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Context 
The US Government (USG) engages with a variety of Latin American countries by offering Security Assistance Training opportunities through International Military Education and Training programs (IMET), Foreign Military Sales (FMS), and a variety of other programs authorized by the Foreign Assistance Act (FAA) and the Arms Export Control Act (AECA). These offerings include a spectrum of training ranging from Senior Professional Military Education, to technical training, to high cost aviation flight training, and serve as a support element to bilateral relations and the fielding of equipment purchased by or granted to allied and friendly countries. This research initiative focuses on the effectiveness of training programs with Latin American countries and evaluates results in terms of the three pillars of security cooperation, which encompass all Department of Defense (DOD) interactions with a foreign defense establishment. These are to (1) build relationships that promote specific US security interests, (2) develop allied and friendly military capabilities for self-defense and multinational operations, and (3) provide US forces with peacetime and contingency access to host nation. 
This research is particularly relevant as, (1) in the current Latin American political climate a number of countries have elected leftist governments; (2) budget cuts are forcing the US Department of Defense to trim programs; and (3) the US Government examines the significant security improvements of countries such as Colombia, and attempts to replicate engagement or apply lessons learned with other countries suffering from deteriorating security conditions, such as Mexico. 
Research Question 
Given the current climate of USG fiscal austerity, and the trend towards leftward-leaning governments in Latin America, is the USG leveraging Security Assistance Training programs effectively to support its partners in the region? 
Hypothesis
The USG is not leveraging the complete range of training opportunities to support or engage Latin American countries effectively. This is denoted by reduced training opportunities when compared with other regions, low participation of Latin American students in training courses conducted in the US, and low participation of students in Professional Military Education. Essentially, the USG is leaving value on the table by not maximizing the use of Professional Military Education to enable better relations between the United States and Latin America. 
Methodology 
This study leverages quantitative assessment of security assistance programs. This is done by designing and implementing a model to measure the gross value added by training opportunities in terms of capability improvements, relationship building and reliability improvements for the security mechanisms of the evaluated countries.

Summary of Key Findings 
1. The US Government is leveraging CONUS training effectively for Latin American countries that are directly linked to threats of national priority.
2. The US Government is not leveraging CONUS training effectively for Latin American countries that are not directly linked to threats of national priority.
3. CONUS training to counter national security threats stemming from Latin America was ranked second in priority when considered from a global context.
Implications for National Security Policy
The findings of this study reveal that, even though CONUS training opportunities have been employed effectively for programs of national priority, most Latin American countries were not subjected to potentially beneficial CONUS training opportunities in a meaningful magnitude. As part of its national security strategy, the US would certainly benefit from increasing engagement of Latin American government personnel by offering more professional military education opportunities to countries with low participation in recent years.  Moreover, the challenges in conducting this study revealed that the US Government lacks the capability to measure the effectiveness of security assistance training quantitatively. Therefore, the US Government would benefit from implementing a quantitative measurement model that informs stakeholders at the senior national leadership level. Finally, obtaining accurate and relevant training data from all appropriate government agencies was a challenge due to compartmentalization. The US Government would certainly benefit from standardizing and centralizing data collection about CONUS and OCONUS training programs conducted by all its agencies. This would permit national level research that could inform at the senior national leadership level.
Research conducted by:  Daniel Torres, Country Program Manager at the US Army, Security Assistance Training Field Activity.
Research advised by:  Professor Richard Shultz, Director, International Security Studies Program at The Fletcher School, TUFTS University. 
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Security assistance training is an important element of the US Government strategy to build relationships and establish capabilities around the globe. Coupled with the sale or grant of military equipment under the concept of a ‘total package approach’; or provided independently to enhance the professional development opportunities of personnel from the defense establishment of a partner nation; training opportunities provided by the US Government, at any of the multiple training centers across the variety of its military departments, represent a commitment and an investment by the United States in the development and nourishment of lasting and effective human connections. 
Notwithstanding the importance of training as a tool to develop international relations and its alignment with US foreign policy and strategic objectives at the national level, the management of security assistance training is a challenging endeavor given the complexity of the system in place for its execution. The different training initiatives, which are generally executed under the auspices of the Foreign Assistance Act and the Arms Export Control Act, are implemented by a variety of entities, which comprise the Security Assistance Enterprise. These entities generally choose to conduct training either in the Continental United States (CONUS) or Outside the Continental United States (OCONUS). CONUS training opportunities are distinctly characterized by providing the foreign student with the option to receive the required knowledge while experiencing life in the United States. OCONUS training is characterized by providing the foreign student with the opportunity to receive the required knowledge in his or her country and on the equipment operated by the target entity. This is an important distinction to provide context to the study presented herein.
This study digs deep into the US Department of Defense (DOD) training records system, the Training Management module of the Defense Security Assistance Management System (DSAMS), to evaluate information available about the CONUS training provided by the US Army, the US Air Force, and the combination of the US Navy, the US Marines, and the US Coastguard. The main objective is to determine if the United States is leveraging CONUS training effectively to serve its interests related to Latin American countries, however, additional insights and trends will certainly become apparent as the study develops. To accomplish the main objective of this study, available data is analyzed and information is dissected from a global context, to a western hemisphere context, and finally to a set of select country profile contexts to allow a sequential understanding and comparison of concepts and trends important to arrive at the findings provided.
To set the context for this study, first, the major characteristics of Security Assistance Training are revealed. Second, the data collected is explained in greater detail to provide the reader with improved understanding of its attributes and limitations. Third, the analysis model developed to calculate the gross value added of CONUS training is described. Fourth, the information gathered is arranged in a global context, a western hemisphere context, and on the context of two countries of interest within the western hemisphere to provide the framework for quantitative and qualitative analysis of the effectiveness of training programs. Finally, the analysis is consolidated into a set of findings, conclusions, and potential topics for further study. 




[bookmark: _Toc394326603]US Government Security Cooperation and Security Assistance Training
Although Security Cooperation and Security Assistance are terms often used interchangeably, each covers a distinct selection of US Government programs authorized under the Foreign Assistance Act (FAA), the Arms Export Control Act (AECA), and appropriations by the US Congress.[footnoteRef:2] DOD Directive 5132.03, issued October 24, 2008, defines Security Cooperation as all: [2:  For a more detailed explanation of Security Cooperation and Security Assistance please see chapter 1 of the Security Assistance Management Manual available from: http://www.samm.dsca.mil/chapter/chapter-1 ] 

Activities undertaken by the Department of Defense to encourage and enable international partners to work with the United States to achieve strategic objectives. It includes all DoD interactions with foreign defense and security establishments, including all DoD-administered security assistance programs, that: build defense and security relationships that promote specific U.S. security interests, including all international armaments cooperation activities and security assistance activities; develop allied and friendly military capabilities for self-defense and multinational operations; and provide U.S. forces with peacetime and contingency access to host nations. (DODD 5132.03, 2008)
This definition establishes a connection between national security and foreign policy in support of national strategic objectives. Further, DODD 5132.03 defines Security Assistance as:
A group of programs or other related statutes by which the United States provides defense articles, military training, and other defense-related services by grant, loan, credit, cash sales, or lease, in furtherance of national policies and objectives. The Department of Defense does not administer all security assistance programs. Those security assistance programs that are administered by the Department are a subset of security cooperation.” (DODD 5132.03, 2008)
These two definitions set the stage for the concept of the Security Assistance Enterprise, which encompasses the collection of organizations that manage and execute the variety of US Government security cooperation and assistance programs. Given the focus of this study, the following description focuses on the main entities involved in setting the direction, providing policy, or executing CONUS training programs offered by the US Government.
[bookmark: _Toc394326604]Training and the Security Assistance Enterprise
To provide context to this study on CONUS training, it is of important value to understand the relationship between the key organizations that make CONUS training opportunities available to personnel from the many countries engaged. However, this topic alone is complex and would require an extensive description beyond the scope of this document. Therefore, the following is a brief overview of those organizations most relevant to the topic of CONUS training and which add value to the information provided in following sections. More specifically, this section presents the organizations that set the guidance employed by the US Army, US Air Force, and US Maritime military departments to organize their CONUS training activities.
As described previously, Security Assistance Training encompasses activities justified under the FAA and the AECA. The AECA defines training as: 
Formal or informal instruction of foreign students in the United States or overseas by officers or employees of the United States, contract technicians, or contractors (including instruction at civilian institutions), or by correspondence courses, technical, educational, or information publications and media of all kinds, training aid, orientation, training exercise, and military advice to foreign military units and forces. (22.U.S.C, 2010)[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Arms Export Control Act definitions are available for review from: http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/USCODE-2010-title22/html/USCODE-2010-title22-chap39-subchapIV-sec2794.htm ] 

As such, CONUS training opportunities, generally offered as a grant under the International Military Education and Training program (IMET), or as a sale under programs such as the Foreign Military Sales (FMS) program, involve primarily the interaction of the US Department of State and the US Department of Defense.  The US Department of State provides overarching strategic and management guidance for the execution of CONUS training programs based on national foreign policy objectives, while the Department of Defense, through its Security Assistance Enterprise, is the organization that executes and implements the day-to-day activities that make CONUS training a possibility. 
Within the Department of Defense, the Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA) plays an integral role by “leading, resourcing, and educating the security cooperation community to shape refine, and execute innovative security solutions for partners in support of US interests.”[footnoteRef:4] (DSCA, n.d.) DSCA, therefore, sets forth the policy that each military department follows to execute its CONUS security assistance training requirements and also provides the system of record which collects the majority of training documentation at the national level, the Defense Security Assistance Management System (DSAMS). DSAMS is an impressive database that stores information on a variety of programs and services the majority of the community with interests in such activities. As such, the three main military departments involved in CONUS training activities (The Army, the Air Force, and a maritime combination encompassing the Navy, the Marines, and the Coast Guard) all use this database to execute their responsibilities. [4:  For more information about DSCA visit the website available at http://www.dsca.mil ] 

Finally, one has to consider the receiving organization and its country context with all its associated characteristics as an important element for the security assistance process. Whenever addressed under this study, a student, the target organization, its country government, or the country as a whole will be identified as ‘country’ or simply as the ‘customer’ for ease of understanding. Whenever country or the customer is not identified, the reader can assume that the discussion centers on the US Government and any of the agencies identified for the given topic.

