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Foreword

Steve J.Kulich

（Intercultural Institute，Shanghai International Studies University）

In the field of intercultural communication（IC），the long-held notion that cultural differences framed by a set of universal dimensions are responsible for cross-cultural differences in communication patterns has met both conceptual and empirical challenges in today’s increasingly globalized world.Scholarly attention has gradually been shifted from the static，dimensional，and isolated constructs or characteristics of culture to account for more cultural integration and hybridization.

While the need is generally recognized in the field to reconsider conceptual and methodological approaches for describing the dynamic interaction between culture and communication，it seems the main reaction to the predominance of the social scientific approach focused on cultural variability is to move toward the humanistic and critical side.Though some might consider the scientific approach to be constrained by testable constructs and universal theories，there are now post-positivist researchers，especially among cultural psychologists，who are designing experiments to examine various aspects of causality or effect toward understanding some of the mechanisms that underlie cultural processes in communication（e.g.，Hong，2009）.The hybridity arising from multilingualism or global migrations can also be studied in scientific，interpretative，and critical ways，and each lends important insights to different aspects of the varied processes，complex phenomena，or dynamic outcomes.

At Shanghai International Studies University（SISU），we’ve been working to try to meaningfully frame or map intercultural communication research and practice since 1994.Initially we followed the pattern used by most Chinese scholars as we formed the field in the 1990s，importing international authors’ideas，adopting those leading theories and relating our work to them，translating or reprinting key textbooks，highlighting the core constructs of the field，then applying those to the teaching and research here.But early on as our intercultural graduate program formed in 2002，we realized the limits of sticking with static frameworks like the dimensions of Geert Hofstede’s highly-cited and widely-applied work（Culture’s Consequences，1980；Culture：The Software of the Mind，1991）.Though we are in agreement that culture does play an important and influential role in how we are socialized，we have been wrestling together for some time to identify ways or mechanisms that better explain the dynamic and multi-level aspects of“culture”that we see functioning in various types of social interaction.

This book，by one of our key collaborators over the past decade，Dr.Weng Liping，has helped us break through some of these conceptual barriers by paying equal attention to the human agency that is exercised in culture-related behavior.Here，in Toward a Cultural Process Model of Intercultural Communication，he highlights that no communication occurs in a cultural vacuum，i.e.，how we perceive communication and how we interact with others are always under cultures’influence.Yet we are by no means passive recipients of our cultural environment；we may and often do actively use our varied（or hybrid）cultural repertoires as resources to solve real-time real-world communication problems.This fundamental change in viewing the dynamic，processural relationship between culture and communication underscores the importance of this book’s contribution to the field of IC.

The approach that Dr.Weng has adopted is primarily social scientific，but the process model he proposes encompasses elements that address possible inequality of power between cultures，thereby providing helpful tools as well for critical interpretive work as was demonstrated in the book.The process model provides a substantial contribution to the understanding of culture dynamics（especially the agentic aspect of culture）in intercultural research in the context of globalization and cultural hybridization.This model is based on the dynamic process view and intergroup dimensions of intercultural communication，stressing the process of selectively applying cultural knowledge of multiple cultural heritages to serve the communication purposes.The application of cultural knowledge follows the principle of knowledge activation that is moderated by communicators’cultural identity management and motivation to accommodate in communication.

His process model thus moves beyond the traditional deterministic view of culture’s impact on communication to consider communicators as cultural agents in order to address the consequence of cultural hybridization.This model is significantly important to the field both in China and abroad and its validation using culture priming and case analysis is scientifically credible.Dr.Weng brings in important new sources such as culture priming and human agency into the discussion of intercultural communication in China，resources that need to be further considered and integrated into our development of the field here.They should also stimulate further work in the related fields of values studies，identity studies，and contrastive culture and media studies.

To prepare readers for these new research developments，Dr.Weng devoted a considerable amount of space in the book to charting the landscape of how culture has been conceptualized both historically and paradigmatically.His critical review of diverse views of culture，especially the static structural view，is exceedingly thorough.Related to this，we also recommend consulting his and my co-authored article on the“culture paradox”of fixed-traits versus dynamic culture（Weng&Kulich，2014，in Chinese）as well as two Sage encyclopedia entries on“hybridity”（Weng&Kulich，2015）and“individualism and collectivism”（Weng，2015）.

At the cutting edge of helping us rethink“culture”and dynamic aspects of intercultural interaction，I’m also grateful to Dr.Weng for being at the vanguard of our formalizing both our MA and PhD programs.I was invited by the graduate school in 2002to develop a program in IC，and started by supervising 7-16students annually and teaching three intercultural courses each year as a sub-“major”under the“Culture”direction（our first 31“IC”MAs graduated under that designation）.In 2005，when we were asked to upgrade and expand the program to 5-10courses and formalize“Intercultural Communication”as the 6th independent“research direction”in the College of English Language and Literature（CELL）[now the School of English Studies]，Weng Liping entered as the top qualifying candidate among 21and also graduated with the top thesis in 2008（Honors Youxiu Lunwen）.

In 2010，SISU launched its doctoral program in Intercultural Communication Studies.For the first intake under my direction，nine applicants signed up hoping to enter this program，several of them former graduates from our MA program，and others with solid intercultural foundations from other universities across China.Five came for the entrance exam，but only one of them passed all the rigorous test components with flying colors—the author of this volume.

Dr.Weng has been a pioneer，along with his classmate and friend，the late Prof.&Dr.Wu Baixiang（who passed away in a tragic bicycle-car accident on October 8，2014—he had joined us as a“Tongdeng Xueli”candidate in 2011）.In the preface to Wu’s dissertation（Zhejiang University Press，2014，On Representations of Cultural Heroes through Comparative Cultural Newspaper Analysis）I extensively reviewed the intercultural work at the doctoral level that had been developing at SISU over the years.In equal measure I’m pleased to build on that tradition and write this“Foreword”for our first full-time intercultural communication doctoral graduate from SISU！

Grateful as we are for all those foundations laid，Dr.Weng has steadily been our persevering pioneer，the“older brother”mentor to each of our doctoral students since，and a scholar not content to just take the status quo of intercultural communication research in China at face value.He has continually sought to concurrently connect IC to its historical roots abroad，reconsider it in its indigenous contexts in China，and link the study of culture to exciting new work from cultural psychologists，many of them are of Chinese origin seeking to account for the dynamic aspects of intercultural interaction.These ideas and preliminary studies are thus presented in this cutting edge work，providing an important update from his May，2013dissertation.

His research has taken a big step forward，important enough that Dr.Weng was invited to join our institute in September 2013as our fourth“Research Fellow”，a position in which he now serves capably.In this new role，he has made a great contribution as co-editor of two of the most international and significant volumes in our institute’s flagship series，Intercultural Research，Vol.4and Vol.5on“values studies”（Kulich，Prosser&Weng，2012，nominated for an international best book award；and Kulich，Weng&Prosser，2014，nominated as the best representative work of this series for a Chinese national best book award）.He also represented our institute in contributing four entries to The Sage Encyclopedia of Intercultural Competence（2015）edited by Janet Bennett.We eagerly look forward to his ongoing advances to scholarship，of which this volume serves an important role.

Therefore it is my great pleasure to recommend to you Dr.Weng’s work.He is not only our first full-time SISU IC PhD（whose dissertation was also awarded the“Honors”designation），but with this publication is getting that foundational work updated and into print for a wider audience in order to enhance the further development of research and applications of this ever-growing and increasingly-important field of intercultural communications.

Shanghai，April 22，2015
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Preface

Globalization has brought about cultural integration and hybridization and multiplicity of communicators’cultural identities.This poses a great challenge to some traditional scientific approaches to intercultural communication that focus primarily on the stable and orderly characteristics of culture and culture’s deterministic influence on human communication.The primary goal of this book was to develop a cultural process model focusing on dynamic cultural processes and human agency and conduct initial tests to confirm its viability and utility in intercultural communication research.A historical review，critical analyses，and integrative syntheses based on interdisciplinary bibliographic and empirical data were involved in the theoretical exploration.The psychological experimental method of priming was employed in two empirical studies.Case analysis was conducted in the third study.

The book set out to map out the diverse ways of conceptualizing culture in the current field，explore their philosophical foundations，and provide evidence and explanations for the prevalence of the fixed-traits view in contemporary intercultural scholarship.This view has three distinctive features：first，culture is defined in terms of its static and orderly characteristics；second，culture is internalized by individuals in their socialization and becomes guidance principles for their behaviors；and finally，culture’s behavioral influence is seen as linear and deterministic.This view was then historically reviewed and critiqued from a functionalist perspective with both its conceptual and empirical challenges explored.

Following the critique was a critical analysis of some improvements for this view across related disciplines and a review of the emerging dynamic process view of culture along with issues of cultural identity management and motivation to accommodate in communication.Based on these reviews and a critical discussion of selected key intercultural models，a cultural process model of intercultural communication was proposed.This model，departing from the assumption that culture is a coherent meaning system，sees culture as a coalescence of loosely-connected knowledge systems.It posits that the role of culture takes the form of applying cultural knowledge，which follows the principle of availability（certain cultural knowledge is available in the communicator’s mind），accessibility（certain cultural knowledge is accessible in the communicator’s mind），and applicability（the accessed knowledge is only applied when deemed applicable to the immediate context）（Chiu&Hong，2006，2007；Hong，2009）.The application of cultural knowledge is moderated by one’s cultural identity and motivation to accommodate.This model，which stresses multiple cultural origins of communicators’knowledge repertoire，contextual constraints on cultural functioning，and communicators’selective use of their cultural knowledge，seeks to establish some kind of cultural causation in intercultural communicative settings.

Three studies were conducted to test the model.Study I investigated how temporary accessibility of cultural knowledge（some“Chinese”and“American”conditions）influences social attribution and how cultural identity moderates this process.Ninety-nine three-year diploma（vo-tech）sophomore English majors were randomly assigned to three priming conditions（Chinese，American，and neutral）and completed the exact same attribution task.Significant differences in situational attributions were found between the Chinese and American primed groups.Specifically，the Chinese participants gave contrastive responses to the primed culture（e.g.，they used more situational attributions when primed with American culture than when primed with Chinese culture，a tendency contrary to the empirically established cultural differences in social attributions between North Americans and East Asians）.

Study II examined how contextual cues influence the chronic accessibility of cultural knowledge in an intercultural situation and how cultural identity and communication accommodation moderate this process.One hundred and sixteen Chinese university students were randomly assigned to two priming conditions（Chinese and American experimenters as the culture prime）and were asked to write down eight proverbs and sayings that guided their action.Findings suggest that the participants generated a more converged sayings pool before an American experimenter than before a Chinese experimenter，suggesting that high intergroup salience in the American priming condition led to the affirmation of Chinese cultural identity and hence a collection of more traditional and more widely circulated sayings.Furthermore，in terms of sayings content，a relatively stronger individualistic value orientation was found in the Chinese priming condition than in the American priming condition.Taken together，the participants seem to have given contrastive responses in the task.

Study III was a case study aimed at understanding the nature of the over-tuning effect in intercultural communication using the process model.Human agency in culture and communication，cultural identity management，motivation to accommodate，dynamics between the assumed cultural knowledge applicability and communication appropriateness were all highlighted.

The three studies thus have initially confirmed the viability and utility of the model in framing intercultural communication.The principles of cultural knowledge application was revealed in the tests，demonstrating the fact that culture’s impact on communicative behaviors is not deterministic，that one’s cultural identity and motivation to accommodate do moderate the application of cultural knowledge，and that one key factor influencing communication effectiveness is whether the assumed cultural knowledge applicability is consistent with socially established appropriateness in its application.Overall，the three tests have uncovered human agency in culture and communication and enabled us to establish some kind of causal link between cultural knowledge and individual communicative behavior.The present research has implications for developing dynamic approaches to intercultural communication，reframing cultural differences，reconsidering intercultural competence research，and enriching research methodology.

We can no longer see cultures as static entities defined by certain prevalent shared values.It is preferable to see them as dynamic entities within which certain ways of construing oneself and others are constantly being reciprocally primed.

（Peter B.Smith，2009：159）

...[W]e[should]reframe thinking of cultures in isolation to the manner they interact dynamically with each other，and...we[should]move from looking at mean tendencies that distinguish one culture conveniently from another to tackling the contact zone of living with and committing to multiple cultures.

（Kimberly A.Noels et al.，2011：60）

Culture does not rigidly determine human behaviors，nor are individuals passive recipients of their cultural environment.Instead，individuals flexibly shift their responses and use culture as a cognitive resource for grasping their experiences.

（Ying-yi Hong，2009：9）


Chapter 1　Introduction

1.1　Statement of the problem and significance of the present research

Globalization has compressed time and space，allowing cultures of different geographic locations and historical epochs to interact.Such interaction inevitably brings about the diffusion and hybridization of values，beliefs，norms，and behavior patterns of diverse cultural origins.As a result，the cultures in which we live today may escape some of the traditional definitions that tended to focus on nationality and pan-cultural traits（cultural dimensions）.In the case of intercultural communication research，Durant and Shepherd（2009）observed that“in a period of cultural adaptation and hybridization，more precise specification of both‘culture’and‘communication’appear to be needed if we are to understand how cultural identities relate to the variation of communicative styles with which they co-occur”（p.151）.Similarly，Xu（2012）questioned the prevailing practices of employing and presenting key concepts such as“culture”in an uncritical manner and called for the re-conceptualization of such concepts.Intercultural communication scholars，“who are professionally committed to limiting the damage caused by cultural simplification and misunderstanding”（Durant&Shepherd，2009：151），therefore need to reconsider the extant culture-related theories，perspectives，assumptions，and research methodologies to ensure their relevance to today’s globalized contexts.

The present research project，on the basis of a historical review of diverse conceptualizations of culture in the field of intercultural communication and an exploration of their philosophical foundations，attempts to bring into light the latest developments in social psychological research on culture to illuminate today’s intercultural scholarship.These developments are characterized by a dynamic process view，a perspective markedly different from the traditional cross-cultural psychological approach which places more emphasis on the structure and fixed-traits of culture.Although the field of intercultural communication is informed by diverse approaches to culture（Baldwin，2004；Baldwin et al.，2006；Baldwin，et al.，2014；Casmir&Asuncion-Lande，1990；Chen&Starosta，1998；Kurlyo，2013；Martin&Nakayama，1997，1999，2009，2010），much of its work continues to rely upon the fixed-traits view as exemplified by the cultural anthropology and cross-cultural psychology of values on which the field has been traditionally based（e.g.，Hofstede，1980；Kluckhohn&Strodtbeck，1961；Schwartz，1992；Triandis，2006；Trompenaars&Hampden-Turner，2004）.The stress on the static and orderly characteristics of culture is equally manifested in many popular intercultural communication textbook materials that adopt a functional/postpostivist research approach（注：Since the first textbooks for the intercultural communication（IC）field were produced in the mid-1970s，most new iterations have continued providing variations of rather staid formats that overview knowledge about culture，communication，and the IC field，highlight key concepts or constructs，suggest functional approaches to better ways of thinking or behavior，and promote applications toward developing IC awareness，competence，and ways of dealing with diversity（Weng，in press）.）and，accordingly，reflected in how culture is typically“taught”in an intercultural communication classroom.

The fixed-traits view has successfully reduced the complexity of culture to a number of manageable global，“universal”dimensions and provided assumedly powerful tools for anticipating and interpreting cultural differences（Chiu&Chao，2009）.However，this view faces severe challenges today.First，since it assumes that culture is a coherent system and a static entity defined in terms of geographical boundaries and/or demographic features，it seems inadequate in addressing the permeable impact of globalization on culture.Biculturalism，multiculturality，rapid modernization，and drastic societal change that have frequently been treated as“noise”in data are now widely believed to be substantial issues that require serious considerations（Hong&Chiu，2001；Kulich&Zhang，2010）.Second，it has been challenging to empirically establish system coherence within a culture（Kashima，2009；Hong&Chiu，2001）.Recent research findings suggest that some collectivistic cultures are actually more individualistic than individualistic cultures depending upon which component of individualism or collectivism is under study（Oyserman，Coon，&Kemmelmeier，2002）.Third，it is difficult to establish the causal link between global cultural dimensions and cultural differences in individuals’behavior（Kashima，2009；Hong&Chiu，2001）although cross-cultural behavioral differences have traditionally been attributed to the differences in cultural dimensions such as individualism and collectivism.Such evidence seems to suggest that these dimensions generally only provide useful frameworks for making sense of（rather than predicting）culture-related human behaviors.

As such，it is of great importance to develop alternative approaches that may be helpful in overcoming the problems stated above.The dynamic process view of culture as proposed by cultural psychologists Ying-yi Hong，Chi-yue Chiu，and their associates（Hong&Chiu，2001；Hong，Morris，Chiu，&Benet-Martinez，2000；Hong&Mallorie，2004；Chiu&Hong，2005，2006，2007；Hong，2009；Chiu，Leung，&Hong，2011）provides such an approach.Taking a knowledge perspective，these scholars generally view culture as loosely-connected networks of knowledge shared among a collection of interrelated individuals.Culture is seen as an open system that is continuously changing and evolving.Cultural differences are viewed as“the differing contents of the widely circulated and highly accessible knowledge structures in different cultures”（Chiu&Hong，2007：794）.More importantly，the application of cultural knowledge follows the principles of knowledge activation，i.e.，cultural knowledge has to be available and accessible in people’s mind to be used and it is only used when deemed applicable to the assigned task（Higgins，1996；Wyer&Srull，1986）.Although perhaps less parsimonious than the fixed-traits approach，the dynamic process approach has demonstrated the capacity to establish some kind of cultural causation using priming methods that were pioneered by Hong and her associates（e.g.，Hong et al.，1997，2000），thereby moving a step forward in human behavior prediction.

Caught between culture and communication，intercultural communication as a field likewise needs to go beyond the static，fixed-traits treatment of culture to incorporate dynamic approaches into its scholarship.The problems confronting cultural and cross-cultural psychology are equally present in communication research.As Xu（2012）noted：

“Culture”has to be reconceptualized if we really want to contribute more to increased understanding and dialogue rather than to stereotyping and prejudices.There is consequently a need to move away from solidified，reified，polarized，and objectivist visions of culture in such a complex and mixed world，where multidimensional cultural encounters are common.


1.2　Research objectives and central theme

The present research attempts to achieve two goals.The first goal is to map out the diverse ways that culture is currently conceptualized in the field，explore the philosophical foundations of each approach，provide evidence and explanations for the prevalence of the fixed-traits view in contemporary intercultural scholarship，critique this view both conceptually and empirically from a functional/postpostivist perspective，and offer a critical review across disciplines of some suggested improvements to this view.

The second goal is to incorporate the novel view of cultural processes into intercultural communication scholarship.Drawing on the work conducted by Hong，Chiu，and associates，the“organizing model for studying communication with strangers”developed by Gudykunst and Kim（2003/2007：45），the social identity theory advanced by Tajfel and colleagues（e.g.，Tajfel，1979；Tajfel&Turner，1986；Turner et al.，1987）and the communication accommodation theory articulated by Gallois，Giles and colleagues（e.g.，Gallois et al.，1995；Giles，Coupland&Coupland，1991），I have sought to propose a cultural process model for conceptually framing and organizing intercultural communication.

This cultural process model has the following distinctive features：（1）Cultural influences on the two communicators overlap，implying the fluidity and fuzziness of cultural boundaries as a result of globalization as well as the universal aspects of culture that provides common ground for communication across cultures.（2）Communication behavior is under the influence of the interaction between communicators’basic psychogenic needs，personal experiences，and cultural knowledge（Chiu&Hong，2007），which is，in turn，shaped by different levels of cultural influences that communicators receive.（3）While culture influences communication，it does not rigidly determine communication.Communicators do not passively receive their cultural environments.They use cultural knowledge as a resource for making sense of their communication experiences（Hong，2009）.（4）The application of cultural knowledge follows the principles of knowledge activation（Higgins，1996；Wyer&Srull，1986）.（5）The application of cultural knowledge is moderated by cultural identity and motivation to accommodate in communication，two factors that are associated with the intergroup dimension of intercultural communication.（6）Communication may modify basic psychogenic needs，enriches personal experiences，and expands cultural knowledge repertoires.It also has an impact on the interaction of the three.

To facilitate the operationalization of its components，the model is then refined and simplified.First，the new model focuses on how culture influences communication without considering individual factors.Second，communication is treated in general terms without an explicit distinction between verbal and nonverbal message exchanges.Finally，the“shared-ness”of cultural knowledge in communicators’knowledge repertoire is highlighted.This assumes that people have acquired cultural knowledge from different sources and of different traditions，with the result that people may have enough“shared”cultural knowledge to ensure effective communication.

I then conduct three studies to test the usefulness of the modified model.In the first study，I investigate how temporary accessibility of cultural knowledge（whether through“Chinese”and“American”primes）influences social attribution and how cultural identity moderates this process.In the second study，I examine how contextual cues influence the chronic accessibility of cultural knowledge in an intercultural situation and how cultural identity and motivation to accommodate in communication moderate this process.The third study is a case analysis aimed to bring out key elements of the model such as cultural knowledge application，cultural identity management，and communication accommodation by focusing on the“over-tuning”effect often found in intercultural interaction and acculturation.


1.3　Research questions and hypotheses

Based on the above reasoning，the following research questions are raised：

RQ1：How has the concept of culture been approached in the field of intercultural communication？

RQ2：What are the philosophical foundations of diverse approaches to culture in the field？

RQ3：What are some of the contributions and limitations of and what improvements have been made across related disciplines on the fixed-traits view of culture in intercultural communication research？

RQ4：How can intercultural communication as a field possibly benefit from a dynamic process view of culture that has recently become influential in the field of cultural psychology？

RQ5：How can the dynamic process view be incorporated into intercultural communication research and how can such research in turn inform dynamic cultural theories？

These five research questions deal with the conceptual work of the present research.To test the proposed conceptual model in response to RQ5，two priming studies and one case study were conducted.Study I seeks to test the following hypothesis：

H1：The attribution responses of the participants are contrastive to the primed culture.

Study II seeks to address two hypotheses：

H2：The sayings pool the American-primed group generates is statistically more converged than the sayings pool the Chinese-primed group generates.

H3：（a）The value content of the top sayings list derived from the American priming condition exhibits a stronger collectivist orientation than the value content of the top sayings list derived from the Chinese priming condition；（b）the value content of the top sayings list derived from the Chinese priming condition exhibits a stronger individualist orientation than the value content of the top sayings list derived from the American priming condition.

Study III seeks to answer the following research question：

RQ6：How can the proposed over-tuning effect be understood using the cultural process model of intercultural communication？


1.4　Research methodology applied

Since the present research consists of both theoretical exploration and empirical validation，multiple research methods are employed.In the theoretical part，the historical review，critical analyses，and theorizing are based on interdisciplinary bibliographic data and empirical research published at home and abroad.Both deductive and inductive reasoning are employed in the arguments.

In the empirical part，to understand the role of contextual cues in culture’s effect on communication，the priming method derived by experimental psychology is employed.Priming is originally used to tap the implicit memory effect in which exposure to a stimulus influences response to a later stimulus.In culture-related experimental research，culture priming exposes perceivers to images that are associated with the construct of interest with the expectation that the construct becomes more likely to guide subsequent processing.This method will be elaborated in the two experimental studies reported in Chapters 7and 8.The priming effect is computed using statistical techniques such as chi-square tests，T-tests，one-way ANOVA，and n-way ANOVA.A form of case analysis is conducted in the final stage of the model testing.


1.5　Structure of the book

This book consists of nine chapters.In Chapter 1，I have presented the research background and stated the purpose and significance of the present research.I have also highlighted the research objectives，proposed research questions and hypotheses，introduced the methodology，and outlined the structure of the book.In Chapter 2，I highlight the evolution of the concept of culture in intercultural communication，explore the philosophical foundations of diverse approaches to culture，and survey work on the cross-cultural psychology of values as one of the foundations of intercultural communication studies.

Chapter 3reviews critiques from scientific/functionalist perspectives of the fixed-traits view of culture that is prevalent in intercultural scholarship.It explores how culture is defined and dimensionalized in this view and what conceptual and empirical challenges it faces in today’s globalizing world.Chapter 4documents diverse efforts toward improving this view in the fields of cross-cultural psychology，cultural psychology，indigenous psychology，and intercultural communication.Chapter 5reviews the latest robust developments in“culture as dynamic processes”research in the field of cultural psychology.Special attention is drawn to how culture is defined，where culture resides，what forms cultural knowledge takes，and how cultural knowledge is applied.Chapter 6seeks to incorporate this dynamic process view into intercultural communication research.A cultural process model of intercultural communication is proposed and compared with a more traditional model.

Chapters 7and 8are devoted to the three studies that were aimed to test this new model.Chapter 7reports the research process and outcomes of the first priming study on how temporary accessibility of cultural knowledge influences social attribution and cultural identity management.Chapter 8first reports the second priming study on how contextual cues moderate chronic accessibility of cultural knowledge and how participants’cultural identity and motivation to accommodate influence intercultural communication.It then reports the third study—a case analysis that seeks to understand the over-tuning effect in intercultural contact using the process model.The last chapter，Chapter 9，summarizes the results of the present research，discusses its theoretical and practical implications and limitations，and suggests directions for future work.


Chapter 2　Diverse Views of Culture in Intercultural Communication（IC）Studies

The complexity of the concept of culture is remarkable.Numerous scholarly attempts have been made to describe and clarify its nature and contents.This chapter gives an overview of how diverse approaches to culture are typically understood and categorized in the field of intercultural communication and how these different cultural conceptions are guided by distinct ontological，epistemological，and axiological preferences.


2.1　Conceptualizing culture

2.1.1　Categorization of definitions of culture

More than half a century ago，the American anthropologists Kroeber and Kluckhohn（1952）reviewed 164definitions of culture that they found in the anthropology literature and identified six dimensions（cited in Baldwin et al.，2006：8）as follows：

1.Enumeratively descriptive（a list of the content of culture）

2.Historical（emphasis on social heritage，tradition）

3.Normative（focus on ideals or ideals plus behavior）

4.Psychological（learning，habit，adjustment，problem-solving device）

5.Structural（focus on the pattern or organization of culture）

6.Genetic（symbols，ideas，artifacts）

Based on the review，they proposed an inclusive definition that encompasses elements of the six dimensions：

Culture consists of patterns，explicit and implicit，of and for behavior acquired and transmitted by symbols，constituting the distinctive achievements of human groups，including their embodiments in artifacts；the essential core of culture consist of traditional（i.e.，historically derived and selected）ideas and especially their attached values；culture systems may，on the one hand，be considered as products of action，on the other as conditioning elements of further action.（Kroeber&Kluckhohn，1952：181）

Baldwin，Faulkner，Hecht，and Lindsley（2006）extended that classic study by exploring how culture is conceptualized across disciplines that are most relevant to communication studies.They classified definitions of culture into five categories，namely，structural，functional，process，critical，and postmodern（see Table 1）.Because“structural”and“functional”have traditionally been used in tandem，a hyphenated term“structural-functional”is used to refer to the combination of the two.The resulting four categories more or less reflect the evolution of the concept of culture in the social sciences，but all of them can be found in contemporary academia with varying influences.

Table 1：Categorization of definitions of culture（Based on Baldwin et al.，2006：29 and Baldwin’s teaching notes（注：Retrieved July 20，2012from http://my.ilstu.edu/~jrbaldw/372/DefiningCulture.htm.））
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2.1.2　Structural-functional view of culture

As can be expected，the conceptualization of culture has undergone parallel evolution in the field of intercultural communication.One prominent view is structural-functional in nature，construing culture as a system or framework of elements or a tool for achieving some end.For example，Kulich and SII Follows（2013）offer the following structural definition：“Culture is，in its simplest form，an identifiable，pass-on-able，mutually adopted set or shared semiotic system of inherent meanings，acceptable behaviors，and desirable outcomes related to a specific group”.From the standpoint of functionality and needs，they offer another：“Culture represents evidence of our need to associate with，identify with，and seek similarity，comfort/security，and belongingness in the inherent and constructed codes of a community/context/text that defines‘us’”.Scollon and Wong Scollon（2001）see structural-functional definition as anthropological.Culture refers to“any aspect of the ideas，communications，or behaviors of a group of people which gives to them a distinctive identity and which is used to organize their internal sense of cohesion and membership”（p.140）.

In the early years when the field was beginning to take roots，Edward T.Hall，under the influence of the early anthropologists such as Edward B.Tylor（1871），Ruth Benedict（1934/1959），and Margaret Mead（1953），viewed culture as“a system of patterns which must be learned”（Leeds-Hurwitz，1990：268）.Because culture is patterned thought and behavior，it could be analyzed scientifically.Being a traditional anthropologist，Hall demonstrated“a deep regard for culture explored principally by descriptive，qualitative methods”（Shuter，2008：37）.However，it is Hall’s experience at the Foreign Service Institute（FSI）that greatly influenced“how‘culture’came to be defined and by extension，studied in the field”（Moon，2010：35）.Under the governmental insistence，Hall（1956）treated“culture”，even though with much reluctance，as“an instrumental set of rules or‘cookbook’that white US American trainees could learn quickly then bring to bear as they pursued their assignments in foreign countries”（Moon，2010：35）.According to Leeds-Hurwitz（1990），Hall’s experience at the FSI led to“the creation of an agenda for intercultural communication as a field of inquiry which included comparative approaches to the study of culture primarily defined in terms of national boundaries...”（Moon，2010：35）.

Despite the felt influence of Hall’s conceptualization of culture，according to Moon（2008），the field of intercultural communication in the 1970s witnessed diverse ways in which culture is defined.Apart from the“standard”definition of nation-state，“culture”is also defined in terms of race，social class，and gender identity.However，starting in the late 1970s，the conception of“culture”as“nation-state”came to dominate the field.By 1980，with positivist research projects mushrooming，“culture”became construed as a variable，defined a priori by group membership.This trend is largely attributed to Gudykunst and associates’cross-cultural tests of uncertainty reduction theory which follow a positivist tradition or to Hofstede’s（1980）major multi-national work.It is also attributed to international interest in intercultural communication created by numerous publications addressing the diffusion of innovations including intercultural communication（Rogers，2003）.In a large sense，Gudykunst and associates’positivist and“objectivist”approach to the study of intercultural communication and the historical context of the field’s development bring the field back to“the discursive rules for intercultural communication scholarship as laid out by Leeds-Hurwitz（1990）and attributed to Hall”（Moon，2008：15）.

The popularity of the positivist approach to culture in the field of intercultural communication in the late 1970s and 1980s is also associated with the field’s struggle for its disciplinary identity（Moon，2008）.Following the social sciences tradition of the 1970s，intercultural communication scholars sought to establish disciplinary status through the means of“methodological rigor”（Casmir&Asuncion-Lande，1990：282）which involved the careful application of statistical and mathematical models（Gudykunst，1983a）and emphasized theory development and testing（Gudykunst，1983b）.As a consequence，in much intercultural communication research，“culture”is treated as a mere“research laboratory for testing the validity of communication paradigms”（Shuter，2008：37）and the experiences and self-reports of privileged members of the United States and Japan represent“culture”for all cultural members（Moon，2008）.From the 1980s to the mid-1990s，scholarly publications on intercultural communication primarily framed culture as nation and relied on postpositivist（cultural measurement）approaches，leading to the development of many sorts of generalizations about massive populations of peoples such as individualistic versus collectivist cultures and high-context versus low context cultures.

A growing number of scholars in the 1990s critiqued the predominant theoretical construct of culture as nation-state and questioned the power dynamics underlying such a construct.As Moon（2008）notes，“We must again，as in the 1970s，seriously consider whose interests are served by continuing to construct‘culture’primarily in terms of national boundaries and by maintaining the current focus on the development of‘intercultural cookbooks’for interaction”（p.16）.Dirks，Eley，and Ortner（1994）echoed that culture may be viewed as multiple discourses，“occasionally coming together in large systemic configurations，but more often coexisting within dynamic fields of interaction and conflict”（p.4）.Shuter（1990）challenges the prevalent practice of treating culture as a mere independent variable in theory validation research and proposes an intracultural research agenda in intercultural communication that returns culture to preeminence（Asante，Miike，&Jin，2008）.

Following scholarly critiques of the predominant conception of culture as nation-state is the broadening of the meaning of culture to include gender，race，ethnicity，sexual orientation，social class，and other identifications that affect and are affected by interaction.However，the structural-functional view of culture endures as the field continues to be dominated by the functional intercultural competence effective model drawing upon psychologists and management scholars such as Hofstede，Schwartz，Triandis，and Trompenaars（Young&Sercombe，2010）.As Wang and Kulich（2014）observed in a recent textbook review：“Most intercultural introductory textbooks have sought to maintain a mainstream middle ground yet often default to a functionalist，social science，interpersonal effectiveness approach”（p.508）.


2.1.3　Process view of culture

The prevailing conception of culture as entities with relatively static traits does not mean that the concept of“process”has been ignored in intercultural communication.Decades ago，Prosser（1978）argued that“Communication and culture are both processes”（p.1）.The process view often stresses the role of communication in shaping culture，assuming that culture is“an active creation by a group of people”，embodying“the processes by which a group constructs and passes on its reality，rather than the reality itself handed down to others”（Baldwin et al.，2006：40）.Similarly，Shibutani（1994）argued that：

Culture is not a static entity but a continuing process；norms are creatively reaffirmed from day to day in social interaction.Those taking part in collective transactions approach one another with set expectations，and the realization of what is anticipated successively confirms and reinforces their perspectives.In this way，people in each cultural group are continuously supporting one another’s perspectives，each by responding to the others in expected ways.In this sense，culture is a product of communication.（p.269）

Pacanowsky and O’Donnell-Trujillo（1982）argued for the centrality of sense making and reality construction in cultural processes：

Culture is to be studied not so much as a system of kinship，or a collection of artifacts，or as a corpus of myths，but as sense making，as a reality constructed and displayed by those whose existence is embedded in a particular set of webs.But the web not only exists，it is spun....When[people]talk，write a play，sing，dance，fake an illness，they are communicating；and they are constructing their culture.（p.123）

It is the idea of ongoing sense making and reality construction that reveals the fact that culture is dynamic processes.Thus，Baldwin et al.（2006）concluded that“perhaps all other process definitions could be subsumed under this social constructionist view of making sense or constructing reality”（p.42）.

Sense-making and reality construction are well reflected in the symbolic interactionist perspective to culture.Under the influence of the work of Mead（1934），Blumer（1969），and Geertz（1973），some scholars argue that social reality is under the constant process of construction and change through message exchange.Although Geertz’s definition of culture as linguistic structures is in essence a structural definition，it allows us to see culture continually evolving through language.Further，as Denzin and Lincoln（1998）noted，“Geertz argued that the old functional，positivistic，behavioral，totalizing approaches to the human disciplines were giving way to a more pluralistic，interpretative，open-ended perspective.This new perspective took cultural representations and their meanings as its point of departure”（p.18）.Thus，the view of culture moved，largely through Geertz’s work，from a view of elements to a view of the process which those elements are continually created and recreated.

