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REGIONAL EXPERTISE AND CULTURE PROFICIENCY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Requirement:

In the past decade, performing in cross-cultural environments has become increasingly important
to accomplishing missions successfully. Cultural factors are pervasive throughout full-spectrum
operations (Abbe & Halpin, 2010), and in today’s global operating environment the U.S. military
is faced with the challenge of developing culturally competent service members who can win the
“hearts and minds” of diverse groups of people (Lewis, 2006). Service members who are
culturally sophisticated and confident are better able to achieve nonlethal effects (Abbe et al.,
2007; Beckno, 2006), and can serve as a force multiplier for a commander rather than being the
source of potentially embarrassing and costly mistakes (Lewis, 2006). The role of culture is
especially important when one considers that even individual service member actions can have
broad, possibly strategic, consequences. Therefore, clearly conceptualizing and developing
cultural capabilities among military personnel is of utmost importance. The Department of
Defense (DoD) recognizes the importance of language, regional expertise, and culture (LREC)
capabilities to mission success, and has been taking a number of steps to ensure that language,
and regional expertise and culture (REC) capability requirements will be identified and
appropriately resourced in the DoD planning process. This report describes the development of
an operational tool for planners that enables them to identify the REC capability requirements
during the planning process.

Procedure:

To ensure that the tool would be comprehensive and accurate, we began by identifying the
competencies critical for REC proficiency. Previous efforts had identified important elements of
regional knowledge and cross-cultural competence, but it was important to create a
comprehensive model of REC proficiency to ensure that all key facets of the domain were
included in the planning tool. Focus groups were conducted at three locations with the goal of
gaining feedback on the appropriateness and comprehensiveness of draft REC competencies that
were identified in the literature. Based on these discussion groups a draft model of REC
competencies was developed and 788 military personnel were surveyed regarding the importance
of these competencies when working with other cultures. Once the competencies were identified
and validated we developed a planning tool that identifies and describes the critical REC
competencies for planners, and organizes them to create a set of REC profiles that link with the
existing skill levels described in DoDI 5160.70. Following this we conducted an initial
evaluation of the tool, examined the operational use of the tool in two sets of COCOM planning
sessions and finally, provided recommendations regarding assessment of the competencies.

Findings:

The REC competency model developed contained 12 competencies that were arranged under
three domain titles: Core, Regional/Technical, and Leader Functions. These three domains were
created to reflect differences in the nature of the competencies, such that competencies in the
Core domain were culture-general, or 3C competencies, that serve as a useful foundation for



regional proficiency. The Regional/Technical domain contains competencies that are specific to
either a given geographic region or to certain technical fields. The third domain, Leader
Functions, contains competencies that are important for military personnel as they move into
leader positions, and generally continue to increase in importance as one’s rank or position
increases. These were not proposed as a hierarchical model, such that competence in the Core
domain would have to be achieved before competence in the Regional/Technical domain, etc.;
however, it is likely that building one’s capability in certain competencies facilitates building
capability in others. Based on the definitions developed for each competency, the project team
developed 5 to 10 example behaviors relevant to each competency in the model. These behaviors
were then used as markers of the competency being measured during the survey validation.
Results of the survey indicated that all competencies and behaviors met the inclusion criteria and
were therefore retained in the model.

The planning tool was then developed that describes the REC competencies and proficiency
levels, and a process for rating tasks during the planning process. In an initial evaluation of the
tool, planners indicated it was relatively easy to understand and was useful for describing the
REC requirements. The initial evaluation of the tool was small in magnitude, however, and it
would be prudent to conduct a broader evaluation once the tool has been in use for several
planning sessions. The profile data that was available from two sets of planning sessions
suggested that the link between the REC profiles and DoDI1 5160.70 skill levels is complete and
reliable. The identified information provides the services with the benchmarks they need to train
and develop personnel for the REC requirements of future missions. The competency definitions
and proficiency levels developed for each competency provide the services with a level of detail
that, in combination with the ratings from the planning session, will enable leaders to understand
the end state requirements for their units.

Finally, recommendations were provided regarding how to assess individuals’ capabilities in
each of the competency areas. There are many options to consider and choices that must be made
to balance factors such as cost, time, effort, and validity, to develop and employ the various
assessment methods. The assessment tools can ensure that leaders have an accurate estimate of
the capabilities of individuals in their unit. They also provide the foundation for a gap analysis
between the individuals’ current capabilities and the required proficiency level identified in the
planning process. Filling the gap may also be challenging, as training tools do not currently exist
for many of the competencies, or they have been developed for a different audience and context
and would need to be tailored for the military services.

Utilization and Dissemination of Findings:

While much work remains to be done to achieve a fully developed roadmap to the assessment
and development of REC proficiency, this report provides a strong foundation on which to build
future work in this domain. Results of this project were briefed to personnel at the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, J-1 office, the Culture Regional Knowledge and Expertise Group (CRKEG) at the Office
of the Director of National Intelligence (ODNI), and the planning tool developed will be
included in the 2012 revisions of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction (CJCSI) 3126.01,

Language and Regional Expertise Planning.
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Introduction

In the past decade, performing in cross-cultural environments has become increasingly
important to accomplishing missions successfully. Cultural factors are pervasive throughout full-
spectrum operations (Abbe & Halpin, 2010), and in today’s global operating environment the
U.S. military is faced with the challenge of developing culturally competent service members
who can win the “hearts and minds” of diverse groups of people (Lewis, 2006). Service members
who are culturally sophisticated and confident are better able to achieve nonlethal effects (Abbe
et al., 2007; Beckno, 2006), and can serve as a force multiplier for a commander rather than
being the source of potentially embarrassing and costly mistakes (Lewis, 2006). The role of
culture is especially important when one considers that even individual service member actions
can have broad, possibly strategic, consequences. Therefore, clearly conceptualizing and
developing cultural capabilities among military personnel is of utmost importance.

