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About this workshop

This workshop is based largely on the PIER Diploma subject, Communication in Culturally Diverse Workplaces which forms one of the core units in the Diploma program.  The Diploma can be accessed via http://www.pieronline.org

Assumptions underlying to this session:

Everyone has a cultural history, a resulting cultural bias and characteristic communication patterns.  As a delegate in this workshop you are not going to be treated as different from the general population; though you may have skills, knowledge and experience that do make you different.  The purpose of this assumption is to act on an understanding that everyone has blind spots in their thoughts, perceptions and behaviour. The aim of this session is therefore to direct your attention to areas of intercultural competence that are often problematic.  Sometimes this focus can mean that valued beliefs may at times be challenged by the presentation and/or by other delegates; and this is seen as a healthy aspect of the intercultural process.

Aims for delegates

This session is aimed at giving you new knowledge and skills.  As such, you will be asked to consider if this aim has been successful at the end of the workshop, and you may be asked if there has been any important new understanding or changed understanding.  All responses are welcome!
Publication Note

The materials presented here are the property of Professional International Education Resources (PIER) and may not be used without express permission of PIER.  All in-text citations are fully referenced at the end of this paper and these referenced works may be accessed without permission from PIER.
What is culture?

You may have previously read about or studied intercultural communication and come across a number of different definitions of the term “culture”.  Here are some defining statements about culture:
· Culture is learned from people you interact with as you are socialised, and involves large groups of people (Lustig & Koester 2006 p25).
· Culture is everything you would need to know and do so as not to stand out as a “stranger” in a foreign land (Jandt, 2007, p.8)
· Culture is complex, multifaceted and dynamic (Tuleja 2005 p11); and
· Culture can be more easily understood by referring to a schematic representation. Some, including Peterson (2004 p20-21), use an iceberg as an analogy for defining culture in terms of what is visible and what is invisible:

	Visible
“Tip-of-the-iceberg” culture is

Anything you can perceive with

your five senses:
	        Invisible
         Bottom of the iceberg values determine the following:

	· Language 

· Architecture 

· Food 

· Population 

· Music 

· Clothing 

· Art and literature 

· Pace of life 

· Emotional display 

· Gestures 

· Leisure activities 

· Eye contact 

· Sports
	· Notions of time 

· How the individual fits into society 

· Beliefs about human nature 

· Rules about relationships 

· Importance of work 

· Motivations for achievement 

· Roles of adults and children within family 

· Tolerance for change 

· Expectation of macho behaviour 

· Importance of face, harmony 

· Preference for leadership systems 

· Communication styles 

· Attitudes about men’s / women’s roles 

· Preference for thinking style – linear or systematic


Another commonly used analogy, and probably one that is more easily applied to the workplace, is to represent culture as an “onion” with the outer layers being the most visible (i.e. most explicit) and the inner layers being the less visible (i.e. less implicit).  According to Spencer-Oatey (2006), cultural layers can be viewed in the following way:
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The layers are explained as follows:

	Layer
	Visibility
	         Examples

	Artefacts & Products
	Most explicit
	· Food, clothing, buildings, works of art, language as a code/formal system

	Rules & Behaviour
	Most explicit
	· Gestures, ways of greeting, ceremonies, the playing of football, dancing

	Systems & Institutions
	Less explicit
	· Education, government, law and order, health care, family life

	Beliefs, Attitudes & Conventions
	More implicit
	· Religious and moral beliefs, attitudes towards other groups, concepts of ‘polite’ and ‘impolite’ behaviour

	Basic Assumptions & Values
	Most implicit (core)
	· The acceptability of power differences among group members, the importance of respecting tradition, the importance of conforming to social expectations and norms, the right to pursue personal pleasures and interest


It is important to be aware that:

· Changes in certain aspects of culture, especially in the behaviours and customs (i.e. the more explicit layers), can occur rapidly. In contrast, changes in underlying beliefs and values tend to be much slower (Brick 1991 pp1-2).

· Values are not always predictors of behaviour, since there are always exceptions and unpredictable elements that may influence a situation.  However, "if you see someone behaving a certain way (especially if you see it happen repeatedly) and you have an understanding of some of his or her cultural-based values, you will also begin to see the reason (the value) behind the behaviour" (Peterson 2004 pp23-24).
Exercise 1
Read this quote (Brick, 1991, pp.6-7)
“Australians tend to believe that people everywhere are basically Australian.  Cultural differences are seen as superficial and that, underneath, people really behave and believe as Australians do.  Newcomers are therefore expected to speak English and are expected to conform to the Australian way of life.  Failure to do so can be taken as evidence of hostility.  Most Chinese, on the other hand, tend to believe that a non-Chinese is different from a Chinese in a way that is almost impossible to overcome”.

