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Enabling Success: Cultural Intelligence and the Contemporary Security Environment
Dr. Emily Spencer

“It’s all cultural in the end.”
Lieutenant-Colonel Ian Hope

Commanding Officer

Canadian Battle Group (Task Force Orion)

An American veteran of several foreign interventions once observed of the U.S. military, “What we need is cultural intelligence.”  He continued, “What I [as a soldier] need to understand is how these societies function.  What makes them tick?  Who makes the decisions?  What is it about their society that is so remarkably different in their values, in the way they think compared to my values and the way I think?”
  More recently, Brigadier-General David Fraser, the former Commander of the International Security Assistance Force Multi-National Brigade Sector South in Kandahar, Afghanistan, admitted, “I underestimated one factor – culture.”  He then elaborated, “I was looking at the wrong map – I needed to look at the tribal map not the geographic map.  The tribal map is over 2,000 years old.  Wherever we go in the world we must take in to account culture.  Culture will affect what we do.  This is the most important map [i.e. tribal] there is.”  Fraser lamented, “I did not take that in up front.  Not all enemy reported was actually Taliban – identification of enemy forces was often culturally driven.”
   

Indeed, the desire for cultural understandings of our enemies is as old as war itself.  Exhibiting high Cultural Intelligence (CQ)
, however, requires more than just amassing cultural understandings of our enemies.  CQ is the ability to recognize the shared beliefs, values, attitudes and behaviours of a group of people and, most importantly, to apply this knowledge toward a specific goal.  In particular, CQ must be applied in the context of the national, international, host nation and enemy arenas and the focus must be on its ability to be a force multiplier.

The non-linear and asymmetric approach of the contemporary defence environment demands that soldiers act as warriors and technicians as well as scholars and diplomats.  Kinetic solutions are no longer the panacea of warfare.  Rather, individuals need to see “reality” through the eyes of another culture, specifically the one with which they are interacting, in order to adapt their attitudes and behaviours in order to better influence the target audience to achieve specific aims.  Cultural knowledge contributes to this end, while an understanding of CQ and, in particular, the four CQ domain paradigm, provides the template for how to use this cultural knowledge to attain desired objectives.  

In seeking to understand CQ it is important to understand that it is more than just amassing cultural knowledge.  Notably, someone can have cultural awareness but still not exhibit high CQ.  For instance, one may know all the cultural information about a target society or culture but still fail to adapt their own behaviour to ensure the attainment of intended objectives.  That being said, it is not possible to have high CQ without cultural knowledge.  

Similar to a picture on a puzzle box, the four CQ domain paradigm provides the framework for where individual cultural knowledge pieces fit in the global context.  Specific culture, country or area cultural awareness provides details for each piece of the puzzle.  Without both the overarching conceptualization provided by the four CQ domain paradigm and the individual pieces established through country and even area specific cultural awareness, the puzzle cannot be put together.   

The Four CQ Domain Paradigm

Historical Precedence for the Use of CQ in Warfare:

Renaming Fido

CQ has recently become a key “buzzword” within the Western defence community.  As the process of recognizing the shared beliefs, values, attitudes and behaviours of a group of people and applying that knowledge toward a specific goal, CQ has in some respects been a part of warfare, both conventional and unconventional, for centuries.  Looking at military history through the lens of CQ provides historical perspectives on the use of CQ in the national, international, host nation and enemy arenas and underscores the value of demonstrating high CQ to warfare. 

History is replete with examples of how CQ has, (and has not), been applied in warfare.  Interestingly, in almost each battle recounted in the Peloponnesian War, the three decade long fight between the Spartans and the Athenians at the end of the fifth century B.C., Thucydides describes how each side took advantage – or tried to – of the other’s cultural “weaknesses” while at the same time playing on what they believed to be their own cultural “strengths.”  Moreover, each battle was generally viewed in terms of broader strategic objectives.  The battle for Lesbos is just one example in that a holiday feast was chosen for the date of attack, yet ultimately rejected because of the feared retaliation that an attack on this occasion might foster amongst the island’s allies.  Indeed, the Spartans were reluctant to incur the wrath of neutrals by not appearing to respect their cultural practices.  While the details of this particular battle are not germane to this discussion, it is interesting to note that cultural practices and historic alliances contributed considerably to the forming of the Spartans’ strategy.
  

The myth of the Trojan horse provides another case study of how cultural knowledge is perceived to have been used in warfare.  In this story, which may or may not be historically accurate, after a ten-year siege of Troy, the Greeks built a hollow horse, loaded it with men and left it at the gates to the city as a supposed peace offering.  Relying both on the discipline of the Greeks to stay in the horse until the appropriate moment and on the Trojans to accept the gift and rejoice with drink, as was their cultural practice, the Greeks were able to pillage Troy.  The Greeks had also relied on the customary practice of the time of the defeated general to surrender his horse to the victorious general in a sign of respect.  Thus, they had good faith that the Trojans would accept the “gift.”  The Greeks transfer of cultural knowledge – the discipline of their men, the projected celebration of the Trojans and the cultural symbolism of the horse – into behaviour that would further their efforts to defeat the Trojans demonstrated high CQ.

