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Abstract 

This paper describes a simulation training approach based on an intelligent agent infrastructure that models the consequences of soldier interactions with local populations not just during the interaction itself but over the longer course of time as local observation and opinion of the interactions propagate through local society. Thus, the training approach fosters an awareness that cultural interactions function on multiple levels, from the more immediate interaction to more distal and abstract cultural dynamics, while providing context-specific modeling of possible longer-term effects within a particular culture. 

We developed profiles of different characters within the local culture. These include four age groups (children, young adults, adults, and older adults) of both genders and having varying degrees of influence. There are also two soldier profiles representing individuals who have more or less appreciation for how cultural awareness plays out in interactions with local populations. From interviews with pre-deployment soldiers at Fort Polk (most of whom had previous deployments to Iraq or Afghanistan) we devised “culturally alert” and “culturally blind” soldiers. Culturally alert soldiers view culture as a tactical and strategic component of the unfamiliar terrain and are alert to cultural cues in order to safely and effectively navigate that terrain. They understand the components of interaction with men and women of Arab cultures, are constantly using their cultural radar, and make decisions about actions based on a long view rather than simply focusing on the immediate event. Culturally blind soldiers are unaware of the importance of cultural cues as navigational aides in the unfamiliar cultural terrain. They are “flying blind,” and are vulnerable to inadvertently causing harm to themselves and civilians in the unfamiliar terrain.

The opinion transmission model derives from classical works on rumor and recent work on rumors in Iraq. The nature and probability of transmission varies for each type of individual and is influenced by the probability of different types meeting each other and exchanging information. The pairing of opinion provider and recipient also influences the likelihood of further transmission in original or changed form, and the urgency of transmission. Both the agents and the transmission model are modeled using the Cybele agent infrastructure (www.opencybele.org) which provides an event-driven run time environment for agents. 

The described effort (funded by the Office of the Secretary of Defense as an SBIR Phase I proposal), lays the foundation for further work which will encompass a greater number of agents and more sophisticated scenarios that support more open-ended interactions.

Introduction

The U.S. Army has prescribed cultural awareness as an important soldering skill for effectiveness in future operating environments. Most treatments of cultural awareness emphasize understanding cultural norms governing specific interaction protocols (i.e., “DOs and DON’Ts). Such awareness must also include an understanding of super ordinate cultural systems and dynamics that generate 2nd and 3rd order consequences of immediate cross-cultural interactions. Accordingly, this awareness is labeled higher order cultural awareness. We briefly summarize three concepts that can help inform the idea of higher cultural awareness – situational awareness, cultural intelligence, and the nature of rumor transmission.
Models of situational awareness emphasize three components – perceptions of environmental elements, the accurate interpretation of such elements, and predicting or forecasting how the present state of these elements will change or influence subsequent behavior. These models suggest, then, that cultural awareness should include skills in perceiving and interpreting meaning in cultural environment. They also indicate that cultural awareness includes skills in understanding the import present cultural elements have for future cross-cultural interactions. This paper goes further, though, in suggesting that cultural awareness reflects an understanding and projection not only of elements in the immediate cross-cultural interaction, but also of the systems in the cultural environment from which these interactions arise. Thus, awareness in cultural situations has multiple levels, from the more immediate interaction to more distal and abstract cultural dynamics.
Theories of cultural intelligence argue that cultural adaptability derives in part from an understanding of the cultural self, and the self embedded within different cultures. They also argue that such intelligence includes perceptions and accurate interpretations of systems-level processes, and the ability to reason from these interpretations to decode particular cultural clues and interactions. These theories provide a major conceptual basis for defining, measuring, and developing skills in higher order cultural awareness.
Research on rumor and rumor transmission provides an example of the kinds of procedural knowledge that contributes to cultural awareness. Cross-cultural situations in Iraq, particularly those occurring at checkpoints or in crowd control scenarios, are rife with the uncertainty, anxiety, and relevance that give rise to rumors. Further, the Iraqi social system is comprised of networks that facilitate the widespread dissemination of rumors along channels not obvious to most American soldiers. Accordingly, higher order cultural awareness requires accurate mental models of the kinds of networks existing beyond the immediate cross-cultural setting of the soldier’s actions. Such awareness should help soldiers navigate and be more effective within foreign milieus
This paper suggests several principles for cultural training simulations. First, the content and learning objectives should center on the components of cultural awareness. Initial development of the training curriculum may require further specification of these components. Second, the design of the training delivery system, particularly the content of the training vignettes and scenarios should reflect the elements that influence higher-order cultural dynamics. For example training vignettes can vary along the dimensions of social networks so that participants develop an understanding of such networks and their role in rumor transmission. Third, the assessment tools used to measure progress in training and the overall gains from training should be grounded in the components of higher order cultural awareness. Accordingly, assessment tools should be scenario or situation-based, providing to participants an array of cultural elements at multiple levels, and determining to what degree they can perceive, interpret, and forecast cultural dynamics. Taken together, these training principles enhance the likelihood of growing cultural skills necessary for present and future soldier effectiveness. 
These principles were integrated into the design of the Simulation-Based Training Approach to Cross-Cultural Training. We tailored the components of cultural awareness to Arab cultures, designed the training delivery system to accommodate trainee choices that influence the formation of local opinion and the subsequent transformation and propagation of opinions throughout the local culture, and enabled scenario-based assessment tools oriented toward cultural elements. 

In his essay on Napoleon’s 1808 invasion of Spain (Smith 2004), George Smith identifies the Spanish resistance as the origin of the term “guerrilla” and explains that the French made the key error of “cultural mirror imaging” – they assumed that Spanish government, economy, and motives were similar to their own and carried out their invasion based on behavioral assumptions that turned out to be wrong. Napoleon also underestimated the role of religion, the Catholic Church, in influencing the people’s willingness to engage in what was to become an ideological struggle (p. 25). 
Napoleon’s cultural miscalculation resulted in a protracted struggle of occupation that lasted nearly 6 years and ultimately required approximately three-fifths of the Empire’s total armed strength, almost 4 times the force of 80,000 Napoleon originally had designated for this duty. The sapping of the Empire’s resources and energy in countering the Spanish resistance had far-reaching implications and proved to be the beginning of the end for Napoleon. He was unfamiliar with this new type of warfare, which was rooted in the people and drove a wedge between conventional military victory and the achievement of his strategic design. (p. 25) 
This two-century-old example resonates with current rhetoric about “the long war” described by Carafano and Rosenzweig (2005). Indeed, former Commander Anthony Zinni (quoted in Smith, p. 26) observed: “We need to talk about not how you win the peace as a separate part of the war, but you have to look at this thing from start to finish. It is not a phased conflict; there is not a fighting part and then another part. It is a nine-inning game.” 
The realization that current actions on the ground are situated in larger contexts is critical to the understanding and behavior of each individual soldier, particularly in close interactions with local people. Dr. Zaharna, our expert in Arab cultures, notes that this contextual picture is even more critical given key differences between American and Arab cultures. A particularly important difference is the Arab tendency to see individual actions, events, entire lifetimes, and more as part of a long narrative that overshadows the here and now. In interactions, this long narrative plays out in the form of persistence –ideas that are formed or received are transmitted almost indefinitely. This quality, especially when manifested in a cultural setting more based on oral storytelling and knowledge transmission than American culture, was the genesis of our approach to the opinion propagation model on which our simulation is based. 