[bookmark: _Toc394326605]Research Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc394326606]Quantitative Analysis: Data Collection and Processing
From a quantitative standpoint, obtaining an accurate count of students, training seats, and associated cost is a constant challenge to the US Government.  The variety of security assistance programs that involve training, the multitude of systems employed to collect information, the element of human error or omission, and the challenge to collect standardized, accurate, and timely data from the spectrum of government agencies involved across the globe, make developing a global picture of US Government training efforts a difficult challenge. Nonetheless, training information and associated reports often drive policy development and congressional appropriations for the programs of interest to this study. 
Available reports often take a year-by-year approach when presenting gathered data. A relevant and current example is the Foreign Military Training Report (FMTR)[footnoteRef:5] that presents statistics about DOD activities of interest on a global context for a single fiscal year. This report is developed with data from multiple sources, informed and consolidated by DSCA, and formally presented under the US Department of State Bureau of Political-Military Affairs. As such, the FMTR is publicly available; however, given the amount of data to analyze, the inconsistency of format and data across the multiple year-by-year reports, and the limitations created by the document formats to extract data and manipulate it effectively, the FMTR does not provide an effective platform to assess long-term and context based trends. The FMTR is predominantly a report that allows a comparison of programs and contexts across a single fiscal year execution and provides detail down to the student and training subject level. Modifying the FMTR to allow data analysis in the context of this study was not feasible given the format employed on the published documents. Furthermore, the FMTR is informed largely by the information contained in DSAMS. Therefore, to conduct the effectiveness study at hand, a more flexible dataset was required. DSAMS data offered a more effective dataset to suffice this requirement. [5:  As of June 2014, FMTRs from 1999 to 2013 are publicly available for review from http://www.state.gov/t/pm/rls/rpt/fmtrpt/ ] 

The training statistics presented on this study are based on over 65,000 training report records collected from the Defense Security Assistance Management System (DSAMS)[footnoteRef:6] and ranging from 1989 to 2014. DSAMS is an important US Government system of record containing information relevant to a variety of security assistance programs, from the sale of military articles and services to foreign countries; to the grant of US Government funded training opportunities. Given the diversity of information and the complexity of the system, several special queries and reports were developed to obtain and consolidate data about all training engagements of interest for this analysis, which focuses on evaluating the effectiveness of training conducted in the continental United States (CONUS). Data was pulled from three distinct databases and merged into one single dataset that was used to manipulate the information and develop the associated charts and graphs depicted in this study. The three databases (an Army Training Management database, an Air Force Training Management database, and a Maritime Training Management database) are not normally interconnected and consolidating them into one single dataset offered the opportunity to dissect the information with the benefit of a global perspective that encompasses the activities of all implementing agencies of interest. Although the consolidated dataset is prone to contain errors or omissions, and may offer information which may not show the exact number of CONUS training initiatives, it certainly allows analysis of training engagement at the national level rather than only at the level of each separate military department. Additionally, and more important, it allows analysis at the context of the global, regional, or country level which is crucial to this study. [6:  A more detailed DSAMS description is available from the Defense Acquisition University website at the following web address https://dap.dau.mil/aphome/das/Lists/Software%20Tools/DispForm.aspx?ID=45 ] 
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Even with the benefit of quantified training data, assessing the value added by security assistance training opportunities represents another constant challenge for the US Government. Furthermore, assessing any measurement of how much value each type of training provides in terms of capability or reliability improvements for a given country or region, is certainly a subjective matter given the numerous variables to consider when analyzing the aims and effects of each distinct security assistance program. Nonetheless, various models have been developed throughout the years to determine, to a certain extent, the level of capability a partner nation possesses. This study leverages one such model (explained below) and applies its fundamental logic to assess value to training opportunities in a way that can be correlated with two of the main strategic objectives of security cooperation: “(1) build defense and security relationships that promote specific U.S. security interests, and (2) develop allied and friendly military capabilities for self-defense and multinational operations.” (22.U.S.C, 2010) The third objective, which seeks to “provide U.S. forces with peacetime and contingency access to host nations” (22.U.S.C, 2010), is not directly correlated under this study given the diversity of factors, other than CONUS training, that can affect how country leaders determine if the US will be granted access to their territory at a given time and for the variety of possible reasons. This element is commonly determined by other political factors, and as such is not correlated in a significant context under this study of CONUS training statistics.
The Partner Capability Assessment model depicted in Figure 1 below represents the methodology of COL Michael Fleck, Chief of Strategy and Plans for the Under Secretary of the Air Force - International Affairs (SAF/IA), presented during the 2014 security cooperation workshop which took place in Washington DC on June of 2014[footnoteRef:7]. This model evaluates a combination of data points and measures each country in terms of a two variables representing capability on the vertical axis and reliability on the horizontal axis. These variables then form four quadrants that allow categorizing countries in one of four areas to emphasize the high or low capability and the high or low reliability of the target country’s entire security establishment or one of its elements. Fundamentally, this chart allows each country to be plotted by its capability and reliability measurements and then compared with other countries to inform at a strategic level.  [7:  The Partner Capability Assessment Model was presented by US Air Force Colonel Michael Fleck during the June 2014 Security Cooperation Workshop hosted by the Defense Security Cooperation Agency. Actual assessment results are considered classified, therefore, a notional approach to results is employed for demonstration purposes. ] 

Figure 1: Partner Capability Assessment Model 
[image: ]
Using a similar approach and methodology to chart data points on a scatter plot, this study modified the Partner Capability Assessment Model to implement an evaluation of the gross value added by CONUS training opportunities in terms of capability and relationships/reliability improvement contributions. Fortunately, the dataset employed for this study offered a series of common denominators assigned to each CONUS training opportunity record. More specifically, each record contained a data field classifying each opportunity in terms of a list of standardized analysis codes[footnoteRef:8] established by DSCA in chapter 10 of the Security Assistance Management Manual (SAMM). This chapter provides the fundamental guidance that the Security Assistance Enterprise employs to manage security assistance training but more importantly, it informs the breakdown of analysis codes into a set of eight training categories, five of which represent the foundation for the gross value added measurement model implemented for this study. Fundamentally, a qualitative assessment is introduced for each category to identify its potential for a general contribution toward the two stated strategic objectives. As such, a subjective nominal value was added toward the axis in which such training event offered the best contribution. With such a numeric value, training opportunities can then be manipulated on the dataset to inform positioning of each subject country on a chart to help compare data points respective to others and their context. This approach basically leverages the qualitative assessment of the identified training categories to later perform the quantitative evaluation that informs how countries compare to each other in terms of the gross value added by CONUS training toward capability improvement and relationships/reliability improvement. Figure 2 below presents the eight training categories and their assigned values in reference for this study on CONUS training effectiveness. [8:  For a detailed breakdown of Security Assistance Management Manual analysis codes see Chapter 10, Table C10.T18 available from http://www.samm.dsca.mil/table/table-c10t18 ] 


Figure 2: Assigned Values
	GROSS VALUE ADDED ANALYSIS MODEL 
FOR CONUS TRAINING OPPORTUNITIES

	 
	(Nominal Value) Contributes primarily to:

	TRAINING CATEGORY REFERENCE TABLE
	Relationships/Reliability   (X Axis)
	Capability (Y Axis)

	Professional Military Education
	1
	 

	Officer Management Related Training
	1
	 

	Officer Postgraduate and Degree Related Training
	1
	 

	Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) and Other Flight Training
	 
	1

	Technical Operations, Maintenance, Medical and Enlisted Training
	 
	1

	Orientation Tours
	N/R
	N/R

	OCONUS Training Mobile Training Teams and Field Training Services
	N/R
	N/R

	Support
	N/R
	N/R


1 is a nominal value depicting the contribution of each training opportunity
N/R represents training categories not relevant to this study on CONUS training

The model focuses on gross value rather than on net value because a net value evaluation would require research on the employment and current status of each individual who received CONUS training. Such a study offers prohibitive challenges for the scope and context explored. Therefore, the results depicted on the products developed, represent the actual contribution of CONUS training toward the two analyzed strategic objectives rather than the current capability level of the country in terms of such metrics. Results are based on a selected timeframe for each chart and generally in a way in which a point located in the upper right corner of the chart represents a country that has received a higher contribution than a country located on the lower left. The higher and farther a point moves northeast on the chart, the better the capability and reliability of its security establishment should be in real world context excluding other not measured indicators. A sample of the produced scatter plot chart is depicted in figure 3 below showing the gross value added by CONUS training opportunities for the different combatant commands (COCOMs) on a global basis.
Comparing COCOMs does not provide detailed information at the country level; however, a general magnitude can be observed that describes the notable emphasis on capability improvements rather than on building relationships or increasing reliability for most COCOMS. In the case of NORTHCOM for example, one can appreciate that CONUS training to improve capability is offered 6 to 1 over CONUS training to improve relationships and reliability. This makes sense given that Canada, the largest consumer of CONUS training in NORTHCOM, is a trusted ally with an excellent relationship with the US and high reliability in terms of its security mechanism. 
Figure 3: Gross Value Added of CONUS Training between 2000 and 2013 by COCOM
 