· Do you tend to agree with Brick’s comments about Australians? If so, why would Australians believe this? 

· Do you think that cultural groups such as the Chinese view cultural differences as being unassailable?  Why do you think this?

Exercise 2
Reflecting on the cultural onion above, read the following article:

Just who is un-Australian?

Hugh Mackay, The Age, 20 June 2005
It's the new term of chastisement, but what exactly does it mean, asks Hugh Mackay.
'It's un-Australian," Dick Smith asserted last week, as he railed against the seven-year detention of Peter Qasim, the Kashmiri asylum seeker recently transferred from the Baxter detention centre to an Adelaide psychiatric ward. "We drove him mad," Smith said on ABC radio, and then repeated his charge: "It's un-Australian."

Sorry, Dick, but it's actually not un-Australian at all. It might be unjust, unkind, unfair, unreasonable and inhumane but, unhappily, it's not un-Australian. Yes, seven years is a long time to lock someone up without charge or conviction, reducing them to such a state of despair that they lose their mind. It might not sound like the kind of thing Australians would do, but we do it.

Here's another thing we've been doing: locking up children whose only crime is to be the offspring of asylum seekers. Some of their parents might turn out not to be "genuine" asylum seekers (though still refugees, of course) but we've been treating them and their children as if they are criminals of the worst kind rather than people so desperate to leave their homelands that they were prepared to undertake almost unbelievably perilous journeys to start a new life here.

I'm in total sympathy with Dick Smith's sentiments; I only wish there were grounds for saying we Australians would never tolerate such appalling treatment of refugees being carried out in our name. I wish we didn't have to own up to a policy deliberately designed to inflict suffering on people who have already been traumatised in the countries from which they've fled.

The melancholy truth is that it has, indeed, been Australian to persist with a policy of indefinite and even brutal mandatory detention of asylum seekers. Our Government has been doing it for years with broad community support, so we might as well accept that it is a characteristically Australian act. In fact, it's so characteristic of us that some other countries, including Britain, are now examining ways of adopting the "Australian" model of mandatory detention.

But this is not a column about asylum seekers; it's about the implications of this gruesome newcomer to our vocabulary: "un-Australian".

Surely it's "Australian" to do whatever Australians do. It's Australian to smuggle drugs in and out of the country. It's Australian to minimise your income tax payments to the point where you're not actually pulling your weight as a taxpayer. It's Australian to cheat if you can get away with it - at work (PriceWaterhouseCoopers reports 47 per cent of companies have suffered some form of corporate crime, mostly committed by employees), on the sporting field (the "professional foul", for instance), or in personal relationships (where, these days, cheating on your partner scarcely counts as cheating at all).

It's Australian to drink and drive, get hopelessly into debt, lie to secure an advantage - whether political, commercial or personal - and engage in merciless and slanderous gossip. It's Australian to give vent to our xenophobia through outbreaks of racism, to reserve our nastiest prejudices for indigenous people, and to worship celebrity.

Sound a bit negative? Not at all. It's Australian to do such things because, however uncivilised they may seem, it's human to do them. The Dutch do them; so do South Africans, Turks, Indonesians, British, Italians, Brazilians, etc. Like everyone else on the planet, Australians are a mixture of good and bad, noble and shameful, exemplary and slippery.

So, to balance the ledger, I ought to acknowledge that it's entirely "Australian" (but also entirely French, Korean, etc) to help neighbours in distress, to bake cakes for fund-raising stalls, to give our children clear moral guidance and to respond to the needs of strangers. It's Australian to befriend the lonely, comfort the sick, pay the taxes we should pay, charge fair prices for our goods and services, make donations to charity without seeking recognition or acknowledgement, cheerfully obey the rule of law, behave with integrity - at work, on the sporting field, in love - and even to celebrate the joys of honest toil.

We're human, OK? So let's not get carried away by hubris: Australians are no better than anyone else when it comes to occupation of the moral high ground. After all, this is the country where many people who opened their hearts and wallets to the tsunami relief appeal then grumbled about the ungrateful Indonesians who dared to convict Schapelle Corby of being a drug courier, as if our charity was part of some implicit trade-off: we'll help your tsunami victims; you let our drug traffickers off lightly.

Let's not assume that if it's praiseworthy or beautiful, it's Australian, and if it's blameworthy or ugly, it's un-Australian. Can you imagine Italians criticising each other for being "un-Italian"? Have you ever heard of un-Scottish or un-Irish activity? What would un-Swedish behaviour look like?