The Department of Defense (DoD) recognizes the importance of language, regional
expertise, and culture (LREC) capabilities to mission success, and has been taking a number of
steps to ensure that LREC capability requirements will be identified and appropriately resourced
in the DoD planning process. In 2006 the Joint Staff issued Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Instruction (CJCSI) 3126.01, Language and Regional Expertise Planning, which served to
familiarize the Joint Planning and Execution (JPEC) community with foreign language and
regional expertise capabilities, integrate the capabilities into all force planning activities, and
obtain warfighter requirements for these capabilities. In 2007, Department of Defense Instruction
(DoD1) number 5160.70 was issued, which established policies and assigned responsibilities for
the management of DoD foreign language and regional proficiency capabilities, identifying these
capabilities as a mission critical skill, and publishing regional proficiency skill level guidelines.

The following year, in December 2008, the Office of the Under-Secretary of Defense for
Personnel & Readiness (OUSD (P&R)) directed the Joint Staff to sponsor two capabilities-based
assessments (CBASs) — one for language and one for regional expertise and culture (Joint Staff,
2009). The initial study found that no universally accepted baseline existed for LREC capability
requirements. They therefore developed a five-step process that would serve to identify,
prioritize, integrate, and validate LREC capability requirements, identifying the requirements
three to seven years in advance to ensure appropriate time to develop and train the needed
capabilities. In working with planners at the Geographic Combatant Commands (GCCs) to
develop this process, the study determined that the existing regional expertise guidance provided
in CJCSI 3126.01 and DoDI 5160.70 was not sufficient to articulate the REC capability
requirements. Users described them as complex, unclear, and geared toward culture professionals
(e.g., foreign area officers, cryptolinguists) as opposed to covering the full spectrum of personnel
from novice to expert. As a consequence, the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) directed
the Defense Language and National Security Education Office (DLNSEO) to develop a tool that
would provide GCC planners with an operationally relevant and descriptive method to identify
REC capability requirements during the planning process.

This report describes the development of an operational tool for planners that enables
them to identify the REC capability requirements during the planning process. We will begin by
defining REC proficiency, and then describe the identification of the competencies required for
REC success, an initial competency model, the validation of the model, development of the tool



to support planners, and finally, provide recommendations regarding assessment of the
competencies.

Defining Regional Expertise and Culture (REC) Proficiency

The continued threat to our nation’s interests abroad and the need to maintain and build
global alliances and partnerships requires that personnel in our military services are able to
operate effectively within other regions and cultures. The Joint Staff has referred to this
capability as regional expertise and culture, or REC, proficiency (Joint Staff, 2009). Two key
components of REC proficiency have been discussed in the literature: culture-specific
capabilities and culture-general capabilities.

Culture-Specific Elements of REC Proficiency

Culture-specific capabilities are the knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics
(KSAOs)! specific to a region or country that enable effective mission performance in a task or
operation. These capabilities are developed through region- or country-specific training, and
include information about a specific region’s or country’s historical, political, sociological,
economic, and geographic factors. Training is heavily tied to knowledge acquisition and focuses
on learning descriptive facts and figures about a locale, do’s and don’ts based on norms, etc.
Language is also considered a culture-specific proficiency.

Culture-specific knowledge is valuable because it is of immediate relevance to deploying
units (Abbe & Halpin, 2010). It is not, however, highly generalizable and tends to be quite time-
intensive to learn as well as perishable, especially in the case of language skills (Lewis, 2006;
Rothstein, 2006). Culture-specific KSAQOs, which comprise much of what service members
receive in training, are valuable in learning what to think (i.e., knowledge of a specific region or
culture, proficiency in the language spoken in that culture); however, the approach does not
develop how to think in cross-cultural settings (Selmeski, 2007), something that is captured more
in culture-general KSAOs. Moreover, knowing about a culture is not the same thing as applying
that knowledge — particularly at the level of effectively interacting with people from that culture,
as well as attending to situational cues, interpreting them, and adapting behavior accordingly to
achieve desired outcomes (Abbe, 2008; Abbe & Halpin, 2010; McFarland, 2005; Selmeski,
2007).

The distinction between cultural specific and culture general capabilities can be seen in
military definitions of cross-cultural competence. For example, the Army’s Training and
Doctrine Command (TRADOC) describes regional competence as the culture-specific aspects of
any given culture, and cross-cultural competence, as a culture-general skill set that includes
awareness of one’s “self” in the context of culture, an open mind towards and appreciation of
diversity, and the ability to apply “culture analytic models” to any region.

! There are differences in how writers use the term “KSAO”, where the “A” sometimes is used to represent
“Attitudes” or “Affect & Attributes”. We are using a standard job analysis version of these terms, which defines the
“A” as “Abilities”, and the “O” as “Other characteristics”, which generally captures any individual difference
characteristics not well suited for the Knowledge, Skill, or Ability categories, including interests, values,
temperaments, and personality attributes (Brannick, Levine, & Morgeson, 2007).



Culture-General Elements of REC Proficiency

Culture-general factors, often referred to as cross-cultural competence or 3C, are an
important foundation for military performance in cross-cultural settings (Hajjar, 2010). These
factors consist of the core attitudes, skill sets, and knowledge base that facilitate adaptation to
multiple culturally diverse contexts over time. Selmeski (2007) indicates that cross-cultural
competence generally entails an understanding of other people’s ways of thinking and acting, the
conversion of this knowledge into action, and a balance between specialization and
generalization. Abbe et al. (2007) also underscore the importance of developing these general
factors, conceiving of cross-cultural competence as an individual capability that contributes to
intercultural effectiveness regardless of the particular intersection of cultures. Abbe and
colleagues have encapsulated their thinking in a model of cross-cultural competence and
intercultural effectiveness. The model focuses on a core set of competencies that enable
adaptation to any culture, recognizing that some aspects of cognition, behavior, or affect are
particularly relevant in a specific country or region. Abbe (2008) further suggests that the
culture-general approach to cultural knowledge acquisition can lead to transferable knowledge
structures, which can be particularly beneficial to preparing for future conflicts that may take
place in any number of countries or regions.

