the Diocese of San Bernardino, where various ethnic groups
coexist, 1s a reflex.

Anxiety and Uncertainty Management Theory. Gudykunst

(1995, 2005) states that anxiety and uncertainty must be
managed for intercultural interactions to be effective.
According to this theory, anxiety and uncertainty have a
maximum and a minimum threshold beyond which communication
is ineffective or does not initiate. If anxiety or
uncertainty is too high, interaction will not occur because
the individual is too affectively and cognitively impaired
by‘fear and the unknown. If anxiety and uncertainty are too
loﬁ, interaction will not occur for lack of motivation. It
is‘important to notice that “we do not want to reduce our
anxiety and uncertainty totally” (Gudykunst & Kim, 2003, p.
41). Thus, anxiety and uncertainty are defined as basic
causes of effectiveness. In fact, Gudykunst (2005) affirms
that “anxiety and uncertainty...are related to effective
communication between the two thresholds” (p. 289).

Anxiety and uncertainty are directly connected;
whénever anxXiety increases or decreases so does
uncertainty, and vice-versa. There are other variables such

as. self-concept, intergroup contact, categorization, etc,

termed secondary causes, that influence effective

46



communication by impacting anxiety and uncertainty. Their
influence is mediated by these two basic causes. Management
of énxiety and uncertainty occurs by directly controlling
these two basic causes and by managing the secondary
causes. Management is moderated by mindfulness that
reqﬁifes awareness of the intercultural communication
process, the various causes and processes involved, and the
enactment of mindful behavior. For AUM theory, mindfulness
is a central component of competence. The theory version
used in this project accounts for the interaction of a host
national encounter with a foreigner national and is fully
named ‘Anxiety and Uncertainty Management Theory of

Effective Communication’ (Gudykunst, 2005).

Identity Negotiation Theory. Ting-Toomey (1999, 2005)

argues that intercultural communication interactions are
more clearly explicated by the process of identity
negotiation. In exchanging verbal and nonverbal messages
dufing an intercultural interaction, it is bne’s identity,
or identities, that are negotiated. In effect, Ting—Toney
(1999) states that “identity negotiation theory emphasizes
that identity is viewed as the explanatory mechanism for
the intercultural communication process” (p.39). This

assertion is based on the foundational conception that
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culture informs and shapes individuals’ identity, which in
turn “profoundly influences one’s cognition, emotions, and
interactions” (Ting-Toomey, 1999, p. 26). Identity directly
guides and shapes one’s behavior in every circumstance,
including intercultural exchanges, and, in turn, is formed
and developed as a result of everyday interactions which
are always embedded in a cultural realm.

According to these assumptions, identity plays a
central mediating role between the various factors that
impact intercultural communication and the final outcomes.
Identity negotiation theory is based on ten core
assumptions forming its theoretical foundations, which
formulate its explanatory mechanisms and desired results.
“In a nutshell, the theory assumes that human beings in all
cultures desire both positive group-based and positive
person-based identities in any type of communicative
situation” (Ting-Toomey, 1999, p. 217). It further asserts
that human identity has five dialectical dimensions:
security, inclusion, trust, connection, and consistency
that influence interaction. Fulfilling these dimensions
requires competence centered on mindfulness, knowledge, and
skills. “The theory assumes that while the efforts of both

communicators are needed to ensure competent identity
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negotiation, the effort of one individual can set competent
communication in motion” (Ting-Toomey, 1999, p. 218).

Contextual Theory of Interethnic Communication. Kim

(2003a, 2003b, 2005) contends that interethnic
communication occurs when individuals interact primarily
froﬁ an ethnic-social identity perspective, that is,
“whenever the communicator perceives himself or herself to
be different from the other interactant(s) in terms of
ethhicity, ethnic group membership, - and/or ingroup
idegtification” (Kim, 2005, p. 327). According to this
theory, communication is understood as an open system,
baéed on system theory, in which the components are
interdependent (Kim (2005). The contextual theory model is
composed by the communicative behaviors embedded in three
levels of contexts: first, the communicating interactants;
seéond, the specific interaction situation; and third, the
overall social environment in which the communicative
interaction takes place.

“The behavior and the three layers of the context
coqonstitute a communication event in which all components
operate in a reciprocal relationship of stimulus and

response rather than a one-directional cause and effect”

(Kim, 2005, p. 328). Interethnic communicative behavior is
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1

encoded and decoded according to the mediating processes of

1
{

social categorization and attribution which produce
asséciation or dissociation depending on how the contextual.
|

factors impact the contact. Mindfulness informs

1

communication behavior, facilitates appropriate social

{

catégorization and attribution, and produces associative

1 . 1] » -
outgomes. “Interethnic communication is, thus, treated not

|
as a specific analytic unit (or variable), but as the

J
entirety of an event in which the behavior and the context

are taken together into a theoretical fusion...” (Kim,

|
1

2005, p. 327). This approach emphasizes the cent;al role of

contexts in intercultural communication.

All three theories have both an interpersonal and an
intérgroup dimension. The integrated framework focuses

pri@arily on their intergroup aspect. They are compatible

andfcomplement each other sharing several points of

intersection such as the concepts of ‘mindfulness’ and

‘qompetence’, as well as most of the influencing factors.
|

This makes easier for their integration into the

theoretical framework advanced below. Nonetheless, each
1

theéry advances unique contributions to the explanation of
the: intercultural communication phenomenon. Anxiety and

Uncértainty Management theory points to these two factors
|
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as essential to explicate intercultural communication.
Identity Negotiation Theory centers on identity and
ideﬁtity negotiation as the mediating factors to explicate
intercultural interaction. Contextqal Theory of Interethnic
Communication focuses on the ethnic dimension of
comﬁunicatiOn and presents the communication behavior-
con£ext relationship as structurally necessary to
understand ﬂhe intercultural process. These three theories
val#date and have influenced each other (Gudykunst, 2005;
Kimi 2005; Ting-Toomey, 2005).