There was a brief period, it's true, when "un-American" was in vogue. That was during the hysterical early days of the Cold War when the US anti-communist crusade was in full swing. There was even a congressional committee commissioned to investigate un-American activities. The whole thing fell apart when the neurotic and obsessive ringleader, Joe McCarthy, was both discredited and disgraced, though not before the trashing of countless citizens' reputations.

We should be warned: "un-Australian" is an ugly word and a signpost to an ugly trend.

Exercise 3
Now find TWO other delegates and discuss
1. When Australians (especially politicians) use the term “un-Australian”, what part of the culture onion are they usually referring to?

2. Is the term “un-Australian” a useful one, or, is it an ugly and divisive one?
3. Is it common to describe an international student as being “un-Australian”?

Intercultural communication and competence

Recent communication theories emphasise the relationship between communication and culture.  They state that people do not represent culture in a passive way but create it during interactions.  According to Guirdham (2005 p45), culture and communication exist together, and people acquire them at the same time.  Therefore, culture is a “shared consensual way of life and sharing and consensus are made possible only by communication” (Haslett 1989 in Guirdham 2005 p45).

Similarly, Aldridge (2000) states that:

· Culture is derived from communication; 

· People regulate and co-create culture during interaction; and 

· Language is culture’s “glue”.

It is therefore important to recognise that all communication is culturally biased, and that people of particular cultural backgrounds tend to have preferred communication styles.
In this workshop we will generally use the term “intercultural communication” rather than “cross-cultural communication” since it is more relevant on a personal level, even though they are often used interchangeably.
· Intercultural communication 
– concerns the comparison of interactions among people from different countries. 

· Cross-cultural communication 
– concerns the comparison of interactions among people from the same culture to those from another culture (Lustig and Koester 2006 p54).

A definition of competence
Intercultural communication competence is a complex set of capacities.  Importantly:

· Competence is not an individual attribute, but rather it is a characteristic of the association between individuals. 

· A person may be competent in one particular setting but not another. 

· Intercultural communication competence exists on a continuum, whereby communication is affected by the degree of similarity or the amount of difference between the interactants.
Intercultural communication competence is generally viewed as comprising 3 interrelated dimensions, as outlined by Lustig and Koester (2006 pp69-71):

	Dimension
	Specific requirements:

	Cognitive
	· Sufficient knowledge
- Information about the people, context, norms of appropriateness.

	Affective
	· Suitable motivations
- Overall set of emotional associations that people have as they anticipate and actually communicate interculturally.

	Behavioural
	· Skilled actions
- Performance of effective and appropriate behaviours (both verbal and nonverbal).


Nueliep (2006 p450) also proposes a fourth “Situational” dimension, of which certain elements may affect competence such as:

· The environmental context (e.g. some situations may have higher information loads, which affect motivation and performance); 

· Previous contact with the other interactant; 

· The status differential between you and the interactant; and 

· The presence of a third party during communication.

Some interpretations of communication competence in part reject it.  For example, Peterson (2004 p13) believes that it is not possible for a person to be completely competent so he prefers to refer to “Cultural Intelligence” that consists of:

· Knowledge about cultures (facts and cultural traits) 

· Awareness (of yourself and others) 

· Specific skills (behaviours)

This approach seems to overlap with the 4 dimensions mentioned above.

Exercise 4
1. Attempt the following questionnaire as quickly as you can.  It is about assessing your willingness to communicate interculturally (Neuliep 2006 pp43-44) – related to the Affective dimension
Questionnaire - Intercultural willingness to communicate scale

Below are six situations in which a person might communicate.  Assume that you have completely free choice.  Indicate the percentages of times you would choose to communicate in each type of situation.  Keep in mind that you are reporting not the likelihood you would have the opportunity to talk in these instances, but rather the percentage of times you would talk when the opportunity presented itself – 0 = never to 100 = always.

	
	Score

	1. Talk with someone I perceive to be different from me.
	

	2. Talk with someone from another country.
	

	3. Talk with someone from a culture I know very little about.
	

	4. Talk with someone from a different race than mine.
	

	5. Talk with someone from a different culture.
	

	6. Talk with someone who speaks English as a second language
	


Scoring

	Score
	This indicates

	< 300
	· a general unwillingness to communicate

	> 350
	· a slight willingness to communicate

	> 400
	· a moderate willingness

	> 500
	· a high willingness


Language

As mentioned previously language is “culture’s glue” and so it is worthwhile considering it further, especially since it is often overlooked in intercultural communication training.  How language is used can reveal much about the unique features of a culture since it:

“holds us together as groups, differentiates us into groups, and also controls the way we shape concepts, how we think, how we perceive, and how we judge others” (Chaney and Martin 2004 p86).

