A FIRM SOFTNESSA FIRSTIDEA OF CULTURE

Cultural differences hardly get attention from pleoworking with international contacts or in an
international environment, let alone the conseqgesmf these differences or the way they should be
dealt with. We are not even aware of our own caltWe neglect culture because of its more or less
automatic functioning in the background. Howevérdoes determine important aspects of our
behaviour. These may make or break an internatmathct or a stay abroad. On the other hand a full
consciousness of our culture would be impossiblolld imply full consideration and evaluation of
each behaviour, each thought and each emotion. WWddwblock ourselves and hence, an inbuilt
mechanism would take over for us, enabling usto dwr attention elsewhere.

Culture has an impact on the way you do your ir@gonal business (e.g. consultations in the EU) or
stay abroad and determines success or failure.xAmgle may be found in the European Court of
Auditors, in particular the divergent ideas abdu tontrol on expenditures. Southern European
governments prefer controls prior to spending. firfaén question to be answered is then whether all
conditions for realising the expenditure have bet. In the North of Europe control takes place
afterwards. These two preferences are strongletirtio cultural perceptions. Another example may
be found in the French character of the organisatia functioning of the European Commission.

Culture is not limited to differences between costbut also influences your own way of thinking,

feeling and acting. It directly influences your walfyliving and your relations with other people. If

you stay abroad for a longer period of time, yow mecognise the effects of culture and try to deal
with them by minimalising the negative consequeracgs maximising the positive aspects.

For these and other reasons knowledge and unddirsgaaf culture is required, as well as cultural
differences (‘us’ and ‘them’) and ways and meansl¢al with these differences. This introduction
provides you with a general overview of the tofibe reader also includes copies of the sheets | use
during my presentations. The latter include theceph of culture, national cultural differences,uesd

and possibilities for dealing with cultural differees.

Prior to any discussion of culture an importantyso has to be made. Each human being is part of a
number of cultures (see below), influencing theyyegrception of culture — just like physics whdre t
very observation of fundamental particles influend¢be object studied. This implies that a fully
objective study of culture cannot be made. Culhagits effect on all and everything we do, think a
feel, more often than not unconsciously. Indeedenaf us escapes culture and we would not even be
human without it. Even the calculation of the aafsliving indices in different countries has proven

be prone to cultural perceptions. For this readoth@ fundamental nature of culture research often
appears inconsistent or contradictory. Furthermpegceptions of culture are irrevocably linked to
one’s own mental make-up.

Because of this personal involvement in each stddyilture (the linkage between a person and his or
her opinion of culture) you have to be aware ofryown background and the reasons for knowing
more about culture. | know for instance that my Rancatholic upbringing has had a much stronger
effect than | would have guessed a few years agdtdined this bit of information about myself
through the study of culture. | have also a mordamic interest in culture. In a previous function
observed the cultural dimension of the transforomagprocess in Central and Eastern Europe and
recognised the need to stress this dimension. hrsuse culture has such wide and penetrating
effects on human behaviour | developed the follgwitore comprehensive view of culture.

THE STUDY OF CULTURE
Although we all have some idea of cultural differes, a structured discussion proves to be rather

difficult (also in view of the above mentioned pisn). The first problem in the study of culturethe
definition of the object and the further delineatiof the study. Such a definition tends to be ekisi
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due to the intangible nature of the object anddiheumstance that a human being cannot function
without it. Culture is us and we are culture; crdtis all encompassing. Because we cannot step
outside ourselves, the final word will never bedsam the topic. An entomologist may study bees by
placing a piece of red glass in the beehive (baeaat see red light), but he cannot communicate wit
the bees.

However, thanks to the research methods of thelssciences we may research important aspects of
culture. We may make observations, process andggty them, study the differences, interpret and
draw some conclusions, all the time hoping forHertrefinement over time. Looking back to these
efforts, we see hundreds of definitions on cultweach reflecting a slightly different intention or
approach in trying to get a grip on the conceptesehdefinitions may be divided in two groups:
culture as in ‘the arts’ and culture as a condibbhuman behaviour. The two of them do not exclude
one another but rather reinforce one another. @uks a condition of human behaviour encompasses
the expression of ideas in art.

This reader focuses on the second or behaviouralegd of culture. The words ‘condition of human
behaviour’ refer to a number of scientific disan@s, in particular cultural anthropology, sociology
and psychology. The idea is the same each timemase observe human behaviour and try to draw
conclusions from this behaviour. The focal pointdaltural anthropology is culture, for sociolodpet
group and for psychology the individual person.deshers try to understand from the behaviour of
people and to formulate statements with a predictiglidity: certain groups of people in certain
circumstances show certain behaviour (or have iselihset of options for behaviour).

The conclusions and hypotheses of researcherstf@moncept of culture. It is not something we can
touch, not a physical object but something we @egund with in our heads. In the more technical
sense of the social sciences we call a construese&chers use this construct in their efforts to
explain behaviour. In this way researchers neetidnal culture’ as one of the differences between
two groups of people from different countries. hoge cases talents and environment no longer
provide sufficient explanations. Only theoreticajiyu may imagine two groups of people with only
cultural differences but in reality all kind of ethaspects have their effects (e.g. place of living
contacts with others, race). We still do not hdaeanswer to the nature — nurture debate but nmate a
more research point to the fact that the two galhiamand.