CQ has also been widely used in modern conflicts such as the Second World War.  Even in conventional warfare, information about the motivation and behaviours of others and yourself was deemed vital to the war effort.  The establishment of Special Operation Forces (SOF) is but one example.  SOF are defined as “specially organized, trained and equipped military and paramilitary forces that conduct special operations to achieve military, political, economic or informational objectives by generally unconventional means in hostile, denied or politically sensitive areas.”
  Their use by many Western militaries during the Second World War is an example of how cultural knowledge, in addition to other factors, was used to further political objectives.  Indeed, the U.S. government employed anthropologists, as specialists in human behaviour, to help them understand and respond to the war.  Scholar David Price notes that despite initial ethical concerns, “Once America entered a state of total-war, half of America’s anthropologists joined the war effort working for over a dozen agencies.”
  The U.S. government in the early 1940s obviously recognized the need for a clear understanding of self and other that could be obtained by employing experts in the study of human beings and their relationships with each other and their environments.   

During the Cold War, the epic struggle of “West” versus “East” from circa 1945 to 1989, culture was recognized as a central component to the belligerence.  From a purely military context in which two symmetrical forces faced each other on a conventional battlefield this may not be entirely true.  However, in a larger context it was a battle of ideologies fought in the political and social realms.  Both West and East appreciated the need for cultural understandings of each other, as well as themselves, their international partners and the host nation peoples in “hot zones.”  Furthermore, they understood that the relationships between these four domains were dynamic and each side used propaganda to enhance support for their particular ideology.

Arguably, however, from the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, which represented the fall of the Warsaw Pact and the Soviet Union, and the subsequent end of the Cold War, Western nations no longer had a visible “enemy.”  In retrospect, the Cold War model, in existence for almost 50 years, was a very comfortable environment for everyone.  The world was clearly delineated – the enemy was easily identified and understood and the anticipated battlefield was fully comprehensible to the point where exercises, particularly in Europe, were practically dress rehearsals for the potential conflict.  

With the collapse of the Berlin Wall the rigidly controlled bi-polar world tumbled into a free fall.  An economic and political power vacuum was created as the superpowers disengaged from many areas around the world.  Very quickly failed and failing states mushroomed around the globe.  Exacerbating the situations were other significant problems such as ethnic violence, narco-trafficing, transnational crime and conflicts over resources.  

In the 1990s, things got worse.  With only a single global superpower, the United States, the West, following the lead of the U.S., began a series of selective interventions.  In this context, the landscape for militaries also dramatically changed.  The belligerents were no longer clearly identified or well understood.  Indeed, operations in the 1990s contained a monumental leap in complexity. Antagonists ranged from military, to para-military forces, to warlords, to criminal organizations and gangs, to armed mobs.  In addition, military forces now had to deal with other governmental departments and organizations, as well as non-governmental agencies and an ever present press.  By 1993, United States Marine Corps commandant, General Charles Krulak, articulated the new security environment within the context of the “three block war.”  He described an operational concept, or contingency in fact, in which soldiers conducted operations spanning humanitarian assistance to peacekeeping and / or mid-intensity combat all in the same day and all within three city blocks.
   

Militaries scrambled to meet the requirements of new environment, one that required both warfighting and diplomatic skills.  More emphasis was placed on lower levels of leadership.  The old mass army concept that relied only on senior leadership to make decisions and deal with the public or press was no longer relevant or effective.  The concept of the “strategic corporal,” where the tactical decisions made by junior members on the ground in the glare of media cameras can become strategic issues as they are beamed across the globe by the media in real time and influence or incite negative and often violent reactions, required a more de-centralized leadership approach.  
Just as militaries began to cope with the new environment, the terrorist attacks on the United States on 11 September 2001 (9/11), shattered any level of comfort that may have developed.  It unleashed a Global War on Terror that engulfed the Americans and their international allies in deadly struggles in Afghanistan, Iraq and other parts of the world.  The unchallenged military prowess of the United States dictated that hostile elements had to adopt asymmetric approaches.
 

As such, counter-insurgency operations, characterized by the use of asymmetric warfare, have regained importance among the defence community since 9/11 and the subsequent deployment of multinational forces to Afghanistan and Iraq.
  This new era of counter-insurgency warfare is noticeably different from the post-World War II period of national liberation that extended roughly between 1944 and 1980, yet, nonetheless, bears some similarities.  Specifically, people remain the key focus in counter-insurgencies, where winning the “hearts and minds” of home and host populations is germane to success.  But the stage is no longer restricted to local citizenry as new technologies and the media have created a global audience
 and, thereby, further highlighting the importance of exhibiting high CQ in all four of the proposed CQ domains.   Indeed, in his retirement speech, U.S. Army General, P. J. Schoomaker, reminded his audience, “We must never forget that war is fought in the human dimension.”
  Canadian Lieutenant-Colonel Ian Hope also remarks that “In Combat, the power of personality, intellect and intuition, determination, and trust, outweigh the power of technology, and everything else.”

As these examples show, CQ, or the ability to recognize the shared beliefs, values, attitudes and behaviours of a group of people, often times at the national level, and to apply this knowledge toward a specific goal, has been an aspect of most military campaigns, from small wars to conventional engagements, throughout much of history.  Noticeably, however, the attention paid to the cultural components of warfare have ebbed and flowed, largely reflecting the perceived need of demonstrating high CQ to military success.