Interpersonal and Intergroup Communication. Every

intercultural communication interaction has two dimensions:
interpersonal and intergroup. In composing and interpreting
messages, one utilizes both the personal and social

i

dimensions Qf one’s identity (Gudykunst, 2004, 2005; Ting-
Tooﬁey,-199§). Ting-Toomey (1999) explains that the
personal di%ension is the cne formed by an individual’s non
shared traits and experiences that make for the
individuality of a person. These traits and experiences
create one’s personal identity. Ting-Toomey (1999) also
explains that the social dimension is the one formed by an

individual membership in a given social group such as a

culture, an ethnic, organizations, etc. These groups create
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one’s social identities. All identities are present in
every interaction (Gudykunst, 2005). Thus, when messages
are exchanged based on personal identity, communication is
interpersonal (even if it is intercultural); when they are
exchanged based on social identity, communication is
intergroup (Gudykunst, 2005).

The Concept of the Stranger. This concept is central

for this project based on the welcoming the stranger
statement. Gudykunst (2004, 2005) explains that the
stranger is both close, as all human persons share
similarities at various levels, and far, as being the other
implicates dissimilarities. No one shares every dimension
oflexistence with anyone else. Thus everyone is potentially
a stranger to one another. This concept reaches deep into
the understanding of intercultural communication as a
process. Gudykunst (2004) posits that communication, in its
fundamental processes, is basically the same whether
inﬁracultural or intercultural, and further defines it as
“communication with strangers” (p.l). The fundamental
difference, explains Gudykunst (2004, 2005), is that when
coﬁmunicating with people of the same culture, our
referential for message exchange tends to be more similar

than when communicating with people from a different
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culture. Communicating with strangers is fraught with
anxiety and uncertainty which increase with the increment
of aissimilarity. Thus, communicating with strangers
“involves a pattern of information seeking {(managing
uncertainty) and tension reduction (managing anxiety)”
(Gudykunst, 2005, p. 285).

An Integrated Framework of Intercultural
Communication

After the overview of each foundational theory, it is
poséible to propose an integrated framework to facilitate
an explanation of the intercultural communication process,
which will be used to inform the designing of the training
program advanced in this project and the guidelines for its
implementation. This integrated theoretical framework
(Figure 1) argues that the process of intercultural
communication is best explained as the identity negotiation
proéess through the exchange of messages by way of encoded
and decoded communicative behaviors that seek to produce
asspciation between culturally dissimilar interactants as
the final outcome resulting from the achievement of
identity satisfaction marked by mutual respect,
understanding, and validation of identity obtained through

the creation of shared meaning.
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Figure 1. The Integrated Theoretical Framework of the
Intercultural Communication Process
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The identity negotiation process is directly shaped by
identity as the locus of encounter between culture and
communication. It is also influenced by several variables
residing on two contextual levels, that is, the encounter
situation and the socio-structural contexts, in which the
communicative behaviors are embedded. The communicator is
the locus of the primary influencing factors. Primary
factors are anxiety and uncertainty dialectically related
to the categorization and attribution processes. Primary
factors are the fﬁndamental variables that influence the
communicative behaviors and consequently affect
communication outcomes. Last, the mediating process that
makes possible the occurrence of effectiveness by the
management of all impacting factors is mindfulness. All
these interconnected variables, components, and mechanisms
work together in the process of intercultural communication
interaction. A closer look at each theoretical framework
process, variable, component and dimension will help to
further clarify this framework.

This integration process to construct the framework
begins with an analysis of effectiveness and effective
outcomes. Defining effectiveness is central in designing an

effective training. It then proceeds toward the description
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and analysis of the influencing factors, passing through an
analysis of the communication interaction, behavior,
mediating factors, processes, and the contextual layers
within which the entire process takes place.

Intercultural Communication Effectiveness. The

positive outcome of an intercultural interaction that
allows for the accomplishment of the interactants’ desired
goals is termed effectiveness. Gudykunst (2004, 2005),
states that effectiveness is the result of communicative
acts that allow the receiver of a message to interpret its
meaning as close as possible to the meaning intended by the
sender of that same message. In other words, effectiveness
is the ability to “maximize understandings" (Gudykunst,
2005, p. 289) and “minimize misunderstanding” (Gudykunst,
2004, p. 28). Ting-Toomey (1999, 2005) eqgquates
effectiveness with competence and defines it as the
achievement of identity satisfaction expressed by feelings
of reciprocal respect, understanding, and validation. Thus,
for identity negotiation theory, effectiveness is the
result of competentlnegotiation of identity.

Kim (2005) indicates that effectiveness is the

production of the desired outcome, whether it is
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association or dissociation. In fact, Kim (2005) clearly
states that

While we generally prefer associative behavior over

dissociative behaviors, we must recognize that

dissociative behaviors are desirable and even

necessary for forcing a change in the existing rules
of interethnic communication and bringing about more
equitable long-term relationships between individuals

and groups. (p. 342)

In the integrated framework, effectivenesé is defined
as the creation of association, that is, a convergence of
the interacting parties to each other in mutual
understanding, respect,; and validatioﬁ as the result of
feelings of identity satisfaction through the achievement
of shéred meanings in verbal and non-verbal messages.
Effectiveness takes place as the result of an intercultural
interaction.

Intercultural Communication Interaction. Intercultural

interaction refers to the concrete encounter and
communicative exchange between individuals of different
cultural background. It can take a variety of forms and
include countless situations. It is the result of an

interaction that identity satisfaction by way of shared
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meaning takes place. Gudykunst (2004) argues that
intercultural communication, as any communication, is a
process of message exéhange and creation of meaning and
affirms that “meanings cannot be transmitted from one
person to another. Only messages can be transmitted...”
(Gudykunst, 2004, 9). Ting-Toomey (1999, 2005), contends
that intercultural communication is a process of message
exchange to create common meaning “whereby individuals in
an intercultural situation attempt to assert, define,
modify, challenge, and/or support their own and other’s
desired self-images” (p. 40). It is an action and reaction
exchange through verbal and nonverbal communicative
behaviors in which individuals advance their identity the
way they want it to be perceived while interpreting other’s
identity as they perceive them.

