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1 Introduction

1.1 German-Dutch relations and interdependencies

Germany and the Netherlands maintain close relationships. At the beginning of the
20th century, both countries were close trading partners. Over the last few decades,
their relations have constantly intensified, resulting in today’s close cooperation,
consultations and interrelations in a variety of fields.

First, the countries cooperate on a variety of political issues. They maintain
active cooperative alliances in global forums such as NATO and the UN and sup-
port each other’s positions on global issues (cf. e. g., Laufer, 2007; Pekelder 2013).
As Nijhuis (2015) stated, Germany and the Netherlands cooperate closely in the
European Union and have mostly agreed on questions concerning the European
integration process and the general orientation of the European Union.

At the federal, state and provincial levels there are (institutionalized) intensive
contacts between parliamentarians and government representatives who discuss
and work together on numerous issues. The institutionalized government consul-
tations and German-Dutch conferences that regularly occur and in which various
political issues are discussed are especially worth mentioning here (cf. Pekelder,
2013).

Below the intergovernmental level, the five German-Dutch Euregios (voluntary
associations of German and Dutch public-law bodies) play an important role in
removing cross-border obstacles for businesses and individuals. They also help in
establishing cross-border cooperation in areas such as work, education and health-
care.

Furthermore, Germany and the Netherlands also maintain close educational
and cultural relationships. In addition to about 570 cooperation agreements be-
tween universities and research facilities, there is also intense German-Dutch col-
laboration in regional science and technology networks between universities and
companies (International Office of the Federal Ministry of Education and Research
of Germany, 2015). Pekelder (2013) also emphasized the many education and sci-
ence cooperations and claimed that the scientific cooperations between Germany
and the Netherlands rank among the highest between two countries worldwide.

The Netherlands is also a popular study country for German university stu-
dents. In 2013, more than 25,000 Germans studied at Dutch universities. However,
there were only 2,000 Dutch students studying at German universities.

In the cultural field there are countless cooperations between German and
Dutch museums, theaters, exhibitions and film productions. Germany is one of the
“priority countries’ for Dutch cultural policy while German cultural policy, espe-
cially in North Rhine-Westphalia and Lower Saxony, also has a strong focus on the
Netherlands (Laufer, 2007). In addition, many German-Dutch cultural foundations
actively foster bilateral cultural relations.
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In addition to political, educational and cultural relationships, there are also
many personal relationships between German and Dutch people. In 2014, about
370,000 Germans lived permanently in the Netherlands and 140,000 Dutch people
lived in Germany (CBS, 2014; German-Dutch Chamber of Commerce, 2014).

Moreover, the two countries have a very close economic relationship. The Ger-
man Foreign Office (2014) stated that economic relations between Germany and
the Netherlands are more intensive than between any other two countries, apart
from the United States and Canada. In 2013, Germany exported goods and services
with a total value of 71 billion euros to the Netherlands while importing goods
and services with a total value of 89 billion euros from the Netherlands (Destatis,
2014). Germany is the Netherlands’ most important trade partner, while the Neth-
erlands is Germany’s fifth most important trade partner (after France, the USA,
the UK and China). Moreover, the Netherlands is the biggest foreign investor in
Germany, while Germany is the fourth largest foreign investor in the Netherlands
(after the USA, Luxembourg and the UK). In 2013, there were about 5,350 Dutch
companies in Germany and 2.200 German companies in the Netherlands (German-
Dutch Chamber of Commerce, 2013). Furthermore, there are more than 25,000
German and Dutch cross-border commuters who work in the neighboring country.

German tourists are also extremely important for the Dutch tourism indus-
try. In 2010, the 2.8 million Germans who visited the Netherlands (10.8 million
overnight stays) accounted for almost 50% of all tourists in the country (Tyroller,
2010). Dutch tourists are also fairly important for the German tourism industry
(cf. Tyroller, 2010): in 2014, 18% of the foreign tourists who visited Germany
were Dutch. With roughly 11 million overnight stays, they were the biggest foreign
group of tourists (Destatis, 2014).

These figures clearly demonstrate that Germany and the Netherlands are al-
ready closely interrelated in a variety of fields and that they depend on each oth-
er, especially economically. This view is supported by van Paridon (2009b) who
found that over the past decades the interdependences between the German and
the Dutch economic development was closer than between any other two countries
with the exception of the US and Canada. Klemann and Wielenga (2009) also
pointed out the close economic interdependency and entanglement between the
two economies.

1.2 The effect of culture on (economic) relations

Despite their close ties and geographic proximity, there are cultural differences
that can lead to disturbances in cross-border cooperation. Linthout (2008, p. 39)
even claimed that the cultural differences between Germany and the Netherlands
are bigger than between almost any other neighboring countries in the EU. This
opinion was indirectly confirmed by van Paridon (2009b), who stated that the
close economic relationships between Germany and the Netherlands could be even
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closer if Germans and Dutch people were more familiar with the peculiarities of
each other’s markets and cultures. This was also stated by Gersdorf (2015), who
interviewed German and Dutch entrepreneurs who have experienced problems in
the other country because they had not familiarized themselves with the business
culture.

Cultural differences can manifest in differences in behavior, perceptions and at-
titudes. Numerous studies have found that these differences can lead to irritations,
problems, communication breakdowns and/or misunderstandings in intercultural
interaction situations. They can also influence intercultural interactions in various
ways.

First, numerous studies have already extensively illustrated the extent to which
cultural differences can prevent people and organizations from getting in contact
with people and organizations from another culture. Salacuse (1991), for example,
showed that cultural and linguistic barriers often prevent people from even con-
sidering establishing cross-border cooperation. Reiche, Carr, and Pudelko (2010)
showed that people are generally reluctant to start business with people whose
culture differs strongly from their own. Other studies (e.g., Linders, Slangen, de
Groot, & Beugelsdijk, 2004) have suggested that cultural distance decreases bi-
lateral trade, while a common language and smaller cultural differences increase
service trade (e.g., Kimura & Lee, 2004). Kirkman, Lowe, and Gibson (2006)
showed that culture has an important impact on organizations’ entry modes in for-
eign markets. Benassy-Quere, Coupet, and Mayer (2005) pointed out the impact
of cultural differences on foreign direct investments, which are highest between
countries that score similarly on Hofstede’s (2009) dimension power distance. In
measuring a similar effect on cross-border debt-holding between companies, Ag-
garwal, Kearney, and Lucey (2009) concluded that the effect is highest among
companies from countries that score similarly on Hofstede’s (2009) dimension
masculinity/femininity.

Besides the effects of culture on these rather technical issues of cross-cultural
business, a variety of studies (e.g., Finch, 2009; Kwok & Tadesse, 2006; Pagell,
Katz, & Sheu, 2005) have also illustrated that cultural differences directly influ-
ence business negotiations between people from different cultures. Cultural dif-
ferences can lead to irritations, misunderstandings or even a termination of the
business activities.

In conclusion, these studies show that cultural differences present an array of
challenges for companies, institutions and people who want to establish and main-
tain cross-border contacts. Those who manage to adapt effectively to other cultures
have competitive advantages and can enter new markets more easily; in contrast,
failure to adapt to other cultures can drag down business performance consider-
ably. This applies to the German-Dutch context as well.

Some of the above-mentioned studies have tried to quantify the effect of cul-
ture. For example, studies have tried to estimate the welfare effects that could be
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realized if both parties in cross-cultural business were aware of certain cultural
differences (e. g., Morosini, 1998) or if organizations were more aware that after a
cross-border merger or acquisition it would be helpful to keep in mind that the em-
ployees of the other company are used to different management styles (e. g., Brake,
Walker, & Walker, 1994). However, it is hard to quantify the effect of cultural dif-
ferences on such issues, since culture is often just one influencing factor among
many others. Therefore, efforts to quantify these effects are often more guesses
than empirically based estimations (Matsumoto & Yoo, 2006).

In 2011, the Duitsland Instituut, a Dutch research institute at the University of
Amsterdam, estimated that the cultural and linguistic differences between Ger-
many and the Netherlands result in cross-border business dealings with a value of
up to 6 billion euros per annum not being realized (Duitsland Instituut Amsterdam,
2011). Even though this estimate has a rather weak empirical basis, it neverthe-
less indicates that — although sustainable and close relationships and cooperations
already exist in various fields — cultural differences play an important role in the
German-Dutch context. It is essential for both German and Dutch people to know
and understand each other’s culture if they want to be successful in their neighbor-
ing country. This view is also supported by other studies (e.g., FENEDEX, 2011;
Rabobank, 2008).

German-Dutch cultural differences, commonalities and characteristics have al-
ready been analyzed by various social scientists and authors, using different meth-
ods of analyzing culture. Social scientists like Hofstede (2008), Trompenaars and
Hampden-Turner (2012), Hall (1990), Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961), House
(1997), Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, and Gupta (2004) have developed cross-cul-
tural dimension models that can be used to compare — among others — the Ger-
man and Dutch cultures with regard to certain dimensions. Furthermore, many
scientific studies have analyzed single aspects of German or Dutch culture. Von der
Dunk (1998), for example, analyzed the roots of Dutch liberality from a histori-
cal perspective, while Weismann (2001) linked certain differences in mentality to
religious development. Wesselius (1999) based his study on Hofstede’s masculin-
ity/femininity dimension and analyzed how Dutch femininity manifests in Dutch
everyday life. Koentopp (2000) analyzed how differences in Hofstede’s power dis-
tance dimension influence teamwork in German-Dutch teams.

Thomas and Schlizio (2009) used the intercultural concept of culture standards
to analyze Dutch cultural characteristics that play a role in German-Dutch interac-
tions. Culture standards are processes of perception, thought, evaluation and action
that the majority of the members of a particular culture regard as normal, typical
and obligatory (Thomas, 2005, p. 45). Since culture standards are deduced from
the specific perspective of another culture, they can point out potential sources of
irritations or conflicts in bicultural interaction.

Furthermore, many German and Dutch authors have written popular science
and guidebooks about their neighboring countries. For example, Ernst (2007),
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Schiirings (2010) and Linthout (2006) have written about Dutch culture and Kerres
(2008), Jacobs (2008) and Reyskens (2007) have written about German culture.
Even though these books are generally not scientific but rather based on their au-
thors’ personal experiences, they are a rich source of information about cultural
aspects and characteristics that might play a role in intercultural encounters.

1.3 Comparison of methods for analyzing culture

In the following section, I will present three of the most widely used methods of an-
alyzing culture and discuss their advantages and disadvantages, and their strengths
and weaknesses. These three methods are: 1) popular science and guidebooks as a
non-scientific respectively popular scientific way of analyzing culture, 2) dimen-
sion models as a cross-cultural method of analyzing cultural differences and 3)
commonalities and the concept of culture standards as an intercultural method of
analyzing intercultural interactions.

1.3.1 Popular science and guidebooks

German and Dutch authors have written a lot of popular science and guidebooks
(e.g., Koentopp, 2000; Miiller, 1998; Versluis, 2008) describing the culture of each
other’s countries. Apart from the advantages and weaknesses of individual books,
these books have many general advantages and disadvantages compared to other
methods of analyzing culture.

First, the majority of the books only describe those aspects of culture that are
easily visible to outsiders. The underlying norms and values, which account for
many (though not all) visible and invisible aspects of culture, are hardly or not
described and discussed. Without ascribing these visible cultural characteristics to
underlying norms and values, it is hard to understand the reasons for many cultural
differences or commonalities and it is therefore also hard to comprehend or predict
general German or Dutch behavioral patterns in bicultural interactions.

Furthermore, the authors (most of them expatriates) predominantly describe
their own, usually subjective, experiences. Although these experiences have oc-
curred in certain cultural sectors, industries and organizations, they declare them
to be valid for a whole country.

Finally, the authors often offer diverging observations and explanations. For
example, while Reyskens (2007) claimed that Germans find the task more impor-
tant than good relations with colleagues at work, Meines (1990) claimed the op-
posite. A more comprehensive discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of
the analysis of a book corpus about the German and Dutch cultures is conducted in
the second study (Chapter 3).
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1.3.2 Dimension models

A scientifically more validated approach to identifying and explaining cultural dif-
ferences and commonalities between Germany and the Netherlands can be found
in different concepts and models from culture specialists. Well-established so-
cial scientists, such as Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961), Hall (1989), Hofstede
(2008), House et al. (2004) and Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (2012), have
compared different national cultures with each other from a global perspective,
usually by using dimension models. The basic assumption of these models is that
there are universal categories of culture, a generalized framework that underlies
the more apparent and striking facts of cultural relativity (Kluckhohn & Kroeber
1952, p. 220 1t.). According to Hofstede (2008, p. 29), this framework must consist
of different dimensions on which cultures can be meaningfully ordered. Those di-
mensions are rooted in basic problems which every culture has to cope with, but on
which their solutions vary. Each dimension has two opposite extreme poles; every
country can be positioned on a line between those poles.

For example, one of Hofstede’s (2008) dimensions is masculinity/femininity.
In short, masculine cultures are characterized by an appreciation of competition,
achievement, heroism, assertiveness and material rewards for success, while femi-
nine cultures are characterized by a preference for cooperation, consensus, mod-
esty and quality of life. The extreme pole masculinity is assigned a score of 100,
while the other extreme pole, femininity, is assigned a score of 0. With a score of
66, Germany is regarded as a more masculine country than the Netherlands, with
a score of 14.

However, the dimension models have — in addition to the criticism of the
methodological approach of individual social scientists (e. g., McSweeney (2002)
on Hofstede; Hofstede (2010) on Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner; Smith (2004)
on the GLOBE study) — some advantages and disadvantages compared to other
methods of analyzing culture.

First, dimension models are cross-cultural. They compare cultures with each
other from a rather global perspective but do not analyze if, in which cases and to
what extent the differences with regard to cultural dimensions play a role in con-
crete interactions between people from different cultures. They can allow assump-
tions but they cannot exactly predict which cultural differences will actually lead to
irritations, conflicts or communication breakdowns. Some authors even claim that
such things as stable, comparable cultural dimensions cannot exist because culture
is always constructed within a specific context and can only be understood through
the interaction between the observed and the observer (cf. Hartmann, 2012).

According to Layes (2003, p. 53—65), dimension models are useful and help-
ful when it comes to comparing different cultures, especially in the context of
frequently changing business partners and multicultural work groups. While in a
strictly bicultural environment a person can frame all relevant knowledge about
the cultural characteristics of the people from the other culture, this information
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would become overwhelming in a multinational environment. According to Hart-
mann (2012), such an environment requires a general framework such as dimen-
sion models that shows the areas and ways in which cultures differ considerably.

However, those models are less practical when comparing two cultures for the
purpose of giving practical advice for binational encounters, because they do not
consider a variety of aspects that might play a role in those encounters. For exam-
ple, they may not consider aspects such as self-perception and the perception of
others, or shared history. This opinion is also shared by Schonhut and Antweiler
(2002, p. 13) and Hartmann (2012, p. 24), who claimed that dimension models
can only show how cultures work in isolation from each other but not how their
members deal with each other. Nevertheless, as Bhawuk and Brislin (2001) as
well as Egan and Bendick (2007) have described, dimension models are frequently
taught in business schools around the world and are used to prepare individuals for
interaction with people from other cultures, without making a distinction between
multi- and bicultural contexts.

Layes (2003, p. 62) also noted the problematic one-dimensionality of the di-
mension models. Hofstede (2008, p. 28) claimed that the dimension models always
allow cases to be scored unambiguously (in the sense that for each dimension, na-
tions can be unambiguously placed on a line between two extreme poles and can
then be compared to each other). Layes rejected this opinion and claimed that by
placing nations on one line between two extreme poles the dimension models deny
that there might be totally different forms of and characteristics to a certain dimen-
sion that apply to completely different aspects of life in different cultures. For
example, on Hofstede’s dimension individualism/collectivism, the Netherlands,
with a score of 80 (on a scale from 0 to 100), appear more individualistic than
Germany with a score of 67 (Hofstede, 2008, p. 215). However, by analyzing the
answers to the 14 questions Hofstede (2008, p. 214) used to determine the national
scores for the dimension individualism/collectivism (by averaging the answers to
the separate questions), it appears that the differences between Germany and the
Netherlands differ — sometimes substantially — from question to question (see
Hofstede, 2008, p. 256 ff.).

Furthermore, when using the dimension models, it is hard to unambiguously
show links and correlations between the different dimensions. Hofstede (2008)
acknowledged that there are correlations between the dimensions and that cultural
characteristics can often only be explained by the interplay of different dimen-
sions. However, the dimension models can only show general universal correla-
tions between the dimensions. These correlations and interdependencies can vary
from culture to culture, which makes it hard to analyze the exact interplay of di-
mensions when analyzing separate cultures.

Also, the dimension models cannot unambiguously show hierarchical relations
between the dimensions. The models do acknowledge that there are certain hier-
archies between the dimensions, but these hierarchies are often not very obvious
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and, just like the correlations, can vary from culture to culture. This makes it harder
to determine which dimension(s) play(s) the most important role when comparing
two cultures.

Finally, it is hard to use the dimension models to compare cultures that do not
greatly differ from each other with regard to the dimensions. For example, in Hof-
stede’s (2008) dimension model (in which the extreme poles of each dimension
differ by 100 index points) Germany and the Netherlands have similar scores on
most dimensions (except for masculinity/femininity and indulgence/restraint), with
a maximum difference of 13 index points. Nevertheless, irritations, problems, mis-
understandings and/or communication breakdowns occur frequently in German-
Dutch interactions (Linthout, 2008, p. 39) and many of these cannot be ascribed
to those two dimensions. Of course, Hofstede does not claim that irritations, prob-
lems, misunderstandings and/or communication breakdowns can be completely
explained by differences in dimensions, but the dimension models can convey the
impression that problems do not occur between countries that show only minor
dimensional differences.

In summary, both guidebooks and popular science books as well as the di-
mension models have disadvantages when it comes to describing, explaining and
predicting cultural characteristics and behavioral patterns in bicultural encounters,
to pointing out potential communication breakdowns and to giving members of a
certain culture practice-oriented insight into another culture. The popular science
and guidebooks often lack objectivity and scientific validation. The dimension
models are well suited for comparing cultures with each other, but they are not
very suitable for analyzing what happens in concrete interaction situations between
the members of two cultures.

1.3.3 Culture standards

In addition to the guidebook and popular science books and the dimension models,
the concept of culture standards (a detailed definition and explanation of the term
culture standard can be found in Section 2.3) can convey aspects of a country’s
culture in a practical and easily understandable manner. Culture standards are de-
duced from concrete experienced situations of bicultural interaction. In contrast
to the dimension models, the concept takes aspects such as self-perception and
perception of others into account by decidedly analyzing one culture from the per-
spective of another (Demorgon & Molz, 1996, p. 57). It also considers the changes
of cultural characteristics over time, the relevance of personal factors and the ex-
istence of different cultural sectors (Section 2.4.5 will describe how this is done).
In contrast to the cross-cultural dimension models, culture standards deal with
cultural differences in intercultural situations. They describe, explain and predict
what happens in concrete bicultural interaction situations, which irritations, con-
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flicts and communication breakdowns can occur. This makes the concept of culture
standards more practice-based than dimension models.

In addition, the concept of culture standards refers not only to the invisible, un-
derlying aspects of culture, but also to the visible cultural characteristics that come
to light in bicultural interactions. The authors of the dimension models also assume
that culture consists of invisible and visible elements. Hofstede, for example, has
claimed that the core elements of culture are values but that culture also manifests
in the visible elements symbols, heroes and rituals (2008, p. 10). However, since
dimension models are rather universal, they do not analyze or describe those vis-
ible and invisible elements for every culture.

Furthermore, the concept of culture standards can more clearly discern how
culture standards are linked to each other than the dimension models can. Since
many concrete cultural characteristics or behavioral patterns cannot be explained
with just one single dimension or culture standard but rather with an interplay
of different dimensions or culture standards (cf. Hofstede & Hofstede, 2009), the
concept of culture standards facilitates understanding another culture. While the
dimension models can only show general universal correlations between the sepa-
rate dimensions (which above all might not apply to every single culture), the con-
cept of culture standards can point out links and interdependencies of the separate
culture standards particular to every separate culture that is analyzed.

The concept of culture standards also has the advantage of being able to show
the hierarchical relations between single culture standards more clearly than the
dimension models can. Since culture standards are deduced from concrete bina-
tional encounters, it is possible to analyze how important certain culture standards
are in those encounters. This facilitates a prediction and explanation of cultural
characteristics and behavioral patterns. While the dimension models can only show
universal correlations between dimensions, culture standards can point out hier-
archical relations of the culture standards for every particular culture (as will be
described in Section 2.5.8). Moreover, the concept of culture standards allows a
more nuanced analysis of cultural characteristics and differences than the dimen-
sion models when it comes to comparing cultures that do not greatly differ from
each other with regard to dimensions.

Finally, Glaser and Strauss (2008, p. 12 ff.) criticized the fact that social scien-
tists often first establish a theory and then try to explain concrete observations or
data with this theory. Since those theories are not deduced from concrete situations
or observations, it is hard to adjust or correct them if they do not match the concrete
observations. This criticism applies to the dimension models but not to the concept
of culture standards. Here the theory (culture standards) is deduced from concrete
observations and therefore fits into the approach of grounded theory (Glaser &
Strauss, 2008).
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1.34 Assessment of methods of analyzing culture in
a German-Dutch context

An inventory of the existing studies and books about German and Dutch cultures
and cultural commonalities and differences reveals a need for further research in
this field. This research is needed for several reasons.

First, a general intercultural analysis of cultural characteristics that play a role
in German-Dutch interactions has not yet or has only partially been conducted.
Only Thomas and Schlizio (2009) have made a contribution to this topic.

Second, existing methods and concepts of analyzing culture are and have been
used incorrectly. For instance, data collected in cross-cultural analysis is frequently
used to predict irritations and problems in intercultural interactions in management
books (e.g., Holtbriigge & Welge, 2010; Macharzina & Wolf, 2012), scientific
studies and intercultural workshops and trainings, which can lead to misinterpreta-
tion and missing important aspects. This observation has been confirmed (both di-
rectly and indirectly) by several social scientists. For example, Reuter (2010) criti-
cized interculturalists (i.e., intercultural trainers, consultants and mediators) and
professionals in the field of intercultural management who often assume that big
differences related to certain cultural dimensions automatically imply a high prob-
ability for irritations, problems and/or communication breakdowns in intercultural
interactions, even though this claim is hardly empirically justified. Rathje (2007)
claimed that existing intercultural competence training methods are increasingly
criticized for using cross-cultural approaches and Bolten (2001) accused those
who use dimension models for their intercultural training of an improper use and
simplification. In this regard Dahlen (1997) points out two problems when using
dimension models for intercultural analysis. First of all he claims that dimension
models are based on outdated concepts of culture which were developed in the field
of anthropology decades ago and which anthropologists have abandoned in favor
of new concepts which are based on the assumption that there is “internal diversity
within various kinds of social units ” (p. 174). Authors of dimension models such
as Hofstede or Trompenaars have therefore been criticized for leading to a generic,
essentialist and representational view of cultures and for regarding culture as rather
static, as a “stable value system” (Dahlen 1997, p. 159). This is also confirmed by
Dervin (2010) who criticized the “solid vision on culture” of dimension models.
Second, Dahlen states that even though it is known that the concept of culture has
developed over the past decades and that cross-cultural models might not be well-
suited for intercultural analysis, many interculturalists nevertheless stick to them
because the “interculturalist field (unlike anthropology) is practically oriented and
situated in the marketplace, they need to be able to offer to their customers ways of
predicting the behaviour of “people from different cultures” (p. 174f1.).

However, it is striking that even though the existing methods and concepts used
to analyze culture are subjected to criticism, there are few suggestions for improve-
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ment. Some suggestions have been made for certain aspects (e. g., for avoiding ste-
reotyping when working with Hofstede’s model or for improving the intercultural
competences of intercultural coaches). Furthermore, Dervin (2012) makes a gen-
eral plea for improving and further developing the field of intercultural research.
He states, “the world is changing all the time; our conception of intercultural en-
counters is in the midst of a revolution. [...] the concepts we have been used to
work with are very slippery and the research tools offered by the fields that have
worked on representations, stereotypes and Othering are very useful to take a criti-
cal stance towards them. The future of research on intercultural communication, if
it follows the changes other fields which deal with Otherness (Anthropology, psy-
chology, sociology, philosophy ...) have witnessed, lays within further reflexivity,
criticality and the idea of diverse diversities (p. 197). However, a concrete solution
for the general problem has not been addressed.

Third, single methods of analyzing culture have proved to be insufficient for
predicting and explaining what happens in intercultural interaction situations. Each
method has some disadvantages compared with other methods but can also reveal
things that the other methods cannot reveal (a discussion of the single methods,
their advantages, disadvantages and limits will be conducted later).

In summary, there are important cultural differences between Germany and the
Netherlands. Despite diverse and good cooperation in various fields, there are nev-
ertheless problems in the cross-border cooperation that to a considerable degree
are caused by irritations, misunderstandings and/or communication breakdowns
that arise from these cultural differences. As a result, potential is not being fully ex-
ploited, and business cooperations are sometimes not realized or are unsatisfactory
for both sides. Since comprehensive scientific intercultural research has not yet oc-
curred in this field, there is a scientific gap that this dissertation project seeks to fill.

14 Definitions and presuppositions
14.1 Culture

There is a vast number of definitions for the term ‘culture.” Scientific disciplines
such as anthropology, ethnology, history, psychology, communication sciences,
sociology or educational sciences each maintain and prefer their own definitions,
emphasizing the different aspects that are most important for their field of study.
In addition, there are various definitions for the term within these disciplines (Ap-
pelsmeyer & Billmann-Mahecha, 2001; Niinning, 2008) and many authors (e.g.,
McSweeney, 2002; Sorrells, 2013) have addressed the problem of finding a general
definition for culture.

This dissertation used methods and concepts of analyzing culture from differ-
ent authors — each using his or her own definition of the term — and compared
them to each other. The challenge was therefore to find a definition that subsumed
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the definitions of all these authors and allowed for a comparability of their methods
and concepts and the results from this dissertation project. On closer inspection, it
became apparent that Thomas’s (2005) culture definition meets these demands. It
is sufficiently similar to the culture definitions of the other scholars whose methods
are dealt with in this dissertation and to some degree subsumes these definitions.

Thomas (2005) analyzed culture from a psychological perspective. According
to him, culture creates and structures an environment in which people can function
(Thomas, Kinast, & Schroll-Machl, 2010, p. 19ff.) and encompasses ideas and
values. Culture is always manifested in a system of orientation which is typical of
a country, society, organization or group. This system of orientation consists of vis-
ible aspects such as rituals, language, body language, mimicry, clothing and greet-
ing rituals as well as underlying norms and values. It is passed on to future genera-
tions from the respective society, organization or group. It provides all members
with a sense of belonging and inclusion within a society or group and creates an
environment in which individuals can develop a unique sense of self and func-
tion efficiently. Culture influences the perceptions, thought patterns, judgments
and actions of all members of a given society (Thomas, 2005, p. 48). In summary,
Thomas (2005, p. 21f.) sees culture as a national entity that provides its members
with a sense-giving system of orientation. A person living in his or her own cultural
orientation system can likely be understood and accepted by others who share the
same cultural orientation system. Culture provides a common frame of reference
that is learned by cultural socialization.

A comparison of Thomas’s definition of culture with Hofstede’s definition
shows some resemblance. Hofstede (2008) described culture as a “collective pro-
gramming of the human mind that distinguishes the members of one human group
from those of another. Culture in this sense is a system of collectively held values”
(p. 19). Obviously, similar definitions of culture are used for the concept of culture
standards and the dimension models. What Hofstede calls “collective program-
ming” is reflected in Thomas’s “common frame of reference learned by cultural
socialization” and “is passed on to future generations.” The distinguishing factor
in Hofstede’s definition can be found back in Thomas’s “it provides its members
with a sense of belonging and inclusion within a society” and “sense-giving system
of orientation.” While Hofstede refers to culture as a “system of collectively held
values,” Thomas also states that culture encompasses values, that is a “common
frame of reference” (p. 48) and just like Hofstede he points out that culture consists
of both values (which are hardly or not visible) and visible elements (e. g., rituals,
clothing).

Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner’s (2012) definition of culture also does not
differ considerably from Thomas’s definition. He states that “culture is the way in
which a group of people solve problems and reconciles dilemmas” (p. 6 f.). This is
reflected in Thomas’s statements that “culture has an influence on the perception,
thought patterns, judgment and actions of all members of a given society,” there
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is a “system of orientation” and “culture creates an environment in which people
can function.” (p. 49). Just like Thomas, Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner also
emphasized that culture consists of different layers of depth, on visible and invis-
ible, underlying aspects.

Hall’s (1989) definition — he regards culture as “the way of life of people, the
sum of their learned behavior patterns, attitudes and material things” (p. 4) — also
resembles Thomas’s definition. Hall also states that culture is learned, that it influ-
ences behavior and attitudes and that it consists of layers (which he calls implicit
and explicit elements of culture).