This view bears some resemblance to Hall’s（1959）argument of communication as culture，except that in this view，communication creates and constructs culture rather than culture influencing communication.For example，Moon（2002）contended that culture is constantly reconstructed through communication because communication both creates the identities through ongoing interaction among a group and manages them in interaction.Some feminists proposed“doing gender”in our everyday interaction（注：Baldwin’s teaching notes.Retrieved from http://my.ilstu.edu/~jrbaldw/372/DefiningCulture.htm on July 20，2012.）.Carbaugh（1990），echoing his tutor Phillipsens and the language in social interaction group，approached culture from the view of how people practice their culture in everyday lives.He defines culture as“a system of expressive practices fraught with feelings，a system of symbols，premises，rules，forms，and the domains and dimensions of mutual meanings associated with these.”（注：Carbaugh，D.（1990）.Intercultural communication.In D.Carbaugh（Ed.），Cultural communication and contact（pp.151-175）.Hillsdale，NJ：Laurence Erlbaum.Retrieved May 31，2012from http://scholar.lib.vt.edu/ejournals/ICC/2008/ICC2008Carbaugh.pdf）This is consistent with the more holistic ethnographic approach to culture.


2.1.4　Critical view of culture

Both the structural-functional view and process view to some degree stresses meaning-sharing，the critical view，which is derived from cultural studies，sees culture as a site of contestation of meaning（Sorrells，2013）.In this view，culture is often treated as“imagined，constituted in communication，and constrained by social structures and ideologies over a trajectory of time by people and institutions”（Collier，2002：xi）.

Critical scholars argue for“culture as an ideological struggle”which departs from“an unproblematized description and characterization of culture as given or as an essential（natural/internal）set of traits or characteristics or psychological tendencies possessed by a group of individuals merely by virtue of their geographically‘belonging together’”（Halualani&Nakayama，2010：6）.Relating culture to communication in this view，Martin and Nakayama（2000）explained that“culture...is not just a variable，nor benignly socially constructed but a site of struggle where various communication meanings are constructed...”（p.8）.

Similarly，Moon（2002）argued for more complex notions of cultural identity to grasp the political nature of identification processes.She proposed the notion of culture as a“contested zone”，arguing that“if we define culture as a contested zone in which different groups struggle to define issues in their own interests，we must also recognize that not all groups have equal access to public forums to voice their concerns，perspectives，and the everyday realties of their lives”（p.16）.This critical approach assumes that people have overlapping identities that are not static，but are subject to change depending on situations.They are processual in that individuals can enter a situation with one identity in mind，but another can emerge during the interaction.In this conception，culture has become an ongoing site of struggle with different degrees and types of power.

Interestingly，as Sorrells（2013）notes，the contrast itself between the functional notion of culture being a system of shared meaning and the critical conception of culture as a contested site or zone demonstrates the struggle over the meaning of the concept of culture：

Undoubtedly，the logic of understanding culture as a contested site or zone where meanings are negotiated appeals to and makes sense for people who experience themselves as marginalized from or marginalized within the centers of power，whether this is based on race，class，gender，ethnicity，sexuality，or nationality.Similarly，the logic of understanding culture as a system of shared meanings appeals to and makes sense for people at the centers of power or in a dominant role，whether this position is based on race，class，gender，ethnicity，sexuality，or nationality.（p.8）


2.1.5　Postmodern view of culture

Postmodern writers propose“a radical undermining of any assumption about the stability of particular cultural meanings”（Barnard&Spencer，1996：141）.As Clifford（1986）noted，“Culture，and our views of‘it’，are produced historically，and reactively contested.There is no whole picture that can be‘filled in’，since the perception and filling of a gap lead to the awareness of other gaps...Culture is contested，temporal，and emergent”（pp.18-19）.Thus，Conquergood（1991）urged writers to resist monolithic descriptions of culture，to return the“body”and multisensuality to ethnography，and to focus on the“borderlands”.He further urged the student of culture to be reflexive—to recognize the connection between the observed and observer.When it comes to defining culture itself，some postmodern theorists merely present different definitions for culture，contending that no one definition is superior or inferior to the other（Collier et al.，2002）.However，according to Martin and Nakayama（2010），at this point，it seems that only a few culture and communication scholars have embraced the postmodern research trajectory.

To summarize，the evolution of the conceptualization of culture in the field of intercultural communication reveals a similar pattern as highlighted by Baldwin et al.（2006）.It is worth noting，however，that this evolution process is not one of replacing the“old”with the“new”；rather，the evolution has resulted in a juxtaposition of differing perspectives of culture，each having varying degrees of influence.


2.2　Philosophical foundations of diverse views of culture in IC

2.2.1　Two primary dimensions

To get a better understanding of the nature of diverse approaches to the study of culture，it is important to grasp their ontological，epistemological，and axiological foundations.Drawing on Baldwin’sI have benefited from Baldwin’s teaching notes entitled“Approaches to intercultural communication.”Retrieved May 21，2012from http://my.ilstu.edu/~jrbaldw/372/Approaches.htm.insights，I elaborate on two primary dimensions and three paradigms in this section（see Figure 1）.In terms of the nature of science and society，two primary dimensions are advanced.The first dimension，ontology/epistemology，is concerned with the nature of social science（e.g.，Burrell&Morgan，1988）.This dimension places research on a continuum of objectivism and subjectivism.Objectivist research assumes“a separation of subject（researcher）and object（knowledge），a belief in an external world and human behavior that can be known，described，and predicted，and use of research methodology that maintains this subject-object separation”.However，subjectivism“sees the subject-object relationship not as bifurcated but in productive tension；reality is not external，but internal and‘subjective’，and human behavior is creative，voluntary，and discoverable by ideographic methods”（Martin&Nakayama，1999：2）.

The second dimension，axiology，deals with the nature of society which is either order or conflict（Burrell&Morgan，1988）.Researchers who believe in societal order look at societal“stability and regulation，functional coordination and consensus”.In contrast，researchers adopting a“conflict”view of society seek to“find explanations for radical change，deep-seated structural conflict，modes of domination and structural contradiction”（p.17）.Therefore，along the dimension of axiology，all research，regardless of its objectivist/scientific or subjectivist/humanistic orientations，attempts to either observe the world or change it.Research that seeks to change the world is of a critical nature，as it seeks to“understand the role of power and contextual constraints on communication in order ultimately to achieve a more equitable society”（Martin&Nakayama，1999：3）.
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Figure 1：Philosophical foundations of diverse views of culture


2.2.2　Three paradigms

2.2.2.1　Scientific/objectivist/functionalist paradigm

Three paradigms emerge on the basis of the aforementioned two dimensions.The first paradigm，termed scientific/objectivist/functionalist，assumes that“the social world is composed of knowable empirical facts that exist separate from the researcher and reflects the attempt to apply models and methods of the natural sciences to the study of human behavior”（Martin&Nakayama，1999：3）.The assumption that people are driven by external and internal causes has led to the notion that people are predictable.Research in this paradigm thus“seeks to describe，but often to predict human behavior”（p.4）.Causal relationships and regularities（i.e.，universal laws that govern human behavior）are the researcher’s major concerns.Quantitative methods are often employed in this paradigm.

Scholars in the“scientific”research tradition often view culture as“a variable，defined a priori by group membership many times on a national level”，thereby emphasizing“the stable and orderly characteristics of culture”（Martin&Nakayama，2010：60）.The relationship between culture and communication is often causal and deterministic.Edward T.Hall’s early structural view of culture as patterned behavior that could be analyzed scientifically is one example.The simplistic treatment of culture as a set of instrumental rules for US white trainees and an emphasis on cultural comparisons on the national level during his service in the FSI further moved his notion of culture toward the objectivist end.

The positivist/postpositivist approach to culture as represented by Gudykunst and colleagues’research programs seeking to extend their uncertainty reduction theory to intercultural contexts is another example.This“etic”perspective aims to test the universality of externally imposed theoretical frameworks.Much of intercultural communication research that draws on early efforts on national character studies and later cross-cultural psychology of values also assumes an objectivist view of culture.

2.2.2.2　Humanistic/subjectivist/interpretive paradigm

The second paradigm，termed humanistic/subjectivist/interpretive，includes research that seeks to understand“the world as it is”（Marin&Nakayama，2010：60）usually without making predictions.Frequently-used research methods include observational analysis，textual analysis，and in-depth interviews or focus groups.Scholars who conduct research in this paradigm do not look for universal laws because they believe that human behavior is unpredictable.The purpose of research is rather to provide a single explanation and interpretation of a text，a person，or a group of people in a holistic way within their context（s）（注：Baldwin’s teaching notes.Retrieved May 21，2012from http://my.ilstu.edu/~jrbaldw/372/Approaches.htm.）.

In the interpretive paradigm，culture is generally construed as“socially constructed and emergent，rather than defined a priori”（Martin&Nakayama，2010：60）.Culture often moves beyond nation-state to embrace other levels of collectives.The interpretative paradigm，like the functionalist paradigm，emphasizes“the stable，orderly characteristics of culture，reflecting an assumption of the social world as cohesive，ordered，and integrated”（p.60）.The relationship between culture and communication is seen as reciprocal.

The process view of culture that draws on symbolic interactionism（Blumer，1969；Mead，1934）belongs to this paradigm.This interpretative and open-ended perspective takes cultural representations and their meanings as its point of departure（Denzin&Lincoln，1998）.The elements of culture are continually created and recreated via communication.Moon’s（2002）notion that culture is constantly reconstructed through communication is one example.Carbaugh’s（1990）cultural discourse theory developed in ethnography of communication offers another example.New trends emerging in the field of intercultural communication in the 1990s that address the emic aspect of culture often are associated with this paradigm.In such interpretative research，the framework and interpretations emerge from the cultural community under study（Martin&Nakayama，2010）.

2.2.2.3　Critical paradigm

The third paradigm，termed critical，focuses more on the“why”than the“how”of the research.Research following this tradition seeks to address social inequalities by looking at such concepts as empowerment，resistance，ideology，hegemony，and marginalization（注：Baldwin’s teaching notes.Retrieved May 21，2012from http://my.ilstu.edu/~jrbaldw/372/Approaches.htm.）.The ultimate goal is“to examine systems of oppression and work for system change”（Martin&Nakayama，2010：61）.Critical research can be either scientific or humanistic，depending on the ontology and epistemology of the researcher.

In this paradigm，culture is not seen as stable and orderly，but as a site of struggle for various meanings by competing groups（Ono，1998）.Moon’s（2002）treatment of culture as a“contested zone”of cultural identity is an example of such research.It seeks to understand the role of power and macro-level contextual constraints on communication in order to achieve a more equitable society（Martin&Nakayama，1999）.

Although acknowledging the potential of a postmodern approach to the study of culture and communication，Martin and Nakayama（2010）argued that time is not ripe for exploring the paradigmatic location of such an approach because only a few culture and communication scholars have embraced the postmodern research trajectory.Therefore，it is tentatively indicated in the center of the diagram（see Figure 1）.


2.2.3　Paradigm wars or paradigm integration？

As mentioned，the three paradigms have arisen from distinct ontological，epistemological，and axiological assumptions.“These paradigms are contiguous but separate，have some shared characteristics but different underlying assumptions，and are therefore mutually exclusive”（Martin&Nakayama，1999：3）.However，it is noteworthy that“the boundaries among the paradigms are irregular and slightly permeable rather than rigid and fixed”（p.3）.Although not much research on culture and communication is restricted entirely to one paradigm，it is reasonable to assume that researchers usually are inclined toward a specific paradigm.

Some scholars（e.g.，Casmir&Asuncion-Lande，1990；Chen&Starosta，1998）note the paradigmatic incompatibility in the field of intercultural communication.They argue that the 1990s represented the“decade of debate”when the rise of humanistic/interpretive/subjectivist and critical approaches to culture created rifts and tensions with the traditional approach，resulting in value-laden debates about right and wrong ways to conduct research.And the 2000s may be viewed as“decade of disintegration，deconstruction，and/or dialogue”，when，on the one hand，paradigmatic mutual exclusiveness was further strengthened as exemplified by the fact that critical research became even more critical and highly politicized，and on the other hand，various writers begin to seek perspective blending，theoretical diversity accommodation and inter-paradigmatic collaboration for a multi-faceted understanding of the field（Baldwin et al.，2014）.As Weng（in press）noted：

After years of deliberating these needs，some consensus is appearing among scholars that，to make IC[intercultural communication]teaching and research more relevant to the contemporary sociocultural world，one probably needs to（1）adopt a complex view of culture...（2）embrace a multi-paradigmatic research approach...and（3）expand IC’s practical implications beyond the competence effectiveness model....These modifications in fundamental assumptions，however，are almost impossible to achieve without（inter）disciplinary‘collaboration’，an emerging trend in the current field of IC...

This trend is also reflected in inclusive definitions of culture in recent intercultural scholarship.For example，Baldwin，Means Coleman，González，and Shenoy-Packer（2014）depart from the traditional fixed-traits view often framed in demographical terms and advance a definition of culture that seeks to encompass social scientific，humanistic，and critical paradigms.Culture，according to them，is‘the way of life of a group of people，including symbols，values，behaviors，artifacts，and other shared aspects，that continually evolves as people share messages and is often the result of struggle between different groups who share different perspectives，interests，and power relationships’（p.55）.Culture and cultural difference are presented as prediction，in-depth explanation（through meaning creation），or passing on and resisting power when related to communication.Major aspects of culture，such as values，beliefs，world views，and communication systems，are built within various social systems，which constitute a social context where cultural and intercultural communication occurs（Weng，in press）.

The dialectic approach to culture and communication proposed by Martin and Nakayama（1999，2009，2010）provides philosophical guidance for inter-paradigmatic dialogue and collaboration.Specifically，they proposed six dialectics，namely，cultural-individual dialectic，personal-contextual dialectic，differences-similarities dialectic，static-dynamic dialectic，present-future/history-past dialectic，and privilege-disadvantage dialectic.This approach“offers us the possibility of engaging multiple，but distinct，research paradigms.It offers us the possibility of seeing the world in multiple ways and to become better prepared to engage in intercultural interaction”（p.13）.Such an approach moves beyond cultural dichotomies and“fixed，discrete bits of knowledge”（p.14）to embrace the dynamic nature of culture and“makes explicit the dialectical tension between what previous research topics have been studied（cultural differences，assumed static nature of culture，etc.）and what should be studied（how cultures change，how they are similar，importance of history）”（p.19）.

The dialectic approach advanced by Martin&Nakayama（1999，2010）is often misinterpreted as a research method rather than a perspective（Martin&Nakayama，2010）.Indeed，this approach，which underscores the complexity of culture and communication，serves as a rationale and strategy for inter-paradigmatic collaboration.However，it can be argued that such misinterpretations may arise among scholars desiring more practical and concrete integrated approaches to address culture and communication in the realities of contemporary cultural contexts.


2.3　Chapter summary

In this chapter，I first reviewed the categorization of definitions of culture in related disciplines of inquiry and explored the evolution of the conceptualization of culture in the field of intercultural communication.I then examined the philosophical foundations of diverse views of culture and how the related paradigms compete with each other and how scholars have sought to bring competing paradigms together.I also surveyed the field of intercultural communication in terms of how culture is treated conceptually and how the relationship between culture and communication is addressed methodologically.In the next chapter，I will focus on the functionalist approach to intercultural communication and its umbrella cultural conception that I label as the“fixed-traits view”.I will address the prevalence，nature，contributions，and limitations of this view in the study of intercultural communication.


Chapter 3　The Fixed-Traits View of Culture：A Critical Analysis

（注：A portion of this critical analysis was published in the journal of Foreign Languages in China：[Weng，L.P.，&Kulich，S.J.（2014）.A cultural paradox in contemporary intercultural communication research.Foreign Languages in China，11（3）：85-90.]（in Chinese））

As mentioned in Chapter 2，the field of intercultural communication originating in the US began to lean toward the social scientific，objectivist functionalist research paradigm in the 1980s partly because of the need to establish disciplinary status in the broad field of communication studies.This scientific turn has had a profound influence on the development of the field to this day.Given the fact that functionalists see the social world as composed of“knowable empirical facts that exist separately from the researcher”and study human behavior using a natural science approach，culture is generally viewed as“a stable variable defined by group members（usually on a national level）”（Martin，Nakayama，&Carbaugh，2012：21）.This variable is characterized by pan-cultural traits distilled from cultures’static essences and orderly characteristics.Although this view generally falls on the structural-functional category as outlined in the previous chapter，I term it“fixed-traits view”to distinguish it from other structural and functional conceptions.In the following sections，we will examine the nature and paradoxical existence of this specific view of culture.


3.1　Nature of the fixed-traits view of culture

3.1.1　What is culture？

The fixed-traits view，which sees culture as some sort of substance and focuses on its structure，has been pervasive in the social sciences.As early as in the nineteenth century，the anthropologist Edward B.Tylor（1871）observed culture in terms of content and defined it as“that complex whole which includes knowledge，belief，art，morals，law，custom，and any other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of society”（p.1）.Later，the anthropologist Ruth Benedict（1934/1959）also took a structural view and saw culture as“a more or less consistent pattern of thought and action”that is tied to the“emotional and intellectual mainsprings of that society”（p.46）.As mentioned，Edward T.Hall，who was widely recognized as a pioneer whose writings led to the field of intercultural communication，also adopted the anthropological tradition of viewing culture as patterned and thus analyzable in a scientific way（Leeds-Hurwitz，1990）.

The fixed-traits view is equally predominant in traditional cross-cultural psychology.Although scholars’definitions of culture may evolve as they gain new understandings of culture，the evolution usually is confined within the limit of the broad structural and content view.For example，more than 30years after the publication of his seminal work（Hofstede，1980），Hofstede（2012）continues to stress the content and structure of culture and understands culture as“the collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the members of one group or category of people from others”（p.183）.In addition，cultures at the societal level“reside in（often unconscious）values，in the sense of broad tendencies to prefer certain states of affairs over others”（Hofstede，2001：5）.Furthermore，cultures have often been equated with nation-states（Hofstede，1980，2001）.This equation implicitly assumes that cultures are static entities with circumscribed geographic boundaries，rather than having a dynamic，changing character（Oyserman&Sorensen，2009）.

Contrary to Hofstede’s（2012）view that culture is in the mind of individuals，Schwartz（2009）argues that culture is outside individuals and their psychological makeup.Culture is a latent，hypothetical variable that is not directly observable.It is expressed in the stories by which people are socialized and the“press”to which individuals are exposed，consisting of language patterns，norms，expectations，and so forth.Therefore，what can be observed and measured are the manifestations of culture.Consistent with Hofstede，Schwartz（2009）maintains that the heart of a group’s culture is“the value orientations that underlie and give a degree of coherence to the ways in which social institutions function”（p.128）.Furthermore，Schwartz（1992，1994）posits that values are a motivational construct that transcends specific actions and situations and is ordered by importance relative to one another.As such he proposed two levels of value structure across cultures（individual and culture）and identified dynamic relationships between value types in the structure.His culture-level value structure has extensively been used to map different cultures across the world.

Compared to Hofstede，Schwartz seems to view culture in a more dynamic way.As Schwartz（2009）notes，aspects of culture that are incompatible with the prevailing value orientations are likely to elicit pressure for change.However，he also argues that the change of value orientations is slow and that individual value preferences are context-free.Given that the aggregates of his individual value profiles constitute cultural value orientations，Schwartz’s view of culture in essence is static not dynamic.

In summary，the static view posits that culture has a set of rather fixed traits that are shared among people within a geographical boundary often defined in terms of language and ethnicity.Furthermore，“the boundaries between cultures usually...coincide with political，or national，boundaries between countries”（Gudykunst&Kim，2003：17）.As to be illustrated in the coming section，cultural dimensions are developed to compare similarities and differences between cultures.These cultural similarities and differences are then used to interpret，explain，and predict human behaviors across cultures.


3.1.2　How do cultures vary？

Since culture is defined by its dispositions，it is logical to conceptualize the predominant dimensions along which cultural groups are likely to vary.A dimension may be understood as“an aspect of a culture that can be measured relative to other cultures”（Hofstede，2011：10）.While identifying universal cultural dimensions has been an important research tradition and has a decades-long history，it is Hofstede（1980，1991，2001，2010）himself who has made this dimensional paradigm exceptionally popular.In 1980，Hofstede published his groundbreaking work Culture’s Consequences，in which four dimensions of national cultures extracted from his IBM data were presented：power distance，uncertainty avoidance，individualism/collectivism，and masculinity/femininity.A fifth dimension termed“long-term versus short-term orientation”was then added based on Michael Harris Bond’s Chinese Values Survey（CVS）（Hofstede&Bond，1988；Hofstede，1991；Hofstede，2001）.In the 2000s，a sixth dimension labelled“indulgence versus restraints”derived from Michael Minkov’s analysis of World Values Survey data was further incorporated into the theory（Hofstede，Hofstede，&Minkov，2010）.

Inspired by Hofstede’s work，numerous attempts have been made to research the contents of extant dimensions and identify new dimensions.For example，Schwartz（1994）identified three dimensions of culture-level variance：embeddedness versus autonomy（affective autonomy and intellectual autonomy），hierarchy versus egalitarianism，and mastery versus harmony.To compare and contrast cultures，Triandis（1996）postulated，on the basis of his own and others’work，a number of cultural syndromes such as individualism，collectivism，verticality，horizontality，cultural complexity，tightness，and masculinity.The GLOBE project led by U.S.management scholar Robert J.House（House et al.，2004）expanded Hofstede’s five dimensions to nine：power distance，uncertainty avoidance，institutional collectivism，in-group collectivism，assertiveness（related to masculinity），gender egalitarianism（an extension of femininity），future orientation（related to long term orientation），humane orientation，and performance orientation.

Furthermore，to understand the common problems organizations encounter，Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars（2000）developed a framework of six dimensions of national culture：universalism versus particularism，specificity versus diffuseness，individualism versus communitarianism，achieved status versus ascribed status，inner direction versus outer direction，and sequential versus synchronous time（Lu&Weber，2012）.Meanwhile，the World Values Survey director Ronald Inglehart identified two key country-level factors：well-being versus survival and secular-rational versus traditional authority（Inglehart，1997）.According to Hofstede（2012），well-being versus survival correlated with a combination of individualism and masculinity whereas secular-rational versus traditional authority correlated negatively with power distance.Unlike other scholars，Kwok Leung and his colleagues（Leung&Bond，2004；Leung et al.，2002）used beliefs instead of values to identify cultural dimensions（social axioms）.They derived two overarching dimensions of culture from their data：dynamic externality and societal cynicism.

It is noteworthy that the cultural dimension of individualism and collectivism（Hofstede，1980；Triandis，1995）and independence versus interdependence self-construal（Markus&Kitayama，1991）as an individual-level manifestation have been particularly fruitful.Indeed，among all the cultural dimensions developed，the dimension of individualism-collectivism resulting from Hofstede’s（1980）seminal work is the most studied（Oyserman，Coon，&Kemmelmeier，2002）.Studies on individualism-collectivism have either assessed the cultural orientation of members of a culture via their personal characteristics（endorsement of statements，values，and engagement in behaviors representing the two orientations）or explored specific personal domains on which cultures with different levels of individualism and collectivism are expected to differ（Wan&Chiu，2009）.

In brief，this dimensional approach has been valuable in directing theorists’and researchers’attention to factors that distinguish cultures and societies.It offers a handful of factors that reflect important aspects of culture.As Appendix 3.1shows，parsimony is a major strength of this approach.Hofstede（2012）noted：

There is an epistemological reason why the number of meaningful dimensions will always be small...Dimensions...should help us in understanding and handling the complex reality of our social world.But human minds have a limited capacity for processing information，and therefore dimensional models that are too complex will not be experienced as useful（p.209）.


3.2　Representations of the fixed-traits view in contemporary IC scholarship

3.2.1　“Culture”in key IC publications in the US

As noted in Chapter 2，intercultural communication scholarship draws on diverse approaches to culture.However，there is evidence that the fixed-traits view and the corresponding scientific/objectivist/functionalist paradigmatic orientation associated with it continue to be influential in the field.Although cultural conceptions and research approaches may take different forms in different academic contexts，underlying them is the shared assumption that culture is something stable that is shared by a demographically defined group of people and is largely responsible for their communication behaviors.

Baldwin and associates（2006），after conducting a textbook review across disciplines，concluded that many textbooks leave them with“the notion that the structural-functional definitions...still reflect most—or the only—contemporary thought on the subject of culture”（p.13）.This trend is manifested in authoritative intercultural communication textbook materials.For example，Samovar and Porter（e.g.，2003，2004，2013）have used different definitions of culture for different editions of their landmark textbook“Communication between Cultures”.Nevertheless，all these definitions are structural-functional in nature.In their 5th edition（Samovar&Porter，2003）published in the US，culture is defined，in Kroeber and Kluckhohn’s（1952）“enumaratively descriptive”sense，as“the deposit of knowledge，experience，beliefs，values，attitudes，meanings，hierarchies，religion，notions of time，roles，spatial relations，concepts of the universe，and material objects and possessions acquired by a group of people in the course of generations through individual and group striving”（Samovar&Porter，2003：8）.

In their 5th edition published in China，Samovar and Porter（2004）adopted Marsella’s definition，stating that“culture is shared learned behavior which is transmitted from one generation to another for purpose of promoting individual and social survival，adaptation，and growth and development.Culture has both external（e.g.，artifacts，roles，institutions）and internal representations（e.g.，values，attitudes，beliefs，cognitive/affective/sensory styles，consciousness patterns，and epistemologies）”（p.32）.Compared to the first definition，this definition lays more emphasis on the functional aspect of culture.

In their 8th edition，Samovar，Porter，McDaniel and Roy（2013）adopted Triandis’definition：“Culture is a set of human-made objective and subjective elements that in the past have increased the probability of survival and resulted in satisfaction for the participants in an ecological niche，and thus became shared among those who could communicate with each other because they had a common language and they lived in the same time and place”（p.38）.This definition not only takes both structural and functional aspects into account but underscores the distinction between subjective and objective cultures.

The predominant status of the fixed-traits view of culture is also reflected in publications in key intercultural communication journals.For example，Moon（2010）conducted a survey of intercultural work published in the official journals of the National Communication Association and International Communication Association between 1997and 2007and found that the overwhelming majority“are grounded in a variable analytic tradition in which culture is defined in terms of national citizenship or in terms of Hofstede’s individualism/collectivism framework”（p.37）.Moreover，about one-third use comparative approaches to compare and contrast two or more cultures on some variables of interest such as self-construal.


3.2.2　“Culture”in selected Chinese IC publications

China has a shorter history of intercultural communications studies.In the early 1980s，the field of intercultural communication began to be introduced.Since then，much effort has been placed on importing concepts and theories from the West，especially the US.Naturally，the conceptualization of culture has been under the influence of Western（American）scholarship.For example，Guan（1995）centered on anthropologists Kroeber and Kluckhohn’s classic definition in his discussion of the concept of culture（see 2.1.1in this book）.Hu（1999），after reviewing a series of definitions of culture both in China and abroad，adopted an anthropological definition that stresses meaning-sharing.He also identified five elements common among many definitions：（1）culture is a product of people’s long time striving and heritage of the society；（2）culture includes beliefs，values，customs，and knowledge and so forth.It also includes material objects and instruments；（3）culture guides people’s action and offers solutions to problems；（4）culture is not innate but learned；and（5）values are the core of culture and cultures may be differentiated on the basis of different values（p.36）.

Jia（1997）in his book“Intercultural Communication”adopted the sociolinguist Goodenough’s classic definition that culture：

consists of whatever it is one has to know or believe in order to operate in a manner acceptable to its members....Culture，being what people have to learn as distinct from biological heritage，must consist of the end product of learning：knowledge，in the most general sense of the term（Jia，1997：17）.

The definitions employed by these influential Chinese scholars each emphasize the stable，shared meanings of culture embedded in various cultural elements that must be learned by cultural members in order to function well in society.

Further，in terms of how the concept of“culture”is treated in intercultural communication studies in China，there are three distinctive features.First，there has been a general agreement among many scholars that culture may be defined narrowly or broadly（e.g.，Guan，1995；Hu，1999；Lin&Xie，2005）.Some scholars prefer a narrowly defined concept of culture in their research.For example，Wang（2000）argued for the importance of using“small c culture”or“anthropological culture”in verbal communication research.He（1983）viewed intercultural communication research as comparing narrowly defined cultures.Some scholars define culture broadly.For example，Hu and Gao（1997）noted that：

We are inclined to use definitions generally adopted by cultural anthropologists，seeing“culture”as the whole sum of way of life of an identifiable group of people.This is because such a view is more inclusive，encompassing not only everyday life and customs，but also values underlying these customs.Cultural anthropologists pay attention to both detailed descriptions of concrete behavior and construction of theoretical models for explaining behavior.（p.8）

Second，the topic on the relationship between language and culture has constituted a large portion of intercultural communication research in China.The heavy language orientation can be attributed to the fact that foreign language teachers were the first to involve themselves in this field.They became increasingly aware that to become competent communicators it is necessary to understand culture behind language.As Hu（1997）wrote，“the teaching of language forms alone does not enable the learner to communicate effectively and that knowledge of the culture of the target language is essential for all learners.”As a result，numerous publications were published addressing this issue（e.g.，Deng&Liu，1994；Gu，1992；Wang，2000；Wu，1997）.In this line of research，culture is generally treated as static entities that are described in great detail.Little attention is paid to how culture is really at work in communication situations，that is，how culture functions as processes.

Finally，comparisons of national cultures are a major concern among most intercultural communication scholars（Hu，1997）.They are generally interested in analyzing and comparing Chinese culture and American culture，or Japanese culture，with less attention paid to interethnic or inter-regional communication until recently（e.g.，Wang，2012）.Hu（1997）expressed his concern for this trend：

China appears to be a homogeneous country while in fact it is as diverse in cultural orientations as the United States if not more.There are 56ethnic groups and many more regions in China.The ethnic and regional differences pose no small problems to communication.As to subcultures there are just as many in China as elsewhere in the world，but the problem is we have not yet been able to study them.

However，in another case，Hu（1999）offered a conflicting view，contending that we should focus our attention on national culture or the mainstream culture of the country in intercultural communication research.Despite the diverse views，the emphasis on national culture is a clear manifestation of the dominant position held by the fixed-traits view of culture in China’s intercultural communication research.

In a nutshell，the field of intercultural communication has traditionally focused on the systematic，learned，fixed，and patterned nature of culture as manifested in traits-related definitions.Despite some challenges in consistency and application to be addressed in the coming chapter，the structural-functional/fixed-traits view in general and the assumption of culture as nation-state in particular continue to be influential in the field.Methodologically，models and methods of the natural sciences are often employed in the West to study the relationship between culture and communication.Quantitative data are collected primarily through survey methods and less often experimental methods.Survey methods include questionnaires designed to elicit psychological constructs，self-reports of behavior in intercultural encounters，responses to communication scenarios，and so forth（Noels et al.，2011）.In China，however，research methodology has been a weak point in intercultural communication studies.The overwhelming majority of the research literature is of the dialectical and deductive nature while empirical studies using quantitative approaches are wanting（Guan，2007）.This fact further hinders the understanding of the nature and limitations of the scientific/functional approach to culture and the accompanying fixed traits cultural conception.


3.2.3　A“culture paradox”in contemporary research

Leeds-Hurwitz（2010），in writing the intellectual history of intercultural communication，brought out a paradoxical practice in much current intercultural communication research：Even though much research has demonstrated that cultures are not typically homogeneous，intercultural scholars often assume that each culture has a set of characteristics shared by all members equally（p.22）.She attributed this“paradox”to the anthropological research traditions known as national character and culture and personality，two early discourses of explicating the core elements of culture in Western（American）cross-cultural comparisons.This line of research looks into the modal personality traits that differentiate one cultural group from another（e.g.，Benedict，1934/1946；DuBois，1944/1961；Gorer，1948/1964；Inkles&Levinson，1954）.In this research tradition，culture is often defined as“the total shared，learned behavior of a society or a subgroup”（Mead，1953：22）.Further，a basic assumption that underlies research is“every human being embodies in an individual form the culture or cultures within which he has been reared and with which he lives”（Mead，1951：73）.As such，culture is viewed as homogeneous，monolithic，and static.Culture or nationality“denotes a certain homogeneity（or sameness）among members of nations，and a sense of sharedness in the sense that people of the same country have cultural understandings，experiences，and behavior in common”（Moon，2002：15）.

As Leeds-Hurwitz（2010）noted，although national character research is not named in early intercultural communication writings，it had a substantial impact on Edward Hall.For example，his notion that each country has a distinct set of describable communication patterns parallels national character research.From this perspective，“each country was seen as a monolithic whole”，because“early intercultural communication scholars did not seek to understand the various constituent groups in each country，or across national boundaries，let alone study the cosmopolitans who move easily between cultures and countries...”（p.30）.Interestingly，the assumptions of cultural homogeneity and complete shared-ness have been taken for granted by many contemporary intercultural scholars without questioning whether they are the best assumptions for them now（Leeds-Hurwitz，2010）.

Chinese scholars have also become aware of this problematic conceptualization of culture.For example，at a recent international intercultural communication conference held in the Chinese mainland，Xu（2012）noted：

Much of the literature of intercultural communication has taken an essentialist perspective in that it treats cultures as homogenous，monolithic entities which are associated with specific places（often countries）and languages.Moreover，it assumes that cultural“essences”are the primary influence on the formation of the character of the individual，i.e.that people’s beliefs and behaviors are determined by their membership of a specific group.Although this perspective is associated with reductionism and cultural stereotyping，it is for many people“the default way of thinking about how we are different from each other”（Holliday，2005）.


3.2.4　Cultural dimensions and syndromes as“sophisticated stereotypes”

The intensive discussions of culture and personality in the mid-20th century were assessed as“magnificent failures”（Bruner，1974）due in part to“the observation that data at the cultural and individual levels of analysis are often independent of each other”（Triandis，2007：62）because“one cannot measure personality out of context，then use the information to characterize a culture”（p.70）.

More recent discussion of the topic on culture and behavior has focused on dimensions of cultural variation and cultural syndromes（e.g.，Hofstede，1980，2001，2010；Schwartz，1994，2009；Triandis，1996）.Along such dimensions，a psychological phenomenon may vary across cultures.For example，the way the“self”is construed is different in collectivist cultures than in individualist cultures.Interdependent self-construal is more prevalent in collectivist cultures whereas independent self-construal is more prevalent in individualist cultures（Markus&Kitayama，1991）.In brief，in this dimensional paradigm，culture is often viewed as a hypothetic construct or variable instantiated in values，which is used to predict behavior by frequently making national comparisons.

Asante，Miike，and Yin（2008）argued that the publication of the second Handbook of International and Intercultural Communication（Asante&Gudykunst，1989）changed the field’s character，“becoming far more interested in socio-psychological dimensions”（p.2）.“This change is inextricably connected with Hofstede’s（1980）groundbreaking work on cultural dimensions.As Smith et al.（2006）observed，“There can be little doubt that the single work that has most influenced the development of research into cross-cultural psychology has been the seminal study that was carried out by the Dutch social psychologist，Geert Hofstede”（p.33）.Following his footsteps，numerous scholars have used cross-cultural values comparison as a main tool for understanding similarities and differences among people with differing cultural and ethnic backgrounds（e.g.，Bond，1988；Schwartz，1994；Triandis，1996）.The impact of this line of research endures，as evidenced in how culture is dimensionalized in current key intercultural communication textbooks（e.g.，Gudykunst&Kim，2003），readers（e.g.，Samovar，Porter&McDaniel，2012），and handbooks（e.g.，Gudykunst&Mody，2002）.

The dimensional approach to culture looks for cultural universals expressed at a high level of abstraction.Based primarily on cross-cultural values research，this approach often treats culture in a static way，because values usually are conceived as objective，trans-situational realities.Although such a stance facilitates cultural comparison，it may not be able to predict or even account for differences in culture-related behaviors across cultures because“behavioral expression must be understood in the context of the culture in which a person develops”（Triandis，2007：71）.Accordingly，a growing number of researchers（e.g.，MacSweeney，2002）have doubted the value of characterizing the variability of nations in terms of dimensions.Others have paid increasing attention to the contextual constraints on culture’s influence on behavior（especially communication）（e.g.，Kulich，2011）and acknowledged the subjective aspects of values.As Frondizi（1963）observed decades ago，“values have existence and meaning only within a concrete and definite situation”（p.140）.I will return to this topic in the next chapter.


