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Intercultural Training for the Global Workplace:
Review, Synthess, and Theor etical Explorations

Abstract

A review of the literature on intercultural traigishows that this field of research has been theory
driven from its early days since the early researsfocused on building theory. Three major regiefithe
field of intercultural training in the past sevesays have helped present a historical overviewefield as
well as a synthesis of its theories and methodsumber of nested models grounded in a comprehensiv
theoretical framework have emerged, and some dfmtbeen made to synthesize the fields of acetilbur
and intercultural training breaking new theoretgadunds for the development of various intercaltur
training strategies. This review builds on the pasearch and proposes a theoretical frameworlcmbe
utilized by business and government or non-govenmmeganizations. It synthesizes the learning nfwode
that have hitherto been scattered across thetlitesavhich will aid young scholars to better fothsir
research agenda. It is hoped that the chapterisil guide practitioners to systematically develop
intercultural training programs that are informeacdtieory.
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Intercultural Training for the Global Workplace:
Review, Synthess, and Theor etical Explorations

Globalization has led to increased interconnecteslaenong nations and we are much more
interdependent than we were in the past. Thisdefgendence requires us to work with people from
different cultures, and it also requires many ofailive in cultures far away and quite differerdrh our
own. Despite the similarities offered by technglagd urban centres, differences persist, andighenvof a
homogeneous world is quite unlikely and perhapsdth The variety of religions and languages presen
the world today offers ample evidence that if amghuman kind loves diversity. So we need to prep
ourselves to have a meaningful dialogue with pebtipla different cultures to help each other solue o
problems and also to learn from each other. Inotenal training as a field of research has becaththe
more relevant in today’s shrinking world.

Just like we are all lay social psychologistspéllis interculturalists, those who have spent some
time away from home in a foreign culture, are &gointercultural trainers — we can teach what aeeh
learned just like any other knowledge or skill. vikwer, since intercultural training has developeitia
literature as an academic discipline, which is gdmd in theory, it offers opportunity to researshend
professionals to provide a systematic approacteteldping, implementing, and evaluating intercuatur
training programs. This chapter intends to contelio the extant literature by providing a theicsdt
framework for the systematic development of intéiteal training programs, which can be used both in
professional training and academic courses.

Three major reviews of the field of interculturaditing (Bhawuk & Brislin, 2000; Landis &
Bhawuk, 2004; Bhawuk, Landis, & Lo, 2006) have keljgynthesize and extend the field of intercultural
training in the new millennium. Bhawuk and Bris{000) provided a historical perspective tracimg t
evolution of the field, and concluded that thedibhs always been theory driven (Hall, 1959, 1%&&cller,
Triandis, & Mitchell, 1971; Triandis, 1975). Thepted that in recent times it had become more so thi
integration of culture theories (Triandis, Brisl8 Hui, 1988; Cushner & Brislin, 1997; Brislin & Yahida,
1994; Bhawuk, 1998, 2001; Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992andis and Bhawuk (2004) presented a number of
nested models leading to a comprehensive thedrétitaework, such that through a program of redearc
the framework could be evaluated by testing eadhaxfe models. Bhawuk, Landis, and Lo (2006)
synthesized the fields of acculturation and intktocal training breaking new theoretical groundstfee
development of various intercultural training stgies, and also presented its applicability fanina
military personnel (Landis & Bhawuk, 2005). Thesper notes the major contributions of these revjiewd
further builds on them by synthesizing various tk&oal ideas to propose an approach to interalltur
training that is grounded in theory and can bézetil by business and government or non-government
organizations.

Theory Building in Intercultural Training

A review of the field of intercultural training shs that it has been led by stalwarts like Edwart, Ha
Harry Triandis, Richard Brislin, Dan Landis, andl Budykunst, who helped the field grow with an
emphasis on theory building from its earliest dalgss notable that Hall (1959, 1966) presentethlzo
theory of culture and how it could be applied tirirpeople to be effective while working abroadiamdis
along with his colleagues not only invented theuwel assimilator (sometimes called the intercultura
sensitizer), but presented many theoretical frannksvim provide the foundation of intercultural trizig as
well as to develop and evaluate culture assimiaaoid other training programs (Triandis, 1972, 19857,
1994, 1995a, 1995b; Triandis, Brislin & Hui, 19&8¢dler, Triandis, & Mitchell, 1971). Brislin nonly
presented the seminal books on intercultural tngiiiBrislin & Pedersen, 1976; Brislin, 1981) helpihe
crystallization of the field, but also presented finst handbook (Landis & Brislin, 1983), the ficaultural
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general assimilator (Brislin, Cushner, Cherrie, &g, 1986; Cushner & Brislin, 1996), and two voasn
of exercises in which each exercise was groundedeory (Brislin & Yoshida, 1994a, 1994b; Cush&er
Brislin, 1997).

Landis founded thénternational Journal of Intercultural Relations 1977 and continues to edit it.
This journal is dedicated to building internationaderstanding through intercultural training, whineets
high standards of scientific rigor. Landis also@eped many specialized culture assimilators iriolydnes
for use in the U.S. military (see Landis & Bhad#196), edited three editions of tAandbook of
Intercultural Training(Landis & Brislin, 1983; Landis & Bhagat, 1996;rdis, Bennet, & Bennet, 2004),
led to the creation of thaternational Academy of Intercultural Reseainil 999, and served as its
Founding President. Gudykunst contributed by dmial theories of intercultural communication and
applying them to the field of intercultural traigitGudykunst, 2005). Of course, other researcheds
practitioners have also contributed to the fieggh#icantly in many other ways, but the contributiof these
researchers especially deserves to be noted fiotthleeretical contribution.

Bhawuk and Brislin (2000) reviewed the literatunel draced the historical evolution of the field
over the past fifty years. They noted that théuralassimilators were still being used and re$ear¢Albert,
1983), whereas though simulation programs contiouse developed and used for intercultural trainthgy
are not subjected as much to evaluation, and hleat tvere many more tools like the interculturals#tévity
inventory and category width available for the emadibn of intercultural training programs. Theyettwo
measure evaluation reviews, one by Black and Mdmale(L990) and the other by Deshpande and
Viswesvaran (1992), which showed that interculttn@ihing programs do have positive outcomes fer th
trainees. Black and Mendenhall (1990) reviewedtR€ies that had evaluated the effectiveness adusr
training programs, and concluded that becauseosetultural training provided to participants rthevas
positive feelings about the training they receiviethrovement in their interpersonal relationshigganges
in their perception of host nationals, reductioritture shock (Oberg, 1960) experienced by them, a
improvement in their performance on the job, estabig the general effectiveness of interculturaining
programs. These findings were further supportealrimeta-analysis of 21 studies in which the effiéct
cross-cultural training was examined on five vadagalof interest: self development of trainees¢egtion of
trainees, relationship with host nationals, adjestoduring sojourn, and performance on the job iparde
& Viswesvaran, 1992). Thus, the effectivenessitdrcultural programs has stood various independent
evaluations (see also meta-analysis by Morris &i®d¥001). However, Mendenhall, et al. (2004)
presented evidence that tempered the positiveniysdof the earlier studies.

Triandis (1995a) noted that in general field stadmit not the laboratory studies, have showed
positive effect of cross-cultural assimilator tiagnon most of the above mentioned variables. Hewén a
recent laboratory study comparing three types tifieiassimilators with a control group, Bhawuk 48P
found that a theory-based Individualism and CoMesin Assimilator (ICA) had significant effects an
number of criterion measures such as Intercultsealsitivity Inventory, Category Width measure (Deiter,
1975, 1978, 1980), attribution making, and satt&acwith training compared to a culture-specific
assimilator for Japan, a culture-general assimil@adslin et al., 1986), and a control group. lashbe noted
that few studies have used behavioral measuresaodeabove paper and pencil type dependent vasiable
(Weldon, et al., 1975, and Landis, Brislin, & Hug 985, are the exceptions), thus raising questbiout
the impact of culture assimilators on the behavibrisainees.

Bhawuk and Brislin (2000) noted that behavior migdiion training was one of the new
developments in the field. Behavior modificatioining is necessary for habitual behaviors thapfeeare
not usually aware of, especially behaviors thateaeeptable, even desirable, in one's own culturevhich
may be offensive in another culture. For exampléatin American cultures, people give alorazoor an
embrace to friends which is not an acceptable behavthe United States; or in Greece when peshtav
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an open palm, callemhioutzathey are showing utmost contempt, and not simglyimg or saying hello
(Triandis, 1994). Anoutzaneeds to be avoided, whereasahrazoneeds to be acquired. There are many
examples of such behaviors, and the only way taldegem is through behavior modeling, by obsenang
model do the behavior and then practicing the behawvany times. Despite its theoretical rigor and
practical significance, this method has not beesd usuch in cross-cultural training programs becdtuse
expensive, requiring a trainer who constantly wamksne behavior at a time.