Supporting Literature

Higher Order Cultural Awareness

We decided early in the project to focus on the second- and third-order effects of interactions between deployed American soldiers and local people in Arab cultures. In relation to a soldier’s overall cultural competence, we named this component higher order cultural awareness. We reviewed three topic areas: situational awareness, cultural intelligence, and opinion propagation, to define the elements of higher order cultural awareness. These elements would be one basis for didactic instruction within the proposed training program, as well as for the scripting of training scenarios and vignettes. 
The recently published Army manual on “Counterinsurgency” (FM 3-34; U.S. Army, 2006) emphasized cultural awareness as a critical soldiering skill in today’s military operating environments. For example, the manual notes “U.S. military officers require a strong cultural and political awareness of [host nations] and other multinational partners” (p. 2-6). It also argues that:
Cultural awareness has become an increasingly important competency for small-unit leaders. Perceptive junior leaders learn how cultures affect military operations. They study major world cultures and put a priority on learning the details of the new operational environment when deployed. Different solutions are required in different cultural contexts. Effective small-unit leaders adapt to new situations, realizing their words and actions may be interpreted differently in different cultures. (p. 7-3)
The USMC Cultural Awareness Working Group offers a similar view:
Cultural Awareness is not a “SASO” or Small Wars requirement – it is integral to the full spectrum of warfare and military operations. (slide 5)
Cultural awareness refers fundamentally to an understanding of (a) one’s culturally-related attitudes and beliefs, and how these attitudes and beliefs affect one’s behavior, and (b) the morays, attitudes, and beliefs that characterize other cultures (Burke, Salas, Stagl & Fowlkes, 2002; Littrell & Salas, 2005; Salas, Burke, Wilson-Donnelly & Fowlkes, 2004), and the models of cultural intelligence offered by Earley & Ang, (2003. Cultural awareness can range in complexity from a simple understanding of cultural customs (“cultural DOs and DON’Ts’) to an understanding of the complex interrelationships among cultural systems and dynamics. The latter reflects a higher order cultural awareness, where an individual understands not only the discrete cultural meaning of particular behavior and events, but also how these create reverberating influences though connected cultural systems. More importantly, this individual can also forecast how such influences evolve to affect future specific behavioral interactions. 
The learning objectives of the proposed training program are broadly to enhance a participant’s understanding of cultural dynamics and improve his or her ability to forecast the effects and reverberations of cultural interactions. The program uses a vehicle control point (VCP) scenario to examine how cultural reverberations from earlier contacts and interactions at a particular VCP affect interactions at later time periods at the same location, or in other local village contexts. Thus, the training intervention broadens the context of the cultural interaction from the immediate here and how event between a soldier and a specific local individual or group to the larger context of the long narrative about interactions between cultures and the resulting perspectives. Given the long war characteristics of current conflicts, deployed soldiers must become culturally alert. We also describe our effort to understand this problem, particularly in relation to U.S. military deployments within Arab cultures, and develop models for developing pedagogy and curriculum to meet these needs. 

Situational awareness
The U.S. Army has defined situational awareness (SA) as “the ability to have accurate real-time information of friendly, enemy, neutral, and non-combatant locations; a common, relevant picture of the battlefield scaled to specific levels of interest and special needs” (TRADOC Pam 535-5, cited in Graham & Matthews, 1998. p. 2). This perspective reflects SA as representing one’s perception and understanding of an immediate battlefield context and all of its crucial elements. However, the elements of the immediate battlefield can be in turn influenced by elements and dynamics in the larger embedding strategic, national, and cultural contexts. Also, this definition reflects a predominately static view of the battlefield, representing those relatively immediate situational elements that would influence a soldier’s military decision making. 
Endsley (1988; 1997) offers a broader definition of situational awareness. She defines SA as “the perception of the elements in the environment within a volume of time and space, the comprehension of their meaning, and the projection of their status in the near future (Endsley, 1988, p. 97; cited in Endsley, 1997, p. 270). Thus, SA has three levels (Endsley, 1997). The first refers the perception or sensing of “the status, attributes, and dynamics of relevant elements in the environment” (Endsley, 1997, p. 270). Thus, SA begins with the conscious awareness of all elements that can presumably affect one’s subsequent decisions. Generally, as suggested by measures of SA offered by Endsley (1995), these elements refer to those that are in the relatively immediate time and space. 
The second level of SA refers to the interpretation and comprehension of the elements defined in Level 1 SA. This idea recognizes the point that perception of elements is not enough – one must understand their meaning and significance to decision choices and actions. Such awareness results from interpreting the meaning in a particular but holistic configuration or pattern of elements in the situation. Again, measures of SA imply that Level 2 SA refers to meaning of the configuration of elements in the immediate physical time and space (Endsley, 1995). 
The third level of SA reflects a projection of “the future actions of the elements in the environment, at least in the very near term” (Endsley, 1997, p. 271).Thus, it represents an estimation of how elements will change as the situation evolves. Accordingly, Level 3 SA becomes encoded as a model of how current events will change or influence the direction of future events. 
This perspective of SA suggests several applications to a definition of cultural awareness. First, insofar as cultural factors and events are crucial elements in a soldier’s operating environment, then their perception (Level 1) interpretation (Level 2) and their projection (Level 3) become crucial to awareness. That is, as cultural factors infuse a situation, then cultural awareness becomes increasingly synonymous with situational awareness. However, culture reflects dynamics that extend beyond the immediate temporal and spatial elements of the situation. Accordingly, cultural awareness must also include an understanding of how the more immediate cultural elements in an environment relate to more distal cultural dynamics. 
Endsley (1997) argued that Level 2 SA represents an understanding of how all of the elements in an immediate situation (or culturally-laden environment) are integrated into an overall frame of meaning. The notion of higher order cultural awareness takes this idea a step further, and argues that such awareness also requires an understanding of how cultural elements in the immediate environment are integrated with elements and dynamics in the more distal embedding cultural system. Endley also argued that Level 3 SA required a forecasting of situational changes suggested by the meaning derived in Level 2 SA. Higher order cultural awareness includes such forecasting, but instead such projection refers to one’s understanding of how the immediate and more distal elements of a situation interact to influence cultural elements and dynamics in a future specific operating environment. 
In sum, Endsley’s (1988; 1997) definition of situational awareness emphasizes the perception, understanding, and forecasting of events in a situation that is tightly bounded in time and space. In so far as elements of the situation include cultural parameters, then situational awareness should include lower order cultural awareness. However, given the social interconnectedness of cultural parameters, cultural awareness should also include more complex integrations with factors that are less temporally and spatially bound. The perceptions, understanding, and forecasting of these second-order elements comprise our definition of higher order cultural awareness.

Cultural intelligence

Recently, researchers have begun to examine cultural understanding as deriving from one’s degree of cultural intelligence (Earley & Ang, 2003; Janssens & Brett, 2006; Triandis, 2006). Earley & Ang defined cultural intelligence as “a person’s capability to adapt effectively to new cultural contexts” (p. 59). They specify this capability as having three facets – cognitive, motivational, and behavioral. The cognitive facet, the one that would include higher order cultural awareness, has three elements. The first refers to understandings of the self. Individuals with higher cultural intelligence have self concepts that are highly differentiated, and they use the self “as a complex filter for understanding new cultural settings” (Earley & Ang, 2003, p. 73). The second element refers to the use of social schemas that incorporate concepts of the cultural self and other culturally-related features to understand different cultural interactions and events. The third element reflects the cognitive processes (e.g., analogical reasoning) used to draw inferences about new cultural situations not encoded in existing schemas. 
Each of these elements is related to higher-order cultural awareness. A deeper self understanding likely includes an awareness of one’s own culturally-related attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors, and how these may be different from those typical in other cultures. More fundamentally, self understanding may include awareness of self-in-other-cultures, or information about how one acts in different cultures. Such understanding contributes to an awareness of how particular action choices might influence how one is being perceived in a cultural setting different from one’s own. Cultural schemas also contribute to this awareness as they integrate information about the self with information about social actors in other cultures. Both self understanding and the quality of one’s culturally related social schemas contribute to flexibility across cultural boundaries. Earley & Ang (2003, p. 71) noted that:
A certain level of cognitive flexibility is critical to [cultural intelligence (CQ)] since new cultural situations require a constant reshaping and adaptation of self concept to understand a new setting. Flexibility of self concept and ease of integrating new facets into it are associated with high CQ since understanding new cultures may require abandoning preexisting conceptualizations of how and why people function as they do.
Higher order cultural awareness involves the integration of self with new cultural information that allows one to understand the 1st and 2nd order consequences of one’s behavior in different cultural settings. This understanding is facilitated by analogical reasoning processes that foster comparisons and extensions of information about one culture to data from other cultures.

