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Abstract
Early research on cultural competence laid the groundwork for the development of the cultural intelligence construct. First, the early sojourner research began with a search for an overseas type, but ultimately shifted the focus to the identification of a dynamic set of skills and abilities. Next, models of cross-cultural effectiveness provided the identification of important elements that have influenced the conceptualization of cultural intelligence. Components models identified numerous factors potentially related to intercultural effectiveness, including some that anticipated the higher order cognitive skills associated with cultural intelligence. Coping and adjustment models presented cross-cultural skills in terms of broad skills dimensions, while also considering the effect of contextual factors. Developmental and learning models highlighted the importance of intercultural experience in the development of intercultural competence, which is reflected in the development of cultural intelligence. Despite the production of numerous instruments designed to tap into the construct of cross-cultural competence or related ideas, no truly satisfactory measure gained widespread acceptance. In this chapter, we review the theoretical development of cross-cultural competence and summarize seven of the most popular measures of this construct.
Keywords
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In today’s organizations, we are reminded on a daily basis of the interconnected world in which we live. This globalization has many effects, but one of the most important is the requirement to interact with people from other cultures. People in organizations of all types are now presented with the opportunity to engage, on an unprecedented level, with culturally different others to solve problems, make decisions, sell products, develop new ideas, and indeed just survive the rigors of our daily working lives. Never before has competence in cross-cultural interactions been more important in organizational life.
The search for cross-cultural competence—that certain global something that makes some individuals more effective interculturally than others has a deep history. The foundations for examining individual differences in effectiveness across cultures can be traced to the work of anthropologists, who have long contended that knowledge of culture was potentially valuable to managers (see Hall & Whyte, 1960). Because of the theoretical and practical inadequacy of cultural artifacts, such as the way people dress, the beliefs they hold, and the customs they practice, anthropologists initially proposed that researchers study intercultural communication. That is, they shifted the focus from descriptions of the patterns within a culture to the communication between cultures to study intercultural effectiveness. Anthropological research has long dealt with the cultural aspects of communication (see Benedict, 1939). However, in this subsequent behavioral approach, attention was directed to individual differences in communication skills between intercultural actors (see Ruben, 1976; Ruben & Kealey, 1979). This approach to intercultural communications remains a significant focus of research (Ting-Toomey, 1999; Ting-Toomey & Dorjee, 2017). Additionally, studies of sojourner adjustment (see Church, 1982 for a review), the problems of students abroad (Smith, 1955), technical advisors in foreign contexts (Byrnes, 1966), and stress reduction in military personnel (Stouffer et al., 1949) provided the background for definitions of cross-cultural effectiveness.
A great deal of the early research on this topic was conducted with regard to the selection of Peace Corps volunteers in the 1960s (e.g., Stein, 1966). Based on the characteristics thought to help the sojourner cope with new social norms, values, and languages, this research was concerned with determining an overseas type. The literature at the time showed a general acceptance of personality descriptions of effective sojourners. A classic description was provided by Gardner (1962), who described this so-called universal communicator as having a well-integrated personality, a central organization of the extroverted type, a value system that included “value of all men,” a socialization of cultural universals, and a high degree of sensitivity toward others. The original Peace Corps selection process involved a battery of psychological and aptitude tests, psychiatric evaluations, and scores in language and history courses. In a critical examination of this research, Byrnes (1966) concluded that there was no consistent personality pattern that distinguished between successful and unsuccessful Peace Corps volunteers. At that time, his conclusion further stimulated the redirection of attention from personality to skills and abilities. Similarly, the sojourner adjustment literature that emerged to address the problem of managing expatriates (for reviews see Thomas, 1998; Tung & Varma, 2008) also focused first on personality characteristics. Again, the failure to find consistent relationships between personality characteristics and indicators of expatriate effectiveness resulted in a shift in emphasis on behavioral skills (Church, 1982; Stening, 1979). Much subsequent research focused on determining the order of importance of personality and behavioral variables or on assessing the relationship of one or more of them to various criteria of intercultural effectiveness. Despite a recent resurgence, and somewhat more success, in the study of personality factors as antecedents to cross-cultural effectiveness (see Caligiuri, 2000; Mol, Born, Willemsen, & Van der Molen, 2005 for an empirical review), the identification of skills and abilities continues to be an important goal in informing models of overseas effectiveness.
1.1 Models of Cross-Cultural Effectiveness
Numerous models of intercultural effectiveness exist, most of which have significant skills and abilities component. These models have rarely been subjected to empirical tests in their entirety. In the following section, we review models of cross-cultural effectiveness and discuss their implications for the subsequent development of the construct of cultural intelligence. We classify these models as components models, coping and adjustment models, and developmental and learning models (Thomas & Fitzsimmons, 2008). Combined with dimensional approaches to understanding the influence of culture, they form the groundwork on which the construct of cultural intelligence was laid.
1.1.1 Components Models
A logical focus of early literature on cross-cultural effectiveness was to develop components models that sought to identify characteristics associated with success. Models in this developmental era were typically composites including personality characteristics and attitudes as well as skill and ability components (e.g., Hannigan, 1990). Lists of characteristics were based on anecdotal evidence and small sample cross-sectional studies, while later studies sought to add some empirical meat to these bones. However, ambiguous conceptualizations of both skills and outcomes led to a huge number of skill dimensions. More than one intercultural trainer must have thought, as expressed by Hannigan (1990), that a “… training process based on developing so many skills can be an overpowering task.” (p. 107) An interesting aspect of these models is the extent to which they recognized the need for ability related to reconciling cultural differences. For example, important components of ability to communicate effectively, one of the three dimensions of intercultural effectiveness according to Hammer, Gudykunst, and Wiseman (1978), were the ability to deal with communication misunderstandings between self and others, and the ability to effectively deal with different communication styles. Some of the attitude components of these models have a similar orientation. For example, Ruben and Kealey (1979) identified orientation to knowledge, meaning the extent to which people understand that knowledge is individual in nature, as a predictor of effectiveness across cultures. It was argued that a relativistic view of knowledge (less egocentric or ethnocentric) allowed individuals to develop a deeper understanding of another culture and be more effective. In another example, Triandis (1975) identified the ability to make so-called isomorphic attributions as a key element in cross-cultural effectiveness. Making accurate attributions involves not only perceiving cues in the cross-cultural situation but also analyzing those cues effectively (Trope, 1986). These attributional and analytic aspects of early components models, while implicit in many cases, anticipate the more recent recognition of the development of higher order cognitive processes (such as cultural metacognition discussed ahead) through the confrontation and reconciliation of differences between self and others (Tadmor & Tetlock, 2006). These components models provided a good start toward identifying factors related to intercultural effectiveness. However, a somewhat disturbing aspect of this line of research was the persistence of the assertion that some skills and abilities contribute to intercultural effectiveness without any substantive empirical support (Thomas & Fitzsimmons, 2008).
1.1.2 Coping and Adjustment Models

Similar to component models, coping and adjustment models are typically concerned with identifying an appropriate set of individual skills and abilities. The focus of this skill set, however, is their ability to cope with the stress associated with working in or an ability to adjust to a foreign culture (e.g., Mendenhall & Oddou, 1985). Coping and adjustment models have two implications for the consideration of cross-cultural skills and abilities. The first is that they typically present skills as broad dimensions or typologies, such as the self-oriented skills, perceptual skills, and relationship skills suggested by Black, Mendenhall, and Oddou (1991), with each skill dimension conceptually related to different aspects of effectiveness depending on the context. That is, while individual attributes and skills were proposed to influence all aspects of adjustment, situational factors emanating from the job, the organization and the societal culture were suggested as influencing different aspects of adjustment (work adjustment, interactional adjustment, general adjustment). The second is that the skill set appropriate to effective intercultural interaction is typically presented as contingent on characteristics of the situation. For example, Aycan (1997) proposed that the fit between individual competencies and the foreign environment was an important antecedent of success in international assignments. Similarly, Johnson, Lenartowicz, and Apud (2006) suggested both institutional and contextual moderators of the relationship between individual characteristics, personal skills, and cultural knowledge and cross-cultural competence. The inclusion of contextual factors in models of intercultural effectiveness is not new, as suggested in some of the earliest research in this area (see Hannigan, 1990). However, this contextual approach stands in contrast to the development of cultural intelligence, an individual difference idea that is clearly separated from institutional and organizational influences on intercultural effectiveness.
1.1.3 Developmental and Learning Models
A third set of models of intercultural effectiveness has been built around the ideas of social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) and developmental psychology (e.g., Erikson, 1968; Piaget, 1985). For example, Bochner (1982) argued that the difficulty facing sojourners was not adjusting to a new culture but learning to acquire social skills appropriate to the new culture. Furnham and Bochner (1986) suggest it is the lack of these social skills that is most important to the adjustment required of sojourners. Several studies of expatriate adjustment have drawn on this underlying theoretical argument (e.g., Black, 1988, 1990; Black & Gregersen, 1991). Bennett’s developmental model (Bennett, 1986; Hammer, Bennett, & Wiseman, 2003) identifies increasing stages of a person’s sophistication in dealing with cultural difference, leading to intercultural competence. They propose that individuals progress from ethnocentrism to ethnorelativism by passing through the six stages of denial, defense reversal, minimization, acceptance, adaptation, and finally integration. The underlying assumption is that increased cross-cultural experience results in the growth of personal skills and abilities. Thus, as individuals experience of cultural difference becomes more complex and sophisticated, their intercultural competence increases. According to this view, experience does not have an effect simply from exposure to cultural differences, but is a function of how an individual perceives and conceives of that experience. The extent to which cross-cultural experience influences intercultural competence is described as a function of the complexity with which a perceiver construes an event. This conceptualization of the effect of intercultural experience, as operating through increasing complex cognitive representations, is consistent with our current understanding of the effect of cross-cultural exposure (see Tadmor, Galinksy, & Maddux, 2012; Tadmor, Tetlock, & Peng, 2009). It also anticipates the manner in which cultural intelligence is developed, as discussed ahead.
In another developmental model, Yamazaki and Kayes (2004) describe seven cross-cultural knowledge absorption abilities and two developmental competencies, as predictors of how well managers will learn from cross-cultural experience. The focus of their model is on describing the process of cross-cultural learning and is based on Kolb’s (1984)  experiential learning theory. In this theory, experience forms the foundation of the four modes of learning: feeling, reflecting, thinking, and acting. This learning cycle describes how immediate concrete experiences serve as the basis for observation and reflection, in which the experience is subsequently assimilated into the abstract conceptualization and is then formed into active experimentation with the environment. As we discuss ahead, there are conceptual similarities with the experiential development of cultural intelligence.
An obvious implication of this last set of models is that we should focus on the experiential basis for the development of cross-cultural competences. In general, these models assume that a universal skill set influences cross-cultural interactions (a conclusion that receives some support in work by Graf, 2004) and that these skills can (or should) be learned primarily through experience. In some ways, these models return to the notion of an overseas type in that they suggest certain characteristics of individuals are required for cross-cultural learning to take place.
A great deal has been learned from the study of intercultural interactions under the banners of intercultural effectiveness and cross-cultural competence (see Chiu, Lonner, Matsumoto, & Ward, 2013). However, an upshot of this research has been considerable debate about the components of these concepts (Deardorff, 2006) and proliferation of characteristics and skills inventories, many of which are based on limited theoretical foundations with poorly established validity (Matsumoto & Hwang, 2013; Paige, 2004). Ahead we discuss the relationship of these ideas to the concept of cultural intelligence.
1.1.4 Cultural Dimensions Approaches

The same forces that created interest in the adjustment or coping models of overseas effectiveness also spurred an interest in the nature of culture and its influence in organizational settings. Formal study of culture had of course begun years earlier (e.g., Mead, 1937), but this era gave rise to dimensional theories of culture and their application to management. Management research has relied heavily on a cultural dimensions approach to understanding the behavior of individuals who shared contextual factors (values, attitudes, assumptions about appropriate behavior) in a society. The utility of cultural dimensions for understanding the ways in which cultures vary (as in the development of the SFCQ described ahead) continues. The major frameworks that have been devised for categorizing and comparing cultures are Hofstede’s (1980, 2001) classic study of work values, Schwartz’s (1992) value survey, and the GLOBE study (House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004). All of these conceptualizations of cultural variation in the workplace are concerned with value differences. While much has been learned from these frameworks, which provided a significant improvement over simply describing cultural differences in behavior, we have recently become more acutely aware of the limitations of values-based approaches (Kirkman, Lowe, & Gibson, 2006). Using country-level scores on values as a predictor of individual behavior has increasingly yielded results that are not consistent with the basic assumptions of the consensus of values within nations, the generality of cultural patterns across situations, and the stability of cultural patterns of behavior (Leung & Morris, 2015). Alternatives to values have been proposed, such as social axioms (Leung et al., 2002) and sources of guidance (Smith & Peterson, 1988; Smith, Peterson, & Schwartz, 2002). These efforts overcome the problem of thinking of culture as simply a set of values, but lack a clear focus on the process through which cultural differences influence behavior. Combined with the limitations of a dimensional focus to culture’s influence, the failure to clearly identify a set of skills and abilities related to intercultural effectiveness provided part of the motivation for the search for a new construct to identify individual differences in intercultural effectiveness.
1.2 Measuring Cross-Cultural Competence
As the preceding review indicates, there has been a considerable variation in the components of cross-cultural competence, and there seems to be only a limited consensus about its definition (see Chiu et al., 2013). An important aspect of the definition of cross-cultural competence is the associated development and validation of tests to assess it. Over the many years that this concept has received attention, dozens of tests have been developed that purport to measure one or more aspect of cross-cultural competence. Until recently, there had not been a comprehensive review of these instruments. In the following, we summarize and evaluate seven of the most popular tests based on reviews by Gabrenya, Moukarzel, Pomerance, Griffith, and Deaton (2013) and Matsumoto and Hwang (2013).
1.2.1 Cross-Cultural Adaptability Inventory (CCAI)

The CCAI (Kelley & Meyers, 1987) assesses four dimensions: Emotional Resilience (18 items), Flexibility/Openness (15 items), Perceptual Acuity (10 items), and Personal Autonomy (7 items). The scale was developed based on the available literature of the time and the opinions of cross-cultural trainers and consultants on the skills associated with effective adaptation to other cultures. Typical of the skills inventories developed at that time, the evidence for the construct validity of the four-factor scale is weak (Matsumoto & Hwang, 2013). Regarding criterion validity, the scale seems to predict outcomes or responses to treatments as expected in some studies, but not all, and not across all sub-scales (Gabrenya et al., 2013). A review by Abbe, Gulick, and Herman (2007) concluded that the CCAI is not a valid scale and should not be relied on.
1.2.2 Intercultural Adjustment Potential Scale (ICAPS)
The ICAPS (Matsumoto et al., 2001) consists of 55 items to assess individual differences thought to predict overseas adjustment. The item pool was generated from a set of established instruments that assess the regulation of emotion, characteristics shown to predict overseas adjustment, measures of psychological well-being, and personality measures. The structure of the scale is somewhat unusual in that the personality component contains four sub-scales: Emotional Regulation (9 items), Openness (7 items), Flexibility (6 items), and Critical Thinking (7 items) which account for 18.6% of the total variance in a principle components analysis. Thus, the 55-item overall scale, which has been most widely used, may have a different relationship to criterion variables than the sub-scales (Gabrenya et al., 2013). Matsumoto and colleagues have extensively used the scale and provided evidence regarding construct and criterion validity (Matsumoto & Hwang, 2013). However, Gabrenya et al. (2013) conclude that “the current version of the ICAPS lacks sufficient validity for use in theoretical or model building studies” (p. 54).
1.2.3 Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI)
The IDI (Hammer et al., 2003) was developed based on the developmental model of intercultural sensitivity (DMIS; Bennett, 1986) discussed previously. The latest version is a 50-item scale containing seven sub-scales of denial, defense, reversal, minimization, acceptance, adaptation, and cultural disengagement. The initial item pool was generated by interviewing respondents who had been categorized according to their level of development on the DMIS. Statements the respondents made in interviews formed the basis of the item pool. Factor analysis of the scale has not supported the six-stage DMIS model (Matsumoto & Hwang, 2013), and no construct validation studies have been published (Gabrenya et al., 2013). Pre-post tests to assess training effectiveness have provided mixed results (Matsumoto & Hwang, 2013). Gabrenya et al. (2013) conclude that, while the IDI has the advantage of having a strong theoretical base, the lack of validity studies indicates that it is not a viable option for assessing cross-cultural competence.
1.2.4 Intercultural Sensitivity Scale (ISS)
The ISS (Chen & Starosta, 2000) consists of a 24-item scale represented in five factors: Interaction Engagement (7 items), Respect for Cultural Differences (6 items), Interaction Confidence (5 items), Interaction Enjoyment (3 items), and Interaction Attentiveness (3 items). The items were generated to reflect six affective elements proposed to be important to intercultural sensitivity: self-esteem, self-monitoring, open mindedness, empathy, interaction involvement, and suspending judgement. While the five-factor structure failed to hold up in a confirmatory factor analysis (Fritz, Graf, Hentze, Möllenberg, & Chen, 2005), Gabrenya et al. (2013) conclude that the ISS demonstrates moderate face and construct validity, but weak criterion validity. The usefulness of this scale as a measure of cross-cultural competence awaits further development.
1.2.5 Multicultural Personality Questionnaire (MPQ)

The MPQ (Van der Zee & Van Oudenhoven, 2000) was designed to measure multicultural effectiveness defined as successfully operating in a new cultural environment, as well as having a feeling of well-being in that environment. The structure of the MPQ was derived from a review of the literature on antecedents to cross-cultural competence. Seven constructs were identified: cultural empathy, open mindedness, emotional stability, orientation to action, adventurousness/curiosity, flexibility, and extraversion. Several versions of the scale have been created, including 78, 83, and 91 item versions so validity information may be inconsistent from study to study. All of the sub-scales are conceptually related to the Big Five personality characteristics, suggesting that the MPQ might be viewed as a Big Five measure contextualized to intercultural interaction. Its validity is generally good with the exception of excessive sub-scale overlap, and it offers some incremental value over other existing instruments (Gabrenya et al., 2013).
1.2.6 Sociocultural Adaptation Scale (SCAS)

The SCAS (Ward & Kennedy, 1999) includes 29 items that evaluate the extent to which participants perceive difficulty in a variety of aspects of living overseas such as making friends, taking a local perspective on culture, obtaining resources, following rules, and so on. The internal consistency and validity of the scale are good, and it appears to be a valid measure of sociocultural (but not psychological) adjustment (Gabrenya et al., 2013). A revised version of the scale called the SCAS-R addressed some of the limitations of the original version (Wilson, Ward, Fetvadjiev, & Bethel, 2017). This 11-item version of the scale consists of three sub-factors of social interaction, engagement, and ecological adaptability. Preliminary validation studies suggest that the SCAS-R captures competency on a set of cross-cultural behaviors related to sociocultural adaptation (Wilson et al., 2017).
1.2.7 Global Competencies Inventory (GCI)
The GCI (Stevens, Bird, Mendenhall, & Oddou, 2014) is proposed to measure six dimensions of cross-cultural relationship skills, traits, and values, cognitive orientation, global business expertise, global organizational expertise, and visioning thought to be related to global leadership and intercultural effectiveness. The GCI attempts to cover the range of antecedents that have been identified in the literature on sojourner adjustment and performance. While the content validity of the scale appears to be good (see Gabrenya et al., 2013), the scale is proprietary and information on the construct or criterion validity is not made available. Therefore, it is not possible to recommend this scale as a measure of cross-cultural competence.
There are numerous other instruments (more that 300 according to Leung, Ang & Tan, 2014) that have been developed in an attempt to measure cross-cultural competence. However, an evaluation of these seven most popular instruments is sufficient to conclude that there is little consensus about the definition of cross-cultural competence or how to measure it, and even less confidence in the ability of these measures to actually do so. While additional work continues on the broad concept of cross-cultural competence, these issues have resulted in a cognitive shift in research in this area. This more recent work has provided the potential for integrated explanations of processes that combine cognitive structures (e.g., values and schemas) and the societal context (e.g., norms) to understand action (see Leung & Morris, 2015; Peterson & Wood, 2008). For example, we have come to understand that cultural differences in the cognitive structures that drive behavior can be made salient at different times (e.g., Hong, Morris, Chiu, & Benet-Martínez, 2000), but the depth of the development of these structures may depend on long-term exposure to a societies culture (Peterson & Barreto, 2014). This line of thinking opened the door to the idea that, in addition to the culturally specific cognitive structures that are influenced by society, a more general development of cognitive structures and processes might exist that could influence intercultural effectiveness. The construct that has been theorized to capture this idea is cultural intelligence.
1.3 Summary
In summary, early research on cultural competence laid the groundwork for the development of the cultural intelligence construct. First, the early sojourner research began with a search for an overseas type, but ultimately shifted the focus to the identification of a dynamic set of skills and abilities. Next, models of cross-cultural effectiveness provided the identification of important elements that have influenced the conceptualization of cultural intelligence. Components models identified numerous factors potentially related to intercultural effectiveness, including some that anticipated the higher order cognitive skills associated with cultural intelligence. Coping and adjustment models presented cross-cultural skills in terms of broad skills dimensions, while also considering the effect of contextual factors. Developmental and learning models highlighted the importance of intercultural experience in the development of intercultural competence, which is reflected in the development of cultural intelligence. Despite the production of numerous instruments designed to tap into the construct of cross-cultural competence or related ideas, no truly satisfactory measure has gained widespread acceptance.
The lack of appropriate measures coupled with the limitations of cultural dimensions approaches spurred management theory to consider cognitive theory as a basis for understanding how the combination of cognitive structures and societal context influence intercultural interactions. The time was right for the emergence of a new approach to understand intercultural effectiveness.
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Abstract
Cultural intelligence is a person’s ability to adapt effectively to new cultural contexts. To date, the cultural intelligence construct has been conceptualized in two related but distinct ways. The first view of cultural intelligence is that it consists of cognitive (specific knowledge that people gain about a new culture), metacognitive (superordinate judgements that people make about their own thought processes), motivational (the propensity to act on a cognitive facet and persevere in acquiring knowledge), and behavioral (the capability to enact a desired or intended action) facets. The second model defines cultural intelligence as the abilities necessary for people to adapt to, select, and shape the cultural aspects of their environment. It is presented as a system of interacting knowledge and skills facilitated by cultural metacognition, which allows for the emergence of the construct of cultural intelligence. In this chapter, we review the development of each of these conceptualizations.
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The concept of cultural intelligence was introduced to the literature by Earley (2002) in an article abstracted from a then in-press book (Earley & Ang, 2003). It was defined as a person’s ability to adapt effectively to new cultural contexts. A book by Thomas and Inkson (2003) that applied a variation of this nascent construct to intercultural interactions followed this introduction. The conceptualization used in that book built on Ting-Toomey’s (1999) idea of transcultural communication competence, but did not appear in the academic literature until 2006 (Thomas, 2006) because of a delay in the publication of the special issue of which it was a part. Subsequently, this conceptualization was refined by an international team of researchers (from a dozen different countries including Australia, Austria, China, Canada, France, Indonesia, Israel, New Zealand, Switzerland, Turkey, and the USA) that defined cultural intelligence as a system of interacting knowledge and skills, linked by cultural metacognition, that allows people to adapt to, select, and shape the cultural aspects of their environment (Thomas et al., 2008). The historical development of definitions and conceptualizations of cultural intelligence is presented in Table 2.1.Table 2.1Definitions and applications of cultural intelligence (Thomas et al., 2008)


	Source
	Definition of cultural intelligence
	Constituent elements
	Outcomes/applications

	Earley (2002) and Earley and Ang (2003)
	‘… a person’s capability to adapt effectively to new cultural contexts’
	Cognitive (including metacognitive)
Motivational
Behavioral
	Global assignment success
Diversity assignments
Training methods

	Thomas and Inkson (2003)
	‘… involves understanding the fundamentals of intercultural interaction, developing a mindful approach lo intercultural interactions, and finally building adaptive skills and a repertoire of behavior so that one is effective in different intercultural situations’
	Knowledge
Mindfulness
Behavioral
Skills
	Cross-cultural decision making
Cross-cultural communication
Cross-cultural leadership
Multicultural teams
International careers

	Earley and Mosakowski (2004)
	‘… a seemingly natural ability to interpret someone’s unfamiliar and ambiguous gestures in just the way that person’s compatriots and colleagues would, even to mirror them’
	Cognitive
Physical
Emotional/motivational
	Appropriate behavior in new cultures

	Earley and Peterson (2004)
	‘… reflects a person’s capability to gather, interpret, and act upon these radically different cues to function effectively across cultural settings or in a multicultural situation’
	Metacognitive/Cognitive (e.g., learning strategies and cultural sense making)
Motivation (e.g., cultural empathy and self-efficacy)
Behavior (e.g., acceptable behavior in culture and mimicry)
	Intercultural training
Multinational teams

	Earley, Ang, and Tan (2006)
	‘… a person’s capability for successful adaptation to new cultural settings, that is for unfamiliar settings attributable to cultural context’
	Cultural strategic thinking
Motivation
Behavior
	Diversity assignments
Global work assignments
Global teams
Global leadership

	Thomas (2006)
	‘… the ability to interact effectively with people who are culturally different’
	Knowledge
Mindfulness
Behavior
	Development
Assessment

	Ang et al. (2007)
	‘… an individual’s capability to function and manage effectively in culturally diverse settings’
	Cognition
Metacognition
Motivation
Behavior
	Cultural judgment and decision making
Cultural adaptation and performance

	This article
	‘… a system of interacting knowledge and skills, linked by cultural metacognition, that allows people to adapt to, select, and shape the cultural aspects of their environment’
	Cultural knowledge
Cross-cultural skills
Cultural metacognition
	Effective intercultural interactions (personal adjustment, interpersonal relationship development, task performance)





To date, the cultural intelligence construct has been conceptualized in two related but distinct ways. The first of these is the Earley and Ang (2003) conceptualization and the second by Thomas and his research team (Thomas et al., 2008). The development of each of these conceptualizations is described in turn.
2.1 Earley and Ang’s Concept
The concept of cultural intelligence presented by Earley and Ang (2003) has its basis in interactional theories of intelligence. These theories define intelligence as an interaction between the individual and his or her context (e.g., Sternberg, 1985). Thus, they differ from purely biological, cognitive, motivational or behavioral approaches to intelligence that ignore the potential influence of context on intelligence. Their thinking was influenced by three interactional theories of intelligence. The first of these is Gardner’s (1983) theory of multiple intelligence, which suggests that individuals have different abilities that are developed either by genetic inheritance or through interacting with one’s environment through acculturation, socialization, and so on. The second is Sternberg’s (1985) triarchic theory, which includes internal (mental information processing), external (adaptation to environment), and experiential (coping with novel situations) components. A key aspect of this theory, which was also influential in the Thomas and Inkson (2003) model discussed ahead, are the three mechanisms that constitute intelligent thought: metacognition, knowledge, and performance. The third interactional theory influencing the Earley and Ang conceptualization is Ceci’s (1990) bioecological theory of intelligence that includes a person’s innate abilities, environmental context, and their motivation. According to this theory, individuals must be motivated to take advantage of their innate abilities in order to deal effectively with their environment. These three theories of intelligence laid the ground work for the subsequent articulation of a theory of cultural intelligence presented in Earley and Ang (2003). Important assumptions based on these theories are that (a) intelligence is more than simply cognitive ability, (b) intelligence includes motivational thinking, and (c) intelligent behavior involves effective interaction in social contexts.
As noted previously, the definition that arose from this theoretical background was that “cultural intelligence refers to a person’s capability to adapt effectively to new cultural contexts” (Earley & Ang, 2003, p. 59). The focus on adapting to one’s environment was derived from a review of the history of intelligence theory (e.g., Sternberg, 2000) in which adapting and adjusting to the environment was found to be a common theme among theories. In addition, the notion of adjustment as an important outcome of cross-cultural interactions has a long history (Lazarova & Thomas, 2012). The general structure of this conceptualization is presented in Fig. 2.1.[image: ../images/466085_1_En_2_Chapter/466085_1_En_2_Fig1_HTML.png]
Fig. 2.1Components of cultural intelligence (Earley & Ang, 2003)



As shown in Fig. 2.1 Earley and Ang (2003) argue that cultural intelligence consists of cognitive (specific knowledge that people gain about a new culture), motivational (the propensity to act on a cognitive facet and persevere in acquiring knowledge), and behavioral (the capability to enact a desired or intended action) facets. Each of three elements is discussed ahead.
2.1.1 Cognitive Facet
The cognitive aspect of this model of cultural intelligence includes declarative and procedural knowledge, inductive and analogical reasoning, social perception, and metacognition. (In later work with this model, we see metacognition treated as a separate element of cultural intelligence.)  The inclusion of these particular elements was based on beliefs about how people store, process, and retrieve social information. This social cognition approach results in a conceptualization that includes knowledge of self, knowledge of the social context, and knowledge of information processing. The focus is on cognition that is relevant for interacting in a cultural context. This distinguishes cultural intelligence from similar contextual intelligence constructs such as social intelligence and emotional intelligence, which had gained a good deal of popularity at this time.
An important aspect of the cognitive dimension of this version of cultural intelligence is that knowledge involves both universal and culturally specific elements. Both declarative and procedural knowledge are proposed to exist at universal (innate to all people), cultural (culture specific information and characteristics), and situational (setting specific) levels. Knowledge at the universal level is highly abstract and general, while knowledge at the cultural level involves very specific encounters within a particular cultural context, which is often related to the specific situation in which the encounter takes place.
The cognitive dimension of Earley and Ang’s framework includes both inductive and analogical reasoning. In inductive reasoning, we derive general principles from specific observations, while in analogical reasoning, we derive conclusions from our experiences in one or more similar situations. They argue that cultural intelligence requires inductive reasoning to deal with the cues presented by many new cultural situations, and analogical reasoning is seen to be required to transfer knowledge from one domain within a culture to another.
Social perception involves forming impressions of and making inferences about other people. Based on role identity theory (Stryker, 1987), Earley and Ang (2003) argue that cultural intelligence requires, in addition to knowledge of self, knowledge of how people from other cultures define themselves in social context and the ability to generate accurate representations of the social concepts of others. They argue that this cognitive ability allows individuals to reformulate their self-concept (scripts, etc.) into new and more complex configurations taking into account new cultural situations.
The final element of the cognitive facet of this model of cultural intelligence is metacognition. Metacognition (Flavell, 1979; Hacker, 2001; Nelson & Narens, 1994; Winne, 1996) is a complex higher order cognitive construct, but is often described as “thinking about thinking.” Metacognitions are superordinate judgements that a person makes about his or her own thought processes as well as those of others” (Earley & Ang, 2003, p. 109). Earley and Ang (2003) describe metacognitive abilities as not only varying among individuals, but also across settings. That is, metacognitive ability for one task (e.g., solving a mathematical problem) will not predict metacognitive activity in another task (e.g., managing a multicultural team). The value of metacognition to cultural intelligence is presented as largely having to do with understanding the linkages among the levels of knowledge described previously and in how one acquires a new cultural perspective. That is, cultural intelligence requires an understanding of how people from other cultures view themselves and making sense of another person’s perspective.
2.1.2 Motivational Facet
Drawing on a minority view that motivation is a component of intelligence (see Akerman, 1996; Ceci, 1990) motivation forms the second major component of intelligence in the Earley and Ang (2003) model. A central assumption of a motivational aspect in this model is that cultural intelligence is reflected in the self-concept, which motivates adaptation to new cultural surroundings. These self-motives include enhancement, efficacy, and consistency (see Erez & Earley, 1993).
Self-enhancement: Self-enhancement is the motive to feel good about one’s self and to maintain self-esteem. This motivation can become prominent in intercultural interactions that result in situations of threat, failure or blows to one’s self-esteem and involves a preference for positive over negative self-views (see Markus, Kitayama, & Heiman, 1997). Because this information about the self is easily recalled (Markus & Wurf, 1987), it is proposed to be particularly important in connecting pre-existing knowledge with new information.
Self-efficacy: Self-efficacy is the belief that one has about accomplishing some task (see Bandura, 1986). People tend to avoid tasks that they believe exceed their capabilities. Perceptions of efficacy can be influenced by past experiences of achievement, by the observation of the behavior and outcomes of others, by persuasion and by arousal. In this model, self-efficacy is proposed to influence cultural intelligence based on a general sense of confidence in social discourse in a novel (cultural) setting, such as use of a foreign language.

