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“Lessons Learned” in the Canadian Forces (CF), from a gender integration perspective, peaked in the late 1990s as the ten-year period of full gender integration, directed by the Canadian Human Rights Commission (CHRC), drew to a close.  Since that time, the CF have experienced an increase in focus on transformation and the changing security environment and the need to be prepared to become engaged in a variety of operational tasks in very different cultural contexts.  Operational experience, and military experience in Afghanistan in particular, has highlighted the need for today’s military leaders to adapt to new cultural settings and to effectively engage in a complexity of multi-cultural interactions within a dynamic landscape of potential belligerents and allies.  
As such, military organizations are placing increasing emphasis on the development of cultural awareness and the competency to effectively develop and apply cultural knowledge.  In addition, there is increasing awareness of the importance of leveraging the maximum potential of all military members, and in particular those who contribute diversity to the overall capacity of the military.  However, military research and development in the area of cultural intelligence rarely considers gender as an integrated aspect of cultural diversity.  Yet, gender has contributed, and continues to contribute significantly to the development of cultural intelligence in the military.  Drawing upon the experience of gender integration in the CF, and recent work at the Canadian Forces Leadership Institute on cultural intelligence, this paper discusses concepts of sex and gender and their relationship to cultural intelligence.  Importantly, this discussion posits that military positions of gender neutrality and/or dichotomous gender differences, along with disproportionate emphasis on traditional military priorities for combat effective teams, are antithetical to the development of cultural intelligence in the military.

What is Cultural Intelligence?

Cultural Intelligence is referred to as CQ by many experts.  This does not represent a mathematical relationship of capabilities in the same way as IQ; however, CQ is used as shorthand for cultural intelligence to reflect CQ as a facet of intelligence, similar to the expression of an IQ.
  In addition, cultural intelligence expressed as CQ represents an important distinction from the inaccurate, albeit common, practice of labelling cultural knowledge as cultural intelligence.  This paper introduces CQ as a meta-competency that integrates several dimensions - knowledge, cognition, motivation, and behaviour - that lead to cultural adaptability.  
According to cultural intelligence experts Christopher Earley and Soon Ang, CQ is a tri-faceted competence that integrates cognitive, motivational and behavioural capacities that reflect “…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 and understanding”.
  Focusing on intercultural communication, James Johnson, Tomasc Lenartowicz and Salvador Apud, conclude that cultural competence is comprised of three factors: attitude, skills, and knowledge.

David C. Thomas agrees that cultural intelligence is tri-faceted, and introduces the concept of mindfulness, a meta-cognitive strategy that results in “heightened awareness of and enhanced attention to current experience or present reality.”
 Mindfulness, according to Thomas, is a key component linking knowledge and behavioural capability.
 When developed to a very high level, cultural intelligence relies upon various cognitive activities comprising mindfulness,   
 

· Being aware of our own assumptions, ideas and emotions 

· Noticing what is apparent about the other person and tuning in on their assumptions
· Using all of the senses to perceive situations

· Viewing the situation from several perspectives, that is with an open mind

· Attending to the context to help understand what is happening

· Creating new mental maps of other peoples’ personality and cultural background to assist us in responding to them

· Seeking out fresh information to confirm or negate the mental maps, and

· Using empathy to understand the situation from another’s cultural background.

While experts on cultural intelligence, including David Thomas, focus on the application of cultural intelligence across culture, the basis for developing cultural intelligence is located within culture.  Mindfulness highlights the importance of knowledge not only of other cultures, but also knowledge of self and the way in which assumptions about one’s own culture and status in that culture, influence perceptions and understanding of others, behaviour toward others, and the messages, both explicit and implicit, that are conveyed by one’s behaviour.  Thomas suggests that there are several basic “rules of engagement” to keep in mind when interacting with those who are different,

· Become knowledgeable about your own culture and background, its biases and idiosyncrasies, and the way this is unconsciously reflected in your own perceptions and behaviour

· Expect differences in others, see different behaviour as novel, and suspend evaluation of it

· Be attentive to behavioural cues, their possible interpretation, and the likely effect of your behaviour on others

· Adapt your behaviour with ways that you are comfortable with and you believe are appropriate for the situation

· Be mindful of responses to your behavioural adaptation

· Experiment with methods of adapting intuitively to new situations, and use these experiments to build your comfort level in acquiring a repertoire of new behaviour, and

· Practice new behaviours that work until their production becomes automatic.

