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The pressnt number of “overseas. Americans" -- that is,
thos= Gho are abroad for wore than six months, for wvhatever
reasons —- Is about two million. The average length of stay
appears to be about & year. S50 every year zbout a million

Americans go abroad -- some for the first time, some for the

first stay of any duxation, and some for the first time to that

- particular foreign area-

Thése Americans go overseas in a numbexr of different roles:

:éé’ﬁembers of fhe armed forces or employees of the federal govern-

ment; as representatives of business, religions institutions,

foundations, universities; even as expatriates. By far the
largest group at present is the military, including dependents;

prgbaﬁly three quartérs of &1l Americans -abroad, or about 1%
million! are so classified. And presumably the 'bulk of the
military géing‘abxoad each féar; between 500,000 and 750,000
pepplé, are "firstrtimers."l

How many of these people are giveh some sort of training

to prepare,them for "cross—cultural interaction"” I do not know.

However, the miiitéfy'has been :an active innovator in this sort of
training and has supported .a very respectablé body of reseaxch
inveétig@ting alternative approaches to preparing Americans for
‘sﬁch traumatic experiences as role shock, culture shock, and

transcultural conflict.
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My purpose is to point out what seem to me to be critical
omissions in both theé military trairing programs for cross—
cultural interaction and the résearch supporting such training.
To put these cxiticisms in their proper perspective, it is
almost necessary first tb survey what has been done and is being

done in both training and ;:esearch.2

Militapy Praining Proorams foxr .Overseas Sexvice
There are two general categories of training programs:
(1) those which basically aim to provide information about a

foreign area (the "area studies" approach); and (2) those which

basically aim to provide knowledge about and experience in inter-

acting with foreigners. The majority of programs are area

studies oriented.

Area‘studigs approach. Although innovations have been
suggested from time to time, the area studies approach is tra-
ditional in concept and operat¥on. ZLike many college:course§
-of instyruction, the basic process here is that of transférring
information to the student, either from a 1ec§urér or f£rom
printed ox audiovisual materials. The information content is
factual: stres$ is ,put upon social-political history, geography,
economi¢ development, cultural institutidns, etc. The goals of

such programs tend to be improved cross-—cultural behavior as a
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result of a better undérstanding of one's counterparts. The
I

'"assumption>is that somehow knowledge will increase empathy,

énd empathy will modify behavior in such a way as to improve
intercultural relationships. There is very Yittle evidence
to sﬁpport this assumption, but on the other hand there is
very litt}e to negate it. In fact, I may as well make the
point-hére which I will later stress: there is very little
evaluative information about any cross—cultural training pro-
gfams.

Area inférmation is provided in two ways: (1) the most
common is the provision of piinted materialg -~ handbooks,
manuals, pamphlefs; (2) “"classroom” presentations —- which vary
from briefingg»ﬁo orientations to what amount to courses of
study, involving reading, lesson preparation, and participation.

(1) P;@hﬁed’materiaIs. A wide variety of handbooks and

guidés is presently distiibuted throughout the military. The
Department ‘'of Defense issues "pocket guides" to various coun-
tries. The following tablé of contents, from A POCKET GUIDE TO

KOREA,3is probably pretty typical: Land of Morning Calm, A

Divided. Country, A Rugged Country, 'The Korean People, Religion —-

Diverse and Free, Four Thousand Years of History, An Ancient

Culture, Korea's Government, Economy .and Resources, Getting

Around in Korea, Reéreation and Holidays, Places to- See, You

Have Two Jobs. Appendices include: Spelling of Place Names,

Korean Monetary System, Suggested Reading, and Language Guide.

Somewhat more ambitious are the country .Handbocks produced: under
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Axmy coqtract by American University's Center for Research in
Social Systems. For .example, the HANDBOOK FOR. T_HAILAND‘flhas
four sections: Social, Polditical, Econcmic, and National
Security. There are 27 chaptcrs in all, covering just about
every facet of Thai geéography, life, and institutions. ,ih
addition, there are many kinds of highly abridged publications,
about the size of .a package of cigarettes, désigned to provide
useful reading for those hiatuses which characterize military
life. ‘

{2) Classroom presentations. There are probably dQZené

of ‘area training programs in the military. For example, the

Navy often provides carrier personnel a pre=docking orientation,

carried by closed circuit télevision, in which a lecturer de-
scribes the people and their customs plus do's and don't's of
shore leave behavicr. Sailors aré advised about such things
as: what souvenirs to buy, what bars to stay out of, what the
local confidence gaies are, what to see, etc. At the other
end of the scale (and pcssibly no better, but wWith a different
audience and for vastly different purposes), is the program
prescnted ?y the Military Assistance Institute, which provides
training for future Military Assistance Advisoiy Group‘officers5
Thé largest singZe bloc of hours scheduled for MAAG students is

labeled "Country Study"; the 48 hours devoted to tliis subject

include political, economic, socdiological, diplomatic and
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military subjects, plus information on: the relationship .
i -
}
ﬁf :

between U. S. military programs and other assistance programs. : P

in the host country. The "Advisory"aspect of the pregram ) :

M

‘(20‘hours) deals with problems of communicating with counter-

part personnel, téchniques of advising, the advisor's role, etc.