Self-consistency: Self-consistency is a motive that focuses on the importance of the self in the regulation of thoughts and ideas. The basis of this self-consistency theory is that people use self-helping measures to maintain consistency of ideas within an individual (Lecky, 1945). According to Erez and Earley (1993) self-consistency leads to the construction of memories and perceptions in line with previous events and motivates people to behave consistently with their values and norms. A strong motive for consistency reflects an inability to adjustment to new surroundings and to incorporate new ideas. Therefore, this motive is proposed as negatively associated with cultural intelligence.
A final element of the motivational facet of cultural intelligence in this model is the effect of personal and cultural values on guiding what features of the social environment a person attends to. Based on Wilson’s (1993) four moral anchors, Earley and Ang (2003) argue that values of sympathy, fairness, self-control, and duty provide a universal perspective on cultural standards that facilitates adjustment.
In summary, Earley and Ang (2003) argue that cultural intelligence requires that a person be motivated to engage the new culture. They argue that cultural intelligence requires both intelligence and motivated action because of links to adaptation and adjustment. While recognizing that the inclusion of motivation as part of a construct labelled intelligence is unusual, they justify its inclusion by stating, “Knowledge of domain, knowledge of procedure, or knowledge of outcome does not mean that an individual will adapt. These ‘facts’ only become useful if a person is appropriately motivated and guided” (Earley & Ang, 2003, p. 134). Thus, the inclusion of motivation as an element of cultural intelligence is clearly tied to the ability to adapt to a new culture.
2.1.3 Behavioral Facet
The basic definition of behavior involves any form of human action (overt or covert) in response to internal or external stimuli. Earley and Ang (2003) limit their discussion of behavior in cultural intelligence to overt behaviors, behavior that is observable. They also focus on social human interaction similar to the approach taken in descriptions of social intelligence (Goleman, 1995). Finally, they differentiate culturally intelligent behaviors from culturally competent behaviors. This results in the definition of culturally intelligent behaviors as “… purposive, motive-oriented, and strategic, while culturally competent behaviors are passive, non-conscious, less agentic” (Earley & Ang, 2003, p. 159). This definition assumes that culturally intelligent individuals are active, conscious, and mindful of how they act across cultures. An additional and central aspect of this facet of cultural intelligence is the inclusion of self-presentation (Schlenker, 1980) as a component. Self-presentation is motivated by a desire to influence the feelings and beliefs that others have about us. Self-presentation, it is argued, is central to the behavioral aspect of cultural intelligence as it enables people to be more mindful of how their behaviors affect culturally different others and guides the way they express themselves. Earley and Ang (2003) do not identify what specific behavioral competencies are required in cultural intelligence. Rather, they focus on the requirement of having a repertoire of responses for a given situation or the capability of acquiring such behaviors. They argue that individuals who can identify and attend to the impressions they make on others by producing appropriate social behaviors will be able to adapt more successfully.
In summary, this view of cultural intelligence is that it consists of cognitive (specific knowledge that people gain about a new culture), motivational (the propensity to act on a cognitive facet and persevere in acquiring knowledge), and behavioral (the capability to enact a desired or intended action) facets. In later work, the metacognitive aspect of the knowledge component was treated as a separate facet, which is reflected in the measurement of the construct as discussed ahead.
2.2 Thomas et al.’s Concept
The definition of cultural intelligence in the Thomas et al. (2008) conceptualization was based on a review of literature in the domains of cross-cultural interactions, social cognition, and intelligence. The launch pad for this conceptualization was an understanding of the outcomes of culturally intelligent behavior, defined as effective intercultural interactions. Indicators of intercultural effectiveness were drawn from the literature on successful adjustment to a foreign culture (Brislin, 1981; Cushner & Brislin, 1996; Ruben & Kealey, 1979) and the expatriate adjustment literature (e.g., Aycan, 1997), which we summarize ahead. The characteristics of an effective intercultural interaction are:	Good personal adjustment, indicated by feelings of contentment and well-being when interacting with culturally different people, or in culturally different situations.

	Development and maintenance of good interpersonal relationships with culturally different others.

	The effective completion of task related goals in culturally different contexts.





Cultural intelligence is presented as being positively related with expatriate adjustment, task completion of culturally diverse groups, effective decision making in a multicultural context, and leadership of culturally different others, and a host of other cross-cultural interactions.
Defining this new construct as a type of intelligence, as opposed to intercultural competence, global mindset, or any other similar terms was proposed to have the advantage of substituting well-studied ideas in cognitive psychology for these other more popular concepts. Thus, it segregates this individual difference idea from other influences on intercultural effectiveness. In general, Thomas and colleagues (Thomas et al., 2008) adopt Sternberg’s (1977) definition that identifies intelligence as the abilities necessary for adaptation to, as well as selection and shaping of an environmental context. Their perspective was also guided by a number of theories of intelligence that describe it as a multifaceted construct (e.g., Gardner, 1983; Sternberg, Lautry, & Lubart, 2003). This view of cultural intelligence builds on concepts of social (Kilstrom & Cantor, 2000) and emotional (Goleman, 1995) intelligence, but is not merely an application of these concepts to a new domain. Rather it is a unique construction that exists outside the cultural boundaries in which these abilities were developed. This model of cultural intelligence consists of knowledge and skills that are developed in a specific cultural (cross-cultural) context but the effectiveness of which in the production of culturally intelligent behavior depends on a culture general process called cultural metacognition. Each of these elements is discussed ahead. A graphic representation of the construct is presented in Fig. 2.2.[image: ../images/466085_1_En_2_Chapter/466085_1_En_2_Fig2_HTML.png]
Fig. 2.2Domain of cultural intelligence (Thomas et al., 2008)



2.2.1 Cultural Knowledge

The knowledge component of cultural intelligence in this conceptualization includes what Chi (1978) called declarative knowledge, called domain knowledge here, because it refers to content knowledge in a specific (cultural) domain. Specific knowledge of cultures is presented as the foundation of cultural intelligence because it forms the basis for comprehending and decoding the behavior of others and ourselves. Knowledge of cultural identities, values, attitudes, and practices leads to greater predictability in social interactions, more accurate attributions, and therefore, more effective cross-cultural behavior. Recognizing the existence of other cultures and defining the nature of that difference are indicative of the mental processes that are at the core of systems definitions of intelligence (see Sternberg, 1977). Thomas et al. (2008) suggest that cultural knowledge refers not only to a declarative or content component, but also to stored processes (i.e., processes directed toward the solution of specific problems). This process knowledge is proposed to include (a) knowledge of the effect of culture on one’s own nature or the nature of another, (b) a task that involves cross-cultural encounter or problem-solving, its demands, and (c) how those demands can be met under varying conditions. They argue that the creation of this culture general knowledge involves learning from specific experience with culturally different others and is the result of reflective observation, analysis, and abstract conceptualization, which can create new mental categories and re-categorize others in a more sophisticated category system, and recode knowledge gained from the specific experience into broad principles (see for example, Chi & Van Lehn, 1991). This activity requires the involvement of a higher order cognitive process called cultural metacognition that is described ahead.
2.2.2 Cultural Skills
As in general intelligence (see Gottfredson, 2002), the construct of cultural intelligence is so broad that a skills component might be categorized in a number of ways. Our preceding review of the literature reveals dozens of inventories of individual differences purported to relate to intercultural effectiveness. In order to specify the skills elements of cultural intelligence, it is important to recognize the dynamic nature of the proposed construct. In specifying the skills component, Thomas et al. (2008) argue that cultural intelligence is not static but involves continuous learning from social interactions. This implies the importance of what they called perceptual skills. Candidates for inclusion here are constructs such as tolerance of uncertainty, non-judgementalness, and so on, as they facilitate directing attention to critical cultural differences between oneself and others. They also argue that learning from social interaction with culturally different others and/or in foreign cultural contexts requires relational skills such as sociability, empathy, and so on. However, as in Earley and Ang (2003), the skill that most seems to distinguish cultural intelligence from other related ideas is the ability to generate appropriate behavior in a new cultural setting. This adaptive skill involves being able to exhibit behavior that is chosen from a well-developed repertoire or quickly developed during the course of an intercultural interaction. Sub-ordinate dimensions of this skill include self-monitoring, behavioral flexibility, and so on.
2.2.3 Cultural Metacognition
Cultural metacognition in this conceptualization, as in Earley and Ang (2003), is based on the general idea of metacognition, defined as knowledge and control over one’s thinking and learning activities (Flavell, 1979; Swanson, 1990). Metacognitive thoughts are deliberate, planful, intentional, goal-directed, and future-oriented mental activities that can be used to accomplish cognitive tasks. Flavell (1979) describes this process as “the active monitoring and consequent regulation (italics added) and orchestration of these (cognitive) processes in relation to the cognitive objects or data on which they bear, usually in service to some concrete goal or objective” (p. 232). It is this notion of active monitoring and regulation of mental processes that guides the description of cultural metacognition in this model. Cultural metacognition is thus described as metacognition in a specific domain, that of cultural experiences and strategies. Cultural metacognitive monitoring is attention to conscious cognitive experience as well as to affective and personal-motivational states with regard to the cultural milieu that determine the course of a strategy in intercultural interaction. Cultural metacognitive regulation involves processes that are used to self-regulate and control cognitive activities and to ensure that a cognitive goal (e.g., effective handling of a cross-cultural situation) has been met. An important assumption in this conceptualization is that metacognition involves “conscious” and “deliberate” thoughts that have as their object other thoughts.
2.2.4 Linking Function of Cultural Metacognition
Cultural metacognition occupies a central position in this conceptualization of cultural intelligence. Thomas et al. (2008) propose that it is this element that allows the emergence of cultural intelligence from the interaction of its three constituent elements. Cultural metacognition functions through cognitive self-regulation, abstraction of specific knowledge, focusing cognitive resources, and compensating for individual knowledge, and skills.
Cognitive Self-regulation: Cultural metacognition is proposed to regulate cognition as it refers to an understanding of one’s own cognitive behavior in the planning and monitoring of performance and in the use of cognitive strategies in a particular domain (see Perfect & Schwartz, 2002). Cultural metacognition focuses attention on the knowledge of culture and the processes of cultural influence as well as on an individual’s motives, goals, emotions, and external stimuli. It controls cognitive processing and response by (a) bringing to mind knowledge relevant to the focus of attention, (b) choosing not to respond automatically, (c) inhibiting undesirable responses, and (d) editing responses to be consistent with motives and goals (see Logan, 1989). Theories of self-regulation suggest that this kind of metacognitive monitoring and control is valuable in facilitating the choice of behaviors that are consistent with one’s needs and values (Deci & Ryan, 1980; Ryan, Kuhl, & Deci, 1997).
Abstraction of Specific Knowledge: According to Thomas et al. (2008), cultural metacognition also involves the ability to transfer knowledge gained from a specific experience to broader principles that can be used in the future interactions in other settings (abstraction). This transfer of learning requires the application of previously acquired knowledge (see Gick & Holyoak, 1987). Transference is affected by the initial appropriateness of the encoding and structuring of knowledge. The metacognitive component of cultural intelligence is proposed to focus attention on appropriate information and influences the categorization of knowledge and the structure of memory.
Focus of Cognitive Resources: In this model, cultural metacognition is proposed to overcome the effects of the normal distractions presented by multiple tasks or competing concerns such as the need for closure (Chiu, Morris, Menon, & Hong, 2000). For example, the literature on cognitive busyness suggests that cognitively busy individuals have fewer resources to apply to mental tasks. Thus, they are less accurate in their perceptions and more likely to rely on well-learned routines or simple cognitive representations, such as cultural stereotypes (Gilbert & Hixson, 1991; Pendry & MacRae, 1999). Cultural metacognition, through controlling cognitive processes, focuses cognitive resources on utilizing knowledge and skills that are relevant to cross-cultural interactions.
Compensatory Effects: A final proposed effect of cultural metacognition is that it functions to compensate for individual disadvantages in cultural knowledge or skills. This process is consistent with the view of metacognition as distinct from general aptitude in its effect on performance (Swanson, 1990). For example, much of the literature regarding the performance of experts versus novices has assumed that experts have access to more knowledge or more complex knowledge routines (e.g., Chi, Glaser, & Farr, 1988). However, Swanson (1990) showed that high metacognitive/low aptitude individuals performed significantly better than low metacognitive/high aptitude individuals, thus demonstrating the independence of metacognition and its compensatory effect.
In summary, this model of cultural intelligence is presented as a system of interacting knowledge and skills facilitated by cultural metacognition, which allows for the emergence of the construct. The implications for measurement of this and the previously presented Earley and Ang (2003) model are presented ahead.
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Abstract
The two different conceptualizations of cultural intelligence presented in the previous chapter have implications for the specification of its measurement. Earley and Ang’s theory presents three, later refined to four dimensions of the overall capability to function effectively in cross-cultural settings. Subsequently, the overall concept is described as an aggregate multidimensional construct in which the dimensions exist at the same level of the overall construct and the dimensions make up the overall construct. It is further described as a culture general individual difference characteristic that is related to but distinct from personality and other forms of intelligence such as general cognitive ability and emotional intelligence. In contrast, Thomas and colleagues describe cultural intelligence as an interacting set of elements (knowledge, skills, metacognition)  from which the construct emerges. Thus, while similar in many respects, this latter view differs both in terms of the constituent elements and the manner in which these elements interact. That is, in the first theory, the constituent elements are aggregated to form cultural intelligence, whereas in the second theory, cultural intelligence is a latent construct that emerges from the interaction of its elements. In this chapter, we discuss the development of instruments to measure cultural intelligence based on each of these conceptualizations.
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The two different conceptualizations of cultural intelligence presented in the previous chapter have implications for the specification of its measurement. Earley and Ang’s (2003) theory presents three, later refined to four (Ang & Van Dyne, 2008) dimensions of the overall capability to function effectively in cross-cultural settings. Subsequently, the overall concept is described as an aggregate multidimensional construct in which the dimensions exist at the same level of the overall construct and the dimensions make up the overall construct. It is further described as a culture general individual difference characteristic that is related to but distinct from personality and other forms of intelligence such as general cognitive ability and emotional intelligence (Ang & Van Dyne, 2008). In contrast, Thomas et al. (2008) describe cultural intelligence as an interacting set of elements (knowledge, skills, metacognition)  from which the construct emerges. Thus, while similar in many respects, this latter view differs both in terms of the constituent elements and the manner in which these elements interact. That is, in Ang and Van Dyne (2008), the constituent elements are aggregated to form cultural intelligence, whereas in Thomas et al. (2008), cultural intelligence is a latent construct that emerges from the interaction of its elements. The development of instruments to measure cultural intelligence based on each of these conceptualizations is discussed ahead.
3.1 The CQS

As part of the original articulation of the cultural intelligence construct, Lee and Templer (2003) contributed a chapter in which they reviewed existing cross-cultural assessment instruments. Based on their review they concluded, “As there is no one method that is effective in providing data on all aspects on an individual’s CQ, multiple assessment methods are a must if assessors are to develop a complete picture of CQ” (Earley & Ang, 2003, p. 208). The inadequacy of existing measures was almost certainly a motivation to construct a new scale. However, the opinion that multiple assessment measures would be required seems not to have been given much weight at this stage of scale development. The following description of instrument development of Cultural Intelligence Scale (CQS) is abstracted from Van Dyne, Ang, and Koh (2008).
Based on a review of the existing literature and interviews with eight experienced executives, the following operational definitions of the four elements of cultural intelligence were proposed. 
Metacognitive CQ is described as the capability for consciousness during intercultural interactions. Cognitive CQ is described as the knowledge of norms, practices, and conventions in different settings. Motivational CQ is described as the capability to direct attention and energy toward learning and functioning in intercultural situations. Behavioral CQ is described as the capability to exhibit appropriate verbal and non-verbal actions when interacting with people from different cultural backgrounds. Items were drawn from existing measures in several domains that fit the operational definitions to produce an initial item pool of 53 items (13–14 for each dimension). A panel of three academics and three international executives assessed the items for clarity, readability, and fit with the definitions. As a result, the item pool was reduced to ten for each dimension. The resultant forty items were administered to a sample of 576 business school undergraduates in Singapore. Using standard psychometric procedures, the scale was reduced to twenty items. A sample item of 
Metacognitive CQ reads, “I am conscious of the cultural knowledge I use when interacting with people with different cultural backgrounds.” A sample item of Cognitive CQ reads, “I know the legal and economic systems of other cultures.” A sample item of Motivational CQ reads, “I enjoy interacting with people from other cultures.” A sample item of Behavioral CQ reads, “I change my verbal behavior (e.g., accent, tone) when a cross-cultural interaction requires it” (Van Dyne et al., 2008, p. 20).
Confirmatory factor analysis with the same sample suggested that the four-factor model provided superior fit to the data ([image: $$\chi^{2}$$] (164) = 822.26, p < 0.05, NNFI = 0.91, CFI = 0.92, SRMR = 0.06, RMSEA = 0.08) than did a variety of alternative models including a single factor model (see Van Dyne et al., 2008, p. 21 for additional detail). The sub-scales showed acceptable reliabilities (αs ranged from 0.71 to 0.85). The means of the factors ranged from 3.03 (Cognitive CQ) to 4.72 (Metacognitive CQ)  on a 7-point Likert scale. The four factors were correlated with small to medium effect sizes (rs ranged from 0.21 to 0.45). A second sample with 447 business school undergraduates in Singapore supported this four-factor model. Subsequent research by others has generally supported the four-factor model. The items for each scale were averaged to represent each of the four factors of cultural intelligence.
3.1.1 Temporal Stability

To test the generalizability of the scale across time, the CQS was administered to a subset of the second sample mentioned previously (204 students) four months after the initial administration. Analysis of equivalence indicated that the same four-factor model held at both time points and equivalences in factor loadings and intercepts were achieved, which supported test–retest reliability. Analysis of the factor means indicated significant changes for Cognitive CQ, which increased by 0.33 (t = 4.87, p < 0.001), and Behavioral CQ, which increased by 0.21 (t = 2.87, p < 0.01). Neither Metacognitive nor Motivational CQ showed a significant change over time. The authors reported that respondents studied cultural values and participated in experiential role-play exercises during the interval between the two assessments of CQS, which was argued to have increased Cognitive and Behavioral CQ.
3.1.2 Equivalence
To test for equivalence of the factor structure, the CQS was administered to a sample of 337 undergraduate students in the USA and compared to the Singaporean sample of 447 students described previously. Information about the cultural makeup of the samples, the language of administration is not presented in the original article. Sequential tests of model invariance (Byrne, 1998) indicated equivalence in the number of factors ([image: $$\chi^{2}$$] (328) = 723.23, NNFI = 0.96, CFI = 0.97, SRMR = 0.05, RMSEA = 0.05), and nested model tests supported invariance of factor loadings ([image: $$\Delta\chi^{2}$$] (16) = 13.74, p = ns) and factor covariance ([image: $$\Delta\chi^{2}$$] (10) = 17.96, p = ns) across samples.
3.1.3 Discriminant and Incremental Validity

Using data from a combined subset of the samples mentioned previously (251 Singaporean students and 249 US students), the discriminant validity of the four factors was examined with regard to cognitive ability (Wonderlic, 1999), EQ (Schutte et al., 1998), cultural judgment and decision making (responses to observations of intercultural interactions adapted from Cushner & Brislin, 1996), interactional adjustment (Black & Stephens, 1989), and mental well-being (Goldberg & Williams, 1988). Descriptive statistics and correlations are presented in Table 3.1.Table 3.1Means, standard deviations, scale reliabilities, and intercorrelations (Van Dyne et al., 2008)


	 	MN
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11

	1. Cultural decision making
	3.23
	1.11
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 
	2. Interactional adjustment
	5.63
	1.16
	0.03
	(0.93)
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 
	3. Mental well-being
	4.98
	0.97
	0.01
	0.49**
	(0.82)
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 
	4. Metacognitive CQ
	4.94
	0.88
	0.17**
	0.17**
	0.24**
	(0.74)
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 
	5. Cognitive CQ
	3.41
	0.96
	0.11*
	0.10*
	0.26**
	0.27**
	(0.83)
	 	 	 	 	 	 
	6. Motivational CQ
	5.00
	0.98
	0.03
	0.23**
	0.41**
	0.43**
	0.34**
	(0.81)
	 	 	 	 	 
	7. Behavioral CQ
	4.21
	1.09
	0.09*
	0.17**
	0.25**
	0.39**
	0.39**
	0.32**
	(0.82)
	 	 	 	 
	8. Cognitive ability
	27.59
	5.58
	0.24**
	−0.05
	−0.12**
	0.06
	−0.05
	−0.10*
	0.03
	 	 	 	 
	9 Emotional intelligence
	5.27
	0.78
	−0.03
	0.26**
	0.42**
	0.33**
	0.24**
	0.33**
	0.28**
	−0.05
	(0.80)
	 	 
	10. Age
	21.14
	2.88
	0.10*
	0.07
	0.17**
	0.05
	0.11*
	0.14**
	0.10*
	−0.14**
	0.05
	 	 
	11. Sexa
	0.46
	0.50
	0.08
	0.02
	0.09*
	0.02
	0.10*
	0.15**
	0.10*
	−0.01
	0.03
	0.24**
	 
	12. Sampleb
	0.50
	0.50
	0.11*
	−0.19**
	−0.37**
	−0.01
	−0.25**
	−0.29**
	0.02
	0.42**
	−0.19**
	−0.29**
	−0.22**


Note Reliability coefficients are in parentheses along the diagonal
a0 = female, 1 = male
b0 = United States, 1 = Singapore
*p < 0.05
*p < 0.01




A nine-factor model demonstrated good fit statistics ([image: $$\chi^{2}$$] = (595) = 1303.47, NNFI = 0.95, CFI = 0.96, SRMR = 0.05, RMSEA = 0.05), supporting the distinctiveness of the four CQ factors and the five factors described above.
To assess incremental validity, hierarchical regressions were conducted on cultural decision making, interactional adjustment, and mental well-being, with EQ and cognitive ability entering as step 1 and the four CQ factors entering as step 2 independent variables, controlling for age, sex, and sample. Results are presented in Table 3.2.Table 3.2Hierarchical regression analysis (Van Dyne et al., 2008)


	Variable
	Cultural decision making
	Interactional adjustment
	Mental well-being

	Step 1
	Step 2
	Step 3
	Step 1
	Step 2
	Step 3
	Step 1
	Step 2
	Step 3

	Age
	0.12**
	0.13**
	0.12**
	0.02
	−0.03
	0.01
	0.06
	0.07
	0.05

	Sexa
	0.09
	0.07
	0.07
	−0.03
	−0.04
	−0.05
	0.00
	0.00
	−0.03

	Sampleb
	0.16**
	0.06
	0.07
	−0.19***
	−0.17**
	−0.17**
	−0.35***
	−0.30***
	−0.26***

	Cognitive ability
	 	0.24***
	0.22**
	 	0.04
	0.04
	 	0.04
	0.03

	Emotional intelligence
	 	−0.02
	−0.08
	 	0.23***
	0.16**
	 	0.36***
	0.26***

	Metacognitive CQ
	 	 	0.16**
	 	 	0.05
	 	 	0.01

	Cognitive CQ
	 	 	0.11*
	 	 	−0.06
	 	 	0.02

	Motivational CQ
	 	 	−0.04
	 	 	0.11*
	 	 	0.21***

	Behavioral CQ
	 	 	−0.01
	 	 	−0.10*
	 	 	0.10*

	F
	6.43***
	8.91***
	7.32***
	6.63***
	9.65***
	7.14***
	27.04***
	35.63***
	26.31***

	[image: $$\Delta F$$]
	 	12.20***
	4.97**
	 	13.67***
	3.73**
	 	41.83***
	10.64***

	R2
	0.04
	0.08
	0.12
	0.04
	0.09
	0.12
	0.14
	0.26
	0.32

	[image: $$\Delta R^{2}$$]
	 	0.04
	0.04
	 	0.05
	0.03
	 	0.12
	0.06

	Adjusted R2
	0.03
	0.07
	0.10
	0.03
	0.08
	0.10
	0.14
	0.26
	0.31


a0 = female, 1 = male
b0 = the United States, 1 = Singapore
*p < 0.05
**p < 0.01
***p < 0.001




As shown in Table 3.3, Metacognitive and Cognitive CQ predicted cultural decision making over and above controls, cognitive ability, and emotional intelligence. No effect was found for Motivational or Behavioral CQ. In contrast, Motivational and Behavioral CQ predicted interactional adjustment and mental well-being over and above controls, cognitive ability, and emotional intelligence. No effect was found for Metacognitive or Cognitive CQ. Thus, different facets of the CQS predicted different outcomes related to intercultural effectiveness.Table 3.3Model fit indices and chi-square difference tests of measurement equivalence (Thomas et al., 2015)


	Model
	[image: $$\chi^{2}$$] (df)
	[image: $$\Delta\chi^{2} (\Delta \text{df})$$]
	NNFI
	CFI
	SRMR
	RMSEA (90% CI)

	Configural
	649.94 (160)**
	–
	0.95
	0.96
	0.04
	0.03 (0.03, 0.03)

	Metric invariance (factor loadings only)
	689.64 (188)**
	39.70 (28)
	0.95
	0.96
	0.05
	0.03 (0.03, 0.03)

	Final metric invariance (factor loadings and paths)
	701.47 (196)**
	11.83 (8)
	0.96
	0.96
	0.05
	0.03 (0.03, 0.03)


Notes **p < 0.01. [image: $$\Delta \chi^{2}$$] is sensitive to sample size (Brannick, 1995; Kelloway, 1995). Because of this limitation, researchers such as Cheung and Rensvold (2002) have recommended the use of [image: $$\Delta \text{CFI}$$]. If the reduction in the value of CFI is smaller or equal to 0.01 in the constrained model, then it is suggested that the constrained model does not deteriorate from the original model. In our case, CFI remained 0.96 across all models, which indicated the final metric equivalence model with constraints on both factor loadings and paths between the second-order factor and the three first-order factors is accepted




3.1.4 Additional Scale Developments

The vast majority of empirical research on cultural intelligence has been conducted using the CQS. However, four developments based on it are important to mention. First, an observer version of the 20-item CQS was developed with items being reworded to reflect the change in focus (Van Dyne et al., 2008) and has been used by some studies (e.g., Chua & Ng, 2017; Lee, Masuda, Fu, & Reiche, 2018). This scale along with the CQS was administered to a sample of 142 US MBA students. Participants completed the observer version on one randomly assigned class member. Peer-rated and self-rated interactional adjustment (Black & Stephens, 1989) were regressed on these measures. Results were similar for both the self-report and observer report measure with Motivational and Behavioral CQ predicting both forms of interactional adjustment. No effect was found for Cognitive or Metacognitive CQ for either form of interactional adjustment. We return to this observer version in our discussion of the issue of self-report measures in Chap. 4.
Second, in an attempt to improve the theoretical foundation of the CQS, Van Dyne et al. (2012) proposed sub-dimensions for each of the four facets of the CQS. The sub-dimensions of 
Metacognitive CQ were identified as planning, awareness, and checking. For Cognitive CQ, they were culture general knowledge and culture-specific knowledge. For Motivational CQ, they were intrinsic interest, extrinsic interest, and self-efficacy to adjust. And, for Behavioral CQ, they were verbal behavior, non-verbal behavior, and speech acts. The sub-dimensions of the new scale were validated with a sample of 286 undergraduate and MBA students. However, a detailed psychometric evaluation of this new version of the scale was not presented in the original article.
A third development that we present as an extension of the CQS is a new instrument called the Business Intelligence Quotient (BCIQ) (Alon, Boulanger, Meyers, & Taras, 2016). The BCIQ consists of 18 items representing three dimensions of motivation, listening and communicative adaptation, cognitive preparation and learning behavior and 20 true/false questions that assess global knowledge. The true/false questions aimed to address the lack of accuracy of self-reported knowledge about other cultures. Although these four facets map conceptually on the four facets presented in Ang and Van Dyne (2008) in a business context, there is no clear theoretical development that supports the four-dimensional model. Their empirical study showed some correlations between the CQ facets of the two instruments, with motivation facets correlated at 0.52 and behavioral facets correlated at 0.38. Therefore, the scale might best be thought of as an extension of the CQS. The authors present some evidence of the validity of the scale. However, several significant limitations exist in their validation study, including the use of a convenience sample and presenting the scale only in English to a multicultural/multilingual sample. Additional independent validation is needed to further evaluate this contribution.
In a revaluation of the psychometric properties of the CQS, Bücker, Furrer, and Lin (2015) found (in a sample of 308 overseas Chinese participants) that a two-dimensional structure better represented the data than did the four dimensions of the CQS. These two dimensions were labeled internalized cultural knowledge and effective cultural flexibility. In effect, this model combined the cognitive and metacognitive components to form internalized cultural knowledge and the motivational and behavioral components to form effective cultural flexibility. Their results suggested that the two-factor model demonstrated superior discriminant validity than did the original four-factor CQS. In a subsequent study with 607 Dutch and Chinese students Bücker, Furrer, and Weem (2016) showed that the two-factor scale demonstrated superior cross-cultural invariance to the original CQS. A more detailed discussion of these results is presented ahead in Chap. 4.
The most recent development in the CQS is the suggestion that the construct could be better represented by a bi-factor model (Rockstuhl & Van Dyne, 2018). Bi-factor models have existed for some time but have recently undergone a resurgence (Rodriguez, Reise, & Havilan, 2016). A bi-factor model is a latent structural model that proposes that (a) there is a single general factor that accounts for the common variance shared by all the items, (b) there are multiple specific factors, each of which accounts for the unique variance of the specific facet over and above the general factor, and (c) the general and the specific factors are orthogonal because the specific factors account for common variance beyond that explained by the general factor (Chen, Hayes, Carver, Laurenceau, & Zhang, 2012; Reise, 2012). Applying to CQS, Rockstuhl and Van Dyne (2018, p. 126) say, “Given Ang et al.’s (2007) conceptualization of CQ as an aggregate multidimensional construct in which the CQ items reflect both shared (i.e., latent) and factor-specific CQ variance, we argue that a bi-factor CQ model is the most comprehensive and most accurate representation of CQ.” This seems to suggest that a latent general CQ factor (i.e., shared variance among CQS items) somehow coexists with the four uncorrelated specific CQ factors that account for factor-specific variance in CQS items. That is, they seem to be saying that a reflective (latent) model and a formative (aggregate) model can be combined in a bi-factor model.1 This is not correct. Bi-factor models are latent structural models that propose a single general factor as well as multiple uncorrelated group factors (Reise, 2012). Despite their earlier argument, the model that they go on to test is in fact a latent structural model.
The idea in itself is promising as the bi-factor model can partial out the effects of the specific factors from the general CQ factor (Chen et al., 2012). However, what the specific factors actually represent in this bi-factor model is not entirely clear. By definition, the general factor and the specific factors are orthogonal (Reise, 2012), and therefore, the specific factors should not account for any cultural intelligence since it is already explained by the general CQ factor. Perhaps they best represent the four domains—metacognition, cognition, motivation, and behavior. Rockstuhl and Van Dyne (2018) labeled the four specific factors as Metacognitive CQ, Cognitive CQ, Motivational CQ, and Behavioral CQ and expected them to predict outcomes over and above the general CQ. It appears that they still conceptualized CQ elements in the four specific factors, but by definition of bi-factor models, the specific factors should only account for common variance that are not accounted for by the general CQ factor. Therefore, it is not clear what the four specific factors really represent. In addition, their conceptualization of CQ is inconsistent with the literature. Rockstuhl and Van Dyne (2018, p. 126) say, “we maintain that overall CQ is an aggregate multidimensional construct that can be formed as a linear combination of the five factors in the bi-factor model.” In the literature using bi-factor models (e.g., Chen et al., 2012; Chen, Jing, Hayes, & Lee, 2013; McAbee, Oswald, & Connelly, 2014), it is the latent general factor that is interpreted as the construct the scale was created to measure (Reise, 2012). In this case, the latent general CQ should be interpreted as cultural intelligence. What the overall CQ represents and how it is formed as a linear combination of the five factors remains unclear, similar to the problem of the original Aggregate CQ. Finally, a latent bi-factor model is fundamentally different to the aggregate (formative) multidimensional construct originally conceptualized by Ang et al. (2007). This is a dramatic shift in the presentation of the CQS up to this point, and new theory to support this conceptualization would seem to be required. Multidimensional constructs like CQ defined under an aggregate model and a latent are “theoretically different constructs—different because the definition of the true variances of the constructs differs, and we cannot claim that they are only different operationalizations of the same construct” (Law, Wong, & Mobley, 1998, p.749). Perhaps a new theory specifying the relationships between cultural intelligence and its sub-dimensions and a correspondingly developed instrument will help clarify what the latent CQ factor and the specific factors represent in the bi-factor model. Nevertheless, their idea points to a new avenue to advance both theory and measurement of CQS. The idea that cultural intelligence may be best represented as a latent construct model is much more consistent with the Thomas et al. (2008) theory of cultural intelligence, the measure of which is discussed ahead.
3.2 The SFCQ
The development of the Short Form Cultural Intelligence Scale (SFCQ)  had more torturous journey that did the CQS. The initial instrument designed to measure cultural intelligence based on the Thomas et al. (2008) conceptualization was a matrix of assessment approaches contained in an on-line delivery system (Thomas et al., 2012). Participants were presented with questions and stimulus materials on a computer screen and through audio instructions. Depending on the type of question, they responded by clicking on response sets, verbalizing their responses or both. All responses were captured by the automated system. While the system was sophisticated demonstrating good reliability and validity and addressed issues related to self-report measures, the administration of the instrument and coding the resultant data were complex. This limited its acceptance and utility, and the Web site for this instrument was decommissioned in 2016. However, the research that supported the development of this instrument also provided the basis for the SFCQ. Based on this initial instrument development, key elements of the measure were extracted for each facet of cultural intelligence to form a ten-item scale consisting of measures of the three elements of cultural knowledge, cultural skills, and cultural metacognition. The scale is presented in Fig. 3.1.[image: ../images/466085_1_En_3_Chapter/466085_1_En_3_Fig1_HTML.png]
Fig. 3.1
SFCQ scale (Thomas et al., 2015)