The study of culture started over one hundred yageswithin anthropology, later more specifically
cultural anthropology. At the time such studies evarnatural complement to the discovery of the
world, studying other peoples, in particular faragw'odd’ tribes in ‘dark Africa’. Sometimes
researchers did not even consider these peoplerhbaiags and hence, in their perception we were
free to study them as if they were animals. Howewsece the human dimension was recognised, these
people ‘needed to be civilised’ and converted tois@ilanity in the process. Many of these studies ha
a built-in assumption of these tribes being backiwartheir development and the West — being at the
cutting edge of development - would take care efrthThese studies matured when more information
became available, e.g. from people who lived antbnge tribes (participatory observation). Over the
decades researchers and their objects developedesemual balance of mutual respect.

At that point in time cultural anthropology startéd recognise that the observations of and
conclusions on those far away peoples might beieppb the Western world itself, enhancing our

understanding of our own civilisation. Later sttbme people in the West even wondered whether
their own civilisation was really at the top of hamdevelopment.

The step from cultural anthropology to sociologyakatively easy to make. Cultural anthropology and
sociology both study groups of people. Furthermouéture fits well in the wide variety of technicue
and perceptions of sociology. Culture is then ohé¢he possible research objects, describing and
explaining the behaviour of groups of people frtws specific angle.
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Within such a way of thinking we may also make step to psychology. The characteristics of a
group are not floating in the air but are someha#t @nd parcel of individuals and their brains.
Psychology studies the thinking processes of iddiais and this may include the elements of why a
person belongs to different groups. As Kottak s&dtures train their individual members to share
certain personality traits

The psychological aspects of culture, however dideive up till now less attention than the

sociological aspects. Some special topics wereestuduch as the attachment problems of children
who are raised mostly outside their own culturgicRslogy nevertheless offers good opportunities to
enhance the understanding of culture. One of therdsting starting points may be found in the

theories over the development of personality. Nohéhese theories is complete or comprehensive
and all of them includes disclaimers like ‘contextenvironment’. If we would fill these openings

the different theories with culture, | am convinaeel would make major inroads into both culture and

psychology.

DEFINITIONS

Against this background of a wide variety of stgdmver more than a century we should not be
surprised to find many different definitions of wuwk. An early definition from cultural anthropoipg
is E.B. Tylor in 1971
“Culture ... is that complex whole which includes lknedge, belief, arts, morals, law,
custom, and any other capabilities and habits aediiy man as a member of sociéty”

The key point here is that culture is not natureruture, something we learn.

An often cited definition from later days of culianthropology is by Kroeber and Kluckhohn.
“Culture consists of patterns, explicit and imglicdf and for behaviour acquired and
transmitted by symbols, constituting the distinetiachievement of human groups,
including their embodiment in artefacts; the edaséntore of culture consists of
traditional (i.e., historically derived and selabtddeas and especially their attached
values; culture systems may, on the one hand, h&dered as products of action, on the
other, as conditioning elements of future actidn.”

This definition relates to the already mentionegvkards ‘group’ and ‘behaviour’. Furthermore,
culture is shared within the group and it determinet only behaviour but also perceptions of rgalit
and hence, the interpretation of experience. Téfsition also contains also the by now familiaead

of transfer from people who already have a giveltuoel to people without that culture, in particular
the intergenerational passing on of culture. Howgthés perception may put us on the wrong footing
when discussing specific subcultures. In a spegifigth culture hardly any age differences exist, it
members do not belong to one social group and @isdike ‘achievement’ and ‘traditional’ are
hardly applicable. Everybody in the subculture @mfihstance a disco nevertheless learns the spciall
acceptable and unacceptable behaviour.

Group and behaviour are also as mentioned before, topics of study within sociology. Hofstede
and Trompenaars are two well known researchetsifi¢ld of national cultural differences. Hofstede
worked in the seventies at IBM and used availabdenel (32 questions out of IBM’s opinion
research programme, related to 72 national offiwéh people in 38 functions, in 20 different
languages and collected between 1968 and 19T applied a thorough statistical analysis
(multivariate factor analysis) on a large numberoéstionnaires and concluded that the answers to
the questions could be divided in four groupshé answer of the respondents within one countrg on
specific question tended in one direction, the amswvithin the same cluster proved to be related. A
decade later Trompenaars used the same technibgdiéesences notwithstanding.

Hofstede defines culture as collective mental mogning which differentiates the members of one
group or category of people from those of othefhis sounds much more big brother like than
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intended. It concerns the thinking of people intaerpatterns, just like computer programmes. The
latter however, are less flexible than the thinkiofy people. Furthermore, the thinking has an
collective element, the thinking of a group of pkedp a similar way. Hence, Hofstede regards caltur
as a more or less fixed way of thinking. It residt®ehaviour, although that has not been mentioned
in the definition. The same applies for the consaftnorms and values which belong to the core of
culture.

Criticism of other researchers focuses on two goiithe first is that Hofstede would have used
existing materials and derived his theory from ¢hel§ the questionnaire does not cover certain
aspects, the results will not reflect these aspaititer (the reverse of the former IBM slogan: gapo

in, garbage out). The question is then what thédialof the questionnaire is for the research of
culture and on which this questionnaire was basgetondly, only IBM staff filled out the
gquestionnaire. Hofstede mentions on this point jgttbecause all respondents were IBM employees,
the only difference is culture (selective sampld® recognises that these IBM managers are not
representative for national populations (a DutctMIBmployee is not representative for Dutch
culture). However, in his opinion they do not neede representative, only functionally equivalent,
based on the idea that each country follows a aimélcruitment policy

Trompenaars based his research on approximatel0GOquestionnaires from more than 100
countries. He does not give a strict definitiorcolture but rather a descriptioiCulture is a collective
system of meaning with a number of layers. Theidefshe easiest aspect to be observed, shows
explicit products of culture, such as languagedf@ochitecture and art. One layer deeper we see th
norms and values. The core consists accordingdmpenaars of assumptions related to our existence
or solutions to the problems of life. These aremdinas which he further divides into the relations
between people, the experience of time and théaeship between men and nature.