Harrison (1992) examined the effectiveness okdiit types of training programs by comparing
groups that received culture assimilator training (Japanese Culture Assimilator), behavioral eliad
training, a combined training (i.e., behavioral mlig and culture assimilator), and no training.(icontrol
group). He found that people who received the doetbtraining scored significantly higher on a mgas
of learning than those who were given other tygdsaming or no training. This group performedtbe on
the role-play task compared to the control grouy,dsut not to the other two groups. This studgvides
further evidence for the impact of assimilatorsbehavioral tasks.

Bhawuk and Brislin (2000) noted another developntiesit deals with the role of culture theory in
cross-cultural training (Bhawuk, 1998; Bhawuk &dmndis, 1996b), and the development of a theoryebase
culture assimilator, which is based on the fouirdefj attributes and the vertical and horizontglalpgy of
individualism and collectivism (Triandis, 1995b; &fuk, 1995, 1996, 2001). Bhawuk and Triandis (1996
proposed that culture theory could be effectivedgdiin cross-cultural training. Bhawuk (1998) tert
refined this model by integrating the literatureamgnition and stages of learning, and presentadagel of
stages of intercultural expertise development aggissted that a theory-based assimilator usingrfewe
categories is likely to be more effective becatisies not add to the cognitive load experiencethda
cross-cultural interaction. He carried out a nmétihod evaluation of cross-cultural training tdol$est the
model (Bhawuk, 1998), and found that, trainees veoeived the theory-based Individualism and
Collectivism Assimilator (ICA), compared to a cultespecific assimilator for Japan, a culture-geinera
assimilator (Brislin et al., 1986), and a contradgp, were found to be significantly more interauetly
sensitive, had larger category width, made bettdbation on given difficult critical incidentsna were
more satisfied with the training package. Theifigd of this study show promise for using over-argh
theories like individualism and collectivism in ecultural training. They concluded that the dgwament
of the field of cross-cultural training over thespéfty years showed an encouraging sign of evofubf
more theoretically meaningful training methods &mals. It could be expected that more theory-based
training methods and material are likely to be digved in the future. In this chapter, a framewisrk
presented for the development of interculturahirag programs that includes not only culture the®but
also other theoretical ideas thus extending thd.fie

Landis and Bhawuk (2004) proposed a nested frameofdestable models of intercultural training
and learning. The first building block of theiafnework included such variables as intention tlegw
cultural behavior, social support, host reinforcatnand spouse and family support to the sojourfibey
posited that behavioral rehearsal would be oftestled in the intercultural context, because peage a
learning new behaviors while living in another audt, and acquisition of such behaviors would nerégs
follow the social learning theory (Bandura, 197The acquisition of these new cultural behaviorsildde
moderated by social support as well as host raiefoent. If spouse and other family members asasell
the expatriate community support the target pets@cquire these new behaviors, the person igyliketio
a better job of learning these behaviors. Simyilaflthe host nationals the sojourner is workinighvsupport
the acquisition of the new behaviors, and encow#ue sojourner, then the learning process isfliteebe
more effective. And building on the psychologili@rature, they posited that behavioral intentieould be
the best predictor of intercultural behaviors. sTimodel could be tested for a number of intercaltur
behaviors like learning foreign languages, learmjegtures and body language, and so forth.



Theoretical Explorations in Intercultural Training

6

Landis and Bhawuk (2004) presented other modeiseaantecedents to the above model. For
example, intercultural effectiveness is often eatdd based on how well the tasks get done, arfiego t
argued that in most intercultural interactions saslke central stage, and centrality of goal islyiko have
direct impact on behavioral intentions and ultimhatetercultural behaviors. Interestingly, theedf task
completion in the intercultural context has notrbtested in the literature, and thus does provde a
opportunity to build and test theory. Another aptdent of intercultural behavioral intention woblel affect
(Landis & Bhawuk, 2004). Affect could vary alonga dimensions. First, people could be differenttoair
predisposition to change emotionally; some areyéadhange versus others needing much more
convincing or cajoling. Second, some people areerapt to express their emotions than others. Bbth
these affect related aspects have implications\erseas adjustment, and people need to becomaveaié,
and then learn to adapt their style to be effeativ@nother culture. For example, in some culterestion
is not to be expressed publicly, whereas in otliéssnot honest to hide one’s emotion.

Of the two other models that Landis and Bhawuk &@0@esented in their framework, one linked
intercultural sensitivity, social categorizatioehavioral disposition, and intercultural behavieveereas the
other posited that intercultural behavior wouldabfeinction of perceived differences in subjectivéiure
(Triandis, 1972), the greater the cultural distanice stronger the affective reaction. They sutggkethat
individuals would seek information only up to aqtoivhere more stress becomes a deterrent for iafiiom
seeking. They proposed that testing each of thdetaavould require many experiments, and eacheof th
studies could be viewed as a crucial experimemtt{{P1964) needed to build a theory of intercultura
behavior. Integrating these five models, a gemadel of intercultural behavior process with itanm
antecedents is derived. Thus, they presented sitekthble through smaller studies, and also iotidity
through a program of research. By testing thagerfiodels, and linking them together, the larger
framework could be tested.

Landis and Bhawuk (2004) noted that interculturaihing researchers have been concerned with the
development of the best training approach for mb#he past fifty years, as much as they have been
concerned about the evaluation of the effectivenéggercultural training programs. They recomchet
that the discipline needed to boldly start buildbnigiges between associated research disciplirelowing
their recommendation, Bhawuk, Landis, and Lo (2@06k the first step toward such a theoretical deid
building, and attempted to synthesize the litemtu intercultural training and acculturation. ¥he
attempted to integrate Berry's (1990) four-parotgpy into a theoretical framework developed by dian
and Bhawuk (2004), which seemed to open new aveouesd synthesizing these two disciplines. They
also explored how different training tools coulddffectively used to train people who are usindedént
acculturating strategies. For example, they ntitatlit is reasonable to treat those who are uiag
integration strategy differently from those who asing the marginalization, separation, or asstinita
strategies. This approach should also serve tlgéiintercultural training and other research disués like
sojourner adaptation, stress management technignedearning theories.

Bhawuk, Landis, and Lo (2006) also noted varioydiegtions of individualism and collectivism in
intercultural training, and suggested that perleaqgsilturation literature should also take advantHddhis
theory more rigorously, which would further helpdge the two disciplines through a common theoaétic
foundation. They also attempted to synthesizedatural sensitivity and acculturation literaturg
showing commonality between Bhawuk and Brislin®9) approach to intercultural sensitivity, and
Bennett's (1986) Developmental Model of Intercwti8ensitivity (See also Hammer, Bennett, & Wiseman
2003). In this chapter, some of these ideas atkeudeveloped in the context of developing theteot of
intercultural training programs. To do this a tedizal framework is developed, which is discusisedetail
below.
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A Theoretical Framework for the Development of Intercultural Training Programs

The theoretical framework presented in Figure p$isynthesize various elements of the
intercultural training literature, and also propofgture directions for research in interculturalriing. At
the core of the framework lie the fundamental issaured ways to prepare expatriates for their sojolitre
four elements at the core include (a) Basic PrasesEIntercultural Learning, (b) Self-Preservatjon
Survival Issues), (c) Cultural-Theoretic Framewankg (d) Socio, Political, and Economic Framework.
They represent areas of research, theory, andgedicim which the content of intercultural traiginan be
derived. These four elements constitute the fouimial knowledge necessary to be effective in magonal
assignments, and being grounded in theory coulddyeed as associative rather than declarative kedgd
(Anderson, 2000).

We can evaluate the importance of these four el&syiezm two perspectives: from the perspective
of the sojourner who is planning to travel abroad iom the perspective of pedagogy or how we can
prepare the person best to be effective abroalf:p@&servation is the most important element beeaane
cannot be effective if one’s safety and survivdhigatened, and the sojourners need to be prephoed
how to be safe before any other information anctepts are presented to them. From the perspeiftive
pedagogy one could argue that the trainees magctdghrning the survival skills if they do not enstand
the basic processes involved in intercultural leayn After all, even the concepts of safety andiisal are
culturally defined. Motivated by pedagogy, therteag models are discussed first.

The second circle represents general intercultkiis that the expatriates must acquire and use in
the behavioral settings pertinent to their indusimg organization. The airlines industry worksetiéitly
from the oil and gas industry not only becauseettternal environment presents differently to eachustry
but also because each industry develops its owiaslgnand rituals since they serve different cliengand
their products and services are different. Th&Bks are less related to a particular culture, anthat sense
could be viewed as culture-general skills (as opgde cultural-specific). Organizational cultuege nested
in the industrial culture but are also shaped leyr thational cultures, especially in human process®l the
management of human resources. It is often asstimédojourners understand the culture of the
organization, and if they are going from headquartehe organization they may even be viewed agedx
on organizational routines and procedures.