P

% The otheﬁ parts of the program tend to be specifically job-

reafh

. related. i

PRSI

King has summarized the various criticisms of the area

fa ks

3 studies apprqach:

1y

* ithe programs stress cognitive learning, do not teach’

.

human relations skills to any important extent, and do not pro- o

vide adequate practical exércises in -whicir the trainee céan

f
LSRR 18 s L Fa R

practice what he has learned.
* Intellectual kpowledge of relevant data does not neces-

sarily produce desired behavior; in -other words, this approach :

nfd

does not markedly alter the trainee's motivation, attitudes, and

4 22488

values-.

But as he points out, no really substantive evaluation has :

IR WL TS

been made, so one really cannot say that these criticisms are : ;

wvalid.

Interpersonal behavior approach. This approach is rela-

tively new, in that it involves stressing not the iusual factual I

v e

data about a country and a soeiéty but instead data about how o

its people 'might ©é expected to interact with Americans. The

PRI PR

appreach~has .grown .out .of behavioral and social science research ‘

on individual and group functioning, and as a résult it is
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charact?fized by a concern for the general principles .and
speqific conditions deterxmining whether intercultural contacts
will involve cooperation or conflict, and the data basic to
such programs are also. outgrowths of such research. The basic
process of training varies here from the_conventionél to the
innovative and mixtures of both, with present programs relying

heavily on lectures, printed materxials, and discussions and

.experimental programs using role-playing techniques in a

variety of ways.

Two programs .are réepresentative of this approach: (1) the
"Troop-Community Relations” trqining"pfogram carried out ‘by the
American Institutes of Research in Korea, Thailand, Turkey, and
Italy; and (2) the Personal Response Project carried out in the
Marine Cofps under the direction of the Chaplains Planning Group.

(1) Troop-Community Relations program. Perhaps the flavoxr

of this program can be got by means of King's statement of their
goals:
1. Develop positive attitudes toward host nationals.
2. Develop habits of dealing with each host national
as an individual rather than on a stereotyped level.
3. -Créate awareness of the commonality and fundamental
equality of all men.

) 4, TFoster more ethical interpersonal relationships
among American personnel and between Americans and
host nationals.

5. Increase intellectual -awaréness of factors

affecting cross—~cultural behavior.
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6. Prepare to withstand "culture shock”.

-~
N o
[Ta PR AL LIRS

7. Deévelop feelings of responsibility in each person

O

N for the improvement of relationships with host

M S

nationals.
8. Foster social support within one's primary yroups

for effective intercultural relationships.

AN L Ioh e SN

Training methods include briefings, presenting critical

-t

incidents about U. S. -~ counterpart interpersonal re¥ationships,

T el

discussions, and provision of oppqrtunitigsffor behavioral intex- %

. action between trainees and counterparts. Twenty one-hour dis- . ;

cussidns make up the substantive portion of the program, covering ’ j

X §ugh {bpigs as host country culture, customs, langugge, and thé = i %

i~ 1liké, as well as such problems (to Amexicans) aé Sanitation, ;,?

216“1 standard of living differences, theft, etc. The whole stated ' é
f‘d’ ;purpose of the program is to develop- and maintain construdtive

f and mutually satisfactory interactions bshywaen Américans and E

. thelr counterparts. 3 2

(2) Personél Responsé!?;cjéqt. This rather unique project . ?

. is:basically desighed for the Marine Cor¥ps -- and specificaliy / ?

? f6; Vietnam, but it has been developed by a special unit -0f » i ' i

Navy Qhaplains, mefibers of which have ¢ollected critical inci- E

dents in the field, writtén all of €he supplementary materials, :

designed ‘the program, afd at least until recently, directed. it. ) ‘ %

~Kin§_rep6rts their prog¥am goals as £0llows: , f

. . ;

: 1. To anticipate and respond to the predisposition of "é

indigenous citizens to act consistently with

[P

T s
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their Geeply éngrained religious and culiural
value systeéms. -
2. To respect the motives of indigenous. citizens

-

§ as a maniféstation of these value systems.. - ;

(1333t

T
[#V)
.