Clearly, cultural intelligence starts at home.  

The concepts discussed above, and the relationships between them highlight the contribution of knowledge, including culture-specific knowledge, to the cognitive domain.  Importantly, knowledge and behaviour are key components of cultural intelligence, but are not considered sufficient to wholly comprise cultural intelligence.  The relationships between cognitive, behavioural, and attitudinal components are not new to social psychologists; however, the development of the explicit links between these domains and cultural competency is relatively new.  A tripartite model of attitudes, for example, posits that attitudes are comprised of a cognitive component, an affective component, and a behavioural component.
  Figure 1 presents an integrated model of the key capacities that various experts have identified as important contributors to CQ. 

Figure 1: Cultural Intelligence: Concepts and Relationships 
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Importantly, knowledge and cognition are closely related dimensions of CQ.  Cultural awareness or culture-specific knowledge such as social, political, economic, family structure, and notions of masculinity and femininity falls within, but does not wholly comprise the knowledge dimension or fully constitute CQ.  

The cognitive scripts that guide behaviour are informed by cultural values which are stored in memory through gradual internalization of prevailing cultural patterns. Specific knowledge such as cultural awareness has the potential to alter cognitive processes; however, prevailing cultural roots continue to influence perception and behaviour.
  Social perception, within the cognitive sphere, includes, for example, perceptions of events and attributions of their causes; that is, perceptions of what actually took place and why or what led directly to a particular outcome.  

The behaviour/skills dimension of CQ refers to self-presentation based on inputs from the cognitive and motivational dimensions, including, for example, language skills and cross-cultural communication skills. It is important to note that behaviour is based upon understanding, acquired through the cognitive dimension, of what is acceptable or effective within a new culture,
 such as producing the right tones when attempting to speak a language that one is learning or making decisions in reference to appropriate greetings, handshakes, etc.  The capacity to appropriately adapt behaviour to respond to various and dynamic cultural contexts is reliant upon knowledge, cognition and motivational capacities.

     
The motivational dimension represents concepts such as awareness of others, self-awareness, perceptual acuity, flexibility, communication, empathy, openness, openness to learning, and goal setting, which facilitate adaptable approaches in culturally unfamiliar or complex situations.
  A motivated individual would be, for example, someone who strives toward self-awareness and self development in enhancing their effectiveness in different cultural situations.  Within a CQ context, openness to learning reflects a willingness to suspend judgement while accessing new cultural knowledge until a fuller and integrated cultural picture has developed.   

Regardless of how we label it, a model that integrates cognitive capacity, knowledge, motivation, and behaviour, as illustrated in Figure 1, is an important tool for understanding organizational response to gender, diversity, and cultural difference, as well as the potential for gender and diversity in enhancing the overall cultural intelligence capacity of organizations such as the CF.  It is challenging for any individual to effectively negotiate within a culture in which the assumptions that influence values, intentions, and overall performance are not shared and are not visible – the unwritten (and unspoken) rules as the saying goes.  On the other hand, when we talk about cultural intelligence, that ability to interpret and adapt effectively to the unknown, the unwritten is exactly the point.

As a gender at odds
 within the military environment, the gendered leadership experiences of servicewomen provide just one example of the ways in which gender is at work within military culture, thus highlighting the need for individuals to adapt, negotiate, and understand a culture(s) within which they do not readily fit.  In addition, the increasing presence and inclusive participation of women in the military has challenged the culture in unique ways.  For example, the Canadian Forces Leadership Institute (CFLI) has hosted four annual women and leadership conferences.  Women serving at senior officer levels, as well as those who have experience in operational environments, including the combat domain, have provided insights based on their experiences with leadership.  Although experiences and leadership strategies vary, a key recurring theme among many of the women is the struggle to find their leadership style.
  For many of these women, their leadership experience in the military is as much about negotiating the perceptions of those around them in reference to their “gender” as it is about leadership style per se. 