The third circle in Figure 1 represents the missind goals of the organization. This circle
represents outcomes at the higher level that tip@nization desires to achieve in its operationsaudhr
which put intercultural demands on the expatriaBsarly, effective accomplishment of organizationa
objectives will require more complex and adeptricuéural skill. The outermost circle representfune-
specific information expatriates need to operafiectif’ely in a particular culture. Once expatridtese
obtained the foundational knowledge and awarenessrfost circle) and the culture-general skilkctnd
circle) that supports the overall objectives of dhganizations (third circle), then the final stepo learn
specific information about the culture in whichyhill work (outermost circle). By first learningeé
foundational knowledge and culture-general skillgatriates will be better able to assimilate galtu
specific training when it occurs, and much of ilikely to occur on the site while living in anothaulture.
It should be noted that traditionally intercultunaining programs have been more focused on thex ou
circle with the objective of orienting people t@ttarget culture. It is plausible that for thiagen many
intercultural training programs remain at the lesfetio’s and don’ts (Bhawuk, 1990), which neither
facilitates acquisition of meta-cognition nor leagithow-to-learn. In what follows, the core of tmedel is
discussed in detail, since this forms the foundatibintercultural training.
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) BASIC PROCESSES OF INTERCULTURAL LEARNING
A Model of Cross-Cultural Expertise Development

Building on the notion that theories have a raléhie development of expertise, Bhawuk (1998)
proposed a model of intercultural expertise develemt (see Figure 2). A "lay person” is definedas
who has no knowledge of another culture, an idgad-for all practical purposes, considering tharethe
Sherpas in the remote Nepalese mountains or thaipgdn Africa have been exposed to people froreroth
cultures. There is some evidence that people alve Bpent two or more years in another cultureldpve
cross-cultural sensitivity through their intercuéiliinteractions, even in the absence of any fotnaahing
(Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992). It is proposed that p&opith extended intercultural experience, or thave
have gone through a formal intercultural trainimggsam (e.g., a culture-specific orientation) ttistusses
differences between two cultures, will develop sategree of intercultural expertise and are labeled
"novices." In other words, "novices" are peopléwvgome intercultural skills or expertise, usuétlya
culture other than their own. These are people avbgstill in the first stage of learning (e.ge ttognitive
or declarative stage, Anderson, 2000). These pempl likely to explain a cultural difference imnhes of
behavioral observations such as "One does nolNsaylirectly in Japan,” "Nepalese men do not do
household chores," and so forth, which often leadsdo’s and don’ts list.

"Experts" are novices who have acquired the kadge of culture theories which are relevant to a
large number of behaviors so that they can orgatogeitions about cultural differences more meafuithg
around a theory (e.g., the way experts use Newsag'snd law of motion to classify physics problems)
These are the people who are at the second stagaroing (e.g., the associative or procedurabirastage,
Anderson, 2000). It is proposed that people cémenat this stage by going through a theory-based
intercultural training program.

"Advanced experts" are experts who have not drdykhowledge of the theory, but also have had
the amount of practice needed to perform the reletesks automatically. These are the people whaia
the third stage of learning (i.e., the autonomdages Anderson, 2000). Since behavior modification
training allows people to learn new behaviors byesbing models and then practicing the target bhers\va
behavior modeling training following a theory-baseadning, will enable "experts" to become "advahce
experts." Thus, the model of intercultural experiievelopment posits that intercultural trainismg
culture theory will make a person an expert, whetesining that does not use theory will only regul
novices; and to be an advanced expert one negmsttoough behavioral training to practice diffdren
behaviors so that the behaviors become habituglré-2 is a diagrammatic representation of thigl@ho
Also shown in the figure are the linkages betweages of learning and stages of intercultural exgeer
development.

L evels of Competence

Extending the work of Howell (1982) to cross-cudtiicommunication and training, Bhawuk (1995,
1998) suggested that there are four levels of erokaral competenceunconscious incompetence,
conscious incompetence, conscious competence naotiscious competenceJnconscious incompetence
refers to the situation when one misinterpretsrsthirEhavior but is not even aware of it; thigs situation
when a sojourner is making incorrect attributiarsjally based on his or her own cultural framework.
When a person is at this level of competence, thilgnot work out the way one expects and onetisure
why things are not working. This characterizesditigation when a sojourner is experiencing culsireck
or culture fatigue (Oberg, 1960). A person at kgl of competence is a "lay person” in the model
presented earlier (see Figure 2).
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Conscious incompetence refers to the situatiomvihe sojourner has become aware of his or her
failure to behave correctly, but is unable to mediect attributions since he or she lacks thetrigh
knowledge. The sojourner is learning by trial @ner. This level of competence is exemplifiedabygnnis
player who tries to improve his game without coagtor study, by simply playing more. The sojourner
who is trying to figure out cultural differencesahgh direct experience, or non-theory based trgini
programs, fits the description of this level of gmtence and is called a "novice" in the model.

Conscious competence is the third level and theiardifference between this and the previous
level is that the person at this level communicatéis understanding The person understands why
something works or does not work (i.e., he undadstdahe covert principles and theories behind overt
behaviors). A person at this level of competesazalled an "expert" in the model.

It is suggested that level two in the competeneyanchy ismechanical-analyticain that a behavior
that is less effective than another is dropped redelevel three ihoughtful-analyticain that not only is an
effective behavior selected but also an explanaifomhy a behavior is effective or ineffective baws
available (Howell, 1982). In the cross-culturdtisg, at this level a sojourner is still not natily proficient
in his or her interactions with the hosts and lbasi&ke an effort to behave in the culturally appieip way.
For example, people who do not use "please" onktlyau" in their own culture and are at the thizddl of
competence, have to remind themselves and makesaioas effort to use these words in social intivas
in a culture where they are expected to use them.

When a person receives enough practice then aioetecomes part of one's habit structure and
one does not need to make an effort to behaveittarally appropriate way; one has become so
acculturated that one can almost pass as a nafivi.is the fourth and the highest stage of cosmpet,
unconscious competence, and corresponds to thariads expert” in the model. At this level, althotige
person fully understands the reasons for behavimgdertain way in another culture, neither meatamior
thoughtful analysis is required and a person redpdcorrectly" automatically (i.e., the responshasitual).
Cognitive Stages of Expertise Development

Anderson (2000) described how people develop ¢éisperAccording to him, skill learning occurs in
three steps. The first step is a cognitive stagerhich a description of the procedure is learnkdthis
stage, the names and definitions of concepts anpehities are committed to memory. Therefore,
knowledge is "declarative," and people have to naakeffort to recall and apply what they have ledrn
Typically, learners rehearse the facts in firsf@aning the task. For example, an individualisg(ean
American manager) who is new in a collectivist erét(e.g., Japan) and faces an interpersonalisiuat
which he or she wants to disagree or reject am,atffea, or solution, would recall the fact thabple in
Japan prefer not to be direct and forthright arelmany euphemisms for saying "No." The knowledge o
this information is declarative and in this sitoatthe manager would rehearse this fact as heedngracts
with the Japanese. A natural feeling at the entti@fnteraction may be "Boy, that was difficulfThat was
not bad," "l hope it is easier the next time," aodorth, depending on one's feeling of succegailoire with
the interaction. In this stage of learning, thespa is aware of the entire process of recallingpedge and
applying it to the situation

The second stage is called the associative stagdiich people convert their declarative knowledge
of a domain into a more efficient procedural repregation. Starting with the cognitive stage, leasrbegin
to detect many of their mistakes in performingskter skill, and eliminate some of these mistakestther,
with practice they remember the elements of thegutore and their sequence. As learners getin the
associative stage, they no longer have to rehdaedenowledge before they can apply it, and thélpdioa
procedure that they know leads to a successfultrelsuthe cross-cultural context described abaoke,
American manager would interact with the Japanes&eav without a need to recall or rehearse thetfaat
the Japanese do not say "No" directly. The manaidkbe able to smoothly get into the discussifimg a
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suitable excuse to disagree, and use a properssipneof negation so that the worker does notheser
her face. Thus, in this stage people learn thesstéperforming a task, and while performing itdas each
step in the proper sequence. This is referred tp@ceduralization.”

It is suggested that sometimes the two forms ofedge, declarative and procedural, can coexist;
for example, a person speaking a foreign languiagetly can also remember many rules of grammar. |
the context of intercultural interaction, it isdily that both declarative and procedural knowledjecoexist
since the sojourner needs to constantly keep the af the host culture in mind to contrast it witioper
behavior in his or her own culture. Only in théreme case of a person going "native" (i.e., agrers
assimilating completely in the host culture) iBkiely that there will be a singular presence ajqadural
knowledge. Complete assimilation is reflectechia $ojourner's inability to explain why the hoststhe
person himself or herself) behave in a certain \@ag; the person is likely to say "That is the wagad it."