Intercultural communication is thus a negotiation
process that includes clarificatioh, confirmation,
acceptance and/or rejection of the identities being
negotiated. Following similar lines, Kim (2005) focuses
intercultural interaction on ethnic identity alone and
posits that interethnic communication interactions occur
whenever individuals involved in a communication event do

so primarily from an ethnic-social identity perspective,
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that is, “whenever the communicator perceives himself or
herself to be different from the other interactant(s) in
terms of ethnicity, ethnic group membership, and/or ingroup
identification” (p. 327). Moreover, Interethnic
communication interaction takes place through the exchange
of verbal and nonverbal communicative behavior. For the
theoretical framework, intercultural interaction is defined
as the process of personal and social identity negotiation
between culturally dissimilar interactants conducted
through the exchange of both verbal and nonverbal messages.
Intercultural Interaction occurs through the enactment of
communicative behaviors.

Intercultural Communicative Behavior. Communicative

behaviors make possible for communication to take place.
They are formed by a multiplicity of verbal and nonverbal
actions that convey messages and enable identity
negotiation. It is through communicative behaviors that
symbols are used to craft, transmit and interpret messages
(Gudykunst, 2004). Furthermore, Gudykunst (2004) contends
that “when we communicate we present ourselves as we want
strangers to see us and respond to how strangers present
themselves to us” (p. 10). Meaning cannot be transmitted,

only messages can, thus communicative behaviors can only
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transmit messages, not meaning (Gudykunst, 2004). Ting-
Toomey (1999) explicates that the decoding and encoding of
verbal and nonverbal messages exchanged in the negotiation
process between culturally different others take place
through explicit interaction behaviors that in turn
generate the production of shared content, identity, and
relational meaning.

Kim (2005) affirms that “communication behavior is
defined broadly to include not only overtly observable
(external) actions and reactions, but also covert
(internal) actions and reactions” (p. 329). Thus, every
communicative behavior is the product of a coding process
organized in two aspects distinguished as decoding and
encoding. According to Kim (2005), while decoding is the
internal process within the interactant‘'s mind that creates
the verbal and nonverbal messages, encoding is the external
act utilized to express the verbal and nonverbal message.
In this theoretical framework, intercultural communicative
behavior is, therefore, defined as an advance or a
response, formulated by a process of decoding and encoding,
used to compose, transmit, and interpret, that is, to
exchange, verbal and nonverbal messages between culturally

dissimilar interactants.
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Anxiety and Uncertainty Factors. Drawing from

Gudykunst (1995, 2004, 2005) this theoretical framework
incorporates anxiety and uncertainty as essential factors
impacting an intercultural communication process. Anxiety
is an affective response. It is a state of insecurity,
uneasiness, of being worried, and of fear in face of a
given situation, usually involving danger, threat, newness,
uncertainty, loss of control, inadequacy, or possibility of
failure (Gudykunst 2004, 2005). Thus, in interacting with
strangers, anxiety increases with dissimilarity. Gudykunst
(2005) states that anxiety has a maximum and a minimum
threshold that defines the levels with which one is
comfortable dealing with the anxiety in a situation.
Thresholds vary from individual to individual. It is also
important to notice, as Gudykunst & Kim (2003) indicate,
fhat “our anxiety about communicating with strangers
fluctuates over time” (p.35).

Anxiety is triggered by different variables such as
self-conception, rigid attitudes, amount of previous
contact, among others, and in turn will continue to feed
them in a dialectical process that sustains ineffective
communication. Gudykunst (2004) contends that anxiety, both

above the maximum threshold or below the minimum threshold,
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on a behavioral level, leads to avoidance of the stranger;
on a cognitive level, triggers poor information processing
by way of simplistic categorizations, with reliance on
negative stereotyping, negative expectations, and
ineffective attribution; and on an affective level, affects
self-esteem, both group and personal. These consequences of
anxiety interfere with one’s ability to accurately
interpret strangers’ messages and behavior, improperly
decoding and encoding communicative behavior that impacts
message exchange, identity negotiation, and the creation of
effective outcomes marked by idenfity satisfaction, shared
meaning, and association.

Uncertainty is the intellectual or cognitive
counterpart of anxiety. It is a state of knowledge
deficiency, an inability to explain and predict something
that occurs in face of new or unexpected situations or
interactions. According to Gudykunst (2004), “there is
predictive uncertainty, the uncertainty we have about
predicting strangers’ attitudes, feelings, beliefs, values,
and behavior” and “explanatory unéertainty, the uncertainty
we have about the explanations of strangers’ behavior” (p.
20) . Ultimately, uncertainty is an intrinsic state of being

human and it always depends on what is expected to be
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explained or predicted (Gudykunst 2005). When there is more
similarity, there is lesser uncertainty. Uncertainty varies
from culture to culture and from individual to individual
(Gudykunst, 2005). As with anxiety, there is also a maximum
threshold and a minimum threshold for uncertainty.

The very same factors that trigger anxiety and are in
turn triggered by it also trigger uncertainty and are in
turn triggered by it. Uncertainty over time is a
fluctuating variable (Gudykunst, 2004). Finally, when

A\

uncertainty is not reduced through mindful management, “we
rely on our categorization of strangers to reduce our
uncertainty and guide our predictions” (Gudykunst & Kim,
2003, p. 31). This behavior often gives rise to inaccurate
interpretation of stranger’s messages and behavior. It also
affects proper decoding and encoding of communicative
behavior with consequent poor exchange of messages,
inadequate negotiation of identity, and ineffective
outcomes of identity unsatisfaction, non shared meanings,

and dissociation.