Defining Cultural Intelligence 

CQ is a new label that has been attached to an old concept and over the years has led to the creation of several definitions.   Despite the plethora of description of CQ, the term lacks a clear, concise definition.  In this respect, it is important to establish a practical definition and conceptualization of CQ as it applies to the defence community.  

Despite some fundamental differences between the two areas of research, both the civilian and military schools of thought are inextricably linked and each requires further explanation.  One of the leading authors on CQ in the civilian domain is scholar P. Christopher Earley.  Earley, working with Elaine Mosakowski, in a 2004 Harvard Business Review article describes CQ as an outsider’s “…ability to interpret someone’s unfamiliar and ambiguous gestures in just the way that person’s compatriots and colleagues would, even to mirror them.”  They continue, “A person with high cultural intelligence can somehow tease out of a person’s or group’s behaviour those features that would be true of all people and all groups, those peculiar to this person or this group, and those that are neither universal nor idiosyncratic.  The vast realm that lies between those two poles is culture.”

In a more complex analysis of CQ, Earley and Soon Ang define CQ as “a person’s capability to adapt effectively to new cultural contexts.”  While slightly vague, they further explain that CQ has both process and content features that comprise cognitive, motivational and behavioural elements.
  Earley and Randall S. Peterson elaborate on this concept and build upon Earley and Ang’s original concept that “CQ captures [the] capability for adaptation across cultures and … reflects a person’s capability to gather, interpret, and act upon these radically different cues to function effectively across cultural settings or in a multicultural situation.”  Earley and Peterson add, “CQ reflects a person’s capability of developing entirely novel behaviour (e.g., speech, sounds, gestures, etc.) if required.”  They surmise, “At its core, CQ consists of three fundamental elements: metacognition and cognition (thinking, learning and strategizing); motivation (efficacy and confidence, persistence, value congruence and affect for the new culture); and behavior (social mimicry, and behavioural repertoire).”

Other researchers have also explored the idea of CQ being composed of cognitive, motivational and behavioural domains or similar variations of this triplex system.  For instance, James Johnson and a group of researchers define CQ in terms of attitude, skills and knowledge and another scholar in the field, David C. Thomas, emphasizes knowledge, skills and mindfulness.
 

Most of this literature, however, prioritizes CQ as pertaining to other cultures and notably not one’s own.  Earley and Ang are clear when they state, “CQ reflects a person’s adaptation to new cultural settings and capability to deal effectively with other people with whom the person does not share a common cultural background.”
  Indeed, they even go so far as to suggest that individuals who are part of their own cultural in-group will find it particularly difficult to adjust to a new cultural setting as it may be one of the first times that they experience alienation from the in-group and lessons learned in one culture may not be useful in another.

This argument, however, ignores the support of, and reactions from, the home population.  Although this concept is something that may work for businesses, it is not acceptable for militaries that serve democratic nations.  The ability of an individual to understand the behavioural patterns, beliefs, values and attitudes of their own society must remain an important aspect of the definition of CQ as it applies to the CF.  Certainly, most of the military literature that discusses CQ recognizes this fact.

Seen collectively, the military literature underscores the need for CQ at the national, international, host nation and enemy levels.   These arenas comprise a dynamic four domain CQ paradigm.  The expression of high CQ might differ in each of the four domains, however, demonstrating enhanced CQ in each domain as well as recognizing the connections between them is essential in today’s complex and dynamic defence environment. 

The ongoing conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq and ever increasing requests from military personnel for more cultural knowledge is important to appreciate because it frames how definitions of CQ have been adapted to match the needs and understanding of Western militaries.  Notably, however, these concerns apply across the broad spectrum of operations which exist in the contemporary defence environment.  
A common theme that surfaces in accounts by soldiers serving in conflict zones is the need for a deeper understanding of host nation peoples.  “The pitfalls presented by a different culture and an ill-defined, poorly functioning (or non-existent) local judicial, administrative, and political system are enormous,” writes Major P.M. Zeman of the United States Marine Corps.
  American Army, Major-General (Ret) Robert H. Scales Jr. echoes these sentiments while describing the vital “cultural” phase of the war where “intimate knowledge of the enemy’s motivation, intent, will, tactical method, and cultural environment has proved to be far more important for success than the deployment of smart bombs, unmanned aircraft, and expansive bandwidth.”
  American Naval Reservist, Lorenzo Puertas, aptly notes, “Every war is a war of persuasion. …we must destroy the enemy’s will to fight.”  He continues, “Persuasion always is culturally sensitive.  You cannot persuade someone if you do not understand his language, motivations, fears, and desires.”

Moreover, in this global age of media, decisions by soldiers in remote areas can have far reaching consequences for home and host populations, thereby highlighting the importance of demonstrating high CQ to mission success.  Puertas illustrates this point by describing the potential consequences of one corporal and his decisions after being fired-on in an alley in Iraq.  “Without cultural training, his reaction will be a product of his personal experiences and beliefs,” Puertas asserts.  He adds, “He might have cultural misunderstandings that lead to serious errors in judgement.  He might fail in his mission – and he might find himself despised by one poor neighborhood, or by a billion horrified TV viewers.”  Puertas cautions, “Cultural knowledge of the battlespace should not be left to on-the-job training.”
  Indeed, it has been noted that, “In the constant cross cultural exchange a simple mistake could become an obscenity without the ‘guilty’ party even being aware of the error.”

