Ja,

ResearchOnline@JCU =~ JAMES COOK

~~ UNIVERSITY

AUSTRALIA

This file is part of the following work:

Morgan, Rhian (2010) A critical analysis of the intercultural communication

training industry. Masters (Research) Thesis, James Cook University.

Access to this file is available from:

https://doi.org/10.25903/fygq%2Dns20

Copyright © 2010 Rhian Morgan

The author has certified to JCU that they have made a reasonable effort to gain
permission and acknowledge the owners of any third party copyright material

included in this document. If you believe that this is not the case, please email

researchonline@jcu.edu.au


mailto:researchonline@jcu.edu.au?subject=ResearchOnline%20Thesis%20Incident%20

A Critical Analysis of the Intercultural Communication Training Industry

Thesis submitted by
Rhian Morgan BA(Hons) UK
In January 2010

For the degree of Master by Research (Anthropology)

James Cook University, Townsuville



STATEMENT OF ACCESS

I, the undersigned author, understand that Jamek Qoiversity will make this thesis available
for use within the university library and via theigtralian Digital Thesis network and elsewhere

as appropriate.

| understand that as an unpublished work, a thesisignificant protection under the Copyright
act and | do not wish to place any further restitt on access to this work.

Rhian Morgan 27.01.2010

Signature Date



STATEMENT OF SOURCES

Declaration:
| declare that this thesis is my own work and hatsbeen submitted in any form for another

degree or diploma at any other university or teyteducation institution. Information derived

from the work of others has been acknowledgedertdit and a list of references is provided.

Rhian Morgan 27.01.2010

Signature Date



STATEMENT OF THE CONTRIBUTION OF OTHERS

This thesis has been made possible through theodugfithe following people:
Supervisors:
Primary supervisor:

Dr Robin Rodd, School of Arts & Social Sciencesnda Cook University

Secondary Supervisors:
Dr Rosita Henry, School of Arts & Social Sciencémmes Cook University

Dr Marcus Barber, School of Arts & Social Scienclsnes Cook University

Editorial Assistance:

Dr Rosemary Dunn, Graduate Research School, Janwshiversity



DECLARATION ON ETHICS

The research presented and reported in this thesisonducted within the guidelines for
research ethics outlined in thiational Statement on Ethics Conduct in Researebling
Humansg(1999),the Joint NHMRC/AVCC Statement and Guidelines aeé&teh Practice
(1997) theJames Cook University Policy on ExperimentatioridstiStandard Practices and
Guidelines(2001), and thdames Cook University Statement and Guidelinesese&tch
Practice(2001). The proposed research methodology receiezaance from the James Cook
University Experimentation Ethics Review Committapproval number: 2799.

Rhian Morgan 27.01.2010

Signature Date



Vi

Acknowledgements
Firstly | would like to thank my supervisory teamdathe anthropology department at
James Cook University, in particular Dr Robin Rdaidhis support throughout the
preparation and completion of this thesis. Secqridhkould thank the people that gave
their time to participate in this study, those tbampleted interviews and the cross-
cultural training companies that provided trainingterials for analysis. Thirdly, | would
like to thank the entire postgraduate communityimithe school of Arts and Social
Sciences at James Cook University, for their frigsdpport throughout the research and
writing processes. | would also like to thank DrsRmary Dunn for her support and
editorial help during the preparation of this tkeskinally, | would like to thank my

husband and my son for putting up with me throunghentire process.



Vi

Abstract

Cross-cultural training (CCT) is a form of peopldls training aimed at facilitating the
development of intercultural communicative compegeand cultural sensitivity. Since the 1960s,
cross-cultural training has developed into the poba@f a small, multinational, commercial
industry. CCT is predominantly provided through ttayg training workshops and the primary
consumers of CCT, within Australia, are public sectepartments and service providers. CCT
workshops attempt to provide trainees with an ustdading of culture that will encourage
cultural sensitivity and appropriate behavioursmyintercultural encounters. However, ‘culture’
is a contested concept; there is no universallggted definition, or theory, of culture. Over the
past two hundred years the discipline of anthrogpltas produced multiple theories on the
nature and workings of this elusive concept. Irenégears, some postmodernist anthropologists
have even begun to question the utility and deseeifforce of ‘culture’, arguing that the concept
promotes essentialist, deterministic and divisigrtanceptions of alterity. The existence of a
plethora of theories on the nature and influenéésulture’ raises questions as to which
conceptions of culture CCT courses are adherigtbpromoting. This thesis addresses these
guestions through an exploration and critical agialpf the contents and influences of cross-
cultural training courses.

The primary aims of this thesis are: firstly, tdedenine how CCT courses conceptualise culture;
secondly, to determine the relationship between €&iceptions of culture and anthropological
culture theory and thirdly, to examine the influera CCT on trainees’ orientations towards
diversity. Literature reviews are used to expldwe theories which inform CCT content and the
relationships between CCT theory, CCT content aridrapological culture theory. Information
on training content is obtained through participainéervation and semi-structured interviews.
Personal participation in an Indigenous culturaheemess training course and an online
intercultural business communication course enablanalysis of the conceptions of culture
presented within training programs. Further infaiioraon training content is provided through a
series of six semi-structured interviews with CGdducers and consumers and an analysis of
training materials provided by CCT companies anthérs. The interview findings are subjected
to a qualitative comparison with CCT teachings Hedstages of cultural competence outlined in
Bennett's (1986; 1993) “Developmental Model of hatdtural Sensitivity”. These comparisons
reveal the relative influence of CCT on particigatrientations towards diversity and

understandings of culture. Training materials a@¥ Gheories of culture are subjected to a



VI

critical discourse analysis. The discourse analpsisstigates patterns of expression and rhetoric
within training materials and CCT theory, in ord@discern how the concepts of identity, values,
agency and the ‘other’ are represented within CIZE discourse analysis, in conjunction with
the literature reviews, demonstrates how CCT cauceaceptualise culture and shows the
relative influences of different anthropologicaheols of thought on the content of cross-cultural
training courses. The discourse analysis also tevasether the criticisms of ‘culture’ raised by

postmodernist anthropologists apply to the conoeptdf culture promoted by the CCT industry.

The findings of this thesis reveal the susceptibdif CCT conceptions of culture to the
postmodernist culture critique and how problemetinceptions of culture within training
programs are reducing and negating the potengialjtive influences of CCT. Current CCT
practice is effective at increasing awareness kfial differences. However, some culture
general training is prompting prescriptive underdtags of diversity which can lead trainees to
view culture as an invariable determinant of bebvariThe final section of this thesis explores
how these problems could be solved through thgiat®n of cognitive anthropological theories
into CCT training programs. The results of thissihelemonstrate a need for the reformation of
CCT conceptions of culture and a possible direatibith this reformation could take. The
improvement and augmented accuracy of CCT teachifigscrease the capacity of these

training programs to promote intercultural underdtag and positive intercultural relations.
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Chapter 1: Thesis Introduction

Cross-cultural training
Cross-cultural training (CCT) is a form of aduluedtion aimed at developing “the awareness
knowledge and skills needed to interact approgyiatéh culturally diverse customers and co-
workers” (Bean, 2006, p.2). Since the 1960s, coodisral training has developed into the
product of a small multinational commercial indysespite a growing body of research into
intercultural communication and demographic sunafythe CCT industry, there has been little
investigation into how cross-cultural training cees conceptualise ‘culture’ or the influence
CCT has on consumers’ orientations towards diwerSICT is simultaneously representative of
discourses on diversity and a facet of a wider téeba the nature of culture. This study uses
participant observation, semi-structured interviemd discourse analysis to provide a critical
perspective on representations of these debathmlite context of Australian cross-cultural
training and cognitive anthropological theory tggest directions for the refinement of the

conceptions of culture presented in CCT courses.

The Australian cross-cultural training industrygweninantly consists of small consultancies and
individual trainers (Bean, 2006). However, trainiaglso offered by larger multinational CCT
companies, public sector departments, NGOs andcaidual institutions. The Australian
organisations using cross-cultural training areraximately 2/3 public sector organisations and
1/3 private sector companies (Bean, 2006, p.3).prbducts of the CCT industry include books,
seminars, consultations and internet training. Harethe most common form of CCT delivery
is through day long workshops (Bean, 2006). CCTkaloops attempt to cultivate understandings
of culture which will encourage cultural sensitwiHowever, culture is a contested concept;
there is no universally accepted definition or tlyeaf culture. The absence of academic
consensus on the exact nature and influences toireukises questions as to which
understandings of culture CCT courses are adh&siagd promoting. This thesis attempts to
answer these questions through an explorationeobtigins, content and influences of cross-
cultural training courses.

Prior research into the CCT industry has documethtearigins, demographics, content and
methods of training courses. The origins of cragfical training have been traced to the work of



the anthropologist Edward T Hall, for the Ameridareign service institute, during the early
1950s (Leeds Hurwitz, 1990; Moon, 1996). Howeee, relative influences of different
anthropological schools of thought, on the concastiof culture advocated by the CCT industry,
have not yet been investigated. The most compréleimvestigation of the Australian CCT
industry, to date, is a review commissioned byRkepartment of immigration, multicultural and
indigenous affairs (DIMIA) entitled “The effectivess of cross-cultural training in the Australian
context” (Bean, 2006). The DIMIA review provideshprehensive demographic and
organisational information on the Australian CCdiustry. However, this review does not
elaborate on the content of CCT courses. The cbofé®CT courses has been quantitatively
investigated in a previous international study aarteld by Fantini and Smith (1997). Fantini and
Smith (1997) surveyed fifty CCT courses in eleviéfetent countries and identified the most
popular “models” for intercultural training (Faniti& Smith, 1997). These “models” are culture
theories which inform the content of CCT workshdpivious evaluative studies have identified
several theoretical and methodological problemh tie manner in which cultural values are
represented by these models (McSweeney, 2002). ywyweo prior research has investigated the
relationship between anthropological culture theargt the conceptions of culture presented in
CCT training models, or the manner in which théoadiCCT models are translated into training
materials. The methods and goals of CCT courses bbeen analysed in multi-disciplinary
studies. Training methods, such as lectures andlaiions, have been assessed as to their
success in achieving particular training goalsnfist, 1986; Milhouse, 1996; Pruegger &
Rogers, 1994). CCT researchers have also produckevaluated assessment tools for the
measurement of intercultural competence (Benn@8611993; Hammer & Bennett, 1998;
Bennett & Bennett 2001; Hammer, Bennett & Wisen2293). However, there has been no
investigation into the influences of CCT on traisiegrientations towards diversity. Critiques of

CCT's representations of diversity demonstratenened for such an investigation.

Critical literature on cross-cultural training ismmal, but severe. In 1999, G. Jack and A.
Lorbiecki produced a damning critique of represtos of cultural diversity within cross-
cultural training materials. The critique was lali@d from a post-modernist perspective, drawing
heavily on the work of Edward Said (2003, orig. 89 The criticisms raised against the industry
were that it was promoting static, essentialistriptetations of cultural identity and encouraging
divisionary processes of ‘othering’ (Jack & Lorligd 999). These criticisms are similar to the

arguments post-modernist critics have raised agaimkropological conceptions of culture (Abu-



Lughod, 1991; Appadurai, 1996; Wikan, 1999). Jaut borbiecki (1999) began to apply the
postmodernist critique to the cross cultural tragnindustry. These criticisms press for further
investigation if cross-cultural training is to bged as a tool for the promotion of intercultural
understanding. It is also necessary to investigether CCT can be defended using the
arguments anthropologists employed to defend ‘ceili@rumann, 1999).

A review of prior cross-cultural training resead#monstrates some significant gaps in our
knowledge of the theoretical orientations and iafices of CCT. Prior investigation into CCT
content has revealed the popularity of CCT modetaultture as training tools, and evaluative
studies have identified conceptual and methodofdgioblems with some of these models. Yet,
there has been no investigation into the theofiesilture which these models adhere to, or
analysis of representations of these models withining workshops. CCT researchers have
developed assessment tools for the measuremaneotultural competence, but no one has
examined the influence of CCT on trainees’ origatet towards diversity. CCT representations
of diversity have been criticised for promotingeggsalist notions of culture and encouraging
processes of ‘othering’. However, further invediigiais required in order to determine the
applicability of this critique to CCT conceptionaulture and to explore potential avenues for
the augmentation of CCT conceptions of culturegisimgnitive anthropological theories, such as
schema theory and connectionism, as posited byssti@and Quinn (1994). Potential defences
and opportunities for the refinement of CCT teaghimust also be explored. These gaps in our
understandings of CCT content and influence plimsitdations on evaluations of CCT practice.
The investigations into CCT theory, content antligrice, conducted throughout the following
chapters, will enable more comprehensive evaluatdithe utility of CCT and identify the

potential for using cognitive anthropology in theure development of this industry.

Aims
The primary aims of this study are to determine IB®W courses conceptualise culture, the
relative influence of the discipline of anthropojogn CCT conceptions of culture, and the
impact of CCT on participants’ orientations towadilgersity. The following chapters provide an
analysis of manifestations of discourses on culame diversity within the CCT industry. This
analysis enables an evaluation of the applicabilitfhe post-modernist culture critique to cross-
cultural training practice. The following seriesrebearch questions have been devised in



accordance with these aims, on the basis of pnedimireviews of training materials and culture
theory. The methods used to answer these questierexplained in detail in the following

section.

Research questions
1. How do CCT courses conceptualise culture?
i.  How do CCT models conceptualise culture?
ii. How do the conceptions of culture found in CCT misdelate to the

conceptions of culture found in training materials?

2. How do understandings of culture found in CCilirses and models relate to anthropological
understandings of culture?
i.  Which anthropological schools of thought have bmest influential in the

emergence of the CCT industry and the developnnaiming models?

3. How does CCT affect participants’ understandimigsulture and diversity?
i.  Can one detect the influence cross-cultural trgimnparticipants’
understandings of culture and their framing ofrictétural encounters?
ii. Do the differing conceptualisations of culture,gmeted in CCT courses, produce

differing participant reactions to training?

4. How do debates on the nature of culture andbdises on diversity manifest in cross-cultural
training?
i How does CCT discourse construct cultural identitytural values, individual
agency and the ‘other'?
ii. Does the postmodernist culture critique apply ®rédpresentations of culture
promoted by CCT?
iii. If so, can CCT be defended with the same argunenfdoyed to defend

anthropological conceptions of culture?

Methodology



The primary methods used in this study are liteeataviews, participant observation, semi-
structured interviews, reviews of training mateyiahd discourse analysis. Literature on CCT
theory, CCT analysis and culture theory is collated reviewed. Personal participation in two
CCT courses provides a subjective experience afetaltural training and information on CCT
content. Information on training content is alseaited through semi-structured interviews with
CCT producers and consumers. These interviewspats@de information on participants’
understandings of culture and the influences of C&iditional training materials are obtained
through internet searches and provided by trainorgpanies and participants. The data obtained
is subjected to a critical discourse analysis. diseourse analysis examines patterns of
expression and rhetoric within training materiaentifying the differing constructions of
identity, agency and values, present within CCTalisse.

The review of CCT theory consists of an examinatibthe content of the CCT models of culture
which inform the content of training materials. Feixamination reveals how the creators of the
models define culture and the theories of cultunectvthe models adhere to. The review of
analytical CCT literature explores prior critiguefSCCT models and enables the identification of
conceptual problems inherent within the cultureothess which these models present. The
subsequent review of anthropological culture thewoyides a theoretical basis for the evaluation

of CCT models and training materials.

CCT training materials are obtained through parétion in training, provided by participants,
and gathered through library and internet seardP@sonal participation, in a day-long cross-
cultural training workshop and a 3 month on-liragrting course, provides access to training
materials in the forms in which they are presemtetlainees. The training materials provided by
participants are analysed in conjunction with thdipipants’ descriptions of the training
programs they attended. Further information omingj content is provided in the form of
training videos, and booklets designed to accompamshops. These videos and booklets are
provided by training companies and obtained thrdigary and internet searches. Training
materials are examined as to their explicit anditfigonceptions of culture, identity, values and
agency. The sources of training materials areefeteed to directly in order to protect the

anonymity of training providers.



The analysis of training materials is conducteddnjunction with the information obtained
through literature reviews. This conjunctive anelynables the identification of CCT
conceptions of culture. The examination of the iekphnd implicit understandings of culture
presented in training materials, combined withrthgéews of CCT theory and anthropological
culture theory, reveals the theoretical perspestorewhich training programs are based.
Comparisons between CCT content and CCT theonatéhe relative influence of CCT models
on training programs and demonstrate how concemts fmodels are incorporated into training
workshops. Comparisons, between CCT theory, trgimaterials and anthropological culture
theory, reveal the relative influences of differanthropological schools of thought on CCT
content. The influence of CCT on participants’ uistending of culture is examined through a

process of qualitative semi-structured interviews.

The interviews are designed to reveal the influesfd@CT on participants’ orientations towards
diversity. The interviews also provide information CCT practice and content. The target
groups for participation are adults, of any agedge or ethnicity, with some form of
intercultural experience, either through migratisrinteractions with culturally diverse clients
and co-workers. Involvement in CCT is not an exgkigriterion for participation. Participant’s
actual involvement in CCT ranges from none, oveff@8nsumers, to CCT trainers. Participants
are recruited using a snowballing technique. E-aad postal information sent to potential
participants from a range of businesses, servicdN&Os, contained requests that the
information be forwarded to others who may be igegd in participating. Details of the study
and forwarding requests sent to 86 organisati@tgived 27 responses, resulting in six
interviews. The six participants come, primarilgrfr multi-cultural service providers and NGOs;
they are predominantly female, 35-50 years oldrened some experience of CCT. These
characteristics reflect trends within the Austnal@oss-cultural training industry as identified by
Bean (2006). During the interviews participantsiaxéted to talk about their experiences of
cultural diversity, culture identity and cross-cu#tl training. The interviews consist of broad
guestions, designed to prompt narrative accounpauictipants intercultural and CCT
experiences. In addition, participants are askedifp questions about their involvements with

CCT, about the types, duration and content of @suastended or given.



The interview findings are subjected to a compeagadinalysis, in which participants’ narrative
accounts of intercultural interactions and respsiieajuestions on culture are compared to CCT
teachings. It is assumed that greater levels aflimment with CCT will produce understandings
of culture which exhibit similarities with the undéandings of culture presented in CCT courses.
Participants’ accounts and responses are also cechpéth each other, in order to see if
responses from participants with greater experief¢CT exhibit more similarities with CCT
teachings than those of participants with less @gQJerience. Participants orientations towards
diversity are assessed through the comparisorterview statements with statements
corresponding to diversity orientations identifiadhe “Developmental Model of Intercultural
Sensitivity” (DMIS) (Bennett, 1986; 1993).

The DMIS is a model for the categorisation of petgpbrientations towards diversity according
to six basic types; the first three types are diasisas ethnocentric, the second three are
classified as ethno-relative (Bennett, 1986; 1998g first of the ethnocentric DMIS orientations
is “Denial”. “Denial” is an attitude characterisbyg ignorance, or non-recognition, of cultural
diversity (Bennett, 1986; 1993). The second ethnoizeorientation is “Defence” and entails
recognition of the existence of cultural diverstyt diversity is seen as threatening. “Defence” is
characterised by beliefs in the superiority of en@in culture, and a critical, or derogatory,
attitude towards other cultures (Bennett, 1986:3198he final ethnocentric orientation is
“minimization”, a state in which diversity is reatiged, but certain aspects of one’s own cultural
value system are perceived to be universals (Bert886; 1993). The first ethno-relative
orientation is “Acceptance”. People at “Acceptan@Eognise the existence and validity of a
multiplicity of cultural values (Bennett, 1986; 139 The second ethno-relative orientation is
“Adaptation”. “Adaptation” is when one’s experiescaf another culture, results in the expansion
of one’s worldview to include perceptions, attitadad behaviours appropriate to the other
culture (Bennett, 1986; 1993). The final ethnotietaorientation is “Integration” and is
characterised by the incorporation of multiple wrdt worldviews into ones understanding of
oneself. (Bennett, 1986; 1993; Hammer & Bennet®8] Bennett & Bennett, 2001). Within

CCT, DMIS orientations are measured using the é¢atesral development inventory (IDI). The
IDI is a questionnaire used to assess where angergnentation towards diversity lies on the
DMIS scale (Hammer, Bennett & Wiseman, 2003). Duihding constraints the IDI was not
directly accessible for use in this study. Howeyeihlished literature surrounding the

development of the IDI provides examples of stat@sehich correspond to DMIS orientations



(Hammer et al, 2003). These example statementstfoerbasis of a comparison between the
narrative accounts, of experiences of diversitgyjoled by participants and DMIS orientations.
This comparison enables conclusions to be drawnta®@T's potential to encourage ethno-
relative attitudes.

The final research question, “how do debates omahere of culture and discourses on diversity
manifest in cross-cultural training?” is answersthg critical discourse analysis. Patterns of
expression, formulation and rhetoric within CCTdheand training materials are examined as to
how they construct identities, values and agenbg. Jublic and persuasive natures of discourses
on diversity within CCT are examined, in conjunntiwith an elucidation of the power relations
implicit in CCT discourse. The critical analysistbése discourses enables the determination of
whether post-modernist criticisms of ‘culture’ appb representations of culture within CCT
theory and training courses. The post-moderniitisins of culture raised against anthropology
and CCT centre around certain representationsutttii®@’ and ‘the other’ (Abu-Lughod, 1991,
Brumann, 1999; Said, 2003; Wikan, 1999). In ordemgsess the validity of these criticisms, as
they apply to CCT, it is first necessary to dematsthow culture and diversity are represented

by the industry; this is the purpose of the disselanalysis.

Critique of the concept of ‘culture’ reached proarine within anthropology in the 1990s.
Criticisms centred around the idea that the conokptilture, “suggests boundedness,
homogeneity, coherence, stability and structuresredis social reality is characterised by
variability, inconsistencies, conflict, change andividual agency” (Brumann, 1999, p.1)

Some anthropologists began to question whethezdheept of ‘culture’ had acquired essentialist
connotations, like the concept of race (Wikan, 1998adurai, 1996). Some advocated “writing
against culture” and suggested an abandonmeneafathcept (Abu-Lughod, 1991; 1993), others
defended the concept, arguing that criticisms ¢fioei only apply to certain misuses of the
concept, not the concept itself and that culture(sd be retained as a convenient term for
designating the clusters of common concepts enmm#on practices that arise when people
interact regularly” (Brumann, 1999; p.1). The camof this debate are explored in full in the
review of anthropological culture theory contaimedhapter Five. It is suggested that cognitive
anthropological theory may be used to negotiatetidradictions between the existence of
cultural specificity and universal human traitsyaised by critics of the concept of culture. The



subsequent critical analysis of CCT discourse esalffirstly, a demonstration of how culture is
conceptualised by the industry and secondly, amsassent of whether criticisms surrounding the

misuse of ‘culture’ apply to representations otuatd within the CCT industry.

Anthropology and cross-cultural training
CCT aims to influence trainees understanding dficefs) in a manner that will produce
‘appropriate behaviours’ during intercultural irgetions. The success of CCT is not only
dependent on whether training influences traineaderstandings of culture, but also how
training influences trainees’ understandings ofural Cross-cultural training has the potential to
become usable a tool for the wide scale promotfgositive intercultural relations. However,
whether these ends are achievable through crosgaluraining depends on what is being taught
and how training is affecting participants’ orieidas towards diversity. If the accusations of
neo-imperialism raised by Jack and Lorbiecki (1989Yhe arguments of the ‘culture critique’,
apply to current CCT teachings then the aspiratbnsing CCT to promote intercultural
understanding, is not achievable without the refdation of training programs. Cognitive
anthropology provides a possible direction forrfermation of CCT conceptions of culture and

the final chapter of this thesis will explore hoadavhy this reformation should occur.

Many of the researchers that have produced andssess€CT models have a large stake in the
industry, often owning or selling their work to C€®mpanies. The most damning criticisms of
the industry have accused CCT of promoting redactgsentialist, notions of culture (Jack &
Lorbiecki, 1999). If these criticisms are validdathe CCT industry is characterised by a
hegemonic discourse surrounding specific interficeta of culture, one must ask whether this
discourse is perpetuated by the fact that the acimdenpetus and evaluation of CCT is
dominated by those with stakes in the industryleast, the interplay of research and corporate
investment, should raises questions about whethgedtivities and vested interests are

influencing trends within CCT evaluations.
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Some anthropologists exhibit a slightly disparagitigude to cross-cultural training describing it
as a “packaged way to know ‘other’ cultures” (Pe&c@001, p.76, orig. 1986). Others interpret
CCT as an aspect of the commoditisation of a coeswancept of culture (Kahn, 1995).
However, if criticisms of CCT's representationsaflture’ and ‘the other’ apply, surely it is the
responsibility of anthropologists to refine the arstandings of culture promoted by this industry.
As Wikan (1999) argues it iolir concept that is loose on the streets.” (p.62).drbes-cultural
training industry developed out of the teachingartthropology. It is therefore the responsibility
of anthropologists to monitor, evaluate and if msegy refine CCT teachings; and aid the
development of this industry in a direction thall wiomote positive intercultural relations and
public wellbeing in multicultural societies, suchAustralia.

This thesis uses anthropological culture theorg ramework for the analysis of CCT teachings
and suggests that schema theory and connectioasspasited by Strauss and Quinn (1994)
could be used as a framework for refining CCT ceptioas of culture in such a way as to avoid
the accusations of neo-imperialism raised by Jadklarbiecki (1999). The processes of
participation observation and semi-structured irigavs provide qualitative data on the teachings
and influences of cross-cultural training. A ciafi@nalysis of CCT discourses enables an
assessment of the validity of criticisms raisedragjahe CCT industry. The results of this thesis
demonstrate how CCT courses conceptualise cutheeglative influences of anthropological
culture theory within the CCT industry, and thduehce of CCT on trainees’ orientations
towards diversity. These results enable concludiofie drawn about the utility of cross-cultural
training and the identification of how CCT conceps of culture could be refined through the

integration of CCT and cognitive anthropologicadhy.

Chapter overview
Chapter two begins with an introduction to the d@dustry. This introduction provides a review
of the historical origins and growth of the CCT uistty. This historical review is followed by a
profile of the contemporary Australian CCT Industfe Industry profile is followed by a
generic description of a CCT workshop. The purpmidbis chapter is to familiarise the reader

with the character and practices of the industgenrinvestigation.
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Chapter three introduces CCT models of culture. difapter focuses on three of the most
popular CCT models, as identified by Fantini andtBif1997). The chapter begins with an
explanation of Edward Hall's (1959; 1969; 1977)ates on the influences of culture on peoples’
temporal, spatial, and communicative orientatidiss explanation is followed by descriptions

of Geert Hofstede’s (1980; 2005) five dimensionaldel of culture and Trompenaars’ and
Hampden-Turner's (1997) seven dimensional modelttfire. The introduction to these models

provides the reader with an understanding of theries which inform CCT content.

Chapter four provides an evaluation of these tngimodels based on critical literature produced
by Brendan McSweeney (2002). The evaluation expldre merits and applicability of the
criticisms raised against CCT models of culturehwi specific focus on Geert Hofstede’s (1980;
2005) five dimensional model. The evaluation algul@es Hofstede’s (2002) replies to the
criticisms raised by McSweeney (2002), and investig whether these replies constitute a
comprehensive defense of the five dimensional mdtehpter four concludes with an
exploration of the impacts of dimensional modeldraming content and an introduction to
alternative, developmental, approaches to CCT. dtipter explains some of the theoretical and
conceptual problems inherent in the models intredun chapter three and discuses the impacts

of these problems on cross-cultural training protgga

Chapter five contains a review of anthropologiadture theory. The purposes of this chapter are
to demonstrate the contested nature of the coméepiture and introduce some diverse
theoretical perspectives on the nature and inflegiod culture. The chapter begins with an
exploration of the historical origins of the teroufture’ and continues with a discussion of early
European social anthropology. This discussion coVgtor’s (1958, orig. 1871) theory of social
evolutionism, Durkheim’s (1964) theory of socialigarity, and the differing functionalist
theories of Malinowski (1944), Radcliffe- Brown 88 and Evans-Pritchard (1976; 1940). The
chapter continues with an exploration of Americaliural anthropology and the theories of
Boa’s (1931, 1932), Benedict (1955, 1975), Krodhér4, 1952) and Sapir (1968). The review
of early American cultural anthropology is followby an introduction to Levi-Strauss’ (1963)
theory of structuralism and Geertz's (1973) intetpist theory of culture. The chapter then
explores developments in the field of cognitivehaopology and explanations of culture which
utilise schema theory and connectionism (Strau§uéan, 1994). The introduction to cognitive
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anthropology is followed by an exploration of thrguaments of the post-modernist culture
critique, as raised by theorists such as Abu-Lugii®81), Appadurai (1996) and Wikan (1999).
The chapter concludes with the suggestion thateqanalisations of culture based on cognitive
anthropological theory could be used to avoid tlitecisms of the culture critique. This chapter
demonstrates the intricacies and contested natulhe @oncept on which cross-cultural training

is based and provides a basis for the evaluati@Q3if conceptions of culture.

Chapter six provides an analysis of CCT contenethas the findings of semi-structured
interviews, processes of participant observatiah@oilections of training materials. This chapter
identifies themes within CCT content, demonstrats CCT models of culture are integrated
into training workshops and investigates partictparesponses to training. The analyses in this
chapter demonstrate the positive and negative tspe&current CCT practice and show how

content influences participants’ reactions towdrdming.

Chapter seven investigates CCT conceptions of reuliy means of critical discourse analysis.
The chapter begins by comparing the conceptiorsiltdire presented in CCT models with the
anthropological theories of culture outlined in jgtea five. This comparison explores the
applicability of the culture critique to represditas of culture within dimensional CCT models.
Patterns of expression and rhetoric within traimmaterials are examined as to how they
construct identities, values and the ‘other’. Rgstints’ conceptions of culture and orientations
towards diversity are then examined and comparduketorientations outlined in the DMIS. The
comparison of participant orientations towards diitg with DMIS orientations enables
conclusions to be drawn about the relative inflesnaf cross-cultural training on these
participants’ understandings of culture. The figattion of chapter seven suggests directions for
future CCT research and the further developmetitefndustry using cognitive anthropology,
schema theory, and connectionism. In conjunctioefollowing chapters aim to contribute to an

expansion of our evaluative knowledge of CCT canéenl influence.
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Chapter 2: The Cross-cultural Training Industry

Introduction
The following chapter provides an introduction toss-cultural training (CCT). The origins of
CCT, in the work of Edward T. Hall for the Americkoreign Service Institute (FSI), are
discussed, along with the paradigm that this eaalining set for future CCT. This discussion is
followed by a historical overview outlining the ciimstances that led to the development and
expansion of the cross-cultural training induskgllowing the historical overview is a
contemporary profile of the Australian CCT industsgased on the findings of Robert Bean
(2006), as outlined in the DIMIA report “The effagness of cross-cultural training in the
Australian context”. The profile identifies normsmang CCT producers and consumers, and
introduces distinctions among types of traininge Tontemporary CCT profile is followed by a
generic description of a cross-cultural trainingketop. The workshop description is based
personal experiences of CCT, in conjunction wifloimation on training provided by
participants, and the findings of the DIMIA repdrhe purpose of this chapter is to familiarise
the reader with cross-cultural training and the G@iustry.

The origins of the cross-cultural training industry

“The story of Intercultural communication startsta foreign service institute”
(Leeds-Hurwitz, 1990, cited in Rogers, Hart & Mi2§02, p.8)

The origins of modern cross-cultural training aftemtraced to the work of the anthropologist
Edward T. Hall, for the American Foreign servicstitute (FSI), during the early 1950s. The
FSI was developed in 1947, within the US departroéstate, in response to the
underwhelming performance of American diplomat®werseas assignments (Moon, 1996).
The institute provided language and foreign affaming for state department employees,
diplomats, Foreign Service and government agenckevs, and military service branches
(Rogers, et al, 2002). Hall was part of a teamingfuists and anthropologists employed by the
FSI to provide culture and language training fordign Service officials between 1950 and
1955 (Rogers, et al, 2002). Hall's experiencesaihing at the FSI not only shaped his own
subsequent studies of culture, but also creatextadigm for cross-cultural training which is

still reflected in CCT courses today.
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The FSI training originally consisted of introdugtdanguage training, mission orientation
training, demographic studies of host countriesiafatmation on anthropological culture
theory (Leeds-Hurwitz, 1990). Culture was taughiwdlas a system of “shared information
along with shared methods of coding, storing afriergng that information” (Hall & Hall,

1989, cited in Moon, 1996, p.3). This original ag used macro-level, mono-cultural analysis
and focused on traditional anthropological topiter@uiry, such as kinship systems and socio-
cultural institutions (Rogers, et al, 2002). Thd f#8&inees responded negatively to the
anthropological culture theory taught by Hall (Mpa896). Trainees reported finding the
culture theory difficult to understand, lackingspecific, or concrete, information and
irrelevant to their assignments (Moon, 1996). Taeing was generally perceived as
unnecessary and unimportant (Moon, 1996). Theitrgiwas further complicated by the
ethnocentrism of the trainees, the political andehucratic objectives of the FSI, and a
disregard for the practical value of anthropololggli, 1959, cited in Rogers, et al, 2002;

Moon, 1996). These negative responses promptedaHdlhis colleagues to modify the FSI
curriculum. The FSI trainers abandoned the teactiragthropological perspectives on culture
in favour of a more “pragmatic and goal-orientatagproach (Moon, 1996, p.3).

The modified FSI curriculum focused on comparisosisveen ‘national’ cultures, rather than
the study of single cultures (Moon, 1996). Traingteslied non-verbal communication and
training focus changed to an emphasis on micrasallanalysis and the provision of
information on specific cultural traits such asatations towards time, body language and
tone of voice (Leeds-Hurwitz, 1990). The emphasisraditional anthropological areas of
enquiry, like kinship systems, was replaced byadityapproach which concentrated on the
nature of interactions between individuals fronfatiént cultures (Moon, 1996). Anecdotal
accounts of intercultural interactions were introgltl as training tools and trainers began to
utilise participatory training methods, such asuations and role plays. Intensive day-long
workshops became the main method of CCT deliverydiM 1996; Rogers, et al, 2002).The
FSI trainees were far more receptive to the newiaauum; Hall used it to train approximately
2000 people during his five years of employmenhatFSI (Rogers, et al, 2002).

The new training paradigm, set by the revised k®iaulum, influenced both the methods and
content of future training programs. The methodsaifing introduced by the FSI curriculum,
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such as intensive workshops, the use of anecdolesplays and simulations, have become
standard CCT practices, albeit in refined formse tgadic focus of the FSI training, which
compared practices from different cultures, iseetfd in the ‘cultural contrast’ approaches
utilised by many CCT trainers today. The equatibouttural identity with nationality, set up
by the early FSI training, still occurs within soc@ntemporary training courses. The under
recognition of intra-national diversity, which ceasult from such equations, is an expressed
concern of many contemporary CCT analysts (Moof619ack & Lorbiecki, 1999). The
extent to which the FSI paradigm has influenceithimng methods is demonstrated in the
industry profile contained in the following sectiofithis chapter.

The pragmatic, goal orientated approach of thetfé8ling heavily influenced the content of
future CCT. The reform of the FSI training prograhifted training focus from, ideational
anthropological conceptions of culture, onto praticri®perationalised notions of cultural
variation” (Moon, 1996, p.7). These “operationaismtions of cultural variation” focus on the
micro level analysis of specific cultural traitsich as time orientation or societal tendencies
towards individualism or collectivism (Moon, 1998he apparent incompatibility of
anthropological culture theory and the desires©@T@ainees is reflected in an account of
training given by Tina, a CCT trainer, during haterview. During a conversation about the
influence of trainers’ philosophical view points waining, Tina gave the following account of

a young anthropologist employed as a trainer bychepany:

We've actually got a worker at the moment that$mse of these issues. He's from an
anthropologist background, so he’s got some magaras. When you're training you
have to use the language of the audience and yautbdink it. ..., it's not simple
English, but he can’t go on and talk about diatecéind things like this, because you're
just going to create a barrier ... The first sassie did they all walked out and told their
co-ordinator they felt dumb and stupid and theydidrant [him] back.

(Tina, Personal communication, 27.04.08)

Tina’'s account of the consequences of mixing apiiagy with CCT mirrors Hall's (1959)
reports of teaching anthropological culture theatrthe FSI. The anthropologist’s trainees
found the culture theory incomprehensible andéwaht, demonstrating there is still no place
for traditional anthropological theory in crosstauél training. Earlier during the interview

Tina talked about trainees’ wants and expectations;
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They want to know “how can | improve my way of commitating with Mr Blogs, so
that ...” or “we’ve got a worker that slams down tifene anytime someone’s got an
accent.”
(Tina, personal communication, 27.04.08)
Tina’'s experiences of trainees’ desires for relévaractical, goal-orientated training also
reflect Hall's experiences of trainee responsakeafSI. The FSI training recognised trainees
desires and laid out norms for CCT. However, it desographic change and globalisation
that drove the growth of CCT, from its origins la¢ #SI, into the product of an international
industry.

The growth of the cross-cultural training indussyrimarily attributable to changes in
population demographics and corporate internatisaién (Jack & Lorbiecki, 1999). During
the 1960s, corporate internationalisation begastitoulate interest in questions about how
companies should best respond to the challengeseohational commerce, such as foreign
finance, international marketing, and internatidmaian resources management (Jack &
Lorbiecki, 1999). Demographic changes, caused trgased migration and international
employment opportunities, in the period after waviar two, had resulted in increasingly
diverse workforces within many countries. During 1970s, companies in so-called
‘developed’ countries were becoming progressivelycerned with how best to recruit, manage
and retain workers within culturally diverse sogst(Jack & Lorbiecki, 1999). Debate
surrounding diversity management emerged in thg &880s, replacing discourses on the a-
cultural nature of management, which had previodsiyinated the fields of management and
business studies (Jack & Lorbiecki, 1999). Durimg 1980s, cultural differences were
increasingly conceptualised, by both corporatiars scholars, as potential sources of national
and international corporate ineffectiveness (Jadlogbiecki, 1999). Nationally based
companies and multi-nationals, in Europe, the US)ada and Australia, were becoming
increasingly concerned about the impact of cultdiagrsity on company efficiency and CCT
appeared to be the solution to these concerns.

Globalisation and increasing competition on thébglanarket, combined with diversifying
workforces, presented companies with new challeilghge areas of recruitment, retention and
management. Managers were concerned with how toit@nd retain employees in
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multicultural societies and executives were conegrbout the internal conflicts which
differing cultural interpretations of effective gnw membership could cause and the affects
these internal conflicts could have productivityl@mompetitiveness (Jack & Lorbiecki, 1999).
Companies sought a competitive edge as they wibdeak into foreign markets, negotiate
international mergers and manage diverse workfotoeseasing staff's intercultural
competence was seen as a possible means by whiglao@s could gain this competitive edge
(Jack & Lorbiecki, 1999). Cultural differences weanceptualised as a potential source of
corporate weakness and cultural awareness wasiyedaes a resource for negating this
weakness. As a result, cultural differences weeeekmsingly perceived as legitimate areas for
management control (Jack & Lorbiecki, 1999). “Theral imperative of respect and tolerance
at work ... [was] given commercial respectabilltlyaugh its connection with improved
business performance and a better bottom-line’k(&alcorbiecki, 1999, p.7). By the mid

1980s, the business case for cross-cultural trgiwias made. There was a perceived need for
managers and staff to develop their knowledge fééréint cultural values and increase their
intercultural communication skills. This need prdaetpcorporate investment in academic
research which led to the development of modetaitifire and frameworks for corporate
cross-cultural training (Jack & Lorbiecki, 1999i3 institutional response to the challenges of

globalisation grew into the contemporary crosstealttraining industry.

The emergence of the cross-cultural training ingusts fuelled and legitimised by the
corporate drive for competitiveness on the globatkat, yet the character of this industry was
still heavily influenced by the paradigm set by IaFSI training program. The models of
culture and training frameworks developed durirefl880s and 1990s, in response to the
corporate need for cultural awareness, retained/mlaaracteristics of the revised FSI
curriculum. The models of culture created for tiggnfrequently utilised the dyadic approach
to intercultural study introduced by Hall and siatidns, role plays and anecdotes became
common CCT training methods. Jack and LorbieckD@Situate the impetus for the growth
of the CCT industry in the world of internationansmerce. However, since its emergence in
the mid 1980s the cross-cultural training indusiag increasingly come to be utilised by public

sector organisations, NGOs and governments.
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Australian cross-cultural training: An industry pro file
The following industry profile describes the defigicharacteristics of the contemporary
Australian CCT industry. The Australian CCT indys# currently dominated, in both
provision and consumption, by public sector orgatiosis and NGOs (Bean, 2006). Yet, the
paradigm set by the FSI curriculum and the inflgsnaf international commerce are still
apparent in modern Australian training methods. fbllewing profile describes the multiple
products of the CCT industry and the charactessifcCCT producers and consumers. The
statistical data included in this profile are talkenm the DIMIA report “Cross-cultural training
in the Australian context” (Bean, 2006). This repmmstitutes the most comprehensive review
of CCT in Australia, to date. The use of CCT hadawbtedly fluctuated slightly in the years
since the DIMIA study. However, the general natpagameters and distribution of CCT
remain fairly consistent, so the information in teport can still be considered representative

of the general character of the Australian CCT stdu

Australia is a multicultural society, approximatelye quarter of Australia’s resident
population was born overseas and Indigenous Aistsamake up an estimated 2.5% of the
total population (Australian Bureau of Statisti2807). Cross-cultural communication, defined
simply as a communicative act between people wentify themselves as coming from
different cultural backgrounds, is an everyday o@nce for many Australians. Cultural
competence is defined in the DIMIA report as “thdity of systems, organisations,
professions and individuals to work effectivelyculturally diverse environments and
situations” (Bean, 2006, p.2). Australia’s cultulalersity makes cultural competence a
necessity for successful business practice anécegorovision. Cross-cultural training is
increasingly being recognised, by the Australiahligisector, as a resource for aiding the
development of cultural competence among employdesincreasing demand for CCT,
within the Australian public sector, is being driMey both customer expectations and diversity
orientated policy initiatives (Bean, 2006). Howevaublic sector demand has not altered the
corporate character of CCT.

The role of CCT, as a tool for increasing competitiess, is still apparent in the terminology of
the DIMIA report. The DIMIA report refers to theltwral competencies, which CCT aims to
facilitate, as necessary for the development ofgbeial cohesion” which Australia needs in
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order to increase its chances of attracting skitégkants on the international labour market
(Bean, 2006, p.2). Situating CCT so firmly in thaguage of commerce demonstrates the
continued role of CCT as a tool for increasing cetitigeness. However, the DIMIA report
also illustrates further developments in the stdrthis industry. The report found that two
thirds of Australian CCT consumers are public segtganisations, whereas private sector
companies only account for one third of Australz®@T consumption (Bean, 2006). The report
also identified a diversification and specialisatad CCT products, which has occurred since

the emergence of the industry in the mid 1980s.

Cross-cultural training has come to be used asaddabel for a number of specialised sub-
categories of culture and communication traininige DIMIA report identifies four broad types
of cross-cultural training (Bean, 2006). These $ypee culture general training, culture or
ethno specific training, training on working witltérpreters and specialised, or industry
specific, training (Bean, 2006, p.31). Culture gah€CT is a broad form of training, focusing
on the influences of culture on perceptions, valbebaviours and interactions (Bean, 2006).
Culture general CCT provides trainees with infoiiorabn cultural differences, often
presenting strategies for successful intercultimtaractions and using information on specific
cultures as a means of illustrating the affectsuttiure on behaviour. Culture, or ethno, specific
CCT also provides information on the nature anlligrfces of culture. However, the focus is
on the practices of a particular subject culturé aften the nature of interactions between the
subject culture and the trainee’s home culture IB2806). Indigenous cultural awareness
training is a form of culture specific CCT partiauto Australia. Indigenous cultural awareness
training focuses on Indigenous culture, servicevigion for Indigenous Australians and
relations between Indigenous and non-Indigenousraliens. Training on working with
interpreters provides information on the utilisatf interpreting services and the cultural
dynamics of translation (Bean, 2006). Specialisedhdustry specific, CCT is culture and
communication training tailored to the needs ofggdedn specific professions, such as policing
or health care. Specialised CCT is also used teeaddpecific topics, such as international
business or working with refuges (Bean, 2006). iflost common form of training provided

and utilised within Australia is culture general CBean, 2006).
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Demand for CCT is identified, by bean (2006), asdpériven primarily by managers
requesting training for staff and staff requestiagning. Demand is also driven by customer or
client recommendations for staff and recommendatipntrainers and multi-cultural officers
within organisations (Bean, 2006). The organisatisurveyed in the DIMIA report stated that
their primary motivation for commissioning trainiegents was the improvement of customer
service (Bean, 2006). Improving workplace or comityurelations was also a commonly
stated reason for conducting cross-cultural trainas was improving compliance with anti-
discrimination, or access and equity, policies (B€®06). The majority of organisations
surveyed by Bean (2006) predicted that customeicgerequirements, demographic changes

and multi-cultural policy initiatives would restift increased future demand for CCT.