3.3　Contributions of the fixed-traits view

The contributions of the fixed-traits view of culture and its accompanying cultural dispositions approach cannot be overstated.Scholars following this research tradition have provided other theorists and researchers with“maps”for research（see Figure 2for an example）or taxonomies for categorization（Lustig&Koester，1999）.The creation of such maps and taxonomies is essential if we are to begin accounting for national and regional variations in research results（Smith，2009）.As Chiu and Chao（2009）put it：

The cultural maps they constructed afford orderly arrangement of cultures on theory-informed or empirically derived schemes，and provide powerful tools for anticipating and interpreting cultural differences and similarities.Cultural cartography reduces the complexity of world cultures to a manageable number of broad dimensions.（p.458）
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Figure 2：Two levels of constructs（solid lines indicate causal links，with their bidirectional arrows indicating their bidirectional causal relationships）.（Source：Kashima，2009：55）

In addition，“cultural cartography”has provided empirical evidence supportive of cultural universalism，thereby rejecting the radical cultural relativistic claim that cultures are so idiosyncratic that individual cultural theories need to be developed in order to make sense of a particular culture.Hofstede（2001）writes，“each culture is not so unique that any parallel with another culture is meaningless”（p.24）.There must be some universal elements that unify diverse cultures across the world.

The fixed-traits approach is also very useful for uncovering domain-specific cultural differences based on central tendencies.For example，compared to North Americans，East Asians are more inclined to use contextualized reasoning and group attributions，“to define the self in terms of social relations，”and“be motivated by the preferences of one’s significant others”（Hong&Chiu，2001：184）.These domain-specific cultural differences have repeatedly been found in experimental research.

To conclude，the fixed traits view provides us with some unique understanding of universal cultural elements.Although such a view may entail the risks of simplification and the loss of nuances of a particular culture，the universal frameworks brought about by this view provide us with a broad picture of how cultures，especially national cultures，may be mapped using important dimensions.


3.4　Limitations of the fixed-traits view

From the standpoint of disciplinary development，geography can be a useful variable for understanding different research trajectories.While much research in the US is dominated by functionalism with a focus on nonverbal behaviors，the study of intercultural communication and applied linguistics in Europe primarily follows the interpretative paradigm with an emphasis on language（Martin，Nakayama，&Carbaugh，2012）.Because of the conflicting research orientations held in two geographical localities，research based on the fixed-traits view often becomes the target of criticism of some Europe-based intercultural scholars.For example，Young and Sercombe（2010）see such research as“commercially produced”，“tending to be reductionist，essentialist...and simplistic...and often based on a priori（yet unjustified and unjustifiable）assumptions of‘cultural difference’”，and tending to“ignore the inherent complexity of interdiscourse communication and the concomitantly critical issue of context”（p.181）.Holliday（2012）views this line of research as guided by neo-essentialism and implying that national social structures（“culture”）influences values and behavior in researchable，comparative，predictable ways（sophisticated stereotypes）.He argues that this positivist，a priori cultural schema continues to dominate much of today’s work in intercultural communication，and suggests that approaches that better consider history，ideology，and specific groups or contexts need to be more adequately considered.

It seems the main reaction to the social scientific approach and the accompanying notion of culture as a number of definable traits is to move toward the humanistic or critical side.Critiques of this nature have been offered by a host of other scholars from similar backgrounds，such as Holliday（2010，2012），Holliday et al.（2004），Kramsch（2001），and Piller（2007）.Is it legitimate to dismiss the scientific cultural approach as inadequate simply because it is assumedly“constrained”by testable constructs and universal theories arising from its paradigmatic preferences that are different from those of humanistic/interpretive scholars？What specific critiques can we offer from the very scientific/functionalist research perspective？

Among other cultural scholars，Hong and Chiu（2001）provided a critique，arguing that the pan-cultural traits view faces both conceptual and empirical challenges in today’s globalizing world.Following their line of thinking，this section seeks to give a more comprehensive and up-to-date analysis of some major limitations inherent in this view.


3.4.1　Conceptual challenges

The fixed-traits view，as reflected in Hofstede’s work，often assumes that“cultures，which are linear and possess a fixed quality，achieve static points on dual axis maps，on which one cultural category excludes its opposite”（Lu&Weber，2012：564）.Despite its noticeable contributions，this view faces a number of conceptual challenges today（Hong&Chiu，2001）.

3.4.1.1　Cultural boundaries

One challenge lies in the fact that this view does not give adequate attention to cultural complexity in the era of globalization（Noels et al.，2011）.Due to the impact of globalization，it becomes increasingly difficult to define culture in terms of demography，geography，and language.Globalization has compressed time and space；as a consequence，symbols such as those of East and West，traditional and modern，juxtapose in the same globalized space（Hong et al.，2010）.Modern media such as television and the Internet and transnational population flows have exposed individuals to concepts，norms，and behaviors that predominate in cultures other than their own（Wyer，2009）.Changing relationships worldwide can be seen between national boundaries，political systems and structures of social interaction.As a result，“Categories of place，culture，nation and language cannot be unproblematically superimposed on one another”（Durant&Shepherd，2009：153）.Moon（2010）questioned the value of viewing culture as nation-state：

Using nation as a unit of analysis hides more than it illuminates by forcing researchers to“discover”unifying principles（i.e.，individualism）that“describe”whole populations....These“discoveries”are likely to be stereotypes that the people supposedly identified by them would not recognize...this approach ill prepares students to address the complexities of the global condition.While typically nationstates are thought of as a geographic space in which politics，ethnicity，and culture coincide，in today’s world this is less and less the case.In fact，few true nationstates exist...A more complex world needs more complex ways of understanding its populations（p.39）.

In addition，globalization brings forth such radical change in some countries and regions that characterizing their culture has become a daunting task.For example，Kulich（2011）posed a challenging question on the case of China：“in this time of reform，rapid modernization，and cultural transformation of traditional mindsets，are‘Chinese values’some sort of modernizing amalgam of both[traditionality and modernity]...？”（p.332）.Similarly，Hofstede（2011）acknowledged the uniqueness of the case of China and called for more careful research：“China might be one of those rare cases，where after a period of relative isolation，decades of unparalleled double-digit economic development concurrent with rapid global exposure and integration may be bringing about shifts，especially in the younger generation”（p.210）.As such，multiple cultural identities and globalization that have been treated as“noise”in data are actually substantial issues that should be given top priority in the research agenda（Hong&Chiu，2001；Kulich&Zhang，2010）.Apparently，the traditional structural and fixed-traits approach to culture，which assumes that“cultures are monolithic and can be understood as discrete，categorical groups”（Markus&Hamedani，2007：11）and be treated as“internally homogeneous，externally distinctive objects”（Hermans&Kempen，1998：1113），is inadequate in addressing the fluidity and fuzziness of cultural boundaries and rapid cultural change as a result of increased cultural interconnectedness.

3.4.1.2　Biculturalism

Another conceptual challenge facing the fixed-traits view is associated with the issue of biculturalism（Hong&Chiu，2001）.Biculturalism is not just“being extensively exposed to two cultures”；it is“the ability to comfortably understand and use the norms，ways of thinking，and attitudes common within two cultural systems”（Friedman&Liu，2009：343）.Maalouf’s（2000，cited in Hong’s book chapter（注：Hong，Y-y.（2011）.The dynamics of multicultural identities.In S.Wiley，T.Revenson，&G.Philogène（Eds），Social categories in everyday experience.American Psychological Association Press.Retrieved March，2，2013from http://www3.ntu.edu.sg/home/YYHong/papers/book%20chapters/The%20Dynamics%20of%20Multicultural%20identities.pdf））experience captures the essence of biculturalism：

How many times，since I left Lebanon in 1976to live in France，have people asked me，with the best intentions in the world，whether I felt“more French”or“more Lebanese”？And I always give the same answer：“Both！”I say that not in the interests of fairness or balance，but because any other answer would be a lie.What makes me myself rather than anyone else is the very fact that I am poised between two countries，two or three languages and several cultural traditions.It is precisely this that defines my identity.Would I exist more authentically if I cut off a part of myself？（Maalouf，2000：1）

How do bicultural individuals manage their multiple identities and navigate between two cultures？Prior research has focused primarily on the acculturation of ethnic minorities，arguing that strategies such as fusion，blending，and alternation are developed in the course of acculturation to manage identity（LaFromboise，Coleman，&Gerton，1993；Phinney，1996）.However，recent research shows biculturals having two or more complete cultural repertories that work independently and involving‘cultural frame switching’processes to spontaneously adjust their cognition，affect，and behavior in response to different cultural contexts（Hong，Chiu，&Kung，1997；Hong，Morris，Chiu，&Benet-Martinez，2000；Hong，Benet-Martinez，Chiu，&Morris，2003）.The transcript extracted from an interview of a Taiwanese-American illustrates cultural frame switching：

Um...well，since I live in both places[Taiwan and the United States]and like every year I go back to Taiwan to visit，I find myself changing within the two cultures.It’s like I go back to Taiwan they sometimes get scared of me because I’m too open and stuff.So I try to be more and more like，um，like fit into their definition，um，but when I come back I sometimes feel myself a little bit overwhelmed like，oh everybody’s so open but then after like a month I get used to it.And then I go back to Taiwan again and then they’re not used to me again so it’s like a cycle kind of...（cited in Hong’s book chapter，see footnote on the previous page）

According to the static view，individuals internalize the traits of their culture where they are socialized and then behave under the influence of their cultural upbringing.Such a view seems unable to account for cultural effects on behaviors of bicultural individuals who may sometimes internalize conflicting values，beliefs，and norms from multiple cultures.Furthermore，things become even more complicated when bicultural persons engage in communication with members of a“third”cultural group.Such communication is not“intercultural”in a strict sense as the prefix“inter”usually denotes“between”two cultures.As a result，biculturalism has largely been ignored in traditional intercultural research despite the fact that biculturalism has long been a salient intercultural phenomenon.

3.4.1.3　Within-culture variations

As Hong and Chiu（2001）noted，the pan-cultural traits approach has been criticized for ignoring variations within cultures defined in terms of broad cultural dispositions.Such within-cultural variations are often treated as“noise”and filtered out in data analyses.However，there is evidence that within-culture variations are much greater than between culture differences in most cross-cultural research（Shweder&Sullivan，1990，cited in Hong&Chiu，2001）.Thus，it might be a simplistic approach to pigeonhole cultures in sweeping dichotomies.

Perhaps it is more defensible to assume that the trait approach is an important starting point to understand culture and its effect on behavior.In establishing links between national culture and regional/within-cultural variations，Bond（2009）offered a conceptual map：

Cultural groups vary in the extent of the variability permitted（e.g.，Hofstede’s[1980]uncertainty avoidance），and that variability will differ across behavioral domain and situational factors...but there is inevitably some variation within the broader national context for acceptable social performance.Some of this variation will be explained by our classic unpackaged variables of region，ethnicity，religion，language，and gender，but much will remain simply as a result of individual differences in personality found everywhere（p.483）.

What Bond failed to mention here and what the pan-cultural approach has ignored is the cross-situational variations in behavior.A lesson can be learned from traditional personality psychology which aimed to understand the effects of personality traits on behavior，as Hong and Mallorie（2004）observed.They pointed out that this trait approach to personality has often treated cross-situational variations in behavior as random errors which hide behind the analysis of variance.However，research shows that cross-situational variations in behavior are much greater than the main effect of personality traits on behavior and consistent behavior patterns may be detected within one situation but not across situations（Hong&Chiu，2001）.For example，someone might be consistently tyrannical at home and consistently submissive at the office（Wyer，2009）.Thus，an individual’s personality might be characterized in terms of situation-specific patterns of responding.A culture might likewise be conceptualized as context-specific patterns of behavior，and its effects cannot be captured by a set of dimensions that do not take contextual features into account.The effects of personality traits on behavior are thus context-specific（Mischel&Shoda，1995，cited in Hong&Mallorie，2004）.

The lesson from personality psychology research has important implications for understanding behavioral expressions of cultural influences.Individuals are not just passive pawns of cultural programming（Morris，2009）.Culture does not have a uniform pattern of influence on behavior.Individuals should not thus be positioned as‘bound’to and by their cultures as from an essentialized perspective；instead，the agency of individuals should be highlighted（Xu，2012）.

There is growing evidence to support this argument.For example，Takano and Osaka（1999）found that Japanese individuals who apply collectivist ideas to guide their actions in a particular situation may not do so when the situation changes.Thus，cultural influences on behavior may also be situation-dependent.As Hong and Chiu（2001）noted，“When the behavioral context changes，the effect of culture on behavior may accentuate，weaken，or take a different form”（p.185）.


3.4.2　Empirical challenges

The static traits view of culture also faces some empirical challenges.Among others，nation-level cultural differences，cultural coherence，and cultural causation are especially worth noting.

3.4.2.1　Nation-level cultural differences

The static，fixed traits view，as discussed in previous chapters，assumes that global，stable cultural dimensions or culture-prototypic self-construals can be used to explain broad East-West differences in cognition，motivation and behavior.However，recent research shows that cultural dimensions（e.g.，individualism and collectivism）may not be an empirically reliable means to uncover differences at the national level.For example，in their meta-analysis of between-country and within-country differences in individualism and collectivism，Oyserman，Coon and Kemmelmeier（2002）found that“European Americans were not more individualistic than African Americans，or Latinos，and not less collectivistic than Japanese or Koreans”（p.3）.Kapoor，Hughes，Baldwin and Blue（2003）measured individualism and collectivism separately and found that Indian culture is both more collectivist and more individualistic than American culture.This finding suggests that these two value orientations may not be located on a continuum.

Similarly，through his extensive a priori and large-scale country-by-country values research program，Shalom Schwartz identified similar constructs，using autonomy and embeddedness as his two operative terms.His more than 70national data sets show that when organized in a circular fashion in sequence with other closely-related values，though autonomy and embeddeness locate opposite of each other，some levels of coexistence of these conflicting values can be found within each culture sample.Ongoing research shows that though there are some associations to individualism and collectivism，his terms include different nuances and tap into more consistently-rated and less-generalized concepts（Weng，in press）.

It may be that the strength of a given dimension on the part of one culture is often relative to another culture in a comparison.Therefore，“When the researcher is making a claim，it is often relative to the other point in that comparison cannot be made in an absolute sense”（Shearman，2012：171）.

3.4.2.2　Cultural coherence

In addition，the dimensional approach to culture rests on the notion that culture is a coherent system“with an identifiable central theme around which all cultural meanings are organized”（Chiu&Hong，2006：267）.Individualism and collectivism，independent and interdependent self-construals，and analytical and holistic cognitive styles are such themes（or domain-general constructs，Kashima，2009），as they are often seen as something from which all other differences evolved.Because culture is believed to be coherent，such central themes should manifest themselves in numerous psychological domains（or domain-specific constructs，Kashima，2009）such as tendencies to behave in certain ways.Both domain-general constructs and domain-specific constructs capture differences between Eastern culture and Western culture because of the internal consistency between the two levels of constructs.Furthermore，as Figure 2shows，the two levels of constructs are causally linked.“The activation of a domain-general construct causes the activation of a linked domain-specific construct，and vice versa”（Kashima，2009：55）.

However，this belief is not supported by recent research findings.For example，Oyersman，et al.（2002）identified seven domains of individualism and eight domains of collectivism.If culture is coherent，then consistent patterns of variation across these domains within the same dimension should be expected in cross-cultural comparisons.However，Oyserman and associates found that in domains of accepting hierarchy，striving to maintain group harmony，defining oneself contextually，and sense of belonging to groups Americans are more collectivistic than Japanese and only in the domain of preference for working in a group are Japanese more collectivistic than Americans.

In a similar vein，Kashima（2009）stated that“the standard model[pan-cultural traits approach]explains the systematic cultural differences found on domain-specific psychological constructs that are summarized under the global cultural concepts，but it cannot explain why those domain-specific psychological constructs do not correlate with each other”（p.73）.

Some scholars have attributed the failure in capturing the coherence of culture to the predominant practice of uncovering cultural dimensions and culture-prototypical self-construals via attitude and value measures.This practice assumes that：

[...]personal psychological characteristics of the individuals are assumed to be reflections of cultural characteristics.Based on these personal characteristics displayed by cultural members，a culture is considered individualistic if most people in the culture see independence and autonomy as very important to themselves and display the prevalent independent self-construal（Wan&Chiu，2009：86）.

Kitayama（2002）argued for cultural coherence on the ground that culture，rather than residing in the head of individual members of a cultural group，is actually a thing“out there”，taking the form of external realities and collective patterns of behavior such as language，media and social institutions.However，viewing culture as an objective outside of human mind has posed a challenge to uncover cultural meanings.“It is inconceivable how meanings of cultural materials could exist independent of the subjective interpretation of the researcher and the people who participate in the culture”（Chiu&Hong，2005：495）.Also，empirical research does not support the argument for coherence of cultural meanings in external，public representations.For example，Zhang and Harwood（2004）content analyzed 496Chinese television commercials and found that both traditional and modern values co-exist in the world of Chinese advertising.Therefore，at both conceptual and empirical levels，“the prospect of finding a homogenous culture in external carriers of cultural meanings is dim”（Chiu&Hong，2006：197）.

3.4.2.3　Cultural causation

Closely associated with cultural coherence is the problem of cultural causation.Among others，perhaps the biggest challenge the static traits view faces is that global cultural dimensions or dichotomies do not explain why individuals in a certain culture behave in a specific way（Kashima，2009；Hong&Chiu，2001）.Such a view posits that“domain-general psychological constructs[e.g.，individualist and collectivist orientations]should causally explain cultural differences in domain-specific psychological constructs[e.g.，tendencies to perform specific behaviors]”（Kashima，2009：59）.However，research results do not support this claim（e.g.，Matsumoto，1999）.As a result，“the problem of cultural causation is often dismissed by citing potential problems of measuring self-construal，individualism and collectivism，and the like”（Kashima，2009：59）.

Similarly，in the case of value studies，Bond（2012）aptly captured the dilemma of value-behavior relationships：

As our scientific job is to predict what a person will do，many of us thus presume that the study of values constitutes the“royal road to behavior”.Extending this basic logic across cultural groups，one can assume that by comparing the values profiles of cultural groups their manifest differences in behaviors can be both predicted and explained.In fact，the value-behavior correlations are small and only weakly generalizable across cultures....（p.510）

Since broad cultural dimensions are inadequate in establishing cultural causation，their boundary conditions of utility should be considered.Chiu and Chao（2009）warned：

These small-scale cultural maps，illuminating as they are，should not be taken to represent the way individuals represent and experience their cultural experiences...To do so risks committing the ecological fallacy that occurs when investigators make an inference about an individual based on aggregate data for a group...For example，even if a certain culture has a high average level of endorsement of individualist values，it would be erroneous to conclude，based on this result，that an average individual in the culture values individualism.This result also does not warrant the inference that the modal values in a culture are the antecedents of an individual’s behaviors simply because this individual is a member of the culture.When an investigator makes this kind of inference，the cultural attribution fallacy occurs....（p.458）

As such，the dimensional approach to culture based on the assumption of cultural coherence lacks empirical support.Therefore，some scholars have sought alternatives.For example，Poortinga（2003），based on his review of cross-cultural work in perception，cognition，language，personality，emotions，and social behaviors，concluded that“the evidence for a system of values or meanings in one culture that differs in essential ways from the systems of other cultures appears to be rather limited”（p.275）.He thus called for the dismissal of domain-general concepts in explaining cultural differences and encouraged researchers to consider elements of a culture as only having“incidental interconnectedness”（p.275）.To bring out more from broad and inclusive cultural concepts，Kashima（2009）proposed that these concepts be treated as interpretative frameworks rather than explanatory tools for behavioral differences across cultures.

In summary，both conceptual considerations and empirical evidence revealed the limitations of the static，fixed-traits view in understanding cultural effects on behavior.Global cultural dimensions or dichotomies resulting from this view are useful in anticipating and comprehending cultural similarities and differences.However，“to explicate an individual’s behaviors in his or her cultural milieu，it is necessary to understand how individuals comprehend and remember their cultural experiences and let these experiences and their cognitive representations guide their judgments and behaviors in concrete situations”（Chiu&Chao，2009，p.458）.It may be that“greater predictability of cross-cultural differences in social behavior can be achieved when researchers focus on domain-or context-specific cultural beliefs than when they make predictions based on global measures of pan-cultural dimensions”（Hong&Chiu，2001：186）.


3.5　Chapter summary

From the standpoint of scientific/functionalist research paradigm，this chapter updated some major critiques of the fixed-traits view of culture that guides much intercultural communication research.I looked at the nature of this view by reviewing some key definitions of culture and important cultural dimensions，taxonomies，and syndromes that are widely used to capture cultural variations.While the contributions of this view was acknowledged，a large portion of this chapter was devoted to the exploration of conceptual and empirical challenges facing this view.Conceptual challenges included issues on cultural boundaries，biculturalism，and within-cultural variations whereas empirical challenges included issues on national-level cultural differences，cultural coherence，and cultural causation.Taken together，the dimensionalized cultural essences are inadequate in serving as an explanatory framework for communicative behavioral differences across cultures.In the next chapter，I will review some important attempts to improve this view across disciplines that are closely related to intercultural communication.


Chapter 4　Improvements of the Fixed-Traits View across Related Disciplines

The fixed-traits approach in cross-cultural research often takes the form of dimensions of cultural variability such as individualism and collectivism，which are employed in nation-level cultural comparisons.Focusing on the culture of nations does facilitate cultural comparisons，but when it comes to individual experiences，one should guard against the practice of interpreting culture-level findings as if they reflected individual-level processes，thereby committing what Hofstede（1980）labeled“ecological fallacy”（p.26）.To further establish the link between culture and behavior，numerous efforts have been made to improve the fixed-traits view across disciplines related to intercultural communication.Among others，multi-level cultural analysis and emic approaches to culture are especially noteworthy.


4.1　Multiple-level cultural analysis

4.1.1　Individual level analysis of culture in cross-cultural psychology

To avoid the pitfall of inferring individual experiences from a group-level measure and further establish the link between culture and individual behavior，some scholars have resorted to individual-level analyses that treat the individual rather than the nation as the unit of analysis.For example，independent and interdependent self-construals have been often used as a manifestation for the former country-level measurement of individualism and collectivism and a cultural mediator variable（e.g.，Markus&Kitayama，1991）.Across 40nations，Leung and Bond（2004）identified five individual-level patterns of belief or“social axioms”，which they labeled as social cynicism，belief in social complexity，reward for application，fate control，and religiosity.These patterns of belief are aligned with the two country-levels patterns：dynamic externality and societal cynicism（Leung&Bond，2004；Leung et al.，2002）.

Similarly，Schwartz（1992，1994）distinguished carefully between individual and culture levels when he examined and theorized his value structures.At the individual level，56or 57values were isolated to represent ten motivationally distinct value types：benevolence，universalism，self-direction，stimulation，hedonism，achievement，power，security，tradition，and conformity.Extensive empirical research has confirmed the cross-cultural salience of the ten motivational value types and revealed the dynamics of compatibility and conflict among those types，resulting in a circular model representing such dynamics.The ten value types are generally situated on two dimensions：openness to change versus conservation，and self-transcendence versus self-enhancement.Schwartz and his associates then systematically tested equivalence of meaning of the value items across cultures，resulting in 45values that have a relatively high level of meaning equivalence such that they could be considered near-universal.These values were plotted multidimensionally，yielding three dimensions of culture-level variance：embeddedness versus autonomy（affective autonomy and intellectual autonomy），hierarchy versus egalitarianism，and mastery versus harmony（see Kulich，2009b；Weng&Kulich，2012）.


4.1.2　Individual level analysis of culture in IC studies

In the context of intercultural communication，attention has also been paid to individual factors that mediate the influence of cultural dimensions on individual behavior.For example，Gudykunst and Kim（2003）argued that three individual characteristics moderate the influence of individualism-collectivism on individuals’communication：personality orientations，individual values，and self-construals.In terms of personality orientations，idiocentrism and allocentrism as proposed by Triandis et al.（1985）are seen as function of individualism and collectivism respectively.In explicating the two orientations，Gudykunst and Kim（2003）noted that：

Idiocentric individuals in individualistic cultures see it as natural to“do their own things”and disregard the needs of their ingroups，and allocentric individuals in individualistic cultures are concerned about their ingroups....Allocentric individuals in collectivistic cultures“feel positive about accepting ingroup norms and do not even raise the question of whether or not to accept them”，and idiocentric individuals in collectivistic cultures“feel ambivalent and even bitter about acceptance of ingroup norms”....（p.64）

As Table 2shows，Gudykunst and Kim（2003）have identified individual-level factors that mediate other cultural dimensions’effects on communication.

Table 2：Individual-level factors mediating cultural dimensions’effect on communication（based on Gudykunst&Kim，2003：74-82）
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4.1.3　Kulich’s cultural analytical matrix

While the importance of addressing culture at the individual and nation level has been acknowledged，some scholars argue that two-level analyses are still inadequate in capturing the complexity of culture.For example，Kulich（2007）expanded cultural analysis to three levels and each level contains three epistemological approaches，yielding a 3×3analytical matrix（see Table 3）.

Taking into account cultural universals and interactive and interpretative cultural elements，Kulich（2012：118）further expanded cultural analysis to five levels，namely，meta，macro，meso，medio，and micro.


Meta–
 　the transcultural，universal domains of our“human condition”


Macro–
 　the national，geopolitical“culture”level（nation-state influences）


Meso–
 　the“sub”-cultural，geographical，ethnic，social economic groupings


Medio–
 　the diverse，complex，contextual living situations that need to be constantly mediated（due to operating at different social levels），negotiated，and interpreted


Micro–
 　the interpersonal level of communication between individuals or close groups

Table 3：Multi-level，multi-epistemological approaches to analyzing culture（Source：Kulich，2007：226）
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Kulich（2012）also acknowledged the importance of looking at the dynamics of diverse levels of culture and the deeper level of motivations and meanings in cultural research.For example，Zhang and Kulich（2008）investigated Chinese university students’identity configuration and found that it contains multiple levels of traditionality and modernity，individuality and collectivity，or interdependence.

To conclude，the complexity of the concept of culture merits many levels of analysis.Moving beyond cultural monoliths to consider different levels of culture is a noteworthy contribution.As Smith（2002，cited in Kulich，2012：119）put it，“different causal agents are found to affect the same behavior when its incidence is studied at different levels of analysis”.However，Smith（2002）further noted that“In most areas of psychology，researchers treat each individual as a separate source of data.Cross-cultural psychologists therefore need a clear understanding of the relationship between individual-level and group-or collective-level analysis”（p.1，cited in Kulich，2012：117）.


4.1.4　Summary

To complement the nation level analysis，much effort has been put into developing measures of individual-level cultural orientations in terms of self-construals，values，beliefs，and so forth.Employing individual level cultural orientations has enabled the researcher to overcome an“ecological fallacy”and bring culture closer to individual behavior.However，it should be noted that individual-level cultural expressions may be situation-dependent.For example，Chatman and Barsade（1995）posited that idiocentric and allocentric personality orientations’effects on behavior are mediated by situational factors.Their research shows that“people engage in lower degrees of cooperation in individualistic situations than in collectivistic situations.Allocentrics in collectivistic situations are highly cooperative，and idiocentrics are only moderately cooperative in those situations”（cited in Gudykunst&Kim，2003：64）.As such，contextual constraints need to be considered when individual manifestations of culture are to be linked with behavior.

Kulich’s（2007，2012）multi-level schemes of cultural analysis have exposed us more fully to the complexity of culture.More empirical data are needed to demonstrate the utility of such schemes.For example，how do researchers differentiate between levels of culture in their research design？To make the model more dynamic，such questions may be asked：How do different levels of culture interact with one another？How do they jointly influence individuals’cognition，attitude and behavior？What role do situational factors play in this process？Also，a higher-order theoretical framework seems to be needed to integrate the diverse levels of culture in order to construct a more coherent theory.


4.2　Emic approaches to culture

As noted，the cultural traits approach in cross-cultural research is crystallized in pan-cultural conceptual tools such as individualism-collectivism，independence-interdependence，and analytic versus holistic thinking patterns.Such tools are used as a yardstick against which different cultures are measured.Employing pan-cultural dimensions to uncover cultural variations parallels the way linguists develop phonetic principles to describe phonemic variations.As such，the pan-cultural approach is often referred to as the etic approach whereas research focusing on local constructs to describe a culture is referred to as an emic approach.For example，the etic approach informs us that both India and China have high scores on the dimension of power distance.To understand how power distance is specifically displayed in the two cultures，researchers adopting the emic approach would probably look at the caste system in Indian culture and the concept of filial piety in Chinese culture.

Many of the limitations of the pan-cultural approach discussed earlier are due to the etic nature of the approach.To compare cultures，we need a universal framework.However，“Though it gives us a better understanding of the elements we are comparing，it limits us at the same time to assumptions and dimensions.We should be aware that a comparison is made only within the‘range’of cultures that are being studied on any one‘dimension’”（Shearman，2012：171）.The etic approach only gives us a telescopic picture of national cultures.“To view the fine texture of a national culture，we need different empirical lens[es]”（Chiu&Hong，2006：60）.

Indeed，to have a multi-faceted understanding of culture，both the etic and emic approaches are needed.However，due to the divergent theoretical and methodological orientations of the two approaches，scholars often prefer one to the other.In reviewing the values studies literature，Kulich（2009a）commented that：

...throughout its history，a split in the field is noted between the qualitative，critical discussion of values in their unique contexts...in contrast to the more broadly comparative，often empirical attempts to establish a universal framework for value studies...（p.987）

This historical divergence in scientific inquiry continues to be salient in this“increasingly global，communicating，integrated yet still differentiated world”（p.989）.While some scholars have come to view the two approaches as complementary，others，especially cultural relativists，view the two as simply mutually incompatible.


4.2.1　Etic and emic approaches perceived as complementary

Many scholars believe that the etic and emic approaches offer different，complementary views of culture.In this section，I review two lines of research that employ both the etic and emic approaches，but in different ways.A critique follows after the review.

4.2.1.1　Berry’s derived etic approach

Berry（1989）categorized research approaches of cross-cultural psychology into three types，namely，imposed etic，emic，and derived etic，which correspond respectively to three philosophical assumptions：absolutism，relativism，and universalism（Berry et al.，1992）.Researchers holding the position of absolutism ignore cultural differences and impose etics（Western theories and instruments）on non-Western people.Researchers taking the relativism stance seek to understand people“in their own terms”，employing theories and instruments indigenous to the culture being studied（emics）to make sense of local phenomena.Finally，universalists posit“that basic psychological processes are likely to be common features of human life everywhere，but that their manifestations are likely to be influenced by culture”（Berry，2002：326）.They adopt the derived etic approach，which“attempts to integrate the knowledge obtained by the imposed etic and emic approaches through a process of comparison”（Hwang，2006：80）.This approach emphasizes cross-cultural meaning equivalence of the existing concepts and terms and represents an important step toward identifying true etics.

The derived etic approach to culture has demonstrated the complementary relationship between the etic and emic approaches.An outstanding research example associated with this approach is Hofstede，Bond，and the Chinese Culture Connection’s identification of Hofstede’s fifth dimension，namely short-versus long-term orientation（CCC，1987；Hofstede&Bond，1988；Hofstede，1991；Hofstede，2001）through an etic-emic-etic process.Guided by the belief that non-Western instruments may tease out psychological constructs filtered out by Western cultural lenses，the Chinese Culture Connection led by Michael Harris Bond conducted a cross-cultural value survey with a Chinese bias（the Chinese Value Survey，CVS）.Principle axis factor analysis was performed，yielding four factors，namely，integration，Confucian work dynamism，human-heartedness，and moral discipline.These four factors were then correlated with Hofstede’s（1980）four cultural dimensions，resulting in a new factor initially named Confucian work dynamism，which correlated with none of the cultural dimensions.Thus an emically derived etic dimension was identified and became Hofstede’s fifth dimension（short-versus long-term orientation）.

4.2.1.2　Kulich’s critical integration approach

Some scholars have sought to use emic data to illuminate etic frameworks without making it an explicit goal to develop a more universal psychology.What interests them is how emic data may be incorporated into etic frameworks in order to gain a more“balanced”view or“thick description”of a given culture in a cross-cultural context.For example，Kulich（2011）made an attempt to integrate etic and emic approaches by testing Schwartz’s values theory in a specific Chinese context.He considered how universal values frameworks can be understood in local contexts and how indigenous data can be interpreted in a way that may inform universal frameworks.

His research findings suggested（a）that Schwartz’s universal model was confirmed in the Chinese samples though some“contextually enlightening modifications”were needed（e.g.，eight emic values needed to be added to the values list：guanxi，honoring ancestors，ideological awareness，valuing children，being shrewd，being diligent，cherishing time，and having moral conscience），（b）that ten“thick cultural clusters”that enrich Schwartz’s seven dimensions appeared consistently at both culture and individual levels，and（c）that for relational/interdependent cultural contexts like China，some necessary splits in the current Schwartz value dimensions may be necessary[e.g.，“Embeddedness”（Em）revealed three variations：Committed In-group Em，Respectful Social-face Em，and Secure Hierarchical Em；“Egalitarianism”（Eg）had two variations：Developmental Eg and Interpersonal Eg].Based on the findings，Kulich concluded that“even universal value measures might be differentially interpreted or re-associated across cultures.As proposed，values listing and scoring techniques may need more controls to separate out socialized‘cultural scripts’from personal‘idealizations’（social desirability）and‘functionalizations’（social effectiveness，which among these Chinese were guided primarily by achievement，success，and advancement）”（Kulich’s abstract，2011）.

4.2.1.3　Summary

The etic approach is often criticized for its inherent scientific ethnocentrism（mainly Euro-American）.Theories and frameworks that are claimed as universal may have a Euro-American bias.For example，regarding the concepts of individualism and collectivism，Fiske（2002）offered a critique：

Perhaps the reason that IND[individualism]makes intuitive sense to Americans and some Western Europeans is that，although it is hodgepodge，it is our hodgepodge.IND is the concatenation of features that，in our own ideology and folk sociology，Americans perceive as defining our culture.COL[collectivism]is an abstraction that formalizes our ideological representation of the antithetical other，a cultural vision of the rest of the world characterized in terms of what we imagine we are not（p.84）.

The derived etic approach，which seeks to uncover true etic constructs，has thus been welcomed as an important step in creating a more balanced global psychology（Berry&Kim，1993）.However，as Hwang（2006）noted，the utility of such an approach is dependent upon the nature of the imposed theory to be examined in indigenous contexts.If the imposed theory is a formal（grand）theory for“interpreting psychological mechanisms of the human mind that is applicable to various cultures”（p.80），the derived etic approach is useful.But if it is a substantial（specific）theory that requires an inductive method to gradually derive a higher-level theory from various cultures，the derived etic approach is problematic.For this reason，no matter how many cultures are studied，the goal of constructing a universal psychology would always be far away.

The integration approach as demonstrated in Kulich’s（2011）work highlights the importance of carefully interpreting and re-associating universal theories and frameworks across cultures.The theoretical and methodological assumptions underlying the etic approach thus remain largely unchallenged.Instead，the integration approach recognizes the universality of etic theories and frameworks such as Schwartz’s and embraces the idea that emic data can enhance and extend etic concepts and make them more relevant to and compatible with local contexts.The function of the emic approach seems to be limited to serving and informing the etic approach，unless the researcher only wants to understand one cultural context.