This comparison thus shows that the definitions of culture used by these differ-
ent social scientists show substantial similarities and overlap. Since the first study
of this dissertation project (Chapter 2) is a culture standards study, I decided to use
Thomas’s culture definition for the whole dissertation.

1.4.2 National culture

This dissertation compares the German and Dutch cultures. Before making this
comparison, I had to consider whether using the concept of national culture to ana-
lyze interaction between different nations is possible and makes sense. I also had
to examine whether Germany and the Netherlands can be considered (relatively
homogeneous) national cultures.

These ideas are the subject of controversial discussions in the scientific com-
munity. On the one hand, critics of the concept of national cultures (e. g., Au, 1999;
House et al., 2004, Reiche, Carr, & Pudelko, 2010) point out that there is sig-
nificant intra-cultural variation within the societies of most countries. Hartmann
(2012) gave examples that show differences within in-country groups. On the other
hand, some social scientists (e.g., Beugelsdijk & Maseland, 2011; Tipton, 2009)
have argued for the convergence hypothesis, which claims that the importance of
national cultures decreases with increasing globalization and that in the business
world, the best practices that emerge are similar in most countries (cf. Carr & Pu-
delko, 2006).

However, other social scientists have disagreed with these claims and argued
that the concept of national cultures is still relevant (cf. e.g., d’Iribarne, 2009;
Ghemawat, 2001). Witchall (2012), who summarized most of their arguments,
acknowledged the criticism but pointed out that nevertheless the majority of na-
tional cultural differences have remained fairly stable over time and convergence
in cultural habits occurs only on the surface. Religious, legal, political and social
systems (1. e., institutions which disseminate information within a culture) remain
relatively isolated, and it is these systems that coordinate and maintain social and
cultural systems. Furthermore, most cultures remain predominantly national due
to the self-centeredness of social systems themselves which may be structurally
open (i.e., have contact with other systems) but are functionally closed (i.e., the
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mechanism for interpretation does not come from the outside, but from within the
cultural system itself).

Apparently this also applies to Germany and the Netherlands. House, Wright,
and Aditya (1997), for example, discussed studies in which — among others, for
Germany and the Netherlands — Hofstede’s dimensions were analyzed for differ-
ent subgroups of nations and subsequently compared to the general country scores.
These studies showed that the intra-national differences between Germany and the
Netherlands were rather small. It can therefore be assumed that a comparison of the
German and the Dutch cultures is indeed possible and makes sense.

Naturally — as it is the case for most cross- and intercultural studies — re-
searchers must remember that there are factors apart from national culture (e.g.,
regional, organizational, contextual or individual factors) that also influence per-
ception, behavior and attitude (Barmeyer & Genkova, 2011; Broszinsky-Schwabe,
2011). National cultures exhibit general characteristics, attitudes, perceptions and
behavioral patterns that the members of a country are likely to show, but individual
or group behavior can always deviate from it to varying degrees.

1.5 Aims and structure

As previously illustrated, there has been little scientific intercultural research about
the German and Dutch cultures. To fill this scientific gap, the general aim of this
dissertation project was to offer a general intercultural analysis of differences and
commonalities between German and Dutch cultures and to analyze which cultural
aspects lead to irritations, problems and/or communication breakdowns in intercul-
tural encounters. The general research question is: which cultural characteristics
are relevant in German-Dutch interaction and which role do they play in these
interactions?

An analysis of different methods of analyzing culture revealed that no single
method is sufficient to thoroughly answer this research question. Each method
has limitations and disadvantages compared to other methods, but can also point
out things that the others cannot reveal. Therefore different methods of analyzing
culture had to be used to answer the research question. Three independent studies
were conducted (described in Chapters 2, 3 and 4), each with its own research
question and methodology and each approaching the general aim from a different
perspective.

Furthermore, the results of the first and second studies were compared to each
other and with other methods of analyzing culture. Since each method has advan-
tages and disadvantages compared to other methods, this made it possible to mini-
mize the disadvantages and create additional value by finding aspects that could
not be found with a single method.
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Fig. 1  Triangular entanglement of methods of analyzing culture

Figure 1 shows the two methods of analyzing culture that were used, how they
were compared with each other and with the dimension models, and which com-
parison was conducted in which study.

The aim of the first study was to identify general, rather superordinate and
underlying aspects of culture that play a role in German-Dutch interaction and
to find potential sources for misunderstandings, irritations, problems and/or com-
munication breakdowns. The intercultural concept of culture standards was best
suited to address this aim. Basically, culture standards are rather abstract, super-
ordinate aspects of culture that describe and subsume typical behavioral patterns
of a culture that come to light in bicultural interaction with the members of a spe-
cific other culture from the perspective of which they are deduced. They thus not
only show the cultural characteristics through which German culture differs from
Dutch culture, but they also point out potential sources for irritations, conflicts
and/or communication breakdowns in German-Dutch interaction situations. Since
Thomas and Schlizio (2009) have already identified Dutch culture standards from
a German perspective (indicating which irritations, problems and/or communica-
tion breakdowns Germans experience in interaction with the Dutch), the follow-
ing research question is addressed: Which German culture standards exist from a
Dutch perspective and how do they relate to Dutch culture standards from a Ger-
man perspective and other methods of analyzing culture?
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There were several steps to answering this research question. First, German
culture standards were identified using Thomas’s (1996) culture standards method
(with gradual changes in the methodology). Second, the German culture standards
were compared to Thomas’s and Schlizio’s (2009) Dutch culture standards from a
German perspective to more clearly deduce which cultural characteristics and be-
havioral patterns in bicultural interactions are likely to cause irritations, problems
and/or communication breakdowns. Third, the results were compared to dimen-
sions from the dimension models of different scholars (i.e., Hofstede, Hofstede,
& Minkov, 2011; Trompenaars, 2012 and Hall, 1989). Cultural dimension models
are basically index systems that identify the value orientations of different national
cultures, measure them and express them in numerical values (a more detailed defi-
nition and explanation of these models will be provided in Chapter 2.1).

The aim of the second study was to analyze the rather concrete and visible
aspects of culture (i. e., how cultural differences manifest in German-Dutch inter-
action, and in which situations and contexts). An analysis of popular science and
guidebooks from German authors about the Dutch culture (Dutch book corpus)
and from Dutch authors about the German culture (German book corpus) was well
suited to this aim because these books predominantly describe concrete and visible
aspects of culture and are therefore a rich source for analysis (a list of these books
can be found in Appendix 7; a description of the criteria these books had to meet
can be found in Section 3.3.1.1). Since such a cross-cultural analysis of intercul-
tural literature has not been conducted before, the study was primarily explorative
in nature. It was hard to predict in advance which results the analysis would yield;
therefore a rather open research question was formulated: Which cultural aspects
and characteristics are described in the German and Dutch book corpora and how
do they relate to each other? The results of this study were compared to the results
of the first study to analyze if and which additional value they could provide and if
and how they could complement the German culture standards. Furthermore, the
results were compared to the dimensions of the dimension models that were also
dealt with in the first study.

The aim of the third study was to analyze the potential for conflict related to
different cultural characteristics. Up to now, such an analysis has not been or has
only been conducted to a small extent; it is usually assumed that the cultural char-
acteristics on which national cultures differ the most are also the ones that have the
biggest conflict potential. However, as will be pointed out in Chapter 4, there is
good reason to doubt this assumption.

The research question for the third study is: Are cultural characteristics that
Germans and Dutch regard as differently relevant in bicultural interaction more
likely to lead to irritations, problems and/or communication breakdowns in bicul-
tural interactions than cultural characteristics that Germans and Dutch regard as
similarly relevant? This question was analyzed by conducting an online survey.
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Besides answering the general research question this dissertation project also
tries to contribute to the progress of the field of intercultural research. In their meta-
study, Matsumoto and Yoo (2006) described how cross-cultural research method-
ologies have evolved and how each phase of research has addressed the limitations
of previous ones. They stated that current research has to evolve to a new phase
that minimizes the limitations of current studies. Among others, they addressed
the problem of attribution fallacies (i. e., that researchers often link differences be-
tween groups to cultural causes without empirically testing if they might be caused
by other factors instead) and pointed out that interrelations between cultural char-
acteristics and their relevance are neither analyzed nor taken into consideration
when explaining and/or predicting behavioral patterns. Even though Matsumoto
and Yoo criticized cross-cultural studies, their criticism also applies to intercultural
research for the most part. This dissertation project therefore tries to discover new
approaches for intercultural research that address the limitations stated by Matsu-
moto and Yoo. The general conclusion will discuss how and to what extent this
study contributes to a new phase in intercultural research.

The last chapter (Chapter 5) will also show that the results of this dissertation
have some practical implications. It will note how they can be used to extend and
enhance existing concepts for intercultural workshops and trainings for German
and Dutch people who want to prepare themselves to interact with people from the
neighboring country. It will also note how these results can serve as a basis for a
guidebook about cultural characteristics and behavioral patterns that play a role in
German-Dutch interaction.
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2 German culture standards from a Dutch perspective

2.1 Introduction

As illustrated in the introductory chapter, different methods of analyzing culture
have their own advantages and disadvantages. A combination of different concepts
and methods is necessary to answer the general research question — which cultural
characteristics are relevant in German-Dutch interaction and which role do they
play in these interactions? — because doing so reduces the disadvantages of each
method and creates additional value. While a corpus analysis of popular science
and guidebooks can predominantly reveal the concrete manifestation of culture
in intercultural interaction, the concept of culture standards is suited to analyzing
such cultural characteristics on another level. Culture standards show the rather
abstract and underlying aspects of culture, essentially the underlying norms and
values that determine behavior, behavioral patterns, perceptions and attitudes. In
this way, they enable a deeper understanding of the cultural characteristics that
play a role in bicultural interaction by virtually revealing their core. And while the
dimension models enable a general comparison of different cultures, the concept
of culture standards illustrates which cultural characteristics actually play a role
in bicultural interaction. In addition, especially when it comes to comparing two
cultures that do not differ from each other to a great extent with regard to dimen-
sions, it can show cultural characteristics and differences in a more nuanced way.
However, even though Dutch culture standards from a German perspective have
already been identified (Schlizio, 2005), an identification of German culture stand-
ards from a Dutch perspective has not yet taken place.

2.2 Choice of methods and aims of this study

This study has two aims: 1) to identify, describe and explain the general, rather
superordinate and underlying aspects of culture that play a role in German-Dutch
interaction and 2) to find potential sources for misunderstandings, irritations, prob-
lems and/or communication breakdowns in German-Dutch interaction by using
the concept of culture standards. The research question is: Which German culture
standards exist from a Dutch perspective and how do they relate to Dutch cul-
ture standards from a German perspective and other methods of analyzing culture
(such as dimension models)?

This study does not aim to analyze the German culture in general or to compare
the German and Dutch cultures in a cross-cultural manner. Different methods and
concepts of comparing culture, such as dimension models, would be more suitable
for that task. Rather, the objective is to analyze how German culture manifests in
bicultural interactions with Dutch people and which aspects of German culture
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play a role for Dutch people in these interactions. A basic assumption is that this
study will show additional value compared to the dimension models.

A secondary aim of this study is to give Germans a better orientation in Ger-
man-Dutch encounters. Thomas and Schlizio (2009) already identified Dutch cul-
ture standards from a German perspective, but Thomas and Kinast (2010, p. 48)
argued that only people who are familiar with both the foreign cultural orientation
system and with their own can be successful in intercultural cooperation. Know-
ing and understanding both cultural orientation systems enables people to estimate
whether and to what extent cultural divergence becomes evident in a binational
encounter, to which extent the different orientation systems can coexist without
leading to conflicts or irritations, and to which extent one can and should adapt to
the other’s orientations system to get along well. A comparison between one’s own
and a foreign orientation system can help a person to better avoid potential sources
of misunderstanding or irritation and to estimate how a combination of both orien-
tation systems can possibly create cultural synergies.

Structure of the study

Section 2.3 will define the term culture standard and outline the essential aspects
of culture standards. Section 2.4 will explain the methodology for and process of
identifying German culture standards from a Dutch perspective. It will also note in
which parts the methodology is oriented to Thomas’s (1996, p. 119 ff.) methodol-
ogy (see also Schlizio, 2005; Diinstl, 2005; Gruttauer, 2007) and in which parts and
for which reasons it diverges.

Section 2.5 will present the German culture standards from a Dutch perspec-
tive. It will include an analysis of how and to what extent they interact with each
other and in which hierarchical order they stand. Section 2.6 will compare German
culture standards to Dutch culture standards from a German perspective (identified
by Thomas & Schlizio, 2009) to identify potential sources of misunderstanding and
irritation in bicultural encounters. Section 2.7 will compare them to the dimensions
from different dimension models — among others from Hofstede (2008, 2011),
Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (2012) and Hall (1990) — and will analyze
whether this study provides additional value compared to these models. Section
2.8 will conclude the culture standards study, including theoretical and practical
implications as well as suggestions for further research.

2.3 Definition of culture standards
Culture standards are processes of perception, thought, evaluation and action that

the majority of the members of a particular culture regard, for themselves and oth-
ers, as normal, typical and obligatory. Personal behavior and the behavior of others
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is judged and regulated according to these central culture standards. The individual
and group-specific manner of handling culture standards for behavior regulation
can vary within a certain range of tolerance. Culture standards give orientation, and
influence the perception of one’s material and social environment as well as one’s
evaluation of things and people. They thus guide one’s actions (Thomas 2005,
p- 45). Culture standards provide a regulatory function for mastering a given situ-
ation and dealing with people.

Krewer (1996, p. 150f.) emphasized that culture standards have two charac-
teristics. On the one hand, they show basic cultural differences between groups
regarding their central organization of action, thinking and feeling. On the other
hand, they point out potentially problematic situations in intercultural interactions.
For Krewer, the most important feature of culture standards is that they are spe-
cific orientation systems that have the purpose of making one’s own and foreign
processes of thought, perception, evaluation and action comprehensible and un-
derstandable in intercultural interaction situations. He sees culture standards as
a means to self-reflect (of course, dimension models can also be means for self-
reflection but they do not require it) and reflect on foreigners in intercultural en-
counters (Krewer 1996, p. 152). This is why culture standards can only be deduced
from specific bicultural interaction situations between groups or individuals.

If culture standards are reflected in other aspects of science and society such
as literature, sociology, ethnology and religion or other studies in comparative cul-
ture, then it can be assumed that they are central culture standards. Central culture
standards are not only applied in specific cultural sectors, problem situations or
a narrowly defined scope of action, but are characteristic behavioral patterns of
a vast majority of the members of a specific country. They are valid for different
cultural sectors, apply in different situations and are stable over time.

2.4 Methodology

The methodological approach of this study is based on the methodology Thomas
(1996) suggested for identifying culture standards (see also Diinstl, 2005; Grut-
tauer, 2007; Schlizio, 2005). In parts, it has been modified and developed further.
Where the methodology deviates from Thomas’s approach, it is mentioned explic-
itly and the reasons are explained.

24.1 The critical incidents method as a means
of identifying culture standards
A person living in his or her own cultural orientation system is likely to be under-

stood and accepted by others who share the same frame of reference and cultural
orientation system. However, if people from different cultures interact, they tend
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to judge the behavior of the other from their own culture’s orientation system (Ed-
vardsson & Roos, 2000, p. 21 ff.). This might lead to critical incidents: situations in
which people are confronted with unexpected behavior and reactions, the meaning
of which is not clear to them and which cannot be deciphered on the basis of their
respective and familiar cultural system of orientation (Gobel, 2003; Thomas, Ki-
nast, & Schroll-Machl, 2010, p. 17-28). Critical incidents can be negative, positive
or neutral. However, they are usually negative because they pertain to observed
behavior that differs from the person’s own cultural orientation system, which is
regarded positively.

Cultural scientists working in the field of culture standards (e. g., Edvardsson &
Roos, 2000; FitzGerald, Seale, Kerins, & McElvaney, 2008; Gébel, 2003; Thomas,
1996) generally agree that culture standards can best be identified by analyzing
critical interaction situations in bicultural encounters. Therefore, this study used
the critical incidents method to create a database from which German culture
standards from a Dutch perspective could be identified.

Since the most practical approach for gathering critical incidents is interview-
ing people with experience in diverse intercultural encounter situations (Thomas,
1996), for example expatriates, that method was also applied to this study. Dutch
people living in Germany were asked to describe situations in which their coun-
terpart from the other culture reacted differently, unexpectedly or inexplicably
(Thomas, 1996, p. 1161f.). For instance, the first person interviewed in the course
of this study described the following critical incident:

“In 2008, I climbed one step further on the career ladder. That same day, my
supervisor said, ‘Ok, you have a new function, now you may choose a new car.
You need a bigger car; how about a BMW 5 Touring?’ In the Netherlands, it
is not self-evident that the company car you drive reflects your position in the
hierarchy.”

Another interviewee related a rather positive critical incident:

“At my first meeting, I was pleasantly surprised. Even though everyone could
state his or her opinion, the production supervisor and the manager made the
decision. It took less than half an hour to get to a conclusion that everyone
could live with. Back in my old company in the Netherlands, this discussion
would have taken hours.”

2.4.2 Choice of interviewees
To gather critical incidents for identifying German culture standards, interviews

were conducted with Dutch people living and working in Germany. The interview-
ees had to meet the following criteria.
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First, only people who lived and worked (or had worked: two of the inter-
viewees had retired shortly before the interviews) in Germany were chosen for the
interviews. A second requirement was that they had regular contact with Germans,
both at work and in their private lives, to ensure that a certain level of pressure for
adaption to or integration in the German culture existed.

Another prerequisite was that the interviewees had to live at least 75 kilom-
eters from the Dutch border. This regional differentiation is not found in Thomas’s
(1996) methodology (see also Diinstl, 2005; Gruttauer, 2007; Schlizio, 2005).
However, given that Germany and the Netherlands are neighboring countries, a
regional differentiation made sense because it ensured that the interviewees spent
most of their time in Germany. Particularly in the border region, there are many
Dutch people who live and work in Germany but still spend a lot of time in the
Netherlands or in the company of other Dutch people. Interviewing such people
could have biased the results of this study.

According to Thomas (1996, p. 119-121), it is most effective to interview
people about critical incidents when they have been in the country whose cul-
ture is to be analyzed for about three to four months. Research (e.g., Berry, 1985,
p- 235-248; Bhawuk, 1998, p. 630-655) has shown that after three to four months,
the first euphoria about the new country ceases and increased efforts toward cul-
tural integration have to be made, leading to an accumulation of critical incidents.
Thomas (1996, p. 119—121) expressed his concern that after being too long in the
host country, interviewees might adopt the cultural orientation system of the host
country and judge earlier critical incidents from the host country’s perspective.

For this study, the first three interviews were used to test whether the duration
of stay had an influence on the critical incidents related. The first three interview-
ees had been in Germany for 10, 3 and 42 years (see Appendix 1). However, the
analysis showed that there was no indication that Thomas’s concern was substanti-
ated in the context of this study. Not only did the interviewees remember a lot of
and similar critical incidents (see Appendix 2) and how they evaluated them, but
they also had the ability to retrospectively state how typical those critical incidents
were and how frequently they occurred. For this reason, a maximum period of time
living in Germany was abandoned as a prerequisite for being interviewed. To be
considered for this study, the interviewees just had to have lived in Germany for
longer than three months to ensure that they were able to relate a relevant number
of critical incidents.

To find people who met these criteria, contact was established via the internet
with Dutch-German clubs such as the DNG Koéln (German-Dutch association in
Cologne) or the German-Dutch club in Recklinghausen. Most of the members of
these clubs did not meet the criteria themselves, but they were often able to supply
addresses of friends, colleagues or family members who did. Thirty-nine potential
interviewees were eventually found via personal recommendations.
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However, since the population of people who met the requirements was un-
known, it was not possible to draw a random sample. There was thus a possible
bias because it could not be completely ruled out that the sample of interviewees
found was not representative of the whole population. One of the characteristics
of the concept of culture standards is that they are often only valid for a certain
cultural sector (Krewer, 1996). Since the aim of this study was to identify central
culture standards (i. e., culture standards that are valid for the German culture as a
whole), special care had to be taken to ensure that the culture standards deduced
from the interviewees’ answers were valid beyond single cultural sectors.

When a population is unknown and cannot be estimated, statistical methods can
be used to calculate the probability that a sample is representative of the popula-
tion (cf. Hudec & Neumann, 2010). However, since this study used a qualitative
approach, the sample size was not large enough for such a calculation (at least not
large enough to get reliable results from such a calculation).

To minimize the potential bias of a sampling error, this study therefore tried to
select a sample that was as heterogeneous as possible: interviewees with a variety
of different socio-demographic backgrounds were chosen. Subsequently, their an-
swers were compared to each other and it was analyzed whether one or more of
them had stated a considerable number of critical incidents that the others had not
stated. This would have been an indication that it could indeed not be ruled out
that certain culture standards do not apply to certain cultural sectors and that the
results of this study could not be regarded as valid for the whole German culture.
Since a statistical analysis of the concordance of the interviewees’ answers was
not feasible due to the relatively small number of interviewees, I merely checked
whether there were critical incidents that were only stated by one or a few of the
interviewees.

Eventually, 16 people were interviewed for this study. After 11 interviews a
saturation point (cf. Ostertag, 2010, p. 4) was reached; the following 5 interviews
provided no or only very few new critical incidents. For this reason, the 16 inter-
views were sufficient for the qualitative approach of this study.

Appendix 1 shows that the 16 interviewees covered a heterogeneous spectrum
and represented a variety of cultural sectors: 10 of the interviewees were female,
6 male. Their ages varied from 26 to 65 years. Each of them had a specific (aca-
demic or professional) qualification (1 upper management, 3 middle management,
2 in public administration, 10 self-employed or qualified personnel) and worked
in different industries and companies. They lived in different parts of Germany
(11 people in North Rhine-Westphalia, 3 in Lower Saxony, 1 in Bavaria and 1 in
Mecklenburg-West Pomerania). The names of the interviewees were anonymized
and replaced by the pseudonyms In 1-16.

Appendix 2 shows that all the interviewees related similar critical incidents.
This indicates that the potential bias mentioned above did not apply to this study. It
could therefore be assumed that the German culture standards that were identified
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in the further course of this study would indeed be valid for the German culture as
a whole and can be characterized as central culture standards.

243 Pretest and conduction of the interviews

I decided not to conduct the interviews myself. Instead, they were conducted by a
native Dutch speaker who is a professional speech therapist and a student of com-
munication studies. She was familiar with interview methods and conducting in-
terviews. Thomas (1996) and others (e. g., Diinstl, 2005; Gruttauer, 2007; Schlizio,
2005) have let non-native speakers conduct their interviews, which apparently did
not cause problems. However, in this case, it seemed appropriate to call in a Dutch
person to conduct the interviews. Due to their shared history and the sometimes
difficult and strained relations between Germans and Dutch people over the last
decades, the interviewees — especially the older people — might have been biased
and unwilling or reluctant to tell a German interviewer such as myself about nega-
tive critical incidents. However, this approach had the disadvantage that I could
not get a personal impression of the interviewees and was not able to adjust the
methodology if necessary once the interview phase had started.

For this reason, careful instruction of the interviewer was crucial. As prepara-
tion for the interviewer, but also as a pretest for the methodological approach,
two test interviews with Dutch test people were conducted (in my presence) and
analyzed afterwards. The interviewer explained the critical incidents method and
was instructed to let the interviewees state their critical incidents without interrup-
tion. She was also told that to avoid influencing the interviewees, she could only
ask general questions about different areas of life and work if the interviewees did
not remember critical incidents. For example, she could ask questions such as “Do
you remember critical incidents regarding the relationships between colleagues or
between people from different hierarchical levels? Do you remember critical inci-
dents regarding communication?” However, when she conducted the interviews,
all the interviewees were able to relate critical incidents and she therefore did not
need to ask additional questions. In the pretest, it also became apparent that prior
to the interviews the interviewees had to be reminded once more that critical in-
cidents do not necessarily have to be negative but may also be neutral or positive.

About one week before the interviews took place, the respondents received an
email in which the interview method and purpose was explained. This presumably
increased the number of critical incidents they were able to state when they were
interviewed. The original mail can be found (translated into English) in Appendix
6.

With the consent of the interviewees, the interviews were recorded. To begin,
the interviewees were asked questions about their socio-demographic characteris-
tics such as age, sex, profession, place of work and position in the organization,
place of residence in the host country, and period of stay in Germany. To gather
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critical incidents situations, the narrative interview method (Mayring, 2003) was
used to ensure that the respondents had as much freedom as possible to talk about
occurrences, events and experiences without being influenced by the interviewer.
This method has proven to be successful in previous research works involving
gathering critical incidents (e. g., Schlizio, 2005).

The interviewees were asked to answer the following question: Do you re-
member situations in which a German acted or reacted differently, unexpectedly or
inexplicably, or in which a Dutch person would have reacted differently?

In their studies, Schlizio (2005) and others (e. g., Diinstl, 2005; Gruttauer, 2007;
Thomas, 1996) added a further question to the interviews. After each stated critical
incident, the interviewees were asked for explanations and at the end of the inter-
view they were asked to give some tips for fellow countrymen who want to visit
the host culture. This study abandoned those questions for several reasons, largely
because the answers might have led to generalizations or stereotyping.

The two test interviews revealed that the interviewees were rather unsure why
a certain critical incident had occurred. Upon my request, they admitted that the
explanations they had given for the critical incidents were rather hypothetical and
that they were (in many cases) not at all sure that they were right. They were also
reluctant to offer recommendations because — as one of them stated on request
— their experiences were subjective and situation-related and they were not sure
whether, based on their personal experiences, they could give valid general ad-
vice. The evaluation of the critical incidents was thus reserved for the experts (see
Section 2.4.5) who have a more general overview of cultural characteristics and
behavioral patterns than the single interviewees.

2.4.4 Analysis of the interviews

Since only the content of the interviews was important for the analysis, a phonetic
reproduction of the content and the use of notation signs was not necessary (Ma-
cLean, Meyer, & Estable, 2004, p. 113—123). An orthographic transcription meth-
od was used to transcribe the interviews. The first three interviews were transcribed
completely to gain a better feeling for the interviews. For the other 13 interviews,
only the stated critical incidents were actually transcribed (i.e., greetings, small
talk in the beginning, digressions were not transcribed).

The interviewees described 225 critical incidents, 180 of which were con-
cretely remembered situations. In 45 cases, the interviewees stated things about
Germans that they found different, unexpected or inexplicable but for which they
could not state a concrete remembered situation. However, they had observed them
repeatedly over the years. In one example, In 1 stated that he was astonished that
colleagues who have known each other for a long time in Germany often still ad-
dress each other very formally, but he could not remember a concrete situation in
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which he observed this behavior (see Appendix 2). Those 45 statements were also
considered in this study and treated like critical incidents.

The 225 critical incidents were analyzed following the qualitative content anal-
ysis of Mayring (2003, p. 209 ff.). To begin, the material was paraphrased. Using
the analysis technique “summarization” (Mayring 2003, p. 58), the material was
then reduced to its core content to create a manageable corpus that still contained
the relevant information and that did not bias the interviewees’ statements. From
the data it appeared that the critical incidents could be divided into 15 categories.
Each category was given a title and a few quotations from the interviewees were
attached to it. The categories were:

1. Separation of professional and private life (mentioned in 15 interviews, 27

critical incidents)

Dealing with time (mentioned in 15 interviews, 34 critical incidents)

Rules (mentioned in 13 interviews, 24 critical incidents)

Status (mentioned in 14 interviews, 16 critical incidents)

Academic titles and qualifications (mentioned in 14 interviews, 15 critical inci-

dents)

Formality (mentioned in 15 interviews, 17 critical incidents)

7. Planning, preparation, attention to details (mentioned in 13 interviews, 18 criti-
cal incidents)

8. Task orientation (mentioned in 10 interviews, 17 critical incidents)

9. Hierarchies (mentioned in 14 interviews, 17 critical incidents)

10. Flexibility and improvisation (mentioned in 8 interviews, 14 critical incidents)

11. Directness and straightforwardness (mentioned in 9 interviews, 10 critical inci-
dents)

12. Competitiveness (mentioned in 4 interviews, 4 critical incidents)

13. Tradition (mentioned in 3 interviews, 4 critical incidents)

14. Rituals (mentioned in 3 interviews, 4 critical incidents)

15. Trust (mentioned in 3 interviews, 4 critical incidents)
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A detailed list that shows which of the interviewees stated how many critical in-
cidents with regard to the categories can be found in Appendix 2. A more detailed
description and explanation of the categories can be found in Section 2.5.

2.4.5 Expert evaluation

The 15 categories with the 225 critical incidents were presented to bicultural
experts for evaluation. According to Thomas, Kinast, and Schroll-Machl (2003,
p- 181-203), bicultural experts are people who have years of profound and exten-
sive personal experience with both cultures and who have analyzed and compared
both cultures in a methodical, well-reflected and scientific way. They are familiar
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with both cultural orientation systems and causes of behavior and norms, and are
consequently able to concretize culture standards.