CCT consumption patterns are fairly uniform. Orgatibns using CCT hold, on average, five
training events a year (Bean, 2006). The main @pénts are staff level employees and the
most commonly used form of training is culture gaheorkshops (Bean, 2006). Training
tends to be specifically tailored to either thedweef particular companies, or the occupations
of attendees (Bean, 2006). Bean'’s (2006) currexttize survey showed that 48.7% of
organisations had all training tailored to theigamisation, whereas 42.3% had most of their
training tailored to their organisation. The mdjpnf trainees in the DIMIA survey reported
that their attendance at training was voluntaryaf8€006). However, compulsory training is
also common. Tina, a CCT trainer, provided theofsihg comment regarding voluntary
training;

Often it's a case of “train these volunteers, ymy, you and you”.
(Tina, Personal communication, 27.04.08).

Vera, a second trainer interviewed, reported tttahdance is compulsory for most of the
specialised CCT she provides;

It is compulsory. We've done a few that were onwtbkintary side, we didn’t have a bad
turn out but it wasn’t as good as | would have hbpe
(Vera, Personal communication, 22.04.08).

Vera’'s comments demonstrate that the compulsowplointary nature of training may impact
turn-out. Two out of the four other participantteiviewed also reported that the training they
had attended was compulsory. Given the limited remolb case studies undertaken, this finding
should not be considered representative of anyfi&ignt change within the industry. However,
Tina’s comment demonstrates that participatiomaiming, which is reported as being voluntary,
may not be as elective, on the part of staff, adabel voluntary can make it appear.



21

Training providers in Australia are, to 96.6%, oatilly based companies or independent trainers,
with numbers of providers dispersed across thetcpuelative to population density (Bean,
2006). Overseas and multinational training compaaidy account for 3.4% of Australian CCT
provision (Bean, 2006). Most training providers angall to medium sized companies,
approximately 64% employing 3, or fewer, full-tinmainers (Bean, 2006). Organisations
commission trainers both internally and externdigan (2006) found that 44% of organisations
using CCT sourced trainers internally, whilst 20.98airced trainers externally and 35.2%
sourced trainers both internally and externallytexally sourced training is provided by
government departments (45.7%), community organisai(42.9%), individual training
consultants (37.1%) and private training organisegi(27.1%) (Bean, 2006). Trainers are also
occasionally sourced from academic institutionsafi3€2006). The average cost of a CCT
workshop is between $1750AUD and $3000AUD, theepramge is similar to other forms of
‘people skills training’ (Bean, 2006). The coswadrkshops in larger cities tends to be higher and
costs also vary in accordance with the expertigeagfers (Bean, 2006). Workshops provided by
NGOs and community organisations tend to be cheapsting only a few hundred dollars a day
(Bean 2006). Like consumption, provision of CCTtlha Australian market is dominated by the
public sector (Bean, 2006). Training providers@raracteristically small to medium sized

nationally, or locally, based public sector orgatitms.

CCT trainers tend to be Australian citizens, femaif¢h extensive training experience and an
average age of forty-eight (Bean, 2006). Bean (R&fénd 90% of trainers to be Australian
citizens and 77% to be female. Trainers preseawvarage of twenty workshops a year and have
an average of eleven years experience providing (&&n, 2006). For many trainers, the
provision of CCT is an additional aspect of thely,jrather than their primary occupation (Bean,
2006). Most cross-cultural trainers have persorpégence of immersion within a foreign

culture and many have qualifications in areasedl& CCT such as linguistics, the humanities,
or psychology (Bean 2006). Currently, there is atiamal accreditation process for cross-cultural
trainers. However, 64% of trainers surveyed inrda@rnational CCT study were found to have
attended some form of professional developmentitr@i(SIETAR, 2004, cited in Bean, 2006).
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Approaches to cross-cultural training can be repmesl as existing on a continuum, ranging from
purely didactic training to purely experiential apaches (Bean, 2006, p.32). Didactic training is
presentation based, using methods such as lectliseassions and the presentation of country
profiles (Bean, 2006). Experiential training isardctive and utilises exercises, such as role plays
and simulations (Bean, 2006). Trainees respondiigptin’s (2006) longitudinal survey reported,
to 80.7%, that their training used a combinatiobath didactic and experiential approaches,
12.4% reported training used mainly didactic methand 6.2% reported training used mainly

experiential methods (Bean, 2006).

Workshops are the most frequently utilised methaddSCT delivery (Bean, 2006). However,
some trainers and companies also offer distanedesirning courses, in-house training,
consultancy, or project management (Bean, 2006pfAhe trainers and training providers
surveyed in the DIMIA study reported that they pdevtraining workshops (Bean, 2006). Half of
the trainers surveyed for the DIMIA report alsoyide some form of private consultancy, such
as mentoring or project management (Bean, 200&).alerage length of a cross-cultural training
workshop is 5.2 hours (Bean, 2006). Over 90% ofatbekshops utilised by public sector
departments, between 2000 and 2005, were up tdéiues long (Bean, 2006). Over Sixty
percent of trainees surveyed by Bean (2006) exedesslesire for more training. Forty-one
percent of trainees recommended longer trainingrpras (Bean, 2006). Vera also mentioned

that she would prefer to give longer training s&ssi

| would love to do a really good workshop that gisabout three days, but we can’t
afford it. The staff can’t be out for that long,daso four hours was my compromise. With
three days | think | could give people more of mmiersion. Then get them to operate
before and after and see how confident they'rarfgethings like that.

(Vera, Personal communication, 22.04.08)

The short duration of training workshops is sigrdfit given the complexity of the materials
being taught and the attitudinal changes that GCttempting to facilitate.

Methods of training include lecturing, the use oltaral assimilators and simulations, role
plays, anecdotal accounts of intercultural inteosst and cultural contrasts (Bean, 2006).
Lectures are used to present models of culturdlauties of intercultural interaction (Bean,

2006). Cultural assimilators and simulations asecgtudies of intercultural interactions used to
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demonstrate cultural differences and give partitipgractice in identifying and avoiding
cultural misunderstandings. Role plays are usguidwide trainees with practice in intercultural
interactions, and to demonstrate different asp&fdtstercultural communication. Role plays
are also used to demonstrate how cultural featates$ as kinship systems, influence people’s
lives, associations and behaviours. Anecdotal atdsanf intercultural interactions and cultural
misunderstandings are also commonly used as mirtgpfools. These anecdotes illustrate how
cultural differences affect interactions and reiterarguments for the necessity of CCT.
Cultural contrasts are also used to illustrateucaltdifferences by comparing different sets of
cultural practices (Bean, 2006). Training topiadude the nature of culture, cultural
differences, cultural values and body languagekimgrwith culturally diverse teams,
international negotiation, conflict resolution atuktomer service techniques (Bean, 2006). The
most popular training tools are models of cultagsse studies, exercises and activities,
simulations and role plays, training games, chetlitip sheets and assessments of
intercultural competence (SIETAR, 2004, cited irmBg2006).

Cross-cultural training occupies a small, but figlace within the Australian people skills
training market. Cultural competence is progredgilieing recognised as a useful skill for both
workers and organisations. The provision and compsiom of CCT, in Australia, is dominated
by the public sector. The demand for CCT is driggmanagers, employees, consumers and
multi-cultural policy objectives. Day long cultugeneral workshops are the most commonly
used form of CCT and these workshops tend to etilisth didactic and experiential training
methods. Models of culture are some of the mosgufgatly utilised training tools and training
tends to be voluntary. The following section pr@&d generic description of an average

Australian CCT workshop.

A cross-cultural training workshop
The following description of a cross-cultural triaig workshop is based on personal experience
of CCT, accounts of training provided by traineed &rainers and the findings of the DIMIA
report. Workshops are extremely varied, factors &lkadience make-up and trainer
idiosyncrasies mean that it is unlikely that ang tmorkshops will be exactly alike. However,
there are general trends within the industry reiggrthe manner in which courses are
presented and received. These general trendsflaeted in the DIMIA report, in participants’



24

accounts of training and the author’s personal eepees of CCT. The following paragraphs
provide a generic description of a fictitious crasttural training workshop based on these
trends. This description will familiarise the rea#éth the character and presentation methods
typical of this form of training.

This culture general CCT workshop is available @thtorganisations and the general public.
The workshop is approximately five hours long anteld at a local conference centre.
Trainees are sent from their respective organisatidepartments and companies. For some
participation is voluntarily, for others it is conpory. There are approximately sixteen
participants at this workshop, and all work in gsxions which bring them into contact with
people from diverse cultural backgrounds. The nitgjof participants are female, staff-level
employees and identify themselves as belonginggalominant cultural group, in this case
Anglo-Australian. Participants’ have different lé&vef work experience and intercultural
experience. This workshop does not conduct an steses of trainees’ levels of cultural

awareness prior to commencement.

The workshop begins with introductions, during whparticipants are asked to identify where
they are from. The facilitator then gives a brieggentation on the nature and influences of
culture. The points made during the presentatierillastrated with anecdotal examples of
intercultural experiences and cultural misundeditags. The workshop, broken up by
occasional lunch and tea breaks, continues witstgreand answer sessions, role plays and
the presentation of models for understanding callifferences. The workshop ends with a
guestion and answer session, which allows partitgpi® ask the facilitator about their
individual intercultural problems and concerns.tiegrants’ reactions to the workshop are
mixed. Some found the content difficult to undemstar unimportant, some feel enlightened,
and some feel the workshop was too basic. Somiipartts will pass on what they learned;
some will apply what they learned or find they haweew way of interpreting intercultural
interactions, whilst others may forget or evensttie teachings. In many ways a CCT
workshop is very similar to other kinds of peogiéls training, often the only distinguishing

feature is the content.
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Conclusion
The contemporary CCT industry developed out oft¢laehings and experiences of Edward
Hall at the FSI, during the 1950s. Hall identifinl apparent incompatibility between CCT and
anthropological culture theory, and created a pediingoal orientated, paradigm for CCT
which is still reflected in training today. Glolsition, international migration and diversifying
workforces, during the 1970s and 1980s, prompteckased corporate interest and investment
into strategies for improving diversity managenemd enhancing competitiveness on the
global market. This corporate interest and investrpeompted the development of CCT
training models and enabled the emergence of CGh asternational industry. The
contemporary Australian branch of this industrgharacterised by public sector provision and
consumption. Training companies tend to be smallrationally based and the most frequently
utilised forms of CCT are culture general trainimgrkshops. CCT trainers tend to be female,
Australian citizens and have an average age of-&nght. There is no national accreditation
system for CCT trainers, but most trainers havateel qualifications and extensive training
experience. Training tends to be voluntary andsetla combination of didactic and
experiential approaches. Models of culture, sinotegtand roles plays are some of the most
frequently utilised training tools. The previoustsen provided a generic description of a CCT
workshop, demonstrating that the format and charaxftcross-cultural is generally very
similar to other forms of people skills traininghd defining feature of a CCT workshop is most
often the content and as the industry profile destrated, CCT models of culture are one of
the primary sources of this content. The followatngpter provides a review of the theories of

culture provided by some of most popular CCT madels
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Chapter 3: Cross-cultural Training, Models of Culture

Introduction
Models of culture are some of the most widely useithing resources within the cross-cultural
training (CCT) industry (SIETAR, 2004, cited in Be2006). These models are theories about
the nature of cultural variation developed by iotétural communication scholars, primarily as
tools for cross-cultural training. Some of the mmpular training models are Edward Hall's
(1959; 1969; 1977) proxemics, contextual commuidcaand time orientation theories, Geert
Hofstede’s (1980; 2005) five value dimensions modetl Fons Trompenaars and Charles
Hampden-Turner’'s (1997) seven dimensional modeit{fa& Smith, 1997). The manner in
which models are integrated into training variesvMeen courses. However, the fundamental
premises and theories presented by the modelsmarmoastant. The translation of models into
training programs is discussed in detail in cha$ét and seven. The current chapter provides an

introduction to these models as they are presentigtir original formulations.

Hall's proxemic, contextual communication, and tempral theories

Edward Hall's (1959; 1969; 1977) proxemics, contekcommunication and temporal theories
are some of the earliest representations of inlteral variation developed for CCT. Hall's

(1959) book “The silent language” has been desdrityeCCT analysts as “the founding
document of the field” (Rogers, Hart & Mike, 20qR12). “The silent language” and Hall's
subsequent works “The hidden dimension” and “Beyouiture” expand on the micro-analytic,
dyadically focused training paradigm developed Iyl Huring his years at the Foreign Service
institute (FSI). Hall's (1959; 1969; 1977) theoraacidate the influence of cultural identity on
areas of non-verbal communication, such as orien@towards time, space and communicative
contexts. Hall’'s (1977) monochromatic/polychromaitice orientation theory explains cultural
differences in peoples’ perceptions, and experignzietime. His contextual communication
theory illustrates cultural differences in the sfeeople assign to the contexts of interactions and
his work on proxemics explains the affects of qallly determined spatial orientations on
communication (Hall, 1959; 1969; 1977). The follagisection provides an introduction to

Hall's definitions of culture and each of his threest influential theories.
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Hall's (1959; 1969; 1977) definitions of cultureeaatrongly influenced by Freudian Gestalt
psychology and mid-twentieth century American aaltanthropology. Hall's (1959; 1969;
1977) works are based on a conception of cultuteaased, shared, patterned and pervasive.
Hall (1977) describes culture as subconsciouslyémtial: “The natural act of thinking is greatly
modified by culture” (p.9). Hall (1977) conceptals cultural identity as affecting a person’s
personality, thought patterns and interpretatidrexperiences. He defines culture as “a series of
situational models for behavior” (Hall, 1977, p.18¢ also describes culture as a primary factor
in the differentiation of one group of people framother: “Culture patterns ... make life
meaningful and differentiate one group from andtidell, 1977, p.14). Culture is described by
Hall (1977) as primarily perceivable through a sb¢s explicit material products. However, his
primary foci are the non-verbal, implicit manifestas and influences of culture: “my purpose is
to raise ... the latent to conscious awareness amdiftgiorm so that it can be dealt with .... My
emphasis is on the non-verbal, unstated realmlafred’ (Hall, 1977, p.16). These ‘unstated
realms’ are the subconscious influences of culturepatial, temporal and communicative
orientations. Hall's (1959; 1969; 1977) illuminat®of the subconscious influences of culture

provided some of the first practical content favss-cultural training courses.

Proxemics is the study of human spatial orientatiéfall (1969) was one of the first researchers
to elaborate on the influence of culture on proxasmiHall (1969) identified cultural variations in
peoples’ perceptions of the ‘appropriate’ distawbéch should be kept when interacting.
Perceptions of appropriate amounts of interpersdisédnce vary according to factors such as
personality, situation, relationship and contextwidver, there are general cultural trends in the
degree of interpersonal distance deemed appropoiat@rious interactions (Hall, 1969). From
these trends Hall (1969) identified four ‘distazames’ labeled intimate, personal, social and
public. Each of these distance zones includesitiefis of far and near. The amount of
interpersonal distance defined as far or near,ogpjate or inappropriate, within each of these
zones is described as a cultural variable (Ha$919969).

In Latin America the interaction distance is muessl than in the United Sates. Indeed,
people cannot talk comfortably with one anotheesslthey are very close to the distance
that evokes either sexual or hostile feelings eNtorth American.

(Hall, 1959, p.209)

Spatial orientations are said to affect how conatald or uncomfortable people feel when
interacting (Hall, 1959). Spatial orientations affene’s perceptions of another’s personality,
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whether they are seen as warm or distant, politad®. Spatial orientations also affect tone of
voice and judgments about the appropriatenessatharis actions. Cultural differences in spatial
orientations can result in misinterpretations afther’s actions or intentions (Hall, 1959). Hall's
(1959; 1969) identification of this subconsciouteetf of culture does not only provide a
framework for cross-cultural trainees to understahgt misunderstandings may occur, it also
provides a formula for understanding subconscialtsii@l behaviors and a reason for trainees to
suspend ethnocentric judgments during interculemabunters. This framework for
understanding the subconscious influences of @ailsucomplimented by Hall's (1959; 1977)
contextual and temporal orientation theories.

High/low context communication theory explains atdd variations in the role assigned to
context during interactions (Hall, 1977). AccordiogHall (1977), meanings within interactions
are determined by both internal and external casténternal contexts are the a priori
assumptions on which interpretations of a messegbased (Hall, 1977). External contexts are
determined by the situation or environment withiniet the communicative act takes place
(Hall, 1977). “Sentences can be meaningless byshbms. Other signs may be much more
eloquent...” (Hall, 1959, p.121). The decipheringhese “other signs,” which may add to, or
even determine, the meanings of messages, is thfmatexting”. Contexting consists of filling
in the missing parts of messages in order to utateigheir meanings: “Contexting makes it
possible for human beings to perform the exceegiimgbortant function of automatically
correcting for distortions or omissions of informoatin messages” (Hall, 1977, p.117).
Communications can be characterized as high, lowiddle context, depending on the amount
of contexting required to determine their meanitdgll, 1977). Within low context
communications the bulk of the message is contaimedplicit and specific verbal expressions,
little information is omitted or distorted and ttiegree of contexting required to determine
meaning is minimal (Hall, 1977). Meaning within higontext communications is determined
primarily through contexting; little specific infioration is expressed through verbal messaging
(Hall, 1977).

High context communications tend to be unspediffis; the role of the interlocutor to decipher a
message, on the basis of shared contexts (Hall))19fe success of high context

communications depends on the degree to which peshylre experiences, prior knowledge, and
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common internal contexts. Communications with argjer will tend to be lower context than
communications with one’s spouse, simply due tcatheunt of shared experiences and common
prior knowledge people may or may not have (H&l 7). Preferences and tendencies towards
high or low context communication are also saidganfluenced by culture (Hall, 1977).
According to Hall (1977) within some countriesgiklorth America, people tend to prefer low
context communication, whereas within other coestrlike Japan, people tend to prefer high
context communication (Hall, 1977). Cultural coribeg does not only affect how people

communicate with each other but also orientatiomsatds aspects of reality, such as time.

Monochromatic/polychromatic time orientation theargs developed by Hall (1977) in order to
explain differing cultural perceptions of, and oti&ions towards, time. Hall (1977) describes
time as a form of communication, an organizing feamrk, as fundamental to ones’ worldview
and perceptions of others as spatial orientatiadscantextual communication tendencies. Time
systems are culturally shared; they are also iatized and have emotional, practical, and
communicative implications (Hall, 1977). Statemesush as, “it takes ages”, “just a minute” or
“a little while”, can only be understand througlferences to shared, internalized, temporal
frameworks (Hall, 1977). Waiting exactly sixty seds in response to the statement “just a
minute” is likely to provoke irritation. The correiaterpretation of timeframe reference
statements, such as “just a minute,” depends oaxistence of shared cultural contexts. Hall
(1977) identifies two distinct cultural contextsy Linderstanding time, monochromatic time and

polychromatic time.

Monochromatic time is linear, segmented and taedibhll, 1977). There are two extensions in
monochromatic time orientation systems, the future the past (Hall, 1977). Events are ordered
and perceived as points on a linear continuumcstireg between the future and past extensions.
Monochromatic time is tangible, it is perceivedsamething one can “have”, it can be “saved”,
“wasted” or “lost”, it can “run-out” and be “speniall, 1977, p.19). Cultures with
monochromatic time orientations tend to addredsstame at a time” and because time is
perceived as a tangible resource, monochromatiares! place great importance on punctuality,

scheduling and time management (Hall, 1977).
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Polychromatic time, on the other hand, is synchrdmilistic and intangible (Hall, 1977). Within
polychromatic cultures, time is perceived as aripgprather than as a linear continuum (Hall,
1977, p.17). Polychromatic cultures are said tovabeveral things to occur at once,
spontaneously and flexibly (Hall, 1977). Polychreiméme is intangible, perceived as
something that “is” rather than something one “reasd schedules are therefore understood as
adaptable, according to circumstance, rather tixad find absolute (Hall, 1977). Orientations
towards time, like spatial orientations, are ddmmtias interpersonally, as well as interculturally,
variable (Hall, 1977).

The categories monochromatic and polychromaticmatenutually exclusive, but simply distinct
(Samovar & Porter, 2004). Hall (1977) did not clamat all individuals, who share a common
culture, share the same orientations towards tiogever, Hall (1977) did claim that cultures
exhibit tendencies to prefer one orientation otaerdther. North Americans, for example, are
said to prefer monochromatic time orientations, nghe Latin Americans and Middle Eastern
people are said to be more polychromatically oatsd (Hall, 1977, p.17). A person’s cultural
orientation towards time affects how they managdr thwn life and also their judgments of, and
emotional responses to, the actions of others (Ha07). Hall's (1977)
monochromatic/polychromatic time orientation theprgvides a further formula for
understanding different cultural orientations am& behaviors and judgments that result from
these orientations. Hall's (1959; 1969; 1977) twnentation, proxemic, and contextual
communication theories uncover some of the subeousénfluences of culture on people’s
perceptions of themselves, reality and others.

Hall's (1959; 1969; 1977) research into proxemdtspnemics and contextual communication
built on the micro-analytic, nationally focused @digm for cross-cultural training set by his
work at the FSI. Hall's (1959; 1969; 1977) theoesthe subconscious affects of culture, on
communications, provided the first practical confien cross-cultural training. Hall's (1959;
1969; 1977) spatial, temporal and contextual moakdsstill widely used by CCT trainers today
(Fantini & Smith, 1997). The corporate interesC@T that arose during the 1970s and 1980s,
and the resulting investment in intercultural reskaallowed for the expansion of the micro-
analytic, pragmatic intercultural research initthby Hall. Hall's micro-analytic focus has since

been emulated by other intercultural researchessilting in ‘models of culture’ which have
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come to shape the form and content of contemparasgs-cultural training programs. The

contents of two of the most influential models described in the following section.

Hofstede’s five dimensional model of culture

Geert Hofstede’s (1980, 2005) five dimensional nhedeulture is one of the most influential
and widely used CCT models. There is an entireimational company based on Hofstede’s
(1980, 2005) work and many training resourceszatitiis theory. Hofstede's (1980) model was
originally based on two rounds of surveys, complétg approximately 117,000 IBM
employees, in over 50 countries, between 1967-89691971-1973 (Hofstede 1980). The
surveys resulted in the identification of four dim®ns of cultural value variation and the
creation of country profiles (Hofstede, 1980). Ther original value dimensions, identified by
Hofstede (1980), are referred to as: power distamueertainty avoidance, individualism versus
collectivism, and masculine versus feminine. Sitineeinitial publication of the IBM data in
“Cultures Consequences” (Hofstede, 1980) subseguehteplicating studies have been carried
out, resulting in the addition of a fifth value dinmsion, labeled long-term/short-term orientation
(Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005, orig.1991). Hofsted&®80; 2005) model now represents cultural
value variations, or “dimensions of culture”, aldig continuums ranging, for example, from
individualist to collectivist. Countries are assgra numerical score identifying where on the

continuums their cultural values lie, relative ther nations.

Hofstede (2005) defines culture as “patterns afkinig, feeling and potential acting ... learned
through a lifetime” (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005, )pl2e recognises that culture is learned and
passed on and that culture is a collective phenoméit is at least partly shared with people
who live or lived within the same social environrtidiiofstede & Hofstede 2005, p.4). Hofstede
(2005) also emphasises distinctions between culp@sonality and human nature. In “Cultures
and Organizations; software of the mind” Hofste2i806) uses an analogy with a computer to
describe these different layers that make up whaneeHuman nature is described as the

hardware, or ‘operating system’, the universal gealty inherited physical and basic

! In the original publication of the value dimensiatata in “Culture’s Consequences” (Hofstede, 1980)
IBM was referred to under the pseudonym “Hermes”.
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psychological aspects of humanity, common to atiffitede & Hofstede, 2005, p.4). Culture, is
analogous to the software, “the collective prograngnof the mind that distinguishes the
members of one group, or category, of people frémers” (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005, p.4).
Personality is described as the custom programspegific to the individual, which draws on
both learned and inherited features, mediated diyislual experiences (Hofstede & Hofstede
2005, p.5).

Culture is depicted by Hofstede (2005) as maniigsiti layers, like an onion. The outermost
layer consists of “symbols”, described as: “woigksstures, pictures or objects that carry a
particular meaning only recognized as such by tds® share the culture” (Hofstede &
Hofstede, 2005, p.7). “Symbols” are described astbst superficial and changeable
manifestations of cultures (Hofstede & Hofstedd)2(.7). The next layer of the culture onion,
moving inwards, is labeled “heroes” and defined‘psrsons, alive or dead, real or imaginary
who possess characteristics that are highly piizedculture and thus serve as models for
behavior” (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005, p.7). Thetrdayer consists of “rituals”, or collective
conventions, such as ways of greeting and ceremd&tgehnically superfluous to reaching
desired ends, but which within a culture are carsid socially essential’ (Hofstede & Hofstede,
2005, p.8). These three outer layers of the cuttaien are collectively referred to under the
heading “practices” and represent the most chamgeadnifestations of cultures (Hofstede &
Hofstede, 2005, p.13). The manifestation “valuéss ht the centre of the culture onion (Hofstede
& Hofstede, 2005). “Values” are described as theegationally reproduced products of early
socialization (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). Values @ften unconsciously held and consist of
feelings, judgments and opinions about things ljand and bad, dirty and clean, moral and
immoral (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). These “braambiencies to prefer certain states of affairs

over others” constitute the durable core of cul(ittefstede & Hofstede, 2005, p.8).

The dimensions of culture, presented in Hofste(E80; 2005) model, are manifestations of the
national values that form the core of the cultun®n. A cultural dimension is defined as “an
aspect of a culture that can be measured relatioéher cultures.” (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005,
p.23).The dimensions measured by the IBM surveys walues, rather than practices, as values
were seen to be the more stable manifestationsliafres. The IBM survey identified statistically
significant norms, in survey responses, from peoptie same nation. These response norms are
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described as representative of trends in natiaralral values (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005).
Hofstede (2005) recognizes that nations are magtario-political constructions and that “strictly
speaking the concept of a common culture applisstieties, not to nations” (p.18). Societies
are defined as; “historically, organically develdgerms of social organization” (Hofstede &
Hofstede, 2005, p.18). However, the value dimerssamd country profiles are presented at the
national level. Hofstede (2005) argues that natares‘often the only feasible criterion for
classification” (p.18) and that common conventiaugh as shared languages, common religions
and dominant political ideologies, work as foramsdultural integration within nations. These
forces for integration are described as fostemmgléncies for in-group identification within so
called “durable nations”; therefore, justifying timeestigation of dimensions of cultural values
on a national rather than a societal level. (Holst& Hofstede, 2005).

Hofstede’s (1980; 2005) analysis of cultural valiraensions, is based on the premise that all
societies face a common set of basic problemshdoe developed differing solutions. The idea
that cultures are collective responses to a sebmimon human problems was first developed by
European social anthropologists, such as BroniMalinowski (1944), during the first half of

the twentieth century. Similarities between Malirstvis (1944) and Hofstede’s (1980; 2005)
approaches to culture theory are discussed inl detzhapter seven. The common human
problems, identified by Hofstede (2005), corresptindultural value dimensions. These

problems are described as:

Social inequality, including relationships with hatity.

The nature of the relationship between the indiaidund the group.

Gender constructs and roles; concepts of masgulnid femininity.

Dealing with uncertainty and ambiguity, includidgetexpression of emotion and control
of aggression.

(Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005, p.23)

el N

The first problem, “social inequality,” corresportdshe dimension “power-distance” (Hofstede
& Hofstede, 2005). The second problem, the natfirelationships, corresponds to the
dimension “collectivism versus individualism” (Hodésle & Hofstede, 2005). The third problem
area corresponds to the dimension “masculinityngefemininity” and the fourth problem area
corresponds to the dimension “uncertainty avoidafidefstede & Hofstede, 2005). The nature

and implications of these dimensions are descilisbolv.
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The “power-distance” dimension concerns orientatitmwards authority and the degree to which
inequalities are accepted within a given societyfgteéde & Hofstede, 2005). Hofstede (2005)
defines power-distance as, “the extent to whicHeke powerful members of institutions and
organizations, within a country, expect and actegt power is distributed unequally” (p.46).
Countries with low power-distance (PDI) scores temdmphasize the minimization of
inequalities and prefer interdependent relatiorsfifnfstede & Hofstede, 2005). Countries with
high power-distance scores are said to emphasizégpendence of subordinates on superiors
and regard power inequalities as expected andaiidsifHofstede & Hofstede, 2005). In the
workplace, the power-distance score of a countsgig to affect people’s perceptions of
hierarchy, centralization, autocracy and the usstatfis symbols (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005).
Table 1 provides an overview of PDI scores for tiyerf the seventy-four countries featured in
the PDI index.

Table 1. Sample PDI scores for twenty countries/régns (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005)

Country/Region | Score Rank Country/Region| Score Rank
Malaysia 104 1-2 Turkey 66 32-33
Slovakia 104 1-2 Uruguay 61 39-40
Russia 93 6 Iran 58 43-44
Mexico 81 10-11 Italy 50 51
Arab Countries | 80 12-14 Hungary 46 55
China 80 12-14 United States 40 57-59
India 77 17-18 Australia 36 62
Slovenia 71 21 Great Britain 35 63-65
France 68 27-29 New Zealand 22 71
Hong-Kong 68 27-29 Austria 11 74

The dimension “collectivism versus individualism&asures whether a society places greater
importance on the individual or the group (Hofst&ddofstede, 2005). Collectivism versus
individualism levels are represented by the indigiism index or IDV. Higher IDV scores
indicate that a country tends to emphasize theviahgial, over the group (Hofstede & Hofstede,
2005). ‘The group’ is defined as any assemblageeople that experience some form of common
identification, such as kinship groups, family snibr organizations (Hofstede & Hofstede,
2005). Hofstede (1980) describes societal relahimssbetween the individual and the collective
as not only affecting how people live together, &lab collective value systems and people’s
conceptions of self. “It [individualism in societtfjerefore affects both people’s mental
programming and the structure and functioning ofiynather types of institutions besides the
family: educational, religious, political, and u#kian.” (Hofstede, 1980, p.214-215). Hofstede
(1980) describes the person, in individualist sie$e as being defined as distinct from the
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society, culture, or family to which they belondheveas, within collectivist societies group
affiliations are perceived to be defining chardstars of personal identity, determining not only
who one is, but also with whom one should asso¢idtéstede, 1980; Hofstede & Hofstede,
2005). IDV scores, like PDI scores, are conceedlias points on a continuum ranging from
collectivist to individualist Nations with high IDV scores prefer individualisoer collectivism,
people from these nations are said to define thieesas “I” and prefer libertarian principles
over egalitarian ideologies (Hofstede & Hofsted#)%3). Nations with low IDV scores are more
collectivist and tend to value and encourage idegendence (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005).
People from collectivist nations are said to deflmmselves as “we” in accordance with their
group affiliations (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). Asmtions in collectivist countries are said to
be predetermined by social grouping, with groupriests taking moral precedence over concepts
of self-determination and individual autonomy (Hefle & Hofstede, 2005). The majority of
countries find themselves in between these extrefrase 2 provides a sample of the IDV
scores for twenty of the seventy-four countriesoaoted for in Hofstede's (1980; 2005) IDV
index.

Table 2: Sample IDV scores for twenty countries/reigns (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005).

Country/Region | Score Rank Country/Region| Score Rank
United states 91 1 Croatia 33 44
Australia 90 2 Romania 30 46-48
Denmark 74 10 Mexico 30 46-48
France 71 13-14 Slovenia 27 49-51
Sweden 71 13-14 Hong-Kong 25 53-54
Germany 67 18 China 20 56-61
Argentina 46 33-35 Thailand 20 56-61
Russia 39 37-38 Costa-Rica 15 67
Turkey 37 41 Panama 11 72
Greece 35 43 Guatemala 6 74

The dimension “masculine versus feminine” corresisaio the third basic problem of the human
condition “gender constructs and concepts of mastuhnd femininity” (Hofstede & Hofstede,
2005, p.23). The masculine versus feminine dimenisianeasured by the masculinity (MAS)
index (Hofstede& Hofstede, 2005). MAS’ scores iffate the extent to which cultures prefer
“masculine goals”, such as assertiveness and ampdver “feminine goals” such as, nurturing

and modesty (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005, p.133).sddiinity-femininity is about a stress on

2 Hofstede also plots the different scores togetiex/y axis in two dimensional models correlating
different value indices, such as PDI versus IDVf@tede & Hofstede 2005, p.83)
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€go versus a stress on relationships with othegsrdless of group ties” (Hofstede & Hofstede,
2005, p.123). Emotional gender roles in masculotéesies are described as more distinct than
those in feminine societies (Hofstede & Hofsted®)3). Masculine societies are said to expect
men to be assertive, competitive and ambitious redewomen are expected to be empathetic
and nurturing (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). Femirsoeieties, on the other hand, are described
as preferring both men and women to be modest, theiimand more concerned with quality of
life than earnings or power (Hofstede & Hofsted#)%). Masculine societies tend to advocate
rewards based on equity, they also tend to hawev@rlproportion of women in professional
occupations than feminine societies, and prioritizividual, organizational and national
economic growth (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). Orgatidns in masculine societies are said to
prefer decisiveness and adversarial handling (ddés& Hofstede, 2005). In contrast,
organizations in feminine societies emphasize niagoh, compromise and consensus (Hofstede
& Hofstede, 2005). A country’s MAS score is agapnesented as a point on a continuum.
Countries with high MAS scores are described asoliie societies, countries with low MAS
scores are described as feminine. Countries witthemade MAS scores, exhibit values from both
the masculine and the feminine societal typolodiedle 3 presents a sample of MAS scores for
twenty of the countries surveyed by Hofstede (12805).

Table 3. Sample MAS scores for 20 countries/regior(slofstede & Hofstede, 2005)

Country/Region | Score Rank Country/Region| Score Rank
Slovakia 110 1 Turkey 45 43-45
Japan 95 2 France 43 47-50
Mexico 69 8 Iran 43 47-50
China 66 11-13 Croatia 40 55-58
Germany 66 11-13 Uruguay 38 60
Ecuador 63 17-18 Russia 36 63
United States 62 19 Thailand 34 64
Australia 61 20 Slovenia 19 70
Hong-Kong 57 25-27 Netherlands 14 72
Arab Countries | 53 31-32 Sweden 5 74

The fourth dimension “uncertainty avoidance” refershe degree to which uncertainty and
ambiguity are tolerated, or feared, within a gigeciety (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005).

“Uncertainty avoidance” levels are measured byutieertainty avoidance index or UAI, with
scores ranging from strong to weak (Hofstede, 188@stede & Hofstede, 2005). A high UAI

score indicates strong uncertainty avoidance aaidaitmbiguous situations are viewed as
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threatening. Strong uncertainty avoidance cultteged to have many conventional, legal and
institutional measures in place for reducing uraety and therefore anxieties within their
societies (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). A low UAbseindicates that members of a society
suffer little uncertainty related anxiety and caletate high levels of ambiguity (Hofstede &
Hofstede, 2005). UAI scores are said to affectetatorientations towards rules, religion, and
technologies, in addition to, perceptions of sdgwand degrees of reliance on ‘experts’
(Hofstede, 1980). Levels of uncertainty relatedigiyxare also said to affect the degree to which
expressions of aggression, or emotion, are acceytbih a given society (Hofstede & Hofstede,
2005). Countries with High UAI scores, are saidait;ept “appropriate” expressions of
aggression and emotion (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005,6). Conceptions of that which
constitutes “appropriate” are presumably defineddgial norms. Countries with Low UAI
scores, on the other hand, frown upon open expEssif aggression or emotion (Hofstede &
Hofstede 2005). Hofstede (2005) describes low WAtiag countries as viewing difference as
curious; whereas, countries with high UAI scoreswiifference as dangerous. Table 4 presents
a brief summary of some national UAI scores andchtrgurankings.

Table 4. Sample UAI scores for twenty countries/reigns (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005)

Country/Region | Score Rank Country/Region| Score Rank
Greece 112 1 Austria 70 35-38
Portugal 104 2 Luxemburg 70 35-38
Guatemala 101 3 Pakistan 70 35-38
Poland 93 9-10 Arab Countries 68 40-41
Japan 92 11-13 Germany 65 43
Romania 90 14 West Africa 54 52
Peru 87 16 Australia 51 55-56
Chile 86 17-22 United States 46 62
France 86 17-22 Jamaica 13 73
Brazil 76 31-32 Singapore 8 74

The fifth value dimension, documented by Hofste2l#06), “long-term versus short-term
orientation” was not identified in the original IBMudy. This fifth dimension was added as the
result of a modified values survey, designed tmiglate the “western bias” of the original IBM
guestionnaires (Hofstede & Hofstede 2005, p.30rtBhafter the original publication of the

IBM data, in “Culture’s Consequences” (1980), Hefl collaborated with Michael Harris Bond,
a Canadian researcher working at the Universityarig Kong, in order to develop the “Chinese
Value Survey” or CVS (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2009)eTCVS was an attempt to manage the
“western bias” of the original IBM values surveyhiesh Hofstede (2005) attributes to the

dynamics of the research team.
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There is usually a senior researcher, the one adlothe initiative, and he (rarely she) is

usually from a western background. Researchers éammtries where respect for the

senior guru and harmony within the team prevail gl almost too eager to follow the

magic of the prestigious team leader. This meaausttie project team will maintain its

western bias even with predominantly non-westermbeship.

(Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005, p.30)
In order to overcome this bias, Bond created g fitetn values questionnaire with a deliberate
Chinese bias, the CVS (Hofstede & Hofstede, 200¢. CVS was administered to a hundred
students, in twenty-three countries (Hofstede &ditade, 2005).The statistical analysis of CVS
responses, by Hofstede and Bond, also yieldedvialue dimensions (Hofstede & Hofstede,
2005). Three of these dimensions correlated wittedisions identified in the IBM surveys
(Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). However, the CVS asialproduced no correlation for the
dimension “uncertainty avoidance” (Hofstede & Hefi#, 2005). The fourth dimension in the
CVS represented a new facet of culture, concemégle’s orientations towards the past,
present and future (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005)s Tiew dimension was labeled “long-term

versus short-term orientation” (Hofstede & Hofste2ig05).

“Long-term versus short-term orientation” concepesple’s cultural orientations towards time.
This dimension is represented by the “long-terreration index” (LTO) (Hofstede & Hofstede,
2005). A high LTO score indicates that people withicountry tend to orientate towards the
long-term, whereas a low LTO score indicates stesrts time orientations (Hofstede & Hofstede,
2005). Long-term orientations entail “the fosterofgrirtues orientated toward future rewards - in
particular, perseverance and thrift” (Hofstede &stede, 2005, p. 210). Short-term orientations
are described as, “the fostering of virtues rel&teithe past and present - in particular respect fo
tradition, preservation of face and fulfilling sakcobligations,” (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005,
p.210). Short-term orientated cultures are saikfmct effort to produce quick results,
experience social pressure to spend and exhitatgrdeference to tradition, than long-term
orientated cultures (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005nd-term orientated cultures are said to prefer
perseverance and accept slow-progress in the pofdong term goals (Hofstede & Hofstede,
2005). People within long-term orientated cultumes said to be thrifty, sparing, respectful of
circumstances and concerned with adaptability (tedis & Hofstede, 2005). Within
organizations, LTO levels are described as affgatihether companies focus on their “bottom-
line” (low LTO) or market position (high LTO), aradso perceptions of “business relationships”;

whether they are perceived as variable in accosdwith “business needs,” (low LTO), or as
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investments in lifelong social-networks (high LT(Plofstede & Hofstede, 2005, p.225). The
CVS questionnaire was administered in fewer coestthan the IBM survey resulting in an LTO
index which features fewer countries than the ieslior the other four dimensions, thirty-nine as
opposed to seventy-four. Table 5 presents a bviefview of LTO scores and rankings for
twenty of the thirty nine featured countries.

Table 5: Sample LTO- Long-term orientation scoresdr twenty countries /regions (Hofstede
& Hofstede, 2005)

Country/Region | Score Rank Country/Region| Score Rank
China 118 1 Sweden 33 23
Hong Kong 96 2 Australia 31 25-27
Taiwan 87 3 Germany 31 25-27
Japan 80 4-5 United States 29 31
Brazil 65 7 Zimbabwe 25 32-33
India 61 8 Canada 23 34
Singapore 48 11 Philippines 19 35-36
Netherlands 44 13-14 Nigeria 16 37
Bangladesh 40 17-18 Czech Republic 13 38
Switzerland 40 17-18 Pakistan 0 39

Hofstede’s (1980; 2005) value dimensions form a flimensional model of cultural variation.
These dimensions exert a combined influence oruatogs culture (Hofstede, 1980). The
dimension scores for individual countries can araged into clusters according to trends in
scores for each of the dimensions (Hofstede, 198®)se score clusters are the basis of
Hofstede’'s (1980) description of “eight cultureaa®&which he labels; “more developed Latin,
less developed Latin, more developed Asian, legsldped Asian, near-Eastern, Germanic,
Anglo, and Nordic.” (Hofstede, 1980, p.313). Cultarea resemblances are attributed to the
existence of shared languages, shared historiesimuildrities in political systems and/or
climates (Hofstede, 1980). Table 6 presents a briefview of some of the countries which fall
within each of the “culture area” categories; Jajgattescribed as constituting a category of its
own (Hofstede, 1980).

Table 6: Eight culture areas and examples of counigs in each category (Hofstede 1980)

M.D? L.DLatin | M.D |L.D Near-

Latin Asian | Asian Eastern | Germanic | Anglo Nordic
Belgium | Colombia| Japan| Pakistar Greege  Austria rAlist| Denmark
France Mexico Taiwan Iran Israel Canada Finland
Argentina| Venezuela Thailand | Turkey | Germany U.K Netherlands
Brazil Chile India Switzerland Ireland Norway

3 M.D = more developed, L.D = less developed.
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| Spain | Portugal | | Singapofe | | USA | Sweden|

The characteristic value dimensions of each pdati@ategory are described by Hofstede (1980)

as follows:
Table 7: Characteristics of Hofstede’s culture catgories (Hofstede, 1980)
M.D L.D M.D L.D Near-
Latin Latin | Asian Asian Eastern | Germanic | Anglo Nordic
PDI High High | High High High Low Low- Low
medium
UAI High High | High Low- High Medium- | Low- Low-
medium high medium | medium
IDV Medium- | Low Medium | Low Low Medium High Medium-
high high
MAS | Medium | Low- | High Medium | Medium| Medium- | High Low
high high

The five dimensional model is one of the most iafitial CCT frameworks for understanding the
influences and facets of culture (Fantini & SmitB97). However, despite the popularity and
influence of this model, its premises, approacha@mtlusions are contested. Criticisms of the
five dimensional models are addressed in the fallgwhapter. Despite the controversy
surrounding Hofstede's theory the five dimensianabel remains the most influential work in
the field of CCT since Hall's training at the FHlofstede’s (1980; 2005) research did not simply
follow the FSI paradigm it expanded it to inclutie dimensional quantification of cultural
diversity. The influence of Hofstede’s (1980; 20@bantitative dimensional approach, is
nowhere more apparent than in the work of somasofdmpetitors and most vocal critics, Fons

Trompenaars and Charles Hampden-Turner.

Trompenaars’ and Hampden-Turner's seven dimensional model of culture
Fons Trompenaars’ and Charles Hampden-Turner’'s7f{189ven dimensional model of culture is
not only widely utilized in cross-cultural trainitiigis also, like Hofstede’s model, the theoretical
basis for an entire multi-national CCT company. stede’s (1980) model and Trompenaars’ and
Hampden-Turner’s (1997) model exhibit many similas in both their approaches to
intercultural studies and their conceptualisatiohsulture. Hofstede’s (1980) model, and
Trompenaars’ and Hampden-Turner’s (1997) model fwtbw aspects of the FSI paradigm such
as, the dyadic approach, the focus on non-verbahamication and the analysis of “national
cultures”. Trompenaars’ and Hampden-Turner’s (198@Yel of culture also adopts a



41

guantitative dimensional approach to intercultstally, similar to the one developed by
Hofstede (1980). The methodology of using valuegeys to study cultures is common to both
models and the theoretical starting points of W@ models are also similar. Both Hofstede's
(1980) and Trompenaars’ and Hampden-Turner’'s (188jels are based on the idea that all
societies face a set of common problems and tHiatreus the manner in which societies
differentially address these problems. Howevercideons of the nature of these problems and

the dimensional categories of culture identifiedtry two models differ.

Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1997) define eufiar‘the way in which a group of people
solves problems and reconciles dilemmas” (Trompesn@addampden-Turner, 1997, p. 6).
Culture is described as subconscious, directieentd and conventionalized, historically and
geographically constituted, variable and functiqifabmpenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997).
Different geographical locations, and correspondiifigrences in environmental challenges and
available resources, are said to have led to diffesolutions to a set of basic human problems.
The basic problems of human existence describélddimpenaars and Hampden-Turner (1997)
are derived from the work of the anthropologist&kickhohn and F.L Strodtbeck (1961, cited in
Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997). Kluckhohn @mddtbeck (1961, cited in Trompenaars
& Hampden-Turner, 1997) describe five categorielasfic problems faced by all societies.
These categories are:

The relationship of the individual to the other
Orientations towards time
Orientations towards activity
The relationship between humans and nature
. The character of human nature
(Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961 cited in Trompena&aidampden-Turner, 1997, p.26).

