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A Review of the Concept of Intercultural Awareness

Guo-Ming Chen
Depariment of Communication Studies
University of Rhode Island
Kingston, Rhode Island USA

William J. Starosta
Department of Communication
Howard University
Washington, DC USA

Taken rogether, intercultural adroitness, intercultural awareness, and in-
tercultural sensitivity account for being communication competent in a
global society. Due to conceptual confusion and operational fragmenta-
tion of the three concepts in the literature, this article explicates the con-
cept of intercultural awareness. The concept is defined and a rationale is
built for the study of intercultural awareness in a global society. The ar-
ticle indicates levels of and approaches to the study of intercultural
awareness. Models for the study of basic cultural knowledge and cultural
values are also discussed and evaluated. F. inally, directions for future re-

search on intercultural awareness are provided,

A Review of the Concept of Intercultural Awareness
Globalization marks a world in which people of different cultural
backgrounds increasingly come to depend on one another. To understand
and accept cultural differences becomes imperative to be effective in in-

tercultural communication in a global society. According to Chen and
Starosta (1996, 1997a), technology development, especially communica-
tion and transportation technology, over the last decades is the main rea-

son the world now faces intercultural communication on a daily basis.
Communication and transportation technology not only enables people to
easily and efficiently move from continent to continent to encounter oth-
ers in face-to-face communication, but also brings about other impacts
including increasing domestic cultural diversity and the globalization of
economy. As a result, the need for intercultural knowledge and skills that
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lead to intercultural communication competence becomes critical for a
productive and successful life in the twenty-ﬁrst century.

Intercultural communication competence has been d.cﬁn‘ed as the .
ability to effectively and appropriately execute com'n'mnfcatlon beh;vu:‘is
that negotiate each other’s cultural identity or identities in a culturally di-
verse environment (Chen & Starosta, 1996). Intercultural.ly competent
persons know how to elicit a desired response in interachons: and to ful-
fill their own communication goals by respecting and affirming the
worldviews and cultural identities of the other interactants. II'I other
words, it is the ability to acknowledge, respect, tolerate, and 'u'ltegrat'e
cultural differences that qualifies us for enlightened global cx.uzenshlp.‘
Intercultural communication competence in our view, comprises three 1;1—
terrelated concepts: intercultural sensitivity, intercultural awareneste,,‘ afl
intercultural adroitness (Chen & Starosta, 1996). Intercultural sensitivity
is the affective aspect of intercultural competence, .and refers to t'h~e de-
velopment of a readiness t0 understand and appreciate cultural'dxtfer- -

ences in intercultural communication. Intercultural awareness is the cog
nitive aspect of intercultural communication competence that re.fer—s tod
the understanding of cultural conventions that affect how vs./e think an
behave. Intercultural adroitness is the behavioral aspect of intercultural
communication competence that stresses these skills needed for us to act
effectively in intercultural interactions.

Unfortunately, although the three concepts are closel).l related, most
research tends to mingle them without clearly distinguishing the'm from |
each other. In order to alleviate this problem of conceptual ambiguity a.n
confusion this article focuses on intercultural awaren’ess b)f c?nceptuailz-
ing and operationalizing the concept through reviewmg' exxftm.g 1xtefra ure
and by further providing directions for future researc'h 1.n this line (;
study. The discussion considers the following: what is intercultura f
awareness, levels of intercultural awareness, approaches to the study o
intercultural awareness, models for the study of intercultural awareness,

i i earch.
assessment of intercultural awareness, and directions for future res
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Intercultural Awareness: Why and What?

The globalization of the world community inevitably leads to cul-
tural diversity or multiculturalism in all aspects of life. In other words,
the changing cultural characteristics of neighborhoods, schools, the
workforce, and social and political life make cultural diversity the norm
rather than the exception of life in most countries, especially the United
States. According to Belay (1993), the trend will nourish multiple identi-
ties for citizens in terms of culture, race, ethnicity, gender, religion, and
nationality. To be aware of the relevant multiple identities of another is
the first step to becoming an enlightened global citizen who tolerates cul-
tural differences and shows mutual respect among cultures in order to
practice a multicultural coexistence in a “global civic culture” (Boulding,
1988). Thus, intercultural awareness functions as the minimum condition

for interculturally competent individuals in the global village.

The importance of intercultural awareness in the modern world is re-
flected in the increasing demands of intercultural training programs.
Scholars and experts have developed numerous intercultural trainin g pro-
grams to help people acquire the ability of intercultural awareness
(Landis & Bhagat, 1996; Yum, 1989). A common goal of intercultural
training is to increase awareness of cultural differences in order to de-
velop one’s communication skills while lessening the likelihood of mis-
understandings in intercultural interactions (Seidel, 1981). Among the six
most common intercultural training programs (including affective train-
ing, cognitive training, behavioral training, area simulation training, cul-
tural awareness training, and self-awareness training), cognitive training,

cultural awareness, and self-awareness training are directly concerned
with intercultural awareness (Brislin, Landis, & Brandt, 1983: Gudykunst &
Hammer, 1983).

