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Introduction

A. Purpose

This report represents the culmination of research and analysis efforts conducted by
the Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA) for the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense
(Personnel and Readiness) [USD (P&R)], Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Readiness, Defense Language and National Security Education Office (DLNSEO) in
fulfillment of BE - 55 - 3063, “Evaluating PME and Accession Programs—Examination of
the Effectiveness of Officer and Enlisted Professional Military Education (PME) and
Officer and Enlisted accession programs to meet mission requirements in the areas of
language, region and culture” (LLRC). This research was conducted between March 2010
and January 2011, with the primary data collection taking place prior to December 2010.

The team assembled to address the study questions was an essential element of the
design of this project. The principal investigators consisted of a mixture of academics and
retired military personnel, drawing on a range of Service backgrounds. The members of
the team with academic backgrounds came from social science and humanities fields, with
not only extensive teaching experience, but also strong emphases on regional studies,
cultural issues, linguistics, and pedagogy. The team members with Service backgrounds
were all formerly engaged in some aspects of military education as teachers, trainers, and
linguists. Moreover, every member of the team also has been involved in IDA tasks
focused on force readiness, education and training, irregular/asymmetric warfare, and
other related subjects. This team structure allowed for a pairing of retired military staff
with academics with relevant backgrounds, ensuring that both Service culture and

pedagogical issues were understood and addressed.



B. Background

In the November 2008 report, “Building LLanguage Skills and Cultural Competencies
in the Military: DoD’s Challenge in Today's Educational Environment, " the House Armed
Services Committee ( HASC) Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations (O&.1)
reported its findings concerning the efforts undertaken by the Department of Defense
(DoD) to enhance the capabilities of U.S. military forces in the areas of foreign language,
cultural awareness, and regional knowledge (henceforth “Language, Region, Culture, " or
LLRC). The HASC O&-1 focused its study on how this transformation of capabilities would
affect General Purpose Forces (GPF) in terms of skills and attributes needed, existing and
planned training and educational programs, DoD’s vision for this transformation, as well
as cost and risk tradeoffs associated. This study reflects both the long history of
congressional interest in force preparedness, as well as the demonstrated concern with
“[t]he critical role that foreign language skills, regional expertise, and cultural awareness
capabilities play at the tactical, operational, and strategic levels.”

As an “Issue for Further Study” in this report, the HASC O&.1 asked the following
question: “Is there a need for a robust review of language, regional, and cultural courses
and requirements in officer and enlisted Professional Military Education (PME), from
accessions to the War Colleges, and including the four [sic] regional centers’
contributions?” The DLNSEOQ requested that IDA conducted such a review, with an
emphasis on evaluating the effectiveness of the PME and accession programs in meeting
mission requirements.

In undertaking this task, IDA sought to provide independent and objective analyses of
language, regional, and cultural content within Enlisted and Officer Professional Military
Education and officer and enlisted accession programs across the Services and five DoD
Regional Centers in order to assist the DLNSEQ in its role as DoD’s central point of
contact for LRC transformation issues. IDA also made every effort to emphasize the
effectiveness of the PME and accession programs in preparing military personnel to meet
mission requirements, focusing specifically on LRC courses and requirements in those
programs.

IDA was contracted by the DILNSEO to do the following:

a. Provide independent and objective analyses of language, regional, and cultural
courses and course requirements in officer and enlisted Professional. Military Education
(PME) and officer and enlisted accession programs being carried out by the Army,

Marines, Navy, and the Air Force. This assessment will augment and, as appropriate,



update/make more robust the June 2008 DLNSE(Q) “Report on Defense Language
Transformation Roadmap Task 1P: Ensure incorporation of regional area content in
language training, professional military education and development, and pre-deployment
training. ”

b. Evaluate the extent to which the Service courses of instruction are supported by
resources provided by the five DoD regional centers, and what processes are in place to
facilitate or encourage Services' and regional centers’ interaction.

c. As part of the PME/accession analysis, examine mission requirements and
consideration for lessons learned as they pertain to language, regional and cultural focus
areas.

d. Examine PME/Accession curriculum to determine the extent to which mission
requirements and lessons learned are being considered in course development/planning.
What are the learning objectives, how are they determined, and how does the language and
cultural content/curriculum in the programs address the established requirements?

e. Develop a means by which to ascertain effectiveness of programs’ abilities to meet
mission requirements. The sources used to ascertain effectiveness will include: interviews,
surveys, test results, etc.

f. In conducting the assessments described in sections a-e, analyze how needs are
projected forward and the extent to which future priorities and requirements will be met by

PME.

