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‘LOOKING FORWARD BY LOOKING BACK’: A TRANSDISCIPLINARY 

SELF/OTHER PERSPECTIVE ON INTERCULTURAL EXPATRIATE RESEARCH 

 

Introduction 

Hofstede’s landmark study of IBM (1980), which originally identified four cultural 

dimensions of ‘national culture’, remains the dominating framework for cultural research in 

the general field of ‘culture and business’ (Caprar 2011; Chapman 1997). The Hofstedeian 

research tradition ensues to monopolise cultural research as the mainstream proper within the 

business-school academe. This position can be argued to be symptomatic for disciplinary 

isolationism. Triandis (1993) promulgates that “the present book [Hofstede, 1991] makes no 

attempt to link with recent social science literature” (p. 133). For example Hofstede’s study 

with its firm foothold in the functionalist paradigm (Chapman 1997; Williamson 2002) was 

published after major intellectual advancements had transpired in the more mature classical 

social sciences; such as in the 1960s when shifting its epistemological focus from positivism 

(function) to interpretivism (meaning), and where Social Anthropology largely abandoned 

attempts at quantifying cultural research during the 1960s and 1970s (Chapman 1997).  

 

This Chapter argues that the tacit assumptions of mainstream CCM research, closely aligned 

with the Hofstedeian paradigm, impedes on knowledge-production in terms of making sense 

of intercultural interaction, and to investigate ‘culture’ at the individual level. Consequently, 

Self/Other concepts (identity-formation) are proposed, which has developed in the wider 

social theoretical landscape for nearly a century, as a fruitful investigatory theoretical scope 

for further advancing CCM research. This transdisciplinary line of inquiry can assist in 

gaining deeper understanding of interaction between individuals through examining how 

expatriates draw conceptual boundaries of “us” and “them” (Lamont & Molnar 2002). This 
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social theoretical strand is diminutively engaged with in the CCM discipline – however 

building bridges with the other social science disciplines has been encouraged by leading 

International Business (IB) scholars (Volberda 2006).  

 

In essence, the above endeavour builds upon Hofstede’s important contribution to CCM by 

extending the ontological focus towards sensemaking and scrutinising intercultural 

interaction due to that is what expatriates and international managers are actually challenged 

with when encountering various cultural Others in a specific conceptual space and physical 

place (Hall 1996; Low & Lawrence-Zuniga 2003). Hofstede (1994) himself propagates that 

the “business of international business is culture”. Such realisation serves as a stark reminder 

for how educators may unconsciously instil in students a restrained approach for intercultural 

sensemaking – if solely relying on Hofstede’s broad-stroke dimensions. 

 

The necessity to expand the ontological focus of CCM research beyond the Hofstedeian 

tradition and towards deeper engagement with qualitative and mixed-method research 

designs, is augmenting in significance due to the rapidly unfolding of the new business 

landscape on the global stage of commerce: the shift of the economic centre of gravity to 

Asian growth markets – including the new, fastest growing emerging markets in Southeast 

Asia, Africa, and South America. The new business landscape, thus, leads to increased trade, 

business negotiations, and communication with an increasing number of Multinational 

Enterprises (MNEs) and new customer groups from countries exhibiting increasingly 

unfamiliar cultural and institutional untrodden terrains for ‘western’ MNEs. Such 

intercultural challenges are also increasingly being experienced between MNEs originated 

from regional economic powers and newer trading partners within non-‘western’ regions. 

Self/Other concepts can assist expatriates and international managers in avoiding hampered 
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work-performance and failed international adjustments in demanding cultural settings. Such 

positive outcomes can be achieved by decreasing risks for intercultural misunderstandings 

and to avoid selecting company policies which are not appropriately tailored for the local 

culture(s) and customer preferences – through better understanding the behaviour, reasoning, 

and perceptions of cultural Others. 

  

This Chapter shall highlight Self/Other theories borrowing from the social constructionist 

heritage, followed by interfacing two key findings from ethnographic field research of 

Norwegian expatriates conducted in Hong Kong and South Korea with mainstream CCM 

research as a means of achieving deeper understanding of intercultural interaction as a 

concept. Thereafter, contributions, managerial implications, fruitful research avenues, in 

addition to suggesting implications for the direction of the CCM research agenda itself, will 

be proposed. 