According to Gudykunst, Ting-Toomey, and Wiseman (1991), cog-
nitive training promotes understanding of cultural differences and simi-
larities. Cultural awareness training requires participants to understand
the aspects of culture that are universal and specific. Finally, self-aware-

ness training helps participants identify attitudes, opinions, and biases
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embedded in their own culture that influence the way they communicate.
Thus, intercultural awareness requires individuals to understand, from
their own cultural perspective, that they are cultural beings and to use
this understanding as a foundation to further figure out the distinct ct?ar-
acteristics of other cultures in order to effectively interpret the behavior
of others in intercultural interactions (Triandis, 1977). It refefs to the un-
derstanding of cultural conventions that affect how people think and be-
have. ‘ -
Intercultural awareness is, therefore, the cognitive perspective of ‘m-
tercultural communication. It emphasizes the changing of per?or.’nal think-
ing about the environment through the understanding of the dlslmcf char-
acteristics of our own and other’s cultures (Triandis, 1977). It prov1de.s
us with an opportunity to develop an understanding of culitural.d).'namxc?
by reducing the level of situational ambiguity and uncertamt.y in mter(.:ul-
tural interactions. With little visible discomfort, little confusut.m, a.nd little
nervousness in a new environment, individuals can adapt to situational
demands with few noticeable personal, interpersonal, or g:roup conse-
quences and can cope with the changing environment rapidly and com-
fortably (Ruben, 1976; Ruben & Kealey, 1979). o .
Thus, understanding the dimensions of cultural variability provides
ways for us to identify how communication differs across‘cultures. Be-
cause each culture tends to favor certain forms of processing the data '
around us, we constantly encounter problems in intercultural communi-
cation when we misunderstand such thought patterns. Therefore, to be ef-
fective in intercultural interaction we must first learn the preferences of a
culture for supporting its arguments and determining knowledge (Glenn
& Glenn, 1981; Harris & Moran, 1989; Oliver, 1962). In other‘ words, we
must understand cultural variability in order that we may modxf)./ .our
communication patterns to be congruent with the cues of unfamlhar
interactants (Hall, 1959, 1976; Hall & Whyte, 1963). Changing behav-
iors to be congruent with our counterparts helps us reach a mutual under-
standing and to maintain multicultural coexistence. )
Finally, intercultural awareness resembles the ideas of culiural
map,” (Kluckhohn, 1948), “cultural theme” (Turner, 1968), or “cultural

Guo-Ming Chen and Willam J. Starosto

grammars” (Colby, 1975) that emphasize the importance of cultural
knowledge for being competent in intercultura] communication.

Kluckhohn asserted that cultural awareness requires understanding the
“cultural map”; %

; “if amap is accurate, and you can read it, you won’t get

lost; if you know a culture, you’ll know your way around in the life of 3

society” (p. 28). If a point in reality consistently corresponds to points on
amental map, the map is said to be “isomorphic” with reality. Thus, iso-

morphic attribution becomes a level of cognitive awareness, Tumer

(1968) indicated that to be aware of a culture me

ans to catch the “culture
theme”

~—the thread thal gocs through a culture and organizes a culture as
arecognizable system. It acts as a guideline to people’s thinking and be-
havior, and appears repeatedly in daily life.

Levels of Intercultural Awareness
Intercultural awareness can be considered as a process of
attitudinally internalizing i

nsights about those common understandings
held by groups that dictate t

he predominant values, attitudes, beliefs, and
outlooks of the individual” (Adler, 1987, p. 31). This process can be inte-
grated into three levels: (1) awareness of superficial cultural traits, 2)
awareness of significant and subtle cultural traits that contrast markedly
with ours, and (3) awareness of how another culture feels from the
insider’s perspective (Hanvey, 1987).

The first level is the understanding of another culture based
mainly on stereotypes. The awareness in this leve] tends to be superficial
and often partial. Information about the culture comes from media, tour-
ism books, textbooks, or the first impression. For example, US Ameri-
cans are perceived as outgoing, friendly, loud, hard-working, wasteful,
wealthy people by foreigners (Kohis, 1984). Chen and Starosta (1998)
also reported some of the first impressions the Japanese visitors had of

US Americans. They include that Americans walk ver

y fast, are always
in a hurry,

always try to talk everything out, and don't respect teachers in
school. In this level we tend to understand a culture or jts people by the
most visible characteristics jt possesses. We then apply part of these
characteristics to the whole group. For example, Asian students with a

3




3

A Review of the Concapt of Interculturol Awasenass

high GPA in American colleges are often incorrectly considered as sci-
ence and math majors because from media we know that Asian students
often do better in those areas. Finally, we give the same treatment to each
member of the group by saying, for example, “You are a Japanese, you
must be smart.”

In the second level of intercultural awareness we begin to know sig-
nificant and subtle cultural traits that are sharply different from our own
through direct or secondhand experience. This level has two phases. The
first phase approaches intercultural awareness through culture conflict
situations and the second through intellectual analysis. Although media,
tourism books, or textbooks may provide information that contrasts with
ours, we don’t fully feel or grasp the real meaning of the cultural differ-
ences until we experience direct or indirect interactions with people of
another culture. In the first phase of this level the experience of cultural
conflict may lead to depression, helplessness, hostility, anxiety, with-
drawal, or disorientation, but at the same time it provides us a chance to
further recognize and understand another’s culture. The feeling in this
phase is similar to cultural shock in the process of intercultural adjust-
ment (Oberg, 1960). Many sojoumers such as Peace Corps volunteers
and foreign students experience stress during this phase of intercultural
awareness. If they are unable to overcome the symptoms of cultural
shock, then development of intercultural awareness will be halted in this
frustrating stage, and culture conflict situations will continue to exist in
which they feel alienated and marginalized (Mansell, 1981). At this point
the conflict situations that lead to cultural shock may impede the process
of being aware of the host culture. For example, as Draguns (1977) indi-
cated, experiencing something imbalancing may be detrimental to the
psychological growth of some leamers or sojourners. Moreover,
cognitively and perceptually, some sharp cultural differences are consid-
ered bizarre or idiosyncratic. It may' take a long time or may prove im-
possible for learners or sojourners to sort through their feelings about
cultural differences. This, in turn, leads them to judge the unfamiliar
more harshly and irrationally than they did in the first level of intercul-
tural awareness.