4.2.2　Etic and emic approaches perceived as incompatible

To many cultural relativists，the pan-cultural（etic）approach of cross-cultural psychology not only treats culture as a static entity but reduces it to a number of supposedly universal dimensions that are actually Eurocentric，value-laden，and with limited applicability when related to non-Western contexts.Lowe（2001），for instance，contended that Schwartz’s work is“an unwittingly culture-bound search for universal truths using objectivist scientific methods，simplistic variance theory，and reductionist analysis”（cited in Zhang&Ding，2006：10）.

4.2.2.1　A brief overview of indigenous psychology as a discipline

A noteworthy academic counterforce against the time-honored domination of Western（especially American）mainstream psychology is indigenous psychology.It is“the scientific study of human behavior（or mind）that is native，that is not transported from other regions，and that is designed for its people”（Kim&Berry，1993：2）.Indigenous psychologists question the universality of the existing psychological theories and attempt to discover psychological universals in social，cultural，and ecological contexts.They explicitly incorporate the content（meaning，values，and beliefs）and context（family，social，cultural，and ecological）into the research design.Therefore，theories，concepts，and methods are developed to correspond to psychological phenomena.The interdependence and complementarity of subjective and objective aspects of science is much emphasized（Kim，Yang&Hwang，2006）.

Indigenous psychologists seek to develop a scientific knowledge system that“effectively reflects，describes，explains，or understands the psychological and behavioral activities in their native contexts in terms of culturally relevant frames reference and culturally derived categories and theories”（Yang，2000：245-246）.The ultimate goal of indigenous psychology is to“create a more rigorous，systematic，and universal science that can be theoretically and empirically verified”（Kim&Park，2006：34）.

4.2.2.2　Yang’s monocultural and cross-cultural indigenous approaches

Yang（2000）proposed two indigenous approaches to the development of a global psychology：a monocultural approach and cross-cultural approach.The monocultural indigenous approach aims to“study the psychological and behavioral functioning of people in a given culture in order to develop an evolving system of psychological knowledge specific to that culture”（p.249）.To achieve this goal，a congruity Yang termed“indigenous compatibility”is essential：“The investigators’research activities...must be sufficiently congruous with the native people’s studied psychological or behavioral elements，structures，mechanisms，or processes as rooted in their ecological，economic，social，cultural，or historical contexts”（pp.249-250）.

The monocultural indigenous approach promises high indigenous compatibility as compared with Westernized psychology.In Western psychology：

native investigator’s research activities usually fail to reflect their native subjects’psychological and behavioral characteristics and contexts，simply because they uncritically，simple-mindedly，or even blindly apply Western（especially American）psychological concepts，theories，methods，and tools in their studies（Yang，2000：250）.

In contrast，the monocultural indigenous approach treats culture as“out there”（a system）rather than as“in the head”（a static entity）（Kitayama，2002：92），enabling the psychologist to capture the concrete，rich，complex quality that reflects a particular cultural context.For instance，Hwang（2000）constructed the concept of Chinese relationalism on the basis of Confucianism to contrast Triandis’（1995）concept of collectivism or vertical collectivism in understanding Chinese culture.Other local concepts such as guanxi，renqing，bao，yuan，xiao，ren，and so forth have been explored by indigenous Chinese psychologists.

The cross-cultural indigenous approach is a response to two fundamental problems that are believed to have plagued traditional cross-cultural psychology ever since its birth：scientific ethnocentrism（mainly Euro-American）and cross-cultural equivalence（Yang，2000）.Berry et al.（1992）offered a comment on scientific ethnocentrism：“We acknowledge that until alternative approaches，focusing on other research topics and theories，and rooted in other cultures，have been formulated and extensively tested，psychology will unfortunately remain a Western，ethnocentric，and incomplete science”（p.10，cited in Yang，2000：252）.

To achieve cross-cultural equivalence，advanced techniques such as derived etic（Berry，1989）have been employed，but theoretical frameworks involved in the study will still have to be based on a specific culture，thus lending themselves to cultural biases（Yang，2000）.

As such，Yang（2000）argued that before any cross-cultural comparison is done，it is important to identify what topics are even possible for comparison.This notion parallels Kroeber and Kluckhohn’s（1952）principles for cultural comparison：

Comparisons of cultures must not be simplistic in terms of an arbitrary or preconceived universal value system，but must be multiple，with each culture first understood in term of its own particular value system and therefore its own idiosyncratic structures.After that，comparison can with gradually increasing reliability reveal to what degree values，significances，and qualities are common to the compared cultures，and to what degree distinctive.（p.174，cited in Fung，2006：176）

These principles are also manifested in Ratner’s（2008）dialectical conception of analysis and cultural comparisons：

Concrete behaviors are used to generate abstractions，and abstractions are used to discover novel concrete forms of behavior.Concrete behaviors can be compared on the basis of a shared abstract essence.Once we have identified cultural forms of phenomena that share a common essence，we can make meaningful comparisons because we are comparing different forms of the same essential thing/phenomenon.（p.50）

A cross-cultural indigenous research exemplar is from Georgas and Mylonas（2006）although they did not explicitly term their approach as such.As the title of their chapter（“Cultures are like all other cultures，like some other cultures，like no other cultures”）has aptly depicted，they argued that there are universal cultural traits，taxonomies of cultural traits，and distinct/unique cultural traits.Building on this argument，they proposed a methodology that integrates cross-cultural psychological and indigenous psychological approaches.With data from 30-nation family study，this approach carefully considers construct and factor equivalence and uses sophisticated statistical techniques to determine clusters of countries with common patterns of psychological variables as well as culture-specific patterns.Identifying clusters of countries/cultures provides an alternative way to seek cultural universals.

To sum up，indigenous psychologists contend that the traditional cross-cultural psychology approach of de-contextualizing and mechanizing phenomena for the facilitation of cultural comparison，though promising an easy process，cannot unravel those intricate psychological issues that are unique to a given culture.However，constructive comparisons resulting from meticulously designed research from indigenous perspectives have opened up possibilities for constructing a truly universal psychology.As a“radical”emic approach，the indigenous psychology of culture departs from the static dimensions，categories and taxonomies developed outside the culture to consider context，relevance，and compatibility.Culture is sought to be understood in its own terms and the dynamic aspects of culture，such as contextual influences on individuals’behavior，have been brought to light.

4.2.2.3　Summary

Despite its noteworthy contribution in returning culture to context，the indigenous psychological approach to culture has been criticized for its accumulation of idiosyncratic data，disciplinary fragmentation，reverse ethnocentrism，moving against the trend of globalization，and violations of the law of parsimony.Such criticisms may have stemmed from an ignorance of the identity of this yet fledgling discipline.As a main proponent of indigenous psychology，Yang（2000）responded that monocultural and cross-cultural indigenous approaches provide the“royal road”to the development of a balanced global psychology.

Yang（2000）argued that Westernized or Americanized psychology is also a kind of monocultural indigenous psychology，which cannot be relied on to construct regional psychological theories.The construction of such theories can only be achieved through an integration of two or more indigenous psychologies using the cross-cultural indigenous approach.As Yang（2000）stated，“If a psychological theory is able to adequately understand，explain and predict psychological and behavioral phenomena in a certain domain across two or more cultures，it may be said that the theory integrates the phenomena in that domain for those cultures”（p.258）.

However，several challenges confront this proposal.First，as Hwang（2006）asked，“Who would be able to construct a theory to integrate the common characters and functions shared by all the compared indigenous psychologies”（p.82）？Also，since the“global psychology”that indigenous psychologists envision“draws upon the ideas，theories，methods，and findings of both[cultures]，[and]eventually all societies”（Berry，1993：272），its development would require“repeated use of inductive methods”（Hwang，2006：82）.Then，how long would it take for such a psychology to emerge？When would we be able to use indigenously derived universal cultural principles to compare as many cultures as we would want to？


4.3　Chapter summary

In this chapter，I reviewed diverse lines of research that were aimed at improving and modifying the fixed-traits view of culture in the fields of cross-cultural psychology，indigenous psychology，and intercultural communication.To make culture more relevant to context，multi-level cultural analyses both in cross-cultural psychology and intercultural communication were proposed to complementary nation-level analyses.In addition，the etic nature of the pan-cultural approach has predetermined the fact that a microscopic perspective can only be obtained via emic research.Some scholars hold the view that etic and emic research complements each other while others see the two approaches as incompatible.Thus they advocate indigenous research in the hope of developing universal theories using inductive methods.

The various approaches reviewed above all contribute something useful to the extension of the fixed-traits view of culture.However，little scholarly attention is paid to the process of how culture influences communication and how people exercise human agency in their communicative experiences.Although the symbolic interactionist view as a process approach to culture departs from the traditional emphasis on how culture influences communication to instead embrace the power of communication in shaping and creating culture，this sociological constructivist approach may not be the only，or even the best process model.It may be possibly just a pendulum swing deeply rooted in the humanistic/interpretive research tradition.The present study continues to follow the scientific/functionalist research tradition，addressing cultural processes from a social，cultural，and cross-cultural psychological perspective on the basis of a dynamic process view of culture.This perspective，to be reviewed in the coming chapter，represents a paradigm shift in the study of culture and communication both within and across cultures.


Chapter 5　The Dynamic Process View of Culture：A Review

As noted in the previous chapter，multiple-level cultural analyses，the derived etic approach，and the monocultural and cross-cultural indigenous approaches have been employed to bring more dynamics to the traditional static traits view of culture.However，it appears that none of them has offered an organizing model for delineating the mechanisms that underlie culture as dynamic processes.Some important questions remain unaddressed.For example，is there a way we could account for cultural differences at national，regional，and contextual levels at the same time？How might we be able to move beyond the demographic and geographic boundaries to consider the complexity and fluidity of culture in the globalizing context？And more importantly，is there a way we could not only describe culture but explain culture by establishing some degree of cultural causation？In doing so，we might be able to respond to what Wyer（2009）has called for：“The primary objective of cultural research is not to characterize any given society as different from others but，rather，is to identify configurations of internalized behaviors，attitudes，and behavior patterns and their interrelatedness，to understand why they occur and to construe their implications”（p.433）.

A relatively novel conception of culture in the psychological literature has the potential to give answers to those questions.This perspective，which I term the“dynamic process view of culture”，has been advanced mainly by cultural psychologists Ying-yi Hong，Chi-yue Chiu，and their associates（Hong&Chiu，2001；Hong，Morris，Chiu，&Benet-Martinez，2000；Hong&Mallorie，2004；Chiu&Hong，2006；Chiu&Hong，2007；Hong，2009；Leung，Chiu，&Hong，2011）.It departs markedly from the traditional idea of culture as“a bundle of traits or as a stable set of beliefs or norms”that define particular groups or collections of people，rendering itself“less likely to be vulnerable to the stereotyping charge”（Markus&Hamedani，2007：11）.In the following pages，I will review this alternative approach to culture.


5.1　Defining culture

Chiu and Hong（2006）posit that culture has three components，namely，material culture，social culture，and subjective culture，depending on how culture is conceptualized.Material culture includes subsistence strategies，the economy，and technology if culture is understood as a group’s adaptive response to the ecology.Social culture includes“all social institutions and shared rules of social conduct”if culture is viewed to maintain“basic social functions in a human group”.Finally，when culture is seen as a system of meanings，culture consists of“shared beliefs，values，and ideas，which give rise to a unique way of thinking about the world”（p.6）.This shared body of knowledge is referred to as the subjective culture.

A common thread running through the three components of culture is that“culture is a collective phenomenon”that comprises“a set of shared meanings，which provides a common frame of reference for a human group to make sense of the reality，coordinate their activities in collective living，and adapt to the external environment”（pp.16-17）.

As such，Chiu and Hong focus on this set of shared meanings in their conceptualization of culture.Taking a knowledge perspective，Chiu and Hong（2007）define culture as“a[loosely-connected]network of knowledge shared（albeit incompletely）among a collection of interconnected individuals”（p.785）.According to them，the term“knowledge”should be understood in its broadest sense，which includes“all the ways of understanding that we use to make up our experienced，grasped reality”（Barth，2002：1），and“all learned routines of thinking，feeling，and interacting with other people”（Chiu&Hong，2005：490）.Furthermore，knowledge is intimately related to action.While“knowledge gives people materials for reflection and premises for action”，actions”in turn“become knowledge to others”（Barth，2002：1）.

As a newly proposed perspective，this conceptualization of culture differs from the traditional fixed-traits approach in that it emphasizes the“dynamical，contextualized，and agentic aspects of culture”（Chiu&Hong，2007：785）.Cultures are understood in terms of knowledge and their influences on human judgments and behavior are constrained by the context of knowledge application.The knowledge perspective permits us to view cultures as open systems that spread across geographical boundaries and evolve through time（Hong and Chiu，2001）.Thus，the complexity，dynamics，and fluidity of culture have been more fully recognized.

According to Chiu and Hong（Chiu&Hong，2005，2006，2007；Hong，2009），the knowledge perspective of culture has a number of distinct features.Among others，the following are especially worth noting：（1）a loosely organized network of shared culture；（2）uneven distribution of cultural knowledge among cultural members；and（3）an agentic relationship between culture and psychology.


5.1.1　Culture as a loose network of shared knowledge

According to Chiu and Hong（2006），this notion may be understood in two ways.Given the fact that cultural coherence and cultural homogeneity are difficult to establish empirically，it would be more meaningful to conceive culture as comprising knowledge items of differing ranges of applicability.Cultural knowledge items with broad ranges of applicability exert more influence on thoughts and behaviors than cultural knowledge items with narrower ranges of applicability.Cultural knowledge items with broad ranges of applicability constitute part of the culture core and are the primary cultural syndromes（p.197）.It is important to note，however，just as the term“syndromes”has suggested，the way these cultural knowledge items mediate judgment and behaviors does not always follow a cause-and-effect pattern.It would be erroneous to attribute a cultural expression of behavioral differences directly to one of the cultural syndromes since there are variations within the given syndrome（Oyserman et al.，2002）.

Furthermore，given the lack of empirical support for cultural coherence，it would be useful to view some cultural knowledge items as coherently integrated“while others are just loosely connected to each other”（Chiu&Hong，2006：18）.The juxtaposition of seemingly conflicting values of traditionality and modernity as revealed in Yang’s（1996，2003）research is a case in point.Contrary to the expectation that modern values brought by economic development would gradually replace traditional values，research findings suggest that the influence of Confucianism continues to be strong in many aspects of life of East Asian people.While traditionality and modernity may have their own internal meaning consistency，they represent two very different belief systems and therefore their mutual connections are loose and casual.

To conceptualize this loosely-organized network of shared knowledge，Chiu and Hong（2006）took a perspective of cultural knowledge items as“tools for relating and adapting to the physical and social environment”（p.197）.They argued that individuals in a cultural group invent multiple knowledge tools to solve the same problem as the history evolves.Although new tools are evolved from old ones，they would not necessarily replace old or original ones.In fact multiple tools co-exist for solving the same problem in a human group.The co-existence of multiple tools“may give rise to the perception that all tools are part of a coherent cultural system，although in reality，these functionally equivalent tools are not necessarily connected to each other”（p.197，citing Heylighen&Campbell，1995）.Chiu and Hong（2006）offered an excellent example：

Both religious individualism（which emphasizes salvation through personal faith rather than mediation of the Church）and political collectivism（which emphasizes the application of the majority rule in making political decisions）were evolved to end the ruling classes’exploitation of the mass in the Middle Ages.Although both beliefs empower the individual，they did not arise from the same individualist logic.（p.197）

Chiu and Hong（2006）therefore conclude that“the loose connections between knowledge items within the same culture may result from the incidental functional relatedness that emerged in the developmental history of these knowledge items，rather than from the culture’s internal logic”（p.198）.The burden of the cultural coherence debate can be largely removed if such an alternative conceptualization of culture is accepted.


5.1.2　Uneven distribution of cultural knowledge

As Chiu and Hong（2006）point out，when a piece of cultural knowledge is frequently communicated in everyday life and widely circulated in society，people will not only become aware of its shared nature but view it as relevant to themselves.In the case of subjective culture，cultural members“may subscribe to the shared beliefs，identify with the shared values，and willingly follow the socially approved course of actions.The process through which elements of the subjective culture are internalized is often referred to as enculturation”（p.12，italics in original）.However，no individual in a human group is fully enculturated.Every individual has acquired a portion of the shared cultural knowledge，but no single individual has perfect knowledge of his or her culture（Kashima，2000；Keesing，1974）.Oyserman and Lee（2007）attributed this uneven distribution of cultural knowledge to the notion of culture being situated：

These authors all note that because culture is situated，one’s place within a society and the social networks within which one is embedded should influence the aspects of“culture”to which one has access.Both context and change in context（e.g.，through immigration）may...or may not...carry with it cultural change depending in part on features of the social networks in which one is embedded before and after contextual change.（p.255）

In addition，some knowledge is more widely shared in a human group than other knowledge.For example，the pervasiveness and potency of guanxi（loosely translated as“connections”）in the relationship-based Chinese society is a topic of little dispute.Many Chinese are well informed of what constitutes guanxi and how it works though some may choose not to practice it.Compared to the widely shared knowledge of guanxi，the practice of inviting at least one member from every family in the village to the memorial dinner when a family member has passed away may not be known to many Chinese.This is an indigenous cultural practice primarily in the rural areas on and near the Chongming island of Shanghai.

The fact that no individual has the command of the whole body of cultural knowledge and that cultural knowledge differs in the degree of shared-ness allows the researcher to articulate clearly intracultural variations.For example，Leung and Brew（2009）found that Chinese from Beijing used competition more than Australians from Sydney did in conflict situations.This unexpected finding was explained in terms of the“competitive ethos”salient in big cities but absent in remote small towns in China：

While the highly ambitious，ultra-competitive Chinese in big cities may embrace the traditional value of harmony，they don’t shy away from cut-throat competition because their experience，vicarious or real，tells them that it is the most effective way to get ahead.Their counterparts in rural，sleepy towns in the poorest areas of China，where the economic wind of change has eschewed them，are unlikely to be aggressive，resulting in visible regional differences in conflict behavior in China.（Leung，2009：483）

The notion of cultural diversity within a group arising from uneven distribution of cultural knowledge is contrasts the traditional cultural dispositions approach which often equates culture with a demarcated population（e.g.，the Chinese）.As discussed earlier，the concept of culture as a demarcated group has met severe conceptual and empirical challenges.This concept“appears to privilege the sort of sharing，agreeing，and bounding that fly in the face of the facts of unequal knowledge and the differential prestige of lifestyles，and to discourage attention to the worldviews and agency of those who are marginalized or dominated”（Appadurai，1996：12）.Furthermore，the practice of treating culture as a demarcated group may foster stereotypes.As Friedman（1994）observed，“Where difference can be attributed to demarcated populations we have culture or cultures.From here it is easy enough to convert difference into essence”（p.207）.The notion that Japanese culture is collectivist may erroneously lead people to believe that every Japanese is collectivist.However，research has shown that the Japanese university students are often more individualistic than the university students in the United States（Gudykunst et al.，1992；Triandis et al.，1988）.


5.1.3　Human agency in culture and psychology

In psychological research，culture has traditionally been treated in terms of its relatively static qualities such as traits，essence，values，and beliefs and assumes that such qualities are shared by individuals in a demarcated group（Lehman，Chiu，&Schaller，2004）.Cross-cultural differences are understood in terms of how these static qualities statistically vary across cultures.Furthermore，cross-cultural differences in behaviors are believed to be more or less a consequence of differences in these qualities of the two cultures involved.Such an approach implies that culture has a rigid and deterministic influence on human behavior.

The dynamic process view looks at the agentic and dynamic aspects of culture.This view of culture posits that individuals are not“passive recipients of their cultural environment”（Hong，2009：9）.Instead，“they express and exercise agency via culture，and apply cultural knowledge flexibly and discriminatively across situations”（Chiu&Hong，2005：490）.

A powerful metaphor illustrates the essence of such a perspective.According to Chiu and Hong（2005），culture can be viewed as a toolkit：

Culture can be compared to a toolkit that can be put to manifold uses....People in a cultural group can sample knowledge tools from their cultural toolkit to construct their experiences.In addition，people are not passive carriers of cultural meanings；they express their agency via culture and participate actively in culture....In other words，culture should be understood in terms of how cultural agents use cultural knowledge in particular social contexts to fulfill their goals.（p.491）

If the notion of individuals as cultural agents can be accepted，then when are individuals likely to use their cultural knowledge to solve problems？According to Chiu and Hong（2005），cultural knowledge is likely to be applied when the situation calls for“a conventional solution”or when the individual does not have“the capability，motivation，or resources to consider alternative solutions”（p.491）to the problem.

Consistent with this argument，Morris（2009）called for the inclusion of individuals’motives in considering cultural influence on social cognition and behavior.Although motives most likely influence how cultural knowledge is applied without the individual being conscious of how and why，research has shown that motives are central to“how the person uses the culture as well as how the culture is used by the person”（p.485）.Therefore，he advocated the notion of viewing the person as a creative user of cultural codes：

Cultural norms and scripts are vehicles that enable us to travel effortlessly through extended sequences of meaningful inferences and actions，yet they are vehicles that we use creatively and playfully in order to keep from getting bored—we drive them in reverse as well as forward，and we switch between different models，familiar domestics and foreign imports，depending on where[we]want to go and who we will see.（p.487）

This notion has revealed one defining characteristic of the dynamic process view of culture：culture does not have a deterministic influence on people’s behavior；rather，people act as cultural agents and apply their cultural knowledge creatively to guide their behaviors and judgments.

In conclusion，the definition of culture advanced by Chiu，Hong and their associates reflects a new trend in scientific inquiry on culture and psychology.It emphasizes the dynamical interplay between the psychological and the sociocultural.Under this definition，“the conceptual location of culture shifts from the interior of a person to the often-implicit patterns that exist simultaneously in people and in the world with which they necessarily engage in the course of any behavior”（Markus&Hamedani，2007：11）.


5.2　Forms of cultural knowledge

When culture is viewed from the standpoint of knowledge，culture may consist of two types of knowledge，namely，declarative knowledge（knowing what）and procedural knowledge（knowing how；Wyer，2009）.


5.2.1　Declarative knowledge

Declarative knowledge is either true or false；it is used to describe objects and events without referring to specific actions that are needed to attain certain goals or objectives（Chiu&Hong，2007）.According to Wyer（2009），declarative knowledge includes“the concepts，norms，beliefs，and implicit theories[intersubjective beliefs]that individuals acquire and use to interpret their daily life experiences；to make inferences about past，present，and future events；and to construe the likely consequences of their behavioral decisions”（p.435）.Representations of persons，events，and norms are the three most extensively researched types of declarative knowledge in culture and psychology scholarship（Chiu&Hong，2007）.

A person representation refers to“a network of associations between a central concept[e.g，the self，a group]and a number of individual features[e.g.，traits，prototypical behaviors]”（Chiu&Hong，2007：790）.An example of person representations is independent and interdependent self-construals that were proposed by Markus and Kitayama（1991）.

Event representations refer to“mental representations of temporally and thematically related sequences of events”which allow people“to picture in their mind a state of affairs or an event in a specific situation and how it transforms into another state or event”（Chiu&Hong，2007：792）.An event representation widely shared in a human group is a cultural script.A cultural script consists of a number of frames whose activation follows a sequential order.For example，the culture of honor persisting in the American south is represented in the following cultural script：

Frame 1：A man receives negative remarks on himself and his family.

Frame 2：He interprets the remarks as an insult and an attack on his honor.

Frame 3：This thought infuriates him，and he wants to retaliate.

Frame 4：He uses or threatens the use of violence to coerce submission from the perpetrator as a means to restore his honor.

Frame 5：Regardless of the outcome，he feels proud for standing up against an attack on his honor and sees defending one’s honor with violent acts as justified and honorable（p.792）.

A norm representation consists of three elements：the antecedent circumstances（concrete situations where the norm is applicable），the norm[the state of affairs that is generally believed to be the case（e.g.，the shared belief that the needy will receive help）]，and the consequent conditions（the behavioral implications of the norm；Chiu&Hong，2007：793）.In terms of the mechanism fashioning the interaction of the three elements，Chiu and Hong（2007）observed that“when the antecedent circumstances are present in a given situation，a certain state of affairs is designated as the norm，and the individual is expected to see to it that this state of affairs will take place”（p.793）.When norm representations are widely shared in a human group，they become cultural norms.For example，the preference for non-confrontational conflict resolution strategies among ingroups is a prevailing cultural norm in some East Asian societies.


5.2.2　Procedural knowledge

Procedural knowledge is knowledge of how to achieve a particular goal.It includes“the behavior scripts，practices，and routine processes”（Hong，2009：6）of a cultural group.Since these processes have been learned and are practiced frequently by cultural members，they may become automatic and spontaneous and their performance may be achieved without the individual’s conscious awareness（Chiu&Hong，2007）.

One example of procedural knowledge is reflected in categorization.In an experiment examining the spontaneous categorization of objects，Ji，Zhang，and Nisbett（2004）asked North Americans and Chinese to categorize three items：“cow”，“pig”，and“grass”.They found that North Americans tend to categorize“cow”and“pig”together whereas Chinese tend to categorize“cow”and“grass”together.This finding suggests that North Americans are more likely to base their categorization on taxonomy（cow and pig both are animals）whereas Chinese are more likely base their categorization on thematic relations between objects（cows eat grass）.

Another example of procedural knowledge can be found in problem solving.For example，internal speech is a frequently used cognitive strategy among American college undergraduates to ensure clear thinking during problem solving.In an experimental study，Kim（2002）asked American and East Asian undergraduates to think aloud while solving reasoning problems.Research results suggest that to the Americans thinking aloud does not affect their performance on the problem-solving task.However，to the East Asians，thinking aloud has a negative impact on their performance in problem solving.This finding has been attributed to the fact that thinking aloud is not a habitual cognitive strategy for most East Asian undergraduates.Thinking aloud in the process of problem solving adds an extra cognitive burden on the part of these undergraduates.

It should be noted that the distinction between declarative and procedural knowledge is rather arbitrary.In reality，these two types of knowledge are interrelated.As Wyer（2007）writes，“declarative knowledge can provide the material on which procedural knowledge operates”whereas“procedures（e.g.，the steps involved in changing a flat tire or obtaining a meal at a restaurant）can be stored as part of declarative knowledge and consulted in deciding how to attain the goal to which they pertain”（p.288）.


5.3　Location of cultural knowledge

Culture may consist of declarative knowledge and procedural knowledge.Then where do these two types of cultural knowledge reside？As noted in Chapter 3，the fixed-traits view of culture assumes that culture is located“in the head”of the cultural member.Personal psychological characteristics of the individuals are seen as reflections of cultural characteristics.Consequently，attitude and values measures are often employed to tap on cultural dimensions and culture-prototypical self-construals.However，one challenge facing such practices is that cultural coherence that the cultural traits approach assumes cannot be empirically established.

Also discussed in Chapter 3was an alternative view that assumes culture being a thing“out there”，embedded in external realities and collective patterns of behavior.Language，media，and social institutions are examples of public carriers of culture.However，this view also faces some challenges.For example，how can cultural meanings exist independently of the subjective interpretation of the researcher？Also，the notion of culture being a coherent system has received little empirical support.

Consistent with Shweder’s idea that“culture and psyche make each other up”，the dynamic process view recognizes the mutual constitutional relationship between the mind and the sociocultural environment.Culture is seen as both“in the head”and“out there”，suggesting that“culture not only interacts with the psychological via the‘heads’of people engaging in a particular context but also via the material worlds that people inhabit”（Markus&Hamedani，2007：16）.

Chiu，Leung，and Hong（2011）argued that cultural knowledge is a kind of loosely structured intersubjective knowledge.The main body of it is embodied in various cultural practices and artifacts and a subset of it is internalized by the individual and becomes his or her cultural self.They posit that intersubjective knowledge is distributed and reproduced based on the following properties：publicity（how extensively it is carried in public media）；expressivity（how easily it can be expressed in a particular language or medium）；formality（how context independent the expressions of the idea is）；collective usefulness（how much the idea benefits the collective）；conformity（how popular the idea is）；and authority（to what extent the idea is backed up by experts or authority）（p.9）.

Therefore，an idea is likely to prevail in the culture if（1）its meanings are encoded in public representations that are widely accessible to cultural members；（2）it can be described in words with ease；（3）it is repeatedly communicated with minimal distortion；（4）it serves the social regulatory functions（culture as the conscience or“superego”of the society）；（5）it is well-known and widely shared among cultural members；and（6）it is circulated among cultural elites（Chiu，Leung&Hong，2011：9）.

Chiu，Leung，and Hong（2011）further argued that a cultural member may have a command of much cultural knowledge externalized in various public representations，but he or she only internalizes a portion of the knowledge.This portion forms the contents of his or her cultural self.Table 4illustrates the cultural elements that are involved in a cultural member’s cultural knowledge repertoire and cultural self.

In the next section，I will review the mechanisms underlying the application of cultural knowledge and boundary conditions for cultural influences as articulated by Chiu，Hong and their associates.

able 4：Knowledge repertoire and cultural self（Adapted from Chiu，Leung，&Hong，2011：10）
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注：According to Wyer（2007，p.289-290），“a lay theory，or implicit theory，is a sequence of temporally related events and states that are used to address the causes and consequences of certain types of actions.Because it is not localized in time and transcends situations，the lay theory can be applied to comprehend new experiences and construe their implications.It might also be used to guide behavioral decisions.For example，the theory that people get what they deserve might be like‘P is good（bad）’and‘Good（bad）things befall P’”.


5.4　Application of cultural knowledge

In the fixed-traits view，culture is a coherent system of meanings with an identifiable central theme such as individualism and collectivism around which all cultural meanings are organized.In contrast，the dynamic process view，which sees culture as a loose network of shared cultural knowledge，offers a more complex view of cultural behavior.According to this view，culture-related behaviors are the result of the contextual activation of cultural knowledge（Higgins，1996）.As noted by Chiu and Hong（2006），“Activation of cultural knowledge follows basic principles of knowledge activation，which govern the nature of the dynamic interactions between cultural knowledge，the situation，the individuals’current cognitive and motivational states，and cultural identities”（p.221）.The basic principles of knowledge activation are represented by three“A’s”，namely，availability（of the knowledge），accessibility（of the knowledge），and applicability（of the knowledge to the task at hand）（Higgins，1996；Wyer&Srull，1986）.


5.4.1　Availability of cultural knowledge

According to Hong（2009），availability refers to“whether certain knowledge is available in the individual’s cognitive repertoire”（p.7）.A cultural knowledge item must be available for it to be used（or not to be used）.For instance，the practice of avoiding giving a clock as a present is widely observed among Chinese because the Chinese pronunciation suggests witnessing a family member dying a natural death.An individual who has no knowledge of this cultural taboo may commit a faux pas without his or her conscious awareness.Another example is associated with superstitious beliefs.For example，that the number 8is lucky and the number 4is unlucky is a widely shared superstition in China but not in North America.Thus，a knowledge item may be available in one culture but not in another.

Indigenous psychologists often are interested in cultural constructs that are available in the local culture but may be foreign to other cultures.For instance，the broadly researched Chinese indigenous concepts such as filial piety，face（“the reciprocated compliance，respect，and/or deference that each party expects from，and extends to，the other party”）（Ho，1976：883），and yuan（affinity，predestined relationship，or the cause of a predestined relationship）（Yang&Ho，1988）have been seen as essential in understanding Chinese culture.“Universal”frameworks derived from the West，no matter how close their meanings are to these concepts，are still unable to“unravel those psychological characteristics that are unique to，and most representative of，Chinese people as a cultural group”（Yang，1986，cited in Kulich，2003：170）.A more nuanced understanding of Chinese culture requires a familiarity with these local concepts.

Another example is related to“culture shock”that people experience when moving to a new culture.Because certain cultural knowledge items that are widely shared in the host country are unavailable in their personal knowledge repertoire，they may experience uncertainty and confusion.This initial culture shock can be lessened once the immigrant or sojourner gets familiar with the new culture（Hong，2009）.


5.4.2　Chronic accessibility of cultural knowledge

It should be noted，however，a culture is not so idiosyncratic as to have no knowledge that is shared by another culture.Often，different cultures have similar sets of knowledge，but they may differ in how accessible this knowledge is.When this knowledge item is widely shared and frequently used in one culture，it has high chronic accessibility in this culture.Chronic accessibility is seen as“the likelihood that the item will be accessed from memory in the long-term”（Chiu and Hong，2006：213）.Cultural knowledge with high chronic accessibility is usually widely shared，more frequently reproduced in communication，widely represented in external or public carriers of culture，and cognitively accessible to members of the group（Chiu&Hong，2005，2007）.For example，both independent and interdependent self-construals are available in North American and East Asian cultures.However，the independent self-construal has higher chronic accessibility in North America than in East Asia whereas the interdependent self-construal has higher chronic accessibility in East Asia than in North America.

Furthermore，cultural knowledge items with high chronic accessibility have a greater influence on behaviors in the culture.Indeed，such knowledge items are often employed as the“cognitive default”to make sense of the social world.In terms of how independent and interdependent selves guide the interpretation and action of North Americans and East Asians respectively，Chiu and Hong（2006）noted that：

for many North Americans，the independent self has high chronic accessibility and is used as the default self-representation to guide self-processes.Conversely，for many East Asians，the interdependent self has high chronic accessibility and is used as the default self-representation to guide self-processes.（p.213）


5.4.3　Temporary accessibility of cultural knowledge

According to Chiu and Hong（2006，2007），contextual cues may temporarily alter the chronic accessibility pattern of a cultural knowledge structure.This knowledge structure will become momentarily more accessible and more likely to be applied when the corresponding cultural cue is salient.For example，as noted above，North America and East Asia differ in chronic accessibility of the two self-construals.However，experimental cues can bring temporary activation of the two self-construals in both cultures.Research has shown that when participants from both North America and East Asia were asked to circle“I”and“me”in an essay，their independent self-construal became more accessible.Likewise，when they were asked to circle“we”and“us”in an essay，their interdependent self-construal became more accessible（Oyserman&Lee，2008）.

The principle of temporary accessibility is perhaps best manifested in recent research into the process of“cultural frame switching”（Hong，Morris，Chiu，&Benet-Martinez，2000）.Cultural frame switching is an experience familiar to individuals with a multicultural background.Research has established that Chinese are more inclined to attribute an event to external causes whereas Americans are more inclined to attribute an event to internal causes（Morris&Peng，1994）.For example，Chinese students have a greater tendency than American students to think of a fish swimming ahead of other fish as the fish being chased by other fish（an external cause based on group agency）.In contrast，American students are more likely than Chinese students to interpret a fish swimming ahead of other fish as the fish being leading other fish（an internal cause based on individual agency）.Then what will happen to Chinese American students who are well versed in both Chinese and American culture？

To answer the question，culture priming research was conducted using cultural icons as primes.Cultural icons embody widely shared cultural meanings which can be readily decoded from the icons.Consequently，when cultural icons are presented，the associated cultural knowledge that is called out becomes highly accessible.When primed with either Chinese cultural icons（e.g.，the Great Wall）or American cultural icons（e.g.，the Statue of Liberty），Chinese American students assimilate their response into the primed culture（Hong et al.，1997，2000）.Specifically，when primed with Chinese（vs.American）cultural icons，these bicultural individuals make more group（external）attributions（the fish swimming ahead of other fish is being chased by the other fish）and fewer individual（internal）attributions（the fish swimming ahead of other fishing is leading the other fish）.Conversely，when primed with American（vs.Chinese）cultural icons，they make more individual（internal）attributions and fewer group（external）attributions.Research results thus show that cultural primes have increased the temporary accessibility of the related cultural knowledge and raised the probability of using this knowledge.