Hajjar (2010) outlines five core reasons why cross-cultural competence is important in
contemporary military operations: (1) effectively leveraging the military’s inherent diversity
requires service members to exhibit cultural understanding, appropriate attitudes, and relevant
skills; (2) military operations and operational plans benefit enormously from insights generated
by strategists with cross-cultural competence; (3) working effectively with different Department
of Defense (DoD) and government agencies requires adequate cross-cultural competence; (4)
predicting, understanding, and influencing the behavior of diverse people in other cultures is
more likely to occur when service members engage them using a strong foundation of cross-
cultural competence; and (5) cross-cultural competence enhances the cohesion and effectiveness
of multinational and coalition operations. Echoing these points, Rothstein (2006) suggests that
intercultural skills are fundamentally needed to successfully plan and execute the art of war. This
entails working with allies and coalition partners in peace and conflict, ensuring overseas bases
operate effectively, and living overseas as de facto ambassadors of the US.

Much of the literature we reviewed as the basis for the competency model developed for
this report described cross-cultural competence as reflecting a combination of knowledge, skills,
abilities, attitudes, and affect/motivation (Abbe et al., 2007; Abbe, 2008; Abbe & Halpin, 2010;
Kamorski, 2005; Hardison et al., 2009). What precisely comprises cross-cultural competence,
however, remains ambiguous and open to debate. Since research and inquiry in this domain
gained momentum in the late 1990s, a growing list of terminology has developed. This has led to
some confusion by assigning a variety of different names to constructs meaning largely the same
thing (Kamorski, 2005). Selmeski (2007) lists over 10 different terms that represent overlapping,
but not identical, constructs related to cross-cultural competence?. He suggests that underlying
these varied terms are four basic categories: (1) awareness, appreciation, understanding, and
expertise, (2) literacy and terrain; (3) astuteness, adaptability, and savvy; and (4) competence and
intelligence.

% The terms listed by Selmeski (2007) include: cultural savvy, cultural astuteness, cultural appreciation, cultural
literacy or fluency, cultural adaptability, cultural or human terrain, cultural expertise, cultural competency, cultural
awareness, cultural intelligence, and cultural understanding.



In summary, REC proficiency captures both regional expertise - capabilities that enable
service members to understand and operate within a specific culture, as well as cross-cultural
competence, or a set of competencies that provide service members with the breadth to operate
proficiently across a variety of cultures. As such, cross-cultural competence can be viewed as an
important complement to language skills and regional knowledge in producing proficient
performance in cross-cultural situations (Abbe et al., 2007). Taken together we can define
Regional Expertise and Culture (REC) Proficiency as the mastery of culture-specific and
culture-general competencies that enable successful mission performance in cross-cultural
settings.

In the following section, we identify the competencies relevant to REC proficiency and
describe the initial model we developed.

Identifying the REC Competency Model

A competency can be defined as a measurable pattern of knowledge, skills, abilities, or
other characteristics (KSAOs) that individuals need to successfully perform work roles or
functions and that can be shown to differentiate performance (Mirabile, 1997; Rodriguez et al.,
2002; Schippmann, et al., 2000; Spencer, McClelland & Spencer, 1994; Tabet, 2003). In
essence, competencies are characteristics that distinguish between high and low performers — in
this case, high and low performance in cross-cultural settings.

Identifying the REC competencies and developing the competency model involved
reviewing existing background information to develop the initial model, conducting interviews
and focus groups to obtain subject matter expert (SME) input, and applying the SME feedback to
make final changes to the model.

Review of Background Information

In order to identify all relevant REC competencies, we began by reviewing DoD
Instruction 5160.70 (June 12, 2007), “Management of DoD Language and Regional Proficiency
Capabilities,” which identifies a series of proficiency levels, from novice to expert, that describe
regional proficiency knowledge and skills. This document identifies six regional proficiency skill
levels that were based on discussions with experienced military SMEs, and describe a variety of
cultural capabilities and experiences required by service members. A summary of key elements
represented in these proficiency levels can be seen in Table 1. In essence, they reflect regional
knowledge, critical thinking, and communication skills, which includes foreign language skill.

To build on these elements, we also reviewed the LREC CBA report. This report was
useful in terms of providing background and context information as well as increasing our
familiarity with the types of missions and tasks for which Joint Planners identify regional
proficiency requirements. Other useful background reports included: (1) Office of the Under
Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readiness) (OUSD (P&R)) (January, 2005), “Defense
Language Transformation Roadmap,” which lays out a comprehensive roadmap for achieving
the full range of language capabilities necessary to support defense strategy, and (2) CJCSI
3126.01 (February 11, 2008), “Language and Regional Expertise Planning,” which provides
policy and procedural guidance that supports the SecDef Language Transformation Roadmap.

Material from the scientific and military literature on competencies and requirements
relevant to cross-cultural competence was also extremely useful for providing background and



Table 1.
Competencies Included in Existing LREC Levels (DoD Instruction 5160.70)

LREC Domain Competency

Regional Knowledge History
Physical geography
Political geography
Cultural geography (demographics, language, religions local social norms,
values, beliefs, behaviors, etc.)

Country/regional political dynamics

Relationship between U.S. and country/region

U.S. strategic and operational objectives in the country/region
Critical thinking Ability to think critically/problem solve about the country/region

Ability to conduct critical analysis regarding the country/region

Synthesis of cultural elements to application of national power across the
full range of military operations

Communication Oral communication
Presentation skills
Skill in the local language
Able to communicate with local people
Written communication about the region

context as well as suggestions for specific person attributes relevant to competency requirements.
We located these materials with keyword searches, primarily using the Defense Technical
Information Center (DTIC) online, Google, and PDRI’s own library of technical reports
containing relevant existing competency models. Using these search tools, we identified several
research reports and articles related to understanding and developing cross-cultural competency
(see references noted with «”). We reviewed these in detail, noting the kinds of KSAOs scholars
and other SMEs propose are related to effective performance in cross-cultural settings. The work
linking these KSAOs to cross-cultural competence represents a mix of empirical and theoretical
evidence. In either case, we gave greater emphasis to military sources since the nature of service
member engagements with other cultures is quite different from those experienced by other
populations who work overseas (e.g., students, Peace Corps volunteers, diplomats, expatriates,
etc.), and while the cross-cultural competence elements are likely to remain consistent across
cultures and populations, the regional expertise elements may not be consistent.

