Hebrew) or unusual languages or dialects (e.g., Basque and Yiddish) should not be accepted in meeting the four-semester requirement.

· Any modern foreign language, less American Sign Language and indigenous languages of the United States or Canada or their territories (including Guam and American Samoa) and affiliated states (including Northern Marianas, Marshall Islands, etc.) should be acceptable for meeting the four-semester requirement.

· Any distribution of modern foreign languages approved per the recommendation above should be acceptable for meeting the four-semester pre-commissioning requirement, though the Services should offer incentives for those in the ROTC program who take courses in Category III and IV languages.

· All officer PME courses should contain mandatory regional studies instruction required for course graduation.

· Support for Officer Self-Sustainment.  Officers’ efforts to sustain or enhance their language and regional expertise skills through off-duty and selected on-duty academic programs should be encouraged by the chain of command and will be supported through full tuition assistance.  Voluntary participation by officers in fulltime, structured language immersion and study abroad programs for up to three weeks should be supported through the granting of permissive temporary duty (TDY/TAD) and tuition assistance.

· Service promotion boards should consider officers’ maintenance of language skills as demonstrated by their most recent Defense Language Proficiency Test results in weighing their contributions to their Service and DoD.

· Service selection or screening boards for schooling, such as civilian graduate education, should consider officers’ maintenance of language skills as demonstrated by their most recent Defense Language Proficiency Test results in weighing their potential for future contributions to their Service and DoD.

· Selection as a JSO should consider an officer’s proficiency in an acceptable language, demonstrated by a recent Defense Language Proficiency Test.

· Foreign language proficiency pay should be paid to officers who maintain appropriate levels of proficiency, regardless of their specialty.

· Grandfathering.  Those currently in a commissioning program (i.e., those cadets or midshipmen scheduled to be commissioned prior to FY 2008 or 2009, depending on their academic programs) will not be required to meet any pre-commissioning language and regional studies requirements.  The earliest commissioning year group to be affected by the pre-commissioning requirement will be 2008. 

· Implementation Phase-In.  In the first year, the Services would require 20 percent of the commissioning year group to have two semesters of language instruction.  The second year would include 40 percent meeting the same requirement, and 20 percent the four-semester requirement.  In the third year, 40 percent would have a four-semester requirement and 60 percent a two-semester requirement.  For the fourth year, 70 percent would complete four semesters and 30 percent two semesters.  The fifth year would call for 100 percent of new officers completing the four-semester requirement. 

ANNEX A:  Documents Applicable to the Defense Foreign Language Program Reviewed During the Conduct of Investigation to Support the Task 3 Report.

Memorandum for the Secretaries of the Military Departments, Paul Wolfowitz (DSD), “Defense Foreign Language Program (DFLP) Requirements”, dated 5 November 2001

Department of Defense Directive [ASD (ISA)] 1315.17, “Service Foreign Area Officer (FAO) Programs”, dated 25 February 1997

Department of Defense Directive [USD (P)] 2055.3 , “Manning of Security Assistance Organizations and the Selection and USDP Training of Security Assistance Personnel”, dated 11 March 1985

Department of Defense Directive (USDR&E) 3305.2, “Department of Defense General Intelligence Training”, dated 20 July 1984

Department of Defense Directive [ASD (SO/LIC0] 3305.6, “Special Operations Forces (SOF) Foreign Language Policy,” dated 4 January 1993

Department of Defense Directive (DA&SM) 5111.1, “Under Secretary of Defense for Policy [USD (P)]”, dated 8 December 1999

Department of Defense Directive (DA&M) 5124.2, “Undersecretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness [USD(P&R)]”, dated 31 October 1994

Department of Defense Directive (DA&M) 5137.1, “Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, Control, Communications and Intelligence [ASD(C3I)]”, dated 12 February 1992

Department of Defense Directive [ASD(AM&P)] 5160.41, “Defense Language Program (DLP)”, dated 7 April 1988

Department of Defense Directive [ASD (C3I)] 5210.70, “Department of Defense Cryptologic Training”, dated 3 November 1980