C. Document QOverview

This report consists of 12 chapters. The first four chapters include the introduction to
the report, a discussion of terminology, an overview of the methodology employed, and
finally the specific challenges we encountered as we sought to address the objectives the
DILNSEO established for this study. The fifth chapter focuses on the Services respective
approaches to LLRC, detailing each Service’s philosophy and policies relating to the infusion
of LRC into the PME provided to their Officers and Enlisted personnel.

The next four chapters examine educational programs spanning OPME, EPME, and
accessions. Chapter 6 focuses on LLRC in Officer PME, spanning JPME, as well as Service
PME from the GO/FO to the Company grade level across the four Services. Chapter 7
examines “LLRC Content in the Military Academies,” focusing on the three academies and
what they have done with their curricula and their programs to provide LRC opportunities

to cadets and midshipmen. Chapter 8, “LLRC Content in Other Accessions Programs,’

spans ROTC and OTS/OCS, focusing on the I.LRC opportunities available to individuals in



these categories. Chapter 9 delves into Enlisted accessions and Enlisted PME and the
extent to which LRC has become part of Enlisted career development.

Chapter 10 focuses on the Geographic COCOMSs and their approaches to LRC. Since
the COCOMs represent the customers of the Services, their approach to LRC has
implications for PME.

In chapter 11, we address “The Role of the Five Regional Centers with Respect to
Accession Programs and PME. ” Given that the Regional Centers are not PME providers,
this chapter explores how the Regional Centers approach LRC and how they f{it into the
overall landscape.

As the final section of this report, chapter 12 includes the study findings and overall

recommendations, spanning the full range of stakeholders.



Language, Region, and Culture (LRC):
Terminology

U.S. engagement in full-spectrum operations requires Service personnel to draw on a
wide range of capabilities. Central among these and essential for mission success are the
ability to communicate with and understand individuals and groups spanning different
cultural, socio-economic, ethnic, geographic, and religious backgrounds. Building and
strengthening relationships with partner and host nations, as well as local leaders,
civilians, non-governmental organization representatives, etc. is made more viable when
personnel have a combination of linguistic skills, regional knowledge, and cultural
awareness. Within the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the Defense Language
and National Security Education Office (DLLNSEQ) has the lead in this area.

Early on in the research, IDA encountered a wide range of varying interpretations of
objectives and means for pursuing enhanced LRC capabilities. Such variations are reflected
in the heterogeneous terminology used across the PME institutions (PMEIL. ) The
variations, not only in terms of definitions, but even the very terms of art and expressions
in use, are almost overwhelming. It is widely known that each Service has its preferred
terms and acronyms for LRC; indeed there is some variation even within some Services as
to which terms they use.

The implementation of PME initiatives designed to pursue enhanced LLRC also reflects
differences in interpretation of the functional purpose for LLRC capabilities. In particular,
the alignment of LLRC capabilities with missions and end-user communities is problematic
due to the fact that the definitions of these key drivers are not well developed either in
doctrine or official DoD policy. As such, in order to move forward with the study a

common lexicon was developed with which to convey issues and findings.

A. General Purpose Forces

While the phrase “general purpose forces”, or GPF, is commonly in use, a precise
definition is nowhere available. Originally employed synonymously with “conventional

forces” —non-nuclear forces—today’s realities have led to its application to an even more
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restricted subset of military units. For the purposes of this paper we define GPF as:
Military combat and supporting units organized and equipped for employment worldwide to
engage, primarily kinetically, U.S. adversaries in conditions ranging from desert to
jungle, tropics to arctic, without regard for the human terrain encountered. GPF can also
be used for nonkinetic missions but they are not designed for that purpose. Geographically
oriented units, such as Special Forces and regionally-focused intelligence activities, would

therefore be excluded from this definition of GPF, among others.

B. Mission Requirements

Formal mission requirements for LRC, similar to the definition of GPF, are also
nowhere to be found. In lieu of such requirements the Services are generally responding to

what may best be described as guidance from senior Service and/or DoD leaders.

C. Different Flavors of Language, Region, and Culture in DoD

The variant most frequently used to refer to the domains of culture, foreign language,
and regional studies is “LLREC”, the acronym for Language, Regional Expertise, and
Culture. The Services have developed and adopted a number of other terms and acronyms
relevant to this study. The most prominent examples are:

® LREC: While LREC is generally regarded as the Navy's acronym for these
associated domains, LREC is also the term generally used in many DoD offices and even by
many Army civilians, for example, the Army Culture and Foreign Language Management
Office (ACFLMO) staff.

® “Cross Cultural Competency (3C)": The Air Force emphasizes developing 3C in all

Airmen. In addition, targeted Airmen will develop and/or maintain language and regional
skills on the basis of either existing proficiency or Air Force Specialty Code.

® “ Operational Culture”: The Marine Corps’ Center for Advanced Operational

Culture Learning (CAOCL ) is implementing the * Region, Culture and Language
Familiarization (RCLF) Program”. As with the Air Force, the Marine Corps also
emphasizes culture, but the term they use is “Operational Culture”.