Using this combined background information, we developed an initial list of draft
competencies, which was a highly iterative process. First, we listed a set of five broad domains
of characteristics: knowledge, skills, abilities, attitudes, and motivation. Then, we sorted a more
comprehensive list of narrower elements into each of these categories, noting from which source
we identified the specific element. Table 2 shows the results of this exercise. The elements listed
in this table comprised the basis for developing a first draft of the competency model.



Table 2.

Relevant REC competences identified from literature review

Type of
Characteristic

Name of Competency

Description

Source’

Knowledge

Cross-cultural schemas
or frameworks

Cognitive complexity

Cultural and regional
awareness/
understanding — own

Cultural and regional
awareness/
understanding — other

Self-initiated learning

Dimensions of cultural variability (e.g., norms and values,
GLOBE dimensions, frameworks describing kinship, politics,
and religion) that describe the culture of a given region or
group; cross-cultural characteristics that influence the way
individuals behave.

Increasing complexity in understanding of culture in general
as well as of specific cultures; ability and willingness to
update cultural knowledge.

Working knowledge, awareness, and understanding of own
culture; insight into own beliefs, values, and behaviors;
insight into how viewed by others; applying this
understanding to gain knowledge of another culture.

Working knowledge, awareness, and understanding of other
cultures; Knowing and being able to use factual information
about a region or country’s economic, political, and religious
history, as well as its current economic, religious, and
political issues.

Taking the initiative to learn more about the country,
culture, or language than was provided in training; to like
learning about other cultures.

Abbe et al. (2007); Abbe (2008); Abbe &
Halpin (2010); Ross & Thornson (2008);
Hardison et al. (2009); Lewis (2006);
Kamorski (2005); Hajjar (2010); Russell
et al. (1995)

Abbe et al. (2007); Abbe (2008)

Abbe (2008); Cerami & Boggs (2007);
Caligiuri et al. (2011); Hajjar (2010);
Lewis (2006); McFarland (2005);
Kamorski (2005); Ross & Thornson
(2008); Rothstein (2006); Russell et al.
(1995); U.S. Army (2009)

Abbe et al. (2007); Ross & Thornson
(2008); Kamorski (2005) ; Cerami &
Boggs (2007); Rothstein (2006) ; U.S.
Army (2009); Hardison et al. (2009);
Russell et al. (1995)

Caligiuri et al. (2011); Hardison et al.
(2009); Russell et al. (1995)




Type of
Characteristic

Name of Competency

Description

Source’

Skills

Verbal and non-verbal
Communication

Language usage

Foreign language

Interpersonal

Establishing credibility,
trust, and respect

Applying appropriate
social etiquette

Negotiating with others

Sending and understanding spoken and unspoken
information about mood, intent, status, demeanor, and
message; improvising and using novel methods to
communicate.

Language usage in terms of expectations people have about
conversation.

Speaking, writing, reading, and understanding a non-English
language; devoting effort to maintain and improve language
skills; developing language skills beyond “survival” level;
taking the initiative to facilitate communication when it can
benefit the situation.

Communication and relationship-oriented skills: flexibility,
respect, listening, relationship building, self-control under
stress, sensitivity to host country issues, conflict resolution,
negotiation.

Using credibility, trust, and respect to improve locals’
perception of and respect for Americans and the U.S.
military and showing them that Americans will not betray
their trust.

Knowing and being able to use the etiquette (customs,
conventions, norms, manners, traditions, gender-specific
rules, etc.) called for in a given situation in a given location;
blending into the cultural setting by adopting local customs.

Bargaining successfully with locals for supplies or resources,
reaching compromise solutions with locals that are
agreeable to both sides, and forming mutually beneficial
partnerships with locals; applying cultural knowledge about
how others perceive and communicate during negotiation;
promoting cooperation through interactions.

Hardison et al. (2009); Russell et al.
(1991); McFarland (2005); Lewis (2006);
Beckno (2006)

Caligiuri et al. (2011); Russell et al.
(1995)

Hardison et al. (2009); Williams (2006);
Rothstein (2006); Russell et al. (1995);
Russell et al. (1995)

Abbe et al. (2007); Abbe (2008); Abbe &
Halpin (2010); Ross & Thornson (2008);
U.S. Army (2009); Russell et al. (1995)

Hardison et al. (2009)

Hardison et al. (2009); Russell et al.
(1995)

Hardison et al. (2009); Abbe (2008);
Beckno (2009); Caligiuri et al. (2011);
Williams (2006); Hajjar (2010); U.S.
Army (2009); Russell et al. (1995)




Type of
Characteristic

Name of Competency

Description

Source’

Attitudes

Resolving conflict/
Mediation

Influencing others

Establishing authority

Use of situational cues

Gathering and
interpreting observed
information

Media awareness

Cultural awareness

Cultural sensitivity

Preventing, managing, defusing, and otherwise resolving
conflicts between locals, as well as between Americans and
locals.

Involves changing locals’ opinions or behavior, convincing
them to follow one’s leadership willingly, providing them
with guidance or leadership, persuading them to go along
with or accept an idea, and influencing or persuading them
to behave or act in a certain way; using an understanding of
others’ ways of thinking and operating.

Covers actions needed when exercising judicial and/or law
enforcement powers, controlling or restricting the behavior
of locals, ordering compliance from locals, or demonstrating
that one is in charge.

Use situational cues to determine when and how culture is
relevant.

Watching locals interact with both each other and with U.S.
military personnel to learn what produces positive and
negative reactions in both cases; observing behaviors to
gather insights on how one is being treated and how to treat
others.

Understanding and appreciating differences among cultures;
sensitivity to unique challenges cultural differences can
create.