In total, 10 experts participated in the evaluation of the categories: 6 Dutch and
4 German people. The expert group consisted of people who scientifically analyze
the German and Dutch cultures (two historians, three communication scientists
and one scientist of culture and literature) and people who deal with both countries
and cultures on a daily basis in the free economy (three people working in cross-
border consultancy companies, one working in a Dutch-German PR office).

Detailed information about the socio-demographic characteristics of the ex-
perts can be found in Appendix 3. Since some of the experts also preferred to be
anonymized, their names were replaced by the pseudonyms Ex 1-10.

The number of experts in this study was higher than in comparable studies (in
which, for the most part, no more than five experts evaluated the critical incidents).
In studies from Thomas (1996) and others (e.g., Diinstl, 2005; Gruttauer, 2007;
Schlizio, 2005) regarding culture standards, the interviewees were asked to evalu-
ate the critical incidents (e. g., by giving explanations for the behavior of the mem-
bers of the other culture). This was not done in this study to avoid subjective evalu-
ations, but the number of experts was increased to compensate for this omission.

The evaluation of the categories took place in face-to-face discussions with
and between the experts. First, the general division of the critical incidents into
15 categories and the categories themselves were discussed with the experts to
validate this approach. Subsequently, the experts were asked to answer seven ques-
tions for each of the categories. Furthermore, each expert was presented with the
other experts’ answers and given a chance to comment on them. In this way, the
evaluation of the categories took place in a mutual discussion process. The seven
questions were:

Questions 1 and 2: “How typical are the statements from this category?” and
“How important are the statements from this category when it comes to binational
encounters?” Those two questions can also be found in the majority of comparable
studies about the identification of culture standards (e. g., Diinstl, 2005; Gruttauer,
2007; Schlizio, 2005; Thomas, 1996). The experts could select from five answers:
very typical/important, typical/important, neither ... nor, a little typical/important,
atypical/unimportant. Based on the answers to these questions, a weighting of the
relevance of the categories was calculated. A numerical value of 4 was assigned
to the answer ‘very typical/important’; the answer ‘atypical/unimportant’ was as-
signed a numerical value of 0. Only those categories that had an average numeri-
cal value of >3 in both questions were used to identify culture standards. Four
categories (‘directness,” ‘tradition,” ‘rituals’ and ‘trust’) were removed from the
identification process due to a lack of relevance because they were considered
neither typical for the Dutch perception of the German culture nor important in
binational encounters.
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Questions 3 and 4: “Is this category a separate and independent category or
is it part of another or can it be assigned to another category?” and “Are there
fundamental values or norms underlying this category?” The answers to these two
questions show whether a category forms a culture standard, whether it is part of
another category or another culture standard or whether it forms pari passu to-
gether with another category a culture standard. A category is a culture standard if
the experts consider it to be independent, not belonging to another category, and
if there are no underlying norms and values (otherwise those norms and values
would form the culture standard). Question 3 is not found in other studies about
the identification of culture standards. Question 4 can be found in a different form
in some of the studies (e. g., “What should a person know about the host culture to
understand this difference?”).

Question 5: “Are there additional aspects to this category that have not been
stated by the interviewees?” The purpose of this question was to test the ‘com-
pleteness’ of the categories. If the experts had stated further aspects, this would
have been an indication that there was a need for further research related to those
aspects.

Question 6: “How should a Dutch person react in critical interaction situations
that have been stated by the interviewees regarding this category to avoid misun-
derstandings or irritations?” This question can also be found in most of the other
studies about the identification of critical incidents.

Question 7: “Has this category undergone changes in the last years or decades
or is it likely to change in the near future?”” This question can also be found in
similar studies. Culture standards usually change very slowly and to a small extent
(Thomas, 2005, p. 45f.). If the experts would have stated that a category changes
or has changed to a greater extent, this might have been an indication that it is not
a culture standard or that it is only a peripheral culture standard (Thomas, 2003).
In that case, further research would have been necessary.

In the majority of the other studies about the identification of culture standards,
the experts were also asked if they knew historical, religious or political reasons
for the cultural differences stated by the interviewees. The purpose of this question
was to identify a historico-cultural anchor for the culture standards. This question
was abandoned in this study for two reasons.

First, the scientific discourse shows that social scientists are not unanimous
about the extent to which or if it is possible at all to derive cultural characteristics
from the history of a country. Skopol and Sommers (1980, p. 44) claimed that this
is possible (at least to a certain extent), but Lorenz (2002, p. 246 ff.) and Daniel
(2001) have noted that today’s cultural characteristics can hardly be derived from
particular developments or events in the past. Of course, there are certain historical
developments or events that allow a better understanding of today’s cultural char-
acteristics, but trying to simply link today’s cultural characteristics to those events
or developments is rarely possible. This opinion is also shared by Matsumoto and
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Yoo (2006), who analyzed various cultural studies in a meta-study. They acknowl-
edged that these studies are often supported by thoughtful discussions of the socio-
historical contexts in which cultural practices are embedded, but criticized the link-
ing of cultural characteristics to historical developments because it lacks empirical
justification. Among the experts who took part in the identification of the culture
standards for this study, the two historians also agreed with this.

Second, an embedding of cultural characteristics into a historical context would
not have been expedient for this study because it is not necessary for a simple
identification of culture standards. Of course, Thomas (2003) had a point when he
claimed that embedding cultural characteristics into a historical context certainly
helps create a better understanding of cultural differences. Hofstede (2008, p. 11)
has even claimed that cultural differences cannot be understood without the study
of history because he sees culture as the crystallization of history in the minds,
hearts and hands of the present generation. Nevertheless, since embedding the
identified culture standards in a historical context would not have been empirically
justifiable, it was not done in this scientific study.

2.4.6 Labeling the data

The process of identifying these culture standards was based on the grounded
theory approach (Glaser & Strauss, 2008). In contrast to models of classic social
research, which usually validate previously formulated theory on the basis of data,
grounded theory is developed inductively from a data corpus.

The basic idea of the grounded theory approach is to analyze a database (in this
case the critical incidents stated by the interviewees) and discover and label cat-
egories and their interrelationships (coding). The coding process starts with open
coding, the part of the analysis concerned with identifying, naming, categorizing
and describing phenomena found in the data. With the method of open coding (in
this case a qualitative content analysis as suggested by Mayring), the 15 categories
described in Section 2.4.4 were generated and the critical incidents were divided
among these categories. In the first instance, this was done by the author of this
study, but the categories were also later confirmed by the ten experts.

Next, axial coding (the process of relating categories to each other, finding
hierarchical relations between them and fitting them into a basic frame of generic
relationships) took place. The experts identified causal relations between the cat-
egories, based on a questionnaire that every expert filled out about each category
(see Section 2.4.5 and Appendix 4.4).

Subsequently, selective coding (choosing core categories and relating other cat-
egories to these core categories) was carried out. The experts identified five core
categories (in this case culture standards) and linked other categories to them (see
Appendices 4.2-4.6). By letting the experts carry out the axial and selective cod-
ing, the results could be regarded as objective and scientifically validated.
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To be regarded as a culture standard, a category had to meet the following
criteria: it had to be considered typical and important when it comes to binational
encounters (see questions 1 and 2); it had to be separate and independent and not
part of another category (see question 3); there should not be underlying norms
or values to it (see question 4) (which does not mean that it cannot be a norm or
value itself) and it must have undergone no or only minor changes (see question
7). These criteria were met by the categories separation of professional and private
life, task orientation, dealing with time and status orientation. The categories aca-
demic titles and qualifications, formality, hierarchies and competitiveness were,
according to the experts, part of these culture standards.

Two categories (rules and planning, preparation, attention to details) were re-
garded as belonging together; they formed the culture standard appreciation for
rules structures and regulations. According to the experts, the flexibility and im-
provisation category is part of this culture standard.

In the course of the expert evaluation, it became obvious that not all critical
incidents could be thoroughly explained by the five identified culture standards,
which implied that there had to be further culture standards. After some discus-
sion, the experts agreed that a culture standard called fear of losing control had
to be added to the other culture standards. This culture standard was not directly
deduced from the categories, but the experts agreed that it influences all other cul-
ture standards to at least a certain degree and that the other culture standards and
critical incidents cannot be thoroughly explained without this one (see Appendix
4.5). After the identification of this sixth culture standard, we conducted theoreti-
cal sampling, a circular process during the course of which the collected data was
analyzed again based on the new results of the coding. The critical incidents were
analyzed and coded again in the light of the six culture standards. This time, the
critical incidents could be thoroughly explained.

In addition, the other results of the expert evaluation were also coded various
times. Each time one of the experts stated new aspects for one of the identified cat-
egories in the process of axial or selective coding, the category was coded again by
the other experts, regarding this aspect. This ensured that as many aspects for each
category and subsequently for each culture standard as possible could be identified,
reaching a theoretical saturation (Glaser & Strauss, 2008, p. 51).

2.5 Results

With the help of the experts, six central German culture standards from a Dutch
perspective were identified:

* Fear of losing control

» Separation of living spheres
» Task orientation
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Fig.2  Interdependency and hierarchies of German culture standards from a Dutch
perspective. The arrows show which of the culture standards are related to each
other

* Appreciation for rules, structures and regulations
* Time planning
+ Status orientation

These six culture standards cannot be regarded separately. In parts they overlap,
they are mutually dependent and they stand in a hierarchical relationship to one
another. After the identification of the German culture standards, the experts were
asked to analyze if and how these are linked to each other and in what hierarchi-
cal relation they stand. This was also conducted in a discussion with all experts.
The culture standards and the links between them are illustrated in Figure 2. The
arrows illustrate which culture standards are linked to each other, and the numbers
attached to the arrows show how many of the experts agreed that a link between
two culture standards exists. A more detailed table, showing the answers of the
individual experts with regard to the interdependency and hierarchies of the culture
standards, can be found in Appendix 5.

The figure shows that the culture standard fear of losing control is on a higher
hierarchical level than the other culture standards. The reason for this is explained
in Section 2.5.8. The culture standards separation of living spheres, task orienta-
tion, time planning, appreciation for rules, structures and regulations and status
orientation are more or less on the same hierarchical level. Directness was not a
separate culture standard but was nevertheless included in the figure. As will be ex-
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plained in more detailed in Section 2.5.7, the experts disagreed about this cultural
characteristic and about whether it was part of one of the culture standards.

Sections 2.5.1 through 2.5.6 will describe and explain the six German culture
standards from a Dutch perspective. They will describe which areas of life are
impacted, the causal links between the culture standards and German behavioral
patterns that Dutch people experience in bicultural encounters.

In the description and explanations of the culture standards and their charac-
teristics, brackets are used to indicate which of the interviewees related critical
incidents about that aspect or culture standard. Since the names of the interviewees
were anonymized, their pseudonyms (e. g., In 1) are displayed in the brackets. Ap-
pendix 2 contains a table illustrating the number of critical incidents each inter-
viewee described with regard to the single categories. The text in brackets shows
which of the experts agreed with a certain explanation for a culture standard or its
characteristics. Detailed information about the experts’ socio-demographic charac-
teristics can be found in Appendix 3 and information about their answers can be
found in Appendix 4.

General characteristics are first described for each culture standard. It is then
further divided into ‘horizontal relationships’ (relationships between people in
their private life and between colleagues from the same hierarchical level), ‘verti-
cal relationships’ (relationships between people from different hierarchical levels),
‘communication’ and ‘applications’. Such a division is reasonable because the
analysis of the critical incidents indicated that, from a Dutch perspective, Ger-
man culture standards predominantly manifest in these parts of life. In addition,
the culture standards show certain characteristics and peculiarities that differ from
each other in these parts of private and professional life. However, since not every
culture standard manifests in all these parts of life, this division is only used for
those culture standards to which it applies.

Furthermore, some of the categories or critical incidents could not be assigned
to one particular culture standard. According to the experts, those categories or
incidents result from an interplay of different culture standards. In this study, they
are assigned to the culture standard that they are most influenced by and endorsed
with an explanation of which other culture standards they are also influenced by.

In addition, this study analyzes how every culture standard is linked to other
culture standards (in Chapter 2.5.8). Since most cultural characteristics result from
an interplay of different culture standards (Thomas, 1996, p. 112), a description
of the interactions between the German culture standards helps the reader better
comprehend the cultural characteristics.

Schroll-Machl (2008) already identified German culture standards. However,
she analyzed the German culture from a rather global perspective: she conducted
a meta-study based on studies about German culture standards from the perspec-
tives of various other cultures (USA, France, Czech Republic and China). It is
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questionable whether the results of her study can indeed be considered real culture
standards (as defined by Thomas).

One of the most distinguishing features of culture standards is that they do not
show cultural characteristics from a rather global perspective but from the specific
perspective of another culture. Schroll-Machl pointed out general cultural charac-
teristics of the German culture that are striking for people from other cultures. Her
results are based on the results of intercultural culture standards studies but are
cross-cultural rather than intercultural. This does not mean that they are inaccurate,
but they cannot simply be transferred to the German-Dutch context.

In some cases, Schroll-Machl’s German culture standards show great similari-
ties with the culture standards identified in this study. However, that does not mean
that they actually have the same effect in intercultural encounters between German
and Dutch people. Thomas (1996, p. 113) stated that one culture can, from the
perspectives of other cultures, have similar or identical culture standards, but they
might still impact totally different fields of action, have different functions or have
a different tolerance range. The Dutch-German culture standards in this study that
resemble the German culture standards identified by Schroll-Machl are the follow-
ing: separation of living spheres, time planning, task orientation and appreciation
for rules, structures and regulations. For each of these culture standards, this study
analyzes the extent to which it differs from Schroll-Machl’s culture standards and
in which parts.

Furthermore, Schroll-Machl found culture standards that are not at all reflected
in the critical incidents that were gathered in this study: rule-orientated, internal-
ized control (which basically means that Germans control themselves at work and
that there is no need for external control of work processes) and low-context com-
munication (Which means that German communication is very explicit and direct
and that Germans formulate things almost fully verbally, making everything clear
and unambiguous). This also shows that Schroll-Machl’s culture standards cannot
simply be transferred into a German-Dutch context.

2.5.1 Fear of losing control

The experts agree that many of the critical incidents reported by the interviewees
can be explained by a German fear of losing control, which they regard as an inde-
pendent culture standard. They consider this fear as typically German and impor-
tant to binational interactions. Since roughly 150 of the critical incidents (stated by
all interviewees) can be related to the German fear of losing control, it is evident
that its importance exceeds that of the other culture standards. According to all the
experts, the fear of losing control is one of the most fundamental values of German
culture. The other central German culture standards from a Dutch perspective, es-
pecially appreciation for rules, structures and regulations and time planning, can
at least partly be explained by this culture standard.
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The analysis of the critical incidents indicates that Germans have a strong aver-
sion to losing control. To a considerably greater extent than Dutch people, they try
to avoid ambiguities, risks and situations in which they are not fully able to keep
control (In 1-16). The experts agree that this is why they appreciate reliable and
fixed rules, structures and regulations that help them keep control in every situation
and avoid uncertainties and unforeseen situations (all experts but Ex 4). Detailed
planning and stretching the planning horizon far into the future apparently also
serve this purpose (Ex 1, 2, 3,4, 7, 8).

The critical incidents also imply that Germans generally seem to be more
averse than Dutch people to doing different things simultaneously; multitasking is
to be avoided. They try to keep things simple and break work processes and tasks
down into single steps that are followed one after another to always maintain a
good overview and controllability (In 1, 2, 3,6, 7,9, 11).

Furthermore, the interviewees’ answers show that Germans often feel uncom-
fortable when they are not able to plan and forecast things thoroughly or have
to react to unknown situations. They prefer approaches, procedures and solutions
that have already proven their worth in the past and are considerably less apt than
Dutch to stray from the norm (In 9, 10, 14, 15).

2.5.2 Separation of living spheres

The interviewees (all but In 3) described 27 critical incidents related to the separa-
tion of different living spheres, especially private and professional life. According
to the experts, this separation of living spheres is typical (3.4 of 4) and important
in binational (business) encounters (3.8 of 4), the changes it has undergone through
time are negligible and it forms an independent culture standard (see Appendix
4.4).

From a Dutch perspective, Germans tend to draw very sharp boundaries be-
tween their different living spheres, especially between their work and their private
lives (all interviewees but In 16). They adjust their behavior and their interper-
sonal dealings to the sphere they are momentarily in (see also Schroll-Machl, 2008,
p- 1391f.). At work, they focus primarily on the task; work comes first. Feelings,
humor and intimacy are part of private life, so they are not (or only to a small
extent) part of professional life (In 1, 4, 6, 7, 9, 12). Even good relationships with
colleagues and business associates are seen as more a pleasant side-effect than a
premise for working together well (In 1, 4, 7, 10, 12).

According to the experts, this is one of the reasons why, from a Dutch perspec-
tive, Germans in the workplace often seem distant, reserved, dismissive, humorless
and even unfriendly (Ex 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 10). Dutch people who meet their German
colleagues for the first time in private life often report feeling that they are dealing
with two totally different people with regards to their external appearance, behav-
ior and mood. In 16, for example, related the following critical incident:
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“I had a meeting with the mayors of the cities Duisburg and Kleve. During
the official program, both behaved very formally and showed a reserved and
rather distanced attitude toward me. After the official part was over, we met for
a pub crawl. Now both appeared in informal clothing and acted jovially and
informally and we had a pleasant evening.”

The experts agree that due to the separation of living spheres, Germans are in-
clined to see colleagues predominantly as colleagues and not as potential friends.
Fellow workers are not automatically granted access to the private life, which is
reserved to family and friends. In their private time, Germans maintain less con-
tact with their colleagues than Dutch people. Meeting colleagues after work for
leisure and sports activities or borrels (informal get-togethers) is less common in
Germany than in the Netherlands and friendships do not develop as often from
work but rather from private activities (In 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 15, 16). Interviewee 8, for
example, stated,

“My colleagues are not my friends. That is completely separated, I rarely see
colleagues doing something together in their free time. There is a great differ-
ence in dealing with each other at work or in your free time.”

According to the experts, Germans generally talk less about private matters in the
workplace than their Dutch colleagues do and do not ask others about their private
lives (In 4, 6, 7, 9). As In 6 stated:

“Interaction with new colleagues usually first happens on a pure business level.
In the Netherlands, the new one is immediately asked: ‘“Where do you live? Do
you have kids? Are you married?’ In Germany, it takes quite some time until
you can ask your colleagues questions like that.”

As Schroll-Machl (2008, p. 158) described, colleagues in German companies first
meet on a strictly work-related level, stress their rationality (not their emotional-
ity), and stay properly within their roles (without a personal “flavor”) within the
formal structures of their company. In the process of getting to know each other or
even becoming friends, they start changing their roles and their distance decreases.
Their contact becomes more private, emotions are shown, and the other person’s
personality becomes more visible.

However, as the experts stated, even when colleagues become friends, they
stay task-oriented at work and usually discuss private matters in their free time. In
8 even explained that “At work my best friend is also my boss. At work she tells
me in a rather direct tone to do this and that. Only after work are we normal friends
again.”

Four of the interviewees (In 1, 3, 8, 9) stated that the competitive pressure is
higher in German companies than in Dutch companies and the working atmos-
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phere and the way of treating each other are rougher. According to the experts,
this impression is also caused by the separation of living spheres (Ex 1, 5, 6, 8).
Germans tend to make a distinction between a person’s professional role and the
person behind this role, which Dutch people do to a lesser extent (Ex 2, 3, 5, 7,
8 9). Trying to outdo colleagues, directly criticizing and engaging in constructive
disputes are seen as part of the professional role they play at work. Because of
this, Germans usually do not consider open competition to be a disturbance of a
good working atmosphere, but rather an instrument of increasing efficiency in a
company (Ex 1,2,7, 8 9).

The experts agree that the separation of living spheres also influences the rela-
tions between different hierarchical levels. In Germany there is usually less contact
between people from different hierarchical levels because the separation of private
and professional life limits contact to business matters (In 10, 15; Ex 1, 2, 3, 7, 8).
The relation-oriented and more informal Dutch workers tend to have more contact
between different hierarchical levels (of course, this also has to do with the flatter
hierarchies in the Netherlands).

2.5.3 Formality

With the exception of In 9, the interviewees agreed that Germans are more formal
than Dutch people. Seventeen critical incidents directly referred to German formal-
ity. According to the experts, this formality is not an independent culture standard
but part of the separation of living spheres because there are also living spheres in
which Germans do not act formally, especially in private life (Ex 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 10).

At work, Germans are usually more formal than Dutch people. Dress codes are
more conservative and people are more distanced and reserved when they meet (In
1, 6, 15, 16). Many Dutch people especially note the use of the formal “Sie” when
addressing others instead of the more informal “du.” In the Netherlands, people
start addressing others informally rather quickly to create a warm and friendly
atmosphere. In Germany, it takes much longer before people switch to addressing
others with the informal “du.” In 1, for example, stated:

“I have been working in the company for about ten years now. Every morning, I
greet our secretary, we often chat and spend our breaks together in the canteen.
But [ still address her with the formal Sie.”

At official meetings or events, the formal form of address is always used. Even
colleagues who have known each other for a longer time often still address each
other with “Sie” (In 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 11). This was stated by In 2, among others: “In
official meetings, even close colleagues who normally address each other with the
informal du always address each other with the formal Sie.”

46



Respect and a respectful treatment of others is very important for Germans and
acting formally, maintaining a little distance and following rituals is regarded as
courtesy and respect. People who are higher in the hierarchy, older people, officials
and people with (academic) titles are treated especially respectfully (Inl, 4, 10,
14). In 4 explained, for example:

“If I meet four people in the Netherlands, I just start with the person to my
left or right and give everyone a handshake. In Germany, you first address the
women but you also have to keep hierarchies in mind, the person’s age and how
long a person has been working for the company.”

German formality also shows in how people communicate at work. In Dutch com-
panies, information often flows freely between employees and between employees
and supervisors, different kinds of communication channels are used, and infor-
mation is spread informally (Ex 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 9). In German companies, people
use formal structures to communicate; information is conveyed through formal
channels and usually flows vertically. The boss gathers the relevant information
and disseminates it to the employees who need to be involved. When it comes to
communication, Germans clearly prefer written documents (In 1, 3).

According to the experts, German formality is not only a result of the separa-
tion of living spheres but also has to do with the culture standard task orientation
(Ex 4, 5, 8, 9). The experts agree that Germans appreciate clear and efficient struc-
tures; unambiguity is to be avoided and reliability is important. By using formal
structures and communication channels, employers and supervisors can ensure that
everyone receives the relevant information, the boss maintains an overview and
every employee knows what to do and what can be expected from colleagues.
From a German perspective, this is the best and most efficient way to complete a
task.

Schroll-Machl (2008, p. 139) also described a typical German formality, but
this formality has an extra dimension to it from an international perspective. At
work, Germans show little to no emotion. From a Dutch perspective, this seems
to have no influence on binational business encounters, but this may be because
from an international perspective Dutch people also show little emotion at work
(Vossenstein, 2010, p. 15).

254 Task orientation

In 15 of the interviews, 34 critical incidents regarding the German task orientation
were described. The experts agree that task orientation is typical (3.6 of 4) and im-
portant (3.6 of 4) in binational business encounters. The changes it has undergone
in the last decades are negligible and it forms an independent culture standard (see
Appendix 4.4).
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According to Schroll-Machl (2008, p. 46), when people meet they always meet
on different levels: the task level and the social-emotional level that deals with
emotions and relationships. The experts agree that while both levels are equally
important to Dutch people, Germans show a clear preference for the task level (all
experts but Ex 8). At work, they concentrate on the task; everything is to be subor-
dinated to the work objectives. Being objective, showing enthusiasm about work
and expending effort are important characteristics of professionalism. Germans
want to be seen as goal-oriented.

According to the experts, Germans concentrate on the task at work; feelings are
to be set aside. Working together with someone does not require first establishing a
social relationship with that person. Germans certainly appreciate nice and friendly
behavior, but they do not expect it and are not offended when being treated harshly
or curtly. For this reason, Germans usually put less effort than Dutch people into
creating a friendly atmosphere or getting to know their business partners (In 1, 3,
4, 8,9, 11). In 5, for example, stated, “Dutch people find it more important than
Germans to be seen as likable and congenial. In my company in Germany this is
less important; here, work really is central.”

According to 15 of the interview partners (In 1-15), formal and real hierar-
chies in Germany are stronger than in the Netherlands: 18 critical incidents refer
to hierarchies in German companies. The experts agree that this is typical (3.8 of
4) and important (3.8 of 4). However, they do not regard hierarchical relations
in Germany as an independent culture standard but see it as a result of interplay
between the culture standards task orientation, appreciation for rules, structures
and regulations and separation of living spheres (see Appendix 4.5). The hier-
archical structures in Germany are not found in Schroll-Machl’s study. It seems
that they are a specific characteristic of the German fask orientation from a Dutch
perspective. Schroll-Machl (2008, p. 52) even claimed that from an international
perspective, fulfilling the task, rational arguments and finding a consensus seem to
be stronger than hierarchies in Germany.

Interviewees and experts agree that tasks and functions are usually clearly
defined and assigned in Germany. The hierarchical levels are distinguished from
each other, each level has clearly defined responsibilities and people tend to adhere
strictly to what they are allowed and supposed to do. The supervisor or boss makes
the decisions; the employees carry them out (Ex 3—10). Among other reasons, hi-
erarchies are accepted because the task can be carried out most efficiently when
everyone knows exactly what his or her responsibilities are, what may and must
be done and what exactly can be expected from others (all experts but Ex 2 and 6).

From the critical incidents described by the interviewees, it became apparent
that orders are often not formulated as a friendly question in Germany, as is com-
mon in the Netherlands, but are given rather directly and clearly (In 2, 4, 8, 13, 14,
15). According to the experts, Germans usually appreciate this unambiguousness
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because they are clearly told what is expected and how to fulfill the task (Ex 3—10).
In 4, for example, stated:

“Yes, in Germany, orders are given in a more commanding tone. At work I
notice this every day. While in the Netherlands orders are formulated more as a
friendly question, in Germany it is more ‘do this, do that!” But that is accepted
by the employees. My boss is strict but I never had the feeling of being seen as
inferior.”

The interviewees’ answers imply that the German fask orientation also influences
communication. In business encounters, Germans place the highest priority on the
specific objective of the interaction. They remain objective and get to the point
quicker than Dutch people (In 1, 3, 8,9, 12, 13). As In 16 put it:

“Social talk in advance is less common here than in the Netherlands. I once
participated in a meeting with international members. When the boss opened
the meeting with the words ‘Good morning, we are here to discuss this and that,
let us start,” they seemed rather surprised.”

According to the experts, Dutch people often try to address others on a social-
emotional level; in business encounters they emphasize small talk and breaking
the ice. Germans do this to a somewhat lesser extent. Using humor in business
encounters is often even frowned upon because it is regarded as frivolous (Ex 1,
2,3,4,5,8,9).

In discussions, Germans try to defend their point of view with arguments and
facts. Things are either right or wrong; compromises are less popular than in the
Netherlands (In 5, 8, 9). The best solution for a problem is what matters, not pre-
venting people from losing face or taking everyone’s opinions and views into ac-
count. Because of this, discussions are often perceived as harsher in Germany.
Germans find this totally normal and acceptable; they often even enjoy defending
their point of view with arguments (all experts but Ex 6, 7, 10). When In 11 arrived
in Germany, she often felt that: “The Germans in my department were constantly
fighting. Later I noticed that this was just the German way of discussion and that
nobody got mad.”

In presentations, Germans tend to present as many facts as possible because
they believe it helps to better understand things and avoid unambiguity. For Dutch
listeners, German presentations are therefore often boring and dry (Ex 1, 2, 3,
8, and 9) because Dutch people usually expect a short summary in presentations
rather than a detailed description.

When it comes to job applications, the experts agree that in German companies
the qualifications of the applicants are far more important than soft skills or con-
geniality. Certainly, in Dutch companies qualification is usually also the most im-
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portant precondition for hiring someone but soft skills, personality and sympathy
play a greater role in the application process than in Germany (Ex 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 9).

Since Germans focus on the task, qualifications that help in fulfilling it are held
in high esteem. Experts are admired and respected because they are considered
to have profound knowledge in a certain field. Expert status is achieved through
academic study and the title that comes with it. Along with a general status orienta-
tion, this is the reason why titles and qualifications play a greater role in Germany
than in the Netherlands. PhD titles are especially held in high esteem. They are
regarded as a proof of expertise and make the holder a trustworthy person (Ex 2, 4,
6, 7,9, 10). Germans who have an academic title usually prefer or even ask to be
addressed with it. They often add their title to their business cards and their signa-
ture when signing documents (In 1, 2,4, 6,7, 8,9, 12, 13, 15). In 1 stated:

“I have two sets of business cards. On the set for Germans my title is shown, on
the Dutch it is not. One of my colleagues, a young man, told me one day that
he now had been awarded a doctor’s title and asked me to address him with his
title from now on.”