 

Advancing CCM Research With And Beyond Hofstede 

The Hofstedeian research tradition has emerged as the dominant approach for more than three 

decades, which effectively institutionalised cultural research within the business-school 

academe (Søderberg & Holden 2002). Integral to this paradigm, the most widely applied 

cultural theory in IB studies – the ‘Cultural Distance’ (CD) construct – can be included, 

where Kogut and Singh (1988) introduced an equation based on aggregated measurements 

from Hofstede’s cultural dimension indexes. The ‘CD’ construct promotes a static view of 

culture indicating that the distance between cultures can be numerically gauged and that it 

explains firm behaviour in foreign investment expansion, entry mode choice, and 

performance of foreign invested affiliates (Shenkar 2001).  
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The Hofstedeian paradigm has been commendably and rigorously criticised elsewhere – and 

thus not reiterated in this Chapter (Buckley & Chapman 1997, 1996; Caprar 2011; Chapman 

1997; Chapman et al. 2008; Fang 2003; Jack 2007; Jakob 2005; McSweeney 2002; Smith 

2006; Peterson 2007; Primecz et al. 2011; Søderberg & Holden 2002; Søndergaard 1994). 

There have also been successful endeavours with broadening the investigatory scope of the 

CCM discipline through transdisciplinary inquiry (for example, Chapman et al. 2004; 

Lauring 2008; Lauring & Guttormsen 2010, Lauring & Selmer 2009; Moore 2012a, 2012b, 

2011, 2006; Peltokorpi 2010).  

 

Hofstede himself supports the above development, encompassing more qualitative, 

contextualised, in-depth studies. Additionally, he warns against applying his data at the 

individual level. This ensues as an unfortunate and empirically questionable but a widespread 

practice within and outside the CCM discipline (Carraher 2003). Thus, the criticism presented 

in this Chapter relates to the latter practices rather than Hofstede’s work itself, and is not 

contending to dispel Hofstede’s work; for example, Bjerke (1999) demonstrates how 

elements of a “national culture” influence intercultural interaction at the individual level. The 

main concern, therefore, is what the CCM discipline tends not to do. It is in this juncture of 

tension (levels of analysis, and divergent theoretical scopes) where the inquiry of this Chapter 

will continue. 

 

Critiquing The Research Philosophical Foundation Of Hofstede’s CCM 

The ‘ontological tools’ of the Hofstedeian paradigm arguably include three pairings of social 

phenomena, which collectively signify the ‘grammatical lexis’ concerning the praxis of the 

mainstream CCM research field. The ‘ontological tools’ reflect the consequences of operating 

on this particular research philosophical premise in terms of what knowledge which is being 
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produced (epistemology) and how particular world-views confine researchers to specific 

investigatory scopes (ontology). Collectively, these pairings signals why the ontological 

practice is focusing less on interaction, and thus also provides the rationale for moving 

towards more meaning-based systems (Primecz et al. 2011) where Self/Other concept can 

provide a fruitful, qualitative research avenue for such interrogation, building on Hofstede’s 

work.  

 

For the first pairing, the notion of ‘difference’ moulds cultural research into observable 

differences between assumable fixed cultures as entities (Lowe 2002). The ‘CD’ construct 

(Kogut & Singh 1988) manifests that such difference (which then preface, dubiously, that 

perceptions of interaction exist as objective entities/social realities detached from human 

minds (Crotty 2003)), as a measurable ‘distance’. As a consequence, such line of inquiry 

denies agency to intersubjectivity and interaction amongst expatriates as individuals (Figure 

1.1). 

 

Figure 1.1 – ‘Difference’ & ‘Distance’ 

 

Conceptual space has been taken as a precultural given in Western culture due to the belief 

that Self is placed within the body (Scheper-Hughes & Lock 1987), and where people flunk 

to grasp that human beings’ perception of ‘space’ is dynamic – something which is often 

One person’s 

CULTURE B 

e.g. Macedonian 

One person’s 

CULTURE Y 

e.g. Norwegian 
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failed to be assessed because of the belief that for “every effect there is a signal and 

identifiable cause and that it begins and ends with the skin” (Hall 1966: 109).  

 

In terms of the second pairing, ‘values’ is effectively equated to ‘culture’, due to the former is 

what being measured across Hofstede’s cultural dimensions – alongside (leadership) 

behaviour. This signals the positivist embedded quantitative (mainstream) approach drawing 

upon Social Psychology and Behaviourism (Chapman 1997). However, this denies agency to 

the diffusing nature of practice; ‘what we do’, which underpins the ideational system 

embodied in Social Anthropology, which emphasises systems of shared ideas as part of 

public and social processes – underlying, and are expressed by, the conduct of human lives. 