Even though women’s leadership effectiveness is often perceived differently than that of their male counterparts, there is little evidence to indicate that there is a significant difference in the leadership abilities and potential of women and men.
 The fact that women are often perceived differently reinforces understandings of gender as socially and culturally constructed; that is, regardless of ability, commonly held expectations of appropriate roles and behaviours for women and men will influence perceptions of gender performance and gender relations.  Regardless of how often the organization emphasizes gender neutrality, a woman’s successful military career is most often built upon years of experimentation and adjustment to ensure equal acceptance as a military professional alongside her male peers.  For example, Major Jamie Speiser- Blanchet, after more than 15 years as a tactical helicopter pilot in the CF, describes it this way,

…I remember learning to deal with perception issues and coping with some form of the ubiquitous spotlight that followed the women wherever we went.  I saw a choice early in my career that I could either accept the attention and learn to coexist with it peacefully, or I could let it eat at me and slowly erode my self-confidence and peace of mind. This was, I believe, my greatest challenge as a female leader adjusting to a male culture, for even though I chose the co-existence option, it was not always easy to ignore that I could not blend in and go unnoticed for long…What is essential to understand is that these issues have not prevented me from integrating and succeeding in my chosen environment as a military tac hel pilot, they have simply taught me about myself and have led me to be more aware of the effects of personal, human factors among my peers and subordinates.

The discussion below addresses the complexity that gender and sex can represent within social and cultural contexts such as the military and the operational domains within which the military operates.   

Sex and Gender 
Beginning in the latter part of the twentieth century, scholars of gender studies have struggled with dichotomous notions of male/female, man/woman, masculinity/femininity, and what those dichotomies mean to individuals, organizations, and societies.  Judith Butler, for example, has attempted to address several questions. Is gender an essential attribute that a person is said to be?   If gender is socially and culturally constructed, what is the manner or mechanism of the construction?  Can gender be constructed differently or does its “constructedness” imply social determinism? Are individuals agents in generating and transforming their own gender?
   

In an historical analysis of gender, Joan W. Scott traces contemporary usage of the term gender to the feminist movement and its rejection of biological determinism that is implicit in the use of terms such as sex or sexual difference.
  Alternatively, the use of the term gender was introduced to “insist on the fundamentally social quality of distinctions based on sex.”
  Within the academic literature, gender has been commonly understood as a socially constructed concept for more than 25 years.
  In 1976, for example, historian Joan Kelly, focused her analysis of the goals and methods of women’s history on a notion which she described as basic to feminist consciousness; that is, “the relationship between the sexes is a social and not a natural one.”
  

More recent understandings of gender are rooted within the status of women relative to men in society, referring not only to women and men, but also to the relationships between them, thus introducing “a relational notion that women and men [are] defined and understood in terms of one another, and no understanding of either [can] be achieved in an entirely separate manner”.
  In fact, this relational concept of gender was adopted by the federal government in Canada in 1995 when Status of Women Canada launched Setting the Stage for the Next Century: The Federal Plan for Gender Equality.  The gender equality plan is based on commitment to eight objectives, the first of which is the implementation of gender-based analysis (GBA) throughout all federal departments and agencies.
  The federal guide for GBA defines gender as,

…the culturally specific set of characteristics that identifies the social behaviour of women and men and the relationship [emphasis original] between them. Gender, therefore, refers not simply to women or men, but to the relationship between them and the way it is socially constructed.

The above definition of gender was formally adopted by the federal government as an integral component of GBA, and intended for implementation across all government departments and agencies, including the military.  However, the military has never implemented gender-based analysis, with the exception of the efforts of the all-volunteer Defence Women’s Advisory Organization which has advocated for the application of GBA across the Department of National Defence and the CF.  In addition, and as discussed later in this paper, military policies and practices continue to consider women as a homogenous female category that is oppositional to male, rather than diverse and socially constructed as implied by the definition above.  That is, for the most part, policies and practices do not address the many instances in which gendered outcomes are based upon complex gendered assumptions and interpretations, rather than fixed and immutable categories of man/woman, male/female, which are perceived used to produce relatively predictable motivations, behaviours, and outcomes.