Certainly, the concept of the “strategic corporal” is not new.  Canadian Colonel Bernd Horn further observes, “The perception of the media, as well as that of defence analysts, right or wrong, for better or for worse, is critical.”  He explains, “They [the media] set the terms of the public debate.  What they report becomes the basis of societal perception; it influences and forms the public’s attitudes and beliefs.  Repeated often enough or pervasively enough, perception becomes reality.”  Thus, Horn concludes that militaries “must always be attentive and responsive to the perceptions of others.”

Not surprisingly, to help mitigate problems that arise from cultural misunderstandings and to maximize support for the war effort at home and abroad, Western militaries are starting to define CQ and underscore important aspects about culture that contribute to mission success.  For example, the U.S. Center for Advanced Defence Studies, defines cultural intelligence as “the ability to engage in a set of behaviors that use language, interpersonal skills and qualities appropriately tuned to the culture-based values and attitudes of the people with whom one interacts.”  Culture is explained as comprising “equivocal layers based on language, society, customs, economy, religion, history and many other factors.”
  American army scholar and researcher Leonard Wong and his team describe cultural savvy, or in our terms CQ, for their report to the U.S. Army War College as enabling “an officer [to] see perspectives outside his or her own boundaries.”  They explain, “It does not imply, however, that the officer abandons the Army or U.S. culture in pursuit of a relativistic worldview.  Instead, the future strategic leader is grounded in National and Army values, but is also able to anticipate and understand the values, assumptions, and norms of other groups, organizations, and nations.”

A more thorough definition is provided by Commander, U.S. Navy, John P. Coles.  He defines CQ as “analyzed social, political, economic, and other demographic information that provides understanding of a people or nation’s history, institutions, psychology, beliefs (such as religion), and behaviours.”  He asserts, “It helps provide understanding as to why a people act as they do and what they think.  Cultural intelligence provides a baseline for education and designing successful strategies to interact with foreign peoples whether they are allies, neutrals, people of an occupied territory, or enemy.”  Coles emphasizes, “Cultural intelligence is more than demographics.  It provides understanding of not only how other groups act but why.”
  Notably, he identifies three of the four domains that are also important for CQ within the CF (i.e., international, host nation and enemy.  However, he leaves out the national domain).  Of importance, he underscores the main point of CQ – the ability to understand, predict and respond to behaviour on a group level.  

This article builds on both the civilian literature about CQ and the military concerns and definitions of CQ in order to establish a clear understanding of what CQ is.  As such, an analysis of the literature leads to the conclusion that CQ is the ability to recognize the shared beliefs, values, attitudes and behaviours of a group of people and, most importantly, to apply this knowledge toward a particular goal.
  More specifically, CQ refers to the cognitive, motivational and behavioural capacities to understand and effectively respond to the beliefs, values, attitudes and behaviours of individuals and institutions of their own and other groups, societies and cultures under complex and changing circumstances in order to effect a desired change.  CQ, thus, has four principle components (see Figure 1):  first, one must clearly understand the national objective and / or goal of applying enhanced CQ; second, individuals require region specific knowledge and awareness; third, they need the ability, or skill set, and motivation to apply enhanced CQ; and finally, they need to exhibit the appropriate behaviour in order to achieve desired objective.

	CQ Components

	1.
	National objective and/or goal

	2.
	Region specific knowledge/awareness

	3.
	Ability (or skill) set and motivation

	4.
	Appropriate behaviour


 Figure 1.     CQ Components  

In particular, CQ must be applied in the context of the national, international, host nation and enemy arenas.  Moreover, CQ demands that individuals continuously adapt to complex and changing circumstances.  The focus for militaries must be on providing the skill sets and knowledge to individuals so that they can exploit the benefits of high CQ in order to achieve mission success.  In this context, CQ can be viewed as the “big picture” that provides direction for where / how specific cultural awareness pieces fit in the broader global scheme.  Moreover, CQ should be a process that is continuously developed within military personnel and prepares them for pre-deployment cultural specific training.  The question is how do we fulfill this mandate?  

Understanding the Four CQ Domain Paradigm

CQ empowers individuals to see “reality” through the eyes of another culture, specifically the one with which they are interacting.   This ability, in turn, provides individuals with the skills to be able to adapt their attitudes and behaviours in order to better influence the target audience to achieve specific aims.  For example, for the CF, CQ requires an appreciation of the role of the CF within the broader spectrum of Canadian society, the role the CF plays in multinational alliances, the complexities that may arise when operating in an overseas environment, particularly with host nation institutions and populations, as well as an in-depth understanding of the “enemy.”  Additionally, interactions between these four domains must be recognized and understood.  Indeed, CQ demands that all four domains (see Figure 2) are continuously balanced.  This is no easy task and it is further complicated by the fact that each domain and the relationships between them are complex and dynamic.
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Figure 2.   The Four CQ Domains: National, International, Host Nation and  

 
Enemy

National Domain:

Winning and Keeping the “Hearts and Minds” of Canadians

For CF members, understanding the beliefs, values and customs that comprise Canadian culture is important because the CF both represents and serves this culture.  Applying this knowledge to maximize support for a mission from the Canadian public and within the CF is imperative for mission success.  A military that serves a democratic nation cannot be fully successful if the will of the home population does not support the mission.  The ever-present media in the twenty-first century with its ability to project “as it happens” events into living rooms around the globe exacerbates this point.  