[bookmark: _Toc394326608]Security Assistance Training on a Global Context 
Now that the general concept of this study has been established, the methodology presented, and the evaluation model defined; the study moves to present the descriptive statistics and trends observed after data analysis. In a global context considering the past 25 years, the numbers are astonishing. Even with the limitations of the dataset employed for this study and the selected approach to count students, seats, and associated cost of CONUS training initiatives; the aggregate data analyzed, which has training records ranging from 1989 to 2014, offers that at least 237,291 students from across the globe have benefited from some type of training in the US. Further, the number of training seats executed for the students engaged, sum up to 353,705. This is based on the complexity that students may participate in one or more training seats during each visit to the United States. Finally, the total cost of training engagement adds to over US 5.5 billion dollars for the amount of students and seats identified. Figure 4 below depicts these global values and expands the number of students, seats, and cost to demonstrate the distribution of CONUS training between the COCOMs in which the DOD assigns its geographic areas of responsibility.   
Figure 4: Global Security Assistance CONUS Training Aggregate Statistics by COCOM
[image: ]
Figure 4 above offers a picture of which regions benefited from the training conducted and the magnitude of benefit as exposed by the evaluated data. As such, some global inclinations are immediately recognized after glancing at the CONUS training statistics offered. To highlight a few, EUCOM is clearly the most engaged region in the world followed by PACOM and SOUTHCOM. This should come as no surprise given the focus of training engagements, which are performed to develop access, capabilities, and relationships with nations the United States considers as part of its strategic focus.
Figure 5: Global Security Assistance CONUS Training Aggregate Statistics by Implementing Agency
[image: ][image: ]   
Figure 5 above, depicts the distribution of training between the 3 main implementing agencies who conducted it, the US Army, the US Air Force, and a Maritime combination consisting of the US Navy, the US Marines, and the US Coast Guard. Aggregate statistics indicate, as one could easily assume, that the US Army has provided the majority of CONUS training opportunities offered throughout the years. Second and third places are occupied by the Air Force and Maritime engagements respectively. This finding is important when considering the nature of Security Assistance and the different levels of development for the multiple countries engaged. One can clearly assume that ground security forces development is a major element in Security Assistance as air and naval capabilities differ greatly throughout the globe. However, the difference between, ground forces, air forces and naval forces development provides interesting data for consideration at the regional and country specific context. 









Figure 6: Global Security Assistance CONUS Training Aggregate Statistics, Sale or Grant
[image: ][image: ]
Figure 6 above provides a breakdown of the total number of students, seats, and associated cost in terms of the general classification of program executed. Programs are often classified as a Foreign Military Sale to depict when a partner country purchases military articles of services from the United States, or a grant, to depict when the US subsidizes equipment, or in this case, student participation in CONUS training. A commonly sought indicator when considering cost is the factor of what country paid for a given expense. The classification between FMS and grant provides the initial framework to establish such criteria; nonetheless, further evaluation of the cost associated within FMS programs indicates that certain subcategories, such as Foreign Military Financing (FMF) are included within FMS but are financed with appropriated funds of the US Government. The dataset employed for this study did not offer a data field to distinguish between FMS opportunities financed by the US Government and those financed by foreign countries. Therefore, for the context of this study, cost is presented only to demonstrate the magnitude of CONUS training engagement at the global level and is not a distinct or precise indicator of how much money the US government has invested in training foreign students in support of Security Assistance. Further studies can dig deeper into this aspect as appropriate.
After considering the magnitude of the indicators presented, one can become curious about how training was distributed throughout the years. To offer information on that front, this study selects training opportunities, as depicted by training seats, in lieu of the amount of students or the associated cost per year. The seats indicator is selected because the count of students can be deceiving when one considers the potential for double counting students that have attended several courses in different occasions. Moreover, the different types of training and the high cost of specialized topics such as flight training can skew the trends when considered from an associated cost perspective. Focusing on these two indicators skewed the analysis; therefore, the amount of seats offers the number of potential opportunities for the US to transfer knowledge and represents the best indicator to consider across a large timeframe.
Figure 7 below offers a view of how training seats have been distributed among the different COCOMS between the years of 1993 and 2013. As one evaluates the chart, knowledge of significant events and historical US government and partner initiatives adds value to develop understanding of the trends. To highlight a few, CENTCOM depicts two distinct increases in training opportunity consumption, one in the 1990s and another peak starting in 2011 currently trending up. These two increases in training are related to CENTCOM’s Project Sword[footnoteRef:9] (a program that fielded M1-A2 tanks for Saudi Arabia in the 90s) and to the latest purchase of 156 helicopters by the Saudi Arabian National Guard in 2011. A spike in training can be noticed for SOTHCOM starting in the year 2000 which can be related to Plan Colombia[footnoteRef:10] and the subsequent training which continued throughout the decade. Also, the events of 911 are the basis for a series of coalition training initiatives that sought to increase partner capacity for the war efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan. Finally, one can appreciate an increase in NORTHCOM training during the end of the first decade that could be associated with the increase in training for Mexico as related to its Merida initiatives.[footnoteRef:11] [9:  More details about Saudi Arabian Force development in the 1990s are available from http://fmso.leavenworth.army.mil/documents/saudi/saudi.htm ]  [10:  More details about Plan Colombia are available from multiple sources to include http://bogota.usembassy.gov/plancolombia.html ]  [11:  More details about the Merida Initiative are available from multiple sources to include http://www.state.gov/j/inl/merida/ ] 

Figure 7: 20 Years of Security Assistance CONUS Training at a Glance
[image: ]
Notwithstanding the aforementioned programs, which add to the understanding of some of the trends depicted in figure 7 above, an important distinction must be pointed. The global perspective of CONUS training engagement demonstrates that SOUTHCOM and NORTHCOM have historically received fewer opportunities than EUCOM, CENTCOM, and PACOM. This is significant to this study as the focus on Latin American countries must center in SOUTHCOM and NORTHCOM to consider Security Assistance Training effectiveness in the western hemisphere. The following section narrows the context of this study and focuses on the western hemisphere to identify trends and evaluate CONUS training engagement from a regional perspective.
[bookmark: _Toc394326609]Security Assistance Training in the Western Hemisphere and Latin America
	The Department of State traditional employment of CONUS training opportunities for the Western Hemisphere during the last few decades has focused in enhancing “regional security by consolidating gains Latin American militaries have made in subordinating themselves to civilian control.” (US Department of State, n.d.) This approach to regional affairs is certainly informed by Political-Military affairs experience and highlights the region’s long history of military coups d’état. However, times have changed and even while the potential for a domestic military disturbance is still an important priority for the region, other trends have emerged that have taken US Government attention in the Western Hemisphere. More specifically, Security Assistance CONUS training opportunities for the region have been focused in distinct ways to support more recent strategic objectives as informed by the DOD through its NORTHCOM and SOUTHCOM COCOMS. The proliferation of Transnational Organized Crime in Central America, the remaining challenge to control illicit drug crops and manufacturing in South America, and the constant challenge to control drug trafficking and flow through sea and the lower part of North America through Mexico, offer significant challenges that are reflected in the CONUS training effort statistics shown in figure 8 below. Such aims to support strategic objectives are depicted in senior leader communications (Fraser, 2012) and represent the general direction that Security Assistance efforts take when considering specific country programs. Nonetheless, certain trends in the data are significant to evaluate the effectiveness of such efforts and figures 8 and 9 below offer valuable information for such analysis.




Figure 8: Security Assistance CONUS Training Aggregate Statistics for WHA
[image: ]
Figure 8 above contains information about training opportunities for the last 25 years in the aggregate. Such information depicts the sum of CONUS training efforts directed at each of the countries in the NORTHCOM and SOUTHCOM areas of responsibility and immediately some outliers are highly noticeable. One can appreciate that Colombia has received most of the attention for the evaluated timeframe, followed by Canada and then Mexico. This makes sense from a strategic perspective given that Colombia; with its illicit drug problems that developed during the later portion of the last century was a country that needed much support if it was to turnaround its trajectory of violence and opportunity for the drug business to flourish.  Canada has been a partner of the United States and without any major domestic issues, it only makes sense that the United States collaborates and assists its closest and largest Western Hemisphere ally in terms of improving its capabilities. This is depicted by its second position in terms of students and training seats consumed. Third, Mexico is a natural option for third place given its shared border with the United States and its latest trends of increasing domestic security challenges involving drug trafficking and heavy fighting within criminal bands. The remaining countries appear to have received an average amount of CONUS training opportunities from the United States for the timeframe explored, however, a more detailed analysis, as depicted in figure 9 which covers a timeframe from 2000 to 2013, offers better insights into the trends that characterize such CONUS training fluctuations as related to US Strategy and Security Assistance programs of interest.
Figure 9 below is characterized by its use of a heat map design. Fundamentally, the chart exposes the number of training opportunities afforded to each country throughout the years identified for each column. Rather than requiring the reader to review each number and make individual calculations, figure 9 offers colors to highlight the intensity of effort by comparing all offered values. This results in country/year blocks that range from blue for low intensity engagement, to yellow and orange for mid range intensity, to red for high intensity of CONUS training opportunities for the country/year intersection. Certain trends then become readily apparent.
Figure 9: Heat Map of Security Assistance CONUS Training Seats for WHA (2000-2013) 
[image: ]
Colombia certainly stands out as the country with most CONUS training engagement for the duration depicted in figure 9 and this correlates with execution of Plan Colombia and previous figures exposed in this study. Nonetheless, one can appreciate a constant increase of training seats per year that continues until 2013. Perhaps there is a potential correlation of this trend with security improvements in Colombia and its Government successes against the Colombian Revolutionary Armed Forces (FARC for its Spanish acronym), which is currently in discussions for a peace agreement with the Colombian Government after years of military engagement (Presidencia.gov.co, 2012). Canada also stands out as the second country with the most engagement in CONUS training. However, an important distinction must be pointed out. The training interaction depicted by this study starts in 2002 with a few seats and increases to a greater extent as the years progress. This must certainly be correlated to Canada’s increasing role as a member of the coalition engaged in Afghanistan as part of war operations triggered after the events of 911.
For the midrange countries, one can appreciate that Mexico and Chile received substantial CONUS training, nonetheless, the magnitude is not as much as that of CONUS training provided to Colombia or Canada for the timeframe examined. Most remaining countries from Central and South America received what can be described an average (yellow) amount of CONUS training engagement and most Caribbean countries, to include those allocated to NORTHCOM, received a low (blue) amount of CONUS training engagement. One can analyze most of the trends perceived in this chart by comparing them with the general conditions of the countries engaged and factors such as size of the country, population, development level of the military and security apparatus, among others. However, this reality provides an important notion for consideration. Significant CONUS training engagement in the western hemisphere is evidently correlated with large programs and special interests of the US Government.
Figure 10 below presents a different view of the countries of the Western Hemisphere in terms of the gross value added by CONUS training as calculated using the developed analysis model for this study. In this chart, the results in terms of capability and reliability improvements made by CONUS security assistance training are made readily apparent. There are clearly three outliers away from the general population of CONUS training recipients, Colombia, Canada, and Mexico; and this certainly confirms patterns observed in previous figures. The red box to the right offers a zoomed view of the countries in the area of concentration of the chart and one can appreciate the variety of allocations between capability and reliability improvements. The important observation from this chart is the representation that CONUS engagement has focused generally on capability improvements with certain exceptions, like Chile which observes a higher than usual CONUS training consumption of courses that, under the concepts of this study, improve reliability of the security forces and their relationships with the US Government. 
Figure 10: Gross Value Added by CONUS Training Opportunities for WHA (2000-2013) 