To identify the expression of ‘these motives and

o e

values in Caily behavior.

4. To act with understanding and respon§§p1e”¢9ngern

in relationships wiin indigenous citizens. )

j 5. %o Yécognize that the Yives, values, relation- i'
f ships and ‘actions of indigenous citizens are of ’ §= 
; .equal importance to those of all ihuman beinésl\ é;
= . i Y
) % ihe .content of this pregram is to an important extent based i}”
jg : on critical incident materials. fraining involves four phaseés: [ ]
§ g = (1) culture analysis, in which traineces learn the crucial social, 7 }
{ § ’ économic, political and religious factors back of national A
a g behavior traits; (2) extended problem:'solving, in which trainérs
20 i
? é attempt to project trainees. into heterocultural problem situa- §
Ll - ) j
€ % tions, by various means (but until now chiefly by means of !
Kt N
? discussions); (3) intensive attitude modification, in which 2
% 5 empathic attitudes and opinions replace ethnocentric attitudes: ' %
g g and (4) learning reinforcement, in which techniques are used to 3'
é i reinforce the newly learned attitudes. .
A S .
E f . People involved in both of the above programs ‘have informally s 3
} - repcrted considérable 'success in c¢hanging attitudes, but there ,
? are ﬁo published data to support this. Nor are there published, 7
¥
H X data, I must admit, to support my general evalvation of the
gk@. e
H
.j .
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present(Status of military traininy for cross-cultural inter-

action, which is: that it varies :fxom non-éxistent to not very

o

good. The "not very good" is based on wwo cbservations that
have -occurred to others before me: (I} thers is a real guestion
\ ; € ther : q

that such goals as "chahge peoplé’'s attitudes" cin be achieved

R N RV AT W TN, 1) AV IR

; <

by the kind of trainiihg technolégy presently used; and (2) there ?
is only anecdotal evidénce to support the reguirements for such N ;
r ;
: training, and it seems cléar that no training program can be . ;
: ‘termed "good" that is not directed toward some specific need. ; E
Miritérvaponsored;Reséarch'in Cross-Cultural Interaction Training o 2

Thé bulk .of the research reported in recent years has had.

.

specifically to do with training content and technolegy. At the

risk of over-genéralizing and -offending someone whose concept I

~

- have included in one cf the following categories, I would list

- ~
Moty ca i L

two. major concepts: (1) simulation, -either of role or culture,

;
and (2).sepsitivity training. To these, perhdps somewhat in- ! : %
¢ : 3
¢ appropriately, I will add a discussion of ‘my owh suggestion that : §
S cross—~cultural training, whatever concepts and technigues are . %
used; -can .only have real meaning when it is carried out in the 7 ; Q %
.congeﬁt»of the job bne is going abroad to perform. i
f (ta) Simulation of role. The idea of role-playing is to . §
simulate actual interpersonal behavior inconditions which demon- -

e EarT

straté to the trainee involved how non-Americand might typically

behave (in very un~American fashion!): and how he himself xeacts

to such unanticipated responses. The idea is sound, in the sensée

that the training focus is put on interpersonal encounters and on

)

woShal, .
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actual behavior rathzsr than cagniﬁivc learning.
[ |

(If actual
behavior is changed, there is then a considérably higher )
probability that attitvdes will be modified than if the leaining
process is entirely cqgnitive.) “Two thorbughly-rgported»éxperir
mehts witﬁ,rbleeplaying are BumRRO's (Human Resources Research

Organization) "contirast American“,5,1n~which ths trainef has

"~ learned to respond in unstructured interpersonal situations with

tZainees in a fashion that is antithetical to modal America

behavicxzy and the Air Forcs's "self-confrontation”" program, in

vhich the trainee is shown a video-tape of a cross-cultural

encovnter he has had.’

(1b) Simulation of culture. The idea hers is of course

to. involve the trainee in making decisions (about cf0§s~§ultural
situations) and either reinforcing correct decisions or cbrgéctigg
incorrect decisions. The culture assimilator; developed by
Stolurow® anad Fiedler, is based on critical incidents: each
incident is described to the trainee, who selects one 6f four
responses, etc. A related: aspect of this program has been the
work done by Harry TFiandis® and others in developing a theory of
"subjéctive culture® -- i.e., the chaxacteristic ways in which

a cultural group perceivés .and responds to its social environ-

ment.