5.4.4　Applicability of cultural knowledge

Finally，applicability refers to“the perceived relevance of applying the most accessible constructs to the task at hand”（Hong，2009：7）.It is the extent to which the features of a stored construct and the attended features of a stimulus are compatible to each other（Higgins&Brendl，1995）.Accessible cultural knowledge items may not be applied if their applicability is construe as low in the immediate context.As stated above，Chinese American students switched their culture frames，demonstrating a tendency to apply group attribution when primed with Chinese cultural icons and a tendency to apply individual attribution when primed with American cultural icons.However，one prerequisite that renders external and individual attribution applicable is that the subject must be able to discern the individual-group relations in the given event.

For example，Hong，Benet-Martinez，Chiu，and Morris（2003）first primed Chinese American students with Chinese cultural icons and then asked them to decide whether the fish swimming ahead of other fish is leading the remaining fish or being chased by them on two conditions：（1）the lead fish has a different color than the other fish；and（2）all the fish have the same color.Results suggest that Chinese culture primes had effect on participants’attribution only on the first condition.That is，participants favored the idea that the lead fish is being chased by the remaining fish only when the lead fish has a different color than the other fish.This finding indicates that the color difference highlights the contrast between the individual fish and the group，rendering the group attribution applicable in the current context.However，when all the fish have the same color，the difference between the individual fish and the group is not salient enough for the group attribution to be applied.


5.4.5　Moderating factors in cultural knowledge activation

Cultural knowledge is activated when it cognitively available and accessible in the person’s mind and deemed applicable for the assigned task.However，there are a number of factors that moderate this process.Individuals’current cognitive and motivational states and cultural identity management are especially noteworthy（Chiu&Hong，2006，2007；Hong，2009）.

5.4.5.1　Cognitive and motivational states

Chiu and Hong（2007）posit that shared cultural knowledge is presumably used frequently among members of the culture and thus becomes chronically accessible to them.However，cultural knowledge may not necessarily be applied in each and every situation even though the knowledge item is highly relevant to the attended task.Individuals’motivation and cognitive load also influence the activation of cultural knowledge.Cultural knowledge is likely used“when the situation calls for a readily available or conventionalized solution，or when the problem solver lacks the capability，motivation，or resource to consider alternative solutions”（p.796）.

A motivational construct termed“need for cognitive closure”（the need for a certain answer）is related to cultural knowledge application.Some people have higher needs for cognitive closer than others.In order to reduce interpretive ambiguity，these people should rely more than those with lower needs for cognitive closer on information readily available to them including chronically accessible cultural knowledge（Hong，2009）.This hypothesis was confirmed in recent research.For example，according to Chiu et al.（2000），for Chinese，the higher their need for cognitive closure，the more likely they are to make group attributions.However，for European Americans，the higher their need for cognitive closure，the more likely they make individual attributions.Thus，high needs for cognitive closure often lead to greater cultural differences.

Chiu and Hong（2007）argued that this finding has important implications for acculturation research.As noted，individuals with higher needs for cognitive closure seize and freeze on readily available knowledge to try to get a certain answer.When immigrants with a high need for cognitive closure discover that their knowledge is no longer relevant to the interpretive task，they should“eagerly seize new knowledge from their surrounding to reduce interpretive ambiguity”（p.796）.Based on this conjecture，it can be predicted that immigrants with a high need for cognitive closure have a stronger motivation to assimilate into the host culture when they are surrounded by members of the host culture than when they are surrounded by other members of their home culture.This prediction was confirmed by Kosic et al.（2004）.They found that a higher need for cognitive closure for immigrants is associated with a stronger motivation to identity with the culture of those who surround them because the immigrants perceive the knowledge of this culture as applicable.

Chiu and Hong（2007）further argued that aside from motivation，cognitive load also constrains application of cultural knowledge.People are more likely to apply chronically accessible cultural knowledge when they are under cognitive load than when they are not.For example，research has shown that European Americans tend to make individual attributions more than Chinese do when they are cognitively busy.But when they have plenty of cognitive resources at their disposal，this cultural difference becomes much less significant（Knowles et al.，2001）.

5.4.5.2　Cultural identity and contrast effect

Chiu and Hong（2006，2007）also maintain that contrastive behavioral responses may appear when related cultural knowledge is primed.As noted earlier，respondents tend to assimilate their behavior into the primed culture.However，this pattern may be reversed when the respondents do not see themselves as belong to the primed cultural group because“cultural knowledge is conceptually different from cultural identification.Individuals who have inherited the knowledge tradition in their culture may identify with this tradition，be indifferent about it，or even reject it”（Chiu&Hong，2007：787）.For example，in a culture priming study，Yang and Bond（1980）randomly assigned Chinese-English bilingual Hong Kong Chinese students into two groups and asked the two groups to complete a Chinese value survey.For the first group，the survey was in English and a Westerner administered the survey.For the second group，the survey was in Chinese and a Chinese administered the survey.It was found that participants in the English language condition endorsed Chinese values more strongly than participants in the Chinese language condition did，suggesting that the presence of a Western language and a Western researcher rendered the participants more eager to affirm their Chinese identity.When the participants felt they did not belong to the primed cultural group，a contrast effect in their responses occurred.

Contrastive responses have also been found in the case of bicultural individuals.Some bicultural people view their two cultural identities as compatible（e.g.，I can be both a Chinese and an American）while others view them as oppositional（I cannot be both a Chinese and an American）.Those who view their two identities as compatible often assimilate their responses into the primed culture，but those who view their identities as oppositional may display ambivalence toward either identity and consequently may provide contrastive responses（Benet-Martinez et al.，2002，cited in Chiu&Hong，2007：796）.

Based on the above reasoning，Chiu and Hong（2006，2007）concluded that contents of cultural knowledge are organized in memory into knowledge structures，which are applied when they are cognitively available and accessible and construed as applicable in the immediate situation.When the psychological functions of culture are made salient，the tendency to access and apply cultural knowledge（vs.other forms of knowledge）increases.Furthermore，since knowledge activation involves individuals’current cognitive and motivational states and cultural identity issues，these factors are also acknowledged in the process of cultural knowledge activation.


5.5　Chapter summary

This chapter gave an overview of the dynamic process view of culture influential in the field of cultural and cross-cultural psychology.Departing from the widely accepted notion of cultural coherence，this perspective sees culture as consisting of loosely connected knowledge systems distributed among an interconnected group of people.Further，it acknowledges human agency in culture and individual behavior.Cultural identity，cognitive load，and motivation level moderate the application of cultural knowledge.In the next chapter，I seek to incorporate this relatively novel view into intercultural communication studies.


Chapter 6　Culture as Dynamic Processes in IC

6.1　“Normalizing”culture

6.1.1　Culture as the whole story

Communication is generally understood as“the process of behaving and interpreting behavior（verbal，nonverbal，mediated）between people”（Baldwin，et al.，2014：51）and intercultural communication is understood as“communication in which cultural differences are large enough to impact the production or consumption of messages”（p.62）.To study intercultural communication，researchers would inevitably face a series of questions：What is culture？What parts of culture are held responsible for communication？How can these parts of culture explain communication？Who is culture？And how are cultures differentiated？

As discussed in previous chapters，much intercultural communication scholarship is built upon the fixed-traits view which sees culture“as an essential（natural/internal）set of traits or characteristics or psychological tendencies possessed by a group of individuals merely by virtue of their geographically‘belonging together’”（Halualani&Nakayama，2010：6）.Personal psychological characteristics of the individuals who can be geographically defined are believed to be the reflection of cultural characteristics.Shared traits，characteristics，essences，and psychological tendencies form a coherent system of meanings with identifiable central themes from which all cultural meanings derive.For instance，cultural themes such as individualism and collectivism are often used as umbrella explanatory constructs for behavioral differences across cultures.Thus，the influence of culture on behavior is rather rigid and deterministic.As Blommaert put it，“This notion of culture imposes a linear and static grid on enquiry.It suggests a direct connection between a set of stable，immutable essences—the core values and norms—on the one hand and all kinds of observable behavior on the other”（注：Retrieved from http://www.cie.ugent.be/CIE/blommaert1.htm on March 4，2013.）.

This linear connection between culture and behavior is also reflected in intercultural communication research.Consistent with Hall’s（1977）observation that“Communication is culture and culture is communication”，Neuliep（2003）argued that“in many respects，the terms communication and culture can be used interchangeably”because“culture teaches one how to think，conditions one how to feel，and instructs one how to act，especially how to interact with others—in other words，communicate”（p.37，italics in original）.Culture has virtually uncontested authority over behavior.Blommaert’s comments capture the essence of this notion：

“culture”can be scraped off the surface of modes of communicative behavior.Everything in communication is culture....And culture...is a static and essentialist notion which apparently provides all the necessary clues for detecting and interpreting what happens in communication...If a Japanese does not directly say“no”when a business proposal is unacceptable to him，then that must be a consequence of his cultural principles of indirectness and politeness（and not，for instance，of the fact that he is not entitled to say either“no”and“yes”then and there，or that he needs to consult other people before deciding，and so forth）.（注：Retrieved March 4，2013from http://www.cie.ugent.be/CIE/blommaert1.htm.）

Since culture is defined in terms of its distinctive static essences and traits that are shared among a group of people within a geographical boundary，it is not surprising that cultures are differentiated on the basis of nationality or ethnic membership.Culture is equated with a demarcated population with a distinct label.Chinese culture is equated with Chinese people or China as a nation.This identification of group labels with identities has been taken for granted in much intercultural communication empirical research.A research study would typically follow these procedures：（1）Recruit one group of students from culture A（e.g.，Koreans），one group of students from culture B（e.g.，Italians），and one group of students from culture C（e.g.，Americans）.These three groups of students may or may not study at the same university.（2）Perform tests on them in the form of a questionnaire survey，interviews，or observation.（3）Compare the three groups to see if there are differences in response behavior between groups.（4）Differences in response behavior are interpreted as differences between cultures（Blommaert（注：Ibid.））.

However，as noted in Chapter 4，equating culture with nation-state or ethnicity has ignored intracultural variations and is prone to overgeneralization that often leads to cultural stereotyping.Though individuals’nationality or ethnic membership may be suggestive of possible marking in communicative behavior，these group labels would by no means ensure“the salience，the relevance or indeed the presence of‘culture’or‘ethnicity’in communication”（Blommaert（注：Retrieved March 4，2013from http://www.cie.ugent.be/CIE/blommaert1.htm.））.They are only“circumstantial elements in describing and interpreting their behavior in communicating with members possessing other stated identities”（ibid）.Indeed，how culture existing at the national level is expressed in communication at the individual level is far more complex than has been assumed.As Rui Zhang asked：

How does culture existing at the national level become internalized to be something people can claim to be personal？What is the complex relationship between culture operating at the national/institutional level and culture that provides personal meaning？How does the model shed light on the distinction between culture as explanans（culture as an explanatory factor in individual psychology）and culture as explanandum（individual factors in the explanation of cultural stability and change）？（cited in Kulich，2012：115-116）

Apparently，the question Zhang raised has been much neglected in the traditional approach to intercultural communication（IC）.The direct connection between national-level culture and individual behavior often leads to the notion that“IC is above and beyond all else a matter of colliding cultures，of culture clashes and culture gaps，of uncertainty，stress and loss of confidence”（Blommaert（注：Ibid.））.This approach“does not take into account the complexity of individuals who interact with each other and reduce them to cultural facts or give the impression of encounters of cultures rather than individuals”（Xu，2012）.

In brief，intercultural communication is often deemed something“strange，weird，[and]unusual”（Blommaert（注：Ibid.））.Intercultural communication has been highly abnormalized in the field.


6.1.2　Culture as part of the story

Departing from the notion that culture is an elliptical contextual factor for understanding behavior，the dynamic process view assumes that not all behaviors are culture-related.Apart from cultural knowledge，individuals’basic psychogenetic needs and personal experiences also shape their behavior（see Figure 3）.In the case of intercultural communication，Lin and Xie（2005）argued that“although individual characteristics are not the focal point of research，they are nevertheless important factors to be considered in understanding the causality of outcomes of intercultural interaction”（p.30）.Communicative behavior is the result of interactions of basic psychogenetic needs，individual experiences，and cultural knowledge（Chiu&Hong，2007）.Individuals have some private，personal experiences that are not shared by others.For example，some people may have intercultural experiences while others may not.For those who have intercultural experiences，these experiences can be perceived as positive，negative，or neutral.Different perceptions of personal intercultural experiences in turn have different effects on future interaction of the same nature.Therefore，“it is necessary to understand how individuals comprehend and remember their individual experiences and let these experiences and their cognitive representations guide their judgments and behaviors in concrete situations”（Chiu&Chao，2009：458）.

Furthermore，regardless of their cultural backgrounds，communicators in cross-cultural situations may exhibit certain universal motives such as self-enhancement.As Zhang et al.（submission for review）write，although researchers once maintained that East Asians such as Japanese do not self-enhance，recent research suggests that the self-enhancement motive may be universal.Cultural differences do not lie in whether self-enhancement is practiced but in how it is carried out.For example，because cultures differ in cherished values，Westerners tend to self-enhance on individualistic traits，whereas East Asians tend to self-enhance on collectivistic traits.Another cultural difference lies in variation in cultural norms that regulate the expression of self-enhancement（Kurman，2002；Yamagishi et al.，2011）.East Asians tend to show self-enhancement in subtle or indirect ways（Cai et al.，2011；Kim，Chiu，Peng，Cai，&Tov，2010）.
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Figure 3：Judgment and behavior as a consequence of interaction of the three factors（Based on Chiu&Hong，2007）

According to Chiu and Hong（2007），cultures vary in how individual experiences and self-motives interact with cultural knowledge.Cultures differ in their relative emphasis on personal experiences as opposed to conformance to cultural norms.For instance，conformity is more emphasized in Asia than in North America while personal experiences are more emphasized in North America than in Asia.Based on this，it can be implied that，in general，Asians may have a greater tendency than North Americans to employ cultural knowledge.

In sum，though activated cultural knowledge has behavioral consequences，communication in both intra-and intercultural situations cannot be automatically attributed to cultural factors.Individual factors such as motives and personal experiences may also play an important role in the communicating process.As Chiu&Hong（2007）observed，in some cultures，the cultural and the individual form a mutually supporting relationship.In other cultures，the cultural and the individual may vie against each other for authority over communicative behavior.In still other cultures，the individual may be irrelevant to the cultural.


6.2　Understanding IC：A dynamic process view of culture

6.2.1　A cursory review of some key IC models

6.2.1.1　Models proposed by Neuliep，Dodd，and Ting-Toomey

Numerous conceptual and theoretical models of intercultural communication have been developed as the field is growing to maturity.Among many，the models developed by Neuliep（2003），Dodd（2006），Ting-Toomey（1999），and Gudykunst and Kim（2003）seem to be particularly influential as most of these works have been republished in China.Neuliep（2003）adopts a contextual approach to intercultural communication，arguing that intercultural communication occurs within a variety of contexts，including cultural，microcultural，environmental，perceptual，and sociorelational contexts.Each context has the potential to alter communication outcomes.Dodd’s（2006）adaptive model focuses on how“perceived cultural differences”motivate people to reduce uncertainty and anxiety using either functional or disfunctional approaches.Functional approaches often involve the third space building and the employment of simple but powerful intercultural insights and skills，leading to positive intercultural outcomes.Ting-Toomey’s（1999）mindful intercultural communication model posits that positive intercultural outcomes，including being understood，respected，and supported，are based on whether knowledge factors，motivational factors and skill factors could be managed and mobilized in a way that communication appropriateness，effectiveness，and satisfaction may be achieved.

A comparison between models reveals that Neuliep’s（2003）model emphasizes the role of context and different levels of culture in the communication process whereas Dodd’s（2006）and Ting-Toomey’s（1999）focus more on communication competence.However，what is missing in all the three models is an understanding of how culture as processes function in intercultural situations.They all seem to suggest a linear connection between culture and communication.

6.2.1.2　Gudykunst and Kim’s model

Leading intercultural scholars Gudykunst and Kim（2003）view intercultural communication as communication with strangers.Communicating with“strangers”entails uncertainty and anxiety management，because one often does not know what to expect from the stranger he or she is communicating with.Similarly，when communicating with someone from a different culture，one feels uncertain and anxious because people communicate differently in different cultures.Given the fact that culture has uncontested authority over behavior as has long been assumed（e.g.，Hall，1977；Neuliep，2003），such uncertainty and anxiety have largely stemmed from the disparities between communicators’culturally influenced conceptual filters which create difficulty in exchanging messages.To overcome their uncertainty and/or anxiety，communicators need to be mindful，that is，“creating new categories，being open to new information，and being aware of alternative perspectives”（Gudykunst&Kim，2003：49）.Without understanding the conceptual filters of the other person，one may have impaired chance of success in communication encounters.

As such，Gudykunst and Kim（2003）advanced an organizing model for studying communication with strangers.As Figure 4illustrates，intercultural communication is understood as an interactive process of transmitting and interpreting verbal and nonverbal messages.This process is under the influence of conceptual filters which consist of cultural，sociocultural，psychocultural，and environmental factors.Concerning“filters，”Gudykunst and Kim（2003）explained as follows：

By filters，we mean mechanisms that delimit the number of alternatives from which we choose when we transmit and interpret messages.More specifically，the filters limit the predictions we make about how strangers may respond to our communication behavior.The nature of the predictions we make，in turn，influences the way we choose to transmit our messages.Further，the filters delimit what stimuli we pay attention to and how we choose to interpret incoming messages（p.44，italics in original）.

This explanation implies that the outcome of intercultural communication is largely determined by conceptual filters.Misunderstanding and conflict may occur when the communication situation is perceived differently through different conceptual filters.These filters，in turn，are largely a product of cultural upbringing.Culture seems to have made its members communicate in a certain way.Individuals show no agency in their culture-related behavior and thus are embodiments of their cultural programming.
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Figure 4：An organizing model for studying communication with strangers（Source：Gudykunst&Kim，2003/2007：45）

But it seems that this model only reveals part of the story.It is true that there is no one who is acultural.No communication occurs in a cultural vacuum.However，just because people communicate in a cultural situation does not mean they are culturally required to communicate in a certain way.One thing that is missing here is human agency.To the extent that culture influences communication，communicators serve as active agents between culture and communication.They may or may not apply cultural knowledge to guide their communication depending on the situation.They are also the“socioculturally shaped shapers”（Markus&Hamedani，2007：5）of their communicative worlds.Further，similar to the three models reviewed earlier，this model also takes cultural effect on communication for granted without paying attention to the process of cultural functioning.By also focusing on intercultural competence via reducing uncertainty and anxiety，this model stresses the individual aspect of intercultural communication with less attention paid to intergroup dynamics underlying the communication process.


6.2.2　Underemphasized intergroup dimensions of IC

These conceptual models seem to agree that challenge in intercultural communication rests mainly on the operation of different social rules or norms—socially shared expectations about appropriate and inappropriate behavior in situations—as proposed first by Hall（1959，1966，1981）.According to Hall，miscommunication occurs when interactants interpret the behavior of others using their own rules which are different from those of the others.This view underscores the dominant role that heritage culture plays in shaping intercultural communication.In a similar vein，Argyle，Furnham，and Graham（1981）argued that differences in social rules and norms are a major source of misunderstanding and thus encouraged people to use the social rules of another culture in order to reduce the chance of miscommunication in intercultural encounters.Underlining this argument is the assumption that people are motivated to communicate well and that intergroup history is not salient（e.g.，in the case of travelers where social and status inequality is not salient）.Therefore，if communicators are equipped with necessary skills and knowledge and use them appropriately，effective communication can be ensured.In other words，this is an optimistic view of intercultural communication which is understood only at the interpersonal level（Brabant et al.，2007）.However，only part of the picture of intercultural communication is revealed if the intergroup aspect of communication is neglected.

6.2.2.1　The social identity theory

Sociocultural contexts exist in which intercultural communication is likely to fail despite one party’s best intention.Such contexts often are characterized by soicocultural factors such as social and power inequality，cultural stereotypes，prejudice，and discrimination.One theory that has contributed to the understanding of how sociocultural factors influence communication between different cultures is social identity theory.The theory is based on the assumption that the socio-historical context is the first factor influencing social behavior（and thus interpersonal communication，Tajfel 1979；Tajfel and Turner 1979；Turner et al.1987）.The history of relations between two groups often leads to stereotypes and stereotypes in turn lead to the rationalization of discriminatory behavior across the groups because stereotypes help to simplify and control judgments about unfamiliar situations.Central to social identity theory are thus questions concerning how“structural inequalities influence the ways in which people construct and communicate their social identities”，and“how they use stereotypes and identity management to change or maintain the status quo”（Taylor&McKirnan，1984，cited in Brabant et al.，2007：65）.

For example，when an American’s behavior in a certain context is different from that of a typical Chinese，it could be interpreted by the Chinese within the frame of stereotypes on American culture.The Chinese could act in line with such stereotypes in order to maintain the cultural differences that they have perceived to be existing.Another example is related to cultural identity management due to intergroup power inequality.Americans have historically enjoyed more power than the Chinese.In communication，the Chinese may choose to maintain or change the status quo by using different identity management strategies.In extreme cases，the Chinese try to change the status quo by not only eliminating the unequal distribution of power in communication but discarding their typical politeness rule altogether.

6.2.2.2　The communication accommodation theory

A theory that takes both individual and intergroup aspects of communication into consideration is the communication accommodation theory（CAT）developed by Gallois，Giles，and colleagues（e.g.，Gallois et al.1995；Giles，Coupland and Coupland 1991）.They posit that a communicative interaction entails varying levels of intergroup and interpersonal salience which are shaped by socio-historical factors and the goals of each communicator.Intergroup relations are often salient in the choice of communication behaviors in an intercultural context（Brabant，2007：67-68）.The major argument of CAT is that communication goals drive communication strategies；communicators use different communication strategies to achieve different social distances that they desire between themselves and their communicating partners.One strategy that is often used is approximation，which includes convergence，divergence，and other behaviors.Convergence arises when communicators want to identify with or gain approval from their communicating partners or when communicators want to ensure the smooth flow of interaction in order to improve communication effectiveness.Divergence is motivated to show distinctiveness from one’s communicating partner at two levels：

At the individual level，divergence may serve to accentuate differences or display disdain for the other.At the group level，divergence may emphasize a valued group identity...When there is a history of rivalry and inequality or the intergroup relationship is in flux，interactants tend to emphasize intergroup salience.（Brabant et al.，2007：67-68）

In conclusion，both social identity theory and communication accommodation theory bring to light two important elements in intercultural communication：cultural identity and motivation to accommodate.It is hoped that these two elements could be incorporated into a process model of intercultural communication.


6.2.3　Proposing a cultural process model of IC

In this section，I explore the possibility of developing a new model that emphasizes human agency in culture and communication and the role of cultural identity and motivation to accommodation play in this process.I seek to first incorporate these elements into Gudykunst and Kim’s（2003）model and then put forward a simplified model.

6.2.3.1　Dynamic aspects of culture and intergroup communication

Given the dynamic interrelation between culture and communication，cultural influences on communication should not be understood as rigid and static.Then how should we study intercultural communication？How can we study culture and communication in a dynamic fashion？How can we capture the agentic aspects of culture in the process of intercultural communication？How can we uncover the status and power inequality in the intergroup dimension of intercultural communication？

To answer these questions，I have sought to develop a tentative dynamic approach to intercultural communication.Specifically，I have attempted to incorporate into Gudykunst and Kim’s（2003/2007：45）model the dynamic process view of culture as proposed by Chiu and Hong.As Figure 5illustrates，the new model，like the original one，regards the encoding and decoding of messages between the two communicators with different cultural backgrounds as the defining feature of intercultural communication.The encoding（transmitting）and decoding（interpreting）of verbal and nonverbal messages are represented by two curved arrows.The message and feedback transmitted between the two communicators are represented by the two dashed arrows connecting the two persons.The arrow pointing to the right starts from Person A’s transmitting and ends at Person B’s interpreting.The arrow pointing to the left starts from Person B’s transmitting and ends at Person A’s interpreting.The two arrows form a continuous process in which the encoding and decoding of messages occur simultaneously，revealing the dynamic nature of communication.

The modified model also acknowledges the fact that“there are no acultural situations”（Cohen，2009：487）in which communication occurs.A communicator’s self is always embedded in a cultural context，and the communicator always sees the world and constructs the reality through a cultural lens，“a lens of assumptions，beliefs，images，metaphors，values，and ideas that we inherit and construct from our family，our teachers，our peers，our community，and our culture”（McLaren，2006：51）.Some people look through multiple cultural lenses（注：Increased global connectivity enables people to have access to more than one cultural lens.）as they construct the reality.No matter how many cultural lenses individuals can access as they try to make sense of the world around them，it is apparent that influences on how people construct the reality may come from different levels of culture，such as meta，macro，meso，medio，and micro，as proposed by Kulich（2012）.The large circle thus represents cultural lens（es）.The circle is drawn with dashed lines to suggest that culture is an open system which is constantly changing and evolving.In addition，the new model recognizes environmental influences on intercultural communication.Communication always takes place in a particular physical environment.The properties of this environment such as geographical location，climate，and architectural setting，as well as the communicator’s perception of the environment，influence the communicator’s interpretation of the incoming verbal and nonverbal messages and prediction of the other person’s behavior（Gudykunst&Kim，2003/2007）.The dashed box surrounding the two communicators represents the environmental factors.The dashed lines likewise suggest that the immediate environment where communication takes place is an open system which is under the influence of elements outside the environment.

Despite the noticeable similarities between the two models，the new model differs from the original in several ways.First，in the original model，Person A’s conceptual filters（different levels of cultural influences）represented by three circles are separated from Person B’s conceptual filters，suggesting that the boundary between the origin cultures of the two persons is quite clear.In contrast，in the new model，the two dashed circles representing cultural lens（es）overlap，which implies that the boundary between the cultures of origin of Person A and Person B is rather fluid，fuzzy，and permeable.Culture is not a closed system；it is subject to modification and transformation when coming into contact with other cultures.As a result，cultural hybridity and cultural differences juxtapose.Martin and Nakayama（2010）made a very insightful comment on this phenomenon and provided an alternative perspective to view it：

In some ways，the term itself，“intercultural”，tends to presume the interaction between discrete and different cultures.We know，however，that cultures have always been in contact and that the notion of cultural difference hides and masks the very ways that cultures have already influenced each other.So rather than cultural difference，our inclination is to put that concept into dialectical tension with cultural similarity to highlight the hybrid and heterogeneous character of all cultures.（p.59）

The overlap therefore denotes cultural similarities and hybridity，the universal aspects of culture，the universal human psyche，and the shared understanding of human behavior，all of which provide a common ground for communication across cultures.
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Figure 5：A tentative cultural process model of intercultural communication（Based on Chiu&Hong，2007；Gudykunst&Kim，2003）

Second，as discussed，there is no acultural communication.Intercultural communication，no matter what forms it takes，must bear a cultural imprint.For example，perception，which constitutes an important part of communication，is often culturally influenced.However，because culture influences communication does not mean culture rigidly determines communication.Communicators are not robots who are at the mercy of the cultural programming.Instead，they are active agents between culture and behavior.They may use their cultural knowledge as cognitive resources for making sense of their communication experiences（Hong，2009）.

Furthermore，even though cultural knowledge is applied in the communication process，cultural knowledge may not be the only influencing factor.Communicative behavior is under the influence of the interaction between communicators’basic psychogenic needs，personal experiences，and cultural knowledge（Chiu&Hong，2007），which are represented by the three rectangles within the circle.The three bidirectional-arrowed lines connecting the three rectangles represent an interactive relationship between factors.It should be noted that it is possible that communicators may choose not to use their cultural knowledge under certain circumstances.Instead，they may let their psychogenic needs or personal experiences guide their behavior（see the two arrows connecting communication with basic psychogenic needs and personal experiences）.In that case，the“inter”of the intercultural becomes virtually irrelevant.

This idea departs from the traditional linear connection between culture and communication，enabling us to account for“non-intercultural”communication in intercultural contexts.For example，once at a conference I heard a Western intercultural scholar based in Hong Kong complain about a Chinese man who sat next to him on a flight for more than ten hours without talking to him.He perceived this“wield”behavior as a communication failure and laid blame on the Chinese for his lack of intercultural sensitivity.Apparently，this scholar took it for granted that any communication involving more than one culture is intercultural in nature and that any intercultural communication failure must have to do with culture.However，even a lay person can make a case here to suggest that the Chinese may just be physically tired，emotionally detached，or painfully shy.Communication in this case is perhaps more influenced by psychological needs and personal feelings than cultural knowledge.

Also，the rectangles corresponding to the three factors are drawn with dashed lines to indicate that basic psychogenic needs，personal experiences，and cultural knowledge are not static but evolve as the individual engages in all kinds of communication.Communication may modify psychogenic needs，enrich personal experiences，and expand cultural knowledge repertoires.It also has an impact on the interaction of the three（see the three long arrows pointing to the right on the right hand side of the page and the three long arrows pointing to the left on the left hand side）.

Third，as discussed in Chapter 5，application of cultural knowledge follows the basic principles of knowledge activation：availability，accessibility，and applicability.Cultural knowledge has to be cognitively available to be applied（the concept“availability”is not made explicit in the diagram because it is inherent in the dashed square representing cultural knowledge）.For example，one source of cultural shock is the lack of knowledge of the host culture which leads to the inability to act appropriately in that culture.Widely shared cultural knowledge tends to be chronically more accessible and thus more likely to be applied.Contextual cues may increase the temporary accessibility of the related cultural knowledge and accordingly the likelihood that it is called upon for use in communication.Accessible cultural knowledge may be applied only when the communicator sees the knowledge as highly relevant to and compatible with the attended features of a stimulus（Chiu&Hong，2007；Higgins&Brendl，1995）.Put another way，a highly accessible cultural knowledge item may not be applied if its applicability is perceived as low in the immediate context.The horizontal center arrows pointing to the middle of the diagram represents the process of cultural knowledge application.The arrows run through“accessibility”and“applicability”，demonstrating the dynamic nature of the process.

Cultural knowledge application is moderated by some contextual factors.Among others，（1）motivation to accommodate and（2）cultural identity and contrast effect are especially noteworthy.A person who has a motivational drive to converge in communication is often likely to resort to knowledge supposedly shared with his or her interactant or knowledge of the target culture.Conversely，a person who chooses to diverge in communication often applies cultural knowledge that strengthens intergroup salience.Also，when individuals are primed with certain cultural knowledge，the temporary accessibility of this knowledge is increased.However，because they do not think they belong to the culture from which the knowledge is derived，they may provide contrastive（countercultural）behavioral responses.Thus，intergroup aspects that highlight power and status inequalities and cultural identification are underscored in intercultural communication process.The two influencing factors are represented by“motivation”and“cultural identity”with arrows pointing to“accessibility”and“applicability”，indicating that they have an impact on the process of cultural knowledge application.

6.2.3.2　A refined cultural process model of IC

Apparently，the conceptual model described above contains too many elements to be covered reasonably well in the present research project.To make it easier to operationalize the components of the model，I focus on how culture influences communication and how the intercultural communication process may be better understood if a dynamic view of culture and an agentic perspective to culture and communication are taken.Communication is treated in general terms without an explicit distinction between verbal and nonverbal message exchanges.

As Figure 6has shown，Person A’s cultural knowledge repertoire differs considerably from Person B’s，as the broad geometrical shapes representing the two repertoires have indicated.However，within each shape there is a square representing a certain amount of cultural knowledge that is shared by the two persons.That is where the two repertoires converge.It suggests the fact that in this increasingly culturally interconnected world，many people have acquired knowledge from different sources and of different origins，be this knowledge more of stereotypes of or a truthful reflection of certain culture.Such“shared”cultural knowledge may serve as a common ground for successful intercultural communication or a source of miscommunication.
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Figure 6：A refined cultural process model of IC proposed on the basis of Chiu&Hong，2007

Cultural knowledge may be applied only when it is accessible.Cultural knowledge of high chronic accessibility is more likely applied than cultural knowledge of low chronic accessibility.However，temporary accessibility of cultural knowledge may alter this pattern；temporary accessibility may also increase the likelihood for the knowledge item to be activated and used.

Cultural knowledge is applied only when the communicator regards it as applicable to the task at hand.For example，collectivism is arguably a highly accessible broad cultural concept in the Chinese culture but it is most likely applied to ingroups rather than outgroups because Chinese culture is a relationship-based culture.Collectivism may be interpreted as relational collectivism in the Chinese cultural contexts.A non-Chinese who merely has knowledge of China being a collectivistic culture without considering the applicability of this concept may end up feeling frustrated because of the inconsistency between what had been expected and what has happened.In that sense，applicability is subjective whereas appropriateness is more objective because its judgment lies with the person you are communicating with.

Nevertheless，the cultural knowledge application process is also moderated by factors such as motivation to accommodate（converge or diverge）and cultural identity management.Situations may help intensify a communicator’s sense of cultural identity，resulting in a stronger adherence to his or her own culture even though his or her cultural knowledge acquired from another culture is made salient and accessible.

6.2.3.3　Validation of the process model

To test the model，three studies（to be reported in the coming two chapters）were conducted to explore the dynamic aspects of culture in intercultural communication situations.In the first study，I have sought to confirm the broad hypothesis that temporary accessibility of cultural knowledge（of different origins）may increase the likelihood of its application.By so doing，human agency in culture and behavior may be revealed.I also have sought to understand whether cultural identity moderates cultural knowledge application in perception in general，and social attribution in particular.This is aimed to uncover the intergroup dynamics in intercultural communication.

In the second study，I brought the participants into a real intercultural situation.I have sought to understand how contextual factors（in this case the presence of experimenters from different cultural backgrounds）influence the chronic accessibility of cultural knowledge.This cultural process is then examined in terms of cultural identity choices and motivation to accommodate in intercultural settings.

In the third study，I used a case to illustrate how assumed applicability of cultural knowledge application is inconsistent with its contextual appropriateness and how this inconsistency may lead to miscommunication or communication failure.This is meant to uncover the fact that challenges in intercultural communication may not result from different social rules found in different cultures that the communicators represent.They can be a result of inappropriate use of knowledge（which the communicator has constructed）of the target culture or misperception of knowledge the communicator deems to be relevant to the situation.This again is an indication of humans being cultural agents in the communication process.


6.3　Chapter summary

In this chapter，I first critiqued the notion of culture being an elliptical contextual factor in communication and acknowledged the fact that culture is but one important element of intercultural communication.I then sought to incorporate the dynamic process view of culture into intercultural communication research by proposing a cultural process model.This model posits that culture’s impact on communication behaviors takes the form of cultural knowledge application.The application process follows the principle of knowledge activation.First，cultural knowledge needs to be available to be applied.Second，cultural knowledge is applied when it is chronically or temporarily accessible.Third，cultural knowledge is applied when the communicator deems it applicable in the given situation.However，assumed applicability does not ensure cultural and contextual appropriateness of the use of knowledge；successful intercultural communication is possible only when cultural knowledge is appropriately used in the interaction.And finally，the whole cultural knowledge application process is subject to the influence of motivation to accommodate and cultural identity management，two factors that reveal the intergroup aspect of intercultural communication.

This model is proposed from a socio-psychological perspective.Given the nature of psychology as a discipline，this model takes more interest in the process of culture’s behavioral influence rather than the production of communication.It lays greater emphasis on perception and motivation rather than on verbal and non-verbal messages that are exchanged between the interactants.