Therefore, part of applying CQ for CF leaders is to understand the behavioural patterns, beliefs and institutions of Canadian society and to act according to these culturally acceptable norms and customs in order to retain public support of the mission.  An example which specifically indicates the Canadian public’s desire to have their beliefs, values and attitudes reflected in the behaviours of their soldiers is the media attention paid in the spring of 2007 to the alleged beatings of Afghan detainees that had been captured by Canadians and released to Afghan authorities.  Licia Corbella, a reporter with the Toronto Sun remarks on the irony in the fact that “the Afghan authorities beat prisoners is hardly surprising when one understands the culture a bit better.”  Corbella asks, “Isn’t that what being a good multiculturalist means?  Understanding cultural differences?”  She concludes, “Perhaps, thanks in part to Canada, prisons will be one of the first places in Afghanistan where beatings are not the norm.  How’s that for irony?”
  Indeed, the reaction to the detainee situation suggests that many Canadians do not want to support a mission that does not continuously uphold Canadian beliefs, values and attitudes, even in areas that clearly have different and opposing beliefs and values.
  
Public polls show that support of the war effort also diminishes as the number of Canadian casualties increases.
  One way to try to sway public support for the war effort is to underscore the benefits of having CF members deployed to Afghanistan.  Certainly, the mission needs to be judged as valuable by CF personnel and the civilians they serve.  While some people judge value in terms of geopolitical / strategic advantage, by and large, Canadians view it in terms of quality of life issues that are based on cultural beliefs and values and are generally less easily measured.  People want to feel like they are making a difference.  This sentiment was expressed clearly by a Canadian Information Officer stationed in Kandahar.  He laments, “I will say it until I'm blue in the face, and I ask you to spread the word: we (as in the International Community) are actually getting it right over here, although it will take time.  Canada plays a significant role in the South [Kandahar Province] but we are not alone.  The UN/NATO [United Nations / North Atlantic Treaty Organization] partnership, when executed correctly with Afghan input, works.”  He concludes, “What most impresses me over here is the late writer Margaret Mead's old adage about never doubting a small group of dedicated people can change the world; indeed history has shown it is the only thing that ever has.  If you are imaginative, articulate, and inspiring in how you deliver your thoughts, the masses will follow for the greater good.  Utopian perhaps, but as a student of history, I have to believe its true.”
  
The value of a mission is arguably most apparent to the CF personnel in theatre.  Combat commanders, thus, have the responsibility to inform their superiors of the challenges and successes of a mission.  Hosting senior officers and high-ranking civil servants in theatre, as well as ensuring transparent and open communications at all times, can help the combat commander bridge gaps that exist between what is happening in theatre and what is believed to be occurring.  This is an important process because both peace operations and wars are generally measured in terms of political successes rather than simply military victories, with political and military aspects ideally falling into alignment.  Additionally, this process assists senior military leaders and politicians in working together and to better explain and frame messages that assure public support.

International Domain:

Playing with Others: Military Coalitions, Inter-Governmental Organizations, Non-Governmental Organizations and Host Nation Partners

Exhibiting CQ is becoming more important in today’s operating environment as greater emphasis is being placed on coalition operations for a multitude of reasons.  The complex security environment has necessitated the creation of international coalitions to share the responsibility of ensuring global stability.  Nations contribute members to military coalitions and intergovernmental organizations.  In addition, individuals from a variety of national backgrounds join non-governmental organizations.  All operate in the same theatre and each culture can cause any number of problems.  To facilitate cooperation and effectiveness, particularly mission success, participants at all levels require enhanced CQ.  Organizationally, each group might have its own unique task in the region, however, the overarching theme is generally to bring peace and stability to an area.  Thus, these groups are usually working to achieve the same goal.  They operate under a variety of national chains of command and caveats, however.  

Unity of command, as defined by the overall command of an area by one individual or organization is rarely possible in complex scenarios involving multiple players.  Part of the problem is that some organizations are military, while others are civilian or a combination of both.  For example, military organizations strive for uniformity, a clear plan, decisive decisions, speed and acceptance of risk.  Conversely, aid agencies and diplomats prefer a slower, long-term, more risk-averse, more dialogue-intensive and consensus-based approach.  These differences are important to factor in, if one wishes to make progress.  Additionally, organizational chains of command may seem to supersede even national command in theatre.  For example, both the Department of National Defence and the Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade have personnel serving in Afghanistan.  Both departments are serving the Canadian government, yet each has its own separate chain of command, thus obscuring unity of command even between these two Canadian departments.  

Unity of effort, however, meaning the cooperative alignment of agencies towards the same goal with minimal duplication of effort, can and should be achieved.  Assuring that redundant behaviour is kept to a minimum, that pertinent information is shared between organizations and that everyone is working towards the same long-term goal contribute to unity of effort.  Understanding and acting on the cultural beliefs, values, attitudes and behaviours of other organizations and appreciating how your own may be viewed by others (i.e. enlightened CQ) facilitates the achievement of unity of effort.  