Department of Defense Directive (GC, DoD) 5530.3, “International Agreements”, dated 11 June 1987 (Administrative Reissuance Incorporating Change1, 18 February 1991)

Department of Defense Instruction No 7280.3, ASD (FMP), “Special Pay for Foreign Language Proficiency”, dated 23 February 2000

Department of Defense [ASD(C3I) and (FM)] Memorandum, “Defense Foreign Language Restructure”, dated 19 October 1994

Joint Staff Memorandum JROC 147-00 to ASD (C3I), “Linguist Requirements”, dated 5 September 2000

Joint Regulation, Army Regulation 350-20, OPNAVINST 1559.7B, AFJI14-107, MCO 1550.4D, “Training: Management of the Defense Foreign Language Program”, dated 15 March 1987

Army Regulation 350-16, “Training: Total Army Language Program”, dated 13 March 1998

Army Regulation 611-6, “Personnel Selection and Classification: Army Linguist Management”, dated 16 February 1996

Marine Corps Order (CRT) 1550.25, “Marine Corps Foreign Language Program”, dated 29 March 1993

OPNAV Instruction 1550.10, “Management of the Defense Language Program”, dated 11 August 1980

CNET Instruction (RTIS12) 1550.9D, “Management of the Defense Language Program”, dated 16 November 1998

United States Special Operations Command Directive No 350-10, “Special Operation Forces Foreign Language Program”, dated 7 April 1998

United States Special Operations Command Draft Directive No 350-22, “Training: Special Operations Forces Command Language Program (CLP)”, undated

Headquarters, Department of the Army, Army Language Master Plan, dated 3 January 2000

Headquarters, Department of the Army, Army Language Master Plan – Phase II, undated

National Defense University, Somalia Operations: Lessons Learned, Colonel (Retired) Kenneth Allard, January 1995

ANNEX B:  Extract from AR 145-1, Senior Reserve Officers’ Training Corps Program: Organization, Administration and Training (page 25).

6–8. Eligibility

To be eligible for appointment, ROTC cadets must, at a minimum, meet the following requirements:

a. Age. Have reached their 18th but not their 30th birthday by the date the appointment is accepted. The maximum age limit may be waived by the CG, USAROTCCC. A waiver granted for enrollment or continuance in the ROTC Program is also a waiver for appointment.  However, no waiver will operate to create a violation of statute.

b. Character. Be of good moral character and possess officer-like qualifications as evidenced by appearance, personality, scholarship, and extracurricular activities. A waiver granted for enrollment or continuance in the ROTC Program is also a waiver for appointment provided such waiver does not create a violation of applicable statutes, or AR 601–100.

c. Citizenship. Be a citizen of the United States.

d. Education. Have achieved a cumulative GPA of 2.0 on a 4.0 scale or its equivalent and possess a baccalaureate degree conferred by an accredited 4-year degree granting institution. Exceptions to this requirement are identified in Section II, the Completion Cadet Program and the Early Commissioning Program.

e. English language aptitude. Each cadet who does not speak English as his or her primary language, must be able to achieve at least 90 on the ECLT and DLI skill rating of 2+ in comprehension and 2 in speaking. Waivers are not authorized.

f. Medical fitness. Meet the medical fitness standards that apply at the time of enrollment in the advanced course. All ROTC cadets must meet the height and weight standards established in standards established in AR 600–9 at the time of commissioning.

g. Military training. Have successfully completed the course of military training as prescribed by law and SROTC regulations and the required advanced camp training.

h. Physical fitness. At the time of commissioning, meet minimum Army physical fitness standards.

i. Recommendation. Be recommended for appointment by the PMS.

j. Personnel security eligibility. Prior to appointment, cadets must possess a secret personnel security clearance based on a NAC.

ANNEX C: Modern Language Association  Report on Foreign Language Enrollments in United States Institutions of Higher Learning, Fall 2002 (uncorrected proofs)(extract).