These aspects of cultural intelligence relate to the broader conception of social intelligence. Marlowe (1986) defined such intelligence as “the ability to understand the feelings, thoughts, and behaviors of persons, including oneself, in interpersonal situations, and to act appropriately on that understanding (p. 52). Zaccaro (2002; Zaccaro, Gilbert, Thor & Mumford, 1991) suggested that the first part of this ability pertained to a capacity for social perceptiveness, and argued that it included an awareness of system dynamics that influenced particular social interactions (i.e., “systems perceptiveness”). Accordingly, social intelligence includes an awareness and understanding both of social dynamics in discrete situations and of the second-order influences from embedding social system. When extended to culturally-laden situations, then these ideas correspond to the higher order perspective of cultural awareness offered here.

In sum, models of cultural and social intelligence argue that culturally adaptive behavior requires an awareness of the complexity of dynamics that are creating 1st, 2nd, and even 3rd order effects in cultural situations. This awareness resides in part from the application of complex social and cultural schemas to the interpretation of cultural data. These schemas include not only declarative information about cultural morays, attitudes, and behaviors, but also procedural knowledge about cultural interactions, including how particular events acquire meaning throughout different cultural subsystems. They form the cultural terrain. Rumor/opinion propagation is a powerful example of one such transmission of meaning within a cultural context.

Soldier Interviews at Fort Polk

We made a visit to the Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC) at Fort Polk, Louisiana, where the RDECOM Science Advisers office provided interview access to “dead soldiers” on break from the training exercise. 
We interviewed fifteen soldiers, following an interview protocol oriented toward identifying their experiences of interactions with local people in Iraq and Afghanistan. Most soldiers had been previously deployed—those who had not been were interviewed based on their experiences interacting with role players during the exercise. Subsequent discussions confirmed interview findings that soldiers receive very little training for cross-cultural awareness and that such training should be considered of tactical importance, and validated our focus on the longer-range impact of cross-cultural interactions as the stories and opinions local populations relate about the experiences become socialized through the community. 
Interviewee Demographics

The fifteen soldiers interviewed comprised an age range from 19 to 33, with a median age of 21 and an average age of 22. 
Of the fifteen soldiers, five had yet to be deployed. The other ten soldiers had a total of fifteen deployments between them, with four having been deployed twice and one having been deployed three times. Of the fifteen deployments, 12 were to Iraq, two to Afghanistan, and one to Kosovo.

Reported Cultural Training and Learning in the Field

Soldiers universally reported having received a bare minimum of didactic culture training and a list of DOs and DON’Ts. They also wished they had received more cultural training and more language training. Sample responses include:
· Basics were OK, don’t touch women, the guys are touchy feely. I’d like more language skills, now they have the Rosetta Stone stuff. More language skills would be good. May be a good idea to get the good aspects of the culture, a lot of soldiers don’t get that, they only hear about the bad stuff. 

· We got basic DOs and DON’Ts, basic language. Never sit showing the bottom of your foot, point with your finger, never spit in their houses. Don’t talk to the women, don’t look at females, and don’t play with the children. 
· Not shaking or saying high with left hand, respect them as people, pamphlet about dos and don’ts and cultural status of elders, women, children, etc. In country we learned different words like sit down, be quiet, I don’t speak hardly any Arabic, I learned some Pashto in Afghanistan. 

· I don’t now any words, they will understand hand signals, pointing at weapon, etc. The women are very important to them, so if you search them you can’t manhandle them [(grabs chest]. They wear like man dresses, it’s a cultural thing. 
From a soldier who was going through the JRTC training but had not yet been deployed:  
From when I first got in the military, the general impression of Iraqi’s we were taught they were not worth listening to, stupid, ineffectual—a factor to keep your eye on, but not give to much credit to. But as I get closer to going over there, now that I’m getting mock up simulations of how they act in daily life, It’s important you don’t come off as a bully, make sure nothing happens to the commander, facilitate negotiations. 
Those who had returned from deployments thought they had improved in cultural awareness over the period of their deployment, citing other soldiers and interpreters as their main source of useful information. 
· Comes from being there and observing, talking with buddies, situations develop to go by. It’s like trying to tell someone going out for infantry that it’s the hardest job, they won’t believe you and will do it anyway.

· You find out from people who have been deployed, not to shake left hands. It’s just a totally different culture. You’ll see two guys walking down road holding hands. 

· You get the little reference card with language stuff, a few DOs and DON’Ts. We wish we had lots more. We got a quick class in Kuwait. About two hours total. We forgot most of it walking back to our tents. We learn from the interpreters and from the unit we’re replacing. You can’t ask an Iraqi person a stupid question (it is obvious to them). Language comes from the card, and from interpreters. Ask about billboards, you really learn a lot from the interpreters because you live and work with them, so you have a relationship. They become cultural informants; they become the informants for all the nuances. 

· I don’t now any words, they will understand hand signals, pointing at weapon, etc. The women are very important to them, so if you search them you can’t manhandle them (grabs chest). They wear like man dresses, it’s a cultural thing. 

· Grapevine, definitely. They [other soldiers] say look out for this, do that, etc. 

· In Afghanistan, the guys we replaced, they gave us the cultural “don’t look at females because the males will get pissed, don’t treat people like crap.”

· Interpreters above all. 

· Best cultural training is seeing the culture, talking with the MOIs (Ministry of Interior agents), some speak very good English and have been to college. One guy was 17 and he was a major. Interacting with the coalition. 

· The customs, from training. Getting a feel for how to do things and how to understand the people, it is experience. 
Reported Perception of the Flow of Information among the Local Population

We asked soldiers how they thought information moved in Iraqi society. Responses included:  
· No idea. 

· They have cell phones, that’s big. Through the religion, the tribes, that spreads quick too. They’re tight, they know everyone in their tribe. They have papers/fliers. Their grapevine is really good. They sit around in front of a building all day doing nothing and talk. If someone does something, everybody knows it right away. 95% of the people don’t do nothing all day. There is a box in front of their house, people come by and talk, but nobody buys, they sit there and BS all day long. They’re lazy people. You’d see the same 20 people walking back and forth. There was a good gossip network, telltale signs that something would go down, traffic would stop, streets would clear off. Everybody knew something was going to happen, except us. 

· Soldiers are often out of the loop, the locals never are. 
A very detailed response from one soldier who blamed the death of a squadron member on the efficiency of information flow was as follows: 
· Samara was a really high HVT place, and they usually knew about a raid before we raided. We figured it is the interpreters. We finally figured it out; our intel officer would tell everybody different things until about 5 minutes before the hit. 

· If we went into a house and asked for a particular person, everybody would know about it by the next day. So we had to start lying, if they didn’t know you were looking for them (HVT) you are morel likely to see them and shoot them, I mean “capture them”  

· They knew when we were going to do a swarm raid and knew we didn’t have enough gas; they shot my friend in the throat and killed him because they knew we didn’t have enough gas. 

· Info moves very efficiently and quickly. They also watch CNN and al-jazeera. They knew about stuff before we did. 

· If you tell the interpreters, they will call their families, so they say, so they can get away. They all have each other on speed dial, so they start calling each other. Every time we rolled out the gate we pretty much got blown up. 

· Interpreters and shamans, two mosques would always broadcast information, we’d have to wake up the interpreter. They would broadcast information that the Americans are doing a lock down, etc. Broadcast curfews, etc. 
Reported Perception of Local Feelings about American Soldiers

We also asked soldiers how they thought locals felt about American soldiers. Responses included: 

· I don’t know. I can’t really tell you. It goes either way, depends where you’re at. Some places they are happy to see you, other places they don’t want to see you. Most want to go to America, but don’t want to leave their families. They would be abandoning them unless they can afford to drag them along. It’s hard to explain. The country is so split in so many ways; lots of things are just cut down the middle. Extremes from happy to see you to really pissed you are there. You can’t say the country is one way or the other. 