Learning processes are the basis for ‘culture’ as a system of shared meanings that transcend 

the realisation within one individual’s mind – thus, not “only” being an outcome of cognitive 

processes within one person’s construct of ‘social reality’ (Keesing & Strathern 1998). This 

facilitates for talking about, for example, an “American culture” without claiming it to 

constitute a “national culture”. 

 

The deconstruction of the human being is part of the positivistic modus operandi where 

values, behaviour, and various processes are assumed to have the ability to exist apart from 

each other. Such assumptions are evident, but often not challenged or discussed in 

quantitative CCM research. Inversely, human beings should be understood as a “summative 

upshot” of diffusing values, behaviour, biological, psychological processes, and social 

existence (Geertz 1973). However, regrettably, mainstream cultural research remains hypo-

deductive, reductionist, essentialist, acontextual, ahistorical, and non-meaning-based 

(Linstead 1997; Primecz et al. 2011).  
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The third pairing relates to Hofstede’s data being collected at the national level, but most 

studies which include his dimensions are used at the individual level (McSweeney 2002). In 

terms of quantitative analysis, the ‘ecological fallacy’ relates to the assumed fixed nature of 

‘culture’; that a culture equates to the territorial boarder of a country (herein, that people 

located in the same area share the same attitudes; and that a human being can be characterised 

as corresponding to the average of a group) (Landis & Wasilevski 1999). This approach leads 

to measuring comprable averages although empirically unsound (Staber 2006). This approach 

denies agency to cultural intra-country variances (Meyer 2007), individuals’ social 

categorisation (Jenkins 1997), and social construction of ‘reality’ (Berger & Luckman 1964). 

 

Achieving Further Depth in CCM Research With Self/Other Concepts As The 

Theoretical Framework 

Various approaches to Self/Others constellations have been developed in divergent 

theoretical ‘school of thoughts’ across various social science disciplines and the humanities 

close to a century (Barth 1971; Du Gay, Evans & Redman 2000; Goffman 1959; Hall 1966; 

Jenkins 2000; Low & Lawrence-Zuniga 2003; Mead 1934; Neumann 1996; Said 1989; 

Sökefeld 1999).  

 

Conceptual boundaries serve as the foundation of how social identities are formed (Lamont & 

Molnar 2002). In the case of the Norwegian expatriates in Hong Kong and South Korea, the 

identity formation of ‘Norwegian-ness’ as Self transpires through social categorisation of “in-

group” and “out-group” based on belongingness and perceived sameness with oneself and 

with Others (Eriksen 1993); as uniqueness from others (Brubaker & Cooper 2000; Jenkins 

1997); and shaped by culture and contextuality (Berger & Luckman 1966).  
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The crux of the Self/Other debate is that Self (or Selves) – aka ‘Norwegian-ness’ – cannot be 

disentangled from an Other (Barth 1969). Thus, ‘identity’ cannot be grasped by scrutinising 

Self (psychological outlook) alone – but through an Other (anthropological social interaction 

pathway). Consequently, the “unpacking” of the Self/Other constellation provides a helpful 

heuristic device to make sense of how ‘identity’ is formed (Neumann 1996). In order to 

understand how one party perceives itself, it is de rigueur to understand Otherness (Butler 

1993). Otherness plays an indispensable role in constituting an identity due to retaining the 

potential of amassing knowledge about those who are constructing this particular Other. This 

is a result of that Otherness can only be realised within our own culture (Said 1989). 

‘Norwegian-ness’ ought to be investigated as a contested phenomenon through the social 

construction of an Other, and cannot be portrayed as identity(-ies) reducible to an observable 

and quantifiable, fixed and static physical entity (as with Hofstede’s ‘difference’), which can 

be measured or investigated taxonomically detached from meaning.  

 

Borrowing from a post-structuralist outlook on the mutually constituted and non-

dichotomised Self/Other constellation – Self and Other are indistinguishable and perform 

dialectically (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992). However, the intentionality in business school 

academia continues to avoid dealing with this aspect, and attributes Otherness with fixed and 

static properties. This practice is an unfortunate consequence of not contesting aforesaid tacit 

assumptions of mainstream cultural research, which is detrimental to the dynamic and ever-

transforming nature of the Self/Other concepts. This limitation also leads to failing to 

contribute more comprehensively to a key aspect of international assignments which 

expatriates themselves crave more knowledge about, i.e. intercultural encounters. 
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From Hofstede’s CCM Research Towards ‘Boundary-Markers’ and Otherness 

In order to illustrate the relevance for deeper engagement with the Self/Other concepts – and 

transdisciplinary research more broadly within the CCM discipline – two main findings from 

the aforesaid ethnographic field research conducted in Hong Kong and South Korea (in 

particular 20 interviews with Norwegian expatriates) will be identified. The data was 

collected as part of a larger study on Scandinavian expatriates’ perceptions of intercultural 

encounters and international adjustments (66 interviews in total). Secondary, the Chapter also 

draws upon 44 interviews, concerning Self/Other theorising, conducted as part of the author’s 

doctoral research on China policy-research experts in U.S. think tanks.  