Feminist theory has moved beyond the notion of social construction, and thus shifted analytical focus to materiality.  Judith Butler, for example, questions the constitution of the body and why it is that the materiality of sex is understood to bear construction, rather than be a construction.
  Gender, according to Butler, cannot be understood as a “cultural construct which is imposed upon the surface of matter, understood either as “the body” or its given sex.”
  From this perspective, “sex” is not a static description of the body, but sex becomes the norm by which the body becomes viable and qualifies for life within a given cultural domain.
  Based upon this premise, Butler recasts the matter of body as a dynamic power which cannot be dissociated from regulatory norms.  “Performativity,” according to Butler, is “the reiterative power of discourse” that produces “the phenomena that it [performativity] regulates and constrains.”
  Importantly, performativity acknowledges a dialectical relationship between normative cultural discourse and individual agency, thus challenging the notion that social construction is done to a body, or to an individual without some sort of participatory, reciprocal relationship.  This perspective implies that the CF, through regulation and socialization, embarks upon an iterative process with its members in policing appropriate categories and characteristics of gender.  Importantly, members are also complicit as participants in the re-creation of the gendered norms of the organization, as well as challenging norms and practices.  The experience below, shared by a 30-year female veteran of the CF, at a women and leadership conference in 2005 illustrates this point,

There might be men and there might be women, but in the military there were women who felt we had to be men in order to get along. So we swore with the men…we walked like the men. We talked like the men. We behaved very much more like men than like the average woman in Canadian society. Now, if you join an organization you do adapt to the organization, but this was a very large adaptation that women had made. Far larger adaptation to the organization than men were making. So it became quite a challenge.

As noted by sociologist Melissa Herbert, several academic works have captured the gendered experiences of women in the military; however, few have examined how women have successfully negotiated the military environment,
 thus frequently reinforcing the gendered norms of the organization, in spite of the challenges that are faced by the women and the organization.  

In her analysis of sex, gender, and science, sociologist Myra Hird also challenges previous understandings of social construction.  Alternatively, she believes that  “Western understandings of “sex” are based less upon an actual knowledge of sex “differences” rooted in morphology than in a cultural discourse that emphasizes sex dichotomy rather than sex diversity.”
  Consequently, Hird maintains that the body signifies cultural beliefs and understanding of sexual differences rather than actually signifying materiality.
  That is, in contrast to social construction arguments that posit that dichotomous sex categories (male, female) are biologically determined, and masculine and feminine roles are socially constructed upon male and female bodies, Hird posits that biology produces sexual diversity that is immediately rendered invisible and signified as male or female thus re-signifying and reinforcing dichotomous notions of sex that are present in cultural discourses.
  For Hird, “sex” denotes a cultural, rather than biological, dichotomy that only makes sense within the cultural-political framework of its associated concept “sexual difference.”  Gendered norms in the CF are explained by this framework as continuous confirmation and sustainment of dichotomous categories of sex; a cultural sex dichotomy that is validated and strengthened by social processes.  From a social construction perspective, gender is a social category used to express social and cultural diversity among biological males and females.  However, Hird maintains that biological sex is diverse and gender is a social category that effectively limits sexual diversity through the continuous validation of social and cultural standards and expectations for dichotomous gendered – female and male – categories.

Pointing out that gender is manifest in personal identities and social interactions among women and men, sociologist Judith Lorber attributes institutions with the establishment of patterns and expectations for individuals.
  That is, although the relationships among women and men are gendered, the claim is that institutions, not individuals, create gendered processes.  