ANNEX D:  Countries in which American Institutions of Higher Learning Have Study Abroad Programs.

Anguilla

Antarctica

Argentina

Australia

Austria

Bahamas

Bangladesh

Barbados

Belgium

Belize

Benin

Bermuda

Bolivia

Bosnia Herzegovina

Botswana

Brazil

Burkina Faso

Bulgaria

Cameroon

Canada

Chile

China

Costa Rica

Cote D’Ivoire

Croatia

Cuba

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

Egypt

El Salvador

England

Eritrea

Fiji

Finland

France

Gambia

Germany

Ghana

Greece

Guatemala

Guyana

Honduras

Hong Kong

Hungary

India

Indonesia

Ireland

Israel

Italy

Jamaica

Japan

Jordan

Kazakhstan

Kenya

Korea

Lebanon

Luxembourg

Madagascar

Mali

Mexico

Monaco

Mongolia

Morocco

Namibia

Nepal

Netherlands

New Zealand

Nicaragua

Niger

Nigeria

Northern Ireland

Norway

Pakistan

Panama

Peru

Philippines

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Russia

Samoa

Scotland

Senegal

Serbia

Singapore

Slovenia

South Africa

Spain

Sri Lanka

Sweden

Swaziland

Switzerland

Taiwan

Tanzania

Thailand

Tibet

Tobago

Trinidad

Tunisia

Turkey

Uganda

Ukraine

Venezuela

Vietnam

Wales

West Indies

Zambia

Zimbabwe

ANNEX E:  NSEP Critical Languages and Countries.

NSEP Geographic Areas of Critical Emphasis

AFRICA
Angola

Congo, Democratic Republic of the 

Congo, Republic of the 

Cote d’Ivoire

Eritrea

Ethiopia

Kenya

Liberia

Nigeria

Rwanda

Sierra Leone

South Africa

Sudan

Tanzania

Uganda

Zimbabwe

EAST ASIA AND PACIFIC

Burma

Cambodia

China

Indonesia

Japan

Korea, North

Korea, South

Malaysia

Philippines

Taiwan

Thailand

Vietnam

EUROPE/EURASIA
Albania

Armenia

Azerbaijan

Belarus

Bosnia and Herzegovina

Bulgaria

Croatia

Czech Republic

Georgia

Hungary

Kazakhstan

Kyrgyzstan

Macedonia

Moldova

Poland

Romania

Russia

Serbia and Montenegro

Slovakia

Slovenia

Tajikistan

Turkey

Ukraine

Uzbekistan

SOUTH ASIA

Afghanistan

India

Pakistan

NEAR EAST

Algeria

Bahrain

Egypt

Iran

Iraq

Israel

Jordan

Kuwait

Lebanon

Libya

Morocco

Oman

Qatar

Saudi Arabia

Syria

Tunisia

United Arab Emirates

Yemen

LATIN AMERICAN AND THE CARIBBEAN
Argentina

Brazil

Chile

Colombia

Cuba

El Salvador

Guatemala

Haiti

Honduras

Mexico

Nicaragua

Panama

Peru

Venezuela

NSEP Critical Languages

	Albania

Amharic

Arabic (and dialects)

Armenian

Azerbaijani

Belarusian

Bulgarian

Burmese

Cantonese

Czech

Georgian

Hebrew

Hindi

Hungarian

Indonesian

Japanese

Kazakh

Khmer

Korean

Kurdish

Kyrgyz

Lingala

Macedonian

Malay
	Mandarin

Mongolian

Pashto

Persian

Polish

Portuguese

Romanian

Russian

Serbo-Croatian

Sinhala

Slovak

Slovenian

Swahili

Tagalog

Tajik

Tamil

Thai

Turkmen

Turkish

Uighur

Ukrainian

Urdu

Uzbek

Vietnamese




ANNEX F: Service Academy Statistical Data.

1.  Each of the Service Academies has a different procedure for recording the number of cadets taking foreign language instruction.

2.  United States Military Academy.  Following are the numbers for cadets in the Classes of 2007, 2006, 2005, and 2004 for the seven languages taught at West Point.