The reality of doing international business reslitea number of interesting definitions, such tees t
approach by John MdleFrom the title of the Dutch translation of onehiff books | derive a practical
definition of culture: the way we do things heraultGre is then a specific behaviour, limited todim
and place. The word ‘here’ expresses both limitegtidAt another time and in a different place we do
things differently.

Culture: the way we do things herg!

International business has an open eye for cultifi@rences, while government hardly so. Although
governments nearly by definition operate in anrmaédonal environment, they did take cultural
differences into consideration or the consequerfoesinternational relations. For this reason
government does not contribute to further undedsianof culture.

A LAYERED CONCEPT

This introduction aims at giving you a preliminaigea about what culture is and sufficient

background for further explorations. The generaaids to see culture as the background to the
behaviour of groups of people at a given time aladg However, different researches into one and
the same national culture sometimes appear to lideein common. Such differences should not

surprise us because national cultures are compokedlarge number of elements, each with a
different weight. The one element has a stronggrath on external observation than the other.
Although hardly anybody will deny the differencestween countries, the descriptions of these
differences vary considerably. This is also inflcesh by the background of the observer; from which
culture does he or she come, to what degree ig Bheotaking cultural differences into account and
what background information is available?

The difficulty results in part from the layered mat of culture, as demonstrated in figure 1. The
drawing represents four levels of culture , from to bottom the levels the state, the organisattom,
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small group (team, family) and the individual. Bgtthguishing between these four levels you may be
more specific and more consistent on what you &audsing and hence, avoid confusion. In this way
a proper understanding of culture may be obtained.

The graphic representation in the form f
a triangle indicates an ever smalle
number of people from top to bottom. At
the same time each layer is interrelated wit
the others. However, this representation is i
itself a nice demonstration of cultural
consequences. When this triangle was use
during a lecture on culture, one person in the
audience pointed out that the triangle
representation gives the idea of culture bearing
down on the individual, making the individual more
or less the victim of culture. He proposed to pnése
the same idea in the shape of four concentric esrcl
with the individual in the middle. That, howeves i
giving to much credit to the individual (the indival in
the middle of the circle) to our liking, as if s/tsethe core
of existence. The triangle on the other hand deple idea
of an exchange between individual and group, betwee
determining and being determined and between infiug and
being influenced. Furthermore, such a drawing wihncentric
circles makes it difficult to recognise that theliindual is a
member of many different groups.

Figurel

At the bottom of the triangle we see an individwéh juggling balls, trying to keep them all in thé.
These balls represent the different groups andeh#me different cultures the individual belongs to.
Each person belongs to many different groups, edithdifferent characteristics and intensity. These
groups vary from virtual to realistic. Realistioogps may indeed come together (e.g. the staff ef on
department, the members of a family) and virtualugs only share certain characteristics (e.g. the
group of all women in a society, all academics dwitle, leisure time coaches of the sports team of
son or daughter, Saturday supermarket visitorg)h gaoup results in different behaviour on the $asi
of different cultures and the individual persontsiwes continuously between these cultures. In this
sense one may say that one’s identity is the suom@® (sub)cultures.

On this level culture results in individual behauioA number of individuals however, may show
similar behaviour and may share at that moment soutiire, causing similar behaviour. Group
behaviour may be related to pressure in differegrees. The question is who exercises this pressure
and for what reason but also why the individual paslahim/herself accordingly (socialisation
processes). Answers may be found through soci@bgitd psychological approaches of culture. The
same applies to socialisation processes.

One level up you see the small group, e.g. a faorilg project team. At this level interactions with
others and communication are added. The indivichedts others and has to clarify his/her position,
defend his/her interests, ask something etcetaraeMer, the individual is still recognised as suai,
individual person with all his/her good and baditsaand other characteristics.

One more layer up and we come to the level of apemy. The picture shows three people standing
on top of one another, representing hierarchy. Hewhorizontal an organisation may be, someone is
ultimately responsible, implying that no organisatigoes without hierarchy. The important thing at
this level is that persons do not count on thiglles individual persons but rather as people whHi f
certain functions within the objectives of the origation. People at this level are important fairth
role, not who they are.
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Finally, at the top we see culture on the natidenatl or the state with patriotism and the likeople

are not recognised as individuals but rather asbeusin a population. As a whole they represerit tha
state, they form the political, economic, cultueatd other power factors of the state in the
international arena.

A state in turn consists of many different orgatis®s, small groups and individuals. The triangle
clearly clarifies that culture at the national leiean aggregated concept; an average, which gines

overall idea but which also does not do justicénttividual persons. | am not my national culture; |
only contribute to it.

TwO PROCESSES

The four layers of culture as described above,@mnly differ from one another but they also show
similarities. At each level two similar processesyrbe perceived, even if they differ from one apoth
in their expression (fractl These two similarities are answers to the seafahdividuals and groups
for identity and certainty.

Regarding identity | mentioned already the ideat #wa individual person switches continuously
between the cultures of all groups in which s/heigipates. This implies that individual identity i
not something that stands on its own. People trgetiine their identity in an exchange between the
individual and the group. At the one but loweskledentity is defined as member of a family oraof
working group. One level higher people derive idgrfrom the organisation for which they work
(loyalty to the employer). At the highest leveliadividual obtains the nationality of a state. Lowk
back to the practical definition of culture givadentity is shown in the word ‘we’.