In the next chapter，I will report on Study I that was designed to test the model.


Chapter 7　Initial Tests of the Cultural Process Model of IC（1）：Study I

（注：A portion of the data in this study was published in China Media Research[Weng，L.P.（2014）.An exploratory study on culture’s causal consequences via priming：Shanghai college English majors’social attributions as a case.China Media Research，10（3），43-52.]）

The cultural process model of intercultural communication suggests that accessibility of cultural knowledge is a prerequisite for its application.High chronic accessibility may increase the likelihood of cultural knowledge application，but temporary accessibility（e.g.，when the subjects are primed with certain cultural knowledge）may alter this pattern.That is，chronically less accessible knowledge may come to the fore in the person’s mind，resulting in behavioral consequences.This study was designed to demonstrate the role of temporary accessibility in cultural knowledge application and the intergroup dynamics underlying the communication process.


7.1　Culture priming

Methodologically，to understand the role of contextual cues in behavioral choices，researchers often use experiments as a preferred tool.One of the frequently used experimental methods in the social sciences is“priming.”This method“involves exposing perceivers to images that are associated with the construct of interest（thereby sending excitation and elevating its accessibility）with the expectation that，as a result，the construct becomes more likely to guide subsequent processing”（Hong，et al.，2003：455）.Also，“the prime images have no direct semantic relationship to the construct，or else they may function as hints to the experimenter’s wishes rather than as elevators of construct accessibility”（p.462）.

This type of culture priming research was pioneered by Hong and colleagues（Hong，Chiu，&Kung，1997；Hong et al.，2000）who have sought to isolate the causal role of culture among bicultural individuals by understanding their construct accessibility dynamics.Culture priming research was conducted using cultural icons as primes.Cultural icons embody widely shared cultural meanings which can be readily decoded.Therefore，when subjects are shown cultural icons（e.g.，the Chinese national flag）in the experiment，their associated cultural knowledge can easily be aroused in subjects’minds，making this knowledge highly accessible.

Aside from cultural icons，language and the experimenter could also be used as primes in culture priming research.Languages are closely associated with cultural systems.For example，research has shown that bilingual Chinese assimilated their responses into Western culture when the questionnaire was in English and they assimilated their responses into Chinese culture when the questionnaire was translated into Chinese（Bond，1983）.Thus language is an effective prime to activate cultural constructs.For bicultural individuals，the presence of experimenters of cultures corresponding to their two languages may also increase the likelihood of activating related cultural constructs.


7.2　Research background

In the years of 1997and 2000，Ying-yi Hong and her colleagues did groundbreaking culture priming work by experimentally testing bicultural individuals’cultural frame switching.Bicultural individuals，according to them，refer to persons who have internalized two cultures to form two different cultural knowledge systems in their mind which can take turns to guide their behavior.Based on ethnographic reports on bicultural individuals flexibly switching between cultural frames，it was hypothesized that priming the culture in subjects’mind would raise the degree of temporary accessibility of knowledge of this culture，resulting in subjects’interpretation of a stimulus assimilating into the primed culture.

Hong and her research team used cultural icons as triggers of cultural knowledge.They argued that“cultural icons are images created and selected for their power to evoke in observers a particular frame of mind in a‘powerful and relatively undifferentiated way’...The potency and distinctiveness of icons make them ideal candidates for primes that would spread activation in a network of cultural constructs”（Hong，et al.，2000：711）.Exposing bicultural individuals to some central icons associated with the culture should be able to activate the corresponding interpretive constructs of that culture.

To assess the impact of temporary accessible cultural knowledge on behavior，an interpretative task was created that involves individual and group actors.As noted，when interpreting such stimuli，North Americans have a stronger tendency to use individual attributions（internal or dispositional attributions）compared to East Asians.Conversely，East Asians tend to use group attributions（external or situational attributions）more than North Americans（Morris&Peng，1994）.One of the methods employed is to let subjects decide whether one fish swimming ahead of a school of other fish is leading the group（dispositional attribution）or being chased by the group（situational attribution）.The interpretative task involved in a priming study should meet two criteria：One is that it should be able to tap behavioral differences across cultures.The other is that it should not be transparently connected with the culture that has been primed.It is a general rule in priming research that more indirect and subtle measures should be used to lessen the awareness of a connection.

The results confirmed the hypothesis.When primed with either Chinese cultural icons or American cultural icons，Chinese American students assimilated their response into the primed culture（Hong et al.，1997；Hong et al.，2000）.That is，when primed with Chinese（vs.American）cultural icons，these bicultural individuals made more external/situational attributions（i.e.，the fish swimming ahead of other fish is being chased by the other fish）and fewer internal/dispositional attributions（i.e.，the fish swimming ahead of other fishing is leading the other fish）.In contrast，when primed with American（vs.Chinese）cultural icons，they made more internal/dispositional attributions and fewer external/situational attributions.Therefore，cultural primes have made the related cultural knowledge temporarily more accessible and the application of this knowledge more probable.


7.3　Significance of Study I

The work conducted by Hong and her colleagues（2000）inspired numerous priming studies on bicultural individuals’（especially Chinese Americans’）cultural frame switching in diverse cultural contexts.Consistent results were found in areas such as spontaneous self-construal，cooperative behaviors，and memory of significant others（Hong，et al.，2010）.

A meaningful question that could then be asked is how contemporary Mainland Chinese college students，especially English majors studying in cosmopolitan cities，would respond to the questions raised in those priming studies.What response patterns would most likely emerge？Would they employ some kind of cultural frame switching，given their extensive exposure to Western influence as a result of modern information technology like the Internet and of their second language learning experience？If not，then what would be the dynamics of their responding to the two cultural knowledge systems（Chinese and Western）？How does the Western cultural knowledge supposedly residing in their mind function when they face an intercultural interpretative task？What is the role of cultural identity in the process of dealing with such a task？

Although research on cultural identity construction and foreign language（especially English）learning has been a key topic in intercultural communication studies in China（Professor Gao Yihong from Peking University is one of the leading scholars），the research methodology employed in this line of research often takes the form of questionnaire survey and in-depth interview.No literature seems to be available where the culture priming method was employed among Mainland Chinese college students to research into the dynamics of cultural knowledge application in intercultural settings.Hence，my study represents one of the initial attempts toward this end by looking into how their assumed multiple cultural knowledge systems function，what role cultural identity selections play，and how the intergroup aspect of intercultural communication is played out，in an intercultural attribution task.


7.4　Tentative research hypothesis

This priming study，to be reported in great detail in the following pages，was a replication of the seminal work on bicultural individuals conducted by Hong and colleagues（2000）among Chinese college students in a cosmopolitan city.It was aimed to call out associated cultural systems via cultural icons to examine the effect of the cultural systems on attribution（social judgment）.

There are several reasons for selecting Chinese cosmopolitan college students as research subjects.First，college students are an essential part of the educational and institutional process where values socialization plays an explicit role，and they are consistently the vanguard of new socio-cultural experiences.Students are considered to be the intersection where cultural values of various types，traditional，modern，and postmodern，converge and diverge and are presumably at the leading edge of social change（Schwartz，1992）.This is especially true with those Chinese youngsters who have been exposed to a society where“decades of unparalleled double-digit economic development concurrent with rapid global exposure and integration”（Hofstede，2012）.A meaningful question that could be asked is to what extent these students have been Westernized and how much Chinese-ness they still hold.

Second，the wide accessibility of modern information technology such as the Internet has exposed these students to more than one national culture；“culture”to them can hardly be defined in terms of language，ethnicity，and geography.The extensive media exposure enables them to acquire values，norms，beliefs，and thought patterns that may be predominant in other national cultures.Third，cosmopolitans in China invariably enjoy a higher level of modernization and Westernization than small and medium-sized cities.Living and studying in such locations means that the impact of Euro-American social constructs is often extensive.Furthermore，these college students have supposedly been exposed more to the English language and its related cultures given their long years of English learning and good mastery of the language.Research has shown that foreign language learning is closely associated with cultural identity（life styles，values，etc.）construction.For example，Lambert（1974）proposed the notion of“additive bilingualism”，which denotes that“the native language and cultural identity are maintained while the target language and cultural identity are acquired；the two co-exist and function in different communicative situations”（Gao，2007：101）.

Despite their extensive exposure to Western influence and the accompanying Westernization in some aspects of their self-concept and value preferences，there is no evidence that Chinese college students have forsaken Chinese core values and discarded their primary Chinese identity（e.g.，Kulich&Zhu，2004；Xu，1999），which is consistent with Yang’s（1986）finding on the co-existence of traditionality and modernity among Taiwanese students.Contemporary Chinese college students in cosmopolitan cities may be better regarded as a group of biculturally socialized individuals in an increasingly globalized society.

Based on the above reasoning，it could be argued that these Mainland Chinese students in some way are similar to Hong Kong Chinese university students in terms of cultural identity configuration.Although their bicultural identity may not be as salient as those of their Hong Kong counterparts，they at least have internalized two different cultural knowledge systems which function in different situations.Hence I hypothesized that when given a bicultural identity related task，these mainland Chinese college students will likewise involve in a kind of culture frame switching process.That is，their responses will assimilate into the primed culture.


7.5　Pilot study and modified hypothesis

A pilot study was conducted among 50students from a key language university in a large Chinese city.Among them，26majored in accounting and 24in trade.These students generally demonstrated a very high level of English.The experiment was performed by a Chinese instructor of English in two separate classes that she taught.Participants were first shown Chinese or American cultural icons and then asked to write 6statements about Chinese or American culture.When the statements were finished，an attribution measure was immediately distributed to the students.

The responses yielded by the 26accounting majors in the Chinese priming condition were then compared with those by the 24trade majors in the American priming condition.The results seemed to suggest that，contrary to my expectations，the participants’responses were contrastive rather than assimilative，i.e.，those primed with Chinese culture seemed to use more individual attributions than those primed with American culture whereas those primed with American culture seemed to use more group attributions than those in the Chinese priming condition.

The results were not reliable for at least two reasons.First，the participants were not randomly assigned.As a result，variables such as the field of study could not be held constant.Moreover，even if they were in the same major，classroom cultures could still have an impact on their response style because these two classes were rather fixed due to the inflexible curriculum design.Second，a neutral priming condition was not created，which significantly handicapped statistical analysis.Differences between priming conditions，if any，could simply not be meaningfully interpreted and understood.

Despite the methodological deficiencies，the pilot study may have suggested a response pattern that is worth confirming in a more scientific experiment.Hence，I modified the research hypothesis accordingly：

H1—The attribution responses of the participants are contrastive to the primed culture.

To increase the homogeneity of participants in terms of cultural background，I recruited a group of students who are Shanghai natives（either from the city proper or the suburban areas）.


7.6　Method

7.6.1　Subjects

Ninety-nine（99）three-year diploma（vo-tech）sophomore English majors（M age=20.14；Age Range：19-22；SD=.51；26males and 73females）at a medium-sized language university in Shanghai participated in the experiment.All of them are Shanghai natives，with 81students coming from the city proper while the remaining 18from suburban areas of Shanghai.If the participants in the pilot study were“best English learners”in Gao’s（2007）sense，then those in the present research were“ordinary English learners”.They were randomly assigned to three priming conditions（Chinese，American，and neutral）and completed two tasks.


7.6.2　Culture and neutral primes and the social attribution task

Cultural icons used in the present study were adapted from what was used in Hong et al.（2000）.In each priming condition，seven cultural icons were selected that are supposedly representative of the culture and are familiar to the participants（see Figure 7and Figure 8）.Furthermore，the seven icons in one condition tend to be conceptually connected with those in the other condition，although not in a very strict sense.For example，the Chinese dragon corresponds to the American eagle，Chinese taiji（shadowboxing）to American football，the Chinese Great Wall to the American Statue of Liberty，Confucius to American president Abraham Lincoln，Chinese calligraphy to the American cartoon figure Mickey Mouse，and so forth.It is important to note，however，that Chinese cultural icons are rather traditional or even ancient，suggesting that the Chinese culture these icons triggered are traditional rather than contemporary Chinese culture.

The seven pictures used in the neutral priming condition are different types of clouds suggestive of different metrological conditions（see Figure 9）.Because they are irrelevant to culture，they were used to understand how the participants would respond to a task in a condition where the concept of culture is not made explicitly known.The results emerging from this condition can thus be viewed as default tendencies of participants’responses.

The attribution task（see Figure 10），which was adapted from Morris and Peng（1994），was exactly the same as in Hong et al.（2000）.The realistic picture depicts that one fish is swimming in front of a school of fish.The reason why the fish is swimming ahead of other fish is to be marked on a 12-point scale.A score of 1suggests that the participant is very confident that it is because the one fish is leading the other fish（a dispositional attribution），and a score of 12means that the participant is very confident that it is because the one fish is being chased by the other fish（a situational attribution）.

[image: ]


Figure 7：（Traditional）Chinese cultural icons
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Figure 8：American cultural icons
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Figure 9：Neutral primes
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Figure 10：A social attribution task（Source：Hong et al.，2000：714）


7.6.3　Procedures

（注：This section is based on the procedures Hong suggested：http://www3.ntu.edu.sg/home/YYHong/priming.html）

The experimenter first told the participants in the Chinese and American priming conditions that they were going to complete two tasks.Each participant was first given the Chinese statement or American statement questionnaire on which these words are printed：“Suppose you are asked about the characteristics of Chinese（American）culture by someone who knows nothing about it.How would you describe it？Write ten statements to describe Chinese（American）culture.Before you start，we will show you some pictures related to Chinese（American）culture.These pictures may give you some ideas.You may want to but do not have to describe these pictures in your answer.”The questionnaire also included demographic information on gender and age（see Appendixes 7.1and 7.2）.The experimenter read to the participants the same instructions as printed on the questionnaire.

In the neutral priming condition，each participant received a similar questionnaire on which these words were printed：“Please write ten statements to describe the characteristics of meteorology.Before you start，we will show you some pictures related to meteorology.These pictures may give you some ideas.You may want to but do not have to describe these pictures in your answer.”The procedures are exactly the same as in the culture priming conditions（see Appendix 7.3）.

Subsequently，each participant received a copy of cultural icons or neutral pictures corresponding to their priming condition.They were given 10minutes to write the statements.This procedure allowed them to think carefully about the culture.However，I did not push them to complete the ten sentences.When time was up，I immediately handed out the attribution measure（see Appendix 7.4）because，according to Hong，priming effects decay quickly（effects may only last for about 10minutes after the priming procedures）.The participants ticked the score on the 12-point scale and provided information on gender and age as well.


7.6.4　Data analysis

The data were analyzed using SPSS Statistics 17.0.One-way ANOVA was performed to compare the variances of means of confidence in situational attributions across priming conditions.Univariate analysis was also performed to further test between-groups effects and between-subjects effects（i.e.，interaction between gender and priming）.


7.7　Results

The means and standard deviations are presented in Table 5.Figure 11provides a visual representation of the means of confidence in situational attributions.For more detailed distribution of means and standard deviations across priming conditions，see Table 6.

The analysis of variance revealed a significant between-groups difference，F（2，96）=3.25，p=.043.

Table 5：Situational attribution scores across priming conditions
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Post hoc tests revealed that the group in Chinese priming condition differ significantly from the group in American priming condition，t（96）=2.50，p=.014（2-tailed）.

The group in neutral condition had no significant difference compared with either the Chinese-primed group[t（96）=1.68，p=.097（2-tailed）]or the American-primed group[t（96）=-.79，p=.43（2-tailed）].However，the attributions made by the control group were more similar to those in the American priming condition than in the Chinese priming condition（as the comparison was marginally significant（p=.097）.

To understand whether the priming effect was a result of gender effect，between-subjects effects were tested.Although females made more situational attributions than males，F（1，97）=4.84，p=.03，gender did not interact with priming，F（2，96）=.31，p=.97.Figure 12offers a visual representation of the zero interaction effect between gender and priming.
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Figure 11：Confidence in situational attributions across priming conditions

Table 6：Distribution of means and standard deviations across the priming conditions

[image: ]


[image: ]


[image: ]


Figure 12：Gender and priming interaction effect

Comparing with the study conducted by Hong et al.（2000），one striking similarity is that the mean attribution score in the American condition was around 4.8in both experiments（see Figure 13）.It is the mean score in the Chinese condition in the present study that differs substantially from the mean in theirs（see Figure 14）.Based on this，the contrast effect seems to be a contrastive reaction specifically to the Chinese prime which is very traditional.
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Figure 13：Confidence in situational attributions reported in Hong et al.’s，2000
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Figure 14：Comparison of confidence in situational attributions between the present study and Hong et al.’s study（2000）

The control group in the present study did not make more situational attributions than the American-primed group（in fact，they made slightly fewer）.In contrast，the control participants in Hong’s experiment did make more situational attributions.Therefore，the default tendency found here is also different—it is almost as if the contemporary default tendency were to make more internal attributions.

The findings in this priming study thus have partially confirmed the research hypothesis.Contrast effect was especially salient in the traditional Chinese priming condition but rather minor in the American priming condition given the slightly fewer situational attributions made compared with the temporary default tendency.


7.8　Discussion

The study on Chinese Americans and Hong Kong Chinese by Hong and colleagues（2000）and mine on mainland cosmopolitan Chinese college students reported here both have confirmed the utility of the process model of intercultural communication in terms of how temporary accessibility influences cultural knowledge application.As was shown in the experiment，when either Chinese or American culture was primed，the related cultural knowledge came to the fore of participants’mind，resulting in behavioral consequences.Given the statistically significant differences found in participants’confidence in situational attributions between the Chinese-primed and American-primed groups，it can be said that temporary accessibility of cultural knowledge does increase the likelihood of its application.In the American priming condition，participants had almost the same confidence in situational attributions as the Chinese Americans in the study conducted by Hong et al.（2000），which suggests that，in this fish behavior task，when their knowledge of American culture was triggered，the impact of the knowledge was almost identical in both situations.

At a macro level，findings suggest that knowledge of differing cultures is accessible（multiplicity of knowledge systems）and which kind of knowledge is at work depends on specific circumstances（context-dependency）.Hence，individuals are not passive recipients of culture and cultural influence on behavior is not deterministic as the traditional static view of culture has implied；individuals can use cultural knowledge residing in their mind selectively for different purposes.

At a micro level，prior research on bicultural individuals has revealed seemingly contradictory response patterns in attribution.For example，the seminal studies conducted by Hong and her colleagues（1997，2000）have elicited assimilative responses from their subjects，which seem to conflict with findings in some classic studies on Hong Kong Chinese（e.g.，Bond&Cheung，1984；Yang&Bond，1980）and more recent studies on Chinese Americans in North America（e.g.，Benet-Martinez et al.，2002；No et al.，2008）.As Hong et al.（2010）noted，upon seeing some Chinese cultural icons，participants in these studies tended not to make more situational inferences from behavioral cues—an attribution style characteristic of the Chinese.In contrast，upon seeing some American cultural icons，these participants tended not to make more dispositional inferences from behavioral cues—an attribution style characteristic of the Americans.

This difference in response styles is often attributed to individual variations in dual identities management.In the case of the bicultural Chinese，Hong et al.（2010）argued that：

the Chinese can view the Chinese identity as a fixed，static，and non-historical entity.Alternatively，they can view it as a fluid，transforming，and historical concept....the Chinese who hold these two views of Chineseness manage their dual identities in very different ways：Relative to those who hold a static view，those who hold a fluid view of Chinese identity are more comfortable with claiming both Chinese identity and the identity of their region of settlement，and can comfortably switch between cultural frames.（p.25）

Compared with the studies noted above，the present“fish”study on native Shanghainese college students revealed a more complicated picture of how they manage their cultural identity and accordingly how they make inferences from behavioral cues along the situation and disposition continuum.The contrast effect found in the study was more associated with traditional Chinese culture rather than American culture.This finding bears some resemblance to what is surfacing from a doctoral research project undertaken by Rui Zhang（2013）.

For his experiment，the purpose was to use pictures to prime traditional versus contemporary Chinese culture.There were 2additional conditions—control and American culture.The dependent variable was a common measure of self-enhancement called better-than-average（BTA）measure.Basically，the more people are willing to say they are better than the average person on various traits，the stronger their tendency to present a positive self-image is.As one may well expect，research has shown that East Asians tend to show less BTA effect than North Americans.So a reasonable hypothesis was that when traditional Chinese culture is activated，Chinese should be least likely to show BTA effect.However，this was NOT what was found.When just comparing the two Chinese conditions，participants showed a stronger BTA effect in the traditional Chinese condition instead.This holds true for both independent and interdependent traits.And participants in the American condition also showed a stronger BTA effect.Taken together，what the results showed is that those in both traditional Chinese and American conditions were more willing to self-enhance compared with those in contemporary and control conditions.This pattern of results seems to be a contrast effect that is similar to what was found in my“fish”study.

Then how should we account for such intricacies in cultural knowledge application as reflected in my fish study？In terms of the contrast effect in the Chinese priming conditions，insights into cultural identification may be helpful.When their knowledge of traditional Chinese culture was activated，the participants may perceive the culture as too remote or irrelevant to the pop culture in which they are immersed.They may not identify with this culture or they may think that they do not belong to this culture.Therefore，perhaps without their conscious awareness，they gave contrastive responses in the interpretation of fish behavior（more internal attributions，a tendency contrastive of Chinese culture’s inclination toward more situational attributions）.

In terms of the contemporary default tendency that was to make slightly more internal attributions than in the American priming condition and considerably fewer internal attributions than in the Chinese priming condition，one explanation is that the participants in the present study had a much stronger overall tendency toward internal attributions than either Chinese Americans or Hong Kong Chinese who participated in previous research.When primed with American culture，their Chinese cultural identity may become slight more salient than otherwise，realizing that they do not belong to this culture although they might strongly identify with it.Therefore，their responses were marginally affected.Compared with American culture，the traditional Chinese culture seems to pose a sharper contrast with the“imagined worlds”and“imagined communities”in which contemporary Chinese youth live，worlds and communities that overlap with modern configuration of space，time and culture“on the basis of the cultural images and possibilities for identity that are presented to them”（Appadurai，1995，cited in Spreckels&Kotthoff，2007：434）.Thus，the contrast effect may be viewed as a rebellious reaction toward the former without their conscious awareness.

It is noteworthy that cultural identity moderates the application of cultural knowledge.The findings in the present study seem to suggest that when exposed to American culture and traditional Chinese culture，participants had a rather ambivalent attitude toward the two cultures.Overall，they appeared to identify more with American culture than the traditional Chinese culture.On the one hand，they accepted American culture as real and relevant to their daily life and thus had a very similar response to it compared to some Chinese Americans or Hong Kong Chinese.However，when their American culture was triggered，their Chinese cultural identity also became salient.The dynamic of how they managed two cultures and maybe two cultural identities merits further research.On the other hand，when they were shown traditional Chinese cultural images（like Confucius’portrait and Beijing Opera），their modern Chineseness may come to the fore in their mind.They may have rejected this part of Chinese culture as rather irrelevant to their daily life and thus provided contrastive responses in the task.

Examining the research findings within the frame of language and identity may be helpful in understanding cultural knowledge application.Hong et al.’s（2000）culture frame switching theory is seemingly consistent with Lambert’s（1974）notion of“additive bilingualism”，which denotes that“the native language and cultural identity are maintained while the target language and cultural identity are acquired；the two co-exist and function in different communicative situations”（Gao，2007：101）.However，Lambert’s conceptualization of additive bilingualism is often associated with people belonging to a dominant，majority group who acquire a new language and culture without compromising their own language and culture（Noels，et al.，2011）.Hence，this theory seems inadequate in explaining cultural frame switching on the part of the Chinese Americans who obviously belong to a subordinate，minority group in North America.

Drawing on Lambert’s work，Gao（2001，2002）proposed the concept of“productive bilingualism”，arguing that“the competence in native and target languages/cultures enhance each other；the learner benefits from a general cognitive and affective growth and increased creativity”（Gao，2007：101）.Empirical studies have been focused on Chinese“best English learners”as well as“ordinary English learners”and the results were generally found to be supportive of what has been hypothesized on the basis of this notion（Gao，2007）.

Because the subjects in my study belong to the category of what Gao viewed as“ordinary English learners”，it is deemed meaningful to relate my findings to her theory and see how language and cultural competence interact with cultural identity among those language learners.Taking factors other than the English language into account，we saw our participants manage their cultural identity the way that may be quite different from what Gao has envisioned.Given the contrast effect found in my study，those students did not seem to be at ease with the multiplicity of cultural identities，nor did they show any sign of productiveness in dealing with their task.Instead，they involved in a kind of cultural identity struggle process，where they have shown an ambivalent attitude toward American culture and a rather negative attitude toward traditional Chinese culture.


7.9　Chapter summary

This chapter was devoted to a study designed to explore the role of temporary accessibility in cultural knowledge application as well as how motivation and cultural identity moderate this process.The study looked specifically at how American and Chinese traditional cultures，when primed，influence participants’social attribution along the disposition and situation continuum.The findings suggest that there was a significant difference in the responses between the American-primed group and the Chinese-primed group.When primed with American culture，participants yielded minor contrastive responses.When primed with Chinese culture，participants yielded strong contrastive responses.Thus the hypothesis was partially confirmed.One dynamic aspect of intercultural communication—temporary accessibility of cultural knowledge—as revealed in the process model has found empirical support.

In the next chapter，I will report Study II and Study III.


Chapter 8　Initial Tests of the cultural Process Model of IC（2）：Studies II and III

In this chapter，I will report Studies II and III that were conducted to further test the validity and utility of the cultural process model of intercultural communication.Study I discussed in Chapter 7deals primarily with the role of temporary accessibility of cultural knowledge in an intercultural context.Studies II and III focus respectively on how chronic accessibility of cultural knowledge is moderated by contextual factors，and how perceived applicability of cultural knowledge conflicts with the appropriateness of its use and what consequences this incongruence brings in actual intercultural interaction.


8.1　Study II

Research on chronic accessibility often centers on the frequency of use of cultural knowledge.It is generally understood that repeated use of cultural knowledge may result in higher chronic accessibility which，in turn，may lead to more frequent application.But this line of research，according to Hong et al.（2003），is static rather than dynamic because the process of how it is applied is not examined.For example，although chronically accessible cultural knowledge is more likely endorsed and applied in judgment contexts，contextual cues may alter this pattern.The present experiment was designed to reveal how contextual cues moderate the chronic accessibility of cultural values that are embedded in self-selected proverbs and sayings.Among others，two things are distinctive in this experiment：the proverb sampling method and the intercultural communication dimension of the experiment.


8.1.1　The proverb sampling method

Because culture is understood as networks of knowledge shared among a collection of interconnected people，it is logical to identify knowledge structures（e.g.，values，norms，beliefs）that are widely shared in a cultural group（Hong，2009）.In this experiment，I focus on cultural values.Given their elusive nature，I resort to proverbs and popular sayings because they are a typical cultural product，widely shared among cultural members.They carry evaluative，prescriptive or proscriptive values prevalent in the culture and are embedded in many conversation scripts.Therefore，they are an important linguistic carrier of cultural knowledge（Ho&Chiu，1994；Zhang&Zhang，2001；Zormeier&Samovar，1997）.Proverbs store and transmit accepted wisdom developed over history，offering advice and recommended courses of action.Because proverbs typically address important dilemmas life brings，they often raise topics and themes of considerable interest.Examining people’s reactions to the ideas communicated in proverbs can offer ripe ground for bringing to light differences across socio-cultural groups（Kohls，2001；Kohls&Knight，1994；Kulich，2011）.

A growing number of studies have looked at values through self-selected proverbial phrases（Kulich，1997，1998；Weng，2008；Weng&Kulich，2009）.In these studies，researchers culled sayings-in-use by asking participants to write down 8or so proverbs and sayings that they deem important to them and sorted them out according to frequencies of selection.Top sayings were content analyzed and compared with established value inventories.The broad landscape of entries was also examined to identify the general trend of value distributions.

One advantage of this line of research is its ability to reveal the multiplicity of cultural knowledge systems in individuals’knowledge repertories.Viewed from a dynamic process perspective，culture spreads across space and time rather than is rigidly defined in terms of language，geography，and demography.As illustrated in the cultural process model of intercultural communication，a communicator’s cultural knowledge repertoire may not be restricted to their heritage culture.Individuals may acquire cultural knowledge from more than one culture as a result of increased global connectivity.The proverb sampling method offers possibilities to understand how individuals react to influences from many different cultures.For example，in one study（Weng，2008），a group of Chinese university sophomores majoring in English was surveyed.The top sayings list they yielded revealed a juxtaposition of traditionality and modernity as well as Chinese and Western value orientations.

Another advantage of the proverb sampling method is that it allows us to look into value shifts and cultural change.For example，Weng（2008）compared his top sayings list with Kulich’s（1997）in terms of value content，revealing a shift from a mixed value orientation to a more defined individualism.In Kulich’s study，the conflicting co-existence of values of ambition，fate and contentment seems to signal respondents’ambivalent attitudes toward their lives：an inner desire to become successful is coupled with confusion，fear，and worry on the incontrollable outside world.In contrast，the top sayings list in the 2008study glares with a strong sense of individualism as values such as independence，self-confidence，and determination are manifested.

Although values embedded in participants’top sayings do not necessarily constitute the core of their cultural knowledge repertoire，these sayings and accompanying values likely have higher chronic accessibility than other values，because values-laden sayings spontaneously retrieved from memory exemplify values that are presumably important to the context and widely shared among cultural members.However，this is still a static view of chronic accessibility because the potential impact of contextual factors on it has not yet been considered.Hence，one of the goals of the present experiment is to address this impact.


8.1.2　The IC dimension of the experiment

In the present experiment，experimenters（two male instructors of English and intercultural communication）served as culture primes.Research has established that the presence of and the instructions given by the experimenter can activate bicultural individuals’knowledge of the culture the experimenter represents（Bond&Yang，1982；Yang&Bond，1980）.For example，when participants saw a native English speaker and heard him talk，their cultural frame associated with the English language was likely activated，leading to behavioral consequences.

It should be noted，however，that the presence of a foreign experimenter simultaneously creates an environment for intercultural communication.Several consequences could be expected from this intercultural encounter.According to Gudykunst and Kim’s（2003）model，the participants were basically communicating with a stranger at this time；they tended to rely on their heritage culture（Chinese culture）to make sense of the communicative situation，whereas the experimenter tended to rely on his heritage culture（American culture）to make sense of the communicative situation.The challenge in communication lied mainly in the differences between the two perceptual worlds developed in two different cultural systems.

Another possible consequence is that the foreign experimenter may bring“audience effect”or“overriding effect”among the participants.When seeing him，the respondents became highly aware of what he expected from them.They selected what they thought the experimenter would want from their cultural knowledge repertoire（for example，individualistic values）when completing the questionnaire.In other words，the culture prime（the experimenter）in the experiment has led to responses that are assimilative into the primed culture.

It is also likely that，in this intercultural encounter，the Chinese students would want to affirm their Chinese cultural identity in front of a Westerner.Although the experimenter’s presence increased the accessibility of their English language cultural frame or cultural knowledge，the participants thought that they do not belong to that cultural group and thus provided contrastive responses（e.g.，downplaying the importance of individualistic value orientations）.

In belief，the present experiment exposed participants to a real intercultural communication situation.Using proverbs as a window into culture，we seek to understand the dynamic interaction of cultural knowledge application，cultural identity management，and communication accommodation.


8.1.3　Research hypotheses

Based on the findings obtained from Study I，I hypothesize that contrast effect will also appear in the chronic accessibility of cultural knowledge in the experiment.This effect will be prominent at two levels.In terms of the general distribution of self-selected sayings，the American-primed group will produce a more homogenous collection of sayings than the Chinese-primed group，because the first group wants to either affirm their Chinese cultural identity or“please”their audience by providing more traditional and more widely circulated Chinese proverbial phrases even at the expense of their personal relevance.In contrast，the Chinese-primed group will yield a less homogenous sayings pool than the American-primed group，because they want to affirm their“global identity”in front of a Chinese experimenter who seems to be interested in the traditional aspect of Chinese culture to which they may not give high regard as revealed in Study I（although it was not explicitly stated in the questionnaire that sayings are restricted to a Chinese origin；in fact，English sayings appeared in previous studies as well）.

In terms of value content，the contrast effect can be examined along the individualism-collectivism continuum，given the most widely studied and accepted cultural differences between the West and the East（see Weng，in press）.Analyzing the value content of the top sayings lists derived from the two priming conditions may reveal the response patterns of the two primed groups.

Based on the above reasoning，two hypotheses are advanced：

H 1—The sayings pool the American-primed group has generated is statistically more converged than the sayings pool the Chinese-primed group has generated.

H 2—（a）The value content of the top sayings list derived from the American priming condition exhibits a stronger collectivist orientation than the value content of the top sayings list derived from the Chinese priming condition；（b）the value content of the top sayings list derived from the Chinese priming condition exhibits a stronger individualist orientation than the value content of the top sayings list derived from the American priming condition.


8.1.4　Method

8.1.4.1　Subjects

One hundred and sixteen（116）university students（M age=20.86；Age Range：18-30；24males and 92females）participated in the research.They included 62undergraduate English majors from a medium-sized university in Hangzhou，22MA students majoring in English and communication，and 32three-year diploma（vo-tech）students of English，both from a medium-sized language university in Shanghai.

8.1.4.2　Procedures

Data collection involved two steps.In the first step，62Hangzhou students were randomly assigned into two priming conditions.In the first priming condition，a Chinese instructor gave oral instructions in Chinese.In the second priming condition，an American Caucasian instructor gave oral instructions in English.In the second step，22MA students and 32diploma students were randomly assigned respectively into the above stated two priming conditions，resulting in 27students（11MA students and 16diploma students）in the Chinese priming condition and 27（11MA students and 16diploma students）in the American priming condition.In the Chinese priming condition，I served as the administrator and gave oral instructions in Chinese.In the American priming condition，Dr.Kulich，an American Caucasian，gave oral instructions in English.The data collecting processes in the two steps are presumably consistent，although in the second step the American instructor might have given more emphasis on how eager he was to know the real thoughts from the students on the questions raised in the survey.The two phases of data collection were about two weeks apart.Gender effects on responses were automatically ruled out as，coincidently，in each condition there were 12males and 46females.

The questionnaire was written in Chinese to isolate the priming effect.It consisted of three parts.The first two parts were designed for other purposes，thus the results will not be reported here.In Part III，students were asked to generate 8sayings and maxims that guide the way they live their lives today and clarify each with a one-or two-word value summary（The experimenter was informed beforehand that if students asked whether English proverbs are acceptable，the answer would be“yes.”）.Finally they were asked to provide demographic information.The average time spent completing the whole survey was about 20minutes.It is estimated that on average it took participants about 15minutes to generate eight proverbial statements.

Sayings and their value summaries in the two priming conditions were transferred into a computer.In case of widely used sayings being expressed in slightly different ways，modification was involved to ensure consistency in expression.Sayings were then sorted according to frequency of selection in two ways.First，the whole sayings pool was sorted.Second，the first three entries of each participant in the priming condition were also sorted.Finally，two top sayings lists derived from the data pool and another two lists derived from the first three entries were analyzed and compared respectively.


8.1.5　Data analysis and results

8.1.5.1　Comparing the two data pools

In the Chinese priming condition，participants generated a total of 459sayings.The average selections were 7.91statements（of a desired 8.0a 98.9%completion rate）.Among the 459sayings，26were written in English，which account for 5.7%of the total.By integrating items and organizing them by selection frequency，318sayings were found to be distinct.Table 7provides a summary of the frequencies of statement selection across the sample.

