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Abstract

Recognition that cultural values have a significant impact on interaction, particularly among and between people from different cultures, is nothing new. These cross-cultural interaction patterns are examples of those produced by dynamical (chaotic) systems. The label “butterfly effect” serves as a creative way of drawing attention to a particularly challenging aspect of such chaotic systems: namely, that small differences in initial conditions may have severe consequences for patterns in the long-run. Since cultural nuances and the assumptions made about them are just these kinds of “small differences,” their accumulated effects can have future large consequences. Particularly at the unconscious and seemingly most trivial of such instances may lay the biggest problems, and the most potential danger. This descriptive study focused on these potential difficulties. A collection of 46 accounts of cross-cultural situations involving the interface of Asian (Taiwanese/Chinese) and Western (US American) cultures were assembled and examined for underlying nuances (Kluckhohn Value Orientations) and their possible effects. Analyses indicated that discrepant Relational perspective contributed most to differences, but was not independent of other spheres. Consequences of this specific contrast and these general types of discrepancies for these cultural interactions and implications for counseling are also explored. 

Cultural Nuances, Assumptions, and the Butterfly Effect: Addressing the Unpredictability of Unconscious Values Structures in Cross-Cultural Interactions

It is the last day in Taipei for a yearlong visitor. He has a plane to catch and much to do—packing, closing bank accounts, mailing belongings, leave takings. Having been invited for a last lunch by a colleague, he is going back to his office to drop off some gifts when his hostess catches him and frantically spirits him away, across the city. He finds a large number of people just about ready to leave a luncheon, many of whom he does not know. He realizes they have been invited to see him off. He has erred. His hostess and friends have lost face. Was this all his fault? Why? Hadn’t he learned anything during his stay? Will they distrust foreigners in the future—think them rude? What will their attitude toward American’s be now? Will their friends attend such gatherings again? But if he had been on time for the luncheon would he have made his plane later that day? His apartment would have been a mess. What impression would that have left? Should he have known better, planned better? 


Recognition that cultural values have a significant impact on interaction, particularly among and between people from different cultures, is nothing new (Remer, 1998, 1999; Sue & Sue, 1990; Worell & Remer, 1992, 2003). At the unconscious and seemingly most trivial of such instances may lay the biggest problems, and the most potential danger.


Human interaction patterns are examples of the strange attractors and basins of attraction of dynamical (i.e., chaotic) systems (Butz, 1997; Remer, 1998, 1999, 2003a, 2003b). What this depiction implies is that the patterns are recognizable as patterns (i.e., stay within a bounded area/basin) but within those basins (a) they are usually unpredictable, especially in the long term;  (b) they are irreversible, in that once a pattern has been influenced that influence becomes part of the dynamics/patterns of the system;  (c) foci of attraction (points of stability to which the pattern returns) can become points of repulsion instead; and (d) they are subject to the “butterfly effect.”

The label “butterfly effect” creative way of drawing attention to a particularly challenging aspect of chaotic systems: small differences in initial conditions may have severe consequences to patterns in the long run. Again this idea is not new…”For want of a nail the shoe was lost. For want of the shoe the horse was lost…” However, when dealing with multicultural interactions, this type of effect can have drastic costs, unless that possible butterfly effect is recognized and addressed. In addition, people like to know when something may be problematic, in the present case, cultural differences. The “butterfly effect” says people cannot know. Sometimes, big differences mean virtually nothing; other times seemingly minor ones can be extremely disruptive. Further, what is seemingly innocuous in one instance, need not be in slightly different circumstances. Thus, the best one can do is to be alert to the differences and the potential of significant problems.  

In many respects, the challenge of acknowledging and incorporating different cultural values in multicultural interactions has been recognized and confronted (e.g., Pedersen, 1995; Remer & Remer, 2000; Sue & Sue, 1990). The circumstances discussed generally deal with more or less overt values, and the methods employed incorporate some awareness/consciousness-raising (Worell & Remer, 1992, 2003). This approach has been demonstrated as effective (e.g., Pope-Davis et al., 2002), but what is known of when cultural values and assumptions about patterns of thought, feeling, behavior and/or interaction that stem from them are far less obvious, so deeply embedded, so “second-nature” that they and their influences seem far more difficult to identify?  Most of these influences, if not all, seem to operate on multiple levels, both the more obvious and the more unconscious. Sometimes, the “obvious” can interfere with seeing patterns and conflicts at deeper levels and can present the biggest, potentially most insidious, trouble. 


As a first step toward effectively addressing difficulties emanating from subtle and unconscious cultural influences on human interaction, ability to recognize the influence of the second-nature, underlying values structure suggested by cross-cultural interactions was explored. This presentation offers accounts of numerous attempts to deal with cultural nuances that reflect cultural values and subsequent assumptions at the unconscious, “second-nature” level. It analyzes an anecdotal record of part of the author’s year spent in Taiwan teaching. Some of the anecdotes seem rather humorous, others much more serious. Beyond indicating the types of adventures recounted, the accounts are examined both for their actual and possible outcomes and impacts.