At the same time people try to avoid uncertainfy fwa point; some cultures allow much ambiguity).
The way in which this happens, differs again frone devel to the other. The larger the group, the
more it may offer a sense of security (more peopiere defence). At the same time it demands
increasing adaptation of the individual and heags of autonomy. This quest for certainty is also
reflected in the practical definition. As long asuyact according to the norm of the group, you db n
have any problem.

The search for identity and certainty may take nfanys and result in many different answers. These
answers are presented in or expressed through @ endess coherent package, the fundament of our
thinking, feeling and behaviour, culture for short.

RELATED CONCEPTS

Culture relates to quite a number of conceptslliméntion just a few because they may help you in
getting a grip on another culture. They are vahgm, belief, attitude, ideology, institution, syahb
and hero. | will discuss these terms but not elagoon their interdependency or whether some are
more fundamental than others.

values and norms

Values are fundamental orientations about what dedgand bad (“deeply rooted dispositions,
orientations, or motives guiding people to act@nave in a certain wa¥), irrational convictions and
relative to one another. They are often mentiomethé same breath with norms, because norms are
the application of values in day-to-day realitye #ictual expression of values.

Although some people say otherwise, the questiorairgs whether truly universal values exist, like
freedom, democracy, justice or welfare. The quaesigorelated to the question of universal human
rights. If such universal values do exist, theywfamnly a small part of the values of a given sgcibt

order to know the values of a country, you neeldoacugh understanding of that country, something
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you normally only acquire after a couple of yedf®wever, you may read on the history of the
country, its institutions (see below) and its crdtlgiving you an appropriate first idea to devejopr
knowledge of the country in question in more detail

Both values and beliefs represent fundamental opiif people but within different domains and
with a different nature. Some researchers do ndtenthe distinction between the two and only
discuss values, implicitly taking beliefs on board.avoid confusion | will use the terms valuesha
narrow sense and values in the wider sense. Theefarepresents values as just being defined above,
the latter the combination of values in the narsanse and beliefs.

beliefs

If values are about what is good or bad, beliets about true and falSe Beliefs are rational
convictions; they exist as such (in contrast tortiative nature of values). Hence, they are tloelyct

of reasoning and exist as such. What we said asiroby an understanding of values also applies to
the understanding of beliefs.

attitudes and ideology

Wood defines attitude as “approval of, or agreenvétt, or disapproval of, or disagreement with,
some external object, or possibility” and ideola@gy‘a systematic doctrine of human life; an ideglog
provides direction (an end state) and specifiesapiate behaviour (means) for achieving this*énd
Ideology is strongly linked to personality. It alpoovides a framework to business. Attitudes and
ideologies are easier to recognise than valuesbafidfs but still take time through reading and
discussing.

institutions

Institutions in a sociological sense are not orgaions or buildings but rather collective ways of
thinking, feeling and acting (derived from DurkhéinProf. Zijderveld mentioned in an interview:
“Institutions are social traditions and patterns aoinduct, such as the family, the church, the
neighbourhood. They are not empty; they containesl They give meaning to a relatibh’Even a
small group of people meeting one another at adfckay of the week for drinks may already be an
institution. Institutions are relatively easy t@ognise in another society, just because they amre m
or less concrete, important to people and topicdigfussion. Institutions may also be the starting
point for a further understanding of values. Howeifeinstitutions become only functional by losing
their values, they will continue to exist for a iied period as empty shells. The creation of new
institutions is then in order but at the same taxfficult and slow process.

symbol and heroes

If values belong to the core of culture, symbold &eroes may be considered as the more external
aspects of culture. Symbols are a representati@am daflea, whether physical or not, a shorthandfor
specific element of world of ideas of a given crétuwindmills in the Netherlands have a symbolic
function because they stand for the way the Dutelated land from water and ultimately for the
Dutch conviction that man controls nature (rattemtbeing controlled by nature). In the same vein
heroes are an expression in human form of whairisidered to be of key importance. Heroes may be
a good example of the layered nature of culturéiwione culture the same person may be a hero for
one group of people and not for another group opfee

A FURTHER PERSPECTIVE

The four layers of figure 1, the two common proessand the related concepts depict a general
picture of culture. At all four levels culture idiem softness, soft in the apparent appearancédirout
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in the consequences for the behaviour of people Mare elements need to be added, one the place
of culture within human history and the other valas the core of culture.

The layered nature of culture consists on the amal lof the number of people involved in a culture
and of the role of culture in assigning meaninguman existence on the other. | will clarify thisce

Z2y  again with a triangle (figure 2). It consists ofeté
.7 overlapping triangles, light, medium and dark grey.

The medium grey triangle represents culture as

presented above (the triangle with four layersigfire

1). The dark one represents values in the widesesen
(values and beliefs), key concepts of culture. Thdl be

discussed in more detail below. The outer, liglatigle stands
for human history, in particular the history of iisations. Each

civilisation may be characterised by its culture &wivilisation is

wider than culture.

T TR

Figure?2

Each civilisation answers at least two questiortsicivhave a formative impact on culture. The first
guestion is about organisation. How are state awiety organised? Think for instance about the
Roman empire in all its variations and you see dbasuls on the Forum, the criminals in the
Colosseum and the armed forces on all the roadaddrom Rome. Organisation in this sense has to
do with the way people live together in a fixed amdlerly way over a longer period of time
(generations). This is a much wider concept tharirfstance a constitution and encompasses all the
habits, assumptions, perceptions, written and utemrirules for the fulfiiment of individual and
collective needs and goals.