Language has at least two main functions:

· an information function and

· a relationship function,

both of which may be evident to varying degrees.

For example, western cultures tend to emphasis the information function, whereas Japanese culture places greater importance on conveying subtle emotions and relationships (Mohan et al 2004).

Language as a barrier
Language barriers may often inhibit effective intercultural communication.  According to Jandt (2001 p148), 5 main difficulties may arise when translating one language into another: 

	Difficulty with:
	                Explanation

	Vocabulary equivalence
	· Languages that are different often lack words that are directly translatable.

	Idiomatic equivalence
	· The English language is renowned for its variety of idioms.  These can cause significant problems for a non-native English speaker since they do not have a literal meaning:- It’s crunch time for students to enrol …- What’s up with Mario?

	Grammatical-syntactical equivalence
	· The syntax (i.e. grammar) may be different and cause difficulties:
- English has a Subject-Verb-Object (SVO) word order whereas for other languages it may be SOV.
- Some languages may not use verb tenses.

	Experiential equivalence
	· An object or experience may exist in one culture but not in another, so this can cause translation difficulties.

	Conceptual equivalence
	· Concepts related to what is real and good are not understood in the same way.  In some cultures:- Corruption may not be seen as a morally wrong (even though it is still viewed as a crime).


Writing emails

Writing emails can involve a more personal relationship between the writer and reader, and may initiate 2-way communication.  The answers to these questions about computer mediated communication (CMC) remain unclear:

· How does online communication affect intercultural communication? 

· Does our Western, informal and very direct use of CMC technologies conflict with the way other cultures use these technologies? 

· Has the world become a homogenous community, each country indistinguishable in terms of their online communication behaviour? (Mohan et al 2004 p95).

However, what does seem certain is that different cultures can be characterised as being low-context or high-context as outlined below (this notion was created by anthropologist Edward T. Hall, and it will be considered in greater detail in the next Section).
· Low-context (e.g. in Australia, UK, USA): 
- Verbal messages are clear, concise and are more literal. 

· High-context (e.g. in China, Korea or Japan): 
- Verbal messages are more subtle, less direct and more dependent on the relationship between the writer and reader (Tuleja 2005 pp41-43).

Australians, for example, do not tend to rely on social context to determine the most appropriate way of replying to an email.  In contrast, semi-formal email communication (i.e. where a staff member from an education institution sends an email to a student) can cause difficulties for students from high-context cultures since they may prefer to have knowledge of the writer’s:

· status 

· role in the organisation 

· decision-making power 

· personality (Mohan et al 2004 p95).

You could address this issue by including a detailed email “signature” at the end of every email.  

In addition, high-context cultures are more reliant on non-verbal communication (i.e. body language) and within a semi-formal/formal email this obviously cannot occur, although informal emails will often include emoticons to fulfil this role (see Emoticon -Wikipedia [image: image2.png]


 ).

A further cultural bias exists when an education institution’s employee emails a student since:

· emails are written in English; 

· most writers will be very competent English users; and 

· NESB students need to understand the message and respond appropriately, if required.

Therefore, it is advisable to adhere to certain guidelines, often known as “netiquette”, when writing emails to students.
Netiquette
The more informal tendency of an email can place an extra burden of non-English speaking background (NESB) readers.  Bailey (2005) suggests that a Plain English style should again be adopted by:

· Using a polite spoken style of writing; 

· Being brief but not blunt; 

· Starting with your main point; and 

· Avoiding the use of:
- Idioms and colloquialisms  
- Humour (this can be risky since it may be misinterpreted or considered inappropriate)

Griffith University (2004) also provides this useful advice regarding email etiquette:

	Advice
	Example / Explanation

	The subject line should summarise the message
	· Request for pre-arrival information – 23 June 2006

	Background information should be stated rather than assumed
	· This email is in response to your application for a course refund dated 23 June 2006.

	Don’t be over-familiar with the recipient
	· Avoid informal forms of address such as:
Hi Judy ;-) … Cheers…
instead use Dear Judy / Ms Chan … Regards…

	Don’t shout at people by using uppercase letters or excessive punctuation
	· Dear student,
This email aims to inform you that after 5 phone calls and numerous emails WE STILL HAVE NOT RECEIVED YOUR COURSE FEES FOR THIS SEMESTER!!!!

	Avoid angry outbursts
	· Try not to send an email when you’re angry.  Remember that you are producing a public document (and one that a student can easily share with others)

	Check the spelling, grammar and punctuation
	· Once again, the message you send will reflect on you and your institution


Spoken and Non-Verbal Communication

Introduction

In this section you’ll move away from written language to look at generalisations about culture and communication styles in greater detail, and the role of interpreting.  