The problem of how to understand and manage eaittesé areas is said to be a universal

LN

condition of human existence (Trompenaars & Hampdaemer, 1997). Cultural differences are
the different ways in which societies collectivelyderstand and manage each of these problem
areas (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner 1997). Trongyereand Hampden-Turner (1997)
identify seven dimensions of culture based on diffgsocietal solutions to three of these five
problem categories: the relationship of the indiaidto the other, orientations towards time and

orientations towards nature.
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The seven dimensions of culture, identified by Tpemaars and Hampden-Turner (1997), are
conceptualised differently to Hofstede's (1980; 20@¢alue dimensions. In order to avoid,
“getting stuck by perceiving cultures as statiop®ion a dual axis map,” (Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 1997, p.27) Trompenaars and Hamddener (1997) describe cultural
categories as “managing” their opposites, and vadinrensions as “self-organising” into new
systems that generate new meanings. “We believetitares dance from one preferred end to
the opposite and back. In that way we do not rerrigk of one cultural category excluding its
opposite.” (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 19977 p.lstead of using linear scales
Trompenaars and Hampden—Turner (1997) describereslas “circles with preferred arcs joined
together,” (p.27). The dimensions are describexgusimulations which illustrate characteristics
of particular dimensions. There are no tables assjgcountries numerical scores along
dimensional indices. Instead, bar graphs are predeowing national percentages of responses
to questions that epitomise certain aspects ofdhee dimensions (Trompenaars & Hampden-
Turner, 1997). The seven dimensions are labelleigeusalism versus particularism,
individualism versus communitarianism, neutral usremotional, specific versus diffuse,
achievement versus ascription, attitudes to tinteadtitudes to the environment (Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 1997). The first five dimensiong&spond to the problem category
“relationships with others” (Trompenaars & Hampdamner, 1997). The final two dimensions
deal with the problem categories “orientations talggime” and “the relationship between
humans and nature” (Trompenaars & Hampden-Tur®87,1p.8). The dimensions are described
using examples of pure types or extremes. Howelverinclusion of a culture on one side of a
dimensional typology does not exclude the existeridehaviours associated with the opposite
dimensional typology.

The dimension “Universalism versus particularissatresponds to the problem area
“relationships with others” and describes how pegptige others behaviours (Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 1997). Universalism refers to thiegation to adhere to culturally defined
standards or rules (Trompenaars & Hampden-Tur®&7)1L Universalist societies are said to
emphasise the equal applicability of rules or statisl over the adaptation of behaviours, or
judgements, to particular circumstances (Trompen&addampden-Turner, 1997). Universalist
cultures resist exceptions to rules, due to thizbilat their allowance would undermine the
entire rule or social system (Trompenaars & Hampbamer, 1997). Conversely, particularist
cultures tend to allow judgements and behavioutstguided by specific circumstances and
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accept exceptions to rules in particular situati@m@mpenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997).
Organisations in particularist societies readilydifpcontracts, adapt procedure to circumstance
and focus on evolving interpersonal relationshipeihpenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997). In
contrast, organisations in universalist societiessaid to rely heavily on contracts, ‘uniform
procedures’ and ‘rational arguments’ (Trompenaatda8npden-Turner, 1997). Universalist
organisations also tend to distinguish betweengpaitsand business relationships (Trompenaars
& Hampden-Turner, 1997). Trompenaars and Hampdener1997) warn that “business

people from both societies will tend to think eather corrupt,” (p.31).

The seven dimensions are measured using “dilemrRa&sponses to these dilemmas are said
reflect cultural preferences. “The car and the pedn dilemma” reflects cultural preferences for
either universalist or particularist perspectivese car and the pedestrian dilemma is based on
the following situation:

You are riding in a car driven by a close frieH&. hits a pedestrian. You know he was
going at least 35mph in an area of the city whiseenbaximum allowed speed is 20mph.
There are no witnesses. His lawyer says that iftgetify under oath that he was only
driving 20mph it may save him from serious consegas. What right does your friend
have to expect you to protect him?

(Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997, p.33).

The response options presented are:

1. My friend has a definite right as a friend to expee to testify to the lower figure
2. He has some right as a friend to expect me testifieche lower figure.

3. He has no right to expect me to testify to the lofigure.

(Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997, p.34).

Respondents are asked to choose between respdises@nd state whether they would testify
to the lower speed. Option three and option twmltioed with a refusal to testify to the lower
speed, are universalist options. The respondehthimmses these options is choosing their
obligations to a universally binding system, irstbase law, over the protection of their friend.
Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1997) present grph showing the percentages of
universalist responses to this dilemma for thinhg mationalities. Table 8 presents a summary of
their findings.

Table 8: Universalist responses to “The car and thpedestrian” dilemma (Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 1997).

Country Universalist resp. Country Universalist resp.
Venezuela 32 % Nigeria 73 %
Nepal 36 % France 73 %
South Korea 37 % Spain 75 %
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Russia 44 % Czech Republic 83 %
China 47 % Germany 87 %
India 54 % Netherlands 90 %
Greece 61 % UK 91 %
Cuba 65 % Australia 91 %
Japan 68 % USA 93 %
Argentina 70 % Switzerland 97 %

These percentages are not “country scores” ofyihe presented by Hofstede (1980; 2005).
Rather, the percentages reflect universalist arquearist tendencies, within cultures, that aiise
response to a particular dilemma. Subsequent dilsnmeasuring “universalism versus
particularism”, are presented and the percentafggsigersalist responses within nations vary.
The Czech Republic, for example, produced a higbgmdage of universalist responses to “the
car and the pedestrian” dilemma (83%). Howeverc@zesponses to the dilemma of whether to
write a good review of a friend’s bad restauramhdestrate much lower levels of universalism
(49%) (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997, p.3Mg different percentages of universalist
answers in response to different situations dematest Trompenaars’ and Hampden-Turner’'s
(1997) argument, that cultural preferences “dafficeh one perspective to the other in response
to changing circumstances. The Czech example deratesthat in legal matters a universalist
perspective maybe preferred, whereas in more Itidiieumstances a particularist option is
acceptable. However, whilst cultural value orieioted may alternate with changing
circumstances, the relative positions of natiomafgrences on the universalism versus
particularism scales tend to retain similaritieS tésponses tend to lean towards the universalist
end of the scale, while Russian responses terghtotbwards the particularist end. There are,
however, anomalies in responses that may be egdained in terms of national contexts as
opposed to cultural value orientations. For exafipleesponse to the dilemma of whether you,
as a doctor, should write a favourable health rtejpaan insurance company for your friend,
despite some minor difficulties in diagnoses, UBrimants scored towards to the middle of the
scale, with a universalist response rate of 57%gasrwith that of China. In response to the other
dilemma’s US informants had scored closer to theesgalist end of the scale and the percentage
differences between China and the US had been greetter. In response to “the car and the
pedestrian” there was a 50 percentage point difterdetween Chinese and American answers
(Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997). In respom$the bad restaurant” dilemma there was
a 16 percentage point difference in Chinese andrisare answers. In both cases Chinese scores
are more particularist and US scores more univstsahe lower US score in response to “the
doctor and the insurance company” dilemma may hawe to do with the American health and
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insurance systems than universalist or particulaakie orientations. On occasion seemingly
value based responses, to the dilemmas, may bewuatgd by national circumstances. The
sometimes confounding nature of the dilemmas s &tparent in responses for the other value

orientations.

The second of the seven dimensions is labelledViehdalism versus communitarianism” and
also corresponds to the problem category “relatipmsswith others” (Trompenaars & Hampden-
Turner, 1997). Individualism is described, accogdim a definition offered by Parsons and Shills,
as “a prime orientation to the self,” (Parsons d8lISh1951 cited in, Trompenaars & Hampden-
Turner, 1997, p.50). Communitarianism is descri#é&tia prime orientations towards common
goals and objectives” (Parsons & Shills, 1951 cited rompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997,
p.50). This dimension is similar to Hofstede’s (@P8ndividualism versus collectivism”
dimension. People within individualist societiesddo refer to themselves using “I”, whereas
people in communitarian societies tend to reféhémnselves using “we” (Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 1997). Within individualist cultsr¢he individual is seen as an “end” served
by the “means” of the community (Trompenaars & Hdexp Turner, 2007). Communitarian
cultures, on the other hand see the group as tié¥ te which the improvement of the individual

is the “means” (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997)

Individualist or communitarian orientations, withinganisations, are said to affect attitudes
towards representation, performance analysis, idecisaking, motivations and organisational
structure (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997).Alsgdions within communitarian cultures
tend to prefer plural representation; whereas,rosgéions within individualist cultures are happy
with individual representation (Trompenaars & Hampd urner, 1997). Communitarian cultures
do not distinguish between individual contributi@ml group achievements; whereas,
individualist cultures assume that the singling afuindividual contributions is both possible and
desirable (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997)h @&issumptions affect the reception of
business practices such as “pay-for-performancd’dacision making processes (Trompenaars
& Hampden-Turner, 1997). Individualist organisai@re comfortable with representatives
making decisions on behalf of the group; whereasymunitarian organisations prefer to make

group decisions, based on consultation and cons€msompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997).
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The dimension “individualism versus communitariamiss again, illustrated using dilemmas and
bar graphs. One of the dilemmas used to illustfasedimension is “the quality of life” dilemma.
The quality of life dilemma asks participants t@oke between libertarian ideals of individual
freedom and socialist ideals of the common goodr(ifrenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997).
Table 9 summarises the percentages of managemsgdifferent nations, who opted for
individualist, libertarian ideals. Again, these gartages are not static country ratings, but
examples of tendencies towards particular persgEs;tin response to a particular dilemma.

Table 9: Individualist responses to “The quality oflife dilemma” (Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 1997, p.51)

Country Individualist resp. Country Individualist r esp.
Egypt 30 % Venezuela 53 %
Nepal 31 % Poland 59 %
India 37 % Russia 60 %
Japan 39 % UK 61 %
Brazil 40 % Australia 63 %
China 41 % Czech Republic 68 %
France 41 % USA 69 %
Malaysia 46 % Nigeria 74 %
Italy 52 % Romania 81 %
Germany 53 % Israel 89 %

The third dimension is labeled “affective versustra” and reflects the degree to which
expressions of emotion are deemed acceptable vg#riicular cultures (Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 1997). Affective cultures are saidxpect and accept open expressions of
emotion, whereas neutral cultures expect peoptentrol and subdue emotional responses
(Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997). The accejiiabf emotional expression is described
as resulting from convention, and affecting peapiXpectations with regard to others
(Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997). People frifective cultures tend to expect
emotional responses, whereas people from neutitakes tend to expect others to separate
emotional and objective responses (Trompenaars &gdan-Turner, 1997). Within
organisations, neutral or affective tendenciescafi@pectations regarding business conduct,
negotiations and personnel involvement (Trompen&aiteampden-Turner, 1997). Neutral
cultures tend to separate emotional responsesdhjective reasoning; the latter being
considered more appropriate business conduct. &leutitures will deem overt expressions of
emotion, in the workplace, “unprofessional” (Trompars & Hampden-Turner, 1997). Reserve,

self-control, and emotional detachment are thelidsaemotional involvement is perceived as
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potentially clouding a person’s capacity for objeetreasoning (Trompenaars & Hampden-
Turner, 2007). Taboos, concerning physical cordeetstricter within neutral cultures and
negotiations focus on goals or products, rather tha individuals involved (Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 1997, p.79). Affective culturesttom other hand, incorporate emotional
responses into reasoning processes (Trompenaasden-Turner, 1997). Negotiations,
within affective cultures, focus on the people iveal and heated expressions of emotion are
considered indicative of involvement and commitm@mbompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997).
Touching, gesturing and physical contact are exgkwsithin affective cultures, however excited
involvement does not necessarily signal agreenfentr{penaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997).
Affective/neutral orientations are also said teeeffverbal communication styles in areas such as,
tone of voice, the use of silences and the acciipgadf interruptions (Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 1997). Affective cultures tendawdhmore undulating speech patterns, with
fewer pauses and accept interruptions, whereasaheuttures have more monotone speech
patterns, longer pauses during speech and frown imperruptions (Trompenaars & Hampden-
Turner, 1997). The dimension “affective versus raduts illustrated using the “feeling upset at
work” dilemma. This dilemma asks participants wieettmey would express their emotions if
they were feeling upset at work (Trompenaars & HaempTurner, 1997). Table 10 presents a
summary of neutral national responses to this diam

Table 10: Neutral responses to the “Upset at workdilemma (Trompenaars & Hampden-
Turner, 1997)

Country Neutral resp. Country Neutral resp.
Kuwait 15% Portugal 47 %
Spain 19 % Australia 48 %
Venezuela 20 % India 51 %
Russia 24 % China 55 %
France 30 % Austria 59 %
Italy 33 % Hong Kong 64 %
Germany 35 % New Zealand 69 %
Brazil 40 % Poland 70 %
USA 43 % Japan 74 %
UK 45 % Ethiopia 81 %

The fourth dimensions is labelled “specific verdiffuse” and concerns the permeability of
relationships (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 19@/dhin ‘specific’ cultures relationship
roles are segregated according to the domains ichvwthey occur; the authority of superiors does

not translate to meetings outside of the workpld@cempenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997).
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Authoritative relationships are task bound “eadaan which people encounter each other is
considered apart from the other, a specific cabaSripenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997, p.81).
Within diffuse cultures authoritative relationshjpsrmeate all levels of people’s involvement
with each other (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, L987e dimension “specific versus
diffuse” affects expectations within relationshgrsd the degree to which people separate their
private and professional lives (Trompenaars & Haempdlurner, 1997). People within ‘specific’
cultures only acknowledge titles and skills wheeythre deemed relevant to the current situation
(Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997). ‘Specifidtunes also advocate a strict separation
between private and professional domains with giffeconventions governing behaviours
within each relationship category (Trompenaars &nigden-Turner, 1997). Diffuse cultures
advocate an acknowledgement of titles, skills datlis at all times, because personal and

professional spheres are perceived as interre(@tedhpenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997).

The dimension “specific versus diffuse” is illuged using the “paint the house” dilemma
(Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997). Participamie asked whether they would feel
obligated to help their boss paint his/her housigside of work hours, despite not wanting to.
Table 11 summarises the percentages of people av®ay‘specific’ response, saying they
would not feel obligated to help their boss.

Table 11: ‘Specific’ responses to the “paint the hase” dilemma. (Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 1997).

Country Specific resp. Country Specific resp.
China 32% Australia 78 %
Nigeria 46 % USA 82 %
Venezuela 52 % Germany 83 %
Singapore 58 % Russia 86 %
Austria 65 % France 88 %
India 67 % UK 88 %
New Zealand 70 % Czech Republic 89 %
Japan 71 % Switzerland 90 %
Spain 71 % Netherlands 91 %
Brazil 77 % Sweden 91 %

Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1997) conductduefuinterviews with Japanese
participants, in response to the surprisingly ‘Si@@rientations of Japanese respondents (71%).
The results of these interviews showed that “Jagmnever paint houses,” and that the absence
of this practice had confounded the results otivwey (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997,

p.87). Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1997) desthis anomaly as demonstrative of “the
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relativity of empirical data” (p.87). However, trasomaly is equally demonstrative of the

ethnocentric nature of some of the dilemmas usede@sure orientations.

The fifth value dimension is labelled “achievemeatsus ascription” and describes the manner
in which status is accorded within a given soc{@npmpenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997).
Achievement orientated cultures accord status emd#sis of individual actions, or
accomplishments (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 19@€ription orientated cultures,
attribute status on the basis of identity, in adaace with a person’s age, gender, social or
familiaral connections, education and professiawifipenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997).
Within organisations achievement/ascription origate are said to influence the use of titles, the
basis of hierarchies, the make-up of negotiatiagiteand the forms of motivation used
(Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997). Organisatiattin achievement orientated cultures
tend to use titles to reflect individual competescfTrompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997).
Hierarchies, within achievement orientated culturefiect job performance and levels of
expertise (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997) &atnent orientated cultures view the
potential success of negotiating teams as dependeheir members relevant technical
knowledge and pay-for-performance is perceivecetar effective motivational tool
(Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997). Conversebamisations within ascription orientated
cultures use titles to indicate status and creiemifthies on the basis of personal characterjstics
or social standing (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turn@®7). Ascription orientated cultures see
the effectiveness of negotiating teams as beingmtdgnt on the status of those involved and
direct rewards, or praise from superiors, are neffiective motivational tools than pay-for-
performance (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 199&)ioNal orientations within the
dimension “achievement versus ascription” aretithted using the “respect depends on family
background” dilemma. Table 12 presents a summaitlyeopercentages of Trompenaars’ and
Hampden-Turner’'s (1997) respondents who disagréiidtiae ascription orientated statement
“respect depends on family background,” (p.106).

Table 12: Achievement orientated responses to th&espect depends on family
background” dilemma (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997).

Country Achievement resp. Country Achievement resp.
Kuwait 50 % Japan 79 %

Austria 51 % Italy 80 %

India 57 % China 81 %

Hong Kong 58 % France 83 %

Kenya 62 % Australia 86 %
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Cuba 69 % USA 87 %
Brazil 70 % UK 89 %
Switzerland 73 % New Zealand 89 %
Russia 74 % Ireland 94 %
Germany 74 % Norway 94 %

The sixth dimension, described by Trompenaars amdgdlen-Turner (1997), is labelled
“sequential versus synchronic” and correspondbé@toblem category “orientations towards
time”. The dimension “sequential versus synchrodiescribes how cultures experience and
order time (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997yu8atial cultures, are said to, view time
as a series of events; whereas, synchronic culexmsrience past, present and future as
interrelated (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 199&yuential cultures are described as
experiencing time as a linear construct; whereaslgonic cultures have cyclical notions of
time (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997). Segakytrientated cultures tend to arrange
events in succession, whereas, synchronically @tied cultures, handle events simultaneously
(Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997). Sequentiali@s are described as placing great
importance on schedules, planning, and punctuaiyeriencing time as quantifiable and
subordinating relationships to schedules (Trompen&ddampden-Turner, 1997). Synchronic
cultures, on the other hand, experience schedotbgappointments as approximations and
subordinate time to relationships (Trompenaars &piden-Turner, 1997, p.139). The dimension
“Synchronic versus sequential” corresponds to H&l1977) monochromatic/polychromatic time
orientation theory. The only significant differesdaetween the two models are the labels given
to each of the orientations and the fact that Trema@ars’ and Hampden-Turner’'s (1997) model
incorporates differences in conceptions of pagtsgmt and future.

The dimension “sequential versus synchronic” deserihe influences culture has on perceptions
of past, present and future and understandingseafedationships between these temporal
constructs (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997heScultures are said to experience past,
present and future as overlapping and interrelatbdreas others, experience them as separate
and distinct (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 199127). Some cultures place greatest
importance on future events, some on past evemiss@me on the present, others consider each
of these temporal constructs equally important iffenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997).

Sequential/synchronic orientations also affectlaging of “time horizons”, a person’s
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perception of where the ‘past’ begins, when thespnt’ occurs and ends, and when the ‘future’
begins (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997). Pefophe past orientated cultures are
described as tending to be concerned with therarigi things, showing great respect for
predecessors or ancestors and viewing events irotitext of history or tradition (Trompenaars

& Hampden-Turner, 1997). People from present catewt cultures are described as placing the
greatest importance on present events, perceiVarg s malleable and viewing events in the
context of “the here and now” (Trompenaars & Hanmpdarner, 1997). People from future
orientated cultures tend to plan ahead, talk imseof potentials, or aspirations, and experience
the past and present in terms of their relatiorsstidfuture prospects (Trompenaars & Hampden-
Turner, 1997).

The dimension “Sequential versus synchronic” isilhaétrated using dilemmas, instead national
tendencies are described using anecdotes. Onegs# #necdotes is an account of one of the
author’s experiences of an Italian butcher’s sfidye authors describe the butcher unwrapping
salami for one customer and then calling out “wise éor salami?” (Trompenaars & Hampden-
Turner, 1997, p.123). This example of synchronigise is then contrasted with practices in
Dutch and British butchers’ shops where customerserved in succession (Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 1997, p.123). The anecdote isdeemo demonstrate that Italian time
orientations are synchronic, whereas British anttBtime orientations are sequential. Similar
anecdotes are used to demonstrate the synchranierd South Korean, Japanese, Argentinean
and French cultures, and the sequential naturexarcan culture (Trompenaars & Hampden-
Turner, 1997).

The seventh dimension of Trompenaars’ and Hampdener's (1997) model is labelled “inner-
directed versus outer-directed” and correspondse@roblem category “human relationships
with nature”. This final dimension concerns theerpeople assign to nature and their orientations
towards the challenges of the natural environm&mnipenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997).
Inner-directed cultures are said to believe thatneacan and should be ‘controlled’ by the
imposition of human will (Trompenaars & Hampden-ier, 1997). Outer-directed cultures
perceive themselves as part, or a product, of eatnd accept that they are subject to natural
laws, or forces (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, L9B7ese different orientations towards
nature affect whether people perceive themselvas @mtrol of, or subject to, the workings of
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external forces. Inner-directed cultures are sa@dopt dominating attitudes towards
environments, emphasise internal centres of coatrdlconcentrate on mastering nature and
problems (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997).rhdlivected cultures also tend to be
competitive, classifying events in terms of winnangd losing (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner,
1997). The achievement of objectives is of primargortance within inner-directed cultures and
people from such cultures tend to feel discomfdrémnot in control (Trompenaars & Hampden-
Turner, 1997). Outer-directed cultures, on the oltlaad, are described as adopting a flexible
attitude towards nature (Trompenaars & Hampden-@mt997). The primary locus of control,
within outer-directed cultures, is perceived aadywith natural trends and forces, located outside
of the individual. Outer-directed cultures are daithe less controlling and more compromising
than inner-directed cultures, valuing harmony, oesiveness to circumstances and patience, and
perceiving change as natural, rather than threaggflirompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997).
National tendencies within the dimension “inneredted versus outer-directed” are illustrated
using the dilemma “The captains of their fate” (fipenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997, p.144).
This dilemma asks participants to choose betweeratternative statements, the first of which is
inner-directed, the second of which is outer-dedciThe statements are:

1. What happens to me is my own doing.

2. Sometimes | feel that | do not have enough comtvel the directions my life is taking.
Table 13 presents a summary of the percentagesopig@that selected the inner directed
statement 1 as the truest reflection of their figli

Table 13: Inner-directed responses to “the captaiof their fate dilemma” (Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 1997)

Country Inner-directed resp. | Country Inner-directed resp
Venezuela 33 % Spain 76 %
China 39 % France 76 %
Russia 49 % Switzerland 77 %
Czech Republic 59 % UK 77 %
Japan 63 % New Zealand 80 %
India 63 % Australia 82 %
Germany 66 % USA 82 %
Sweden 71 % Norway 86 %
Italy 72 % Israel 88 %
Thailand 72 % Uruguay 88%

Trompenaars’ and Hampden-Turner's (1997) sevenmiimaal models provide a further

framework for understanding cultural diversity antércultural interactions. The influence of

Hall's (1959; 1969; 1977) work is clearer in Trompars’ and Hampden-Turner's (1997) model
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than it is in Hofstede’s (1980; 2005) model; theéinsion ‘synchronic versus sequential’ is an
extension of Hall's (1977) monochromatic/polychraimaistinction. There are also areas in
which the seven and the five dimensional modelslapeThe seven dimensional model, like the
five dimensional model, follows the pragmatic, miemalytic, CCT paradigm set by Hall. In
addition, the seven dimensional model uses thetfjative dimensional approach to intercultural
study initiated by Hofstede (1980). The theoretftatting points and approaches of the two
models are also extremely similar, as are aspétteaimensions which they describe. These
similarities are hardly surprising as both mode¢sattempting to describe the same phenomenon
for the same purpose. However, these similaridasd both models open to many of the same

criticisms.

Conclusion
The seven dimensional model, like the five dimenmsionodel, is not uncontested. However, as
with the five dimensional model, the academic coversy surrounding the seven dimensional
model has had little affect on its popularity ag@ss-cultural training tool. The above section
briefly introduced some of the potential problenithwhe seven dimensional model, such as the
ethnocentric nature of some of the measuremenndikgs. The following chapter expands on this
evaluation and investigates the implications padéotiticisms may have on the utility of these

dimensional models of cultural diversity.
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Chapter 4. A Critical Analysis of CCT Models of Culture

Introduction
The CCT models of culture outlined in the previehapter are subject to controversy. The
assignment of cultural values to nations is prolalgen Intra-national diversity, the volatility of
national boundaries and the existence of sub-adtand diasporas confound the picture of
national cultural homogeneity painted by dimensi@@T models. The attribution of supreme
value determining causality to the concept of et is questionable. As is the segregation and
guantification of cultural value systems into nuio&l; or percentile, dimensions. The current
chapter examines the controversies and criticism®gnding dimensional models of culture.
The implicit assumptions on which the models amelaare explicated and evaluated. Then the
affects of dimensional approaches to culture sardtraining objectives are examined, in
conjunction with a presentation of alternative,@lepmental, approaches to cross-cultural

training.

Criticisms of the five dimensional model
Criticisms of Hofstede’s (1980; 2005) five valuenginsions model have been raised by a number
of scholars, most notably Brendan McSweeney (2@6d)the creators of the seven dimensional
model Fons Trompenaars and Charles Hampden-Tut8874). Criticisms of Hofstede’s (1980;
2005) model tend to concentrate on the implicitagstions on which the model is based. The
most fundamental of these assumptions is a belitfd existence of ‘national’ cultures and the
attribution of causal properties to these culturdstede’s (1980; 2005) model also assumes that
national cultures are uniform, that cultural valaes constants, that the IBM data is
representative of national cultural values and #éftarnative positions, within cultural value
dimensions, are mutually exclusive. The followirgtion examines some of these assumptions,
the criticisms surrounding them and the implicagiofthese criticisms for Hofstede’s (1980;
2005) model.

The assumption that distinctive, influential, ‘matal’ cultures exist is one of the defining feature
of Hofstede’s (1980; 2005) five dimensional modt&dfstede (2005) justifies the use of nations,
as primary unit of analysis, on the basis of ytil#rguing that the ease of acquiring data for
nations makes them “the only feasible criteriondiassification” (p.19). Hofstede (2005) also
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argues that internal forces towards integrationhsas shared languages and political systems,
result in shared national values (Hofstede & Hafst@005). The five dimensional model
contains only minimal acknowledgement of the exiséeof intra-national cultural diversity.
Individual nations are depicted as representatiy@dicular sets of value configurations. These
value configurations are, in turn, depicted aspfiary distinguishing factors which
differentiate members of one nation from anothec$Meeney, 2002). Hofstede's (1980; 2005)
work contains little discussion of the distortingt@ntial that the attribution of particular cultura
values to particular nations can have. The UKef@mple, is analysed as a single cultural unit,
whereas in reality the UK consists of four ‘couastiwith different languages, different histories,
and differing cultural practices. Australia and Aina are also analysed as single cultural units.
Their respective Indigenous cultures and the nouilidral natures of these societies are
subordinated, in their causal roles, to the infageaf a single ‘national’ culture. “A unique
national culture is assumed to be individually ieakby everyone in a society.” (McSweeney,
2002, p.93). The criteria for an individual's inslan, as a carrier of a particular national culture
are unclear. The assignment of cultural identitylenbasis of passport nationality, in a world
characterised by international migration and multicalism, is almost certainly fallacious. The
assignment of cultural identity according to themtoy of primary socialisation constitutes a
failure to recognise the influence that migratiansl intercultural interactions can have on
people’s cultural values. Hofstede (2005) recognikat nations are not constants, but his focus
on so called “durable nations” diminishes recogmitdf the volatile nature of these socio-
political constructs. Even if the existence of ioagl’ cultures is accepted, the attribution of

supreme causal properties to these national caltangroblematic.

The five dimensional model ignores the influencéndfvidual life experiences on value systems.
The failure to concede influence to individual lfeperience is a result of Hofstede’s (1980)
strict separation of the individual and the cultleaels of analysis, and his assertion that caltur
values are durably formed in early childhood. Thessumptions result in a form of cultural
determinism, which depicts national cultures aguler causal forces determining constant and
uniform value systems, shared by all members atmm. The possibility of the lifelong
malleability of value systems, influenced by botitture and personal experience, finds no
potential for expression within the five dimensibmendel. Yet, a story recounted by Tina, during
her interview, appears to indicate that culturdliga are malleable. Tina describes herself as
Anglo-Australian, her husband is Fijian. In thergtdina describes the naming of her daughter.
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...things that | won't accept from my Australian sifehe family, | absolutely accept
from the other side of the family ... when my dateghvas born my mother in-law was
there and she picked up the baby and named hezhvwgher right as the grandmother,
and if | thought about it, if my own mother walkied there’d be no way I'd accept that.
(Tina, Personal communication, 27.04.08).

This story demonstrates Tina’'s adoption of ‘otloedtural value standards, later in life, as a
result of her personal experiences of Fijian celtiina describes the grandmothers naming of
the baby as “her right” and appears to acceptsuah. Tina's unquestioning acceptance of a
“right” so alien to her own culture, demonstratasraorporation of alternative value standards,
that could only have happened later in life, orfee\was married, as a result of her life
experiences. This example, of the adaptation dbiallvalues, appears to contradict the absolute
causal roles which the five dimensional model fatiies to national identity and childhood
socialisation. However, even if the existence asiderdetermining causal properties of national

identity are accepted, there are further logicabfgms with Hofstede’s (1980; 2005) model.

The five dimensional model appears to be basedromar reasoning. Hofstede (1980) assumes
the existence of that which he seeks to provepnaticulture. Without an a priori belief in the
existence of national cultures Hofstede (1980) @dwlve no grounds for treating localized data
as representative of nationally shared values (M&Bwy, 2002). “To assume national
uniformity, as Hofstede does, is not appropriateafstudy which purports to have found it”
(McSweeney, 2002, p.100). The stratification of Bkl data on the basis of nationality occurs
prior to the identification of national culturalfidirences. “Hofstede’s unjustified analytical leap
is to treat the differences identified on the ba$igational stratification as a consequence of
national culture.” (McSweeney, 2002, p.102). Iplausible that an alternative data stratification
basis would have produced differing response grmgp{McSweeney, 2002). In order to
generalise from local to national levels one haassume the existence of some form of national
uniformity or at least, that particular micro-lewta are representative of national level
tendencies. However, the representativeness éBtelata, used in the development of the five
dimensional model, is questionable.

The supposed representativeness of the IBM déi@asisd on the assumptions, that national
cultures are shared by all members of a natiortl@tdvalue survey trends reveal national value
tendencies (McSweeney, 2002). McSweeney (2002nsl#iat Hofstede’s (1980) reasoning
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jumps between these two assumptions and that neitbgustified. The first assumption, that
national cultures are equally shared, is useddtifjuthe inference of national tendencies from
micro-level data (McSweeney, 2002). The secondmagsan, that survey trends reveal national
values, is used to justify the inference of natiynghared values, despite anomalies in survey
responses (McSweeney, 2002). If the first assumidrue, then it must be assumed that any
national group surveyed would exhibit the sameea/aéisponses, be they McDonald’s employees,
animal rights activists, militant Marxists, or whisupremacists (McSweeney, 2002). Even if it is
assumed that nationally ‘typical’ groups will derstmate ‘nationally typical’ values, it is
guestionable whether 1970s IBM subsidiaries catldssified as nationally typical

organizations. McSweeney (2002) lists seven atyplwaracteristics of IBM subsidiaries that
contradict Hofstede’s (1980) claim that IBM emplegeepresented a nationally typical sample at
the time of the surveys. The atypical charactesstif 1970s IBM subsidiaries, delineated by
McSweeney (2002), are:

The selective recruitment of the middle classes
International training
The technologically advanced products
Frequent personal contacts between subsidiariethantbmpanies international
headquarters
5. Internationally centralized control of the subsiitia.
6. US ownership
7. The comparatively young average age of managers
(McSweeney 2002, p.101)

According to McSweeney (2002) “there are no vadidsons for assuming that IBM responses

PwbdE

somehow reflected the national average” (p.1013.dlso questionable whether fixed choice
answers to preconceived survey questions can lmatkeepresentative of the entire possible
spectrum of cultural value orientations. The natfrsurveys is such, that respondents are forced
to appropriate their opinions to a fixed set ofdetermined answers. The addition of a fifth
dimension, as a result of the CVS responses, ddmtesthat the original IBM questionnaires
could not possibly have covered the entire rangmilbfiral value possibilities. “Is it not probable
that Hofstede would have ‘found’ different natioealtures had he used additional, amended or

alternative questions?” (McSweeney, 2002, p.105)

The scale of the IBM survey is often cited as pmfaf representativeness. However, the
numbers stated, 117,000 questionnaires completgaibigipants in over 50 countries, can be
distorting. The number 117,000 is the number oktjaanaires completed over both rounds of

surveys, the 1968-1969 rounds and the 1971-19#8Isp@nd not all of these surveys were used
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in the formulation of the model (McSweeney, 20024). The number of surveys carried out in
different nations varies, from large to small amdre“miniscule” (McSweeney, 2002, p.94).

Only responses from Belgium, France, the UK, Gegndapan and Sweden, totaled over 1000
in both rounds of surveys (McSweeney, 2002). Responimbers totaled over 200 in 15
countries (McSweeney, 2002). In Pakistan the fashd of surveys produced only 37 responses,
the second round produced only 70 (McSweeney, 2008ingapore only one round of surveys
was conducted and these were completed by onlgg®ndents (McSweeney 2002, p.94). In
order for these numbers of localised responses ttebmed representative of national value
tendencies, one has to assume the homogeneitgnlyodf one’s sample, but also of an entire
population, something which Hofstede (1981, citetMcSweeney, 2002) appears to do.

.... if a sample is really homogeneous with regarthéocriteria under study, there is little
to gain in reliability over an absolute sample %£&0 ... | could therefore have done my
research on 40 (countries) x 50 (respondents)su&€y rounds) ... and obtained almost
equally reliable results.”

(Hofstede, 1981, p.65, cited in McSweeney, 20024 ).

Assuming the homogeneity of national cultures dug#only downplay the existence of
individual variations, it also ignores nationaltcwl heterogeneities and the existence of

subcultures and Diasporas.

The five dimensional model can also be criticissdalssuming that cultural value dimensions are
mutually exclusive. The dimensions are conceptedlas continuums and countries value
orientations are represented as points on thesaoams (Hofstede, 1980; Hofstede & Hofstede,
2005). The positioning of a culture as individuatiscessarily excludes the possibility of it being
collectivist. Cultures are represented as congisifreets of mutually exclusive, non-interactive
values (McSweeney, 2002). However, ethnographigiieg appear to contradict this position.
Cultures are often represented, by anthropologistencompassing and integrating apparently
contradictory values. Lila Abu-Lughod’s (1999) etlynaphy ofAwlad ‘Ali Bedouin society
skillfully demonstrates how ideals of equality &hd realities of hierarchy can co-exist, without
contradiction, within a single culture.

“Awlad ‘Ali mediate the contradiction between the ideals olity and the realities of
hierarchy by considering relations of inequality antagonistic, but complementary.
They invest independence with responsibility aseétaof obligations and dependency
with the dignity of choice.”

(Abu-Lughod, 1999, p.79)

Ideals and practices often contradict each othexrhowever, possible to argue that the co-

existence of contradictory ideals and practicestmasundermine the possibility of mutually
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exclusive values, as ideals and practices arelifeaent order to values. Yet, the coexistence of
contradictory values within a single culture doadermine the argument that value dimensions
are mutually exclusive.

“The coexistence of two discourses on sentimentaygvalued and representing
different ideals to which people were committed, hee to conclude that it was
impossible to reduce Bedouin ‘culture’ to the dg#ficsocial and moral ideals ... Nor was
it possible to reduce individual experience todbeninant cultural forms”

(Abu-Lughod, 1999, p.xvii)

Abu-Lughod’s (1999) ethnographic examination of tbexistence of contradictory sentiments of
honor and modesty represented within Bedouin p@atd/honor codes, contradicts, firstly,
Hofstede’s (1980) assumption that cultural valuesnautually exclusive and secondly, the
argument that individual values can be reducedtoidant cultural norms. The “mutually
subtractive” representation of cultural dimensiwithin Hofstede’s (1980; 2005) model has also

been criticised by Fons Trompenaars and CharlegpdamTurner (1997a).

Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1997a), claimHbégtede misrepresents cultural values as
static points on a linear axis. They argue thauces are interrelated wholes, which cannot be
split into sets of independent variables (Trompen&Hampden-Turner, 1997a). “Cultures have
meanings which depend upon the entire context.idoetement in that context dictates meaning
to the whole” (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997852). The division of cultural systems
into mutually exclusive dimensions undermines tbssibility that cultural values may be
variable, interrelated, and simultaneously conttadly; possibilities which ethnographic
inquiries, such as Abu-Lughod’s (1999), appearoiaficn. Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner
(1997a) attribute the mutually exclusive repreagon of value dimensions to Hofstede’s
tendency, to divide the world into categories @f)“&nd not (a)” whilst searching for the least
number of factors that will explain the most cage$58). The assumption of dimensional
exclusivity within the five dimensional model adiydollows from another assumption that

underpins Hofstede’s (1980) conceptualisation tifical values.

The representation of value dimensions, as muteaitjusive, follows from the assumption that
cultural values are situationally non-specific. Tive dimensional model presumes that the
existence of large power-distance orientationfi@wtork place necessarily entails the existence
of large-power distance orientations in the home$Weeney, 2002). However, the model is
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based on data collected in the work-place and woaktice based questions (McSweeney, 2002).
The situational, or contextual, variability of autal values was not tested by the IBM surveys.
The supposed situationally unspecific nature ofvidlee dimensions is therefore based on the
contestable assumption, that expressions of culiataes are static and unaffected by
circumstance, or context. This assumption is cditted by both Tina’s account of the

situational application of cultural value standaadsl Abu-Lughod’s (1999) demonstration of the

co-existence of contradictory cultural values.

The explication of the a priori assumptions, onckhofstede’s theory of national cultures is
based, appears to diminish the descriptive fordbefive dimensional model. The criticisms
raised against Hofstede call the theoretical urideipgs, methods, and representativeness of the
five dimensional model into question. AccordingMoSweeney (2002); “Hofstede’s apparently
sophisticated analysis ... necessarily relies onmber of profoundly flawed
assumptions....Fallacious assumptions necessarthtteimaccurate empirical descriptions
regardless of the quantity of data and statistizahipulation used.” (p.112). ‘National’ cultural
classifications may result in the misrepresentationations as homogeneous cultural units and
an under-recognition of cultural heterogeneity. @ksignment of supreme value determining
causality to national cultural identity disregaths influence of life experiences on the formation
and adaptation of value systems. The reasoning pimténg the formation of the five

dimensional model appears to be circular and theesentatives of the IBM survey is
guestionable. The assumption, that national culuaaes are equally shared, static and mutually
exclusive, is fallacious. Together, these critidamdermine the descriptive force of the five
dimensional model and therefore its utility as @l for cross-cultural training. However, it is
unwise to abandon the model completely without itEred evaluation of Hofstede’s responses

to some of these criticisms.

Hofstede’s responses to criticisms of the five dimsional model
The following section summarises and evaluatestddéss (1996; 2002; 2005) responses to the
criticisms raised against the five dimensional nhotlee responses, outlined below, are taken
from research papers, published by Hofstede, iertef of his model and in reply to the
criticisms raised by McSweeney (2002), and Trompehand Hampden- Turner (1997a). The
following section begins by summarising “standaiticésms” of the five dimensional model, as
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recognised by Hofstede (2002). The responses aiuipated responses to, these criticisms are

then summarised and evaluated.

Hofstede (2002), in his reply to McSweeney's (20&jque, acknowledges five “standard
criticisms” of his approach and outlines his regesto these criticisms. The criticisms
recognised by Hofstede (2002) are:

1. Surveys are not a suitable way of measuring cultifi@rences.
2. Nations are not the best units for studying culture
3. Studies of subsidiaries of one company cannot fpesentative of entire
national cultures.
4. The IBM data is old and therefore obsolete.
5. Four or five dimensions are not enough.
(Hofstede 2002, p.2)

These criticisms, and their corresponding resporasesy no means exhaustive of the problems
with the five dimensional model. However, they offestarting point for the consideration of
Hofstede’s responses to his critics. Hofstede (R0@2rs the following replies to these “standard
criticisms™:

Surveys should not be the only way of measuringucall differences.

Nations are usually the only available units of sugament “and better than

nothing”.

3. The surveys measured differences between natioftates; any functionally
equivalent national samples would produce the safoemation. Replica studies
have since validated the existence of the dimession

4. The dimensions measure centuries old, durable,waduves and have since been
validated in subsequent surveys.

5. Additional dimensions must be “conceptually andistiaally independent” from

the five dimensions already identified.
(Hofstede 2002, p. 2)

N

In response to the first criticism Hofstede (200@)cedes that surveys should not be the only
way of ‘measuring’ cultural differences. Howevee, does not address problems concerning the
distortion inherent in the survey method. Theseiaht distortions arise firstly, from the
appropriation of participant responses to pre-ddatezd answers. Secondly, from the
impossibility of covering the entire spectrums ofgible cultural values in answer choices and
thirdly, from the potentially ethnocentric natufeqoiestions and response choices. Hofstede

(2002) does not mention the affects that theseotmmfing factors may have had on the survey
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findings and formulation of the original four dinsons, despite the retrospective addition of a

fifth dimension as a result of precisely these (mots.

The second response, that nations are often tlgefeadible units for classification, must be
coupled with Hofstede’s (2005) argument that comm@ttices within ‘durable’ nations work as
forces for national cultural integration. Hofst@805) recognises that the concept of a common
culture is better applied to organically arisingistal groups, than to politically constructed
nations. However, this recognition is underminedh®yuse of generalised labels, such as ‘Arab
countries’ and ‘West Africa’, in the presentatidrtlee dimensional indices. It is true that
intercultural comparisons covering entire rangesut-cultures and national diversities, on the
scale of the IBM study would have been impractielmwever, Hofstede's (2002) defense of
national classifications, on the basis of pradiigaind utility, misses the point of the criticism.
The five dimensional model is used as a tool feratucation of lay people on the facets and
affects of cultural diversity. Social scientistslamthropologists may easily recognise the
practical limitations of large scale comparatived#s and the applicability of disclaimers.
However, there is a danger that the use of natianighry classifications and sweepingly general
labels could paint a false picture of national @t homogeneity in the minds of inexperienced
CCT trainees. The presentation of the dimensiodscanntry scores in Hofstede’s model does
nothing to counteract this potential danger. Thiepiial for misrepresentation is exacerbated by

the use of generalised labels and the attributfamiform cultural values to nations.

The third criticism centers on the representatigerad the IBM data. Hofstede (2002) cites
replica studies as proof of the representativeaEti®e IBM data. “Cultures and organizations”
mentions six such replica studies (Hofstede & Hafet 2005). Problematically, only two of
these replica studies, surveys among “elftasitl pilots, corroborated all of the four original
dimensions. Surveys among hon-IBM multinational Exyges, consumers, civil servants and
bank employees, only ever corroborated three ofdheoriginal dimensions (Hofstede &
Hofstede, 2005).

Four of the six replications...confirm only three afithe four dimensions - and each
time the missing one is different ...We assume thlzeicause the respondents include

* “Elites” this group included MP’s, parliamentariarmcademics and artists (Hofstede, 2005, p.2&). Th
survey took place at the Salzburg Seminar in Araarigtudies in 1984,
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people in different jobs with different relationghito power, or people without paid jobs
at all, like students and housewives.
(Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005, p.25).

The assumption that the non-replication of alldmeensions is due to the inclusion of a wider
range of people undermines the argument that tlhee wlimensions are representative of national
cultural norms. These findings also demonstratentdweel for wider-ranging tests of the five
dimensional model, and contradict arguments thabéimer national samples will confirm the

existence of the dimensions.

The fourth standard criticism, recognised by Hafst€2002), centers around the question of
whether data obtained in the 1970s can be considepgesentative of cultural values three
decades later. Hofstede’s (2002) response to tiiicism is based on his particular
conceptualisation of culture, and again on thedadilng nature of replica studies. As
demonstrated in the previous paragraph, recounsptica studies as validations of the
dimensions is questionable. The other defenseeodtinability of the dimensions is based
Hofstede’s (2005) conceptualisation of culture asudti-layered onion. According to Hofstede’s
(2005) onion conceptualisation, only the outer taya culture, cultural practices, are dynamic
and changeable. The core of the onion consistaltafral values, which are described as durable
constants (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). Hofsted@%2@laims that the five dimensional model
only measures these durable values and the dinmenaie therefore as representative today as
they were in the 1970s. Hofstede’s (2005) concdigataon of culture, as an onion, allows him to
represent cultures as both static and dynamic. Mery@ations, the units within which the five
dimensional model locates cultural values, aretitelpolitical constructs. National boundaries
have shifted considerably since the creation oftbeel in the 1970s. It would be possible to
argue that newly formed nations, like Latvia on@lkia, retain the core national values
associated with the countries of which they wepard, even after the relocation of territorial
boundaries. However, this would entail denying thatsocio-political upheaval and the change
associated with the breakup and reformation obnatcould have an affect on national values.
Often the breakup and reformation of nations emtaivision of the very systems which Hofstede
(2005) describes as forces for value integratipacsically political systems, ideologies and
religious practices. The introduction of capitaljsadoption of democracy and resurgence of
religions, within the former Soviet nations, haslonbtedly influenced the value systems of
individuals within these nations. If the integratiforces within nations are changeable then

surely the core values, towards which these fardegrate, must also be considered changeable.
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Once again Hofstede's (2002) response seems tameigmint of the criticism, which is that the
five dimensional model paints a distorting, stadidyistorical picture of cultural values, which is

open to misinterpretation by CCT trainees.