A civilisation also has an answer to a second duesthe question of death (phrased in this walyeto
neutral towards religions). This question considtthree sub-questions: where are we coming from,
why are we on earth and where are we going to aieth? The answers to these questions give
meaning to the existence of mankind and form aéeynent of culture. You may discuss whether
religion is (wholly or partially) part of culturer avhether religion stands on its own (although figs
having an impact on culture). To do so, howeveruldgeopardise our neutral stand vis-a-vis
religions.

An example of how Netherlands national culture rbayderived from history may be found in Han
van der Horst'SThe Low SKY. The impact of history on culture will not be fuet elaborated and will
be intuitively clear to most of you. To understamgbther country, you have to know about its history
normally by reading about it.

CULTURE ON THENATIONAL LEVEL

Co-operation between countries shows cultural dffees. The large differences are the easiest to
notice, compared to e.g. differences between coynpaltures within one country. National cultural
differences are a classic example of ‘us’ and ‘thethey’ are doing things (sometimes) in strange
ways; odd, why cannot ‘they’ do it our way? Mangearchers tried to get a grip on these differences
by conducting comparative studies between counai@®rding to certain aspects. Hofstede used
existing material and derived four dimensions froim analysis. His main research was done around
1980. Later he added a fifth dimension. Trompenditsis work more than a decade later, developed
his questionnaire on the basis of a theory on rlltifferences and found seven dilemmas.

These studies give insight into the cultural ddfaces between countries and also help to deal with
them. However, rational understanding differs fremotional apprehension, does not automatically
result in different behavior or adaptations in cammication. If you really want to bridge cultural
differences you should be willing to adept. Howewsr stressing the differences we should not forget
the commonalities. We are all human beings and hare in common than what divides us.
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The research by Hofstede results in easy to usefigayes per country. However, this cannot be
stressed enough, these figures are not more tlgmagages of individual perceptions and an individua
person never fits completely his or her nationadrage. Furthermore, a national culture consists of
many subcultures, which may vary considerably fitbm overall picture. Next to this rather general
word of caution, other researchers have expressstioaological criticism, requiring even more
caution in the use of this research. One point eorxcthe fact that all questions have been sulinitte
to managers of one international company. Hofstegations on this point that hence the only
difference between these managers may consistlifreuThe counter question is whether and to
what degree these managers are representativediornational culture. Is a Dutch manager of an
international company representative for Dutchuref? However, we should keep in mind that this
research was an innovation, the first large-scat@togical comparative research of national celsur

Hofstede defines the original four dimensions dsvis"™:

1. Power Distance: the extent to which the less pawerfembers of society accept that power is
distributed unequally

2. Masculinity versus femininity
» Masculinity: the dominant values in society arei@eément and success.
* Femininity: the dominant values in society arermgior others and quality of life.

3. Individualism versus collectivism
* Individualism: people look after themselves andrtimemediate family only
» Collectivism: people belong to in-groups (familiek&ans or organizations) who look after them

in exchange for loyalty.

4. Uncertainty Avoidance: the extent to which peomel fthreatened by uncertainty and ambiguity

and try to avoid these situations.

For each of these four dimensions Hofstede devdlbgts of characteristics for scoring either hagh
low on a given dimension. He also ‘translated’ tvar dimensions to business environments. Below
you find the scores of some selected countriesrdoapto these four dimensions (on a scale from 1-
100) as an example of this research.

3
[
COUNTRY a) g = =
& S 3 S3
s 5 & g9
o £ = oL
Austria 11 55 79 70
France 68 71 43 86
Germany 35 67 66 65
Japan 54 46 95 92
Netherlands 38 80 14 53
USA 40 91 62 46

Trompenaar$ perceives culture as finding answers to the kiymthas (in contrast to the dimensions
of Hofstede) of life. People find their own posittosomewhere between the two extreme positions
and may move back and forth between those positimesnpenaars does not give figures per country
but he does show how populations in different coestanswer to questions, related to his seven
dilemmas. These seven dilemmas are divided in:tktedormulated three domains: relations between
people, attitudes to time and attitudes to enviremmThe first one (relations between people) is
further split in five.

1. relations between people
* universalism versus particularism
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0 universalist: obligation to adhere to standardscivare universally agreed to by the culture
in which we live; rule-based; abstract
0 particularist: focus on the exceptional naturerelspnt circumstances

e individualism versus communitarianism: what we wastan individual versus the interest of
the group we belong to (prime orientation to thi; ggime orientation to common goals and
objectives)

* neutral versus affective
0 neutral: not showing emotions, keep them careftdiytrolled and subdued
o affective: showing our emotions, also receivingearotional response.

» specific versus diffuse: degree to which we engathers inspecific areas of life and single
levels of personality, odiffusely in multiple areas of our lives and at several levef
personality at the same time

* achievement versus ascription
0 achievement: accord status to people on the béslew achievements (achieved status);

refers to doing
0 ascription: accord status to people on the baségef class, gender, education etc. (ascribed
status); refers to being; logically or not logigadbnnected with business effectiveness
2. attitudes to time
< sequential (line of events) versus synchronic {cgthnd repetitive)
« we think about past, present and future with re¢atime horizons
3. attitudes to environment

e survival meant acting against and with the envirentn economic growth has to do with
controlling nature

* inner directed: societies believe that they can smalld control nature by imposing their will
upon it; this kind of culture tends to identify witnechanisms

« outer directed: societies believe that man is pamature and must go along with its laws,
directions and forces; tends to see an organisasoatself a product of nature