Comparative Data

	CLASS
	2007
	2006
	2005
	2004

	CLASS SIZE:
	*1,256
	1,126
	1,155
	1,130

	
	* as of 18 July 2003

	
PLACEMENT BY LANGUAGE


	ARABIC
	209
	208
	89
	91

	CHINESE
	55
	58
	112
	84

	FRENCH
	178
	148
	149
	130

	GERMAN
	265
	234
	232
	263

	PORTUGUESE
	127
	58
	100
	118

	RUSSIAN
	56
	141
	112
	70

	SPANISH
	366
	279
	361
	374

	

	PERCENTAGE BY LANGUAGE

	ARABIC
	16.6
	18.5
	7.7
	8.1

	CHINESE
	4.4
	5.2
	9.7
	7.4

	FRENCH
	14.2
	13.1
	12.9
	11.5

	GERMAN
	21.1
	20.8
	20.1
	23.3

	PORTUGUESE
	10.1
	5.2
	8.7
	10.4

	RUSSIAN
	4.5
	12.5
	9.7
	6.2

	SPANISH
	29.1
	24.8
	31.3
	33.1


3.  United States Naval Academy.  Following are the numbers for midshipmen in academic year 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 for the languages taught at the Naval Academy.

	

	 USNA ENROLLMENT BY LANGUAGE

	CLASS
	AY2001
	AY2002
	AY2003
	AY2004

	
	
	
	
	

	CHINESE
	0
	*56
	103
	111

	FRENCH
	294
	297
	325
	319

	GERMAN
	177
	174
	207
	230

	JAPANESE
	109
	112
	92
	123

	RUSSIAN
	89
	97
	122
	134

	SPANISH
	1122
	963
	951
	1078

	
	
	
	
	

	TOTALS
	1791
	1699
	1800
	1995



* Inception of the Chinese program

	USNA DLPT 2001

	
	FRENCH
	GERMAN
	JAPANESE
	RUSSIAN
	SPANISH

	TOTAL TESTED
	15
	8
	5
	4
	43

	DLPT 2/2+ LISTENING
	8
	4
	1
	1
	23

	DLPT 3/3+ LISTENING
	2
	1
	0
	0
	6

	DLPT 2/2+ READING
	7
	4
	1
	1
	15

	 DLPT 3/3+ READING
	3
	2
	0
	0
	22



*Based on raw data conversion to DLPT II/III/IV proficiency rating

4.  United States Air Force Academy.

	Language
	Spring 99
	Fall 99
	Spring 00
	Fall 00
	Spring 01
	Fall 01
	Spring 02
	Fall 02
	Spring 03
	Fall 03

	Arabic 100 level
	70
	56
	54
	80
	71
	84
	75
	25
	34
	63

	Arabic upper
	15
	22
	12
	24
	17
	27
	16
	22
	13
	21

	Arabic total
	85
	78
	66
	104
	88
	111
	91
	47
	47
	84

	Arabic % of DFF
	6%
	6%
	5%
	6%
	6%
	7%
	6%
	7%
	8%
	9%

	

	Chinese 100 level
	61
	56
	53
	72
	53
	62
	52
	12
	11
	18

	Chinese upper
	32
	33
	29
	36
	24
	43
	35
	30
	29
	28

	Chinese total
	93
	89
	82
	108
	77
	105
	87
	42
	40
	46

	Chinese % of DFF
	7%
	6%
	6%
	6%
	5%
	6%
	6%
	6%
	7%
	5%

	

	French 100 level
	97
	76
	72
	154
	126
	74
	61
	27
	28
	59

	French upper
	137
	119
	108
	158
	105
	179
	121
	71
	46
	92

	French total
	234
	195
	180
	312
	231
	253
	182
	98
	74
	151

	French % of DFF
	17%
	14%
	14%
	17%
	16%
	15%
	13%
	15%
	13%
	17%

	