The fifth criticism and response appear to be aiatetfompenaars’ and Hampden-Turner's
(1997a) accusations of “reductionist, one-dimeraitimnking” (p.58). Hofstede (1996) argues
that only aspects of culture which are conceptualig statistically distinct from the five IBM
dimensions should be added to the five dimensiomalel. Hofstede (1996) attributes the finding
of extra dimensions, by Trompenaars’ and Hampdamdr(1997), to a confusion of conceptual
categories in the minds of the researchers. HEtE896) argues that the seven dimensional
model is distorted by the appropriation of survayado American sociological and
anthropological theory of the 1950s and 1960s. $hjposed appropriation is said to result in an
“evident lack of content validity” within the sevelimensional model (Hofstede, 1996, p.197).
Content validity is described by Hofstede (1996)‘te&e extent to which an instrument covers the
universe of relevant aspects of the phenomenoiestuith our case national culture.” (p.197).
Hofstede (1996) does not explain how it is thatduiestionnaire manages to cover all relevant
aspects of national culture, or how his preliminsiydies at the companies IBM and IMD
managed to uncover the entire universe of potectilfliral values, whereas Trompenaars’ and
Hampden-Turner’s (1997) questionnaires and prelinyimesearch did not. As the criticisms
above have demonstrated it is doubtful whethersamyey could cover the entire range of

cultural value possibilities.

The criticism, that the five dimensional model ackves cultural determinism, is addressed in
Hofstede’s (2002) reply to McSweeney (2002). McSwege(2002) claims, that Hofstede (1980)
attributes supreme value determining causalityattonal cultures and ignores the potential
influences of sub-cultures and life experiencesalnes. Hofstede (2002) interprets this criticism
as claiming that the five dimensional model advesa “mono-causal link between national
cultures and actions within nations” (p.4). Thipegrs to be a misinterpretation of McSweeney's
(2002) critique, which claims that the “mono-caus®#{” presented by the model is between
national cultures and values, not national cultares individual actions. Hofstede (2002) argues
that he never claims that culture is the only fattat should be taken into account in
explanations of actions, and that cultural expli@magtmay often be redundant. However,
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Hofstede (2002) also argues that in cases whereato, political or institutional explanations
fail, one should resort to the explanatory constoficulture. The misinterpretation of the
criticism means that Hofstede (2002) fails to adgithe question of whether the five dimensional
model attributes supreme value determining caydalitulture, at the expense of a recognition
of other value influencing factors, such as sulttras and life experiences. Hofstede (2002) does
however, simultaneously claim that “values (as vemasured them) are hardly changeable” (p.6)
and that the rigidity of the five dimensional motislin the eye of the beholder” (p.4). These
contradictory statements demonstrate how littl#oise to guard against the potential for ‘rigid’
deterministic interpretations of the five dimensibmodel, despite Hofstede’s (2002)
acknowledgements that “some people have tried itatenmy approach....for commercial
purposes [and] some carry the concepts furtherltbansider wise.” (p.2-3). Rather than
discourage deterministic, reductive misinterpretaiof culture the five dimensional model
appears to enable such misinterpretations. Theptibiity of the model to misinterpretation

diminishes its utility as tool for cross-cultureaining.

The criticism of circularity is not satisfactorihddressed in any of Hofstede’s responses to his
critics. In response to McSweeney's (2002) critigsof his uses of survey data Hofstede (2002)
answers that “What we social scientists do is dalatistical inference, but McSweeney is
obviously unfamiliar with it.” (p.6). Hofstede impk that as an economics scholar, and not a
social scientist, McSweeney is not in a positiomtzke judgments about his research. However,
it is not necessary to have a degree in sociahseia order to recognise implicit assumptions
and circular reasoning. It is quite possible taiarthat with any research one starts with a
hypothesis which one then tests. However, theaimliassification of data according to the units

whose existence one is attempting to prove witiodigesearch findings.

Hofstede’s responses to his critics fail to addtkegorce or points of their arguments. Hofstede
(2002) attributes the extensive criticisms of highto its revolutionary nature.

“I had made a paradigm shift in cross-cultural ®agdand as Kuhn (1970) has shown, paradigm
shifts in any science meet with strong initial stsice” (Hofstede, 2002, p.1). This statement
appears to dismiss criticisms of the model as mesistance to change. This dismissive attitude
prevents Hofstede from recognising faults withig itmodel and results in a condescending
attitude towards his critics. McSweeney (2002)cdsuged of not having read the material and
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being unable to understand the model becausertw &social scientist (Hofstede, 2002). While
Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner are accused, titléhef Hofstede’s (1996) paper, of “riding
the waves of commerce”, tailoring their model tattihich they believe the customer wants to
hear (Hofstede, 1996). In fact, both Hofstede armiipenaars and Hampden-Turner have vested
financial interests in the continued success df tlespective models. Since the cross-cultural
paradigm shift, initiated by Hall in response te tlactions of FSI participants, all CCT models
of culture have been tailored to the desires adsxmultural trainees. Rather than creating a
paradigm shift, Hofstede’s model simply expandedRBI paradigm to include the dimensional
guantification of national cultures. Many of théicisms of the five dimensional model remain
unaddressed and carry with them implications ferutility of this model as a tool for cross-

cultural training. However, the seven dimensionatei does not perform much better.

The seven dimensional model is open to many o$anee criticisms as the five dimensional
model. It also relies on the questionable assigmwiecultures to nations, appears to resultin a
form of cultural determinism and is limited by etizentric survey methods. By conceptualising
value orientations as varying in response to cigtance the seven dimensional model is less
rigid than the five dimensional model. However, ¢lenocentric nature of some of the
‘dilemmas’ used to calculate the dimensions brihgs validity, as objective cultural measures,
into question. In addition to these conceptual |gnmis, a dimensional approach to cross-cultural
training, whether based on the five or the severedsional model, carries with it a number of
implications for training objectives and foci. Tlkemplications are explored in the following
section.

The implications of a dimensional approach to crossultural training
Cross-cultural training is based on three key cpts;ecultural misunderstandings’ ‘cultural
sensitivity’ and ‘intercultural competence’. Theoption of a dimensional approach to training
affects how these key concepts are defined andftiverthe objectives and foci of training. CCT
aims at helping trainees develop ‘intercultural petence’, or expertise in intercultural
communication. Intercultural competence is gaifedugh the development of ‘cultural
sensitivity’ or ‘cultural awareness’. Cultural séivity/awareness can be broadly defined as the
ability to communicate and behave appropriatelyrduintercultural interactions. The

development of intercultural competence, throughabquisition of cultural sensitivity, enables
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trainees to avoid ‘cultural misunderstandings’, athare thought to be detrimental to successful
intercultural interactions. These processes begukestions: when is a misunderstanding a
cultural misunderstanding and why do cultural maanstandings occur? The following section
demonstrates the implicit answers to these questipparent in the focus and rhetoric of the
dimensional models. The definitions of cultural miderstandings implicit within the rhetoric

and theory of the dimensional models influencesrpretations of the other key concepts and the
objectives of dimensionally based training prograite final section of this chapter presents
some alternative definitions of ‘cultural misundarglings’ and demonstrates the influences of
these alternate definitions training objectives.

The CCT models of culture outlined in the previchapter all focus on the explication of
cultural differences. Hall's (1959; 1969; 1977) ratsdexplains cultural differences in
orientations towards time, space, and communicativeexts. The five and seven dimensional
models focus on cultural differences in value ddaéans. By focusing on dimensions of
difference all of these models are implicitly idénng cultural differences themselves as the
primary causes of cultural misunderstandings amdegtualising diversity as a barrier to
successful intercultural communication. Such a ephalisation results in CCT that attempts to
negate this barrier by training participants in howecognise, understand and imitate the

communicative behaviours of ‘other’ cultures.

The conceptualisation of culture as a communicdiavgier is apparent in the rhetoric of the
dimensional models and the conceptions of cultduweated by their authors. A frequently cited
quote from Hall (1990) states that “Despite popbleliefs to the contrary the single greatest
barrier to business success is the one erectedlfoyec” (Hall & Hall, 1990, cited in Training
Booklet 4, 2009). This quotation is used by CCT panies to justify the need for their products.
The quote clearly states that cultural differertbesnselves are barriers to successful intercultural
communication. The result of such a conceptuatiedt a belief in the possibility of creating
formulaic guides for intercultural interaction thveitl help people overcome the culture barrier.

Sometime in the future ... when culture is more pletely explored, there will be the
equivalent of musical scores that can be learmededch type of man or woman in
different types of jobs and relationships, for timpace, work and play.

(Hall 1959, p.214)
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The seven and five dimensional models are exdotkind of formulaic guides to culture that
Hall (1959) is talking about. The rhetoric of traig products based on the dimensional models
reflects the idea that cultural difference is aieato effective communication. Hofstede is
qguoted by a CCT company based on his work as gtttat “Culture is more often a source of
conflict than of synergy. Cultural differences arauisance at best and often a disaster.”
(Hofstede, 2007, cited in Training Website 1). #idg to intercultural communication produced
by Hofstede, Hofstede and Pederson (2002), offdedinition of cultural misunderstandings that
identifies the locus of the problem of interculiusammunication as lying in the existence of
cultural differences; “If two people from differeatiltures meet and a misunderstanding arises,
we call it a cultural misunderstanding” (Hofsteti®fstede & Pedersen, 2002, p.20). This
definition appears to imply that any misunderstagdhat occurs between people from different
cultures is to be classified as a cultural misusideding. This definition also implies that

understanding specific cultural behaviors is thg tkeavoiding cultural misunderstandings.

The seven dimensional model also views the existehcultural diversity as the cause of
cultural misunderstandings. The seven dimensiomaleitalks of reconciling “cultural dilemmas
...through a case study which elicits the varioudbfgms that occur when professional people
from different cultures meet.” (Trompenaars & Hampd urner, 1997, p.11). Once more the
existence of cultural diversity is conceptualisedte primary cause of cultural
misunderstandings. In their reply to Hofstede (39%6ompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1997a)
suggest that “...moves to integrate and reconcileeslead to superior performance.” (p.156).
Here, diverse cultural values are conceptualisateitmental to business success. The answer,
to the problem of diversity, is described as lyimghe appropriation of ‘other’ cultural behaviors.
These models tend to identify diversity itself las primary problematic within intercultural
interactions. However, identifying diversity as firémary cause of cultural misunderstandings is
not the only option available for CCT training pragis, as the consideration of alternative,
developmental, approaches to CCT demonstrates.

The developmental model of intercultural sensijivitr DMIS, is an assessment framework for
the analysis of people’s orientations towards caltdiversity (Bennett, 1986). The DMIS and its
accompanying psychometric measure, the intercliitieneelopment inventory (IDI), present an
alternative approach to cross-cultural trainingg @rhich focuses on the trainees orientations
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towards diversity as the primary problematic oéintiltural communication. The DMIS presents
a six stage cognitive framework for understandiagpte’s orientations towards diversity
(Bennett, 1986; 1993). These six stages were eatlin the introductory chapter. The IDl is a
pen and paper questionnaire used to measure peopientations towards diversity, in
accordance with the stages of the DMIS (HammernB#r& Wiseman, 2003). Like the seven
and five dimensional models, the DMIS and IDI dre basis for a multinational CCT company
run by the creators of the model and its measure.OMIS stages are indicative of particular
‘worldview structures’, in addition to the attitigland behaviors typically associated with them
(Hammer, Bennett & Wiseman, 2003).

The underlying assumption of the DMIS is that ag'®experiences of cultural diversity become
more complex; one’s orientations towards cultuifietences tend to become more ethno-
relative (Hammer & Bennett, 1998). Ethno-relativieintations towards diversity result in
increased intercultural competence, therefore gresaiccess during intercultural encounters
(Hammer, Bennett & Wiseman, 2003). Within this mddeltural misunderstandings’ are
conceptualised as resulting from ethnocentric ¢tatéons towards diversity. The primary
problematic of intercultural communication is imtexted as lying in people’s attitudes towards
diversity, rather than in the existence of cultuliffierences. The result is that CCT based on the
DMIS model focuses on the development of ethndiveattitudes and adaptive behaviors in

trainees rather than simply the appropriation tfieo’ cultural values, or practices.

The primary focus of DMIS based training is thesatations of the trainees themselves. Such an
ego-orientated focus, as opposed to the ‘otheentated foci of the dimensional models, places
greater emphasis on self-awareness during interaliinteractions. The seven and five
dimensional models do not ignore the necessitglffasvareness during intercultural
communication; however, their primary focus is finemotion of understandings of ‘other’
cultures, not one’s own attitudes towards diversitycontrast, the primary focus of the DMIS is
understanding oneself. The problematic of intetzaltcommunication is understood as
emanating from the trainee and their attitudes tdevaultural diversity, rather than from the
existence of cultural differences. Locating thertlea’ to intercultural communication within the
trainee empowers the individual to a position whheesuccess of intercultural interactions is
based on internal factors, such as personal astuhd therefore within individual control.
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Conversely, the conceptualisation of culture aaraidr results in an orientation towards
difference which construes intercultural communigaproblems as the result of a detrimental
external hurdle that has to be managed. The DMt8ation of the ‘barrier’ within the trainee,
therefore, avoids negative conceptualisations\ardity as a “nuisance” or a “disaster’.

The manner in which a CCT model conceptualiseptbklematic of intercultural interaction
affects training definitions of key CCT concepischs as cultural misunderstandings and cultural
sensitivity. Definitions of these key conceptstum, affect the objectives of training programs.
The dimensional models of Hall, Hofstede, and Trengars and Hampden-Turner define culture
as a barrier to successful intercultural interaicCultural misunderstandings are therefore
defined by as miscommunications that occur becaiiee existence of cultural differences. The
dimensional models’ definition of cultural misunsi&ndings results in a conception of cultural
sensitivity as an awareness of other cultural prestand a definition of intercultural competence
as the appropriation of ‘other’ cultural behavidbémensional approaches to training, therefore,
tend to focus on formulaic teaching of ‘other’ vadyand behaviors. Developmental models for
CCT, such as the DMIS, conceptualise problemstarcaltural interactions as resulting from
ethnocentric attitudes and define cultural misusi@@dings as miscommunications resulting
from ethnocentrism. Cultural sensitivity and intdtaral competence are therefore defined as the
development and practicing of cultural relativisinaining based on developmental approaches
therefore tends to focus on the development ofasedfreness, in addition to the development of

adaptive behaviors.

The integration of both dimensional and developrilembdels into training may help provide a
more balanced form of training which incorporatethtiself’ based and ‘other’ based awareness.
Singularly both models have their advantages asadgiantages. Dimensional models cater well
to the desire of trainees for concrete informatidowever, they run the risk of encouraging
reductive, deterministic or over simplified undarsiings of culture and encouraging negative
attitudes towards diversity. Developmental appreadb training avoid the problems of
disempowerment and negativity by placing the lazfuthe problem, and the ability for control,
with reach of the individual. However, developméafaproaches alone do little to impart
trainees with an understanding of the concept tfi@iand do not provide information about
specific cultural practices. Developmental modetsadso based on the assumption that cultural
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relativism necessarily entails cultural sensitivtyd intercultural competence; however, without

specific cultural knowledge this may not be theecas

Conclusion
This chapter has outlined some of the controvemie®unding the quantitative dimensional
models of culture used in cross-cultural trainingparticular Hofstede's five dimensional model.
Dimensional models of culture, such as Hofsted#'s,0open to criticisms of reductiveness,
cultural determinism and misrepresentation. Thechtnent of cultures to nations can paint a
false picture of national homogeneity, ignoring Wogatility of nations and dynamic nature of
culture. Dimensional approaches to CCT often apmeattribute supreme value determining
causality to the construct of national culturethat expense of recognising other influential
factors, such as sub-cultures and personal expeseihe classification of aspects of cultures
into either/or categories distorts the sometimedredictory nature of cultural values and

practices, and the empirical basis of the dimeriorodels are at times questionable.

The nature of the models used in CCT influence®tjectives of training. Dimensional models
conceptualise the problematic of intercultural camination as resulting from the existence of
differences. This conception results in trainingttfocuses on formulaic descriptions of the
‘other’ and can lead to negative interpretationdieérsity. Developmental models offer an
alternative approach to training, in which the locfithe intercultural problem is perceived to lie
with the individual. Such developmentally baseéhirey can be empowering for trainees, but
may be lacking in specific information. A combiratiof approaches could enable trainers to
avoid some of the problems of singular approaddesiever, even a combination of dimensional
and developmental models does not negate the pndbk is the ethereal and contested nature
of the concept of ‘culture’ itself. The problemagfining and understanding culture is the subject
of the next chapter.
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Chapter 5: Anthropological Culture Theory

Introduction
‘Culture’ is a theoretical construct used to defiet various, collective thought patterns, values
and practices of groups of people. The conceptudfure’ is central to the project of cross-
cultural communication training. However, the nafurontents, limitations and descriptive force
of the concept of ‘culture’ are contested. In 1968, anthropologists Alfred Kroeber and Clyde
Kluckhohn published a review of the concept, cantaj over 164 definitions of culture (Kroeber
& Kluckhohn, 1963). Since the publication of thisview, subsequent studies have produced
countless additional definitions, redefining théuna, workings and boundaries of ‘culture’. In
recent years some scholars have begun to quekgaititity and descriptive force of ‘culture’,
even calling for an abandonment of the concepgatteer (Abu- Lughod, 1991; Wikan, 1999).
The disputed nature of the concept of culture paga®blem for the project of cross-cultural
training. If it is unclear how ‘culture’ is to baenderstood, training about the supposed nature and
influences of culture will always be subject to tastation. The following chapter documents the
emergence and development of the concept of culnama its origins in the German language
and enlightenment philosophy, over the developraéntilture theories, such as social
evolutionism, functionalism, cultural relativisntrigcturalism and interpretivism, to its current

manifestations in cognitive and post-modernist agblogy.

The origins of ‘culture’
The English term ‘culture’ is said to originaterfrdhe GermanKultur’ (Kroeber & Kluckhohn,
1963). Kultur first appeared in German dictionaries in 179% i being widely used by
German philosophers, such as Immanuel Kant, pritng emergence of this dictionary definition
(Kroeber & Kluckhohn, 1963). In its original meagitKultur’ referred to processes of
cultivation, “becoming cultured” (Kroeber & Kluckha, 1963). This original meaning is
reflected in modern labels for processes of cuitivae such as ‘agriculture’ or ‘aquaculture’.
Throughout the 18and 18' centuries German scholars first equatédtur’ with * Zivilisation'
(civilisation), later scholars began to distinguietween the meanings of the two terrkaultur’
came to refer to the societal practices of arigi@i, and customZivilisation' referred to the
technological and political developments of soeie{iKroeber & Kluckhohn 1963, p.27).
‘Kultur’ referred to an organic occurrence, whilBivilisation' carried connotations of political
and state organisation. It is from this later aigfin of ‘Kultur’, as distinct from Zivilisation,
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that the term ‘culture’ in its modern anthropolaisense was introduced into the English

language.

The origins of the modern English term ‘culture2 aften traced to the work of the nineteenth
century British anthropologist, Sir Edward Tylo©&B, orig. 1871). Tylor (1958) borrowed from
the German terminology and established an Engk§inition of culture. In one of the most
frequently cited definitions produced in last 1&&ss Tylor (1958) describes culture as “That
complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, arbrals, law, custom and any other
capabilities and habits acquired by man as a mepoflsaciety” (p.1). Tylor's (1958) definition
not only introduced the term culture into the Eslglvocabulary, it also delineated
anthropological enquiry into the concept of cultimedecades to come. However, the origins of

the concept of culture are not as clear cut astiigins of the term.

The origins of the concept of culture have beecetlao the emergence of the tetultur’ in

the work of 18 century German scholars, such as Klemm (Kroebktgkhohn, 1963).
However, the foundations of the anthropologicaloegr of culture may be much older than
explicit definitions of the term. Marvin Harris (88) traces the origins of the concept of ‘culture’
to the work of enlightenment thinkers, such as Jateke and Jacques Turgot. Harris (1968)
argues that the metaphysical foundations for modefimitions of culture and understandings of
enculturation can be traced to Locke’s attemptietmonstrate that morality, knowledge and
understandings of the world are learned and théyats of experience, rather than expressions of
innate truths (Locke, 1690 cited in Harris, 1968)e idea that our values and perceptions of the
world are acquired, rather than innate, is onéefdornerstones of modern anthropological
conceptions of culture; as are ideas of symbolisthsocial heritage such as those expressed in
the work of Jacques Turgot.

Possessor of a treasure of signs which he haathétyf of multiplying to infinity, he
[man] is able to assure the retention of his aeglideas, to communicate them to other
men, and to transmit them to his successors assdartly expanding heritage.

(Turgot 1844, p.627, original 1750, cited in Hardi968, p.14)

The processes of enculturation and the transmisgioualtural heritages, explained by Locke and
Turgot, were not described using the term ‘culta®the word did not exist in either the English
or the French vocabularies of their times. Howetrax,fundamentals of an anthropological
understanding of culture are apparent in both @if throrks. In contrast, Kroeber and Kluckhohn
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(1963), trace the origins of the concept of cultaréhe attempts of eighteenth century scholars,
such as Herder, to construct histories of mankiechrds of diverse cultural practices and their
respective histories. A complete exploration ofdhigins of the concept of culture is beyond the
scope of this thesis. Yet, the alternative stanidtpgresented here are enough to demonstrate
some of the contested positions surrounding thgrariof ‘culture’. The remainder of this chapter
shows that, not only are the origins of the conoégulture contested, the concept itself is also

subject to contestation.

Social Evolutionism
Sir Edward Tylor, introduced the term ‘culture’ttee English language, he also adhered to the
anthropological school of thought later labellediabevolutionism. Social evolutionism draws
on enlightenment ideas of the progression of mahkiom a ‘state of nature’ to civil society, in
conjunction with aspects of Darwinian evolutiongirgory. The resulting hypothesis argues that
human society is the product of an evolutionarypeesion through the stages of ‘savagery’ to
‘barbarism’ and finally ‘civilisation’ (Tylor, 1958 According to the social evolutionist doctrine,
human history is characterised by progress. Sesietin be assigned an evolutionary rank on the
basis of their mastery of material and intellectuadture (Tylor, 1958). Tylor's (1958) work
“Primitive Culture” attempts to reconstruct thethiry of human culture in a project similar to
Herder’s history of mankind. The writers of suchtbries are necessarily faced with the problem
of how to comprehend unwritten prehistory. Tylo®8%8) solved this problem, on the basis of two
principles, uniformitarianism and the concept afvétals (Moore, 2004). In conjunction, these
two principles form the theoretical basis of Tyk(1958) theory of social evolution.

The principle of uniformitarianism states that hummainds are universally governed by the same
laws of cognition and human existence is charawdrby attempts to solve similar life problems
(Moore, 2004). Cultures develop within uniform hunwgnitive structures, in response to
similar problems, and are therefore characterigesirhilarities in their paths of progression.
These similarities are, in turn, characterisedngygrogression of cultures through the stages of
social evolution mentioned above. Analogous cultinedts are said to develop either because a
trait has diffused, in response to interculturaltect, or as a result of parallel innovation caused

by cognitive uniformity (Tylor, 1958).
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The concept of survivals justified the classifioatof some cultures as vestiges of prehistory.
Survivals are remnant traits of past cultural pcastwhich have been maintained despite, on
occasion, the loss of their original meanings attexts (Tylor, 1958). Tylor (1958) describes
‘survivals’ as offering “proofs and examples of@der condition of culture out of which a newer
has evolved” (p.16). The doctrine of social evalnism states that, just as ‘survivals’ are
reflections of prior stages of cultures, entirartptive’ cultures reflect prior stages of human
social evolution (Moore, 2004). Therefore, solvthg problem of how prehistory can be known.
In conjunction with Tylor's (1958) definition of &ure, the principles of uniformitarianism, the
concept of survivals and the resulting doctrinsafial evolutionism, formed a preliminary basis
for an anthropological concept of ‘culture’ whictew and diverged throughout the following
century. Contestation of social evolutionist themgulted in the redefinition of the culture
concept. This redefinition came to be characterisetheoretical divergences in American and

European approaches to culture studies.

European social anthropology
Early 20" century European social anthropology was chariaegby a movement away from
ideational conceptualisations of culture and adeng towards empirical investigations of the
observable systematics of social organisation. r1s/d958) definition emphasised ideational
and intellectual aspects of culture, such as ‘kedgé’ and ‘beliefs’ (Moore, 2004). During the
early 20" century, such ideational notions of ‘culture’ ahdir accompanying theoretical
constructs began to lose popularity among Europediropologists. Ideational theories were
dismissed as hypothetical ponderings, inferiohiirtexplanatory force to universal laws
elucidated on the basis of empirical observatidrsooial realities. Anthropologists such as
Emile Durkheim and Bronislaw Malinowski began tova@way from ideational
conceptualisations of culture in pursuit of thepiid society which could produce general,
universal, laws explaining the regularities andgpses of human social organisation.

The French sociologist Emile Durkheim (1858-191@swne of the first theorists to distinguish
between ethereal, ideational, notions of ‘cultaed the empirically observable realities of

‘society’ (Moore, 2004). Durkheim focused on analgsthe differing structures, arrangements,
articulations, and integrations of “basic socigjreents,” such as kinship systems and political
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institutions (Moore, 2004). Durkheim (1964, orig9B3 hypothesized that social organisation was
rooted in two distinct types of social solidaritgechanical solidarity and organic solidarity.
Mechanical solidarity arises from collective so@aperiences, which are shared by members of
a society despite those members not necessarigndepy on each other for survival (Durkheim,
1964). Members of such a society are united in an@aanalogous to “the cohesion which unites
the elements of an inanimate body” (Durkheim, 196430). Individuals are equally attached to
society through the subjugation of individual valte shared normative values and the absence,
or weakness of, specialised sub-divisions of lalfploore, 2004). Conversely, societies
characterised by organic solidarity are analogousdlogical systems, in which the specialised
physiology of each of the parts is as distinctasunity of the organism (Durkheim, 1964).
Formal institutions are used to link diverse indivéls with specialised roles, into a single society
and there is a greater and unequal division ofualddoore, 2004). Durkheim’s (1964) theory of
social solidarity is based on the concept of ttim&zience collective’. The mechanisms of
mechanical and organic solidarity are the socialedisions that enable an understanding of the

different currents of human social existence charaged in the ‘conscience collective’'.

The ‘conscience collective’ refers to both the canmonsciousness and the collective
regulatory conscience of a society (Moore, 2004 @onscience collective is that which gives a
society its common identity; it is a society’s wafyknowing and also the things it knows (Moore,
2004). A society’s conscience collective is mad®Lgommon awareness, shared perceptions
and shared internalised sanctions, which connétgrpa of social solidarity and processes of
enculturation, (Moore, 2004). The conscience ctille varies between societies characterised
by mechanical solidarity and organic solidarity.thifi societies exhibiting mechanical solidarity
the individual conscience is a microcosm of thesc@nce collective and the conscience
collective is rigid in its prescriptions for, anelquirements of, the individual (Moore, 2004).
Within societies characterised by organic soligatie conscience collective is less rigid,
individual conscience has greater scope for sfaon and self-determination (Moore, 2004).
In contrast to the works of Tylor (1958) and Herd2urkheim (1964) was not attempting to
construct a history of culture; rather he was segkd create an explanatory theory of the
workings of social organisation. However, whilssimme senses Durkheim’s (1964) work
represented a break from the past, he was stilidbby the meta-narrative of racial and cultural

superiority characteristic of his time.
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Durkheim'’s (1964) theory of social solidarity extiéithe same tendency as Tylor's (1958) theory
of social evolution, to rank societies as eithemfitive’ or ‘advanced’. Mechanical solidarity is
said to be characteristic of lower, or primitivecieties and the shift from mechanical to organic
solidarity is said to occur with the advancemergafieties. This advancement of societies is
assumed to bring with it greater concentrationgapfulations, in smaller areas, and therefore
greater divisions of labour resulting in an incexhaeed for integrating, regulatory structures
(Moore, 2004). These assumptions demonstrateitheeghpirical basis of Durkheim’s theories.
Yet, despite their short comings Durkheim’s (198%3) theories of social solidarity and the
‘conscience collective’ were some of the first stmjjical theories attempting to explain the
mechanics of social organisation. Durkheim’s foeughe workings of ‘society’, as opposed to
the nature of ‘culture’, set a trend that was ftuance theory, within European anthropology,

well into the middle of the twentieth century.

Malinowski's (1944) ‘theory of needs’ is a furthexxample of the attempts of early"2€entury
European anthropologists to elucidate the generahsfic laws governing human social
organisation. The ‘theory of needs’ provides a fiomalist explanation of the purposes and
workings of culture. Functionalist theories attertgpéxplain the nature, workings, and existence
of culture in terms of the functions it performsalvhowski (1944) was concerned with how
cultures function to meet the needs of the indialdMalinowski (1944) posited seven basic
needs, as the default consequences of human exdsteultural institutions are defined, by
Malinowski (1944), as integrated responses to coatlins of these needs (Moore, 2004). Moore
(2004), in his discussion of Malinowski's work debes the seven basic needs as:

Metabolism

Reproduction

Bodily comforts

Safety or the prevention of bodily harm
Movement

Growth

. Health

(Moore, 2004, p.140)

Social institutions and cultural forms are seefuastionally related to these needs (Malinowski,

NoorwNE

1944). However, it is not simply a case of a paticneed corresponding to a particular cultural
form. Rather, that cultures and multiple culturedtitutions function as integrated responses to

combinations of these needs and in doing so simedtasly create new, or derived, needs
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(Malinowski, 1944). These derived needs, in tuome to be perceived as fundamental and

prompt the development of new cultural responsedindwski (1944) perceived cultures to be
utilitarian, adaptive, functionally integrated, pesises to basic and derived needs. In order to
understand and explain cultures it therefore besameeessary to delineate the functions that

cultural practices and institutions perform.

Malinowski’'s (1944) functionalism has been greatlijicised in the years since its formulation.
Firstly, the functionalist conceptualisation oftcue has been criticised for reducing complex
cultural systems to “simplistic notions of utilityKuper, 1996, p.31). Secondly, as his theory is
derived from his fieldwork among the Trobriand redars, Malinowksi can be criticised for
generalising too much from the particular Trobri@ade, in order to formulate a theory of human
society in general. Thirdly, functionalism can bigicised for ignoring cultural disjuncture and
anomalies, and over emphasising the coherent &egrated aspects of cultures (Moore, 2004).
However, despite the criticisms that can be broaghinst Malinowski’s functionalism, the
theory does provide a way in which to understardctimcept of culture. In addition to his
functionalist explanation of culture, Malinowskirfoulated definitions of culture, two of which

are considered below.

Two of Malinowski's definitions of culture are citén Kroeber and Kluckhohn’s (1963)
collection. The first definition falls under theagiping ‘descriptive’ (Kroeber & Kluckhohn,
1963). Descriptive definitions of culture are “bdogefinitions with emphasis on enumeration of
content: usually influenced by Tylor.” (Kroeber &u€khohn, 1963, p.81). In his descriptive
classification Malinowski defines culture as follewilt [culture] obviously is the integral whole
consisting of implements and consumers’ goodspostitutional character for the various social
groupings, of human ideas and crafts, beliefs aistbmns.”(Malinowski, 1944, p.36, cited in
Kroeber & Kluckhohn, 1963, p. 83). Malinowski's @4 descriptive definition follows Tylor's
(1958) definition in its enumeration of the vari@aspects of social life which constitute culture.
Malinowski’'s (1944) definition also emphasises aalative, or super-organic, notion of culture
as “the integral whole” consisting of various im&dated practices, which together create
something which is greater than the sum of itsspditie second of Malinowski’'s definitions,
cited in Kroeber and Kluckhohn's (1963) collectifal]s under the grouping ‘historical’;
definitions which emphasise tradition or socialitagre (Kroeber & Kluckhohn, 1963, p. 89).
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“This social heritage is the key concept of cultarathropology. It is usually called
culture....Culture comprises inherited artefacts,dgpdechnical processes, ideas, habits and
values” (Malinowski, 1931, p. 621, cited in Kroel&eKluckhohn, 1963, p.90). This second
definition elevates a particular aspect of cultiteegenerational transmission or manifestation as
a social heritage. The problem with over emphagisotial heritage, when defining culture, is
the resulting implication of constancy which redsipeople to passive transmitters, rather than
the creators and manipulators of dynamic and vierieddtures (Kroeber & Kluckhohn, 1963).
However, such historical definitions are usefuh@lping people to recognise a social inheritance,
which exists in addition to our biological inheritz. Like the first of Malinowksi’s definitions,

this second definition also enumerates aspectslufre, such as artefacts, goods, and values. The
problem with such enumeration is that enumeratefeniions of culture can never be exhaustive.
Culture is an abstract construct and the enumeraficoncrete parts confuses the concept and

leaves much of that which constitutes culture dutomsideration (Kroeber & Kluckhohn, 1963).

The enumeration of concrete cultural phenomenbgih of Malinowski’s definitions, is
evidence of the empirical basis for culture themmgreatly emphasised by early"2@ntury
European anthropologists. The recognition of iaeet features of culture, such as ideas and
values, in both of these definitions, demonstrétasthese aspects of culture were not
unrecognised. However, the emphasis on the emipidicetions of culture in Malinowski's
(1944) theory of the concept, demonstrates a rawhist approach to ideational aspects of
culture. Functionalist theories of culture basedt@nconcept of basic needs, such as
Malinowski’s, tended to reduce the ideational faadtculture to their empirical functions. This
reductionist approach was driven by the emphasiumtying the observable facts of society,

characteristic of early #0century social anthropology.

A. R Radcliffe-Brown was a contemporary of Malindivand he also drew a strict distinction
between the abstract notion of culture and thergbbée realities of society.

We do not observe a ‘culture’ since that word desaiot any concrete reality but an
abstraction, and as it is commonly used a vagueaation. But direct observation does
reveal to us that ... human beings are connectedchynplex network of social relations.
| use the term ‘social structure’ to denote thisuoek of actually existing relations.
(Radcliffe-Brown, 1952, p.190)
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Radcliffe-Brown used the term ‘social structuretréder to the relations of association that exist
between individuals and relations between groupdanger social networks (Moore, 2004).
Groups and individuals, within society, are difféfated according to their social roles. The
analysis of social structure consists of the amalykrelational norms abstracted from, but taking
into account, particular variations (Moore, 200)pm the analysis of social structure Radcliffe-
Brown (1952) infers law-like tendencies governingrtan social organisation. These laws of
social organisation exhibit cross-cultural reguiesi in their structures and functions (Radcliffe-
Brown, 1952). Despite referring to himself as ‘dutictionalist’ Radcliffe-Brown’s (1952)

theory of social structure was a functionalist tlyed attempted to explained a phenomenon, in
this case social structure, by reference to thetioms it performed. However, unlike Malinowski
(1944), Radcliffe-Brown (1952) did not see cultassfunctioning to meet the needs of the
individual. Rather, he argued that the functiorwfural institutions was the maintenance of
society and social structures (Moore, 2004). “Tumecfion of a crime, or a funeral ceremony, is
the part it plays in the social life as a whole #metefore the contribution it makes to the
maintenance of structural continuity” (RadcliffeeBm 1952, p.180). Radcliffe-Brown (1952)
saw cultural institutions as functioning to meet tieeds of society and social unity as consisting
of the functional unity of social structures. Likkalinowski's (1944) functionalism, Radcliffe-
Brown’s (1952) culture theory can be criticised doeating an overly static, a-historical
conceptualisation of culture, which does not sidfily acknowledge the existence of social

conflict.

E. E. Evans-Pritchard (1902-1973) continued andueapd the societal functionalist vein of
inquiry established by Malinowksi (1944) and RaffietBrown (1952). Evans-Pritchard’s early
fieldwork in Africa during the 1920s and 1930s viiasded by the colonial powers of the British
Empire. In the interest of the facilitation of imija control in Africa, the British Empire
provided funds for Evans-Pritchard to conduct egliaphic studies among the indigenous
peoples of the African colonies; firstly among fkeande of the upper Nile region and later
among the Nuer of southern Sudan. Evans-Pritch&t836, orig. 1937) ethnography
“Witchcraft, Oracles and Magic Among the Azandeldws clearly in the functionalist tradition.
The logic of Azande witchcraft is explained, by BséPritchard (1976), in terms of the social
functions that witchcraft beliefs, and their engupractices, perform.

Among the causes of death witchcraft is the only trat has any significance for social
behaviour. The attribution of misfortune to witchfitrdoes not exclude what we call its
real causes but is superimposed on them and givsexctal events their moral value.
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(Evans-Pritchard, 1976, p.25 orig. 1937)
Evans-Pritchard’s (1940) ethnographic examinatiopoditical systems among the Nuer exhibits
a similar tendency towards functionalist analysiger kinship systems and cultural institutions,
such as the feud, are described in terms of thietabfunctions which they perform, functions
such as the establishment and maintenance of swded (Evans-Pritchard, 1940). Evans-
Pritchard’s (1976; 1940) analyses of Azande andr Naeieties are open to many of the same
criticisms as the functionalist analyses that chefere them. Like Malinowski and Radcliffe-
Brown, Evans-Pritchard’s (1976;1940) early work barcriticised for presenting a-historical
pictures of societies, in which culture is reifiod the social role of the individual is diminished
(Harris, 1968; Moore, 2004). However, despite tligctsms which can be raised against his
functionalist approach Evans-Pritchard’s early etiraphies did in some sense represent an

important break with past theories.

Evans-Pritchard’s (1976; 1940) early ethnograptepsesent one of the first tentative breaks
with the meta-narrative of cultural superioritytthad characterised European social
anthropology throughout the C19th and early C2etituries. Evans-Pritchard was one of the
first European anthropologists to advocate theystdidultures ‘in context’. Rather than dismiss
Azande witchcraft beliefs and Nuer social organisahs examples of ‘primitive’ lifestyles or
evolutionary throwbacks, Evans-Pritchard (1976&mafited to uncover the logic behind these
cultural practices. This logic was a cultural Iqgioe that could only be understood within the
specific cultural context in which it existed. EgaRritchard’s functionalism did not consist of the
explication of universal functional laws governithg relations of human society; rather, he
provided an explanation of the particular functitimst particular cultural beliefs and practices
serve, within specific cultural contexts. As suekans-Pritchard’s social anthropology represents
one of the first tentative European recognitionsudfural-relativism. In the United States,
cultural-relativism had already been establishedr&sof the defining characteristics of American

cultural anthropology.

American cultural anthropology
American cultural anthropology and the theory dfwral-relativism originated from the work of
the German-American physicist, geographer, andaptthogist Franz Boas (1858-1942). Boas
immigrated to America in 1887, bringing with hinst@ong opposition to social evolutionism, in
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addition to a historical, geographical, approachttmology and the concept &fultur’ (Kuper,
1996, p.184). Early European social anthropologytigularly the British school, had been
characterised by its focus on the observable iesilif ‘society’ and the search for law-like
theories explaining social organisation. In cortrdee central tenets of American anthropology
were an ideational, abstract, notion of ‘cultuneda theoretical focus on the relationships
between cultures, values and individuals. In act&ja of the evolutionary explanations of Tylor
(1924/1871) and Durkheim (1964), Boas (1932) arghatthe concept of ‘culture’ only
becomes comprehensible through the study of spexiftures, in context. In a distinct break
from the theory of European social anthropologi$the time, Boas argued that culture should
be understood as a dynamic force of historical agemther than just a cumulative product
(Kuper, 1996). Boas (1932) also argued that cudtat®uld be understood as wholes, rather than
collections of analytical parts and that the sedochuniversal explanatory laws of culture, based
on theoretical ponderings, was futile.

Cultural phenomena are of such complexity thagdénss to me doubtful whether valid
cultural laws can be found. The causal conditidreutiural happenings lie always in the
interaction between individual and society, anatlagsificatory study of societies will
solve this problem.

(Boas, 1932, p.612)

Boas (1931) was also one of the first anthropoteds openly attack, and attempt to empirically
refute, the pseudo-scientific doctrine of raciaedeinism that had characterised"#hd early

20" century thought. As a result of his study on trenial forms of immigrants in America, Boas
concluded that “biological differences between saaee small; there is no reason to believe that
one race is by nature so much more intelligentpesd with great will power, or emotionally
more stable than another.” (Boas, 1931, p.6). luwwtion with his arguments for understanding
cultures in context, Boas (1931) anti-racialistemgnts signified the beginnings of a theory of
cultural relativism. Boas posited an ideationaljgtiz, relativist, historically dynamic
conceptualisation of culture that came to shaperfoaue cultural anthropology for much of the
20" century and nowhere is the influence of Franz Boalture theory more apparent than in the

work of some of his most well known students.

Boas' students, most notably, Ruth Benedict, Alikedeber, and Edward Sapir, continued the
relativist investigation into the relationship beem culture and the individual initiated by their
mentor. Joel Kahn (1995) refers to Boas and hidestis as contributing “a new language of the
relativity of culture and the world as a mosaicokures irreducible one to another in a
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civilisational or racial meta-narrative.” (p. 8Ihis new language, of cultural relativity, came to
replace the meta-narrative of cultural and raaiglkesiority which had characterised early
anthropological thought. Boas’ holistic approaclettiure studies and his insistence that the key
to understanding cultures lies in the explicatibthe relations between cultures and individuals,
prompted his students’ investigations into theti@teghips between culture and personality,

culture and the individual, and culture and languag

Ruth Benedict (1887-1948), a student and eventgallgague of Franz Boas, was one of
founders of the American anthropological schodholught labelled ‘culture and personality’.
Benedict (1955, orig.1934) drew on Freudian psynhbdic theory and Gestalt psychology in
her formulation of a theory that attempted to eixpthe relationship between the individual and
society. Benedict (1955) performed a psychoanaftalysis of cultures; she attempted to
uncover the underlying patterns of values, idead,raores that characterised the cultures of the
Zuni, Dobu, and Kwakiutl peoples. From these patteBenedict (1955) formulated a general
theory about the nature of culture and the relatignbetween cultures and personalities.
Benedict's (1955) theory and analysis were basetti®ideas of Gestalt psychology. The
doctrine of Gestalt psychology states that humamlag occurs in response to underlying
patterns, as opposed to simple stimulus-respoastioas (Moore, 2004). When faced with a
new situation, previously learned basic patterrthafight and behaviour are called forth and
appropriated to the new situation. These basiepattof thought and behaviour act as guidelines
for perceptions of, and reactions towards, nevasitns. Benedict (1955) applied the ideas of

Gestalt psychology to the analysis of entire celur

Benedict (1955) posited the idea that cultures, likdividuals, develop characteristic patterns and
configurations of values. These value configuraimpresent a set of core cultural value
possibilities. These configurations of core cultwedues present the individual member of a
culture with an “arc of possibilities” from whickepreptions, reactions and personality traits are
appropriated (Benedict, 1955). The patterns ofealuhich constitute these characteristic value
configurations are the defining features of a celtand thus, that which the anthropologist should
seek to understand. The conclusion of Benedic85%) theory is that particular cultures tend to
foster particular personality types. Benedict's58Rresearch into Zuni, Dobu, and Kwakiutl
culture prompted her to posit two psychologicahatgpes, Apollonian and Dionysian, as a basis
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for understanding the particular cultural valuefmrrations of these cultures. However,
Benedict (1955) was not attempting to create aegysor the classification of cultures.
“Categories become a liability, when they are takeimevitable and applicable alike to all
civilizations and events.” (Benedict, 1955, p. 288g. 1934). Benedict (1955) clearly recognised
that whilst most members of a culture will inteisaland reflect the value configurations
presented in their particular culture’s “arc of gibdities”, some individuals will not. These
individuals may exhibit personality traits that tiatside their particular culture’s range of
potential value configurations and such individwals culturally defined as ‘deviants’ (Benedict,
1955). By demonstrating the variability of cultuvalues, Benedict (1955) showed that
definitions of deviancy are culturally determinedlaelative. In addition, Benedict's (1955)
analysis of the strikingly different cultural valagstems, and personality types, fostered by two
racially synonymous groups, the Zuni and Kwakiddmonstrated that culture, not race, was the

primary factor in determining the characteristi€a gociety.

In her later work, Benedict (1975, orig.1946) conéd to investigation the patterns and
influences of particular cultural value configuoais; she was however, heavily influenced by her
recruitment as a consultant during World War IInBdict was recruited to the American office

of war information, in order to research Japaned®nal culture. Her resulting work “The
Chrysanthemum and The Sword” is an examinatioh@tbre values of Japanese society.
Unable to conduct fieldwork in Japan, due to the, Banedict had to rely on library research, the
study of Japanese literature and film, intervievith Wapanese people in America and an analysis
of Japanese war conduct (Benedict, 1975). “The €imhemum and The Sword”, not only
demonstrated the possibility of studying culturea distance, it also epitomised notions of
‘national’ culture and ‘national’ character. HoweyvBenedict (1955) did not claim that cultures,
national or otherwise, must necessarily represgmérent, integrated systems of values. She
clearly acknowledges the incoherence and intemraradictions that cultures can exhibit, stating
that “lack of integration is as characteristic ofrge cultures as extreme integration is of others”
(Benedict, 1955, p.238).

Ruth Benedict advocated the study of cultures adashwhich are more than simply the sum of
their parts (Moore, 2004). Benedict (1955; 197%itfeal the idea that in order to understand a
culture one has to understand its particular va@udigurations, as it is these value configurations
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that give rise to the particular ‘Gestalts’ of cuéis. Benedict's (1955) culture and personality
theory has been criticised for being based on ditated sample, for lacking explanatory force
and omitting, or de-emphasising, contradictory erik in the interest of theoretical coherence
(Harris, 1968). However, despite its possible shorhings Benedict's (1955) culture and
personality theory was hugely influential, in bathpromotion of cultural relativism and in its
presentation of a conception culture as the exjpresd core societal values. Other students of
Boas also investigated the relationship betweeinitigidual and culture, producing theories of

the workings of culture equally as influential asnBdict’s (1955).