The goal of this article is to share the processing of one individual's intense and extensive interaction with colleagues, students, and general societal members in and from a vastly different culture for the purpose of discerning implications for practice and for counselor preparation. The processing consists of examining subtle cues (cultural nuances) within a cultural context and their possible meanings as viewed from different cultural perspectives (assumptions) for different unpredictable impacts (the “Butterfly Effect). This type of examination can help counselors be more aware of their unconscious tendencies toward certain interpretations and the non-linearity of attributions that can lead to misunderstandings. The counselor was Anglo, the culture Asian (Taiwanese).  However, the approach to processing and the lessons learned are generalizable to other circumstances. This examination, if “telling,” and can lead to some suggestions for dealing with similar challenges multiculturally--both cross- and sub-culturally. 

Method


This study is primarily descriptive. The approach taken is a multiple incident study, with accounts of the incidents subjected to content analysis. The accounts are subjective. While representative of many of the experiences encountered by visitors to other cultures, and particularly those who stay in Taipei, Taiwan for an extended period, they are from only one person’s perspective—that of the author, a White, middle class, 60-year old, American, male. Beyond descriptions, these accounts also contain reflections on cultural patterns--events, situations, and processes--which introduce further bias, albeit aware, informed bias. However, neither the reflections nor the accounts employ constructs of the structure applied in their analysis.  Assuming these interactions are not atypical, either in type or content, they offer valid and valuable information, despite their limitations.
Data


Forty-six aspects of life in Taiwan were the focus of written accounts (entries from the author’s journal), covering 10-months from September 2002 through June 2003. These foci were chosen for their impact on the author’s day-to-day functioning and awareness of and in novel surroundings, assuming their representative ness of similar experiences of others. As is the case with cultural patterns, they are not independent, many evidencing similar themes and intertwining influences. Nor are they exhaustive. Other aspects of life in Taiwan are not included, simply because they were not part of the author’s experience. The list of the areas included in the written accounts is given in Table 1. 





Insert Table 1 Here

Categorizers

The evaluators who examined the accounts for the influence of the values orientations represented in the Kluckhohn spheres were volunteers who were interested in the author’s stay in Asia. They were from diverse backgrounds. Five of the six were female. Ages ranged from 25 to 55. One was Japanese, one African, four were Caucasian American. Four were Counseling Psychology doctoral students, one was a Ph.D. psychologist/therapist, and one was a business professional (a top level executive of the Ford Motor Company). All had at least a Masters level education.
Structure for the Content Analysis

To provide a structure for the analysis, particularly at the unconscious level focus, the Kluckhohn and Stodtbeck (1961) schema of Values Orientations from anthropology was applied. (See Table 2 and Figure 1.) Although other, more recent schemata are available, the “Kluckhohn Method” has both a rich history (e.g., Sue & Sue, 1990) and a “common sense” (i.e., a shared, generally understood) set of labels and approach to discussing deeper level, cultural value structures in a manner approximates connotational neutrality. While this approach has limitations (e.g., orientations/spheres are not independent), it also has the benefit of having been extended to address the impact of these types of values structures on individuals (Carter, 1990; Carter & Helms, 1990; Green & Haymes, 1973), families (Papajohn, 1993; Ponce, 1993), organizations (e.g., Russo, 1999), and psychological theories (Chapman, 1981; Remer R. & Remer, P. 1982). Seen in this light, the Kluckhohn Method can provide an effective tool for linking and addressing understandings across areas and levels.





Insert Table 2 Here

One dimension not included in the original Kluckhohn schema was added, Personal Space. This construct was defined as, “differences in physical and/or psychological comfort with physical proximity of other people.” This area seemed a possible important determinant of cultural frictions, having been noted previously as an important cultural difference (e.g., Sue & Sue, 1990).
Procedures


The forty-six accounts were given to 6 volunteers to categorize according to their content. First, the categorizers were asked to study the description of the Kluckhohn Values Orientations Spheres of Influence (see Table 2). They were then directed to read each of the cultural accounts and categorize it according to the following content analysis scheme: 

T   = Time (difference in orientation to dealing with the past, present, or future)

H   = Human Nature (difference in orientation to humans being innately good, bad, mixed, or neutral)

R   = Relational (difference in orientation to dealing with interactions individually, collaterally, or lineally)

A  = Activity (difference in orientation to being in the world by doing, being, or becoming)

P  = Person-Nature (difference in orientation to dealing with events by control, submission, or balance)

S  = Personal Space (differences in physical and/or psychological comfort with physical proximity of other people)

Raters were instructed to designate which Values Orientation Sphere(s) best indicate(s) the factors influencing the situation and/or perception described. They were further instructed that if they believed more than one sphere was a possible influence, to circle (or if responding via email to bold) all that they thought might apply, but to underline the one believed to be primary. If none seemed to apply they were told to leave the item blank or if none seemed primary not to underline any. An example was provided. Questions were solicited and answered. All categorization was done independently.

Analyses


Two analyses were conducted. First the categorization data were analyzed for consistency and concordance among the evaluators. Then the categorizations (content analysis) of the 46 accounts were tabulated. Overall distribution of both general categorization (number of times a particular sphere was mentioned) and number of mentions as primary influence were produced and subjected to Chi-Square Analysis (Goodness-of-Fit to a uniform distribution). Partitioning to determine which, if any, areas contributed most to significance, followed the omnibus Chi-square. Chi-square was employed because the non-independence of the accounts, and other possible violations of assumptions underlying parametric statistical analyses, made a non-parametric approach advisable.