· In Baghdad for 3 moths, they loved us. Up in samara you can just tell they can’t stand us. But in the countryside outside the city they loved us, they’d offer us drinks
An experienced soldier with three deployments behind him gave a response that was representative of soldiers who had more field experience and were slightly older:  
The younger men are influenced by community leaders, they follow suit, they don’t stray from the main path, if the overall community leaders accept us being there, and they accept it. 
Treat them with respect, is the basic way to get them to appreciate us. Respect is the cheap way to get good will. The money and stuff doesn’t cut it, you have to respect them. Same in Kosovo and Iraq
The young men follow what the media says and often know before we know. Al-Jazeera shows everything (like CNN). Locals will know before soldiers. Soldiers are doing their jobs and don’t have time to know what’s going on. You can’t fix the problem if you don’t know what the problem is. 
Word of mouth and cell phones. Propaganda, true or not, they do a better job. We try to be too politically correct. If we have something they can use to their advantage, they use it raw right away. We have to analyze it, get in the right text, etc. 
It may not matter to them if the outcome of an event is good or bad, to them it is just raw information that moves. 
Superspreaders would be young males, not much in the way of influential females. 
Another soldier, who had worked patrols in Samara, said:  
When you kick in their doors at 3:00 AM they don’t like you. In the north, the Kurds, they love you. Some say they like you and can’t stand you. Generally, people like us. Some don’t, and the insurgents hate us and do something about it. 
It’s probably 50/50 whether they want us there or not. In Baghdad the stories are that they all hate us, up north they loved us. 
Some units just don’t give a shit and want to get back alive; it depends a lot on the personality of the units. There is a lot of corruption among the IPs (Iraqi Policd) too. They knew a lot about a lot but wouldn’t do anything about it. We would put patrols right outside the markets to prevent mobs. 
If our CO found something, he’d send a patrol out. You gain more respect by being feared than loved. 
There was another company that didn’t give a shit about the locals, so we always got IEDs in that area. 
So behavior towards locals does have an influence on safety and security. We had a good CO, so locals gave us intel all the time. If you work with them, they’ll work with you. If you do something bad, it comes back to you. “Make them fear you so they don’t come near you.”  It’s too dangerous to have a group of lots of Iraqis come around you.
Reported Perception of Role of Influence in Society

Another series of questions sought to discover soldiers’ understanding of influence in Iraqi society and their ability to identify influential people, specifically senior, respected members of the community. The less experienced soldiers made clear that their role was to defer to their commanding officers and not interact with locals much at all. More experienced soldiers felt they had developed a sense for identifying influential people and interacting with them. All understood the importance of influential people; they also all believed that influence was limited exclusively to males: 
You follow the DOs and DON’Ts. If you disrespect someone they won’t do anything for you. True for all the older folks.

They are influential and can be important later on. Like the shaman and all that stuff. 
You can tell a little bit, by the dress and by the way people around them treat them. Regular people dress regular, others have button up shirts, dress pants, head gear, etc. They would be in the center and people would be around them, the obvious focus of attention. They would kind of fall back. Seems to tie into age and maybe wealth to some degree. 
Generally avoid talking to young men. They’re either being duped by some terrorist or they don’t know enough. It’s like dealing with a teenager in the states, what’s the point. You either influence from the bottom up or the top down. Bottom is kids; top is the generation that has power, especially over teenagers. 
Rumor and opinion propagation

The study of the origin and travel of ideas in the modern era dates to Allport and Postman’s work on rumors. They posited the now axiomatic basic conditions for rumor: 1) the theme of the story must have importance to both speaker and listener, and 2) the true facts must be shrouded in some kind of ambiguity (Allport and Postman, p. 33). It is likely that many, if not most, interactions between local citizens and U.S. Army soldiers are important enough for the participants to repeat their experiences, if not out of a sense of urgency then at least as conversation among familiars as they describe their daily experiences. In addition, since interactions between soldiers and locals are typically between individuals who do not share a native language, and may have limited or no fluency in the language of the other, there is likely to be at least some ambiguity. 
Kelley (2004) expands beyond Allport and Postman’s two conditions to list four: 1) Uncertainty, 2) Outcome-Relevant Involvement, 3) Anxiety, and 4) Credulity. Kelley also cites a larger set of rumor patterns: whereas Allport and Postman believed that rumor tended to become more concise as it distributed, others realized that rumors more typically snowball and become more elaborate the more they are told (Kelley, p. 16). Kelley argues that the large percentage of rumors that are anti-US/Coalition express not how strong Iraqi’s negative perceptions of the US are, but also highlight the need to address these perceptions (p. 27ff). Most rumors about US forces concern their behavior and are negative (p. 36). 

We differentiate between rumor or gossip and opinion. Whereas rumor and gossip are primarily information about a particular person, event, or relationship and constitute primarily report, opinion moves beyond information to belief. Similarly, the currency of rumor tends to diminish over time, thus having an entropy property as the tendency for further dissemination decays. In contrast, once opinions are formed, they are likely to persist and be expressed in the form of declarative statements or in the form of a life story (such as “war stories”) which reveal the opinion or belief both from their content and from the context in which the story is repeated. Opinions are subject to influence, especially when they are being formed, but they tend to be internalized and become a permanent part of a person’s identity over time. It is precisely the formation of opinions, as based on interactions with soldiers and observation of solders in action that the training episodes seek to demonstrate. 

A number of methods for modeling different types of opinion (or rumor) propagation have emerged that can be used to inform the development of agent interaction rules to enable the realistic propagation of ideas in a simulation. Current models do not adequately account for culture; instead they focus on distribution patterns (trees, networks, etc.) that are largely based on assumptions of contact and/or proximity. While these they will be useful for developing the foundation of the transmission model, we found it necessary to identify and design for the importance of factors like influence, age, gender, etc. in relation to how ideas spread within the target cultures. The importance of understanding the spread of rumor (or opinion, or gossip, or memes in general) in Arab cultures is critical. This excerpt from Dr. Zaharna’s testimony to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee highlights how poorly Americans understand the social role in the spread of information (true or not) in the Arab world: 

American officials are also perplexed by the rampant spread and credibility of rumors. The rumors usually are not true, but not only are the rumors believed, they also appear to spread faster and farther than anything disseminated over the mass media. Rumors speak to the power that interpersonal communication has over the most extensive media network American officials can devise. Television may be good in getting the message out, but personal discussions usually determine what the message is. (p. 4)

Socializing in the Arab World

People in the Arab world tend to be very socially conscious and sociable. Several of the soldiers interviewed commented on how people were always talking to everybody and chatted endlessly. In addition to casual meetings, typically related to transportation (whether public transit, walking), commerce (going to market, doing business), and so on, there are more formal social interactions that take place daily or frequently. Apart from the well-known tea-drinking opportunities, Dr. Zaharna identified other opportunities for opinion propagation:  
Social visits

· During the day, women who aren’t working and older women can have a series of visitors (9am-11:30am). Visitors are usually female neighbors or family, including male relatives.

· Daughters often go to their parents’ house with all of their children and may stay the day. Later they return to their own neighborhood and spread information.

· Adult siblings often visit each other or drop by for lunches.

· Social obligations often override work.

· During evenings, instead of staying home and watching TV people often go out “visiting” or “hosting” visitors. People will visit family several times a week, and on other days visit neighbors, friends, and co-workers. These gatherings are usually mixed male and female if everyone is familiar; if the gathering includes people who are unknown (e.g., a husband’s friends) they visit separately separated by gender. These gatherings can easily result in up to fifteen or twenty visitors in one evening. Arab homes tend to have large sitting rooms.

· A short visit tends to run 30-45 minutes and might be necessitated by a desire or requirement to make multiple visits that night. A proper visit about 90 minutes, and a good visit 2 hours or more. Visiting hours will typically begin after the afternoon prayer (around 5:00 PM) and continue until evening prayer (after 9:00 PM.) – depending on the time of year. Summer time heat tends to push the visits later. 

· Men can host card games, backgammon, and go to cafes. 

· Couples and families go to cafes and meet other friends, maybe two other couples and their children.
 “Family” homes

· Can have several generations living in home – grandparents, parents and married sons with their families – which means everyone’s in-laws, relatives, friends, co-workers, etc. can come for visits to the home.

· If a visitor comes to the home, all members go out to entertain the guest(s) unless the visit is a specific guest for a specific family member. Staying in one’s room is considered rude, unless for exam study.

· If a gathering gets too numerous, people will separate by gender.

Apart from the role of the persistent quality of opinion in the long narrative, it is important to accommodate for all the vectors that influence opinion formation and transmission. Most soldiers interviewed understood the importance of influential people in a town or tribe (the sheik). Some realized the role of children in gathering information (sent out as scouts by adults, but all information is scrutinized), but none of the soldiers we spoke with picked up on the role of women, especially influential women, in the transmission of opinion. 