The wording of specific items was created by an international panel of experts in cross-cultural management to best represent each overall facet. The scale was translated and back-translated (Brislin, 1970) into five languages, the equivalence test of which is described ahead. The background that led to the development of each of the three underlying dimensions of cultural intelligence is presented in brief ahead.
3.2.1 Cultural Knowledge

The central question with regard to this component was the extent to which an instrument could capture general aspects of knowledge that are applicable to the cultural domain but not be so specific to one culture as to be useless in another culture. Items for this component of the assessment were derived from a review of the literature on dimensions of cultural knowledge. Twenty-one items were generated that represented the range of dimensions (both beliefs and behavioral assumptions) on which cultures are commonly perceived to vary, for example, in the extent to which people recognize others as equals. Participants (N = 338) drawn from 85 countries responded with regard to the level of knowledge they had (1 = no knowledge to 5 = very extensive knowledge) in the domain and also gave a specific example of their knowledge in that domain (in an open-ended statement that was audio-recorded and later coded with regard to knowledge complexity). High complexity was indicated by many specific, nuanced examples indicating multidimensional thinking with regard to the knowledge item. The scale was then subjected to simultaneous confirmatory factor analysis across four cultural clusters (USA; China, and other Asian; Canada and other Anglo; Europe, Middle East, and Africa). Items were reduced by reference to modification indices until acceptable fit statistics were achieved. The final model had one latent factor of 13 items ([image: $$\chi^{2}=117$$], p < 0.01, GFI = 0.932, AGFI = 0.886, CMIN/df = 1.748, CFI = 0.767, RMSEA = 0.039). The final 13-item scale showed an internal consistency reliability of 0.91. The average correlation between self-reported cultural knowledge items and coded knowledge complexity items was 0.44. All 13 items were significantly correlated. This previous instrument development (Thomas et al., 2012) indicated the ability to relate stories of cultural variation was indicative of more complex thinking about cultural differences. For the SFCQ, cultural knowledge was measured with two items that assess knowledge of the way in which cultures vary and also the complexity of that knowledge. Complexity was measured indirectly by asking respondents the extent to which they could give examples of cultural differences.
3.2.2 Cultural Skills
The construct of cultural intelligence is so broad (in parallel with general intelligence, see Gottfredson, 2002) that the skills component might be categorized and measured in any number of ways. A review of literature presented a wide range of skills in dozens of inventories that were potential contenders as a facet of cultural intelligence. Thomas et al. (2012) focused on those skills that had been shown to have a relationship with intercultural effectiveness (Thomas & Fitzsimmons, 2008). Items were reviewed by an international and multilingual panel for their equivalence across cultures. The 84-item scale was administered to a sample of 495 participants from 85 countries of origin. It was administered only in English, but colloquial and idiomatic language was removed to make the language as neutral as possible. The initial items were subjected to exploratory factor analysis and yielded six factors based on a scree test. Items with factor loadings larger than 0.50 were retained. A multigroup confirmatory factor analysis across the four cultural clusters mentioned previously was conducted. Models with equivalent factor loadings were tested in order to retain items that measure the same latent skill factor equivalently across cultures. During the process, items were reduced based on modification indices until an acceptable fit was achieved. This resulted in the retention of 24 items in five skill sub-categories (one sub-category did not survive the reduction process). These five categories were relational skills, tolerance of uncertainty, adaptability, empathy, and perceptual acuity. For the SFCQ, each of these skill dimensions is represented by one item.
3.2.3 Cultural Metacognition
Cultural metacognition in this model is based on the more general concept of metacognition (Flavell, 1979) in that it is knowledge of and control over one’s thinking and learning activities in the specific domain of cultural experiences and strategies. While not all researchers agree on all aspects of metacognition, there seems to be a general consensus that metacognition involves the ability to consciously and deliberately monitor one’s knowledge processes and cognitive and affective states and also to regulate these states in relation to some goal or objective. This aspect of cultural intelligence is indicative of what Sternberg (1985) suggest are core mental processes that transcend environmental context. The components of this process include (a) the recognition or awareness of the issue or problem, (b) analysis of information about the problem, allocating mental resources to solve it and monitoring the solution, and finally (c) evaluating the solution to the problem and processes that can be applied across contexts. An empirical construct validation of metacognition has found support for similar context independent elements (Allen & Armour-Thomas, 1993). Therefore, based on the previous work in Thomas et al. (2012), the assessment of cultural metacognition involved measuring (a) awareness of the cultural context, (b) conscious analysis of the influence of the cultural context, and (c) planning courses of action in different cultural contexts. Each of these elements is represented in the SFCQ by one item.
3.2.4 Validity Assessments
To assess the validity of the SFCQ, data were collected from 3526 participants in 14 samples around the world (Thomas et al., 2015). Participants in a variety of cultures and with a wide range of demographic characteristics were recruited. The survey was conducted in five languages—English, French, Indonesian, Turkish, and Traditional Chinese, which also represented a wide range of cultural dimension configurations (House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta 2004). Data were collected at different points in time, and samples are numbered based on the time sequence. Except for the SFCQ not all measures were collected in every sample.
3.2.5 Measures

SFCQ. Internal consistency reliability was 0.88 in the overall sample. The average mean score across samples was 3.55 with a standard deviation of 0.57. Across the 14 samples, all internal consistency reliability estimates were above 0.77 with an average reliability of 0.85. Across the 14 samples, the average item-total correlations ranged from 0.43 to 0.63 on the ten items with a mean of 0.55.
Other measures in the validation study included Emotional intelligence (EQ, α = 0.88); Personality which was measured on the Big Five personality traits (Extraversion, α = 0.88, Agreeableness, α = 0.81, Neuroticism α = 0.87, Openness, α = 0.81, and Conscientiousness, α = 0.81); Intercultural effectiveness which was measured by three items tapping key aspects of effectiveness in a cross-cultural context with a scale developed by Thomas et al. (2012) (α = 0.59); Sociocultural acculturation and adaptation which was measured with two instruments: the Acculturation Index (Ward & Rana-Deuba, 1999, 20 items, α = 0.97) and the Sociocultural Adaptation Scale (Ward & Kennedy, 1999, 20 items, α = 0.96); Ethnocentrism which was measured by the Generalized Ethnocentrism Scale developed by McCroskey and Neuliep (Neuliep, 2002; Neuliep & McCroskey, 1997, α = 0.90); Job performance which was measured by a four-item, self-rating scale (α = 81); Attribution accuracy which was measured by participants’ responses to the behavior of a protagonist depicted in two short videos. The accuracy of participants’ scores was the sum of correct responses ranging from zero to two.
Construct Validity. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) compared a one-factor model versus a theoretically based model with one second-order factor (CQ) and three first-order factors (knowledge, skills, metacognition) . A graphic representation of the factor structure comparison is shown in Fig. 3.2.[image: ../images/466085_1_En_3_Chapter/466085_1_En_3_Fig2_HTML.png]
Fig. 3.2
Indirect reflective factor structure of SFCQ (Thomas et al., 2015)



The second-order factor structure yielded superior model fit, with χ2 (32) = 127.67, p < 0.01, NNFI = 0.93, CFI = 0.95, SRMR = 0.04, RMSEA = 0.08, 90% CI = (0.06, 0.09). All items loaded significantly on the expected factors, and factor loadings ranged from 0.58 to 0.86.
Measurement Equivalence. Equivalence across five language groups was tested by conducting a multigroup CFA (Little, 1997) using data from all samples N = 3526 (English = 2091, French = 496, Indonesian = 543, Turkish = 153, traditional Chinese = 243). The configural model and the metric invariance model both yielded good model fit, and a chi-square difference test indicated the model fit did not significantly deteriorate from the configural model and thus supported invariance in factor loadings. With constraints added on the paths between the second-order factor and the three first-order factors across the five groups, the final metric equivalence model attained a good model fit. Chi-square difference tests indicated the model fit did not significantly deteriorate from the configural model or the metric invariance model with constraints on factor loadings only. The model fit indices and chi-square difference tests results are presented in Table 3.3.
Discriminant and Convergent Validity. To construct a nomological network, the SFCQ was evaluated against emotional intelligence, personality, ethnocentrism, and indicators of multicultural experience (languages spoken, countries lived in, countries visited, having parents born in a different country). Correlations based on the composite score of each variable are presented in Table 3.4.Table 3.4
Correlations between SFCQ, EQ, personality, and multicultural experience variables (Thomas et al., 2015)


	 	N
	Mean
	S.D.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11

	SFCQ
	2405
	3.51
	0.63
	(0.88)
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 
	EQ
	885
	3.76
	0.52
	0.44**
	(0.88)
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 
	Extraversion
	875
	3.27
	0.73
	0.35**
	0.35**
	(0.88)
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 
	Agreeableness
	875
	3.82
	0.52
	0.38**
	0.51**
	0.40**
	(0.78)
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 
	Conscientiousness
	987
	3.68
	0.62
	0.17**
	0.45**
	0.06
	0.26**
	(0.81)
	 	 	 	 	 	 
	Neuroticism
	875
	3.26
	0.76
	−0.17**
	−0.38**
	−0.24**
	−0.15**
	−0.19**
	(0.87)
	 	 	 	 	 
	Openness
	875
	3.64
	0.58
	0.40**
	0.44**
	0.35**
	0.41**
	0.25**
	−0.1 2**
	(0.81)
	 	 	 	 
	Ethnocentrism
	850
	28.84
	8.71
	−0.33**
	−0.16**
	−0.15**
	−0.37**
	−0.20**
	0.26**
	−0.31**
	(0.90)
	 	 	 
	Number of languages spoken
	2391
	2.40
	1.00
	0.29**
	−0.02**
	0.15**
	−0.09**
	−0.02**
	0.05**
	−0.01
	−0.02
	−
	 	 
	Number of countries lived in
	2371
	1.40
	0.60
	0.26**
	0.10**
	0.12**
	0.06**
	0.03**
	−0.09**
	0.15**
	−0.16**
	0.29**
	–
	 
	Number of countries visited
	2385
	3.70
	1.47
	0.27**
	0.06**
	0.23**
	0.10**
	0.10**
	−0.1 6**
	0.20**
	−0.26**
	0.31**
	0.36**
	–


Notes Numbers in parentheses on the diagonal are coefficient [image: $$\alpha s$$]. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01. Correlations of SFCQ with EQ, personality (except conscientiousness), and ethnocentrism are obtained from Samples 8–13 (N = 877); correlation between SFCQ and conscientiousness is obtained from Samples 8–14 (N = 989); and correlations between SFCQ and multicultural experience variables are obtained from all samples except Sample 5 (N = 2406)





Analysis indicated that the SFCQ was modestly related to but distinct from EQ and personality and correlates negatively with ethnocentrism but positively with the indicators of multicultural experience.
Criterion-Related Validity. With regard to criterion-related validity, the SFCQ score significantly predicted sociocultural adaptation, the development of long-term relationships with culturally different others, job performance in a multicultural environment, and the ability to make accurate causal attributions for cross-cultural interactions. Additional details are provided ahead in Chap. 6 on outcomes of cultural intelligence.
3.3 Summary
The two measures of cultural intelligence, the CQS and its derivatives and the SFCQ reflect the different conceptualizations of the construct. In particular, they differ in terms of the constituent elements of the construct and the manner in which these facets interact. Additionally, their development followed somewhat different paths. The particular psychometric properties of each instrument are a matter of some debate, and those issues are discussed ahead in Chap. 4.
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Abstract
Motivated in part by the globalization of the workplace, the concept of cultural intelligence has become enormously popular. It sought to answer the question of why individuals who were intelligent, had good social skills and were emotionally mature did not function effectively across cultures. However, since its introduction issues have been raised about both the conceptualization of the construct and its measurement. Issues with the construct of cultural intelligence include:	the fundamental question of whether or not such a cultural general construct can exist?

	is cultural intelligence conceptually distinct from cross-cultural competence, global mindset, multicultural personality or a host of other related concepts?

	if cultural intelligence is distinct, what elements comprise the concept and how are these multiple facets related to each other and to the overall construct?



In this chapter, we discuss conceptual distinctions between the two competing models of cultural intelligence. We also discuss issues related to the two instruments developed from the two competing models. The most popular measure, the Cultural Intelligence Scale (CQS) has been subjected to a number of independent validation studies and received critical reviews. While the Short Form Cultural Intelligence Scale (SFCQ)  is conceptually distinct and has been subjected to a rigorous validation process, it has not been independently validated.
Keywords
Cultural intelligenceAggregate constructLatent constructCultural Intelligence Scale (CQS)Short Form Cultural Intelligence Scale (SFCQ)Scale validationSelf-reports
Motivated in part by the globalization of the workplace, the promise of cultural intelligence was the identification of an individual difference construct that captured the ability to adjust to new cultural contexts. It sought to answer the question of why individuals who were intelligent, had good social skills and were emotionally mature did not function effectively across cultures. Fueled by the introduction of facet models of intelligence (Gardner, 1983; Sternberg, 1985) and the popularity of concepts such as social and emotional intelligence (e.g., Goleman, 1995), the concept of cultural intelligence has become enormously popular. However, since its introduction issues have been raised about both the conceptualization of the construct and its measurement.
4.1 Conceptual Issues
In order for cultural intelligence to be a useful addition to the arsenal of individual difference constructs already available, it must be conceptually distinct. Framing this concept as a type of intelligence, substituted ideas from cognitive psychology for popular but less well-defined ideas such as global mindset (Levy, Beechlor, Taylor, & Boyacigiller, 2007) as well as separating it from institutional and environmental influence on intercultural effectiveness (Johnson, Lenartowicz, & Apud, 2006). However, the idea of a type of intelligence that transcended cultural boundaries has not been without its critics. Some critics (Hampden-Turner & Trompenaars, 2006) seem to have objected to the idea that it was possible to identify an “intelligent culture.” They claim that cultural intelligence, or transcultural competence, is a measure of the extent to which contrasting values are synergized and that a culture will become intelligent by admitting its own latent values and permitting these to surface and qualify its dominant values. However, neither conceptualization of cultural intelligence deals with cultural intelligence at the level of society. It appears that these authors may have created a straw man on which to target their criticism. However, both conceptualizations of cultural intelligence reviewed in this book suggest that cultural intelligence is a culture general construct and not bound by the cultural context in which it was formed.
It is this cultural general aspect of the cultural intelligence to which Berry and Ward (2006) object. They make two basic points. First, they argue that the concept of intelligence is highly variable across cultures. What is culturally intelligent, they say, will be a function of the meanings and practices that have developed within the ecosystems of cultures. Its meaning, development, display, and assessment are all embedded in cultural contexts. Second, Berry and Ward (2006) argue that when groups and individuals of different cultural backgrounds come into contact, two different meanings of intelligence are likely to engage each other making intercultural interactions more difficult. In addition to these main points, they go on to suggest that the Earley (2002) definition of cultural intelligence is dangerously close to describing intercultural effectiveness because of its behavioral component. In summary, Berry and Ward (2006) suggest that cultural intelligence is plagued with the same types of conceptual and measurement variations that have undermined the use of the IQ construct across cultures. They say, “… because there is no culture free behavior, there can be no culture free cultural intelligence” (Berry & Ward, 2006, p. 71). Whether or not cultural intelligence resides within the person as a culture general attribute or is a function of the context of intercultural interactions has significant implications for its measurement as described ahead.
The conceptual distinctiveness of cultural intelligence from social and emotional intelligence has also come into question. Crowne (2009) proposed an integrated model in which cultural intelligence was theorized as a subset of social intelligence with some overlap with emotional intelligence. The utility of this approach is presented as improving the accuracy of explanation and prediction by understanding the interactions among the three types of intelligence. However, results of an empirical test of the integrated model did not support cultural intelligence as sub-ordinate to social intelligence, and found that emotional intelligence and cultural intelligence were related but distinct (Crowne, 2013). Both models of cultural intelligence presented here also provide some empirical support for the distinctiveness of the cultural intelligence construct (described in Chap. 3).
Both of the models of cultural intelligence are multifaceted. However, they differ both in terms of the number and content of constitute elements and the manner in which these facets relate to each other. Earley and Ang’s (2003) model is described as containing four dimensions consisting of cognitive, metacognitive, motivation, and behavioral facets. Thomas et al.’s (2008) model consists of three underlying facets of knowledge, skills, and metacognition.
The cognitive, metacognitive, and behavioral (skills) dimensions of these two models are broadly similar. The knowledge component in Thomas et al. (2008) parallels the cognitive component in Earley and Ang (2003) and the skills component of the former includes the behavioral component of the latter. While somewhat broader in Thomas et al. (2008), the metacognitive facet is similar in both conceptualizations. The distinction in terms of the number and types of dimensions resides largely in the inclusion of a motivational component. Earley and Ang (2003) argue that cultural intelligence requires a person to be motivated to engage the new culture. This argument leads to a conceptual problem in their model regarding the relationships among the CQ facets. Following this logic, the effects of Cognitive, Metacognitive, and Behavioral CQ are supposed to be strengthened by motivational CQ. However, their model did not specify how the four facets relate to each other or how they interact with each other to affect the overall CQ or outcomes. Instead, the four facets of CQ were theorized to predict different outcomes independently, which has received empirical support. For example, Cognitive and Metacognitive CQ predicted cultural judgment and decision making, and Behavioral CQ predicted interactional adjustment and psychological well-being without the facilitation of Motivational CQ (Van Dyne, Ang, & Koh, 2008). On the other hand, Thomas et al. (2008) argue that the inclusion of motivation as part of cultural intelligence is problematic in the same way as is the inclusion of motivation as a facet of general intelligence (Ackerman, 1996; Ceci, 1990). They argue that motivation probably has a limited recursive relationship with cultural intelligence but is not a component of the construct. Gelfand, Imai, and Fehr (2008, p. 379) question the inclusion of motivational facet of cultural intelligence, “… it seems plausible for a culturally competent person to lack motivation just as a person with high IQ could lack motivation.” Sharma and Hussain (2017) argue that metacognition, as defined by Thomas et al. (2008), might functionally correspond to some aspects of the motivation facet of cultural intelligence in that both concepts are argued to mediate the relationship between cultural knowledge and culturally appropriate behavior. Thus, whether or not motivation supported by self-efficacy regarding cross-cultural interactions is a necessary part of the definition of cultural intelligence is a matter of some debate.
A necessary aspect of any multidimensional construct is a specification of the way in which the construct relates to its dimensions (Law, Wong, & Mobley, 1998). Ang and Van Dyne (2008), citing Law et al. (1998) describe cultural intelligence as an aggregate multidimensional construct in which the dimensions exist at the same level as the overall construct, and in which the dimensions make up the overall construct (Ang & Van Dyne, 2008). However, the precise definition of an aggregate model according to Law et al. (1998, p. 744) is “… constructs exist at the same level as their dimensions and are formed as a mathematical function of their dimensions.” Ang and Van Dyne (2008) are silent as to how the four facets combine and we are unaware of any theoretical basis for the algebraic combination of the four facets. Aggregate constructs are formative in that they are formed from the dimensions as opposed to latent constructs in which the underlying construct is reflected in the dimensions (Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2006). An aggregate construct may be a linear or non-linear function of its dimensions and the dimensions may also have differential weights. However, to be an aggregate construct, how the dimensions form the construct must be stated. Otherwise, the construct should be classified as a profile construct in which the dimensions cannot be combined (Law et al., 1998). Personality as assessed by the MBTI (Myers & McCauley, 1985) is an example of such a profile construct. In a review of the Ang and Van Dyne conceptualization, Gelfand et al. (2008) concluded that theorizing on the construct has been imprecise, inconsistent and/or contradictory with identical antecedents being theorized to lead to different facets across studies or different facets being proposed to lead to identical outcomes. It may be that these issues relate to the miscategorization of the multidimensional construct.
In the Thomas et al. (2008) theory, cultural intelligence is presented as a latent construct in which the three sub-ordinate dimensions are a reflection of the overall construct. In the latent model, the higher-level construct is the commonality that exits among the dimensions (Law et al., 1998). A related example of a latent construct is General Mental Ability (GMA) which is reflected in four lower order factors of verbal ability, quantitative ability, reasoning ability, and associative memory (Spearman, 1927). In Thomas et al. (2008) model, cultural intelligence is seen to emerge from the dimensions of cultural knowledge, cross-cultural skills, and cultural metacognition and exits at a higher level of abstraction. In contrast to the Ang and Van Dyne (2008) model, in which the focus is on the four dimensions and little can be said about the overall construct, the Thomas et al. (2008) model focuses on the overall construct and little can be said about the underlying dimensions (Ott & Michailova, 2016).
The contrast between the two models in terms of the relationship of the dimensions to the multidimensional construct is not trivial. It speaks to both the theoretical development of the construct and its measurement. As compared to the inclusion or not of a motivational facet to the construct the gap between the conceptualizations of cultural intelligence in this regard is wide. Ang and Van Dyne (2008) specification contends that four factors make up the aggregate multidimensional construct, but without specification as to the nature of the relationship between the dimensions and cultural intelligence. Thomas et al. (2008) specification contends that cultural intelligence is a higher order latent construct that is reflected in the three dimensions. This relationship is demonstrated empirically in Thomas et al. (2015) in which they conducted a confirmatory factor analysis in a sample of 499 participants to compare a one-factor model versus a theoretically based model with one second-order factor (cultural intelligence) and three first-order factors (knowledge, skills, and metacognition). Data fit the theoretically driven factor structure confirming an indirect reflective model with a single latent factor and three intermediate factors of cultural knowledge, cultural skills, and cultural metacognition. A vanishing tetrad test (Bollen & Ting, 2000) supported the reflective structure of the construct.

4.2 Measurement Issues
In addition to the conceptual distinctiveness of cultural intelligence, a number of issues have been raised about the measurement of the construct. First, the CQS measure does not reflect the comprehensive content in the earlier conceptual development. For example, the cognitive aspect of cultural intelligence was theorized to include declarative and procedural knowledge, inductive and analogical reasoning, and social perception, but the six items only assess the knowledge of norms, practices, and conventions in different countries. In addition, because the Ang and Van Dyne (2008) CQS measure has been available longer, and hence more widely used, it has come under the most scrutiny. The earliest independent examination of the psychometric properties of the CQS was conducted by Ward, Fischer, Lam, and Hall (2009) in which they reported on three studies. The first study was conducted with a sample on international students (N = 346) and found support for the four-factor structure of the CQS. The second study, also conducted with international students (N = 118) found a high correlation (r = 0.82) between the overall CQS and emotional intelligence (Schutte et al., 1998). It is important to note that the method of aggregation used in this case was the sum of the items in the facets and the overall scale. Thus, the overall scale contained 20 items, with the motivational and behavioral facets contained five items, while the metacognitive facet contained four and the cognitive facet six. The four components of the CQS were all highly correlated with EQ (metacognitive, r = 0.88; cognitive, r = 0.77; motivational, r = 0.87; behavioral, r = 0.86). In addition, they found that neither the four facets nor the overall CQS accounted for additional variance in adaptation outcomes (satisfaction with life scale, Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985; socio-cultural adaptation, Ward & Kennedy, 1999; Zung self-rating depression scale, Zung, 1969) over emotional intelligence. The third study (N = 102) tested the relationship of the CQS with personality as assessed by the multicultural personality scale (MPQ, Van der Zee & Van Oudenhoven, 2000) and general intelligence using Raven’s Advanced Progressive Matrices (Raven, 1998). Findings indicated that the CQS was distinct from general cognitive ability. The CQS and the MPQ were moderately to strongly correlated across the sub-scales with the exception of low and non-significant correlations between Behavioral CQ and flexibility, and emotional stability. However, the CQS did not demonstrate incremental validity over the measures of personality and cognitive ability in predicting the adaptation outcomes discussed previously. Based on these results, Ward et al. (2009) raised some questions about the utility of the CQS as a measure of cultural intelligence.
The second independent examination of the CQS was conducted by Gabrenya et al. (2011). In this study, a sample of 210 international students and 189 US (domestic) students completed the CQS (Van Dyne et al., 2008), and measures tapping theoretical antecedents of CQ components such as cultural knowledge and cultural experience, theoretical outcomes of CQ components such as cultural judgement and adjustment, and constructs that may be potential confounds of CQS such as self-efficacy, extraversion, and international attitude. The authors conducted a series of path analytic models relating the four facets of the CQS to culture judgement and adjustment for both samples. One set of path models contained those antecedent and outcome variables proposed in theoretical model of cultural intelligence (Ang & Van Dyne 2008), while the other added potential confounds as well as the direct relationship between the antecedents and outcomes. A summary of the results is presented in Table 4.1.Table 4.1Summary of theoretical and full models in domestic and international samples (Gabrenya et al., 2011)


	CQS component/sample
	Theoretical models
	Full models

	Culture judgment
	Adjustment
	Culture judgment
	Adjustment

	Cognitive/domestic
	Fail
	Fail
	Fail
	Fail

	Cognitive/international
	Fail
	Fail
	Fail
	Fail

	Metacognitive/domestic
	Succeed
	Succeed
	Succeed
	Fail

	Metacognitive/international
	Fail
	Succeed
	Fail
	Fail

	Motivation/domestic
	n/a
	Succeed
	n/a
	Fail

	Motivation/international
	n/a
	Succeed
	n/a
	Fail

	Behavior/domestic
	Succeed
	Succeed
	Fail
	Fail

	Behavior/international
	Fail
	Fail
	Fail
	Fail


Note See text for definitions of succeed and fail. “n/a” indicates that the model was not tested




A theoretical model was marked “succeed” if the CQS component was related to the antecedent and outcome variable. A full model was marked “succeed” if these relationships still held up when the direct effects between antecedent and outcome variables and other confounding variables were present. When a theoretical model succeeded but the corresponding full model failed, a CQS component that seemed valid within the theoretical model was shown to be invalid within the context of the larger full model. That is, the effects of CQS component on cultural judgment and adjustment were explained by confounding variables. As shown in Table 4.1, seven of fourteen theoretical models succeeded but only one of fourteen full models succeeded. Metacognitive CQ was shown to be as good as Motivational and Behavioral CQ in predicting adjustment in theoretical models, although all CQS components failed in the corresponding full models.
Gabrenya et al. (2011) went on to replicate the Ward et al. (2009) test of the incremental value of the CQS using different predictors and one different criterion (culture judgement). In a series of hierarchical regressions, with sociocultural adaptation and culture judgement as criterion variables, the CQS as represented by the four facets did not account for additional variance with control variables such as self-efficacy, self-monitoring, cultural knowledge, cultural experience, Big Five personalities, and international attitudes. For the international student sample, the best predictor of social-cultural adaptation was the personality characteristic of conscientiousness, and the best predictor of cultural judgement was cultural knowledge. For the domestic sample, the best predictors of social cultural adaptation were self-efficacy and the four Big Five personalities (all but emotional stability), and the best predictor of culture judgement was the personality characteristic of extraversion.
Based on these results of the structural equation modeling, Gabrenya et al. (2011) concluded that the CQS failed to mediate antecedent and criterion variables and instead primarily assessed constructs that have been shown to predict culture competence in earlier research such as personality, efficacy, and social competence constructs. Based on the hierarchical regression analyses, they concluded that the CQS failed to predict culture competence over existing measures.
The dimensional structure of the CQS was examined in a study by Bücker, Furrer, and Lin (2015) in which they surveyed 308 Chinese students with extensive overseas experience. Confirmatory factor analysis of the CQS with this sample yielded a poor model fit for a four-factor model (χ2/df = 2.51, RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR = 0.88, GFI = 0.88, AGFI = 0.85, CFI = 0.87). Using modification indices as a guide, the authors produced a series models by dropping and recombining items, finally resulting in a two-factor model containing twelve items that yielded good fit to the data (χ2/df = 1.73, RMSEA = 0.049, SRMR = 0.045, GFI = 0.96, AGFI = 0.93, NNFI = 0.96, CFI = 0.97). The two factors were labelled internalized cultural knowledge (ICK) and effective cultural flexibility (ECF). The factors had internal consistency reliability of 0.83 and 0.71, respectively, and were correlated at r = 0.65. A hierarchical regression analysis indicated that ECF and ICK explained additional variance of self-reported intercultural communication competence (4 items from Hammer, Gudykunst, & Wiseman, 1978) beyond that accounted for by gender, time spent abroad, contact frequency, and social desirability (short Marlowe-Crowne scale by Strahan & Gerbasi, 1972). We note that their process of achieving the two-factor structure was purely exploratory and lacked theoretical support, but the poor model fit of the original four-factor structure may have indicated validity issues of the measure.
The most recent independent examination of the measurement of cultural intelligence reanalyzed 78 studies that used the CQS (Lorenz et al., 2017). Of the 78 studies, 38 used the four components of the CQS as separate constructs (in 11 of these the correlations among components were not considered); in 29 studies, an aggregated unidimensional construct was used; in 9 studies, one or two components were considered; and in 2 studies, CQS components were used as controls. The authors employed a three-step procedure in which they first evaluated models according to the dimensionality of the CQS, then evaluated the relationship among the CQS components and their relationships with other variables, and finally tested the influence of sample characteristics. In general, the results provided weak support for the treatment of the CQS as unidimensional due to low composite reliabilities and non-satisfactory model fit indices in more than half of the studies.
In the second step of the analysis, the authors examined the modification indexes (MI) between the CQS components, and between the CQS and other variables. Other variables included related constructs (e.g., personality) , antecedents (e.g., international experience), and outcomes (e.g., performance). Results showed possible cross-loadings of the items and/or correlated error variances among a quarter of the studies, indicating lack of empirical support to a clear-cut four dimensions. Results also showed that the components of the CQS affected outcomes and were affected by antecedents differently. However, the direction and extent of these effects are ambiguous.
In the final step of their analysis, the authors examined if sample characteristics influenced the results. Their analysis indicated that there was not a significant difference based on either the origin of the sample (Eastern or Western) or status (student or non-student). The authors concluded that it is generally not appropriate to treat the CQS as a measure of unidimensional or a higher order construct and that the application of the CQS should be limited to the relevant CQS dimension.
A recent meta-analysis (Schlaegel, Richte, & Taras, 2017) of 88 studies involving the CQS also found that while the CQS dimensions are highly correlated the dimensions show different relationships with different outcome variables supporting the notion that the CQS is composed of four separate dimensions. Lorenz et al. (2017) also note in their review that they found that authors often rely heavily on the theoretical basis of one dimension when referring to overall cultural intelligence and that some researchers use the theoretical mechanism for any of the four components depending on the ease of relating it to a specific antecedent or outcome. Schlaegel et al. (2017) express a similar concern about the theoretical basis that underlies the primary studies in their meta-analysis saying that the majority of studies have little theoretical rationale for why the CQS or its four dimensions are associated with outcomes.
Other scales have not received the same critical attention. Neither the two-dimensional derivation of the CQS developed by Bücker et al. (2015) nor the business cultural intelligent quotient (BCIQ)  developed by Alon, Boulanger, Meyers, and Taras (2016) have received attention beyond their introduction. While the validation studies presented for the SFCQ (Thomas et al., 2015) are extensive, the scale has not as yet been subjected to independent validation. However, one clear limitation of the SFCQ that also applies to all measures of the cultural intelligence construct presented to date (with the exception of the observer report version of the CQS discussed ahead) is that all of these scales rely on self-reports of mental processes.