Alfred Kroeber (1876-1960) was also a student ahErBoas and, like Ruth Benedict, drew on
Gestalt psychology and the notion of cultural cgmfations to formulate a theory of culture.
Kroeber (1948) conceptualised culture as the cheriatic expression of patterned, internally
coherent knowledge, or value, configurations. Haaveunlike Benedict, Kroeber advocated a
strict separation of the individual and culturaldis of analysis. Kroeber (1948) conceptualised
culture as a supra-individual organising force,ibmigg where the individual ends and existing
and developing independently of the individual®hging to it (Moore, 2004). Kroeber (1952)
posited a ‘cultural element approach’ to anthrogial analysis. The ‘cultural element approach’
entailed the division of cultures into minimal wwhich could then be quantitatively analysed.
This quantitative, elemental, analysis was supptseeveal the elemental configurations
characteristic of specific cultures (Moore, 200/)ese elemental configurations are the
coherently patterned cumulative products of culthigtories. These cumulative patterns, of
elemental cultural configurations, give culturesitidistinctive characters and justify the
conceptualisation of cultures as super-organiesyst This elemental approach was epitomised
in Kroeber’s surveys of indigenous Californian ésbwhich checked off and compared the

frequency with which cultural practices, such alygodry or cremation, occurred (Moore, 2004).

The elemental approach has been criticised foriatpgiculture and assuming the equivalent
significance of similar practices, despite theicurcence in differing cultural contexts (Moore,
2004). In his later ‘world civilisation study’ Krber (1944) appears to have lost faith in the
explanatory force of the comparative, elementgbregch, stating that he found “no evidence of
any true law in the phenomena dealt with,...nothiyglical, regularly repetitive or necessary”
(Kroeber, 1944, p.761). Kroeber's later review efinitions of culture, produced in conjunction
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with Clyde Kluckhohn (1963), led him to concludatlnthropologists were unlikely to discover
any constant units of culture. Kroeber and Kluckih(t963) eventually settled on the following
definition of culture:

Culture consists of patterns explicit and implioitand for behaviour, acquired and
transmitted by symbols, constituting the distinetachievements of human groups,
including their embodiments in artefacts; the eiakcore of culture consists of
traditional (i.e. historically derived and seledtatbas and especially their attached
values; culture systems may, on the one hand k&demed as products of actions, on the
other as conditioning elements of further action.

(Kroeber & Kluckhohn 1963, p.357)

Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1963) remained acutely awlsaea definition of a term did not
constitute a theory of a concept and the failurthefelemental approach led Kroeber (1963) to
conclude that constant units of culture were oidgly to be found in automated areas, such as
language. It was within exactly this area, languadech a further student of Boas, Edward

Sapir, was to base his theory of culture.

Edward Sapir (1884-1939) forwarded the theory thatrelationship between culture and the
individual is dynamically shaped by the mediumasfduage (Moore, 2004). Sapir (1968)
rejected Benedict's (1959) oppositional, dichotomptesentation of the relationship between
culture and the individual, and Kroeber’s (1948)rsuindividual conceptualisation of culture.
Sapir (1968) argued that cultures are simply carestis of individuals and that culture is merely
a consensus of individual classifications, whicsutes from shared linguistic categories. The
speaking of a common language endows membersaoigaage group with a common
classificatory system, recourse to common mearangscommon understandings of reality
(Sapir, 1968). This classificatory consensus, indbdnelanguage, is that which constitutes
culture. According to Sapir (1968), there is noessary opposition between individuals and
culture, as cultural generalisations are alwaystaybalanced by the divergence of individual
behaviours. Culture is not a super-organic forgeasing upon the individual, rather cultures and
individuals exist in an interdependent, dynamiatiehship (Sapir, 1968). “A healthy national
culture is never a passively accepted heritage flenpast, but implies the creative participation
of the members of the community.” (Sapir, 196821). Sapir's (1968) investigation into the
relationship between culture, language and thetnarion of meaning was continued by his
student Benjamin Whorf. Together, the works of Bapd Whorf gave rise to a theory of the

linguistic construction of meaning, labelled thegiB&Vhorf hypothesis.
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The Sapir-Whorf hypothesis posits a conceptuaticglship between linguistic categories and the
cognitive categories speakers of a language usaltr and classify perceptions. Different
languages produce differing perceptual categonbg;h result in differing cultural responses and
behaviours (Moore, 2004). Culture is therefore fiediin, and analysable by recourse to, the
linguistic structuring of meaning. The categorisatof colours, by English and Tarahumara
speakers, has been used to test the Sapir -Whoothgsis (Kay & Kempton, 1984).
Tarahumara, an Aztec language, has no categeeitalfor the differentiation of blue from

green. When Tarahumara and English speakers weed &sorder colour discs according to
greatest difference, Kay and Kempton (1984) fodnad whilst Tarahumara speakers tended to
order the discs according to visual differenceglish speakers tended to order discs according
to the categorisations dictated by their languagese findings demonstrate that natural
language categories do affect perceptual catedgionsaat least with regard to nominal
classifications. However, further experimentati@mdnstrated that the affects of language on
perceptual categorisations are minimal and depérfethe salience of language categories at
the time of judgement (D’Andrade, 1997). The Safherf hypothesis has also been criticised
for assuming that language pre-empts thought (Ri@®0, cited in Moore, 2004). Pinker (2000,
cited in Moore, 2004) argues that in order fordatah to learn language and for the introduction
of new terms and translation to be possible, ligisessary for thought to pre-empt language. Yet,
whether or not one accepts the Sapir-Whorf hyp@hedid draw attention to the

interrelationship between cultural meanings anditdg structures.

Structuralism and Interpretivism
Claude Levi-Strauss (1963) also investigated tterrielationship between human cognitive
structures and cultural meanings, in his formatibthe theory of structuralism. Levi-Strauss
(1963) analysed the manner in which cultural phesrmansuch as myths and kinship systems,
constitute expressions of the unconscious and tsabstructures of the human mind. Levi-
Strauss (1963) argued that structure is imposezuttaral materials through the unconscious
operations of the mind. Phenomena are perceivedghrthe senses then ordered, interpreted and
assigned characteristics, in accordance with tlietsiral constraints of human cognition. The
interpretation of these classificatory processes tteerefore, offer insight into the workings of
the mind. In contrast to the theories of societied social organisation formulated by his

European predecessors and contemporaries, LevisStegtempted to establish a theory of mind
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through the analysis of cultural practices. An giiddle consequence of Levi-Strauss’s
structuralism is that ‘native’ interpretations oéaming became irrelevant to the determination of
cultural structures. An alternative to the impoasdignment of meaning, that results from Levi-
Strauss’ structuralism, is Clifford Geertz’'s (198$mbolic or interpretive approach to
anthropology.

Interpretive anthropology posits a metaphor ofurels as texts, or symbolic systems, consisting
of practices through which cultural meanings aeatgd. Geertz (1973) argues that the concept
of culture is semiotic and that the study of cuwdtorust therefore consist of the interpretation of
the symbolic meanings of which cultural practicesssymbolic. According to Geertz’s (1973)
interpretive approach, perceptions of culturalaediéhce arise from “a lack of familiarity with the
imaginative universe within which their [other auts] acts are signs” (Geertz, 1973, p.9-10).
Both Levi-Strauss'’s structuralism and Geertz'srimtetive anthropology are faced with the
problem that their conclusions about cultures aheiiently unverifiable. Levi-Strauss’
structuralism presents no way in which structuratiterpretations of cultural meanings can be
validated, whilst Geertz's interpretive anthropglogenders the prospect of a correct, or
verifiable, interpretation of a particular cultureachievable. A further commonality between
these two approaches is the idea that culturessept interrelated systems or structures
(D’andrade, 1997). Geertz (1973) describes culisra “multiplicity of conceptual structures,
many of them superimposed upon or knotted intoasrgher” (Geertz, 1973, p.10). Levi-
Strauss’ entire theory of culture is based on dea ithat cultures are representative of mental
structures. A major difference between Levi-Straaed Geertz’s theories of culture is the
placement of the locus of culture. Geertz (1978uas for an external locus, in which culture
consists of the public creation and interpretaibmeaning, whereas Levi-Strauss’ (1963)
structuralism posits an internal locus, descrilintjure as a product of the structuring of the
mind. This ontological vein of the culture debabatnued throughout much of the second half of
the twentieth century, accompanying the rise oéstigations into the relationship between
culture and cognition. The investigation into ctdtand cognition, initiated by theorists such as
Sapir, Whorf and Levi-Strauss, and criticised kgiipretivists such as Geertz, eventually gave

rise to the field of cognitive anthropology.



89

Cognitive anthropology
Cognitive anthropology is the study of the inteatiglnship between culture and cognition.
Cognitive anthropologists investigate the role afmitive systems in the constraint, formation,
use, translation and transition of cultural knowgedThe nature of the human psyche is not
perceived as being dictated by culture, nor isucelperceived as being determined by the nature
of cognitive structures. Rather the two, culturd aagnitive systems, are perceived as
interactional and mutually affective (D’Andrade919. The investigation into cultural
terminology and cognitive categorisation, prompgtgdhe Sapir-Whorf hypothesis, demonstrated

that language may provide a window into the cogeitirganization of cultural knowledge.

Goodenough (1956) and Lounsbury’s (1964) studidsnship terms demonstrated how the study
of linguistics, semantics and classificatory terohiigy could provide insight into the
psychological organization of cultural knowledgeAbdrade, 1997). Lounsbury (1964) and
Goodenough (1956) analysed the organisation ohkinerms into ‘idea units’, categories and
groupings of similarity assigned by members of gfwecultures. The collection of these ‘idea
units’ enabled the construction of maps of the @ogncategories speakers of a language use to
discriminate between certain types of kinship fefet (D’Andade, 1997). The advantage of such
a semantic analysis of kinship systems, over anpnetive approach, is that semantic analysis
reveals internal categorisations and the relatipsdhetween categories as perceived by members
of a particular culture, rather than in accordanith classifications imposed by external
observations. The semantic analysis of culturahit@ology provided anthropologists with a
reliable method for understanding the cognitiveaoigation of cultural knowledge. This method

came to be known as feature analysis.

Feature analysis was initially applied to kinslémtinology and then expanded to include other
areas of cultural categorisation. During the 1&60s cognitive anthropologists began to expand
the scope of feature analysis to include othewucallly significant categorisation systems, like
Tzeltal categories of firewood (Metzger & Williant966). The established analytical processes
of feature analysis, such as the use of kin typeditit contrasting features of kinship terms, did
not fit to the analysis cultural categorisationsvidich the researchers had no analogue, like
firewood (D’Andrade, 1997). The adaptation of thattire model, to include wider categories of
cultural meanings, led Metzger and Williams (19&6xdopt the linguistic concept of ‘frames’.
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Frames can be defined as the semantic, or cataga@io/ironments in which
concepts/phenomena exist (D’Andrade, 1997). Theegea “___ is a kind of vegetable” is a
frame, when the gap is filled with the correct kiofdtem the frame becomes a true sentence.
Metzger and Williams (1966) were able to use fraraed frames formulated as queries, firstly,
to establish the existence of a Tzeltal concefit@fvood, analogous to the English concept, and
secondly, to discover the salient, culturally sfiecil zeltal categorisations of firewood types.
The query technique of frame elicitation providethaopologists with an interpretation free
method for uncovering cultural classificatory sysse Understandings of cultural classificatory
systems, in turn, provided a pathway for understanthe cognitive organisation of cultural
knowledge and a methodology that eliminated theipdisy of the ethnographer’s own
conceptual frameworks confounding research rededtsallel to the development of feature
analysis and frame elicitation techniques, resemscstudying folk taxonomies were beginning to

develop theories of cognitive prototypes.

Cognitive prototypes are psychological entitiessisting of configurations of features, or
attributes, which represent the basic level, mesjufently occurring, or most salient
characteristics of phenomena (D’Anrade, 1997).\E@whnitive investigations, by ethno-
botanists, into folk biological taxonomies, exandr®w people classified multi-feature objects
into wider taxonomical categories (Hunn, 1976).deshers found that the classification “X is a
kind of Y” does not tend to be based on the indigideatures of X, as these are too numerous to
enable instantaneous classification. Rather, fotkiomical classifications tend to be based on
the fact that X exhibits a configuration of featutgpical of the classificatory category Y
(D’Andrade, 1997). These typical configurationdestures are lumped together to form a
prototypical Gestalt attribute; a collection ofrttites typically found together and representative
of a category within a taxonomic group. Attributanfigurations are then used in the
identification, and classification, of particulastantiations of a specimen. In a discussion of the
attribute configurations used to classify birds i Goodnow and Austin (1956) explain the
reduction of multiple attributes into prototypicanfigurations as follows:

In coding or categorising the environment, onedsuilp an expectancy of all these
features [wings, bill, feathers] being present thge It is this unitary conception that has
the configurational or gestalt property of ‘birdeesWhen the conception is well
enough established, it takes on the property afchable to serve as a discriminable and
seemingly irreducible attribute of its own.

(Bruner, Goodnow & Austin, 1956, p.47)
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Berlin, Breedlove and Raven (1973; 1974) discovénatifolk taxonomies tend to have five
hierarchically ranked levels of classification. Shdevels range from rank 0, the single umbrella
term for everything within the taxonomy, such astiérm “plant” in English, over life form
groupings such as “trees”, to generics such ass™palkd then specifics which can usually no
longer be subdivided, such as “white oak” (D’AndFail997). Techniques such as pile sorting,
where informants are asked to sort piles of objaates into ‘most-like’ categories, were
developed, in order to determine how people froetHie cultures categorised objects, initially
plants and animals and later tools, vehicles, tsprd other culturally significant phenomena
(D’'Andrade, 1997).

The psychologist Eleanor Rosch (1978) expandedideeof attribute configurations and
taxonomical classification levels and argued tlzaidlevel categorisation terms correspond to
“psychologically basic level objects” or cognitipeototypes. Rosch’s (1978) argument is based
on the idea that human cognitive categorisatiots r@s the principle of gaining maximum
possible information whilst using the least poss#nount of cognitive effort, and that
perceptions consist of structured information rathan random collections of features. Rosch
(1978) recognised that it is not necessary forabj® uniformly exhibit certain attribute
configurations in order for them to be categorisedccordance with these configurations. Basic
correlation, or similarity, is enough for objeatstte classified in accordance with certain attebut
configurations. Attribute configurations represpritotypical psychological instantiations of an
object and this is all that is necessary for cagmitlassification. The idea that human cognition
operates, not on the basis of recognising featfrtengs, but through the reference of things to
psychological prototypes is the basis of prototyym®ory. Prototype theory enabled an expansion
of cognitive research, from an analysis of basielléeatures, towards an analysis of cognitive
category structures. However, throughout the 1@&Aflscame increasingly clear that cognition
utilises structures more complex than prototypeksthat, in order to gain a clearer understanding
of human cognition, prototype theory would havéeécexpanded (D’Andrade, 1997). The
expansion of prototype theory resulted in the dgwelent of schema theory. Schema theory
explains the manner in which prototypes are utllisecognition by recourse to schematic

knowledge structures.
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Schema theory posits a model of cognition in whicbwledge consists of webs of specialized,
neuron like, processing networks (Strauss & Qulf#94). These processing networks are
organized into prototypical representations of ¢sieor features, through the repeated
simultaneous activation of individual units (StradsQuinn, 1994). These neural knowledge
networks and prototypical cognitive representatimmgsknown as schemata. Schemata enable
comprehension by relating, or approximating, everdacepts and perceptions to sets of learned
prototypes (Casson, 1983). Schematic prototypemtioonsist of exact mental copies of events,
but are conceptual abstractions based on typitaib$deatures or attributes. Repeated concurrent
experiences of certain attributes stimulate thestiggment of cognitive prototypes. These
cognitive prototypes remain in memory as genetieptints for the mediation and understanding
of further experiences (Casson, 1983). Schemataheaapresentational, like prototypes, but they
are also processors, used in interpretation andatesinfluential, stimulating and mediating
behavioural responses (D’andrade, 1997; Straussi&n1994) The primary advantages of
schema theory, as an explanatory framework, agbitiies firstly, to explain how people learn
without explicit teaching and secondly, to accomatedlexible responses to new stimuli
(Strauss & Quinn, 1994). Cognitive anthropologcsta use schema theory to explain some of the
central features of culture, such as cultural lieay;nor how and why cultural knowledge is

shared, durable and yet occasionally absent, fardiftly represented, by certain individuals.
Advances in research into artificial intelligenfrem the 1950s onwards, led cognitive scientists
to adapt the concept of schema to a new modelgfition, based on computer processing

systems, called ‘connectionism’.

Connectionism posits a model of cognition rougtdgdd around some of the basic principles of
computer programming. These principles centre erattivation and connection of a series of
input and output units which determine reactionput, or sensory, units are connected to output,
or decision, units. The connections between inpdtautput units are weighted; the firing of
different input units, and combinations of inpuiteinproduces differing degrees of activation in
the output units; when a certain degree of outpittactivation is reached the output unit fires
producing a response (D’Andrade, 1997). These ré&snaf weighted relationships between
input units, output units and responses, are tefomenhectionist networks’. Connectionist
networks are basically systems for the recognitibpatterns in stimuli and can be programmed
to discriminate between patterns and adjust ougmgonses, by increasing or decreasing the
weighting placed on certain input units (D’Andradie97). Connectionist networks are also able
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to compensate for missing information. If certaiplt aspects of a known pattern are absent the
network will compensate by filling in the missingrgs with default input values that will trigger

a correct response (D’Andrade, 1997). Connectiomstorks are also sensitive to context,
recognising that the surrounding input may chahgecharacter and weighting of particular
stimuli and therefore the appropriate output resper{D’Andrade, 1997). Cognitive scientists
recognised that connectionist networks provideahlei model for the explanation of how
schemata function within the human brain. The pgses of system configuration and
reconfiguration, in response to differing patteshstimuli, present in connectionist networks,
can be used to explain the flexible, responsiveiattpretive character of schemata.

.... because the system configures itself differeatigording to the sum of all the
numerous influences upon it, each new invocatiom ®¢hema may differ from the
previous invocations. Thus, the system behaveftlasre were prototypical schemas, but
where the prototype is constructed anew for eachsion by combining past experience
with biases and activation levels resulting from tlurrent experience and the context in
which it occurs.

(Norman, 1986, p.356, cited in D’Andrade, 1997 4@)1

Schema and connectionist networks are not jusieatal; they can also be rigid (D’Andrade,
1997). The repeated concurrent experience of aestanuli strengthens the weighting of the
connections between them, making their concurigngfmore likely even on occasions when

the stimuli are not experienced together (D’Andrdd®97). Connectionist networks are not yet
able to provide exhaustive explanations for theatmen of schema. However, schema theory and
connectionism are still useful tools for unravaedlithe workings of both psychological and

cultural phenomena.

Schema theory and connectionism can provide corepedhe explanations of the nature and
workings of cultural knowledge. Claudia Strauss Biadmi Quinn (1994) demonstrate how
schema theory and connectionism can be used taiexpbt only the influence of cultural
environments on individuals, but also how individugcreate and change their cultural
environments. Strauss & Quinn (1994) use the ficti@xample of an American women ‘Paula’
to demonstrate how connectionism can explain cllkmowledge being learned, internalised,

motivational, flexible, yet durable and shared.

The learning and internalisation of particular octdd schema does not occur through the learning
of a set of rule like statements (Strauss & Quir®94). Rather, particular cultural schemata arise
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because repeated experiences of concurrent feaveatually result in the internalisation of
schematic prototypes. Paula’s ‘motherhood’ scheémtie example given by Strauss and Quinn
(1994), contains the generalisation that, at hanwhers are most likely to be found in kitchens.
Repeated experiences of mothers in associationkitithens have, over time, strengthened the
connections between the sets of neural ‘units’ #asés to represent mothers and kitchens
(Strauss & Quinn, 1994). The repeated concurrengfof these two sets of units, in response to
Paula’s experiences of her own, friends and figionothers, in association with kitchens, has
strengthened the connections between her motherdmwmbéitchen units to the point where this
link becomes embedded in the network of associatioat constitute her motherhood schema
(Strauss & Quinn, 1994). In actuality the ‘unitdtchen and mother will consist of vast networks
of neurons firing in response to various aspecBanfla’s perceptions, but for brevity it is useful
to talk of these networks as if they were singlerakgical ‘units’. The form of cultural learning
described here is typically gradual and the esthbient of strong connectionist networks
requires repeated exposure to the relations whiatedo populate the schema (Strauss & Quinn,
1994).

Associations between situations, observationsinigeland response motivations are easily
explainable by recourse to schema and connectionefgtorks. The connections in Paula’s
motherhood schema are not inflexible, detachedreasens, or recipes for perception, but
flexible associations connected with emotional oasps and motivations. Paula’s observation
that her mother did not like being stuck in thekén, prompted feelings of irritation in Paula
(Strauss & Quinn, 1994). These feelings led tontleéivation that in her household Paula would
insist on a more gender neutral division of lab@trauss & Quinn, 1994). People’s differing
responses to similar perceptions can be used twibesow individual differences arise, despite
similarities in general cultural schema. Paula@ther also repeatedly observed instances of
mothers in association with kitchens. However, ige't connect strong feelings of irritation to
these associations. Therefore, whilst Paula’s erihmotherhood’ schema also contains the
connection mother-kitchen, this connection doesagbtis a motivating force for him (Strauss &
Quinn, 1994). The same cognitive process that aitdouthe learning of shared cultural schema
can also account for individuality and the presesfdadividual differences (Strauss & Quinn,
1994). The emotional and motivational associatigitisin cultural schema also act as forces for
change and prevent cultural schema from actinggakprescriptions for actions. Paula’s
emotional associations with the connection motlihkn, and her resulting motivation to do
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things differently, prompted her to make a consgieffiort not to repeat this pattern in her own
marriage, thus influencing the associations thdtlhup within her children’s ‘motherhood’
schema (Strauss & Quinn, 1994). However, the stheoigthe associations Paula learned
growing up means that ‘doing things differentlyqtéres a conscious effort. “Such strong
cognitive patterns cannot simply be erased anéceplwith alternative patterns. These well-
learned understandings supply the interpretatiadsbghaviours that come to Paula
automatically; it takes deliberate effort and thioiig set up new patterns of behaviour.”(Strauss
& Quinn, 1994, p. 289).Cultural schema may be vafipintegrated, contested and manipulated
by individuals; however, they are also durable.

The durability of cultural schema is a result oftbthe strength of the connections from which
they are formed, and the assimilatory nature oésehgenerally (Strauss & Quinn, 1994).
Individuals within a given society, at a given gdimhistory, are exposed to similar associations.
Paula and her friends all grew up watching TV shang visiting friend’s houses where mothers
appeared in association with kitchens (Strauss &Qu.994). These similar social experiences
result in shared schematic connections, even dti@#s to and certain aspects of these
connections differ (Strauss & Quinn, 1994). Therggth of Paula and her partner's mother-
kitchen connections, results in them unconsciofaling into a pattern of behaviour that
reinforces this connection within their own childi®minds, unless they make a conscious effort
to do otherwise (Strauss & Quinn, 1994). The stittagd shared nature of the connection
mother-kitchen is enough to ensure its culturabdility, at least for a while. A second factor
influencing the durability of cultural schema igithself- reinforcing nature (Strauss & Quinn,
1994). Schemata and connectionist networks assamkaw experiences to previously learned
patterns of associations, filling in missing, ortaguous, parts with default input values. This
assimilation, in turn, reinforces expectations thad will find concurrent instances of the
associations on which the original connectionistgra was based. Schemata therefore become
self-reinforcing patterns of expected associati@tauss and Quinn’s (1994) example of Paula’s
‘inner city African-American males’ schema demoatds that negative social schema can result
in patterns of interaction that disallow for theeorence of contradictory experiences. Paula is
white and grew up in the suburbs. Her ‘inner cifyidgan-American males’ schema is influenced
by connections created by media exposure and sbeiates inner city African-American males

with violence and criminality (Strauss & Quinn, #99
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The last time she was in a large city she was aghed by a shabbily dressed African-
American man. Something about the way he lookékatriggered Paula’s fear-laden
associations, and she turned and ran. As it happertsad thought she looked lost and
had approached her to offer directions.

(Strauss & Quinn, 1994, p.289)

Paula’s response, based on her negative sociahs;hmeevented an interaction that would have
contradicted and perhaps led to the adaptationeodssociations within this particular schema.
Her negative stereotype prompted a reaction thengthened the negative associations within
this schema, and the schema became self-reinforEimgself-reinforcing nature of shared
cultural schema provides a possible, and plausisiglanation for the durability of cultural
values and norms. The durability of cultural valaed norms for individuals, in turn, affects the
historical stability of cultural traits.

The historical stability of cultural traits is astét of the generational reproduction of durable,
shared cultural schema. Paula and her partner soicusly pass on the ‘mother-kitchen’
connection to their children, when they do not mak®nscious effort to do otherwise. However,
people also intentionally pass on the cultural sdta that embody values that they, as a result of
their own socialization, find important (Strausinn, 1994). The emotive associations within
particular schema are an important factor in inflting their likelihood of being generationally
reproduced. Paula and her husband were both tamgttieir parents, to be self-reliant (Strauss &
Quinn, 1994). When Paula asked her parents toHelpiith something they often responded by
saying “try and do it yourself’ and rewarding Pafgdaindependent behaviour (Strauss & Quinn,
1994). The encouragement of, and reward for, etibits of self-reliance led Paula to associate
self-reliance with an ideal of personhood (Stra€3uinn, 1994). The feeling that she was a
good person and a success whenever she was safitadted as an internal reward, this
increased Paula’s motivation to behave self-rdijaartd the durability of Paula’s ‘self-reliance is
good’ schema (Strauss & Quinn, 1994). The streafjfPaula and her partner’s positive
associations, of self-reliance with ideals of patsmd, lead them to actively pass on this value to
their children, in much the same way as their garbad passed it on to them (Strauss & Quinn,
1994). The preference for self-reliance also imtResla and her partner with an ‘elective

affinity’ towards products, stories and rhetoriattkxhibit, and therefore reinforce, this value
(Strauss & Quinn, 1994). The shared nature of rllschema does not depend on people having
the same experiences (Strauss & Quinn, 1994). Paergartner and their children do not all
have to have the same experiences in order to bpild connection between self-reliance and
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positive feelings. It is the frequency of concunetetween aspects of events, not the nature of
the events themselves, which are most significatité creation of strongly weighted schematic
connections (Strauss & Quinn, 1994). Shared seaddronments ensure that people, within a
society, will experience many of the same pattefressociations and therefore build up similar
schematic connections, even if individual expergsndiffer, (Strauss & Quinn, 1994). The
schema ‘self-reliance is good’ consists of loosalgociated patterns of interpretation guides,
rules for applicability, and motivational respon§Bauss & Quinn, 1994). The loose
associations and general nature of this schemasieanit is applicable in many variable
contexts (Strauss & Quinn, 1994). Sharedness, lapglicability, generational reproduction, and
the resulting historical stability of cultural schata are the foundations for descriptions of a
culture’s ‘ethos’ or ‘national character’ (StradsQuinn, 1994).

The application of schema theory and connection@soultural anthropology provides a
framework for understanding the cognitive orgamigsaof cultural knowledge and also the
operation of some of the defining features of aeltguch as sharedness, generational
reproduction, individual contestation, change ancHdility. The development of culture theory,
over the past two hundred years, has produced raigble hypotheses about the nature and
workings of culture. Yet, despite conceptual arebtktical differences, there is a broad
consensus, among culture theorists, about certizibLaes that constitute ‘culture’.
Anthropologists tend to agree that culture is tms@xtent shared, generationally reproduced,
integrated and influential. However, questions altee exact nature and workings of culture
have given rise to a plethora of theories attengptindescribe and define this elusive concept.
The investigations of cognitive anthropologist$pithe organisation of cultural knowledge, have
resulted in the first comprehensive theories thatexplain cultural learning and the existence of
shared cultural norms, whilst simultaneously anthiwithe same theoretical frameworks,
explaining individual differences and how and wijtural norms are changeable and contested.
Schema theory and connectionism can account fdrigherical constitution and stability of
cultural knowledge, whilst avoiding rigidity or @etninism and still accounting for the manner in
which the interactions between individuals and aloginvironments take place. No previous
theory has been able to account for the ‘whatsystland ‘hows’ of culture in such a consistent
and comprehensive manner. However, the applicafiechema theory and connectionism to
cultural anthropology is far from the end of théture debate. While cognitive anthropologists

were developing theories on the organisation afideince of cultural knowledge, simultaneous
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developments within the field of post-modernistwopology were leading some academics to

guestion whether the concept of culture had anjeegpory force at all.

The post-modernist culture critique
The post-modernist ‘culture critique’ calls intoemtion the utility and explanatory force of the
concept of culture. The basic tenet of the ‘culitnigque’ is that the concept of culture has
become a form of neo-imperialist oppression. #rigued that ‘culture’ has become commoditised
and is being used in a deterministic fashion, sinib the concept of race (Said, 2003, orig, 1978;
Abu-Lughod, 1991; Appadurai, 1996; Wikan, 1999)wadd Said’s (2003) critique of western
representations of ‘the orient’, in conjunctiontwioucault’s (1980) definition of discourse,
provide the foundations for an examination of theérialist connotations and hegemonic
character of popular discourse on culture and dityerSaid’s (2003) central argument is that the
western concept of ‘the orient’ should not be ustterd as a representation of an empirical
cultural reality, but as a culturally constitutadaburse, deriving its descriptive force from the
power relations which it implies and is implicaiad Kahn 1995, p.7). Foucault (1972; 1980)
perceives of discourse as a set of regularisedrstatts which simultaneously construct, and are
constructed by, social realities and relationscBisse, in a Foucauldian sense, consists of the
construction, contestation and reconstruction efggbwer relations implicit in the formulation of
knowledge. Discourses are therefore, either dommiga@nd hegemonic, or resistant and counter-
hegemonic (Kahn 1995, p.xi). Said (2003) applieddaailt’s definition of discourse to western
constructions of cultural alterity, arguing thatstig discourses of ‘otherness’, even supposedly
emancipatory ones, are not only embedded withrlipathies of imperialist superiority; but,
also implicated in the recreation of such antipgsthhrough processes of exclusivist definition,
exploitation, study, and rule (Said, 2003). Abu-had's (1993) application of Said’s (2003)
critique of orientalism to the concept of cultued lher to question the utility and descriptive éorc
of the very concept that anthropologists had sifenpast two hundred years attempting to
understand.

Abu-Lughod’s (1993; 1999a; 1999b) application oid%a(2003) critique of ‘orientalism’ to
‘culture’ is based on the idea that the concemuitiire creates a false picture of bounded
homogeneity, infused with typifications and genieedions, that serves to distance and divide
people from each other. Abu-Lughod (1999a) arghatsthe descriptive force of the modern
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concept of culture is insufficient when it comesiplicating the complexities, uncertainties, and
contradictory nature of human social life and indiiality. According to Abu-Lughod’s (1993;
1999a; 1999b) arguments modern representationdtofal difference consist of a reduction of
individual differences to descriptive cultural n&nThe supposedly shared and deterministic
nature of culture divides people into opposing gand encourages exclusionary processes of
‘othering’ (Abu-Lughod, 1999a). Arjun Appadurai’$996) criticism of the culture concept
echoes the sentiments of Abu-Lughod’s (1993) aréigvhilst focusing criticisms around certain
usages of the noun culture.

The noun culture appears to privilege the sortafisg, agreeing and bounding that flies
in the face of the facts of unequal knowledge &eddifferential prestige of lifestyles,

and discourages attention to the worldviews andeige of those who are marginalised
or dominated.

(Appadurai, 1996, p.12)

Appadurai’s (1996) critique centres around theaaifon of ‘culture’; the transformation of this
theoretical construct into a physical substancedjgmed with both descriptive and deterministic
force. Through the reification of culture, the delation and description of ‘a culture’ becomes an
exercise in the reconstruction of hierarchy, inakhhe anthropologist is placed in the superior
position of rational observer and members of tHeuseiunder observation are constructed as
exotic, but bounded beings, whose lives, behaviandsmotivations are determined by, and
therefore reducible to, the cultural traditionsuvhich their existence is embedded (Abu-Lughod,
1991 cited in Brumann, 1999). This critique draweration to the vested interests the discipline
of anthropology has in the perpetuation of a bétiefeparate and distinct cultures. The belief in
separate and distinct cultural units is essertighé anthropologist’s distinction between self and
other. Abu-Lughod (1991, cited in Brumann 1999uagthat through the description and
elaboration of cultural differences, anthropologyn turn constructing, producing and
maintaining these differences. These processasttodring’ serve to separate people through an
emphasis on homogeneity that occurs at the expd#nseognition of change and inconsistency
(Abu-Lughod 1999a; Rosaldo, 1993 cited in Brumd®99). The post-modernist critique argues
that the concept of culture encourages peoplegw vthers’ lives as determined by their cultural
identities, whilst creating a false picture of oudtl realities as coherent, homogeneous, bounded
and stable. The extension of this argument hasdatk theorists to conclude that culture has

become the new concept of race (Wikan, 1999).
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The argument that culture has become the new cop€egce is based on the idea that popular
employment of the concept has elevated it abovéetle of a theoretical postulation to a
psychical, or metaphysical, entity with an objeetexistence and deterministic force (Abu-
Lughod 1991; Appadurai, 1996 cited in Brumann 198%an, 1999). The popularisation of
reified, essentialist notions of culture and questble references to ‘mega cultures’ such as
“African, Asian, Arabic or Western culture’ apparémtexts such as Samuel Huntington’s
(1993) “The clash of civilisations?” has given rteea form of ‘cultural fundamentalism’
(Stolcke, 1995 cited in Brumann, 1999). This catdundamentalism sees the world as divisible
into a finite number of geographically determinetbgonistic cultural groups (Stolcke, 1995
cited in Brumann 1999). The result is the creatiba modern rhetoric of imperialist cultural
division, based on a concept of culture that hasecto take the place of the earlier divisionary
construct of race. Wikan (1999) argues that ‘celtis appropriated by those in power to mask
self-interested policy under the guise of cultuespect, whilst in actuality this politicised natio
of culture is used to deny agency and thereforediegradation.

Culture has become the new concept of race iritthatctions in a reductionist manner
to make ‘them’ lesser human beings than ‘us’. Waereve’ regard ourselves as
thinking, reasoning, acting human beings with thiéita to reflect and respond to
changing circumstances, ‘they’ are portrayed agltiain the web of culture and
propelled to do as culture bids...... what is racisneothan the degradation of persons
on the basis of inborn or ethnic characteristicsfdtel of the human being

that portrays the person as a product rather thagent and as caught in the grip of
culture is reductionist and hence racist.

(Wikan, 1999, p.58)

These reductionist, reified notions of culture léathe perception of some as passive carriers of
a fixed, homogeneous, cultural tradition. Theseear of culture are denied the agency to
behave in ways other than those which their ‘celtdictates and the difficulty of distinguishing
between ethnicities leads to the assignment ofi@lltdentity on the basis of passport nationality
(Wikan, 1999).

The culture critique enabled, Wikan (1999) Appad(£896), Abu-Lughod (1993), and Said
(2003), to draw attention to the interrelationsbéghween culture and power. The delineation of
‘others’ cultures’ can result in degradation andgion, when based on a reified, deterministic,
essentialist or reductive notion of culture. Thagtauction of ‘other’ cultures can also serve to
perpetuate power imbalances between members ofithees being defined and those doing the
defining. The post-modernist critique focuses omimtérpretations of ‘culture’. As long as the

term is perceived to refer to a bounded, homogenewss of shared, geographically determined
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traditions, steering the lives and behaviours’lbiirdeabitants of a particular place, then the
postmodernist criticisms must be considered validacceptance of the applicability of these
criticisms to specific conceptualisations of cudtanust lead to a consideration of whether calls
for an abandonment of the concept should be heddadture has become the new concept of
race, then surely its descriptive force has bedified. However, before abandoning the concept
of culture altogether one must consider whetheifeed, essentialist notion of culture is really
what anthropology has been promoting and if not this reified notion of ‘culture’ has arisen,

and whether the concept of culture can be defended.

The popular acceptance of ‘culture’ is simultanépadriumph and challenge for the discipline
of anthropology. The triumph resulted from the dstesit and successful efforts of
anthropologists, such Boas and Benedict, to dibgemyth of racial determinism and promote a
popular awareness of cultural relativity. The ofradje has been the communication of the
descriptive boundaries of culture and the explanati the differential distribution of cultural
traits. Communication of the explanatory boundaoiesulture is necessary, in order to prevent
culture taking the place of race as a reductivedatdrministic predictor of identity. The study of
specific cultural systems at fixed points in tiffwarded by structural functionalism, the culture
and personality school, structuralism and inteipieh, tended to emphasise cultural coherence,
over disjuncture and individual variation (Brumaff@99). References to Trobriand, Zuni or
Japanese culture, employed for discursive breditiynot represent non-recognition of intra-
cultural heterogeneity. However, the permeatiosuth references into popular consciousness, in
conjunction with mid twentieth century ethnograpéinophasis on cultural cohesion, have
resulted in a popular conceptualisation of culase geographically determined, all pervasive,

homogeneous force, dictating values and behavigually to all those subject to its influence.

Popular recognition of cultural diversity as a magkable descriptor, and predictor, of difference
than race, in conjunction with increasing globalkifity throughout the second half of the
twentieth century, has given rise to a consumestroct of ‘culture’. Joel Kahn (1995) argues
that tourism and the consumption of media imagéyipg on cultural exotica have fuelled a
consumer passion for cultural alteriety. The résglcommoditisation of culture is implicated in
the processes of ‘othering’, that are the subjétite post-modernist culture critique.
Anthropology played a part in the popularisatiorcolture’. However, it is the consumer
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demand for exotic alteriety and market responsésiscdemand that have resulted in the
misinterpretation of the culture concept within plap consciousness. The culture critique is
valid when applied to a commoditised misinterpietadf culture. The defence of culture is
therefore dependent on whether the meaning ofdheept can be distinguished from some of its

usages.

The defence of ‘culture’ centres on whether thenotations of static, homogeneous determinism
are inherent in the concept, or simply the resuthisinterpretation and misappropriation
(Brumann, 1999). Brumann (1999) argues that thénmdernist criticisms only apply to certain
misuses of ‘culture’ and, as such, do not repregentnds for an abandonment of the concept.
The examination of classic and modern anthropo#glefinitions of culture reveals that whilst
the majority of anthropologists do not explicitlgrdy that cultures are homogeneous, bounded, or
static, they do not explicitly affirm these chagaigtics either (Brumann, 1999). Nor do the
majority of anthropological definitions tend tofseculture, instead they talk in terms of abstract
collections; a “...complex whole...,” (Tylor, 1871) ‘ar.manifestations of social habits...”

(Boas, 1930) “...not any concrete reality, but artraletion...” (Radcliffe-Brown, 1940).
Anthropological definitions and theories of cultymevide ample support for Brumann’s (1999)
argument that scholarly conceptions of culturerarteproblematic. ‘Culture’ refers to an abstract
aggregate; the delineation of ‘a culture’ resultsf the repeated observance of co-present
examples of behaviours and thought patterns, whiekent commonalities with past examples of
thought patterns and behaviours (Brumann, 1999).deineation of ‘a culture’ necessarily
involves the abstraction of observed occurrencestder to fit them into a derived concept.
During these processes of abstraction some indiViginomalies will necessarily be over looked

in the interest of identifying and naming clustd@rke abstract aggregate noun ‘culture’ is much
like the abstract aggregate noun ‘the mind’ inrti@ner in which its content and boundaries are
constructed through the processes of its desanipliberefore, just like descriptions of ‘the mind’
descriptions of ‘cultures’ can appear more or f[Essuasive, depending on their supporting
arguments and evidence; however, they will nevarltsmately or unequivocally ‘true’. Having
established the theoretical soundness of the plitgsdd coherently using the noun ‘culture’ the
question arises as to when a cluster of behavitnaits or perceptual tendencies are shared
enough to constitute ‘a culture’. Brumann (1999)grsts the use of statistical processes, such as
consensus analysis, bell curves, or schema anadgsgtential methods for identifying central
and peripheral cultural traits. Such statisticalggsses can also emphasise the necessity of fairly
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representing the differential distribution of cultlitraits, and therefore aid in avoiding
misinterpretation (Brumann, 1999). Brumann (1998)cedes that the recognition of internal
inconsistencies within cultures may, on occasibghly diminish the descriptive force of the
concept. However, the constraint of ‘communicadeenomy’ makes references to ‘culture’, ‘a
culture’ and cultural traits, elements, or featueesecessity (Brumann, 1999).

Brumann’s (1999) defence of ‘culture’ shows that tllture critique does not directly apply to
most anthropological understandings of culturejstisimultaneously demonstrating that the use
of the abstract noun culture does not necessanibyyiignorance of intra-cultural diversity.
Brumann (1999) also offers some pragmatic reasomthé retention of the culture concept, such
as communicative brevity. Brumann’s (1999) arguntieat the culture critique only applies to
certain misuses of the concept, not the concegif,iis supported by Kahn's (1995) description

of the commaoditisation of a consumer concept dfural However, acceptance of Brumann’s
(1999) and Kahn’s (1995) positions would seem tplynthe existence of two separate concepts
of culture, one correct and one incorrect; thiguim, begs the question of whether a concept can
possess a transcendental meaning, separate frametir@ng constructed for it through common
discourse. Abu-Lughod (1999b), in her reply to Bamm (1999), argues that concepts cannot
possess meanings separate from their usages,anmdeahning is constructed through discursive
use. Abu-Lughod (1999b) contends that the coniaxtgich a concept is brought into play
reveal more about its meaning than the quotati@befract, academic definitions. Resolution of
this epistemological debate is beyond the scopki®thesis. However, the brief summarisation
of this particular strand of the culture debaterisugh to demonstrate that the defence of
‘culture’ is not unambiguous. Whichever side of tlsage/meaning argument one tends towards,
it appears increasingly clear that anthropologytrstréve towards a re-conceptualisation of
popular notions of culture, in a direction thatlwilard against reductionism and cultural
fundamentalism. Roy D’Andrade (1999) argues thatdgasing understanding of the role of
culture in cognition could aid in just such a rexceptualisation. Cognitive anthropology, schema
theory and connectionism, could potentially aithie reformation and refinement of popular
understandings of culture. However, such refornmagiod refinement would require a mediating
body that could translate and present these tretiria wider non-academic audience. This

mediating role is a position that cross-culturalrting is well placed to take on.
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Conclusion
The concept of culture has a turbid and completohisThe English term ‘culture’ was
appropriated from the Germ&ultur’ in the late 19 century. However, the origins of the
concept ‘culture’ may be traceable to the workmdfghtenment philosophers such as Locke and
Tugot. Colonialism brought Western Europe into eohtwith radical cultural diversity. The
expansion and contraction of colonial power thraughhe 18, 19" and 28 centuries prompted
academic attempts to understand and explain culliwersity. The early years of culture theory
were shaped by meta-narratives of racial and alltuperiority, and theories of cultural
evolution which have since been widely rejectedweler, Tylor's (1958) definition of ‘culture’
has endured. The rejection of social evolutionigating the late 19and early 28 centuries saw
the onset of functionalist theories on the workingkure and the development of European
Social anthropology. European social anthropologg sharacterised by a denunciation of the
ethereal notion of ‘culture’ in favour of the emipal concept of ‘society’. Yet, the resulting
theories were often still heavily influenced byitattes of racial superiority. The study of cultures
in context, advocated by Evans-Pritchard, saw Eansocial anthropology begin to move
towards a temtative appreciation of cultural reiath. By this time, cultural relativism had
already become a defining feature of American Caltanthropology, championed by Franz

Boas and continued by his students.

American cultural anthropology, throughout the @@ century, was characterised by the
relativistic and holistic study of cultures in cext, and theories attempting to define the
relationship between cultures and individuals. $tigool of culture and personality, which
developed within the American tradition, put fordidine idea of ‘cultural configurations,’
combining gestalt psychology and psychoanalystleérformation of a theory that attempted to
explain the relationship between cultural norms iadividual personality traits, and demonstrate
the relativity of cultural values. Simultaneoughe development of the culture and personality
school, Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1963) were formulgtiheir famous collection of definitions,
expounding the intricacies and contested natutbeofculture’ concept, whilst rejecting atomistic
cultural analysis and concluding that a definititich not amount to a theory of a concept. Further
investigation into the relationship between cultanel the individual by Boa’s students led to the
creation of the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis; a theomglaixing the inter-relationship between
cultural categorisation and language. Concurreh#yj-Strauss (1963) pondered the
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implications of universal human cognitive structjrand Geertz (1973) drew attention to the
processes of interpretation and construction intténethe analysis and explication of cultures.
The Sapir-Whorf hypothesis and ideas of human peyahity paved the way for investigations
into the relationship between culture and cognition

The work of cognitive anthropologists eventuallguited in the development of schema theory
and connectionism; the first theories that coulldezently and inclusively account for all the
paradoxical aspects of culture. Simultaneouslyt-paxlernist anthropology was formulating the
culture critique, questioning the utility of theryeconcept theorists had spent the past two-
hundred years attempting to understand. Since #rghropologists have attempted to defend
‘culture,” formulating holistic accounts of cultwrand cultural phenomenon; mindful of the
processes of construction and interpretation ireaiw the discipline, and aware of the positive

and negative aspects of the popularisation of ¢time&pt.