Public and Private Conversation

We also note the distinction between private and public conversations for as routes for opinion propagation. In a private conversation, which could be between two or more people, there will be direct eye contact. These conversations tend to involve more intimate topics. Private/intimate conversations between members of opposite sexes, unless they are related, tend to be frowned upon. Also private/intimate conversation in a group of people or social context can be considered inappropriate as when with a group of people because they will think you are talking about them or gossiping.
In contrast to private/intimate conversations, public conversations are common and inclusive. Public, social conversation is part of the social lubricant of society. Compared to Americans, people in the Arab cultures are much more socially engaged, and the ability “to make conversation” and verbally engage others is considered an important social skill. People are expected to join in on a public conversation, (the opposite of “minding your own business” or apologizing for “eaves dropping”). When someone makes a comment, this initiates a public conversation and serves as ‘an invitation’ for others to participate. Being silent can be perceived as rude and unsocial; an open rejection of the invitation. Public conversations tend to occur any time people gather together and form an ad hoc, informal small group in a public setting. Common examples include:

· Any public place/setting outside of the home: with other customers when shopping for items in a store, with other passengers when riding in a group taxi or minivan; with others waiting for an appointment in a medical facility or local clinic, etc.

· Everyone greets each other, saying “Peace be upon you” loud enough for people to hear, and they respond “And peace be upon you”. Even when enter a taxi, people greet others and they return the greeting; if entering a store, greet and return greetings; entering a waiting room, people greet everyone and they return greeting. The forms of addressing strangers are the same as familial titles, “my brother”, “my sister”, “my uncle”, etc.

· Anyone, male or female, can start a public conversation by throwing out a comment or asking a question. A woman may talk to the woman next to her, to the driver, to a store owner, or to another customer while waiting to be served.

· Anyone who hears a question or comment, or has an opinion, can speak up and join in any public conversation. It does not matter if they are male or female, or old or young. Public conversation is an open court game in which everyone is free to participate

· If someone makes a comment or asks a question, it is rude not to respond or acknowledge. If people are stuck in a place, such as a waiting room or public transportation, it is social courtesy to chat with people to pass the time. People do not usually come with reading materials to pass the time. 

· In public conversation people can have eye contact that is direct or indirect (acknowledge the person by looking in the person’s direction but not make direct eye contact). 

· Topics for public conversation are typically not personal or individual—they tend to be oriented on anything for the “good of the order”, so people talk about what they saw, think, or heard that might be of benefit to others or just make small talk, which is usually not about the weather, but rather about the social situation:

· “Did you see they put a check point at such and such place?”

· “That soldier is rude!”

· “They mistreated Hajji Abu Salam the other day.”
Given the cultural characteristics of interaction, we had to develop a set of heuristics in order to write code for the opinion propagation simulation. We used the following guidelines as a starting point for developing generic characters for the checkpoint scenario and the subsequent opinion propagation. They are not presented in any particular order:  
Dominant personality. A person might be more outgoing or extroverted and thus more likely to talk and express opinion to any one regardless of gender or age. Note that gender is not as strong a factor in “public conversation” as personality.
Age. Older people tend to talk more than younger people in a group setting.
Gender. Males tend to talk more than females in a group setting unless they are outnumbered. If outnumbered, the males simply try to hold their own. 
Status. The value of a person’s opinion will depend on their status. An opinion from a person who is educated (e.g., a doctor, pharmacist), village head, or person with social status (can tell by clothes and manner) will be worth more. If the opinion comes from a person who is not a status leader, the opinion value is usually based on whether one agrees with person, regardless of age or gender and if they have had similar experience or heard the opinion before (social confirmation).
Value of opinion. If the person demonstrates knowledge or experience, then their opinion will be valued. 
Children. Adults view children as having neither knowledge nor experience, so their opinions are not valued much. However, children play an important role as “social scouts”. Parents are very careful and attentive of things that children observe and reports they make on the social environment. Children are greatly valued in Arab culture, but children are also great observers for pointing out things that adults might miss. Children also ask questions about what they see, which can start a “public conversation.”  Most Arab countries are very “child-friendly” and children go everywhere (except maybe work) with their parents or other relatives. There is no concept of finding a babysitter, parents simply take children with them or to a grandmother’s or aunt’s home. There is constant child-adult interaction. 
These factors were taken into account when developing the models for opinion propagation—they are reflected in the “conditions” for propagation in the tables that define the different types of characters. 
Cultural Fidelity

Our goal of cultural fidelity in our characters is difficult to achieve. Success is considerably less easy to recognize than, for example, graphical fidelity, because the trainee lacks a referent—hence the need/desirability of trainees experiencing how the culture and cross-cultural interaction influences a situation. 

In the perspective of a “long war” the effects of cross-cultural interaction will almost certainly not be visible to a soldier right away because, unlike emotions, the reaction of the culture occurs in a larger context (both spatially and temporally) than the event (interaction) that triggers it. The immediate reactions will be observable, and the proposed model can be used by agents as they play out the ongoing interaction in real time because the elements of culture (along with emotion, personality, goals, and other factors) described in the model, will be available to the application running the simulation. 
When cultural faux pas and snafus occur, they can give rise to misperceptions about the cultural actors that become the font for rumors among extended cultural inhabitants. Recent treatises on counterinsurgency noted the importance of rumors and rumor control as part of these operations. Regarding the current war in Iraq, for example, Kelley (2004, p. 2) stated:
It is often rumor that attributes incorrect causes and motivations, fuels misperceptions, and escalates conflicts. By tapping into the abundant reservoir of circulating rumors in Iraq, we can determine the underlying fears, anxieties, and sentiment of the people and use that information to develop a more successful campaign to assess, monitor, and win their support.
Thus, culturally adaptive behavior in such settings requires an understanding of the role of rumor and rumor transmission in cross-cultural interactions. That is, soldiers need an awareness of how relatively straight-forward events, at least from their own cultural perspectives, can be interpreted differently from alternative cultural perspectives, how these alternative interpretations become part of the local culture belief system, and finally how these derived beliefs come to influence future cross-cultural interactions. This cultural awareness stems in part from knowing how information is transmitted within a culture. 
Kelley (2004) defined rumor as “unconfirmed news in widespread circulation” (p. 3). Rumors are circulated with more frequency and intensity in urgent and anxious circumstances, and often are connected with subsequent episodes of conflict. Allport and Postman (1947) argued that rumor circulation varied as a function of “the importance of the subject to the individuals concerned times the ambiguity of the evidence pertaining to the topic” (p. 502). Rosnow (2001, see also Kelley, 2004) argued that four conditions influenced rumor propagation. The first refers to the degree of uncertainty that exists around the meaning of particular events or the prediction of future events. In cross-cultural interactions, which can be rich with ambiguous meaning for all actors, the degree of uncertainty can be quite high, fueling rumor generation. The second drive of rumor transmission is the outcome-relevant involvement of actors – the more importance information in cross-cultural situations has for one or more actors involved in the interactions, the greater will be the forces promoting rumor propagation. The third condition for rumor transmission derives from the degree of anxiety present both in specific situations, and in the larger cultural milieu. Kelley (2004) notes that while rumors help relieve intellectual tensions caused by uncertainty, they also help to “express or relieve emotional tensions caused by anticipation” (p. 12). The final driver of rumor transmission is credulity, which refers to the degree to which rumor transmitters are perceived as having trustworthiness or credibility.
Researchers have argued that rumor transmission can occur in several different patterns (Kelley, 2004). Buckner (1965) argued for two distinct patterns, (a) chains, in which rumors are transmitted serially from person to person along single channels, and (b) networks, in which rumors travel along several channels that may connect each actor in a setting. Buckner noted that these patterns depended upon the types of groups predominating in a particular milieu. Diffuse groups in which participants have relatively weaker connections will likely experience chain-like rumor transmission patterns, while close groups in which participants have multiple interconnections are likely to experience network patterns of rumor transmission.
These ideas give rise to a number of suppositions regarding cultural awareness. First, cultural awareness and adaptability requires an understanding of the processes of rumors and rumor transmission. As noted, most cross-cultural interactions between Americans and Iraqis are likely to be infused, at least at the onset, with greater uncertainty, anxiety, and potential for misunderstanding (Kelley, 2004). Accordingly, the likelihood of rumor transmission is higher, and such rumors are likely to have greater deleterious effects in subsequent cross-cultural situations. Second, because actors in a cultural exchange can come from cultures varying on individualism-collectivism, understanding the dynamics of rumor transmission may require knowledge of the intensity of group connections in a local culture. For example, the American culture tends to be more individualistic with more self-identities that are likely to eschew strong group integration (Markus & Kitayama. 1991; Triandis, 1995). The Iraqi culture, however, has more collectivistic values, where self identities tend to incorporate the larger group identity. For example, Kelley (2004, p. 17) noted that, “although diffuse groups certainly exist in Iraq, close groups better represent the large extended families, neighborhood, and religious and ethnic groups Iraqis tend to associate with.”  These differences suggest that rumor transmission may follow different patterns in American versus Iraqi societies. In the close group Iraqi society, rumors may be propagated along different network channels reaching Iraqis from multiple sources. Thus, rumors can have more pervasive effects in the Iraqi society than in societies characterized by more diffuse group connections. 
These elements lead to a third point about cultural awareness. Higher order cultural understanding requires accurate perceptions and interpretations of the social networks that comprise a particular cultural milieu. In essence, culturally aware individuals understand the actors in a local social network and the nature and type of connections that exist among them. Research on social network analysis provides some clues to the type of information that leads to such awareness. Researchers have defined social networks as being comprised of nodes and ties (Balkundi & Harrison, 2006; Borgatti & Foster, 2003). Nodes are the actors within the network, while ties are the connections among the actors. Networks can be characterized by a high number of ties among all of the nodes (high density; e.g., close groups), or a small number of ties (low density, e.g., diffuse groups). High density networks are likely to experience different rumor transmission patterns than low density networks. Also, certain nodes may have a greater number of interconnections (higher centrality) across a network than other nodes. Because, node centrality can be associated with prestige in the network, rumors transmitted along such channels may travel further and perhaps have more credibility than those coming from nodes have low centrality. 
An understanding of social networks operating in the context of a particular cross-cultural interaction represents an important component of higher-order cultural awareness. Knowing the strength of connections among a cultural network, the key actors in particular nodes and the impact of rumors flowing along channels in the network can help soldiers predict the potential consequences of discrete cross-cultural interactions. 