Although the research by Hofstede and Trompenadyased on tens of thousands of questionnaires in
dozens of countries, they show different pictutdefstede sees for instance the Netherlands as a
country with limited power distance between peoplehigh femininity (focused on the quality of
existence and care for others), individualistic amdrage on the dimension of uncertainty avoidance.
Trompenaars perception of the Netherlands is slyangversalistic, moderate individualistic, neuitra

in showing emotions, strongly specific, inclined amcording status on external characteristics
(ascriptive), with fairly long time horizon (less t the future than to the past) and inner digkcte

These differences should not surprise you. A natioaolture is of course composed of a large number
of different elements, each with a different weighhe element may have a stronger effect on the
external perception of culture than another. Algtounobody denies the differences between
countries, the descriptions of these differenceg wadely. This is also influenced by the backgrdun
of the observer: what is his or her (sub)cultumatkyround, does s/he perceive cultural differences
and to what degree and what is his or her backgfd@ther causes for differences in perceptions of
national cultures may be the result of another tpoitime of the research, the theoretical framéuvor
the research method and the target group.

These differences between the results of two rekees, both dealing with the same, established
culture, highlight the point that their results yshould serve as a source of inspiration. Buildipg
experience with cultural differences over time, yall prefer the one point over the other on theiba

of your own individual preferencEs By then you have discovered what for you, aganaa
individual, is an important indicator of culturaffdrences.

The linkage between national culture and compaittyrelis not always simple or direct. Even if only
Dutch people work in a company with full Dutch peoly, national and company culture will not
coincide. The Dutch people bring of course theituca with them but nobody fits exactly in the
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national picture. The accidental combination ofstn@mployees is one factor, the mentality of the
owner or the one who established the firm anofhiee. realisation of company objectives has also its
effects, in contrast to a national culture whicteslmot serve directly one purpose. These and some
more factors make their own, unique combination.

The linkage between national cultures and compaityres is demonstrated John M8léHe gives a
clear picture based on research personal expesescan international consultant. In the graphvbelo
business cultures are plotted on the axes of Iehgteand organisation. The horizontal axis repressen
the form of the organisation, ranging from orgaicsystematic. An organic organisation grows over
time and gets its shape as a result of all devedoypenwith a major impact on the organisation. A
systematic organisation is one, which is desigrseil @n the drawing board and implemented as such.
The vertical axis depicts leadership, from indivabtto collective leadership (from the strong bass t
the management team). On the one end you may fiadstrong boss or the single owner who
established the firm, on the other the managensamh.t The dominant company culture according to
these axes has been indicated by country.

individual
Russia
France
Spain
us
leadership Belgium Germany
Portugal Austria
Italy Ireland
Luxemburg UK Netherlands

Greece Finland

Sweden
group Denmark
organic systematic

organisation

Philip d’Iribarne also clarifies the linkage betwerational and company culture. He investigated
three identical aluminium melting plants of one @amy in France, the US and the Netherlands. He
shows not only the differences in company cultimasalso the linkage between the national culture
and the national histoty

VALUES

The core of culture consists of values in the wislsmse (values in the limited sense and belieés; se
above). They shape the deepest and strongest timtivaof people. Examples of values are justice,
individual freedom and thrift. Norms are the tratisin of values in the day-to-day reality. Normsl an
values only change over years.

Research of values is difficult. Values are of sBumo concrete things but a deduction or
interpretation of the behaviour of people; a cardtrFurthermore, values are mostly unconsciously
present in our thinking. Hence, we cannot ask flues directly. You might determine values by
long-term observation but such an approach cottsolotime, the group should not be too large and
the researcher gets more and more involved. Aisaollies in carefully drafted questionnaires, agkin
all the time what people consider important, oftaerthe basis of a series of alternatives.
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Inglehart already mentioned the necessity of aentalues for a functioning democracy and market
oriented econonty. His theory has the change from the western, indlisociety to the next phase of
development (postmodern society) as a startingtpainsimilar change as the earlier one from
agricultural to industrial society (the modernitigalission in the T®century with Marx and Webers
as the best known representatives). For the fire in history modern man in the West does not need
to worry about survival, thanks to quite a numbepmvisions (retirement funds, illness insurance,
unemployment benefits and the like). This develapmesults in different values and beliefs.
However, such a process is dependent on a numlmanditions. Applying this theory of Inglehart to
the development in Central and Eastern Europe we ttaacknowledge that the populations in those
countries need at least two generations to comphetedesired transformation into democracy and
market oriented economy.

Tilburg University has initiated a large-scale ssh project in the late seventies to outline thieies

of people in different European countries. Thiseegsh through an extended questionnaire has been
repeated twice with the intention to demonstratssgume changes. The last questionnaire was
submitted to the respondents by the end of 199%famtheginning of 2000 in 32 countries, including
Central and Eastern Europe, and dealt with valekded to family, work, religion and politics. The
first results have been published by the end ofiZasut only the percentages of the responses to the
different questions. Further processing of thisrseunaterial has just been reledée@uestion 54 of

this questionnaire demonstrates perceptions abouk,vsuch as the self-responsibility of people,
competition, role of the state, ownership of firets.).

54 | Now I'd like you to tell me your views on various issues. How would you place your views on
this A scale [1 to 10]?

A Individuals should take more responsibility for | The state should take more responsibility to
providing for themselves. ensure that everyone is provided for.

B People who are un employed should have to | People who are unemployed should have the
take any job available or lose their |rightto refuse a job they do not want.
unemployment benefits.

C Competition is good. It stimulates people to | Competition is harmful it brings out the worst in
work hard and develop new ideas. people.

D The state should give more freedom to firms. The state should control firms more effectively.