Self-reports of mental processes have come under a good deal of criticism over the years. In their now classic article, Nisbett and Wilson (1977) argue that individuals have little or no introspective access to higher order cognitive processes. In problem solving, their judgments are not based on any true introspection, but on a priori causal theories or judgements about the extent to which a particular stimulus is a plausible cause. The inability to access higher order cognitive processes is particularly problematic for the construct of cultural metacognition, which is a central feature of both models of cultural intelligence. Also, Nisbett and Wilson (1977) caution that culture may supply the implicit theories that individuals use to make their judgements.
Podsakoff and Organ (1986, p. 532) in addressing the issue of self-reports more broadly classify six categories of the use of self-reports. These are:	1.Obtaining demographic or otherwise factual data

 

	2.Assessing the effectiveness of experimental manipulations

 

	3.Gathering personality data

 

	4.Obtaining descriptions of respondents past or characteristic behavior

 

	5.Scaling the psychological states of the respondent such as job attitudes, tension, or motivation


 

	6.Soliciting respondents’ perceptions of an external environmental variable.

 





Of these, both the gathering of personal characteristics and obtaining descriptions of respondents past or characteristic behavior, or their intentions of the future behavior seem particularly problematic to the measurement of cultural intelligence.
In addition to the issue of the inability to report on higher order cognitive processes, Podsakoff and Organ (1986) raise another problem with self-report measures. This is the issue of common method variance (Campbell & Fiske, 1959) if the measure of cultural intelligence and its correlates come from the same source. The tendency of individuals to be cognitively consistent in reports of their cognitions and attitudes is well established (Festinger, 1957). A final issue with self-reports identified by Podsakoff and Organ (1986) is the tendency of respondents to answer questions in such a way as to present themselves in a favorable light. This social desirability problem (Arnold & Feldman, 1981) goes beyond just adding bias to responses as some responses may also be more ego flattering than others contributing to artefactual covariance with other items (see Mitchell, Green, & Wood, 1981). Podsakoff and Organ (1986) go on to suggest a number of “forms of first aid for patching up some of the damage” (p. 536) of self-reports. Their primary suggestion is that researchers should obtain multiple measures of conceptually critical variables from multiple sources. In a similar vein, Spector (1994) reminds us that the methodology used should match the research question asked and that cross-sectional self-report studies will often not provide adequate answers.
The observer version of the CQS presented in Van Dyne, Ang, and Koh (2008) might seem to offer a solution to this self-report problem. And, certainly observers should be capable of evaluating the effectiveness of an individual’s interactions with culturally different others. In addition, observers are less likely to be biased by social desirability or self-enhancement. In fact, Klafehn, Li, and Chiu (2013) found serious threats to the validity of the self-reported metacognitive sub-scale of CQS and indicated that peers were more accurate in evaluating participants’ cultural intelligence than participants themselves (factor loadings on the latent four CQ factors were higher for peer-report measures). However, a direct assessment of CQ itself would seem to be beyond the capability of outsiders to observe, especially when assessing the cognitive and metacognitive components of the CQS. That is, given the difficulty that individuals have in reporting on what they themselves are thinking, reporting on what someone else knows or is thinking seems particularly problematic. For example, a scale item for metacognition reads, “This person is conscious of the cultural knowledge he/she uses when interacting with people with different cultural backgrounds” and an item for the cognitive dimension reads, “This person knows the legal and economic systems of other cultures” (Van Dyne et al., 2008, p. 27). What the observer version really measures may be the observer’s rationalization of the culturally intelligent behaviors of the observed. Studies that employ this observer version of the CQS and relate it to behavioral outcomes (e.g., Kim & Van Dyne, 2012) would seem to run the risk of reverse causality, that is, instead of CQ rated by observer leading to culturally intelligent behaviors, it is the culturally intelligent behavior that leads observers to believe the observed person has high CQ.
4.3 Summary
Issues with the construct of cultural intelligence include the fundamental question of whether or not such a cultural general construct can exists? That is, can there be a construct called cultural intelligence that is culture free? Beyond this very basic question, a number of issues have been raised. First is the issue of whether or not cultural intelligence is conceptually distinct from cross-cultural competence, global mindset, multicultural personality or a host of other related concepts. Second, if cultural intelligence is distinct, what elements comprise the concept and how are these multiple facets related to each other and to the overall construct? A clear distinction between the two competing models exists. The CQS is presented as an aggregated construct in which the facets exist at the same level of the overall construct, but without specifying the method of aggregation. The SFCQ is presented as a latent construct in which cultural intelligence is reflective in the underlying dimensions. This distinction has implications for the measurement of cultural intelligence.
In addition to conceptual issues, the measurement of cultural intelligence raises a number of questions. The most popular measure, the CQS has been subjected to a number of independent validation studies. These studies have been largely critical of the CQS as an adequate measure of cultural intelligence. Neither the two-dimensional derivation of the CQS (Bücker et al., 2015) nor the BCIQ (Alon et al., 2016) seems a significant advance over this instrument. The bi-factor model of the CQS may enhance model fit by accounting for both shared and unique (facet) variance (Rockstuhl & Van Dyne, 2018). However, it does not resolve the definition of cultural intelligence as an aggregate construct. While the SFCQ (Thomas et al., 2015) is conceptually distinct and has been subjected to a rigorous validation process, it has not been independently validated. Finally, all (with the exception of the observer version of the CQS) of the existing measures of cultural intelligence are self-reports. As such they are limited by the inability of respondents to accurately report on their higher order cognitive processes, the tendency of respondents to be cognitively consistent, and the tendency to provide socially desirable responses.
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Abstract
An important aspect of understanding cultural intelligence is specifying how this capability is developed in individuals. There is a growing, but still small body of research that has begun to unpack the black box of the process through which cultural intelligence develops. Studies have evaluated possible antecedents of cultural intelligence in correlational or quasi-experimental design. The antecedents of cultural intelligence can be broadly classified as individual or situational variables. Individual factors can be further divided into demographic (e.g., international experience), traits (e.g., personality), and state variables (e.g., anxiety). Situational variables include contextual factors such as the nature of task, an individual’s job or role, and team or organizational environment. In the exploration of situational variables, extant literature has largely focused on the effect of formal training and experiential learning. In this chapter, we review the literature on antecedents to cultural intelligence, such as prior international experience, personality traits and skills, formal training, and experiential learning.
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An important aspect of understanding cultural intelligence is specifying how this capability is developed in individuals. There is a growing, but still small body of research that has begun to unpack the black box of the process through which cultural intelligence develops (see review by Raver & Van Dyne, 2018). Studies have evaluated possible antecedents of cultural intelligence in correlational or quasi-experimental design. The antecedents of cultural intelligence can be broadly classified as individual or situational variables (Ng & Earley, 2006). Individual factors can be further divided into demographic (e.g., international experience), traits (e.g., personality), and state variables (e.g., anxiety). Situational variables include contextual factors such as the nature of task, an individual’s job or role, and team or organizational environment. In the exploration of situational variables, extant literature has largely focused on the effect of formal training and experiential learning. In the following, we review the literature on antecedents to cultural intelligence. Because of the measurement issues associated with the CQS discussed in the preceding chapter, the results of studies using that scale are presented in terms of the four sub-dimensions and/or aggregated form, whichever was reported in the original study. While the reported results involving the Aggregate CQS are presented, there may be considerable variability in the method of aggregation used in each study.
5.1 Prior International Experience

The assumption underlying these studies is that as people experience cultural differences and learn about different customs, behaviors, and values when traveling or living abroad, they become more culturally intelligent. Scholars have operationalized such international experience in various ways, for example, whether one has ever travelled abroad (e.g., Crowne, 2008, 2012), the number of countries visited or lived in (e.g., Thomas et al., 2015), the amount of time spent overseas (e.g., Tarique & Takeuchi, 2008), and the depth of foreign cultural exposure such as whether the individual engages in local cultural activities (e.g., Crowne, 2012). A summary of studies examining the relationship between prior international experience and cultural intelligence using CQS or SFCQ is presented in Table 5.1.Table 5.1Prior international experience and cultural intelligence


	Authors
	Sample
	IV
	DV
	Notes

	MetaCQ
	CogCQ
	MotCQ
	BehCQ
	AggCQS
	SFCQ

	Adair et al. (2016)
	American working adults
N = 312
	Number of countries lived for one year or more
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	Both relationships became non-significant when context independence was entered into the regression equation

	Length of international business experience
	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Ang et al. (2006)
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 338
	Number of countries visited
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 	Only the relationship with MotCQ remained significant after Big Five personalities were entered into the regressions

	Crowne (2008)
	Diverse backgrounds
69% full-time students
89% US citizens
N = 140
	Number of countries visited for employment
	+
	+
	ns
	+
	+
	 	Statistical results regarding scale psychometrics, correlations and regressions outputs were not reported

	Number of countries visited for education
	ns
	+
	ns
	+
	+
	 
	Number of countries visited for vacation
	ns
	ns
	+
	ns
	ns
	 
	Number of countries visited for other purposes
	ns
	ns
	+
	ns
	ns
	 
	Crowne (2012)
	Students 89.5% US citizens
N = 485
	Number of countries visited
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	The two regressions were conducted with a sub-sample who had travelled abroad (n = 371)

	Depth of experience (local activity engagement)

	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Eisenberg et al. (2013)
	Austria students
N = 289
	Number of countries lived in for at least six months
	+
	+
	+
	ns
	 	 	 
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 150
	Number of countries lived in for at least six months
	+
	+mar
	+
	+
	 	 	 
	Lee, Masuda, Fu, and Reiche (2018)
	MBA students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 172
	Number of countries lived in for at least six months
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	CQ was measured by 9-item Mini-CQS (Ang & Van Dyne, 2008). AggCQS was the averaged score of peer assessment

	Li et al. (2013)
	International executives and MBA students
N = 294
	Length of international work experience
	 	+
	+
	 	+
	 	 
	Moon et al. (2012)
	
Korean expatriates
N = 190
	Number of non-work visits to all foreign countries
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 	 
	Number of work visits to all foreign countries
	+mar
	+mar
	ns
	ns
	 	 
	Moon et al. (2013)
	
Korean expatriates
N = 165
	Number of visits to all foreign countries
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 	 
	Extent of work experience in an overseas department in home country
	ns
	+
	ns
	ns
	 	 
	Extent of work experience with people from foreign countries in home country
	+
	ns
	ns
	ns
	 	 
	Shannon and Begley (2008)
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 245
	Number of countries worked in
	+
	ns
	+
	ns
	+
	 	 
	Tarique and Takeuchi (2008)
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 212
	Number of non-work visits to all foreign countries
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 	 
	Length of international non-work experience
	+
	+
	ns
	ns
	 	 
	Number of visits * length of experience
	−
	 	−
	 	 	 
	Tay et al. (2008)
	Short-term business travellers
N = 491
	Average of (1) proportion of work time spent outside of home country and (2) the product of the number of business trips and average duration of business trips made in the year
	ns
	+
	ns
	ns
	 	 	Eight items most relevant to business travellers from CQS were used to measure CQ

	Thomas et al. (2015)
	13 samples of various demographics
N = 2406
	Number of countries lived in
	 	 	 	 	 	+
	Correlations

	Number of countries visited
	 	 	 	 	 	+


Note Relationships denote regression coefficients unless otherwise noted. Different studies controlled for different demographic variables. + = positively significant (p < 0.05). −= negatively significant (p < 0.05). mar = marginally significant (p < 0.10). ns = not significant. A blank cell denotes the relationship was not tested or reported in the original paper




In general, the number of countries visited or lived in was positively related to all sub-dimensions of CQ (Ang, Van Dyne, & Koh, 2006; Eisenberg et al., 2013; Moon, Choi, & Jung, 2013). When such experience was broken down to work or non-work experience, results became less clear. Five studies (Crowne, 2008; Li, Mobley, & Kelly, 2013; Moon, Choi, & Jung, 2012; Shannon & Begley, 2008; and Tay, Westman, & Chia, 2008) did not find consistent positive relationships between international work experience and each of the four sub-dimensions of the CQS. However, the number of non-work visits to all foreign countries seemed to be positively related to all four sub-dimensions of the CQS (Moon et al., 2012; Tarique & Takeuchi, 2008), but the total amount of time spent overseas were only related to Metacognitive and Cognitive CQ (Tarique & Takeuchi, 2008). Tarique and Takeuchi (2008) expected the length of the experience to weaken the positive relationship between the number of international non-work trips and cultural intelligence. They argue that as people stay longer in the host culture and adjust their behavior over time, they will become less able to distinguish between domestic and foreign interpersonal interactions and behaviors, and thus their need and motivation to acquire and understand the new culture declines. With a sample of undergraduate students in the USA, they found a moderating effect of length of the experience on only Metacognitive CQ and Cognitive CQ. Crowne (2008) further divided non-work purposes into education, vacation, and other purposes and found educational experience positively related to Cognitive and Behavioral CQ, and the other two types of experience only positively related to Motivational CQ.
Evidence also supported a positive relation between international experience and overall CQ. Crowne (2012) argued that concrete experience with foreign cultures through experiential learning increases cultural intelligence and found that both breadth (number of foreign countries visited) and depth (how often they visited local shops, local food markets, local restaurants and local residents) of cultural exposure were positively related to the overall Aggregate CQS among a sample of university students. Adair, Buchan, Chen, and Liu (2016) indicated that Aggregate CQS was significantly correlated with the number of countries lived in and prior international business experience among a group of American working adults. Lee et al. (2018) asked MBA students working in multicultural teams to rate each other using the 9-item Mini-CQS (Ang & Van Dyne, 2008) and found the number of countries lived in positively related to the peer-assessed Aggregate CQS. When studying the role of a specific type of international experience, some research found that international education and work experiences were positively related to Aggregate CQS (Crowne, 2008; Li et al., 2013; and Shannon & Begley, 2008). Using the SFCQ, the number of countries lived in and the number of countries visited were both positively correlated with one’s cultural intelligence level (Thomas et al., 2015).
Several studies used instruments other than the CQS or SFCQ. For example, Shannon and Begley (2008) found international work experience positively related to peer-rated cultural intelligence (“can this person deal effectively in multicultural context?”) among students. Story, Barbuto Jr., Luthans, and Bovaird (2014) studied global leaders from recognized multinational corporations and revealed that the frequency of overseas business trips and the amount of time living abroad were marginally positively related to global mindset, the latter comprised of Motivational, Cognitive, and Metacognitive CQ and global business orientation. Some research failed to replicate this relationship, however. Gupta, Singh, Jandhyala, and Bhatt (2013) found that Indian expatriates with prior international experience reported no higher levels of cultural intelligence than expatriates on their first international assignment. They measured CQ with the instrument reported by Earley and Mosakowski (2004), which was composed of Cognitive, Emotional/Motivational, and Behavioral dimensions. Based on these results, the assumption of a relationship between international experience and cultural intelligence seems generally well founded.
5.2 Personality Traits and Skills
The logic is that personality traits and skills that encourage people to seek out novel experiences and interpersonal interactions, such as openness to experience and extraversion, should be positively related to cultural intelligence. Traits that predict general performance and learning, such as conscientiousness and self-monitoring, are also supposed to have a spillover effect in improving cultural intelligence. However, these traits and skills seem to correlate to different facets of the CQS. A summary of studies evaluating the relationship of personality traits and skills and cultural intelligence using the CQS or SFCQ is presented in Table 5.2.Table 5.2
Personality traits/skills and cultural intelligence


	Authors
	Sample
	IV
	DV
	Notes

	MetaCQ
	CogCQ
	MotCQ
	BehCQ
	AggCQS
	SFCQ

	Adair et al. (2016)
	American working adults
N = 312
	Number of languages spoken
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	 
	Context dependence
	+

	Ang et al. (2006)
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 338
	
Openness

	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 	 
	
Extraversion

	ns
	+
	+
	+
	 	 
	Conscientiousness
	+
	ns
	ns
	ns
	 	 
	Agreeableness
	ns
	ns
	ns
	+
	 	 
	
Emotional stability

	ns
	ns
	ns
	−
	 	 
	Engle and Nehrt (2012)
	Students
N1 = 166 (US)
N2 = 113 (France)

	
Openness

	 	 	 	 	+
	 	Analyses were conducted in the pooled sample

	
Risk orientation

	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Need for control
	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Lee et al. (2018)
	MBA students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 172
	Global identity * home identity * host identity
	 	 	 	 	−
	 	CQ was measured by 9-item Mini-CQS (Ang & Van Dyne, 2008). AggCQS is the averaged score of peer assessment
See text for interpretation of the three-way interaction

	Presbitero (2016)
	Call center employees in the Philippines
N = 223
	
Extraversion

	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 	Two items related to non-verbal communication and facial expressions were excluded from Behavioral CQ because they were not applicable to virtual communication context

	
Openness to new experience
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 
	Shannon and Begley (2008)
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 245
	Language skills
	ns
	+
	ns
	ns
	+
	 	 
	Tay et al. (2008)
	Short-term business travellers
N = 491
	Need for control
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 	Eight items most relevant to business travellers from CQS were used to measure CQ

	Thomas et al. (2015)
	Multiple samples of various demographics
N = 877 (EQ, personality except conscientiousness)
N = 989 (conscientiousness)
N = 2406 (language)
	
Openness

	 	 	 	 	 	+
	Correlations

	
Extraversion

	 	 	 	 	 	+

	Conscientiousness
	 	 	 	 	 	+

	Agreeableness
	 	 	 	 	 	+

	Neuroticism
	 	 	 	 	 	−

	EQ
	 	 	 	 	 	+

	
Ethnocentrism

	 	 	 	 	 	−

	Number of languages spoken
	 	 	 	 	 	+

	Yunlu and Clapp-Smith (2014)
	Alumni with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 192
	Cultural psychosocial capital
	 	 	+
	 	 	 	 

Note Relationships denote regression coefficients unless otherwise noted. Different studies controlled for different demographic variables. + = positively significant (p < 0.05). −= negatively significant (p < 0.05). mar = marginally significant (p < 0.10). ns = not significant. A blank cell denotes the relationship was not tested or reported in the original paper




In a sample of business students in Singapore, Ang et al. (2006) reported that openness to new experience was the only personality trait that related to all four sub-scales of the CQS. Extraversion was positively related to Cognitive CQ, Motivational CQ, and Behavioral CQ, and conscientiousness was only positively related to Metacognitive CQ. Agreeableness was positively related, while emotional stability (reverse of neuroticism) was unexpectedly negatively related to Behavioral CQ. Similarly, Presbitero (2016) found that extraversion and openness to new experience positively related to all four sub-scales of CQ. Shannon and Begley (2008) found a positive relationship between language skills and Cognitive CQ among a group of students. Yunlu and Clapp-Smith (2014) studied cultural psychological capital (hope, optimism, self-efficacy, and resilience in cross-cultural context) and found it positively related to Motivational CQ. Tay et al. (2008) found that need for control for control was positively related to all four sub-dimensions of CQS.
In some studies, Aggregate CQS was related to personality traits of openness, risk orientation, and need for control (Engle & Nehrt, 2012), and language skills (Adair et al., 2016; Shannon & Begley, 2008). Adair et al. (2016) conceptualized a new construct of communication context and developed a four-component measure of context dependence—message, relationship, space, and time. They found that individuals who were more context-dependent communicators, i.e., those who used non-verbal, relational, spatial, and temporal cues to convey and understand the meaning, had higher scores on the Aggregate CQS. Lee et al. (2018) explored the complex relationships between cultural identities and cultural intelligence with 30 multicultural student teams. They found that when global identity was low, individuals with balanced culture-specific identities (i.e., identifying equally strongly or weakly to both home and host cultures) demonstrated higher level of overall CQ compared to their counterparts with unbalanced culture-specific identities (i.e., identifying strongly either to home or host culture). However, when global identity was high, culture-specific identify configuration had no relationship with Aggregate CQS. Their results suggest a positive relationship between broader cultural identity and cultural intelligence. Although focusing on different constructs, these two studies seem to indicate that when people engage in complex interactions with the environment, such as using contextual cues to communicate and developing more inclusive cultural identity patterns, they are more likely to possess higher levels of cultural intelligence. The direction of causal effect is not clear though, due to the nature of correlational studies.
Consistent with many of the results with the CQS, Thomas et al. (2015) found openness, extraversion, and number of languages spoken positively related to SFCQ. Using a different operationalization, Story et al. (2014) found a positive relationship between psychological capital (hope, resilience, optimism, and efficacy) and global mindset, the latter comprised of Motivational, Cognitive, and Metacognitive CQ of the CQS and global business orientation. Sampling Indian expatriates in USA and Europe, Gupta et al. (2013) found that expatriates with higher levels of self-monitoring reported higher levels of overall cultural intelligence and the three sub-dimensions (cognitive, emotional/motivational, and behavioral) on the instrument developed by Earley and Mosakowski (2004). Thus, setting measurement issues aside, the preponderance of evidence suggests that, consistent with predictions, personality traits and skills that encourage people to seek out novel experiences and interpersonal interactions and facilitate the management of the challenges and complexity of the environment are positively related to cultural intelligence.
5.3 Formal Training Programs

Cross-cultural training techniques range from cultural assimilators (Brislin, 1986; Triandis & Bhawuk, 1997), to cognitive training (Black & Mendenhall, 1990), to experiential learning (Brislin & Horvath, 1997). Formal academic courses and training programs are two of the main methods used to develop participants’ cultural intelligence. Most studies of these programs have focused on one or more sub-dimensions of the CQS and to date no studies have evaluated the effect of this type of training on the SFCQ. A summary of our review of these studies using the CQS is presented in Table 5.3.Table 5.3Formal training and cultural intelligence


	Authors
	Sample
	IV
	DV
	Notes

	MetCQ
	CogCQ
	MotCQ
	BehCQ
	AggCQS

	Baker and Delpechitre (2016)
	American students
N = 79
	Special training embedded in an advanced sales course (lectures, video cases, role-play, etc.)
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 
	Eisenberg et al. (2013)
	Austrian students
N = 289
	Short-term intensive training (intensive 2.5 days, 60% academic and 40% experiential content, general and region-specific cultural element)
	+
	+
	−
	ns
	+
	 
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 150
	Long-term cross-cultural management course (ranged between 1 and 12 weeks with majority over 8 weeks)
	+
	+
	+
	ns
	+
	 
	Fischer (2011)
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 42
	Intercultural training (combined lecture and experiential learning)

	−mar
	−
	ns
	ns
	 	CQ was measured by a 11-item short version

	Intercultural training * Open-mindedness
	ns
	ns
	+
	ns
	 
	Hodges et al. (2011)
	US students
N = 172
	Eight web-based modules
	+
	+
	ns
	ns
	 	 
	Moon et al. (2012)
	
Korean expatriates
N = 190
	Length of pre-departure cross-cultural training
	ns
	+mar
	ns
	ns
	 	 
	Comprehensiveness of pre-departure cross-cultural training
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 
	Ramsey and Lorenz (2016)
	MBA students
N = 152
	Sixteen-week cross-cultural management course
	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Rehg et al. (2012)
	US government trainees (military and government civilians)
N = 38
	Lecture format training
	 	+
	+mar
	+
	 	 
	Reichard et al. (2014)
	University staff members in South Africa
N = 71
	One cross-cultural psychological capital training session
	 	 	 	 	+
	The improvement of CQ maintained one month following training in a sub-sample of 55 participants


Note Relationships denote regression coefficients unless otherwise noted. Different studies controlled for different demographic variables. + = positively significant (p < 0.05). −= negatively significant (p < 0.05). mar = marginally significant (p < 0.10). ns = not significant. A blank cell denotes the relationship was not tested or reported in the original paper




Training programs conducted in universities usually consist of lectures, cases, and role-plays. They varied in length and format, and have been found to improve one or more dimensions of the CQS. Hodges et al. (2011) found only Metacognitive and Cognitive CQ improved after students taking a customized learning module. Eisenberg et al. (2013) revealed both short-term intensive cross-cultural training program and long-term cross-cultural management course improved students’ Metacognitive and Cognitive CQ. Motivational CQ showed inconsistent results as it decreased after the short-term training but increased after the long-term program in two different samples. Prior international experience was related to the CQS before the training programs but not related to the CQS after the training program, suggesting that cross-cultural management course helped minimize the gap between more and less internationally experienced students by providing the latter with knowledge and learning experiences that are comparable to those gained through living abroad.
Rehg, Gundlach, and Grigorian (2012) conducted pre- and post-surveys among a group of US government contracting trainees in two separate training settings and reported that training using a lecture format significantly improved Cognitive CQ and Behavioral CQ. Their results should be interpreted with caution because of the small sample size (N = 38). Baker and Delpechitre (2016) described a cross-cultural training program in an advanced sales course that comprised traditional lectures, short cases, and video cases regarding fundamental cultural differences, and multiple individual role-play simulations of cross-cultural buyer–seller interactions. With a group of students, they found that all four sub-dimensions of the CQS improved after the training program, as did their role-play performance scores. Ramsey and Lorenz (2016) studied the effect of a 16-week cross-cultural management course consisted of lectures, case discussions, and current event discussions. MBA students taking this course showed improvement in Aggregate CQS, whereas the control group of MBA students who took an entrepreneurial course showed no such improvement. Further, students who improved on the CQS were more satisfied with the course than those who did not. Reichard, Dollwet, and Louw-Potgieter (2014) provided a two-hour classroom training designed to increase cross-cultural efficacy, hope, optimism, and resilience to a group of university staff from South Africa and found this cross-cultural psychological capital training increased participants’ Aggregate CQS, and the effect maintained one month following training. In contrast, Fischer (2011) reported unexpected effect of a brief intercultural training intervention that consists of a series of six lectures, one simulation game and one behavior modification session with university students: Metacognitive and Cognitive CQ both decreased. This finding may be the result of students coming to realize how little they knew about cultural differences and progressing from unconscious incompetence to conscious incompetence.
Some studies did not provide a specific training program to their participants, but instead asked expatriates to report how much pre-departure cross-cultural training they had received. Moon et al. (2012) studied Korean expatriates and found the comprehensiveness of pre-departure cross-cultural training was positively associated with all four facets of the CQS, but the length of the training was only marginally positively related to Cognitive CQ. Gupta et al. (2013) found that only emotional dimension of the CQ (Earley & Mosakowski, 2004) was higher for Indian expatriates with intensive cross-cultural training, compared to their counterparts who received basic or no training. It may be that as argued by Earley and Peterson (2004) traditional intercultural training focuses on preparing individuals to work in one particular new culture, and thus is limited in developing the capability to navigate across multiple borders. In addition, since there might be considerable variability in the specific content and format of the pre-departure training programs across companies, it was not clear what kind of knowledge or skill training actually affected cultural intelligence among those expatriates.
Most of the training programs reviewed here are a combination of lectures and exercises, covering both cultural general and specific elements, and different training methods may have different effects on different facets of the CQS. Cognitive and metacognitive development could perhaps be better developed by presenting systematic differences in knowledge structures and cultural schemas and effective behavior could be developed by practicing behavioral skills. Goodman (2012) has recommended that to instill cultural intelligence in companies, training can be carried out in various formats, such as highly tailored cross-cultural curricula, virtual training, global leadership programs, international team building exercises, and knowledge management systems. It seems fairly clear that a single seminar will not develop effective cultural competence; it will take a series of seminars along with additional projects and interventions for reinforcement.
5.4 Experiential Learning Programs

Experiential learning (Kolb, 1984) is an approach that establishes the effectiveness of direct experience and reflection on building knowledge compared with information-only methods. Elements of experiential learning are often embedded in formal training programs. The following review revealed a number of different approaches, the results of which are presented in Table 5.4.Table 5.4
Experiential learning and cultural intelligence


	Authors
	Sample
	IV
	DV
	Notes

	MetCQ
	CogCQ
	MotCQ
	BehCQ
	AggCQS

	Bücker and Korzilius (2015)
	Students from a French and a Dutch university
N = 66
	Simulation game
	+
	ns
	+
	+
	+
	Experimental group only had larger increase in MetCQ and AggCQS than the control group (N = 15 Dutch students)

	Eisenberg et al. (2013)
	MBA students from Austria and Russia
N = 35
	Working intensively in culturally diverse teams for 3 weeks
	ns
	ns
	ns
	ns
	 	 