® LRC: At the January 2011 DoD “Language and Culture Summit: A Strategic

Imperative”, “ILRC” was the acronym used to refer to LLanguage, Regional, and Cultural

1ssues.
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In order to avoid any one Service bias, in this report we use “LLRC" to refer to the mix
of domains spanning language, regional, and cultural issues.

Beyond LRC, there are some additional definitions central to this undertaking. The
below definitions were drawn from the referenced DoD authorities.

® Professional Military Education: The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Instruction (CJCSID) 1800.01D (*OPMEP”) defines PME as follows: “PME conveys the
broad body of knowledge and develops the habits of mind essential to the military
professional’s expertise in the art and science of war.”

® Culture-general: The forthcoming DoD Cross-Cultural Competence White Paper
(DoD3CWP) defines Culture-general as referring “to the common aspects and domains of
culture that provide individuals with knowledge (concepts, theories, processes. etc.) and
skills that offer broadly applicable general principles and serve as a framework for culture-
specific learning”.
The DoD3CWP

Competence (3C) as “based on a set of knowledge, skills, abilities and attitudes (KSAAs)

® Cross-Cultural Competence ( 3C): describes Cross-Cultural
developed through education, training and experience that provide the ability to operate
effectively in any culturally complex environment”.

The next set of terms is best portrayed in two overview tables. Table 2-1 depicts the
Officer PME levels as described in the CJCSI 1800. 01D, students, schools, emphases,
and finally a statement about the extent to which LRC is infused at that level overall.
Table 2-2 depicts Enlisted PME levels as described in the CJCSI 1805. 01A, students,
schools, emphases, and finally statements about the extent to which LRC is infused in

EPME by Service overall.

Table 2-1 O- PME LRC Overview

PME Level Target audience Schools Emphasis LRC infusion
o Owerall infused throughout
Service; .
Pre- Service Academi foundai i the curriculum at  the
) rvice Academies, | foundations o L
Commissioning/ | Officer candidates . ) : ) Academies; in ROTC LRC
) ne ROTC, OCS/OTS |leadership, ethics, |, .
Accessions is an element of their
management . .
education at this level
Primary/ O~ 1 through Branch/ ) ) Huge variations across
. L . Service; tactical .
Company-grade| O - 3 Specialty Schools the Services
Service & Joint
Intermediate-level | Jointness; o
Huge variations across

Intermediate

O-4

Colleges (i.e.
Command and Staflf
College)

Operational

and Tactical

the Services




(&)

PME Level Target audience Schools Emphasis LLRC infusion

Service & Joint LLRC are considered

Senior-level  Colleges Strategic leadership: |, warfighting enablers ”;

Senior O-50r0=6 (i. e. War Colleges; QIM; | Studi emphasis on Regional and
NWC, ICAF, JFSC) | 8rom SMAES oltural
/
g??eral, flzg()/ GO/FO CAPSTONE, Strategic, Emphasis on  Regional
Fol)cer ' PINNACLE JIIM, Executive and Cultural

Source: CJCSI 1800. 01D Officer Professional Military Education Program (“OPMEP”), 15 July 2009; as well as
information gathered through site visits

Table 2-2 E - PME LRC Overview

EPME Level | Target audience Schools Emphasis 1.RC infusion

Initial  Ent d
E-1 through e iy an

Introductory Fo3 Branch/Specialty Service
' Schools Huge variations across the
- ‘ - —— Services WRT EPME.
Primary E - 4 through ﬁewl'ce Brimch/ Service aIild Tactical ; Army EPME: emghasis on
E-6 Specialty Schools Small Unit — w
self-development 7, some
Service and Tactical; | Regional — and  Cultural
Midsized-Unit ; content; Army EPME is
Intermediate | E—6 / E-7 Service Branch/ Leadership; being revamped overall;
' Specialty Schools Tactical, Navy EPME: at lower
introduction levels it's all via NKO, at
to Operational more senior levels there is

some “LREC” content;

Air Force NCOs attend in
residence EPME,  which
includes Regional and Cultural

Service Branch/ | Operational,

i E-8/E-9
Gectiot 8 Specialty Schools Introduction to JIIM

. content
Seminars, Marine Corps EPME: is
Conferences - o
. . . | Leadership, undergoing  changes in
Executive |E-9 Events; EJPME in Strategic JIIM accordance with RCLF
SEJPME and

at KEYSTONE

Source: CJCSI 1805.01A, Enlisted Professional Military Education Program (“EPMEP"), 1 October 2010; as well
as information gathered through site visits

D. Metrics

Finally, throughout the following report, references are made to language proficiency
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ratings and language categories. The language proficiency scale currently widely used
throughout foreign language education communities in the U.S. is the Interagency
Language Roundtable (ILR) proficiency scale. This scale, depicted in Table 2-3, contains

both a numerical rating and a description of the proficiency levels.