 

One discovery in the expatriates’ own admissions, related to how little Hofstede’s cultural 

dimensions contributed to their understanding and problem-solving of actual intercultural 

interaction, and that the operationalisation of meaning-based social theories more effectively 

performed as a vehicle for enhancing their intercultural understanding.  

 

Adhering to the premise that own culture can only be grasped through an Other (aka Hong 

Kong, and South Korean cultures) (Butler 1993), and that Otherness (alias boundary-

markers) can only be realised within a person’s own culture (Said 1989) – this sub-section 

elucidates the most evident boundary-markers which the Norwegian expatriates identified in 

the two locations. Four main lessons are pinpointed below.  

 

In the Hong Kong context, the prevailing boundary-marker constructed by the Norwegian 

expatriates related to the widely recognised issue of saving or not losing ‘face’ (mianzi) 

amongst their Hong Kong Chinese counterpart. Mianzi (an individual’s dignity) is reciprocal 

and it follows that the local Hong Kong Chinese person’s disappointments are assumed to be 
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inflicted upon the others in the group. The Norwegian respondents reported that such cultural 

facet permeated all facets of managing and conducting business (see Buckley et al. 2006) – 

for example, when not reporting about a faulty factory machine for two weeks (hence losing 

money) in order to avoid embarrassment. For the same reason, other expatriate managers 

experienced great difficulty in eliciting criticism (as part of an open communication style) 

from their individual local colleagues – in addition to motivate the latter to explore creative, 

“outside-the-box” solutions during problem-solving. The preference for maintaining 

harmony, avoiding conflicts, and not showcasing own imperfections would prevail. 

 

In the South Korean setting, narrated by the Norwegian expatriates, ‘hierarchy’ could be 

delineated as the most evident boundary-marker of Otherness (Rowley & Warner 2014) – for 

example the importance of procuring a car engine which had to correspond with the assigned 

position in the formal organisational structure, or local top-managers’ concept of holiday 

being to spend a couple of days reading a book in the office. Norwegian managers were also 

surprised when realising the paramount importance relating to recruitment policies within 

their firms, and the weakened collaborative spirit between local employees, as a result of 

which university they had graduated from (i.e. hierarchical position of the university to a high 

extent defining who were eligible to be recruited or who local employees would accept to 

work with in project-teams). The Confucius heritage is perceived to be strong in both 

countries/regions (Song et al. 2005).  

 

Thus, as the first lesson, meaning-attribution to what constitutes Confucianism and which 

aspects being played out – as perceived by the Norwegian expatriates – vary as a result of the 

context-specific Self/Other interplay, as well as being plausibly influenced by ’context of 

contextuality’; encountered cultural issues between individuals are also influenced by 
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conceptual space and physical location (this illustrates the fallacy of ‘distance’ where AB 

equals BA mathematically (Shenkar 2001)). Contemplating on how the expatriates would 

construct the Other, which within they would perceive own culture (Said 1989), theories 

concerning what constitutes ‘Norwegian-ness’ can be developed based on their context-

specific Otherness.  

 

As a second lesson, the identification of ‘face’ and ‘hierarchy’ can be argued to become 

salient as a result of dominant characteristics of ‘Norwegian-ness’. The key social 

phenomena of what has been defined as Scandinavian management style (strong emphasis on 

employee oriented management style, and equality), in addition to strong egalitarianism 

which permeates the Norwegian society (Schramm-Nielsen et al. 2004), stand in diametric 

opposition to emphasising ‘face’ and ‘hierarchy’. Hence, the boundary-marker of the Other 

which becomes more salient is plausibly a result of the Norwegian ‘cultural lens’, making it 

pertinent to talk about ‘interactional friction’ rather than ‘distance’.  