The military continuously creates and reinforces discourses of gender and sex to support military culture in the name of operational effectiveness.  In a study of the social construction of gender in organizations, sociologists Mats Alvesson and Yvonne Due Billing note that gender is most usefully understood as “a number of dynamic, ambiguous and varying phenomena…”
 Given this potential complexity, it is tempting to seek understanding through categorizing within as few categories as possible; however, this complexity also serves as a caution to over-simplifying and labelling individual behaviours and organizational processes related to gender.  Organizational processes are gendered, not gender neutral.  Some believe that “‘common sense’ will tell anybody that organizational cultures are ‘strongly gendered’ because organizations themselves are gendered.”
  However, organizational behaviour experts, David Wicks and Pat Bradshaw, argue that,

…understanding the gendered nature of organizational culture requires a more in-depth analysis of specifically what types of behaviours and attitudes are produced and reproduced through organizational cultures and how embedded gender-based assumptions and values can both enable and constrain organizational members.”

The capacity to effectively understand and negotiate a gendered organization, including optimum employment and deployment of all diversity, including gender, requires motivation, cognitive processing, and knowledge informing operationally effective behaviour, including policy development and decision-making from the tactical to strategic level.  The resistance that has characterized the integration of women in the military has constrained not only the participation of women in the military, but also the development of cultural intelligence, a capacity that has become invaluable in current military operations.   

Resistance to Women in Combat (aka Warrior roles)   
It has been argued that the military as an institution is fundamentally patriarchal, and as such will never be capable of fully integrating women
 beyond minority status and in the case of leadership at senior levels, beyond token representation.  This finding assumes that women are a homogenous category of passive participants in the organization, rather than active participants with agency and influence.  Women who have served in Western military organizations, including the CF, have experienced sex and gender stereotyping; however, in spite of being less than welcome at times, they have also contributed to the operational effectiveness and the evolution of culture across the organization.  

Sociologist Helena Carreiras characterizes the debates in Western democratic nations over women in the military as the “rights versus readiness debate,” and notes that the arguments have remained remarkably similar in their reproduction and repetition ad nauseum since the 1970s.
  However, the role of women in the military that is on the table at any given time has evolved to become closer and closer to direct combat roles.  In Canada in the early and mid-1980s, for example, the debates focused on combat support roles and previously all-male isolated units,
 and moved to combat roles and combat units in the late 1980s and the 1990s.
  

Today, the military in Canada publicly supports the participation of women in all military roles including combat; however, this public discourse of support is a direct consequence of legislation and societal pressure.  Regardless of national social and legislative demands, attitudes and beliefs within the “profession of arms” and segments of Canadian society continue to be largely sceptical in terms of women’s suitability and ability to serve in operational capacities, and combat capacities, in particular.  For example, a 2005 editorial in a major Canadian daily represented a call for the maintenance of separate male and female roles,

The military is – was – a unique genetics-dependent culture, as specific to males as midwifery is to females. Males don’t fight for the feminist ideal of androgyny, but to protect the women they love – wives, daughters, mothers, sisters – and the values they represent – normalcy, freedom and peace…Apart from rear-service, medical and administrative functions, where they shine, women don’t belong in the CF.

Concurrent with the increased participation of women in the military and in leadership roles, sceptical perspectives are compounded by the changing security environment and its shifting emphasis from cold war to peacekeeping to asymmetrical warfare and the increasing emphasis on all serving military members as “warriors” – a highly gendered status in military organizations.
  Also, at the same time that cultural intelligence is claimed as an imperative in military operations, the physical dimensions of soldiering, the very dimensions that most visibly differentiate between male female abilities are privileged and re-emphasized.  

Importantly, the warrior orientation conclusively reinforces notions of dichotomous differences between male and female by embracing hyper masculinity and thus excluding femininity.  The “warrior” expressed through such terms as “warrior ethos,” “warrior culture,” and “warrior spirit” is understood to be male and assumed to share characteristics such as superior physical and moral attributes, aggressive nature, proclivity to violence, rite of passage marked by physical prowess, “will to kill,” masculinity, and embodiment of virtue.
  The principles guiding resistance to women in warrior roles reflect deeply held views about male and female roles in society which are considered to be essential aspects of male and female biology.  That is, 

· the role of women to bear and nurture children is necessary;

· it is natural for men to be warriors; and

· the strong (men) have a duty to protect the weak (women).