Non-ethnocentrism, tolerance, sensitivity; acceptance of
diverse cultures.

Hardison et al. (2009); Hajjar (2010);
Abbe (2008)

Hardison et al. (2009); Hajjar (2010);
Caligiuri et al. (2011); U.S. Army (2009);
Russell et al. (1995)

Hardison et al. (2009)

Abbe & Halpin (2010)

Hardison et al. (2009); Lewis (2006);
U.S. Army (2009)

Beckno (2009)
Rothstein (2006)

Abbe et al. (2007); Abbe (2008); Lewis
(2006); U.S. Army (2009); Russell et al.
(1995)




Type of
Characteristic

Name of Competency

Description

Source’

Abilities

Acknowledging cultural
differences

Respecting cultural
differences

Tolerance

Assess impact of
actions

Flexibility/adaptability

Changing behavior to
fit cultural context

Perspective
taking/frame switching

Empathy

Perceptual acuity

Recognizing that own cultural lens can alter how we
perceive others.

Respecting locals’ values, opinions, mindset, and recognizing
that stereotypes should be avoided and not used as the
basis for opinions.

Tolerance for ambiguity and deviations from accepted
norms.

Ability to anticipate second and third-order effects of
actions.

Willingness and ability to recognize, understand, and work
effectively across cultures; adjusting behavior or cognitive
frames of reference in response to situational cues.

Adapting one’s behavior to match and/or complement the
behavior of locals, avoiding American practices that may be
offensive in certain settings, and behaving in ways that
might be awkward for an American but are necessary to fit
in with the culture.

Seeing events as another person sees them; seeing a
situation from different perspectives.

Ability to feel/think as another person feels/thinks and to be
open-minded about other value systems and beliefs (does
not mean adopting values of another culture, only being
sensitive to them).

Ability to observe and interpret cultural information
encountered through one’s own experiences.

Kamorski (2005); U.S. Army (2009)

Hardison et al. (2009)

Caligiuri et al. (2011); Lewis (2006); Ross
& Thornson (2008); Russell et al. (1995);
U.S. Army (2009)

Jandora (2006); Abbe (2008)

Abbe et al. (2007); Abbe (2008); Abbe &
Halpin (2010); Caligiuri et al. (2011);
Lewis (2006); U.S. Army (2009); Russell
et al. (1995)

Hardison et al. (2009)

Abbe et al. (2007); Ross & Thornson
(2008)

Abbe et al. (2007); Lewis (2006); Ross &
Thornton (2008); Russell et al. (1995)

Abbe (2008)




Type of

. Name of Competenc
Characteristic P Y

Description

Source’

Sensemaking

Meta-cognition

Motivation Need for closure

Self-regulation

Managing stress in an
unfamiliar cultural
setting

Motivation for culture
and language training
and education

Social initiative

Willingness to
engage/openness to
experience

Persistence to stay engaged in the process of making sense
of unfamiliar social events and situations in dissimilar
cultures; recognizing and making sense of cultural
paradoxes.

Having knowledge of and control over one’s cognitions

Motivation to find immediate answers and solutions and to
resist any new information that conflicts with those
answers.

Includes emotion regulation, stress management, and
coping.

Being able to recognize and deal with stress resulting from a
lack of language skills, an inability to understand cultural
norms, and feeling like a “fish out of water” because of
cultural and ethnic differences; setting an example of
culturally-appropriate emotional control in context of
confrontation or hostility.

Willingness to communicate in cross-cultural settings;
interest in people and liking to be around them.

Extent of an individual’s interest in and drive to adapt to
new cultural surroundings

Ross & Thornson (2008); Abbe et al.
(2007); Abbe (2008)

Ross & Thornson (2008)

Abbe et al. (2007); Ross & Thornson
(2008)

Abbe et al. (2007); Abbe (2008); Ross &

Thornson (2008)

Hardison et al. (2009); Russell et al.
(1995)

Abbe (2008)

Abbe et al. (2007); Russell et al. (1995)

Caligiuri et al. (2011); Ross & Thornson
(2008)

Note. ‘Sources shown in bold provided the primary language for the variable description.
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We took a hierarchical approach to model development, which involved combining
groups of related competencies into a smaller number of “mega competencies” (e.g., combining
verbal and nonverbal communication with language usage to form a mega competency labeled
communication), resulting in a smaller number of mega competencies at a higher level, with each
defined by several more specific competencies. With successive reviews of the literature and
reports, as well as reviewing existing relevant competency models, the number, kind, and
definition of each of the draft competencies evolved. For each competency, we drafted a label
and an associated definition that described the unique combination of KSAOs that contributed to
that competency.

An important issue was to ensure that the list of competencies was sufficiently
comprehensive, yet remained fairly manageable in number and specificity. Throughout the
editing and revision process, competencies were combined and split at various points to achieve
a balance between comprehensiveness and parsimony. This process continued until the draft list
was reasonably stable and ready to be reviewed by the military SMEs in a series of focus groups.
Table 3 shows the first draft version of the competency model.

Conducting SME Focus Groups

Once the draft competency model was developed, focus groups were conducted at three
locations with the goal of gaining SME input regarding the appropriateness and
comprehensiveness of the draft REC competency model. The first two focus group sites were
combatant commands (COCOMs) that provided a mix of personnel from different services and
different elements of their planning community. The third location was an Army Civil Affairs
Battalion that provided personnel experienced at executing the actual missions and tasks that
require REC proficiency.

In total, 49 personnel participated in the focus groups. Information about their
demographic background is shown in Table 4. As a whole, the group was mostly male (92%),
and predominantly commissioned officers (64%), owing to the emphasis on personnel in
COCOM planning positions. All personnel had been deployed, with most deploying to Operation
Iragi Freedom (OIF) and/or Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) (90%), and others deploying for
missions such as Operation Unified Response (Haiti). Almost one fourth of those deploying for
OIF/OEF had deployed there four or more times.

Participants were asked to review each of the 33 competencies shown in Table 3 and the
groups discussed questions such as:

Is this competency important for the missions you plan/conduct?
Does the definition make sense?