The concentration of countries in the bottom left of the chart on figure 10 expose an interesting reality. The US Government has focused most of its effort in the Western Hemisphere to assist the 3 countries with problems that impact the United States directly. Colombia with its drug related problems, Mexico as a country in which drug traffic takes its major routes given the large frontier shared with the United States, and Canada with its long term partnership in the ongoing war effort in the Middle East. This certainly aligns with current strategic objectives of the US Government; however, this trend may demonstrate that attention to the general population of Latin American countries is not a top contemporary priority as domestic turmoil within the Central and South American regions does not appear to have a significant direct impact on the United States. If one considers current developing issues, such as the increase of illegal immigration of unaccompanied children into the United States, there might be a possible correlation of this increasing trend and the general average of attention the region has received in terms of CONUS training initiatives. This might be a good topic for further study to find additional insights into the possibility of using CONUS training to help Latin American countries deal with such an issue in terms of humanitarian crisis engagement.
Further, and perhaps of developing importance in terms of recent political developments in Latin America, countries with left leaning governments such as Ecuador, Bolivia, Venezuela and Argentina, have received what appears to be a declining engagement in terms of CONUS training. Figure 9 above shows that Venezuela for example received no CONUS training for a five-year timeframe starting in 2007. Clearly, the political circumstances in Venezuela during those years did not foster an easy intervention in such terms; nonetheless, the US Government could leverage CONUS training opportunities under complete grant terms seeking to engage individuals to establish personal partnerships given the benefits of direct personal engagement during CONUS training opportunities. Such factors could be further explored by the different US Government entities in their attempts to use training as a potential tool for diplomacy.

[bookmark: _Toc394326610]Overview and Comparison of Relevant Security Assistance Country Training Profiles
The trends presented in the previous sections offer information that helps to understand CONUS training engagement from a global and Western Hemisphere perspective. So far, one can place US Government engagement in Latin America in a priority below the Middle East and Europe. Additionally, within the Western Hemisphere, one can quickly identify Colombia and Mexico as the top two Latin American countries receiving Security Assistance Training opportunities. This reality compels further evaluation of these two country-training profiles. The following section provides an overview of Colombia and Mexico in terms of CONUS training engagement during the last 13 years.
[bookmark: _Toc394326611]Security Assistance CONUS Training Colombia
Colombia has turned out to be one of the great success stories for American Security Cooperation and CONUS Security Assistance training has certainly played an important role in allowing this result. Many studies have been conducted about Plan Colombia’s success but the October 2008 US Government Accountability Office (GAO) report in particular offers an interesting concept about Security Assistance. To summarize, the GAO report offers that initial goals “of reducing the cultivation, processing, and distribution of illegal narcotics by 50 percent in 6 years (through 2006) were not fully achieved, however, major security advances have been made.” (GAO, 2008). Such security improvements can be attributed to the increased capability of the Colombian Government to exercise territorial control with an improved security apparatus that has benefited from a large influx of security and mobility equipment such as a large fleet of helicopters and vehicles. Several sources such as the GAO report offer details as to the amounts and value of equipment either provided to or purchased by Colombia, however, figure 11 below offers details about the amount of CONUS training opportunities provided during the initial and follow on phases of Plan Colombia since 2000 to 2013. 
Figure 11: Colombia CONUS Training Profile 2000-2013
[image: ]
The numbers are impressive. For the 13-year timeframe explored, Colombia benefited from over 18,000 opportunities with 64% of the training directed toward capability improving topics such as technical operations, maintenance, medical, and enlisted focused training. 24% of the training was directed toward military officer professional development and management capabilities, and 10% dedicated toward officer flight training and air vehicle operations. This combination of CONUS training, coupled with other training opportunities not examined under this study such as in-country training by military personnel or by US Government funded contractors, enabled the Colombian military and police forces to improve operations and achieve the successes that enabled the country to improve conditions in terms of domestic security which in turn have contributed to economic development. From the perspective of this study, the capabilities and reliability improvements provided to Colombia by CONUS training opportunities had a significant effect, especially in the aviation focus of Plan Colombia which permitted the Colombian Government to exercise sovereign control over its territory more effectively.
The numbers above provide a distinct picture of the human capital efforts and investment in terms of CONUS training directed toward US Support for Colombia to engage on affairs of mutual interest. Many inferences are possible and a combination of elements can be evaluated in terms of who paid for the training, which one of the major military departments provided substantive engagement, and what effects such engagement may have had on the country at multiple dimensions. However, CONUS training of this magnitude would not be possible without the enabling factor provided by the willingness of the Colombian Government to accept Security Assistance from the United States and allow its personnel to participate in extensive CONUS training opportunities. From a relationship building perspective, having engaged in over 18,000 CONUS training opportunities widens the possibility for improved acceptance of American culture and strategies by Colombian Government personnel. Such a benefit is indeed not easy to quantify, however it represents a significant contribution from the numbers presented, especially, the 24% of CONUS training focused toward officer management and professional military education which directly influences how leaders think and act. This element provides an intangible link between security assistance and national security when senior leaders, who may have been groomed by CONUS training opportunities early in their careers, reach positions of prominence and engage in national level leadership decisions.  
[bookmark: _Toc394326612]Security Assistance CONUS Training Mexico
Mexico faces a very different challenge than that faced by Colombia in terms of its security concerns. This is certainly a factor for consideration when examining the country CONUS training profile offered below on figure 12, which offers CONUS training information for Mexico between 2000 and 2013. Nonetheless, it is important to note that under the aims of security assistance for Mexico, the US Government seeks to accomplish strategic objectives[footnoteRef:12] that are very similar to those aimed for under Plan Colombia. As such the Merida Initiative kicked off in 2008 focusing on “Counter-drug, counter-terror, border security, public security & law enforcement, institution building & rule of law.” (Bailey, 2011) This initiative could have presented a spike in CONUS training opportunities sought by Mexico, however, as depicted in Figure 9 above, one can notice that such a surge is not as significant when compared to CONUS training engagement before 2006. This reality may be considered from a different perspective by evaluating the mix of training categories in which Mexico engaged with the United States during the timeframe explored. [12:  A good overview of Colombia and Mexico programs strategic objectives is provided by John Bailey during a Senate Hearing on “The US Homeland Security Role in the Mexican War against Drug Cartels,“ March 31, 2011] 

For the 13-year timeframe explored, Mexico benefited from 4,624 CONUS training opportunities with 69% of the training directed toward capability improving topics such as technical operations, maintenance, medical, and enlisted focused training. 23% of the training was directed toward military officer professional development and management capabilities, and 8% dedicated toward officer flight training and air vehicle operations. These percentages alone are significantly similar to those for the engagement with Colombia for the same timeframe.
Figure 12: Mexico CONUS Training Profile 2000-2013
[image: ]
However, as one breaks down the percentages within the five training categories examined under this study, a distinct difference is notable. Figure 13 below depicts that the United States – Colombian relationship leveraged 14% in terms of professional military education CONUS training opportunities while the United States – Mexico relationship leveraged only 9%. If one considers that Mexico participated in 4624 CONUS training opportunities while Colombia participated in 18,287 training opportunities for the same timeframe, this distinction becomes highly relevant as the US effectively engaged in only 396 opportunities to influence Mexican military leaders during the timeframe examined while opportunities to influence Colombian military leaders during the same timeframe were 2,645.
Figure 13: Comparison of Colombia and Mexico Training Profiles 2000-2013
	Training Category
	Training Seats Colombia
	Training Seats Mexico

	Officer Management Related Training
	2191
	12%
	623
	13%

	Officer Postgraduate and Degree Related Training
	20
	0%
	31
	1%

	Professional Military Education
	2645
	14%
	396
	9%

	Technical Operations, Maintenance, Medical and Enlisted Training
	11632
	64%
	3195
	69%

	Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) and Other Flight Training
	1799
	10%
	379
	8%

	Grand Total
	18287
	100%
	4624
	100%



Such a low engagement of Mexican military leaders on the CONUS training context of professional military education may offer an indication as to why the training grand totals for Mexico are low when compared with the grand totals for Colombia as depicted in figure 13. Even though CONUS training is not the only venue through which the US Government transfers knowledge to improve the capability of a country and build relationships, its use is prevalent in other security cooperation programs such as Plan Colombia. Furthermore, even though the success or failure of Plan Colombia is still an item of general debate, the difference in CONUS professional military education engagement between the two country profiles may offer insight as to why Mexican officials appear less willing than their Colombian counterparts to accept United States influence when considering how to engage certain challenges related to the Merida Initiative (Ribando & Finklea, 2014).