	Engle and Crowne (2014)
	American students
N = 105
	Overseas program providing community services to local people (1 day pre-trip preparation, 6–11 days on ground)
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 
	Erez et al. (2013)
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 1221 students
N = 312 multicultural teams

	Experience of working in virtual multicultural teams

	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Experience of working in virtual multicultural teams * Team trust
	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Fischer (2011)
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 42
	Intercultural training (combined lecture and experiential learning)

	−mar
	−
	ns
	ns
	 	CQ was measured by a 11-item short version

	Intercultural training * Open-mindedness
	ns
	ns
	+
	ns
	 
	Holtbrügge and Engelhard (2016)
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 901
	Intrinsic motivation to go abroad
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 
	Cultural boundary spanning
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 
	Li et al. (2013)
	International executives and MBA students
N = 294
	Length of international work experience *
Divergent experiential learning style
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 
	MacNab (2012)
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 373
	Eight-week experiential training program
	+
	 	+
	+
	 	 
	Reichard, Serrano, Condren, Wilder, Dollwet, and Wang (2015)
	American employees
N = 130
	Cross-cultural training program combined with social and cognitive resources and cultural trigger event simulations
	+
	ns
	ns
	+
	+
	 
	Rosenblatt et al. (2013)
	Students and professionals
N = 212
	
Optimal cultural contact (direct effect)
	ns
	ns
	ns
	ns
	 	
Optimal cultural contact was indirectly related to all four sub-scales of the CQS through the mediating effect of expectancy disconfirmation

	Expectancy disconfirmation
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 
	Shokef and Erez (2008)
	MBA students from 5 countries
N = 191
	Experience of working in virtual multicultural teams
	+
	 	+
	+
	 	 
	Taras et al. (2013)
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 3355
	Experience of working in virtual multicultural teams

	 	 	+
	 	 	Small effect size

	Varela and Gatlin-Watts (2014)
	American students
N = 86
	Overseas exchange program (a summer or a short semester)
	+
	+
	ns
	ns
	 	CQ was measured by a 12-item short version (3 items per dimension)

	Wood and St. Peters (2014)
	American MBA students
N = 42
	Study abroad tour (11–12 days)
	+
	+
	+
	+mar
	 	 

Note Relationships denote regression coefficients unless otherwise noted. Different studies controlled for different demographic variables. + = positively significant (p < 0.05). −= negatively significant (p < 0.05). mar = marginally significant (p < 0.10). ns = not significant. A blank cell denotes the relationship was not tested or reported in the original paper




There is mixed evidence regarding the effect of exposure to multicultural environment. While some evidence showed that merely playing a cultural simulation game or working in multicultural environment over time improved Metacognitive, Motivational, and Behavioral CQ (Bücker & Korzilius, 2015; Pless, Maak, & Stahl, 2011; Shokef & Erez, 2008; Taras et al., 2013), other studies found no such effects (e.g., Eisenberg et al., 2013, Study 2). In addition, most of the research we reviewed included experiential learning in a structured study program, making it harder to partial out the pure effect of experiential learning. For example, MacNab (2012) designed an eight-week CQ experiential education process in which management education participants were asked to select a cultural group that they were not familiar with and to have a meaningful intensive (no less than 2 h) contact. Participants then wrote their reflection and discussed their learning in small groups. Their Metacognitive, Motivational, and Behavioral CQ significantly improved after engaging in a new cultural contact experience. MacNab and colleagues (MacNab, Brislin, & Worthley, 2012; MacNab & Worthley, 2012) further found that general self-efficacy and contextual requirements for optimal cultural contact (equal status, common ground, individual contact, and authority support) were positively related to this development and learning of CQ, but other individual characteristics such as international travel experience, work experience, and management experience were not related to CQ learning. Engle and Crowne (2014) studied the change of cultural intelligence with a group of US university students before and after their short-term trips to a Latin American country, which included a one-day pre-trip country knowledge preparation. The main purpose of the international trip was for students to provide various services to the host country nationals, including legal, business, or healthcare services and students had intensive experience working and living with local people. Their Metacognitive, Cognitive, Motivational, and Behavioral CQ all significantly improved after the short program (6–11 days), whereas the control group enrolled in an upper-class core curriculum course showed no change in these measures. Similarly, Wood and St. Peters (2014) studied the change in cultural intelligence of MBA students who completed an 11–12-day study tour outside the United States. Students visited businesses as well as culturally significant sites, eating in local restaurants, interacting with local nationals and other activities to give them exposure to local culture. They were also given frequent opportunities to explore the locations on their own. Students kept a daily journal on the study tour to reflect on their learning, experience, and cultural insights every day. After the tour, their Metacognitive, Cognitive and Motivational CQ showed improvement. Varela and Gatlin-Watts (2014) compared pre- and post-trip CQS scores among a group of US students who participated in an exchange program in Quebec, Canada or Mexico, and found that studying abroad had positive effects on Metacognitive and Cognitive CQ, but no effect on Motivational or Behavioral CQ. Tuleja (2014) found that after a two-week immersion experience in China, a group of MBA students studying global leadership became more reflective and culturally mindful in their papers, indicative of improved cultural metacognition that was not directly measured by CQS.
Some research showed contradictory results. As reviewed previously, Fischer (2011) reported that students’ Metacognitive and Cognitive CQ both decreased after a brief intercultural training intervention with combined lecture and experiential learning method. Eisenberg et al. (2013, Study 2) found that a group of students who had a three-week intensive course without academic content related to cross-cultural management but involved in intensive multicultural teamwork showed no improvement in any sub-dimensions of CQS, which suggested the intercultural experience itself does not automatically translate to development of cultural intelligence.
Inconsistent results in the literature suggest that some personality and/or situational factors may have influenced the effect of learning through experience. Fischer (2011) suggested that the non-significant effect of training on Motivation CQ in his study was probably due to the moderating effect of personality, such that Motivational CQ was higher after the training for those who were high on open-mindedness. Li et al. (2013) focused on the effect of experiential learning style on cultural intelligence development. They argued that the divergent learning style, which emphasized concrete experience and reflective observation, would facilitate the development of all four facets of the CQS, whereas other learning styles (accommodative, assimilative, and convergent styles), only had strengths in improving one or two facets of the CQS and thus were less helpful. They sampled international executives and MBA students in China and Ireland and found that the positive relationships between overseas experience and all the sub-scales of the CQS as well as Aggregate CQS were strengthened when international executives had a divergent learning style, not when they had the other three types of learning styles. Holtbrügge and Engelhard (2016) studied how motivation to go abroad affected the development of cultural intelligence through cultural boundary spanning activities. Based on self-determination theory, the authors argued that when the motivation is intrinsic or autonomous (such as learning the foreign language and culture, enjoying the metropolitan flair, and attending courses in a university with high reputation), students are more likely to engage in cultural boundary spanning activities (such as cooperating with host nationals), which in turn facilitates cultural intelligence development. On the other hand, when the motivation is externally controlled (such as going with friends or spouse, and improving CV), students are less likely to spend time interacting with host nationals, and thus miss the opportunity to learn new cultural perspectives through such experience. With a group of students who studied abroad, they found evidence that cultural boundary spanning activities mediated the positive relationships between culture/location related and university-related motivations (intrinsically autonomous motivations)  and all four sub-scales of the CQS.
The extent to which people engage in cross-cultural interactions and/or experience disconfirmation of their expectation also influences the development of cultural intelligence. Reichard et al. (2015) explored how engagement in cultural trigger events helped develop one’s cultural intelligence. Through thematic analysis, they developed a theoretical model that depicted the process of learning from cultural trigger event. Culturally novel situations with radically different norms broaden one’s perspectives, and this effect is mediated by the engagement level of the individual. If individuals engage in higher levels, such as integrating and changing, in the events, compared with lower levels of behaviors such as mere observing, then they develop higher levels of cultural competence. Social (such as friends) and cognitive (such as language abilities) resources determine the levels of engagement, as more resources help individuals engage in higher levels of behaviors. Based on the theoretical model, they further developed a training program that combined the training of social and cognitive resources and cultural trigger event simulations for employees. The training program was characterized with reflections and small group discussions. Results showed an increase in Metacognitive CQ, Behavioral CQ and Aggregate CQS as well as a decrease in ethnocentrism. Rosenblatt, Worthley, and MacNab (2013) further demonstrated that cross-cultural contact with optimal conditions, such as equal status between people, common goals, personalized contact, and support by authorities, do not automatically translate to improvement in cultural intelligence. For development to occur, it was crucial for participants to experience disconfirmation of their expectations. Consistent with the hypotheses, they found that optimal cultural contact was only indirectly related to all four sub-scales of the CQS through the mediating effect of expectancy disconfirmation.
Situational factors may also facilitate or hinder the development of cultural intelligence. Varela and Gatlin-Watts (2014) found the moderating roles of cultural distance and time sojourn on the development of Metacognitive CQ, such that smaller cultural distance between home and host countries and shorter exposure appeared to be more beneficial to the improvement of Metacognitive CQ among those who had higher levels of Metacognitive CQ prior to the trip. Erez et al. (2013) reported changes in participants’ Aggregate CQS after working in a four-week virtual multicultural team. Based on the principles of collaborative experiential learning, the team project provided participants the opportunities to have concrete experience interacting with culturally different others, to reflect on the observations and learning, to conceptualize the meaning and come up with new insight, and to implement the behavioral changes in the process of the project. Results from 312 virtual multicultural teams revealed that Aggregate CQS and global identity significantly improved over time and the effect lasted for 6 months after the project had ended. Team members reported larger improvement on Aggregate CQS and global identity when their teams had higher levels of trust, indicating the positive impact of safe team environment on the experiential learning outcomes and development of individual CQ. This result indicates that the experience of working in a multicultural team does not always increase one’s CQ. The beneficial effect was only observed when the interactions among team members provided opportunities for members to reflect and learn from their experience in a psychologically safe environment.
5.5 Summary
In summary, prior international experience and personality traits and skills that encourage people to seek out novel experiences and to manage complex environment are positively related to cultural intelligence. These findings are consistent with results from the broader literature of cross-cultural competence. For example, in a meta-analysis, Wilson, Ward and Fischer (2013) revealed that previous cross-cultural experience, length of residence, contact with host nationals, and language proficiency were associated with higher cross-cultural competence assessed by the Sociocultural Adaptation Scale reviewed in Chap. 1. Sociocultural adaptation was also related to all Big Five personality traits but the patterns seemed to differ to those with CQ. In particular, neuroticism (conversely emotional stability)  seemed to have a larger correlation with sociocultural adaptation than with CQ, which may suggest that neuroticism is more relevant to the behavioral aspect of cross-cultural competence. Despite the empirical results, the theoretical links between personality traits and cross-cultural competence, CQ in particular, require further development (Wilson et al., 2013). Theories that depict the interactions between individuals and environment may provide some foundation. For example, Van der Zee and Van Oudenhoven (2013) clustered their multicultural personality traits into stress-related and social-perceptual traits. The former traits lower threat perception, protect people from culture shock, and help them refrain from sticking to one’s own culture, whereas the latter traits facilitate positive reactions, such as cultural learning and identifying with new culture, to challenges in intercultural situations. Both clusters of traits thus increase intercultural success. In a similar vein, future theoretical work on CQ development should concern personality traits that are conducive to cultural learning.
In terms of CQ training, both formal training and experiential learning showed some positive effects with a few exceptions, and the effects on the four sub-dimensions of CQS were inconsistent. The nature of the study designs makes it more difficult to draw clear conclusions from the results. First, most programs blended cultural knowledge with experiential learning components, making it difficult to partial out the effects of different training models. Second, many studies had a quasi-experimental, repeated measures design with a pre- and post-training CQ survey but without a control group or random assignment, which limited the possibilities of drawing a causal relationship between training and CQ change (Raver & Van Dyne, 2018). Future research should address these methodological weaknesses.
Experiential approaches to cross-cultural training embedded in programs that students identify as meaningful and significant seem to be more effective at energizing students to develop strategies specific to the cross-cultural situation they are facing as well as metacognitive strategies that can be useful in other cross-cultural settings (Mosakowski, Calic, & Earley, 2013). In some cases, participants’ CQS assessed prior to partaking in experiential education were negatively related to CQS development afterward, suggesting that cross-cultural training and education may serve as “experience equalizers,” allowing less culturally competent students to catch up with their more competent peers (Rosenblatt et al., 2013). No all cross-cultural experiences automatically translate to cultural intelligence though, as several studies reviewed above have revealed only by deeply engaging in local cultural activities and/or reflecting upon those activities and preconceived ideas and expectations individuals are able to improve their cultural intelligence. Similarly, Gertsen and Søderberg (2010) also pointed out that the critical incidents in expatriates intercultural experience challenged their established understandings, and made them reflect upon and cope with cultural encounters in new ways. Ng, Van Dyne, and Ang (2009) developed a process model that focuses on how leaders translate their international work assignment experiences into learning outcomes critical for global leadership development. Cultural intelligence as a moderator may enhance the likelihood that individuals on international assignments actively engage in the four stages of experiential learning (experience, reflect, conceptualize, experiment), and through feedback loops individuals who gain positive learning outcomes from their international assignments are more likely to subsequently enhance their cultural intelligence. Both theoretical frameworks and empirical results support the critical effects of active engagement and learning in developing one’s cultural intelligence. These studies suggest that investigating moderators, i.e., personal and/or situational factors that facilitate or hinder CQ development from experiential learning, will be a promising direction for future research.
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Abstract
Cultural intelligence is believed to be beneficial for people involved in a variety of intercultural or multicultural situations. In this chapter, we review research examining the relationships between cultural intelligence and various outcomes at both the individual and interpersonal levels. At the individual level, we review studies on cultural judgment and decision making, creativity, intention to work abroad, cross-cultural adjustment, job performance, and global leadership. At the interpersonal level, we review studies on trust and social acceptance, creative collaboration, knowledge transfer, and conflict and negotiation.
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Cultural intelligence is believed to be beneficial for people involved in a variety of intercultural or multicultural situations. In this chapter, we review research examining the relationships between cultural intelligence and various outcomes at both the individual and interpersonal levels.1 At the individual level, we review studies on cultural judgment and decision making, creativity, intention to work abroad, cross-cultural adjustment, job performance, and global leadership. At the interpersonal level, we review studies on trust and social acceptance, creative collaboration, knowledge transfer, and conflict and negotiation. Because only few studies at the time of our review have used the SFCQ, the following section is focused primarily on the results using the CQS. For each outcome, we review the effects of the Aggregate CQS and its four dimensions separately. Note that some studies treated Aggregate CQS as a second-order factor with four or three first-order factors.
6.1 Individual Level
6.1.1 Cultural Judgment and Decision Making, and Creativity

Individuals with higher levels of cultural intelligence are thought to have a more accurate understanding of the assumptions and behaviors of people from other cultures. Therefore, they should be able to make more appropriate judgments and better analyze intercultural interactions, and subsequently make better decisions and generate more creative solution. A summary of studies examining this outcome is presented in Table 6.1.Table 6.1Cultural intelligence and cultural judgment and decision making, and creativity



	Authors
	Sample
	DV
	IV
	Notes

	MetCQ
	CogCQ
	MotCQ
	BehCQ
	AggCQS
	
SFCQ


	Ang et al. (2007)
	US students
N = 235
	Analysis of five cross-cultural decision-making scenarios
	+
	+
	ns
	ns
	 	 	 
	Singapore students
N = 358
	Analysis of a cross-cultural case
	+
	+
	ns
	ns
	 	 	 
	International managers with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 98
	Analysis of a cross-cultural case
	+
	+
	ns
	ns
	 	 	 
	Chua and Ng (2017)
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 89
	Peer-rated creativity
	+mar
	 	 	 	 	 	MetCQ and CogCQ were assessed by three observers
A significant interaction between CogCQ Squared and MetaCQ on the DV

	Thomas et al. (2015)
	General population from various countries
N = 112
	Causal attribution for cross-cultural interaction
	 	 	 	 	 	+
	 

Note Relationships denote regression coefficients unless otherwise noted. Different studies controlled for different demographic variables. + = positively significant (p < 0.05). − = negatively significant (p < 0.05). mar = marginally significant (p < 0.10). ns = not significant. A blank cell denotes the relationship was not tested or reported in the original paper




Two studies examined the relationship between cultural intelligence and cultural judgment and decision making. First, the two sub-dimensions of the CQS in the cognitive domain were found to be related to judgment and decision making about cross-cultural interactions. In an early article validating the CQS, American and Singaporean students as well as international managers read scenarios describing intercultural interactions and selected the best response to explain each, or analyzed a case involving a cross-cultural challenge and described strategies to solve the dilemma. Participants with higher Metacognitive and Cognitive CQ made more accurate judgment and decisions when analyzing those scenarios (Ang et al., 2007, Study 1 and 2).
Second, Thomas and his colleagues studied whether people with higher level of cultural intelligence made more accurate causal attributions for the behavior of culturally different others (Thomas et al., 2015). They showed participants two videos of intercultural interactions and asked them to choose among four possible causes of the behavior of one of the protagonists and found that their scores on the SFCQ scale predicted the correct attribution.
The relationship between cultural intelligence and creativity does not seem to be straightforward. Chua and Ng (2017) argued that too much cultural knowledge (Cognitive CQ) can be detrimental because of cognitive overload and entrenchment. Metacognitive CQ, on the other hand, is expected to reduce this cognitive overload by better regulating mental processes and also to attenuate the effect of cognitive entrenchment because of awareness of the limitations of the cultural knowledge and assumptions. With a group of students working on cross-cultural problems, they found a U-shaped relationship between Cognitive CQ and creativity only for individuals with low Metacognitive CQ. For individuals with high Metacognitive CQ, cultural knowledge had no effect on creativity.
6.1.2 Intention to Work Abroad

Individuals who are more culturally intelligent enjoy more intercultural experience and are thought to be more confident and effective in those situations. Therefore, they were expected to be more willing to work abroad. Huff (2013) studied expatriates working in Japan and found that only Motivational CQ was positively related to the desire to accept an overseas assignment. Remhof, Gunkel, and Schlägel (2013) surveyed German economic and management undergraduate students in their final year to understand their international career choices and found that all four facets of the CQS were positively associated with the intention to work abroad. Furthermore, cultural distance moderated (in opposite directions) the relationships between Metacognitive and Cognitive CQ and intention to work abroad. Specifically, the positive relationship between Metacognitive CQ and the intention to work abroad was weaker, whereas the positive relationship between Cognitive CQ and the intention to work abroad was stronger when there was a larger cultural distance between home country and the preferred destination country. It seems that when the potential host country is very different to the home country, people anticipate greater challenges, which affects their intention to work there. However, it is not clear why cultural distance had the opposite moderating effects on the two facets of the cognitive domain of CQ. A summary of studies examining this outcome is presented in Table 6.2.Table 6.2Cultural intelligence and intention to work abroad



	Authors
	Sample
	DV
	IV
	Notes

	MetCQ
	CogCQ
	MotCQ
	BehCQ
	AggCQS
	
SFCQ


	Huff (2013)
	Expatriates in Japan
N = 140
	Desire to accept an assignment in a different country
	ns
	ns
	+
	ns
	 	 	 
	Remhof et al. (2013)
	
German students
N = 518
	
Intention to work abroad

	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 	Cultural distance negatively moderated the relationship between MetaCQ and intention to work abroad, and positively moderated the relationship between CogCQ and intention to work abroad.



Note Relationships denote regression coefficients unless otherwise noted. Different studies controlled for different demographic variables. + = positively significant (p < 0.05). − = negatively significant (p < 0.05). mar = marginally significant (p < 0.10). ns = not significant. A blank cell denotes the relationship was not tested or reported in the original paper




6.1.3 Cross-Cultural Adjustment

Expatriate adjustment is perhaps the most widely studied outcome of cultural intelligence. The logic is that expatriates who are equipped with knowledge about the host country, who are able to apply such knowledge to understand the host nationals, who are confident in communicating with host nationals, and who are flexible in changing their behavior according to the demands of the host country should find it easier to adjust to the new cultural environment. Empirical evidence has in general supported positive relationships between expatriate cultural intelligence and the three realms of cross-cultural adjustment: general, interactional, and work adjustment (Shaffer & Miller, 2008). However, only Motivational CQ has been found to be consistently related to adjustment across studies and samples. Despite the theoretical argument about how knowledge of host cultures and application of such knowledge should facilitate expatriates’ adjustment to the host culture, empirical studies have provided weak support. In addition, the relationships between the CQS and adjustment vary across situations and are moderated by several individual, organizational, and institutional factors. A summary of studies examining this outcome is presented in Table 6.3.Table 6.3Cultural intelligence and cross-cultural adjustment


	Authors
	Sample
	DV
	IV
	Notes

	MetCQ
	CogCQ
	MotCQ
	BehCQ
	AggCQS
	
SFCQ


	Ang et al. (2007)
	US students
N = 235
	Interactional adjustment
	ns
	ns
	+
	+
	 	 	 
	Well-being
	ns
	ns
	+
	+
	 	 	 
	Singapore students
N = 358
	Interactional adjustment
	ns
	ns
	+
	+
	 	 	 
	Well-being
	ns
	ns
	+
	+
	 	 	 
	Foreign professionals with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 103
	Self-rated interactional adjustment
	ns
	ns
	+
	+
	 	 	 
	Self-rated work adjustment
	ns
	ns
	+
	+
	 	 	 
	Self-rated general adjustment
	ns
	ns
	+
	+
	 	 	 
	Self-rated well-being
	ns
	ns
	+
	+
	 	 	 
	Supervisor-rated interactional adjustment
	ns
	ns
	+
	+
	 	 	 
	Supervisor-rated work adjustment
	ns
	ns
	+
	+
	 	 	 
	Bücker et al. (2014)
	Chinese managers working for foreign multinational companies in China
N = 225
	Anxiety
	 	 	 	 	−
	 	CQ was a second-order factor with four first-order factors

	Communication effectiveness
	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Job satisfaction
	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Chen (2015)
	Foreign (Philippine) laborers working in Taiwan
N = 393
	General adjustment
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	Perceived effectiveness of intercultural training positively moderated the relationship between AggCQS and work adjustment

	Interactional adjustment
	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Work adjustment
	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Chen et al. (2014)
	International students in Taiwan
N = 260
	General adjustment
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	An active conflict management style negatively while an agreeable conflict management style positively moderated this relationship

	Interactional adjustment
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	An active conflict management style negatively moderated this relationship

	Chen et al. (2010)
	Expatriates with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 556
	Work adjustment
	 	 	+
	 	 	 	Subsidiary support and cultural distance negatively moderated this relationship

	Stoermer et al. (2018)
	Expatriates living in Korea
N = 175
	Job satisfaction
	 	 	 	 	 	+
	
Cultural skills from SFCQ only
Job satisfaction increased when cultural skills exceeded workplace social exclusion

	Huff (2013)
	Expatriates in Japan
N = 140
	General adjustment
	ns
	ns
	+
	ns
	 	 	
Language proficiency negatively moderated the relationship between CogCQ and general adjustment, and the relationship between MotCQ and interactional adjustment

	Interactional adjustment
	ns
	ns
	+
	ns
	 	 
	Work adjustment
	ns
	ns
	+
	ns
	 	 
	Satisfaction with living in Japan

	ns
	−
	+
	+
	 	 
	Satisfaction with work
	+
	ns
	+
	−
	 	 
	Huff et al. (2014)
	Expatriates in Japan
N = 154
	General adjustment
	ns
	ns
	+
	ns
	 	 	Controlled for Big Five personality.


	Interactional adjustment
	ns
	ns
	+
	ns
	 	 
	Work adjustment
	ns
	ns
	+
	ns
	 	 
	Guðmundsdóttir (2015)
	Nordic expatriates in the USA
N = 178
	General adjustment
	+
	ns
	+
	ns
	 	 	 
	Interactional adjustment
	+
	ns
	+
	ns
	 	 
	Work adjustment
	+
	ns
	+
	−
	 	 
	Jyoti and Kour (2015)
	Bank managers in India
N = 219
	Cultural adjustment (general, interactional and work)
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	CQ was a second-order factor with four first-order factors

	Klafehn, Li, and Chiu (2013)
	International students in the USA
N = 50
	Sociocultural adaptation
	ns
	 	 	 	 	 	 
	Konanahalli et al. (2014)
	British expatriates
N = 191
	Overall cross-cultural adjustment
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	Both CQ and cross-cultural adjustment were analyzed as second-order factors in SEM

	Lee and Sukoco (2010)
	Taiwanese expatriates
N = 218
	Cultural adjustment
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	CQ was a higher order factor with three facets: Cognitive, Behavioral, and Motivational CQ

International work experience and travel experience positively moderated the relationship between CQ, cultural adjustment and cultural effectiveness

	Cultural effectiveness
	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Lee et al. (2014)
	Taiwanese expatriates working in China and Vietnam
N = 256
	Cultural adjustment
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	CQ was a higher order factor with three facets: Cognitive, Behavioral, and Motivational CQ

Transactional psychological contract negatively moderated and relational psychological contract positively moderated the relationship between CQ and cultural adjustment

	Cultural effectiveness
	 	 	 	 	ns
	 
	Lin et al. (2012)
	International students in Taiwan
N = 295
	Cross-cultural adjustment
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	
Emotional intelligence positively moderated this relationship

	Peng et al. (2015)
	US students
N = 109
	Cultural well-being
	 	 	+
	 	 	 	 
	Peer-rated suitability for overseas work
	 	 	+
	 	 	 	Cultural identity positively moderated this relationship

	Sri Ramalu et al. (2010)
	
Malaysian expatriates
N = 332
	Aggregated cross-cultural adjustment
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	 
	General adjustment
	+
	ns
	+
	−
	 	 	 
	Interactional adjustment
	+
	+
	+
	ns
	 	 	 
	Work adjustment
	ns
	ns
	+
	ns
	 	 	 
	Tay et al. (2008)
	Short-term business travelers
N = 491
	Burnout
	−
	ns
	−
	−
	 	 	Eight items most relevant to business travelers from CQS were used to measure CQ
Schedule autonomy mediated the relationship between CQS facets and burnout

	Schedule Autonomy
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 
	Templer et al. (2006)
	Global professionals in Singapore
N = 157
	General adjustment
	 	 	+
	 	 	 	 
	Interactional adjustment
	 	 	+
	 	 	 	 
	Work adjustment
	 	 	+
	 	 	 	 
	Thomas et al. (2015)
	Migrants in Australia
N = 162
	
Sociocultural acculturation

	 	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	International students in Australia
N = 229
	Sociocultural adaptation
	 	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Ward et al. (2011)
	International students
N = 104
	Psychological symptoms
	ns
	ns
	−
	ns
	 	 	The overall amount of variance explained by the four CQS facets was not significant

	Social cultural difficulties
	ns
	ns
	ns
	ns
	 	 	 
	Wu and Ang (2011)
	Expatriates with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 169
	General adjustment
	ns
	ns
	+
	ns
	 	 	Expatriate supporting practices negatively moderated the relationship between MetaCQ and work adjustment, and the relationship between CogCQ and interactional adjustment

	Work adjustment
	ns
	ns
	ns
	ns
	 	 
	Interactional adjustment
	ns
	ns
	ns
	ns
	 	 

Note Relationships denote regression coefficients unless otherwise noted. Different studies controlled for different demographic variables. + = positively significant (p < 0.05). − = negatively significant (p < 0.05). mar marginally significant (p < 0.10). ns not significant. A blank cell denotes the relationship was not tested or reported in the original paper




The CQS facet that is most strongly and consistently related to cross-cultural adjustment is Motivational CQ. Across several studies, Motivational CQ is positively related to general, interactional, and work adjustment, psychological well-being, and suitability for overseas work, and negatively related to burnout and psychological symptoms in samples of international students, expatriates, and short-term business travelers (Ang et al., 2007; Chen, Kirkman, Kim, Farh, & Tangirala, 2010; Guðmundsdóttir, 2015; Huff, 2013; Huff, Song, & Gresch, 2014; Peng, Van Dyne, & Oh, 2015; Sri Ramalu, Che Rose, Kumar, & Uli, 2010; Tay, Westman, & Chia 2008; Templer, Tay, & Chandrasekar, 2006; Ward, Wilson, & Fischer, 2011; Wu & Ang, 2011). Results of other CQ facets are mixed, and most effects are non-significant. Metacognitive CQ was found to be positively related to general and interactional adjustment among a group of Malaysian expatriates (Sri Ramalu et al., 2010), satisfaction at work among a group of expatriates living in Japan (Huff, 2013), and negatively related to burnout (Tay et al., 2008). Cognitive CQ was positively related only to interactional adjustment in a sample of Malaysian expatriates (Sri Ramalu et al., 2010) and unexpectedly negatively related to expatriates’ satisfaction with living in the host country (Huff, 2013). Behavioral CQ was found to be beneficial in some studies (Ang et al., 2007; Huff, 2013; Tay et al., 2008), but detrimental in others (Huff, 2013; Sri Ramalu et al., 2010). Scores on the Aggregate CQS were positively related to cultural adjustment and effectiveness among expatriates and international students (Chen, 2015; Chen, Wu, & Bian, 2014; Jyoti & Kour, 2015; Konanahalli et al., 2014; Lee & Sukoco, 2010; Lee, Veasna, & Sukoco, 2014; Lin, Chen, & Song, 2012; Sri Ramalu et al., 2010) and to reduced levels of anxiety, increased levels of communication effectiveness and job satisfaction among host country nationals (Bücker, Furrer, Poutsma, & Buyens, 2014).
Some studies measured cultural intelligence with the CQS but did not follow the four-dimensional structure in the data analysis. For example, Malek and Budhwar (2013) created a construct called Awareness CQ by combining Cognitive and Metacognitive CQ measures, and a construct called Interaction CQ by combining Motivational and Behavioral CQ measures. They found that the resultant Awareness CQ and Interaction CQ positively related to all three dimensions of adjustment.