Since PhD titles are associated with profound expert knowledge and even with ef-
fort and success, they are regarded as door-openers more than in the Netherlands.
People with a PhD have more chances to climb the career ladder; for some func-
tions (beyond natural sciences) a PhD is even a requirement. And often people
with a PhD are even given preferential treatment, for example when they apply to
a bank for a loan (In 3, 5, 10, 16).

2.5.5 Appreciation for rules, structures and regulations

The interviewees reported 43 critical incidents regarding a German apprecia-
tion for rules, structures and regulations. The experts agree that this appreciation
is typical (4 of 4) and important in binational business encounters (4 of 4). The
changes it has undergone in the past decade are negligible and it is considered an
independent culture standard (see Appendix 4.4).

2.5.5.1 Appreciation for rules
Generally, there are not considerably more rules and laws in Germany than in the
Netherlands. However, the experts agree that rules and regulations cover more fac-

ets of life and are far more detailed in Germany. Work processes in particular are
regulated and stipulated in more detail than in the Netherlands (Ex 1-10).
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From the interviewees’ answers, it became apparent that Germans have a strong
appreciation for rules; they follow the rules and rarely question them (all inter-
viewees but In 1, 5, 12). In 8, for example, stated:

“For a few years I lived close to the Dutch border. When I saw a car that was
parked illegally, I did not even have to take a look at the license plate. I just
knew it was a Dutch car. Germans just stick to all the rules. Another example is
the Sunday rest, which Germans take very seriously.”

According to the experts, Germans assume that rules have a universal validity
and are to be followed even if they do not make sense in certain situations or if a
reason for the rules is not obvious at first glance (In 2, 8, 9, 13, 14, 16). As In 8 put
it: “In Germany there is another attitude toward rules. Here rules are always to be
followed.”

The experts also stated that Germans prefer to have a clear and dependable
understanding of what is expected because it helps them minimize risks and un-
certainties (all experts but Ex 6, 9, 10). Because of their inner urge and motivation
to stick to rules and regulations, external control is not necessary. It is taken for
granted that everybody will follow the rules (Ex1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7).

In Germany, there is a strong social control because Germans expect everybody
to stick to the rules (In 1, 10, 13, 15). In 1, for example, stated: “In Germany there
is more social control. It is not accepted by your surroundings if you do not follow
the rules.”

One of the culture standards Schroll-Machl identified from an international per-
spective is rule-orientated internalized control (Schroll-Machl, 2008, p. 93-103).
However, since many of the cultural characteristics of this culture standard are not
shared from the Dutch perspective and those characteristics that can also be found
from a Dutch perspective overlap with the culture standard appreciation for rules,
structures and regulations, rule-orientated internalized control is not a German
culture standard from a Dutch perspective. From an international perspective, it is
seen as a characteristic of the German culture that external control is not necessary
because Germans usually strongly identify with the task and control themselves.
This characteristic does not lead to critical interaction situations in German-Dutch
encounters because Dutch people usually also work independently, with little ex-
ternal control (Vaessen, 2009, p. 88; Vossenstein, 2010, p. 71). This also applies to
the strong appreciation for reliability that can be found in the Netherlands as well
(Miiller, 1998, p. 28).

2.5.5.2 Appreciation for planning, preparation and details

In 18 critical incidents, all interviewees (except In 8) described the German ap-
preciation for planning. The experts agreed that Germans plan considerably more

51



than the Dutch. They stated that Germans tend to be more structured and organized
in their work, so detailed planning is crucial. They are perfectionists and have high
expectations when it comes to even the smallest details. They prefer to analyze all
possibilities in advance and before even starting a task, they try to think about solu-
tions for possible problems that might occur. Proactive planning is considered bet-
ter than reactively adjusting to changing circumstances or unexpected problems.
For this reason, they try to find and eliminate all potential sorts of mistakes and
situations that might become dangerous. According to the experts, standardization
and formalization of work processes can generally be found to a higher extent in
German than in Dutch organizations (In 1,2 4, 6, 7, 9, 10, 15, 16). With regard to
this, In 4 related the following critical incident:

“We planned a Facebook campaign for our German client. They called us sev-
eral times a day and asked us whether we had considered this fact and that fact,
and what we would do if this or that event occurred. This behavior is normal
for our German clients. They try to plan everything and to avoid all problems
in advance.”

The interviewees’ answers suggest that Germans show a stronger tendency than
Dutch people to write down everything. Work steps are written down in detail and
verbal agreements are usually confirmed by written and signed documents. Ger-
mans often use contracts to organize and regulate their business with others. Those
are usually more comprehensive because even the smallest details are included (In
1,2,3,6). In 1 stated:

“In the Dutch department of our company, things were discussed orally and
only key aspects were written down. Even though everything worked fine,
the German parent company always wanted them to write down everything in
detail. At first, the Dutch were reluctant. But eventually the rate of production
errors was demonstrably lower.”

The interviewees’ answers also imply that Germans are usually well prepared in
meetings or business encounters. They know every detail about the topic or about
the products they want to buy or sell and have considered answers to all possible
questions in advance. More often than in the Netherlands, Germans get agendas
for meetings beforehand so they can prepare themselves with facts and arguments.
Discussions are usually kept on a high level; Germans tend to speak only when
they have acquainted themselves with the subject and when they can support their
arguments with facts (In 3, 4, 5, 11, 12, 13).

According to the interviewees and the experts, the German appreciation for
planning, preparation and details also has another important characteristic: even
though it makes work processes in Germany efficient and predictable, it also makes
them less flexible. Most of the interviewees (In 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 10, 13, 14, 15, 16)

52



stated that once a plan has been made, Germans become single-minded about put-
ting it into action. If an unforeseen event occurs, they are often thrown off-balance
or become doubtful about how they should continue. Since Germans are more
reluctant to go off the beaten track, they find it more difficult than Dutch people to
adapt to changing situations and improvise. According to Schroll-Machl, this lack
of flexibility and improvisation is also seen as a German character trait from an
international perspective. However, from a Dutch perspective, it is emphasized to
a greater extent: 15 critical incidents regarding the lack of flexibility and improvi-
sation show that this is a more important issue in German-Dutch encounters than
it is from an international perspective (In 1, 3, 5, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16). All the
experts agreed with this.

Schroll-Machl (2008, p. 76) also claimed that from an international perspective
the German appreciation for planning, preparation and details makes decision-
making processes slow. However, this is not the case from a Dutch perspective.
The interviewees described seven critical incidents that show that decision making
in Germany is usually faster than in the Netherlands (In 2, 7, 9, 12, 15) and the
experts agreed with this (Ex 1,2, 4,7, 8,9).

2.5.6 Time planning

15 of the interviewees reported 31 critical incidents related specifically to Ger-
man time planning. The experts agreed that time planning is typical (3.4 of 4) and
important (3.2 of 4) in Germany, that it has changed only slightly over the past
decades and that it is an independent culture standard (see Appendix 4.4). German
time planning manifests in three main categories.

2.5.6.1 Long-term horizon and detailed time schedules

The interviewees’ answers suggest that in both their private and their professional
lives, Germans show a tendency to plan further ahead than Dutch people; their
planning horizon stretches further into the future. While Dutch people tend to set
out a more general framework for the future and are apt to flexibly adapt to chang-
ing circumstances, Germans try to precisely define goals for the future. They like
to plan as far ahead as they can (In 4, 5, 7, 10, 12, 13). According to the experts, this
is why Dutch people often see Germans as worrying unnecessarily about things in
the distant future (all experts but Ex 3, 4 and 5). In 5, for example, stated: “Many of
my German friends start planning Christmas in April. One friend is already plan-
ning his birthday party for 2014. Things like this still surprise me.” And In 7 stated:

“When I started working at the German company, we had a project that we had
to plan and carry out on rather short notice. I was not worried at all, but some
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of my colleagues got really nervous and complained that they did not have
enough time to fully plan the project before starting it. I could observe this
sort of behavior frequently, not only in the first but also in the second German
company I worked. This is peculiar because in my first job in the Netherlands
people never got nervous when they could not fully plan a project. Actually,
they rarely planned a project completely in advance.”

The interviewees’ answers also imply that Germans generally structure their time
to a higher extent than the Dutch. They draw up detailed time schedules, con-
sider all possibilities and then make detailed plans about how and when they will
achieve their objectives. Setbacks and possible problems are taken into account in
advance so that each task can be finished on time and without unexpected compli-
cations. Schedules are made to support progress toward the goal on the task level,
minimizing disturbances and maximizing engagement and success (In 4, 5, 12,
14). With regard to this, In 5 stated:

“Planning often took a lot of time. The Dutch people in the company were
sometimes irritated about this planning because after everything was planned,
often something unexpected happened. For example, the customer called and
wanted changes.”

Due to this detailed and structured time planning, appointments are extremely im-
portant in Germany, even more than in the Netherlands. At work, but also in private
life, spontaneous visits are frowned upon because they hinder people from fulfill-
ing their tasks (In 7, 8, 9, 12). Often Germans only dedicate themselves fully to a
visitor when the visitor has an official appointment (In 10, 12). In contrast to Dutch
people, Germans often prefer to keep their office doors shut (In 12, 15). This shows
that they do not wish to be disturbed in their work (Ex 1, 2,4, 5, 6, 9). In 7 stated:

“Not only at work but also in private life friends, neighbors and colleagues do
not like to be visited without an appointment. In the beginning I was surprised
that my neighbor never had time when I dropped by for a chat.”

2.5.6.2 Avoidance of multitasking, monochronic time planning

According to the experts, when Germans have a goal they try to achieve it by or-
ganizing their actions in a straight line. They prefer to concentrate on one task at
a time and only start another task when the first has been finished. Germans try to
avoid multitasking because doing different things simultaneously is regarded as a
potential source for uncertainties and the likelihood of making mistakes increases
(In1,2,3,6,7,9,11,12; Ex 1,2,4, 6, 7, 8). Problems are also dealt with systemati-
cally. As Schroll-Machl (2008) put it: “Firstly, the causes are discussed; secondly,
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suggestions for solutions are sought; and only thirdly is a step-by-step implemen-
tation of the chosen solution delegated to the responsible people” (p. 123). Inter-
viewee 1 stated:

“I worked on a team with three Germans. For me, it was remarkable that they
completed one order after another although it would have saved them a lot of
walking to the warehouse if they had worked on different orders simultane-
ously.”

Meetings in Germany usually have a fixed agenda that is strictly adhered to; one
item is discussed after another, in a logical and structured order. According to the
experts (Ex 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8), workers in the Netherlands do not usually follow agen-
das as strictly as in Germany. If new topics come up, they can be discussed (even
if they are not on the agenda) and people tend to switch between different topics.

2.5.6.3 Punctuality

Eight of the interviewees reported critical incidents regarding punctuality (In 3,
4,7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15). From an international perspective, punctuality is quite
important in the Netherlands (Vossenstein, 2010, p. 33). However, punctuality is
even more crucial for Germans. Arriving late for an appointment is frowned upon;
tardiness is equated with unreliability. Germans expect people who will be late for
an appointment to inform them of the delay as soon as possible. With regards to
this, In 7 said: “In Germany it is seen as a sign of disrespect to appear too late at an
appointment, more than in the Netherlands.”

Schroll-Machl’s study (2008, p. 121-138) shows that from an international
perspective, punctuality in Germany also includes the strict adherence to official
working times. Closing time is closing time. However, different critical incidents
from the Dutch interviewees suggest the exact opposite (In 7, 10, 15). From a
Dutch perspective, Germans are the ones who do overtime if necessary and stay
longer if asked by their boss. Interviewee 7, for example, stated:

“Some of my colleagues work overtime even if they are not explicitly asked
to do so. They are kind of proud about this. In the Netherlands, I have never
observed such behavior.”

This is an interesting discrepancy. Apparently, from a Dutch perspective, in this
context the culture standards time planning and task orientation (if staying longer
at work to get the task done is necessary, Germans stay longer) outweigh the cul-
ture standard separation of living spheres (which indicates that Germans strictly
adhere to official working times).
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2.5.7 Status orientation

Thirteen of the interviewees reported 14 critical incidents regarding German status
orientation. The experts consider status orientation to be typical (3.2 of 4) and im-
portant (3.0 of 4). Although it is less persistent than the other culture standards (the
experts agree that over the last decade there has been a decrease in the importance
of status symbols in business life), they consider it to be constant enough to form
an independent culture standard (see Appendix 4.4).

Most of the interviewees agreed that status symbols are more important in Ger-
man private and professional life than in the Netherlands; they are seen as a proof
of success. At work, company cars (especially German car brands), expensive
clothes and big desks are common status symbols; in private life, they are cars and
houses (In 1, 3, 5,7, 9, 12, 13, 14).

One’s position in the hierarchy is reflected by status symbols; the higher the
position, the more expensive the status symbols. In 1, for example, stated:

“When I moved up a step on the career ladder, the boss told me that normally
I would get a new car, but due to the economic crisis the company could mo-
mentarily not afford to buy one. He asked me if it was OK for me if I got the
car later. For me this was not a big deal. However, a week later I got a BMW
Touring. They said that they bought it because I needed a car that fits to my
position.”

To some extent, titles (especially academic titles) are also seen as status symbols
(In 1, 6, 10). People who do not demonstrate their hierarchical position with status
symbols are often not taken as seriously as people who do (In 2, 15, 16).

2.5.8 Directness and straightforwardness

Eight of the interviewees (In 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14) described 10 critical inci-
dents regarding German directness and straightforwardness. This is not a culture
standard and is therefore displayed in a dotted box in Figure 2. Even though the
experts considered this category to be neither typical (2.3 of 4) nor important (2.7
of 4) in bicultural interactions, it will be briefly described in this section because
the interviewees and experts disagreed about this category. Five of the interview-
ees (In4, 5,9, 10, 13) relayed critical incidents that imply that Germans are more
direct than Dutch people. In 13, for example, stated:

“When I had just started working in Germany, one of my colleagues told me
directly and bluntly that an application I had submitted was bad and wrong. At
first I thought she wanted to attack me personally, but it turned out that this sort
of behavior is normal in Germany. Germans tell others directly and outright if
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something bothers them or something is not right. Dutch people usually beat
more around the bush.”

On the other hand, four interviewees (In 8, 12, 14, 16) relayed critical incidents
that imply the exact opposite. In 14, for example, stated: “Dutch people are more
direct; they tell you outright if they have a problem with you or something you do.
Germans are more cautious; they complain or blame others more indirectly.”

The experts also disagreed about whether German or Dutch people are more
direct (it was ensured that they all had the same definition of ‘directness’). Five
of the experts (Ex 1, 3, 4, 5, 6) claimed that Dutch people are more direct than
Germans; the other five (Ex 2, 7, 8, 9, 10) claimed the opposite. It was particularly
noticeable that all the German experts claimed that Germans are more direct while
all the Dutch experts (except Ex 2) claimed the Dutch are more direct.

To solve this disagreement, it was first verified that the experts had the same or
at least a similar definition of directness, which was indeed the case. Every expert
agreed that directness and straightforwardness means addressing issues directly
without beating around the bush, using a rather low-context communication style,
directly pointing out problems and irritations and not disguising criticism behind
indirect formulations or even false compliments. Second, it was checked whether
the German and the Dutch experts had different situations or contexts in mind
when they discussed comparative directness, but that was not the case either.

An explanation for this friction could thus not be found. This indicates that
there might be some limitations to the concept of culture standards. It becomes
obvious that the concept may not be able to cover all visible aspects of culture that
come to light in bicultural interactions. Further research would thus be necessary
to determine which culture is more direct.

259 Interconnections and interrelations between the culture standards

As already mentioned in the introductory chapter, one disadvantage of dimension
models is that concrete manifestations of cultural differences often cannot be ex-
plained by single dimensions but rather by the interplay of different dimensions
(cf. e.g., Hofstede, 2008). With the dimension models, it is hard to unambigu-
ously point out links and interrelations between single dimensions. Even though
some general universal correlations between dimensions have been pointed out
— Hofstede and Hofstede (2009, p. 111), for example, stated that there is a general
negative correlation between the dimensions individualism and power distance —
these correlations can vary from culture to culture, making it hard to analyze the
exact interplay of dimensions when trying to explain certain cultural differences
in intercultural interactions between two cultures. On the other hand, using the
concept of culture standards makes it possible to point out interdependencies and
interrelations between single culture standards which both help to explain concrete
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Fig.3  Interdependency and hierarchies of German culture standards from a Dutch
perspective. the circled numbers show how many of the ten experts agreed that the
two culture standards are interrelated.

manifestations of cultural characteristics and enable people to generally gain a
better understanding of a certain culture. As the identified culture standards from
this study show, it is even possible to point out hierarchies between single culture
standards.

Therefore this section will point out which other culture standards each of the
identified culture standards is related to and how. The following figure illustrates
the mutual interrelationships. The circled numbers show how many of the ten ex-
perts agreed with this interrelation.

Appendix 5 contains a detailed description of which culture standards each
expert considers to be interrelated with which other culture standard(s).

2.5.9.1 Fear of losing control

As already mentioned, the experts agreed that the culture standard fear of losing
control has an umbrella function and that it is — at least to some extent — related
to the other culture standards. However, it is especially closely related to the cul-
ture standards appreciation for rules, structures and regulations and time plan-
ning. All the experts agreed that one of the main reasons why Germans appreciate
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reliable and fixed rules, structures and regulations is that they think that this helps
them keep control in every situation and avoid uncertainties and unforeseen situ-
ations. The same applies to their appreciation for planning everything in advance.

2.5.9.2 Separation of work and private life

The experts agreed that the culture standard separation of living spheres is closely
related to the culture standard task orientation (all experts but Ex 4). According
to them, Germans focus primarily on the task at work. Good personal relation-
ships are appreciated but not a priority. This task orientation can to some degree be
explained by the separation of professional and private life, although the experts
agreed that both are individual culture standards.

Furthermore, the separation of living spheres is also related to the culture stand-
ard fear of losing control (Ex 2, 3, 5, 9, 10). According to the experts, one of
the reasons that Germans tend to avoid a smooth transition between private and
professional life, between role and person, is that it might lead to disturbances or
inefficiencies at work if private matters become too important in the workplace. If
personal issues interfere with work, this might lead to a loss of control.

2.5.9.3 Task orientation

The culture standards separation of living spheres and task orientation are closely
related to each other. The separation of living spheres is one of the main reasons
why Germans are able to focus on the task at work to such an extent (Ex 1, 2, 3,
5,6,8,9).

To some extent, the culture standard fask orientation is also related to the cul-
ture standard fear of losing control (Ex 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9). The majority of the experts
agreed that one reason for task orientation is that by committing themselves fully
to a task, Germans can avoid disturbances at work. Things will go as planned and
even if people do not like each other, they are still able to work together well. Task
orientation is one way to keep control at work.

2.5.9.4 Appreciation for rules, structures and regulations

The culture standard appreciation for rules, structures and regulations is clearly
linked to the culture standard fear of losing control (Ex 1-10). The experts agreed
that the main reasons why Germans try to plan as much and in as much detail as
possible and prefer fixed structures and universal rules is that they believe this
makes it is possible to avoid ambiguities and keep control over results and every
single work step.
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It is also closely related to the culture standard time planning (Ex 1-10). The
experts stated that Germans not only prefer to plan as systematically as possible,
but they also try to plan as far ahead as possible.

Furthermore, it is linked to the culture standard task orientation (Ex 1,2, 4,5, 7,
8, 10). According to the experts, following fixed rules and structures and planning
are seen as the best and most efficient ways to fulfill a task.

2.5.9.5 Time planning

The experts agreed that the culture standard time planning is related to the culture
standard fear of losing control (Ex 1-10). They claimed that Germans stretch the
planning horizon as far into the future as possible, appreciate punctuality and avoid
multitasking to minimize uncertainty and ambiguity and to keep a maximum of
control over tasks and work processes.

Furthermore, there is a connection to the culture standard appreciation for
rules, structures and regulations (Ex 1-10). Germans prefer structures and reli-
ability; they try to plan as much as possible. Although time planning is an inde-
pendent culture standard, it is also — according to the experts — one aspect of
German planning.

2.5.9.6 Status orientation

The German status orientation is at least to some extent linked to the culture stand-
ard fear of losing control (Ex 1,2, 5,7, 8,9, 10). Germans seek to avoid uncertain-
ties. This is why — according to the experts — they trust people who show status
symbols because they see them as a sign that the person must be successful and
therefore good at what he or she does. Expensive status symbols are also a sign
that a company is performing well because otherwise it could not afford to provide
them.

Furthermore, status orientation is — at least to some extent — linked to the
culture standard appreciation for rules, structures and regulations (Ex 3, 5, 7, 8,
9, 10). The experts stated that Germans want clear and dependable structures and
therefore appreciate it if the external appearance of people reflects their function
and hierarchical position.

2.6 Comparison of German and Dutch culture standards
According to Thomas and Kinast (2010, p. 48), only those people familiar with

both their own and the foreign cultural orientation systems can establish intercul-
turality and be successful in bicultural cooperation. When people from different
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cultures interact, their cultural orientation systems collide. To avoid irritations and
problems, they start a negotiation process (in most cases unconsciously and non-
verbally) about how to deal with their differences. Such a negotiation process can
only be successful if the interaction partners are familiar with both their own and
the foreign cultural orientation systems.

Therefore, this section will compare the identified German culture standards
from a Dutch perspective to Dutch culture standards from a German perspective
(which were identified by Thomas and Schlizio (2009)). This comparison can
highlight the areas in which the German and Dutch cultural orientation systems
collide and in which areas irritations, misunderstandings and/or communication
breakdowns are likely to occur. The comparison thus provides both German and
Dutch people with a better orientation in bicultural encounters.

As was pointed out in Section 2.4.5, the methodology used for this study dif-
fered in parts from the approach used in the majority of other culture standards
studies, including Thomas and Schlizio’s (2009) study about Dutch culture stand-
ards from a German perspective. In addition, Thomas and Schlizio conducted
their study with 28 interviewees (all professional and managerial staff) and four
experts. Furthermore, some recent studies have suggested that some of Thomas
and Schlizio’s Dutch culture standards (identified in 2006) might have changed in
recent years (e.g.; Calvinistic modesty, cf. Chhokar, Brodbeck, & House, 2007).
Nevertheless, the differences in methodology and the possible gradual changes of
Dutch culture standards are not so big as to preclude a comparison to the results
of this study.

Thomas and Schlizio (2009) identified seven Dutch culture standards from a
German perspective. These culture standards are:

* Informality

* Pragmatism

* Relation orientation

» Egalitarian character/flat hierarchies
» Calvinistic modesty

» Consensus culture

* Calimero effect

In parts, these culture standards describe similar aspects of culture as the German
culture standards identified in this study (i.e., they describe behavioral patterns or
attitudes that are diametrically opposed to the behavior that Dutch people experi-
ence when interacting with Germans). Therefore those German and Dutch culture
standards that show similarities with regard to their content are compared to each
other. Table 1 shows the possible relationships between German culture standards
from a Dutch perspective and Dutch culture standards from a German perspective.
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Table 1  Possible relationships between German and Dutch culture standards

German culture standards Dutch culture standards that bear a similarity
to German culture standards

Fear of losing control Informality, pragmatism

Separation of living spheres Relation orientation, informality

Task orientation Flat hierarchies, Calvinistic modesty, consensus
culture

Appreciation for rules, structures  Informality, consensus culture, flat hierarchies
and regulations

Time planning Informality, pragmatism
Status orientation Calvinistic modesty
2.6.1 German fear of losing control vs Dutch informality

and pragmatism

Two of the most characteristic central Dutch culture standards from a German
perspective are informality and pragmatism (Thomas & Schlizio, 2009, p. 55-59).
They imply that the Dutch generally tend to be less afraid of unknown or com-
plicated situations than Germans. Their planning horizon does not reach as far
into the future and their planning is less obsessed with details. According to these
two culture standards, Dutch regard flexibility and improvisation as positive traits;
plans and agreements can be changed and adjusted to changing circumstances.

In binational interactions, these two Dutch culture standards might conflict
with the German fear of losing control. The experts agree that on the one hand
Germans value the Dutch flexibility and improvisational talent, but on the other
hand they often feel deeply uncomfortable with the Dutch approach. Dutch people
apparently often admire the structured and analytic approach to working that they
think is typical for Germans, but at the same time they often complain that Ger-
mans are inflexible and waste too much time on planning (all experts but Ex 2, 5).

2.6.2 German separation of living spheres vs Dutch relation
orientation and informality

According to Thomas and Schlizio (2009, p. 93—108), Dutch people are relation-
orientated. At work they find it important to create a friendly and intimate atmos-
phere; talking about private matters is one way to establish good relations with
colleagues. The experts agreed that this is one of the reasons why Dutch people
often misinterpret the German reluctance to talk about private things at work as
coldness, aloofness or even arrogance. Germans, on the other hand, are said to of-
ten find the Dutch to be nosey, intrusive, pushy and shallow (Ex 1, 2, 3,4, 6, 7, 10).
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Thomas and Schlizio (2009, p. 95) also claimed that due to the more fluent bor-
ders between professional and private life in the Netherlands, it is more common
for Dutch workers than German workers to meet colleagues in their free time. This
does not necessarily mean that they are friends with their colleagues. This behavior
is apparently often misinterpreted by Germans who — according to the experts
— tend to only grant real friends access to their private lives, and so interpret this
behavior as an overture toward friendship (Ex 1, 3, 6, 7, 10).

The distinction between person and role is also looser in the Netherlands than
in Germany, so Dutch people often show a stronger tendency to take things more
personally than Germans do (Thomas & Schlizio, 2009, p. 98). In Germany, harsh
and direct criticism is apparently more acceptable because Germans know that it
is usually not themselves being criticized but rather the role they fulfill (Ex1, 3, 6,
7, 10).

German formality is also likely to collide with the Dutch culture standard infor-
mality (Thomas & Schlizio, 2009, p. 129-139). Since — according to the experts
— Germans are apt to only take seriously information that is spread via official
channels, preferably in writing, they often regard the Dutch informality as disor-
ganization and lack of planning. Dutch people, on the other hand, apparently often
see the German formality as rigidity. The German practice of supervisors gather-
ing all information and spreading it to the relevant employees is sometimes even
interpreted as obedience to authority (Ex 1, 2, 3, 6, 7).

Regarding the use of language, Dutch informality might also collide with Ger-
man formality. As Thomas and Schlizio (2009, p. 100) stated, the quick switch
from the formal “u” to the informal “je” when addressing others can be especially
irritating for Germans. When they are addressed informally, they sometimes even
get the impression that their Dutch counterparts are offering friendship. Dutch peo-
ple, on the other hand, are — as most of the experts claimed — often irritated when
Germans stick to the use of the formal “Sie” because they mistake this behavior for
arrogance and aloofness (all experts but Ex 4, 9).

2.6.3 German task orientation vs Dutch flat hierarchies, Calvinistic
modesty and consensus culture

The Dutch culture standard flat hierarchies (Thomas & Schlizio, 2009, p. 27-49)
refers to a postulated egalitarian character of the Dutch. According to Thomas and
Schlizio, hierarchies are flatter in the Netherlands than in Germany and formal hi-
erarchies are usually hidden. The boss is seen as a primus inter pares whose task is
to coordinate and inspire the employees. Dutch workers who are used to this style
of management often find German supervisors authoritarian and employees obe-
dient. The Dutch culture standard flat hierarchies might collide with the German
task orientation because — according to the experts — Germans appreciate clearly
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assigned functions and responsibilities and visible hierarchies because they see this
as a means to optimally fulfill the task.

The German appreciation for titles might conflict with the Dutch culture stand-
ard Calvinistic modesty (Thomas & Schlizio, 2009, p. 141-151). Thomas and
Schlizio claim that in the Netherlands it is common to appear modest in public;
showing titles, wealth or status symbols publicly is disapproved of and seen as
swaggering. If — according to the experts — Dutch show this modesty in Ger-
many, for example when applying for a job, they might be disadvantaged relative
to their German competitors or not be taken as seriously (Ex 2, 4, 6, 7,9, 10).

Furthermore, the German fask orientation may conflict with the Dutch culture
standard consensus culture (Thomas & Schlizio, 2009, p. 73-91). According to
Thomas and Schlizio, Dutch show a tendency to take decisions by consensus, by
seeking a balance between the positions of the people involved. Germans appar-
ently do this less often. According to the experts, the focus on task orientation
means that discussions are not as much about finding a consensus but rather about
principles, about finding the one best solution. Dutch workers therefore often feel
uncomfortable because they have the feeling that Germans are constantly fighting
about things and being bossy, dogmatic and aggressive (all experts but Ex 6, 7, 10).
Germans, on the other hand, often misinterpret the Dutch desire for consensus as
softness, buckling or not having an opinion. They also often feel that Dutch col-
leagues are not well prepared because otherwise they would defend their opinion
by presenting more facts, arguments and objective reasons. The Dutch approach
of also addressing others on the social-emotional level is often seen as unprofes-
sionalism (all experts but Ex 6, 7, 9, 10).