Does this overlap with another category we have discussed?
Does the name make sense?

They were also asked to assess the model as a whole and indicate whether they thought
the list of competencies seemed complete. Facilitators tried to gauge from participants whether
any competencies were missing and/or whether any should be dropped.
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Table 3.

Draft competency model developed from literature review

Mega N
& Competency Competency Definition
Competency
Regional/ Acquiring Cultural Demonstrates the ability to uncover underlying knowledge about a culture; is motivated to make sense
Cultural Knowledge of inconsistent information about social rules and norms; continually learns and updates own
Knowledge knowledge base as new situations are encountered (e.g., knowledge of language, values, beliefs).

Critical/ Strategic
Thinking

Cultural
Adaptability

Knowledge of
Cultural Variability

Knowledge of the
Operational
Environment

Physical
Geographic
Knowledge

Applying Regional

Knowledge

Strategic Agility

Forecasting Trends

Cultural
Perspective-Taking

Can describe and assess how cultures vary according to general dimensions (e.g., individualism-
collectivism, power distance); understands how each dimension can influence a particular culture’s
thinking and behavior; applies this knowledge to help understand cultural similarities and differences.

Can describe and assess U.S. national security interests in country/region, U.S. command relationships,
the population, the enemy and other antigovernment forces, the higher commander’s intent, and how
the press is a part of the operational environment.

Can describe and assess the natural features of the country/region, such as land formation, climate,
currents, and distribution of flora and fauna; uses knowledge to demonstrate interest in and
willingness to put forth effort into learning about a culture.

Acquires and applies knowledge of factual information about a country/region’s past and current
social, political, and military structure, economy, belief system, and national security situation; uses
knowledge to demonstrate interest in and willingness to put forth effort into learning about a culture.

Uses logic, analysis, synthesis, creativity, and judgment to gather and evaluate multiple sources of
information and knowledge to make decisions and assess the impact and secondary effects of U.S.
actions in the region; establishes a course of action to accomplish a long-range goal or vision;

Anticipates future consequences and trends, and recognizes strategic opportunities in the international
geopolitical system; assesses the potential role for military power in terms of current and future
national security policy.

Demonstrates an awareness of own cultural assumptions, values, and biases, and understands how the
U.S. is viewed by members of another region/culture; applies perspective-taking skills to detect,
analyze, and consider the point of view of others; takes cultural context into consideration when
interpreting environmental cues.
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Mega
Competency

Competency

Competency Definition

Foreign Language

Communication

Cultural Sensitivity

Learning through
Observation

Foreign Language
Grammatical Skill

Foreign Language
Discourse Skill

Foreign Language
Sociolinguistic Skill

Foreign Language
Strategic Skill

Nonverbal
Communication

Verbal
Communication

Written
Communication

Accepts that cultural differences exist for values, beliefs, and norms, and is free from prejudices about
other cultures; is sensitive to individual diversity (e.g., cultural, race, gender, disabilities); demonstrates
a willingness to adapt own communication and behaviors to be compatible with cultural norms.

Gathers and interprets information about people and surroundings to increase awareness about own
treatment and how to treat others; adjusts behaviors in response to situational cues and demonstrates
proper modes for interaction (e.g., according to customs, norms, traditions, gender-specific rules).

Demonstrates the ability to use the forms of the language (sounds, words, and sentence structure).

Demonstrates the ability to understand and create forms of the language longer than sentences, such
as stories, conversations, or correspondence.

Demonstrates the ability to use language appropriately in different contexts; expresses, interprets, and
negotiates meaning according to culturally-derived norms and expectations.

Demonstrates the ability to compensate for lack of ability in any of the other foreign language areas
(e.g., able to substitute words, manages social situations when the rules of etiquette are unclear).

Interprets and uses a range of acceptable behaviors and display rules, and understands how different
methods of nonverbal communication (e.g., facial expressions and gestures, personal distance, sense
of time) are relevant in different contexts; is sensitive to and follows norms about assertiveness in
communicating.

Speaks clearly, understandably, and patiently in order to avoid language and cultural
misunderstandings; expresses self well in groups and in one-on-one conversations, taking audience and
type of information into account; uses tone of voice to increase target interest and reinforce
communication goals; tracks and reacts appropriately to audience responses.

Uses correct grammar, punctuation, and spelling when preparing written materials; conveys written
information in a clear, concise, and well-organized manner; written communication is targeted to the
level of the intended audience.
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Mega

Competenc Competency Definition
Competency P y P ¥
Listening Listens carefully to others, paying close attention to the speaker’s point of view, thoughts, feelings, and
perceptions; builds rapport and trust by attending to the comments and questions of others, conveying
genuine understanding and interest; seeks additional clarifying information when necessary.
Interpreter Conveys intended message through the use of an interpreter; recognizes and monitors interpreter’s
Utilization delivery of message to ensure it is being communicated as intended.
Interpersonal Interpersonal Skill Develops and maintains positive rapport by showing respect, courtesy, and tact with others;
Savvy understands and interacts effectively with a variety of people, including those who are difficult, hostile,

Social Initiative
Conflict

Management

Influencing Others

Negotiation

Leveraging
Diversity

or distressed; relates and adjusts well to people from varied backgrounds in different situations; uses
interpersonal skills to overcome language barriers when necessary.

Takes a genuine interest in people and engages with them proactively; displays a willingness to
communicate and interact with others from different countries, regions, and cultures.

Recognizes and works to constructively manage conflicts, confrontations, or disagreements without
giving in to demands that could undermine personal or mission goals; is knowledgeable about the use
of different conflict resolution approaches; preserves good relationships and trust between
individuals/groups after conflict episodes have concluded.

Understands others’ ways of thinking and operating and uses this knowledge to apply appropriate
influence techniques that are consistent with social norms and role expectations; applies influence
techniques authentically and flexibly; succeeds in establishing authority, changing others’ opinions or
behavior, and convinces them to follow leadership or guidance willingly.