Social Categorization and Attribution Processes. All

three foundational theories recognize social categorization
and attribution as a fundamental variable affecting

intercultural communication in its intergroup dimension.
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Tajfel (1978, 1992) argues that in order to make sense of
the world around oneself, it is necessary to categorize the
social reality one is immersed in. This process of social
categorization is defined as “the ordering of social
environment in terms of groupings of persons in a manner
that makes sense to the individual” (Tajfel, 1978, p. 61).
The grouping process elicits the erection of boundaries
based on similarities and differences between groups and
the consequent formation of ingroups and outgroups. Groups
develop a social identity which informs individual
identity, defines membership, and generates collective
self-esteem, understood as an appreciation of one’s
cultural group and a pride of belonging. Groups also
develop an ingroup-outgroup relationship dynamic. This
relationship is usually fraught with tension, conflict,
defense mechanisms, polarized attitudes, and other rather
negative feelings.

Every person has many social identities as it is
possible to belong to several groupings simultaneously. One
source of social categorization and social identity is
culture. Groups are defined according to cultural
similarities or differences. Ingroup members tend to see

each other more as individuals, while perceiving the
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outgroup as more culturally homogenous. Ingroup-outgroup
opposition usually creates a dynamic of inclusion-
exclusion, generates stereotypes, and attitudes of
prejudice and discrimination when it is effected based on
the ingroup bias or the subjective comparison of groups on
the same dimension avowing ingroup with superior, or the
right, position. Such behavior is often a mechanism to find
and reaffirm one’s social, cultural identity, increase
collective self-esteem, and to address uncertainty. Such
attitude is at the root of ethnocentrism and other rigid
attitudes (Tajfel 1978, 1979, 1992).

Kelley (1967) explains that in order to make sense of
human behavior in relationship and best respond to it, one
.search to explicate the motivations underneath the
behaviors. This process of assigning meaning or
interpreting behavior is termed attribution. The
attribution of meaning or interpretation of behavior is
done by comparing the behaviors of the individual with the
behavior of other people, by comparing it with the
individual behavior with other people, and finally with the
individual behavior in different circumstances. Disposition
of behavior is also classified according to locus, that is,

internal or perscnal factors and external or situational
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factors. In this sense, attribution is marked with biases.
Often, there is a tendency to place more emphasis on
personal over situational factors in interpreting behavior.
This ha; been termed the fundamental attribution error.

Also, there is a tendency to attribute one’s own
negative behaviors to situational factors, while one’s own
positive behaviors to personal disposition, which is named
the actor-observer bias. When making attributions about
other’s people behaviors, more often there is a tendency to
attribute negative behavior to personal factors and also to
consider -one’s behavior as the norm upon to evaluate
other’s behavior. These are the ego-protective and ego-
centric biases respectively (Deutsch, 2000). On intergroup
relations, negative behaviors of culturally dissimilar
others are usually attributed to intrinsic dispositions of
the outgroup, while positive behaviors usually to
situational dispositions. This is what is called the
ultimate attributional error. It is usually based on
stereotypes and strongly marked by a prejudicial tendency
toward the outgroup (Gudykunst, 2004; Hewstone, 1988; Kim,
2005; Pettigrew, 1997; Ting-Toomey, 1999).

Borrowing primarily from the contextual theory of

interethnic communication (Kim, 2003a, 2003b, 2005), the
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integrated framework advances that categorization and
attribution processes are the immediate factors influencing
the encoding and decoding of communicative behavior. Kim
(2005) contends that social categorization informs
communicative behaviors decoding and encoding based on
stereotyping, deindividualization, accentuation of
categories, and depersonalization, which, together with
ineffective attribution based on the ultimate attributional
error, produces dissociation. However, a mindful
categorization, which generates decategorization,
recategorization, or wide categorization, in sum,
differentiation, creates a decoding and encoding that
produces association (Kim, 2005). Ting-Toomey (1999)
advances that social categorization with the consequent
stereotyping creates rigid categories, polarize judgments,
and increases distance; it also distort the perception of
other’s self-image and, therefore, impairs:identity
negotiation with identity satisfaction.

Ting-Toomey (1999) also proposes the distinction
between mindless and mindful stereotyping. The latter is a
positive approach to stereotyping recognized as a cognitive
process inherent to human thinking. It does not have

negative outcomes because it manages categorization
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mindfully. Gudykunst (2004) argues that social
categorization with resulting stereotyping is used in
trying to reduce the uncertainty of the relationship with
the stranger by informing the attributional process.
Because stereotyping is an overgeneralization, it does not
reduce but rather creates false certainty and consequent
attributional misunderstanding. It also contributes to the
increase of anxiety. Thus, anxiety and uncertainty propel
narrow categorization, stereotyping, and inaccurate
attribution that, in turn, fuel uncertainty and anxiety.
Managing these factors mindfully is, therefore, an
essential form to steer communication to effectiveness.

Identity. Borrowing from the identity negotiation
theory, of which it is a central tenant, this integrated
theoretical framework also uses the concept of identity in
its explanation of the intercultural communication process.
Identity is the image or concept one constructs of oneself
through life’s experience. It is thus named self-image,
self-concept, or yet self-construct. Cupach and Imahori
(1993) term identity the “theory of oneself” (p. 113). It
is a dynamic reality resulting of processes and

interactions (Collier, 2005; Hecht, Warrens, Jung, Krieger,
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2005; Imahori and Cupach, 2005; Ting-Toomey, 2005). In fact
Ting-Toomey (1999) posits that

The term identityiis used in the identity

negotiation perspective as the reflective self-

conception or self-image that we each derive from

our cultural, ethnic, and gender socialization

processes. It is acquired via our interactions

with others in particular situations. It thus

basically refers to our reflective view of

ourselves — at both the social identity and the

personal identity levels. Regardless of whether

we may or may not be conscious of these

identities, they influence our everyday behaviors

in a generalized and particular manner. (p.28-29)

Identity is formed and developed through a process of
enculturation and is changed through similar processes,
including acculturation (Ting-Toomey, 2005). Hecht and
colleagues (2005) asserts that “identity is formed,
maintained, and modified in communicative process and thus
reflects communication” (p. 262). Identity is the locus in
which communication and culture meet and interwove with
each other to be manifested in the world (Kim, 2001).