During intercultural interactions, spoken and non-verbal communication can be problematic. Some differences between written and face-to-face communication are listed in the following table (from Beavin-Bavelas & Chovil 2000 in Collins 2003 p23):
	Written communication (Asynchronous)
	Face-to-Face Communication (Synchronous)

	· Is a persistent, static object 

· Can be re-read anytime 

· Can take time before responding 

· Consists of discrete separate symbols 

· Consists of easily separated words 

· Requires no audience presence 

· Means the writer and the reader may not share a setting 

· Is learned at school  

· Is taught with explicit, conscious norms
	· Is ephemeral 

· Cannot ordinarily be reviewed 

· Must respond immediately while in the interaction 

· Is virtually continuous 

· Consists of words and other acts that merge
Requires the audience to be present 

· Means the participants are in the same setting 

· Is learned at home  

· Is practised rather than explicitly taught


This means face-to-face interactions have added time and performance pressures, and learning how to use spoken and non-verbal communication appropriately can be a matter of trial and error.  It often requires careful observation of and/or mentoring from members of the cultural group or people experienced with the particular group.

In addition, written language has higher status in many cultures than spoken and non-verbal communication, which tends to diminish their importance.  However, recent technologies such as mobile phones (regarding SMS messages) and emails have created communication that is more informal and similar to speech.

Generalisations about culture and particular cultural groups can help you begin to understand different types of interactions. However, to do this well you’ll also need to consider your own cultural and individual identities.

In describing cultural issues that arise when advising international students, Hermans & Pusch (2004 pp20-21) make the following observations that could be applied to culturally diverse workplaces:

· Inferring ‘personality’ on the basis of behaviour is highly susceptible to cultural bias; 

· Trust and rapport in a relationship cannot develop if participants do not contribute to the acknowledgement of each other’s cultural identities; and 

· Instead of using a self-reference criterion, it is often necessary to accurately assess the intended meaning of the student’s behaviour from the cultural perspective of the student.

Ethnocentrism

You’re going to begin this section by thinking about your attitude to your own culture and those of others. Many people tend to think that others perceive, evaluate and reason about the world in the same way, and this tendency is known as ethnocentrism (Lusting & Koester, 2006 p144).  Essentially, it can be described as follows:

· It puts your own culture at the centre of everything (i.e. all other cultures are rated with reference to it); 

· It is probably universal (i.e. we are all ethnocentric to an extent); 

· It can cloud your perceptions of others (i.e. you view others through your own “cultural lens”); and 

· At high levels it is an obstacle to effective communication (Neuliep 2006 p33).

Learning to identify your own ethnocentrisms can help you be more receptive to learning about how other people live in and experience the world. However, they may be difficult to notice unless you spend extended time with members of another cultural group or in another cultural group.

Ethnocentrism can be extreme if you believe that your way of doing things is the right and preferable way whereas other cultures are not as equally good or worthy.  In other words, it can be a form of superiority that negatively evaluates other cultures (Martin & Nakayama 2001, p40). 

Bennet (1986, in Tuleja 2005 p16) devised a framework to enable us to think and act interculturally. The framework consists of 6 stages that show how a person may develop from having a self-centred view of the world to a more other-centred one:

	Centeredness
	Stage
	         Explanation
	       Affective quality

	Self-Centered
(Ethnocentric)
	Denial
	· No perception of differences at all
	· Benign on the surface (“live and let live”), but potentially very harmful

	
	Defense 
	· Excessive hostility against another culture 
	· State of siege

	
	Minimisation
	· Belief that cultural differences are mainly superficial 
	· Insistently nice

	
	Acceptance
	· Recognition and exploration of difference 
	· Curiosity

	
	Adaptation
	· Ability to empathise; shift frame of reference 
	· Competence

	Other-Centered
(Ethnorelative)
	Integration
	· Recognising and embracing differences 
	· Authenticity


Even though this is a fairly simple model, it can form a useful starting point for considering why communication difficulties occur.  Previously you saw that intercultural competence is influenced by cognitive, affective, behavioural and situational dimensions.  Therefore, you may have experienced most or all of these stages at different times in your own intercultural development, and with different interactions.

According to Lusting & Koester (2006, pp147-48), the competent intercultural communicator does not necessarily suppress negative feelings but acknowledges their existence and seeks to minimise their effect on his or her communication.