Negotiates successfully for supplies, resources, and information, reaching mutually beneficial
agreements that treat all parties fairly and preserve relationships; understands the key objectives and
motives of other parties; understands how perceptions, individualism, punctuality and pace,
relationship building, and language affect cross-cultural negotiation; appropriately adjusts negotiation
style to the situation.

Respects, understands, and values differences (e.g., cultural, race, gender, disabilities) to achieve
mission goals; utilizes diversity of backgrounds and talents to achieve goals.
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Mega
Competency

Competency

Competency Definition

Self-Regulation
and Coping

Systems
Awareness

Coping and Stress
Management

Situation
Management

Emotion
Regulation

Self-Confidence

External Awareness

Organizational
Awareness

Building Strategic
Networks

Systems Thinking

Demonstrates self-control in cross-cultural settings, particularly when under stress (e.g., stays calm
under pressure, effectively handles frustration and ambiguity, acts as a calming influence); uses
appropriate coping strategies when faced with unexpected cultural differences; avoids adopting stress-
induced perspectives and opinions that overly simplify culture.

Adjusts and deals with unpredictable and crisis situations; shifts focus appropriately, responds
decisively, and takes reasonable action.

Demonstrates the ability to enhance or reduce emotions as needed; empathizes with others’ emotions
without personally adopting them.

Displays a high degree of self-confidence in own intercultural capabilities.

Understands and keeps up-to-date on local, national, and international policies and trends that affect
the organization and shape stakeholders’ views; is aware of the organization’s impact on the external
environment. ldentifies and understands economic, political, and social trends that affect the
organization.

Knows the organization's mission and functions, understands how the organization’s social, political,
and technological systems work and operates effectively within them; this includes the programs,
policies, procedures, rules, and regulations of the organization.

Develops collaborative information and knowledge sharing networks and builds alliances with
colleagues and counterparts within and/or across the organization, other government/private
organizations, or host/foreign nation organizations.

Understands how variables within a system interact with one another and change over time. Applies
this understanding to solve complex problems and drive integration.
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Table 4.

Demographic Characteristics for Focus Group Participants

Variable N %
Gender

- Male 45 91.84
- Female 4 8.16
Hispanic descent

- No 38 77.55
- Yes 11 22.45
Race

- Asian 1 2.04
- Black 4 8.16
- White 40 81.63
- Other 4 8.16
Military or Civilian rank/grade

- 03 (CPT) 6 13.33
- 04 (MAJ) 10 22.22
- 05 (LTC) 12 26.67
- 06 (COL) 1 2.22
- E7 (SFC) 5 11.11
- E8 (MSG) 2 4.44
- Government 8 17.78
- Contractor 1 2.22

Times deployed in OIF/OEF

-0 5 10.20
-1 9 18.37
-2 17 34.69
-3 6 12.24
- 4+ 12 24.49

Integrating SME Feedback

On the whole, the competencies in the model seemed to resonate with the planners. SMEs
provided numerous recommendations for synthesizing, prioritizing, and reorganizing them. All
competencies were deemed important; however, SMEs recommended that some individual
competencies within each mega-competency be combined due to overlap. For example, within
the Regional/Cultural Knowledge mega-competency, it was suggested that awareness of cultural
differences, ability to acquire cultural knowledge, and applying this knowledge were all elements
of the same competency but represented different facets or different levels of proficiency, with
awareness representing the lowest proficiency, and applying the knowledge representing a higher
level of proficiency. Similar suggestions were made for competencies within the other mega-
competency domains.
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Another point of discussion among SMEs was the degree to which the competencies
were specific to REC proficiency, or whether they were required more broadly for success in the
military in general — for example, competencies such as influence or negotiation. In other words,
if the competency was one that was generally required for success as a military leader, should it
be included in the REC competency model that focuses specifically on REC proficiency? SMEs
had different opinions on the matter, but based on the SME input as a whole as well as
discussions within the project team, it was determined that competencies with the potential for
broader application would be included in the model if they could be defined specifically in terms
of their value for effective REC proficiency.

The input from the SME focus groups resulted in the project team reviewing the entire set
of existing competencies in terms of: (1) whether some represented the same competency but at
different proficiency levels, and (2) ensuring that the competency definitions specifically
highlighted their relevance to REC proficiency. This feedback was extremely useful because it
suggested ways in which the overall number of competencies could be reduced to a more
parsimonious model and underscored the importance of ensuring their explicit relevance to REC
proficiency.

In addition to these changes, one new competency was identified for inclusion in the
model based on the focus group discussions. SMEs indicated that leaders who were effective in
multicultural and deployment settings would ensure that their subordinates, and unit as a whole,
were appropriately prepared with respect to cultural competence, ensuring they were trained
appropriately and tracking and maintaining their capabilities. This concept was added to the
competency model and labeled Organizational Cultural Competence.®

One final change was made to the draft model, this one regarding the Foreign Language
mega-competency. While the foreign language competencies were viewed as relevant to regional
proficiency, the government determined that because clear guidelines existed regarding the
dimensions of foreign language capability and their application in the planning process, this
competency would not be included in the final model. Again, this was not because it was not
relevant; rather, it was not included because it was sufficiently covered in the planning process
already.

Following the review and modification process, the final draft model contained 12
competencies that were rationally arranged under three domain titles: Core, Regional/Technical,
and Leader Functions (see Table 5). These three domains were created to reflect differences in
the nature of the competencies, such that competencies in the Core domain were culture-general,
or 3C competencies, that serve as a useful foundation for regional proficiency. The
Regional/Technical domain contains competencies that are specific to either a given geographic
region or to certain technical fields. The third domain, Leader Functions, contains competencies
that are important for military personnel as they move into leader positions, and generally
continue to increase in importance as one’s rank or position (e.g., Commander) increases. These
are not proposed as a hierarchical model, such that competence in the Core domain would have
to be achieved before competence in the Regional/Technical domain, etc.; however, it is likely
that building one’s capability in certain competencies facilitates building capability in others.