Results with the SFCQ are limited. Thomas et al. (2015) found scores on the SFCQ to be positively related to sociocultural acculturation and adaptation among students and migrants living in Australia. Stoermer, Haslberger, Froese, and Kraeh (2018) used person–environment fit theory to study cross-cultural adjustment and revealed that when expatriates’ cultural skills exceeded workplace social exclusion, their job satisfaction increased.
Personal and situational moderators may provide further explanations to theoretically straightforward but empirically inconsistent relationship between cultural intelligence and cross-cultural adjustment (e.g., Lee, 2010; Zhang, 2013). Although different moderators have been investigated, those moderators seem to offer (or reduce) additional resources for expatriates to deal with intercultural challenges, such as prior international experience, host country language proficiency, organizational support, and cultural distance. However, interpretations of those results are not quite as straightforward as this logic. On the one hand, some studies found that cultural intelligence was a stronger predictor of adjustment in tough situations such as low levels of host country language proficiency (Huff, 2013), low organizational support (Chen et al., 2010; Wu & Ang, 2011), and strong cultural identity that led to lack of psychological resources to engage in cultural learning (Peng et al., 2015), suggesting that cultural intelligence may have compensated for the lack of resources. On the other hand, some others studies found the effect of cultural intelligence was strengthened by additional resources such as when expatriates had prior international work and travel experience (Lee & Sukoco, 2010), effective intercultural training (Chen, 2015) and a low transactional or high relational psychological contract associated with more socio-emotional support (Lee et al., 2014), or in facile environment such as when cultural distance was small rather than large and thus posed less unfamiliar task requirements on expatriates (Chen et al., 2010). The inconsistent empirical findings suggest that the theoretical arguments for the moderating effects need to be revisited in future research.
Finally, Cuadrado, Tabernero, and Briones (2014) examined the mechanism between cultural intelligence and acculturation stress from a different perspective. They did not investigate the role of cultural intelligence itself, but people’s implicit theory about whether cultural intelligence is fixed or malleable. In the longitudinal study of Spanish native and immigrant adolescents, they found that when adolescents believed cultural intelligence was rigid and static (fixed implicit theorists), they were more likely to suffer acculturation stress than those who believed cultural intelligence can be developed. This effect was partially mediated by cultural identity, i.e., the extent to which people define themselves through their cultural group membership.
6.1.4 
Job Performance


Similar to expatriate adjustment, expatriate success, such as performance, retention, and career success, has also been evaluated in relationship to an individual’s cultural intelligence (Shaffer & Miller, 2008). A summary of studies examining this outcome is presented in Table 6.4.Table 6.4Cultural intelligence and job performance



	Authors
	Sample
	DV
	IV
	Notes

	MetCQ
	CogCQ
	MotCQ
	BehCQ
	AggCQS
	
SFCQ


	Aslam, Ilyas, Imran, and Rahman (2016)
	Pakistani managers
N = 202
	Self-rated managerial effectiveness
	 	 	 	 	ns
	 	 
	Self-rated career success
	 	 	 	 	ns
	 	 
	Ang et al. (2007)
	International managers with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 98
	Peer-rated task performance
	+
	ns
	ns
	+
	 	 	 
	Foreign professionals with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 103
	Supervisor-rated task performance
	+
	ns
	ns
	+
	 	 	 
	Che Rose et al. (2010)
	Expatriates working in Malaysia
N = 332
	Self-rated job performance

	 	 	 	 	+
	 	 
	Self-rated task performance
	ns
	ns
	ns
	ns
	 	 	 
	Self-rated contextual performance
	+
	ns
	ns
	+
	 	 	 
	Self-rated assignment-specific performance
	ns
	ns
	ns
	+
	 	 	 
	Chen (2015)
	Foreign (Philippine) laborers working in Taiwan
N = 393
	Job involvement
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	Work adjustment mediated the relationship between AggCQS and job involvement

	Chen et al. (2011)
	Foreign (the Philippines) laborers working in Taiwan
N = 382
	Self-rated in-role behavior
	+
	+ and −
	+
	+
	+
	 	CogCQ was negatively related to job performance when all four CQS facets entered into the regression equation simultaneously, and positively related to job performance when entered into the regression equation alone

	Culture shock
	−
	−
	−
	−
	−
	 	Cultural shock partially mediated the relationship between AggCQ and job performance

	Chen et al. (2010)
	Expatriates with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 556
	Company-rated job performance
	 	 	+
	 	 	 	Work adjustment mediated this relationship

	Duff et al. (2012)
	Students
N = 102 students
N = 51 cross-cultural dyads
	Peer-rated task performance (contribution to task)
	ns
	ns
	ns
	+
	 	 	
Openness had a positive interaction with MetaCog, and negative interactions with CogCQ and MotCQ on performance

	FakhrEIDin (2011)
	Egyptian hotel employees
N = 106
	Company-rated overall employee performance
	 	 	 	 	ns
	 	Results were correlations

	Company-rated leadership competency
	+
	ns
	+
	+
	+
	 
	Company-rated alignment with company values and culture
	ns
	ns
	ns
	+
	+
	 
	Jyoti and Kour (2015)
	Bank managers in India
N = 219
	Superior-rated task performance
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	CQ was a second-order factor with four first-order factors
This relationship was fully mediated by cultural adjustment

	Kanten (2014)
	Hotel employees in Istanbul
N = 306
	Self-rated career competencies
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	CQ was a higher order factor with four facets
Results need to be interpreted carefully due to very high correlations among the constructs

	Self-rated role-prescribed customer-oriented service behavior
	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Self-rated extra-role customer-oriented service behavior
	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Lee and Sukoco (2010)
	Taiwanese expatriates
N = 218
	Self-rated job performance (task and contextual)
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	Correlation between CQ and performance was significant, but regression coefficient was not significant in full model with cultural adjustment and/or effectiveness

	Presbitero (2016)
	Call center employees in the Philippines
N = 223
	Supervisor-rated mid-year performance
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 	Two items related to non-verbal communication and facial expressions were excluded from Behavioral CQ because they were not applicable to virtual communication context

	Thomas et al. (2015)
	Employees engaged with culturally different others at work
N = 264
	Self-rated job performance

	 	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Wu and Ang (2011)
	Expatriates with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 169
	Self-rated contextual performance
	ns
	+mar
	+mar
	ns
	 	 	 
	Self-rated task performance
	ns
	ns
	+
	ns
	 	 	 
	Intention to complete the assignment
	ns
	ns
	+
	ns
	 	 	 

Note Relationships denote regression coefficients unless otherwise noted. Different studies controlled for different demographic variables. + = positively significant (p < 0.05). − = negatively significant (p < 0.05). mar marginally significant (p < 0.10). ns not significant. A blank cell denotes the relationship was not tested or reported in the original paper




Similar to cultural adjustment, people with higher levels of cultural intelligence are expected to be more capable of doing their jobs in multicultural environment, because they should be able to understand the differences in the way that others do their work and be flexible and adaptive when encountering those differences. Among the four CQS facets, Behavioral CQ seems to have a stronger relationship with job performance. Across several studies, Behavioral CQ was positively related to self-rated contextual and assignment-specific performance and other-rated task performance (Ang et al., 2007; Che Rose, Sri Ramalu, Uli, & Kumar, 2010; Chen et al., 2011; Duff, Tahbaz, & Chan, 2012; Presbitero, 2016). Interestingly, Cognitive CQ was not related to job performance (see exception Presbitero, 2016), whereas Metacognitive and Motivation CQ showed mixed and inconclusive results. Different types of performance measures, such as contextual and task performance, seemed to be related to CQ facets differently, but there is insufficient theoretical argument or empirical evidence to support the observation.
Moderation studies in this outcome domain are few, and the only one study we identified suffers serious psychometric problems. Duff et al. (2012) investigated how openness moderated the relationship between cultural intelligence and performance. They recruited university students to work on a Sudoku puzzle in cross-cultural dyads. Students rated their partner’s contribution to the task afterward. Results revealed that only Behavioral CQ had a main effect predicting perceived performance. The authors argued further that openness should moderate the relationship between cultural intelligence and performance, since people who are more open to new cultures are more likely to be accepted by partners from other cultures and to be perceived as willing to working together to accomplish the task, which in turn increases task performance. Their results confirmed that openness did strengthen the relationship between Metacognitive CQ and performance. However, openness unexpectedly attenuated the relationships between Cognitive and Behavioral CQ and performance. The authors argued it was probably because people with greater openness exhausted time and energy thinking about cross-cultural exchange rather than devoting time and attention to the task at hand. Given the high correlation between openness and the CQS (r = 0.80 with Metacognitive CQ; r = 0.97 with Cognitive CQ; r = 0.47 with Motivational CQ) , their results need to be interpreted with caution.

Aggregate CQ has been found to improve job performance and job involvement in a workplace that requires intercultural interactions, for example, among expatriates (Che Rose et al., 2010; Chen, 2015; Chen et al., 2011; Lee & Sukoco, 2010) and among managers in Indian banks that were believed to be in a multicultural environment (Jyoti & Kour, 2015). Also, international hospitality is one of those industries in which local employees interact with customers from different cultures on a daily basis. Therefore, the cultural intelligence of frontline workers may play a significant role in enhancing customer experience during such intercultural interactions, as frontline workers rely on this ability to better understand customer needs in order to create authentic, enjoyable, and memorable hospitality experience (Bharwani & Jauhari, 2013). Employees working in five-star international hotels in Istanbul self-reported higher levels of career competencies, role-prescribed customer service behavior, and extra-role customer service behavior when they also self-reported higher scores on the Aggregate CQS (Kanten, 2014). However, the high correlations among the constructs were likely a product of common method bias (correlations ranged between 0.629 and 0.756). Similarly, employees working in an international hotel in Egypt were rated by their company more favorably in their leadership competencies (such as team-focused, action-oriented, passionate, and savvy), but not overall performance if they had higher levels of Aggregate CQS (FakhrElDin, 2011).
Although some studies have demonstrated a positive relationship between cultural intelligence and performance, other studies have found little evidence of the predictive power of cultural intelligence when the job does not require intercultural skills. For example, Aslam et al. (2016) reported that when emotional intelligence, social intelligence, and cognitive intelligence were simultaneously considered along with cultural intelligence (Aggregate CQS) , cultural intelligence had no relationship with managerial effectiveness or career success among managers in an insurance company in Pakistan. This non-significant finding is potentially due to the fact that those participants did not have to interact with colleagues or customers from different cultures on a daily basis. This is consistent with findings using the SFCQ. Thomas et al. (2015) found that among participants who had substantial engagement with culturally different others at work, SFCQ predicted job performance over and above the effects of conscientiousness and emotional intelligence (EQ).
Given that cross-cultural adjustment can play an important role in predicting performance (see Thomas & Lazarova, 2006), it is not surprising that adjustment has been found to mediate the relationship between cultural intelligence and job performance (Lee & Sukoco, 2010) and job involvement (Chen, 2015) among expatriates as well as local people working in a multicultural environment (Jyoti & Kour, 2015). Cross-cultural adjustment is also proposed to explain a positive relationship between cultural intelligence and career success among self-initiated expatriates (Cao, Hirschi, & Deller, 2011).
6.1.5 
Global Leadership

Arguments have also been made about the relationship of cultural intelligence to global leadership. Global leaders with high cultural intelligence are proposed to be sensitive to different practices and conventions, have the motivation to resolve team conflicts and maintain team identity, have the capability to exhibit appropriate verbal and non-verbal behaviors, and be able to reflect upon their own behavior using the cultural context as a guide (Alon & Higgins, 2005; Mathews, 2016; Simpson, 2016; VanderPal, 2014). A summary of studies examining this outcome is presented in Table 6.5.Table 6.5Cultural intelligence and leadership


	Authors
	Sample
	DV
	IV
	Notes

	MetCQ
	CogCQ
	MotCQ
	BehCQ
	AggCQS
	
SFCQ


	Groves and Feyerherm (2011)
	Fully employed MBA students
N = 99
	Follower-rated leader’s performance when team diversity is high
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	 
	Follower-rated leader’s performance when team diversity is low
	 	 	 	 	ns
	 	 
	Follower-rated team performance when team diversity is high
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	 
	Follower-rated team performance when team diversity is low
	 	 	 	 	ns
	 	 
	Lee et al. (2018)
	MBA students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 172 students
N = 30 multicultural teams

	Peer-rated leadership perception
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	CQ was measured by nine item Mini-CQS (Ang & Van Dyne, 2008). AggCQS was the averaged score of peer assessment

	Lisak and Erez (2015)
	MBA students
N = 317 students
N = 81 virtual multicultural teams

	Leadership emergence
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	 
	Rockstuhl et al. (2011)
	Military leaders
N = 126
	Peer-rated cross-border leadership effectiveness

	 	 	 	 	+
	 	 
	Peer-rated general leadership effectiveness

	 	 	 	 	ns
	 	 

Note Relationships denote regression coefficients unless otherwise noted. Different studies controlled for different demographic variables. + = positively significant (p < 0.05). − = negatively significant (p < 0.05). mar marginally significant (p < 0.10). ns not significant. A blank cell denotes the relationship was not tested or reported in the original paper




Although the relationship between cultural intelligence and global leadership has been proposed by a number of scholars (Deng & Gibson, 2008, 2009; Mannor, 2008; Ng, Van Dyne, & Ang, 2009), empirical work has lagged the articulation of this relationship. Evaluating leader emergence in multicultural teams, Lisak and Erez (2015) studied virtual multicultural teams consisted of MBA and graduate students who worked on a four-week team project and found individuals with higher scores on the Aggregate CQS, global identity, and openness to cultural diversity were more likely to be elected as team leader in the early stage of the project. Similarly, Lee, Masuda, Fu, and Reiche (2018) studied multicultural teams of master students and found that the more a person was perceived as culturally intelligent by his teammates, the more likely he was considered as a leader by them.
As with the effect of cultural intelligence on job performance, leader cultural intelligence may improve leadership effectiveness more in context where intercultural interactions are significant. Rockstuhl and colleagues (Rockstuhl, Seiler, Ang, Van Dyne, & Annen, 2011) studied military officers with both domestic and cross-border leadership responsibilities and found the Aggregate CQS positively related to cross-border leadership effectiveness in the presence of general intelligence, but not domestic leadership effectiveness, which was associated with general intelligence and emotional intelligence. In a similar vein, leader scores on the Aggregate CQS were positively related to follower perception of leadership performance and team performance only in teams with high cultural diversity (Groves & Feyerherm, 2011).
6.2 Interpersonal Level
6.2.1 Trust and Social Acceptance

Cultural intelligence is not only thought to affect individual adjustment and performance, but also emotional processes during interpersonal interactions. A summary of studies at the interpersonal level is presented in Table 6.6.Table 6.6Cultural intelligence and interpersonal level outcomes


	Authors
	Sample
	DV
	IV
	Notes

	MetCQ
	CogCQ
	MotCQ
	BehCQ
	AggCQS
	
SFCQ


	Trust and social acceptance

	Chua et al. (2012)
	Managers with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 60 
N = 1170 dyadic observations
	
Affect-based trust in people of different cultural backgrounds
	+
	 	 	 	 	 	 
	
Affect-based trust in people of same cultural backgrounds
	ns
	 	 	 	 	 	 
	
Cognition-based trust in people (of different or same cultural backgrounds)
	ns
	 	 	 	 	 	 
	Students
N = 236
N = 118 dyads
	
Affect-based trust in personal conversation condition (N = 62 dyads)
	+
	 	 	 	 	 	 
	Tuan (2016)
	Middle-level managers of joint ventures and foreign-invested firms in Vietnam
N = 241
	
Knowledge-based trust
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 	 
	
Identity-based trust
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 	 
	
Calculation-based trust
	−
	−
	−
	−
	 	 	 
	
Social acceptance


	Flaherty (2008)
	
Multicultural teams

N = 6 teams
N = 51 members
	Team acceptance and integration time for newcomers
	 	 	+
	 	 	 	Team-level analysis, n = 6

	Team acceptance and integration time for newcomers
	 	 	+
	 	 	 	DV was measured at the team level but analyzed as an individual level variable

	Team self-reported acceptance and integration time
	 	 	+
	 	 	 	Both IV and DV were at the individual level

	Froese et al. (2016)
	
Inpatriates in Korea
N = 148
	Turnover intention
	 	 	−
	 	 	 	IV: perceived organizational MotCQ

	Turnover intention
	 	 	ns
	 	 	 	IV: inpatriate MotCQ
The interaction between perceived organizational MotCQ and Inpatriate MotCQ was marginally positive

	Stoermer et al. (2017)
	Expatriates from 30 host countries
N = 1327
	
Organizational embeddedness

	 	 	 	 	 	+
	Country in-group collectivism and country foreigner-friendly immigration policies positively moderated the relationship

	Thomas et al. (2015)
	Pooled 13 samples with diverse demographics of participants
N = 2406
	Close friend from another culture
	 	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Best friend from another culture
	 	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Creative collaboration

	Chua et al. (2012)
	Middle-level managers with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 43
	Observer-rated intercultural creative collaboration
	+
	 	 	 	 	 	Observers were all culturally different to the focal manager. On average 4.37 observers per focal manager

	Managers with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 60 
N = 1170 dyadic observations
	Sharing new ideas with people of different cultural backgrounds
	+
	 	 	 	 	 	
Affect-based trust mediated the relationship between MetaCQ and sharing new ideas

	Sharing new ideas with people of same cultural backgrounds
	ns
	 	 	 	 	 
	Students
N = 236 
N = 118 dyads
	Third-party rated joint creativity performance
	+
	 	 	 	 	 	Dyad-level analysis in which MetaCQ was the higher MetaCQ in the dyad

	Perception of others as effective partners for creative work
	ns
	 	 	 	 	 	 
	Idea and information sharing in dyad
	ns
	 	 	 	 	 	 
	Third-party rated joint creativity performance in personal conversation condition (N = 62 dyads)
	+
	 	 	 	 	 	
Affect-based trust mediated the relationship between MetaCQ and the three creativity measures in personal conversation condition

	Perception of others as effective partners for creative work in personal conversation condition (N = 62 dyads)
	+
	 	 	 	 	 
	Idea and information sharing in dyad in personal conversation condition (N = 62 dyads)
	+
	 	 	 	 	 
	Knowledge transfer


	Ismail et al. (2016)
	Expatriates working in Malaysia
N = 90
	Knowledge transfer

	 	 	 	 	ns
	 	CQ was measured by the nine item Mini-CQS (Ang & Van Dyne, 2008).
The correlation  between AggCQS and knowledge transfer was significant

	Stoermer et al. (2017)
	Expatriates from 30 host countries
N = 1327
	Knowledge sharing
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 
	Conflict and negotiation

	Chen et al. (2012)
	American real estate agents
N = 305
	Cultural sales
	 	 	+
	 	 	 	Firm Motivational CQ and firm diversity climate positively moderated the relationship

	Engle et al. (2013)
	Students
N = 106 US
N = 127 Turkey

	Cross-cultural problem solving negotiation orientation
	+
	 	 	 	 	 	Positive relationiships in the pooled and separate samples

	Groves et al. (2015)
	Fully employed MBA students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 113
	Interest-based negotiation

	+
	+
	 	+
	 	 	Participants negotiated with a trained graduate student in a simulation, where the negotiation parties came from different cultures
Interest-based negotiation mediated the relationships between CogCQ, BehCQ, and negotiation performance

	
Negotiation performance
	ns
	+
	 	+
	 	 
	Imai and Gelfand (2010)
	Employees with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 236
	Cooperative motivation
	+
	ns
	+
	ns
	+
	 	Correlations

	Epistemic motivation (need for cognition)
	+
	ns
	+
	ns
	+
	 	Correlations

	American and East Asian students
N = 124 student
N = 62 intercultural dyads
	Complementary sequences of integrative information behaviors
	ns
	ns
	+
	ns
	+
	 	 
	Sequences of cooperative relationship management behaviors
	ns
	ns
	ns
	+
	+
	 	 
	Mor et al. (2013)
	American MBA students
N = 200
	Intercultural cooperation rated by culturally different team members
	+
	ns
	ns
	ns
	 	 	Cultural perspective taking mediated the relationship between MetaCQ and peer-rated intercultural cooperation


Note Relationships denote regression coefficients unless otherwise noted. Different studies controlled for different demographic variables. + = positively significant (p < 0.05).
− = negatively significant (p < 0.05). mar marginally significant (p < 0.10). ns not significant. A blank cell denotes the relationship was not tested or reported in the original paper




The logic is that people with higher levels of cultural intelligence are more capable of paying attention to cultural context and adjusting their communication styles during intercultural interactions. The other party is thus more likely to feel heard and understood, and subsequently develop affect-based trust toward their culturally intelligent partners (Chua, Morris, & Mor, 2012). Therefore, culturally intelligent people are expected to form trust with culturally different others more easily and more quickly. For example, Tuan (2016) found that all four facets of the CQS positively associated with knowledge-based and identity-based trust, and negatively associated with calculation-based trust among a sample of middle-level employees working in joint ventures of wholly foreign-owned companies in Vietnam. Chua et al. (2012, Study 2) found that Metacognitive CQ increased affect-based, but not cognition-based trust, in coworkers who had different cultural backgrounds, and had no effect on trust when coworkers were from the same culture. When paired with culturally different strangers to work on a task, people who were higher on Metacognitive CQ, and had the chance to have a personal conversation before the task, developed higher levels of affect-based trust (Chua et al., 2012, Study 3).
Another avenue of interpersonal research on cultural intelligence found that foreign newcomers with a higher cultural intelligence became acculturated more easily and were less likely to threaten the group identity, which in turn increased the chance of being accepted by the work group. Stoermer, Davies, and Froese (2017) showed that expatriates’ cultural intelligence (measured by the SFCQ)  improved their organizational embeddedness. Joardar, Kostova, and Ravlin (2007) operationalized cultural intelligence as prior cross-cultural experiences and reputation of establishing relationships with a host in prior experiences in a scenario study. They found that newcomers’ reputation for successfully adjusting in foreign countries predicted their relationship-based acceptance by the group. Newcomers’ prior experience working abroad did not predict acceptance, however, indicating that cross-cultural experience itself does not necessarily translate to cultural intelligence. In contrast, Flaherty (2008) reported the unexpected result that Motivational CQ had a negative impact on team member acceptance and integration in multicultural teams, based on surveys and interviews from six multicultural teams in three companies. At both individual and team levels, Motivational CQ was positively correlated with the amount of time for that team to accept and integrate new members to the team, or the amount of time for members to feel he or she was accepted and integrated into the team. These results should be interpreted with some caution. In addition to small sample size, follow-up interviews indicated that many factors that affected team acceptance and integration were not controlled for in the simple correlation matrix. Those factors included prior knowledge of team members, job or technical competence, team dispersion, and team dynamics.
Another avenue at the interpersonal level is the possible interaction between the environment and individual cultural intelligence on social integration. For example, Froese, Kim, and Eng (2016) studied “perceived organizational Motivational CQ,” which indicates the extent to which people perceive the organization as understanding people from different cultural backgrounds, having a higher level of cooperative motivation with them, and devoting greater effort toward handling and overcoming cross-cultural barriers. This perception was proposed to make inpatriates feel accepted and connected with the community, and thus reduce turnover intention. With inpatriates working in Korea, they found a negative relationship between perceived organizational Motivational CQ and inpatriates’ turnover intention. In addition, this relationship was moderated by inpatriates’ Motivational CQ, such that the relationship was weaker among inpatriates with higher levels of Motivational CQ. This result suggested that individuals with higher cultural intelligence compensated for insufficient organizational capability in handling cross-cultural situations. In a similar vein, Stoermer et al. (2017) found that in countries with higher in-group collectivism the relationship between expatriates’ SFCQ and organizational embeddedness was stronger, indicating the critical role of cultural intelligence when the fault line between host country nationals and expatriates was salient. They also showed that foreigner-friendly immigration policies facilitated the positive effect of SFCQ on organizational embeddedness, probably because those policies allowed expatriates to bring their families and friends to visit or stay with them and the received social support activated their cultural intelligence to better embed into the host countries. In this study, both a challenging environment (high in-group collectivism) and a facile environment (foreigner-friendly immigration policies) strengthened the effect of cultural intelligence on organizational embeddedness, suggesting further theoretical work is needed to better understand the moderating role of environment.
In a direct test of the development of positive interpersonal relationships, Thomas et al. (2015) surveyed several samples (total N = 2406) with diverse cultural backgrounds and asked the participants whether they had a close friend and a best friend from another culture. Results indicated that the SFCQ significantly associated with the ability to develop long-term relationships with culturally different others after controlling for EQ and Big Five personality traits.
6.2.2 Creative Collaboration
Chua et al. (2012) argued that managers adept at thinking about their cultural assumptions (cultural metacognition)  are more likely than others to develop affect-based trust in their relationships with people from different cultures, enabling creative collaboration. Across three empirical studies, they found managers with higher levels of Metacognitive CQ were rated more effective in intercultural creative collaboration by colleagues from other cultures, were more willing to share new ideas in intercultural ties in their professional networks, and engaged greater idea sharing and creative performance when working with a non-acquaintance from another culture. The relationship between Metacognitive CQ and creative collaboration was mediated by affect-based trust. More interesting perhaps is that they found Metacognitive CQ did not influence affect-based trust nor new idea sharing when managers worked with people from the same culture, indicating that cultural metacognition is not simply a proxy for domain general traits such as openness or creativity, but a construct specifically relevant to intercultural interactions.
6.2.3 Knowledge Transfer

Some scholars have argued that cultural intelligence may play an important role in knowledge transfer across cultures (Gilbert & Cartwright, 2009). For example, Ismail and colleagues (Ismail, 2015; Ismail, Sobri, Zulkifly, Hamzah, & Yamato, 2016) argued that people with high cultural intelligence are more likely to have meaningful interactions that facilitate the transfer of knowledge between expatriates and host country nationals. However, their empirical study with 90 expatriates working in Malaysia showed that the positive relationship between Aggregate CQS and knowledge transfer disappeared when other variables—shared vision, trust, and feedback seeking behavior—were considered simultaneously (Ismail et al., 2016). It might suggest that those variables functioned as mediators between cultural intelligence and knowledge transfer.
6.2.4 Conflict and Negotiation
Cross-cultural comparison studies have revealed significant differences in assumptions and styles of negotiation across cultures (Adair, Okumura, & Brett, 2001; Gelfand et al., 2001). Culturally intelligent negotiators are thought to be more likely to attend to differences in priorities and styles of negotiation and adjust their behavior to accommodate the other party in order to achieve success. For example, Groves, Feyerherm, and Gu (2015) investigated the mechanism between cultural intelligence and negotiation outcomes at the dyad level and argued that cultural intelligence facilitates understanding of the positions and interests of culturally different people, engaging in creatively seeking options for resolutions, active listening, and generating enlightened shared interests. Those cooperative negotiation behaviors, namely interest-based negotiation, then in turn led to better negotiation outcomes. They conducted an intercultural negotiation simulation and found that Metacognitive CQ enhanced cooperative, interest-based negotiation, but it was not directly related to negation outcomes. Also, Cognitive CQ and Behavioral CQ positively contributed to negotiation performance, and these effects were mediated by interest-based negotiation (Groves et al., 2015). Chen, Liu, and Portnoy (2012) argued that real estate agents with higher levels of Motivation CQ would have better cross-cultural adjustment and be more effective negotiators, which in turn led to success in cultural sales. They found Motivational CQ increased cultural sales, but not total sales in a study with the US real estate agents. This relationship was moderated by firm Motivational CQ and firm diversity climate, such that the relationship was stronger when the firm created an environment encouraging attention to intercultural interactions.
Cultural intelligence might also facilitate optimal outcomes for intercultural negotiations through increased cooperative motives and integrative strategies. In a study of Turkish and the US students, Metacognitive CQ was found to increase the likelihood of adopting a problem-solving negotiation style that encourages cross-cultural collaboration (Engle, Elahee, & Tatoglu, 2013). Mor, Morris, and Joh (2013) argued that people with higher levels of Metacognitive CQ are better at understanding priorities from their cultural counterpart’s perspectives, and therefore, are more willing to cooperate in intercultural negotiation or teamwork. They found a positive relationship between self-reported Metacognitive CQ and peer-rated intercultural cooperation among the US MBA students working in multicultural teams. This relationship was mediated by cultural perspective taking (Study 1). In an experimental study (Study 3), they also found that for people low on Metacognitive CQ, a cultural perspective-taking intervention enhanced the expectation of their culturally different counterparts’ cooperation in an upcoming international negotiation, but for people high on Metacognitive CQ, the cultural perspective-taking intervention did not change the cooperation expectation. Their results suggested cultural perspective taking as the cognitive mechanism between cultural intelligence and cooperation in intercultural negotiations. Imai and Gelfand (2010) argued that cultural intelligence equips individuals with psychological characteristics advantageous for intercultural negotiation, and indeed, they found that individuals with higher scores on the Aggregate CQS tended to have higher cooperative motives and epistemic motivation. Such psychological characteristics in turn enable negotiators to overcome hurdles endemic to intercultural negotiation contexts by adopting more integrative negotiation strategies and investing more cognitive effort into accurately understanding their culturally unfamiliar counterparts. They found dyads with higher Aggregate CQS scores maintained more stable sequences of integrative negotiation behaviors, ultimately achieving higher joint profit than dyads with lower Aggregate CQS scores. They further explored the effects of different facets and found that the effect of the Aggregate CQS on complementary sequences of integrative information behaviors was largely driven by Motivational CQ, whereas the effect the Aggregate CQS had on sequences of cooperative relationship management behavior was largely driven by Behavioral CQ.
Finally, Tuguz, Samra, and Almallah (2015) found that cognitive, physical, and emotional/motivational CQ (Earley & Mosakowski, 2004) were related to different preferred conflict management styles among employees of NGOs or UN agencies dealing with different cultural backgrounds in Jordan. However, the theoretical reasons for these associations were not clear.
6.3 Summary
Clearly, and not surprising, adjustment is the most studied individual outcome of cultural intelligence. What is more interesting, however, is the dominance of an effect for Motivational CQ. If we disregard the effect of this contentious component of the cultural intelligence construct, the overall relationship to adjustment is somewhat less compelling.
The majority of studies with regard to job performance and leadership rely on the total cultural intelligence construct as measured by the Aggregate CQS or the SFCQ. While the logic of the relationship is not always clear, the empirical results generally support the positive effects of high cultural intelligence.
Moderation studies revealed two main insights. First, cultural intelligence facilitates performance when individuals work in multicultural environment, and this positive effect does not spill over to culturally homogenous situations. Second, whether the situation is tough or facile has an inconsistent impact on the relationship between cultural intelligence and cultural adjustment and performance. In some cases, cultural intelligence seems to compensate for the lack of resources when facing a challenging environment. In other cases, cultural intelligence shows a stronger effect on outcomes in a more supporting environment.
Despite the somewhat obvious relationship between cultural intelligence and interpersonal interactions, this area of research has seen far fewer empirical studies than one might expect. Numerous opportunities exist to expand our understanding of cultural intelligence especially with regard to relationship development and intercultural collaboration. Managers spend an enormous amount of their time in communicating and negotiating across cultures (Thomas & Peterson, 2017). Certainly, there is more to know about the influence of cultural intelligence on these processes.
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Footnotes
1We categorized the levels according to the level at which the phenomenon happens, instead of the level of empirical analysis. For example, knowledge transfer is an interpersonal level phenomenon since it happens between at least two people. But in the empirical studies we reviewed, it was measured and analyzed at individual level.
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Abstract
Research on cultural intelligence has not been limited to studies of antecedents or outcomes of cultural intelligence. The logic of considering cultural intelligence as a mediator or moderator variable is consistent with how other individual difference constructs are often envisioned. However, theory development in this regard has lacked any significant advancement in our thinking. When cultural intelligence has been proposed as a mediator, it typically simply linked the antecedents and outcomes that have been reviewed in the previous chapters. When cultural intelligence has been proposed as a moderator, most studies focused on its interactive effect with cultural diversity and leadership behaviors. The majority of theoretical and empirical work has been done at individual level, while some studies have taken the perspective of understanding the meaning and function of cultural intelligence at a higher level. Translating cultural intelligence from the individual level to higher levels of analysis is less straightforward than simply aggregating individual-level scores and may mean conceptualizing cultural intelligence in a completely different way. In this chapter, we first review studies investigating cultural intelligence as a mediator or a moderator and then discuss the implications of cultural intelligence at higher—team and organizational levels of analysis.
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Research on cultural intelligence has not been limited to studies of antecedents or outcomes of cultural intelligence. The logic of considering cultural intelligence as a mediator or moderator variable is consistent with how other individual difference constructs are often envisioned. However, theory development in this regard has lacked any significant advancement in our thinking. When cultural intelligence has been proposed as a mediator, it typically simply linked the antecedents and outcomes that have been reviewed in the previous chapters. When cultural intelligence has been proposed as a moderator, most studies focused on its interactive effect with cultural diversity and leadership behaviors.
The majority of theoretical and empirical work has been done at individual level, while some studies have taken the perspective of understanding the meaning and function of cultural intelligence at a higher level. Translating cultural intelligence from the individual level to higher levels of analysis is less straightforward than simply aggregating individual-level scores and may mean conceptualizing cultural intelligence in a completely different way. In this chapter, we first review studies investigating cultural intelligence as a mediator or a moderator and then discuss the implications of cultural intelligence at higher—team and organizational levels of analysis.
7.1 Cultural Intelligence as a Mediator
As reviewed previously, it seems reasonably clear (regardless of measurement issues) that international experience, language skills, and personality characteristics such as openness to new experience and extraversion facilitate the development of cultural intelligence. Given that cultural intelligence has been predicted to influence a variety of outcomes such as adaptation and adjustment, it is not surprising that cultural intelligence has been expected to mediate those antecedents and outcomes. Again, some studies examined the roles of the four facets of the CQS separately, whereas others tested the effect of the Aggregate CQS. Most of the outcome variables we review here involve cross-cultural adjustment and adaptation. A summary of studies examining the mediating effect of cultural intelligence using CQS is presented in Table 7.1.Table 7.1Mediating effect of cultural intelligence