Guo-Ming Chen gnd Williom J. Starosta

In the second phase of the second level of intercultural awareness,
through rational and intellectual analysis, we come to understand that
cultural differences can be justified from the other culture’s perspective.
In other words, differences in cultural traits begin to make sense to us.
We then believe and accept the differences (Bennett, 1988). It is this be-
lievability through understanding that helps sojourners fully adjust to the
host culture. According to Thomas and Althen (1989), in this phase so-
journers begin to appreciate and respect the new culture and to develop
sensitivity towards cultural differences. Cultural differences in this phase
are processed with a positive affect. This provides motivational force for
us to move forward to a higher level of intercultural awareness. In addi-
tion, intercultural understanding in this phase results from our drawing of
comparisons and contrasts. This practice enables us to leam cultures that
we have not yet experienced (Adler, 1987: Hall, 1976; Stewart &
Bennett, 1991). While a few scholars argue that some people reach this
kind of intellectual understanding even before they move into the first
phase of this level (Hanvey, 1987), research on intercultural adjustment
portrays it as a process that all sojoumers must experience, though the
duration of staying in each phase may vary.

Finally, the third level of intercultural awareness requires the ability
of empathy to help us see the culture from an insider’s perspective. The
believability through understanding explicated in the phase two of the
second level is enhanced by intellectual analysis and by subjective famil-
iarity (Hanvey, 1987). In other words, we need to foster the power of
flexibility to make psychic shifts. The power of flexibility is nourished
by empathy and “transspection.” Empathy allows us to estimate what is
inside another’s mind and to share their experience (Barnlund, 1988).
Through this selfless and affectively or telepathically sensitive process
we are able to more accurately estimate behaviors or internal states of
our counterparts that are different from ours (Campbell, Kagan, &
Drathwohl, 1971; Gardner, 1962). The latent capacity of empathy can be
activated through the process of “transspection.” The term was coined by
Maruyama (1970) who indicated that “transspection” is an understanding

by practice. Empathy is our abjlitv to proiect feelines to othere with ane
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epistemology; while “transspection” is a trans-epistemological process in
which we temporarily believe whatever our counterparts believe by try-
ing to learn their beliefs, their assumptions, their perspective, their feel-
ings and consequences of such feelings in their context. This parallels the
stage of duality or biculturalism in the intercultural adjustment process
through which the fully developed autonomy provides us the freedom
and ability to approach dual cultural identity, awareness of being in con-
trol of creative enjoyment, aesthetic appreciation for the contrasts of cul-
tures, development of satisfactory interpersonal relationships, and a high
level of commitment toward both cultural contexts (Mansell, 1981).
Whether this stage can be fully achieved or only approximated is still an
open question (Chen & Starosta, 1988).

The developmental levels show that intercultural awareness is a
learning process by which we become aware of our own cognitive
growth, learning, and change regarding a set of cultural situations and
cultural principles stemming from intercultural communication. It is a
part of cognitive function regarding the knowing of how people’s out-
look, attitudes, values, and behavior are based on cultural dispositions.
Thus, intercultural awareness involves change and movement from one
cultural frame of reference to another and provides unlimited opportunity
for contrast and comparison due to cultural differences. A clearer picture
of cultural maps, cultural themes, or cultural grammars emerges through

this process.

Approaches to the Study of Intercultural Awareness

Culture-general and culture-specific are two approaches used to
demystify the process of intercultural awareness. A culture-general ap-
proach aims to understand culture’s global influence on human behavior.
Through different learning techniques we come to know the possible
variations in culture. For example, cultural assimilators and baFa baFa
simulation (Shirts, 1973) are common techniques used in intercultural
training programs to help participants learn about the general influence
of culture. Cultural assimilators require participants to answer a question

by selecting the best from the four or five possible answers about a criti-
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cal incident regarding a specific culture. The critical incident has been
demonstrated to produce variant cultural interpretations. This kind of at-
tribution training helps participants not only recognize that the way they
think is not always the way other cultural groups think, but also under-
stand there are certain experiences that are common to all intercultural
interactions (Albert, 1986; Cushner, 1989; Cushner & Brislin, 1995).
BaFa BaFa is a simulation game that divides participants into Alphas and
Betas cultural groups representing two distinct sets of values and com-
munication patterns. Members in each group are sent to the other group
to collect information about the culture (Chen & Starosta, 1998). The en-
suing exchange gives participants a chance to play a new role in a differ-
ent cultural setting and to experience the inevitable communication frus-
tration, confusion, and anxiety due to the different cultural orientations.
An understanding of the general influence of culture on its members is
therefore reached.

The culture-specific approach aims to impart information about spe-
cific culture and cultural guidelines for interacting with people in a speci-
fied culture. In addition to cultural assimilators that can help participants
learn about the specific characteristics of a culture, role plays and area
studies are commonly used to culture-specific understandings. Role plays
allow participants to gain insights into the experiences of people of dif-
ferent cultures. Through playing a role of a host national in a situation
that is problematic because of cultural differences, learners are trans-
formed from observers of a culture into participants in another culture.
The process can develop great understanding of the thinking and behav-
ioral patterns of people from different cultures and can further augment
and enhance intercultural communication skills (Barnak, 1980; Seidel,
1981). Area studies usually employ a lecture to present information
about a particular country and its people and culture. For example, envi-
ronmental briefings or cultural orientations are used to describe facts
such as the locale, history, politics, or economics of a particular cultural
group. A “dos and don’ts” format is often used to help learners obtain

specific data that can be assembled to develop a holistic picture of the
culture.
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Both culture specific and general approaches indicate that intercul-
tural awareness can be reached through didactic and experiential learn-
ing. Didactic learning is implemented through traditional academic meth-
ods in which, for example, the lecture format is used to disseminate cul-
tural information and characteristics of another culture to learners. Di-
dactic learning is commonly used in the first level of intercultural aware-
ness. Experiential leaming involves participants intellectually, emotional,
and behaviorally in a simulated environment of role play (Cargile &
Giles, 1996). It aims to reach intercultural awareness through interac-
tions. The second level of intercultural awareness, especially the second
phase, demands participants to learn, respect, and accept sharp cultural
differences through this kind of interactional experience with people of
or representing the target culture.