Culture impacts self-construct and “in turn, is acted out

69



and exchanged in communication. Thus communication
externalizes identity” (Hecht, Warrens, Jung, & Krieger,
2005, p. 262). Ting-Toomey (1999, p. 29) proposes eight
dimensions of identity, categorized into primaryi(cultural,
ethnic, gender, and personal identities) and situational
(role, relational, facework, and symbolic interaction)
identities.

Cultural identity expresses one’s level of shared
content with a gi&en cultural group. Ethnic identity
denotes heritage as part of a given ethnic group. Gender
identity defines one’s socialization as male and female
within a given cultural context. Personal identity reveals
the traits and personality that is particular to each
individual. Role identity is situational and has distinct
scripts given by one’s culture. Relational identity defines
the norms of relationship according to a culture and
facework identity expresses the specific behaviors used to
respect and protect one’s own and other’s identity.
Finally, symbolic interaction identity refers to the
processes of identity acquisition itself (Ting-Toomey,
1999, pp. 30-39). Identity content is given by the elements
forming an identity and is influenced by culture while

maintaining individual variation. Salience is the

70



intercultural training, 3rd ed. pp. 147-165). Thousand
Oaks, CA, Sage.

Bennett, M. J., & Castiglioni, I. (2004).Embodied
ethnocentrism and the feeling of culture: A key to
training for intercultural competence. In D. Landis,
M. J. Bennett, & J. M. Bennett (Eds.). Handbook of
intercultural training, 3rd ed. (pp. 249-265). Thousand
Oaks, CA, Sage.

Benson, P. G. (1978). Measuring cross-cultural adjustment:
The problem of criteria. Internatinal Journal of
Intercultural Relations, 2, 21-37.

Bernard, W. S. (1996).Immigration: History of U.S. policy.
In D. Jacobson (Ed.), The immigration reader: America
in a multidisciplinary perspective, pp. 48-71. Oxford:
Blackwell.

Berry, J. W. (2004).Fundamental Psychological processes in
intercultural relations. In D. Landis, M. J. Bennett,
& J. M. Bennett (Eds.). Handbook of intercultural
training, 3rd ed. (pp. 166-184) . Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.

Bhawuk, S., & Triandis, H. C. (1996). The role of culture
theory iIn the study of culture and intercultural

training. In D. Landis, & R. Bhagat (Eds.). Handbook

196



of intercultural training, 3¢ ed. (pp. 17-34).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Blake, B., Heslin, R., & Curtis, S. (1996). Measuring
impacts of cross—cultural training. In D. Landis, & R.
Bhagat (Eds.). Handbook of intercultural training.
(pp. 165-184). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Bond, M. H. (1983). A proposal for cross-cultural studies
of attribution. In M. Hewstone (Ed.), Attribution
theory: Social and functional extensions. Oxford:
Basil Blackwell.

Brewer, M. B. (1996). When contact is not enough: Social
identity and intergroup cooperation. International
Journal of Intercultural Relations, 20(3-4), 291-303.

Brewer, M. B., & Miller, N. (1988). Contact and
cooperation: when do they work? In P. A. Katz & D.
Taylor (Eds.). towards the elimination of racism:
Profiles in controversy. (pp. 315-328). New York:
Plenum.

Brislin, R. (1993). Understanding culture’s influence on
behavior. Orlando, FL: Harcourt Brace.

Brislin, R., Cushner, K., & Young, M. (1986). Interculfural
interactions: A practical guide. Beverly Hills, CA:

Sage.

197



Brislin, R., & Yoshida, T. (1994). Intercultural
communication training: An introduction. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Brown, R., & Hewstone, M. (2005). An Integrative Theory of
Intergroup Contact. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.). Advances 1in
experimental social psychology. (pp. 255-343). San
Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Calavita, K. (1996). Gaps and contradictions in U.S.
immigration policy: An analysis of recent reform
efforts. In D. Jacobson (Ed.). The immigration reader:
America in a multidisciplinary perspective. (pp. 92-
112) . Oxford: Blackwell.

Casmir, F. L. & Asuncion-Lande, N. (1989). Intercultural
communication revisited: Conceptualization, paradigm
building, and methodological approaches. Communication
Yearbook, 12, 278-309.

Colleman, S., & Raider, e. (2006).
Internaﬁional/intercultural conflict resolution
training. In J. Oetzel,& S. Ting-Toomey (Eds.). The ‘
Sage handbook of conflict communication. (pp. 663-
690) . Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Collier, M. J. (1989). Cultural and intercultural

communication competence: Current approaches and

198



directions for future research. International Journal
of Intercultural Relations, 13, 287-302.

Collier, M. J. (2003). Understanding cultural identities in
intercultural communication: A ten step inventory. In
L. A. Samovar, & R. E. Porter (Eds.). Intercultural
communication: A reader, 10™ ed. (pp. 412-432).
Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.

Connerley, M. L., & Pedersen, P. B. (2005). Leadership in a
diverse and multicultural environment: Developing
awareness, knowledge, and skills. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.

Cortez, C. (2004) .Media and intercultural training. In D.
Landis, M. J. Bennett, & J. M. Bennett (Eds.).
Handbook of intercultural training, 3*® ed. (pp. 266-
286) . Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage.

Cox, T. (1993). Cultural Diversity in organizations:
Theory, research, and practice. San Francisco: Berret-
Koehler.

Cox, T. (2001). Creating the multicultural organization: A
strategy for capturing the power of diversity. San
Francisco: Josey-Bass.

Cushner, K., & Landis, D. (1996). The intercultural

sensitizer. In D. Landis, & R. Bhagat (Eds.). Handbook

199



of intercultural training, 2™ ed. (pp. 185-202).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

D’Andrea, M., Daniels, J., & Heck, R. (1991). Evaluating
the impact of multicultural counseling training.
Journal of Counseling and Development, 70, 143-150.

Danielé, R. (1996). What is an American? Ethnicity, race,
the Constitution and the immigration in early American
history. In D. Jacobson (Ed.), The immigration reader:
America in a multidisciplinary perspective, pp. 29-47.

Oxford: Blackwell.