Exhibiting enhanced CQ is particularly important considering the current defence environment in which, increasingly, the CF is called on to operate within Inter-Governmental Organizations (IGOs), such as the UN and NATO as well as other coalition operations, and to work in cooperation with other Canadian governmental departments and domestic and international Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs).  Additionally, CF members deployed overseas must often help train and work with Host Nation (HN) partners.  
Working with IGOs and within coalitions, which in the case of the CF means other national military forces, can be challenging for a variety of reasons.  Differing practices, work ethics, behavioural norms are challenging and at times frustrating.  Different rules of engagement (RoE) among coalition partners can be particularly frustrating.  

Additionally, cultural nuances in speech and behaviour can be easily misinterpreted, even within groups who share a common language.  For example, in August 2006, a young Canadian captain described his participation in the battle of Panjawai in an e-mail to friends and family (which ended up being more widely circulated).  Many of the issues that CF members face while serving in Afghanistan, such as being part of a coalition and facing enemy fire, are apparent in this first hand account of the battle.  In one section, the young captain described a dialogue that occurred between himself and a member of the American Army National Guard Embedded Training Teams (ETT) who was working with the Afghan National Army (ANA).  The conversation occurred during a period of intense fighting.  The Canadian captain was busy ensuring that his team was at a safe distance from the enemy in preparation for a friendly artillery strike when the American captain appeared to state, “There are no ANA forward of us.”  The Canadian replied “Roger.”  It was only after the American called in the fire mission that the Canadian realized that the American captain had not announced that there were no ANA members in front of them; rather, he had been posing a question.  With the torrent of gunfire, the intonation in the American’s voice had been drowned out.  In the aftermath, the Canadian reminded the American, “…I have no idea where your ANA are, you’re suppose to look after them!”   

Working with other Canadian governmental organizations and agencies poses a completely different set of issues, yet demonstrating CQ can mitigate potential problems in this relationship as well.  Canadian beliefs and values, as well as political directive at the national level, are common among Canadian governmental organizations.  Specific directives and mandates, however, may not be so transparently parallel.  This situation can be aggravated by the existence of different organizational cultures and even languages.
  It is important in these instances to really emphasize the idea of unity of effort and to acknowledge similarities and differences in order to function as a cohesive national unit.  The bigger picture of achieving national objectives, over particular departmental objectives, must be underscored.  Understanding and working within the different cultural nuances that exist in each department greatly contributes to unity of effort across Canadian governmental organizations and agencies.  In fact, Colonel Bernd Horn remarks of working with other Canadian governmental departments, “the greatest problem is one of ignorance.  None of the players fully understand who the other participants are.  Other government departments and civilian agencies are normally not accustomed to military directness or command structure.”
 

Acquiring unity of effort while working with NGOs is arguably more difficult than when working in IGO or other governmental departments.  Nonetheless, enhanced CQ in these instances can also help to facilitate the process.  The 2006 American counter-insurgency manual also notes that many NGOs “maintain strict independence from governments and belligerents and do not want to be seen directly associating with military forces.”  The final assessment provided in the manual is that “Establishing basic awareness of these groups and their activities may be the most commanders can achieve.”
  Given the general overlap in strategic objective that often exists between the Canadian government and NGOs, that of facilitating a stable and humanitarian HN state, unity of effort in these cases should also be achievable.   However, as Colonel Francois Vertefeuille reflects, this is no easy task: 

Serving as liaison between a military coalition HQ [headquarters] and a group of individuals from diplomatic and international aid organization was one of the most difficult tasks of my entire career.  Persuading this group of individuals, some of whom were overtly hostile to the military, to discuss matters related to operations of the PRTs [provincial reconstruction teams] (which are military units with a humanitarian objective) was extremely laborious.

Host Nation Domain:

In the Land of OZ: Applying CQ in an Unfamiliar Environment

When operating in a foreign environment, it is helpful to understand the culture of the HN population.  Therefore, another domain in which showing high CQ is particularly valuable is that of the Host Nation.  

For instance, CF personnel serving in Afghanistan are operating in a foreign, and somewhat incomprehensible, culture.  For example, Colonel Horn describes the situation that a convoy in which he was riding faced in the spring of 2006.  He writes of the voyage, “The countryside was barren, desolate and harsh, yet held a strange beauty.”  He continues, “Similarly, the sentiments of the local population reflected a startling array of contrasts in stance and bearing.  The old men gave the convoy scant attention or ignored it outright as if it did not even exist.  They seemed to embody a stoicism, which radiated a resiliency and patience that carried a nuance that this too would pass.”  The Afghan children, Horn describes, demonstrated a “carefree exuberance” as they ran by the road and waved to the passing convoy.  In contrast, however, “the young and middle-aged men would glare – their hostility and resentment barely concealable.”  Yet, it remained, according to Horn, “virtually impossible to differentiate friend from foe.  …the threat environment was extreme, yet non-existent.”  Without warning, the convoy was hit by a suicide bomber driving a Toyota sedan.  There were no fatalities.  In his discussion of the events, Horn aptly reflects that “It has long been recognized that culture is to insurgency what terrain is to conventional mechanized warfare.  However, as already indicated in the current environment it is sometimes difficult to breach the cultural barrier.”   Additionally, he notes, “it is not unusual for soldiers who are attacked to feel angry and betrayed.  They deeply believe that they are serving in Afghanistan to create a better society for its people, yet, they are continually attacked by seemingly invisible antagonists who appear to operate effortlessly in the very Afghan society that the soldiers are trying to improve and protect.”