 

In terms of the third lesson, the Self(ves) is dynamic and can perform in multiplicity, and the 

constellation is intersubjectively constituting, and constituted, by the nature of the Other – 

shaped by culture and contextuality (Berger & Luckman 1966). Thus, assigning fixed 

properties to a culture is flawed due to different aspects of that culture will play out in 

different ways depending on the particular interacting Other. Hofstede’s broad stroke 

approach (cultural dimensions) risks leaving out important nuances; the CD between Norway 

and Hong Kong, and Norway and South-Korea, is very similar. However, empirical data has 

shown that different aspects of ‘Norwegian-ness’ play out with various degrees of salience 

depending on the nature of the encountered Other. There can be multiple boundary-markers 

where some might be latent in specific contexts and of less definitional strengths (Barth 
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1969). For example, egalitarianism as ‘Norwegian-ness’, will be less salient when 

Norwegians interact with neighbouring Danes (due to similar cultures). Some of the 

boundary-markers might be shared between multiple Selves and Others. How, then, is it 

possible to measure a distance between two points which are not separated?  

 

For the fourth lesson, I propose a social anthropological take on the boundary-production of 

the Other and Othering (process). The depicted research findings above, it can be argued 

realigns beyond the ‘differences’ and endogenous cultural traits of “us” and “them” as 

objectified categories which groups ascribe to. Following the Barthian ‘school’ of Otherness, 

to operate with static signs for observable and measureable behaviour – the “cultural stuff” 

(Barth 1971) – should subside for understanding boundaries to unfold as “continuous 

inclusion and exclusion through socialisation and categorisation of differences” (Lauring & 

Guttormsen 2010) (Figure 1.2). 

 

Figure 1.2 Conceptual boundary-markers (BM = boundary-marker) 
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Contributions 

This inquiry has demonstrated the relevance of deploying ’theory as method’, and that a 

division between the empirical and conceptual realms are unhelpful; concepts are build and 

modified by juxtapositioning empirical data and theory in accordance with the social 

constructionist embedded, ‘cyclic’ research process integral to ethnographic research 

(Hammersley & Atkinson 2007). Conceptually, this Chapter underscores the importance of 

contesting tacit assumptions of mainstream CCM research, and that interrogation into 

understanding actual intercultural interaction should move beyond ‘difference’ and towards 

grasping the Self/Other interplay. In terms of how producing knowledge; this Chapter 

contributes to expanding the epistemological and ontological scope in CCM research. As far 

as practical impact is concerned, to rely solely on Hofstede can only provide part of the 

picture when it comes to comprehending intercultural interaction, and indeed contradictory 

for meaningful sensemaking which is what educators ought to teach business-school students, 

and what is also required by employers. 

 

Managerial Implications 

As widely expressed by the interviewed expatriates, international business practitioners can 

benefit from improved understanding of intercultural interaction beyond Hofstede’s cultural 

dimensions in terms of enhanced managerial work-performance. When understanding the 

whys and hows, as well as the influence of identity-formation on how interaction with other 

cultures is perceived, managers and organisations can capitalise on such accumulated and 

transferrable knowledge as a strategic resource serving as the foundation of developing a 

competitive advantage over competitors with less intercultural capabilities during future 

international business dealings in unfamiliar country markets. Those managing multicultural 

environments can benefit from further enhancing cultural self-awareness and intercultural 



14 

 

capabilities as a catalyst for improved work performance in key areas such as team-work, 

communication, change management interventions, and negotiation processes, with 

employees, external stakeholders, suppliers, customer target groups, and international media, 

as well motivations underlying strategic decisions made by competitors in new business 

markets.  

 

This can be achieved by understanding the influence of culture, and why and how individuals 

have a tendency to act, reason, argue, and strategise in particular ways. This form of 

‘intercultural capital’ becomes an indispensable strategic capability for the reflexive, 

transnational manager – but should also become part of an organisation’s culture and thus 

being a key component when preparing expatriates for working in new international and 

multicultural settings. As managers and staff interact and influence, and intersubjectively 

being influenced by, the organisation and those working within them, it also becomes 

imperative to grasp intercultural encounters beyond merely comparing them (dimensions) and 

rather to comprehend identity-formation as Otherness (boundary-markers).  

 

Furthermore, it has been established that Self is dynamic and mutually constituted through 

the particular Other. Drawing upon the research on Scandinavian managers, it can be 

recommended to incorporate a stronger focus on self-reflexive questioning in executive 

training programmes for international managers as a way of enhancing sensemaking 

concerning the role of culture during international business dealings when encountering 

various cultural Others; what constitutes his or her own culture (which is pivotal knowledge 

for improving the understanding concerning how individuals from other cultures perceive 

your own management actions and thinking); and to scrutinise tacit assumptions underlying 

decisions for how to lead people and complex organisations. The focus on understanding Self 
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should be brought to the forefront when expatriate managers are devising corporate strategies 

and policies for how to prepare expatriates for successful adjustment during international 

assignments (and repatriation). This rings true also for business consultancies and business-

schools, as it has been argued they both fail to incorporate the complexities of culture 

(Søderberg & Holden 2002). The increasingly frequent encounters with new and unfamiliar 

cultures as part of the emerging new business landscape will further challenge international 

managers to understand how own behaviour and thinking might have an effect on others (and 

the amplified risks for misperception and misunderstanding in business dealings), in addition 

to the increased demands for more nuanced and culturally targeted approaches when 

engaging with new customer groups.  