Deteweiler, R. A. (1975). On inferring the intentions of a
person from another culture. Journal of Personality,
43, 591-611.

Deutsch, M. (2000). Cooperation and competition. In M.
Deutsch, & P. Coleman (Eds.), The handbook of conflict
resolution (pp. 21-40). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Dinges, N. Baldwin, K. (1996). Intercultural competence:
Aresearch perspective. In D. Landis, & R. Bhagat
(Eds.). Handbéok of intercultural training, 2° ed.
(pp. 106-127). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Dolan, J. P. (1985 ) The American Catholic experience. New

York: Doubleday.

200



Drum, J., Hughes, S., & Otero, G. (199%4). Global winners:
74 learning activities for inside and outside the
classroom. Yarmouth, Maine:Intercultural Press.

Earley, P. C., & Ang, S. (2003). Cultural intelligence:
Individual interactions across cultures. Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press.

Ehrenhaus, P. (1983). Culture and the attribution process.
In W. Gudykunst (Ed.), Intercultural communication
theory. Beverly Hills: Sage.

Ferdman, B., Brody, S. E. (1996). Models of diversity
training. In D. Landis, & R. Bhagat (Eds.). Handbook
of intercultural training, 2™ ed. (pp. 282-306).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Fisher, J. T. (2002) . Communion of immigrants: A history
of the Church in America. New York: Oxford University
Press.

Fitzpatrick, J. (1987). One church, many cultures: The
challenge of diversity. Kansas City: Sheed & Ward.

Flannery, A. (Ed.). (1992). Vatican Council II: The
conciliar and postconciliar documents. Dublin:
Dominican Publications.

Fong, M. (2003). The nexus of language, communication, and

culture. In L. A. Samovar, & R. E. Porter (Eds.)

201



Intercultrual Communication: A reader, 10" ed. (pp
198-205). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.

Fowler, S. & Blohm, J. (2004).An analysis of methods for
intercultural training. In D. Landis, M. J. Bennett, &
J. M. Bennett (Eds.). Handbook of intercultural
training, 3™ ed. (pp. 37-84). Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage.

Fowler, S. M., & Mumford, M. (Eds.). (1995). The
intercultural sourcebook: Cross-cultural training
methodologies, vol. 1. Yarmouth, Maine: Intercultural
Press.

Fowler, S. M., & Mumford, M. (Eds.). (1999). The
intercultural sourcebook: Cross-cultural training
methodologies, vol. 2. Yarmouth, Maine: Intercultural
Press.

Gaertner, S. L., Dovidio, J. F., & Bachman, B. A. (1992).
Revisiting the contact hypothesis: The induction of a
common ingroup identity. International Journal of
Intercultural Relations, 20,271-290.

Gao, G., & Gudykunst, W. B. (1990) . Uncertainty, anxiety,
adaptation. International Journal of Intercultural

Relations, 14, 301-317.

202



Gardenswartz, L., & Rowe, A. (1993). Managing diversity: A
complete desk reference and training guide. Homewood,
IL: Business One Irwin.

Gochenour, T. (1993). Beyond experience: an experimental
approach to cross-cultural education. Yarmouth, Maine:
Intercultural Press.

Gremillion, J. (EBd.). (1985). The church and culture since
Vatican II. Notre Dame, Indiana: University of Notre
Dame Press.

Groody, D. (2002). Border of death, valley of life. Lanham,
MD: Rowman and Littlefield Publishing.

Gudykunst, W. (1983). Theorizing in intercultural
communication. In W. B. Gudykunst (Ed.). Intercultural
communication theory. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Gudykunst, W. (1988) Uncertainty and anxiety. In Y. Kim &
W. Gudykunst (Eds.). Theories in intercultural
communication. (pp. 113-137). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Gudykunst, W. (1993). Toward a theory of interpersonal and
intergroup communication: An anxiety/uncertainty
management (AUM) perspective. In R. Wiseman & J. Koester
(Eds.) .Intercultural communication competence. (pp.

156-169. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

203



Gudykunst, W. (1995). Anxiety/uncertainty management
theory. In R. Wiseman (Ed.). Intercultural
communication theory. (pp. 79-1030. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.

Gudykunst, W. (2004). Bridging Differences: Effective
intergroup communication, 4*® . Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Gudykunst, W. (Ed.). (2005). Theorizing about intercultural
communication. Thousand Oaks, CA: sage.

Gudykunst, W. (2005). An anxiety/uncertainty management
(AUM) theory of effective communication: Making the
mesh of the net finer. In W. Gudykunst (Ed.).
Theorizing about intercultural communication. (pp.
281-322) . Thousand Oaks, CA: sage.

Gudykunst, W., Guzley, R., Hammer, M. R. {(1996). Designing
intercultural training. In D. Landis, & R. Bhagat
(Eds.). Handbook of intercultural training, 274 od.
(pp. 61-79). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Gudykunst, W., & Kim, Y. Y. (2003). Communicating with
strangers: An approach to intercultural communication,
4™ od. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Gudykunst, W., Newmark, E., & Asante, M. K. (1994).
Handbook of international and intercultural

communication, 2" ed. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

204



Gudykunst, W. & Ting-Toomey, S. (1988). Culture and
interpersonal communication. (Chapter 2: Cultural
variability). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Guo-Ming, C. (1989). Relationships of the dimensions of
intercultural communication competence. Communication
Quarterly, 37, 118-133

Guo-Ming, C. (1990). Intercultural communication
competence: Some perspectives of research. Howard
Journal of Communication, 2, 243-261.

Guo-Ming., C., & Starosta, W. L. (1996). Intercultural
communication competence: A synthesis. In B. R.
Burlenson (Ed.). Communication yearbook 19 (p. 353-
383). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Hall, E. T. (1976). Beyond Culture. New York: Doubleday.

Hammer, M. R. (1999). Cross-—cultural training: the research
connection. In S. Fowler, & M. Mumford (Eds.).
Intercultural sourcebook: cross-cultural training
methods. (pp. 1-17). Yarmouth, Maine: Intercultural
Press.