Human Behavior Simulation

The agent-based simulation models characters and their behaviors. 
The simulation infrastructure is based on a previous effort that modeled pedestrian behavior when a fire breaks out in a building in a metropolitan area in the US (Lyell and Becker, 2005). Though the nature and behavior of the characters in both cases is different, the shared underlying software infrastructure is similar.
The agent model of an individual character incorporates the cognitive processes of an individual, the emotional elements that influence the cognitive processes, and relevant physical capabilities and characteristics. Since the scenario involves some agents walking in an urban environment, a model of pedestrian locomotion is also required. Our model of a cognitive pedestrian agent is hybrid in nature, possessing (1) physical features, (2) cognitive skills, and (3) emotional and personality characteristics. In the development of the agent model, we utilized results from diverse areas of the literature for (1) personality and emotions framework development, and (2) pedestrian walking representation. The emotional aspects of our pedestrian agent model are defined within the framework offered by Ortony, Clore and Collins (OCC) (1988) cognitive model of emotions. Picard (2001) succinctly summarizes the OCC model as one that provides a “grouping of emotions according to cognitive eliciting conditions”. According to the OCC model, emotions are considered to arise as reactions (positive or negative) to events, objects, or actions. Although the work of OCC defined a set of 22 emotion types as well as rules for how they could be generated, other efforts (Brisebois et al, 2003) involving emotion often work with a reduced or modified set. Personality traits are viewed as more long term constructs through which the more transient emotions are filtered; we include them in the model of the cognitive pedestrian agent. Both emotions and personality influence cognition. For example, an emotional tag that is attached to an event (or object or action) will influence the cognitive activity regarding goals or plan state, and the nature of the influence will depend upon the personality type. The models have, incorporated in them, the ability to model the Five Factor Model (Digman, 1990), also termed the OCEAN model, of human personality, where the factors are: (1) Openness, (2) Conscientiousness, (3) Extraversion, (4) Agreeableness and (5) Neuroticism.
The cognitive agent is modeled as having a knowledge base, perception and calculation skills, and goal selection skills that support its cognition abilities. It also has an action set that supports progress on its goals. There are different personality types that are considered for the cognitive agents. Each agent has an emotion set, and engages in the “observation - cognition – action” cycle, incorporating the emotions that are triggered by meaningful events in the scenario. As mentioned earlier, we consider seven personality types for cognitive agents in the simulation: Influential female, Influential male, Middle-aged adult male with average influence, Middle-aged adult female with average influence, Young adult male, Young adult female and children (boys and girls are modeled the same).
For the Prototype effort, we developed details of what features in the character modeling toolkit to code base would have to be modified in order to support the new personalities and beliefs that reflect (a) members of the community and (b) Soldiers in an Iraq scenario. Primarily, this involves the development of new: a) specific characters b) their Emotion states and level c) their Goal sets d) their Action set e) a listing of all Message type exchanges that occur between any two characters f) a listing of all ‘off-scene’ message types that the infrastructure will need to offer. We modified the codebase to accept new personality types. The new personality models were developed at the same time as the overall scenario. We developed a ‘question’ list to assist in developing the scenario with the right sort of detail to map into the simulation elements that the simulation can support. As we developed the overall story in terms of the overall goals, they also ‘gave life’ to each of the characters in the story by specifying their background, their personality type, and their potential responses to various situations. This information was codified as responses to the “question list.” Based on these responses, finite state diagrams for each character in the story were developed. A cognitive agent’s goal selection is mediated by both environmental factors and its emotional response to these factors, which befit its personality. 

Characters

We developed profiles of different characters within the local culture. These include four age groups (children, young adults, adults, and older adults) of both genders and having varying degrees of influence. These profiles are based on discussions with and inputs from Dr. Zaharna. There are also two soldier profiles representing individuals who have more or less appreciation for how cultural awareness plays out in interactions with local populations. Dr. Zaharna also devised the two soldier profiles, based on an analysis of the Fort Polk interviews: “Culturally Alert” and “Culturally Blind”. Culturally alert soldiers view culture as a tactical and strategic component of the unfamiliar terrain and are alert to cultural cues in order to safely and effectively navigate that terrain. Culturally Alert soldiers understand the components of interaction with men and women of Arab cultures, are constantly using their cultural radar, and make decisions about actions based on a long view rather than simply focusing on the immediate event. Culturally Blind soldiers are unaware of the importance of cultural cues as navigational aides in the unfamiliar cultural terrain. They are “flying blind,” and are vulnerable to inadvertently causing harm to themselves and civilians in the unfamiliar terrain.

Soldiers

The two soldier types, culturally alert and culturally blind, do not exist in the simulation as characters that influence the opinion propagation. Rather, they represent the archetypes whose behaviors provide a raw score (negative or positive) for the interaction choices the trainee makes during each episode. The VCP scenario is not optimal for ideal cross-cultural interaction because it inherently brings with it the possibility of confrontation and risk. It is further complicated given the limited or no language skills of most soldiers. The goals are to find a way to operationalize respect and to somehow make cultural knowledge tactical and strategic. Cultural alertness increases safety, security, and effectiveness in all interactions for both soldiers and locals. 
The distinguishing traits that separate culturally alert from culturally blind soldiers are cast specifically for the VCP scenario.
Culturally Alert (CA) soldiers observe all the following steps for every single step of the VCP process:  

1. Acknowledge civilian – Soldier Makes head nod or verbal greeting of civilian at initial contact .

· Check Voice – Soldier Moderates voice tone for civilian [professional, firm, respectful]

2. Give Rationale – Soldier states rational for requested behavior [“We must search your car” ]

3. Make Request
· Verbal Request – Soldier makes verbal request for one specific behavior at a time [“Please turn of car engine”]

· Nonverbal Gesture – Soldier uses illustrative hand gesture with each specific request  [twist wrist as if turning engine key]

4. Confirm Understanding – Soldier checks to see civilian understands requested action [slight pause, eye contact and/or observes civilian face]

· If not understanding, repeat the sequence (give rationale, ,make verbal and nonverbal request, nonverbal gesture, and observe).