The third stage, in which the skill becomes mare more habitual and automatic, develops through
practice and is called the "autonomous stage."pledamow the task so well that they can perforreity
quickly without following each and every step. p@nd accuracy are the two characteristics otage;
people perform the skills quickly and with few ar errors. In the scenario discussed earlier, tmemcan
manager in Japan would be able to convey an e@mivaf saying "No" very quickly and without makiag
error to upset the host, when he or she is instlaige of expertise development. A Japanese wixligely
to think of this person as "so much like us," "exrtely polite,” and so forth. People who are is 8iage are
sophisticated users of knowledge in a particulanaia (a particular culture in the case of intenanat
interactions) and use broad principles to categairl solve the problems of the domain.

It is suggested that there is no major differdoetsveen the associative and the autonomous stages,
and that the autonomous stage can be considemdemrsion of the associative stage. In this stageally
skills improve gradually, and since verbal mediatimes not exist learners may be unable to verbaliz
knowledge completely. In effect, the autonomoagstrefers to behaviors that have become habitual
through extended practice. This stage is espgcerlbvant to intercultural interactions since sojers are
driven by habits acquired in their own culture, aeduire behaviors suitable for the host cultuoevs,
stage by stage, from the cognitive to the assoeiati the autonomous stage. Often these new hmiszavie
opposite of the behaviors learned in one's ownurellt For example, the American manager in the pl@am
above has to stop being direct and forthright, $bimg valued in the United States, and start beidgect
and vague, something valued in Japan. As mentieadutr, if the sojourners do not want to go "vetti
(i.e., become just like the host culture national®y would need to be proficient in interactiovith the
hosts, but at the same time also be able to veebltiowledge about behaviors in the host culturiago
they retain their home culture's identity.

The development of expertise is reflected in heagbe (experts versus novices) solve problems.
When experts and novices are asked to solve phymitdems, specifically to find out the velocitytbie
freely sliding block at the end of an inclined m@ait is found that novices worked backward, stggtep,
starting by writing the formula to compute the uolm (the velocity), then writing the formula foraher
unknown in the first formula (acceleration), andosp and then moving forward, computing each of the
unknowns, until the solution is found (AndersonQ@0 On the other hand, experts solved the saptagm
in the opposite order, by using theories (e.g., tdais second law of motion) and computing direathat
could be computed, and then moving on to finallysohe problem. The backward reasoning method
followed by the novices loads the working memorg aan result in errors, whereas the forward reagpni
method followed by experts is superior in thasitriore accurate as it does not load the workingamgm
To be able to use the forward reasoning method,ske must be conversant with all the possible &odw
solutions and then be able to decide which onebeiltelevant to the problem at hand, and this requ
good deal of expertise.
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In cross-cultural interactions, the forward reasgmethod is likely to be followed by experts,c@n
it is possible to predict human behavior givengbtting and other characteristics of the situatilonfact, a
central premise of social learning theory (Bandli@,7) is that people anticipate actions and their
consequences (i.e., people can decide how theyovib@lidave in a situation based on their past obsenva
and experience). In a cross-cultural situationgbample, knowing that collectivists are sensitivéhe
needs of their ingroups, to motivate the employaeexpert may use the strategy of creating incestilat
are useful to their ingroups. More research igladdo understand the differences in the strategiepted
by experts and novices. It makes intuitive sendbitk that experts would use theories to gui@rth
interactions in intercultural situation.

Disconfirmed Expectation and the Processes of L earning How-to-Learn

Disconfirmed expectation refers to situations vehayjourners expect a certain behavior from the
host nationals, but experience a different onenp8i stated, one's expectations are not met orircoed.
Intercultural communication effectiveness can beagiced if we prepare ourselves not to come to retaur
conclusion about the cause of hosts' behavior wheehosts do not meet our expectations, since guch
conclusion can lead to a negative stereotype. gatige stereotype may prejudice future interactiwith
hosts resulting in interpersonal problems. Distordd expectancies underlie many situations where
differences in work ethics, roles, learning stylese of time and space, and so forth occur.

Frustrations associated with disconfirmed expexiaire a part of a basic psychological process tha
is also found in primemates. For example, in aqukement a monkey is shown spinach in a box a mumb
of times, and is thus socialized to expect spinathe box. Later when spinach is replaced bylzaratem
unknown to the monkey, the monkey is found to sfrosstration and anger when it opens the box and doe
not find the spinach, which it expected to see (@wer, 2006). Thus, it is not surprising that wartans too
are frustrated by disconfirmed expectations. O$envice quality is compared to what we expect,taod
often a poor quality is nothing but an expressiba disconfirmed expectation. Of course, intenmalt
interactions are likely to be full of disconfirmedpectations, and if we are not to be shocked botiowits,
which is what culture shock (Ward, Bochner, & Fuamth) 2001) is, we have to learn to deal with
disconfirmed expectations.

It is posited here that disconfirmed expectatioffisr opportunity for us to learn. In fact, whemro
expectations are met, we are practicing behavi@mtsvwe already know, and such situations lead stema
of such behaviors to the level of automaticitydieg such behaviors to become habitual. But wherfage
a disconfirmed expectation, we have a choice afrigiy it as an aberration, similar to a poor sexvic
situation, or we can reflect on the situation amel i§ there is something to be learned. In intéucal
settings, often there is a cultural behavior tdelagned when we face a disconfirmed expectatiout uBlike
the motivated self-learner, others find this oppoitl frustrating. Thus, to the motivated sojourae
expatriate disconfirmed expectations offer what dtggy (1978) called zone of proximal development
where meaningful new learning takes place beyoagthvious ability level of the learner. Below,
disconfirmed expectation is synthesized in theniegr how to learn model (Kolb, 1977; Hughes-Weiner,
1986)

Building on Kolb's (1976) learning styles model,ghes-Weiner (1986) presented a learning-how-
to-learn model applicable to the field of intercudtl communication and training. The basic idessented
by Hughes-Weiner is that starting with concreteegignce, a learner can move to reflective obsemati
abstract conceptualization, and active experimemtatHere Kolb and Hugh-Weiner's ideas are further
developed synthesizing the concepts of disconfirexgubctation, emic (culture specific knowledge) atic
(culture general or universal knowledge) (See E@)r In an intercultural setting, we can stop abncrete
experience in which we do not understand the beha¥ithe host, and we can make an attributionttiat
actor is not a nice person (or even worse thas lagerk or she is mean) or that the host cultret a good
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culture (or even worse that this is a backwarduce)t and continue to act in the future the samgetivat we
acted in such situations in the past. In otherdsiowe happily move on, even if the hosts are elirig
good. Our behavior would support the notion thatase all ethnocentric (Triandis, 1990), and we ldiou
continue to be ethnocentric. This state fits whid intercultural development model (Bennett, 1986y the
person is clearly not only ethnocentric but alsmianested in self growth.

If we do reflective observation, we learn aboutunall differences, and often some emic aspect of
the host culture emerges. We also learn abouvwarculture, especially if the other cultural piees are
drastically different from our own, which is medaidtby cultural distance. Therefore, stopping tecéve
observation leads to some personal intercultu@htr. However, stopping here may end up into one
learning many do's and don'ts about a particullwres If we go beyond reflective observation, aedelop
abstract conceptualization, we acquire theoretisights, which help us organize many experiences
coherently into one category, and we can learn nsani theoretical ideas. This leads to culturesgEn
understanding, and is a clear advancement froradHeer stage. We develop an understanding of etic
universals and understand emics as cultural reptasens of those etics. This helps us understameawn
culture better in that we know why we do what we @dso, it helps us internalize that our own cradu
practices are not universals but emic reflectidrsome etics. Such internalization would weaken ou
natural ethnocentric cocoon and help us progregartbcultural relativism. In this phase, learniag
supplemented by understanding. However, if we atdpis phase, we may have insights but our behavi
may not show our understanding.

Active experimentation completes the cycle in thatlearner is now testing theories and ideas
learned. One is not only a "nice-talk- intercudlist” but an interculturalist who goes in the dieghnd tries
out his or her learning. It is also plausible thabple living in another culture for a long timewa from
reflective observation to active experimentatiompdy bypassing the abstract conceptualization pli8se
Figure 3). This is similar to behavioral modificat training, except that the person is learnireggtiehavior
on the job and does not have much choice but ta & behavior to be effective while he or shieviag
abroad. The pressures of adapting to a new emagohand culture combined with the desire to beotiffe
can lead one to master various behaviors in a néwre as a sojourner, without much abstract
conceptualization. Thus, it is plausible that oag become an effective biculturalist (see Figgre 3
However, due to the lack of abstract conceptuatimabne may continue to cultivate some bitterness
resulting from the frustration from the externadgsure requiring one to adapt. Thus, we see that
disconfirmed expectation and learning how to lememeta-skills that intercultural training can amgo be
effective in intercultural communication.