Hammer, M. R., Gudykunst, W. B., & Wiseman, R. L. (1978).
Dimensions of intercultural effectiveness: An
exploration study. International Journal of

Intercultural Relations,-Z, 383-393.

205



Hannigan, T. P. (1990). Traité, attitudes; and skills, that
are related to intercultural effectiveness and their
implications for cross-cultural training: A review of
the literature. International Journal of Intercultural
Relations, 14, 89-111.

Heider, F. (1958). The psychology of interpersonal
relations. New York: John Wiley.

Hetch, M., Warren, J. R., Jung, E., & Krieger, J. (2005). A
communication theory of identity: Deevelopment,
theoretical perspective, and future direction. In W.
Gudykunst (Ed.). Theorizing about intercultural
communication. (pp. 257-278). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Hewstone, M. (1989). Causal attributions: From cognitive
pbrocesses to collective beliefs. Oxford: Basil
Blackwell.

Hofstede, G., & Hofstede, G. J. (2005). Cultures and
organizations, software of the mind: Intercultural
Cooperation and its importance for survival, 2™%. New
York: McGraw-Hill.

Hofstede, G. J., Pedersen, P., & Hofstede, G. (2002).
Exploring culture: Exercises, stories, and synthetic

cultures. Boston: Intercultural Press.

206



Hornsey, M., & Hong, M. (2000). Assimilation and diversity:
An interative model of subgroup relations. Personality
andsocial Psychology, 4, 143-156.

Imahori, T. T., & Lanigan, M. L. (1989). Relational model
of intercultural communication competence.
International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 13,
269-283.

Jacobson, D. (Ed.). (1996). The Immigration Reader: America
in a multidisciplinary perspective. Oxford: Blackwell.

Jacobson, D. (1996). Introduction: an American journey. In
D. Jacobson (Ed.), The immigration reader: America in
a multidisciplinary perspective, pp. 1-18. Oxford:
Blackwell.

Jacobson, W., Sleicher, D., & Burke, M. (1999). Portfolio
assessment of intercultural competence. International
Journal of Intercultural Relations, 23, 467-492.

Jandt, F. (2004). An introduction to intercultural
communication: Identities in a global community, 4%
ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

John Paul II. (1999). Apostolic Exhortation Ecclesia in

America (The church in America): On the encounter with

the living Jesus Christ: The way to conversion,

207



communion, and solidarity in America. Washington, DC:
USCCB.

Johnson, D. W., Johnson, R. T., & Tjosvold, D. (2000).
Constructive controversy. In M. Deutsch, & P. Coleman
(Eds.), The handbook of conflict resolution (pp. 65-
85). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Joppke, C. (1996). Multiculturalism and immigration: A
comparison of the United States, Germany, and Great
Britain. In D. Jacobson (Ed.), The immigration reader:
America in a multidisciplinary perspective, pp. 285-
319. Oxford: Blackwell.

Kealey, D. J. (1989). A study of cross-cultural
effectiveness: Theoretical issues, practical
applications. International Journal of Intercultural
Relations, 13, 387-428.

Kealey, D. J. (1996). The challenge of international
personnel selection. In D. Landis, & R. Bhagat (Eds.).
Handbook of intercultural training. (pp. 81-105).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Kelley, H.H., (1972). Causal schemata and the attribution
process. In E. Jones, D. Kanouse, H. Kelley, R,
Nisbett, S. Valins, & B. Weiner (Eds.). Attribution:

Perceiving the causes of behavior. Morristown, NJ:

208



general Learning Press.

Kelly, J., Azelton, S., Burzette, R., & Mock, L. (1994).

Kim,

Kim,

Kim,

Kim,

Creating social settings for diversity: an ecological
thesis. In E. Trickett, R. Watts, & d. Birman (Eds.).
Human diversity perspectives on people in context.
(pp. 425-451). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Y. Y. (1991). Intercultural communication competence:
A systems-theoretic view. In S. Ting-Toomey, & F.
Korzenny (Eds.). Cross-cultural interpersonal
communication. (pp. 259-275). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.
Y. Y. (2001). Becoming intercultural: An integrative
theory of communication and cross-cultural adaptation.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Y. Y. (2005). Association and dissociation: A
contextual theory of interethnic communication. In W.
Gudykunst (Ed.). Theorizing about intercultural
communication. (pp. 323-350). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Y. Y., McClure, R. R., Ogawa. N., & Kim, Y. S. (2003a,
May) . Patterns of interethnic communication: A
quantitative-qualitative examination of behavioral and
contextual factors among adult Americans. Paper

presented at the annual conference of the

209



International Communication Association, San Diego,
CA.

Kim, Y. Y., Ogawa, N., Rainwater, R. R., & Kim, Y. S.
(2003b, November). Interethnic communication among
adult Americans: An examination of behavioral and
contextual factors. Paper presented at the annual
conference of the National Communication Association,
Miami, FL.

Kimmel, P. (2000). Culture and conflict. In M. Deutsch, &
P. Coleman (Eds.). The handbook of conflict
resolution. (pp. 435-474). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kirchmeyer, C. (1993). Multicultural task groups: An
account of the low contributions level of minorities.
Small Group Research, 24, 127-143.

Kirchmeyer, C., & Cohen, A. (1992). Multicultural groups:
Their performance and reactions with constructive
conflict. Group & Organization Journal, 17, 153-176.

Koester, J., Wiseman, R. L., & Sanders, J. (1993).
Multiple perspectives of intercultural communication
competence. In R. L. Wiseman, & J. Koester, (Eds.).
International and Intercultural Communication Annual

vol. XVII (pp. 3-15). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage;

210



Kohls, R. (1995). Training know-how for cross cultural and
diversity trainers.

Duncanville, TX: Adult Learning

Systems, Inc.

Kohls, R., & Knight, J.

(1994) . Developing intercultural
awareness: a cross-cultural training handbook.

Yarmouth, Maine: Intercultural Press.

Kollar, J. A. (2001). A user-friendly parish: Becoming a

more welcoming community. Mystic, CT: Twenty-Third
Publications.