Exercise 5
The following test aims to measure your ethnocentrism (from Neuliep 2006 pp.34-35).  Rate each statement according to this scale:
Strongly Agree (SA) = 5
Agree (A) = 4
Neutral (N) = 3
Disagree (D) = 2
Strongly Disagree (SD) = 1

	Statement 
	Rating

	1. Most other cultures are backward compared to my culture.
	

	2. My culture should be the role model for other cultures.
	

	3. People from other cultures act strangely when they come into my culture.
	

	4. Lifestyles in other cultures are just as valid as those in my culture.
	

	5. Other cultures should try to be more like my culture.
	

	6. I’m not interested in the values and customs of other cultures.
	

	7. People in my culture could learn a lot from people of other cultures.
	

	8. Most people from other cultures just don’t know what’s good for them.
	

	9. I respect the values and customs of other cultures.
	

	10. Other cultures are smart to look up to our culture.
	

	11. Most people would be happier if they lived like people in my culture.
	

	12. I have many friends from other cultures.
	

	13. People in my culture have just about the best lifestyles of anywhere.
	

	14. Lifestyles in other cultures are not as valid as those in my culture.
	

	15. I’m interested in the values and customs of other cultures.
	

	16. I apply my values when judging people who are different.
	

	17. I see people who are similar to me as virtuous.
	

	18. I do not cooperate with people who are different.
	

	19. Most people in my culture just don’t know what’s good for them.
	

	20. I don’t trust people who are different.
	

	21. I dislike interacting with people from different cultures.
	

	22. I have little respect for the values and customs of other cultures.
	


2. Calculate your score as follows:

Step 1 - Value A = Add 4 7 9 
Step 2 - Value B = Add 1 2 5 8 10 11 13 14 18 20 21 22
Step 3 - Value C = 18 minus Value A
Step 4 - Value D = Value B + Value C
Step 5 - Value D is the final score.

Higher scores indicate higher ethnocentrism. Scores above 55 are considered to show high ethnocentrism.

Exercise 6
Work with TWO other delegates to discuss these questions:
· Do you think this is a reliable way to measure a person’s ethnocentrism?  Explain your reasons. 

· What is one ethnocentric behaviour, attitude or value that you have that you probably would never change?  For example, in some cultures hugging a person when saying goodbye is not common, but you think that this is necessary to show your true affection, especially if that person is your mother or father.

Stereotypes and Generalisations

Before considering cultural patterns and communication styles in greater detail, it is worthwhile making the distinction between stereotypes and generalisations.

Stereotypes
Humans tend to identify the characteristics of people and events and then process and organise this information into categories with certain attributes. This allows us to respond to a range of stimuli very efficiently and avoid “information overload”.  However, this stereotyping can lead to views about others that are typically:

· Rigid; 

· Simplistic; 

· Overgeneralised; and/or 

· Negative or unfavourable (Clements & Jones 2006 p72).

Stereotypes may also be positive.  For example, a person may hold the view that Asian high school students are very polite and good at mathematics (Peterson 2004 p27).  However, all stereotypes can form a barrier to communication since:

· They are often assumed to be true when they may be wrong or exaggerated; 

· People may believe they are true for all individuals; 

· They can become a “self-fulfilling prophecy” for the person stereotyped (i.e. s/he may be expected to act out stereotypical behaviours); and 

· A person’s behaviour may be interpreted based on the stereotype (Jandt 2001 p71).

The presence of diversity in a work group may actually increase the chances of stereotyping, and can ultimately affect productivity and teamwork.  This will be further considered in Section 3.

Note that prejudice is defined as the negative attitudes that exist toward other people that are based on faulty and inflexible stereotypes, and discrimination is the behavioural manifestation of this prejudice (Lustig & Koester 2006).

Generalisations
Generalisations about culture are more reliable and form the basis of intercultural investigation.  This is because:

· They are the result of extensive research based on the insights and experiences of cultural experts; 

· They provide reasonably accurate and useable frameworks for interpreting cultural behaviours, attitudes and values (Peterson 2004).

Stereotypes  versus Generalisations
Cutler (2005 p97) distinguishes stereotypes from generalisations as follows:

	                Stereotypes…
	                Generalisations…

	· Are simplistic 

· Are often based on second-hand information  

· Mistake the part for the whole  

· Often say more about the group that stereotypes than the group that is stereotyped  

· Are prescriptive and restrictive 

· Do not take context or situation into account 

· Are out of date and fixed 

· Are often negative about other groups and positive about own group  

· Are held by us about others
	· Accommodate complexity 

· Are based on personal experience and reflection 

· Allow for individual differences 

· Can be a useful source for comparing cultures 

· Act as a springboard to understanding others 

· Take context and situation into account 

· Are up to date and dynamic 

· Are balanced 

· Are shared with others


Cultural patterns

Conceptual categories are useful for understanding cultural differences and you’ll now investigate these cultural patterns:

· High context versus low context 

· Individualism versus collectivism 

· Power distance 

· Uncertainty avoidance

The first pattern is derived from Edward T Hall’s research, and the next three are from Geert Hofstede’s analysis of cultural dimensions. 