 

Concluding Remarks: The Road Ahead  

This Chapter has proposed Self/Other concepts as a fruitful qualitative research avenue much 

needed for investigating intercultural interaction at the individual level. This endeavour is 

particularly important because the new business landscape will lead to more unconventional 

intercultural encounters between firms and their employees with local staff, stakeholders, and 

customers displaying cultural backgrounds where ‘western’ MNEs may have limited or non-

existing prior experience with. Due to this acknowledgment, scholars are recommended to 

pursue more transdisciplinary research designs drawing upon Social Anthropological and 

Sociological theoretical frameworks (as opposed to interdisciplinary research where theories 

are “merely” borrowed from other subject-fields); increasing deployment of Self/Other 

perspectives in CCM research; and reconceptualising ‘culture’ pertinent to the individual 

level. 
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The arguments of this Chapter also have implications for the CCM research agenda itself; 

expansion of the geographical focus for empirical research and co-authorship ventures as well 

as composition of funding bids teams and editorial boards; and particularly significant, to 

increasingly exercise self-reflexivity when academics pursue explanatory-sources, and 

research problems and questions – especially in unfamiliar cultural contexts where 

researchers may be unaware of or normally do not engage with. Researchers should also 

examine the culture, identity, and praxis of the CCM discipline and its knowledge-

production; the possible impact of researchers’ own cultural backgrounds on research designs 

and fieldwork; in addition to questioning the notion of “the frontier of the research field”: if 

only looking within the CCM discipline, academics might end up re-producing more and 

innovating less than appreciated.  

 

Acknowledgments 

I would like to thank the David C. Lam Institute for East-West Studies (Hong Kong Baptist 

University) for funding towards field research, as well as Dr Fiona Moore and Prof Nigel 

Holden for feedback on earlier drafts of this Chapter.  

 

REFERENCES 

 

Barth, F. (1971) Ethnic Groups and Boundaries: The Social Organization of Cultural 

Difference, Bergen: Universitetsforlaget. 

 

Barth, F. (I969a) Ethnic Groups and Boundaries: The Social Organization of Culture 

Difference, London: Allen and Unwin. 

 



17 

 

Berger, P.L. and Luckmann, T. (1966) The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in the 

Sociology of Knowledge, Garden City: Anchor. 

 

Bjerke, B. (1999) Business Leadership and Culture, Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 

 

Bourdieu, P. and Wacquant, L.J.D. (1992) An Invitation to Reflexive Sociology, Cambridge: 

Polity Press.  

 

Brubaker, R. and Cooper, F. (2000) ‘Beyond “identity”’, Theory and Society, vol. 29, no. 1, 

pp. 1-47. 

 

Buckley, P.J. and Chapman, M.K. (1997) ‘The Use of Native Categories in Management 

Research’, British Journal of Management, vol. 8, no. 4, pp. 283-299. 

 

Buckley, P.J. and Chapman, M.K. (1996) ‘Economics and Social Anthropology - Reconciling 

Differences’, Human Relations, vol. 49, no. 9,  pp. 1123-1150. 

 

Butler, J. 1993, Bodies That Matter, London: Routledge. 

 

Buckley, P.J., Clegg, J., and Tan, H. (2006) ‘Cultural Awareness in Knowledge Transfer to 

China: The Role of Guanxi and Mianzi’, Journal of World Business, vol. 41, no. 3, pp 275-

288. 

 

Caprar, D.V. (2011) ‘Foreign locals: a cautionary tale on the culture of MNC local 

employees’ Journal of International Business Studies, vol. 42, no. 5, pp. 608-628. 



18 

 

Carraher, S.M. (2003) ‘The Father of Cross-Cultural Research: An Interview with Geert 

Hofstede’, Journal of Applied Management and Entrepreneurship, vol. 8, no. 2, pp. 98-107. 

 

Chapman, M. (1997) ‘Social Anthropology, Business Studies, and Cultural Issues’, 

International Studies of Management & Organization, vol. 26, no. 4, pp. 3-29. 