In the American priming condition，a total of 464sayings were generated by the participants.The average selections were 8statements（a 100%completion rate）.Among the 464sayings，16were written in English，which accounts for 3.4%of the total.By eliminating repetitions，266sayings were found to be distinct.Table 8provides a summary of the frequencies of statement selection across the sample.

Table 7：Frequencies of statement selection in the Chinese priming condition（total entries）
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Table 8：Frequencies of statement selection in the American priming condition（total entries）
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A comparison between the two saying pools yielded some intriguing results.With an extremely high completion rate in both conditions（a perfect rate in the American priming condition），the two groups generated almost an identical number of sayings（only 5fewer in the Chinese priming condition）.However，the two groups differ significantly in terms of the number of distinct statements.Compared with the Chinese primed group（318），the American primed group（266）had 19.5%fewer distinct statements.A total of 257sayings had only one hit in the Chinese priming condition compared with 191in the American priming condition（34.6%fewer）.In other words，61sayings had at least 2hits in the Chinese priming condition，which accounts for 44%of the total entries，whereas 75sayings had at least 2hits in the American priming condition，which accounts for 58.8%of the total entries.

The numbers of shared sayings and singular entries are as follows：
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A chi-square test based on the above saying distribution in the two priming conditions indicates that the sayings generated by the American primed group were significantly more converged than those generated by the Chinese primed group，X2
 （1，n=923）=20.31，p＜.001.

Frequencies of statement selection based on the first three entries show a similar pattern.In the Chinese priming condition，there were 140distinct sayings，compared with 117in the American priming condition.Among the 140sayings generated by the Chinese-primed group，123had only one hit whereas in the American priming condition，only 91were singular entries.Tables 9and 10provide the distribution details.

Table 9：Frequencies of statement selection in the Chinese priming condition（first three entries）
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Table 10：Frequencies of statement selection in the American priming condition（first three entries）
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The numbers of shared and not shared“first three sayings”are as follows：
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A chi-square test based on the above saying distributions in the two priming conditions indicates that the collection of first three sayings generated by the American primed group was significantly more converged than that generated by the Chinese primed group，X2
 （1，n=348）=12.43，p＜.001.

In sum，saying selections in the American priming condition were considerably more homogenous than in the Chinese priming condition.Thus，the first hypothesis was confirmed.It appears that the American-primed group resorted to widely circulated Chinese cultural knowledge more than the Chinese-primed group when dealing with the task.The Chinese-primed group，in contrast，seems to have drawn more on their personal experiences，resulting in more diffuse entries.

8.1.5.2　Comparing the two top sayings lists

To have two relatively comparable top sayings lists，a cut-point of frequency at 3choices was sought in the Chinese priming condition，yielding 28statements with hits totaling 160；in the American priming condition，a cut-point of frequency at 4was imposed，resulting in a total of 24sayings with altogether 157hits.The value content of these two lists of sayings was then examined along the individualist and collectivist value continuum because it is the most salient cultural difference between the East and the West（e.g.，Triandis，2014；Weng，in press）.

The analytical tool consists of ten SVS values（Schwartz，1992，1994）isolated by Triandis（1994）for differentiating between individualism and collectivism，with five reflecting the broad individualist orientation（national security，family security，honoring elders and parents，self-discipline，and obedience）and five reflecting the broad collectivist orientation（freedom，a varied life，an exciting life，choosing own goals，and independence）.The multiple dimensions of the value orientation are thus underscored.Table 11provides the details.

The embedded values of the sayings in the two lists were coded.Sayings reflecting broad value orientations of individualism and collectivism were identified.

In the Chinese priming condition，among the top 28sayings（see Appendix 8.1），three sayings with a total of 14hits were found to reflect the individualist value orientation（accounting for 8.8%of the total hits），and nine sayings with a total of 45hits were found to be collectivism-oriented（accounting for 28.1%of the total hits）.Of these nine sayings，one（众人拾柴火焰高Many hands make the work light）did not fit any of the five collectivist values but apparently expressed the importance of collective effort（see Table 12for details）.

Table 11：The ten SVS values and their corresponding sayings

[image: ]


[image: ]


Table 12：Top sayings based on the total entries in the Chinese priming condition
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Collectivism：45/160=28.1%；Individualism：14/160=8.8%

Table 13：Top 20plus sayings based on the total entries in the American priming condition
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Collectivism：27/157=17.2%；Individualism：4/157=2.5%

In the American priming condition，of the top 24sayings（see Appendix 8.2），one saying with 4hits was found to reflect an individualist value orientation（accounting for 2.5%of the total hits），and four sayings with a total of 27hits were found to be associated with collectivism（accounting for 17.2%of the total hits）.For details，see Table 13.

The frequency distribution of sayings denoting collectivism and individualism respectively is as follows：
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A chi-square test showed no difference in the distribution of individualist and collectivist values between the two top sayings lists，X2
 （1，n=90）=1.49，p＞.05.Due in part to the discrepancies in cut-points of frequency，there was a considerably higher percentage of both individualist and collectivist value content（individualism 8.8%；collectivism 28.1%）in the Chinese priming condition than in the American priming condition（individualism 2.5%；collectivism 17.2%）.However，in both conditions，the collectivist value orientation was stronger than the individualist value orientation.

8.1.5.3　Comparing the Two Top Sayings lists Derived from the First Three Entries

Proverbs and sayings may have been assimilated outside a person’s clear consciousness，so generating eight of them can be mind-straining.It is likely that the first ones，given their higher retrievability，are more important to the participants or more relevant to the context than those at the bottom of the list，which may have been generated just for the sake of filling the space（this was confirmed in my talk with some of the participants after the experiment）.In addition，it was indicated in the questionnaire that entries are expected to be organized in the order of importance.Hence，the first three entries have arguably more personal significance to the participant than the remaining.Accordingly，the first three entries of each participant in each priming condition were isolated and calculated.

Because of the large asymmetry of saying distribution in the two pools and the overall diffuse distribution patterns，cut-points of frequency have proven to be of little use for saying comparison（e.g.，if a cut-point of frequency at 2choices is sought，there will be 26sayings in the American priming condition but only 17in the Chinese condition）.Therefore，a pair of more arbitrary top 10sayings lists were produced.The total hits in the Chinese condition were 37whereas in the American condition，51，revealing the same pattern that saying selections were more converged in the latter.

The embedded values of the sayings in the two lists were coded.Sayings reflecting broad value orientations of individualism and collectivism were identified based on Schwartz’s 10values as described above.

As Table 14has shown，in the Chinese priming condition，of the 10sayings（see Appendix 8.3），three sayings with a total of 6hits were found to contain individualist values（accounting for 16.2%of the total hits），and three sayings with a total of 13hits were found to be associated with collectivism（accounting for 35.1%of the total hits）.

In the American priming condition，of the top 10sayings（see Appendix 8.4），no saying was found to reflect an individualist value orientation，and two sayings with a total of 9hits were found to be associated with collectivism（accounting for 17.6%of the total hits）.Table 15has provided the details.

Table 14：Top 10sayings based on the first three entries in the Chinese priming condition
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Collectivism：13/37=35.1%；Individualism：6/37=16.2%

Table 15：Top 10sayings based on the first three entries in the American priming condition
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Collectivism：9/51=17.6%；Individualism：0

A comparison between the two sayings lists suggested that，perhaps due to the discrepancies in cut-points of frequency，there was a considerably higher percentage of both individualist and collectivist value content（individualism 21.6%；collectivism 35.1%）in the Chinese priming condition than in the American priming condition（individualism：0；collectivism：17.6%）.Further，in both conditions，the collectivist value orientation was stronger than the individualist value orientation.However，relative to the individualist value orientation（21.6%compared with 35.1%collectivist values）in the Chinese priming condition，it is non-existent in the American priming condition.

The frequency distribution of sayings respectively denoting collectivism and individualism is as follows：
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A chi-square test showed marginally significant difference in the distribution of individualist and collectivist values between the two top sayings lists，X2
 （1，n=28）=3.62，p=.057.Thus the second hypothesis was partially confirmed.It seems to suggest that in front of the American experimenter the students showed no desire to assimilate their responses into the American culture.On the contrary，they may have wanted to affirm their Chinese cultural identity or to“please”their audience by giving Chinese sayings that stress collectivism.This finding is consistent with the overall saying distribution pattern discovered in the previous analysis.


8.1.6　Discussion

Methodologically speaking，the questionnaire was exactly the same in terms of language and content in the two priming conditions.This practice has ruled out language as a rival variable and isolated the experimenter as the sole culture prime.Furthermore，random assignment exercised in the experiment enabled us to control demographic variables such as age and educational background，leading to the conclusion that differences in responses are a result of the impact of the experimenters as culture primes.

Although the experimenter’s individual characteristics and participants’familiarity with the experimenter may have a role in participants’responses，this role should be relatively minor compared with experimenters’nationality and heritage culture.When the questionnaire was administered by a Chinese experimenter，Chinese culture the experimenter represented became the default context in which they responded to the questions raised in the questionnaire.They may be consciously aware or unaware of Chinese culture in their mind when dealing with the task，but its impact on their responses is almost certain.

When the questionnaire was administered by an American，American culture became highly salient.Chinese participants’responses could move to two different directions depending on how they responded to the primed culture.First，participants may assimilate their responses to the primed culture because of their identification with it.In the case of self-selecting proverbs and sayings，participants’entries may demonstrate a strong individualistic value orientation.Second，participants may contrast their responses to the primed culture because they feel they do not belong to this culture.Consequently，their entries show a strong collectivistic value orientation.

The findings in the present experiment appeared to suggest a contrast effect similar to what was found in the fish study that was described in the previous chapter.Both the affirmation of the traditional Chinese culture as reflected in a more converged saying pool and a relatively weaker individualistic value orientation that the top sayings list demonstrated in the American priming condition attest to the fact that participants contrast rather than assimilate their responses into the primed culture.

This finding also resonates with the contrast effects found in some biculturalism-related classic studies in which experimenters were used as culture primes.For example，in one study（Yang&Bond，1980），Hong Kong Chinese participants were randomly assigned into two priming conditions and asked to complete a value survey.In one condition，the survey was written in English and administered by a Western experimenter.In the other condition，the survey was written in Chinese and administered by a Chinese experimenter.Participants in the Western experimenter condition showed stronger adherence to Chinese values than those in the Chinese experimenter condition did.This contrast effect was attributed to the participants’affirmation of their Chinese identity in the presence of the Westerner.In contrast，participants in the Chinese experimenter condition showed stronger adherence to Western values than did those in the Western experimenter condition.This contrast effect was understood as arising from the participants’desire to differentiate themselves from the Chinese.

The contrast effect found in the present experiment could be understood in the frame of communication accommodation.According to the communication accommodation theory（e.g.，Gallois et al.1995；Giles，Coupland and Coupland 1991），intergroup salience tends to be high in an intercultural encounter.When a Westerner collected data in a classroom，which does not often occur，participants who are used to working with a Chinese researcher in such cases invariably became more aware of the nationality and heritage culture of the Westerner rather than his or her individual characteristics.The contrast effect surfacing from the present experiment may thus be viewed as resulting from the divergent strategy that the participants employed to emphasize their Chinese identity.To do so，the participants may prefer more widely acceptable Chinese sayings to novel and up-to-date phrases with the result that the pool they yielded became more converged than otherwise.In addition，some participants downplayed the significance of individualistic values in their saying selection to keep aligned with the collectivism-oriented Chinese cultural tradition，as manifested in the analysis of the top 10sayings.

Paradoxically，the contrast effect can also be understood from the perspective of convergence.As noted，convergent strategies may be adopted to increase communication effectiveness.The participants，without their conscious awareness，may actually direct their work toward what they thought the American experimenter was expecting from them.In other words，they were under the impact of the“audience effect”.This cooperative communication pattern arises out of the concerns for smooth flow of interaction，communication effectiveness，goodwill，and possible identification with the American experimenter.

Based on the contrast effect found in the present experiment，it could be concluded that contextual factors do have an impact on the chronic accessibility of cultural knowledge（proverbs and sayings in this case）.Thus this dynamic aspect of culture has been revealed.Contextual constraints on chronic accessibility of cultural knowledge have important implications for values-through-self-selected-proverbs research.Prior research tends to assume a static view of values，with little attention paid to the experimenter effect on data collection.For example，in one study（Weng，2008）the data were collected by an American instructor in class.Among the top five sayings，two were found to be commercial slogans of international brands.The top 41sayings were analyzed on the basis of Schwartz’s individual-level value inventory.The results were interpreted as the participants’broad value orientation without considering the possible“audience effect”.Given culture’s dynamic nature，more careful interpretation of such data appears necessary.


8.2　Study III

The two priming studies discussed above have offered us a window into the contextual dynamics of cultural knowledge application and the role of cultural identity and motivation in perception and pen-and-paper communication.Questions then arise concerning the process of cultural knowledge application in face-to-face communication.In the present case study，I seek to explore the“over-tuning effect”that frequently occurs in intercultural communication and acculturation contexts using the cultural process model as the interpretive framework.

In today’s increasingly interconnected world，it seems that much intercultural miscommunication is not so much a result of different values，social norms or communication patterns between cultures as a result of inappropriate use of knowledge of the target culture as the communicator is motivated to accommodate in communication.One factor that often leads to such inappropriate use is that the communicator’s cultural knowledge is largely a collection of cultural stereotypes and misperceptions rather than actual and truthful facts about the target culture.Another factor is that，even though cultural knowledge is reliable，its contextual dependence is not adequately considered in application.

Cultural knowledge is applied when the communicator deems it applicable to the situation.If the communicator’s perceived applicability of knowledge of the target culture is in line with the norm of application that is prescribed by the culture，a smooth flow of interaction or effective communication may be ensured.However，when knowledge is but a set of overgeneralizations or stereotypes or misconceptions of the target culture，or when the communicator lacks sensitivity to the nuances of cultural meanings and pays no regard to contextual constraints on knowledge application，his or her perceived applicability of cultural knowledge will only lead to unfavorable communication outcomes.Thus，inappropriate use of cultural knowledge will naturally lead to miscommunication.Mindful communicators will learn the lessons from such communication experiences，trying to update their cultural knowledge repertoire，develop a healthy intercultural attitude，and cultivate their intercultural sensitivity.


8.2.1　What is“over-tuning effect”？

Tuning effect is common among individuals who find themselves in intercultural communication situations.It occurs when communicators consider their own norms，motives，and cognitive processes，become increasingly aware of their own perspectives in how they communicate，and subsequently alter their behaviors in order to achieve productive communication.Tuning effect entails either the development of shared，mutually acceptable ways of communication between the two parties（Chen，et al.，2005）or one party giving up his or her own culturally acceptable way of communication and attuning his or her behavior completely to the culture of the other party.These two ways bear some similarity to the two acculturation strategies highlighted in Berry’s（1997）intercultural adaptation model：integration and assimilation.Some people integrate the two cultures into a meaningful whole（integration）while others give up their own culture and embrace the new culture（assimilation）.

Successful“assimilation”strategies rely largely on the communicator’s fluency in the target culture.It involves not only a mastery of broad value orientations resulting from cross-cultural comparisons，but sensitivity to the subtle and nuanced variations within that culture.Cultural fluency is not a mere matter of accumulating cultural knowledge but a thorough understanding of how this knowledge is played out in concrete situations.However，this cultural fluency is not easy to attain.Often without their conscious awareness，individuals either under-tune or over-tune their communication behaviors.The under-tuning effect occurs when individuals take too much cultural similarity for granted.Although they claim to be acting according to the norms and standards of the target culture，their behavior is still under the strong influence of their host culture.

Over-tuning effect occurs when individuals“overplay”the target culture.Their behaviors are much too exaggerating to be appropriate or effective although they often consider as typical of the target culture.They often are not aware of the problem until communication fails.For example，in the first meeting of the semester，a Chinese university student came up to his new American instructor who was in his sixties，pat his shoulder，and asked，“Hey buddy，what books am I supposed to read for this class？”Feeling offended，the American instructor replied，“Who is your buddy？I am old enough to be your grandfather！”The student obviously overemphasized his knowledge of the US being a small power distance“culture”at the expense of the politeness rule.

A similar incident occurred to another American instructor who gives the following account：

The student was not in any of my classes.He had studied at the Overseas Training Center（OTC）for one term and I had met him incidentally when he came to the office I shared with one of his teachers.So we had only a nodding acquaintance at best.After that semester he stopped studying at the OTC but he was frequently seen in the neighborhood.I was told that he was studying English at“Crazy English”or some such commercial English training program that stressed vernacular English speech.I saw him from time to time on the street and we exchanged casual greetings in passing.Nothing more than that.This went on for over a year，but very infrequently.I was a little surprised to see him again and again because his relationship with the Center had ended.Maybe he still lived in the dormitory or something.I don’t really know.Anyway，it was in that context that he greeted me one day with“Hey guy，how’s it going？”I was somewhat taken aback and did not respond to his greeting at all.I thought to myself：“I am not your‘guy’.I’m a teacher and I’m old enough to be your grandfather.”but I didn’t say anything.That was the last communication we had.I think we passed each other on the street after that a couple times，but there was no exchange of any kind.I simply ignored him.

Similarly，the over-tuning effect in this story occurred when the Chinese student seemed to overplay the norm of casualness in American speech act.

In light of the rather frequent occurrence of such cases，my argument is that cultural over-tuning constitutes a major challenge facing well-educated cosmopolitan young Chinese people when communicating with Westerners，given the unequal power distribution between the East and the West as well as Chinese youngsters’motivation to identify with Western or“global”culture.Looking at cultural over-tuning from a cultural process perspective may contribute to our understanding of this rather subtle challenge.


8.2.2　The case

The case used in this study is a true story narrated by a friendly American teacher who speaks good Chinese and has great respect for Chinese culture.Here is his reflective account of what happened to him several years ago：

I actually taught two special classes of Chinese undergrads at the University.Both classes consisted of students who were supposedly advanced，and who had all come from a certain foreign language high school.Each student was a double major，first in one language and second in English.So most of them did not consider English as their focus，but nonetheless each of them actually had an impressive ability in English.In terms of their oral ability and naturalness in the language，they were superior to most English majors.

However，my experiences with them were not generally positive.Aside from the negative incident I will describe below，they were generally arrogant，not hard-working，and difficult to teach，especially the male students.In a word they had an entitled attitude—as if it was my privilege to be there teaching them instead of them having the opportunity to learn from me.I would describe this as exactly opposite of a positive intercultural attitude.A positive intercultural attitude would be one where the individual takes the attitude of a learner.These students as a class contradicted their position as students and instead behaved with ethnocentric and arrogant posture.

Probably，given a different context，many of the students would have behaved well and been good students，but put together with their high school classmates，and given a special status，they considered themselves above everyone else and were miserable to teach.This is ironic because there were several classes of English majors that very much wanted a foreign teacher to teach them，but were given none.In the past I had taught“regular”English majors and had very positive experiences.

The culmination with these“special”classes came in my last class day teaching them.Before class started，all of a sudden one student（he had been the most outspoken—but not in a very respectful way—all year）came forward.He said“we have something for you”.I could tell by some of the other responses that not everyone quite agreed that this was a good thing to do，and so that was the first thing that caught my attention.It is not unusual for a class of Chinese students to offer a small gift of thanks at the end of the semester，but usually the students are all excited about it and proud to be giving something.These students seemed unsure or perhaps divided.The female students seemed a little embarrassed，which makes me believe that they at least knew what the gift was，although they might not have totally concurred with it.

So the guy hands me this gift.It was poorly wrapped or maybe just in a bag（I can’t remember exactly）but that is another odd thing as most Chinese students would usually take a lot more pride in wrapping a gift nicely.Anyway，I opened it up and the first“gift”was a package of glow in the dark condoms.I was surprised.Shocked actually.Not because I think sex is off limits to talk about in class（quite the contrary，I would welcome a frank discussion，though it rarely happened since it is a taboo topic），but because it seemed so inappropriate at that moment.I assumed it must be some kind of joke and that there would be a punch line of some sort coming.No one offered anything by way of explanation except some small chuckles from some，and embarrassed expressions from others.So I pulled out the second“gift”which turned out to be a“dew”cap（a very tight form-fitting cap made of nylon，which is mostly worn by African-Americans in the U.S.I have no idea who wears them in China）.That apparently was also supposed to be some sort of joke，but I never got why they thought it was either funny or appropriate.The whole thing was probably over with in less than two minutes because they didn’t really have any explanations and I could tell some were embarrassed by it.So I just sort of pretended it didn’t happen，moved on and started class.

I have to say that I have received some less than perfect gifts from a couple of other male students.I think there was one who gave me a disposable razor or some other hygiene product.But that student clearly offered this gift as something I could use and he did it in private and he did it in a humble and respectful way.I appreciated the gesture—it seemed to me he was at least trying to offer something tangible to me to thank me for being his teacher and helping him.The condoms and dew cap though？I tried to receive it in that same spirit but I had a hard time coming up with an explanation.I should note that it was not the condoms per se that offended me.It was that they seemed to symbolize either a blatant disregard for me as their teacher or that they saw me as some sort of peer with whom they could casually and coarsely joke.

I half expected some sort of apology or explanation，at least from some of the members of the class who were less enthusiastic about the gifts.But as far as I remember，there never was any（they may have been too embarrassed to mention it）.I remember going back to my office still mystified about what happened and what it meant.I was still wondering if there was anything I could do with the gifts except throw them away.But to me they were totally useless and offensive.It was certainly no way to remember my teaching or my students.

As I reflect on that class，I wonder again about that incident and how it might all fit together.Those students were at that time a minority in the university I taught in because most students came from all over the country and were fairly traditional，hard-working，impoverished，and respectful.They also mostly saw their position in a“well-known”university as being fortunate and were determined to make the most of it.The problem with the special classes I taught，on the other hand，is that they were all from the same urban，relatively privileged background，all together in one class.

What could they have been thinking？Perhaps they had missed many of the cues and direct statements from me in class，where I communicated that I was a committed family man and husband，and so they then assumed that I must be someone who was interested in“playing”with Chinese girlfriends（as some foreigners reportedly do）.

But from a cultural perspective，their attitude was the first thing that was offensive and led to their mistake.Ironically，their knowledge of English（and possibly their familiarity with American culture through films，TV，or previous foreign teachers）may have also led to them 1）treating me with a lack of respect and 2）making wild assumptions about what might be a funny joke or inside barb.

For me personally，and I think even for Americans who come to China to teach with no background in Chinese culture，it is far preferable to interact with and teach Chinese students who have more traditional values and behavior.It makes me think that attitude may be more important to communicating across cultures than knowledge or ability.

One last thing I should add.The class did ask to take a picture with me at the end of class that day.At that point I did not have the best attitude toward them and actually did not really want to take a picture with them，partly because of the whole year of teaching them and especially because of the negative experience of the gift.But I did anyway.In retrospect，their request to take a picture may have been their attempt to let me know that they really did appreciate and respect me，and that they hoped I would not think badly of them.It was also an indication that they weren’t that different from the average Chinese undergrad after all.So I appreciate it for that.

In the next section，I will analyze this case using the cultural process model of intercultural communication that I proposed earlier.


8.2.3　Case analysis

8.2.3.1　Impact of individual factors and unique classroom context

A variety of socio-psychological and sociocultural processes operated at both personal and group levels in this case.Analyzing it from an intercultural or intergroup communication perspective does not rule out the validity and usefulness of non-cultural and non-communicative analyses.On the contrary，diverse perspectives are welcomed in order to achieve a more complete understanding of the dynamic interaction of factors that underlie this happening.

As discussed，the cultural process model acknowledges the fact that culture is not an elliptical contextual factor for understanding communication and that not all communicative behaviors are culture-related.To understand communicative behavior，non-cultural factors such as psychogenetic needs，individual experiences，family background，personality traits，and even character of the communicators should also be taken into consideration.For example，some people may have intercultural experiences while others may not.For those who have intercultural experiences，these experiences can be perceived as positive，negative，or neutral.Different perceptions of personal intercultural experiences in turn have different effects on future interaction of the same nature.In terms of personality and character，although the gift giver in this case acted as if he were representing the whole class，judging from the fact that“he had been the most outspoken-but not in a very respectful way-all year”，it is very likely that he was the initiator of the event.If he has assumed a certain degree of anti-culture-ness，he might just want to impress his classmates with his“boldness”at the expense of the instructor.

Furthermore，before we proceed to discuss the cultural dimension of the case，we also need to be aware of the fact that culture has many different levels.One prominent micro-level of culture that is often not considered in intercultural communication is classroom culture.As the instructor pointed out on several occasions in the case，the two classes he taught are special in that they had all been from a certain foreign language high school（meaning they were also from the same city）with high levels of English and yet“they were generally arrogant，not hard-working，and difficult to teach”.Their attitude toward the instructor was one of disrespectfulness.

It is quite difficult to imagine what kind of situation will emerge when a group of foreign language high school classmates or schoolmates who have been together for years ended up being in the same fixed class（due to the inflexibility of curriculum arrangements in some Chinese university）at a neighboring language university double-majoring in foreign languages.Familiarity surely brings boredom in almost all aspects of school life.Academically，unless they take real interest in foreign languages（in China majors are often not decided by students themselves if their performance in the national university entrance examination is not up to a certain level），it would be very difficult to keep their motivation at a high level.Also，as the instructor noted，in terms of their oral ability and naturalness of English，they were superior to most English majors.What could be imagined is that they had good language training in high school and that they may have had more than one foreign teacher.So having a foreign teacher in a university class was not something that they should be excited about.They may not take foreign teachers very seriously.

Another factor that influences the classroom culture is the discrepancy between high school and university in terms of teaching and learning environment.Chinese high schools，especially those in large cities，are notorious for their high academic pressure imposed on students and their university entrance examination-oriented teaching and learning practices.Conversely，Chinese universities generally follow a basic principle of“hard-to-get-in-and-easy-to-get-out”，which poses a sharp contrast with many Western universities from which it is harder to graduate.Thus Chinese universities can be a pitfall for those who hold a mentality of“now I can relax myself now that I finally made it to here”or for those who enjoyed the free admission（e.g.，students who have met a certain level of academic performance can enter the university to which their high school is attached without taking the national university entrance examination）.Only those who are self-disciplined and treasure the opportunity will make the most of their university education.However，the two classes in the case very likely consist of a considerable portion of“free admission”students with low motivation levels.That could account for the difficulty in teaching them and the instructor’s general negative experiences.

Despite the fact that no communication is free from the influence of personal factors and micro-level culture and context，it can be equally assumed that no communication is acultural，i.e.，there is bound to be some elements in communication that have to do with cultures that are above the micro-level.In the next section，I use the cultural process model of intercultural communication to illustrate what role cultural knowledge plays in the communication process.

8.2.3.2　Cultural knowledge application and human agency

The cultural dimension of the case becomes evident if we as Chinese reflect on the possibility of such happening to a Chinese instructor.I suppose we can easily agree that the chance for such disrespectful thing to happen is very rare because Chinese culture has traditionally valued honoring elders and teachers.When this happened to an American teacher，the role of culture apparently became highly salient.

Confronted with a task of intercultural communication，individuals often resort to their cultural tool kit to seek techniques for problem solving rather than passively receive their cultural programming and communicate the way their culture has taught them to.The incident thus can be understood in terms of how cultural knowledge is applied in communication.Given the scarcity of such cases in the Chinese cultural environment，it can be easily agreed that the communication failure on the part of the Chinese students has resulted more from the application of“American”cultural knowledge than Chinese cultural knowledge.“American”cultural knowledge is available and accessible to the students；based on their evaluation of the situation，they viewed the related knowledge as applicable；and the application of the knowledge had a behavioral consequence.This interpretation，emphasizing the role of human agency in the relationship between culture and communication，departs from the traditional view that the challenge in intercultural communication rests mainly on the operation of different social rules or norms which are socially shared expectations about appropriate and inappropriate behavior in situations.According to this view，miscommunication arises when communicators perceive the behavior of others based on their own rules that are markedly different from those of the others.This view posits that heritage culture plays a dominant role in shaping intercultural communication.

The application of knowledge of American culture per se is not the antecedent of ineffective and negative communication.It is what kind of American cultural knowledge（availability and accessibility）and under what kind of circumstances it is applied（applicability and appropriateness）that matters.I use quotation marks on the term“American”to indicate that it is perceived rather than factual American-ness.American culture may be a collection of stereotypes derived from Hollywood films or other forms of media，such as TV and the Internet，or from the classes taught by foreign teachers those Chinese students had before.It may be an exaggerated version of some of the important American national character widely cited in course materials and textbooks published in China.Worse，it may be the consequence of the“American culture awareness”developed in such courses as American studies or intercultural communication that follows a rather traditional view of culture and inadvertently fosters cultural stereotypes（Gao，1995）.Therefore，American culture，to some Chinese，may just be erroneous assumptions about“American-ness”（e.g.，sexual liberalness）that actually have little to do with the real culture.

The Chinese students in the incident further generalized such cultural knowledge to describe specific American individuals.The American instructor，a committed family man and husband，became unfortunately a victim of such overgeneralization.The students could have been thinking that the American teacher must be someone who was interested in“playing”with Chinese girlfriends（as some foreigners reportedly do）.Furthermore，they could have misused the norm of casualness inherent in American speech practices and led to them treating the American teacher with a lack of respect.Thus，groundless sexual liberalness and over-casualness could have contributed to them making wild assumptions about what might be a funny joke or inside barb.

8.2.3.3　Cultural and social identity and motivation issues

Inspired by Hall’s notion that much intercultural miscommunication has resulted from different social rules and norms，much communication skills training has traditionally focused on bringing these differences into light，arguing that miscommunication could be avoided if interactants are well informed of the rules of the others and use them instead of their own properly in actual encounters.In other words，appropriate cultural knowledge and communication skills will result in more effective communication.Underlining this approach are at least two important assumptions.One is that people are always motivated to communicate well.The other is that intercultural encounters mainly have interpersonal salience（Brabant et al.，2007；Gudykunst&Kim，2003）.

However，according to the social identity theory，the effect of sociocultural factors such as social and power inequality，cultural stereotypes，prejudice，and discrimination on communication should first be considered.One aspect of the intergroup dimension of intercultural communication in the case is associated with cultural stereotypes.On the part of the Chinese students，an American’s behavior in a certain context，when different from that of a Chinese，could have been interpreted within the frame of stereotypes on American culture.On the other hand，they could also have acted in line with such stereotypes in order to maintain the cultural differences that they have perceived to be existing，as manifested by the fact that Americans tend to adopt a more casual style in communicating with others.

Another aspect of the intergroup dimension of intercultural communication in the case is related to power inequality with Americans having historically enjoyed more power than the Chinese.In communication，the Chinese can choose to maintain or change the status quo by using different identity management strategies.What the Chinese students did could be understood as trying to change the status quo by not only eliminating the unequal distribution of power in communication but discarding the politeness rule altogether.

This practice may be attributed to several factors.Apart from the classroom culture as analyzed previously，one important factor concerns some unique characteristics shared by many post 90’s，especially those in large Chinese cities，who were born as single children and grew up in a period when China experienced unprecedented rapid economic growth and drastic socio-cultural change.One characteristic of those post 90’s is that they have generally showed a strong tendency toward individualism as a result of their extensive exposure to Western culture and presumably the one-child policy.A manifestation of this characteristic is their general disfavor of the traditional Chinese culture，as was shown in the previously reported two experiments，partly because it upholds a social hierarchical structure in human relationships.To those individualists，power equality is something that should be taken for granted.However，despite their revolt against the traditional Chinese social norms，they did not make their expression explicit in classes taught by Chinese teachers，due in part to their face concern—for both their teacher and themselves.After all，the loss of face on the part of the teacher may elicit outcomes unfavorable to the students which in turn may be detrimental to their own faces.In other words，social norm violations in student-teacher communication may have severe consequences.Being highly realistic，the students are fully aware of the cost if they take such a risk.Viewed from the perspective of social identity，although students and teacher fall into two social categories—students and teachers，they also have salience in shared membership，i.e.，Chinese.The shared social identity leads to shared social norms whose violation bears a consequence.

However，the students still need a place where their individualistic expressions could be safely made.The American teacher has obviously provided such a place.Apart from the fact that they belonged to two different social groups—students and teachers，they at the same time belonged to another two social groups—Chinese and Americans.The social norms that govern the communication between the Chinese teacher and those students were suspended but new social norms have not been established.Thus，the students freely expressed their individualism and desire for equal power at the expense of the American teacher，without considering that fact that their behavior was a violation of a broader social norm—politeness rule—that governs human communication.

There is still another interpretation.If we give the Chinese students in the incident the benefit of the doubt，their communication failure，in a broader sense，might have resulted from their confusion in identity choices and hence identity management.Foreign language use opens up one possibility for new identities，and extensive exposure to foreign values，beliefs，and norms via media and other channels，another.The multiplicity of identity choices requires skillful management in order to function well in differing contexts.However，it seems that those students have yet to develop such skills.As Giddens（1991）argued in more general terms，“modernity confronts the individual with a complex diversity of choices and...at the same time offers little help as to which options should be selected”（p.80）.

8.2.3.4　Cultural knowledge application and effective IC

So far we have looked at the role of cultural knowledge application and cultural and social identity dynamics in shaping the incident.In this section，we examine how these two factors interact with each other and how this interaction influences communication outcomes.

As the cultural process model of intercultural communication has postulated，cultural and social identity choices moderate the accessibility and applicability of cultural knowledge.The two priming studies have already shown that cultural identity choices do have an impact on the accessibility of cultural knowledge.The present case has further revealed this interaction，as was suggested by the fact that the Chinese students used“American”cultural knowledge rather than Chinese cultural knowledge in their communication action，although the over-tuning effect undermined the communication outcomes.

Empirical research has suggested that cultural knowledge is applied only when the communicator considers it applicable to the situational context（Hong et al.，2003）.In this incident，the same may be assumed on the part of the Chinese students：They assumed the strategy of convergence by following the“American”way，viewed the American cultural knowledge as relevant，appropriate，and effective，and had expected the consequences of such a choice.

It should be noted，however，that the perceived applicability of cultural knowledge is not always consistent with appropriateness of cultural knowledge use.While applicability is largely based on the communicator’s own decision making，appropriateness is determined solely by social rules and norms.Effective communication is possible only when cultural knowledge is socially appropriately used.

The concept of“appropriateness”proposed here takes the intergroup dimension of intercultural communication into consideration.As was shown in the above analysis，differences between American and Chinese culture are actually less of a factor in communication and miscommunication than are cultural and social identity choices.In such situations，“it may be better to attempt to alter social identity to embrace a larger，shared identity”（Brabant et al.，2007：69）.The Chinese students could have moved beyond cultural boundaries to acknowledge the fact that the American teacher and they themselves are all residents in this global village and that their relationship，no matter how special it is，is an inevitable one between teacher and students.Appropriate use of cultural knowledge involves the acknowledgement of universal values，social norms and rules that govern positive human communication and an assurance of the congruity between cultural knowledge that is applied in communication and those universal elements.In so doing，over-tuning effect of any sort may be avoided.

In brief，the case on over-tuning effect offered a good example of how intercultural communication could be understood using the cultural process model.While the effect of individual and interpersonal factors in the communication process was acknowledged，cultural knowledge application，human agency between culture and communication，cultural identity issues，and motivation to accommodate all played an important role in shaping the communication outcomes.The over-tuning effect was not only a result of inconsistency between perceived applicability of knowledge application and appropriateness as prescribed by social rules and norms of the target culture，but also a result of cultural identity management arising from the intergroup salience in the communication process.