[bookmark: _Toc394326613]Relevance of CONUS Training Analysis
Comparative Analysis and Findings
Given the current climate of USG fiscal austerity, and the trend towards leftward-leaning governments in Latin America, is the US Government leveraging Security Assistance CONUS Training programs effectively to support its partners in the region?  This is the original question that inspired the study of CONUS training as a potential indicator of how well the US Government is engaging Latin American countries respective to its strategic objectives and operational constraints. As such, assessment of the effectiveness of Security Assistance CONUS training initiatives within Latin America benefits from a holistic overview of the data revealed by this study and a review of the national security objectives described for the Latin American region. Further, these measures can be compared with those of other regions to consolidate findings and meaningful interpretations of the information available. As such, the following sections offer three significant findings under this context and three recommendations for improvement based on evidence and the challenges faced while conducting this research.
To add context, the current version of the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR), published March 4, 2014, focuses on “adapting, reshaping, and rebalancing the US Military and defense organisms   while prioritizing three strategic pillars: defending the homeland; building security globally by projecting U.S. influence and deterring aggression; and remaining prepared to win decisively against any adversary should deterrence fail.” (US Department of Defense, 2014). These national objectives, when positioned against regional or global threats, are well served by effective efforts in security assistance with any of the countries with which the United States has a partner relationship or a shared interest. In the context of Latin America, two of its most important partners have been identified clearly in this study, Mexico and Colombia. 
The benefits of security assistance to Mexico, Colombia and the countries of the Western Hemisphere are made evident when one correlates the relevance of Latin American countries with the regional threats described in the QDR, which offers that, “today’s threats stem from the spread of narcotics and other forms of transnational organized crime, the effects of which can be exacerbated by natural disasters and uneven economic opportunity” in the region. (United States Department of Defense, 2014) As one evaluates how relevant each country is when aligned against these threats, one can quickly infer that Mexico, given its proximity to the United States, could represent a significant challenge if its capability to control or counter organized crime is not effective. Further, Colombia could offer another significant challenge if its gains against narcotics and domestic security are relegated after the improvements of the last decade. As such, the US Government must consider its strategic engagement with these countries with care to ensure the right elements and amount of assistance is provided.  
As one can observe, the QDR discusses its proposed approach to engage such a challenging set of regional threats by:
Working with our interagency colleagues and international partners, we will assist as appropriate in countering diversified illicit drug trafficking and transnational criminal organization networks in Latin America that are expanding in size, scope, and influence. The Department will continue to maximize the impact of U.S. presence in Latin America by continuing to foster positive security relationships with our partners to maintain peace and security of the Western Hemisphere. (US Department of Defense, 2014)
 
This statement certainly represents a good continuation of current practices and perhaps, the term “appropriate”, when considered in the context of security assistance training, could imply that the amount of engagement be relative to the importance of the threat. In such a case, the measurement model of gross value added by CONUS training initiatives could provide a benchmarking tool to assess if the US is allocating CONUS training opportunities effectively at the regional level. This tool and the observations made when comparing the contributions made to the different countries in terms of their capabilities and reliability improvements, serves as the foundation for the following findings in relation to this study in Security Assistance CONUS training effectiveness.
[bookmark: _Toc394326614]Finding #1: The US Government is leveraging CONUS training effectively for Latin American countries that are directly linked to threats of national priority 
For the Western Hemisphere context, section 7 of this study revealed that Colombia and Mexico are indeed the two Latin American countries that received the most CONUS training opportunities from the US Government for the timeframe explored. This can be clearly correlated to the importance of national threats depicted in the QDR and one can assert that the high amount of training provided to these two countries is directly linked with US Government efforts to assist their governments in engaging stated national threats. This finding is further supported by the two country’s outlier position in Figure 10 that clearly indicates that Mexico and Colombia received above average CONUS training contributions when compared to the other Latin American countries. Even though the breakdown of training as exposed in the country profiles evaluation is not similar for these two countries, the differences in the composition and magnitude of assistance offers a clear distinction between the efforts directed toward reliability and the efforts directed toward capability improvement. In both cases, the numbers indicate that capability improvement received more attention than reliability improvement and this can certainly be correlated with the high number of technical training opportunities depicted under each country profile analysis. This supports the general indication that those countries were engaged in CONUS training opportunities to improve their capability of operating the equipment made available by the United States to assist each country’s security improvement efforts.  
[bookmark: _Toc394326615]Finding #2: The US Government is generally not leveraging CONUS training effectively for Latin American countries that are not directly linked to threats of national priority
This finding is derived from two elements. First, the trends revealed in section 7 of this study offer that only two countries received significant security assistance CONUS training during the timeframe explored. The remaining countries from Latin America are compiled under a concentrated group that can be appreciated in Figure 10 above and which indicates that significant efforts were directed more toward capability improvement. With the exception of Chile, most countries received CONUS training focused on improving capabilities rather than on improving reliability. This may offer a significant indication as to why the general acceptance of US influence has decreased in the region, especially in countries with left leaning governments. Second, and most importantly, apart from Colombia and Mexico which received large amounts of CONUS training opportunities during the timeframe explored, most of the Latin American countries historically received less CONUS training opportunities as depicted at the SOUTHCOM regional level which, as revealed in Figure 7, took on a fourth position of prominence after 2004 when compared to other regions of the world. This pattern indicates that the regional capabilities and reliability of countries in the CENTCOM, EUCOM, and PACOM areas of responsibility, received significantly more attention during the timeframe explored given the different threats offered by those regions and their level of importance at the national context.
[bookmark: _Toc394326616]Finding #3: CONUS training to counter national security threats stemming from Latin America was ranked second in priority when considered from a global context 
Notwithstanding the findings described so far, the data available for this study and the methodology implemented to analyze it reveal that the Western Hemisphere could be considered as the number two priority of the US Government in terms of CONUS training engagement for the timeframe explored. This is depicted by a global comparison of the gross value added by CONUS training engagement, which in Figure 14 below reveals that Colombia is only surpassed by Saudi Arabia in terms of how much Capability and Reliability improvement efforts the US Government exerted in terms of CONUS training during the timeframe explored. As one observes in the chart, apart from Saudi Arabia and Colombia, efforts are predominantly directed toward countries in the PACOM and EUCOM areas of responsibility and this is not surprising given the importance of those regions in their partnerships with the US Government for a variety of objectives. Figure 14 also provides a perspective of positioning that can be used to study or compare many countries in different contexts. The insights that can be extracted from this chart, or a similar chart with a different combination of countries, are invaluable to make strategic engagement determinations when considering CONUS training engagement. 
Nonetheless the dispersion of efforts presented as compared from a global perspective, the placement of Colombia as a number two priority during the timeframe explored is a significant finding when one compares the variety and diversity of security assistance programs around the globe and places CONUS training in the context of a total package approach to install security solutions that support US Government strategic objectives. After evaluating such an investment, whether implemented with US Government funds or with country national funds, Colombia certainly has benefited from the large engagement in terms of CONUS training and the results are shown in its latest security condition improvements. Perhaps, a similar and sustained approach with Mexico could serve well when considering long-term success to counter the threats exposed in the QDR for the Latin American region, even after consideration of the clear differences between the two countries.

Figure 14: Global Gross Value Added by CONUS Training Opportunities (2000-2013)  