Models for the Study of Intercultural Awareness

What constitutes the components of “cultural map,” “cultural
theme,” or “cultural grammars” that embody a comprehensive knowl-
edge of a culture? From the discussions of the levels of and approaches
to the study of intercultural awareness we generate two categories of cul-
tural components: basic factual information and deep structured cultural
values. The basic factual information concerns the profile of the culture
or nation regarding history, geography, family and social organization,
art, or political system. It concerns the “what” aspect of the culture that
can be obtained through reading, didactic learning, or other media with-
out the need to interact with the national of the target culture for collect-
ing the information. For example, Saville-Troike (1978) proposed 20 cat-
egories for learning about the basic factual information of a culture. Such
learning also proceeds incidentally and stereotypically from viewing
mass media productions. Fact learning includes asking general questions
about what are “traditional” or “typical” cultural beliefs or behaviors,
family structure and relationships, life cycle, positional roles, interper-
sonal relationships, communication, decorum and discipline, religion,
health and hygiene, food, dress and personal appearance, history and tra-
ditions, holidays and celebrations, education, work and play, time and

Guo-Ming Chen ond Willm ). Starosto

space, natural phenomena, pets and other animals, art and music, and ex-
pectations and aspirations.

Similar to this, Kohls (1984) pointed out ten basic areas that com-
prise foundational cultural factual information: food, clothing, shelter,
family organization, social organization, government, defense, arts/
crafts, knowledge/science, and religion. Culturgram, a series published
by David M. Kennedy Center for International Studies, classifies the un-
derstanding of a nation into four categories: customs and courtesies (in-
cluding greetings, visiting, eating, personal appearance, and gestures),
the people (including general attitude, population, language, and reli-
gion), lifestyle (including the family, dating and marriage, social and
economic levels, diet, work schedules, recreation, and holidays), and the
nation (including land and climate, history and government, economy,
education, transportation, and health). Harris and Moran (1989), by con-
trast, used a coordinated systems approach to divide the unitary whole of
a culture into eight systems: kinship system, educational system, eco-
nomic system, political system, religious system, association system,
health system and recreational system.

While the basic factual information of a culture tends to be easier to
approach and acquire, the deep structure of the culture is much more dif-
ficult to attain. Cultural values are the most fundamental framework of
the deep structure of a culture. They concern the “why” aspect of a cul-
ture. They justify why people of the culture think or practice as learned
in the “what” aspect: why do people of the culture dress like that, cel-
ebrate that, communicate in that way, or have that kind of reli gious be-
lief? Cultural values dictate what we ought or ought not to do. In other
words, they are a set of explicit or implicit conception that distinguishes
an individual or characteristic of a group from another. They are the “de-
sirable which influences the selection from available modes, means, and
ends of action” (Kluckhohn, 1951, p. 395), and tell us what goes with
what or what should lead to what. According to Sitaram and Haapanen
(1979), cultural values are communicated through verbal and nonverbal
symbols. For example, the proverb “A man’s home is his castle” expli-
cates the USAmerican’s emphasis on “privacy” and hints at male domi-
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nance, while the custom of exchanging gifts in Japanese society reflects
the cultural values of reciprocity and generosity. Moreover, cultural val-
ues determine our communication patterns. For example, the emphasis of
“harmony” in the Chinese culture leads Chinese to minimal displays of
public emotion and to avoid saying no in interactions. Thus, understan.d-
ing cultural values through direct and indirect experience with people is
the key to the awareness, respect, and acceptance of the contrasting cul-
tural practices.

Much research has been conducted to examine cultural values. The
following section discusses six representative models developed by Par-
sons, Kluckhohn and Strodbeck, Condon and Yousef, Hall, Hofstede,
and Schwartz.

Parsons’ Model

Parsons (1951) developed a model called the “pattern variables of
role-definition” that can be used to classify value-pattern types. The
model is comprised of five categories: (1) the gratification-discipline di-
lemma: affectivity vs. affective neutrality, (2) the private vs. collective
interest dilemma: self-orientation vs. collectivity-orientation, (3) the
choice between types of value orientation standards: universalism vs.
particularism, (4) the choice between “modalities” of the social object:
achievement vs. ascription, and (5) the definition of scope of interest in
the object: specificity vs. diffuseness. These five categories combine to
form a pattern of mutual and systematic interrelations. For example, the
combination of the choice between types of valueorientation standard
and the definition of scope of interest in the object leads to four basic
patterns of value orientation: (1) universalistic achievement pattern—
which represents the expectation of active achievements in accord with
universalized standards and generalized rules relative to other actors, (2)
particularistic achievement pattern—which shows the expectation of ac-
tive achievements relative to and/or on behalf of the particular relational
context in which the actor is involved, (3) universalistic ascription pat-
tern—which represents the expectation of orientation of action to a uni-
versalistic norm defined either as an ideal state or as embodied in the sta-
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tus-structure of the existing society, and (4) particularistic ascription pat-
tern—which represents the expectation of orientation of action to an as-
cribed status within a given relational context.

These four basic patterns can be further extended to combine the
other four categories to form a 16-pattern matrix. We can similar] y com-
bine another two categories and then extend the 16-pattern list to examine
the variations of value orientations, Parsons’ model is a complex but sys-
tematic approach to the study of cultural values. For example, Lipset
(1963) used the model to compare cultural differences among Australia,
Canada, Great Britain, and the United States. However, due to its com-

plexity and sociology orientation, it is not widely employed by intercul-
tural communication scholars.