I somor phic Attribution and Fundamental Attribution Error

A major source of misunderstandings in humaniaeiahips is that two individuals do not perceive
similar causes for a specific behavior. For examipkn employee is late for work he or she maypere
that missing the bus was the cause of latenessead@is or her supervisor may perceive lazinefiseas
cause of lateness. Making non-isomorphic attrimgi(Triandis, 1975) means that the same behas/grdn
as having very different meaning. Isomorphic atttin refers to a sojourner making approximate#y th
same judgment about the cause of a behavior asamepin the host culture (Triandis, 1975). Wheogle
make isomorphic attributions, they do not impogartbwn cultural perspective in deciding about¢hase
of a particular behavior. Instead, they use threpgetive of the host culture in analyzing the lvédra It
should be noted here that isomorphic attributiamloa made at the emic level following a disconfidme
expectation using reflective observation, or atdtie level with a deeper understanding of theircem
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representations by developing abstract concepaializas discussed earlier. In other words, ispimor
attribution made by novices and experts are nosdmee. Researchers and practitioners should inothhis
new insight useful, as theory clearly has a rolmiarcultural expertise development. .

There is some evidence that we all suffer fromftimelamental error of attribution. In the attrilmunti
process, often we make trait attribution for otHezkavior if they perform poorly (i.e., the othergon is
incapable of doing the task, is not smart, etchiergas we make contextual attribution for oursefives the
reason for poor performance is lack of resouras ta support from the supervisor, poor team boggi
etc.). This process is reversed in that when ether successful we attribute it to external fac(oe., they
got lucky, they were spoon fed, we supported thim@ng, etc.) but when we are ourselves successfu
attribute it to our trait (i.e., we are smart, werkvhard, etc.) (Ross, 1977).

Fundamental error of attribution is further enhahaeross cultures, and since we are all ethnocentri
(Triandis, 1990), it makes sense to make traitbattions for our successes and blame other extéantdrs
for our failures, and to reverse it for others.efiéhare also cultural differences in how peopleanak
attribution. For example, collectivists, as theg driven by modesty, tend to attribute externakes for
their success more so than do individualists, wieadaven by the idea that one should tout one’s barn.
Thus, individualists make the fundamental attritmiterror more frequently than collectivists. Momisd
Peng (1994) argued that this is caused by therallkiorldview that people implicitly acquire thrdug
socialization, and demonstrated in a multiple expent study that Chinese are less subject to the
fundamental attribution error than Americans, suipg the notion that this process varies acrofisi@s.

Often, collectivists attribute the help of othesstlae cause of their success, whereas individsalist
attribute it to their ability. On the other hamwg|lectivists attribute failure to lack of efforshereas
individualists attribute it to factors externalttemselves like task difficulty and so forth. [oflectivists,
the attribution process varies across ingroup amgroup members, whereas individualists do not
differentiate between ingroups and outgroups ininga&ttributions (Triandis, 1995). This will besdussed
further in the later section on individualism armml@ctivism.

1) SELF-PRESERVATION (KEEPING SECURITY AND SURVIVAL ISSUESIN MIND)

When we live in our own culture, we know how toajmut doing various activities, and also know
where not to go and when. This is not obvious wiwerive in another culture. For example, takingod
from the airport to the city may be a simple taskmne culture, but not so safe in another cultivest big
airports in India provide the service of prepaixi ta ensure safety of the passengers. | knowrefwaning
young Indian who got robbed by the taxi driver dyrpecause he had ignored the safety procedure and
taken a non-registered taxi. Often local peoplevkwhat activities are to be avoided or what péthe city
should be avoided at what time of the day or nighjourners need to acquire this information aa p
special attention to avoid difficult situations.

Sometimes sojourners get carried away when theg linzed in a new culture and feel comfortable.
This may sound like being over cautious, but bétter to be over cautious while living abroadr Fo
example, having traveled to the USA many times,teadng lived there for two years, early in my sojol
found myself in a precarious situation waiting &lbus in down town Los Angeles at 1:00 am while
returning from the Disney Land with my wife and titde children. It was a scary situation witlpalice
patrol car going around every few minutes and nsrady looking people sauntering on the streealléd
my cultural informant who was alarmed to learn ntyation but was not able to come and fetch ussza
he lived too far away from there. He calmly gavedirections about how | could go to a safer strvestre a
five star hotel was located. | had unwittingly pugself and my family in a difficult situation, wtti could
have been easily avoided.

To begin with when we are living abroad, we aremio different that we do not quite fit into the
social settings. People recognize us as a forgignd we become self conscious. Also, when wénase
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completely new setting we have to learn about thegpand people, and it is normal to experienceitvg
load in such situations as we experience much antpigThis is enough to trigger a sense of inséguand
people often complain about experiencing moderatel lof anxiety. It is not unusual to feel that plecof
the host culture are staring at us. One doesoyetsit slowly over time, if things go right. Bifithe
assignment is only for a short duration, and orsetbde in social settings, then it is importanbécome
aware of one’s own discomfort, and to learn togrenfone’s tasks despite the nagging feeling ofdusty.
It should be noted that it is harder for militagrgonnel not to stick out when they are abroadusecthey
are not only a foreigner, but also a person intamyi uniform, distinct from the locals. And if thaye in
hostile environment, say US soldiers and civiliamgaq or Afghanistan, then safety must not betator
granted, and all precautions must be observed.

When we live in our own culture we also have aupgonal support group that is often take for
granted because the members of this group are fibrewe when we need them. When we are in another
culture we have no access to this support groupttars need to develop one. It is difficult tdktabout life
circumstances that are personal in nature and ciess. For example, an illness or death indhely,
own or family members’ marital problems, and sdHdake a lot of energy, and when we are away from
home thinking about these matters can be quitditeing.

Most often we are not prepared to deal with oun owath or the death of close ones in the family.
Talking about these matters is hard, yet accidémtsappen, and people die unexpectedly. When evmar
our own culture, we deal with them as they arigé, that is what most of us do. However, when vee ar
abroad, we have distance and expenses between famaity, and we may regret not knowing what a dear
one had wished for us to do. Before going abroadfong assignment, it is necessary to talk atimsge
matters with one’s family and close friends andtiees, and prepare them to some degree for the
unforeseen circumstances. Living instructions abow one should be cremated or dealt with if
incapacitated is necessary. Having a will andifepa power of attorney for somebody to take cé@uo
financial and other personal matters is also hélgPueparing for these emotional issues providése
energy because one has fewer things to worry afloen living abroad.

It is also important to think about the futureddhe implications for oneself and other family
members should one decide to marry someone frotha@nculture while living abroad. It is not unubta
people to fall in love and develop a serious refeghip with someone while living abroad, and gé®d to
think about such matters before they arise. Demfelps with preparedness by reducing the stressa
from personal, emotional, and existential self-preation. Leki (in press) has discussed the patssafety
issues at length in his book, and provides an itorgrthat people can use to learn about their cavety
needs while planning to travel abroad. He alseiges practical tips to prepare for personal safdtgn
living abroad.

The safety and survival issues have not receivechrattention in intercultural research beyond
examining the nature of culture shock (Oberg, 198ard, Bochner, & Furnham, 2001) and its
consequences. Expatriates are expected to leatnt sdifety matters and not much time is spent in
counseling them to prepare for the target cultdter example, | personally know of people who took
international assignments thinking that their tdedlmarriage would heal in an exotic place. Unfoately,
the new place adds more stress and invariably mhkags worse leading to break up of a marriagee W
cannot make progress unless organizations staridimg training on this topic. Leki (in press) peats a
way to start such training but much research isleedefore we can evaluate what works or does adt w
and why.

I11) Socio-Palitical-Economic Framework

Economic circumstances have profound effects omvtivé and social life of people, and personal

income constrains an individual's choice of acidgt Personal wealth also affects a person’s petisgs
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on many social issues. Individuals from econonycaivanced countries generally enjoy greater kewél
cosmopolitanism and participation in the globalrearay, whereas those from economically developing
countries tend to have a life concerned with momaédiate issues of survival. Thus, globalizatiaa h
different meaning for economically developed andefleping countries. Bhawuk (2005) presented a
framework to capture the asymmetric economic camditbetween nations. By categorizing countries as
either developed or developing nations, it is guedio identify the distinct approaches peopletosaake
decisions in these societies. This framework &fulsn understanding differences resulting fromiations
in economic systems between developed and develgpuntries over and above their cultural
dissimilarities. A discussion of such economideatiénces allows for building synergy across cultura
differences, since differences emerging from ecaadactors are presumed to be workable, and l&etyli
to be the source of value-based conflicts.

Governments base their business policies on thebezonomic condition of the country. National
policies for stimulating economic development ai@ugded in the tenets of development economics. As
nations progress through the various stages ofoesizmdevelopment (Porter, 1990), national strategie
priorities, and values shift to meet the demands mibre affluent population. Policies and beliefs
surrounding macroeconomic issues suc@amparative Advantages, Role of GovernmandRole of
Business in Socieghange with growing national wealth. Expectatiohbusinesses also evolve as an
economy develops, and change often occurs acrtisdbbsiness and social categories.

Businesses within a market compete against eaeh tittough competitive advantages, but
countries compete against each other through catipamdvantages. Production capabilities compare
differently across borders, as each country haexeht mix of talents and costs associated wh i
production factors of labor, raw materials, andasfructure. Developing countries tend to spexadh low
cost labor, while developed countries tend to sieei in capital-intensive production. Internatibn
managers must recognize the specific strengthsvaainesses of each country and adjust their desisio
appropriately.