2.6.4 German appreciation for rules, structures and regulations vs
Dutch informality, consensus culture and flat hierarchies

The German appreciation for rules, structures and regulations is almost diametri-
cally opposed to the Dutch culture standard informality (Thomas & Schlizio, 2009,
p- 129-139). Thomas and Schlizio claim that in the Netherlands rules are often not
seen as universally valid. They are rather regarded as guidelines that can be inter-
preted situationally. Rules are not static but can be discussed and negotiated. This
is — according to the experts — one of the reasons why the Dutch sometimes
misinterpret the German appreciation for rules as a lack of reflection skills and tak-
ing initiative (all experts but Ex 2, 5, 6). Germans, on the other hand, sometimes
admire the Dutch for how they deal with rules, but a deviation from the rules is
often seen as unprofessionalism.

The Dutch are said to be generally less afraid of uncertainties and ambiguities.
According to Thomas and Schlizio (2009, p. 140), they show a tendency to define
less approximate target agreements than Germans and to provide a rather rough
and less detailed planning framework. They regard flexibility and improvisational
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talent as positive character traits that enable people to quickly react to new chal-
lenges and unforeseen changes. The critical incidents show that this might also
collide with the German appreciation for rules, structures and regulations. Inter-
viewees and experts agree that that although the Dutch often admire the detailed
German planning and the analytical way of thinking, they tend to get impatient
when Germans spend too much time on planning (In 1, 2, 6; Ex 1, 2, 4, 5, 7). On
the one hand, Germans admire the Dutch ability to act flexible and improvise. On
the other hand, they often regard improvisation as a means to compensate for bad
planning (Ex 1, 2, 4, 5).

Irritations or conflicts can also occur when the German appreciation for rules,
structures and regulation meets the Dutch culture standards flat hierarchies and
consensus culture (Thomas & Schlizio, 2009, p. 73-91). Since — according to
this culture standard — the Dutch tend to distinguish less than Germans between a
person and the role that person has in an organization, the Dutch want to avoid the
impression that one person stands on a higher level than another. The experts agree
that the Dutch therefore often do not see German hierarchical structures as the
wish for clear and dependable conditions, but rather interpret them as obedience to
authority (all experts but Ex 2, 5, 6). Due to the flat hierarchies and the consensus
culture, Dutch meetings are often less structured than German meetings. Every
participant has the right to state his or her opinion, agendas are often changed or
expanded during the meeting and brainstorming is normal. These characteristics
often lead Germans to find Dutch meetings unprofessional and chaotic.

2.6.5 German time planning vs Dutch informality and pragmatism

The German long-term planning horizon often stands in contrast to the Dutch cul-
ture standards informality and pragmatism (Thomas & Schlizio, 2009, p. 111-127
and 129-139). Different critical incidents stated by the interviewees show that
Dutch people often get impatient when Germans spend too much time making
plans for the future and discussing all possible options (In 1, 6,9, 10, 11). Germans,
on the other hand, are often irritated when the Dutch start tasks without having
planned them out thoroughly (Ex 1, 3, 4, 5).

In Germany, visits without an appointment are often seen as unofficial and
informal, so what is discussed during those visits is sometimes not seen as official
information. According to the experts, Dutch workers often do not notice this dis-
tinction. If they want to discuss something with a German colleague, they drop by
for a talk without making an appointment. If the German colleague does not regard
the issue as important or sees it more as a sort of brainstorming or a gathering of
ideas, they are surprised (Ex 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10).
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2.6.6 German status orientation vs Dutch Calvinistic modesty

The German status orientation sometimes conflicts with the Dutch culture stand-
ard Calvinistic modesty (Thomas & Schlizio, 2009, p. 141-151). If Dutch people
behave too modestly in binational business encounters, for example by appearing
with a small and cheap car or using understatement when introducing their com-
pany, this can lead to irritations on the German side because the Germans might
think that the Dutch are financially unsuccessful and therefore untrustworthy. On
the other hand, Germans are often seen as braggers when they arrive for meetings
with Dutch people with expensive cars and status symbols, describe their company
in an exaggerated manner or insist on being addressed with their formal (or aca-
demic) title(s) (all experts but Ex 2, 4, 10).

2.7 Comparison of German culture standards from a
Dutch perspective with dimension models

A comparison of the identified German culture standards with the dimensions from
different dimension models shows whether, in which areas and to what extent they
contradict or complement each other. In addition, such a comparison can analyze
whether the identified culture standards and thus this study do indeed have an add-
ed value compared to the dimensions from the dimension models when it comes
to describing, explaining and predicting German cultural characteristics and be-
havioral patterns that come to light in bicultural interactions with Dutch people.
The comparison enables an analysis of whether and, if so, the extent to which
the cross-cultural dimensions actually depict the reality of concrete intercultural
interaction situations. Furthermore, in the course of identifying German culture
standards from a Dutch perspective, it became evident that both the concept of
culture standards itself and this study and its methodology have some limitations.

One limitation of the concept of culture standards is that they are not always
valid for a country’s culture as a whole. Thomas (1996, p. 112) and Helfrich (1996,
p- 199) distinguished between central culture standards that are valid for a whole
country and culture standards that are only valid for a certain cultural sector or
subculture or that only apply to specific problem situations or a narrowly defined
scope of action. The choice of interviewees minimized the possibility that the cul-
ture standards found are not applicable to the entire country (the interviewees met
many criteria and a comparison of their answers found no considerable differences;
see Section 2.4.2). However, a comparison with dimension models (which describe
cultural characteristics for national cultures) can further support the assumption
that they are indeed central culture standards.

Another limitation that became apparent in the process of identifying German
culture standards is the inability to completely rule out the possibility that the re-
sults might have been influenced by stereotyping, at least to a small extent. Of
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course, identifying culture standards by evaluating concrete situations that have
actually been experienced is one way to prevent stereotyping. In addition, although
similar studies (e.g., Diinstl, 2005; Gruttauer, 2007; Schlizio, 2005) commonly
asked the interviewees to explain the critical incidents, I did not because their
opinions might have been a potential source of stereotyping. Nevertheless, the in-
terviews showed that the interviewees had a certain image of Germans and certain
expectations of German behavior before they came to Germany. For example, an
interviewee stated: “Before I came to Germany, I always pictured Germans as stiff
and distanced. When I came into the country, this proved to be true.” Therefore
the interviewees could possibly have remembered critical incidents that best con-
firmed their prejudices, which might have led to stereotyping. A comparison with
the dimensions from the dimension models would be helpful here, because it could
further indicate that stereotyping has been ruled out as much as possible.

2.7.1 Structure

For each of the six identified culture standards, I will analyze whether there are
dimensions from the dimension models that resemble them, or whether there are
dimensions that contradict my findings. I will then compare these dimensions to
the culture standards. Furthermore, I will analyze whether there are dimensions
from the dimension models that show noticeable differences between the German
and the Dutch cultures but do not have equivalents among the identified culture
standards.

However, one has to keep in mind the difficulty of finding unambiguous resem-
blances between certain culture standards and dimension models. The resemblanc-
es pointed out in this section are not empirically justified correlations but rather
well-founded and logically coherent assumptions. Therefore, the German culture
standards identified in this study are compared only to those dimensions that they
relatively obviously resemble. This does not mean that they could not resemble
(perhaps more weakly) other dimension as well. However, resemblances that are
too hypothetical will not be mentioned.

Many social scientists have proposed various dimensions and dimension mod-
els. However, [ will only use the dimension models from Hofstede (2008), Trompe-
naars and Hampden-Turner (2012) and Hall (1990) for this comparison because a
comparison with all dimensions from all dimension models would be beyond the
scope of this study. The dimensions in these three dimension also align with the
dimensions proposed by other researchers (e. g., Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961;
Schein, 1985; Schwartz, 1992). I also did not use the dimensions from the GLOBE
study (House et al., 2004) for the comparison because they focus on the cultural
influence on leadership.
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With regard to the dimensions, I considered the differences between Germany
and the Netherlands to be noticeable if they were larger than ten index points (Hof-
stede, 2008) or 10% (Trompenaars, 1997).

2.7.2 Comparison of the culture standards with dimension models
2.7.2.1 Fear of losing control

The culture standard fear of losing control bears some resemblance to Hofstede’s
dimension uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 2008, p. 145 ff.). This dimension re-
fers to the extent to which the members of a culture feel threatened by ambiguous
or unknown situations and have created beliefs and institutions to try to avoid
them. Countries with a high level of uncertainty avoidance maintain rigid codes of
belief and behavior and are intolerant of unorthodox behavior and ideas. These cul-
tures have an emotional need for rules. People tend to believe that time is money,
they have an inner urge to be busy and work hard, and precision and punctuality
are the norm. Innovation may also be resisted, and security is an important element
in individual motivation.

Since the culture standard fear of losing control and the dimension uncertainty
avoidance resemble each other strongly, they can be compared to each other. Ac-
cording to Hofstede (2008), uncertainty avoidance is considerably higher in Ger-
many (with a score of 65) than in the Netherlands (with a score of 53). However,
the culture standard fear of losing control shows that in bicultural interaction with
Germans, Dutch people regard this difference as much larger than one would ex-
pect from Hofstede’s scores.

The culture standard fear of losing control also resembles Trompenaars and
Hampden-Turner’s (2012, p. 141ff.) dimension Auman-nature-relationship. Ac-
cording to Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, there are cultures in which people
believe that humans can and should dominate their environment and cultures in
which people believe that humans must and should adapt to it. With regard to this
dimension, Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner found only minor differences be-
tween Germany and the Netherlands. However, the culture standard fear of losing
control suggests that German people feel a stronger urge to control and dominate
their environment than the Dutch. It must be noted that this resemblance is rather
speculative, especially since the dimension human-nature-relationship is not un-
disputed in the scientific community (cf. Kutschker & Schmid, 2011).

2.7.2.2 Separation of living spheres

The culture standard separation of living spheres resembles Trompenaars and
Hampden-Turner’s (1997, p. 80ft.) specific/diffuse dimension. Specific cultures
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separate the different living spheres (especially work and private life) from each
other, with strict boundaries between them. Each living sphere contains norms and
behavioral codes that only apply to that sphere. People who are granted access to
one living sphere (e. g., work colleagues) are not automatically granted access to
other spheres (e.g., private life). In diffuse cultures, the boundaries between the
separate living spheres are less strict and can overlap. Criticism is expressed rather
indirectly because people from diffuse cultures tend to take it personally.
According to Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, both Germany and the Neth-
erlands are specific cultures and the dimension-related differences between the
two countries are negligible. However, the culture standard separation of living
spheres shows that when Dutch people interact with Germans, they often perceive
the Germans to be much more specific than the dimension suggests. The 27 critical
incidents related to this culture standard show that this actually leads to irritations,
communication breakdowns and problems in bicultural interactions.

2.7.2.3 Formality

German formality resembles various dimensions. First, it shares similarities with
the neutral/affective dimension (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997, p. 69 ff.).
In neutral cultures, people do not express their feelings publicly; feelings should
be subdued and controlled. In affective cultures, people express their feelings pub-
licly. According to Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, both the Dutch and Ger-
man cultures are neutral. Since Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner found that 35%
of the German and 46% of the Dutch respondents stated that they would not show
feelings at work, he regards the Dutch culture as slightly more neutral than the
German culture.

However, the inclusion of formality as part of the German culture standard sep-
aration of living spheres shows that in concrete interaction situations, the Dutch of-
ten perceive Germans to be more neutral. At work, Germans behave formally, are
reserved and distant, and rarely show their feelings. In other situations, the Dutch
see Germans as far more affective. Germans are especially likely to show strong
feelings when arguing or defending their opinions in discussions and meetings.

The concept of culture standards can thus provide a more nuanced picture than
the neutral/affective dimension when assessing concrete interaction situations.
While Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1997) did not differentiate between
the living spheres work and private life, the culture standard separation of living
spheres suggests that there are actually noticeable differences. It illustrates that, in
the German culture, neutrality and affectivity manifest differently in different areas
and situations.
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2.7.2.4 Task orientation

First, the culture standard fask orientation bears some resemblance to Trompenaars
and Hampden-Turner’s dimension specific/diffuse (Trompenaars & Hampden-
Turner, 2012, p. 81 ff.). A comparison shows that in concrete bicultural interactions
in the living sphere work, the Dutch perceive Germans to be remarkably more
specific than Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner’s small difference suggests. The
culture standard implies that Germans are considerably more task focused while
Dutch workers find a pleasant working atmosphere to be equally important (Ger-
mans also value good mutual relations, but these must not interfere with the task).

Second, the culture standard strongly resembles the dimension masculinity/
femininity (Hofstede, 2009, p. 279 ff.). Masculine cultures are driven by competi-
tion, achievement and success; this value system is especially found in organiza-
tional behavior. Success means being the best and performance is highly valued.
Managers are expected to be decisive and assertive. In feminine cultures, the domi-
nant values are caring for each other, a high quality of life and a good work-life
balance. Success means liking what one does. An effective manager supports his or
her employees, and consensus is an important value. On this dimension, Germany
scored 66, making it a masculine culture, while the Netherlands scored 14, making
it a feminine culture. The comparison suggests that the strong differences between
Germany and the Netherlands with regard to that dimension are actually reflected
in the culture standard task orientation.

Furthermore, the culture standard task orientation shows similarities with the
dimension power distance (Hofstede, 2009, p. 79 ff.). Power distance expresses the
attitude of cultures toward inequality between its members. It refers to the extent to
which less powerful members of organizations and institutions in a country expect
and accept that power is distributed unequally. Germany (with a score of 35) and
the Netherlands (with a score of 38) are both countries with a low power distance.

At first glance, the culture standard task orientation seems to contradict the
dimension power distance. While the interviewees related 18 critical incidents in
which they perceived the German culture to be more hierarchical (see Appendix 2),
the dimension suggests that the differences in power distance are negligible. How-
ever, on closer inspection, this is not a discrepancy. Both the dimension and the
culture standard show that hierarchies in Germany are not caused by a general ac-
ceptance of power distance or obedience to authority, but rather by the dimensions
uncertainty avoidance and masculinity/femininity. In Germany, hierarchies exist
because Germans appreciate clear and unambiguous structures with clearly de-
fined tasks and responsibilities. Management styles and dealings with each other,
which can be explained by the dimension masculinity/femininity, make hierarchies
in Germany appear stronger to Dutch people than they actually are. Hasenkamp
and Lee (2001) also share this opinion, stating that mistaking German hierarchies
for a general acceptance of power distance or obedience to authority is one of the
most persistent misinterpretations of German organizational culture.
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Here the culture standard task orientation can thus better illustrate what really
causes Dutch perceptions about German hierarchical relations than the dimensions
from the dimension models can.

The German appreciation for academic titles and qualifications resembles the
dimension uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 2009, p. 145 ff.). One of the main rea-
sons Germans appreciate titles and documented qualifications is that they help to
avoid uncertainties by rather objectively documenting that a person has profound
expertise in a certain field of knowledge.

The appreciation for academic titles and qualifications also resembles the di-
mension universalism/particularism (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997,
p. 31). In universalistic countries, people adhere to standards which are universally
agreed to by the culture. They try to apply the same rules in all situations: what is
right is always right, in every situation and for everyone. Rules apply regardless
of circumstances or particular situations. People in universalistic countries make
little or no distinction between people from their in-group (e. g., family or friends)
and their out-group (strangers). In particularistic countries, people assess specific
circumstances or personal backgrounds. Behavior is adjusted to circumstances:
what is right in one situation may not be right in another. Rules are not seen as
universally valid but rather as guidelines (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 2012,
p. 40). In- and out-groups are clearly distinguished.

According to Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars (1993, p. 204), the difference
between Germany and the Netherlands regarding this dimension is negligible; both
countries are universalistic. However, the German appreciation for academic titles
and qualifications shows that in concrete interactions in this respect, Dutch people
see Germans as far more universalistic than the universalism/particularism dimen-
sion suggests. During the expert evaluation, it became apparent that Germans ap-
preciate academic titles and qualifications because they want universal objective
criteria to estimate a person’s qualification and expertise.

2.7.2.5 Appreciation for rules, structures and regulations

The culture standard appreciation for rules, structures and regulations resembles
Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner’s (1997) universalism/particularism dimen-
sion. In universalistic cultures, rules are regarded as universally valid, regardless
of the specific situation. Just like the culture standard task orientation, the Ger-
man appreciation for rules, structures and regulations also shows that in bicultural
interaction situations, Dutch people often see Germans as far more universalistic
than the universalism/particularism dimension suggests. The experts agree that
Germans regard rules as universally valid and have an appreciation for unambigu-
ous and clear structures.

Furthermore, the German appreciation for planning and details strongly resem-
bles Hofstede’s dimension uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 2008, p. 145). One
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of the main reasons for this detailed planning is keeping control over all situa-
tions and avoiding uncertainties and ambiguities. Just like the culture standard
fear of losing control, the German appreciation for planning and details shows that
in bicultural interactions Dutch people see the German uncertainty avoidance as
stronger than Hofstede’s dimension suggests.

The culture standard appreciation for rules, structures and regulations may
also bear some resemblance to the dimension human-nature relationship (Trompe-
naars & Hampden-Turner, 2012, p. 141 ff.). Just like the culture standard fear of
losing control, the appreciation for rules, structures and regulations illustrates that
in bicultural interactions, Dutch people see the German culture as one in which
people try to dominate their environment. Germans perceive their environment as
something that can be dominated by actively trying to control every aspect of it. In
contrast, Dutch people are more likely to perceive their environment as something
that cannot be controlled and must therefore be adjusted to by improvising and be-
ing flexible (Ex 1, 2, 4, 5, 6). However, as already mentioned, this resemblance is
rather speculative, especially because the human-nature relationship dimension is
not undisputed among social scientists.

2.7.2.6 Time planning

Just like the appreciation for rules, structures and regulations, the culture standard
time planning resembles the dimension uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 2008,
p. 145). The same reasoning as above applies.

Moreover, it also has some similarity with the dimension time orientation
(Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 2012). According to Trompenaars and Hamp-
den-Turner (2012, p. 1201f.), both Germany and the Netherlands are future-oriented
cultures, with only negligible dimension-related differences. However, a comparison
with the culture standard time planning shows that in bicultural interactions, Dutch
people perceive that the German planning horizon stretches far further into the future
than Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner’s dimension seems to indicate.

Furthermore, the German avoidance of multitasking and appreciation for or-
ganizing things in a straight chronological line is quite similar to the dimensions
monochronic/polychronic time planning (Hall, 1989, p. 44 f.) and sequential/syn-
chronic time planning (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 2012, p. 123 ff.). Cul-
tures with a monochronic or sequential perception of time view time as a line of
sequential events. Everything has its time and place; one thing is done after the
other. People in monochronic or sequential cultures make detailed plans, sched-
ule events very tightly and consider punctuality to be crucial. In cultures with a
polychronic or synchronic perception of time, multitasking is normal and different
things can be done simultaneously. Time is seen as elastic, so deadlines and punc-
tuality are not crucial. Tasks are less structured than in cultures with a monochronic
or sequential perception of time.
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According to Claes and Gerritsen (2011, p. 168) Germany and the Netherlands
exhibit negligible differences with regard to this dimension; both are strongly mon-
ochronic or sequential cultures. However, the culture standard time planning sug-
gests that in bicultural interactions, Dutch people see Germans as relatively more
monochronic or sequential than one would expect from the small differences in
the dimensions monochronic/polychronic time planning and sequential/synchronic
time planning.

2.7.2.7 Status orientation

The culture standard status orientation is similar to the dimension masculinity/
femininity (Hofstede, 2008). According to Hofstede (2008, p. 279 ff.), masculine
cultures are driven by competition, achievement and success. Success means being
the best, so status symbols are important because they display a person’s success.

Furthermore, that culture standard also resembles the dimension uncertainty
avoidance (Hofstede, 2008, p. 145 ft.). In the expert evaluation, it became apparent
that status symbols are also important for Germans because they allow people to
draw conclusions (to a certain extent) about another person’s expertise and skills
(all experts but Ex 3, 4, 6).

2.7.2.8 Individualism/collectivism

The dimension individualism/collectivism (Hofstede, 2008, p. 209 ft.) refers to the
relationship between the individual and the collectivity that prevails in a culture.
In individualistic societies, people are supposed to look after themselves and close
relatives. There is a strong belief in the ideal of self-actualization. Loyalty is based
on personal preferences. In collective cultures, people belong to “in-groups” that
take care of them in exchange for loyalty.

Both Germany and the Netherlands are individualistic countries, but the Dutch
(with a score of 80) are more individualistic than the Germans (with a score of 67;
Hofstede, 2008, p. 215). However, this difference is not reflected in the culture
standards and no critical incidents referred directly to this dimension. The compar-
ison of the culture standards with the dimension individualism/collectivism found
that this is a dimension in which Germany and the Netherlands differ substantially,
but which does not lead to irritations, problems or communication breakdowns in
concrete interaction situations.

However, there might be a certain resemblance between individualism/col-
lectivism and the German lack of directness and straightforwardness. According
to Hofstede (2008, p. 212), communication in individualistic countries is usually
more direct than in collective countries. He claims that there is a weak but yet sta-
tistically significant correlation between Hall’s distinction between high and low
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context cultures and his own dimension individualism/collectivism. As mentioned
in Chapter 2.5.7, the authors disagreed about whether Germans or Dutch are more
direct. Here the comparison with Hofstede’s dimension suggests that the Dutch
might be more direct than the Germans and that individualism/collectivism might,
at least to a small extent, be reflected in the critical incidents related to directness.

Table 2 shows the possible resemblances between German culture standards
from a Dutch perspective and the analyzed cultural dimensions.

2.7.2.9 Conclusion

First, the comparison shows that the six identified German culture standards are
— at least to some extent — reflected in various dimensions from the dimension
models. Since it is assumed that the dimension models depict reality and are valid
for a culture as a whole, it can also be assumed that the identified culture standards
are valid for the German culture as a whole and not only for certain cultural sec-
tors. Furthermore, it indicates that in the process of identifying culture standards,
stereotyping has indeed been ruled out as much as possible.

Second, the comparison also illustrates that the identified culture standards ac-
tually have added value compared to the dimensions from the dimension models.
The culture standards are better suited to describing, explaining and predicting
irritations, problems and communication breakdowns in concrete interactions be-
tween Dutch and German people than the dimensions are.

The comparison of culture standards with different dimensions shows that in
interactions between Dutch and German people, differences between the two cul-
tures related to single dimensions are sometimes perceived to be stronger or weak-
er than expected from the differences in the dimension scores. There are even di-
mensions (i. e., individualism/collectivism) that cannot be clearly related to culture
standards. Germany and the Netherlands differ with regard to these dimensions,
but this is not reflected in the culture standards because these differences appar-
ently do not lead to irritations or problems in interaction situations. This illustrates
that cross-cultural models are not only not well suited to explaining and predicting
behavior and cultural characteristics in intercultural interaction, but that in some
cases they can even be misleading.

The comparison also shows that the culture standards can provide a more nu-
anced picture for describing, explaining and predicting what happens in bicultural
interactions between German and Dutch people. While some dimensions showed
only minor differences between Germany and the Netherlands, the concept of cul-
ture standards makes it possible to see that some cultural characteristics manifest
differently in different areas and situations. For example, Trompenaars and Hamp-
den-Turner’s (2012, p. 69ff.) research found negligible differences between Ger-
many and the Netherlands with regard to the dimension affective/neutral. Howev-
er, the culture standard separation of living spheres shows that, in some situations,
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Table 2

Possible resemblances between German culture standards from a Dutch

perspective and analyzed cultural dimensions (from Hofstede, Hall and
Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner)

Culture Standard Resembles

Hofstede Hall Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner
Fear of losing Uncertainty - Human-nature-relationship
control avoidance
Separation of living  Indulgence/re- - Specific/diffuse
spheres straint Neutral/affective
Task orientation Masculinity/femi- - Specific/diffuse

ninity

Power distance

Uncertainty

avoidance
Appreciation for Uncertainty - Universalistic/particularistic
rules, structures avoidance Human-nature-relationship
and regulations
Time planning Uncertainty Monochro- Time orientation

avoidance nic/poly- Sequential/synchronic

chronic

Status orientation Uncertainty - Universalistic/particularistic
avoidance

Power distance

Masculinity/femi- - -
ninity

Power distance

Uncertainty

avoidance

Directness*

Individualism/col- - -
lectivism**

Not clearly re-
flected in culture
standards

*Since the experts disagreed about whether German or Dutch people are more direct, directness
was not regarded as a culture standard. However, since it leads to critical incidents, it was also
compared to the dimensions from the dimension models.

**Hofstede’s dimension long-term vs. short-term orientation was not included in this
comparison because it is not undisputed in the scientific community and it is unclear whether it
can indeed be used to compare Germany and the Netherlands (cf. Fang, 2003).

the Dutch perceive Germans to be far more neutral, while in other situations they
perceive them to be more affective than themselves.

Furthermore, at first glance, some of the identified culture standards show great
similarity with certain dimensions. For example, the culture standard fear of losing
control seems to be the same as Hofstede’s (2008, p. 145) uncertainty avoidance.
However, the comparison shows that there are important differences between them.
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In addition, the comparison shows that attribution errors can occur in trying to
explain certain cultural characteristics that come to light in bicultural interactions
with dimensions. For example, at first glance, it seems that the German status
orientation can be thoroughly explained by the dimension masculinity/femininity
(Hofstede, 2008, p. 279 ff.). However, status orientation suggests that masculin-
ity is not the only reason and that it is also caused by uncertainty avoidance. The
identified culture standards are thus better suited than the dimension models to pro-
vide Dutch people with an understanding of and knowledge about German cultural
characteristics and behavioral patterns in bicultural interactions.

2.8 Conclusion

In the introductory section, two aims were set for the culture standards study. The
primary aim was to identify, describe and explain German culture standards from
a Dutch perspective to provide Dutch people with a practical and scientifically
validated approach for better understanding German cultural characteristics and
behavioral patterns that come to light in bicultural interactions. The secondary aim
was to give both German and Dutch people a better orientation in bicultural en-
counters by pointing out potential sources of communication breakdowns. This
section will analyze whether and to what extent these two aims were reached.
Furthermore, practical implications from this study will be presented.

The first objective — the identification of German culture standards from a
Dutch perspective — was reached. Section 2.5 identified six German culture stand-
ards from a Dutch perspective:

1. Fear of losing control: Germans want to keep control in all situations and under
all circumstances and try to avoid ambiguities and uncertainties.

2. Separation of living spheres: Germans tend to draw very sharp boundaries be-
tween different living spheres, especially between their working and private
lives. They adjust their behavior to the sphere they are presently in.

3. Task orientation: At work, Germans concentrate on the task; everything should
be subordinated to the work objectives. Good relationships with others and a
warm and friendly atmosphere are important but must not disturb the effective
fulfillment of the task.

4. Appreciation for rules, structures and regulations: Germans see rules as uni-
versally valid; they are to be followed in all situations. Germans also try to plan
in as much detail as possible and try to consider all possibilities in advance.
This makes work processes effective but also inflexible.

5. Time planning: From a Dutch perspective, Germans try to plan as far ahead as
possible. They try to avoid multitasking and punctuality is crucial.

6. Status orientation: Status symbols are important in Germany.
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215 of the 225 critical incidents related by the interviewees can be explained by
one or an interplay between these six German culture standards. Only the critical
incidents related to directness and straightforwardness are not considered to reflect
a culture standard because it is impossible to ascertain whether Dutch or German
people are more direct and straightforward.

The identified culture standards can be used to describe, explain and predict
most aspects of German culture that play a role in German-Dutch interactions. At
the same time, the culture standards also describe and explain the invisible, un-
derlying aspects of culture, as is evident from the comparison with the dimension
models.

A comparison of the identified culture standards with different dimensions
from dimension models (see Section 2.7) could minimize the limitations of the
concept of culture standards and this study. It strong indicated that the identified
culture standards are valid for the German culture as a whole (i.e., that they are
central culture standards) and that stereotyping could be prevented in this study.

The secondary aim of this study — to give German and Dutch people a bet-
ter orientation in bicultural encounters by pointing out potential sources of com-
munication breakdowns — has also been reached. I also showed that most of the
disadvantages that dimension models have when it comes to explaining, describing
and predicting German cultural characteristics and behavioral patterns that come
to light in bicultural interactions with Dutch do not apply to this study. Since this
study is intercultural rather than cross-cultural, it takes aspects that are implicitly
included in the critical incidents into account (e. g., self-perception, perception of
others and shared history). It can therefore provide Dutch people with a more nu-
anced and accurate picture of how Germans behave in interactions with the Dutch
than the dimension models can.

Furthermore, this study was also able to show hierarchical relationships be-
tween German culture standards. Knowledge about which culture standard plays
the biggest role in binational encounters — in this case the fear of losing control —
enables Dutch people to prioritize cultural characteristics in binational encounters
and facilitates a prediction and explanation of German behavior.