[bookmark: _Toc394326617]RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION
The findings of this study reveal certain aspects of Security Assistance CONUS training that perhaps could be derived based on an exclusively qualitative approach to research. Quite clearly, any researcher who focuses on the vast availability of news, commentary, and reports about Colombia could derive that its Security Assistance program with the US Government is indeed one of the most robust programs in the latest years. Nonetheless, the use of quantitative methods to support and prove the value added by CONUS training allows the US Government to assert a better position when defending its effectiveness toward achieving stated objectives. When considering programs of less visibility to the public, the assertion of effectiveness becomes a bit more challenging and it is in such cases where a detailed use of data-driven, quantitative evaluations of CONUS training engagement may provide the best value. As such, the following three recommendations are presented for US Government discussion and potential implementation. 
[bookmark: _Toc394326618]Recommendation #1: Consolidate all Security Assistance training information under one information management system
The management of training data is an elusive topic for the US Government. Each organization seeks to control and manage its data independently and often, as in the case of the military departments; each one has its own database, which is not interconnected at the national level. This creates some challenges for the DOD when considering a study that seeks to understand the global level of engagement by all agencies and all modalities of training. Further, if one considers OCONUS training engagement managed by other agencies like the Department of State, consolidating reliable data is an even more cumbersome and perhaps very difficult task given the multiple hurdles to sharing across agencies and the involvement of contractors who may consider the data proprietary even under programs completely funded by the US Government. As such, development of a repository that consolidates all available data into one national level dataset should simplify the process of conducting analysis at a global level. 
Development of such a database is a feasible endeavor if one considers that systems such as DSAMS are already in place to capture and store security assistance information. The challenge lies in resourcing the initiative, designing the data architecture, and developing the policies for all agencies to transmit the required data in an effective manner. There is certainly the capability within the US Government to develop such a data system and the benefits would be invaluable. (1) This initiative could improve standardization across multiple agencies in the collection and management of data, a factor that helps with the sharing of expertise and management practices; and (2) the upgraded query and data reporting capability would provide better context and readily available information for decision makers to understand not only their distinct programs, but also those that may be similar in nature or those which may serve as models for implementation with specific lessons learned to improve success possibilities.
[bookmark: _Toc394326619]Recommendation #2: Implement and standardize an evaluation model to quantify the value added by Security Assistance
Assessment of successful, effective and generally positive security assistance engagements remain a qualitative endeavor in most of its elements. Few quantitative models exist and those that have been developed remain largely focused on the amount of engagement provided in terms of how much equipment, what types, and the numbers of people trained to use them. The Gross Value Added model of CONUS training used for this study offers a measure that can place multiple programs on a level comparison field. Even though the model is based on nominal assigned values that can be further refined and challenged, there is an inherent benefit in observing the output of a given set of elements under a similar scope. This recommendation focuses on initiating debate about whether the implemented model is effective in its nature, and in discussing which evaluation model could offer a standard way for the US Government to evaluate whether a security assistance program is effective or not. Further, the model provided by this study, is flexible enough that multiple contexts and timeframes can be analyzed, allowing the researcher to define specific parameters that conform to the desired focus of any future study. The results of a study could be used to improve other models of capability and reliability improvement, and such information can improve the reliability of any assessment for a given country’s security profile. The basis for this recommendation lies in the current limited context of the FMTR as a tool that informs policy and appropriations at the national level and seeks to expand its capabilities to present valuable information with less analytical efforts by those who review the report.
[bookmark: _Toc394326620]Recommendation #3: Increase the allocation of Professional Military Education opportunities for Latin American countries
The results revealed by this study offer that a large segment of the CONUS training engagement for the timeframe explored was directed toward building the capabilities of partners with specific ties to threats of national interest. As such, the training conducted was largely focused on improving technical skills. This recommendation focuses on increasing the promotion and use of Professional Military Education as a tool for diplomacy and to engage individuals within Latin American governments whose alignment may be drifting away from friendly relation with the United States and whose engagement may not be directly linked to issues of national priority. This is certainly a policy decision that would benefit from advertising of available opportunities with emphasis to Latin American Governments rather than relying on the requests from such governments to participate in courses that their representatives may have learned about by coincidence or tradition. Under this concept, US Government representatives in Latin America would increase their advocacy of PME and promote it in terms that focus on improving Latin American relationships for the future.
Such an approach would certainly place higher demands on the current PME capabilities of the military departments, perhaps offering a direct contradiction to the reduction policies driven by the current fiscal situation faced by the DOD. Nonetheless, there is an inherent value in nurturing relationships even when there is no direct engagement in terms of equipment sales or grants to a specific country. The IMET program certainly serves this initiative but its focus is limited to country requests and limited opportunities of invitational PME. Therefore, the scope of invitational courses and PME promotion should be a matter of discussion whenever suitable as a method to offer more opportunities for Latin American personnel to benefit from the experience of professional military training and education in the continental United States.
Conclusion
Data collection challenges limited the types of training engagement that could be included for evaluation under this study. Therefore, the previous recommendations are based on the idea that a study of larger scope could be conducted by examining not only the CONUS training element of Security Assistance, but also the element of OCONUS training which is conducted by military training teams of short or long duration, and by US Government sponsored contractors of multiple agencies. A study on the effectiveness of all elements of Security Assistance training would be beneficial to understand the effects of the mixed approach to training and should provide insight as to what strategies would work best for any new program that the US Government may seek to implement with a partner country. Having this information at hand would prove valuable to policy and decision makers when considering further study of the effectiveness of a previous engagement against the defined objectives of new initiatives.
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80	783	38	256	377	35	942	2	2240	5053	279	23	908	643	1030	32	312	221	38	1023	638	2	194	345	290	841	43	58	25	3	171	203	419	222	129	1209	81	263	1278	70	1296	0	1595	15867	677	64	949	2225	549	115	477	117	237	1621	500	0	305	776	521	2383	125	95	58	0	63	138	559	279	NORTHCOM	Bahamas	
Bermuda	
British Virgin Islands	
Canada	
Mexico	
192	2	1	1230	1316	334	23	0	8243	5183	Relationships/Reliability Improvements
Capability Improvements

AFRICOM	Algeria	
Angola	
Benin	
Botswana	
Burkina Faso	
Burundi	
Cameroon	
Cape Verde, Republic of	
Central African Republic	
Chad	
Comoros	
Congo, Democratic Republic of	
Djibouti	
Equatorial Guinea	
Eritrea	
Ethiopia	
Gabon	
Gambia	
Ghana	
Guinea	
Guinea-Bissau	
Ivory Coast	
Kenya	
Lesotho	
Liberia	
Libya	
Madagascar	
Malawi	
Mali	
Mauritania	
Mauritius	
Morocco	
Mozambique	
Namibia	
Niger	
Nigeria	
Republic of Congo	
Rwanda	
Sao Tome and Principe	
Senegal	
Seychelles	
Sierra Leone	
Somalia	
South Africa	
South Sudan	
Swaziland	
Tanzania	
Togo	
Tunisia	
Uganda	
Zambia	
Zimbabwe	

387	37	84	463	89	98	184	75	16	122	27	58	152	3	3	150	70	88	454	55	6	20	480	71	209	22	38	197	179	67	101	931	83	54	79	511	23	187	26	510	54	136	1	367	194	122	252	40	768	350	205	8	175	90	101	314	41	84	78	84	25	212	13	96	132	0	36	140	117	33	241	88	17	7	246	40	102	10	39	161	110	76	24	1126	141	35	64	640	33	59	64	410	16	52	0	808	116	39	23	63	469	53	84	1	CENTCOM	Afghanistan	
Bahrain	
Egypt	
Iraq	
Jordan	
Kazakhstan	
Kuwait	
Kyrgyzstan	
Lebanon	
Oman	
Pakistan	
Qatar	
Saudi Arabia	
Tajikistan	
Turkmenistan	
United Arab Emirates	
Uzbekistan	
Yemen	

932	746	2598	515	2179	438	602	280	1567	758	1844	141	6090	120	87	427	112	449	1558	980	7326	1504	2898	535	2908	387	722	1423	3406	400	17471	134	106	3540	110	825	EUCOM	Albania	
Armenia	
Austria	
Azerbaijan	
Belgium	
Bosnia-Herzegovina	
Bulgaria	
Croatia	
Cyprus	
Czech Republic	
Denmark	
Estonia	
Finland	
France	
Georgia	
Germany	
Greece	
Hungary	
Iceland	
Ireland	
Israel	
Italy	
Kosovo	
Latvia	
Lithuania	
Malta	
Moldova	
Montenegro	
NATO / SHAPE	
Netherlands	
Norway	
Palestinian Authority	
Poland	
Portugal	
Republic of Macedonia	
Romania	
Russia	
Serbia	
Serbia and Montenegro	
Slovak Republic	
Slovenia	
Spain	
Sweden	
Switzerland	
Turkey	
Ukraine	
United Kingdom	

579	325	74	358	251	426	883	444	4	910	256	653	152	152	842	945	1522	982	1	67	442	393	204	724	771	74	482	145	54	310	381	65	1387	240	482	1476	61	375	6	577	789	250	173	237	2809	916	277	286	255	123	413	1198	331	660	138	0	1097	823	377	184	673	817	4509	2646	751	0	12	5424	3003	56	343	356	45	339	22	1295	2604	3272	10	4022	794	240	864	80	59	0	474	456	2335	246	180	3079	908	5201	NORTHCOM	Bahamas	
Bermuda	
British Virgin Islands	
Canada	
Mexico	

190	2	1	1223	1050	325	23	0	7999	3574	PACOM	Australia	
Bangladesh	
Bhutan	
Brunei	
Cambodia	
China	
East Timor	
Fiji	
Hong Kong	
India	
Indonesia	
Japan	
Kiribati	
Korea (Seoul)	
Laos	
Malaysia	
Maldives	
Marshall Islands	
Micronesia	
Mongolia	
Nauru	
Nepal	
New Zealand	
Niue	
Palau	
Papua-New Guinea	
Philippines	
Samoa	
Singapore	
Solomon Islands	
Sri Lanka	
Taiwan	
Thailand	
Tonga	
Tuvalu	
Vanuatu	
Vietnam	

881	608	5	30	108	13	22	67	2	778	987	875	6	2446	19	963	184	2	4	391	2	463	248	1	4	136	1834	19	1208	36	439	840	1115	106	8	45	66	4258	313	0	8	68	17	52	23	1	1983	418	10879	4	7479	19	400	49	0	0	275	2	174	355	0	0	54	1154	12	7809	32	132	6704	759	90	4	31	101	SOUTHCOM	Antigua and Barbuda	
Argentina	
Barbados	
Belize	
Bolivia	
Brazil	
Cayman Islands	
Chile	
Colombia	
Costa Rica	
Dominica	
Dominican Republic	
Ecuador	
El Salvador	
Grenada	
Guatemala	
Guyana	
Haiti	
Honduras	
Jamaica	
Netherlands Antilles	
Nicaragua	
Panama	
Paraguay	
Peru	
Saint Kitts and Nevis	
Saint Lucia	
Saint Vincent and Grenadines	
Sint Maarten	
Suriname	
Trinidad-Tobago	
Uruguay	
Venezuela	

78	639	38	246	307	819	2	2182	4856	220	21	812	498	953	31	260	209	36	867	625	2	194	330	238	718	43	58	25	2	157	195	359	144	126	972	73	230	1013	1099	0	1501	13431	555	61	757	1397	515	109	340	112	216	833	442	0	305	690	437	1994	123	94	54	0	59	136	370	147	Relationships/Reliability Improvements
Capability Improvements
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COCOM Total Students Total Seats Total Cost

AFRICOM                     13,788                 21,419  $286,289,701

CENTCOM                     43,163                 84,788  $1,738,638,373

EUCOM                     63,876                 93,711  $1,709,176,578

NORTHCOM                     12,141                 17,415  $233,746,580

NON REGIONAL                       7,240                   7,656  $27,280,791

PACOM                     49,267                 73,273  $1,117,839,075

SOUTHCOM                     47,816                 55,443  $396,072,319

Grand Total                   237,291               353,705  $5,509,043,417
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Implementing Agency Total Students Total Seats Total Cost