Businesses in different countries also share differelationships with their governments.
Developing economies often follow more centraliptahning, allowing a greater role for governments i
shaping business policies. During the initial seagf economic development, guidance from the
government has historically led to greater econaynmevth as seen in the success of Japan and the Asi
Dragons (Korea, Singapore, Taiwan, and Hong Koganizations operating in foreign countries must
recognize the political imperatives of each nateomg adequately address them in their businedsgiea.
Many times political imperatives may encourage goneents to actively intervene to protect local 8rm
against foreign competition. Rigidly adhering toiaappropriate strategy under such conditions doul
invariably lead a multinational to failure.

As businesses commit more resources to a speoifity, they inevitably establish stronger ties to
the community. Gaining acceptance from the locatmoinity can be considered a benchmark for business
success, but the nature of the relationship musttaatly be evaluated against the expectations for
businesses’ role in society. Social and cultuxgkeetations strongly guide expected corporate
responsibilities, but economic factors also playasiderable role. Literature on cultural compeshows
that developed countries tend to be more complax the developing countries and exhibit more
individualistic tendencies. Some may argue thaeltgped countrieare more democratic and open to
progressive social change, but a better stateragh&i economic development leads to inevitabldlicts
between a society’s traditional values and intreduoeliefs of the international community.

Economic forces also shape th&insic Motivationof people. In a comparative study of Chinese
and US workers, Chen (1995) found that financieéitives were more important for the Chinese than t
US workers. These differences between developedi@veloping countries are supported in two large
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cross-cultural studies. Diener and colleaguesddbat happiness or subjective well-being is a fioncof
income in the developing countries but not in teeedoped (Diener, 2000). Similarly, Inglehart (99
found that developed countries are post materialiftat people expect their national governmentetus
on providing more opportunity for individual paipation in government decisions and defending foeed
of speech. On the other hand, the developing ciesntrere found to be materialist in that peoplthase
countries expected their national government tagam keeping order within the country and keepirices
at minimum.

Individual's awareness and acceptance of the glodraimunity is also influenced by economic
circumstances. Workers from nations with minimadasure to globalization are likely to view convemnge
of business practices with contempt or suspicierpatriates imposing their foreign approaches callo
communities may be viewed against the historicakieop of colonization. The recent activism agains
globalization is a symptom of this mistrust. Suppor the World Trade Organization can often badid
between developing and developed countries. Fexwrgments from developed countries take active
stances against globalization, but the majoritga@fernment that openly dissent with globalization
initiatives are from developing countries.

The economic framework discussed above captures agpects that are important for sojourners in
their adaptation to the host culture, which areawatered by culture theories like individualism and
collectivism, and thus offers to be valuable faemultural training. This framework can be furteariched
by adding political and social dimensions so thffieences resulting from religion, form of goveram,
and other socio-political institutions and practican also be captured. Some critical incidergsabeady
available (Bhawuk, Munusamy, & Sakuda, 2007). Axdvered in the Contrast American Method (Stewart,
1966), a cross-cultural training method where Agss are asked to compare host cultures to theieho
culture, training is most effective in situationheave cultural differences can be contrasted. Sityilby
using developing and developed countries as progéstywe can discuss socio-political-economic diffiees
effectively in cross-cultural training programs.

IV) CULTURAL-THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK: FOUR DEFINING ATTRIBUTES OF
INDIVIDUALISM AND COLLECTIVISM

Etymologically individualism and collectivism allado individual- and collective-centric
worldviews and ways of life. When people act to maze their personal gains, they are referred to as
individualists, whereas when people behave to thedgcommunity or society, they are referred to as
collectivists. These terms have been used by ssciaitists in much the same way. However, follgatime
work of Hofstede (1980), Triandis and his collalorsa developed a program of research in the 1980s a
1990s that led the terms to become popular psygleabconstructs used at the individual as wett@dtural
levels (Triandis, 1995). At the cultural level tieemsindividualismandcollectivismare used, and cultures
are referred to as being individualistic or coliest. At the individual level the termdiocentrismand
allocentrismare used to denote individualism and collectiviespectively and are thought of as personality
types (Triandis, Leung, Villareal, & Clark, 1985)owever, idiocentric people are found in colledivi
cultures, and allocentric people are found in imhialist cultures. The literature on these conssrhas
developed further in the last twenty years, andynpople have started to refer to these ideaseathéory
of individualism and collectivism (Bhawuk, 2001).

The supporters of the theory of individualism aotectivism find clear antecedents and
consequences of these constructs, and they atsthisiculture theory useful in explaining and pegdg
human behavior in many social contexts (TriandisCMsker, & Hui, 1990; Wheeler, Reis, & Bond, 1989).
Measurement instruments for these constructs hawe emonstrated to be reliable and valid in maagsa
of social research. Hundreds of journal articlegeiaeen published using these constructs, and much
practical application for cross-cultural psycholpggmmunication, marketing, and international
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management have also been found, making thesergctssextremely popular (Triandis, 1995). However,
some critics find the empirical evidence wantingg€rman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002). Others have
complained about their catchall nature and howarebers use them as residual concepts to expliiraiu
differences in many social behaviors (Schwartz 4)98riticism aside, the reason this theory is enasver
others is because of its explanatory compatibilityr other theories (see Triandis, 1995; Triandi8awuk,
1997), as well as its applicability to interculturaining (Bhawuk, 2001; Triandis, Brislin, & HulL988) and
its usefulness in the measurement of intercultsgakitivity (Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992).

The core of individualism and collectivism liestire concept of self (Markus, & Kitayama, 1991;
Triandis, 1989). It is generally accepted thanidividualist cultures people view themselves asrtpan
independent concept of self, whereas in colledtigtures people view themselves as having an
interdependent concept of self. An individualigitsmcept of self does not include other peoplestole
situations, or elements of nature (Beattie, 198@)the other hand, a collectivist’'s concept of setfudes
other members of family, friends, people from ttarkplace, and even elements of nature. People in
Western countries like the United States, GredaBri Australia, and Germany, have an independent
concept of self, and they feel a more pronouncehkdistance between themselves and others, imgud
the immediate family. People in Asia, Africa, Lafimerica, and elsewhere have an interdependentpbnc
of self, and social distance between an individunl his or her parents, spouse, siblings, childreamds,
neighbors, supervisors, subordinates, and so ifginall.

Concept of self can be vieweddigital or analogue digital for individualists and analogue for
collectivists (Bhawuk, 2001). When individualistsnk of themselves and others, they are cleartkizdt
self only includes themselves. "This is me, but thaot me. My mother is not a part of me. My dhd not
a part of me. They are separate from me." Theme sverlap between their selves and others. Irr otbeds
their view of themselves is digital. On the othandi, when collectivists think of people in theimity (e.g.,
parents, spouse, children, siblings, and so fotttiely feel these people are a part of their selwesexample,
one's thinking may proceed like this: "My fatheaipart of me, not completely me, but somewhatragia
me. My child is a bigger part of me compared tofather, not completely me, but, yes, a good pamef’
The same feeling holds in case of other relatifresnds, and even neighbors (Hsu, 1981). Thus, tizey
an analogue self. Of course, the biological sdffiggtal for individualists as well as collectivsstlt is the
socially constructed self that is digital or analeg

Differences in concepts of self lead to much défere in communication style (Kim, & Sharkey,
1995; Kim, Hunter, Miyahara, Horvath, Bresnahariy&on, 1996). For example, people with independent
concept of self are likely to be more direct initlt®mmunication than people of interdependent ephof
self (Hara & Kim, 2004). People with interdependemncept of self are likely to be more sensitivéhte
idea of face saving (Ting-Toomey, 1988) than peapth independent concept of self. People with
independent concept of self are likely to commuteicaganizational schedules and deadlines moréyfirm
with a stipulation of punishment if schedule is fulbowed. People with interdependent concepteiff are
likely to have more tacit communication about resesharing than those with independent concegpelff
People with interdependent concept of self ardylike prefer face-to-face communication more tHawse
with independent concept of self.

Concept of self also impacts the leadership sfgesd in different cultures. In collectivist culag
leaders are expected not only to be task focusedl®wito be nurturing in their relationship witteir
subordinates. This finds support in indigenouséesttip research in countries like India, Japarljgpimes,
and Mexico. It is also reflected in such culturahcepts likesimpatiaor beingsimpatico(Triandis Marin,
Lisansky, & Betancourt, 1984), which means beirgaphnt and interpersonally sensitive in Latin Aogeri
and among Hispanics and Latinos in the United St&enilarly, in the Philippines the wopdikikisama
(Enriquez, 1979, 1986\vhich includes managerial characteristics likearathnding, concern for employee
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welfare, kindness and helpfulness, and a pleasaht@urteous disposition toward subordinates, atdic a
people focus in leadership. In Japamaeis a characteristic of intimate relationships veheeople presume
that those with whom they have an intimate relamnm will indulge them (Doi, 1981; Johnson, 1993).
Yamaguchi (2004) calls it indulgent dependence wiaechild, spouse, junior student, or a subordisedis
help from a parent, spouse, senior student or gsigoereven if he or she actually does not need. iéis
means that subordinates could expect to be sugploytesuperiors even if their behavior is not perfébis
is not the situation in individualistic cultureshere leaders are not expected to nurture the simaved
beyond maintaining a professional relationshigakt in these cultures, both superiors and subatea
prefer to keep each other at arm's length (Bha20®&4).