Krauss, R. M., & Morsella, E. (2000). Communication and

conflict. In M. Deutsch, & P. Coleman (Eds.).

The
handbook of conflict resolution.

(pp. 131-143). San

Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kroeber, A., & Kluckhohn, F. (1963). Culture: A critical

review of concepts and definitions. New York:

Pergamon.

Lambert, J., & Myers, S. (1994). 50 activities for

diversity training. Amherst, MA: HRD Press.

Lambert, J., & Myers, S. (2005). Trainier’s diversity

sourcebook: 50 ready-to-use activities, from

icebreakers through wrap-ups. Alexandria, VA: ASTD
Press.

211



Landis, D., Bennett, M. J., & Bennett, J. M. (2004).
Handbook of intercultural training, 3*® ed. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Landis, D., & Bhagat, R. (1996). Handbook of intercultural
training, 2% ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Landis, D., & Bhagat, R. (1996). A model of intercultural
behavior and training. In D. Landis, & R. Bhagat
(Eds.) . Handbook of intercultural training, 2™ ed.
(pp. 1-16). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Langer, E. (1989). Mindfulness. Cambridge, MA: Perseus.

Law, E. H. (1993). The wolf shall dwell with the lamb:
Spirituality for leadership in a multicultural
community. St. Louis: Chalice Press.

Law, E. H. (1996). The bush was blazing but not consuming:
Developing a multicultural community through dialogue
and liturgy. St. Louis: Chalice Press.

Law, E. H. (2000). Inclusion: Making room for grace. St:
Louils: Chalice Press.

Levy, J. (1995). Intercultural training design. In S.
Fowler, & M. Mumford (Eds.). Intercultural sourcebook:
cross—-cultural training methods. (pp. 1-16). Yarmouth,

Maine: Intercultural Press.

212



Loden, M. (1996). Implementing diversity. Boston: McGraw-
Hill.

Luzbetak, L. (1996). The church and cultures: New
perspectives in missiological anthropology. Maryknoll,
NY: Orbis Books.

Martin, J. (1993). Intercultural communication competence:
A review. In R. L. Wiseman, & J. Koester (Eds.).
International and Intercultural Communication Annual
vol. XVIT (p. 16-29). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Martin, J. N., & Hammer, M. R. (1989). Behavioral
categories of intercultural communication competence:
Everyday communicators’ perceptions. International
Journal of Intercultural Relations, 13, 303-332.

Massey, D. S., Durand, J., & Malone, N. J. (2002). Beyond
smoke and mirrors: Mexican immigration in a era of
economic integration. New York: Russell Sage
Foundation.

Mendenhall, M., Stahl, G., Ehnert, I., Oddou, G. Osland,
J., & Kuhlmann, T. (2004).Evaluation studies of cross-
cultural training programs: a review of the literature
from 1988-2000. In D. Landis, M. J. Bennett, & J. M.
Bennett (Eds.). Handbook of intercultural training.

(pp. 129-144). Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage.

213



Nesdale, D., & Todd, P. (1998). Intergroup ratio and the
contact hypothesis. Journal of Applied Social |
Psychology,28(13),1196-1217.

Paige, M. (1996). Intercultural trainer competencies. In D.
Landis, & R. Bhagat (Eds.). Handbook of intercultural
training. (pp. 148-164). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Paige, M. 2004).Instrumentation in intercultural training.
In D. Landis, M. J. Bennett, & J. M. Bennett (Eds.).
Handbook of intercultural training. (pp. 85-128).
Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage.

Paige, M., & Martin, J. N. (1996). Ethics in intercultural
training. In D. Landis, & R. Bhagat (Eds.). Handbook
of intercultural training. (pp. 35-60). Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

Pettigrew, Thomas F. (1997). Generalized intergroup contact
effects on prejudice. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 23(2), 173-185.

Pettigrew, Thomas F.; Tropp, Linda R (1999). Allport's
Intergroup Contact Hypothesis: Its History and
Influence. In J. F. Dovidio, P. Glick, L. A. Rudman,
(Eds.) On the nature of prejudice: Fifty years after
Allport. (pp. 262-277). Malden, MA: Blackwell

Publishing.

214



Pettigrew, Thomas F.; Tropp, Linda R. (2000). Does
intergroup contact reduce prejudice: Recent meta-
analytic findings. In S. Oskamp (Ed.). Reducing
prejudice and discrimination. (pp. 93-114). Mahwah,
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Pusch, M. (2004). Intercultural training in historical
perspective. In D. Landis, M. J. Bennett, & J. M.
Bennett (Eds.). Handbook of intercultufal training, 3%
ed. (pp. 37-84). Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage.

Raider, E., Coleman, S. Johnson, D. (2000). Teaching
conflict resolution skills in a workshop. In M.
Deutsch, & P. Coleman (Eds.). The handbook of conflict
resolution. (pp. 499-521). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Rasmussen, T. (2007). Diversity mosaic resource guide: A
comlete guide to develop a successful diversity
initiative. San Francisco: Pfeiffer.

Richard, L. (2000). Living the hospitality of God. Mahwah,
NJ: Paulist Press.

Ruben, B. D. (1989). The Study of cross-cultural
competence: Traditions and contemporary issues.

International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 13,

229-240.

215



ed. (pp. 185-216). Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage.

Wederspahn, G. M. (2000). Intercultural services: A buyer’s
guide for the next millennium. Houston: Gulf.

Wiemann. J. M. (1977). Explication and test of a model of
communication competence. Human Communication
Research, 3, 195-213.

Wildermuth, C. (2005). Diversity training. Alexandria, VA:
ASTD Press.

Williams, W. (1996). Immigration as a pattern in American
culture. In D. Jacobson (Ed.), The immigration reader:
America in a multidisciplinary perspective. (pp. 19-
28) . Oxford: Blackwell.

Wiseman, R. L., Hammer, M. R, & Nishida, H. (1989).
Predictors of intercultural communication competence.
International Journal of Intercultural Reiations, 13,

349-370.

220