Kluckhohn and Strodbeck’s Mode
Kluckhohn and Strodbeck (1961) indicated that all human societies

must face universal problems and the ways used to solve these universal
problems are limited and different for each society. Based on this as-
sumption, they proposed five universal problems faced by human societ-
ies: (1) what is the character of innate human nature—representing hu-
man nature orientation, (2) what is the relation of persons to nature. (and
supernature)—representing human-nature orientation, (3) what is the
temporal focus of human life—representing time orientation, (4) what is
the modality of human activity—representing activity orientation, and
(5) what is the modality of people’s relationship to others—representing
relational orientation. Kluckhohn and Strodbeck then provided three pos-
sible solutions that are used by different societies to solve each universal
problem. The three solutions for human nature problem include evil,
mixture of good and evil, and good; for human-nature problem including
subjugation to nature, harmony with nature, and mastery over nature; for
time orientation including past, present, and future; for activity orienta-
tion including being, being-in-becoming, and doing; and for relational
orientation including lineality, collaternity, and individualism.

This is a very precise and heuristic model that continues to influence
intercultural communication research to the present. The model can be
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developed into a chart to compare the differences of cultural vah‘J::sdbe-
tween cultures. For example, Kohls (1988) indicated that the Um. et .
States tends to prefer the views that human nature is good or a mix u(; o
good and evil, that humans should master nature, thi'lt fu?ure tlx)me ::;erred
ing orientation are preferred, and see that individualism is totueepaS o
in social relations: while Arab cultures tend to see human natur e
tral and immutable, to view humans as subjugated to rTatur'e, telr/\ :;1 :ri—
fer past time and being orientation, and likely emphasize lineal/au

tarian social relations.

Condon and Yousef's Model

Based on Kluckhohn and Strodbeck’s model, Condon a.nd Yousef
(1975) examined cultural values from six intefact.ional arlld mt}el:rdeper:l-a-
dent spheres of human societies: the self, the fa.mxly, soc.:xety, u‘man
ture, nature, and the supernatural. Each sphere is comprised of four or f
five universal problems with three solutions for each one. The spl:len:loee
the self includes four problems: individualism/interdependence (the 1;
solutions are individualism, individuality, interdependence), agf: (.you h,
the middle years, old age), sex (equality of sexes, fema.1e supc?rlonf;/t,le
male superiority), and activity (doing, being—in-t')e.coml?g., bemlz;;).t ;
sphere of the family: relational orientations (individualistic, c'o a er ,0-
lineal), authority (democratic, authority-centered, and a\ftbOrltZ{I 1;11n), pb "
sitional role behavior (open, general, specific), and m.obxhty (hlf m(—)
ity, phasic mobility, low mobility). The sphere of society: socia :;Cli .
procity (independence, symmetrical-obligatoTy, comp]ementary'- tenie_
tory), group membership (many groups, medn'lm., few grou.ps)., in n
diaries (no intermediaries, specialist intermedlflrles, essex.mal‘mter;x.lt |
aries), formality (informality, selective formality, pervasive tc;lrmaal ); ;
and property (private, utilitarian, community). The sphere (')f umdn "
ture: rationality (rational, intuitive, irrational), good 'and evil (good, m :
ture, evil), happiness/pleasure (happiness as goal, mixture, sadness), an

mutability (change, some change, unchanging). The sphere of nature: re-

inati r in har-
lationship of human and nature (human dominating nature, human i

i inati n), ways of knowing nature
mony with nature, nature dominating human), way
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(abstract, circle of induction-deduction, specific), structure of nature
(mechanistic, spiritual, organic), and concept of time (future, present,
past). The final sphere is the supernatural: relationship of man and the
supernatural (man as god, pantheism, man controlled by the supernatu-
ral), meaning of life (materialistic goals, intellectual goals, spiritual
goals), providence (good in life is unlimited, mixture, good in life is lim-
ited), and knowledge of the cosmic order (order is comprehensible, faith
and reason, mysterious and unknowable).

Condon and Yousefs model represents a comprehensive list of value
orientations. It includes the five categories proposed by Kluckhohn and
Strodbeck and extends to cover social, philosophical, and religious as-
pects of human society. However, this comprehensive nature adds to the
complexity of the model which prevents scholars from integrating all the
categories to develop a holistic picture of a specific culture’s value orien-
tations. Only separation rather than combination of the spheres for the
purpose of study is possible. For example, Chen (1988) adopted the fam-
ily sphere to compare value orientations of Chinese and American fami-
lies. It was found that Chinese families tend to be lineal, authoritarian,

specific, and low-mobility oriented, while American families tend to in-

dividualistic, democratic, open, and high-mobility oriented.

Hall’s Model
Hall (1976) examined culture from a communication perspective and
classified culture into two categories: high-context culture and low-con-

text culture. He argued that cultural context affects every aspect of hu-
man communication. As he stated:

A high-context communication or message is one in which most of the
information is either in the physical context or internalized in the person,
while very little in the coded, explicit, transmitted part of the message. A
low-context communication (LC) communication is just the opposite,
i.e., the mass of the message is vested in the explicit code. (p. 79
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Thus, in the communication process people of high-context cultures,
such as the British, Chinese, and Japanese, tend to implicitly embed
meanings at different levels of the sociocultural context, to value group
sense, to cultivate and establish a long-term personal relationship, to em-
phasize spiral logic, to value indirect verbal interaction, to use more feel-
ings in expression, and to give simple and ambiguous message~s. In con-
trast, people of low-context, such as Germans, Northern Amerlc.ansI and
Swiss, tend to overtly display meanings through direct commumcanon‘
forms, to value individualism, to develop transitory personal relationship,
to emphasize linear logic, to value direct verbal interaction, to use
“Jogic” to present ideas, and to emphasize highly structured messages
and place great stress on words and technical signs (Chung, 1992:
Gudykunst & Ting-Toomey, 1988). .