	Authors
	Sample
	DV
	IV
	
Mediator

	Notes

	MetaCQ
	CogCQ
	MotCQ
	BehCQ
	AggCQS
	
SFCQ


	Barbuto et al. (2015)
	Students with diverse ethnical backgrounds
N = 183
	Successful study abroad experience
	Core self-evaluation
	 	 	ns
	 	 	 	The original paper concluded a partial mediation, but its bootstrapping test showed non-significant indirect effects

	
Ethnocentrism

	 	 	ns
	 	 	 
	Kim and Van Dyne (2012)
	Working adults with diverse cultural backgrounds
(82% born in the USA)
N = 181 focal employees
N = 708 observers
	International leadership potential

	
International experience (number of countries lived in for at least six months)
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	CQ was rated by randomly selected 1–3 observers and aggregated to focal employee level
Mediation was only significant for majorities, but not for minorities

	Korziliuset al. (2017)
	Employees with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 157
	Innovative work behavior
	Multiculturalism
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 
	Moon et al. (2013)
	
Korean expatriates
N = 190
	General adjustment
	International non-work experience
	ns
	ns
	+
	ns
	 	 	Four IVs and four mediators were tested together in one equation for each DV
Multiple Sobel tests were conducted for each IV and mediator

	International work experience
	ns
	ns
	ns
	ns
	 	 
	Length of pre-departure cross-cultural training
	ns
	ns
	ns
	ns
	 	 
	Comprehensiveness of pre-departure cross-cultural training
	ns
	ns
	+
	ns
	 	 
	Work adjustment
	International non-work experience
	ns
	+
	+
	+
	 	 
	International work experience
	ns
	+
	ns
	ns
	 	 
	Length of pre-departure cross-cultural training
	ns
	+
	ns
	ns
	 	 
	Comprehensiveness of pre-departure cross-cultural training
	ns
	+
	+
	+
	 	 
	Oolders et al. (2008)
	
New Zealand students
N = 311
	Adaptive performance
	
Openness to experience

	 	 	 	 	+
	 	Six facets of openness to experience (openness, ingenuity, curiosity, tolerance, esthetics, and depth) were tested separately for mediation. All but one (depth) were mediated by AggCQS

	Remhof et al. (2013)
	
German Students
N = 518
	
Intention to work abroad

	
International experience (length of living in foreign countries and the potential destination country)
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 	Two IVs and four mediators were tested in one equation

	Networks abroad (number of relatives and friends in the potential destination country)
	+
	+
	+
	+
	 	 
	Ward and Fischer (2008)
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 346
	General adjustment
	
Flexibility

	 	 	+
	 	 	 	 

Note Relationships denote regression coefficients unless otherwise noted. Different studies controlled for different demographic variables. + = positively significant (p < 0.05). −= negatively significant (p < 0.05). mar = marginally significant (p < 0.10). ns = not significant. A blank cell denotes the relationship was not tested or reported in the original paper




Several studies have shown that international experience facilitates the development of cultural intelligence, which, in turn, improves adjustment to and performance in a foreign cultural context. Shaffer and Miller (2008) articulated the logic that cultural intelligence would mediate the effect of previous overseas experience and language proficiency on expatriate effectiveness by drawing on self-efficacy theory. Moon, Choi, and Jung (2013) studied Korean expatriates and found that CQ mediated the effects of prior international experience and pre-departure cross-cultural training on cross-cultural adjustment, but that different facets of the CQS played different roles as mediators. Kim and Van Dyne (2012) found that the Aggregate CQS mediated the effect of prior intercultural contact on international leadership potential and that this mediation existed for majorities, but not for minorities. They argued this effect was the result of new cultural experience being a more salient learning opportunity for majorities, whereas minorities have probably had numerous such opportunities when growing up. Korzilius, Bücker, and Beerlage (2017) evaluated the mediating effect of cultural intelligence on the relationship between an indicator of multicultural experience (self-identified multiculturalism) and innovative work behavior. The results of their study with employees of diverse cultural backgrounds found support for the mediating effect of all four facets of the CQS as well as the Aggregate CQS. Remhof, Gunkel, and Schlägel (2013) surveyed German economic and management undergraduate students in their final year to understand how cultural intelligence influenced their intention to work abroad. Results showed that all four facets of the CQS mediated the effects of international experience (both general and specific experience with the potential destination country) and social networks in the potential destination country on their intention to work in a foreign country.
Cultural intelligence has also been proposed to mediate the relationship between personality traits and adjustment to a new environment. Ward and Fischer (2008) proposed that Motivational CQ would account for the effects of multicultural personality factors (social initiative, open-mindedness, flexibility, and cultural empathy)  on general adjustment. In a group of international students in New Zealand, they found that the only flexibility had an indirect effect on general adjustment through the mechanism of Motivational CQ. Barbuto, Beenen, and Tran (2015) argued that Motivational CQ would mediate the effects of core self-evaluation and ethnocentrism on study abroad success, such that people with higher core self-evaluation and lower ethnocentrism would be more likely to enjoy and be confident during intercultural interactions, which in turn would lead to higher enjoyment of the overseas experiences and perceived success. With university students who recently completed study abroad programs, they found Motivational CQ was correlated with core self-evaluation, ethnocentrism, and perceived success, but that the mediation test did not support Motivational CQ’s role as a mediator (although the authors claimed a partial mediation, bootstrapping results reported in the paper showed non-significant indirect effects). When studying the effect of overall CQ, Oolders, Chernyshenko, and Stark (2008) found that the Aggregate CQS mediated the relationship between openness to experience and adaptation to new university environment among undergraduate students in New Zealand.
7.2 Cultural Intelligence as a Moderator

The moderating effect of cultural intelligence has been examined in various domains such as adjustment, interpersonal trust, and negotiation. A summary of studies examining the moderating effect of cultural intelligence using the CQS is presented in Table 7.2.Table 7.2Moderating effect of cultural intelligence



	Authors
	Sample
	DV
	IV
	
Moderator

	Notes

	MetaCQ
	CogCQ
	MotCQ
	BehCQ
	AggCQS
	
SFCQ


	Adjustment

	Lee et al. (2013)
	Taiwanese expatriates
N = 156
	
Expatriate adjustment

	Transformational leadership
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	 
	
Expatriate performance

	Transformational leadership
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	 
	Ramsey et al. (2011)
	International travelers
N = 841
	Travel strain
	Institutional distance—regulatory
	 	 	 	 	ns
	 	 
	Institutional distance—normative
	 	 	 	 	−
	 	 
	Institutional distance—cultural-cognitive
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	 
	
Job stress

	Institutional distance—regulatory
	 	 	 	 	−
	 	 
	Institutional distance—normative
	 	 	 	 	ns
	 	 
	Institutional distance—cultural-cognitive
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	 
	Wu and Ang (2011)
	Expatriates with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 169
	General adjustment
	Expatriate supporting practices
	ns
	ns
	ns
	ns
	 	 	 
	Work adjustment
	Expatriate supporting practices
	−
	ns
	ns
	ns
	 	 	 
	Interactional adjustment
	Expatriate supporting practices
	ns
	−
	ns
	ns
	 	 	 
	Trust

	Rockstuhl and Ng (2008)
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds (259 students in 40 teams)
N = 623 dyads
	
Interpersonal trust

	
Dyad cultural diversity (1 = different, 0 = same ethnic background)
	+
	+mar
	ns
	+mar
	 	 	MetaCQ, CogCQ, & MotCQ were focal person’s CQ, and BehCQ was partner’s CQ

	
Negotiation


	Salmon et al. (2013)
	Students
American—Turkish dyads
N = 32 dyads
	Joint economic outcomes
	Manipulative mediation
	 	 	−
	 	 	 	MotCQ was aggregated to dyad level with the average score

	Satisfaction
	Manipulative mediation
	 	 	ns
	 	 	 

Note Relationships denote regression coefficients unless otherwise noted. Different studies controlled for different demographic variables. + = positively significant (p < 0.05). −= negatively significant (p < 0.05). mar = marginally significant (p < 0.10). ns = not significant. A blank cell denotes the relationship was not tested or reported in the original paper




7.2.1 Experiential Learning and Mindset
Previous work has suggested that experiential learning in and of foreign cultures increases cultural intelligence. Taking a new perspective, Ng, Van Dyne, and Ang (2009) developed a conceptual process model that focused on how cultural intelligence facilitates translating international work assignment experiences into learning outcomes critical for global leadership development. Cultural intelligence as a moderator was proposed to enhance the likelihood that individuals on international assignments actively engage in the four stages of experiential learning (experience, reflect, conceptualize, experiment), which in turn leads to global leadership self-efficacy, enthnorelative attitudes toward other cultures, accurate mental models of leadership across cultures, and flexibility of leadership styles. Specifically, Metacognitive and Cognitive CQ are proposed to enhance the likelihood that individuals reflect on their cross-cultural experiences and detect patterns and develop conceptual generalizations of such experiences, Motivational and Behavioral CQ are believed to enhance the likelihood that individuals seek concrete cross-cultural experience during their international job assignments, and all four dimensions of the cultural intelligence are proposed to enhance the likelihood that individuals implement and test their conceptual generalizations in cross-cultural interactions during their international assignments. In a similar vein, Lovvorn and Chen (2011) developed a conceptual model to explain the role of cultural intelligence in the transformation of international experience. According to their model, expatriate cultural intelligence amplifies the positive effect of international assignment experience on the development of a global mindset.
7.2.2 Cross-Cultural Adjustment and Expatriate Effectiveness
Cultural intelligence is expected to be more valuable in facilitating adaptation and guiding behavior, especially when people face more demanding cultural environments, such as large cultural distance and lack of organizational support. Shaffer and Miller (2008) theorized the moderating role of cultural intelligence on the relationships between personal, job, and cultural factors and expatriate effectiveness. They proposed that cultural intelligence strengthens the positive relationships between the Big Five personality traits and the expatriate effectiveness criteria of adjustment, performance, retention, and career success. Cultural intelligence was also expected to strengthen the positive relationship between role clarity, role discretion, and effectiveness, and weaken the negative relationships between role novelty, role conflict, and effectiveness. In addition, cultural intelligence was theorized to weaken the negative relationship between cultural novelty and all the effectiveness criteria. Lee, Veasna, and Wu (2013) argued that cultural intelligence moderates the effects of transformational leadership on expatriate adjustment and performance, such that the relationships are stronger when expatriates’ cultural intelligence is high. They suggested that expatriates who are more culturally intelligent are more likely to adapt their leadership styles to be accepted by host nationals, and therefore, they are more likely to achieve higher levels of adjustment and performance. They sampled expatriates of Taiwanese MNCs operating in China and found support for the moderating effect of the Aggregate CQS on both adjustment and performance.
Wu and Ang (2011) studied expatriates residing in Singapore and found that Metacognitive CQ moderated the effect of organizational support on cross-cultural adjustment. Specifically, Metacognitive CQ reduced the positive relationship between expatriate supporting practices and work adjustment, and Cognitive CQ reduced the positive relationship between expatriate supporting practices and Interactional adjustment. This result suggested that expatriates’ cultural intelligence might compensate for a lack of organizational support. Ramsey, Leonel, Gomes, and Monteiro (2011) studied the effects of cultural intelligence on travelers’ stress in the context of international short-term business and leisure travels. They hypothesized that cultural intelligence affects travelers’ ability to deal with the strain caused by institutional distance. Specifically, cultural intelligence was proposed to attenuate the negative impact of regulatory and normative distance on travel and job strain. Contrary to intuition, however, they hypothesized that cultural intelligence would strengthen the negative impact of cultural-cognitive distance on stress, because people with higher cultural intelligence would anticipate more differences and challenges in a novel cultural environment. With a sample of international travelers departing from San Paulo airport, they found partial support to their hypotheses: The Aggregate CQS attenuated the effects of normative distance and regulatory distance on travel strain and job stress, respectively, and strengthened cultural-cognitive distances on travel strain and job stress.
7.2.3 Interpersonal Trust
Cultural intelligence is proposed to moderate the effect of dyad cultural diversity on interpersonal trust (Rockstuhl & Ng, 2008). Although people tend to develop lower levels of trust to their partners if they have different cultural backgrounds than if they share the same cultural background, their cultural intelligence is proposed to attenuate this detrimental effect. The logic is that if a person has higher levels of cultural intelligence, he or she is more likely to have a better understanding of cross-cultural differences, more likely to withhold superficial judgments based on ethnicity (see Brislin, Worthley, & MacNab, 2006), less likely to maintain a strong out-group bias toward culturally different people, and therefore are more likely to trust their partner from a different cultural background. Also, if he or she is flexible and adapts his or her behaviors in order to suit the other person, it will enhance the perceived familiarity and similarity in the relationships and he or she is more likely to be trusted. With a sample of 623 dyads from 40 multicultural project teams, Rockstuhl and Ng (2008) found that Metacognitive and Cognitive CQ of the focal individual and Behavioral CQ of the partner reduced the negative effect of dyad cultural diversity on interpersonal trust. In addition, they also found that the CQS facets did not affect trust in monocultural dyads, which suggested their distinctive influence targeted at culturally diverse settings and interactions.
7.2.4 Negotiation

Motivational CQ is proposed to moderate the effect of mediation style on intercultural disputes. Salmon et al. (2013) conducted a negotiation task among 55 dyads of American and Turkish students who were located in their respective countries and connected through a virtual laboratory. Results revealed that manipulative mediation produced higher joint economic outcomes in intercultural dyads with more difficult disputants (lower Motivational CQ, lower openness to mediation, lower trust, and lower willingness to concede) but lower joint economic outcomes in dyads with more favorable disputant factors (higher Motivational CQ, higher openness to mediation, higher trust, and higher willingness to concede). Overall, the results of moderation tests converge to suggest that cultural intelligence might compensate for situations that are demanding and/or lack resources.
7.3 Cultural Intelligence at the Team- and Organizational-Level
Cultural intelligence, as originally theorized (Earley & Ang, 2003; Thomas & Inkson, 2003), is an individual-level construct thought to allow individuals to function more effectively with individuals from different cultures and in culturally challenging contexts. Very little is known about the process through which this individual difference amalgamates to form and interact with constructs at the team or organizational level. This is an inherently multilevel process through which cultural intelligence must somehow cross levels to influence collective actions and outcomes. Despite a dearth of theory on multilevel linking mechanisms, some research has focused on team- and organizational-level outcomes of cultural intelligence. Some studies empirically aggregated individual-level cultural intelligence to form a higher-level construct; others suggest the conceptualization has to be changed at the higher level. A summary of studies examining the effect of cultural intelligence at team and organizational levels is presented in Table 7.3.Table 7.3Cultural intelligence at higher levels


	Authors
	Sample
	DV
	IV/Moderator

	Notes

	MetaCQ
	CogCQ
	MotCQ
	BehCQ
	AggCQS
	
SFCQ


	Team level

	Adair et al. (2013)
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 25 homogeneous teams
N = 22 heterogeneous teams
	Shared team values
	−
	ns
	−
	ns
	 	 	Team diversity type (0 = homogeneous, 1 = heterogeneous) positively moderated the relationships between CQS facets (MetaCQ, MotCQ, and BehCQ) and shared team values

	Chen and Lin (2013)
	
Team leaders from large multinational high-tech firms
N = 298
	Knowledge sharing
	+
	+
	+
	ns
	 	 	CQS items were modified to measure leader’s perception of the team’s cultural intelligence
MetaCog and BehCQ had indirect and positive effects on knowledge sharing through the mediation of perceived team efficacy.

	Perceived team efficacy
	+
	ns
	ns
	+
	 	 
	Crotty and Brett (2012)
	Employees with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 246 members
N = 37 teams
	Creativity
	+mod
	 	 	 	 	 	Team-level MetaCQ was the average of the team members’ MetaCQ
Team-level MetaCQ moderated the relationship between team members’ MetaCQ and the two DVs

	
Fusion teamwork

	+mod
	 	 	 	 	 
	Groves and Feyerherm (2011)
	Work unit leaders and their direct reports with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 99 leaders
N = 321 direct reports
	Leader performance
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	The means of the four CQS sub-scales were calculated and then averaged to produce the Aggregate CQS mean
Effect was found only when team diversity was high

	
Team performance

	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Magnusson et al. (2014)
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 1006 students
N = 145 teams
	
Team effort

	 	 	+mod
	 	 	 	Team-level MotCQ was the average of the team members’ MotCQ
Team MotCQ moderated the relationship between expectations of challenges and team effort

	Moon (2013)
	Students with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 327 students
N = 73 teams
	Team initial performance
	 	 	 	 	+
+mod
	 	Team AggCQS moderated the relationship between team cultural diversity and the two DVs

	
Team performance trend
	 	 	 	 	+
+mod
	 
	Rosenauer et al. (2016)
	Employees from a Germany company, with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 410
N = 63 teams
	
Diversity climate

	 	 	 	 	+mod
	 	Team leader’s AggCQ was measured by the 11-item CQS
A three-way interaction between nationality diversity, task interdependence, and team leader AggCQ on the two DVs

	
Team performance

	 	 	 	 	+mod
	 
	Organizational level

	Charoensukmongkol (2015)
	Thai Entrepreneurs
N = 129
	Relationship with foreign customers
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	Relationships with foreign customers and suppliers mediated the relationship between AggCQS and export performance

	Relationship with foreign competitors
	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Relationship with foreign suppliers
	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	
Export performance

	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	Charoensukmongkol (2016)
	Thai Entrepreneurs
N = 129
	International knowledge acquisition ability
	 	 	 	 	+
	 	Same data set as in Charoensukmongkol (2015).
International knowledge acquisition ability mediated the relationship between AggCQS and export performance

	Adaptive capability
	 	 	 	 	ns
	 
	
Export performance

	 	 	 	 	+
	 
	De la Garza Carranza and Egri (2010)
	Executives of Canadian small businesses
N = 122
	Perceived corporate reputation
	 	 	+mar
	 	 	 	 
	Perceived employee commitment
	 	 	+
	 	 	 
	Financial performance
	 	 	ns
	 	 	 
	Elenkov and Manev (2009)
	Expatriate managers and subordinates with diverse cultural backgrounds
N = 153 expatriates
N = 695 subordinates
	Product–market innovation
	 	 	 	 	+
ns mod
	 	AggCQS positively moderated the effect of visionary–transformational leadership on organizational innovation, but not on product–market innovation

	
Organizational innovation

	 	 	 	 	+
+mod
	 
	Magnusson et al. (2013)
	Export managers
N = 245
	Marketing adaptation
	 	 	+mod
	 	 	 	MotCQ was measured by three items only
MotCQ moderated the effect of environmental differences on marketing-mix adaption

	
Export performance

	+mod
	 	 	 	 	 	MetaCQ was measured by three items only
MetaCQ moderated the effect of marketing-mix adaptation on export performance

	Van Driel and Gabrenya (2013)
	Employees in the USA military organizations
N = 5475 employees
N = 76 organizations
	Cohesion
	 	ns
	+
	+
	 	 	CQ components were aggregated from individual-level data

Metacognitive CQ did not emerge at the aggregated level of analysis

	 	
Hostile work environment

	 	ns
	−
	−
	 	 
	 	Work group effectiveness
	 	ns
	+
	+
	 	 

Note Relationships denote regression coefficients unless otherwise noted. Different studies controlled for different demographic variables. + = positively significant (p < 0.05). −= negatively significant (p < 0.05). mar = marginally significant (p < 0.10). ns = not significant. mod moderation. A blank cell denotes the relationship was not tested or reported in the original




7.3.1 Multicultural Teams (MCTs)
In the previous chapter, we reviewed research on cultural intelligence in teams that maintained a focus on the individual level of analysis; in this chapter, we review studies that have aggregated scores on the CQS to the team level or investigated the influence of team leaders.
Team-level CQS. The method through which cultural intelligence at the individual level manifests itself at the team level has rarely (if ever) been specified, with most studies simply aggregating individual’s scores under the assumption that more cultural intelligence in the team is better. In addition, the precise mechanism for the influence of cultural intelligence is typically only vaguely specified.
The following are examples of the predictions made about cultural intelligence in teams. Moynihan, Peterson, and Earley (2006) suggest that culturally intelligent teams facilitate team performance by developing collective optimism, efficacy, and identification within teams while overcoming the challenge of managing a diverse workforce. That is, a team with high cultural intelligence is more likely to monitor a variety of interactions and build dominant team identities, which allows team members to interact mutually, and eventually enhance team performance (Earley & Gardner, 2005). It has also been suggested that cultural intelligence facilitates shared understanding of team member status, team processes, role expectations, and communication methods in a cross-cultural context while removing the adverse elements of MCTs, such as a high number of conflicts and misunderstandings (Ang, Van Dyne, & Koh, 2006; Ang et al., 2007; Earley & Ang, 2003). Only a small portion of these ideas have been subjected to empirical test. Moynihan et al. (2006) studied CQ development and multicultural team effectiveness and found that the mean Aggregate CQ level of MCTs measured at the formation of the teams was positively correlated with the levels of intragroup trust, cohesion, and team performance three months later. Magnusson, Schuster, and Taras (2014) expected team Motivational CQ to affect team effort in multicultural teams. They argued that teams with a high degree of Motivational CQ should have a particular interest in dealing with challenges related to cultural differences, and therefore, teams high on Motivational CQ would respond to greater challenges with an even stronger commitment and effort to overcome these challenges. They surveyed global virtual teams with undergraduate and graduate students from 20 different countries working on a course project and found that team averaged Motivational CQ strengthened the positive relationship between expectation of challenges and team effort (i.e., intensity of communication in their context of study).
Team cultural intelligence may also facilitate knowledge sharing and creativity work in MCTs. Crotty and Brett (2012) reported that the MCTs’ average levels of team Metacognitive CQ facilitated the relationship between team member’ Metacognitive CQ and creativity and fusion teamwork. Chen and Lin (2013) found that both Metacognitive CQ and Behavioral CQ had a direct influence on knowledge sharing, as well as an indirect effect through the mediation of leaders’ perceived team efficacy. They also reported that team-level Cognitive CQ and Motivational CQ had a direct impact on knowledge sharing.
However, the positive effects of team-level cultural intelligence may be limited to teams with large cultural diversity. That is, only culturally heterogeneous teams may be able to capitalize the benefits of members’ cultural intelligence. If the team is culturally homogenous, having culturally intelligent members may instead hurt team performance. Adair, Hideg, and Spence (2013) argued that cultural intelligence should enhance shared values in culturally heterogeneous teams since individuals are more attentive and adaptive to their cultural differences. However, cultural intelligence might have a detrimental effect on culturally homogenous teams. The logic is that culturally intelligent individuals are more open-minded to other cultures and may engage in more broad, divergent thinking, which may threaten homogeneous teams’ strong monocultural identity and thus hinder the development of shared team values. They studied the two types of teams that worked on various team assignments over a 12-week term and examined shared team values at early stages of the teamwork. Results indicated that culturally heterogeneous teams were more likely to develop shared values when team Metacognitive and Behavioral CQ were high, whereas culturally homogeneous teams were less likely to develop shared values when the team Metacognitive and Motivational CQ were high. Moon (2013) studied MCTs of students working on three projects over a period of 15 weeks and found MCTs with higher scores on the Aggregate CQS had better performance in the first project and also improved more quickly than MCTs with lower scores. In addition, team Aggregate CQS alleviated the negative impact of cultural diversity on team performance in the first project, such that MCTs with higher levels of Aggregate CQS suffered less from cultural diversity at the initial period of teamwork and accelerated the rate of performance improvement over 15 weeks.
Most studies at team level have measured team-level cultural intelligence by aggregating individual-level CQS scores. That is, whether or not a team is culturally intelligent depends on if the team is composed of individuals who are culturally intelligent. What seems to be needed is a clearer theoretical perspective on how cultural intelligence functions at the team level. For example, Janssens and Brett (2006) took a structural perspective on cultural intelligence in the context of global teams. Although cultural intelligence was initially defined as a person’s capability to develop entirely novel behavior if required (Earley & Ang, 2003; Earley & Peterson, 2004), their approach relies neither on having one or more culturally intelligent team members nor on training all team members to be culturally sensitive. Instead, they propose a structural intervention, or a team collaboration model named fusion, that has cultural intelligence, or the ability to transform the processes of the group, built into its principles. Global team members are likely to become more culturally intelligent as a result of experience in global teams using the fusion model of collaboration. Different to an integration model in which team members seek consensus via subordination of individual differences to team interests and generate superordinate team precepts, team members in the fusion model have dialogue via meaningful participation to seek compatibility of cultural percepts and focus on multiple criteria, which results in coexistence of different precepts.
Team leader. Some research has suggested that the cultural intelligence of the team leader facilitates team performance in culturally diverse teams and organizations (e.g., Groves & Feyerherm, 2011). It has been proposed that leaders with high cultural intelligence in MCTs are able to establish a team climate of trust and openness to divergent perspectives and to create a team structure that encourages knowledge exchange and idea sharing (Mumford, Scott, Gaddis, & Strange, 2002; Stewart & Johnson, 2009). Groves and Feyerherm (2011) recruited leaders and their followers with diverse ethnicity and nationality backgrounds to investigate the relationship between the leader’s cultural intelligence (CQS) and performance. Results indicated that leader’s Aggregate CQS score was positively associated with follower perception of leader performance and team performance only in teams where ethnicity and nationality diversity were high. This effect was beyond leaders’ emotional intelligence and other leadership competencies. When the teams were culturally homogenous (low diversity) , leader’s Aggregate CQS score was not related to performance perception. In a similar vein, Rosenauer, Homan, Horstmeier, and Voelpel (2016) argued that culturally intelligent leaders possess the skills to foster adequate team processes and thus can indeed help obtain the benefits of diversity, but only when diversity is likely to be consequential for the teams’ outcomes, i.e., under high task interdependence. They sampled multicultural teams with various degrees of nationality diversity and task interdependence, and found that leaders’ scores on the Aggregate CQS were positively related to diversity climate and team performance six months later only when both nationality diversity and task interdependence were high. Their results are consistent with the effect of team-level cultural intelligence in culturally heterogeneous versus homogeneous teams.
7.3.2 Organizational Level
Firms’ ability to adapt to new cultural contexts may be a key success factor in multinational contexts (Aycan, 2000). To date, little research has examined how cultural intelligence, an individual-level construct, manifests at organizational level and influences organizational outcomes (e.g., Ang & Inkpen, 2008; Moon, 2010; Van Driel & Gabrenya, 2013). In a very small body of research, CQ at organizational level has been approached from generally three perspectives: a key person’s CQ, an emergent organizational-level construct aggregated from individual-level CQ, and organizational attributes, structures, and/or functioning that lead to intercultural success. The first approach has received the most empirical attention, which typically examined the effect of the cultural intelligence of one individual on organizational outcomes. As with teams, the precise mechanism of this influence is rarely well specified.
SME Firm Performance. It has been proposed that small business owners’ cultural intelligence may have a positive impact on firm performance when the firm conducts international business. de la Garza Carranza and Egri (2010) surveyed executives of Canadian small businesses and found executives’ Motivational CQ had a positive relationship with perceived corporate reputation and employee commitment, but not with financial performance, controlling for firm entrepreneurial orientation. Contrary to their hypotheses, these relationships were not influenced by whether the firm conducted business in international or domestic-only market or the international scope of the business. Charoensukmongkol (2015, 2016) explored the influence of entrepreneurs’ cultural intelligence on their firm’s performance in the international market. With small and medium manufacturing firms in Thailand, he found that entrepreneurs with higher scores on the Aggregate CQS maintained higher-quality relationships with foreign customers, suppliers, and competitors and better relationships with foreign customers and suppliers contributed to firm export performance (Charoensukmongkol, 2015). In the same dataset, he also found the positive relationship between business owners’ Aggregate CQS scores and perceived firm export performance was mediated by firm international knowledge acquisition but not by firm adaptive capability (Charoensukmongkol, 2016).

Organizational innovation. Elenkov and Manev (2009) argued that expatriate leaders with high cultural intelligence would be able to better connect with followers and mobilize them for innovation. They sampled business units headed by expatriate managers across 27 European Union countries and revealed that senior expatriates’ visionary–transformational leadership increased the rate of innovation adoption in their organizations. Senior expatriates’ Aggregate CQS scores moderated the relationship between leadership and organizational innovation (e.g., new programs for human resource management, and new planning systems), but not on product–market innovation (e.g., new products, and new approaches to distribution).