Second, the categorizers’ evaluations were analyzed over vignette, sphere, primary influence determinant, and categorizer to produce generalizability estimates (Gleser, Cronbach, & Rajaratnam, 1965). A repeated measures MANOVA was employed to produce variance estimates for each contribution-- vignette, sphere, primary influence determination, and categorizer. These components were then combined to produce the generalizability estimates for vignettes by values orientation sphere categorization, primary influence determinant (the equivalent of a Hoyt reliability in this case), and overall (both types combined). From a dynamical systems (chaos theory) perspective, typical approaches to reliability evaluation have little meaning (Remer, 2003a, p. 37), since inconsistency is expected and is an indication of the complexity--non-linearity/non-independence—of interaction. Accordingly, the generalizability estimates were examined for evidence of such patterns.
Since the accounts themselves are too numerous and lengthy to provide here, a sample of four—Number 6, “Cultural Paradox/Contradictions: A Mixing of Cultures?”, Number 19, “Following the Rules: Over the Wall,” Number 43, “Being a Teacher and Teaching, ”and Number 46, “The Last Supper: A Last-Minute Good-Bye Meal (And Betrayal?) “--are provided so that the reader may gain a better understanding of the study. The 46 accounts are available from the author upon request or may be found on the author’s website at the following URL:  http://www.uky.edu/~rremer/roryhomepage1.html.
6. Cultural Paradox/Contradictions: A Mixing of Cultures?


One night about a month into my stay, I went to Jazz Club with some of the other expatriates. A word about the “jazz” experience. The place was a typical jazz club. The music, especially the main singer, was very good. We had to go at 7 (and eat) to make sure we had a table for the 9-9:30 show. All went well until a couple of chain smokers (females, one Caucasian by the way) were seated next to us. Everyone at our table disliked the smoke (some even had physical reactions) but what can you do? We did wave the smoke back (I even blew it back), but that didn’t help. I suspect you just have to take that when you go night clubbing. Too bad. We left at about 10:30-11, before the second set, even though we would have liked to stay. This situation was the first one I encountered where smoking was an issue. I had been greatly surprised—and relieved—that so few people smoke around others here. It was one of my major concerns, and stereotypes about Asian cultures. Are jazz clubs, and the like, bastions/islands/oases(?) of Western culture, spreading self-absorption, hedonism, and lack of manners? If so, you can have them (and I very likely will not go back even though someone else has suggested going another time).

What is more interesting is the sort of violation (albeit paradoxically by all parties concerned) of the cultural attentiveness to the wishes/reactions of others. I would have projected that we all should have been bending over backward—verbally if not cognitively and behaviorally—to accede to the needs of those around us (so the women should have been asking us if we minded their smoking and offering not to; and we should have been denying it was a problem and telling them to go ahead by all means). To the point of nuance and unconscious assumptions, this instance was jarring because I really resented what I perceived as “cultural violation” of what I had come to expect from being part of the culture—much more than I would have in the states. I was surprised at having, for want of a better description, been acculturated so quickly, and disliking my own culture so much. 

19. Following the Rules: Over the Wall


This weekend I gave a workshop. On lunch break a group of us were going to a restaurant that was behind our building. A wall with gates surrounds the campus. On the weekends the gates are locked. I don’t know why, since the wall is low enough not to be much protection from “invasion.” It does serve as an irritating hindrance to easy movement.


Since we wanted to go to the section behind campus, we decided to climb the gate, not a difficult task. Actually someone jokingly suggested it and I lead the way. If any problems resulted they were my fault.


All eight of us—no one under the age of 30—climbed over. At which point a man came up to us and berated us for “breaking the rules and not showing proper respect.” He said HE was a teacher at the university and we were not showing a proper attitude.


At first I thought he was just joking (language problem), but he wasn’t. In fact he seemed all bent out of shape by the whole interaction. I, on the other hand, made light of the whole thing. He was not at all appreciative, particularly when I said I too was a professor.


We discussed the incident at lunch, agreeing that walking all the way around—a good extra 10 minutes on a hot, muggy day, served no purpose—that we could see. And we were not by any means the sole perpetrators. Not that the wall was a real problem, but it did represent deeper issues and differences. Is this a case of scofflaw versus rule-bound? Or spontaneous-flexible-adaptable versus law-abiding? If so, what does that say about cultural frictions between those views and values where the difference might make a big difference, SARS for example? Do we depend on people to make a distinction between rules that serve a purpose and ones that don’t? Or is it, don’t seem to?

Later, I had a similar discussion with a faculty colleague about J-walking in front of the campus. He thought to do so did dishonor to the university—not about it being dangerous. So I guess there are deeper, not obvious differences, in these perspectives. Good to find out.

43. Being a Teacher and Teaching


Since my primary reason for being in Taiwan was to teach, I can’t believe I almost didn’t remember to include observations on one of the most easily recognizable cultural differences, student attitudes. I know I have hinted at the area from time to time, but it certainly deserves comment of its own.