Hall’s model is a simple, precise, and elegant one which provides an
effective way of thinking regarding cultural differences. The model is
widely applied in the study of intercultural communication. Nev'erthe.:h.ass,
the model oversimplifies the complex nature of culture and its sxmp'hcxty
often leads to the misperception that the two cultural contexts are di-
chotomous and in polar opposition to each other (Chen & Starosta, .
1998). In fact, the two cultural contexts form a continuum of cultural dif-

ferences.

Hofstede’s Model

Hofstede (1983, 1984) approached cultural values from the organiza-
tional perspective. Based on a series of surveys on about 160,000 mzm.ag-
ers and employees working in 60 countries, Hofstede found four cc?nsxs-
tent dimensions of cultural values that can be used to explain working
behaviors: individualism/collectivism, power distance, uncertainty avoid-
ance, and masculinity/femininity. The dimension of individualism/c?lle:c-
tivism parallels the individual/group values orientation. Workers in indi-
vidualistic cultures, such as the United States, especially men, define
themselves as separate individuals and tend to have loosely knit social
networks, while in collectivistic cultures, such as Arabia, workers ex-

press common goals and objectives with the group that provides protec-
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tion and security to members in exchange for their loyalty. The dimen-
sion of power distance deals with to what extent a person accepts an un-
equal power distribution in relationships or organizations. People in high
power distance cultures, such as the Philippines, tend to adopt the au-
thoritarian leadership style and develop a hierarchical and vertical social
relationship. In contrast, people in low power distance cultures, such as
Denmark, tend to minimize differences of age, sex, and status and de-
velop a more horizontal or equal social relationship. The dimension of
uncertainty avoidance refers to the ability to tolerate ambiguous situa-
tions. High uncertainty avoidance cultures, such as Greece, always try to
reduce the uncertainty level by increasing security, establishing formal
rules, and rejecting deviant behaviors in social and organizational life.
Low uncertainty avoidance cultures, such as Sweden, are more able to
tackle the anxiety and stress caused by ambiguous situations by tolerat-
ing deviant ideas and behaviors, initiating new moves, and being more
flexible in social and organizational interactions. Finally, the dimension
of masculinity/femininity refers to the extent a culture orients to mascu-
line and feminine traits. In masculine culture, such as Japan, people tend
be more aggressive in communication by showing characteristics of
assertiveness, ambition, and competitiveness. In feminine culture, such

as Norway, gender roles are more equal and males tend to be more affec-
live, sensitive, and nurturing,

Hofstede’s model applies directly to the understanding of cultural
values in an organizational setting. The dimensions were empirically
validated. However, the dimensions of cultural values identified by this
model are work-related values that were largely solicited from men.

They may not represent those values manifested in other aspects of the
society. In addition, like Hall’s model, the dichotomy of the dimensions,
especially the dimension of individualism/collectivism, leads to ignoring
the fact that in collectivistic societies some people are individualistic ori-
ented, and vice versa (Chen & Starosta, 1998). The model tends to over-
simplify the complexity of cultural values.
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Schwartz’s Model
Aiming to improve the problem of dichotomous categorization of

cultural values, Schwartz (1990, 1992) argued that many universal values
exist in both high-context and low-context, and individualism and collec-
tivism cultures. In order to reach intercultural awareness, in addition to
cultural differences as specified by the above mentioned models, we
must also study the universal commonalities of human behaviors. Those
universal cultural values include ten categories: power, achievement, he-
donism, stimulation, self-direction, universalism, benevolence, tradition,
conformity, and security. With a set of cultural values embedded in each
category, the ten categories of cultural values can be grouped into two
opposite polar dimensions: openness to change vs. conservation and self-
transcendence vs. self-enhancement. Through a series of empirical tests
(Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987, 1990; Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995), the two di-
mensions were found to be universal in different cultures.

Schwartz’s efforts echo research from Bond (1988), Brown, (1991),
Fiske (1992), John (1990), and Strack and Lorr (1990). These scholars
are searching for common factors of human behaviors that can be used to
help people from different cultures better understand each other. Al-
though the model is not yet commonly employed in intercultural commu-
nication study, it can complement the above models that focus only on
differences of cultural values. In other words, a completely intercultural
awareness should promote the understanding of the two sides of a coin
that represent both differences and similarities of cultural values.

In sum, the study of cultural values is the most important gateway to
reach intercultural awareness. The models discussed not only provide us
a structured way to tackle the complexity of cultural values, but also of-
fer the potential for further examining different aspects of human society.
For example, based on the differences of cultural values, Okabe (1983)
examined the differences of the problem of ordering and organizing a
discourse between Americans and Japanese; Condon (1981, 1985) exam-
ined how to communicate with Mexicans from the perspective of cultural
values, and used the concept of cultural value to delineate the ethical

principles in intercultural communication: Wei (1983) tried to figure out

Guo-Ming Chen and Willom ). Storostg 45

how the Chinese emphasis of politeness that is embedded in the cultural
value.of harmony causes communication difficulties in the process ofriz;-
.teractlons; Kume (1985) compared the differences of the decision-mak-
;r;gs p;ocelss between Amencans and the Japanese due to the dissimilari-
Of cultural values; Chen and Chung (1997) examined the impact of
cultural values on organizational communication between the Chinese
::Ze\lt:stemers; Chen anfl Starosta (1997) used dominant cultural values
Op a model of Chinese conflict management and resolution:

Moran and Stripp (1991) explicated the influence of cultural values,o

the flegotiating styles in eleven different nations; Althen (1988) and ’
La'mer (1988) specified American cultural values to help people bette
adjust to American culture, and Andersen (1997) extended the study orf

c .
ultural values to explain nonverbal communication in
contexts.

different cultural

N .
evertheless, the great potential for the application of cultural values

toreach i i i
h intercultura] awareness is not without its limitation and inherent
problems. In addition to the misperce

ption of the di . _
values such as high- e dichotomy of cultura]

ol mu::):;i;;t vs. low-context culture and individualism vs.
, rstand that all models used for the study of
cultural values are incomplete and show the scholars’ biases. Further-
more, the categories used to explain the models tend to fragr;lentize the
concept and components of cultura] values. In other words, the cultural
vah.Jes approach to cultural classification is only for the pu;pose of illu
tration. In real life situations cultural values are meaningful only whe )
th(f, categories are treated or examined in combination rather than in j .
lation (Condon & Yousef, 1975), and are viewed within specified contel;t(;_

Assessment of Intercultural Awareness

I »

]“ be h()w tO

O[her W l I 1 S te cultur

there is no i i
nstrument used to directly measure intercultural awareness in

“cultural theme,” or “cultural grammar,’
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the field, there are measurements developed to assess our understanding
of the basic factual information of the culture and cultural values.