As Figure 2 illustrates, and as Horn observed, there are several different elements at play in the HN domain.  HN populations can generally be divided into political, security, civilian and belligerent elements.  One of the goals of counter-insurgency operations is to remove the belligerents from the HN.  Notably, as illustrated in the figure, belligerents can permeate the entire HN society including the political and security infrastructure.  Politicians, security enforcement personnel and locals can all be tempted to join the insurgency through intrinsic (sympathizing with the ideals / goals of the insurgents) or through extrinsic means (such as aligning with insurgents to protect yourself, family, clan, etc.).  Understanding nuances in speech and gestures (helped by interpreters when necessary) can provide clues as to the presence of belligerents, which facilitates mobility on the ground.  Good interpreters in Afghanistan are able to relay more than verbatim translations to the CF.  They are also able to explain nuances that are missed by those with only a basic understanding of the language and are able to translate these into more meaningful messages.  In fact, the message, through the means in which it is expressed (pauses, ambiguities, etc.), might have less to do with what is being said and more to do with how it is being said.  

Being savvy of cultural cues can also help you determine if an area is under the influence of the enemy and whether or not locals are “willingly” supporting insurgents. This can help you determine how to influence locals to your way of thinking.  For example, in an area where insurgents are coercing locals to cooperate by threat of punishment, securing the area of operation and assuring the locals of your long-term commitment to them can help them side with you.  But, to accomplish this is a matter of trust which has to be earned through concrete action.  Without a sound understanding of what is important and what behaviours will be seen as credible, their cooperation would be difficult to attain.  

On the other hand, while national culture (often coupled with political directive) can sometimes supersede military culture, belief in a universal military ethos can help guide the training of HN militaries.  Playing to this perceived commonality, or indeed establishing a shared cultural space based on membership in the profession of arms, aids in establishing unity of effort when training and working with HN forces.  For example, most CF veterans of Afghanistan underscore the military potential of the ANA – an organization respected by the Afghan people – while additionally recognizing that the ANA is the future of Afghanistan; a well trained and equipped ANA will allow foreign troops to withdraw and leave the stability of Afghanistan in capable hands.  Interestingly, when working with and training ANA members, CF members emphasize the shared cultural values of the profession of arms over unique national beliefs and values.  A Canadian veteran notes of the ANA, “they’re soldiers, they just want to soldier with you.  It doesn’t matter where soldiers are from, they’re going to get together, they’re going to try to communicate, they’re going to break bread together.  [Canadian] troops would be making friends with the Afghan troops … when people live together like that, they’re bound to become friends.”


Simply put, building trust and credibility take time and are difficult tasks.  In order to do so, you need to appreciate how others see you.  Viewing yourself through the eyes of HN members while being cognizant of the environment (human and physical) will help you make good decisions when trying to influence HN peoples.  Moreover, building trust and credibility for your mission will add support of the national government and can lead to stability and economic adjustment in the HN.  

Enemy Domain:

Knowing the Enemy 

Unlike the Cold War where the enemy was predictable and easily identifiable, to the point where his behaviour, decisions, as well as tactics, techniques and procedures (TTPs) could be templated in time and space, today’s enemy is an amalgam of opponents that span the realm of criminals, warlords, HN belligerents, radical religious extremists, idealogues, jihadists, mercenaries and foreign state sponsored combatants.  As opposed to the symmetrical enemy of the Cold War, the new opposition relies on asymmetric means.  They follow no standard organizational framework; abide by no international rules; and follow no standard doctrine.  Rather they are decentralized, agile and non-linear.  They are networked and rely on the advanced technology and globalization of communications, specifically the internet and cell phone technology, to facilitate financing, planning, and the sharing of successful TTPs.   Moreover, their non-linear and asymmetric approach, in stark contrast to the symmetrical mind-set of the Cold War opponents, makes no distinction between civilian and military.  As such, operations are conducted both among and against civilians and society at large.  
Exacerbating the challenge of identifying “friend from foe” is the reality that in many cases, such as in Afghanistan, the belligerents permeate the entire society.  Sympathizers, as well as active combatants, can actually exist within the security and political apparatus of a HN country.  Thus, attempting to operate within such an environment is a collaborative manner is difficult.  Moreover, conducting operations in an environment in which the enemy actively seeks to blend into the population and use this to their advantage places additional strain on coalition forces.  Captain Matthew Dawe, recently killed by an improvised explosive device (IED), expressed feelings of anger and frustration about the mission at times.  He felt betrayed by some of the very people he was trying to help, describing some local Afghans as “farmers by day and Taliban or killers by night.”  Dawe further lamented, “That is what is particularly frustrating about this mission – it’s a guerrilla war.”  He finished, “You don’t really know who your enemy is.”
  Another veteran explains Afghans “could pretend to be eager and co-operative ditch shovellers [sic] to your face and turn into mine-planting Taliban insurgents behind your back.”