As such, the performance of women in combat has created continuous resistance and concern in military circles.  In 1977 in Canada, public opinion polling, with a focus on the combat dimension of military service, was conducted to determine if there was public support for women serving in previously all male roles and environments in the CF.
  The first poll specified that this would include women serving in “active military combat roles” as sailors, soldiers, and aircrew; however, the results were rejected by DND because the question did not stipulate the possibility of war, injury, capture or death.  A second poll, conducted in 1978, was more explicit in that regard, indicating that war may result in injury, capture or death,

In recent years, young women in Canada have been demanding equal access to the same jobs as men. Considering that war may result in injury, capture or death, do you believe that there is a place for Canadian military women fighting alongside men:

a. as sailors;

b. as soldiers;

c. as aircrew?

In response to the second survey item, Canadians were somewhat less likely to support the idea of women in combat: 50 percent supported the idea of women serving at sea, 49 percent supported the idea of females serving in land combat units, and 58 percent supported the service of women as military aircrew
 (see Table 2, below). Male respondents were more likely to support the idea of women in combat roles than women, and support for females in sea and land combat roles was more prevalent among the youngest and middle aged respondents.
  The poll results reflected a clear split in opinion among Canadians in reference to the participation of women in combat and thus did not provide any compelling reasons at the time for the CF to change policies restricting women from such roles.

Table 2:  
Public Opinion and Support for Women in Combat, 

Canadian Gallop Polls - 1977/1978 

	
	1977 – percentage of Canadians in agreement:

Support for women in “…active military combat roles…” 
	1978 – percentage of Canadians in agreement:

“…considering that war may result in injury, capture or death [emphasis added], do you believe that there is a place for Canadian military women fighting alongside men”?

	Soldiers
	52 %
	49 %

	Sailors
	55 %
	50 %

	Aircrew
	63 %
	58 %


Throughout several social and legal equality challenges in the 1970s and 1980s,
 the CF claimed operational effectiveness supported by a male- masculine-centric warrior paradigm, as the imperative challenging women’s participation in combat and other expanded roles.  In fact, by 1986 the CF had promulgated a Canadian Forces Administrative Order (CFAO 49-15), which stated,

Empirical evidence gained throughout the history of warfare has proven that the operational effectiveness [emphasis added] of an armed force is decisively affected by a combination of human factors. In particular, members of an armed force whose primary role is the engagement of the enemy in battle are faced with severe hardship, degrading living conditions, capture and death…Empirical evidence has shown that human stresses are compounded by the added complexities of mixed-gender groups…Concern that such additional stress would seriously jeopardize operational effectiveness [emphasis added] has resulted in every major nation in the world maintaining limits on mixed-gender composition in their armed forces, particularly in units which are most likely to face an enemy directly in battle. Consequently, in order not to jeopardize the operational effectiveness [emphasis added] dictated by the needs of national security, the composition of some units will remain single-gender male.

Clearly, in addition to the traditional emphasis on physical hardship and performance which emphasizes male and female as dichotomous and unique, adding gender or women to the combat equation was believed to increase the social and psychological complexity and stress – the very cultural conditions which have created the imperative for cultural intelligence in cross-cultural conflict environments. 

In 1989, a Canadian Human Rights Tribunal directed that the current trials questioning the impact of women on operational effectiveness would not be regarded as ‘trials’, but as the lead-up or preparation for full integration of women into all CF occupations and roles within the following 10 years.
  In spite of the CF effort to convince the CHRT that the inclusion of women in combat roles would negatively impact operational effectiveness,
 the tribunal ruling removed all combat exclusions for women serving in the military in Canada. Symbolically, the CHRT ruling represented a departure from separate or unique roles for women and men in the CF.  Theoretically at least, women could now do anything men could do in the military.
  Importantly, women were no longer restricted from, or formally on trial in, direct combat “warrior” roles.