Export performance. Magnusson, Westjohn, Semenov, Randrianasolo, and Zdravkovic (2013) studied how export managers’ cultural intelligence affects market adaptation and export performance when facing differences in the cultural environment. Motivational CQ was proposed to moderate the relationship between environmental differences and marketing-mix adaptations, because managers with higher levels of Motivational CQ have higher levels of intrinsic interest to respond the environmental changes. Metacognitive CQ, on the other hand, was proposed to moderate the relationship between marketing-mix adaptations and export performance, because managers with higher levels of Metacognitive CQ are better prepared to interpret cultural manifestations in the target market and have a better understanding of the specific cultural environment and customer needs and desires. Their empirical study with the US exporters supported both moderating effects.
We categorize these studies as organizational-level research because their outcomes were firm-level constructs such as firm performance. However, cultural intelligence was operationalized as the key decision maker’s CQ, which did not change the meaning or the definition of cultural intelligence. That is, what made those firms competitive and successful was the key decision maker’s abilities to adapt strategy for a new market and to implement the strategy in a small firm or business unit. Although a key person’s CQ may have a strong impact on firm performance, it is still an individual’s competence and is conceptually different to organizational CQ defined at a higher level. The second and third approaches treat organizational CQ fundamentally different to Earley and Ang’s (2003) view of individual cultural intelligence.
The second approach views organizational CQ as a higher-level construct emergent from a collective of individuals and thus an aggregation from individual-level CQ (Van Driel & Gabrenya, 2013). This is similar to the common practice at team level where team-level cultural intelligence was measured by aggregating individual-level CQS scores. There are theoretical and empirical concerns for this approach. Theoretically, the meaning of the construct may vary across levels of analysis (Fontaine, 2008; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). For example, performance represents different yet related concepts at individual and organizational levels (DeNisi, 2000). What does organizational CQ conceptually represent if it is an empirical aggregation of employees’ individual CQ? Empirically, there are several ways to aggregate individual-level data to high level of analysis, such as sum or mean, variance, minimum or maximum score, and proportion, depending on the type of emergent process of the phenomenon (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Calculating organizational CQ as the mean score or the variance of employees’ individual CQ implies different theories and conceptualizations of organizational CQ. We have identified only one article taking this approach. Using CQS, Van Driel and Gabrenya (2013) first tested whether the four-dimensional factor structure still held at the organizational level of analysis and found mixed results. Only three components, reflecting individual-level Motivational, Behavioral, and Cognitive CQ emerged at the organizational level. The aggregation statistics were mixed, which further weakened the appropriateness to even aggregate the three components. In addition, only Motivational and Behavioral CQ at aggregated level were associated with unit-level constructs of cohesion, hostile work environment, and work group effectiveness. Their results found partial support to aggregating individual-level CQ to organizational-level analysis and indicated that Metacognitive CQ may be an individual-level construct only.
The third approach defines cultural intelligence at the organizational level in terms of organizational attributes, structures, and/or functioning. Ang and Inkpen (2008) used the resource-based view of the firm and defined three dimensions of intercultural capabilities of the firm: managerial, competitive, and structural. Managerial firm cultural intelligence refers to the four-factor model of individual cultural intelligence of top management teams and project managers who are directly involved in overseas ventures. Competitive firm cultural intelligence refers to the firm competences to identify, calibrate, and manage risks associated with overseas projects. Structural firm cultural intelligence refers to both formal and informal structure norms that govern the interorganizational interface and associated potential cultural fault lines. Moon (2010) drew on dynamic capability framework and defined organizational cultural intelligence as “an organization’s capability to reconfigure its capability to function and manage effectively in culturally diverse settings.” The framework is composed of process, position, and path capabilities interacting with one another. Process capability includes cross-cultural coordination/integration, learning, and reconfiguration. Position capability includes the cross-cultural managerial, competitive, and structural dimensions in Ang and Inkpen’s (2008) work. Path capability takes path dependencies into consideration and includes cross-cultural initiation, experience, and resource fungibility.
Van Driel and Gabrenya (2013) proposed two approaches and developed corresponding measures of organizational CQ. The ethnographic approach construes organizational CQ as overt characteristics and shared representations of organizations that are successful in cross-cultural activities, which can be reported by organizational members. They described four components that are analogous to individual-level CQ: organizational cultural knowledge (Cognitive CQ), strategies to monitor organizational cultural knowledge (Metacognitive CQ) , motivation to acquire and implement cultural knowledge (Motivational CQ) , and exhibiting planned actions (Behavioral CQ). They further developed a new scale to capture the four-component model but the data analysis indicated only two components at the aggregated level. The first component was composed of the knowledge items (organizational knowledge), and the second component reflected actions taken by organizations to acquire, manage, and apply cultural knowledge (organizational action). Interestingly, items related to Motivational CQ did not emerge at the organizational level of analysis. Subsequent analysis showed that only organizational knowledge, but not organizational action, was related to unit-level cohesion and hostile work environment. The performance approach focuses on observable cross-cultural functioning and performance of organizations and identifies effective actions that contribute to successful organizational operations in intercultural contexts. Their qualitative study revealed themes such as acquisition and use of cultural knowledge, the adaptation of units to overcome cultural challenges, the use and management of interpreters, and building rapport with members of the host culture. Based on the qualitative data, they developed a 10-item scale that exhibited a unifactorial structure at the aggregated level. This construct was correlated with cohesion, hostile work environment, and work group effectiveness at the unit level. Although there is a lack of following theoretical development and empirical validation of these four models of organizational CQ, these articles have pointed out the importance of conceptualization of CQ at organizational level and laid foundation for future research in this area.
7.4 Summary
Cultural intelligence at higher levels merits further works in both conceptualization and operationalization. At team level, researchers have either operationalized team cultural intelligence as an aggregated score of team members or studied the effect of team leader’s cultural intelligence on team outcomes. Similarly, at organizational level, cultural intelligence has been mostly studied as top manager’s cultural intelligence, except for the work by Ang and Inkpen (2008) and Moon (2010). However, a culturally intelligence team or organization refers to a collective of individual agents whose interactions within the team or organization and behaviors toward external environment produce the team or organizational outcomes. Simply, aggregating individual scores or using leader’s CQS score does not reveal those internal or external interactions and processes. The composition of and the process of becoming a culturally intelligent team or organization need to be further developed, before a nomological network for higher-level cultural intelligence is investigated.
Aggregation issues notwithstanding, our review of cultural intelligence as a mediator, moderator and at higher levels of analysis highlighted a main point: There is converging evidence indicating that cultural intelligence may only have effect in intercultural or multicultural situations. In domestic or homogeneous cultural environments, cultural intelligence may have an adverse effect on interpersonal processes and performance. This idea requires much more exploration.
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Abstract
The globalization of the work environment suggests that the interest in understanding the effect of cultural differences on management behavior is unlikely to diminish any time soon. An important aspect of this endeavor is understanding individual variation in the ability of individuals to deal effectively with the cultural aspects of their environment. It is this need that the construct of cultural intelligence seeks to satisfy. However, in the fifteen years since the construct was introduced, we might rightly ask what we really know about this individual difference idea. In this chapter, we summarize our view of the current state of affairs with regard to the construct, evaluate alternative courses of action, suggest some issues that need to be resolved, and suggest some avenues for future research.
Keywords
Cultural intelligenceCultural metacognitionBehavioral approachScale validationMulticultural experienceTrainingIndividual differencesLevels of analysisMulticultural individuals
The globalization of the work environment suggests that the interest in understanding the effect of cultural differences on management behavior is unlikely to diminish any time soon. An important aspect of this endeavor is understanding individual variation in the ability of individuals to deal effectively with the cultural aspects of their environment. It is this need that the construct of cultural intelligence seeks to satisfy. However, in the fifteen years since the construct was introduced, we might rightly ask what we really know about this individual difference idea. In the following, we summarize our view of the current state of affairs with regard to the construct, evaluate alternative courses of action, suggest some issues that need to be resolved, and suggest some avenues for future research.
8.1 The Current Situation
The construct of cultural intelligence represents a departure from the many inventories of cross-cultural competence that have been developed to explain individual difference in the ability to interact effectively with others who are culturally different and in different cultural contexts. It derives its distinctiveness from a dynamic constructivist view of culture (Hong, Morris, Chiu, & Benet-Martínez, 2000) in the recognition that differences in cognitive structures that drive behavior are made salient at different times. This recognition gave rise to the possibility that a more general set of cognitive structures and processes could be developed that influenced intercultural effectiveness. Since its introduction (Earley, 2002), the conceptual development of cultural intelligence has followed two paths. While both approaches present cultural intelligence as a multidimensional culture-independent idea, in which the required cognitive development is not tied to a specific culture, they differ in terms of the number and characteristics of their dimensions and the method through which they relate to the overall construct. Earley and Ang (2003) define four dimensions that combine to form the aggregated (Ang & Van Dyne, 2008) construct. However, the method of this aggregation is not specified. A recent paper aimed to advance the theory and proposed a bi-factor model to account for a general CQ factor and four-specific factors (Rockstuhl & Van Dyne, 2018), though more work is needed to clarify the conceptualization of the bi-factor structure, particularly in terms of what the four-specific factors represent in contrast to the CQ construct. Thomas and colleagues (2008) define cultural intelligence as a latent construct that emerges from the interaction of three subordinate dimensions. These two conceptualizations have given rise to two different measures. By far the most popular measure is the 20-item Cultural Intelligence Scale (CQS) by Ang and Van Dyne (2008). As reported in this volume, numerous studies have used this scale and found that one or the other of the four sub-dimensions related to some aspect of intercultural effectiveness. However, authors seem to rely on the theoretical basis for one of the dimensions when referring to overall cultural intelligence or use the theoretical basis for a dimension depending on the specific antecedents or outcomes of the study (Lorenz et al., 2017). Independent reviews of the instrument raised a number of issues. Ward, Fischer, Lam, and Hall (2009) questioned the incremental validity of the CQS. Gabrenya et al. (2011, p. 15) conclude:Given that the CQS adds little predictive value over existing measures and its predictive value is often accounted for by third variables, might it be said to “work OK, but for the wrong reasons”? From a theoretical perspective, such a measurement situation is not acceptable and the CQS should not be used in theoretical research, but in some applied settings a 20-item CQ measure may be convenient. Nonetheless, the use of the CQS in applied settings may lead to uninterpretable results when it fails for reasons that might only be understood given the results shown in our full models.



The CQS seems to measure constructs other than cultural intelligence, which may explain relationships between CQ facets and other variables in previous studies. In their study, CQS facets failed to predict adjustment when personality, attitudes, self-efficacy, and cultural experience were considered in the full model. The opinion expressed in several recent analyses (Lorenz et al., 2017; Ott & Michailova, 2016; Schlaegel, Richte, & Taras, 2017) is that it is generally not appropriate to treat the CQS as a measure of a higher order construct, but to focus only on the sub-dimensions. The SFCQ by Thomas et al. (2015) was exposed to a rigorous development process and extensive validation procedure. It was designed to overcome many of the shortcomings found in the CQS. However, it has not received the same level of independent examination. Both instruments rely on self-reports of participants (with the exception of the observer version of the CQS noted previously) exposing them to the criticism levelled at this technique. In summary, both conceptual and measurement issues remain to be resolved before the promise of a culture-free individual difference construct that explains and predicts intercultural effectiveness can be realized.
8.1.1 Alternatives to Cultural Intelligence
Two alternatives to the cultural intelligence construct are immediately apparent. The first is a return to the behavioral approach that is the focus of the majority of cross-cultural competence measures discussed in this volume. It is certainly possible that additional development of these concepts that address their limitations will produce measures that have more utility. An example is Wilson, Ward, Fetvadjiev, and Bethel (2017) development of a revised measure of sociocultural adaptation (SCAS-R). The additional development of the SCAS-R is certainly a welcome development. However, by definition, it does not encompass the domain of intercultural competence, but focus on “the cultural competencies acquired by sojourners and new immigrants during cross-cultural transition” (Wilson et al., 2017, p. 1476). Furthermore, in addition to improving psychometric properties of existing instruments, the theoretical basis for the concepts requires attention. Under the assumption that this theoretical development could take place, behaviorally based assessments of cultural competence could have many advantages not shared by self-reports of cognitive processes on which measures of cultural intelligence rely.
An alternative to a return to competence inventories is a focus on a construct that occupies a central position in both conceptualizations of cultural intelligence—cultural metacognition. Cultural metacognition is based on the more general concept of metacognition (Flavell, 1979). Cultural metacognition is knowledge of and control over one’s thinking and learning activities in the specific domain of cultural experiences and strategies. It functions by regulating cognition, transferring knowledge gained in specific experiences to broader principles, focusing cognitive resources and compensating for individual disadvantages in cultural knowledge or skills (Thomas et al., 2008). Not all researchers agree on all aspects of metacognition. However, there seems to be a general consensus that metacognition involves the ability to consciously and deliberately monitor one’s knowledge processes and cognitive and affective states, and also to regulate these states in relation to some goal or objective. This aspect of cultural intelligence is indicative of what Sternberg (1985) suggested as core mental processes that transcend environmental context. The components of this process include (a) the recognition or awareness of the issue or problem, (b) analysis of information about the problem, allocating mental resources to solve it and monitoring the solution, and finally (c) evaluating the solution to the problem and processes that can be applied across contexts. An empirical construct validation of metacognition has found support for similar context-independent elements (Allen & Armour-Thomas, 1993).
A focus on the role of cultural metacognition in intercultural interactions is found in several recent studies. Chua, Morris, and Mor (2012) suggest and find in three studies that managers who are adept at thinking about their cultural assumptions (cultural metacognition) are more likely to develop trust in their relationship with people from different cultures, which in turn fosters creative collaboration. Their argument centers on the idea that there is creative potential in cross-cultural interactions, but that this potential often goes unrealized because knowledge and insights are not shared. It is unclear why cultural metacognition operates through affective trust and not cognitive-based trust in their study. The parceling out of cultural metacognition seems to depend less on a theoretical justification than it does on the varying empirical results for the different dimensions of cultural intelligence as measured by the CQS. The relationships proposed in this paper could as easily have been made for the conceptualization of cultural intelligence that is captured in the SFCQ. Mor, Morris and Joh (2013) propose that a particular metacognitive strategy, cultural perspective taking, facilitates intercultural coordination and cooperation. In five studies, they find that cultural perspective taking promotes intercultural cooperation. This is an important finding in that it relates to understanding the mechanism through which cultural intelligence has its influence. However, as important is their finding that only the CQS sub-dimension of Metacognitive CQ and not Cognitive CQ was associated with cultural perspective taking. They conclude that consistent with the conceptualization of cultural intelligence presented in the SFCQ that metacognitive activity in tandem with foreign cultural knowledge is required to accurately detect culture-specific norms. In a similar vein, Chua and Ng (2017) find an interaction between the Metacognitive CQ and Cognitive CQ dimensions of the CQS on creativity. While these results are interesting in their own right, the finding of this interaction with the cultural metacognition sub-dimension is very consistent with the Thomas et al. (2008) conceptualization of cultural intelligence as an emergent construct. They say, “Cultural intelligence consists of knowledge and skills, developed in a specific cultural (intercultural) contexts, but is dependent on the culture general process of cultural metacognition to produce culturally intelligent behavior” (Thomas et al., 2015, p. 1101). Some studies have evaluated the effect of cultural metacognition without relying on the CQS self-report sub-scale. Leung, Lee, and Chiu (2013) developed a behavioral measure of metacognition. In a series of studies, they show that individuals apply appropriate meta-knowledge of different cultures in crafting messages for different audiences. And, Sieck, Smith, and Rasmussen (2013) measure differences in sense making and show that experts employ more sophisticated metacognitive skills in cross-cultural situations. Rockstuhl, Ang, Ng, Lievens, and Van Dyne (2015) developed seven multimedia vignettes that depicted typical intercultural interpersonal interactions at work to assess participants’ situational judgment using think-aloud technique. After watching each vignette, participants verbally reported the thoughts, feelings, and intentions of the people in the video. The verbal report can be seen as their metacognitive processes of using cultural knowledge to analyze the intercultural interactions, and thus, the accuracy of their report may reflect the level of Metacognitive CQ. The implications of a focus on cultural metacognition are twofold. First, it promises to help explain the process through which cultural intelligence has its effect. Second, it reinforces the notion of interacting elements which result in an emergent construct.
8.2 Development Needed
Moving forward with cultural intelligence requires additional development both in the conceptualization of the construct and its measurement. In addition, the research methods used in evaluating its effect need to be held to the highest standard of cross-cultural research.
In the first instance, it is perhaps time to revisit the theory that underlies the conceptualization and measurement of cultural intelligence. As noted by Ott and Michailova (2016), when there are “few theory articles but a lot of empirical ones, then the area could use some additional synthesis” (Cropanzano, 2009, p. 1305). The theoretical development that guides scale development efforts will require an articulation of (a) what is included and what is not included in the construct; (b) the process through which these facets are developed in individuals; (c) how these underlying facets combine to form the higher-level construct of cultural intelligence; and (d) the process through which the construct influences intercultural effectiveness. This focus on theory and the establishment of content validity is consistent with contemporary thinking on scale development and contrasts to the mechanistic application of psychometric procedures, which has received some criticism (see Diamantopoulos, 2005; Rossiter, 2002). It is possible that there is enough common ground in the two conceptualizations of cultural intelligence presented in this volume to form the basis for the synthesis that is needed. As noted in Chap. 2, both conceptualizations attempt to identify an individual difference construct that will explain and predict effectiveness in a context that is now extremely relevant to organizations. Second, both conceptualizations are culture-independent ideas in that the cognitive development described is not tied to a specific cultural context. Third, they are both multidimensional constructs. However, despite having much in common, the conceptualizations of the construct differ in important ways. The most significant of these theoretical differences is whether cultural intelligence is a latent or an aggregate construct. Latent constructs exist at a higher level of analysis as do their dimensions, while aggregate constructs exist at the same level as their dimensions and are formed as an algebraic combination of the dimensions (Law, Wong, & Mobley, 1998). Constructs that exist at the same level as their dimensions, but that cannot be combined are called profiles (such as personality profiles). The resolution of this issue is central to moving forward with the concept of cultural intelligence.
Following the resolution of theoretical issues, attention can be turned to measurement and validation of instruments. Numerous issues with regard to the measurement of cultural intelligence have surfaced in recent reviews of the construct. However, perhaps the most fundamental of these is whether or not we should rely on self-reports to assess this construct. A number of scholars have suggested the need for a more behaviorally oriented assessment approach (see Gabrenya et al., 2011; Gelfand, Imai, & Fehr, 2008). However, attempts at developing such measures have proven very complex to administer and evaluate, which has severely limited their acceptance and utility (see Thomas et al., 2012). Defenders of the self-report as a research tool (see Lance, Hoffman, Gentry, & Baranik, 2008; Leung, Ang, & Tan, 2014) suggest that predictive validity of the instrument should serve as the major criterion on which to base a measurement approach. In the absence of construct validity, this approach runs the risk of what Kaplan (1964) calls prediction without explanation. That is, unless we are very sure what we are measuring the fact that it predicts some outcome is irrelevant. In addition, we know very little about the effect of social desirability on the predictive validity of measures of cultural intelligence (see Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). Should self-report measures prevail as the dominant approach to measurement it seems prudent that these instruments be subjected to rigorous validation procedures including establishing their content, construct, predictive, and incremental validity (see Gabrenya et al., 2011).
Related to measurement issues, is the conduct of studies involving the cultural intelligence construct. Reviews of the literature have found that numerous studies failed to articulate the theoretical basis for the effect of cultural intelligence in a manner that was consistent with the way in which cultural intelligence was measured. Often a logical argument was made for one dimension of the cultural intelligence based on the CQS, while testing a relationship with the aggregated instrument. And, the theoretical basis for the outcomes observed was sometimes loosely based on the most convenient facet of the CQS. In addition to articulating the logical relationship between cultural intelligence and outcomes (see Thomas, Cuervo-Cazurra, & Brannen, 2011), studies of cultural intelligence should attend to cross-cultural equivalence issues inherent in this research. Such equivalence should be established in all aspects of a study, construct, method, and measurement. That is, studies should assess in each case the appropriateness of the construct, the administration process, and the operationalization of the construct (van de Vijver & Leung, 1997). Since cross-cultural equivalence cannot be assumed, it should be established and reported in each study in which more than one culture is involved.
8.3 The Future
While recent reviews of the empirical literature on cultural intelligence have raised a number of issues regarding its measurement with the CQS, this is not necessarily injurious to the cultural intelligence construct. If the issues presented here can be resolved, and there is no reason that they cannot, numerous avenues for future research involving cultural intelligence present themselves. In addition to the further theoretical development that is required to specify the exact nature of the cultural intelligence construct, we identified five areas of future research. These are additional research on how cultural intelligence is developed within individuals, additional research on how other individual difference characteristics such as personality interact with cultural intelligence, how the individual difference idea of cultural intelligence might cross levels to the group and organization, how cultural intelligence operates in specific contexts, and finally the application of cultural intelligence to numerous other outcomes.
8.3.1 Development of Cultural Intelligence
An assumption in much of the literature on cultural intelligence is that it is developed in large measure through intercultural experience. And, a number of studies have provided evidence of relationships that support this assumption. For example, Thomas et al. (2015) found a positive correlation between number of countries lived in, number of countries visited, and the SFCQ. And, Erez et al. (2013) found positive developmental effects for individuals participating in multicultural virtual teams. Rarely, however, have the relationships found been supported by theory that explains why or how particular aspects of intercultural experience cause the development of higher cultural intelligence. An obvious candidate to provide theoretical basis for the effect of experience on cultural intelligence is social learning theory (Bandura, 1977). As applied to the development of cultural intelligence, social learning involves attention to the cross-cultural situation, retention of the knowledge gained from the situation, reproduction of the behaviors observed, and finally reinforcement (feedback) about the effectiveness of the adapted behavior in this new context (see Thomas & Inkson, 2017). Alternatively, Kolb’s (1984) learning styles theory consisting of concrete experience, reflective observation, abstract conceptualization, and active experimentations provides a similar theoretical base. A third theoretical lens that can be applied to the development of cultural intelligence is the effect of exposure to a second culture on cognitive development (e.g., Tadmor & Tetlock, 2006). Individuals, when confronted with the culturally based meaning systems that are different from their own need to consciously resolve these differences. The resolution of these cultural differences results in a more complex way of thinking called integrative complexity (Tadmor & Tetlock, 2006). It refers to the ability and willingness to acknowledge the legitimacy of competing perspectives on the same issue (differentiation) and to form conceptual connections among these perspectives (integration; Suedfeld, Tetlock, & Streufert, 1992). This process has been associated with outcomes that closely parallel the development of cultural intelligence (Tadmor, Galinksy, & Maddux, 2012). Related to this idea is the suggestion that the type (intensity) of intercultural contact as well as the duration is an important factor in the development of cultural intelligence (Earley & Peterson, 2004). While experience may develop cultural intelligence, not all experiences are equally developmental (see Dewey, 1938). The similarity of those theories is the cognitive and metacognitive development in the cultural domain. Bandura’s social learning theory and Kolb’s learning styles theory both include gaining new knowledge through direct or indirect interactions and applying the knowledge in new situations, and Tadmor and colleague’s work focuses on the metacognitive process involving analyzing and integrating conflicting perspectives. The behavioral or the skills component of cultural intelligence may also be explained by Bandura’s social learning theory and Kolb’s learning styles theory since both contain experimenting and practicing new ways of doing things. However, the motivational or the emotional component of cultural intelligence cannot be explained directly by those theories and thus leaves the question of what kind of experience is beneficial for Motivational CQ. Or we should treat Motivational CQ as an attitude toward other cultures, which will be explained by other types of theories.
Another avenue for the potential development of cultural intelligence is cross-cultural training programs. There is a huge literature of the effects of cross-cultural training from which to draw (see Thomas & Peterson, 2017). However, the effectiveness of these programs has not been without criticism because of their focus on cultural knowledge, cultural values, and a one size fits all approach (e.g., Earley & Peterson, 2004). Several studies have evaluated the effects of formal education programs on the development of cultural intelligence as measured by the CQS (e.g., Eisenberg et al., 2013; Fischer, 2011; MacNab, 2012) with somewhat mixed results. While a number of positive relationships between the programs and various cultural competence related outcomes were reported, these studies suffer from a lack of coherent theory to explain the effects. Furthermore, many of the programs had a significant experiential component (see for example Fischer, 2011) raising the issues mentioned previously about experiential effects. What seems to be needed here is a cohesive theoretical basis for the effects of international experience, as well as various types of interventions such as working in multicultural teams, on the development of cultural intelligence.
8.3.2 Individual Differences and Cultural Intelligence
Both conceptualizations of cultural intelligence discussed in this volume have dealt with the relationship of cultural intelligence to personality. Both make the case that personality as measured by the Big Five is related to but distinct from cultural intelligence. Specifically, Thomas et al. (2015), using the SFCQ, found that extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness were significantly and positively related, with neuroticism significantly negatively related. Ang, Van Dyne, and Koh (2006) using the CQS found that agreeableness, extraversion, and openness were related to all four facets of the CQS, while conscientiousness was related to only the metacognitive and the motivational facet. Emotional stability (as the opposite of neuroticism) was related only to the motivational facet of the CQS. The varying results with different facets of the CQS are consistent with the issues surrounding the CQS measure as discussed previously. However, the fact that in both cases extraversion and openness seem to show the strongest relationship to cultural intelligence suggests an important role for these individual differences in the development of cultural intelligence (see Fischer, 2011; Șahin, Gurbuz, & Köksal, 2014). This is consistent with the findings in broader literature that some personality traits are more critical to the development of cross-cultural competence (Van der Zee & Van Oudenhoven, 2013; Wilson, Ward, & Fischer, 2013). While Thomas et al. (2015) controlled for personality in their tests of the predictive validity of the SFCQ, this does not preclude the possibility that some dimensions of personality might play a moderating role in the relationship between cultural intelligence and outcomes, as suggested by Ott and Michailova (2016). Other individual differences such as self-efficacy (see MacNab & Worthley, 2012), as distinct from the motivational component in the CQS, can be suggested as moderators of the relationship between cultural intelligence and outcomes. Another avenue of research involves the possible interaction between cultural intelligence and other types of intelligence such as general intelligence, emotional intelligence, and social intelligence (see Crowne, 2013).
8.3.3 Cultural Intelligence Across Levels

Cultural intelligence is conceptualized as an individual difference construct related to effectiveness in intercultural interactions. However, there are numerous implications for the presence of culturally intelligent individuals in work groups and organizations (e.g., Groves & Feyerherm, 2011). In the era of globalization, how a team or an organization deals with external agents from various cultures, as well as the differences among internal members may become a key success factor. There has been some suggestion in the literature that cultural intelligence might exist at the work group or organizational level. However, moving the construct across levels will require more than simply aggregating the individual level contract to a higher level (Crotty & Brett, 2012; Magnusson, Schuster, & Taras, 2014; Moon, 2013; Van Driel & Gabrenya, 2013) or applying the cultural intelligence label to an existing set of organizational characteristics (Ang & Inkpen, 2008; Chen, Liu, & Portnoy, 2012; Moon, 2010; Van Driel & Gabrenya, 2013). All the aggregating studies we reviewed in this volume calculated the higher-level CQS by averaging team or organization members’ CQS scores. This way of aggregation may have masked the interactions among team members and thus does not reflect the nature and level of team and organizational cultural intelligence as a collective product. As Kozlowski and Klein (2000) explained, the appropriate way of aggregation depends on the conceptualizations of the construct at both levels and the emergent processes from lower to higher level. Therefore, the process through which the individual level construct moves across levels must at first be carefully articulated theoretically (see Chan, 1998; Klein, Dansereau, & Hall, 1994; Rousseau, 1985). An example of such a process for understanding crossing levels of analysis is presented in Stewart, Fulmer, and Barrick (2005).
8.3.4 Cultural Intelligence in Context
As mentioned previously, one key area of development that is needed is the specification of how cultural intelligence has its effect on outcomes. Related to this idea is the need to specify boundary conditions for these effects and also the context in which relationships will hold. While cultural intelligence is presented as a cultural general idea, there may still be intercultural contexts that influence its relationship to outcomes of interest. In general, intercultural competence models recognize the existence of context-specific competencies (Lievens, Harris, Van Keer, & Bisqueret, 2003). Thomas et al. (2015) found the structure of cultural intelligence generalized across multiple cultural samples. However, there might be cross-cultural differences in the way that cultural intelligence operates. For example, in low context countries, cross-cultural skills may involve the ability to read between the lines and interpret implicit meanings from the context. However, this capability may not be an essential part of cultural intelligence in high context countries where it is normally so well developed. The potential for indigenous characteristics of intercultural effectiveness calls for future studies considering the cultural context, including perhaps the notion of cultural distance (see Ott & Michailova, 2016). A possible resolution is presented by the suggestion of a bi-factor model of cultural intelligence suggested in Rockstuhl and Van Dyne (2018). Bi-factor models are latent structural models that propose a single general factor as well as multiple uncorrelated group factors. It may be that a reconceptualization based on the Thomas et al. (2012) latent model combined with context-specific group factors will produce a conceptualization that answers many of the criticism levelled at the cultural intelligence idea.
8.3.5 Other Avenues for Research
In addition to the opportunities presented previously, several other avenues for examining the influence cultural intelligence present themselves. Returning to one of the founding motivations of research on intercultural effectiveness is the opportunity for cultural intelligence to influence the efficacy of overseas assignments. To date, research has focused largely on the cultural intelligence of the expatriate on assignment. However, as in the expatriate literature in general (Dabic, González-Loureiro, & Harvey, 2015), opportunities exist with regard to the cultural intelligence of the trailing spouse and family members, and as applied to repatriation.
Related to notion of sojourner adjustments, which sparked a good deal of the early research on intercultural effectiveness is the adjustment of immigrants to their new society. Despite the practical need to understand the adjustment of immigrants (Dumont & Lemaître, 2005), the concept of cultural intelligence seems to be missing in this discussion. Almost all the studies we review in this volume recruited students or expatriates who were on international assignments for months or several years. On the other hand, immigrants live in foreign countries for a much longer time and are more deeply embedded in all aspects of social life in the host country. While there may be many parallels to the study of cultural intelligence in expatriation, the context of the phenomenon is very different and seems to offer a number of research opportunities.
Finally, the type of experience that is suggested as contributing to the development of cultural intelligence shares numerous characteristics with the antecedents of multicultural individuals. Multiculturals are individuals who identify with and have internalized the values, beliefs, and appropriate behavioral norms of more than one culture. Research on multiculturals has found them to have developed higher order cognitive skills such as integrative complexity (Tadmor & Tetlock, 2006) and cultural metacognition (Fitzsimmons, Liao, & Thomas, 2017; Thomas, Brannen, & Garcia, 2010). The integration of these two literatures would seem to hold promise for a deeper understanding of how cultural intelligence develops (see Thomas, 2016). Furthermore, the fact that the multicultural experience that influences the development of multiculturals has been shown to leads to creativity and professional success (Tadmor et al., 2012) raises questions about additional outcomes of cultural intelligence.
8.4 Summary
The construct of cultural intelligence is related to but distinctly different in concept from the many inventories of intercultural effectiveness that exist. If it is to continue to develop, this conceptual distinctiveness needs to be represented in the way it is assessed. In order for this to occur, the theoretical basis for the construct must be represented in its assessment, including an understanding of what is to be included in the measure, how these concepts are developed and how they are related to each other. Failing this, research will be limited to alternatives to cultural intelligence such as intercultural effectiveness inventories or to a focus on important sub-dimensions such as cultural metacognition. Assuming that the conceptual distinctiveness of cultural intelligence can be reasserted, then attention can turn to measurement and validation issues. In so doing best practices in conducting cross-cultural research need to be followed.
Assuming that theoretical and measurement issues can be addressed, there are numerous areas to which the construct of cultural intelligence might be applied. The first is a more explicit articulation of the way in which multicultural experience influences the development of cultural intelligence and its relationship to cross-cultural training programs. The second avenue involves a better understanding of how individual differences such as personality, self-efficacy, general intelligence, and so on relate to cultural intelligence. A third avenue for future research is the development of the idea that cultural intelligence might exist at higher levels of analysis such as work groups and organizations, including a clear statement of how the construct manifests cross levels. Finally, numerous other avenues of research with the construct present themselves such as an understanding of how cultural intelligence influence repatriation, immigrant adjustment, and the relationship between cultural intelligence and multicultural individuals. The introduction of cultural intelligence to the literature held enormous potential in helping to explain intercultural effectiveness. That potential is only beginning to be realized.
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Instructions: Below are 10 statements about one's experience when interacting with people from
other cultures. Please indicate to what extent each of the following statements describes you.
1 2 3 4 5
not at all a little somewhat alot extremely well

1. I know the ways in which cultures around the world are different. (K)

2.1 can give examples of cultural differences from my personal experience, reading, and so on. (K)
3. I enjoy talking with people from different cultures. (S)

4. T have the ability to accurately understand the feelings of people from other cultures. (S)

5.1 sometimes try to understand people from another culture by imagining how something looks
from their perspective. (S)

6.1 can change my behavior to suit different cultural situations and people. (S)

7. T accept delays without becoming upset when in different cultural situations and with culturally
different people. (S)

8. Tam aware of the cultural knowledge I use when interacting with someone from another
culture. (M)

9. I think a lot about the influence that culture has on my behavior and that of others who are
culturally different. (M)

10. T am aware that I need to plan my course of action when in different cultural situations and
with culturally different people. (M)

K =Knowledge item
§'= Skill item
M = Metacognition item
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