According to Lustig & Koester (2006), it is important to realise that:

· These approaches consider cultural patterns as a whole (i.e. beliefs, values, norms and socials practices); 

· The parts of each approach are interrelated; 

· Individual members of a culture may not match the pattern that is common to it; and 

· This helps you improve your knowledge dimension of intercultural competence. 

It is also intended that learning about these patterns will enable you to better deal with intercultural interactions rather than trying to remember lists of dos and don’ts for different cultures (Peterson 2004).

High context versus low context
Hall maintains that verbal and non-verbal communication is affected by the cultural context.  In high context cultures, people rely a lot more on the overall situation (e.g.  non-verbal cues and the other person’s background) to interpret messages.  In contrast, in low context cultures, people depend more on the explicit verbal content of messages (Guirdham 2005 p61).  Lustig & Koester (2006 p114) list the major difference in communication between high and low context cultures:

	High context cultures
	Low context cultures

	· Covert and implicit 

· Messages internalised 

· Much non-verbal coding 

· Reactions reserved 

· Distinct ingroups and outgroups 

· Strong interpersonal bonds 

· Commitment high 

· Time open and flexible 
	· Overt and explicit 

· Messages plainly coded 

· Details verbalised 

· Reactions on the surface 

· Flexible ingroups and outgroups 

· Fragile interpersonal bonds 

· Commitment low 

· Time highly organised

	Examples:
Korea, Vietnam, China, Japan, Middle East, Latin America
	Examples:
Australia, Germany, Sweden, Europe America, Great Britain


According to Mohan et al (2004 pp90-91), Australian culture has the following characteristics:

· Most information is explicitly stated.  For example, to apologise you need say “I’m sorry” whereas in high context cultures a smile, sigh, or frown may suffice. 

· Directness, openness, spontaneity and casualness are preferred. 

· Relationships are more informal so it is easier to interact with in-groups (e.g. family and friends) and out-groups (e.g. acquaintances and strangers).  

· Independence, self-determination and personal confidence are highly valued in work situations.


Individualism versus collectivism
This pattern is concerned with the degree to which the behaviours of individuals are prescribed by others.  In individualist societies, people tend to be more self-sufficient, while in collectivist ones more recognition is given to interdependent roles and obligations to the group (Guirdham 2005 p49).

Tuleja (2005 p72) shows how this may be evident in family relationships, during communication and at work:

	Collectivism
	Individualism

	Family relationships
- Loyalty to group; earnings to help
- Interdependence
- Extended family
- Consider effect of honesty on others

Communication
- Meanings are in actions
- Silence is normal
- Direct confrontation considered rude
- Must say “We will think about it”
- Personal opinions do not exist

Work
- Act according to group interest
- Relationship over task
- Think in terms of “we”
- Shame (group conscience)
- Face (point of view of society)
	Family relationships
- Set out on own
- Independence
- Nuclear family
- Speak one’s mind

Communication
- Meanings are in words
- Silence is abnormal
- Direct confrontation accepted
- Freedom to say no
- Express personal opinions

Work
- Act according to self-interest
- Task over relationship
- Think in terms of “I”
- Guilt (one’s own conscience”)
- Self-respect (point of view of individual)

	Examples:
Hong Kong, Indonesia, Korea, Mexico
	Examples:
 Australia, Belgium, USA


Power distance (PD)
PD refers to how people accept or reject status differences, the degree of inequality and social power in a society.  Low PD cultures tend to have more egalitarian workplaces.

Hofstede (1997 in Tuleja 2005 p116) makes the following distinctions about High PD and Low PD workplaces:

	High power distance
	Low power distance

	· Highly centralised power 

· Traditional hierarchy 

· Superiors make decisions 

· Little interaction with subordinates and superiors 

· Subordinates dependent on superiors 

· Inequality is expected and accepted 

· Status and titles are important 

· Referent or coercive power is obeyed
	· Decentralised power 

· Flatter hierarchy 

· Subordinates can make decisions 

· Interaction among subordinates and superiors 

· Interdependence 

· Inequality is negative 

· Status and titles are not as important 

· Legitimate power is respected

	Examples:
Indonesia, Malaysia, Korea, Hong Kong, Japan, Argentina, France, Spain 
	Examples:
Austria, Israel, New Zealand, Ireland,  Germany, Australia, Canada, USA


Uncertainty avoidance (UA)
This is concerned with how cultures adapt to change and cope with uncertainty, and how people can feel threatened by uncertain or unknown situations.  There seems to be a connection between high-uncertainty-avoidance cultures and collectivist cultures, where people tend to be more cautious about getting to know people outside the group, and where relationship building is more important.