Being a teacher in Taiwanese culture is a much more respected and honored status than in the US. It is also, consequently, more complicated for both teacher and student. Although the respect accorded teachers may have been part of US culture some time ago, even then the connection between student and teacher was not the same. The closest word I could choose to convey what the relationship is like in Taiwan might be mentoring, but mentoring is more one-sided and selective that the teacher-student role reciprocity here. Students and teachers here feel an obligation to each other. Students go out of their way to take care of teacher needs and teachers feel responsible to protect their students. For example, students take teachers out for meals and offer presents at the end of courses or workshops. Teachers treat students to meals as well, but beyond that reciprocity take exceptional pains to be available to students and, at times, to warn or protect them from what are perceived as “bad influences,” even if doing so puts the teacher in a personal dilemma—conflict of interest.

This arrangement is not perfect by any means. Students are still loath to speak out in class, but more perhaps because they do not want to show up others rather than that they fear being wrong and standing out for the wrong reasons. With the changes brought about by the mix of cultures and the influence of occidental patterns, values conflicts are inevitable--their reconciliation interesting to observe.

Are these influences good? Who knows? The differences are felt more on a generational level, so influences are confounded. And so are many of the older people who are more aware of the contrasts. What they think about the outside cultural influences, and whether blame is laid does have ramifications—at least until that generation moves on. I also wonder how I am going to re-acculturate—or whether I want to.
46. The Last Supper: A Last-Minute Good-Bye Meal (And Betrayal?)

Leaving was a challenge. Packing, cleaning my apartment, closing accounts, mailing or shipping stuff, and numerous leave-takings were jammed into a frantic period. Unlike most appointments or arrangements that have a rather loose or leisurely time span this period had a definite deadline—the time the plane left. I made an unfortunate mistake of committing myself to a good-bye lunch that afternoon. Since certain tasks HAD to be done (e.g., transferring funds from the bank there back to The States) I did them in priority order, and lunch—which I thought was going to be a small affair near my office—would just have to wait. Finishing at the bank I was rushing over to my office to deposit my bag when I was intercepted by my host for lunch. She seemed unusually panicked, especially when I said I need to go to my office before we went to lunch. After she had someone leave my stuff in her office and rushed us into a cab to go across town to a rather large luncheon group at a sumptuous restaurant, I realized how big a deal this good-bye actually was. I guess I missed the import in the understated-ness of the invitation: “Do you have time for lunch at noon tomorrow?” The more I reflect on this gaffe, the more I am embarrassed by it. I’m sure I caused someone to lose face, not to mention my own being red. You’d think after a year, I’d have been more aware.

Results

The categorization (content analysis) of the 46 accounts is presented in Table 1. Frequency and percent of times categorizers mentioned a sphere, both as primary influence and in general are provided. Two Chi-square tests (Goodness-of-Fit to a uniform distribution) were calculated and are shown in Table 3, one for overall frequency of mention as an influence and one for being evaluated as a primary influence, both  producing significant results (p<.000). Further partitioning indicated that the Relational Sphere was a significantly more frequent and stronger influence across situations (p<.000 for both frequency of mention and being the primary influence) than the other five. In addition, Personal Space was a significantly less frequent influence across situations (p<.000) than the other five—obviously an unexpected outcome, given the addition of that dimension specifically. 

The generalizability (inter-rater reliability) analysis produced alpha coefficients for primary influence determinant, values sphere evaluations, and overall, (  = .966, (  = .473, (  = .879, respectively. To address the obvious discrepancy between the overall inter-rater reliability and that obtained for the individual value spheres, as can be gleaned from Table 1, the cause is the disagreement on secondary influences (i.e., their presence or absence). However, general agreement was reached for evaluation of primary influence. These results suggest that the basin of attraction of the interaction patterns using these variables (the chosen phase space) is well-defined and influenced most by the Relational dimension. The other dimensions (values orientations) interact non-linearly and non-independently, contributing to the complexity and unpredictability of reactions to situational variables. (See Figure 1.)




Insert Table 3 Here

The primary source of possible misunderstanding and frictions, which might lead to worse problems, seems to be in the Relational Sphere, although others contribute as well, depending on the circumstances. As might be expected with the “westernization” of Taiwan, the innate values, except for the Relational area, are somewhat similar. Although the Relational Sphere is predominant, it certainly is not dominant. Other influences contribute significantly as well. As evidenced by the high (  (= .966) for Primary Influence determination, the categorizers all agree. Inspecting Table 1, one can conclude that what they agree on is that, in most instances, no one sphere clearly is the sole influence. The complexity, and concomitant unpredictability attendant, can be gleaned from its portrayal—the complex interaction of influences—in Figure 1.