Task focus and people focus have been researchegidership literature, starting with the early
work at Ohio State University and the UniversityMithigan. The theory of individualism and collecsim
helps explain why in collectivist cultures theraimore pronounced focus on people and relatioaship
because of the collectivists’ sense of interdepeoel@nd their need to keep harmony among peopte wit
whom they interact closely. On the other handh&individualist cultures there is a clear emphasisask,
even at the expense of relationships (Bhawuk, 2084}ther support for cultural difference in
interdependence is found in the acceptance of aliem in various cultures. For example, 80 percétiie
Japanese and about 65 percent of the samples fiddfentEuropean countries accepted paternalism, eelser
only 51 percent of representative American samgiidso (Dorfman, Howell, Hibino, Lee, Tate, & Baaié,
1997).

Bhawuk (2001) argued that the depending on howlpegpw themselves, they develop different
types of affinity to groups. For example, thoséwhe independent concept of self develop tieb wiher
people to satisfy their self needs, and may na ginportance to the need of other people, i.e rybosly
takes care of his or her own needs first befomekthg about the need of other people. Howeveisdheith
interdependent concept of self develop ties witleopeople to satisfy the needs of the self asagethe
members of the collective included in the self.isTib the second defining attribute of individualiand
collectivism, and focuses on the relationship betwself and groups of people (Triandis, 1995).

There are many aspects of interaction with grobpsdeserve our attention. First, as mentioned
above, individualists give priority to their selbgls, whereas collectivists give priority to thi@igroup goals
(Triandis, 1995; Triandis et al., 1985; Triandi88%; Earley 1994, 1993). Second, individualistelt® take
advantage of groups, and may indulge in socialiggfEarley, 1989), more so than collectivists. wdwoer,
collectivists are likely to social loaf as much whateracting with outgroup members in a groupirsgit
Third, collectivists make significantly large cossens to ingroup members in a negotiation task thay
would to outgroup members, whereas individualistgltnot to differentiate between ingroup and outgro
members (Carnevale, 1995; Triandis, 1989; Triarlstempo, Villareal, Asai, & Lucas, 1988; Earley,
1993). Fourth, individualists tend to allocate aegs based on the equity principle, where as dollsts use
equality for ingroup members, and equity for outgranembers (Leung & Bond, 1982; Bond, Leung, &
Wan, 1982; Kim, Park, & Suzuki, 1990).

Early socialization leads people to interact witbugps differently. For example, both collectivists
(e.g., Japanese) and individualists (e.g., Amejisaudents are found to be motivated to learn vthey are
rewarded for learning (Haruki, Shigehisa, Nedat®d@awa, 1984). However, contrary to expectatites,
Japanese students, unlike the American studeraweshmotivation to learn even when the teacher was
rewarded. The authors explained this phenomen@uggesting that the socialization practices fadotn
were different in the U. S. and Japan, and thad#panese children were socialized to observeesmbnd
to others’ feelings early on. A Japanese mother sag “I am happy” or “l am sad” to provide poséiar
negative reinforcement rather than directly sayagu are right” or “You are wrong,” which is usuglithe
case in the United States.
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Another reason for making this distinction is tleectivists’ perception of a common fate with thei
family, kin, friends, and coworkers (Triandis, 198%iandis, McCusker, & Hui, 1990; Hui & Triandis,
1986). For example, divorce results many timesrdividualists because people are unwilling to
compromise their careers, whereas collectivisesnofiacrifice career opportunities to take cardeit
family needs (ingroup goals) and derive satisfactiodoing so (Bhawuk, 2001). The reason for gjvin
priority to the ingroup goals could be the narrossef the perceived boundary between the individndl
the others or smaller social distance betweendli@sd others.

Individualists are likely to be monochronic in these of time when interacting with other people,
whereas collectivists are likely to be polychroimi¢heir use of time when dealing with ingroup mems
but monochronic in their use of time with outgraupmbers. Collectivists are likely be informal vehil
communicating with ingroup members but formal whiéaling with outgroup members, whereas
individualists are likely to be informal (U. S.) fmrmal (British and German) when dealing with iogp or
outgroup. Individualists are likely to emphasike talue for the person in trying to inspire pedpleard
organizational goals, whereas collectivists arelyiko emphasize the value for the group. Telpegple,
"You should do this task because it is good for,y@ilikely to be a motivation strategy for indiiialists,
whereas "You should do it because it is good ferdbllective (e.g., family, unit, organization, gtés likely
to be inspirational to collectivists. Shame igkaly tool for collectivists to discourage peopterh social
loafing, whereas guilt is the likely tool for indiwalists (Bhawuk, 2004).

The third defining attribute focuses on how thd seViewed vis-a-vis the larger society, or how th
self interacts with the society (Bhawuk, 2001).03& with independent concept of self do what tieytb
do, or what they think is good for them, i.e., tipeysue their individual desires, attitudes, valaesl beliefs
(Triandis, 1995). Since this meets the need oftmibthe people in a culture where most people lzave
independent concept of self, the individualisticisty values people doing their own things. Howeve
people with interdependent concept of self inhmany relationships and learn to live with these
interdependencies. Part of managing the interdigrenies is to develop goals that meet the neecbod m
than one’s own self. In the process of taking odithe needs of one’s ingroup members, a social
mechanism evolves in collectivist cultures, whighliiven by norms. Thus, for those with interdejmssm
concept of self it is much easier cognitively teae to methods that have been tried in the past fo
interacting with people at large. Hence, the dé#fee in following own attitude versus norms of soeiety
becomes a salient difference between individuatist collectivist cultures (Triandis, 1995).

One reason for the collectivists’ desire to confeesults from their need to pay attention to what
their extended family, friends, colleagues, andjinieors have to say about what they do and howdbey
Hsu (1981). A sense of duty guides them towardgabnorms both in the workplace and interpersonal
relationships. Individualists, on the other haar@, more concerned about their personal attitudeévalues.
They care much less than collectivists about wheit family members have to say, let alone thereled
family, friends, or neighbors. Often, in individisa cultures there are fewer norms about socidl an
workplace behaviors, whereas in collectivist ctuthere are many clear norms (Triandis, 1995hduld
be noted that it is not true that individualisttaukés do not have norms, or that collectivist aaisudo not
have people doing what they like to do. Granted there are exceptions, in individualistic cultutieere
are fewer norms and those that exist are not sgnienposed, whereas in collectivist cultures nolyarorms
are tightly monitored and imposed but also antrmative behaviors are often hidden from public eyes
(Triandis & Bhawuk, 1997).

In collectivist cultures there are likely to be marorms for interpersonal communication than in
individualist cultures. Thus, in collectivist cutes effective communication is likely to includet which
follows social prescription, i.e., how is somethsaid is critical, whereas in individualist cultareffective
communication is likely to be communication thabguces a desired outcome, i.e., what is saidtisairi
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In collectivist cultures the non-verbal behavioms kkely to be critical because such behaviorgednalize
communication, whereas in individualist culturesverbal behaviors are less significant since cdnsg
by comparison, less important. In collectivisttatgs, e. g. in Japan, phenomena tidkemaeg(expected
public behaviors, which could be opposite of hopeeson feels or would like to act) ahdnne(true or
private feelings that is often kept to oneself) ldeely to exist because knowing and maintainingmas
important (See Doi, 1986, pp 35-48, for a discussibthese concepts), whereas in individualistitucas
such differences are unnecessary because peodiarde, value, and belief driven.

Lastly, there are critical difference between indiisalism and collectivism in how interpersonal
relationships are maintained as well as the natusecial exchange between self and others. lviddalist
cultures social exchange is based on the principégiual exchange, and people form new relatiosstaip
meet their changing needs based on cost benefitsisal hus, individualists are rational in theicgl
exchange. In collectivist cultures people haversgrdependent concept of self and they inherit many
relationships. Therefore, people in collectivistares view their relationships as long term inunatand are
unlikely to break even a poor (i.e., not cost d@ffex) relationship. Thus, collectivists value redaships for
their own sake and nurture them with unequal s@iehanges over a long period of time.