The activities which took place within National Defence Headquarters (NDHQ) from the late 1980s until 1999 provide insight into the difficulties that the CF experienced coming to terms with what it meant to be a male or a female in the CF.  Until the late 1980s the CF had an internal Directorate of Women, in 1990 an external Advisory Board on Women (emphasis added) in the Canadian Forces
 was established, and in 1993 that same board became the Minister’s Advisory Board on Gender Integration (emphasis added).  Closely related to, if not coincident with, dropping all references to woman in CF corporate equity offices, the desk officer position for gender integration was reserved for a male CF officer for over a decade.
  Under pressure from the CHRC leading up to the 10 year integration deadline, the Director of Equal Opportunity, Policy and Planning, (previously the Director of Personnel Policy with a section dedicated to the integration of women), the NDHQ office responsible for gender integration, was changed to be called the Director of Employment Equity and Gender Integration in 1999.
  In the final analysis, the CHRC was not satisfied with the progress of the CF on the gender integration front from 1989 to 1999; however, the Commission was satisfied that there was sufficient senior leadership commitment to gender integration in the future to remove the requirement for external monitoring of military efforts on the gender front.  

As discussed earlier, women have developed strategies to negotiate and adapt to CF culture, and over the years the CF has evolved somewhat in its understanding of difference through the increasing representation of women in leadership roles and on operational deployments, as well as others who are not traditional mainstream members of CF culture.  Today, over 8,000 women are serving in the Regular Component of the Canadian Forces (CF), and an additional 15,000 serve in the Reserves on full and part time commitments. Overall representation is 13.5 percent and 20.4 percent in the Regular and Reserve Forces, respectively.
  In spite of some obvious progress, the participation of women is still quite gendered in many ways with representation ranging from approximately 75 percent in the nursing occupation to less than four per cent in some of the operational occupations such as the land combat arms.
  While cultural intelligence is important throughout all of the CF, the impact of cultural intelligence among individual soldiers, such as those in the combat arms operating within host nation populations is particularly significant.  However, those military occupation groups in which there is little to no gender diversity are also less likely to become adaptable to cultural differences and challenges.     


The shift from women to gender is symbolic of a cultural shift indicating that the CF was starting to think differently about the relationship between women and men in the organization.  Until approximately 1990, the participation of women was understood largely in terms of the gaps and differences between women and men. The shift in focus from women to gender is representative of the increasing awareness of the importance of the relations between women and men on the experiences and status of both women and men. The shift in language, however, leaves many still unaware of the significance of gender in developing awareness of cultures, organizations, people, and self. 

In many military situations, gender neutral, gender free, or gender blind approaches are often effective as well as necessary in demonstrating that all members of a military team are equally important to the team as well as sharing the load in an equitable manner.  However, this approach is frequently adopted to ensure that servicemen are not frustrated by unwarranted attention to their female counterparts, and to assist women in blending in or integrating into the team without undue attention.  Neutral perspectives break down when assumptions are made about the extent to which the experiences and perspectives of team members are shared beyond their immediate role on the team.  That is, regardless of and because of gender and sex, the experiences that men and women bring to the organization will differ depending upon an endless array of factors, including gender role expectations in their formative years, race, class, religion, ethnicity, sexual orientation, abilities, interests, etc.  In addition, there are undeniable physiological differences among women and men and the various abilities that such diversity brings to the team.  The challenge then is to address gender through a gender inclusive approach that abandons socially constructed assumptions about diversity (or lack of) among women and men.

The CF has adopted an approach to gender and diversity, which posits that if behaviour changes first, attitudes will follow over the longer term.  The CF tip book, One Team, Many Faces: Employment Equity and Diversity Leadership, opens with a section entitled “Change Behaviours First, Attitudes Later.”
  If you change behaviour, attitudes will follow.  While this approach is necessary to communicate the organization’s commitment to achieving legislated objectives, it does present significant limitations for gender, diversity and cultural intelligence in the CF.  

Behaviour, based upon the knowledge that equitable treatment is the law, but in the absence of an understanding and willingness to understand difference is unlikely to result in effective and adaptable problem-solving and decision-making when individual differences and cultural complexities, including gender, are not represented within the organizational definitions, rules, and processes.  In a culture that relies disproportionately on shared values and experience, and specific cultural knowledge, it is challenging to develop enough trust, resilience, and adaptability to effectively accommodate difference in ways that satisfy both equality and operational success on a consistent basis.