· If understanding and complying,  acknowledge with verbal thank you and/or head nod.

5. Thank – Soldier gives a slight head nod and says thank you (not loud, for person only).

6. Indicate Closure – Soldier ends interaction with a head nod and thank you and/or a general good bye and polite instructions (verbal and nonverbal) to proceed.
Culturally Blind (CB) soldiers skip any one or more of the steps above or perform them in a culturally unacceptable way. Such a soldier typically: 

· Does not acknowledge civilian at initial contact

· Does not moderate voice – uses loud ‘military’ voice commands when speaking to civilian [barks or issues orders]

· Makes several behavior demands [“Turn off your engine, open your doors, get out of the car, and open the hood and trunk.”]

· Does not use gestures, or uses own personal hand signs

· Does not check to see if civilian understood [or looks for specific behavior, no eye contact or acknowledgement]

· Repeats verbal order – louder more aggressive voice tone

· Does not acknowledge/thank for complying to behavior request

· Does not confirm or ignores civilian response [indifferent]

· Ends civilian interaction without closure – simply walks away, makes hand gesture while looking in another direction, no eye contact, etc. 

Local People

The local people are based on a generic Arab Culture rather then being tailored specifically to Iraq, Afghanistan, or to a particular region or tribe. 

The content development work also includes sample soldier utterances (dialogue) and actions which trainees can select from at various points in the simulation experience. 
There are a total of thirty agents among seven types who can experience or observe VCP episodes and can interact with each other in the market place. Not all agents will have primary opinions based on personal experience or observation—some only receive opinions from others. The character types, and number of each, are:
· Influential female: 1

· Influential female: 1

· Middle-aged adult male, average influence: 4

· Middle-aged adult female, average influence: 4 

· Young adult male: 6

· Young adult female: 6

· Children: 10 (5 boys and 5 girls—modeled the same)

Opinion begins with an event score derived from the interactions choices the trainee makes during the VCP episode. 
Each type of agent has tendencies in relation to opinions; these are expressed in a table with the following headings:

	From
	Character
	To
	Modification
	Condition
	Urgency

	The type of person from whom they receive the opinion
	The type of person to whom they transmit the opinion
	How the opinion changes from its “receive” state to its “send” state
	Any conditions that affect the opinion from receipt to transmission
	How likely/eager the agent is to repeat the opinion


Note: The character unspecified from:to relationships are treated randomly for all variables
From|Character|To: The source of the opinion|the character identified in the heading|the person to whom the opinion is spread.
Modification: How the opinion changes in transmission. Values are:

· No change: the opinion is kept the same

· Moderated: (tends by some percentage from current position on positive/negative continuum toward the center)

· Exaggerated:  (tends by some percentage from current position on positive/negative continuum toward the nearest end)

· Random by x%: changes randomly to become more or less positive within a range from its received position (e.g., Random 20% means the opinion could change by 0-20% in either direction)
Condition: Any condition(s) which will affect the opinion from the time it is received to the time it is transmitted:

· Decay x months: the opinion will only be repeated if the opportunity arises within a certain time frame. For example, “decay 6 months” means the agent will repeat the opinion within the first six months after hearing it, after that it will not be repeated. Note that the decay condition relates more specifically to rumor and was diminished for opinion. 

· Minimum times heard means the opinion will not be repeated until the agent has heard it a certain number of times. A conservative agent might triangulate an opinion or rumor by waiting to hear it from two valued sources before repeating it. 
Urgency: Urgency indicates how likely the agent is to repeat. There are five options:

· High: Immediately seek the “To” individuals and share with them until all have been told

· Medium-High: Prefer meeting the “To” individuals and share with them (no need to tell all immediately)

· Medium: Share with the “To” individuals every meeting

· Medium Low: Share with the “To” individuals every other random meeting

· Low: Share only with the “To” individuals every third random meeting

Sample table for Influential Male (Ahmed)

	From
	Character
	To
	Modification
	Condition
	Urgency

	Primary opinion
	-
	-
	Matches actual event score for positive vs. negative
	Medium-High

	-
	-
	-
	Interacts 2:1 male:female
	-

	Influential male
	Any influential
	None
	No decay
	High

	Influential male
	Young adult male
	Moderate by 20%
	No decay
	Average

	Influential Male
	Children
	Moderate by 30%
	No decay
	Low

	Influential Female
	Any influential
	Moderate by 10% 
	No decay
	Medium-high

	Young adult male
	Any influential
	None
	Decay=6 months
	Medium-high

	Young adult male
	Children
	Moderate by 50%
	Decay=6 months
	Medium

	Boy or Girl
	Anybody
	Moderate by 50%
	Decay=3 months
	Medium


Influential Male (Ahmed)

Ahmed is in his late fifties and comes from an established, powerful family. His opinion carries a lot of weight. He is good at gathering information and talks easily with others in the village. He is an introvert, but his position makes him sought after by others who want to provide information and others who want to probe his opinions. What information he chooses to pass along carries double weight. He does not repeat idle gossip, but when he believes news is important, he will intentionally spread the news by telling a few choice people whom he knows will repeat the information widely. He uses his mother, aunts, sisters, and daughters and in-laws to spread the word among the town. Most people in the town trust him and will voluntarily offer him news whenever they see him. 

Influential Female (Um-Tariq)

Um-Tariq runs a family-owned fabric store which is a fixture in the town market. They sell everything from cheap polyester (used to make sheets) to the finest fabrics available. Um-Tariq minds the store, overseeing other family members as they wait on customers. She is widely regarded as a source of information and the fabric store offers a sheltered environment in which people seem more disposed to confide. 

Middle-Aged Adult Male – Average Influence (Abu-Mohammed)

Abu-Mohammed is in his late forties. He has seven children, ranging from 3 years to 17. Abu-Mohammed’s job in a local print shop as a cleaner (janitor) and server meets his family’s modest means. Abu-Mohammed is sociable, but not an extrovert. He lives with his family in a poorer, densely populated section of town. His son is preparing to enter the final year of high school and Abu-Mohammed is concerned about his son’s future. His son is not college bound, but is in technical workshop training. Abu-Mohammed performs his all of his prayers at the local mosques [not at home].

Middle-Aged Adult Female – Average Influence (Um-Khalid)

Um-Khalid is a widow in her late forties with three children, one of whom mentally challenged and requires medical care. She lost her husband to an illness several years ago. Um-Khalid works as a secretary in the municipality. Her means are modest, but her family and husband’s family assures that she and the children are not in need. She lives an apartment in a middle class neighborhood and is sociable and out-going.

Young Adult Male (Ibrahim)

Ibrahim was in his second year of college in the big city, but when the American troops came he cancelled his studies and returned to his home town. He has spent the last couple of years helping his uncle, who is a distributor of household appliances, but business has not been good and he does not have enough work to keep him occupied. He blames the Americans for his cancelled university career. Ibrahim is quick to exaggerate and repeat negative opinion about Americans and likely to permanently distrust anyone who ever expresses anything positive. His peer group is sympathetic, but men who are middle-aged or older do not take him very seriously though they happily interact with and listen to him. Male children look up to him and repeat his opinions to other children. 

Young Adult Female (Amira)

Amira is old enough to be married and considered eligible by many. She spends her time with her mother and grandmother. When they go out they usually get together with her married sister and bring her sister’s small children with them. Amira is addicted to news and watches television, listens to the radio, and reads all the local newspapers. She is more likely to believe what she hears in the media than what she hears in the street, but she enjoys chatting in the market place. She tends to be moderate in her opinions and to moderate any extreme opinions she hears before repeating them. She also triangulates (i.e., does not repeat an opinion unless she has heard it from two or more sources). She is highly likely to give credence to first-hand reports from woman like Um-Tariq. 