In Section 2.6, the identified German culture standards were compared to the
Dutch culture standards from a German perspective that have been identified by
Schlizio and Thomas (2009). This comparison pointed out the areas and situations
in bicultural interactions between Germans and the Dutch in which cultural orien-
tation systems are likely to collide. It can be estimated that conflicts, irritations and
communication breakdowns occur most frequently in these areas and situations.
Since this study identified both German and Dutch culture standards from the per-
spective of the neighboring country, it better enables German and Dutch people
to understand their counterparts in bicultural interactions because — as Thomas
and Kinast (2010, p. 48) claimed — only people who are not only familiar with
the foreign but also with their own cultural orientation system can be successful in
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intercultural cooperation. Not only can they detect and avoid potential sources of
irritation and conflict, but they can also estimate the extent to which the different
orientation systems can coexist without leading to conflicts or irritations and the
extent to which one must adapt to the other’s orientation system to get along well.
With this knowledge, people could even try to estimate how a combination of both
orientation systems could create cultural synergies.

2.8.1 Theoretical implications

This intercultural study provides an additional value compared to cross-cultural
dimension models when it comes to describing, explaining and predicting German
cultural characteristics and behavioral patterns that come to light in bicultural in-
teractions with Dutch people. Cross-cultural models are not well suited to explain-
ing and predicting behavior in intercultural interaction and can even be misleading
when applied in an intercultural context.

Dimension models convey the impression that in comparing two cultures, a
small difference on a dimension means that irritations, communication break-
downs and/or misunderstandings are unlikely to occur and, on the other hand, a
big difference means that they are more likely to occur. Of course, the authors
of the dimension models do not claim this themselves, but management courses,
intercultural trainings, guidebooks (e. g., Holtbriigge & Welge, 2010; Macharzina
& Wolf, 2012) and even university courses frequently interpret dimension models
in this way (cf. e. g., Bhawuk & Brislin, 2001). However, this study found that the
interviewees nevertheless reported critical incidents that imply that irritations, mis-
understandings and/or communication breakdowns actually do occur in bicultural
interactions with regard to some dimensions in which Germany and the Nether-
lands differ only slightly. The assumption that big dimensional differences lead to
problems while small differences make problems unlikely is therefore question-
able; the results of this study imply that this is not necessarily the case.

Furthermore, the results show that dimensions can manifest differently in
various areas of life or to different extents. For example, one result suggests that
Germans are more neutral at work while they are more affective in their private
lives than Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner’s (2012) dimension affective/neu-
tral suggests. In addition, the comparison shows that Hofstede’s (2009) dimension
individualism does not play a role in bicultural interactions between German and
Dutch people, although the differences between the two countries on this dimen-
sion might lead to different assumptions. With regard to bicultural interactions, this
study can thus provide a more nuanced picture of the German culture for Dutch
people than the dimension models can.

A comparison of my results with a meta-study about German culture stand-
ards (Schroll-Machl, 2008) found that German culture standards from a Dutch
perspective differ from those that were identified from an international perspec-
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tive. Although some of the culture standards identified in this study resemble the
results of the meta-study, they impact different fields of action and partly have
different functions and a different tolerance range. Therefore, compared to Schroll-
Machl’s meta-study, this study provides added value to Dutch people who want to
understand and predict German cultural characteristics and behavioral patterns in
bicultural interactions. It can therefore be assumed that it is not advisable to au-
tomatically apply the results of a meta-study such as Schroll-Machl’s to a strictly
bicultural context because a bicultural analysis is better suited to such a context.

2.8.2 Practical implications

As mentioned in the introductory section, current intercultural workshops and
trainings that aim to prepare German and Dutch people to interact with each other
often use cross-cultural models to point out the differences between the two cul-
tures. This study illustrates that these models are not well suited for intercultural
trainings. They can provide people with a good overview of another culture and
an understanding of the major differences between their own and the other culture.
However, they cannot sufficiently explain and/or predict behavior in intercultural
interaction, which is extremely important for people who want to interact with
people from another culture. The results of this study could be used as a basis to
improve the quality of such trainings and workshops because it shows what ac-
tually happens in German-Dutch interaction and which differences actually have
potential for irritations or conflict.

2.8.3 Further research

Both the performance of this study and its results revealed areas in which further
research would be reasonable. Generally, the study provides Dutch people with a
good understanding of German cultural characteristics and behavioral patterns that
come to light in bicultural interactions. However, the study results could be further
extended, improved and validated by follow-up studies. If this study’s findings
were enhanced by follow-up studies, they could — at least to some extent — help
the current field of intercultural research to evolve to a new phase (as proposed
by Matsumoto & Yoo, 2006). They actually suggested this new phase for cross-
cultural research but, as pointed out in the introductory chapter, their criticism of
the current methods of cross-cultural research also apply to the field of intercultural
research.

First, a quantitative testing of this study’s results would be reasonable. An in-
tegration of qualitative and quantitative methods has become increasingly impor-
tant in the field of social sciences (Salden, 1992) because both types of methods
have weaknesses that could be minimized by combining them (Mayring, 1999).
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They can be combined by using a generalization model or a triangulation model
(Mayring, 1999). In a generalization model, a quantitative study is conducted to
confirm the results of the qualitative study and to analyze whether they are indeed
valid in all contexts and situations. The results of the quantitative and qualitative
studies could then be compared to each other. Such a study could, for example, be
conducted by using a survey that asked German and Dutch respondents to evaluate
real-life situations. Another possibility would be to observe German-Dutch inter-
actions. In a triangulation model, a quantitative study about German culture stand-
ards from a Dutch perspective could be conducted without direct reference to the
qualitative study.

Furthermore, a scientific and comprehensive comparison of the Dutch and Ger-
man cultural orientation systems could also add additional value to this study. This
study compares the German and Dutch orientation systems, allowing German and
Dutch people to estimate in which cases and situations their orientation systems
can coexist or to which extent they have to adapt to the other’s orientation system
to work together well. However, a scientific analysis of these questions has not yet
taken place. A follow-up study that analyzes in which areas and to what extent Ger-
man and Dutch people can and/or must adapt their cultural orientation systems to
the other’s and how cultural synergies could be created would add additional value.

In addition, the results of this study could be further validated and enhanced by
comparing them to the experiences and observations of people who have had inter-
cultural experiences with Germans or the Dutch. This could, for example, be done
by conducting a scientific and comprehensive comparison of a corpus of (popular)
science and guidebooks from Dutch authors about the German culture (and by
German authors about the Dutch culture). The culture standards study has revealed
the more general, superordinate and underlying aspects of culture that play a role
in German-Dutch interaction. A book corpus analysis would be complementary to
this because it could show how cultural differences manifest in concrete interac-
tion situations, and in which contexts and situations (to some degrees the culture
standards study could already reveal this, but a book corpus analysis would be
better suited for this purpose).

Furthermore, this study’s methodology, and a comparison of the identified cul-
ture standards with the dimensions from the dimension models, already allows a
strong assumption that the culture standards are indeed valid for the entire German
culture. A comparison with a book corpus of (popular) science and guidebooks
from Dutch authors about German culture could further confirm this assumption, if
the cultural characteristics described in these books could be explained by the cul-
ture standards identified in this study. Thomas, Kinast, and Schroll-Machl (2010,
p- 22) share this opinion. They claim that culture standards can be assumed to be
central culture standards (i.e., valid for a whole culture in most contexts and situ-
ations) if they are validated by other social and scientific disciplines such as litera-
ture, sociology, ethnology, history or religion.
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Moreover, in the process of identifying German culture standards, it was not
possible to attribute all characteristics of the German culture to the culture stand-
ards (e.g., directness respectively lack of directness). A comparison with the re-
sults of a book corpus analysis could help to answer the question of whether there
are other cultural characteristics that cannot be attributed to the culture standards
and which characteristics these are.
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3 A book corpus analysis of popular science and
guidebooks about the German and Dutch cultures

3.1 The book corpus analysis as a method of analyzing culture

As mentioned in the introductory section (Chapter 1), there are various methods of
analyzing culture. In addition to the scientific approaches such as culture standards
or dimension models, there are also many popular science and guidebooks from
German and Dutch laymen, practitioners and social scientists who use non-scien-
tific methods to describe the culture of the neighboring country. These books are
written — among others — by expatriates (e. g., Koentopp, 2000; Pechholt, Dou-
ven, & Essers, 2008), journalists (e. g., Meines, 1990; Vaessen, 2009), intercultural
coaches (e.g., Schiirings, 2010; Vossenstein, 2010) and historians (e.g., von der
Dunk, 1998). They describe and try to explain predominantly visible aspects of
culture and how these aspects manifest in bicultural interactions. In most instances
they are not based on scientific research, but rather on personal experiences and
impressions.

When it comes to comparing cultures with the purpose of giving the members
of one culture practical advice about intercultural interactions with members of
another culture, these books can offer some advantages compared to other methods
of analyzing culture. In contrast to the concept of culture standards and dimension
models that describe rather general cultural characteristics, popular science and
guidebooks predominantly describe concrete intercultural situations from every-
day life and from interaction situations. In addition, they often describe a popular
image that one culture has of another. In doing so, they can be stereotypical (i.e.,
abstracting and generalizing) and sometimes even prejudiced.

Popular science and guidebooks can offer an added value to other concepts
of analyzing culture because they can show aspects that cannot, or can hardly or
only inadequately, be illustrated by the dimension models or the concept of cul-
ture standards (see Section 3.5). They can complement or complete, specify and,
to a certain degree, validate or falsify the results from these methods of analyz-
ing culture. For instance, a popular science and guidebook analysis can illustrate
if, to what extent and how cultural differences that are pointed out by dimension
models actually manifest in concrete bicultural interaction situations (because they
are based on observations of bicultural interactions). With regard to culture stand-
ards, these books can be used to validate single culture standards, for example by
confirming the universal validity of culture standards for a nation’s culture. This
was also pointed out by Krewer (1996, p. 150), who stated that other scientific and
literary sources can be used to validate culture standards.

However, the advantages of an analysis of popular science and guidebooks can
only be achieved by analyzing a large corpus of books because individual books
may just describe cultural characteristics, stereotypes and/or aspects that are only
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valid in a certain cultural sector and not for a country’s culture as a whole. Besides,
the author’s observations or interpretations of these observations might be inac-
curate or idiosyncratic and authors may have copied from each other. Therefore,
only the results of an analysis of a sufficiently large sample of popular science and
guidebooks can lead to rather reliable statements about a country’s culture.

Even though authors usually do not use scientific approaches (or only use ru-
dimentary versions) for their books, many of them have been working for years at
the intersection between German and Dutch cultures and have intensively engaged
themselves with German-Dutch cultural differences that come to light in bicultural
interaction. They have worked in different cultural sectors and in different parts
of the countries. They can thus be considered experts in the field of intercultural
interactions between Dutch and German people.

Analyzing a sufficiently large corpus of popular science and guidebooks, writ-
ten by authors with different backgrounds and from different cultural sectors,
minimizes the chance of idiosyncratic observations or interpretations of certain
observed situations and allows minority opinions to be clearly pointed out and put
in relation to the majority opinions. If certain cultural aspects or characteristics
are stated similarly by authors with experiences and observations from different
cultural sectors, contexts and situations, it can — at least to a certain extent — be
regarded as an indication that these cultural aspects and characteristic are actually
representative of that culture.

Of course, one has to keep in mind that authors of popular science and guide-
books also influence each other. By checking the lists of references in their books,
one can see that most of them have read books written by many other authors. This
might (to some degree) have influenced the choice of topics and cultural charac-
teristics or how comprehensively and in how much detail they describe certain
aspects in their own books.

A book corpus analysis can thus allow statements to be made about German
and Dutch cultural characteristics and behavioral patterns that come to light in bi-
cultural interaction. Since these books often describe concrete situations and give
examples, they can show the areas of life and situations in which visible aspects of
culture manifest and how (of course, the critical incidents gathered in the culture
standards study are also real-life examples and are also concrete manifestations of
culture). Such an analysis, involving across-cultural approach to analyzing how
German and Dutch authors perceive each other’s cultures in intercultural interac-
tions, has not yet been conducted (actually, in this form, it has not been conducted
for other intercultural contexts either).
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3.2 Choice of methods and aims of this study

The first study of this dissertation (Chapter 1) identified German culture standards
from a Dutch perspective. Culture standards illustrate rather abstract, underlying
and superordinate aspects of culture. They provide an overview of the cultural
characteristics that play a role in bicultural interactions and point out potential
sources for misunderstandings, irritations, communication breakdowns and/or
conflicts. As already pointed out in the conclusion of the culture standards study
(Section 2.8), it would be expedient and beneficial to analyze how German-Dutch
cultural differences manifest in concrete interaction situations, and in which con-
texts and situations. That is the aim of this study. The main research question for
this study is thus: Which concrete cultural characteristics play a role in German-
Dutch interaction and to which contexts and situations do they apply?

As already pointed out in the introductory section, an analysis of a corpus of
popular science and guidebooks about the German and Dutch cultures appears to
be a suitable means for reaching this aim. Therefore, a German book corpus (i.e.,
books about the German culture written by Dutch authors) and a Dutch book cor-
pus (i. ., books about the Dutch culture written by German authors) were analyzed
for this study. (A detailed explanation of the criteria these books had to meet to
be considered suitable for analysis can be found in Section 3.3.1.1.) Since such a
cross-cultural analysis of intercultural characteristics by means of a book corpus
analysis had — in this form — not yet been conducted, there were no direct refer-
ence studies and it was hard to make assumptions or even estimations of possible
results in advance. The methodology of the study was therefore exploratory in
nature.

Therefore the main research question was broken into three separate research
questions, each one building up upon the previous one. The three research ques-
tions are:

A. Which cultural aspects and characteristics are described in the German book
corpus and which in the Dutch book corpus?

B. How do the cultural aspects and characteristics that are stated by the authors
relate to each other in the German and Dutch book corpora?

C. Are there differences or commonalities between the cultural characteristics the
authors of the German and Dutch book corpora describe?

For better readability in the course of this study, research question A will be labeled
RQ A (content), research question B will be labeled RQ B (relations) and research
question C will be labeled RQ C (differences). Research questions A (content) and
B (relations) will be analyzed in Section 3.3 and research question C (differences)
in Section 3.4.

Originally, a fourth research question was formulated about changes over time
in cultural characteristics in both book corpora. However, a comparison of the
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books in the corpora that were published before 1995 with the books published af-
ter that year showed that the book corpus analysis did not allow assumptions about
dynamic developments. There were no considerable differences between the older
and the newer books. Therefore, this question was abandoned.

A second aim of this study was to analyze whether, how and to what extent the
results from the analysis of the German and Dutch book corpora complement or
complete, specify and validate, or falsify the results from other methods of analyz-
ing culture. To achieve this aim, the results were compared to the results of the cul-
ture standards study and the dimensions of different scholars’ dimension models.
In Section 3.5, the results from Sections 3.3 and 3.4 will be compared to the results
from other studies about differences and commonalities between the German and
Dutch cultures. They will also be compared with German culture standards from a
Dutch perspective (see Chapter 2) and Dutch culture standards from a German per-
spective (Thomas & Schlizio, 2009). Furthermore, they will also be compared to
different dimensions from the dimension models of Hofstede (2008), Trompenaars
and Hampden-Turner (2012) and Hall (1990).

33 Cultural characteristics, relevance and consistency
(RQs A and B)

To answer RQ A (i.e., which cultural aspects and characteristics are described in
the German book corpus and which in the Dutch book corpus?), I categorized the
cultural aspects and characteristics that are described in the German and Dutch
book corpora. These main categories also form the basis for the quantitative ap-
proaches that were used to answer RQ B (relations) and RQ C (differences) be-
cause, as Frith (2011, p. 38) put it, qualitative and quantitative content analysis
cannot be regarded separately. Quantifications always have to be rated, every ob-
servance or identification of content is first a qualitative analysis, and raw material
first has to be transformed and aggregated into units that allow precise descriptions
of relevant content characteristics.

To answer RQ B (i.e., How do the cultural aspects and characteristics that are
stated by the authors relate to each other in the German and Dutch book corpora?)
I analyzed two aspects of the main categories. First, [ weighted the main categories
of each book corpus and put them into order of relevance. Second, I analyzed the
consistency of each main category (i. e., whether a main category contained con-
flicting or inconsistent statements from the authors).
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3.3.1 Methodology
3.3.1.1 Methodology of the content analysis (RQ A)

I conducted two categorizations to answer RQ A (content). This is a recognized
approach in communication sciences (cf. e.g., Mayring, 2003). First I generated
subcategories and then I generated main categories from these subcategories. For
greater clarity and better readability, the results from the first categorization will
henceforth be labeled ‘subcategories’ and the results from the second categoriza-
tion will be labeled ‘main categories.’

Defining the population of texts

The population of relevant material for the German and Dutch book corpora in-
cludes popular science and guidebooks as well as other forms of advice litera-
ture and how-to texts such as journals. For this study, guidebooks are defined as
pieces of text that describe the German or Dutch culture and aim to introduce this
culture to interested laymen from the other culture. Often these books also give
advice about how to deal with people from the described culture. However, this
was not a preliminary requirement for a text to be attributed to the population of
relevant texts. The population thus also contains texts that merely describe German
or Dutch culture.

The term popular science books is used to describe pieces of literature that
deal with the German or Dutch culture and are written for non-scientists. What
distinguishes them from guidebooks is that the information they contain is gath-
ered by surveys, interviews, etc. One example is books that are written by coaches
for intercultural management training who analyze their experiences from cultural
training sessions (e. g., Koentopp, 2000). Other examples include books from peo-
ple who gather information from interviews with bicultural experts (e. g., Huijser,
2005).

The population relevant to the research question for the German book corpus
contains texts from Dutch authors about German culture; for the Dutch book cor-
pus it contains texts from German authors about Dutch culture. Furthermore, the
population contains texts that deal with different cultures and that only in parts (for
example, in some chapters) deal with the Dutch or German culture (e.g., Mole,
Snijders, & Jacobs, 1997).

To be considered a part of the population relevant to the research question, the
texts had to meet several other criteria:

1) The authors had to be German or Dutch people writing about the neighboring

culture or comparing the cultures to each other. Since this study deals with cul-
tural characteristics that come to light in intercultural interaction situations be-
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tween German and Dutch people, texts from authors from other cultures would
be ill-suited because the cultural orientation system of another culture is always
judged by one’s own cultural orientation system (Thomas, 2003, p. 48).

2) Only texts published after 1985 were considered part of the population. The
reason for this is that this study focuses on the current image of the German
culture in Dutch literature and the Dutch culture in German literature.

Identifying the population of texts relevant to the research questions

To identify the population of literature relevant to the research questions for the
German and Dutch book corpora, I conducted a comprehensive literature research.
Since most university libraries concentrate on scientific and academic literature,
the research was extended to different sources. The primary source for literature
was the database from the Special Collection Library BeNeLux (Sondersammel-
gebiet BeNeLux), located in the library of the Haus der Niederlande in Miinster,
Germany. In addition to scientific literature, this database also contains a large
number of popular science and guidebooks about Dutch culture and about German
culture from a Dutch perspective. Another important source of literature was the
intranet database of the Hogeschool van Amsterdam (in the Netherlands), which
contains a lot of literature about the Dutch and German cultures, both scientific
and other. In addition, I extended the search to the library catalogs of the Deutsche
Nationalbibliothek and the Koninklijke Bibliotheek, which contain most of the
existing literature in the German and Dutch languages.

I also conducted internet research. I used various search engines to find relevant
literature by searching for sources containing keywords and combinations of terms
such as culture, German, Germany, Dutch, Netherlands, and cultural differences.
This search engine research was conducted in Dutch, German and English. I also
used the bibliographies and book recommendations from the literature I had al-
ready found to find more literature.

In the course of the literature research, I found about 55 books for each corpora
that met the requirements for this study. However, it must be noted that it was not
possible to identify the whole population of literature. For example, in the course
of the literature research it became apparent that there are pieces of literature for
which the title does not indicate that they deal with the Dutch or German culture.
One of the books, for example, was titled Negotiations in English (Schroevers &
Lewis, 2010), which does not indicate that it actually deals with the German cul-
ture from a Dutch perspective. I only found it because it was shelved among other
books about the German and Dutch cultures.

Nevertheless, I could identify a substantial part of the literature relevant to the
research question. As Merten and Teipen (1991, p. 106) pointed out, if a population
cannot be completely identified, a cluster sample is sufficient if it covers a substan-
tial and representative part of the population. A first analysis of the literature — in
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which I read the texts, investigated the authors’ backgrounds and compared the
lists of references in the books — showed that this was indeed the case.

After identifying the literature, I analyzed it further. I only kept pieces of lit-
erature that primarily deal with aspects of the Dutch or German cultures; all other
pieces of literature were sorted out. For example, many of the identified books
turned out to be historical books that largely dealt with the history of Germany or
the Netherlands and only to a small extent, if at all, with culture. Other books dealt
primarily with geographical, political or touristic aspects. Those books were not
considered part of the population relevant to the research question.

Selecting the sample of texts

A qualitative content analysis must not only provide a comprehensive and valid de-
scription, but it also has to depict a topic in its entirety (i.e., it has to be generaliz-
ing). Since an exhaustive analysis of the whole population of texts that are relevant
to the research questions was not possible, an important criterion for the selection
of the sample was that the results of the analysis could be generalized and regarded
as representative and valid for the whole population (cf. Merten & Teipen, 1991,
p- 107). To meet this criterion, the sample had to cover a heterogeneous width.

To do so in the course of selection, I ensured that texts from different media
(e.g., books about German culture, books about Dutch culture, books comparing
the German and Dutch culture, articles from academic journals) were included in
the sample. I also ensured that I included texts of different lengths and volumes.
Furthermore, I ensured that the sample contained texts from authors who had ex-
perienced their interactions with the neighboring culture in different cultural sec-
tors. For example, the sample included texts from journalists (e. g., Meines, 1990),
intercultural consultants (e.g., Schiirings, 2010) and people who had worked in
different sectors and industries.

About 70 texts (35 for the German book corpus and 35 for the Dutch book cor-
pus) remained for the sample. The number of texts that were eventually analyzed
for the German and Dutch book corpora was determined by the saturation point
(cf. Ostertag, 2010). As Appendix 8 shows, the number of new statements (i.e.,
statements that had not appeared in the books analyzed before) regarding cultural
characteristics decreased on average with every book that was analyzed. For the
German and Dutch book corpora, the saturation point was reached after analyz-
ing 20 books apiece (i.e., the analysis of the following books provided no or only
a small number of new statements about cultural characteristics). To verify that
the saturation point had indeed been reached, I analyzed four more books for the
German corpus and three more for the Dutch corpus. In total, I analyzed 24 texts
for the German corpus and 23 texts for the Dutch corpus. The authors and titles of
these texts are listed in Appendix 7.
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Creating subcategories for the German and Dutch book corpora

The texts from the sample for the Dutch and German book corpora were analyzed
in random order. For this, I made two lists of the texts that were relevant and suit-
able for the sample (one for the German corpus and one for the Dutch corpus).
The titles were not alphabetized. Subsequently, for each of the two lists, I analyzed
every third text. After I worked through a list, I analyzed every third text again,
starting from the top of the list. I continued this process until the saturation point
was reached.

After I read the first texts and gained an overview of their content, I defined
criteria for the first coding for the first qualitative analysis. The aim of this first
analysis was to scrutinize what the authors of the German and Dutch book corpora
wrote about the culture of the neighboring country, and which cultural aspects and
characteristics they considered relevant in bicultural interactions between German
and Dutch people.

An initial cursory reading of the first texts showed that a word analysis (i. e., an
analysis of how frequently certain catchwords or catchphrases occur in a text; cf.
Merten & Teipen, 1991, p. 108 and 137 f.) would not have been expedient because
it became apparent that statements that were identical or similar with regard to
their content were in many cases described in totally different words. For example,
both Reyskens (2007) and Jacobs (2008) stated that orders are given in a more
direct and commanding tone in German companies than in Dutch companies. Rey-
skens stated: “German hierarchies are also reflected in the way that supervisors
give orders to their employees” (p. 49). In contrast, Jacobs stated: “Do this, do that,
have this ready by tomorrow! For Germans this tone is normal and accepted, they
do not take this personally” (p. 114). Therefore, I decided a semantic content analy-
sis (Merten & Teipen, 1991, p. 145 ff.) was an appropriate method for the coding.
Within the semantic content analysis, I conducted a topic analysis. According to
Friih (2011), this is the most common content analysis method.

I kept the classification scheme for the creation of the subcategories as simple
and transparent as possible. From each text, I extracted those text passages that
referred to the other culture. Passages in which statements about the German or
Dutch culture, cultural characteristics or behavioral patterns are made were con-
sidered relevant to the first categorization. The term ‘statement’ for this study was
defined as one or more sentences that contain(s) one or more of the following:

A) A description of a cultural characteristic. For example: “Germans are more
individualistic than the Dutch.” (Jacobs, 2008, p. 28)

B) An explanation of a cultural characteristic. For example: “This appreciation
for written documents has different reasons. Germans write down everything
because it helps them to avoid uncertainties in advance. Also, Germans like to
think and act in formal structures.” (Reyskens, 2007, p. 123 1f.)
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C) An example of a cultural characteristic or of areas, contexts and situations in
which it manifests. For example: “Dutch crane operators often use their inter-
coms to make jokes, mock colleagues, etc. Germans think, ‘That is uncoopera-
tive and rude’ and ‘This cannot lead to good results’.” (Hesseling, 2001, p. 33)

D) Passages that contain advice about how to act and behave in bicultural encoun-
ters. For example: “Do not wear fancy clothes and do not use garish colors.”
(Hesseling, 2001, p. 44)

Furthermore, I applied the general criteria for creating categories in social sciences
(completeness, mutual exclusiveness, independence from each other, explicit defi-
nitions, cf. e. g., Merten & Teipen, 1991, p. 148f.) to the creation of the subcatego-
ries.

I carefully extracted and recorded every text passage containing statements, ex-
planations, examples or advice about the Dutch or German culture (see Appendix
9). Statements that were thematically identical or very similar were grouped into
subcategories. I labeled each subcategory; the labels were formulated as statements
about cultural characteristics, such as “authority is gained by know-how and exper-
tise” (see Appendix 9).

In the categorization process, I took care to leave as little room for interpreta-
tion as possible. For this, I even treated statements that differed only slightly from
each other — for example “Orders are given rather directly” and “Orders and in-
structions are not formulated as a kind request as is common in the Netherlands”
(see Appendix 9) — as two different subcategories. On the one hand, this approach
reduced the selectivity between the subcategories to a certain degree. On the other
hand, it ensured that the creation of the subcategories was not unconsciously influ-
enced by my previous knowledge.

First categorization: subcategories

In the course of the first categorization, 110 subcategories for the German corpus
and 107 for the Dutch corpus emerged. These subcategories can be found in the
Excel spreadsheet in Appendix 9. For each subcategory, the spreadsheet shows in
which of the analyzed texts (and on which pages) the relevant texts can be found.
Furthermore, the spreadsheet describes the total number of pages for each of the
analyzed texts on which a subcategory is described and displays the percentage of
pages that this subcategory has in the whole text (i. e., the part of the text that deals
with culture is displayed in brackets after the page reference). For example, for
the subcategory Meetings and presentations: Germans are well prepared, the fol-
lowing is stated for the first analyzed book from the German book corpus: 19-22
(4=6%). This means that statements about the subcategory can be found on page
19-22. It is described on four pages, thus on six percent of the pages of book num-
ber 1 in which German cultural characteristics are described.
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Second categorization: Creating main categories

In the second step of the qualitative analysis, I classified the subcategories that
were extracted directly from the texts of the book corpora into main categories.
The main categories for the German book corpus were based on the 110 subcatego-
ries extracted from the German book corpus in the first step of qualitative analysis;
the main categories for the Dutch book corpus were based on the 107 subcategories
extracted from the Dutch book corpus. The coding for the classification into main
categories was based on the following coding rules.

A main category was defined as a bundle of subcategories that are thematically
identical or similar. A verbatim correlation between the subcategories that make
up a main category was not necessary (cf. Merten & Teipen, 1991, p. 1191f.). The
reason for this is that in some cases subcategories that show no verbatim resem-
blance can nevertheless describe a similar content. For example, the subcategories
Germans prefer known, established and approved approaches and methods and
Germans are less flexible and pragmatic than the Dutch, improvisation is seen as
poor planning both deal with flexibility but describe it in totally different words.

For the German book corpus, a main category had to contain statements about
the German culture; for the Dutch book corpus, it had to contain statements about
the Dutch culture. A main category had to describe a certain cultural characteris-
tic or behavior; it could not merely describe a situation. However, if there were
certain cultural characteristics or behavioral patterns that just occurred in certain
situations, they were allowed to form a main category. For example, in the process
of extracting subcategories from the book corpora in the first step of the qualita-
tive analysis, it became apparent that, according to some authors, Germans show a
certain kind of behavior in meetings and discussions that they do not show in other
situations. In this case, it was reasonable to regard this behavior in discussions and
meetings as a separate main category.