H2) Sensitivity training. While I'm not aware of any

military-supported research involving the use :0f T>groups for
cross—cultuxal interaction: trainihg, its possible application

has ‘been reported by HumRRO SCientists}Q and T assume that its
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. use has certainly been ‘onsidered by HumRRO. The kéy idea, : %
™~ { ;
{f% which you ares all well aware of, is t6 increase the trainee's g
a&aﬁenéss of the importance and characteristics of interpersonal 3 -é

’ processes. “ T - ) ' ’?
‘(3) f”é éiqﬁ“ficahge of':ﬁob". My own reseadrch with Marine : - E

Corps problems of cross—cultural interaction in its pacification 4;

o ' &

program in ‘Vietram led me to belisve that rank and file Marines %

wgﬁié neither perceive ‘the significance of nor apply the "rules" ]

- of pro?ér interpersonal behavior with Vietnamese countexparts i

- - ﬁh1§t§ the behavio¥ wa$ iearned as a part of job training}l our T %

: A

systems analysis of the process calied épunte;ipsqxqency sﬁpnogg : E ?
,pbinfed‘tégqrd the reiationshiéubetweeﬁ~Qerceiving a job and A Ai

- égécgssfully pg?forming that job. It also pointed toward special- i ’
ization: not every Marine can perform every Marine job. It seemed > :

to ms, therefore, that if a Marine job required specific intexr-

personal skills the training should include tréining;in’those ) E
skills as part -of learning how ‘to do the job. The interpersonal P

‘
Bt e ot DS N R

: skills components of different Marine joh$ differ both in amount :

Jd . ‘
¢ and kind. Many Marines have almost 5o contact &t .all with Viet- A
. . . . 3
: - naniesé, while Others have jobs which require rather special ;
interpe¥sonal skills. To. attempt to train all Marines to empa- -4
¢ ‘thize with foreigners, and behave accordingly, is as unrealistic E
i as it is me@aningless to the trainees. : . e
. : Some SuqqeStions for Needed Research .
; It seems perfectly apparént to me that the need for cross-— § ;
- 4
cultural interactidori training is largely assumed or only ratheér . 3
.
§ :
g
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gener;l}y observed, that #raining is aimed qt‘ﬁgry broad goals
asso¢iatea with "improved” interpersonal behavior in general,
and th;t résearch is concerned to a*remafkablc;extent with
training technology. ) 7

I feel that it is possible tc ratiohalize such ‘trainiig
-only in the most general terms. A great deal has becn written
about the frustration, exaéger&tion; annoyancg, and bewilder-
ment of Americang when they aii: fixst~gxpo§eé-toma‘difﬁe:ént

culture. Inferences are dirawn concerning the incidende of

“failure" and travma, and about the role- and job-dafeatifiy

impact .of single incidents of "bad behavior". There iz dittle

‘substantive information to support such inferences. Failure
and anxiety are difficult toc define. And the evideice is thah

ingle incidénts have little effect on stereotypezs, because

‘e

people do not tend to compare their experiénces with one
individual to their stéreotype of the gfiily he belongs to.
Common seﬂse suggests that very few inisinlational missions
‘depend -for their suécess 6r failure op ithe behavid# of one
person.

‘There are problems of adjustment, ¢f /course. When cne
moves into an exotic environment there can be; for a time, .an
almost complete preoccupation with the minutiae of daily be-~
havior. But this experience creates excitement as well as
frustration, joy as well as anger; enlightenmént as well as
hewilderment. It is the kind of .change many Americans delib-
erately seek for their vacations .and many others carefully

avoid.
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. Tbg question raised hexe is not whether ARmericans who are

. . going abroad to live do -~- or do not —— need training or drien=

I

tation programs before they gé. The guestion rather is, what
axe such txaining programs attémpting to do? Unless one can