Insert Figure 1 Here


As an explanation, relating the figure to the example concerning the “luncheon invitation” from the beginning of this article (and the last account offered), the complex interaction of spheres and values can be seen: Time (present vs. future: needing to spend a last period with a colleague vs. needing to be ready to leave); Relational (collateral vs. individual vs. lineal: sharing a colleague with a group of significant others vs. the expectation of a more personal interaction vs. honoring elders); Activity (doing vs. being: getting tasks done vs. just taking a moment for closure); Person-Nature (harmony vs. control: accepting what happens vs. getting upset); and even Human Nature (good vs. bad: everyone has good intentions vs. whose is at fault). So, will the “incident” be forgotten as a minor misunderstanding with no effect or not register at all? Will it be forgiven as an elder’s foibles are dismissed--the moment is over, further consideration only adds to disharmony, and people are all well intentioned? Will it fester-- since foreigners cannot be trusted, we must make sure that nothing like this happens again or more face will be lost? And what does one make of the fact that each person involved engages in this same process and they influence each other? The interplay is too complex to guess what future patterns might be affected and how. But the impact might be serious (foreigners may not be welcomed in the future)…or not. 

In any event, the tacit assumptions often made that others are both operating with the same values as we are and seeing the patterns produced through the same shared lenses, seem only to contribute to the sense of confusion and further exacerbate any difficulties. Without awareness of this potential, the problems cannot be addressed. The more alert all concerned are to the general problem and to specific areas (e.g., spheres), involved the better the chances of heading off or ameliorating misunderstandings and frictions.
Implications


Implications are many and varied. Values orientations influence all social interactions in complex ways, obviously including therapeutic ones. Lessons apply generally in all situations. Although no vignette is focused on a counseling situation per se, all the accounts apply as both a parallel processes and metaphorically. Examining one vignette, “the Last Supper,” for its usefulness in this process both for counseling and supervision/consulting situations, can demonstrate the value of doing so. 
Counseling


In large part, because food/meals seem to be a trans-cultural experience, examining patterns of interaction around them can be very informative. During the “last supper” fiasco, at least three important multi-cultural problems are evident: (a) assumptions about the nature of the event, (b) priorities applied, and (c) lack of attention to possible miscommunication. Specifically, I assumed the luncheon was going to be a small, intimate affair with people I knew so they could say good-bye; instead it was much grander with the intent to honor me in part by introducing me to other valued individuals. I had my individual needs to which to attend; my hostess was trying to address the group/societal/cultural requirements for honoring a guest. Having spent much of my effort reminding myself to be alert to possible cultural differences and their impacts, I became complacent. I let my guard down, in part because I had done so well throughout the term of my stay. 

In the counseling situation very similar dynamics are engaged. The nature of the counseling situation and counseling interactions are often culturally defined. For example, some cultures see counseling as a hierarchical/advice-giving interaction, the indigenous counselor as a shaman or teacher. Thus, as noted by others (e.g., Sue & Sue, 1990) the expectations of the counselor and client and their interaction can be very much confounded, and in need of explication. Counselor and client may have different priorities for the sessions—everything from being on time to problem solution versus personal change or insight. These “choices” can be dealt with if the counselor remembers to be alert to the possibilities for difficulties arising. The primary responsibility for doing so lies with the counselor (although teaching the client to be party to the process has many advantages, but may fly in the face to situational expectations). But, as emphasized already, the unconscious patterns are the most insidious.

If the counselor forgets, or disregards, the cues...who knows what will eventuate?

The meal can serve as a metaphor for counseling. Like a meal, counseling has ritualized patterns of interaction: who initiates, what topics are appropriate for conversation, when the real “meat” is gotten to. The menu of counseling possibilities is varied, and sometimes an item is too rich for someone’s palate, not to someone’s cultural or personal taste, or an acquired liking—something to be tried when never having been experienced before. And like a good host, the counselor must decide how to learn of the guest’s (client’s) patterns, when and/or how to point out discrepancies from the “acceptable” in constructive, face-saving ways, and how to meld patterns as viably as possible.  

Probing the account, Relational influences seem most apparent and in conflict. As already discussed, other orientation spheres also influence the interaction—most notably, the Time and Human Nature dimensions. However, Relational influences are primary probably both because they are what are looked for and  because they are the dominant influences—that is they are dominant because they are looked for and they are looked for because they are dominant (i.e., the non-linearity/non-independence of patterns of interaction in dynamical systems). Moreover, due to the influences being non-independent and non-linear, this dynamic must be kept in mind in all interactions, particularly in the counseling interaction where proclivities to “see” that for which we are looking can have a biasing effect.
Supervision/Consulting


Beyond general interpersonal interactions and those of the counseling relationship, any of the accounts provide stimuli for other important counseling and educational functions. They can serve heuristic purposes for other areas. Using the accounts in supervision and/or consulting situations can have multiple impacts. The first and most obvious is that the accounts are input for discussion of multi-cultural influences and dynamics, the values orientations supplying a structure from which to analyze and synthesize. 