Each main category was given a caption describing a cultural characteristic, a
certain behavior or a situation in which a certain cultural characteristic comes to
light. For instance, a main category containing statements about hierarchical rela-
tions in organizations was labeled hierarchies.

It appeared that single subcategories that were extracted from the book corpora
in the first step of the qualitative analysis could be attributed to more than one
main category. The reason for this was not a lack of selectivity between the main
categories or a lack of mutual exclusiveness, but rather that some of the subcat-
egories extracted from the book corpora in the first step of the qualitative analysis
could only be explained by assuming an interplay of different main categories. For
example, one subcategory extracted from the Dutch book corpus was Dutch expect
to be included in decision-making processes (Appendix 9, cell A195). On the one
hand, this had to do with hierarchies; on the other hand, it also had to do with a
Dutch appreciation for consensus. Furthermore, a main category had to meet the
general requirements for categories in social sciences (i.e., completeness, mutual
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exclusiveness, independence from each other, explicit definitions; cf. e. g., Merten
& Teipen, 1991, p. 148). The coding template can be found in Appendix 10.

From the subcategories that were extracted in the first step of the qualitative
analysis, I created 20 main categories from the German book corpus and 19 main
categories from the Dutch book corpus. These can be found in Appendix 11 and
are described in Section 3.3.2.

Reliability test

The main categories I created not only answer RQ A (content) (see Section 3.3.2)
but also formed the basis for the (predominantly) quantitative analysis steps that
were carried out to answer RQ B (relations) and RQ C (differences). For this rea-
son, the quality of the main categories was essential to the quality of all this study’s
results. As Holsti (1969, p. 95) stated, “content analysis stands and falls by its
categories”.

To ensure and demonstrate the quality of the main categories, I conducted a
reliability test. Frith (2011, p. 180ff.) has stated that if objectivity is impossible,
intersubjectivity should be the aim. A reliability test can show whether or not the
coding rules are unambiguous and the coding process transparent. If other people
who apply the same coding rules to the same raw material (in this case, the sub-
categories from the first step of the qualitative analysis) create identical or similar
main categories, it can be concluded that the main categories are intersubjective.
Furthermore, this process can rebut the claim that in the process of categorization
the author has — consciously or unconsciously — been influenced by the results
of other studies he has conducted.

The reliability test was only conducted for the second step of the qualitative
analysis: the creation of main categories. The reason is that this step left some
room for interpretation, whereas the first step left very little space for interpreta-
tion (see Section 3.3.1). Another reason for not conducting a reliability test for the
first step was the volume of the sample. Within a two-month period, I analyzed 47
texts with a total of more than 4000 pages. Coding this material again would have
required a disproportionate effort from the coders. Of course, a sample of only a
small number of the texts could have been used for a reliability test. However, this
would not have been very expedient because I extracted a high number of state-
ments from the corpora: 109 from the German corpus and 107 from the Dutch cor-
pus. This means that coding only a small number of the texts could have permitted
only very limited conclusions regarding intersubjectivity.

I used Holsti’s (1969) formula for the reliability test. Even though this test was
developed more than 40 years ago, it is still (along with Cohen’s Kappa, Scott’s pi
and Krippendorff’s alpha) one of the most common methods of determining reli-
ability in social sciences (Lombard, 2010). According to Heckmann (1992, p. 140),
Holsti’s model has been criticized because it does not take into account the extent
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of intercoder agreement that might result from chance. To reduce this possibility,
I invited two external coders to the reliability test, which means that three pairs of
coders could be compared. The reliability test was conducted by comparing my
categorization of this study (henceforth referred to as coder 1) to that of two other
coders (henceforth called coders 2 and 3) who had to meet several criteria.

Since a person’s own cultural orientation system usually influences his or her
perception of the foreign culture (Krewer, 1996, p. 150 ff.; Thomas, 2005, p. 21 ff.),
I invited a Dutch coder and a German coder to ensure that the coding was not done
from a certain German or Dutch perspective. The coders had to be familiar with
both the Dutch and German cultures; a preliminary requirement was that they had
to have spent at least six months in the neighboring country. The reason for this is
that people with a lack of background knowledge and a lack of knowledge about
which cultural characteristics play a role in bicultural encounters might have had
difficulties creating meaningful and practical main categories. Another preliminary
requirement was that the coders must not be communication scientists because a
communication scientist might have unconsciously been influenced by other meth-
ods of analyzing culture (e.g., by Hofstede’s (2008) dimension model). Coder 2
was a Dutch political scientist working in Germany and coder 3 was a German
commercial employee who had studied in the Netherlands.

To avoid external influence, the coders were not allowed to see my categoriza-
tion. After they had received the coding template with the coding rules (see Ap-
pendix 10) and the list of subcategories that had been extracted from the German
and the Dutch book corpora in the first step of the qualitative analysis (Appendix
9), they had to do the coding on their own. They were not allowed to consult with
or pose questions to each other or to me with regard to the coding process.

Intercoder reliability is an indicator of the concordance between coders who
have coded the same sample with the same coding rules. Holsti’s (1969) formula
can only be used to calculate the concordance between two coders. Therefore, I
compared the three pairs of coders (coder 1/coder 2, coder 1/coder 3 and coder 2/
coder 3) to each other and subsequently calculated the arithmetic mean from the
three intercoder reliability values, as suggested by Friih (2011, p. 88 ff.).

With Holsti’s formula, the result 1 means a total accordance between the two
coders while the result 0 indicates no accordance at all. According to Friih (2011,
p. 1921.), there is no fixed benchmark for how high an intercoder reliability value
has to be to pass the reliability test. However, he has deduced approximate values
by analyzing similar studies (content analysis in which a categorization is made)
and suggests that an intercoder reliability value of .50 means that the reliability test
is passed and an intercoder reliability value between .75 and .85 is the best achiev-
able score (see also Spooren & Degrand, 2010).

For each pair of coders, I analyzed for which of the subcategories from the first
step of the qualitative analysis their results matched and for which they did not
match. A subcategory was regarded as a match if the main category to which it was
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assigned by one of the coders and the main category to which it was assigned by
the other coder were thematically identical or very similar. Since the labeling of the
main categories was done independently by each coder, a perfect concordance of
the wording was not a preliminary requirement to being regarded as a match. For
example, coder 1 assigned the subcategory private and professional life are sepa-
rated, ‘Feierabend’ to the main category separation of work and private life while
coder 2 assigned it to a main category labeled distinction work and private. The
wording of the main categories did not match, but they were regarded as a match
because they coincided thematically. For each pair of coders, every subcategory
that was assigned to more than one main category by one of the two coders was
also listed more than once. For example, in the comparison of coder 1 and coder
3, the subcategory Dutch expect to be included in decision-making processes was
listed twice because coder 1 assigned it to the two main categories hierarchies and
consensus and ‘overleg’. Since coder 2 assigned it to only one main category, Ai-
erarchies, one match and one mismatch was counted for the calculation. Appendix
12 highlights the matching subcategories.

Subsequently, I calculated the intercoder reliability for each pair of coders. The
results of the comparison and the calculation steps of the intercoder reliability for
the Dutch and German book corpora can be found in Appendix 12 for each pair
of coders. Appendix 13.1 shows the number of matching main categories for each
pair of coders. Appendix 13.2 shows — for both book corpora and for each pair
of coders — which main categories matched. Appendix 13.3 shows the results of
these calculations.

The results of the reliability test show that the coding rules were formulated
sufficiently clearly and transparently, and that the main categories have validity.
For the German book corpus, the intercoder reliability for coder pair 1/2 is .65, for
pair 1/3 it is .76 and for pair 2/3 it is .60. The arithmetic mean of the intercoder
reliability values of all three pairs is .67. For the Dutch book corpus, the intercoder
reliability value of coder pair 1/3 is .71, for pair 1/3 it is .77 and for pair 2/3 it is .62.
The arithmetic mean of the intercoder reliability of all three pairs is .70.

Completeness of coder 1's main categories

To analyze the completeness of coder 1’s category scheme, I analyzed whether
there were matching main categories used by coders 2 and 3 that could not be
found in coder 1’s category scheme. If coders 2 and 3 had agreed that there were
more main categories than coder 1 had created, this could have been an indication
that the coder 1’s category scheme was incomplete.

For the German book corpus, coders 2 and 3 used one main category that was
not used by coder 1: courtesy. However, on closer inspection it became apparent
that courtesy bears analogy to the main category formality. Those subcategories
that coders 2 and 3 attributed to courtesy were in most cases attributed to the main
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categories formality or separation of work and private life by coder 1. The low de-
gree of selectivity between the main categories courtesy and formality or separa-
tion of work and private life thus made it unnecessary for coder 1 to add this main
category to his category scheme.

For the Dutch book corpus, there was also one main category used by cod-
ers 2 and 3 but not by coder 1: privacy. However, there was a very low degree
of selectivity between this main category and the main categories formality and
hierarchies that were used by coder 1. In fact, the subcategories that coders 2 and
3 attributed to the main category privacy were attributed to the main categories
Jformality and hierarchies by coder 1. It was therefore decided that is was not nec-
essary to add the main category privacy to coder 1’s category scheme.

3.3.1.2 Methodology of the relation analysis (RQ B)

To answer research question B — How do the cultural aspects and characteristics
that are stated by the authors relate to each other in the German and Dutch book
corpora? — I analyzed two aspects of the book corpora. I first analyzed the rel-
evance of the main categories and then analyzed their consistency.

Weighting the main categories and ranking relevance

Since the authors of the texts in the book corpora made no or only very vague state-
ments about the relevance of the cultural characteristics they described, I had to
determine which variables should be taken into account to calculate the relevance
of the main categories of each book corpus. Three variables were determined.

The first variable used for weighting the main categories was the number of
texts in which a main category is stated. As already mentioned, the authors of the
texts come from different cultural sectors and have worked in different industries.
The analysis of the number of texts in which a main category is stated could there-
fore be regarded as the main criterion for the relevance and weighting of this main
category. If a main category is not stated by an author it can be assumed that, ac-
cording to that author, it does not play a relevant role in bicultural interactions. If it
is stated by many authors, it can be assumed that it does play a role in intercultural
interaction situations between German and Dutch people and that it plays a role
in different contexts and situations. However, with regard to this variable, I had to
keep in mind that the authors of the analyzed books might have been influenced by
the other authors when they wrote their books. As the reference lists in many of the
books from the corpora show, some of the authors had read (and thus possibly been
inspired by) the books of the others. This might have influenced the results and was
therefore kept in mind in the process of interpreting the data.
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The second variable was the number of pages on which a main category was
stated in the German or Dutch book corpus. My reading of the texts revealed that
the reason why authors describe a certain main category on more pages than other
main categories is usually that more situations or contexts are described in which
that main category manifests or that more examples for this main category are
given. It could therefore be assumed that the authors regard those main categories
as more important than other main categories. The comprehensiveness of descrip-
tion could therefore indeed be regarded as an indicator of the relevance the authors
attribute to a main category.

The third variable was the median of the percentages that a main category has
in the single texts from the book corpora. For this, I calculated the percentage of
pages that a main category had of the total part of text in which culture is described
for each text in the German and Dutch corpora. From these percentages, I calcu-
lated the median.

One example involves the German book corpus. In book 1 (Huijser, 2005),
36% of the text deals with the main category hierarchies. In book 2 (Koentopp,
2000), it was 24%, in book 3 (Thomas & Schlizio, 2009) 35%, in book 4 (Linthout,
2008) 15%, in book 5 (Pechholt, Douven, & Essers, 2008) 30%, etc. The median
of these percentages is 27%. The reason this variable was applied is that the second
variable (the number of pages on which a main category is described) on its own
did not have a high level of expressiveness. The single texts of the book corpora
differ considerably with regard to their lengths (from 7 to 177 pages). Naturally,
single main categories are usually described on more pages in longer texts than in
shorter texts. This means that statistical outliers could distort the results.

For example, the subcategory the boss is the boss and not a ‘primus inter pares’
is described on 42 pages in six books (see Appendix 9). From this, one could con-
clude that this cultural characteristic is stated on an above average number of pages.
However, closer inspection reveals that this subcategory is described on 21 pages
in book 16, which is 50% of the total number of pages on which it is described.
This means that if this subcategory had not been described in this long book, the
total number of pages and the percentage per book on which it is described would
be considerably lower. Variable 3 ruled out this sort of distortion. Since the calcu-
lation was based on the percentage a main category has in the texts rather than on
a concrete number of pages, the difference in the texts’ page numbers was relativ-
ized. By calculating the median, I minimized the influence of statistical outliers on
the results.

However, even though variable 2 (number of pages) has a lower level of ex-
pressiveness, it could not be abandoned. As Krdmer (2011) pointed out, since both
the calculation of the average and the median have advantages and disadvantages,
an entanglement of both is necessary to gain good results.

To take their different levels of expressiveness into account, I assigned a
weighting factor to each variable. This weighting factor was determined in coop-
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eration with the experts who had conducted the expert evaluation for the culture
standards study. As already mentioned, variable 1 (number of texts) has the highest
expressiveness for the relevance of the main categories; it was therefore assigned a
weighting factor of 2. Variable 3 (median of percentages), which has a higher level
of expressiveness than variable 2 (number of pages), was assigned a weighting fac-
tor of 1.5. Variable 2 was assigned a weighting factor of 1.

Calculating the weighting

In a first step, I calculated the three variables stated above for each main category
(the main categories can be found in Appendix 11). In a second step, I put each
of the three variables for the main categories into a ranking order. Rank 1 was as-
signed to the main category with the highest number (total or median); the last rank
was assigned to the main category with the lowest number. The calculation of the
rankings can be found in Appendix 14.1.

In some cases, within a variable, two or more main categories had the same
number (total or median). For example, in the German book corpus, the main cat-
egories communication and hierarchies were both stated in 24 of the texts. In those
cases, main categories that were equal with regard to a certain variable were as-
signed to two successive ranks. So as not to distort the results of the following
calculations, all ranks were subsequently assigned a numerical value. The main
category on rank 1 was assigned the numerical value 1, rank 2 was assigned the
numerical value 2, etc.

For those main categories that were equal with regard to a certain variable, |
calculated the arithmetic mean of their ranks and assigned it to both as their nu-
merical value. For example, two main categories that were equal with regard to a
certain variable were put on ranks 1 and 2. The numerical value for both ranks was
the arithmetic mean between both ranks, thus 1.5.

In a third step, I multiplied the numerical values by their weighting factor
(see Appendix 14.1). In a fourth step, I calculated the weighted arithmetic mean
for each main category. I did this by calculating the arithmetic mean of the three
weighted values for each main category. The results of this calculation are dis-
played in Appendix 14.2.

In a fifth step, I put the main categories into a ranking of relevance. The main
category with the lowest weighted arithmetic mean was assigned to rank 1; the
main category with the highest weighted arithmetic mean was assigned to the last
rank.
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Consistency of the main categories — discrepancies between the authors

The reading of the texts from the book corpora revealed that there was some disa-
greement between the authors with regard to some main categories. For example,
Hesseling (2001, p. 35) stated that Germans are more consensus-oriented than the
Dutch, while Linthout (2006, p. 274) claimed the opposite. To analyze the level of
consistency of the main categories (i.e., to analyze whether the single subcatego-
ries from a certain main category wee mutually supportive and dependent or if they
were contradictory to each other), I first scrutinized whether each main category of
the German and Dutch book corpora contained conflicting subcategories. For those
main categories that actually contained conflicting subcategories, I then analyzed
whether the conflicting subcategories were merely a marginal minority opinion or
whether they were supported by a considerable number of authors, described in a
considerable number of texts and on a significant number of pages (i.e., | weighted
the diverging categories).

Clustering categories

I clustered the conflicting subcategories to analyze the consistency of the main
categories. Within each main category, those subcategories that supported the view
shared by the majority of the authors were labeled group 1, while contradictory
subcategories were labeled group 2. For example, within the main category di-
rectness in the German book corpus, the category “Germans are more direct than
Dutch, they express their opinion more openly” was regarded as group I because
it was stated by more authors than the opinion “Germans are less direct than the
Dutch.” Appendix 15.1 shows the conflicting categories within the main categories
and Appendix 15.2 shows which cluster of categories (group 1 or group 2) they
were assigned to.

Determining variables

Subsequently, three variables were determined for the analysis of the consistency.
The first variable was the number of subcategories that supported the majority
and minority opinions. It can be reasonably assumed that an opinion that sub-
sumes considerably more subcategories than the contradictory opinion has more
relevance in the book corpora.

The second variable was the number of texts in which subcategories that sup-
ported the majority or minority opinions are stated. If subcategories that support
one opinion are mentioned in more texts than subcategories that support the con-
tradictory opinion, it shows that more authors support this view. It also shows that
these subcategories manifest in more different situations and contexts. It can thus
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be assumed that subcategories supporting a certain opinion that are stated in more
texts have a higher relevance in the book corpora.

A third variable was the number of pages on which subcategories supporting
a certain opinion were stated. If subcategories supporting this opinion were de-
scribed more comprehensively and in more detail than those subcategories that
described a contradictory opinion, this also indicates that it is more relevant in the
book corpora.

All three variables were regarded as equally important. The calculation of the
three variables can be found in Appendix 15.3.

3.3.2 Results related to cultural characteristics, relevance
and consistency (RQs A and B)

This section will present the main categories for the Dutch and the German book
corpora in a decreasing order of relevance. For each main category, the following
aspects will be described:

* the content (RQ A)

» the weighting of relevance (RQ B)

 the consistency (i.e., the level of agreement between the authors with regard to
this main category; RQ B)

Tables 3 and 4 give an overview of the main categories of the German and Dutch
book corpora, their relevance (i. e., their weighted value) and their consistency. The
tables present the rank and the weighted value (see Appendix 14) for each main
category. In addition, they state on how many subcategories from the first step of
the qualitative analysis each main category is based. One has to keep in mind that
the number of subcategories on which a main category is based neither shows how
often each category is mentioned in the book corpora, nor allows conclusions to
be drawn about the relevance of the main categories. Furthermore, for each main
category, the tables show the number of subcategories that are contradictory to the
majority opinion, which shows whether or not they are consistent (for each main
category, Appendix 15.3 shows the level of consistency and the calculations of the
three variables). The quotes used to illustrate the main categories have been trans-
lated into English; Appendix 16 shows them in their original language.
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Table 3  Main categories of the German book corpus, ranked by relevance and consistency

Rank Main category and relevance Number of subcate- Contradictory
(i. e., weighted value) gories it is based on subcategories
1 Hierarchies (2.08) 21 1
2 Communication (4.33) 14 2
3 Formality (4.42) 7 0
4 Separation of work and private life 9 0
(4.50)
5 Modesty and status (10.33) 11 0
6 Rules (12.00) 2 0
7 Directness (12.33) 7 3
8 Perception of time (13.42) 7 0
9 Flexibility (14.00) 5 0
10 Obviation of uncertainties (14.25) 8 0
11 Task more important than good at- 1 1
mosphere (15.33)
12 Planning (17.33) 4 0
13 Details (20.42) 3 0
14 Meetings and discussions (20.67) 7 1
15 Everything is structured (20.68) 7 0
16 Expertise and qualification (22.00) 5 0
17 Preparation (22.58) 1 0
18 Perfection (24.83) 1 0
19 Respect (28.17) 1 0
20 Individualism (29.33) 3 1

A low weighted value indicates a high relevance and vice versa.
333 Results related to content of the book corpora (RQ A)
and relations between cultural aspects (RQ B)
3.3.3.1 German book corpus
Hierarchies
With a weighted value of 2.08, the main category hierarchies, which refers to hier-
archical relations in organizations, is by far the most relevant in bicultural interac-
tion situations between German and Dutch people. (Keep in mind that due to the

methodology, a low weighted value indicates a high relevance.) The vast majority
of the authors who described cultural characteristics related to this main category
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Table 4  Main categories of the Dutch book corpus, ranked by relevance and consistency

Rank Main category and relevance Number of subcate- Contradictory
(i. e., weighted value) gories it is based on subcategories
1 Modesty and status (1.50) 17 6
2 Hierarchies (3.33) 15 0
3 Consensus and ‘overleg’ (4.17) 11 0
4 Planning (6.67) 10 0
5 Communication (8.33) 11 1
6 Informality (9.92) 4 0
7 Perfection (12.75) 0
8 Flexibility, pragmatism, improvisation 3 1
(13.42)
9 Rules (13.58) 2 0
10 Harmony as important as task (15.33) 6
11 Separation of work and private life 9 4
(15.83)
12 Expertise and qualification (17.00) 4 0
13 Obviation of uncertainties (20.00) 7 0
14 Egalitarian character (20.75) 1 0
15 Tolerance (21.17) 1 0
16 Details (24.17) 3 0
17 Individualism (25.42) 4 1
18 Calimero effect (25.50) 1 0
19 Perception of time (26.17) 5 0

A low weighted value indicates a high relevance and vice versa.

agreed that tasks, responsibilities and functions are more clearly defined in Ger-
many than in the Netherlands, and formal and real hierarchies match. Koentopp
(2000), for example, stated that:

“[In] Germany and the Netherlands different leadership styles prevail. The
consequence is that fixed structures and clearly defined (written and unwrit-
ten) norms and rules exist in Germany. Functions and competences are clearly
described and separated from each other.” (p. 45)

This was also emphasized by Linthout (2006), who wrote that:

“[In] the Netherlands, power is more informal, less concrete [...] because it
shows less in the functions. In a meeting in which German and Dutch officials

101



took part, in the introduction phase the Dutch told about their tasks while the
Germans talked about their function in the organization.” (p. 288)

In the German book corpus it is also claimed that the boss of an organization stands
on top of the hierarchy and is not a “primus inter pares.’ The boss ultimately makes
the decisions while employees play an advisory role; consensus is less important
than in the Netherlands. This applies to meetings but also to application processes,
as Hesseling (2001) wrote: “There will probably be persons from other depart-
ments taking part in the application meeting. However, they may state their opin-
ions but the decision will ultimately be taken by the boss” (p. 8).

Some of the authors also claimed that responsibilities are delegated to a lesser
extent in Germany than in the Netherlands and that there is usually less contact
between people from different hierarchical levels. Koentopp (2000, p. 45), for ex-
ample, wrote that: “in their lunch break German superiors often do not take their
lunch together with their employees in the canteen and if they do so, employees do
not join them at their table without being asked to do so” (p. 48). Hesseling (2001)
added that: “the relationship between superiors and employees is often based on
fear, therefore the contact between them is predominantly professional and not
private.”

In the German book corpus it is also claimed that orders and instructions are
given rather directly in German organizations. Linthout (2006), for example, dem-
onstrated this with a popular joke about a sinking ship:

“The passengers do not listen to the first mate when told to enter the rescue
boats but when the captain walks over to them and briefly talks to them, they
immediately start entering the boats. When the first mate asked him how he did
that, the captain answered, ‘It was simple. I told the Americans that they are
insured, the Englishmen that it is sportsmanlike, the Italians and the Dutch that
it is prohibited to enter the rescue boats and the Germans that it is an order.””
(p. 289)

Among the authors who claim that hierarchies in German organizations are more
concrete and apparent than in Dutch organizations there is dissent about the rea-
sons for this. While some authors claim that Germans prefer clear and unambigu-
ous conditions and accept authority because this is a way to avoid ambiguities
(e.g., Koentopp, 2000, p. 52), others claim that Germans are obedient to authority.
In their opinion, Germans work because they are told to, do not show individual
motivation or initiative and are scared of their supervisors and never criticize them.
Hesseling (2001, p. 30), for example, stated that: “the relations between supervi-
sors and subordinates are therefore often characterized by fear.”

The main category hierarchies is relatively consistent. Almost all the authors
(23 of 24) described subcategories that are not contradictory and in parts are mutu-
ally supportive. Only Zeidenitz and Barkow (1994) disagreed with the majority
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opinion. They implied that German hierarchies are flatter than Dutch by claiming
that: “in German companies, everyone from the boss to the room cleaner is called
‘Mitarbeiter’ (colleague) and that is not only an empty phrase. Everyone in the
company regards the others as equal, hierarchies are weak” (p. 57).

Communication

With a weighted value of 4.33 in the German book corpus, communication is the
second most important main category in German-Dutch bicultural interactions. It
describes different aspects of communication. First, there are subcategories that
deal with communication channels. The authors who made statements about com-
munication channels agreed that information is conveyed through formal channels
(e.g., emails, letters, official meetings) to a higher degree in Germany than in the
Netherlands; it is not spread informally (i. e., through the office grapevine). Infor-
mation flows vertically rather than horizontally. The boss gathers the information
and spreads it to those who need it. Huijser (2005), for example, wrote that:

“Knowledge is power and power is shared only if necessary. Even though a
German supervisor expects to be informed comprehensively and frequently
about everything, he will only share his knowledge with his employees if nec-
essary. His authority and position are to some extent based on the fact that he is
in control of the information channels.” (p. 61)

Here it becomes obvious that the main category communication is to some degree
interrelated with the main category hierarchies.

Some of the authors from the German book corpus also stated that everything
is written down in German business life. As Schiirings (2010) put it: “Germans
want to consider and discuss even the smallest details and every potential problem
in advance and then they want to write everything down in a several pages long
protocol” (p. 98).

Second, there are subcategories describing a German style of communication.
The authors who made statements about communication style agree that Germans
maintain a very direct style of communication; orders and instructions are espe-
cially given rather directly and are not usually formulated as a kind request as is
common in the Netherlands. The meaning of messages does not have to be under-
stood from the context; it is predominantly conveyed verbatim. To a certain degree,
this aspect overlaps with the main category directness.

The German book corpus also reveals that Germans prefer to use technical ter-
minology at work (i. e., that they use a lot of technical and specialist terms that are
usually not found in everyday language and are often only understood by experts
or specialists in a certain field or profession). Linthout (2006), for example, stated:
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“In Germany scientific and technical texts are written for experts and profes-
sionals. The language that is used also shows one’s status. By using scientific
and technical language, the author demonstrates that he knows what he is writ-
ing about, that he is reliable and competent and that he takes the reader seri-
ously.” (p. 246)

Special attention is paid to the German discussion culture. The authors who wrote
about this agree that in Germany, discussions about facts are more important than
feelings and meetings are fact-based. Discussions are more about the principle,
Germans are more idealistic than the Dutch and there is a culture of dispute. With
regard to this, Mole, Snijders & Jacobs (1997) wrote:

“Germans only take part in a discussion if they have expertise about the topic.
Discussions are about who is right. They do not give in, not even when it comes
to aspects that are of little importance. Inconstant argumentation or giving in
too quickly is seen as a sign of incompetence or a lack of knowledge.” (p. 74)

There is overall unanimity among the authors that the German communication
style is harsher and rougher than in the Netherlands.

While the authors agreed about most of these aspects, there is dissent with
regard to the directness of communication. While some authors (e. g., Breukel &
Eijk, 2003; Gesteland, 2010; Metzmacher, 2010) stated that Germans are more
direct than Dutch people, others (e.g., Birschel, 2008; Hesseling, 2001; Jacobs,
2008) stated the exact opposite. However, the quantification clearly shows that the
first opinion is the majority opinion in the book corpus. Six of the eight subcatego-
ries that deal with directness imply that Germans are more direct than the Dutch;
they can be found in 22 of the 24 texts from the German book corpus (84.6% of the
texts). On the other hand, the two subcategories that state the opposite can only be
found in four (15.4%) of the texts. While subcategories that imply that Germans
are more direct than the Dutch are described on 100 pages, those subcategories
stating the opposite are described on only 13 pages.

For the main category communication, there was only dissent about one aspect
and the authors who stated contradictory subcategories were clearly a minority. It
can therefore be regarded as consistent.

Formality
This main category deals with the formal behavior that Germans show, particularly
at work. With a weighted value of 4.42, it is the third most important main category

in bicultural interactions between Germans and the Dutch, only marginally less
relevant than the main category communication.
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The authors who stated cultural characteristics regarding this main category
agreed that Germans behave more formally at work than the Dutch. They are more
reserved and distant; they do not show as many emotions and are more polite.

When it comes to addressing others, they stick to the more formal “Sie” longer
than the Dutch. This was — among others — pointed out by Linthout (2006), who
gave the following example: “In the German-Dutch Army corps [ ...] the different
ways of greeting and addressing each other caused such serious confusion that
in 2001 the formal way of greeting and addressing each other was stipulated”
(p- 207). He went on to explain that in “Germany, the informal form of address-
ing is used for close friends only and includes a commitment for the person who
is addressed this way. This is why the ‘du’is not offered as quickly as in the Neth-
erlands.”

The German book corpus also reveals that humor at work is frowned upon
more in Germany than in the Netherlands. Hesseling (2001, p. 8), for example,
wrote: “humor is not a strong point of the Germans. For example, Dutch crane
operators often use their intercoms to make jokes, mock colleagues, etc. Germans
think, ‘That is uncooperative and rude’ and, ‘This cannot lead to good results’.”
Even though this is a rather extreme view, most of the other authors agreed that
from a Dutch perspective Germans are seen as rather humorless at work.