Children

Children exchange information they hear in their homes with their peer outside, but they tend to sensationalize the information when they repeat it. Thus, opinions tend toward the poles of the continuum between negative and positive when they have passed through a filter of children. Children share opinions with multiple children for ever adult they tell, and they tend to report to same-sex parents. Recipients of information from children are less likely to repeat the information to another adult, unless the opinion results from direct report of experience (i.e., the child went through the road block and witnessed the event), however, adults often repeat the story of a child’s experience to other children as warnings which propagate rapidly among the children. An example of this might be a warning to never speak at a roadblock (“children should be seen and not heard”) no matter what, and that they should pretend to not understand if a soldier addresses them. 
Episodes and Simulation

Once the trainee has logged in to a training session, there is an introductory video that explains the goals and function of the exercise. The episodes follow. The prototype contains three episodes, each followed by a simulation-driven opinion propagation. The flow is as follows:
· Introduction

· Episode 1

· Opinion Propagation Simulation

· Episode 2

· Opinion Propagation Simulation

· Episode 3

· Opinion Propagation Simulation
Introduction

The introduction is a two-minute video that explains how the episodes and simulations work together to provide the training experience. There are overviews of the nature of opinion propagation over time, the importance of being culturally alert during interactions with locals, and directions for making user choices throughout the episodes. 
We built a prototype environment using DI Guy Human Simulator software to better imagine what a final final product might look like. The VCP episodes would take place in an environment something like the one shown below. 
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Figure 1: VCP Episode Environment
The simulated environment for the opinion propagation consists of a simple public area (depicted in the following illustration). The characters walk around, and when they encounter other characters they share opinions according to the rules established for each character and based on the originating opinion score from the episode. 
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Figure 2: Opinion Propagation in a Public Space

Episodes

Each episode consists of the presentation of characters who are riding in a car that approaches the VCP. The main interaction screen supports presentation of the characters, trainee inputs as they go through the VCP procedures, and displays the real-time opinion propagation during the simulation run. Trainees select from interaction choices (both phrases and actions). 
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Figure 3: Input Screen
Once the soldier allows the vehicle to pass, the opinion propagation simulation is launched:  
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Figure 4: Opinion propagation screen
The opinion propagation is based on the opinion score from the interaction. It includes opinions of the people in the vehicle and of nearby. The opinion propagation occurs when they go back to their community and interact with others. To represent the passage of time, opinions are persistent and accumulate across all three episodes. Episodes are spaced four months apart to represent the passage of an entire year. 

References

[1] Allport, G. and Postman, L. (1947). The Psychology of Rumor. New York: Henry Holt and Company. 

[2] Balkundi, P. & Harrison, D. A. (2006) Ties, leaders, and time in teams: Strong inference about network structure’s effects on team viability and performance. Academy of Management Journal, 49: 49-68. 

[3] Borgatti, S. P. & Foster, P.C. (2003). The network paradigm in organizational research: A review and typology. Journal of Management, 29, 991-1013.

[4] Brisebois, AG., Paquette, G., and Masmoudi, A. (2003). “Affective Attribute in a Distributed Learning Environment”, available from http://www.cs.ubc.ca/~conati/um03-affect/briseboisfinal.pdf.

[5] Buckner, H. T. (1965). A theory of rumor transmission. Public Opinion Quarterly 29, 54-70.

[6] Burke, C. S., Hess, K., Salas, E., Priest, H., Paley, M. & Riedel, S. (in press). Preparing leaders for complex environments: The leadership of multicultural teams. In R. Hoffman (Ed.), Expertise out of context. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

[7] Burke, C., Salas, E., Stagl, K. & Fowlkes, J. (2002, April). Leading multi-national teams. In J. C. Zeigert & K. Klein (Co-chairs), Team leadership: Current theoretical and research perspectives. Symposium conducted at the 17th Annual Meeting of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Toronto, Canada.

[8] Carafano, J. and Rosenzweig, P. (2005). Winning the Long War: Lessons from the Cold War for Defeating Terrorism and Preserving Freedom. Heritage: Washington, D.C.

[9] Digman, J. (1990) “Personality Structure: Emergence of the five factor model”, Ann. Rev. Psychology, Vol. 41, 1990, pp. 417- 40.

[10] Earley, P. C. & Ang, S, (2003). Cultural intelligence:  Individual interactions across cultures. Stanford, CA:  Stanford University Press.

[11] Endsley, M. R. (1988). Design and evaluation for situation awareness. In Proceedings of the Human Factors Society 32nd Annual Meeting (pp. 97-101). Santa Monica, CA:  Human Factors Society.

[12] Endsley, M. R. (1995). Measurement of situation awareness in dynamic systems. Human Factors, 37, 65-84.

[13] Endsley, M. R. (1997). The role of situation awareness in naturalistic decision making. In C. E. Zsambok & G. Klein (Eds.), Naturalistic decision making (pp. 269-283). .Mahwah, NJ:  Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

[14] U.S. Army. (2005). FM 6-22 (First Draft):  “Army Leadership”. 18 Oct, 2005.

[15] Graham, S. E. (1998). Infantry situation awareness:  Introductory thoughts. In S. E., Graham & M. D. Matthews (Eds.), Infantry situation awareness:  Papers form the 1998 infantry situation awareness workshop (pp. 1-10). Crystal City, VA:  U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences. 

[16] Janssens, M. & Brett, J. M. (2006). Cultural intelligence in global teams: A fusion model of collaboration. Group and Organization Management, 31, 124-153.

[17] Kelley, S. (2004). Rumors in Iraq: A Guide to Winning Hearts and Minds. Thesis. Monterey, California: Naval Postgraduate School.

[18] Littrell, L. N. & Salas, E. (2005). A review of cross-cultural training:  Best practices, guidelines, and research needs. Human Resource Development Review, 4, 1-30.

[19] Lyell, M. and Becker, M. (2005) “Simulation of Cognitive Pedestrian Agents Crowds in Crisis Situations”, Proceedings of the 9th World Multi-Conference on Systemics, Cybernetics, and Informatics, Orlando, Florida, July, 2005.

[20] Markus, H. R. & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self:  Implications for cognition, emotion, and motivation. Psychological Review, 98, 224-253.

[21] Marlowe, H. A. (1986). Social intelligence:  Evidence for multidimensionality and construct independence. Journal of Educational Psychology, 78, 52-58.

[22] Ortony, A., Clore, G. & Collins, A. (1988). The cognitive Structure of Emotions. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

[23] Picard, R. (2001) “Affective Computing” Cambridge, MA, The MIT Press, 2001.

[24] Rosnow, R. L. (2001). Rumor and Gossip in Interpersonal Interaction and Beyond: A Social Exchange Perspective. In R. M. Kowalski (Ed.), Behaving Badly: Aversive Behaviors in Interpersonal Relationship, (pp. 203-32). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

[25] Salas, E., Burke, C. S., Wilson-Donnelly & Fowlkes, J. E. (2004). Promoting effective leadership within multi-cultural teams:  An event-based approach. In In D.V. Day, S. J. Zaccaro & S. M. Halpin (Eds.), Leader development for transforming organization (pp. 293-323). Mahwah, NJ:  Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

[26] Triandis, H. C. (1995). Individualism and collectivism. Boulder, CO:  Westview.

[27] Triandis, H. C. (2006). Cultural intelligence in organizations. Group and Organization Management, 31, 20-26.

[28] U.S. Army (2006). Counterinsurgency (FM 3-34). Washington DC:  U.S. Army Headquaters

[29] Zaccaro, S. J. (2003). Organizational leadership and social intelligence. In R. Riggio, s. Murphy & F. J.Pirozzolo (Eds.), Multiple Intelligences and Leadership (pp. 29-54). Lawrence Erlbaum.

[30] Zaharna, R. (2003) American Public Diplomacy and the Islamic and Arab World: A Communication Update & Assessment. Testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Feb 2003. Available from http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/congress/senate_for_zaharna_27feb03.pdf. 


























































The current episode of the story is described here. It changes as the story evolves





Characters  (in a episode) the trainee can talk to (by clicking on the buttons)





Transcript of conversation between the trainee and the other characters 





Chat window for talking with other characters





Transcript of opinion propagation (during the simulation run)








Launching the simulation





Color and Count indicates  “Mood”





Circles:  People (observers + local community)


Colors: People Types


Size: Opinion/Mood ( larger( more positive)
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