Table 2-3 ILR Language Proficiency Scale

Rating Proficiency Level

5 Functionally Native Proficiency

4+ Advanced Professional Proficiency Plus
4 Advanced Professional Proficiency

3 General Professional Proficiency Plus
3 General Professional Proficiency

2+ Limited Working Proficiency Plus
2 Limited Working Proficiency

1+ Elementary Proficiency Plus
1 Elementary Proficiency

0+ Memorized Proficiency
0 No Proficiency

Source: Language proficiency scale comparison chart

http: //spinner. cofc. edu/globalscholars/files/comparison _chart. pdf; see also History of the ILR Scale, http://
www. govtilr. org/Skills/IRL Y% 20Scale’; 20History. htm

The Defense Language Institutes’ set of language categories is depicted in Table 2-4.
According to the DLI, the higher the category, the more hours of language instruction are

required to achieve proficiency.

Table 2-4 DLI’s Language Categories

Category Languages
I French, Italian, Portuguese, and Spanish
I German and Indonesian
I Dari, Hebrew, Hindi, Persian, Russian, Serbo-Croatian, Tagalog, Thai, Turkish, Urdu
and Uzbek
N Modern Standard Arabic, Iraqi Arabic, Egyptian Arabic, Chinese, Japanese, Korean,
and Pashto

Source: Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center General Catalog, 2009—2010, p. 19 http://www.
dliflc. edu/file. ashx?path=archive/documents/DLIFLC_Catalog_2009—2010. pdf




Methodology and Approach

Following a thorough literature review and examination of on-line resources, IDA
embarked on a series of site visits and interviews, primarily conducted in person, but
augmented with video-and teleconferences, and e-mail exchanges. We began our line of
inquiry at the Service training directorate/ policy level, speaking also to five of the COCOM
Senior Language Authority offices; we then visited the Service culture centers and school
houses for curricula development, finally engaging with instructors at classroom level,
observing classes when possible. The inputs we gathered were primarily qualitative, via
interviews, classroom/exercise observation, and careful examination of classroom
materials and tools.

The approach IDA took in order to assess the infusion of LRC in PME involved
several layers of inquiry. We examined three aspects of PME: the inputs that influence the
presence of LRC-related content in PME, LRC-content in PME in practice, and the factors
that drive curriculum shifts relating to LRC-content (for example, self-assessments,
metrics, and senior Leader support).

Because PME is not a uniform monolithic entity across the Services, we avoided to the
greatest extent possible making comparisons across the Services. There is also no ideal
example of the infusion of LRC in PME against which to compare the Service realities. In
the absence of a baseline, we took as a starting point the inputs that influence PME
content, design, and practice. First, we sought to determine the DoD/Service-level
requirements/ senior-level guidance regarding LRC-related content in the curricula of the
organizations and institutions providing officer and enlisted PME and accessions. We
sought to ascertain PMEIs’ stated objectives with respect to language/culture content
within PME and to determine to what extent these objectives can be mapped against DolD/
Service requirements/guidance/objectives. Another layer in our examination involved
determining whether there is a process in place to revisit objectives in light of changing
requirements, guidance, and needs. One factor we also considered involved whether there
is a mechanism for COCOMs/engaged commanders, as the ultimate consumers of the
products, to provide inputs regarding PME.

Subsequently, we examined the existing LRC content within Enlisted and Officer
PME and accession programs. We inquired as to the inputs that feed into course

development/curriculum related to language/culture. We spoke with curriculum



developers about learning objectives and pedagogical techniques. We inquired about best
practices in PMEI LRC content and the extent to which the PMEIs reach out both within
and across the Services and relevant educational communities. We examined teaching
materials, syllabi, and elements of curriculum design. To the greatest possible extent, we
observed courses and interacted with relevant working groups.

In order to get a sense of the dynamism of the infusion of LRC in PME, we inquired
about the institutional history of the relevant courses, programs, and departments. We
also asked about PMEIs’ practice of self-assessing, both in terms of frequency and
methods employed, as well as inquiring about what is done with inputs of any self-
assessments gathered. We asked about assessment techniques, metrics used, whether
there were other forms of feedback collected, and how these inputs would influence the
curriculum over time. We sought to determine whether individuals participating in these
programs are able to meet mission requirements and whether the content available in PME
and accession programs meets identified LRC-related needs.

Finally, we examined the role of the five Regional Centers with respect to PME,
inquiring about the extent to which there is interaction between PMEIs and regional
centers. We also sought to gain insights into LLRC-related aspects of their outreach

programs and efforts.