Individualists tend to use exchange relationshigigle collectivists tend to use communal
relationships. In an exchange relationship, pegpe something (a gift or a service) to anothesperwith
the expectation that the other person will retugifieor service of equal value in the near fut(Céark &
Mills, 1979). The characteristics of this type efationship are “equal value” and “short time frahieople
keep a mental record of exchange of benefits ani tmaintain a balanced account, in an accours@mge.
In a communal relationship people do not keep anwad of the exchanges taking place between them
(Clark & Mills, 1979); one person may give a giftrouch higher value than the other person, andvtbe
people may still maintain their relationship. Imet words it is the relationship that is valued antithe
exchanges that go on between people when they aredammunal relationship.

In collectivist cultures usually there are a seaeexchanges between two people in which what is
given never quite matches what is received. Thesekchange goes on for a long time unless thessisri
broken by some unavoidable situation. In this tgpeelationship people feel an equality of afféat.( when
one feels up, the other also feels up; and wherfeme down, the other also feels down). In comtias
individualist cultures people exchange goods andes when they have common interests, and ortheif
benefits justify the costs. Individualists movetomew relationships when a relationship does restrtheir
needs.

We are likely to find variation across culturesvhat is exchanged, and also across rural and urban
settings. For example, in rural settings the emgbas likely to involve goods (vegetables, fruited items,
etc.) and services (helping in field or yard, hegpivith children, etc.). It was found that in a¥&n
peasant village usually there was a series of exggmbetween two people in which what was giverenev
guite matched what was received (Foster, 1967)s,Time exchange went on for a long-time unless the
series was broken by some unavoidable situatibalsd seems that there may be class differenttesin
exchange between people. For example, in mangatidist cultures, unlike the lower classes, amibreg
middle class and the affluent people there aremaoty financial transactions (borrowing money orrsita
financial resources) among the extended family negstbut they provide emotional support to eackroth
through social gatherings.

Again this defining attribute of individualism ardllectivism explains many differences in
communication patterns across cultures. For exanmierpersonal communication is marked by exchang
of resources for collectivists, but not for indivalists. Collectivists do not need to constantignmunicate
to maintain relationships, whereas individualigts ¢hdividualists need to communicate and stopdge
communication marks the end of a relationship, whgicollectivists can stop communication without
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breaking a relationship, and can actually pick uplationship even after a gap of many years.
Communication is peripheral to the relationshipdoliectivists, whereas for individualists it isnteal to the
relationship.

The rational versus relational differentiation at&l exchange also has important implications for
leadership. According to Leader-Member ExchangeX).iteory (Graen, & Scandura, 1987; Graen, & Uhl-
Bien, 1991; Graen, & Wakabayashi, 1994), manageralae to influence their subordinates to produce
beyond formal organizational expectations by depietp“mature leader relationships,” which are chemazed
by extracontractual behavior, mutual trust, respatg, superordinate goals, in-kind type of pocity,
indefinite time span of reciprocity, and high leadeember exchange. However, those managers whotdo n
develop mature leader relationships focus on cagltarry type of reciprocity, immediate time spén o
reciprocity, and low leader-member exchange. TH&ynandulge in formal, contractual, mostly unidiienal
downward influence processes. The exchange retsijpiobtains the desired behaviors from subordirtage
exacting behavioral compliance through externatrobrwhile the communal relationship promotes an
internalization of values and goals by the subat#inand desired behaviors from subordinates da&nel
through the subordinates' self-control. It is emtdbat mature leader relationships are developedalong
term and resemble the communal relationship, whémgamature” leader relationships reflect a shertyt
perspective of managers and focus on exchangmnships. Since people are socialized to value-teng
relationships in collectivist cultures, the High X\style of leadership is preferred in these cuiuhe
individualist cultures, though many managers deeligwHigh LMX styles, in the long run people prefer
maximize their individual gains, and so a Low LMiYle of leadership is more prevalent (Bhawuk, 2004)

Many cultural differences in leadership styles haeen found in studies on Japanese and American
managers in multinational organizations in the éthibtates and Japan. For example, the Americange@na
were found to have an underdeveloped sense ofatibligto their co-workers and company. Therefdre, t
absenteeism rate among American managers was cigtr that of the workers (Graen, & Wakabayashi,
1994). This lack of commitment is attributed to th@ividualists’ exchange relationship perspectféhe job,
and the preference for a Low LMX style of leadgushiccording to the Japanese philosophy, the masage
workers invest in their mutual relationships anddomutual obligations over a number of years, ligwza
lifetime, of work contact. This mutual obligatioarapletely rules out the possibility of insubordioat In effect,
if workers are resisting a manager’s decisionptheager may have committed a mistake and is loétter
discussing the problem with the workers rather thgosing disciplinary sanctions (Graen, & Wakalshya
1994). Again, the difference results from the pesfiee for a High LMX leadership style in Japan.

Thus, we can see that the theoretical framewonkddfidualism and collectivism offers a parsimorsou
framework to discuss many basic cultural differartbat can be found across many pairs of culthedsare
individualistic or collectivist. Triandis, Brisljrand Hui (1988) presented a list of advice foniidialists going
to collectivist cultures, and vice versa, which basn proven to be useful. Bhawuk (2001) presdotedsets
of behaviors capturing the four defining attribubéndividualism and collectivism, which have bedtown to
be effective for intercultural training (Bhawuk, 2. Therefore, there is much value in usingfiiaisiework in
intercultural training programs.

Discussion

The field of intercultural training has evolvedrsigcantly in the last fifty years, and despite its
theoretically rigorous foundations, there has marba clear direction about how intercultural tregrprograms
should be developed. This could be attributetieatatural course of development of the field incivivarious
individuals have contributed from narrow theordterspectives. This was reflected in the eadgutision of
whether intercultural training should follow theiwarsity model of classroom lectures or use theeggptial
training method (Harrison and Hopkins, 1967). Aweotdiscussion in the literature has been aboudutare
specific versus culture general approaches taniBhawuk, 1990). Clearly, there is much needfo
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theoretical framework for the development of intiéixaral training programs that synthesizes varibesretical
perspectives and addresses many of the issued ratbe literature. This chapter is a small stejhat
direction.

This chapter synthesizes many of the theoreticadeuts discussed in the intercultural trainingditiere
to present a framework that can be used to devwaierultural training programs. It is argued hitat for
people to develop intercultural competence they heenderstand the process of skill acquisitio, laarn
how to learn so that they can continue to learmbdya formal training program while living abroathe
concepts of disconfirmed expectation and isomorattithution are two basic concepts that are ingporio
understand and can help in the process of skilliaitign. A clear understanding of the cognitiveqess of
skill acquisition similarly provides the much nedd®mgnitive framework for skill acquisition. THeebretical
framework of individualism and collectivism helpgjanize the intercultural expertise at the absteael much
like what cognitive psychologists refer to as adrkeécal Organizing Package or TOP.

The economic framework presented in the chaptéeatore helps to go beyond cultural theories that
are psychological or sociological in nature. Thipresented as a first step, and clearly theaaneed for
developing frameworks that would capture othercspailitical perspectives. Such additions in therfe would
make the framework more comprehensive, and aid@@ogheir intercultural skill acquisition. Aned implicit
in the framework is that intercultural skill is rtidimensional, and thus there is a need to appritgecquisition
by following a multimethod approach. This has baeidea hitherto neglected in the literature.

The addition of the need for Self Preservatiomatcore of intercultural training programs is aroth
contribution of the chapter, which has been hitheeglected in intercultural training literatuf@esearchers and
practitioners alike in their zeal of preparing pedp be effective in their sojourn often neglée basic issues
of survival, or assume that the sojourners wolkd tare of such issues themselves. This is akaistad all
training programs must stress the need for seffgovation, which is not only unique to us indivilliyebut also
has some cultural underpinnings depending on wdadfourners are and where they are going to Fee.
example, there are likely gender differences thatrio be addressed, as women have to deal wity mmane
issues when moving from one culture to another than have to do, and this issue needs to be further
researched. Clearly, there are many aspectswtalthat we all need to worry about and with@king care
of these issues we simply cannot be effective maauk or social interactions. This has becoméiqdarly an
important issue in view of the increased terraddivities that the world has see in the last fearg, but |
would like to note that this has always been &alifactor, and one that has not been given mtiehtan in
the literature.

The outer circles of the model deal with organaradi, industry, and culture specific level isszesl
were noted to make the model complete. Unfortupdtely could not be developed fully, and are inmgoatrt
future research topics. Intercultural traininigriature has been theoretically grounded in thigiohehal
differences perspective, and there is a need @ a@wmultilevel models including organizational andustrial
levels of analyses. It could be argued that pewpl&ing in the information technology industry @a@ing to
need to adapt to different circumstances than pesptking in the oil exploration industry, the elaviment
protection area, the financial industry, or theltheare industry. Similarly, people working folaage
multinational like IBM or Bank of America or NGO&é the UNICEF or The World Bank would need to adap
to different contexts and histories. Thus, pregagdeople associated with different industries@ganizations
going to different cultures necessarily would rega multilevel training program that would build the core
that was developed in some detail in this chapkers model can also be used to organize collegeses in
intercultural training or communication, so thatdgnts are able to organize their personal intieraiskill
development in a systematic way.
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