Examining the “last supper” with Asian supervisees invites a reciprocal heuristic dynamic—all engaged in the interaction learn from each other--I being the “expert” on my cultures (both American and Counseling) and they on theirs. Comparing perspectives can be enlightening and humbling. The examination may also be disconcerting because examining  “demands” a different role hierarchy (where I risk losing “face” in a way), a more egalitarian interaction. For example, in struggling with who should take responsibility for pointing out the meta-interaction (how cultural assumptions are at play), no easy answers are available, although many possibilities are generated. No one is “right” when patterns merely evidence different perspectives--approaches to the situations, and perhaps different goals. The paradoxical aspects of such dynamics are identified and struggled with. In an immediate sense, parallel process issues of supervision interactions are addressed. If successfully, new patterns are established, even in the discussion of  whose criteria  defined “success.” Certainly, the complexity of such interactions is experienced personally, generalizing to and emphasizing challenges in the counseling situation.
Conclusions

The sense of chaos—feeling disoriented and/or disconcerted—is constantly attendant on the cultural mixing process. Patterns are different or we would not have cultures. Each new pattern adjustment  may have been developed to accommodate shifts in old patterns due to circumstances (Remer, 2003a). Sometimes, I have been aware of cultural differences ahead of time, so I knew I would be experiencing the chaos—for example, having to take shoes off to enter someone’s home (but not having to use different footwear to use the bathroom). Most times, the experience of chaos was the key to looking more closely at the situations in which I found myself to find the nuances and assumptions that were there.


Over the entire experience, these same chaotic patterns were in evidence at a different level. At the beginning, they were more frequent and more demanding—more excitement, anticipation, and challenge than anxiety and consternation. Toward the middle, they were less frequent and problematic, as I settled into patterns of the native culture more. Near the end of my stay, I found the chaos more polar, my reactions both positive and negative. I had a sense of both loss and relief at both leaving this culture and reentering my own. As mentioned earlier, my perspectives—my patterns of feeling, thought, behavior, and, most certainly, interpersonal interaction--are definitely different now. 


Differences in cultural perspective did not always cause problems. At times, they simply contributed to the experience of being in and appreciating diverse circumstances. At other times, they produced frustration and even anger. Where these reactions might have led—especially if I had not been aware of them—is difficult to tell. However, misunderstandings did occur and were obviously problematic (e.g., “Over the Wall”). What of those situations where I was not, and am still not aware? 


In the mixing of the cultural patterns of these two cultures, Relational differences were both the most prevalent and the most obvious. My western “Individual “orientation was one I had to adjust to function comfortably and effectively to be consistent with the more “Collateral” and “Lineal” Asian views (e.g., Host/Guest and Teacher roles differ significantly). This sphere also interacted with the Human Nature one, to produce more discrepant reactions (e.g., anger and frustration) in situations where people from the native culture were more accepting.  What happened in the converse—others’ responses to my cultural assumptions (e.g., “Wearing Dark Glasses”)—I can only speculate.


Patterns produced by cross-cultural interactions are certainly not unique to the Asian/US American interface. They occur in every multi-cultural interaction. That these two cultures share commonalities in a number of spheres tends to ameliorate frictions, though obviously not entirely. Other multicultural interaction can be far more challenging to manage (e.g., Native American-Main Stream US American; Russo, 1999).  However, identifying nuances and attendant assumptions are requisite first steps to dealing with them. Whether raising the level of awareness alone has positive impact is not possible to predict—another aspect of dynamical, chaotic systems. 

The complexity of these influences, as with all dynamical systems patterns, is evident from looking at their interaction (See Figure 1).  This non-linearity and non-independence offers the potential for the Butterfly effect occurring.


Examining other cross-cultural interactions would likely prove equally informative. Obviously, the relative impact of influences would vary both culture-to-culture and in their interactions. This approach can be helpful, at least in raising levels of awareness of nuances, a necessary first step to identifying underlying assumptions and ameliorating any frictions. Perhaps this step is the best we can do, given the dynamic and dynamical nature of these patterns of interaction—their being extremely context and situational dependent. Although the same influences—for example, values orientations such as “relational” and “time”—may be present they may not manifest their interactions the same way each time For example, if “time” is engaged first, the pattern may be different than if “relational” is, so TxR may not be the same as RxT--a future x collateral group leader in Taiwan may  start a session on time to respect the needs of the members present in one instance, while, in another, wait for late members to arrive before beginning, to allow for total group inclusion in the interaction. No right or always effective approach seems available to resolve the tensions among and between the values orientations. We must also recognize that many approaches to such difficulties are themselves culture-bound (e.g., cognitive-behavioral adaptations via self-talk may be individually [self], doing [talk], and subjugation [control] oriented [self-talk controls feelings]) and, thus possibly problematic in their own right. 


Despite problems with interpretations, these results suggest that underlying influences can be identified. Adapting this research approach to produce interventions has lead to the development of an adaptable workshop format for attempting to address discordance at this level of awareness. Employing the Kluckhohn structure in conjunction with action techniques, both verbal and non-verbal, has proved encouraging. Certainly other interventions are possible. All, however, must be examined to empirically substantiate their effectiveness.
Although these influences are always present, these nuances are not thorny all the time. Other haphazard or random aspects make them difficult to address. One cannot assume cultural influences are being problematic. However, one can be sure they exist and, thus, require vigilance and attention.
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Table 1

Forty-six Accounts of Cultural Nuances, Their Categorizations, and Their Primary Categorization
Account Title/Description