This chapter has demonstrated the intricacies antésted nature of the concept of culture. A
plethora of theories, on the nature and workingsudifire, have been explicated and discussed.
The evaluation of these theories demonstrateghibatoncept of culture is far from clear-cut.
Misinterpretations of culture can lead to divisignattitudes of cultural fundamentalism and
racialist politics that can only be detrimentatite promotion of positive intercultural relations.
However, the clarity and consistency of currentritige theories on the workings of culture,
imbues these theories with the potential to aithinpromotion of understandings of culture that
guard against divisionary attitudes of culturaledetinism. The differing culture theories
presented in this chapter demonstrate that theepord culture is not as unproblematic as its
presentation in cross-cultural training theoriey make it seem. The intricacies and contested
nature of ‘culture’ therefore raises questions alwhich of these theories current cross-cultural
training is adhering to and whether current CCTctica is contributing to, or contesting,
misinterpretations of ‘culture.’ These questions e subject of the following two chapters.
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Chapter 6: Cross-cultural Training Practice and Cortent

Introduction
The following analysis of cross-cultural trainingntent demonstrates how CCT models are
integrated into training and some of the positiaed negatives of current CCT practice.
Variations in training practice, such as the useitbfer didactic or experiential training methods,
affects participants’ responses to training. Howgsinilarities in contents and approach make it
possible to discern and analyse basic tendenctegw@CT. The following documentation and
analysis of current CCT practice and content igdam personal participation in two cross-
cultural training courses, an examination of CGilining materials, and a series of semi-

structured interviews with CCT producers and corexnsm

Participant observation was conducted within twoT@@urses, a 5hr culture specific workshop
on Indigenous cultural awareness, and a three nuatiiltre general online training course.
Participation in the Indigenous cultural awarertegising took place shortly prior to the
commencement of this study and is therefore netdir described in the following
documentation. This course participation did, hosveprovide important firsthand experience of
a training workshop. The online training course wawvided by Mind inc., a company offering
virtual people skills training, intended for theamational business market. The virtual training
was aimed at developing cultural awareness and-cuasural communication skills. The course
focused on cross-cultural variables in businessneonications and managing culturally diverse
workforces. The additional training materials asely in this chapter consist of booklets
provided by training companies and participants, \ddeos obtained through library and internet

searches. Information on training content was piswided by participants during interviews.

The interviews were semi-structured, approximateB/hours in duration and conducted over a
period of three months, with six participants. Téget groups for participation were those with
experience of working with people from diverse otdt backgrounds. Experience of CCT was
not an exclusive criterion for participation. Peiiants were recruited using a snowballing
technigue. Details of the study were forwarded@m®Rjanisations including private businesses,
government departments, service providers and NG@hk, local to North Queensland and
nationally, or internationally, based. Initial eliigs received 27 responses, six of which resulted
in interviews. Responses from private companiegwanimal. Representatives from the private
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sector stated the duration of interviews and iu@tee to their “bottom line” as reasons for not
wanting to participate. Positive responses weledad up with e-mail and phone contact during
which personal and professional details were exgbdiand further details of the study and
interview process were provided. The interviewssisird of broad questions, designed to
prompt narrative accounts of people’s intercultarad CCT experiences. Participants were asked
about their experiences of cultural diversity, ardt misunderstandings, cultural identity, culture
shock and CCT. The information gained during theririews is used in both the documentation

of training practice and content, and the evalwmatibtraining impact.

Participants’ experience of CCT ranged from noney those who had participated in
workshops, to CCT trainers and one CCT guest spe@ke first participant, Ed, is a retired
private sector employee of Czech origin. Ed spéalsslanguages and worked in many different
European countries before migrating to Australithin 1950s; he has never experienced CCT.
The second participant, Kay, is Swedish. Kay woraecan NGO in Africa before migrating to
Australia; she also spent five years living in Vatw Kay currently works for a North
Queensland accommodation centre run by an intem&tNGO. Kay attended an Indigenous
cultural awareness workshop approximately one mpritht to her interview. The third
participant, Tina, was born in Australia; she gigmin Papua New Guinea, before moving back
to Australia as an adult, and she later marriegiaFman whilst working as an English teacher
in Fiji. Tina currently works for an NGO speciatigiin multicultural service provision; she is
also a cross-cultural trainer. The fourth partioip&/era, works in a multicultural service
provision capacity for a local council departmamte of her duties is the facilitation of CCT
workshops. Vera is Australian by birth and has spatensive periods of time working for NGOs
in Cambodia, China, on the Thai-Burma border, ie Bolomon Islands and Malaysia. Vera has
also worked in remote Indigenous communities withirstralia. The fifth participant, Gillian,
describes herself as “an Asian migrant” she culyembrks in a multicultural liaison capacity for
a service provider in North Queensland. Gillianulagy appears as a guest speaker at industry
specific cross-cultural training workshops. Thdfsigarticipant, Adam, works in an international
marketing capacity within the tertiary educationtee Adam describes himself as “Kiwi-pom”.
Adam’s New Zealand born parents migrated to thewti€¢n he was a child; he worked in Japan
and Turkey as an English teacher, before movidgusiralia. Adam attended a culture general,
industry specific, CCT workshop one week prior imihterview. All participants have extensive

personal experience of intercultural communica#od varying experiences of CCT.
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The CCT courses and training materials analysetbixhany basic similarities in both approach
and content. The training courses are primarilyucalgeneral, industry, or profession, specific
and most utilise a combination of didactic and egudial training methods. Course content
tends to be loosely based around the CCT modeislnfre developed by Hall (1959; 1969;
1977) and Hofstede (1980; 2005). The individuatisitectivist dimension is a recurring theme in
most of the culture general courses, as are rafeseio hierarchical and egalitarian cultures, and
information on Hall's (1977) high/low context comnication theory. Disclaimers are also a
common occurrence within the training materialssthtend to take the form of warnings about
the dangers of generalising and stereotyping. Mdinlye courses also include a unit on culture
shock. The symptoms of culture shock, describdrhining materials, roughly correspond to the
descriptions provided in psychology literature gadticipants’ accounts of culture shock.
Cultural misunderstandings are described in trgitlimough the use of both fictional and actual
anecdotes. Training anecdotes exhibit some sittidanvith participants’ accounts of cultural
misunderstandings. The problematic of intercultammhmunication tends to be formulated as a
consequence of the existence of diversity, in\iith the perspectives of dimensional CCT
models. Most of the courses tend to promote a gqaimreof culture as synonymous with
nationality, with the obvious exception of the Igelhous cultural awareness course. Details of

these findings are outlined in the following paeggrs.

Training methods
Training programs tend to utilise a combinatiomiolactic, lecture based and experiential, role-
play based training methods. Adam and Gillian’srses both used purely didactic training
methods. All other participants reported that tieemrses used combined approaches. The online
course used a combined approach, firstly presenteigrials and then demonstrating points
using simulations. The majority of training matésieollected also advocated combined didactic
and experiential approaches. These findings retihecfindings of the DIMIA survey, in which
80.7% of informants reported attending coursessing a combination of approaches (Bean,
2006). Vera, a trainer, mentioned that the sucokssgperiential training approaches is often
dependent on the character of the audience.

I think it depends how dynamic your audience isthey are really closed and you
expect them to stand up and do a role-play, itdostsn’t work.
(Vera, Personal communication, 22.4.08)
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Adam attended a didactic course based solely arprestntations and lectures. He suggested
that an experiential approach would have madedhbese more interesting:

| would have included an element where participaotsally did work with an
international person ... it would have been intengstdo have seen a practical a
component in the course.

(Adam, personal communication, 19.06.08)

Trainees that had experienced experiential trainmiethods responded positively to them. Kay
attended an Indigenous cultural awareness coursdwked a combined training approach.
When Kay was asked about the style of trainingd$fexed the following comment:

It was very interactive ... he put us into graufisen suddenly “oh you're a chief now
and you're this” very interactive, it was goodwls ... interesting getting a bit more
information about the history ... “You're a chiefawoman, now your kids have been
taken away from you.” It was very in your face dhdt was really good, to make it feel a
little bit more that it could have been you. Thenvhen everybody could have a say, in
the end, some of my Indigenous colleagues ... vetve had those experiences
themselves and in the family, they came forward, aiot of them probably wouldn't
have said anything otherwise. | think it was vemogéonal, healing is not the right word,
but maybe that it was good for them to be ableteVerybody know what happened.
(Kay, personal communication, 16.04.08)

Kay’s trainer used role-play to explain Indigen&irsship and moiety relations and illustrate the
impact of Australia’s colonial history on Indigersofamily structure. This role-play was clearly
significant for Kay, it prompted an emotional respe and engagement with the material. The
role-play expanded her awareness of Indigenousritiand culture, and contributed to a more
open relationship with her co-workers. However,ukefulness of experiential training is
dependent on the points about a culture that traime trying to illustrate. Experiential methods
within culture specific courses can be extremebfuisfor demonstrating the intricacies of
cultural organisation. However, when experientiatimods are used to pre-empt reactions they

can become overly prescriptive, appearing to didbahaviours in a deterministic manner.

The experiential sections of the online course appeescriptive and deterministic. The course
sections begin with a didactic presentation ofrimfation, and then the trainee is given a scenario
and asked to choose an appropriate response. Gtiens&ecognising cultural differences” ends
in a scenario and exercise based on a Japanesessigieeting.

Scenario 1: An employee [of unspecified nationigyscheduled to make a presentation
to some prospective, Japanese clients. He hagjadaeating for the presentation,
placing people from the same companies next to etiehr. The Japanese are unhappy
with the seating arrangements. What has gone wrong?

(Mind Inc. 2008)
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The trainee is asked to choose one of the followiptipns in order to identify the problem.

Option 1: Japanese business people don't apprdmatg told where to sit.

Option 2: When working with people from other caoie, Japanese like to mingle.
Option 3: In Japan people are seated accordirtgeiorank in the organisation.
(Mind Inc. 2008)

The correct answer is option 3; the explanatiorgii that, due to the hierarchical nature of
Japanese culture, people should be seated in aroardvith their company rank. Simulated
intercultural scenarios, like this one, give tr@s¢he opportunity to practice applying
information. However, many of the simulations iistbourse appear to make assumptions about
the inevitable reactions and behaviours of peaplm fcertain countries. Yet, the trainee is

conceptualised as possessing the capacity toftdiéble reactions to intercultural situations.

A combination of didactic and experiential trainimgthods enables trainers to impart
information, whilst giving trainees practice in &gppg knowledge. Interactivity can also make
training more interesting and enjoyable. Howeuae, success of experiential training methods is
often dependent on the responsiveness of the dreing trained and the quality of the materials
on which simulations are based. Purely didactic@ghes to cross-cultural training may be
faced with problems of relevancy and applicatioar{Bett, 1986). Trainees may find it difficult
to apply didactically imparted information duringt@al interactions. Such failure in application
can lead trainees to question the relevance ofilege (Bennett, 1986). Experiential training
methods give trainees practice in application,their success may be hampered by problems of
accuracy (Bennett, 1986). Actual intercultural iatdions are confounded by variables, such as
individual personalities, moods, histories andtrefeships. Many of these variables are
impossible to incorporate into simulations, whicé aften based around simplified ‘model’
situations and prescribed ‘model’ reactions. Etlembésm has also been identified as a potential
problem for CCT simulations and role-plays (Bennt#86). The simulations within the online
course are overwhelmingly presented from an Angheefican perspective, contrasting the
subjects individualistic, egalitarian, competitivaues with the collectivist, hierarchical and
consensual values of ‘other’ cultures. Ethnocersiriculations can distort the realities of
intercultural interaction and result in traineesnialating expectations based on false
premises.The least prescriptive utilisation of #pll@ys and simulations occurs when they are
used to illustrate particular aspects of culturgbmisation, such as kinship relations. Within
Indigenous cultural awareness training the uselefplay, to illustrate kinship and moiety

relations, can help non-Indigenous trainees to rataied the structure of Indigenous societies and
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reveal the ongoing impacts of past colonial patici@enerally, trainees respond positively to
interactive training methods, but didactic methadsoften required beforehand, to impart the
information on which experiential methods are bagedombined approach appears to be
preferable among both trainers and trainees. Howéwe success and relevance of any training
approach is dependent on the quality of coursesobnt

Course content
Course content, within culture general coursesig¢én be loosely based around the work of
intercultural theorists such as Hofstede (1980)Halil (1959; 1969; 1977). Culture general
courses tend to focus on exemplifying culturaletinces and value dimensions. However, the
nature and relative emphasis placed on differelnievdimensions varies between courses.
Hofstede’s (1980; 2005) individualism versus cdlidgsm dimension and Hall's (1977) time
orientation theory and high context/low context caumication theories, are the most frequently
mentioned value dimensions among the courses redie@ultural differences are also described
as manifesting in the areas of gender relationes f etiquette, non-verbal communication and
attitudes towards education and perceptions distdthe information presented within culture

specific courses is more detailed, due to theiremmoncentrated focus.

The content of the online course is loosely basedral dimensional CCT models. The dominant
theme of the course is a distinction between hitieal and egalitarian cultures. Hierarchical
cultures are described as placing importance dq tammility, deference to authority and face
saving (Mind Inc, 2008). Egalitarian cultures aesatibed as valuing equality, attributing status
on the basis of merit and promoting individualiddir(d Inc, 2008). Hierarchical cultures are
said to accord status on the basis of gender, naaerial wealth, familial relations, education,
age and corporate positions (Mind Inc, 2008). Cosalg, egalitarian cultures accord status on
the basis of individual achievement and resent ldostandards based on gender, race or family
background (Mind Inc, 2008). Further cultural diffaces are described as occurring in people’s
orientations towards gender roles, religion, raoeporate hierarchies and perceptions of time.

Most of these differences are described in accaelarnth the hierarchical/egalitarian distinction.
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Hierarchical cultures are said to enforce tradalagender roles, be male dominated and favour
business done by men, in “male settings” (Mind R@08). Egalitarian cultures, on the other
hand, are said not to enforce ‘traditional’ genades and encourage female participation in the
workforce (Mind Inc. 2008). Hierarchical cultureg @escribed as using racial differences to
reinforce existing social hierarchies; whereas|itegin cultures focus on individual capabilities,
rather than racial differences (Mind Inc. 2008)r@wate hierarchy is a further dimension of
difference described in accordance with the hidiaad/egalitarian dichotomy. Egalitarian
cultures are said to create corporate hierarchig¢h@basis of individual capabilities, whereas
hierarchical cultures use corporate hierarchy fiecefamily relations or social status (Mind Inc,
2008). Orientations towards time are also describé¢lde context of the hierarchical/ egalitarian
distinction. Hierarchical cultures are said to vigmwe as “tied in” with status, meaning that it is
acceptable for a higher status person to keep erlstatus person waiting. Egalitarian cultures
are described simply as having “a more uniformeseafigime” (Mind Inc. 2008). Distinctions
between individualist and collectivist cultures ambordinated under the hierarchical/egalitarian
dichotomy. Hierarchical cultures are describedeasgiing to be collectivist, whereas egalitarian
cultures are described as individualist (Mind 12@08). The distinction between so called
hierarchical and egalitarian cultures is a defirfefure of this training program. The cultural
differences described in the course are mainlygmtesl as the results of differing attitudes
towards equality and status. However, some cultliffidrences are described as existing outside

of this dichotomy.

Cultural differences, not attributed to the hiehdcal/ egalitarian distinction, are described as
occurring in the areas of religion and attitudesas foreigners. Religious differences are
described as creating and reinforcing social idiesti Trainees are advised to be aware of the role
of religious beliefs in everyday life and “the autil antagonism between faiths” (Mind Inc.
2008). Trainees are instructed to respect eversitlegls and avoid “contentious” conversations
(Mind Inc. 2008). The other cultural variable, astribed to the hierarchical/ egalitarian
distinction, is labelled “attitudes towards foredgs’. This variable is used to prompt a discussion
of ethnocentrism. Ethnocentrism is described asroic when people “elevate their culture to
the standard by which all other cultures shoulfudged” (Mind Inc. 2008). Following this
definition is the statement that ethnocentric s can make companies nationalistic (Mind Inc,
2008). The course follows the establishment ofdhwdtural differences with instruction on

intercultural communication.
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The online course’s instruction on interculturafreounication includes a discussion of Hall's
(2977) high/low context communication theory anfdimation on international business
protocol. The presentation of Hall's (1977) hig/loontext communication theory takes the
form of a contrast between Japanese, high coraestAmerican, low context, communication
techniques. The discussion of international busipestocol covers the importance of translators,
attitudes towards gift giving, and the sharing efspnal information. Gift giving is described as
acceptable business practice within hierarchickims. The information on translators
emphasises their importance; however, differingucal perceptions of the role of translators are
not mentioned. The sharing of personal informatsuth as salary amounts, is described as
acceptable within hierarchical cultures and unaizd®e in egalitarian cultures. The course also
discusses the appropriateness of “masculine aggnéskiring negotiations. “Masculine
aggression” is not explicitly described, it is mgnmeferred to as being acceptable in egalitarian,
individualistic, European countries and unaccepgtablapan, which is described as collectivist
and hierarchical. The discussions of communicatgohniques and business protocol are
supported by simulations and multiple choice qoestbased on the themes presented during
course. The information on business protocol i¥edd by an introduction to four “key cultural

elements” which are loosely based around Hofstgd®80; 2005) value dimensions.

The “key cultural elements” are described as “ifdlialism versus collectivism, power distance,
values and risk avoidance.” (Mind Inc, 2008). Thekenents are described as cultural “types”
(Mind Inc, 2008). The elements are clearly lifteoii Hofstede’s (1980, 2005) five dimensional
model: the first element corresponds to the ID\ekdhe second to the PDI. The third element is
labelled “values” however, from the description‘#sngs predominantly emphasised within a
culture,” and the dichotomous presentation of tiisgs as either material goods, or nurturing
and quality of life, it is obvious that this eleménbased on Hofstede’s (1980; 2005) masculinity
versus femininity dimension. The “risk avoidanc&rmaent is clearly based on Hofstede's (1980;
2005) UAI. However, unlike Hofstede’s (1980; 20@5¢sentation of the dimensions there is no
information on country scores or qualifying talkamtinuums. Unlike Hofstede’s (1980; 2005)
value dimensions, the “elements” are presentedcastmous cultural types. The ‘either-or’
depiction of diversity within this course fails agknowledge the dynamic and contextually

variable nature of cultural values.
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Individualism versus collectivism is the most fregtly mentioned cultural difference within the
additional training materials analysed. The subagmoif this dimension to an
egalitarian/hierarchical dichotomy is a particudaaracteristic of the online course. Other
training materials tend to describe Individualisersus Collectivism as an independent
dimension of cultural difference, existing adjacenégalitarian, or hierarchical, orientations.
Descriptions of individualist and collectivist aules are fairly uniform and generally adhere to
the definitions presented by Hofstede (1980; 208bJstede (1980; 2005) describes individualist
cultures as those in which the individual takesedence over the group, where people define
themselves as “I” and value self-determination ambnomy, whereas within collectivist
cultures, identity is determined through groupliafiions; the group takes precedence and
individual well-being is achieved through group Weing (Hofstede 1980; 2005). The course
materials analysed offered the following descripgiof the individualism/collectivism

dimension:

Training booklet 1: Individualism encourages independence, individichievement,
self expression and personal choice. Individuaksrwourages egalitarian relationships
and can see confrontation as salutary. Individuelikures value private property and
individual ownership. Collectivism encourages ideppendence and group success,
promoting adherence to norms, respect for eldetcansensus. People within
collectivist cultures only speak up in small groapsl appreciate formal harmony.
Collectivist cultures encourage hierarchical rdlased on gender, family background
and age; they also value shared property and gramership.

Training booklet 2: Within collectivist cultures consensus is essgntlecision making
processes are more drawn out than in individualiktires ... Negotiators from
collectivist societies are more likely to spendgion long term goals ... Negotiators
from individualist societies are more likely to fmcon short-term goals.

Training booklet 3: In individualist societies the ties between indials are loose:
everyone is expected to look after him/herself misther immediate family. Collectivist
societies integrate people, from birth onwardg 8itong, cohesive in-groups, often
extended families, which continue protecting themchange for unquestioning loyalty

Training video 1: The greatest cultural difference occurs in véaia between
collectivist and individualist values.

They said there are such things as individualistation methodologies and collectivist
ones.
(Adam, personal communication, 19.06.08)
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Training booklets 1 and 3 include tables showingntry scores from Hofstede’s (1980; 2005),
individualism index. Training booklet 3 also progglsummaries and tables for four of
Hofstede’s (1980; 2005) five value dimensions. fiirgg booklet 1 only mentions that there are
five other dimensions and does not describe anlyarh directly. Training booklet 2 and training
video 1 describe four of the other five dimensjonsgach case the dimension ‘long term versus
short term orientations’ is left out and temponag¢itations are discussed with reference to Hall's
(1977) time orientation theory. The video refergividualism versus collectivism as the
“greatest cultural difference,” implying the sam@acy of this dimension as the selective
reference to it in booklet 1. Training booklet Z2daot rate cultural value dimensions; all the
dimensions are described as having differing, qualy significant, affects on international
business practice. None of the dimensional appesachtlined in chapter three rate certain value
dimensions as more, or less, significant than sthére rating of cultural differences appears to
be a specific feature of certain training cours@sl is demonstrative of the amendments that can

occur during the translation of theoretical modieds actual training programs.

The labelling of certain countries as collectidat others as individualist is a common feature
among culture general CCT courses, and perhapsszgoence of the quantitative national value
ratings presented by the dimensional models. Tdieilig materials which accompanied Adam'’s
workshop do qualify statements about individualistollectivist cultures by explaining that no
culture is entirely collectivist or entirely inddliialistic, and that people may exhibit both
collectivist and individualistic traits. Howevehese qualifying statements are accompanied by
references to individualistic German culture, adil@st Brazilian culture, and collectivist Asian
culture. For Adam, the labelling of certain nati@ssindividualist, and others as collectivist, led
to scepticism about the truth value of this parthef workshop.

The convenor basically just labelled that natioo@kectivist and that nation as
individualist and | don’t know how much that wouldg true.
(Adam, personal communication, 19.06.08)

Later in the interview, Adam, explicitly identifi¢ke use of stereotypes and prescriptive
generalisations as a problem with CCT.

| think its pigeon holing behaviours, pigeon holexpectations as well, the whole idea of
sort of boxing up behaviour as set, | think cambiée dangerous, if that person is going
to use it to prescribe how he behaves and talksriain situations.

(Adam, personal communication, 19.06.08)
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Adam’s scepticism is most likely a consequencki®Extensive personal, intercultural
experience. However, among trainees with lessdnteral experience the use of generalised, or

prescriptive, labels may result in the reinforcetencreation, of stereotypes.

The affect of disclaimers and qualifying statemewithin CCT, is often nullified by the frequent
use of generalised labels. Trainees are more ltketgmember the repeated labelling of certain
nations as collectivist, individualist, egalitarianhierarchical, than brief qualifying statemeotts
disclaimers; especially when the labels conforwitiely held cultural stereotypes, such as ideas
of collectivist Japanese or individualist Germafraining’s use of generalisations, broad labels
and references to national cultures, has the patéotpaint a false picture of cultural
homogeneity and determinism in the minds of inelgneed trainees. The use of generalisations
is recognised by training companies as a potentigt of contention. Many training materials

therefore include a defence of the use of genetaiss.

CCT training materials defend the use of genetidisa primarily on the basis of brevity and
utility. Training booklet 1 refers to the use ohgealisations as an “unfortunate reality”
necessitated by the “nature of cross-cultural ingth(Training booklet 1, 2008). The booklet
asks participants to note that terms such as ‘Séntérica,’ ‘The Middle East,’ and ‘Asia’ will

be used “for the purpose of simplicity” and “eacuatry will have its own unique culture”
(Training booklet 1, 2008). Training booklet 4 jfises the use of generalisations on the basis of
utility, arguing that generalisations are to bemgd as a “safety net” helping trainees guard
against causing offence during intercultural entexs(Training booklet 4, 2008). Training
booklet 4 qualifies the use of generalisationslajnming that the descriptions given are “not
definitive”, that every country has “numerous nugsicand individuals have “personal cultures”
(Training booklet 4, 2008). The generalisationgdugdraining are referred to as “loose
guidelines” intended to aid people in avoiding offe. These courses justify the use of
generalisations on the basis of brevity and utilitynuch the same way as Hofstede (2005)
justifies the use of nations as units for cultanmalysis. The workshop attended by Adam, is
accompanied by training booklet 1. The trainingkiebclearly qualifies the use of
generalisations and although this qualificationmiid go unnoticed by Adam, he felt that the

frequent use of generalisations reduced the ingfabiese qualifying statements.
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It [the CCT] started off really great. It starteffl loy saying that Latin America is a term
which applies to 7 or 8 different countries andt'sorather sweeping, because within
each of the Latin American countries there are remolbcultures ... But once that had
been explained ... we were given lots of body lagguexamples ... and | think that they
were just a little bit sweeping. | think it's vetiangerous to say in that situation a
Brazilian person does this or a German person thaets

(Adam, personal communication, 19.06.08)

Adam'’s intercultural experiences have made hirmétte to the role of individual personalities
during intercultural encounters and the existerdaibiural heterogeneity. He is aware of the
dangers of cultural stereotyping and this awareressdted in a sceptical attitude towards the
generalisations presented in the CCT workshop. Mew@mong trainees with less intercultural
experience the danger of generalisations resuhipgescriptive understandings of culture is
much greater.

The reinforcement, or creation, of stereotypes ¢hatoccur during cross-cultural training was
mention by Tina in her reply to a question aboobjems with training. Tina’s account of a
particular training experience demonstrates thie ¢dinfluence trainers have on how trainees
interpret, or apply, the information presentechin.

The other thing is often it [CCT] can set up stéypes, new stereotypes to substitute for
old ones. Also ... it can actually reinforce someadly pretty hard views, racist views.
I've seen that. | was out west one day and themeanady ... in the groups, and we were
doing this cross-cultural training, and she was fiith everything and then we had some
cultural profiles out and she turned round and sal@s long as | don’t have to have
anything to do with those bastard towel heads”thatiwas her world, she was ... fine
with everyone else, just not that group ... Sos@stural training from her point of view
was selective, and that's what happens. Each dbas what we want with the
knowledge and skills that are provided. ... Itd a panacea that's for sure.

(Tina, personal communication, 27.04.08)

Tina recognises that CCT can create, or reinfategeotypes. In the training instance Tina
describes, CCT is selectively applied by the traiaed has done nothing to break down the
racialist attitude this trainee holds towards aipalar cultural group. Vera, the second cross-
cultural trainer interviewed, also mentioned thaitity to breakdown hard held prejudices as a
problem with current CCT.

The problem ... | think is definitely winning ovidtose who aren’t converted.
(Vera, personal communication, 22.04.08)

Both trainers mentioned that the instigation afuttnal changes is the most challenging aspect
of CCT. Cross-cultural trainers will often be faceith the challenge of trying to breakdown

prejudices. However, as Tina's account demonstrigashing about differences does little to
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dislodge prejudice in situations where ethnocerttitcudes cause trainees to selectively apply
teachings. Understanding differences is undoubtagiserequisite for imparting attitudinal
change, but so is an understanding of the hisippcditical and social contexts informing
attitudes towards diversity, and an understandfrtgemultifaceted nature of the concept of
culture. The course content of culture general €Qlrses is adept at explicating differences.
However, explanations of the impacts of histonfitiss and social relations on attitudes towards

diversity, remain underdeveloped in many cultuneegel courses.

Culture specific courses place much greater emplogisimparting trainees with an
understanding of the influences of historical, ficdi and social contexts on intercultural
interactions, than most culture general trainingrses. The Indigenous cultural awareness
course, attended by Kay, included a significant amaf information on the affects of past and
current policy on relations between Indigenous ok Indigenous Australians. The role-play
used in this workshop was designed to illustrageitipact of the past policies of protectionism
and assimilation on Indigenous societies, both gadtpresent. Firstly, by demonstrating how
traditional Indigenous kinship systems work andsety, by showing how government policies
and the removal of children resulted in the breakdof kinship systems and the mechanisms for
social solidarity inherent within them. This rol&p demonstrates the part that history and
politics have played in contributing to the sogiadblems faced by some Indigenous
communities and individuals today. The intentiorswuéh role-plays is to break down prejudiced
conceptions of Indigenous social problems, andapthese with knowledge of the culture and
understandings of the impact of history on the gmédn addition to imparting an understanding
of the social contexts influencing interculturdat@ns, such role-plays indicate how the
depreciation of this history can result in antagtiaiattitudes among individuals from both
cultural groups. Kay's reaction to training wasreriely positive, in contrast to Adam'’s sceptical
reaction to the culture general training he took pa Kay felt the training had increased her
knowledge of Indigenous culture and improved hkatiens with co-workers. She also mentions
positive reactions from participants that begar\éss accepting attitudes towards Indigenous
Australians, demonstrating that this form of cudtspecific training can help effect attitudinal
change.

Some of the older generation assisting us, sorntteeaf have been living out in outback
Australia on the cattle stations, and it's not tiaty're racist or anything ... but, they see
different now, | think ... It's really good thatdi took part ... because they have a bit
more understanding.
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(Kay, personal communication, 16.04.08)
Kay's account of co-trainees responses demonstiaesffectiveness of this workshop in
instigating attitudinal change. Kay's response€@&Y stand in stark contrast to Adam’s
responses to training. When Adam was asked abewgplication of training materials he
offered the following response:

Well | guess I'd bear it in mind ... | wouldn't whio take any of it as gospel and allow it
to influence me... If something cropped up therightithink oh, well that is what it said
in here. But | don’t know if | would apply it dirdg as opposed to just bearing it in mind.
| guess ... I'd take on board some elements ofahisdisregard some.

(Adam, personal communication, 19.06.08)

Adam states that he may selectively “bear in mimfjects of the training. Adams response to
training demonstrates that the culture general sluvg he attended was not as successful, at
instigating attitudinal change and avoiding selectrainee application, as Kay's culture specific

workshop.

Culture specific CCT workshops are not as limitgduvnat Brumann (1999) calls “the problem
of communicative economy” (p.7) as culture generalkshops are. The concentrated focus of
culture specific course gives trainers scope tanexa the complexities and specifics of cultural
practices; reducing the chances of training crgatirreinforcing cultural stereotypes and
enabling an exploration of the historical, politiead social contexts which inform attitudes
towards diversity and impact intercultural relagofhe focus on difference within culture
general courses appears to be less effectivetgdting attitudinal change, than the culture
specific courses combined presentation of cultamal contextual information. The inclusion of
information on the roles of historical, politicaldsocial contexts within intercultural interacton
could help culture general courses avoid seleetp@ication and become more effective at
instigating attitudinal changes. The increased stdedings of culture, which can result from the
inclusion of contextual information, may also aigiiees in coping with intercultural problems,

such as culture shock.

Culture shock
‘Culture shock’ is a psychological response to amfiar cultural environments (Ward, Bochner
& Furnham, 2001). CCT courses tend to conceptualitere shock as a negative or

psychologically detrimental response to unfamidialtures. However, academic literature has
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posited an alternative conception of ‘culture sh@sk‘an active process of dealing with change”
(Ward et al, 2001, p.270). Ward, Bochner and Fum(i001), identify three components of the
psychological process of adjustment which peoppeegnce on exposure to unfamiliar cultural
environments; an affective component, a behaviagalponent and a cognitive component. The
affective component of culture shock comprisesnobtonal responses to unfamiliar cultures and
is most effectively counteracted by the developnoémmotional resilience and social support
networks (Ward et al, 2001). The behavioural conepbigonsists of culturally inappropriate
behaviours that result in offence and thereforenaliion and increased emotional distress (Ward
et al, 2001). This behavioural aspect of culturgckican be counteracted through learning
culturally appropriate social skills (Ward et aD(4). The cognitive component of culture shock
results from the loss of shared meanings that sosbien someone enters a cultural environment
different from that of their primary socialisatigwward et al, 2001). This loss of shared meanings
can result in anxiety and the misinterpretatiootbiers motivations. The cultivation of cultural
relativism is the most effective means of countiémgche cognitive component of culture shock
(Ward et al, 2001). Reverse culture shock is alisiely recognised as a psychological processes
experienced by people on re-entering their homattpafter a sojourn (Ward et al, 2001).
Reverse culture shock can take the form of streasegeties or irritations resulting from the
apparent unfamiliarity of someone’s home cultuterate-entry (Ward et al, 2001). The CCT
course materials reviewed tend to provide desorigtof symptoms of culture shock,

accompanied by advice on coping strategies.

CCT descriptions of culture shock tend to focuslelineating affective and behavioural
symptoms, and coping strategies. Training bookkdcribe culture shock as comprising of
depression, confusion, anxiety, disorientationelmess, withdrawal from work or social
activities and a need for more sleep. The copiragdesiies described are, acknowledgement that
one’s experiences are stemming from culture shiedping in touch with support networks,
getting plenty of rest, food and exercise and padiing in CCT simulations in order to ease the
transition into a foreign culture. Training bookdetefers to culture shock as a stage of relocation
during which differences in behaviour and the steef adjustment can result in “dislike, or
criticism, of the host culture” (Training booklet 2009). This training manual describes the
primary symptoms of culture shock as homesickretisargy, hostility towards the host culture,
boredom and irritability. The primary coping stigits, referred to in booklet 4, are learning to
recognise culture shock and learning about thedstre prior to relocation. Training video 2
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makes a brief reference to culture shock descritbiag consisting of a “psychological reaction”
to cultural difference. This video describes ptearning, about the culture one is relocating $o, a
the most effective way of minimising culture sho€ke online course, training booklets 2 and 3
and training video 1 make no reference to culthiek, probably because they are aimed at
guiding trainees through brief intercultural enctaug, such as business meetings, rather than
extended sojourns. The focus on affective, or bielaal, symptoms within CCT descriptions of

culture shock and the symptoms described, corresfmparticipants’ accounts of culture shock.

Participants’ descriptions of culture shock tendbizus on affective and behavioural symptoms.
The symptoms of culture shock described by paditip are anger, irritation, emotional
instability, strange behaviours and homesicknessrisingly, the most frequent kind of culture
shock described by participants is reverse cukhpoek. The primary coping strategies, described
by participants, are recourse to social suppoktoids and awareness of one’s culture shock.
Participants also mention adopting the practicab@host culture, self analysis, regaining a
sense of control and acceptance by the host culigrenportant factors in counteracting the
negative effects of culture shock. When askedéy thad ever experienced culture shock
participants offered the following accounts:

| don’t think | did so much the first time | weatit to Africa because it was so new ... |
think the first culture shock that | had was whendved to Tasmania ...I thought | could
handle that well because I'd been in Africa and ihao different... The difference from
moving to Tasmania and moving to Africa was that4frica] there were always other
people that are there for 2 or 3 years, and you tiane your friends or family there, so
you quickly want to make friends with the othershéfl | moved to Tasmania everybody
had their own circle of friends it took much longemet into that society. | also ... had a
bit of a culture shock when | went to Vanuatu thdught it would be the same as when |
went to Africa. Those years were fantastic. Theoafrse it didn't happen within the
first week and then | was really ready to go ho8®.yeah you do get a culture shock |
think because you have your own expectations asakisn’t happen like that.

(Kay, personal communication, 16.04.08)

When | went to Fiji, | got really, really angry. &te time | didn’t recognise what it was

... First with little things, then | went througtpariod of time where everything made me
angry, everything all the smallest most pathetiegh really. The buses when the engines
blew up made me angry, when there was no chalhato$ it made me angry,

everything.

(Tina, personal communication, 27.04.08)

Even after years of travelling | still get that drttlink it manifests itself in ways that you
might not think. | guess it’s like stress. | dothiink it manifests itself as culture shock. |
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think it's things like, whereas you initially wamnt¢o read all the Japanese magazines,
suddenly you're going out and buying the Daily Eegs, which | wouldn’t even do in
England ...You suddenly find yourself behavingttéelidifferent ... your emotional
pendulum swings much more strongly ...You go fraing deliriously happy to being
quite depressed.

(Adam, personal communication, 19.06.08)

Kay, Tina and Adam all describe experiencing negatimotional responses to the unfamiliar
environments. Their descriptions of culture shoaitaspond to some of the symptoms outlined
in training materials, such as hostility or irritat towards host cultures, loneliness and
homesickness. The different behaviours describefidaym, such as “buying the Daily Express”
appear to be a reaction towards the loss of slhmeathing that can occur when living within a
foreign culture, the cognitive component of cultaheck. However, rather than this resulting in
anxiety or misinterpretation of others behaviokdam’s unfamiliarity with his host culture
resulted in a gravitation towards the familiar. Kagributes her lack of culture shock, when
exposed a vastly different culture, to the existenicsupport networks. Kay's experience of
culture shock was much more extreme when theseostupgtworks were absent; despite greater
similarities between home and host cultures. Kayjseriences demonstrate that culture shock is
not just caused by unfamiliarity. Although unfamiity does play a role in prompting
experiences of culture shock, as Adam and Tinaswtts demonstrate. Gillian’s responses to
guestions about culture shock demonstrate thatreusthock can be a response to unfamiliarity
and lack of support networks within both unfamikattural environments and new work
environments.

It was a bit of a culture shock when | startechis fob. Yeah because, I'm a migrant,
secondly I'm female and the profession where | wsr&k male dominated profession...
So it was very hard to settle at first and be atemkp. but | kept going and over the years
| earned respect and acceptance.

(Gillian, personal communication, 28.03.08)

Gillian’s reference to her job and the lack of soppghe initially received corresponds to Adams
observation, that ‘culture shock’ can be a respomsay form of unfamiliarity with ones social
environment and is not exclusively a response ki@l difference. The argument that culture
shock is not only a response to unfamiliarity ippgarted by the frequency with which
participants referred to experiences of reversei@ishock.

Then when | came back to Australia and we landékeagirport and we saw all the food,
| became very angry at just disgusting, disgusfirogl everywhere. | became irate.
(Tina, personal communication, 27.04.08)
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You also get a culture shock moving back to younéa@ountry. | mean | got a culture
shock moving back to Sweden after two and a hafs/a Africa and then immediately
moving back to Australia from Vanuatu as well.

(Kay, personal communication, 16.04.08)

| used to work in a language centre in New Zeathatlhad exit and entry orientation. So
they'd have an entry orientation saying ... “...wlyeu go to another country to learn a
language and you learn so much more than jusatigubge. You're a different person
when you come back. You've seen different thingfemdnt experiences, so ... you may
find yourselves negatively judging your own counign, because your using a different
template to judge them by.”

(Adam, personal communication, 19.06.08)

I've probably experienced more culture shock contiagk to Australia ... I'd been back
10 minutes from Cambodia and | was on a tram irblgl@ine and two girls got on and
sat behind ... for about twenty minutes they dithing but discuss the colour of nalil
polish and lipstick ... | could feel myself swetlimp with anger that this is so superficial.
| have just been with people whose lives have beenapart by landmines, health
services no longer operate, if they do it's atehd of a shot gun and they're worrying
about their lipstick ... That is always one incitidrat just stays in my head ... just so
superficial, but also taken for granted ... | juatl to take a deep breath and just go calm
down.

(Vera, personal communication, 22.04.08)

Participants’ experiences of reverse culture stawekoften the result of new standards of
judgement which they have developed as a resiiittthree abroad. The re-entry orientation
described by Adam mentioned these adjustmentgigEjment standards, and was therefore adept
at drawing attention to the existence and causesvefse culture shock. Awareness of culture
shock, within oneself and as something that magffeeting sojourners around you, is the most
frequently mentioned coping strategy among paditip.

| think it's just that you should be aware thawill probably come and you have to just
tough it out.... and try to find ways of getting ugedt, try to get engaged.
(Kay, personal communication, 16.04.08)

| probably could have done with someone to talksuppose | just analysed it and ...
recognised what was happening. It still doesnp stou from having those sorts of
feelings, but at least it gives you a way of sétiatking yourself into some sort of self
control.

(Tina, personal communication, 27.04.08)

| think in terms of cultural awareness that it fouk shock] is quite an important thing to
consider, not so much where [someone] comes fratrthle fact they are from
somewhere different to here, which can make theamsgrumpy, or surly, or rude. And
it might just be the fact that they are somewhenw as opposed to where they come
from.
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(Adam, personal communication, 19.06.08)
The coping strategies described by participantghityucorrespond to the coping strategies
described by the CCT courses, such as self-awaramesthe utilisation of support networks.
CCT can help peoples cope with culture shock ksingitrainees’ awareness of the readjustments
necessary for coping with extended sojourns. Thicgzants’ frequent accounts of reverse
culture shock indicate that culture shock is notpdy a reaction to difference, but also the result
of clashes between people’s judgement standardthandalities around them. The adjustments
in participants’ judgement templates, that arecligses of reverse culture shock, also
demonstrate the lifelong malleability of judgemstaindards. The standards by which we judge
others are not invariably determined by the cultst@andards of the countries of our primary
socialisation. If our cultural judgement standasgse rigidly fixed the whole project of
imparting cultural awareness and sensitivity wdaddmpossible. However, despite the
assumption that value judgement standards mustlieable, many CCT course still present
images of a cultural ‘other’ that appear fixed anedetermined. Some of the anecdotes used in

training reinforce this image of a culturally detémed inflexible ‘other.’

Cultural misunderstandings
Anecdotes, actual and fictional, are frequentlydusghin CCT as a means of illustrating cultural
differences and the nature of ‘cultural misundevdiags’. The online course uses fictional
anecdotes to illustrate how cultural misunderstagsican occur as a result of dimensional value
differences. One such anecdote outlines straingdtiaion processes between an American
negotiator and his Japanese counterparts.

After two days of negotiation the American busimesn believe they have come to an
agreement, only to find that the Japanese buspwsgse want to take a break in
negotiations in order to confer with their supesidt takes a further two days for the
Japanese representatives to return to negotiatibmg)ich point a decision is made
(Mind Inc, 2008).

This anecdote is described as, illustrating thellesrof negotiating between low power-distance
cultures, like the US, and high power-distanceural, like Japan (Mind Inc, 2008). The trainee
is advised to be aware of the delays that can aghen negotiating in high-power-distance
cultures (Mind Inc, 2008). Adam also describesube of an anecdote during training.

There was an example of an English teacher, wha@hddlamic student who kept
looking at her chest. She looked into why thisapening and his answer was “in my
country we don't like eye contact” so he would latdwn as opposed to left or right ... or
whatever. The advice that the teacher was givemaa confront that person directly,
because that's not what they do in his countryt agtually refer it to a male colleague
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who would then report back to the student sayingjtmat his colleague felt
uncomfortable, but that the male colleague hintsadf observed the action and was
commenting on it. Whereby removing the female ftbmentire interaction.

(Adam, personal communication, 19.06.08)

This anecdote is used to illustrate cultural défeses in body language and ‘saving face’.
Training booklet 5 presents an anecdotal accouahafternational acquisition, in which a
French company takes over the running of an Americampany.

The French company sends representatives intorteridan office; these
representatives are required to report back onefittivities to the head office in
France. The American employees are suspiciousafhort, presented in French to
their new bosses. This suspicion results in the haae employees viewing their French
counterparts as spies, an attitude which resulisdrop in productivity

(Training booklet 5, 2007).

This anecdote is described as illustrating diffgrimientations towards hierarchy. France is
subsequently described as a hierarchical cultuleAamerica is described as an egalitarian culture
(Training booklet 5, 2007). The advice given in booklet is that the American employees
should be offered cultural awareness trainingsiteoto develop employee understandings of the
hierarchical-egalitarian, or power-distance, diniem®f cultural difference. The provision of
cultural awareness training for the French emplsyselescribed as unfeasible because, “hoping
the French would change their behaviour was ndistied (Training booklet 5, 2007). This final
statement expresses the idea that people from coltuees are capable of adapting to
intercultural encounters, whereas people from atblures are not. Such selectively
deterministic statements may reinforce the kinthiginterpretations of culture and ‘the other’

that are the subject of the culture critique. Artatlaccounts of cultural misunderstandings,
within CCT, overwhelmingly conceptualise culturédfetences as the causes of
misunderstandings. The claim that difference istiog¢ cause of cultural misunderstandings
corresponds to the interpretation of cultural ma@amtandings presented in dimensional CCT
models. In contrast, participants’ descriptionsufure misunderstandings place much more

emphasis on the causal role of people’s attituoleards diversity.

Participants’ descriptions of cultural misundersliags exhibit greater recognition of the role that
attitudes towards diversity can play in confoundimercultural encounters. Participants
recognise that misinterpretations of behaviours praynpt cultural misunderstandings.

However, most feel that negative or impatient adits towards differences are the primary
causes of cultural misunderstandings. Participaete asked whether they had ever experienced

or had to negotiate a cultural misunderstandingy tiffered the following responses;
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There was a colleague who didn’t understand someuomkalso just didn't take the time
to try and understand ... So it was really a cégast sitting down with both of them and
... going right, you're question was this, thekitag to [the colleague] and saying “why
did you react” and [the colleague] saying “oh Ildm't understand him” and “I didn’t
have time”. You have to make time.