In addition, a homogenous military culture that relies upon pre-deployment culture-specific information to raise awareness and operational effectiveness has a limited capacity to develop effective cultural intelligence and apply effective understanding when confronted with unique experiences and circumstances in an operational environment.  The approaches to cultural intelligence presented in this discussion maintain that knowledge is a significant contributor to the cognitive process, but knowledge alone is not sufficient to develop optimum effectiveness in cross cultural domains.  

Analyses of the Diversity Climate Survey administered in the CF in 2005 and a similar survey administered in 1999, revealed that reported overt behaviours were, overall, more positive than the reported attitudes toward gender and diversity.
  These findings confirm at the very least that attitudes toward gender and diversity are lagging behind behaviour in terms of desired organizational responses.  Considered within the context of this discussion, these findings also raise further questions about what we know and do not know about the relationship between attitudes and behaviour, and more broadly, cognitive, behavioural and motivational components of cultural intelligence in the CF.  In addition, the data and discussion highlight the need to balance these domains in achieving optimum gender, diversity, and cultural competence in the CF.  Finally, the discussion suggests that the ways in which meaning is attached to gender and diversity, and in particular within the context of operational effectiveness, will have a significant impact on outcome related to gender, diversity and cultural competence. 

Discussion
Gender integration in the CF has contributed substantially to the CF foundation for developing cultural intelligence.  Some lessons have been learned and progress has been made.  Regardless, this experience also highlights the ways in which difference has, and continues to challenge the CF.  As operational effectiveness had always been understood within a uniquely masculine paradigm, the introduction of women continuously threatened CF perceptions of effectiveness. Until the CHRT ruling in 1989, the CF practiced the integration of women based upon an essentialist understanding of male and female roles, and in particular from the perspective that only men could fulfill the role of warrior. Throughout the 1990s, the CF was forced to share that philosophy with the right of women to serve in all environments and roles, including in the army as combat warriors.  With this shift came a shift in language – the integration of women became gender integration as the organization began to realize that the challenges were of relevance to both women and men serving in the CF.  

In the past several years, the CF has experienced an increasing demand on its capacity to effectively operate within complex cultural domains.  The development of cultural intelligence or cultural competence in the CF has been posited as a strategy for enhancing success in these complex environments.  The experience of gender integration in the CF highlights the challenge that social change has presented to the CF, including the limited ability of the CF to employ women and men who do not represent accepted and understood gender profiles to their optimum potential. This limited capacity is rooted in organizational definitions and conceptualizations of gender that in turn inform policy, practice, and a culture of dichotomous gender difference along with corporate and senior leader claims of gender neutrality.  Each of these standpoints contribute to the simplification of gender and gendered relationships and thus create apparent efficiency and effectiveness for the military; however, neither standpoint reflects an optimum integration of knowledge, motivation, and cognitive sensitivity to gender differences, and thus limit the potential for the development and application of cultural intelligence.   

This limitation is particularly salient in combat environments in which disproportionate emphasis in selection, training, and socialization is placed on physical, sexual, and psychological characteristics rooted within traditional warrior and mutually exclusive, dichotomous sex/gender paradigms.  This limits the ability of combat teams to develop integrated knowledge, motivation, and cognitive processes that have become increasingly important in conflict environments.  The introduction of women, although replete with resistance and the failures of the military to understand and integrate difference, has provided a significant impetus for social and psychological change that can be further leveraged to develop culturally competent combat teams. 

Importantly, this discussion does not propose that females or women are a homogenous category bringing unique assets to the combat environment; however, it does suggest that a gender-neutral perspective is not inclusive, and as a result ignores significant potential differences among members of the CF that will otherwise yield valuable information and contributions both in terms of employment equity representation issues and operational success.  Quite simply, gender diversity is an important contributor to cultural competence or what has been dubbed cultural intelligence in the CF.  Finally, preconceived notions in reference to sex and gender represent perhaps the greatest cultural challenge that the military will ever face at home and around the world. 
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