Categorization 




Primary








Frequency (%) of the Six Raters Indicating a Particular Sphere

Category



Categories


T
H
R
A
P
S
        

Names and Remembering Them: Protocol


2 (33)
1 (17)
6 (100)
5 (50)
6 (100)
6 (100)
  

     R (67)


Reading and Instructions




1 (17)
1 (17)
4 (67)
2 (33)
1 (17)    
0 (00)


     R (67)

Finding Your Way Around—Literally


2 (33)
1 (17)
1 (17)
2 (33)
3 (50)
0 (00)


     P (33)

Official Mail, Notices, and Bills


2 (33)
1 (17)
3 (50)
2 (33)
3 (50)     
0 (00)
    

     R (33)

Telephone Directions: Only a Clue


3 (50)
0 (00)
0 (00)
2 (33)
2 (33)
0 (00)    
   

     T/A/P (17)

Cultural Paradox/Contradictions: A Mixing of Cultures?

1 (17)
5 (83)
5 (83)
1 (17)
3 (50)
2 (33)
 

     R (33)

Technology (DVD, Phone Cards, Central


1 (17) 
0 (00)
4 (67)
2 (33)
3 (50)   
0 (00)
    

     R (33)

     Heating/Cooling, Phone Messages)

Garbage Collection





2 (33)
3 (50)
6 (100)
1 (17)
3 (50)
0 (00)  
 

     H (33)

The “Feel” of the Monetary System



1 (17)
1 (17)
3 (50)
2 (33)
2 (33) 
0 (00)  

   
     R (33)

Official Business Card




1 (17)
2 (33)
5 (83)
1 (17)
3 (50)
0 (00) 
  

     R (33) 

The “Right” Clothes/Dress




1 (17)
1 (17)
5 (83)
1 (17)
3 (50)
2 (33)


     R/A (17)

Feeling “At Home”





2 (33)
4 (67)
3 (50)
2 (33)
3 (50)
1 (17)  
   

     R (33)

Entering/Leaving—Coming/Going



6 (100)
0 (00)
5 (83)
1 (17)
2 (33)
0 (00)
   

     R (33)

Using the Phone (Units)




2 (33)
0 (00)
1 (17)
2 (33)
2 (33)
0 (00)  
     

     T/R/A/P (17)

Eating (Order and Type of the Dishes, Tipping or Not, 

1 (17)
1 (17)
4 (67)
2 (33)
4 (67)
1 (17)
   

     R/P/S (17)

     You are What You Eat and How)

Working Time (Being Helpful/Dominating—the 


1 (17) 
0 (00)
6 (100)
2 (33)
2 (33)
0 (00)   
  

     R (67)

     Dance of Truth, Follow-through) 

Table 1

Forty-six Accounts of Cultural Nuances, Their Categorizations, and Their Primary Categorization (Continued)
Account Title/Description






Categorization 




Primary








Frequency (%) of the Six Raters Indicating a Particular Sphere 

Category



Categories


T
H
R
A
P
S
        

Beds and Heads (Hard Palettes, Sleeping Patterns 

1 (17)
0 (00)
1 (17)
2 (33)
1 (17)
1 (17)   
   

      P (17)

     and REM Sleep)

Bureaucracy—The Bloom is Off the Rose 


2 (33)
2 (33)
4 (67)
2 (33)
4 (67)
1 (17)
   

      T/H/R (17)

Following the Rules: Over the Wall



0 (00)
3 (50)
5 (83)
3 (50)
3 (50)
0 (00)
    

      R (33)

Politics—Personal and Otherwise (Choosing from 

2 (33)
2 (33)
4 (67)
1 (17)
3 (50)
 1 (17)
   

      R (33)

     Applicants)

Saving Face: Face-to-Face




2 (33)
1 (17)
6 (100)
0 (00)
1 (17)      
3 (50)
    

      T/R/S (17) 

SARS—Reaction to Crisis




2 (33)
0 (00)
1 (17)
1 (17)
5 (83)
1 (17)
   

      P (50)

Trusting the Society (Change for a Bill)



2 (33)
5 (83)
4 (67)
1 (17)
1 (17)   
1 (17)
     

      H (33)

Wearing Dark Glasses




0 (00)
2 (33)
3 (50)
2 (33)
1 (17)
2 (33)
   

      H/R (33)

The Frantic Bank Manger—An Oddity



2 (33)
3 (50)
2 (33)
3 (50)
2 (33)
1 (17)
    

      H (33)

The Date






5 (83)
0 (00)
1 (17)
1 (17)
0 (00)   
0 (00)
   

      T (67)

Buying Food (Relates to Living Space, Means of 


0 (00)
1 (17)
2 (33)
2 (33)
2 (33)
3 (50)  
    

      R (33)

     Transportation)

Getting Around (Walking—Getting Out of the Way, 

0 (00)
4 (67)
2 (33)
0 (00)
1 (17)
5 (83)
    

      S (33)

     Public Transportation—Who Sits)

Cell Phones: Being In-touch, Constantly


2 (33)
1 (17)
2 (33)
2 (33)
2 (33)  
4 (67)
   

      S (33)

Mailing a Letter





3 (50)
0 (00)
1 (17)
2 (33)
0 (00)     
1 (17)
    