High UA cultures prefer rules and set procedures to manage the uncertainty, whereas low UA cultures cope more easily with ambiguity.  Some differences are listed here (from Tuleja 2005 p80 and Guirdham 2005 p50):

	Low UA - Accept uncertainty
	High UA - Avoid uncertainty

	· Low stress and anxiety 

· Dissent accepted 

· High level of risk-taking (which is rewarded) 

· Few rituals 

· What is different is curious 

· Tend to accept outsiders at all levels
	· High stress and anxiety 

· Strong desire for consensus 

· Low level of risk-taking (conformity and loyalty is rewarded) 

· Many rituals 

· What is different is dangerous 

· Families, groups and organisations tend to be closed to outsiders

	Examples:
Canada, Denmark, England, India, Sweden, United States
	Examples:
Egypt, Argentina, Chile, France, Greece, Japan


Beyond these patterns
The patterns mentioned above (and others like it) have been criticised as being “over-simplified, static and lacking the basis for determining whether two cultures are different” (Guirdham 2005 p59).   However, they remain useful in helping you to develop self-awareness and a greater appreciation of the kinds of intercultural differences that may exist.
Exercise 7
1. Complete the following questionnaire to assess the type of power you express in groups (from Tuleja 2005 p132).

Respond to each statement the way you would typically think or behave and use this key:

Strongly agree (SA) = 1
Agree (A) = 2
Neutral (N) = 3
Disagree (D) = 4
Strongly disagree (SD) = 5

	Statement
	Rating

	1. It is the leader’s responsibility to see that a standard set of norms is established.
	

	2. The best way for a leader to operate is by becoming a member of the group.
	

	3. It’s best for someone from a culture that stresses individualism to serve as the leader.
	

	4. A leader’s primary function is to serve as a resource person.
	

	5. The exclusive duty of the leader is to have the group function in the here and now.
	

	6. The group should limit his or her disclosure.
	

	7. The person with the most power should be the leader.
	

	8. The leader should be as much like the other participants as possible.
	

	9. The leader should be firm at the start of discussion and then reveal a kinder side.
	

	10. Part of the role of the leader is to establish what specific behaviour should be allowed in the group.
	


To find your score:

1. Reverse the responses for even numbered items (e.g. if you answered with a 5, then make it a 1). 

2. Add the numbers next to the statements. 

3. The higher the score, the greater your expression of power in groups.

Exercise 8

Now, choose ONE delegate you have not worked with and discuss:

· What aspects of the patterns could cause problems for co-workers or students from different cultural backgrounds? 

· How could you minimise these problems?  Refer to the tips below from Cutler (2005 pp216-17) to help you.

	Collectivists
	Individualists

	· Respect tradition, age and hierarchy 

· Allow plenty of time to establish, build and maintain relationships 

· Make it clear when you have limited room for negotiation 

· Anticipate slower decision-making but faster implementation 

· Create trust through personal understanding
	· Be structured and clear 

· Say exactly what you mean and mean exactly what you say 

· Focus on the deal: relationships follow 

· Make it clear when you need flexibility in arrangements 

· Anticipate faster decision-making but slower implementation 

· Create trust through fairness and equity

	High power distance
	Low power distance

	· Identify the person in charge and focus on them 

· Respect your counterparts, even when you question their knowledge or ability 

· Use a business title that reflects your influence and status in the organisation 

· Develop networks to get around formal hierarchies 

· Go through formal channels to get the information you need
	· Identify the group that needs to be persuaded 

· Respect your counterparts, even when you question their status in the organisation 

· Use a business title that reflects what you have achieved for the organisation 

· Anticipate less need for informal networks 

· Anticipate requests for information through informal channels

	Low uncertainty avoidance
	High uncertainty avoidance

	· Clarify ambiguity and avoid mistaking vagueness for ambiguity or disinterest 

· Look for covert or hidden signs of disagreement 

· Watch out for suggestions that really are requests 

· Anticipate a flexible and relatively unstructured planning process 

· Make clear why deadlines are important 

· Make explicit the consequences if deadlines are not met
	· Be more explicit and direct than you may normally be 

· Anticipate a centralised decision-making process with formal forecasting 

· Be prepared to justify any unplanned changes to strategy 

· Make explicit when and why your business priorities have changed 

· Provide more technical data and written information than you might normally
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