Four measurements regarding the basic factual information or
knowledge of a culture include Saville-Troike’s Questions to ask about
culture, Kitao’s Test of American culture, Kohl’s Fifty Questions about
culture, and Harris and Moran’s Pre-deployment Area Questionnaire.

As indicated above, Saville-Troike (1978) proposed 20 categories for
learning about the basic factual information of a culture. For each cat-
egory the author created three to ten open-ended questions that reflect the
understanding of the basic information of the category. For' e)fampl‘e, the
category of communication asks “What languages, and varieties of each
language, are used in the community? By whom? th:n? Where? For
what purposes?” One hundred and twenty-eight questions a're attach'ed to
the 20 categories. Kitao’s (1981) Test of American culture is a specific
measurement used to test participants’ knowledge of basic traits of

American culture. The test contains 100 multiple choices questions about
49 different areas of American culture. Examples of questions include'
“The Gettysberg Address was given by, (a) Abraham Lincoln (b) Patrick
Henry (c) Daniel Boone (d) Martin Luther King, Jr.” And “Common
speaking distance is, (a) 1 ft (b) 1.5 ft (c) 2 ft (d) 3 . |

Kohl’s (1984) Fifty Questions were developed to help SO_]OUI‘neljS‘
better know their host country and culture. The author claimed that 1't s0-
journers know the answers to the fifty open-ended questions, they »\./xll
have moved well beyond the beginner stage of intercultural adaptation.
Representative questions include “Who are the country.'s national heroes
and heroines?” and “What are the most important religious observ'ances
and ceremonies? How regularly do people participate in them?” Finally,
Harris and Moran's (1989) questionnaire was designed to help a gl'obal
manager, who is planning to go abroad on an extensive foreign assign-
ment, become familiar with the host culture. B

Ninety-two “yes” or “no” questions were used to reflect dxtter'ent as-
pects of the culture that are closely related to the business interaction.

o) ; “Does
For example, a question asks about an aspect of social structure, Does
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dress reflect social or economic status?” and a question about the aspect

of roles of men and women queries: “Are there differences between male

and female roles in business?”

While these measurements can be used to assess and help people un-
derstand the basic cultural information or traits, they suffer from two
main weakness. First, the complexity of a culture requires a large volume
of questions to catch different nuances of cultural characteristics. It is not
uncommon to have over 100 items in a single measurement. This often
leads to the problem of efficiency in the process of measurement. Thus,
they are more appropriate to be applied to the didactic learning settings
in which participants are gradually learning to know the basic informa-
tion or traits of a culture, rather than to be used to assess a person’s abil-
ity in terms of the degree of understanding a specific culture. Second,
culture is dynamic. Some of the basic information or traits of a culture
tend to change in a short period of time. This leads to the problem of
content validity of the measurement. For example, the answer to a ques-
tion such as “Minimum wage per hour: (1) $1.60 (b) $2.00 (c) $2.20 (d)
not specified” in Kitao’s Test may be subject to change several times in a
few years.

Studies that measure values are not scarce in the literature. Two of
the representative measurements are Allport, Vernon, and Lindzey’s
study of values (1960) and Rokeach’s (1967, 1973) value survey. The

two measurements are highly reliable and valid and have been widely

used to assess values. Unfortunately, the measurements approach values

from the psychological rather than cultural perspective. Their applica-
tions to the assessment of intercultural awareness are limited. There are
three measurements that are more helpful for the assessment of intercul-
tral awareness. First, Kluckhohn and Strodbeck’s (1961) categories of
cultural value orientations were used as an index for deriving instruments
in written questionnaire form (Platt, 1985: Triandis, Leung, Villareal, &
Clark, 1985). For each universal problem a case is created and explana-
tions for the three value orientations are listed. Participants are then

asked to choose which explanation is the most appropriate for answering
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the case. This kind of questionnaire can reflect value orientations .of a
culture in terms of human nature, human and nature, time perception, hu-
man activity, and social relation. The weakness is that it takes too much
time and energy to create a case for each universal problem and explana-
tions of the three value orientations attached to each universal problem. It
is also a time-consuming process for participants to answer all the ques-
tions. Second, Gilgen and Cho (1979) revised and simplified Klucknohn
and Strodbeck’s original measures by using the Likert scale to answer
statements that represent all cultural value orientations. For ejxample, .
participants were asked to answer how much they agree or dnsagrie with
each statement, such as “I do not believe in a personal god,” a?d Ma,r’l
should strive to free himself from the uncompromising forces of nature, by
using a 5-point scale. '
Finally, Chen (1995) generated 15 items of cultural value ox;xenta-
tions from Kluckhohn and Strodbeck’s and Condon and Yousef’s mod-
els. Participants were also asked to use the 5-point Likert scales to an-
swer the degree they agree or disagree with each of the statements, such

A indivi i " “ icans tend to
as “Americans see themselves as indi idualists, and “America
Alllelibdila

express their opinions openly and directly.” The instrument ha-s t?een ap-
plied to assess participants’ degree of intercultural awarenes‘s in 1.nterna‘-
tional electronic communication settings. The nation underlined in the in-
strument can be changed to any nation to fit the purpose of the stud.y.
Both Gilgen and Cho’s and Chen’s instruments have a greflt potential for
the assessment of intercultural awareness due to their preciseness and
ease to operate. However, more empirical testings ar'e needed 'for assess-
ing the validity of the instruments before they are widely applied.