 

Chapman, M., Gajewska-De Mattos, H., Clegg, J., and Buckley, P.J. (2008) ‘Close 

Neighbours and Distant Friends – Perceptions of Cultural Distance’, International Business 

Review, volume 17, no. 3, pp. 217-234. 

 

Chapman, M., Clegg, J., and Gajewska-De Mattos, H. (2004) ‘Poles and Germans: An 

international business relationship’, Human Relations, vol. 57, no. 8, pp. 983-1015. 

 

Crotty, M. (2003) The foundations of social research: Meaning and perspective in the 

research process, London: Sage Publications. 

 

Du Gay, P., Evans, J., and Redman, P. (2000), Identity: a Reader, London: Sage Publication 

Ltd. 

 

Eriksen, T.H. (1993) Ethnicity and Nationalism, London: Pluto. 

 

Fang, T. (2003) ‘A Critique of Hofstede's Fifth National Culture Dimension’, International 

Journal of Cross Cultural Management, vol. 3, no. 3, 347-368. 

 

Geertz, C. (1973) The Interpretation of Cultures. New York: Basic Books. 



19 

 

Goffman, E. (1959) The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life, New York: Anchor Books. 

 

Hall, E.T. (1966) The Hidden Dimension: Man's Use of Space in Public and Private, Garden 

City. 

 

Hammersley, M., and Atkinson, P. (2007) Ethnography, London: Routledge. 

 

Hofstede, G. (1994) ‘The Business of International Business is Culture’, International 

Business Review, vol. 3, no. 1, pp. 1-14. 

 

Hofstede, G.  (1991) Cultures and organizations: Software of the mind, London: McGraw-

Hill. 

 

Hofstede, G. (1980) Culture's Consequences: International Differences in Work-related 

Values, London: Sage Publications. 

 

Jack, G. (2007) ‘International management and ethnography: What and why?’, Ethnography, 

vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 361-372. 

 

Jacob, N. (2005) ‘Cross-cultural investigations: emerging concepts’, Journal of 

Organizational Change Management, vol. 18, no. 5, pp. 514-528. 

 

Jenkins, R. (2000) ‘Categorization: Identity, Social Process and Epistemology’, Current 

Sociology, vol. 48, no. 3, pp. 7-25. 

 



20 

 

Jenkins, R. (1997) ‘Categorization and Power’, in R. Jenkins (Ed.), Rethinking Ethnicity: 

Arguments and Explorations, London: Sage. 

 

Keesing R.M. and Strathern A.J. (1998) Cultural anthropology: A contemporary perspective, 

3rd edn, Belmont: Thomson. 

 

Kogut, B. and Singh, H. (1988) ‘The Effect Of National Culture On The Choice Of Entry 

Mode’, Journal of International Business Studies, vol. 19, no. 3, pp. 411-432. 

 

Lamont, M. and Molnar, V (2002) ‘The Study of Boundaries in the Social Sciences’, Annual 

Review Sociology, vol. 28, pp. 167-195. 

 

Landis, D. and Wasilevski, J.H. (1999) ‘Reflections on 22 years of the international journal 

of intercultural relations and 23 years in other areas of intercultural practice’, International 

Journal of Intercultural Relations, vol. 23, no. 4, pp. 535-574. 

 

Lauring, J. (2008) ‘Rethinking Social Identity Theory in International Encounters: Language 

Use as a Negotiated Object for Identity Making’, International Journal of Cross Cultural 

Management, vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 343-361. 

 

Lauring, J. and Guttormsen, D.S.A. (2010) ‘Challenges of Ethnicity in Organizational 

Interaction: The Role of Language Use in Expatriate Management’, in Race and Ethnicity: 

Cultural roles, Spiritual Practices, and Social challenges, ed. JK Crennan, New York: Nova 

Science Publishers Inc. 

 



21 

 

Lauring, J. and Selmer, J. (2009) ‘Expatriate Compound Living: An Ethnographic Field 

Study’, International Journal of Human Resource Management, vol. 20, no. 7, pp. 1451-

1467. 

 

Linstead, S. (1997) ‘The Social Anthropology of Management’, British Journal of 

Management, vol. 8, no.1, pp. 85-98. 

 

Low, S.M. and Lawrence-Zuniga, D. (eds) (2003) The anthropology of space and place: 

locating culture, Oxford: Blackwell Publishing. 

 

Lowe, S. (2002) ‘The Cultural Shadows of Cross-Cultural Research: Images of Culture’, 

Culture and Organization, vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 21-34. 

 

McSweeney, B. (2002) ‘Hofstede’s model of national cultural differences and their 

consequences: A triumph of faith – a failure of analysis’, Human Relations, vol. 55, no. 1, pp. 