Certainly the Taliban will use every weakness of the coalition to their advantage, particularly to enhance their information operations (IO) campaign.
  Every friendly fire incident, every civilian death or amount of collateral damage plays to the opposing side – namely, more evidence of the callous oppressive foreign invaders.  In the case of Afghanistan this plays to the ancient tribal custom that has often been described as “my brother and I against my cousin.  My cousin, my brother and I against the world.”  It also underscores the point that foreign troops will eventually go home; guerrillas are already home.
In essence, enhanced CQ offers one of the few possible solutions to this complex operating environment.  Success in counter-insurgencies, specifically in locations such as Afghanistan, depends on winning the hearts and minds of the populace.  In fact, the HN population is the centre of gravity for success in theatre (although an equally compelling case can be made for domestic support in regards to maintaining a respective national contingent in Afghanistan to prosecute the mission).  As such, kinetic operations are not the answer.  Although they are capable of killing opponents, the enemy has proven itself capable of quickly regenerating numbers to continue the fight.  Therefore, it is the credibility and local support of the opposing forces that must be destroyed.  This can only be achieved when the HN population shift their full support towards the national government and its coalition partners.  However, this will only be achieved when they feel the national government and coalition are in a position to provide security and basic governmental services.  
However, winning hearts and minds is not the only important function of exhibiting high CQ when dealing with enemy forces.  The enemy forces, as noted earlier, are not homogeneous.  They all have disparate beliefs, motives, incentives and rationales for fighting or opposing government authority and coalition forces.  Therefore, CQ becomes essential for understanding the enemy whether as part of the IO campaign to discredit a particular opponent with a specific target audience; or the targeting campaign to understand how decisions are made and by whom; or by attacking alliances or support along tribal lines taking advantage of historic tensions and animosities.  A Canadian lieutenant commented of the ongoing fight with Taliban, that not only are they a worthy opponent because they are fighting on their “home turf,” but, even more difficult to combat is the fact that “they have the belief that they’re doing the right thing.  You’re combating that ideology, so you can’t underestimate them.”

Clearly, enlightened CQ is essential if a military forces wishes to successfully defeat opposing forces, particularly in a complex security environment as is found today, such as in Afghanistan or Iraq.  Only by understanding the attitudes, beliefs, behaviours, motives and values (to name but a few factors) of the enemy can a military be successful.  With this knowledge friendly forces can begin to target their IO campaign, kinetic and other operations to erode the support of the enemy and gain that of the host nation population.             
Balancing the Balls:

Interactions Between the Four CQ Domains
Balancing the four CQ domains so that CQ can be an effective force multiplier is important.  This does not mean that people should be cultural chameleons as they jump between each domain; rather, individuals need to balance the knowledge that they acquire of each domain and apply it in a manner that allows them to further their goals and to achieve the necessary and desired national objectives.  For the CF, these goals should ultimately align with those of the Canadian government and population and should be reflective of Canadian cultural values.  Balancing the four CQ domains is of critical importance because behaving appropriately in each cultural domain is essential for mission success.  

Implications for Leadership 

The ability for military leaders to be able to recognize what CQ is and to apply this knowledge as a force multiplier has many implications for mission success.  CQ facilitates winning the “hearts of minds” of home and HN populations, as well as the cooperation of military allies, other IGOs and NGOs.  Moreover, it can also help retain the support of military members.  

CQ can be applied at the tactical, operational and strategic levels.  It is important when planning at any of these levels to be aware of the four CQ domains – national, international, host nation and enemy – and to appreciate how they interact and contribute to mission success.  Different levels of leadership may need to prioritize the attention paid to specific domains; however, a balance between all four is always necessary.

The CQ domain paradigm allows leaders to consciously address cultural gaps in knowledge with specific information concerning the various cultures they may face on operations.  This can be done through a combination of strategies and methodologies such as programmed cultural awareness training; designated reading lists tapping scholarly studies, travel books, sociological and anthropological studies and literary works; discussions among peers and veterans with specific country experience; and through role-playing.  Notably, when learning cultural specific information, it is important to try to see the world through the eyes of the group that you are examining.  This skill will help you make appropriate decisions and will contribute to your ability to shift others to your way of thinking.


Conclusion

Today’s complex security environment demands that soldiers are warriors and technicians as well as scholars and diplomats.  Kinetic solutions are no longer the panacea of warfare.  CQ, on the other hand, offers one of the few possible solutions to this new and complex operating environment.  

This article provides a conceptual and practical framework for how militaries can apply CQ as a force multiplier.  In sum, CQ is the ability to recognize the shared beliefs, values, attitudes and behaviours of a group of people and, most importantly, to apply this knowledge toward a specific goal.  More specifically, CQ refers to the cognitive, motivational and behavioural capacities to understand and effectively respond to the beliefs, values, attitudes and behaviours of individuals and institutions of their own and other groups, societies and cultures under complex and changing circumstances in order to effect a desired change.  In particular, CQ must be applied in the context of the national, international, host nation and enemy arenas and the focus must be on its ability to be a force multiplier.  

Balancing the four CQ domains (i.e. national, international, host nation and enemy) so that CQ can be an effective force multiplier is of paramount importance.  This does not mean that people should alter their own beliefs and values as they jump between each domain; rather, individuals need to balance the knowledge that they require of each domain and apply it in a manner that allows them to further their goals and to achieve the necessary and desired national objectives.  Indeed, enhanced CQ requires that individuals know their audience so that they may exhibit appropriate behaviours in order to achieve the desired objectives.  
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