E Incomes should be made more equal. There should be greater incentives for

individual effort.

F Private ownership of business and industry | Government ownership of business and
should be increased. industry should be increased.

G Each individual should be responsible for|The state should be responsible for everyone’s
arranging his or her own pension. pension

H Each individual should be responsible for|The state should be responsible everyone’s
arranging for his or her own housing. housing.

I One should be cautious about making major | You will never achieve much unless you act
changes in life. boldly.

The answers to this question 54 with nine contrsistav a number of interesting differences between
countries. Below you find the answers of the resleoits’ group in the Netherlands, in Central and
Eastern Europe and the total (the average of tlsavens in all 32 countries). However, not all
countries did respond on all nine dimensions. Tighdst and the lowest value in each column has
been printed in bold typeface.

A B C D E F G H I
Netherlands 4.65 |5.22 |4.70 |5.49 [6.09 |4.42
Estonia 6.08 |6.40 |4.39 |6.11 ({6.88 |5.74 |7.71 |6.24 | 6.47
Latvia 6.68 | 5.64 | 3.43 |7.36
Lithuania 5.38 |5.39 ({3.99 [4.60 |{4.81 |{4.94 |7.77 |6.10 |4.88
Poland 5.75 |4.39 [3.99 |6.64 |6.09 |5.78
Czech Republic [4.90 |4.69 |3.25 |6.03 |5.48 |4.71 |6.61 |5.77
Slovakia 6.37 |4.65 [3.59 |7.13
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Hungary 6.13 |4.29 |3.75 | 6.86

Romania 4.82 [4.99 |2.74 |6.19 |3.69 |4.38 | 6.38 |4.34 | 4.96
Bulgaria 5.23 |5.17 | 3.50 |5.38 |6.12 |4.24

Slovenia 6.54 |3.60 |3.24 |5.54 |4.05 | 6.26

Croatia 5.21 |4.91 |2.93 |5.03 |4.43 |[4.12 |6.31

Belarus 5.64 |5.84 |3.67 |4.80 |5.27 |5.24 |7.19 |7.04 |6.28
Ukraine 6.07 |6.28 |4.05 |5.42 | 7.35 |5.60 | 7.63 |7.12 |5.84
Russia 5.70 |6.11 |4.09 |6.08 |7.15 |6.11 |7.73 | 7.16 |5.38
Total 5.15 |4.84 | 3.87 |5.39 |5.66 |4.64 |6.80 |5.72 |5.55

In column A most countries (with the Netherlandd Bomania as exceptions) show a score larger
than five. It implies a strong role of father stedéher than individual responsibility in care the
individual. Column C only has answers smaller tamdicating that the populations in all countries
mentioned are in favour of competition. The scameolumn D are larger than 5 with the exception
of the neighbouring countries Lithuania and BelaHesnce, most countries prefer more state control
of firms, including the Netherlands! Column E regmets a preference for more rewards of individual
efforts with the exceptions of Slovenia and Croatia

We may read the table also in a horizontal way.sé&that Estonia scores all the time higher than 5
with the exception of dimension C, indicating afprence for a strong role of the state next to
individual liberty. A similar pattern may be foufat Latvia, the Ukraine and Russia. Lithuania ssore
rather average with the exception of dimension i@htdcore on G — state responsible for everyone'’s
pension — are standard. Slovakia and Hungary $ggheon A (stronger role of the state than of the
individual) and D (state control of firms).

The importance of value can hardly be overestima®adbri€l van den Brink for instance clearly
demonstrates the strong role of values in the dpweénts in the Netherlands, marked by the rise to
political fame of Pim Fortuyri. His research focuses on the shifts in the paliti@bitus of the Dutch
people, an excellent area for seeing values at.v@mikthe basis of societal changes Van den Brink
differentiates between three types of citizenstlineatened citizen, the resigned citizen and thee
citizen. The threatened citizen faces difficuliieslealing with societal changes and prefers anect
attitude of the government. They liked Fortuyn hessahe promised a more active role of government
regarding these problems, perceived and experieaéureats. The active citizen on the other hand
wants an as limited as possible involvement of gavent because s/he may solve the problems him
or herself. Fortuyn appeared to be an attractitegradtive also for this group due to the promiskd o
leaner government.

INTERCULTURAL CO-OPERATION

Although we may study and discuss cultural diffee=nin much detail, we should not only focus on
these differences. Emphasizing the differences raaylt in misunderstanding and conflict. Respect
for these differences and trying to bridge themtlma other hand, leads to comprehension and co-
operation. Less conflict and more co-operation ketwpeople and countries are important conditions
for progress. For this reason intercultural co-apen is ultimately of much more importance tha@a th
study of the differences. However, you have to kb differences in order to bridge them, to limit
and neutralise their negative consequences andetdheir positive aspects and potential, including
your own adaptation to the situation. In the long cultural understanding enhances the co-operation
between people.

Wood™* suggests that cultural differences may be bridgggersonality and ideology. A drawing
represents this hypothesis by showing culturesodstms of the same size (like the sovereignty of
states in international law) and at equidistanoenflone another. If you try to apply this model to
actual situations, you notice that the idea of lidgp and personality bridging cultures is much too
limited. It would imply that you may bridge the f@difences only if persons have a common personality
and/or ideology. In reality more means exist torowene the differences, boiling down to the
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recognition of common interests. Furthermore, tistadce between cultures may vary considerably
and may even partially overlap. The idea that oational culture has the same size as another
national culture may be understood in the sengbeofmportance of that culture to the population in

question; not in the number of people involvedher ¢ffects of a culture on others.