® It should be noted that this competency is highly different from the construct often labeled organizational culture,
which refers to the norms and values of an organization (e.g., see Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005).
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Table 5.
Competency Model for Validation

1.0 Core 2.0 Regional/Technical 3.0 Leader Functions
1.1 Understanding 2.1 Applying Regional 3.1 Building Strategic
Culture Information Networks
1.2 Applying 2.2 Operating in a Regional 3.2 Strategic Agility
Organizational Environment
Awareness

1.3 Cultural Perspective- 2.3 Utilizing Interpreters 3.3 Systems Thinking
Taking
1.4 Cultural Adaptability 3.4 Cross-Cultural
Influence

3.5 Organizational Cultural
Competence

Based on the definitions developed for each competency, the project team developed 5 to 10
example behaviors relevant to each competency in the model (see Appendix A). These behaviors
are then used as markers of the competency being measured during the survey validation.

Competency Model Validation

With the completion of the initial REC Proficiency model, the next phase of the project
required developing a survey to collect validation data from a broader sample of military
personnel. In line with best practices for competency model development, we created a survey to
capture a quantitative judgment from service members regarding the importance of these
competencies in the job they held during their last deployment. Shifting to a survey format as
opposed to conducting additional focus groups enabled us to: (1) capture quantitative data, and
(2) capture input from a larger and broader sample of military personnel. The primary objective
of the survey was to identify any behaviors and/or competencies that did not meet the required
threshold for importance and remove those from the final model.

Method

Sample. Current or recently retired members of the Air Force, Army, Marines, and Navy
were eligible to respond to this survey if they met the following qualifications: (1) they had
deployed overseas in the last five years and held jobs while deployed that required cross-cultural
interactions, or (2) they indicated that they held a job in the last five years that required a
moderate to high degree of cross-cultural requirements even though they had not been deployed.

The final sample included 788 subjects who were predominantly male (85%) and
Caucasian (62.9%). The sample also included 16.2% who self-reported their ethnicity as “other”
or selected multiple options, as well as 14.5% African American, 3.3% Asian, 1.8% Native
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, and .9% Native Alaskan or American Indian. The gender and
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ethnicity representation is generally similar to that in the service populations, although that varies
from one service to the next.

Figure 1 shows the representation in the sample by service, with the majority of
respondents from the Army (66.5%), followed by the Navy (20.7%), Marines (11.2%), and Air
Force (1.6%). This suggests overrepresentation of Army personnel and underrepresentation of
Air Force personnel. With respect to rank, the sample consisted of 16.8% Officers, 80.5 %
Enlisted, and 2.7% Warrant Officers. Tables 1 and 2 in Appendix B provide additional details
regarding the demographics of the sample.

With regard to sampling, it is important to note that this sample was not drawn using a
scientific sampling method. Because our current goal is to determine the entire family of
competencies that are relevant to REC proficiency across the services, and not to identify the
distribution of these beliefs in order to make inferences about the larger population, the benefit of
doing this was deemed small compared to the challenge of accomplishing it. Our goal is to
determine if the competencies and behaviors belong or do not belong in the broad REC
Proficiency model. Subsequent work can determine whether only specific competencies apply to
any given group or members of a group, at which point the representativeness of the sample will
become increasingly important. We believe that these data will give us an accurate picture of the
suite of REC proficiency competencies and the results will provide a model that generally
applies across services.”

1.60%

M Air Force

B Army

11.20%

Marines

H Navy

Figure 1. Parent service dffiliation of the participating sample.

Measures. The validation survey was an electronic survey with two sections: the first
section captured demographic and experience information that included questions regarding their
current job, deployment history, and REC experience on their most recent deployment. The

* The exception to this is the Air Force, which was not adequately represented in this sample and would still require
a validation survey.
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second section provided definitions of key terms, such as “competencies,” “regional expertise
and culture (REC),” and “cross cultural competence,” and instructions for completing the
competency ratings. Respondents were instructed to rate the importance of the competencies and
behaviors for the most recent job they performed that required REC skills.

The following response scale was provided:

Not Needed at all for effective performance

1 = Not Important for effective performance

2 = Slightly Important for effective performance

3 = Moderately Important for effective performance
4 = Very Important for effective performance

o 5= Extremely Important for effective performance

0 O O O O

If a respondent indicated that a competency was Not Needed for effective performance of
their job, a skip pattern was invoked such that they would not be asked to indicate the importance
of the behaviors that corresponded to that competency. Respondents also had the opportunity to
add in free form comments regarding the competencies or other aspects of the survey if they
desired.

Procedure. The survey was distributed to potential respondents via a link at the end of
the Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute’s (DEOMI) organizational climate survey,
which is called DEOCS. The benefit of using this approach was the potential to reach large
numbers of potentially eligible personnel. After completing the DEOCS, respondents were asked
to assist the Defense Language Office by completing the voluntary survey. Those who chose to
participate were directed to the web-based survey; this solicitation encouraged participation. To
encourage respondents' honesty and openness, they were reminded that their responses would not
be included in the DEOCS report; that they would be kept confidential; and would only be
reported as summary statistics in the final report. The benefit of using this approach was to reach
large numbers of potentially eligible personnel. The one exception to this, however, was Air
Force personnel; typically, Air Force units use the Unit Climate Assessment, so those Air Force
personnel who did participate were most likely assigned to a Joint or other similar staff position.
Attempts were made to acquire additional Air Force, as well as Navy and Marine respondents,
but they were not successful within the time available for the survey data collection period.
Every attempt was made to ensure a high response rate, including distributing official messages
encouraging participation, and extending the questionnaire completion time-frame.

Results & Discussion

There were 936 total respondents to the REC survey. An initial step of the analysis
process was to screen respondents based on pre-established inclusion criteria. The target
respondents were individuals who had either deployed in the last five years and had interacted
with host national personnel a few times per week or more, or individuals who had not deployed
in the last five years, but had jobs with REC requirements that were at least moderately
important. If participants met these requirements, their ratings were included in the data analyses.
The total number of part