ARMY                     98,922               142,292  $                            1,703,318,664 

AIR FORCE                     83,156               120,354  $                            2,426,605,115 

NAVY/MARINES/CG                     55,213                 91,059  $                            1,379,119,638 

Grand Total                   237,291               353,705  $                            5,509,043,417 
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Security Assistance Program Type Total Students Total Seats Total Cost

FMS                   135,162               211,456  $                            4,182,976,619 

GRANT                   102,129               142,249  $                            1,326,066,798 

Grand Total                   237,291               353,705  $                            5,509,043,417 
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COCOM/Country Total Students Total Seats Total Cost

NORTHCOM                        12,141                     17,415  $233,746,580

Bahamas                            475                          567  $4,600,152

Bermuda                              25                            25  $59,424

British Virgin Islands                                1                             1  $3,417

Canada                         6,548                     10,104  $162,274,513

Mexico                         5,092                       6,718  $66,809,074

SOUTHCOM                        47,816                     55,443  $396,072,319

Antigua and Barbuda                            156                          220  $1,490,864

Argentina                         1,693                       2,177  $7,600,376

Barbados                            121                          155  $1,062,711

Belize                            414                          553  $5,812,067

Bolivia                         1,456                       1,697  $13,295,831

Bolivia INC                            102                          105  $721,392

Brazil                         1,613                       2,473  $41,254,490

Cayman Islands                                2                             2  $1,449

Chile                         3,275                       3,877  $22,911,548

Colombia                        20,515                     22,402  $140,860,318

Costa Rica                            866                          988  $5,491,101

Dominica                              79                          101  $582,799

Dominican Republic                         1,597                       1,890  $15,516,572

Ecuador                         2,723                       3,052  $15,353,730

El Salvador                         1,374                       1,601  $16,852,346

Grenada                            118                          162  $1,006,871

Guatemala                            747                          869  $6,814,443

Guyana                            256                          359  $4,011,853

Haiti                            185                          282  $2,331,410

Honduras                         2,477                       2,730  $13,244,443

Jamaica                            793                       1,168  $9,485,481

Netherlands Antilles                                2                             2  $11,113

Nicaragua                            431                          530  $5,136,199

Panama                         1,037                       1,155  $10,272,414

Paraguay                            716                          873  $7,345,669

Peru                         2,976                       3,361  $31,181,912

Saint Kitts and Nevis                            131                          184  $1,286,872

Saint Lucia                            128                          168  $1,141,637

Saint Vincent and Grenadines                              79                            99  $760,383

Sint Maarten                                3                             3  $8,610

Suriname                            171                          246  $2,306,055

Trinidad-Tobago                            305                          396  $3,719,081

Uruguay                            856                       1,042  $5,731,934

Venezuela                            419                          521  $1,468,345

WHA Grand Total                        59,957                     72,858  $629,818,899
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COCOM/Country 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
NORTHCOM Totals 335 212 448 383 302 348 699 1125 1533 2123 1952 1844 2117 1814



Bahamas 14 14 43 52 62 39 39 53 64 75 51 50
Bermuda 24 1
British Virgin Islands 1
Canada 12 14 23 39 288 887 1216 1706 1491 1389 1547 1237
Mexico 335 212 422 331 235 257 349 199 278 364 397 380 519 526



SOUTHCOM Totals 1240 1393 2492 2797 3029 3261 3558 3540 3646 4198 4572 4054 4408 4873
Antigua and Barbuda 12 13 20 23 19 22 17 19 18 19 12 21
Argentina 47 45 130 128 150 185 138 157 179 185 212 54 99 82
Barbados 1 16 7 1 1 9 22 24 21 25 11 9
Belize 10 2 16 12 23 31 46 42 41 64 46 49 56 72
Bolivia 60 86 191 139 171 123 132 112 100 55 45 33 21 13
Bolivia INC 49 5 1
Brazil 101 112 115 94 27 72 69 85 140 232 266 295 273 272
Cayman Islands 2
Chile 37 74 96 199 215 292 376 281 334 317 589 278 310 327
Colombia 445 544 711 1092 1414 1145 1301 1269 1311 1851 1967 1903 2247 2463
Costa Rica 80 97 92 71 11 10 7 42 74 55 76 61 72 55
Dominica 3 1 7 19 14 5 15 6 4 10 7 5
Dominican Republic 36 30 100 103 81 125 207 182 104 112 119 103 135 165
Ecuador 50 121 168 149 96 176 166 192 211 160 166 104 104 128
El Salvador 25 14 141 92 75 237 122 146 116 108 135 128 66 85
Grenada 6 6 18 20 17 17 13 11 11 12 14 10
Guatemala 22 9 31 15 27 43 37 38 39 33 46 66 113 129
Guyana 19 26 41 35 29 30 10 31 29 24 31 37
Haiti 11 13 27 43 50 25 20 21 21 28
Honduras 38 37 68 89 151 171 203 195 142 137 26 129 141 203
Jamaica 1 3 32 56 119 102 110 114 121 134 95 86 78 46
Netherlands Antilles 2
Nicaragua 5 7 35 54 58 50 42 63 42 33 79 29 20 13
Panama 19 15 68 31 40 74 165 117 58 46 92 108 116 105
Paraguay 20 10 71 64 46 78 42 25 56 67 52 67 68 71
Peru 119 80 155 163 125 99 166 188 311 360 264 279 214 315
Saint Kitts and Nevis 9 8 18 25 19 20 18 14 10 18 9 14
Saint Lucia 6 12 17 20 16 22 18 11 10 16 9 10
Saint Vincent and Grenadines 6 6 2 12 13 11 15 7 13 10
Sint Maarten 1 1
Suriname 2 23 17 20 16 18 23 15 15 23 19 11 26
Trinidad-Tobago 7 18 17 5 8 10 30 24 20 46 50 70 81
Uruguay 49 41 46 43 29 61 56 59 52 62 90 61 61 77
Venezuela 18 58 107 90 12 5 3 5



WHA Grand Total 1575 1605 2940 3180 3331 3609 4257 4665 5179 6321 6524 5898 6525 6687










COCOM/Country 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

NORTHCOM Totals 335 212 448 383 302 348 699 1125 1533 2123 1952 1844 2117 1814

Bahamas 14 14 43 52 62 39 39 53 64 75 51 50

Bermuda 24 1

British Virgin Islands 1

Canada 12 14 23 39 288 887 1216 1706 1491 1389 1547 1237

Mexico 335 212 422 331 235 257 349 199 278 364 397 380 519 526

SOUTHCOM Totals 1240 1393 2492 2797 3029 3261 3558 3540 3646 4198 4572 4054 4408 4873

Antigua and Barbuda 12 13 20 23 19 22 17 19 18 19 12 21

Argentina 47 45 130 128 150 185 138 157 179 185 212 54 99 82

Barbados 1 16 7 1 1 9 22 24 21 25 11 9

Belize 10 2 16 12 23 31 46 42 41 64 46 49 56 72

Bolivia 60 86 191 139 171 123 132 112 100 55 45 33 21 13

Bolivia INC 49 5 1

Brazil 101 112 115 94 27 72 69 85 140 232 266 295 273 272

Cayman Islands 2

Chile 37 74 96 199 215 292 376 281 334 317 589 278 310 327

Colombia 445 544 711 1092 1414 1145 1301 1269 1311 1851 1967 1903 2247 2463

Costa Rica 80 97 92 71 11 10 7 42 74 55 76 61 72 55

Dominica 3 1 7 19 14 5 15 6 4 10 7 5

Dominican Republic 36 30 100 103 81 125 207 182 104 112 119 103 135 165

Ecuador 50 121 168 149 96 176 166 192 211 160 166 104 104 128

El Salvador 25 14 141 92 75 237 122 146 116 108 135 128 66 85

Grenada 6 6 18 20 17 17 13 11 11 12 14 10

Guatemala 22 9 31 15 27 43 37 38 39 33 46 66 113 129

Guyana 19 26 41 35 29 30 10 31 29 24 31 37

Haiti 11 13 27 43 50 25 20 21 21 28

Honduras 38 37 68 89 151 171 203 195 142 137 26 129 141 203

Jamaica 1 3 32 56 119 102 110 114 121 134 95 86 78 46

Netherlands Antilles 2

Nicaragua 5 7 35 54 58 50 42 63 42 33 79 29 20 13

Panama 19 15 68 31 40 74 165 117 58 46 92 108 116 105

Paraguay 20 10 71 64 46 78 42 25 56 67 52 67 68 71

Peru 119 80 155 163 125 99 166 188 311 360 264 279 214 315

Saint Kitts and Nevis 9 8 18 25 19 20 18 14 10 18 9 14

Saint Lucia 6 12 17 20 16 22 18 11 10 16 9 10

Saint Vincent and Grenadines 6 6 2 12 13 11 15 7 13 10

Sint Maarten 1 1

Suriname 2 23 17 20 16 18 23 15 15 23 19 11 26

Trinidad-Tobago 7 18 17 5 8 10 30 24 20 46 50 70 81

Uruguay 49 41 46 43 29 61 56 59 52 62 90 61 61 77

Venezuela 18 58 107 90 12 5 3 5

WHA Grand Total 1575 1605 2940 3180 3331 3609 4257 4665 5179 6321 6524 5898 6525 6687
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COLOMBIA
Training Category FMS GRANT TOTAL FMS GRANT TOTAL FMS GRANT TOTAL TOTAL
Officer Management Related Training 84 222 306 65 255 320 247 1318 1565 2191