On the basis of this idea and our own experiencaatieer depict the idea of dealing with cultural
differences as a bridge between your own cultucethe culture of the other party you are dealing
with (figure 4). Such a bridge is founded on respecthe other as a fundamental condition, based o
the equality of peopfé Do not say that the other is behaving in an odgi,\just accept the way he or
she is behaving and try to understand where thiaweur is coming from. Respect implies a restraint
in judgement on different behaviour and the stéra aialogue with the recognition that your own
behaviour is strange to the other. Respect alstigmp dialogue, aimed at co-operation. The second
necessary condition (on the basis of this fundamisnthe recognition of common interests. The
picture also draws attention to the necessity afikng your own culture; how does your own culture
comes across to your discussion partner? Findly, figure stresses the importance of trying to
understand the culture of the other.

common interests

your own culture the other culture:
similarities and differences

A simple or widely accepted method to deal withtumall differences does not exist. Definitions and
methods are at present insufficiently clear or tiaiin their application. Furthermore, national
cultures are hard to describe, because they cafisisany different smaller scale cultures. Eveyoif
would be able to find a comprehensive descriptiomational cultures, you should adapt it to youtsel
your individual perceptions, character and the.likethis way, you are once again referred back to
yourself in trying to deal with cultural differer&eeHowever, the study of these differences givesa/o
handle, even if only by raising your awareness.diepand talking about cultural differences shows
the wide variety of what might happen and also wioat may do.

From my own experience | would like to give you flofowing points of attention in dealing with

other cultures.

* respect
In the discussion above we already mentioned résfieis considered to be a basic condition.
Although it does not give you immediate answershow to cope with the situation, you cannot
start doing so without respect.

* mentality, background, development
The difference in mentality is at the core of crdtudifferences and has ultimately to do with
values and beliefs. However, you should be camdtito confuse it with background. If you have
two students with different nationalities withineonniversity, they may a common understanding
of physics, although the books they used at sclawel different. The books are part of a
background, which is roughly speaking neutral ilatien to mentality. In the same vein people
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may be at different stages of development and essalt perceive differences, which are not
necessarily of a cultural nature.
give time, opening
A specific aspect of respect is that you give ottewple an opening, the time to explain things. If
you do not do that and you are the entire time yeadh your judgement, you will never
understand the culture of the other. In the end,will be the victim of it, getting only a minimal
result from your intercultural dealings.
question yourself, never be satisfied about yofirsel
One side of the bridge above states that you lakadw what the perception of your own culture
is from the other side. This also applies to youaasindividual: how do you come across?
Overbearing, shy, respectful, direct, dominantjtpol Both aspects, knowing yourself and your
own culture may be difficult, just because you takemany aspects for granted, without thinking
twice. Throughout your whole youth you have in fdmten working on making things
automatically, which you now need to recognise ragai

The difficulty of knowing your own culture is demstrated by the diverging results of research
into and foreign descriptions of the Dutch cultuddl perceptions about a national culture
however, are not more than averages because ofoitgposition of many other cultures
(organisational cultures, cultures of large andlsgraups and even individual cultures).
transfer of information: form and content, intenaet variation
Transfer of information in an intercultural contéxtmuch more difficult than in your own culture,
even if you could use the same language. Commumiicabnsists for 55% of body language, 38%
of the tone of your voice and only 7% on the contdryour words (in an intercultural setting more
often than not in a foreign language). The (uncims) interpretation of body language and tone
of voice is very much determined by culture, akgd automatic assumptions that flavour the
statement by the other. Because of these circunetagou have to do something extra to get your
message across, in particular with lectures ariditigs. It implies that you have to think more
consciously about the form and content of your mgsshan you would do in your own culture,
you have to try to be as interactive as possilie lest learning situation for adults) and you need
to include variations on your presentation (if evaey does not appear to work, try another one).
language! jokes: yes and no
Another way of getting your message better acr®$y iusing jokes. Laughing relieves. However,
few things are as dangerous as jokes in an interalicontext. Jokes may obtain quite a different
meaning for the recipient than you intended. THi&edince may be in gender, the use of colour,
political connotation, the meaning of flowers diat more often than not unknown to you. On top
of that people in some cultures will laugh politedyving you hardly a hint on what toes you have
been stepping. On the other hand, again, jokeshmpyto bridge the differences. Hence, try to use
jokes, but be very careful and try to test thenokedfand.
sensitivity for status
People in quite a few countries attach much vabugtdtus, whether by achievement of ascription.
If you are in such a situation the acknowledgenwdnstatus is of importance in order to avoid
feelings of offence or impoliteness. An examplenfrindonesia concerns a Dutchman who was
invited by his host to sit down. The Dutchman télod chair he favoured, not the chair indicated by
the host. Later the Dutchman learned that chadie@ted had their own meaning in a process of
ever increasing acceptance. This relationshipaat Igot off at a wrong start.
collectivity versus own responsibility
In group oriented societies you should not expeoct much self-responsibility because people
within that culture have learned to follow the leafdthe group. You have to convince the group
first before you may expect the individual to act.
obedience versus initiative
In societies, which stress obedience you shouldabeful with taking the initiative. You are being
served coffee or tea and you do not take sugariodicated.

Again and again, respect and politeness are exrteltarting positions, enabling you to avoid sesiou
mistakes, even without understanding why. Many extasand anecdotes may be told, but they are
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only sources of inspiration. Some theory may givel yyome background information. However,
bridging the cultural gap depends in the end onividdal persons with all their personal
characteristics in a unique situation. You havedwelop your personal style while keeping an open
mind.
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