(Vera, personal communication, 22.04.08)

Yes, in my dealings there have been a lot of miststdndings involving culture,
especially in dealing with refugees, and MiddletBasclients ... It's the lack of
awareness about how people behave and talk inematlture. When a Caucasian
person talks to these people they will find it handl some of them, in order to get away
from the situation, will say “the person doesn'¢ak English” or “I didn’t understand”...
if a person has an accent and the other persohlsenwith that, they weren’t happy to
talk with you because of a lack of patience

(Gillian, personal communication, 28.03.08)

There was something within work in Lesotho. We padple, who came up, and ... the
way they were dealing with the local people, theyana bit ... domineering ... and
wouldn't listen. [The NGOJ] is really trying to wottkgether with the people ... and they
weren't really doing that. So we had to talk witlemn and with the people, and the
villages where they worked and we tried to soouit.

(Kay, personal communication, 16.04.08)

Vera, Gillian and Kay all describe situations inigthpeople’s attitudes towards ‘others’
exacerbate misunderstandings or communicative dosaks. Adam'’s description of a cultural
misunderstanding, below, involves the mistaken etgii®ns that can occur from belief in
cultural stereotypes.

| was teaching a bunch of Koreans and Japanesthiaridorean guy new a bit of
Japanese. And the only phrase he knew ... was ‘iyotiner is a dog” and he said it out
loud to the Japanese person. At which point [tipadese student] jumped across the
desk and started fighting with him ... to me thaswbviously offensive. The bloke knew
exactly what he was saying, but didn’t expect gwat of reply or violent reaction, from
somebody from the Japanese culture.

(Adam, personal communication, 19.06.08)

The misunderstanding in Adam’s example occurredbse the Korean student’s stereotypical
understanding of Japanese culture led to a falseatation regarding the Japanese student’s
response to his insult. This misunderstanding wased by a misconceived attitude towards a
cultural ‘other’ and exemplifies the role attitudesvards diversity play in prompting cultural
misunderstandings. Tina is the only participant tifered an example of a cultural
misunderstanding that involved the misinterpretatibanother’s behaviour.

A worker came into the room and said “it's veryrgla here” ... | didn’t realise what she
really wanted was for me to close the blinds. ladtef asking directly she was using her
own form of communication. That form of communioatistill within our own

workplace ... is a major area of potential conflict
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(Tina, personal communication, 27.04.08)
The cultural misunderstanding in Tina’s exampleuneed as a result of differences in high and
low context communication. Tina is a CCT trained &used to providing anecdotal accounts of
cultural misunderstandings in training. It is tHere unsurprising that her account of a cultural
misunderstanding corresponds to Hall's (1977) odotd communication theory. The examples
of cultural misunderstandings provided by partinigademonstrate that the existence of cultural
differences is not the only cause of cultural méanstandings. Cultural misunderstandings can
also be prompted by negative attitudes towardsmiffce and beliefs in cultural stereotypes. Yet,
training references to the causal role of negattticudes towards diversity and the consequences
of cultural stereotypes are minimal. Instead, trajranecdotes tend to focus on cultural
differences as the primary causes of cultural ndsustandings, in much the same way as the
dimensional models. The conception of culturalegt#hces as the primary, or singular, causes of
cultural misunderstandings can lead some traireeggect that formulaic learning of cultural

behaviours can nullify intercultural communicatj®blems.

The expectation that cross cultural training cavigle an infallible formula for intercultural
communicative success is a primary problem for C@iH a problem that is perpetuated by an
adherence to dimensional models of cultural difieee Tina's discussion of problems with CCT
included the comment that trainees expect to beigied with a formula for correct intercultural
interaction.

Well one of the big issues is that some peoplékttiiere’s a formula ... we just talk and
hint, but some people see it as a formula: Firatdo this and then you do this ... like
there’s one kind of formula.

(Tina, personal communication, 27.04.08)

Tina experience of trainees expecting a formulaémcessful interaction is reminiscent of the
documentation of Hall's experiences of early crogkural training at the Foreign Service
Institute (FSI) (Leeds-Hurwitz, 1990; Moon, 1998he FSI trainees’ desire for pragmatic, goal
orientated training prompted Hall's reformulatiditioe training program, and the creation of the
FSI paradigm. Tina’s account demonstrates that scaimees’ still expect CCT to provide
formulaic guidance for intercultural interactioftall (1959) eventually emulated this expectation
in his statement that researchers will find “theieglent of musical scores that can be learned,
for each type of man or woman” (Hall, 1959, p.2HQfstede’s (1980; 2005) five dimensional
model and Trompenaars’ and Hampden-Turner’'s (188vén dimensional model provide such
formulas, and dimensional approaches to trainimggiaate the idea that successful cross-
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cultural communication can be achieved throughdhmulaic learning of CCT guides. However,
as the previous chapter demonstrated, understandihge and the relationship between cultural
norms and individuals is far more complex thanptesentation of these concepts in dimensional
CCT. Some trainees do desire formulaic guidesterdnltural interactions and these desires can
put pressure on trainers to conform to trainee etgtiens and offer such guides. However, in
cases such as Adam'’s, where trainees already haasi@understanding of the nuanced and
variable influences of culture, the presentatiofoafulaic guides can result in trainees
dismissing training as overly prescriptive and maate.

| think what it [CCT] does is it underestimates #uaptability of humans completely. |
think it tries to pigeon hole things to the poirftave it's almost like a program, it’s like a
sort of skinneresque behaviourist programming,pg®sed to people using ... their own
judgemental ability to decide what they do and vthay don'’t do in certain situations.
(Adam, personal communication, 19.06.08)

The formulaic approach of Adam’s workshop promgiad to question the utility of the training.
As a result, Adam was doubtful about whether helevattend CCT in the future. Conversely,
trainees with little personal intercultural expede may use CCT guides to try and pre-empt
others behaviours; a practice that can resulttiorze equally as misguided as behaviours based
on a lack of cultural knowledge. The expectatibat CCT can provide formulaic guides for
behaviours, is a result of dimensionally based G3dc¢us on difference. Participants’ accounts
of cultural misunderstandings demonstrate thaudtis towards diversity have as great an
influence on the success of intercultural inteadias knowledge of differences. This conclusion
is supported by the position of developmental meéta CCT such as the DMIS (Bennett, 1986;
1993). By increasing training’s focus on the rdlatitudes in intercultural interactions trainers
may be able to diminish the false expectation tterte is a correct and learnable formula for

intercultural success.

Conclusion
CCT varies in its focus, aims, quality and succkasCCT also exhibits some significant
similarities with regard to the information whichpresented and the problems which training
faces. Training tends to utilise a combinationxgexiential and didactic methods. However, the
methods used may vary in accordance with the ctearatthe audience being trained. There are
advantages and disadvantages inherent in both deettiese may be overcome or exacerbated
by combining approaches. Participants respondeithyedg to experiential methods. However,
the experiential sections of the online course ammkoverly prescriptive. Participants’ responses
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to didactic methods were less positive and didd2eGd can be faced with problems of relevancy.

However, didactic training is often a necessargreor to experiential methods.

The degree of detail provided in courses variewéden culture specific and culture general
training programs. Culture general courses teradlteere to the teachings of dimensional models
more closely than culture specific courses. Valugedsions are often presented as dichotomous,
or ranked according to the degree of influence dreyperceived as exerting. The prominence
accorded to the different dimensions varies betveeemses. However, the most frequently
mentioned dimension appears to be Hofstede’s (1285) individualism versus collectivism
dimension. The rating of dimensions is a specdatdire of CCT and is demonstrative of how the
dimensional models have been adapted for trainimggses.

The culture general courses analysed all use raiipas the primary unit of analysis. The
equivocation of nationality with cultural identity justified on the basis of utility and necessity.
Most courses and training materials attempt toifyudde use of nations and cultural types with
disclaimers. However, the use of disclaimers aralifying statements did not appear to have as
much salience, with participants, as the use oégdised labels. The reinforcement, or
recreation, of stereotypes was recognised by traaea problem with CCT, as was the selective
application of training materials. Culture specifmurses are less limited by time constraints,
than culture general courses, and are therefoeetaldffer more detail on the impacts of politics
and history on intercultural relations. This braafieus results in greater success in facilitating
attitudinal change and fewer problems with selectigplication. The inclusion of more
contextual information and a reduced emphasis fbareince as a barrier could help CCT avoid
the creation of stereotypes and solve the probleselective application. Inclusion of more

contextual information could also aid training imgarting attitudinal change.

The information on culture shock, provided withiaiming materials, roughly corresponded to
academic research and participants’ accounts afreushock. Reverse culture shock was the
only aspect of this phenomenon that received meuient reference from participants than it
did in CCT training materials. This is most likelyconsequence of the particular aims and target

audiences of the courses analysed. Courses ainsegbatners are more likely to include units on



130

reverse culture shock than courses aimed at mititialiservice provision or intercultural

business.

Anecdotal accounts of cultural misunderstandingscammon within CCT. Anecdotes are
predominantly used to illustrate how value dimensiaffect communication. CCT anecdotes
tend to conceptualise difference as the primargead cultural misunderstandings. Conversely,
participants tended to conceptualise cultural mdsustandings as resulting from detrimental
attitudes towards diversity. The focus on diffeeneithin CCT, appears to be a consequence of
the interplay between influential dimensional madatd trainee expectations. CCT’s focus on
difference plays on and perpetuates trainees’ eapens that cross-cultural training can provide
a formula for successful intercultural interactiblawever, among those with extensive personal
intercultural experience the presentation of dinmradly based formulaic guides can result in

trainees questioning the accuracy, or necessityaifing.

Culture general cross-cultural training coursessappo have inherited many of the problems of
the dimensional models on which they tend to bedathe prescriptive and deterministic nature
of the dimensional models is exacerbated by thieoliietnous presentation of value dimensions,
that occurs in training. The problems of cultureeral CCT are apparent in participants’
reactions to training. Participants, like Adam,hndixtensive intercultural experience, may be
dismissive about the accuracy and utility of CCHaifiees with less intercultural experience may
selectively apply CCT concepts, or use them tdfoede stereotypes. Reactions to culture
specific courses appear more positive, indicatiag tulture specific courses may be more
successful at imparting attitudinal change thanedisionally based culture general training. The
above analysis of CCT content demonstrates théiyesiand negatives of current CCT practice
and the impact that training content has on paitis’ reactions to training. The following
chapter examines how CCT courses conceptualiserewdnd the relationship between CCT
conceptualisations of culture, CCT models, anthimgioal culture theory and participants’
understandings of culture.
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Chapter 7: CCT Conceptions of Culture and the Infliences of Training

Introduction
Culture is a contested concept, as the review thirapological culture theory in chapter five
demonstrates; the manner in which CCT courses ptunaise culture determines whether CCT
is open to the criticisms of the post-modernisturel critique. The following chapter draws on
the information presented in the previous six cleptn conjunction with the interview findings,
in order to provide an analysis of CCT conceptiohsulture. The analysis demonstrates the
relationship between CCT conceptions of culture amttiropological culture theory and the
influences of CCT on participants’ orientations &vds diversity. The first section of this chapter
examines the relationship between conceptionslafreuwithin the dimensional models and
anthropological culture theory. The second seatixplores the connections between the
dimensional models and representations of cultutt@mtraining by means of critical discourse
analysis. The discourse analysis explicates trgidafinitions of culture and examines patterns of
expression and rhetoric within training materidlse construction of values, identities and
agencies, within training materials are analysetbimunction with an examination of the
motivations behind CCT and the development of C&€alirse. The analysis of CCT discourse
reveals how culture is conceptualised within tragniand also how the culture critique applies to
CCT. The third section of this chapter examinesigipants’ understandings of culture.
Participants’ understandings of culture are groupextcordance with the orientations towards
diversity outlined in Bennett's (1986; 1993) deymitental model of intercultural sensitivity
(DMIS). The grouping of participants’ orientatiosvards diversity, in accordance with the
stages of the DMIS, enables conclusions to be deahwaut the relative influences of CCT on
participants’ conceptions of diversity. The finatton of this chapter explores the possibility of

integrating cognitive anthropology and CCT.

CCT theory and anthropological culture theory
The relationship between CCT models of culture amttiropological culture theory is apparent in
the enumerative definitions of culture offered bg treators of the dimensional models. Hall
(1977) describes culture as learned, shared, pattepervasive and subconsciously influential.
Hofstede (2005) describes culture as “patternhioking, feeling, and potential acting ... learned
through a lifetime” (p.2). Hofstede (2005) alsoatése collectivity and geographical
determination as defining features of culture. Tpemaars and Hampden-Turner (1997) place
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even greater emphasis on the geographical locafioulture, defining culture as subconscious,
directive, learned, conventionalized, historicahd geographically constituted, variable and
functional. These definitions all enumerate cerfaatures of culture, in much the same way as
Tylor’'s (1958) definition. The culture-onion anajogised by Hofstede (2005), also enumerates
specific features of culture; its manifestationsnaterial objects, practices, beliefs and values.
The dimensional models themselves also constituimerative definitions, as they all seek to
explicate certain features of culture. These enativer definitions of culture are open to the
same criticisms as enumerative anthropologicahdi&fhs. The enumerations of aspects of
culture, presented by the dimensional models, sgmteattempts to delineate concrete features of
an abstract concept. The dimensional models’ cdimepof culture will therefore invariably
leave out much of that which constitutes cultureé e faced with the problem of reification. The
dimensional model’s focus on specific dimensionsufure limits the interpretive possibilities
one can employ, when attempting to interpret caltbehaviours. The limitations of enumerative
definitions of culture are as much of a problemG@@T theory as they are for anthropological
theories of culture. However, the transferenceooficepts, and problems, from anthropology to
CCT does not end with enumeration. The influencandfiropological culture theory is also

evident in the dimensional models starting points.

Functionalist theories of culture, of the kind pediby Malinowski (1944) and Radcliffe-Brown
(1952), are apparent in the theoretical foundatairisth the five and the seven dimensional
models. Both Hofstede (1980, 2005) and Trompera@isHampden-Turner (1997) describe
culture as a functional response to a set of basigersal, problems of the human condition, in
an understanding reminiscent of Malinowski’s (19#¥ory of needs. Hofstede (2005) also
conceptualises societal responses to these prolmeiersns of law-like tendencies which exhibit
cross-cultural regularity, in a manner similar tadRliffe-Brown’s (1952) theory of social
structure. The functionalist understandings ofueltposited by Hofstede (2005) and
Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1997) leave thailets open to many of the same
criticisms as functionalist anthropological thesri€¢he dimensional models, like Malinowski's
(1944) theory of needs, reduce complex culturaesys to “simplistic notions of utility” (Kuper,
1996, p.31). Cultural anomalies are ignored, witildtural coherence and integration are
exaggerated. The result is an overly static, ashisdl, conceptualisation of culture which fails to
adequately recognise the existence of social abriftid culture dynamism. The dimensional
model's adherence to functionalist conceptionsuttiice creates the same problems for CCT
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theories as it did for early social anthropologésts this is not the only similarity between CCT

theory and European social anthropology.

European social anthropology and CCT theory botplemsise the delineation of concrete social
phenomena. However, whilst social anthropologistsded the conceptual problems of culture
by concentrating on the observable realities ofetpcthe dimensional models focus on attempts
to describe culture. The strict separation of hwecepts of society and culture allowed European
social anthropologists to avoid the reificationttbecurs when concrete characteristics are
attributed to an abstract concept. Radcliffe-Brqi®52) recognised that without the separation
of the concepts of society and culture, the prapclelineating concrete social phenomena
would be fallacious and futile, “We do not obseaeulture’ since that word denotes not any
concrete reality but an abstraction” (p.190). C@dary exhibits the same emphasis on the
delineation of concrete societal characteristicR@®pean social anthropology. However, the
dimensional models do not separate society andreutind therefore end up attributing concrete,
observable, features to an abstract concept. Tiph&sis on observable realities within CCT is a
result of the pragmatic approach to intercultutadlg introduced by Hall's (1959) FSI training
program. The impact of the pragmatic FSI paradigaiearly evident in the dimensional model’s
focus on the influence of cultural values on bebars. However, the emphasis on concrete
cultural phenomena, within the dimensional modelduces culture to a finite number of
empirical functions. Such reductionist conceptiohsulture, like enumerative definitions,
invariably leave out much of that which constitutetfure, thus limiting the explanatory force of
the dimensional models. European social anthrogdhag clearly had a significant influence on
CCT theory, but American cultural anthropology baen equally as influential in the

formulation of the dimensional models.

The influence of American cultural anthropology@@T theory is evident in Hall's (1977)
definitions of culture, the dimensional models foam national cultural values and Hofstede’'s
(2005) separation of individual and cultural leveisinalysis. Hall's (1977) definitions of
culture, as outlined in Chapter Three, emphasikaralipatterns and the influence of culture on
personalities. These ideas are reflective of therdean anthropological school of thought
labelled culture and personality. Ruth Benedic68)9a founder of the culture and personality
school, argues that cultures can be understooddhrthe particular patterns of value
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configurations which they exemplify. The delineatif cultures, through reference to value
configurations, is evident in Hall's (1977) definit of culture as “patterns [which]...make life
meaningful and differentiate one group from anathgr.14). Hofstede’s (2005) and
Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner’'s (1997) dimensioodkls also describe cultures in terms
of the exhibition of configurations of core valuetwever, the dimensional models appear to
assume the equivalence of values despite their@rae in different cultural contexts. Benedict
(1995 orig. 1934), on the other hand, explicitikrmmwvledges that, “categories become a liability,
when they are taken as inevitable and applicalite & all civilizations and events” (p. 238).
Benedict's (1955; 1975) influence on CCT theorgl& apparent in the model’s attribution of
cultures to nations. The notion of ‘national chéegexemplified in Benedict's (1975) work

“The Chrysanthemum and the Sword’ is reflectechnniational focus of the dimensional
models. The influence of American cultural anthdogy, on CCT theory, also extends to the
separation of the individual and cultural levelsnflysis and the elemental approach to cultural
investigation, advocated by Hofstede (1980). Thmassion of individual and cultural levels of
analysis and a conception of culture as a suprigithhl organising force were first advocated
by Alfred Kroeber. Kroeber (1944) also posited Eamental approach to culture studies which
entailed the division of cultures into minimal aytadal units (Moore, 2004). Kroeber was
eventually forced to abandon the elemental metasthe found nothing regulatory or universally
equivalent in the data he had collected. Within Gkdory, the drive for concrete and
comparable data on national cultures, led to avabaf the elemental approach and the apparent
discovery of the equivalent categories that Krodiael been unable to find. The influence of
American cultural anthropology is evident in thendnsional model’'s emphasis on value
configurations, national cultures, the separatiocuttural and individual levels of analysis and
their elemental approach. However, the modelddadlddress some of the more critical areas of

American anthropology.

CCT theory does not reflect the holistic approacbuiture studies, characteristic of American
cultural anthropology since the time of Boas. Bd#32) advocated the study of cultures in
context, arguing that culture is a dynamic forcaisforical agency and that cultures must be
analysed as wholes, rather than just collectioremafytical parts (Kuper, 1996). Boas (1932),
like Kroeber (1952), was doubtful about the podisjbdf classificatory studies identifying valid
cultural laws (Moore, 2004). This scepticism waterted in the holistic approaches taken by
Boas’ students. Benedict (1955) advocated the stfidyltures as wholes, which consisted of
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more than just the sum of their parts. Kroeber 419452) attempted and then abandoned an
atomistic approach to cultural study and Sapir 8 ®8nphasised the dynamic nature of culture
and the formative role of individual agency. Amariccultural anthropologists have tended to
qualify classificatory studies of culture with rgeition of the localised applicability and
limitations of categories (Benedict, 1955). The @isional models conceptualise their cultural
categories as universally applicable; the modedarae the equivalent significance of values
despite their occurrence in different cultural exts. The lack of acknowledgement of the role of
context in determining the character and interpieteof values leaves CCT theory open to the
same criticisms as Levi-Strauss’ (1963) structarali

Levi-Strauss’ (1963) structuralism can be critidi$er rendering ‘native’ interpretations of the
meaning of cultural practices irrelevant. Strudistanalyses of cultures subordinate the
descriptive role of cultural contexts by attribgtiexplanatory primacy to universal mental
structures. Comparatively, dimensional models sdibate the descriptive role of context, by
attributing causal primacy to a finite number ofvensal value tendencies. Dimensional models
attempt to describe cultures by recourse to valwkih are described as prompting similar
behaviours and perceptual tendencies irrespectithecultural contexts in which they occur.
Like structuralism, the dimensional model's suboatiion of particular contexts, to a universally
applicable framework, renders native interpretatiohcultural practices and meanings irrelevant.
However, opposing theories, which attribute explamnaprimacy to context, like Geertz's (1973)
interpretivism, are incapable of providing the amte information necessary for cross-cultural
training.

Interpretivists, like Geertz (1973), emphasisedkglanatory role of context in deciphering the
meaning of cultural practices. Geertz (1973) arghatthe study of cultures must consist of the
interpretation of the symbolic meaning of particydeactices and this can only be done by
recourse to the symbolic, culturally specific, @dts in which particular practices act as signs.
Interpretive theory is adept at describing peragstiof cultural differences. Geertz (1973) argues
that unfamiliarity with a culture’s symbolic langyg@and the meanings attributed to specific
contexts, can give rise to perceptions of cultditiérence. However, if understanding a culture
is a matter of interpretation and interpretatioas be multiple the project of consistently
providing training on the nature and manifestatiohsulture becomes impossible. Hall's (1959)
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experiences at the FSI and Tina’s negative expegienf trainers teaching anthropological theory
indicate that the ethereal nature of interpretig@iceptions of culture is not compatible with the
needs and desires of CCT trainees. Yet, cateritigetdesires of CCT trainees has resulted in a
conception of culture that is open to the criticssof the post-modernist culture critique.

The post-modernist culture critique claims thahampological conceptions of culture have
created a false picture of bounded, geographicatgrmined, cultural homogeneity which
ignores the complexities of human social life (Alughod, 1993). The applicability of this
critique to both traditional and contemporary aafimogical conceptions of culture is
debateable. However, the a-historical attributiboudtures to nations, in conjunction with a
subordination of context to a descriptive framewthidt consists of a finite number of universally
applicable values, renders dimensional CCT modeds ¢o these criticisms. The models reduce
individual differences to descriptive cultural nariend reify culture by attributing deterministic
force to cultural values. These processes of ‘atgeemphasise homogeneity at the expense of
recognising cultural change and intra-cultural mgistencies. Nation states are conflated with
cultures and the world is divided into a finite ruen of bounded, geographically determined,
antagonistic groups. This perceived cultural amégo is exacerbated by the representation of
diversity as divisionary. Wikan (1999) argues thath processes of ‘othering’ elevate some to
the level of reasoning, reflecting human beingpabie of adapting to changing circumstances,
whilst others “are portrayed as caught in the wietutiure and propelled to do as culture bids.”
(p.58). The dimensional models grant trainees aapfor adaptability, whereas the behaviours
of others are conceptualised as pre-determinetdiy ¢ultural identities. As Wikan (1999)
argues, “A model of the human being that portragsgerson as a product rather than an agent
and as caught in the grip of culture is reductioairgl hence racist.” ( p.58). If Brumann (1999) is
correct in arguing that the culture critique onppbes to certain misrepresentations of culture,
then it is logical to conclude that the conceptiohsulture presented by dimensional CCT
models constitute such a misrepresentation. Theneid which these misrepresentations carry
through to CCT content is explored below.

Conceptions of culture within training materials
The following section explores conceptions of adtwithin training content, in order to
determine the extent to which misrepresentatioreutifire manifest within training materials.
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The following analysis of CCT discourse begins bysgnting definitions and understandings of
culture, as identified within the training matesialnalysed in Chapter Six. Patterns of expression
and rhetoric are examined as to how they represgure, identities and agency. The
constructions of culture, identity and agency, tdied within training materials, are then
compared to representations of these construdéWXCT theory. The motivations behind CCT
practice are discussed, in conjunction with an@ngtion of the contexts in which CCT
discourses on culture exist. Finally, the appliighbof the culture critique, to training
representations of culture is examined. These peaseof discourse analysis demonstrate not
only how CCT courses conceptualise culture, but aisether the misrepresentations of culture,
identified within the dimensional models, are prase training materials.

The online course offers no explicit definitionaflture. However, it is possible to determine
how this course conceptualises culture throughxam@ation of its content. The course focuses
on the description of dichotomous values, in codiiom with information on behavioural and
perceptual norms. These discussions suggest tttaitdmous values, and perceptual or
behavioural norms, must be integral features dfioel The terminology used throughout the
training also provides clues as to how culturegimty conceptualised. There are frequent
references to national cultures indicating thatttmes’ are understood as synonymous with
‘nations’. The interchangeable use of ‘culture’ amation’ implies that cultures are territorially
delineated and that cultural identities are geduycaby determined. This course also contains
frequent and explicit contrasts between ‘westettuses’ and ‘other cultures’. The divisionary
nature of these questionable references to megaalulnits is exemplified in the training
statement; “Often western cultures are anxiousgio aff on negotiations, whereas other cultures
need to build relationships before they can trost@egotiate” (Mind Inc, 2008). Such statements
invariably divide the world's cultural variety intippositional camps of ‘us’ and ‘them’ whilst
making assumptions about the trainee’s culturaititle These processes of ‘othering’ grant the
trainee a behavioural adaptability which is den@those defined as ‘other’. The problematic of
intercultural communication is conceptualised asrsequence of the existence of diversity;
culture is described as a barrier to effective camigation (Mind Inc, 2008). The location of
intercultural communicative barriers as a consegeef diversity results in training which is
characterised by formulaic guides to ‘others’ bétwans, and an under-emphasis of the
importance of self-awareness. The contrasting ektern’ and ‘other’ values, in conjunction

with a conceptualisation of diversity as a baraied the conflation of cultures with nations,



138

creates an image of the world as divided into amastic, geographically determined cultural
groups. The course is void of disclaimers and oaatly statements about the dangers of cultural
stereotyping or the existence of cultural hetereggnThe result is a reified, essentialist, notion
of culture which confirms the applicability of tealture critique to the conceptions of culture
presented in this course.

Training booklet 1, like the online course, offasexplicit definition of culture. However, the
content and rhetoric of the booklet provide clugsoshow culture is being conceptualised. The
booklet describes culture as influencing percegtiamerpretations and behaviours. Cultural
differences are described as existing in the avgdanguage use, eating habits, manners,
responses to conflict, perceptions of approprigpécs of conversation, body language, bathroom
habits, expectations of others, collectivist ornvidtlialist orientations, gender roles and
perceptions of time. The delineation of specifimifestations of difference indicates an
adherence to an enumerative definition of cultBEreumerative definitions of culture can never be
exhaustive and are invariably exclusionary (Kroegb&duckhohn, 1963). The problem of
intercultural communication is, again, conceptulias resulting from the existence of diversity.
However, unlike the online course, booklet 1 damsain information on the dynamic nature of
culture. The booklet states that “cultures are gbyErogressively changing” (Training booklet 1,
2008). Yet, this recognition, of the dynamic natafeulture, is limited by the description of
cultural change as a consequence of “westernisajlohalisation and mass media” (Training
booklet 1, 2008). Cultural dynamism is not purehgsult of globalisation or westernisation;
culture is a dynamic adaptation and cultures haenlthanging and developing since the dawn
of human existence. The representation of culthiahge as the result of “westernisation,
globalisation and mass media” ignores the dynanasiwestern’ cultures and implies a
conception of cultures as static prior to, and pkéer, the influence of these forces. The division
between ‘west’ and ‘other’ implicit in this desdiin also arises in other areas of the training
booklet. The discussion of differences begins withstatement; “Many international students
may already be acquainted with western customs.ederwy many of their own customs and
traditions are so inbuilt that they are difficuftnot impossible, to change” (Training booklet 1,
2008). This statement reinforces the division afstiand ‘other,” and also places the capacity of
adaptability with the trainee, whilst denying thdaptability of the subject. In addition to the
division between ‘western’ and ‘other’, this traigibooklet frequently equates cultural identity
with nationality in an apparently deterministic man German students are described as



139

“feel[ing] it is their duty to be honest” Brazilisstudents are described as “always looking for a
loophole” (Training booklet 1, 2008). “Gulf Arabate described as maintaining direct eye
contact and “South Americans” are described asuoofual”’ (Training Booklet 1, 2008). The
attribution of traits to national cultures and megdtural units is qualified within this course.
However, brief qualifications are overshadowedHhwy/frequent attribution of traits to nations
throughout the booklet. The prescriptive conceptiohculture and processes of othering
apparent in this booklet leave it open to theasths of misrepresentation raised by the culture

critique

Training video 1 explicitly defines culture as “Aftern of learned and shared human behaviour,
embedded in thought, speech and action, transndtedcceeding generations through the use of
tools, language and abstract thought.” (Trainirdesi 1, 2005). This definition is enumerative;
however, it also emphasises generational transmnisgideo 1 also describes culture as an
“evolutionary tool for human social survival” and a perceptually mediating tool which
determines a person’s “point of view” (Training @1, 2005). This video goes on to describe
culture as influencing a person'’s values, attitwatas beliefs. “Cultural patterns” are described as
repetitive, systematic, modes of behaviours thatide acceptance and security within a given
society (Training video 1, 2005). Cultural misurgtandings are described as occurring when a
person from one culture produces a message, fauogution by a person of another culture, and
the perceptual differences between the two peaplsiech that they alter the communication
event (Training video 1, 2005). The video goesmdéscribe four factors which influence the
possibility of a cultural misunderstanding occugtifhese factors are described as, genetic race,
ethnic background, religious persuasion and gefittaining video 1, 2005). It is unclear

whether the inclusion of race in this list congétian attachment of cultural differences to racial
characteristics, or refers to attitudes towardatalifferences. Attitudes towards race may
influence the likelihood of misunderstandings ocitigy, but racial differences alone will not. The
video then goes on to describe differences in tealtworldviews” through an explication of
Hofstede’s (1980) value dimensions model and H&lI%7) high/low context communication
theory. There is no information on the dynamic rexaf culture or the existence of cultural
heterogeneity. However, in contrast to trainingkdebl and the online course, training video 1
does discuss the impact of attitudes towards diyesa intercultural encounters. Ethnocentricity,
prejudice, and stereotyping, are described asréatest detriments to successful intercultural
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communication. By discussing the influence of att##s towards diversity, on the success of
intercultural encounters, this video avoids congeliging the problems of cross-cultural
communication as purely a consequence of diffegraned the formulaic understandings of
intercultural interaction that can result from suelgative conceptions of diversity. Despite a
recognition of the negative impact of ethnocentrire video ends with the statement; “there is
one thing which transcends culture and is of usi@eappeal, making money” (Training video 1,
2005). The trainee is advised that in order to gairteptance in a foreign culture they should
“help them to develop their economy” (Training vide, 2005). These final statements are not
only an example of ‘othering’, but also of ethndrism, as a specific cultural perspective is
described as universal.

Training video 2 does not offer an explicit defimit of culture, but it is once more possible to
infer the conceptions of culture adhered to in Hieo through an examination of its content.
The video begins by describing two forms of sosation; primary socialisation and anticipatory
socialisation. Primary socialisation is the leagniri appropriate cultural attitudes, values and
actions. Anticipatory socialisation is describsdfze rehearsal of appropriate attitudes, values
and actions for use in future social relationslfifraining video 2, 2004). CCT is described as an
anticipatory socialisation method. The video ddmsicultural differences as existing in people’s
values, in the social norms of behaviour which peaghere to and in belief systems (Training
video 2, 2004). The video then describes dimensibasiltural difference with reference to

Hall's (1977) temporal orientations theory and eatilal communication theory. In a
guestionable association of cultural identity wiiblogical race, polychromatic time orientations
are described as also being called “coloured paopkd’ (Training video 2, 2004). There is no
talk of continuums or degrees of differences, polgmatic/monochromatic and high/low context
communication orientations are presented as diohatg alternatives. Effective cross-cultural
communication is described as resulting from redamgnof specific cultural attitudes (Training
video 2, 2004). There is no further mention of eadimensions. The video refers to stereotyping
as a “barrier to cross-cultural understanding” {{firg video 2, 2004). Like video 1, this training
tool recognises the impact of attitudes towardemdity on the success of intercultural
interactions. Trainees are advised to recognidep@ple operate from different logical
standpoints. Cultural logic systems are categorsegither: mythic, rational or magic. There is

no description of the contents of these categarigsference to the cultures which are included
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in them. The contents of this training video amidative of the conceptions of culture which it

adheres to.

Training video 2 presents an understanding of cellis learned, influential and classifiable.
Cultural values are presented as malleable, yedistimg of dichotomous alternatives and
discernable in accordance with racial charactesstntercultural communicative problems are
described as resulting from negative attitudes tdsvdiversity. The information on primary
socialisation within this video contains a tacifidigéon of culture, as learned. The information on
anticipatory socialisation suggests a conceptiozutitiral attitudes as malleable and is indicative
of the perspective that successful interculturtdrictions result from the appropriation of ‘other’
cultural behaviours. The discussion of dimensidrdiféeerences indicates an enumerative
conception of culture and the presentation of dsmars as either/or alternatives is demonstrative
of a dichotomous conception of cultural values. ptesentation of value dimensions as
dichotomous exacerbates the problem of exclusamed by enumerative definitions of culture,
by further limiting these definitions’ descriptivange. In contrast to the online training and
booklet 1, this video does not make reference tomal cultures. However, the reference to
“coloured people time” suggests a questionablecistson of cultural identity with race. A
discussion of the detrimental impact of stereotgpiicates that this training tool recognises the
influence of attitudes towards diversity on intdtaral encounters. Yet, the discussion of
anticipatory socialisation, and emphasis on undedinhg ‘other’ cultural logics, indicates that
intercultural communicative problems are also cptaised as resulting from the existence of
differences. The dichotomous presentation of vdloeensions and ‘mythical, rational, magic’
categorisations, suggest a conception of cultilsatassifiable into types. Classificatory
conceptions of culture, like enumerative concetidimit the interpretive possibilities a
definition can encompass. The understandings tdir@upresented in this training video once
more exhibit a tendency towards an enumerativesiflaatory, conception of culture and the
association of culture with race raises doubts atimuquality of this training tool.

Training booklet 2 explicitly defines culture asatues, assumptions and perceptions that are
instilled early on in life and are expressed inway we behave and interact” (Training booklet 2,
2007). Culture is described as “conditioning” atliés and behaviours, and influencing

“everything we do” in an “instinctive” manner (Trémg Booklet 2, 2007). The booklet then lists
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the areas of interaction affected by culture astyre, language, expression, conflict resolution,
decision making and attitudes towards authorityer€hare also descriptions of four of Hofstede’s
(1980; 2005) five value dimensions. The value dishams are presented as dichotomous and
cultural differences are described in accordantk thie value dimensions. Training booklet 2
describes intercultural communicative problemsasequences of cultural difference. This
conception is demonstrated in the following stateiitSince these differences are so deep and
intuitive, they can lead to substantial misundewitag and miscommunication” (Training

booklet 2, 2007). This divisionary conception ofatsity is reinforced by frequent reference to
“the culture barrier” and the conceptualisatiorindércultural communicative competence as
resulting from knowledge of cultural difference$€Tintercultural scenarios outlined throughout
the booklet refer to the “Saudi team,” “the Paffice” “the Korean staff,” and the “Japanese
firm,” the scenarios are then resolved with infotimaon the expectations and behaviours
associated with employees from each of these diftezountries (Training booklet 2, 2007). The
association of behaviours with national labels amoee conflates nationality with cultural
identity. This conflation is reinforced by sweepstgtements like, “The French do not appreciate
personal questions” and “Individuals in Korean stcgain their identity and sense of
importance through the prestige of the group thedgrm to” (Training booklet 2, 2007). These
statements create an image of cultures as homoggead the lack of information on cultural
change, within this booklet, suggests a static eption of culture. Booklet 2, like the online
course and booklet 1, encourages ‘othering’ byieitiyl and repeatedly contrasting ‘western’
and ‘other’ cultures. Cultural sensitivity is coptgalised as the appropriation of ‘other’ cultural
behaviours and there is no reference to the impfaattitudes towards diversity on the success of
intercultural interactions. Adaptability is grantedthe trainee, but the ‘other’ is presented as
acting in a predetermined manner, in accordande tivéir “cultural conditioning”. The

references to “cultural conditioning” within thi®dklet suggest a deterministic understanding of

culture.

Training booklet 3 begins with a discussion of theney and time that companies waste due to
misunderstandings caused by cultural differencesiifing booklet 3, 1999). This initial
discussion conceptualises culture as a barriefféotere communication. There is little specific
information offered within this booklet. The bootdenain purpose is to provide trainees with a
copy of the company’s “culture abacus”. The cultabacus is a diagram with labels for

dimensions of difference on either side of eaclttabdar. The abacus is described as a tool for
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the “diagnosis” of cultures (Training booklet 3,989. Cultural diagnosis is described as an
important step in the reconciliation of culturafféiences. The abacus has five bars representing
value dimension continuums. The first bar is ladatlinear time on one side and flexible time on
the other side, and corresponds to Hall's (197Mpt&ral orientations theory. The second bar is
labelled “preference for rules versus preferencedtationships” and corresponds to
Trompenaars’ and Hampden-Turner's (1997) dimen&iaiversalism versus particularism”. The
third abacus bar is labelled “status from who ym) ®ersus, status from what you do” and
corresponds to the hierarchical/egalitarian disitimcwithin Hofstede’s (1980) “power-distance”
dimension. The fourth bar is labelled “individuarsus group” and corresponds to both
Hofstede’s (1980) “individualism versus collectivisdimension, and Trompenaars’ and
Hampden-Turner’'s (1997) “individualism versus conmitarianism” dimension. The final bar of
the abacus is labelled “direct communication veisdsect communication” and corresponds to
Hall's (1977) high/low context communication theofhe abacus tool strongly adheres to the
understandings of culture posited by the dimensimualels. The definition of culture adhered to
is enumerative; culture is represented as congisfim finite number of variable yet
interculturally equivalent values. Individuals g@rtrayed as carriers of these values, which
determine behaviours, perceptions and reactiorstriinee is conceived of as adaptable
whereas the ‘other’ is represented as inflexibldtue is conceptualised as static and cultures

are represented as homogeneous.

Training booklet 4 describes culture as “a thinagsti which influences “history, politics,
customs, taboos, values and basic etiquettes”rnifigabooklet 4, 2009). This booklet only
contains a brief outline of the course it accomesnt here is no specific information on the
training tools used or the specific nature of thituzal differences the course focuses on. The
booklet does however contain a quote from Edwardtiwlach states that “...the single greatest
barrier to business success is the one erectedlfoyec” (Hall & Hall, 1990, cited in Training
booklet 4, 2009). This quote and statements refgto culture as “a minefield” with the
potential for destroying relationships, indicatesegative conceptualisation of diversity. The
booklet describes cultural competence as “the iegmf simple cultural do’s and don’ts”
(Training booklet 4, 2009). This advice suggedisraulaic approach to cross-cultural training in
which trainees are advised on how to appropriatenivate, other cultural behaviours. A
reference to “ethnic minorities” indicates an apggaton of national cultural heterogeneity,
which is lacking in the other culture general tiagnbooklets. The limited scope of this booklet
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renders the drawing of definitive conclusions, ahibis course’s conception of culture,
impossible. However, it is possible to determireg this course conceptualises culture as a

barrier to communication.

The expression, formulation and rhetoric of théurel general training materials reviewed, tends
to suggest an enumerative, elemental, static, hermmemys, divisionary conception of culture.
Culture is frequently defined, implicitly and exgtly, in terms of its manifestations in concrete
attributes, such as values and behavioural tene&nthese enumerative definitions of culture are
subject to the problems of reification and exclosidalues and behavioural tendencies tend to be
classified into a finite number of interculturadtguivalent alternatives, which are either presented
as continuums or dichotomy. These classificatioasradicative of an elemental approach to
cultural analysis. Elemental approaches to culituidies inevitably atomise culture and assume
the equivalence of behaviours and values, dedpgie dccurrence in different cultural contexts
(Moore, 2004). The description of cultures in teiwha finite number of equivalent and constant
values creates a static conception of culture. i@eées to the dynamic nature of culture, within
the training materials, are minimal and acknowlexigets of cultural change tend to be distortive
or incomplete. The representation of cultures aicstombined with references to national
cultures, paints a false picture of national caltlnomogeneity. This image, in association with a
lack of information on individual contestation ariation, results in a deterministic, prescriptive,
conception of the individual and a denial of agedgny training materials describe culture as a
barrier and the cause of cultural misunderstandidgsvever, some do discuss the impact of
individual attitudes on the success of intercultacemmunication. The problem, with
conceptualising culture as a communicative baisiénat it can result in training which simply
highlights differences, and an understanding diucal sensitivity as the appropriation of ‘other’
cultural behaviours. Training focused on the exgtian of differences may fail to take into
account the importance of self-awareness and alltelativism, within intercultural interactions.
Conceptions of culture as an interpersonal baanelrdifference focused training can also result
in a conception of the trainee as possessing thacis for adaptability, whereas, the ‘other’ is
portrayed as simply carrier of cultural norms. Aeragss of specific manifestations of difference
is an important part of cultural sensitivity. Hoveeyover emphasis on difference can encourage
processes of ‘othering’ and create divisionary ust@adings of diversity. CCT discourse on the
nature of culture does tend to encourage the meigirdgtation of culture as a static, homogeneous,
geographically determined, divisionary and presis@force. This misrepresentation is partly the
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result of the enumerative definitions of culture @emental approach promoted by the
dimensional models. However, the misrepresentatiaulture is also a consequence of the
historical contexts within which the CCT industmveloped.

CCT emerged on the global marketplace as a todhfernational corporate success. Throughout
the 1980s International management discourse isiciglg conceptualised cultural understanding
as providing companies with a competitive edgek(&atorbiecki, 1999). CCT theorists, private
sector funders and training companies, combindddrmperpetuation of a construction of diversity
as potentially detrimental for a company’s prodiittiand competitiveness (Jack & Lorbiecki,
1999). CCT became “an institutionalised, organiseti, and corporate response to the cultural
exigencies of international and intercultural mamagnt” (Jack & Lorbiecki, 1999, p.7). The
corporate conception of diversity, as detrimergahternational business interests, translated into
the divisionary conceptions of culture found witki€T today. The impetus for pragmatic
solutions to the ‘problem’ of diversity that gavserto the FSI training paradigm was revived
during the 1980s and 1990s in response to the mpsearch for a competitive edge on the
global market. This revival prompted the formulatiaf dimensional models which constructed
cultures as stable, objectively delineable andefioee, manageable. The conception of culture as
a barrier came to be emphasised as a selling witlh the CCT industry. This selling point is
evident in the rhetoric of training materials, whi@arn that; “one wrong movement or basic
misunderstanding could ruin or delay months of W¢fkaining booklet 4, 2009) and that
“misunderstandings based on culture can make akBuerative business deals” (Training
booklet 2, 2007). Negative and divisionary underditags of diversity legitimised conceptions of
cultural difference as necessary areas for managesoatrol. The need for management control,
in turn necessitated a conception of culture asatbely delineable and classifiable. The
problems with current CCT conceptions of culture, &m part, a consequence of the historical
circumstances which influenced the developmenteapa@nsion of the industry. These
problematic conceptions of culture and divisionaaresentations of diversity are now finding
expression within the contemporary Australian agltgeneral CCT industry. This expression is
occurring despite a shift in the primary consunreug, from private industry on the

international stage, to NGOs and government irAlligtralian context (Bean, 2006). The lack of
a shiftin CCT expression and content, despitdfaialconsumer demographics, is a
consequence of a lack of alternative training model persistent trainee desires for simple
pragmatic training. In effect, contemporary croshitgal training remains wedded to certain
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conceptions of culture and it is these conceptadraulture that leave CCT open to the attacks of

the culture critique.

The culture critique can be applied to represematof culture within CCT training materials.

The misrepresentations of culture identified wittlie dimensional models are carried through to
training content, and on occasion exacerbated épthsentation of value dimensions as
dichotomous. Culture is almost invariably defineddrms of a finite number of constant,
universally equivalent features or attributes. Enesumerative and elemental conceptions reify
culture, whilst downplaying the diversity of humsacial existence and negating the impacts of
individual agency on behaviours. The dynamic natfireulture is either ignored, in favour of the
constant representations provided by dimensionaefspor misrepresented as a consequence of
‘westernisation,’” an image which reinforces the poladen construction of the non-west as static
carriers of tradition. Values tend to constructedlaterministic; this deterministic force is then
attached to the construct of nationality creatingnaage of cultures as homogeneous, bounded
and geographically determined. Within this imagene individuals are conceptualised as agents,
whereas others are constructed as passive casfienttural norms. Trainees are granted the
capacity for adaptability, whereas those defineter’ are not. This disproportionate
representation of agency results in a conceptiaulbiire which is open to the accusations of
essentialism raised by Wikan (1999). Culture is lequently conceptualised as a barrier; this
conception divides the world into antagonistic greun a divisionary process of ‘othering’,

which subjects CCT to the criticisms Abu-Lughod93Praised against anthropological
conceptions of culture. The misrepresentationsutifice present within CCT training materials
are partly due to the historical constitution af thdustry and partly due to an adherence to
dimensional models of culture. CCT can certainlyriterpreted as ‘selling’ certain conceptions

of culture and the industry is therefore demonisteatf Kahn's (1995) argument that the culture
critique is applicable to a commoditised conceptiboulture. The impact of this commoditised
conception of culture on participant’s orientatidowards diversity is the subject of the

following section.