Directions for Future Research
Although the trend of global society has attracted more and more
scholars to explore the components that account for intercultural cc.vmll)e-
tence, we find that such research still suffers from conceptual ambiguity
and operational fragmentation, especially for the concepts of intercultural
awareness, intercultural sensitivity, and intercultural competence. As
Chen and Starosta (1997b) indicated, the existing literature shows that
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scholars tend to mingle the three concepts without providing a clear defi-
nition to distinguish them from one another. Such conceptual ambiguity
has caused difficulties and confusion for scholars who would further
elaborate the concepts and apply the research to intercultural training
programs. This conceptual ambiguity and confusion is the first major
problem scholars must tackle. We have argued that intercultural commu-
nication competence is an umbrella concept that is comprised of three
components, including intercultural adroitness, intercultural awareness,
and intercultural sensitivity (Chen & Starosta, 1996, 1997a, 1997b). In-
tercultural adroitness is the behavioral aspect of intercultural communi-
cation competence that focuses on communication skills, such as behav-
ioral flexibility, interactional management, and verbal and nonverbal
skills, in intercultural interaction settings. Intercultural awareness is the
cognitive aspect of intercultural communication competence that refers
to understanding of the basic cultural traits and cultural values: and inter-
cultural sensitivity is the affective aspect of intercultural competence that
refers to self-monitoring, open-mindedness, empathy, and suspending
judgment, to develop a positive emotion towards understanding and ap-
preciating cultural differences. Thus, in order to live productively and
successfully in the global society, competent individuals must possess

the ability of intercultural communication competence that requires us to
be equipped with the three wheels of behavioral adroitness, cognitive
awareness, and affective sensitivity towards cultural diversity.

The problem of conceptual ambiguity and confusion directly leads to
the inconsistency and fragmentation of operationalizing the concepts. For
example, Bhawuk and Brislin (1992) used the affective, behavioral, and
cognitive components of intercultural communication competence to de-
velop an instrument for measuring intercultural sensitivity. Blue, Kapoor,
and Comadena (1996-7) used universal cultural values specified by
Schwartz (1990, 1992) and Schwartz and Bilsky (1987, 1990) to assess
intercultural sensitivity. This kind of blurring of distinctions between in-
tercultural adroitness, intercultural awareness, and intercultural sensitiv-

ity not only helps explain the reliability and validity problems of the in-
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strumentation, but also jeopardizes the systematic developm'ent olf
knowledge in this line of research. Future research should aim to 1m-

is situation.
prov;i::;;,l tfll]xture research also needs to move one step further to exlam-1
ine the appropriateness of using the basic cultural knowledge and cultura
values to delineate the content of intercultural awareness. Moreover, .due
to the lack of precision and consistency of the existing measur'ement m—'
struments, future research should attempt to develop more valid and reli-

able instruments for the assessment of intercultural awareness.

Summary and Conclusion |
The trend of global interdependence has created an ever-shifting cul-
tural, economic, ecological, and technological reality that defines the
shrinking world of the twenty-first century. '
Globalization demands the enhancement of interculrural.commumca-
tion among people from diverse cultures in order to survive in .the'
twenty-first century. As a component of intercultural commumca;lon .
competence, intercultural awareness is an indispensable element.. oilusd
reach this global mindset. This article makes an effort to syntk?etlca y. e-
lineate the concept. This article first conceptualizes and explams. why it
is important to develop intercultural awareness in the global society.
Three levels of intercultural awareness are discussed. Then two ap- '
proaches for the study of intercultural awareness and mo<'iels for learning
the basic cultural knowledge and cultural values are explicated and .
evaluated. Instruments used to assess intercultural awareness are alsol dis-
cussed and appraised. Finally, we point out problems in the s.tud.y of in-
tercultural awareness due to conceptual and operational a.mbl.guuy and
inconsistency, and suggest directions for future research in this area. '
In conclusion, the indispensability of intercultural awareness f.or lfv-
ing meaningfully in global society demands intercultura? communication
scholars further explore and expand the scope and functions of the con-
cept. To understand a culture through cognitive learning ?hOL.lld be the
foundation for individuals to reach intercultural communication compe-

tence. Accompanied with the ability of intercultural sensitivity and inter-
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cultural adroitness, intercultural awareness can help us develop multiple
cultural identities that transform us from single-culture minded beings
into “multiple persons.” This will in turn ensure our ability to integrate

various communication demands in the web of culture, ethnicity, race,
gender, and religion.
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Deception is more prevalent than our cultural morality implies. More-

over, like other Strategic communication, deception is encoded 1o

achieve a variety of communication goals, some beneficial to the commu-
nicator, others to the target. According to Miller and Stiff (1993), when
“real world” communicators use words such as le, ltar, and dec oplIve
they are not merely referring 1o the content of the message but als.
motives of communicators, Recent research
sight into motivation Jor and predictors of i

munication, However, the areq of culture-b

o 1o the
has provided valuable in-
Herpersonal deceptive com-
ased indicators remains
largely unexplored. To that end, we develop
explain the Strategic use of deceptive messages by resorting to motives
behind the use, F irst, we look at how decepti

a theoretical framework to

ve conmunication has been
defined in prior research, Then, we investiga

ivations Jor using deceit in communication interactions. Next, we dis-

cuss the relationship between self-construals (i.e., interdependent and in-
dependent) and deceptive communication motiva

le some of the common me-

tion. This review con-
cludes with practical insights for future research in the don

wain of decep-
live communication,
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