8.3　Chapter summary

In this chapter，two studies that were designed to further test the cultural process model were highlighted.Research results obtained from Study II suggest that contextual cues moderate the chronic accessibility of cultural knowledge.It was found that the participants generated a more converged saying pool in front of an American experimenter than in front of a Chinese experimenter，suggesting that high intergroup salience in the American priming condition led to the affirmation of Chinese cultural identity and hence a collection of more traditional and more widely circulated sayings.Furthermore，in terms of saying content，a stronger individual value orientation was found in the Chinese priming condition than in the American condition.Taken together，the participants seem to have given contrastive responses in the task.

In Study III，a case study was carried out to reveal the nature of the over-tuning effect in intercultural communication in the frame of the model.This effect was analyzed at both interpersonal and intergroup levels.Human agency in cultural knowledge application，cultural identity management，and motivation to accommodate involved in the incident were all brought to light.The two studies thus further confirmed the usefulness in framing intercultural communication of the process model developed on the basis of a dynamic view of culture.


Chapter 9　General Discussions and Conclusion

9.1　Summary of the research

This research has explored the possibility of re-conceptualizing culture in a way that may illuminate today’s intercultural communication scholarship.It started with an overview of diverse strands of inquiry into the structure and content of culture in the field.Specifically，views of culture were first examined using the structural，functional，process，critical，and postmodern dimensions.Although the field has been informed by diverse views，there is evidence that much intercultural scholarship continues to rely upon traditional conceptualizations of culture which are derived from classic anthropological and cross-cultural comparisons of values.Culture is generally seen as a set of rather static and orderly characteristics that are believed to be responsible for individual communicative behaviors.

To have a deeper understanding of the conceptual landscape of culture，further analysis was conducted on the philosophical underpinnings of diverse views as well as the paradoxical emphasis on the static aspects of culture among many scholars despite the fact that cultural boundaries have increasingly become permeable and fuzzy and that people have to deal with the multiplicity of culture almost on a daily basis.Building upon Martin and Nakayama’s（1999，2010）seminal work on culture and communication dialectics，I focused on two primary dimensions，namely，the ontological-epistemological and axiological，and three paradigms，namely，the scientific，interpretative，and critical.It was found that，although competing paradigms co-exist，the scientific approach based on the fixed-traits view of culture is still quite prevalent in the field.However，there seems to be increasing consensus among scholars that integrated approaches would bring benefits to the field（e.g.，Baldwin et al.，2014；Kurlyo，2013）.But a suitable model to do so has just not yet clearly emerged.

Given the important status of the fixed-traits view of culture which adopts the scientific methodological approach，I explored how culture and cultural differences are treated in this view and critiqued it from one social-psychological perspective.It seems increasingly unjustifiable to use cultural dimensions derived from static approaches to explain and predict cultural differences in communication.Perhaps it is more defensible to treat them as potential interpretative tools for beginning to make sense of some of the more obvious differences.

Despite its inherent limitations，the static，fixed traits approach to culture has been influential in a variety of academic disciplines.Various attempts have been made to tackle its deficiencies.Among others，multi-level cultural analysis and emic indigenous studies are especially prominent.Moving beyond these“remedies”，a more viable view—dynamic process view—was reviewed and the possibility of its integration with intercultural communication studies explored.The result was the proposal of a cultural process model of intercultural communication.In this model，culture is conceptualized as loosely connected systems of knowledge unevenly distributed among a group of interconnected individuals（Chiu&Hong，2007）rather than a set of stable and orderly characteristics shared by a demarcated population.In such a conceptualization，the permeable and fuzzy cultural boundaries can be better interpreted and individuals’multiple cultural knowledge configurations more fully acknowledged.Furthermore，the pertinent application of cultural knowledge follows the principle of knowledge activation which has three components：availability，accessibility，and applicability.This notion underscores the role of contextual factors in moderating culture’s influence on communication and human agency in culture and communication.Individuals are no longer considered passive recipients of cultural programming as was assumed in the fixed-traits view.Instead，culture can be viewed as a reservoir and toolkit to be applied selectively to various social and situational expectations.

Further，the application of cultural knowledge is under the influence of communicators’motivation to accommodate and cultural identity preferences.Drawing on the communication accommodation theory（CAT）proposed by Gallois，Giles，and their colleagues and the social identity theory（SIT）developed by Tajfel and his associates，the process model acknowledges the importance of taking both interpersonal and intergroup aspects of intercultural communication into consideration，suggesting that both intercultural communication competence and cultural identity and motivation management in the intergroup historical context are essential to effective and positive communication outcomes.

Three studies（two priming studies and one case study）were conducted as an initial test of the viability and utility of the cultural process model.Study I has sought to uncover the dynamic nature of culture by examining how temporary accessibility of cultural knowledge influences social attributions in an intercultural setting.Research results suggest that the contrast effect was especially salient in the traditional Chinese priming condition but rather minor in the American priming condition given the slightly fewer situational attributions made compared with the temporary default tendency.Thus it can be said that temporary accessibility of cultural knowledge does increase the likelihood of its application in the designated task.In other words，knowledge of differing cultures is generally accessible（multiplicity of knowledge systems）；which kind of knowledge is at work depends on specific circumstances（context-dependency）.Further，different results obtained from different culture priming conditions also reveal the role that cultural identity，cultural identification，and language and identity play in the attribution process.These factors did moderate the selection and application of cultural knowledge in the assigned task.

While Study I exposed participants to perception in an intercultural context，Study II allowed them to deal with culture in a real intercultural communication situation.It was designed to see how contextual cues moderate the chronic accessibility of cultural knowledge and how cultural identity and motivation to accommodate influence this process.The results suggest that participants tended to generate more widely circulated sayings in front of the American experimenter than in front of the Chinese experimenter.In addition，the participants tended to show a stronger individualist value orientation as reflected in their saying selections in the Chinese priming condition than in the American priming condition.This confirmed the hypothesis that contextual factors do influence the chronic accessibility of cultural knowledge（widely shared sayings among cultural members）.Further，participants tended to affirm their Chinese cultural identity in front of the American experimenter more than in front of the Chinese experimenter.They also tended to emphasize their individualist value orientation in front of the Chinese experimenter more than in front of the American experimenter，which seems to suggest that they wanted to differentiate themselves from the culture that the experimenter represented.

To bring out interpersonal and intergroup dimensions of intercultural communication and applicability and appropriateness of cultural knowledge use，a case based on a real story was framed using the cultural process model.Centering on the issue of the over-tuning effect，Study III addressed such issues as interpersonal factors，classroom culture，human agency in cultural knowledge application，contextual cues’effect on cultural knowledge application，as well as intergroup dynamics in cultural identity and motivation management.It was argued that the over-tuning effect was largely a result of inconsistency between the perceived applicability of knowledge use and appropriateness of knowledge use designated by social norms and rules of the target culture—the Chinese students adopted the convergence strategy in communicating with their American instructor.This case suggests a necessity to move beyond the traditional intercultural communication competence research to take the intergroup history and situational context into consideration when seeking possible ways to achieve effective and positive intercultural communication.

The three studies summarized here have initially confirmed the value and usefulness of the cultural process model in several ways.First，it acknowledges the multiplicity of cultural knowledge systems residing in the communicator’s mind that may have a behavioral consequence.Second，it underscores the salience of context-dependency in cultural knowledge application.Third，it addresses human agency in culture and communication；people may use culture as a resource for grasping their intercultural experiences.Fourth，it takes both interpersonal and intergroup dimensions of intercultural communication into consideration by highlighting the role of cultural identity and motivation to accommodate in communication；effective and positive intercultural communication is a result of not only intercultural competence but goodwill，a constructive intercultural attitude arising from the break-down of boundaries of power and status inequality inherent in intergroup history，and the embracement of commonalities shared by residents in this increasingly interdependent world.


9.2　Theoretical and practical implications of the present research

The concept of“contextualism”has become increasingly important in today’s culture-related research partially due to the realization among many scholars that culture is dynamic processes rather than static structures or substances as previously assumed.However，much intercultural communication scholarship continues to adopt a static view“in that it treats cultures as homogenous，monolithic entities which are associated with specific places（often countries）and languages”and that“cultural‘essences’are the primary influence on the formation of the character of the individual，i.e.that people’s beliefs and behaviors are determined by their membership of a specific group”（Xu，2012）.

The problem concerning the conceptualization of culture and hence of intercultural communication is also drawing scholarly attention in China.In his keynote speech at an international conference on intercultural communication held in Shanghai，Xu（2012）stated：“‘Culture’has to be re-conceptualized if we really want to contribute more to increased understanding and dialogue rather than to stereotyping and prejudices.”In terms of intercultural communication，he further stated：“IC should be seen as a dynamic process by which people draw on and use the resources and processes of cultures with which they are familiar but also those they may not typically be associated with in their interactions with others.”

The present research can thus be viewed as a response to Xu’s insightful comments.As intercultural communication research has a relatively short history in China and much of current work continues to center on the importation of Western theory，it is deemed critical to engage Chinese scholars in the process of reconsidering the dominant communication theories and approaches in the context of multidimensional cultural encounters and infusion.Issues such as context，multiculturality，multiple cultural identity，cultural processes，power inequality，and human agency need to be incorporated into the extant theoretical models and approaches.As a consequence，these models and approaches may become more congruous with the nature of intercultural communication in the era of globalization.

The present research represents an endeavor toward this end with both theoretical and practical implications.Theoretically，the cultural process model proposed here has sought to combine three interrelated factors that have been neglected in much intercultural communication scholarship：dynamic culture，human agency，and the intergroup aspect of communication.This model requires that cultural differences be framed in such a way that the dynamic aspect of culture may be revealed.Practical implications of this research lie mainly in two areas：intercultural communication competence development and research methodology innovation.


9.2.1　Theoretical implications

The theoretical implications of the present research are associated with the proposal of a cultural process model that takes a dynamic perspective to look at culture and communication and a resulting necessity to reframe cultural differences innovatively.

9.2.1.1　A dynamic approach to IC

As noted in previous chapters，much intercultural communication scholarship has been based on the fixed-traits view that sees culture as a set of identifiable core values，beliefs，and norms that are believed to be responsible for communicative behaviors.Cultures are often defined as territorial entities inhabited by identifiable groups of people with little attention given to within cultural variations.In contrast，the dynamic process view posits that culture is internalized in smaller pieces or clusters（rather than central themes around which all communicative meanings evolve）in the form of knowledge structures that communicators employ to grasp their communicative experiences.Such a view allows us to address multicultural configurations of an individual’s knowledge repertoire.The internalized knowledge structures do not continuously guide their communication actions；instead，a knowledge structure is only at work when it is activated.Its activation is possible only when it is accessible（easy to retrieve mentally）and when it is deemed applicable（thought to fit the situation）to the task to be dealt with（Hong，et al.，2003）.

Thus the culture’s effect on communication is context-dependent.Contextual cues moderate how cultural knowledge is applied in concrete situations.Among others，two important influencing factors are associated with the intergroup aspect of intercultural communication，i.e.，cultural identity and motivation to accommodate.Based on the communication accommodation theory，it could be argued that cultural identity becomes salient through comparisons with other cultural groups.How communicators manage their cultural identities in intercultural contexts depends on the intergroup dynamics，such as history of contact and power and status distribution between cultural groups.Cultural identity management in turn influences communicators’communication strategy preferences in situational contexts.Convergence and divergence strategies are used to achieve desired social distances.

Miscommunication often occurs when the perceived applicability of knowledge structures has violated the appropriateness rules stipulated by social norms.It can be a result of different social norms and rules or of the inappropriate use of knowledge of the target culture when the communicator chooses to converge in communication.

Then how do we frame cultural differences if a dynamic process view is adopted？To study culture and communication effectively，it is essential to move beyond the global cultural dimensions and dichotomies to consider both between-culture and within-culture variations in knowledge structures.

9.2.1.2　Reframing cultural differences

In the fixed-traits view，culture is gauged on global measures of pan-cultural dimensions or dichotomies.Cultural differences are differences in scores acquired from these measures，which are used to account for cross-cultural behavioral differences often without explaining how cultural differences have resulted in such differences.In contrast，the dynamic process view，which sees culture from a knowledge perspective，construes cultural differences as“the differing contents of the widely circulated and highly accessible knowledge structures in different cultures”（Chiu&Hong，2007：794）.That is，cultures differ in both the availability and accessibility of procedural knowledge and declarative knowledge.Because culture is understood as a loose coalescence of knowledge structures distributed unevenly among a group of interconnected people（Chiu&Hong，2006）rather than a coherent meaning system with a central theme，cultural differences are viewed as existing“in the form of loosely networked domain-specific cultural theories rather than in the form of integrated global dimensions as previously proposed”（Hong&Chiu，2001：194）.

Specifically，Chiu and Hong（2005）acknowledge both between-culture and within-culture variations in knowledge structures.Between-culture variations lie not only in the availability/unavailability of certain cultural knowledge and differences in meanings and expressions of certain cultural knowledge available and prevalent in both cultures，but also in different distributions of cultural knowledge.More widely distributed cultural knowledge often has higher chronic accessibility.Cultural knowledge with higher chronic accessibility often is more likely to be called upon for use in processing new information and making behavioral choices（Wyer，2009；see Chapter 5for examples of how chronic accessibility in declarative[e.g.，self-construals]and procedural knowledge[e.g.，perceptual procedures]mediates cultural differences）.

Viewing between-culture variations from the standpoint of chronic accessibility in shared knowledge has important implications for studying intercultural communication in this increasingly interdependent world.Modern transportation and information technology have exposed people from different cultural backgrounds to cultural knowledge that was once accessible only to a particular cultural group.As a result，cultural boundaries that have traditionally been defined geographically are becoming increasingly blurred.Intercultural communication takes more diverse forms than before.As Durant and Shepherd（2009）stated，“engagement between speakers from relatively distinct backgrounds[，]...interaction between people with complex or hybrid identities[，]and...group interaction in less clearly defined multicultural situations...are intertwined especially densely，and often in unforeseen ways，in the current period”（p.150）.Therefore，they argued for a more dynamic approach to intercultural communication：

Suppose we accept a multi-scale notion of culture.What then becomes worth investigating about intercultural communication is not just complex cases of membership of different social groups，but how people activate their creativity and how they adopt contact strategies when crossing boundaries or meeting unexpected situations and interactional problems.Investigating this dynamic，active aspect of intercultural communication calls for attention to how people work to find solutions and create comprehension across boundaries，rather than tracing moments of breakdown back to supposed identities that might be held responsible for them（p.157）.

The knowledge perspective to culture opens up the possibility for addressing the problems stated above.Seen from this perspective，cultures often do not differ as much in the availability as in the accessibility of cultural knowledge.To understand communication of a person from another culture，we must go beyond descriptions of cultural differences in communicative behavior that neglect the varying degrees of chronic accessibility of related knowledge in different cultures.

The application of cultural knowledge is further complicated by within-culture variations.As Chiu and Hong（2005）write，the dynamic process view acknowledges the fact that cross-cultural differences are both domain-specific and situation-dependent.In the case of value studies，it is important to decide which set of values is more likely applied in which domain.For example，research shows that Taiwanese students，like their British counterparts，were oriented toward individualism in their career development（Lee，1996）.This finding has important implications for understanding the domain-specificity of values.First，it has provided empirical support for the notion that culture is not internally consistent.The fact that Taiwan is a collectivistic culture does not rule out the possibility of practicing individualism in the work domain.Second，it also has contributed to the understanding of the applicability of domain-general concepts such as individualism and collectivism.Further questions that could be asked may include the following：Compared to the British，what work values are Chinese individuals most likely to endorse？Apart from parental influences，what other sources of influence may contribute to young Chinese people’s work value configuration？

Apart from work，domains such as politics，religion，education，family life，and entertainment are also important areas of values research.For example，Vinken（2012）reviewed key literature on Asian values in work，politics，religion，and family life and illustrated how the Asian values profile in these key life domains differs from the Western one.Although enhancing the cultural fit of comparative values research is his major concern，his work on specific life domains has provided a starting point for using the domain-specific approach to study values cross-culturally.Wang（2005）argued that in Chinese values research，a much-neglected domain is family life.Family values are usually treated superficially in the category of“family”in many domain-general measurements.Values reflecting traditional and modern family function and structure，like continuing one’s family line，providing for the aged，and family responsibility，are more likely to appear in these measurements.However，values in other areas such as parent-child relationship，husband-wife conflict，and gender role in family have not received due attention，let alone the transmission，competition，and integration of these values in the context of drastic social change.

According to Chiu and Hong（2005），cultural differences are not only domain specific but also situation-dependent.In this view，the contextual factors on behavioral choices are thus underscored.For example，Lee（1996）has sought to connect values with situations through valuation across cultures.According to the Activated Value Model she developed，a few values will be activated and then valuated when an individual faces a decision as to what action to take.Based on the model，Lee（2002）further developed a valuation theory，which states that“the related values are activated as reward or cost values in each specific situation，and a person’s attitude toward the situation is determined by the resultant trade-off importance of these two kinds of activated values”（p.79）.Valuation elements include the activated status，affective status（as reward or cost values）and activated importance of a value.

Then how do we go about studying cross-cultural differences since they are both domain-specific and situation-dependent？According to Hong（2009），though culture is not entirely internally consistent，meaningful cultural patterns consisting of widely shared values，norms and lay theories do exist in the culture.Cultures are comparable in terms of these meaningful cultural patterns.To identify meaningful patterns，researchers need to pay attention to the following according to Chiu and Hong（2005：496-497）：（1）the range of applicability of broad cultural themes（e.g.，target specificity in the application of individualism and collectivism，Hui，1998，cited in Chiu&Hong，2005：496）；（2）domain-specific knowledge structures that mediate behaviors across different life domains（e.g.，North Americans’internal attribution tendencies and East Asians’external attribution tendencies at noted in Chapter 7）；and（3）contextual dependency of the application of cultural knowledge（e.g，contextual influence on East Asians and European Americans’preferences for self-construal as noted in Chapter 4）.Also，the fact that cultural knowledge of any type is unevenly distributed among cultural members should be acknowledged.

Therefore，to be better able to adapt to a new culture，intercultural communicators should discard the traditional view that“behaviors in the new culture are coherently organized around a few broad themes（e.g.，Japanese are collectivistic and value interpersonal interdependence）”（Chiu&Hong，2005：496）.As Durant and Shepherd（2009）wrote，“multiple kinds of diversity within a group of interactants may be as significant as contrast between one member（or an identifiable minority of members）and a dominant group identity”（pp.150-151）.Within-culture variations are neither random nor unpredictable.The important thing is to develop sensitivity to factors that lead to meaningful，comparable cultural patterns“amid seemingly uncharted variability”（Chiu&Hong，2005：496）.


9.2.2　Practical implications

Practical implications of the present research are closely related to its theoretical and conceptual contributions to intercultural communication studies.Among others，the development of intercultural communication competence and the priming research methodology that is often used to understand cultural processes are especially worth noting.

9.2.2.1　IC competence development

Not surprisingly，much contemporary intercultural communication competence scholarship has also been based on the fixed-traits of view of culture.To communicate effectively in an unfamiliar culture，people need develop own-culture and other-culture awareness and then adapt their own behaviors to meet the expectations of the people from another cultural group.However，it seems that much has been taken for granted in the relationship between cultural knowledge and communicative behavior.The relationship is generally viewed as linear；little is known about how cultural knowledge is actually at work when an individual communicates with someone from a different cultural group.

Based on this conceptualization of intercultural communication competence，many training programs have primarily focused on three things，namely，self-awareness，other-awareness，and behavioral adaptation since Hall’s（1959）pioneering training work.Self-awareness and other-awareness constitute the cognitive component of intercultural communication competence whereas behavioral adaptation entails both affective（a willingness to change）and behavioral aspects of intercultural communication competence.The cognitive aspect of intercultural communication competence generally involves a familiarity with both culture-general and culture-specific knowledge.Important patterns of thoughts and action of each culture are identified and cross-cultural comparisons are carried out，often with the help of well-established cultural dimensions or syndromes such as individualism versus collectivism and high-context versus low-context culture.Holliday et al.（2004）rejects this approach as reductionist and misleading，arguing that to follow this approach is to suggest that“to communicate with someone foreign or different we must first understand the details of the stereotypes of their culture”（p.5）.

Further，to be effective in intercultural communication，people need to be willing to adapt their behavior to meet the expectations of people from different cultural backgrounds.However，little is said as to how to carry out this behavioral adaptation.It seems that effective communication can be ensured if people are willing to change their way of thinking and behaving.Apparently，absent here are the context-dependency of cultural knowledge application，communicators’agency in culture and communication，and intergroup dynamics underlying intercultural encounters.

In a sense，the efficiency of many traditional intercultural communication training programs is achieved at the expense of relevancy.Some scholars questioned the value of these kinds of program：“little or no evaluative empirical work is cited to support the effectiveness of these programmes...much of what has been empirically researched and published tends not to support a view that these kinds of programme are perceived by participants as effective”（Young&Sercombe，2010：183；see also Landis&Wasilewski，1999）.

To prepare people for today’s intercultural environment，it is important to acknowledge the dynamic nature of cultural processes and design training programs targeted toward this nature.Based on the notion of cultural differences reframing as suggested by Chiu，Hong，and others，it is imperative that an intercultural competence training program consider the following：First，cultivate sensitivity to both between-culture and within-culture differences.Identify the range of applicability of domain-general concepts such as individualism and collectivism；understand how such concepts are manifested in different cultural contexts；and identify domain-specific cultural knowledge systems（e.g.，social attribution tendencies）.Second，understand contextual factors that moderate cultural influences on communication.For example，temporary accessibility of cultural knowledge may influence people’s attribution behaviors as was reported in Study I.Third，foster creativity in constructing realities from different cultural perspectives.Increased cultural interconnectedness allows people to develop multiple cultural frames.Intercultural communication training programs need to help trainees to become flexible in cultural sense-making in response to different cultural situations such that culture may be used as cognitive resources for grasping their communicative experiences（Hong，2009）.Finally，intercultural communication competence trainees need to be aware of the fact that despite their cultural awareness and willingness to communicate and adapt，positive and effective intercultural communication outcomes can still be difficult to achieve due to the intergroup history and status of the cultures involved.The unequal statuses and power inequality among different cultural groups may give rise to different cultural identity management preferences and communication accommodation strategies，both of which have an impact on communication outcomes.Trainees are encouraged to move beyond such socio-cultural boundaries to embrace common values and practices such that a common ground for positive and constructive intercultural interactions may be established.

9.2.2.2　The priming research method

The present research also has methodological implications for intercultural communication scholarship.Culture priming has proven to be a reliable research method in revealing the dynamic nature of culture and in trying to establish causal links between culture and communication.Studies I and II in the present research project have offered examples of how to use this research method.

The priming research method has a noticeable advantage over the quasi-experimental method of cross-national studies that is more prevalent in the field of intercultural communication.A typical example of the latter is a comparison between a group of students from China and a group of students from the US.Because random sampling is almost impossible to achieve due to logistic problems，the observed group differences cannot be directly equated to cultural differences.In other words，unless all related variables such as age，gender，income，family background，personality traits are controlled（which is actually hard to achieve too），the observed“cultural differences”in a quasi-experimental study may result from group differences that have little to do with culture（Chiu&Hong，2006）.

In contrast，because random assignment is employed for priming conditions，alternative explanations are eliminated and conclusions can be confidently drawn that behavioral differences are a result of cultural differences（Hong et al.，2000）.Culture’s causal consequences can be more easily established.Therefore，“the priming method complements cross-cultural comparisons in isolating the causal role of culture”（p.716）.


9.3　Limitations of the present research

Xu（2012）noted that“it seems now there are more and more people who are，to some degree，dissatisfied with currently prevailing models of intercultural communication applied in our research and training.”Although dynamic approaches to intercultural communication are much needed，the static approach remains influential in the field because it is very challenging to rebuild a research paradigm.Gao（2007）was well aware of this challenge：

As“intercultural communication”tends to presuppose categories of“culture”，how to capture general patterns without falling into the trap of rigid structuralism-essentialism，or how to accommodate complexities without losing sight of the general are common and important issues to be continuously reflected upon.（p.109）

However，the reality that we currently face is that“we are often oscillating between essentialist and non-essentialist，between static and dynamic，between simplistic and complex，between homogenous and heterogeneous，or between what can be called‘solid’and‘liquid’approaches to intercultural communication”（Xu，2012）.Indeed，any attempt to break through this dilemma has proven to be a daunting task.Accordingly，the present research is a small step toward this goal.There are some limitations inherent in the research.

First，at the macro level，this research adopts a social psychology perspective.Obviously，there are many other ways to approach intercultural communication.For example，ethnography of communication，which is based on social constructivism，has offered an alternative view to look at the dynamic aspect of culture（with methodology relying on ethnography）.My perspective has constructivist elements，but I，...，at the same time，...，am inclined to use experiments（scientific ways）to tease out the dynamics of cultural influence on communication.Further，unlike linguistic approaches whose emphasis is on“the details of the communicative interaction”，social psychology approaches take more interest in“factors influencing people’s behavior in intercultural contexts，including cultural values（such as individualism-collectivism），attitudes，identity，and motivation to accommodate”（Spencer-Oatey&Kotthoff，2007：10，editors’introduction）.Simply put，the cultural process model focuses more on the impact rather than the content of communication.

Second，in this research，culture is conceptualized from a knowledge perspective.However，culture is not restricted to knowledge retrievable in individuals’mind.Culture can be something else，such as social structure，social institutions，and law.As a complex concept，culture merits diverse perspectives and intercultural communication studies naturally welcome such diversity.

Third，the cultural process model proposed here is more of a conceptual，organizing model for studying intercultural communication rather than a substantial theory that can be utilized to account for concrete intercultural communication events.It seeks to integrate three things that have largely been neglected in mainstream intercultural communication scholarship：dynamic culture，human agency，and intergroup aspects of communication.It therefore represents a call for a shift of scholarly attention to these aspects that we cannot afford to overlook in today’s increasingly interconnected world.

Fourth，the present study focuses more on the theoretical exploration of dynamic culture than the empirical validation of the model proposed herein.This model comprises a number of components from which a variety of hypotheses may be derived.Given the scope of this project，it is impossible to address all these hypotheses.As such，three initial tests served as a starting point for further exploring the viability as well as limitations of the model.

Limitations are also present in the three specific studies.The measure employed in Study I was written in Chinese.However，language itself is a prime which may elicit associated cultural system and affect participants’response to culture-related measures.Future research needs to confirm whether results will alter when the measure is written in English.

One limitation in Study II is that data collection involved two separate events rather than one.The way the experiment was carried out may slightly have varied from one event to the other.Environmental factors and participants’motivational levels may also have influenced the outcome.Differences resulting from such factors may have slightly altered the final results of the research.Also，I was unable to analyze all the sayings generated in the two priming conditions.Such analysis，with reliability considered（e.g.，by working with another trained coder），would give us a more complete picture of how priming effect was reflected in participants’responses.This would add credibility to the interpretation of the findings.

A noticeable limitation in the case study（Study III）is that the intercultural communication failure in the incident was interpreted rather than experimentally explained because I was not able to create a priming condition where rival variables can be held constant.As noted in the analysis，personal factors may have shaped the communication process.It is possible that personal idiosyncrasies actually played a more important role than culture per se in such cases.


9.4　Directions for future research

Given the relatively novel perspective of culture taken in this research，many questions remain unanswered pertaining to the dynamic aspects of culture in intercultural communication.These questions may be classified into two categories：One is associated with the components of the model that have not yet been covered in the present research，and the other concerns the further exploration of topics and hypotheses that have already been addressed.

One question that falls into the first category is pertinent to the chronic accessibility of cultural knowledge.Research is needed to uncover the content of chronically more accessible cultural knowledge of various origins among a given cultural group.Parallel studies may then be conducted among different cultural groups and results compared to shed light on actual rather than alleged cultural differences between these groups.One way of doing this is to content analyze cultural products to which subjects have extensive exposure because research has established that frequent use of cultural knowledge will increase its chronic accessibility（Hong，et al.，2003）.Researchers can，for example，look at the value content of classroom textbooks in frequent use if research is targeted at school children（Weng，2010）.

Furthermore，experiments need to be designed to investigate how contextual factors moderate the use of such knowledge items.For instance，a value inventory derived from the content analysis stated above may be used in two culture priming conditions to see if the results are consistent.Prior research has shown that when Hong Kong Chinese participants were asked to rate an attitude or value measure，they gave different responses in different priming conditions.When the Western experimenter gave instructions in English，contrast effect was found in participants’responses because the participants thought that they did not belong to the culture that the experimenter represented（Bond&Yang，1982）.Moving beyond these steps，further research can be directed toward how chronically more accessibly cultural knowledge is applied in concrete intercultural interactions.

Another broad question concerns the cultural effects of globalization.The results in the present study suggest that well-educated young people in a cosmopolitan city seem to have a willingness to embrace Western culture while paying little regard to traditional Chinese culture.Research can look into how globalization affects people’s perception of their culture as their national economy globalizes，how people react to foreign cultures，and how globalization influences provincial identities and cosmopolitan identities management（Chiu，Leung&Hong，2011）.

Likewise，many questions that fall into the second category merit further exploration.First，it should be noted that culture priming is an effective psychological method to unravel the process of cultural functioning.However，this relatively novel method is not frequently used in the field of intercultural communication at large and perhaps more so in China.Scholars who are interested in understanding the causal role of culture in communicative behavior are encouraged to employ this method.

Second，more can be done on the basis of Study I.Future research could first consider different subject groups.The study could be replicated among different language levels，geographical locations，majors，and so forth.Comparison and contrast can then be made to understand similarities and differences between groups in terms of cultural attributions.Questions regarding culture frame switching or contrast effect can be explored accordingly.Further，alternative culture primes may be employed.Apart from cultural icons，language and the researcher can also be used as culture primes.

Third，building on Study II，future research could increase the salience of the role of the experimenter to ensure a more forceful prime.For example，the experimenter not only reads the instructions as printed on the questionnaire but emphasizes his or her eagerness to know the real thoughts of the participants or discloses some personal information to the participants.Then more rigorous quantitative value measures may be employed and differences in value endorsements explored using more sophisticated statistical techniques.Also，other culture primes such as language and cultural icons may be utilized in the experiment.For example，researchers could use a questionnaire written in Chinese among one group of subjects and an English translation of the same questionnaire among another group and see if the results are consistent.However，such translation needs to be very carefully carried out.Several rounds of translation and back-translation may be necessary to ensure highest possible levels of meaning equivalence.

Finally，on the basis of Study III，future research could look into participants’knowledge structures of American culture and see how much they are biased and stereotyped.In so doing，the over-tuning effect may be better understood.Also，researchers could seek to address similar questions using attitude survey methods or experiments to gain more insights into how cultural knowledge is applied and how cultural and social identities are played out in intercultural communication situations，thereby allowing the dynamic aspect of culture and the power issue in communication to emerge.


Appendixes

Appendix 3.1Country or regions with the highest scores on selected cultural dimensions（adapted and expanded from Chiu&Hong，2006，p.32）
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Appendix 7.1Questionnaire for American culture priming（注：The English version of the questionnaire for American and Chinese culture priming and the control group was developed by Dr.Y-y.Hong.Retrieved March 16，2013from http://www.ntu.edu.sg/home/YYHong/priming.html）

性别：男　女　年龄：　（周岁）

假如有人问你美国文化有哪些特征，而此人对美国文化一无所知，你会如何回答？请用十句话描述美国文化。

在描述之前，你会看到一些与美国文化有关的图片。这些图片会给你一些启发。在回答时，你可以描述这些图片，也可以不提这些图片。

请在下方写下十句话：
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English version：

Suppose you are asked about the characteristics of American culture by someone who knows nothing about it.How would you describe it？Write ten statements to describe American culture.

Before you start，we will show you some pictures related to American culture.These pictures may give you some ideas.However，you need not use，describe or even mention these pictures in your answer.

Please write the ten statements in the space below.
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Appendix 7.2Questionnaire for Chinese culture priming

性别：男　女　年龄：　（周岁）


假如有人问你中国文化有哪些特征，而此人对中国文化一无所知，你会如何回答？请用十句话描述中国文化。

在描述之前，你会看到一些与中国文化有关的图片。这些图片会给你一些启发。在回答时，你可以描述这些图片，也可以不提这些图片。

请在下方写下十句话：

[image: ]


English version：

Suppose you are asked about the characteristics of Chinese culture by someone who knows nothing about it.How would you describe it？Write ten statements to describe Chinese culture.

Before you start，we will show you some pictures related to Chinese culture.These pictures may give you some ideas.However，you need not use，describe or even mention these pictures in your answer.

Please write the ten statements in the space below.
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Appendix 7.3Questionnaire for the control group

性别：男　女　年龄：　（周岁）

请写出与气象有关的十句话。在回答之前，你会看到一些云彩图。这些图片会给你一些启发。在回答时，你可以描述这些图片，也可以不提这些图片。

请在下方写下十句话：
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English version：

Suppose you are asked about the characteristics of meteorology by someone who knows nothing about it.How would you describe it？Write ten statements to describe the characteristics.

Before you start，we will show you some pictures related to meteorology.These pictures may give you some ideas.However，you need not use，describe or even mention these pictures in your answer.

Please write the ten statements in the space below.
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Appendix 7.4The social attribution task

性别：男　女　年龄：　（周岁）

这条鱼为什么游在鱼群前？请在你确认的一个分值上画圈。

1=我非常确信这条鱼正在带领其它的鱼。

12=我非常确信这条鱼正被其它的鱼追逐。
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English version：

Please indicate on a 12-point scale why one fish is swimming in front of the group.

1=I am very confident that it is because the one fish is leading the other fish.

12=I am very confident that it is because the one fish is being chased by the other fish.
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Appendix 7.5Questionnaire on proverbs and sayings（shuyu）

同学：您好！

这是一项透过熟语看价值观的研究。熟语包括成语、俗语、谚语、流行语、格言、警句等多种形式。许多熟语折射人生哲理和价值取向，成为人们的行动准则或道德规范。

请问现在有哪些熟语对你为人处事有指导意义？请写出八句，尽量按重要性排列，并在括弧内注明每一句所包含的价值观。

1.（）

2.（）

3.（）

4.（）

5.（）

6.（）

7.（）

8.（）

最后，请您提供一些个人信息。

1.性别（请圈出）：男　女　2.年龄：_________（周岁）


3.专业：_________4.您的英语水平（证书）：_________

4.您来自（请圈出）：农村　中小城市　大城市

5.您觉得自己是一个传统的中国人吗？（请圈出）

[image: ]


谢谢您的合作！

English version：

This questionnaire aims to examine values through proverbs and sayings.Proverbs and sayings，or shuyu，include such pithy phrases as chengyu，suyu，yanyu，liuxingyu，geyan and jingju.Many of them are value-laden and serve as guiding principles in people’s lives.

Please think a minute about what sayings or maxims you now live by.What are eight key statements or sayings that guide the way you live your life today？Rank them in order of importance and clarify each with a one-or two-word value summary.

...

Please provide the following demographic information：

1.Gender（please circle）：M　F　　2.Age：

3.Major：　4.Your English proficiency（certificate）：

5.You come from（please circle）：

countryside　small and medium-sized city　large city

6.How traditional do you think you are as a Chinese？（Please circle）
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Thank you for your cooperation！

Appendix 8.1Top 20plus sayings based on the total entries in the Chinese priming condition
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Appendix 8.2Top 20plus sayings based on the total entries in the American priming condition
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Appendix 8.3Top 10sayings based on the first three entries in the Chinese priming condition

[image: ]


[image: ]


Appendix 8.4Top 10sayings based on the first three entries in the American priming condition
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