89-118. 

 

Mead, G.H. (1934), Mind, Self, and Society, Chicago: University Press. 

 

Meyer, K.E. (2007) ‘Asian contexts and the search for general theory is management 

research: A rejoinder’, Asia Pacific Journal of Management, vol. 24, pp. 527-534. 

 

Moore, F. (2012a) ‘The Diorama: The Impact of Gender and Ethnic ‘Native Categories’ on 

Cross-Cultural Management in a Post-Acquisition Automobile Manufacturer’, Management 

International Review, vol. 52, no. 5, pp. 619-642. 



22 

 

Moore, F. (2012b) ‘Identity, knowledge and strategy in the UK subsidiary of an Anglo-

German automobile manufacturer’, International Business Review, vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 281-

292. 

 

Moore, F. (2011) ‘Holistic ethnography: Studying the impact of multiple national identities 

on post-acquisition organizations’, Journal of International Business Studies, vol. 42, no. 

5, pp. 654-671. 

 

Moore, F. (2006) ‘Strategy, Power and Negotiation: Social Control and Expatriate Managers 

in a German Multinational Corporation’, International Journal of Human Resource 

Management, vol. 17, no. 3, pp. 399-413. 

 

Neumann, I.B. (1996) ‘Self and Other in International Relations’, European Journal of 

International Relations, vol. 2, no. 2, pp. 139-174. 

 

Peltokorpi, V. (2010) ‘Intercultural communication in foreign subsidiaries: The influence of 

expatriates’ language and cultural competencies’, Scandinavian Journal of Management, vol. 

26, pp. 176-188. 

 

Peterson, M.F. (2007) ‘The Heritage of Cross Cultural Management Research Implications 

for the Hofstede Chair in Cultural Diversity’, International Journal of Cross Cultural 

Management, vol. 7 no. 3, pp. 359-377. 

 

Primecz, H., Romani, L. and Sackmann, S. (eds) (2011) Cross-cultural Management in 

practice: culture and negotiated meanings, Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 



23 

 

Rowley, C. and Warner, M. (eds) (2014) Management in South Korea, London: Routledge. 

 

Said, E. (1989) Orientalism, London: Penguin Books. 

 

Scheper-Hughes, N. and Lock, M. (1987) ‘The Mindful Body: A Prolegomenon to Future 

Work in Medical Anthropology’, Medical Anthropology Quarterly, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 6-41.  

 

Schramm-Nielsen, J., Lawrence, P., and Sivesind, K.H. (2004) Management in Scandinavia: 

Culture, context, and change, Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 

 

Shenkar, O. (2001) ‘Cultural distance revisited: Towards a more rigorous conceptualization 

and measurement of cultural differences’, Journal of International Business Studies, vol. 32, 

no. 3, pp. 519-537. 

 

Smith, P.B. (2006) ‘When elephants fight, the grass gets trampled: the GLOBE and Hofstede 

projects’, Journal of International Business Studies, vol. 37, no. 6, pp. 915-921. 

 

Song, Y-J., Hale, C.L. and Rao, N. (2005) ‘The South Korean Chief Negotiator: Balancing 

Traditional Values and Contemporary Business Practices’, International Journal of Cross 

Cultural Management, vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 313–328. 

 

Staber, U. (2006) ‘Social Capital Processes in Cross Cultural Management’, International 

Journal of Cross-Cultural Management, vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 189-203. 

 



24 

 

Søderberg, A-M and Holden, N. (2002) ‘Rethinking cross-cultural management in a 

globalising business world’, International Journal of Cross Cultural Management, vol. 12, 

no. 1, pp. 103-121. 

 

Sökefeld, M. (1999) ‘Debating Self, Identity, and Culture in Anthropology’, Current 

Anthropology, vol. 40, no 4, pp. 417-447. 

 

Søndergaard, M. (1994) ‘Research Note: Hofstede’s Consequences: A Study of Reviews, 

Citations and Replications’, Organization Studies, vol. 15, no. 3, pp. 447-456. 

 

Triandis, H.C. (1993) ‘Review of cultures and organizations: Software of the mind’, 

Administrative Science Quarterly, pp. 132–134. 

 

Volberda, H.W. (2006) ‘Bridging IB theories, constructs and method across cultures and 

social science’, Journal of International Business Studies, vol. 37, no. 2, pp. 280-284. 

 

Williamson, D. (2002) ‘Forward from a critique of Hofstede’s model of national culture’, 

Human Relations, vol. 55, no. 11, pp. 1373–1395. 

 