	German 100 level
	151
	157
	150
	200
	174
	144
	120
	34
	35
	88

	German upper
	85
	100
	72
	85
	78
	82
	69
	45
	46
	68

	German total
	236
	257
	222
	285
	252
	226
	189
	79
	81
	156

	German % of DFF
	17%
	18%
	17%
	16%
	18%
	14%
	13%
	12%
	14%
	17%

	

	Japanese 100 level
	59
	59
	53
	61
	55
	81
	73
	0
	0
	48

	Japanese upper
	44
	55
	39
	48
	36
	49
	43
	37
	15
	17

	Japanese total
	103
	114
	92
	109
	91
	130
	116
	37
	15
	65

	Japanese % of DFF
	8%
	8%
	7%
	6%
	6%
	8%
	8%
	6%
	3%
	7%

	

	Russian 100 level
	96
	94
	90
	132
	106
	136
	124
	29
	25
	63

	Russian upper
	35
	41
	27
	39
	21
	45
	37
	63
	31
	49

	Russian total
	131
	135
	117
	171
	127
	181
	161
	92
	56
	112

	Russian % of DFF
	10%
	10%
	9%
	9%
	9%
	11%
	11%
	14%
	10%
	12%

	

	Spanish 100 level
	162
	192
	183
	280
	245
	322
	296
	79
	76
	93

	Spanish upper
	314
	323
	282
	416
	288
	308
	271
	182
	157
	193

	Spanish total
	476
	515
	465
	696
	533
	630
	567
	261
	233
	286

	Spanish % of DFF
	35%
	37%
	36%
	38%
	38%
	38%
	40%
	39%
	41%
	31%

	

	491/2, 495, 461 and 499
	13
	13
	56
	30
	20
	4
	18
	14
	28
	14

	400 level % of DFF
	1%
	1%
	4%
	2%
	1%
	0%
	1%
	2%
	5%
	2%

	DFF Total 100 level
	696
	690
	655
	979
	830
	903
	801
	206
	209
	432

	DFF Total Upper
	662
	693
	569
	806
	569
	733
	592
	450
	337
	468

	DFF Total
	1371
	1396
	1280
	1815
	1419
	1640
	1411
	670
	574
	914

	Minus Hum 461
	
	5

	
	882


	USAFA DLPT RESULT -- CLASS OF 2002

	 
	ARABIC
	CHINESE
	FRENCH
	GERMAN
	JAPANESE
	RUSSIAN
	SPANISH
	Grand Total

	Total Tested
	18
	20
	43
	27
	22
	22
	64
	220

	DLPT 2/2+
	0
	4
	11
	14
	0
	8
	24
	63

	% 2/2 +
	0.0%
	20.0%
	25.6%
	51.9%
	0.0%
	36.4%
	37.5%
	28.6%

	 

	USAFA DLPT RESULTS -- CLASS OF 2003
	

	 
	ARABIC
	CHINESE 
	FRENCH
	GERMAN
	JAPANESE
	RUSSIAN
	SPANISH
	Grand Total

	Total Tested
	3
	8
	27
	23
	5
	5
	35
	106

	DLPT 2/2 (+)
	0
	1
	6
	3
	1
	3
	20
	34

	% 2/2 (+)
	0.0%
	12.5%
	22.2%
	13.0%
	20.0%
	60.0%
	57.1%
	32.1%

	

	Accession Goal (10%)
	2002
	2003
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	# Grads
	929
	976
	
	
	
	
	

	
	DLPT 2/2 (+)
	63
	35
	
	
	
	 
	

	
	%
	6.8%
	3.6%
	 
	 
	 
	
	 


	USAFA DLPT RESULT -- CLASS of 2002 

(Special Cases)

	
	KOREAN
	PORTUGUESE

	Total Tested
	3
	1

	DLPT 2/2 (+)
	2
	0

	% 2/2 (+)
	66.7%
	0.0%

	Not taught at USAFA


ANNEX G:  Investment Language and Regional Studies Programs at ROTC Schools.
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												Implementation Options
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								Figure 8: Implementation Options
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