      T/R (17)

Living Space 





1 (17)
0 (00)
2 (33)
1 (17)
1 (17)
5 (83)
     

      S (50)

Table 1

Forty-six Accounts of Cultural Nuances, Their Categorizations, and Their Primary Categorization (Continued)
Account Title/Description






Categorization 




Primary








Frequency (%) of the Six Raters Indicating a Particular Sphere 

Category



Categories


T
H
R
A
P
S
        

Building Quality





1 (17)
2 (33)
0 (00)
1 (17)
2 (33)
1 (17)
    

      T/H/A/P (17)

Public Restrooms/Cleanliness
33



1 (17)
1 (17)
1 (17)
0 (00)
4 (67)
1 (17)  
   

      P (33)


Sweating and Freezing




0 (00) 
1 (17) 
1 (17)
1 (17)
4 (67)
1 (17)
  

      P (50)

Impact on Viewing Your Own Culture /Personal History

2 (33)
3 (50)
3 (50)
1 (17)
3 (50)
1 (17)
    

      H/R/P (17)

Saying “Thanks” for the Invitation—Protocol, Etiquette, 

1 (17)
0 (00)
6 (100)
4 (67)
2 (33)   
1 (17)
   

      R (50)

     Honoring Guests (When are You No Longer a Guest?)

Speaking and Hearing




1 (17)
2 (33)
4 (67)
2 (33)
2 (33)  
0 (00)
    

      R/A/P (17)

Language






0 (00)
0 (00)
3 (50)
3 (50)
2 (33)  
0 (00)
    

      R/A (17)

Can’t Hear, Can’t Remember



1 (17)
0 (00)
1 (17)
3 (50)
1 (17)
0 (00) 
    

      A/P (17)

Written Language




0 (00)
0 (00)
2 (33)
3 (50)
0 (00)   
0 (00)
     

      A (33)

Language Limitations



0 (00)
1 (17)
3 (50)
2 (33)
2 (33)
0 (00)  
    

      R (33)

Language Impact




1 (17)
1 (17)
3 (50)
1 (17)
1 (17)   
0 (00)
     

      R/P (17)

Being a Teacher and Teaching



1 (17)
2 (33)
5 (83)
0 (00)
1 (17)   
1 (17)
     

      R (67)

Chaos and the Feeling of Disorientation 


2 (33)
1 (17)
2 (33)
1 (17)
2 (33)
0 (00)   
    

      R/A (17)

     (This Isn’t Right/ Something Isn’t Right Here)

Leaving is a Heavier Experience than Expected: Bags and Baggage
0 (00)
6 (100)
6 (100)
2 (33)
1 (17)
3(50)


      R (67)

The Last Supper: A Last-Minute Good-Bye Meal
 (And Betrayal?)
0 (00)
5 (83)
6 (100)
2 (33)
1 (17)
0 (00)


      R (100)

Total Mentions Over All Vignettes (% of row)

              64 (13)     71(14)     147 (29)  79 (15)  100 (20)     50 (10)


Total Primary Category Mentions (% of row)


5 (07)      7 (10)       30 (46)
9 (13)    12 (18)
4 (06)
 
Table 2

Kluckhohn Values Orientations by Sphere of Influence

Sphere 

Time


Human Nature

Relational


Activity



Person-Nature
Past


Bad


Individual


Being



Subjugation

 Emphasis on events    
 Human nature is evil
 Individual goals have primacy
 Spontaneous expression
 
 Domination of by natural 

of yesterday




autonomy of choice

of human personality

and/or supernatural forces

Present


Mixed


Collateral


Becoming


Harmony

 Emphasis on events    
 Human nature is both 
 Emphasis on laterally 

 Emphasis on growing into
 
 Living compatibly with natural

occurring today

good and bad

extended relationships

an integrated whole
 
and supernatural forces

Future


Good


Lineal



Doing



Control

 Emphasis on 

 Human nature is good
 Continuity of the group through
 Activity resulting in external
 Exerting rule over natural and

tomorrow--better than



time--ordered succession

external, measurable 
          
 supernatural forces

today









accomplishment

Neutral

 Human nature is not 

inherently good, bad, 

or mixed

Adapted from R. Remer and P. Remer (1982)

Table 3

Chi-Square Analyses of the Distribution of General and Primary Categorizations by Values Orientations Sphere









Frequency of Mention (%)





Total






Human





    Person-
Personal

Sphere


Time (T)
Nature (H)
Relational (R)
    Activity (A)
    Nature (P)
Space (S)

Type of Mention

Generala


 64 (13)    
  71(14)   

    c147 (29)****
        79 (15)  
      100 (20)    
   d50 (10)****

511

Primaryb


   5(07)      
   7 (10)       
      e30 (46)****
          9 (13)   
        12 (18)
     4 (06)


  67

aChi-square (5) = 70.2  p< .000

bChi-square (5) = 38.8  p< .000 

cChi-square (1) = 45.2  p< .000

dChi-square (1) = 14.4  p< .000

eChi-square (1) = 32.8  p< .000

**** p < .000
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 Figure 1. Interaction of values orientation spheres as strange attractors in chaotic/dynamical systems.