Administration 3 3 3
Defense Management 2 6 8 1 72 73 81
Engineering Management 15 15 15
Intelligence/Electronic Warfare 35 101 136 20 24 44 357 357 537
Logistics Management 2 12 14 3 36 39 4 4 57
Maintence Management 29 34 63 63
Other Management 16 69 85 26 112 138 247 957 1204 1427
Personnel/Manpower/Analysis 3 3 3
Police/Security 5 5 5



Officer Postgraduate and Degree Related Training 1 1 5 14 19 20
Postgraduate/Degree 1 1 5 14 19 20



Professional Military Education 21 76 97 14 245 259 1112 1177 2289 2645
PME- Basic 10 10 20 3 8 11 954 483 1437 1468
PME- Mid Level 18 18 3 196 199 92 332 424 641
PME- NCO Basic Level 7 15 22 58 110 168 190
PME- NCO Mid Level 1 1 1
PME-NCO Senior Level 1 1 9 9 14 14 24
PME-Senior Level 4 32 36 8 32 40 7 238 245 321



Technical Operations, Maintenance, Medical and Enlisted Training 937 3984 4921 72 1056 1128 2368 3215 5583 11632
Administration-Enlisted 70 84 154 154
Aviation Maintenance 225 701 926 385 634 1019 1945
Aviation Non-Flight 26 1453 1479 1 9 10 1256 1028 2284 3773
Communications-Electronics 61 380 441 7 7 448
Computer/ADP Enl 35 10 45 45
Computer/ADP-Enlisted 94 150 244 2 2 246
Contractor 56 2 58 58
Country Liaison/Exchange 2 26 28 9 1 10 38
English Language Administration 72 55 127 8 1 9 25 59 84 220
English Language Prerequisite 5 5 4 4 10 48 58 67
Instructor 73 83 156 5 205 210 590 295 885 1251
Interpreters CONUS 1 1 1
Medical 5 5 1 1 21 89 110 116
Mgt Related-Enlisted 122 121 243 5 5 248
Operations 78 120 198 451 451 71 985 1056 1705
Police/Security-Enlisted 77 749 826 826
Technical/Maintenance 2 42 44 2 361 363 1 4 5 412
Unidentified CONUS Training 7 7 72 72 79



Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) and Other Flight Training 8 8 891 900 1791 1799
Other Flight 3 3 891 900 1791 1794
UPT/Flight High Cost 5 5 5



Grand Total 1043 4290 5333 156 1570 1726 4618 6610 11228 18287



Colombia Training Seats Consumption 2000-2013
AIR FORCE NAVY/MARINES/CG ARMY










COLOMBIA

Training Category FMS GRANT TOTAL FMS GRANT TOTAL FMS GRANT TOTAL TOTAL

Officer Management Related Training 84 222 306 65 255 320 247 1318 1565 2191

Administration 3 3 3

Defense Management 2 6 8 1 72 73 81

Engineering Management 15 15 15

Intelligence/Electronic Warfare 35 101 136 20 24 44 357 357 537

Logistics Management 2 12 14 3 36 39 4 4 57

Maintence Management 29 34 63 63

Other Management 16 69 85 26 112 138 247 957 1204 1427

Personnel/Manpower/Analysis 3 3 3

Police/Security 5 5 5

Officer Postgraduate and Degree Related Training 1 1 5 14 19 20

Postgraduate/Degree 1 1 5 14 19 20

Professional Military Education 21 76 97 14 245 259 1112 1177 2289 2645

PME- Basic 10 10 20 3 8 11 954 483 1437 1468

PME- Mid Level 18 18 3 196 199 92 332 424 641

PME- NCO Basic Level 7 15 22 58 110 168 190

PME- NCO Mid Level 1 1 1

PME-NCO Senior Level 1 1 9 9 14 14 24

PME-Senior Level 4 32 36 8 32 40 7 238 245 321

Technical Operations, Maintenance, Medical and Enlisted Training 937 3984 4921 72 1056 1128 2368 3215 5583 11632

Administration-Enlisted 70 84 154 154

Aviation Maintenance 225 701 926 385 634 1019 1945

Aviation Non-Flight 26 1453 1479 1 9 10 1256 1028 2284 3773

Communications-Electronics 61 380 441 7 7 448

Computer/ADP Enl 35 10 45 45

Computer/ADP-Enlisted 94 150 244 2 2 246

Contractor 56 2 58 58

Country Liaison/Exchange 2 26 28 9 1 10 38

English Language Administration 72 55 127 8 1 9 25 59 84 220

English Language Prerequisite 5 5 4 4 10 48 58 67

Instructor 73 83 156 5 205 210 590 295 885 1251

Interpreters CONUS 1 1 1

Medical 5 5 1 1 21 89 110 116

Mgt Related-Enlisted 122 121 243 5 5 248

Operations 78 120 198 451 451 71 985 1056 1705

Police/Security-Enlisted 77 749 826 826

Technical/Maintenance 2 42 44 2 361 363 1 4 5 412

Unidentified CONUS Training 7 7 72 72 79

Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) and Other Flight Training 8 8 891 900 1791 1799

Other Flight 3 3 891 900 1791 1794

UPT/Flight High Cost 5 5 5

Grand Total 1043 4290 5333 156 1570 1726 4618 6610 11228 18287

Colombia Training Seats Consumption 2000-2013

AIR FORCE NAVY/MARINES/CG ARMY
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MEXICO
Training Category FMS GRANT TOTAL FMS GRANT TOTAL FMS GRANT TOTAL TOTAL
Officer Management Related Training 8 342 350 176 176 97 97 623



Administration 5 1 6 4 4 10
Communications-Electronics Management 4 4 4
Defense Management 3 9 12 8 8 20
Engineering Management 1 1 1
Intelligence/Electronic Warfare 20 20 40 40 31 31 91
Logistics Management 12 12 16 16 28
Maintence Management 39 39 39
Other Management 261 261 100 100 52 52 413
Personnel/Manpower/Analysis 5 5 5
Police/Security 2 2 10 10 12



Officer Postgraduate and Degree Related Training 1 30 31 31
Postgraduate/Degree 1 30 31 31



Professional Military Education 52 52 83 83 7 254 261 396
PME- Basic 15 15 27 27 42
PME- Mid Level 51 51 45 45 96
PME- NCO Basic Level 6 6 6
PME-Senior Level 52 52 17 17 7 176 183 252



Technical Operations, Maintenance, Medical and Enlisted Training 34 1898 1932 642 642 1 620 621 3195
Administration-Enlisted 12 12 12
Aviation Maintenance 520 520 34 34 160 160 714
Aviation Non-Flight 101 101 4 4 11 11 116
Communications-Electronics 281 281 79 79 5 5 365
Computer/ADP Enl 2 2 2
Computer/ADP-Enlisted 47 47 3 3 50
Contractor 34 6 40 69 69 109
Damage Control 8 8 8
English Language Administration 243 243 60 60 20 20 323
English Language Prerequisite 67 67 37 37 105 105 209
Instructor 20 20 12 12 19 19 51
Medical 1 1 3 3 38 38 42
Mgt Related-Enlisted 93 93 93
Missile 1 1 1
Operations 144 144 157 157 1 182 183 484
Police/Security-Enlisted 328 328 2 2 330
Technical/Maintenance 33 33 173 173 206
Unidentified CONUS Training 3 3 77 77 80



Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) and Other Flight Training 9 9 25 25 3 342 345 379
Other Flight 9 9 16 16 3 342 345 370
UPT/Flight High Cost 9 9 9



Grand Total 42 2301 2343 1 956 957 11 1313 1324 4624



NAVY/MARINES/CG ARMY
Mexico Training Seats Consumption 2000-2013



AIR FORCE










MEXICO

Training Category FMS GRANT TOTALFMS GRANT TOTAL FMS GRANT TOTAL TOTAL

Officer Management Related Training 8 342 350 176 176 97 97 623

Administration 5 1 6 4 4 10

Communications-Electronics Management 4 4 4

Defense Management 3 9 12 8 8 20

Engineering Management 1 1 1

Intelligence/Electronic Warfare 20 20 40 40 31 31 91

Logistics Management 12 12 16 16 28

Maintence Management 39 39 39

Other Management 261 261 100 100 52 52 413

Personnel/Manpower/Analysis 5 5 5

Police/Security 2 2 10 10 12

Officer Postgraduate and Degree Related Training 1 30 31 31

Postgraduate/Degree 1 30 31 31

Professional Military Education 52 52 83 83 7 254 261 396

PME- Basic 15 15 27 27 42

PME- Mid Level 51 51 45 45 96

PME- NCO Basic Level 6 6 6

PME-Senior Level 52 52 17 17 7 176 183 252

Technical Operations, Maintenance, Medical and Enlisted Training 34 1898 1932 642 642 1 620 621 3195

Administration-Enlisted 12 12 12

Aviation Maintenance 520 520 34 34 160 160 714

Aviation Non-Flight 101 101 4 4 11 11 116

Communications-Electronics 281 281 79 79 5 5 365

Computer/ADP Enl 2 2 2

Computer/ADP-Enlisted 47 47 3 3 50

Contractor 34 6 40 69 69 109

Damage Control 8 8 8

English Language Administration 243 243 60 60 20 20 323

English Language Prerequisite 67 67 37 37 105 105 209

Instructor 20 20 12 12 19 19 51

Medical 1 1 3 3 38 38 42

Mgt Related-Enlisted 93 93 93

Missile 1 1 1

Operations 144 144 157 157 1 182 183 484

Police/Security-Enlisted 328 328 2 2 330

Technical/Maintenance 33 33 173 173 206

Unidentified CONUS Training 3 3 77 77 80

Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) and Other Flight Training 9 9 25 25 3 342 345 379

Other Flight 9 9 16 16 3 342 345 370

UPT/Flight High Cost 9 9 9

Grand Total 42 2301 2343 1 956 957 11 1313 1324 4624

NAVY/MARINES/CG ARMY

Mexico Training Seats Consumption 2000-2013

AIR FORCE
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