Participants’ understandings of culture
Participants’ understandings of culture vary fraquiaions of culture with nationality to
enumerative, holistic and even critical perspestiviéhe following overview of participants’
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understandings of culture, not only provides insigto how culture is understood in popular
consciousness, but also how exposure to CCT chreirde people’s understandings of culture
and orientations towards diversity. Participantsensssked what they understand culture to be.
Responses to this question and narrative acco@iparticipants’ experiences of cross-cultural
communication were then compared to the six origmta towards diversity outlined in Bennett's
(1986; 1993) ‘developmental model of intercultwsahsitivity (DMIS).The DMIS is based on the
assumption that as a person’s intercultural expeeig increase their orientations towards cultural
diversity become more ethno-relative, resultinghnoreased cultural sensitivity and therefore
greater success in intercultural relations (Bend&®6; 1993). If CCT is contributing to greater
cultural sensitivity, it is reasonable to assuna frarticipants’ orientations towards diversitylwil
become more ethno-relative as their exposure to i@€€ases. In actuality it is almost
impossible to disentangle the impact of life expeces from the impact of CCT. However, the
impact of CCT is, in some cases, discernable imtaener in which participants interpret their
intercultural experiences. The results of the wigaws indicate that whilst extensive exposure to
CCT may influence the manner in which people idgmtianifestations of cultural differences,
these identifications tend to be retrospectiveaiathan pre-emptive. The analysis also shows that
overly essentialist conceptions within training em&ls can result in participants developing

critical understandings of culture.

The six DMIS orientations are labelled, denial ettefe, minimisation, acceptance, adaptation,
and integration (Bennett, 1993). The first threlertiations are classified as ethnocentric; the
second three orientations are classified as etblabire. None of the participants made
statements characteristic of the orientation demihich entails an ignorance, or non-recognition,
of cultural diversity (Bennett, 1993). The secotithecentric orientation “defence” describes a
perception of diversity as threatening, the atgttltat one’s own culture is superior and a
derogatory, or critical, attitude towards othertards (Bennett, 1993). Statements illustrative of
the orientation defence did occur on two occasamkboth statements were made by participants
of European origin, in reference to their opiniofigustralian culture.

That was something they had no idea about, Euifipestlture, or opera, or concerts or
nothing.
(Ed, Personal communication, 27.03.08)

I can see how much far behind the thinking hemimpared to Sweden ... and you
know it's probably 5 years ... | think deep dowm lprobably very much Swedish.
(Kay, Personal communication, 16.04.08)
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The orientation “defence” entails a polarisationttaf world into categories of ‘us’ and ‘them’
(Hammer, Bennett & Wiseman, 2003). This orientatian therefore be construed as descriptive
of the processes of ‘othering’ found in some CGlning materials. In the case of the two
participants, defence orientated statements wdrthaaesult of CCT exposure, one had only
attended Indigenous cultural awareness trainingleadther had never attended CCT. However
Kay, who had attended a CCT course made more etlative statements than Ed, whose
orientation towards diversity appears fixed atattnocentric end of the DMIS scale. Yet, this
difference may be generational, rather than attzifie to CCT. Kay is in her mid forties, whereas
Ed is over seventy. The third ethnocentric orieotatminimisation” describes a state in which
diversity is recognised, but aspects of one’s oalne/ system are deemed to be universals
(Bennett, 1993). Statements corresponding to “misation” occurred slightly more frequently
than statements corresponding to the orientatiefetite”.

We're all basically the same.
(Ed, Personal communication, 27.03.08)

You sort of feel that for most people family is thest important thing.
(Kay, Personal communication, 16.04.08)

Participant’s statements, most frequently corredpdrto the orientation “acceptance”, which
entails a recognition and acceptance of the valafita multiplicity of cultural values (Bennett,
1993).

You know because | could not use my own belieistiervene. | still have to respect
other people.
(Gillian, Personal communication, 28.03.08)

Many of the communities that we work within ... baauch a wide range of ways of
caring and deciding who's accountable, and whcrighss to make decisions.
(Tina, Personal communication, 27.04.08)

Culture is not just singing and dancing and foduatTis part of it, but it's more the
values that you take on board ... and ... immeosesglf in.
(Vera, Personal communication, 22.04.08)

| think if you generally tolerate whatever you sewl make a mental note of it. So that if
it does occur again then ... you might even thiel #hat's how it happened last time so
that's maybe why it happened again.

(Adam, Personal communication, 19.06.08)

The frequency of “acceptance” statements did nectly reflect the extent of participants’
exposure to CCT. However, both trainers made festaements corresponding to minimisation
and more statements corresponding to the ethntiveelend of the scale, than the other
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participants. Tina made statements corresponditigetorientations “adaptation” and
“integration”. “Adaptation” describes the expansifrone’s cultural worldview to include
cultural perceptions, attitudes and behaviours beyhose of one’s own culture (Bennett, 1993).
“Integration” describes the incorporation of muléigultural worldviews into one’s
understanding of oneself (Bennett, 1993).

I'm pretty Anglo in the way | speak ... but | oftérink of PNG as home ... and when
talking to my family in Fiji | move culturally. | @mve my way of thinking, like things that
| won't accept from my Australian side of the fayil absolutely accept from the other
side of the family.

(Tina, Personal communication, 27.04.08)

Tina is a CCT trainer; however, her expressiorhefdrientations “adaptation” and “integration”
appears to be reflective of her status as a “thittlre kid”. “Third culture kids” are children

who have grown up being exposed to one culturemiehand another within the wider
community, usually because their parents have neidrar undergone extended sojourns (Brislin
& Yoshida, 1994). Tina grew up within a communitiiage culture was different to her parents’
home culture. Tina therefore had to adapt to diffecultural perspectives when she moved
between interactions at home and interactions withé wider community. These experiences are
reflected in her switching between cultural persipes and her expressions of adaptive and
integrative understandings of diversity. The statet® made by both trainers tend to be
consistently at the ethno-relative end of the DIgk8le, whereas the orientations of most other
participants fluctuated between acceptance anchmsation. Ed, the only participant with no
experience of CCT, tended to express a more ethtrozerientation towards diversity, but this
may be a generational difference as Ed is sigmifigalder than the other participants. The
influence of CCT is difficult to detect through aramination of DMIS orientations. The more
ethno-relative orientations of trainers may have bbesult of their CCT training. However, these
orientations may also be the result of the tragarbre frequent exposure to different cultures.
Further insights into participants’ orientationsv&rds diversity and popular conceptions of

culture are provided within participants’ explidéfinitions of culture.

Participants were asked what they understand eultube and most emphasised the influences of
culture on people’s values. Participants’ provities following definitions of culture:

| met Frenchmen, which | don't like, and | met Harigns, hundreds maybe thousands
of Hungarians, only one of them is my friend. Sagkde's a bastard. | don't like
Frenchmen and | don't like Hungarians, but we’tdaskically the same.

(Ed, Personal communication, 27.03.08)
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Family values ... are culturally different, espélgiparenting. Like, if | have to deal with
domestic violence incidents, where the people vealare Muslims, they have their way
of define[ing] husband and wife and cop[ing] witther things like that ... To me if | am
married to a person | don't have to be submissivthat person. But if | have to deal with
an incident when a man is flogging his wife anthia culture it is normal ... | do not just
say that what you're doing is wrong, because irctiiure that is an everyday scenario.
(Gillian, Personal communication, 28.03.08)

| think it's the way people are living in a countiowever, | think also that culture is a
living thing, it develops all the time, it's likahguages and languages develop all the
time. And you can see that when you work in devielppountries that slowly, slowly

the thinking is changing ... If you look at democraay such, in Europe it has developed
over hundreds of years while [in Africa] we warngtito change in very few years, and
to be able to be transparent with no corruptionahdso culture is ... how people live
together and the rules and regulations of thatakiinge slowly ..., sometimes for the
better and sometimes for the worse.

(Kay, Personal communication, 16.04.08)

| guess it's ... the values that you're brought uthveind those values have parameters
which kind of encompass things like how you eatryfood, how you wash, and what
you do in certain interactive situations. So, | Vdgust basically say it would be your
values, and | really don’t think culture belongstdions. | think within a nation you
might find the north of a country has differentued to the south of a country. | know
that in Germany they look at each other differefrttyn north to south, they speak
differently, they've different histories, differentusic, different food, and | think that
impacts on the whole ... culture thing. But | ththlat “culture” ... is a massively
sweeping term that can be used to cover any nugiflsituations. For me | think it's just
your own values, collective values maybe.

(Adam, Personal communication, 19.06.08)

Culture to me it's what makes yognu. It certainly is the parents, it's the nurturings i
the values that are placed on you, the way we |é¢laab whole value statement, because
culture is not just singing and dancing and foaueln that’s part of it, but it's more the
values that you take on board and you accept andnymerse yourself in.

(Vera, personal communication, 22.04.08)

Culture is your way of seeing the world, your wdyeing in the world ... But, equally
language, behaviour, values, attitudes, relatigssHamily relationships, and how you
conceptualise work, family, how you behave in trekiplace, it's everything, it's who
we are.

(Tina, Personal communication, 27.04.08)

Each participant offered a slightly different urgtanding of culture, yet almost all emphasised

the role of culture in the formation of values. Kamphasised the dynamic nature of culture,

whilst Adam emphasised a distinction between celaurd nationality. Both trainers, Vera and

Tina, emphasised the pervasive nature of cultudetfamimpact of culture on perceptions. The

trainers were both able to provide more definitiiniteons; this commonality is most likely a
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consequence of their involvement with CCT. Ed eggiatlture with nationality and nationalities
with certain personality types. However, elsewttkreng the interview, Ed expressed a personal
awareness that his nationality has little to ddwits cultural identity. This personal awareness is
a result of the manner in which Ed feels he has Ipeeceived by others and the fact that his
nation of birth, Czechoslovakia, as such, no lorgests.

My country is not a country today.
(Ed, Personal communication, 27.03.08)

As a Czech, when | arrived in Germany, | wasrfliichte Czecltigdamn
Czech], when | arrived in France they called e boché [German enemy].
Well you know, when | arrived to Australia | wasealdy used to it, they called
me “wog”.

(Ed, Personal communication, 27.03.08)

Ed’'s experiences and narratives appear to contdadiexplicit definition of culture. This
contradiction is demonstrative of the disparittest tcan occur between people’s explicit
understandings and implicit perceptions. Kay antia@iboth offer fairly holistic definitions of
culture, but both expressed quite prescriptive tstdadings of the influences of cultural identity
on behaviours. The influence of CCT is apparetiéease with which both trainers were able to
define culture. However, attendance at CCT coutees not appear to have influenced the
trainees’ understandings of culture. Adam was qtoatontradict the equation of culture with
nationality that had occurred in the course hendttd, and neither Gillian nor Kay expressed
understandings of culture which reflected the teayshof the courses they participated in. The
understandings of culture provided by participantsurprisingly, indicate that life experiences
have a much greater influence on how people uratedstulture and diversity than participation
in CCT. Kay's experiences of cultural change iniégdrprompted her recognition of the dynamic
nature of culture. Gillian’s experiences of nedirigidomestic violence cases, within Islamic
households, have prompted a prescriptive underistguad Islamic cultural norms. In Adam'’s
case, scepticism regarding CCT teachings has regddis conviction that cultural identity is
not determined by nationality and his recognitibmational cultural heterogeneity. Adam’s
scepticism about CCT also prompted a critical apgindo the concept of culture. This critical
conception of culture is evident in Adams referetoceulture as a “massively sweeping term”
and his general discomfort with the concept, asesged in the following statement:

| think a lot of it is common sense ... | hate refe back to this word culture, ...
even within your own ... social circle you have jpleahat stand close to you and
even if they're from the same background you mfghkt that it's a little bit too
close. So labelling it as a cultural differencads necessarily that true because
they're from the same background.

(Adam, Personal communication, 19.06.08)
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Adams experiences of CCT prompted him to criticaltyalyse the concept of culture and the
term’s popular usage. The only interview findingtttirectly indicates CCT's influence on a
participants understanding of culture is Tina'scagt of a cultural misunderstanding and her
reference to high/low context communication diffases, as described in the previous chapter.
Yet, even in Tina’'s case, and despite her famijiavith the concepts of CCT, the attribution of
this misunderstanding to a cultural difference vegospective rather than immediate.
Retrospective application of CCT will not resulttire immediate avoidance of cultural
misunderstandings, but it may help people avoidtieg interpretations of events. However,
generally participants did not appear to apply G&€achings to their understandings of culture or
interpretations of events, only in Tina's case Wese explicit evidence of CCT influencing her
interpretation of an intercultural occurrence amd ts most likely due to the extent of her

familiarity with CCT concepts.

The conceptions of culture expressed by particgard less indicative of misinterpretations of
culture than the understandings presented in bgimaterials. The lack of correlation between
problematic training concepts and participantsspaal understandings indicates that
misinterpretations of culture may be a consequefhcemmoditisation, rather than a reflection of
popular consciousness as Kahn's (1995) argumegtgest Cross-cultural training does not
appear to have overtly influenced the manner irctwmost participants understand culture or
interpret intercultural experiences. However, pgstints with greater CCT experience, such as
trainers, do demonstrate more consistent ethntivelarientations towards diversity than those
with little or no CCT experience. In most casedipgants’ life experiences have had a much
greater impact on their understandings of culthaem their brief exposure to CCT. In Adam'’s
case, the problematic representations of cultutikinvthe training workshop prompted a critical
understanding of the concept of culture and a s @ttitude towards the potential utility of
CCT. Adam’s dismissal of CCT teachings demonstratesof the potentially negative impacts of
misrepresentations of culture within training. Téeetrospective evaluation of a
misunderstanding, in terms of CCT constructs, destmates that CCT can be useful in aiding
interpretations of events. However, this evaluati@s only possible because of Tina’'s

familiarity with the concepts, which arises fronr k&atus as a trainer.
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The problematic conceptions of culture identifiedhe training materials do not appear to have
had any great influence on how these participamterstand culture. However, it is possible that
negative conceptions of culture may have more impgageople with less personal experience of
cultural diversity. The minimal impact of trainimgises questions about the utility of current
training programs. In order to positively influermeople’s orientations towards diversity,
training must influence people’s understandingsuture, in a manner that encourages
ethnorelativism. Current training programs are Umét provide such positive change and this is
partly due to their problematic conceptualisatiohsulture. These problematic conceptions of
culture also leave CCT open to the criticisms efchlture critique. Chapter five demonstrated
how cognitive anthropological theory could be emyplbto counter the criticisms of the culture
critique. The final section of this chapter, exaesinvhether or not cognitive anthropological
theory could also be employed to improve CCT taaghi

Cognitive anthropology and cross-cultural training
Cognitive anthropological explanations of culture able to avoid the misinterpretations of
culture, highlighted by the culture critique. Thewous paragraphs demonstrated that CCT
theory and conceptualisations of culture withinrireg materials are subject to the criticisms of
postmodernist anthropologists, due to their coiftadf culture with nationality and the depiction
of cultures as overtly static and homogeneous. @iwgranthropology is able to defend ‘culture’
through the provision of a theoretical framewor&ttban consistently account for generational
transmission, the existence of cultural norms \viddial variation and cultural change. Strauss
and Quinn (1994) demonstrate how schema theorgamaectionism can plausibly be applied to
the analysis of cognitive cultural knowledge systean both an individual and a societal level.
Chapter Five demonstrated the possibility of emiplgpytrauss and Quinn’s (1994) arguments to
defend the concept of culture against the critisigifithe culture critique. The following
paragraphs examine the possibility of employingsime cognitive arguments to salvage CCT
conceptions of culture.

CCT understandings of culture currently tend talbfended using arguments based on utility,
similar to those Brumann (1999) employed in hipoese to postmodernist anthropologists.
However, the application of this defence to CCTsdoet address the conceptual problems
inherent in the dimensional models and trainingemials. Brumann (1999) is able to cite
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examples of anthropological conceptions of cultunéch contradict the representations of

culture described by the culture critics. The @tabf CCT conceptions of culture only

reinforces the strength of the criticisms of misesgntations that can be brought against training
materials. The defence, of misrepresentations ltdirey on the basis of utility and brevity is

simply a rationalisation of the short comings @ theoretical constructs on which current CCT
teachings are based. The refutation of the culttritigue, as it applies to CCT, requires a
complete reformation of representations culturenag and diversity within this industry. Prior
research has attempted to extend the conceptgnoitive anthropology to the practice of cross-
cultural training (Beamer, 1995). However, up untiv the suggested applications of approaches
like schema theory to CCT have been limited toetkiglanation of trainee conceptions of ‘other’

cultures.

Linda Beamer (1995) suggests a “schemata modeaitfencultural communication” which

interprets intercultural communication and miscomiuations in terms of the contradictions that
exist between a person’s schematic representatianadher culture and the realities of that
culture. In accordance with this schematic modmfatation between someone’s schematic
representation of culture (A) and culture (A) realequates to a greater chance of success during
interactions with people from culture (A) (Beamk995). Beamer’s (1995) model uses schema
theory to explain intercultural sensitivity and soof the factors influencing intercultural

success. However, the model does not attemptegriaite schema theory into CCT teaching

practices.

The integration of CCT and anthropological the@mnyds to be avoided, due to concerns about
relevancy, clarity and complexity. It was thesea@ns and negative trainee reactions to
anthropology that prompted Hall (1959) to revise S| curriculum, and consequently set the
pragmatic, goal orientated, training paradigm whscstill reflected in CCT programs today. The
incompatibility of traditional anthropological cute theory and CCT is as apparent today as it
was for Hall sixty years ago. Tina's account of éimthropologist trainer in chapter two
demonstrates how problems of relevancy, clarity@mdplexity can thwart the attempts of
trainers to integrate anthropology and CCT. Theplerity and abstract nature of
anthropological conceptualisations of culture miidam extremely difficult to communicate to
an audience of inexperienced trainees in a shaidgef time. Trainees often desire practical
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advice on how to comprehend and successfully cafeimtercultural encounters. The pragmatic
focus of the dimensional models makes them welipg@ga to cater to the desires of trainees.
However, the prescriptive conceptions of culturbicl result from the dimensional models,
opens CCT up to the criticisms of misrepresenta®naised by the culture critique. Cognitive
anthropological theory could potentially reform C€dnceptions of culture, protecting CCT
from the criticisms of the culture critique, whibstoiding the problems of relevancy, clarity and

complexity faced by traditional anthropologicaltaué theory.

Schema theory and connectionism are able to acéoutite shared, continuous and influential
nature of cultural value systems, whilst still eiping individual variation and the dynamic
nature of culture. Strauss and Quinn (1994) are @béxplain the nature of culture and the
workings of schema and connectionist networks,guie simple and comprehensible example
of ‘Paula’. The ease of explaining schema theod/@mnectionism, through the use of
examples, means that training based on these éisemwuild avoid the clarity and complexity
problems faced by traditional anthropological CEXamples of actual cultural differences could
be built into examples of the workings of schemttas fulfilling trainees’ desires for practical
information and circumventing the problem of relesy lllustrations of the variable nature of
cultural schema would enable training based orethegnitive theories to avoid the problems of
static and homogeneous representations of culagexlfby current training models. Cognitive
anthropology could therefore aid CCT in providirgji$tic and more accurate education on the

nature and influences of culture.

Conclusion
CCT conceptions of culture have been influencetldiir anthropological culture theory and
dimensional models of culture. The dimensional nedeaw on both European and American
anthropological culture theory. Yet, the adaptatibthese theories for the purpose of training
has resulted in the misrepresentation of cultusestatic and homogeneous. These
misrepresentations of culture encourage procegsethering’, granting agency to some and
denying it to others. The misrepresentation ofuzeltvithin both training models and training
materials opens CCT up to the criticisms of théural critique and can lead to sceptical
evaluations of training by trainees. The influen€E€CT on trainees’ conceptions of culture is
minimal and as such, CCT is unlikely to have theirgel effect of increasing cultural sensitivity.

Anthropological conceptions of culture can refiite tulture critique by recourse to cognitive
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theories like schema theory and connectionism. €&eptions of culture could also be
salvaged through the integration of cognitive tlganto training programs. The ease with which
cognitive models of culture can be illustrated gsixamples makes these theories perfect
candidates for incorporation into cross-culturairting courses. The explanatory capacity of
cognitive theory could aid the development of C@Raeptions of culture in a direction that
would reduce misrepresentations and therefore dimie force of criticisms against CCT. The
holistic representation of culture within schemadty could help CCT guard against stereotyping
and determinism, whilst avoiding the problems @ah&sing’ which can result from current
dimensional models. Further research is requirentder to develop and test cognitive cross-
cultural training models. However, as they stastiema theory and connectionism have the
potential to aid the development of CCT in a dimtthat would increase the capacity of training

to promote cultural sensitivity and positive intdtaral relations.
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Chapter 8: Thesis Conclusions

Cross-cultural training is intended to help depéfihe awareness knowledge and skills
needed to interact appropriately with cultyrdiverse customers and co-workers.” (Bean,
2006, p. 2). The format and content of contempo@Ey has been greatly influenced by the
paradigm set by Edward T. Hall during his experéanef training at the American Foreign
Service Institute (FSI). Globalisation, internaibnorporate expansion, diversifying workforces
and increased population mobility, over the paistytlyears, has encouraged the worldwide
expansion of the CCT industry. Corporate demanfof prompted the development of models
of culture specifically tailored to the requirermrgenf cross-cultural training. These models
followed the pragmatic, goal orientated, trainirggguligm set by Hall's experiences at the FSI.
The models also expanded this paradigm to incloeeimensional quantification of cultural
value systems. Tensions between abstract anthigipala@onceptions of culture and the practical
constraints of cross-cultural training led to thidegpread rejection of anthropological culture
theory by training companies. Instead, training panies tend to focus on the concise
pragmatically based conceptions of culture poditedimensional CCT models. Aspects of both
European and American anthropological schoolsaight are apparent in the theoretical
orientations of CCT’s dimensional models. Howeeentemporary developments in
anthropological culture theory have not yet be@oiporated into cross-cultural training content.
The utility of CCT is invariably dependent on thammer in which courses conceptualise culture.
Application of the arguments of postmodernist ampbiogy to CCT teachings demonstrates that
there are considerable conceptual problems inharéhé understandings of culture promoted by
both dimensional models and training courses. Thesl@lems may be responsible for the
minimal affects CCT appears to have on traineedetstandings of culture and orientations
towards diversity. Problematic conceptions of adtiave also been shown to be responsible for
the rejection of CCT teachings by some traineethdrcase of anthropology, cognitive culture
theory can be used to refute the criticisms ofptb&t-modernist culture critique. The integration
of cognitive culture theory into CCT teachings abaild the development of CCT, in a direction
that would enable trainers to avoid the criticisshessentialism and ‘othering’ that can be raised
against current training programs. This thesis derates not only how CCT courses
conceptualise culture, but also how these conaeptieveloped, the influence of CCT and the
relationship between CCT understandings of cullume anthropological culture theory. The
findings of the previous seven chapters show tivélhér development is needed if CCT is to

effectively contribute to the widespread promotidrintercultural understanding. This final
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chapter outlines the main findings of the previsegen chapters, finalising the case for a

cognitive reformation of CCT teachings.

Prior research into cross-cultural training hasléshto focus on the delineation and assessment of
CCT practices (Bean, 2006; Fantini & Smith, 1997hbluse, 1996). In addition to the
development of training models (Hall, 1977; Hof&teti980; Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005;
Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997), and docurmientaf the history of the industry
(Leeds-Hurwitz, 1990; Moon, 1996). McSweeney (20@&) Jack and Lorbiecki (1999) have
carried out critical examinations of the dimensianadels and CCT practice. However, there

has been no prior investigation into how CCT cosismceptualise culture, or the impact CCT
has on consumers’ orientations towards diversitytute is an abstract concept with multiple
definitions and variable interpretations. This the®t out to determine which of these multiple
definitions and theories of culture current CCTrses were adhering to and the impact of CCT

on participants’ understandings of culture.

This study collated the findings of literature ®ws, interviews and reviews of training materials
in a critical analysis of conceptions of culturehin the CCT industry. Literature on training
practice was reviewed, in order to gain an ovenaéthe industry. Subsequently, conceptions of
culture within CCT theory were explicated and asaty; Anthropological culture theory was also
reviewed, in order to determine the relationshifwieen anthropological conceptions of culture
and CCT conceptions of culture. Information onrtirag) content was obtained through personal
participation in two CCT courses and a series ofisgructured interview with CCT producers
and consumers. Training materials were examinéd hsw they conceptualised culture,
intercultural relations and the concepts of ageintity and ‘the other’. The interview findings
also provided information on the influence of CQTgarticipants’ understandings of culture and
potential problems with current training prografally, CCT training models and training
programs were subjected to a critical discourséysisawvhich compared constructions of culture
and agency within CCT to anthropological concegiofhculture and participants understandings
of culture. These analytical processes revealedhheacter, content and influence of cross-

cultural training.
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The Modern CCT industry developed out of Edwardi@ll's teachings at the FSI (Moon, 1996;
Leeds-Hurwitz, 1990). The FSI trainees’ negatiacti®ns towards the anthropological
conceptions of culture taught by Hall resulted mesion of the FSI training program. This
revised, pragmatic, training program focused oriexting the specific influences of culture on
behaviour. The new training program had a dyadicrevanalytical focus; it concentrated on the
comparison of cultural norms and values, especiaillyin the areas of body language, spatial
and temporal orientations and tone of voice (Md®96; Rogers, Hart & Mike, 2002). The
revised FSI training program set a paradigm fossfultural training that is still apparent in
contemporary training programs. Globalisation antdrhational corporate expansion throughout
the 1970s and 1980s resulted in increased dema@iZfd and the development of the
international CCT industry. This training industmas based around the pragmatic, micro-
analytical, comparative training paradigm set byl.Hdne practices of the contemporary
Australian CCT industry still reflect this paradightowever, the main consumer group within

Australia has shifted from the corporate sphereatde/the public sector.

The contemporary Australian CCT Industry is chadsed by a consumer group which is
primary positioned within the public sector. Be20@ 6) provides the most comprehensive
review of the Australian CCT industry to date. A@mination of this review enabled the
formulation of a profile of the Australian CCT irgtty. The profile indicated that the most
frequently utilised form of CCT, within Australig culture general CCT and the most popular
presentation method is through day long workshBesaif, 2006). Attendance at CCT workshops
tends to be voluntary, however some organisatioprdeide compulsory staff training (Bean,
2006). Training is predominantly provided by natittyhbased CCT companies and many CCT
consumers source trainers internally within th@na@ompanies or organisations (Bean, 2006).
The average cost of a CCT workshop is between $1@B0and $3000AUD (Bean, 2006). The
majority of trainers are female with an average @8 and although there is no national
accreditation system for CCT trainers, most trarf@ve attended some form of professional
development or ‘train the trainer’ course (Bean@0The majority of CCT courses, within
Australia, utilise a combination of didactic angexrential training methods; combining the
lecture based impartation of information with igetive role plays and simulations (Bean 2006).
Dimensional models of culture are some of the rfregjuently used training tools for the
provision of information on cultural differencesHI$AR, 2004, cited in Bean, 2006).

Workshops vary in their methods, content and olyjest Trainer idiosyncrasies and audience
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makeup also affect the content, success and chafdraining programmes. However, it is
possible to discern general tendencies among CGises and identify trends in the manner in
which courses conceptualise culture. These trerbeavily influenced by the widespread
adherence to dimensional models of culture.

Dimensional models of culture were developed ipoese to a growing corporate demand for
uniform information on cultural variables, whichteged to the objectives of cross-cultural
training. Some of the most frequently utilised nedee Hall's (1959; 1966; 1977) temporal,
spatial and contextual communications theoriesstédi’s (1980, 2005) five dimensional model
of culture, and Trompenaars’ and Hampden-Turné@97) seven dimensional model (Fantini &
Smith, 1997). Hofstede’s (1980; 2005) five dimensiamodel is demonstrative of the pragmatic,
micro-analytic, dyadic training paradigm set byIH&4059). However, the five dimensional
model also extended the FSI training paradigm ¢tude the dimensional quantification of
cultural value systems. Trompenaars’ and Hampdene€ris (1997) seven dimensional model
demonstrates this extension of the FSI paradigrautih the quantification of cultural values
systems into a finite number of supposedly unidgreguivalent dimensions. The presentation
of culture within the dimensional models is simgdeagmatic and orientated towards the
requirements of cross-cultural training. This pragimcharacter reflects the dictum of the FSI
paradigm and caters well to the desires of CChées for practical advice on how to cope with
intercultural encounters. However, there are a rarrobconceptual problems with the
dimensional models’ representations of culture.sehenceptual problems diminish the
descriptive force of the models and raise questiuait the utility and accuracy of

dimensionally based training programs.

The conceptual problems found within the dimendiomadels arise from their elemental
approach to cultural analysis and the conflationudfures with nations. The elemental approach
of the dimensional models entails the division wfures into a finite number of universally
equivalent value groupings. Elemental analyseslbfie are limited by their concentrated focus.
Descriptions of culture that focus on only a fewtéees will invariably exclude much of that
which constitutes cultural diversity. The descriptforce of elemental analysis is also diminished
by the assumption that cultural elements, or difogss are universally equivalent irrespective of
context. The dimensional models can also be @#itifor conflating cultures with nations



161

(McSweeney, 2002). The attachment of cultures timns, within the dimensional models,
results in an under-recognition of national cultireterogeneity and encourages the fallacious
equation of cultural identity with nationality. Thepresentation of cultural value dimensions as
mutually exclusive, within some dimensional modalsp diminishes their descriptive force; as
this assumption is contradicted by anthropologivatstigations which have shown that cultures
can simultaneously exhibit contradictory valuesAlughod, 1999). The dimensional models’
also assume that value dimensions are primarilyential in determining the behavior of some,
whereas others are conceptualised as possessiogpaeity to adapt their behaviors and
reactions. These assumptions downplay individuaatians and grant agency to some whilst
denying it to others. The representativeness oftineeys on which the dimensional models are
based is also questionable (McSweeney, 2002). $anvestions are confounded by their
ethnocentricity and inevitably require participatt@ppropriate their answers to a fixed set of
responses; this set of responses could never ergsrtipe entire range of cultural value
possibilities, so the findings of cultural valuenays will inevitably be incomplete. The
presentation of value dimensions as constant igrtbeedynamic nature of culture and
conceptualises diversity as consisting of a homeges set of a-historical cultural norms. The
result is a conception of cultures as static, hanegus, deterministic, bounded and
geographically determinable. The review of anthtogical culture theory demonstrated why

such a conception of culture is problematic.

The review of anthropological culture theory in ptea five demonstrated the contested nature of
the concept of culture. The existence of multipteiipretations of culture has profound
implications for the project of cross-cultural timig. The absence of a universally accepted
definition of culture means that the understandfgsulture posited in CCT courses will almost
certainly be subjected to contestation. Anthropialaigheories of culture diverge over questions
of whether cultural inquiry should be approachenfrempirical or interpretivist perspectives.
Debate also exits over whether theories of culshw@uld be based on elemental or holistic
analysis, and whether cultures consist of integratieoles or collections of parts. Over the past
thirty years dissenting and critical perspectivageharisen, and some anthropologists have begun
to question the utility of the concept of cultuféese critical perspectives drew attention to the
power relations implicit in the construction of ks and others, and resulted in a disciplinary
crisis of confidence which produced equations dtiuce with race, calls for the abandonment of
the concept and also defences of culture. Yet tieiese theoretical divergences, the majority of
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anthropologists do tend to agree that cultural Kedge is generationally reproduced, dynamic
and yet historically constituted, and influential lmoth societal and individual levels. However,
prior to the development of cognitive theory, nthaopological school of thought had been able
to consistently account for all these paradoxicahifestations of ‘culture’. The application of
cognitive theory to the construct of culture proetpthe development of a theoretical framework
which could consistently account for all the parddal manifestations of culture and
simultaneously avoid the accusations of essentialised by the culture critique. Cognitive
explanations of culture enable the refutation efplbbstmodernist culture critique, as it applies to
anthropological culture theory. However, the postaraist critique and its replies do raise
important points about the commaoditisation and efisesentation of culture within the public
domain. Together, anthropological debates, critisignd defenses of culture, provided a

benchmark for the analysis of CCT conceptions tificel

The analysis of CCT conceptions of culture begah wireview of CCT content. The review of
CCT content in chapter six was based on persomtitipation in two CCT courses, a collection

of training materials and the findings of six sesmiictured interviews with CCT producers and
consumers. The review showed how training combiligesctic and experiential approaches and
that trainees preferred combined approaches. Tierewce to dimensional models within culture
general training materials was found to have reduh the transference of conceptual problems,
from the models, to training programs. The concaproblems of the models are, in some cases,
exacerbated by training representations of valmedsions as dichotomous. The representation
of value dimensions as dichotomous further lintits interpretive possibilities one can employ
when deciphering the meanings of actions and belavi he application of dichotomous
conceptions of cultural values could result inrtegis having to construe ‘others’ behaviors as
either individualist or collectivist, and the repeatation of cultures as homogeneous could result
in the extension of such judgments from singulauognces to perceptions of entire cultures.
The inability of dimensional models to accountdattural dynamism and heterogeneity is
exacerbated by the frequent use of national labedsdescriptions of culturally determined
behaviors, within training programs. The use ofggalised labels within training tended to be
qualified by disclaimers which drew attention te thecessity of using general labels for the
purpose of brevity. However, trainee accounts destnated that the affects of disclaimers and
gualify statements are eclipsed by the emphastegdlan depicting the characteristics of

‘national cultures’. Trainee reactions demonstrditew the attribution of characteristics to
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nations can result in the selective applicatio€6fT teachings. Selective application was
identified by trainers as one of the potential stmmings of current CCT practice. Trainers also
identified the reinforcement of stereotypes andrution of formulaic understandings culture as
potential problems with current CCT teachings. @raltspecific CCT seemed less prone to the
creation of stereotypes and formulaic understargdafigulture, than culture general training;
perhaps because of the more concentrated focuhampieater amount of information culture
specific workshops are able to incorporate. Trgjrmiaurses tended to supplement information of
differences with information on specific problenisrdercultural communication, such as culture
shock and cultural misunderstandings. The desoriptof culture shock, within training, were
roughly in line with academic information on cukushock and participants’ accounts of personal
experiences. There were greater discrepancies betpagticipants’ accounts of cultural
misunderstandings and the information on culturisumderstandings provided within training
materials. Participants’ accounts of cultural menstandings tended to emphasise the role of
attitudes, whereas training accounts tended taritdescultural misunderstandings as resulting
from the existence of differences. The locatiothef problem of intercultural communication as
result of the existence of diversity was a commeatire among courses and is a further example
of how concepts from the dimensional models amgited into training programs. The
transference of concepts, from the dimensional fsddetraining content, was also apparent in

the explicit and implicit CCT conceptions of cukuwhich were examined in chapter seven.

Chapter seven investigated the relationship betw@&h conceptions of culture, anthropological
conceptions of culture and participants’ understagslof culture, by means of critical discourse
analysis. The conceptualisations of culture idedifvithin the dimensional models were
compared with the anthropological theories of aealteviewed in Chapter Five. These
comparisons demonstrated the relative influenc&uobpean and American anthropological
schools of thought on the formation of the dimenalanodels. The pragmatic FSI paradigm was
shown to have resulted in the adoption of empigdalcused functionalist theories of culture, by
the creators of the dimensional models. The dinomasimodels adherence to functionalist
conceptions of culture means that the models fliketionalist theories, can be criticised for
producing a-historical understandings of culturé being unable to adequately account for social
change and cultural disjuncture. The influence ofetican cultural anthropology is evident in
the dimensional models’ emphasis on cultures figjgrersonality types, the models’ analysis of
‘national culture’ and attempts at cultural classifion. However, unlike American
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anthropological analysis, the classifications witthie dimensional models appeared to assume
the equivalence of cultural categories despite thegurrence in different cultural contexts. This
adherence to a supposed uniformity and disregarcbfatext, in conjunction with a static and a-
historical attachment of cultures to nations, ogbesdimensional models up to the criticisms of
the culture critique. The review and analysis afstouctions of cultures, individuals and the
concept of agency, within training materials, destmtes that these problems are not limited to
representations within the dimensional models elstend to conceptions of culture with CCT

training materials more generally.

The analysis of conceptions of culture within tiagnmaterials demonstrated that the culture
critique also applies to representations of cultuitlin culture general training materials. Culture
general training materials, like the dimensionabels, tend to adhere to enumerative definitions
of culture and are therefore limited in their dgstore force and subject to the problem of
reification. Training materials were also foundreguently misrepresent cultures as static and
homogeneous, or downplay the existence of cultirahge. This misrepresentation results in
depictions of the trainees as adaptable, where¢her® behaviors are depicted as determined by
their cultural identity. Cultural identity was fregntly conflated with nationality and on occasion
even with genetic race. These misrepresentatioas GET conceptions of culture up to the
criticisms of the culture critique. The misreprasdions of culture identified within training
materials are partially the result of an adherdaaimensional models of culture and partially a
consequence of the historical constitution of tl@TGndustry. The corporate impetus, which
prompted the development of the CCT industry, eraged the commoditisation of culture and
the conceptualisation of culture as a barrier terirational corporate success. The search for a
solution to the ‘problem’ of workforce diversitygmpted the revival of the pragmatic FSI
training paradigm and the development of trainirmgpams which conceptualised cultures as
stable, objectively delineable and therefore, maabtg. This conception of culture, as a barrier,
became a selling point within the CCT industry &nevident in both the rhetoric and content of
training programs. Misrepresentations of culturthimitraining materials were shown to have the
potential to prompt critical or skeptical reactidograining among certain participants. More
generally, the influence of CCT on participantstarstandings of culture and orientations

towards diversity appears to have been minimal.
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Participants’ orientations towards diversity wenalgsed in accordance with the six orientations
of Bennett's (1986; 1993) “developmental modelraéicultural sensitivity” (DMIS). CCT
trainers’ orientations towards diversity were shdwie more ethno-relative than the orientations
of trainees. Trainers’ conceptions of culture agbibited more similarities with CCT teachings
than the understandings of the other participandicating that extensive exposure to CCT may
influence peoples’ understandings of culture amerpretations of intercultural encounters. The
influence of CCT on trainees’ orientations towaddeersity and conceptions of culture was
indistinguishable from the impact of life experieacindicating that the influence of brief
workshops is minimal. In Adam’s case, CCT’s misesgntation of culture prompted a skeptical
reaction towards training and a critical evaluatio& concept of culture. Adam'’s case
demonstrates some of the potentially negative apreseces of misrepresentations of culture
within CCT. More generally the reactions of papaits demonstrate that whilst extensive
exposure to CCT may influence a person’s understgraf culture, the limited exposure
experienced by most workshop participants has nahaffect on their understandings of culture.
The minimal, or potentially negative, impact of unt training programs raises questions about
the utility of current CCT practice. The misrepmsg¢ions of culture, discovered within training
materials, reduce CCT's ability to encourage ettelative orientations towards diversity. The
integration of cognitive culture theory into CCaoéhings could help trainers avoid the
conceptual problems of current training models @sd help increase the positive influence of

cross-cultural training.

The integration of cognitive culture theory into T&achings could increase the positive impact
of CCT and enable trainers to avoid misrepresemsatdf culture and the incompatibility
problems faced by previous combinations of anthiagpoand CCT. Current conceptions of
culture, within culture general CCT, tend to cotdlaulture with nationality and can be criticised
for being static, prescriptive, creating a falsetynie of cultural homogeneity, encouraging
processes of ‘othering’ and denying individual agerChapter Five demonstrated how cognitive
cultural theory can be used to refute the criticisshthe culture critique, as they apply to
anthropological conceptions of culture. Cognitikedries, specifically schema theory and
connectionism, were shown to be able to accouralfdahe paradoxical aspects of culture within
one coherent explanatory framework. Traditionatlyss-cultural trainers have avoided
integrating anthropological culture theory intaniag, due to concerns about clarity and
complexity. Hall abandoned teaching anthropologicdture theory at the FSI due the negative
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reactions of trainees (Leeds-Hurwitz, 1990; Mod@86l). The negative consequences of
integrating anthropological theory and CCT wergeraited in Tina’s account of the problems
faced by an anthropologist trainer. Trainees terfihtl anthropological culture theory irrelevant,
difficult to understand and impossible to applyheir individual situations. The pragmatic focus
of the dimensional models caters well to trainelesires for concrete information and advice.
However, the conceptual problems of the dimensioralels diminishes their descriptive force
and leaves them open to accusations of misrepegeEntThe integration of schema theory and
connectionism into CCT teaching could, not onlyphtehiners avoid these conceptual problems,
but also avoid the problems of relevancy, claritgd aomplexity faced by traditional
anthropological culture theory. The workings oftatdl schemata can easily be explained
through the use of examples, as Strauss and QUit@®e}) account of Paula demonstrates. The
ease with which schema can be explained using deampeans that CCT based on schema
theory could avoid the problems of clarity and ctewjty. Information on specific cultural
practices and values could easily be integratedaramples of the workings of cultural
schemata,; therefore, catering to trainees’ defirespecific information and thus avoiding the
problem of relevancy. The ability of schema theamg connectionism to account for the shared,
continuous and influential nature of cultural vagystems, whilst still explaining individual
variation and the dynamic nature of culture, mehastraining based on these theories could
avoid promoting deterministic misrepresentationsudfure and the negative trainee reactions
that can result from these misrepresentations.ifitegration of cognitive culture theory into
cross-cultural training could aid CCT in providihglistic and more accurate education on the
nature and influences of culture; therefore, insirgathe potential for CCT to aid in the
development of relativistic orientations towardfune and the promotion of positive

intercultural relations.

This thesis set out to determine how CCT coursaseaqtualise culture, the relationship between
anthropological conceptions of culture and CCT emtions of culture and the influences of CCT
on participants’ orientations towards diversityeThethods employed within this study included
literature reviews, semi-structured interviews jeass of training materials and participation in
cross-cultural training. The findings of the litena reviews, interviews and training material
reviews were subjected to a critical analysis wigkAmined conceptions of culture,
constructions of agency and theoretical adherenitbm training programs. The training
materials and interview findings were subjected tmmparative analysis which compared



167

anthropological theory with CCT and examined relaghips between interview findings and
CCT teachings. Initial literature reviews of histat and current CCT practice enabled the
presentation of an overview of the origins and eqterary character of the CCT industry.
Contemporary CCT was shown to still be heavilyuaficed by the pragmatic nationally focused
paradigm set by Edward Hall's experiences of trajrat the FSI. These initial reviews also
indicated that the theoretical perspectives ofantrtraining programs are heavily influenced by
the dimensional models of culture developed bytjiragers such as Hall (1959; 1969; 1977),
Hofstede (1980; 2005) and Trompenaars and Hampdemef (1997). These dimensional models
were presented and then evaluated. The evaluaticonjunction with a review of

anthropological culture theory demonstrated thaceptual problems within the dimensional
models make them susceptible to the criticismé&efost-modernist culture critique, as raised by
anthropologists such as Abu-Lughod (1999), Wika&9@) and Appadurai (1996). The review
and analysis of training materials demonstratetidhaceptual problems inherent within the
dimensional models are being transferred to trgipimgrams. The interview findings showed
that whilst teaching methods are generally favgraéteived, both trainers and trainees were
concerned about the creation of stereotypes, tbeueagement of ‘othering’ and impartation of
formulaic understandings of intercultural encoustehich training programs appeared to be
encouraging. Dimensional models of culture weraébto exhibit an adherence to functionalist
theories of culture, of the kind posited by Malirskiv(1944) and Radcliffe-Brown (1952). This
functionalist adherence results in the promotioar-historical representation of culture, which
cannot account for cultural heterogeneity or chaAgea result the models conceptualise cultures
as static and homogeneous. Within the dimensiondlets and training courses, these
misrepresentations of culture are exacerbatedédygdhflation of cultures with nations. The
interview findings demonstrate that whilst exterséxposure to CCT may result in a clearer
understanding of the nature and influences of peiltilhe minimal exposure to CCT, experienced
by most workshop participants, has little affecthanv people understand culture or interpret
intercultural encounters. Misrepresentations ofucalcan lead CCT participants to question the
accuracy and utility of training and in those wittle intercultural experience these
misrepresentations may encourage formulaic undetistgs of diversity, reinforce stereotypes,

or encourage processes of ‘othering’. Cognitivethdas the potential to help reform CCT
teachings and enable trainers to avoid the conakptablems which arise from training based on

dimensional models.
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The results of this investigation into CCT'’s coneglisations of culture demonstrate a need for
the reformation of the culture theory on which Ci€based. Current training, based on
dimensional models of culture, is lacking in infhee and subject to the criticisms of essentialism
and ‘othering’ as raised by post-modernist anthiagists. Cognitive culture theory has the
potential to aid in the reformation of CCT teacHirig such a way as to avoid the problems of
relevancy and clarity faced by integrations of itiadal anthropological culture theory and CCT.
Schema theory and connectionism are able to acéouintdividual variation, cultural

disjuncture and change, and yet still explain tkistence of cultural norms and continuity. The
adaptation of schema theory and connectionismyderin CCT, could therefore, help trainers
avoid the creation of formulaic understandingsufure and decrease the potential of training
encouraging divisionary processes of ‘othering’iistthesis has demonstrated the need for a
reformation of CCT teachings and a possible dioectvhich this reformation could take. The
improvement and augmented accuracy of cross-cutraiaing courses will increase the capacity
of CCT to promote intercultural understanding andifive intercultural relations within today’'s

multicultural societies.
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