wj:gentisfyﬁépecific "Americans—abroad" probléms which training

.. N
TEaag ot

wili:hglp solve or mitigate, or unless one -can identify specific T
goals and -objactives which training will help attain, the train-
ing feQuirement will be @ifficult to justify and the nature of )
‘training;progrgms’Gﬁff;cult to formulaté; let alone evaluaté. _
" “fhis isot to afgue thatk -such problems and goals, -do ﬁdﬁ s
exist, But if theg-do, thiere is little but gnecdptél evidence :
to point to their existence: -A'Su;vey'of the Iiteratire* on ;
) érainihg prog}ams for ‘those who are about tc live abrdad Leveals. ¢
two féatures common to most of thém: {1) there i§Jé~heﬁvy:ém? é
. . 4
-phasis on description of the other culture, and (2) there 1s a K
gfpwing‘emphasiszdn 1earninggfhe other Ianggage. Now, there is :
'certainly'nothing wrong: with 'such training. But it would be %
interesting to know how, and how much, information about the othexr :
culture contributes to tﬁe individual's success or failure, adjust-~ .E
ment or lack of adjustment; and it vould be egually interesting -
to know what perceﬁtaée of Americans who learn. another language g
actuaIlj use thaf language when they -go abroad. i
A survey Of research* in, cross-cultural interaction training
reveals a preoccupation with method rather than with system —- ?
that is to. say, with techrniqués rather than with obpjectives. This é
. Includiﬁg all kinds of non;military éraiﬁiﬁg ané’résearékx“p ; f
{
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emphasizes the fact that‘therspegific nature cf the need is
: ~ ' ¢
Pt vague: the general purpcse Of most new techniques is to help

the American empathize with his. counterpaitt, or communicate

with more effectiveness in his interpersonal relationships.

(Whether it is possible to change adult interpersonal behavior !

in gene¥al is a moot point. It is even difficult at times to

L
SN s 2 ey

SR

change some specific aspect of such behavior associated with

the learning of @ discrete task..)

Perhaps thé argument can be summarized in this way: If

© cxbres rein W
.

thé point of predeparture training is to change hasic person-
ality patfzexns of Zmericans going abroad,; then there is little
question that the ontcome will e disappointing. If the point

is 5imply to educate -~ to provide additional information in

rv—

~ the hope that it will be of use —- then evaluation is impossi-

-ble. But if the point is to prévent,job«failure‘and.impr6Vé
job performance, ther most programs ace not désigned*té
accomplish. this and préSumably are not accomplishing it.

I believe that most Americans inviblved in suéh training
believe thiat the excuse for its existence i$ spécifically to

improve jop performante. Evei %4le training providesd dependents

.. o

would be more cogent if put in the context of their major

1 activities -- 'such as running a household, or -going to .school.

If such is the case, then some effort should bé made to: deter-

o

PPV, DRMTC IR A S ¥ )

Fagss omits ol

mine the impact of culture differences on job pérformance..

This very specific Kind of researéh orientation .should tell us

) e

B - '-‘

not only whether problems of cross—cultural interaction do in:

S :} fact degrade performance of a necessary (and possibly measurable)

- 14 -




agtivigy, but also, if they do, what kinds of problems are re-—
] lated to what kinds of jcbs;- Training then would have not only
some job—specifig content, but it would also have scme definite

objectives, and the results of training could be evaluated.
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Footnotes

1. .Campbell, R. D.,"Introduction to Chapter 1. Americans
Abroaa,"ib Bducation and Training for International
Living, unpublished ms. Burt Klng, John Nagay and the
author are editing a book which is lrtended to cover
all aspects of contemporary American puollcatlons on.
the topic. .

2 K1ng, Burt T.,"Introduction to Cnapter 9. Military Traln—
ing Programs and Related Research,” unpublished ms., is
used as a basis for the bulk of the treatment of
training.

3. A Pocket Guide to Korea, Armed ‘Forces Informatlon and
Education, Department of Defense, U. S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, D. C., 1964.

4. Smith, Harvey A., et al, Awa Handbook .for Thailand,
U. s Government Prlvtlng Office, Washington, D. C.,
Sebtembe: 1968.

5. This program is conducted by the American Institute of
Resrcarch under contract with :DOD.

6. Daniélian, Jack, Live Simulation of A¥Féct-~Laden Cuitural
. Cognitions, The George Washkington University, Septémber
1967 . ‘

7 HBalnes, D. B. and H. T. Eachus, A Preliminary Study of
Acquiring Cross-Cultural Interaction Skills Through Self-
Confrontation, AMRL TR 65-137, Aerospace Medical Re~
search Laboratories, Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, Septembier
19f5.

King, P. H., Cross-Cultural interaction Skill ‘Training - A
Field Test of the Self-Confrontation Technigue, AMRL TR
67-206, Aerospace Medical Reséarch Laboratories, Wright-
Patterson AFB, Ohio;,; December 1967.

8. ‘Stolurow; Lawrence M., Culture Assimilators -—-- An Approach
to Cross=Cultural Training, U. §. Army Human Factors
Research ‘and Development, 12th Annual Conference; U. S.

- Army Infantry Center, Ft. Benning, Georgia, October 19566.

9. A whole series of papers. For example:
“priandis, Harry C. .and Vasso Vassiliou, A Comparative
Analysis of Subjective Culture, Department of Psychology,
University of Illinois, Urbana, Illinois, October 1967,
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