According to some authors in the German book corpus, Germans also tend to
dress more formally at work. Pechholt, Douven, and Essers (2008), for example,
advised Dutch people who want to do business in Germany to “not wear ostenta-
tious clothes and no clothes with flashy colors. Dress conservatively” (p. 40).

Some of the authors also claimed that German formality includes communica-
tion channels. They claimed that Germans prefer to convey information via formal
channels and that meetings are also more formal; in contrast to the Dutch, Germans
prefer fixed structures and agendas at meetings. Versluis (2008) described German
meetings as follows: “German meetings are more formal and structured. The boss
gives every participant the chance to quickly present his or her opinion and argu-
ments regarding a certain issue. He then makes his decision” (p. 65).

With regard to the main category formality, there is no dissent among the au-
thors. It can therefore be regarded as consistent.

Separation of work and private life

The main category separation of work and private life deals with the different be-
havior that Germans show at work and in their private lives. With a weighted value
of 4.50, it takes the fourth place in the ranking of relevance and is only slightly
less relevant in bicultural interactions than the main category formality. The au-
thors who made statements about a German separation of work and private life
agreed that Germans tend to draw a sharper boundary between their professional
and private lives than the Dutch do. To illustrate this, Schiirings (2010) quoted
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Paul Medendorp, a former board chairman of a German insurance company, who
missed that in the Netherlands “you can just walk into a colleague's office, drink a
cup of coffee, put your feet on the table and tell about your weekend” (p. 89). And
Zeidenitz and Barkow (1994) stated that “for Germans, life consists of two parts
that are strictly separated: public and private life” (p. 5).

In the German book corpus, some authors also stated that colleagues are not
automatically regarded as friends. They claimed that Germans are perceived as re-
served, distant and humorless at work and they do not tell much about their private
matters or feelings. Also, Germans usually take longer than Dutch people to switch
to the more informal ‘du.’ Some of the aspects of this main category resemble the
main category formality. It shows that the level of German formality differs con-
siderably between work and private life.

The main category separation of work and private life is consistent. There are
no discrepancies between the authors.

Modesty and status

With a weighted value of 10.33, the main category modesty and status takes fifth
place in the ranking of relevance. With regard to this main category, the authors
agreed that a demonstratively shown modesty and understatement is less common
in Germany than in the Netherlands. According to these authors, Germans demon-
strate their success with status symbols. As Linthout (2006, p. 45) put it:

“Dutch businessmen have to be aware of the fact that in Germany education,
academic titles, cars, clothing and external appearance play a greater role than
in the Netherlands. Among German businessmen, they [the Dutch] are often
called ‘Bata-men’: they wear suits but their shoes are cheap and neglected. In
Germany, driving a cheap car is not a sign of modesty but shows unsuccessful-
ness in business.”

In the German book corpus, authors stated that Germans are proud of academic ti-
tles and expect to be addressed with them. Versluis (2008), for example, wrote that:

“While in the Netherlands people would laugh out loud if someone signed an
email with his name and title, in Germany this is considered to be perfectly
normal. The doctoral degree is something sacred in Germany: it shows that you
are educated, profound and well-grounded. Don’t you dare addressing your
business partner from Munich without mentioning his doctoral degree.” (p. 36)

According to some of the authors, business meals in Germany are usually more ex-

tensive than in the Netherlands. The Dutch often perceive Germans as loud, bossy,
arrogant, flamboyant and very self-assured. Self- criticism or self-irony are rare. As
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Meines (1990) put it: “In Germany, everyone is convinced that German products
are the best in the world, and that German rules, customs and practices are the
most efficient, well-grounded and should be a role model for the world” (p. 24).
Some of the authors also stated that Germans are less stingy than the Dutch.

However, one of the authors, Linthout (2006), implied that at least in some
cases Germans are more modest than the Dutch by stating that “Germans are less
apt than the Dutch to give other advice without being asked” (p. 58). Nevertheless,
with only one subcategory that is contradictory to the other subcategories, this
main category can be regarded as predominantly consistent.

Rules

With a weighted value of 12.00, the main category rules takes sixth place in the
ranking of relevance. The authors who made statements with regard to this main
category described a German appreciation for rules. According to them, Germans
see rules as universally valid and follow them at any given time and in any situa-
tion. As Huijser (2005) put it:

“For the Dutch, the German respect for laws and rules, for authorities, for traffic
signs and all kinds of signs with rules and prohibitions, is remarkable. Traffic
signs and signs with prohibitions are accepted uncritically. Germans imply that
these signs are there for a reason.” (p. 65)

This main category is consistent; there were no discrepancies among the authors.

Directness

With a weighted value of 12.33, the main category directness is regarded as only
slightly less relevant in German-Dutch encounters than the main category rules.
Some subcategories from the main category directness can also be found in the
main category communication. However, this main category deals with directness
in general, not just in communication. It shows that directness manifests in oth-
er contexts and situations as well. Even though directness is usually and in most
cases expressed through communication, it goes beyond communication and can
therefore be considered an independent main category. As Reyskens (2007) put it:
“Directness seems to be a very German attitude. [...] almost a German life phi-
losophy” (p. 891.).

With regard to the main category directness, it is striking that a considerable
group of authors made statements contradictory to the majority opinion. In 19 of
the 24 texts from the German book corpus (82.6%), subcategories are stated that
imply that Germans are more direct than the Dutch. These subcategories are de-
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scribed on 75 pages. The authors who described these subcategories claimed that
criticism is expressed rather directly in Germany and accepted as normal. Since
Germans distinguish between role and person, they can be more direct in discus-
sions because they do not take direct criticism personally. However, subcategories
can be found in four of the books (17.4%) that imply that the Dutch are more direct
than Germans; these subcategories are described on 13 pages. The authors using
these subcategories imply that Germans are less direct than the Dutch. Germans
do not openly criticize supervisors and express criticism rather indirectly. Jacobs
(2008), for example, wrote: “The boss is not to be criticized and the colleagues are
also not directly criticized” (p. 144).

The majority opinion is thus that Germans are more direct than the Dutch.
Nevertheless, the contradictory opinion cannot be disregarded; this main category
is less consistent than other main categories.

Perception of time

With a weighted value of 13.42, the main category perception of time takes eighth
place in the ranking of relevance. According to the authors who stated cultural
characteristics regarding this main category, Germans have a stronger orientation
toward the past and the future, while the present orientation is weaker than in the
Netherlands. Koentopp (2000), for example, wrote:

“In Germany, past, present and future are linked to each other and are interde-
pendent. Tradition and knowledge about the future form the basis of present
action and planning. For the Dutch, the present is more important; it is not
linked as strictly to the past and future. The term ‘eternal loser’ exists only in
Germany.” (p. 43)

Some of the authors also stated that the German planning horizon stretches further
into the future than the Dutch. As Mole, Snijders, and Jacobs (1997) put it: “What-
ever they do, Germans always consider the future” (p. 45f.). One notices that the
main category perception of time bears a certain resemblance to the main category
planning. In the German book corpus, it is also stated that tradition is important in
Germany; organizations with a long tradition are regarded as especially trustwor-
thy. Furthermore, some of the authors stated that Germans tend to avoid multitask-
ing. Jacobs (2008), for example, wrote:

“For a German, time is a series of events that occur after each other over
minutes, hours, days, month and years. If this order is disturbed, he becomes
insecure and unconfident. Unexpected events cause big problems. This is why
Germans try to avoid multitasking.” (p. 45)
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Moreover, the authors stated that punctuality is crucial in Germany. Since there
is no dissent among the authors, the main category perception of time can thus be
regarded as consistent.

Flexibility

With a weighted value of 14.0, the main category flexibility takes ninth place in
the ranking of relevance and is regarded as only slightly less relevant in German-
Dutch interaction situations than the main category perception of time. Flexibility
implies that Germans are generally less flexible than the Dutch. According to the
authors who made statements about this main category, Germans prefer known,
established and approved approaches and methods and do not like being forced to
improvise. Things that are planned are preferably not changed or adjusted after-
wards; standardization is seen as a means of avoiding possible problems. The au-
thors who addressed this main category claimed that Germans are less open to new
things. Schiirings (2010), for example, wrote: “Germans see changes as a threat
rather than a chance” (p. 97). Since there were no diverging opinions among the
authors, this category can be regarded as consistent.

Obviation of uncertainties

With a weighted value of 14.25, the main category obviation of uncertainties is
only slightly less relevant than the main category flexibility and takes tenth place in
the ranking of relevance. The authors who made statements with regard to obvia-
tion of uncertainties agreed that Germans try to avoid uncertainties and prefer clear
and unambiguous conditions. Zeidenitz and Barkow (1994), for example, wrote:

“The German soul is torn apart by uncertainties. Germans struggle constantly
to keep away the chaos. They are unable to ignore their doubts, to forget their
problems for a while and to just enjoy their time with colleagues without wor-

rying.” (p. 121f.)

In the book corpus, it is stated that from a Dutch perspective, Germans seem to be
pessimistic and to worry a lot. Their obviation of uncertainties manifests in dif-
ferent situations. The authors stated that reliability is crucial, Germans only speak
foreign languages at work if their language skills are close to perfect and perfection
is strived for. As Zeidenitz and Barkow (1994) put it:

“The compromise or being content with less than the best is not enough. Strictly

speaking, only the very best is acceptable. Germans totally agree with Plato:
they have no doubt that perfection exists. They know that on earth we will

109



never be able to reach perfection, but they are sure that one can get pretty close
to it. Even though Plato was a Greek, his thoughts were German.” (p. 14)

And Huijser (2005) stated: “They always strive for perfection and are disappoint-
ed if they cannot reach it” (p. 63).

Since there are no contradictory subcategories, the main category obviation of
uncertainties can thus be regarded as consistent.

Task is more important than a good atmosphere

With a weighted value of 15.33, the main category task is more important than
a good atmosphere takes eleventh place in the ranking of relevance. Most of the
authors who made statements regarding this category agreed that the task is more
important than a good atmosphere in German business life. They claimed that Ger-
mans concentrate on the task at work. Feelings and a good atmosphere are second-
ary to the task. The Dutch often feel that Germans lack empathy at work. Meines
(1990), who often stated extreme views, for example wrote:

“After a while they [Dutch who work in Germany] will discover that this
scourge occurs not only at work but that it spreads across the whole society: the
incapacity, or maybe the unwillingness, to put oneself in the position of others.
The combination of unfriendliness and being unable (or unwilling) to place
oneself in the position of others was a permanent topic of conversation among
foreigners in Germany.” (p. 15)

In the German book corpus, it is also stated that meetings start more immedi-
ately in Germany than in the Netherlands, and small talk is less important. Rey-
skens (2007), for instance, advised the Dutch to not take it personally if Germans
get straight to the point in meetings because “they do not mean to offend you.
First comes business, and only afterwards people get to know each other better”
(p- 99). According to the majority of the authors making statements about this
main category, facts are more important than feelings in Germany; discussions are
more fact-based. At work, Germans are more hectic and fast-paced, competition is
tougher and work is harder. As Meines (1990) put it: “In German companies, there
is clubbing and stabbing among the employees” (p. 39).

Furthermore, some of the authors in the German book corpus (e. g., Koentopp,
2000; Mole, Snijders, & Jacobs, 1997; Thomas & Schlizio, 2009) stated that priva-
cy is very important for Germans at work, so office doors are usually kept closed.
Coffee is not served as often as in the Netherlands.

However, there is also one contradictory subcategory. Meines (1990) stated that
Germans do not admit it when they have made a mistake. According to him, Ger-
mans want to be liked by their supervisors. Good relationships with supervisors are
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thus more important than the smooth functioning of production processes. Meines
claimed that “even thinking about admitting mistakes can cause nightmares to the
German. He would rather cut his arm open while swimming in a shark basin than
admit that he has made a mistake” (p. 30). This subcategory implies that being
liked and having a good working atmosphere are in some cases more important for
Germans than the task.

This is a minority opinion though. Ten of the 11 subcategories of this main cat-
egory imply that the task is more important than a good atmosphere in Germany.
These subcategories can be found in 19 of the 24 texts (95.0%) from the German
book corpus and are described on 79 pages. The contradictory subcategory can be
found in only one book (5%) and is described on only three pages.

In conclusion, the main category task is more important than a good atmos-
phere can be regarded as consistent and the contradictory subcategory can be seen
as marginal.

Planning

With a weighted value of 17.33, the main category planning takes twelfth place in
the ranking of relevance. The authors who made statements about this main cat-
egory agreed that Germans plan more and in more detail than the Dutch. Germans
try to plan everything in advance and consider every possibility before starting
something. This main category is, to a certain degree, related to the main categories
obviation of uncertainties and perception of time. Since there were no discrepan-
cies among the authors regarding this main category, it can therefore be considered
consistent.

Details

With a weighted value of 20.42, the main category details takes thirteenth place
in the ranking of relevance. Most of the authors who stated cultural characteristics
regarding this category claimed that details are more important for Germans than
for the Dutch. According to them, Germans try to consider every detail in their
planning. In presentations, Germans also mention and expect more details than
the Dutch because they try to avoid possible sources of mistakes or problems. As
Reyskens (2007) put it: “Presenting as many facts and details as possible is an
important characteristic of German professional life” (p. 90).

According to some of the authors, this is also why Germans want to know every
detail about applicants before hiring them. Hesseling (2001), for example, wrote:
“CVs and references are much more comprehensive and detailed than in the Neth-
erlands. School reports and diplomas document your qualifications. Furthermore,
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applicants also write down their hobbies and activities. References from your for-
mer employers complete your application” (p. 34).

With regard to this main category, there were no diverging statements among
the authors so it is consistent.

Meetings and discussions

With a weighted value of 20.67, the main category meetings and discussions takes
fourteenth place in the ranking of relevance. According to the majority of the au-
thors who made statements regarding this main category, German behavior differs
considerably from Dutch behavior in discussions. First, consensus is regarded as
less important in Germany than in the Netherlands. Compromises are not the best
solution. The team may take part in a discussion, but the decision is eventually
made by the boss. Some of the authors claimed that Germans not only accept this
because of the stronger hierarchies that prevail in German organizations, but be-
cause they believe that there is one best way of doing things. As Versluis (2008)
put it: “In German companies, meetings have the purpose of letting you state your
opinions and arguments. However, it does not mean that you actually have a say.
Compromises are not popular” (p. 37). In the German book corpus, it is also stated
that meanings have to be supported by facts in Germany. Discussions are deeper;
arguments are important. Linthout (2006), for example, wrote:

“In discussions, Germans predominantly emphasize controversy. This is why
their discussions are more vivid and insistent; they clarify and explain their
points of view more, state more facts and sources, and give more examples. The
others are constantly asked to explain the reasons for their views, and construc-
tive criticism is seen as something positive.” (p. 274)

The authors in the German book corpus also agreed that Germans only participate
in a debate when they can make a substantive contribution. As some of the au-
thors wrote, from a Dutch perspective, Germans appear instructive, dogmatic and
self-opinionated. Meines (1990), for example, stated that “self-criticism, putting
one's standpoints into perspective and relativizing them, is not done in Germany”
(p. 15).

However, there is one subcategory that contradicts the majority opinion. It im-
plies that in discussions, Germans are less dogmatic and self-opinionated than the
Dutch and that they strive for consensus. Hesseling (2001) claimed that: “Germans
are self-critical: they always feel that they could have done better. This is why
they value consensus more than the Dutch do” (p. 35). This is a minority opinion
though.

The majority opinion is supported by five subcategories, described in 9 of the
24 texts of the German book corpus and on 30 pages. The minority opinion, sup-
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ported by only one subcategory, is described in only one text and on six pages. It is
thus marginal, but the main category meetings and discussions can be considered
predominantly consistent.

Everything is structured

The main category everything is structured takes fifteenth place in the ranking of
relevance. However, with a weighted value of 20.78, the difference in relevance
to the main category meetings and discussions (20.67) is small. According to the
authors who stated cultural characteristics regarding this category, Germans try to
structure things as much as possible. They write everything down, meetings are
more formal and they have a fixed structure and agenda. As Metzmacher (2010)
put it: “Meetings have a fixed choreographic order that is strictly adhered to”
(p. 44). In the German book corpus, it is also stated that efficiency is very impor-
tant for Germans. Time schedules are crucial; appointments are needed for every
visit. Germans try to plan and standardize as much as possible. With regard to this
main category there is no discrepancy between the authors, so it is consistent.

Expertise and qualification

This main category has a weighted value of 22.0 and takes sixteenth place in the
ranking of relevance. The authors who made statements about this category agreed
that (academic) qualifications, expertise and education are more important in Ger-
many than in the Netherlands. Schiirings (2010) wrote:

“In the application process, your expertise and the references from your former
employers are the most important. Personality is of secondary importance. Ex-
pertise and achievements are held in higher esteem than in the Netherlands. A
phrase like, ‘He may be a ratfink but he sure knows what he’s talking about’ is
common in Germany.” (p. 91)

In the German book corpus, it is also stated that German bosses and supervisors
usually have more expert knowledge than Dutch bosses do; their authority is to a
large extent gained by know-how and expertise. In job applications, qualifications
and expert knowledge are more important than the applicant’s personality.

Since there was no dissent among the authors, the main category expertise and
qualification is consistent.
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Preparation

With a weighted value of 22.58, the main category preparation takes seventeenth
place in the ranking of relevance. According to the authors who stated cultural
characteristics regarding the main category preparation, in meetings and presenta-
tions Germans are usually better and more thoroughly prepared than the Dutch and
do not appreciate it if others are not well prepared. Reyskens (2007) offered the
Dutch the following advice:

“You better prepare yourself thoroughly for your negotiations with Germans
because the German negotiator hates meetings in which the business partners
are poorly prepared or have no knowledge about the details. It is best if you
bring a clear and comprehensive documentation, preferably in German. If you
hold a presentation you have to know everything about your product, the rel-
evant laws and rules.” (p. 151f.)

Since there were no discrepancies between the authors, the main category prepara-
tion is consistent.

Perfection

With a weighted value of 24.83, the main category preparation takes eighteenth
place in the ranking of relevance. The authors who stated cultural characteristics
with regard to the main category perfection claimed that from a Dutch perspective,
Germans aspire to perfection. Mistakes are to be avoided by all means. This main
category is to some extent linked to the main category obviation of uncertainties,
but it goes further. Obviation of uncertainties might be one reason for the pursuit of
perfection but, more importantly, trying to reach perfection is regarded as a value
in itself. Since there were no discrepancies between the authors, this main category
is consistent.

Respect

With a weighted value of 28.17, the main category respect takes nineteenth place in
the ranking of relevance. One may notices that its relevance is considerably lower
than the relevance of the main category perfection (which took rank 18). With
regard to this main category, the authors agreed that respect is very important for
Germans, even more important than being liked. Meines (1990) wrote: “For Ger-
mans, the most important thing is being respected. Being seen as friendly is less
important to them” (p. 12). With regard to the main category respect, there were no
discrepancies between the authors so it can be regarded as consistent.
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Individualism

With a weighted value of 29.33, this main category is the least relevant in the Ger-
man book corpus. Some of the authors claimed that “Germans are more individu-
alistic than Dutch” (Jacobs, 2008, p. 124). For example, if something goes wrong,
the person whose fault it is takes the responsibility and blame for it. As Reyskens
(2007) put it: “Since tasks and responsibilities are clearly defined, when problems
or mistakes occur it is easy to find the person responsible. This person takes indi-
vidual responsibility for the mistake” (p. 121).

However, some authors also stated things like “Germans are less individual-
istic than the Dutch” (Reyskens, 2007, p. 90). With regard to the main category
individualism, it is especially striking that, although the authors used similar defi-
nitions of individualism, there was no clear majority opinion. The quantification
showed a trend toward the opinion that Germans are more individualistic than the
Dutch. However, this trend is less clear than for the main categories above.

The main category individualism consists of only three subcategories. The first
states directly that Germans are more individualistic than the Dutch, while the
second states that they are more collectivistic. The third subcategory (If things go
wrong, mistakes are made, problems occur, the person whose fault it is takes the
responsibility and the blame) can at least indirectly be understood as a claim that
Germans are more individualistic. These opinions can only be found in a few of
the texts in the German book corpus. While subcategories stating that Germans are
more individualistic can be found in four of the books and are described on 11 pag-
es, contradictory subcategories are described in two of the books on seven pages.

In conclusion, even though there is a majority opinion, the main category indi-
vidualism is predominantly inconsistent.

3.3.3.2 Dutch book corpus
Modesty and status

With a weighted value of 1.50, the main category modesty and status is clearly the
most important main category in bicultural interactions between Germans and the
Dutch. According to some of the authors who made statements about this main
category, understatement is more common in the Netherlands than in Germany.
People do not show wealth and status publicly, exaggeration is disregarded and
self-irony and not taking oneself too seriously are more important than in Ger-
many. As Linthout (2006. p. 344) put it:

“In the Netherlands, people who want to stand out from others are met with

mistrust or make a fool of themselves. ‘ Act normal; that is crazy enough’: every
Dutch person knows this adage and Germans should know it as well if they
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want to deal with the Dutch. Other adages that are popular in the Netherlands
are ‘High trees catch a lot of wind’ and ‘Whoever sticks his head above the
hayfield loses it’.”

Furthermore, in the Dutch book corpus it is stated that academic titles are usually
not shown on business cards in the Netherlands as is common in Germany. The
Dutch also do not expect to be addressed with their titles. Vossenstein (2010), for
example, wrote:

“In Dutch society, the use of such academic titles is limited to the functional
working environment. A German student quoted, ‘I find the teachers here much
more approachable than those in Germany. You have to address the latter with
“Herr Professor” but in Holland that isn’t so’.” (p. 30)

Some of the authors also stated that the Dutch do not like compliments; the team
rather than the individual gets compliments for good work or achievements. Busi-
ness meals are generally less fancy than in Germany. Germans also often perceive
the Dutch as stingy.

However, there are also authors who stated contradictory subcategories which
imply that the Dutch are less modest than Germans or not modest at all. According
to them, the Dutch are proud of their titles and expect to be addressed with them.
Miiller (1998), for example, wrote:

“Especially striking is the discrepancy of the self-perception of the Dutch and
the picture they have of us Germans. Even though Dutch academics proudly
state even the smallest academic degree ‘doctorandus’ when signing documents
or on their business cards, they make fun of the alleged German appreciation
of titles.” (p. 29)

Furthermore, in the Dutch book corpus it is also stated that many Dutch people see
themselves as moral role models for the world and are very proud of their country.
They are very self-assured and tell others what to do. This was — among others
— stated by Birschel (2008), who wrote that “the raised index finger, the moral
undertone can be found throughout the whole country. Dutch see themselves as a
role model for the world” (p. 84 ff.). Some of the authors also stated that especially
in recent years it has become more acceptable and common to show wealth and
status symbols.

However, the majority opinion is that the Dutch are more modest than Ger-
mans. This view is supported by 9 of the 15 subcategories. It can be found in 22
of the 23 texts from the Dutch book corpus and is described on 274 pages. The
contradictory opinion is supported by six subcategories. It can be found in eight of
the texts from the Dutch book corpus and is described on 55 pages.
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In conclusion, even though the opinion that the Dutch are more modest than
Germans is the majority opinion, it cannot be regarded as highly consistent. This
is the case because the contradictory view is not marginal but described by many
authors, in many books and on a considerable number of pages.

Hierarchies

With a weighted value of 3.33, the main category hierarchies takes second place
in the ranking of relevance. The authors making statements about this category
agreed that hierarchies are flatter in the Netherlands than in Germany. According
to them, formal and real hierarchies often do not match. The Dutch tend to reject
authority; the boss is more a ‘primus inter pares.” With regard to this, Vossenstein
(2010) related the following anecdote about a German who moved to the Nether-
lands:

“[...] For instance riding a bike on a one-way street against the traffic. In the
beginning, when I first saw someone do that, I thought, ‘How can you do that?’
When [ myself did it the first time, I felt rather wicked; a police car stopped me
and the officer gestured towards me. So I started apologizing but he just said,
‘Look, we are coming from the right side, you from the wrong, so move over
a bit.”” (p. 23)

And as Linthout (2006, p. 36) put it: “Power is much more informal, less concrete
and for outsiders hardly noticeable. Dutch supervisors have to formulate their
orders as a kind request and they have to explain their motivations for orders.”

According to the authors, the Dutch culture is a consensus culture. The boss
has a moderating role and employees expect to be included in the decision-making
process. In meetings and discussions, everyone may state his or her opinion. Ficht-
inger and Sterzenbach (2006), for example, wrote that “as a supervisor, you cannot
simply give orders because your employees want to be part of the decision process.
If they are excluded from the decision-making process, the result is a sort of passive
opposition” (p. 331.).

Some of the authors who made statements about hierarchies also mentioned
that the flat hierarchies in the Netherlands influence communication. They claimed
that instructions are usually formulated as a kind request. If the boss wants some-
thing, he goes to his employees and does not call them into his office. Office doors
are usually left open and everyone can enter, even the boss’s office.

Some authors also stated that Dutch employees have more autonomy and
personal responsibility than German employees. Dutch bosses delegate more.
Schiirings (2010), for example, gave Germans the following advice:
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“Do not think that similar hierarchical ranks mean that the responsibilities and
the level of authorization are also similar. Dutch bosses delegate more than
German bosses. If the Dutch boss does not take part in a meeting, as a German
you should not immediately assume that the Dutch are not interested in the
deal.” (p. 96)

Furthermore, books in the Dutch corpus stated that there are more (informal) con-
tacts between people from different hierarchical levels in the Netherlands than in
Germany. Also, due to their alleged egalitarian character, the Dutch tend to give
others unrequested advice; to Germans, they often seem to be meddlers.

Since there are no contradictory subcategories, the main category hierarchies
can thus be regarded as consistent.

Consensus and ‘overleg’

With a weighted value of 4.17, the main category consensus and ‘overleg’ takes
third place in the ranking of relevance. There was no dissent among the authors
making statements regarding this category that, from a German perspective, deci-
sions are predominantly made by consensus in the Netherlands. The Dutch expect
to be included in the decision-making process. The Dutch term ‘overleg,” which
does not have a direct literal translation in English, describes this special form of
mutual consultation that manifests in different situations.

According to some of the authors, meetings usually take longer in the Nether-
lands because everyone may state his or her opinion. Vossenstein (2010), for exam-
ple, cited a German who stated the following about Dutch meetings: “I find it hard
to accept the collective decision making. It only causes delay. There are meetings
on everything here, and people have a say even when they have no information to
add at all” (p. 68).

In the book corpus, it is also stated that a warm and friendly working atmos-
phere is important in the Netherlands because decisions require consensus. This is
why conflicts are avoided and the Dutch usually argue more softly than Germans.
Ernst (2007) wrote:

“Even though the Dutch are just as meritocratic as the Germans, in Dutch com-
panies it is more common to drink a cup of coffee or have a little chat with
colleagues during work time. It is important to make other feel comfortable as
quickly as possible.” (p. 54)

Some of the authors (e.g., Fichtinger & Sterzenbach, 2006; Linthout, 2006; Pe-
cholt, Douven, & Essers, 2008) also stated that the Dutch are less direct, criticism
is expressed rather indirectly and not the single person but the group is criticized.
However, other authors (e. g., Ernst, 2007; Metzmacher, 2010; Vossenstein, 2010)
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stated that the Dutch are more direct than Germans. Another claim that some of the
authors made is that since everyone may contribute to discussions, the Dutch tend
to consider their own opinions to be more important than others’ facts.

The main category consensus and ‘overleg’ can be considered consistent. The
authors’ statements are complementary and mutually supportive and there are no
contradictory opinions.

Planning

With a weighted value of 6.67, the main category planning takes fourth place in
the ranking of relevance. The authors who made statements about this main cat-
egory agreed that Dutch people plan less than Germans. Their planning horizon
does not stretch as far into the future. Often only a general framework is set up,
without detailed planning. Perfection is not necessary and mistakes are accepted.
According to the authors, the Dutch are flexible; things can be adjusted during the
implementation process. As Linthout (2006) put it:

“The Dutch think that Germans worry totally unnecessarily about things in the
distant future. The Dutch think more target-oriented. They deal with things on
short notice and start thinking about solutions for problems when they actually
occur. For their projects they set up rough frameworks without paying much
attention to the details. The details are dealt with in the process of realization.”
(p. 280)

The authors also agreed that the Dutch are open to new ideas and approaches, and
see new things not as potential threats but rather as opportunities. Many things are
implemented for a certain period of time to test them.

Most of the authors claimed that Dutch people do not write down as much as
Germans. However, van der Horst (2000) asserted that the Dutch tend to write
down more than the Germans and that things that are written down are not changed
afterwards:

“This way of working, seeking consensus, requires accurate recording and
formulating the decisions clearly and unambiguously. Agreements have to be
written down in detail because otherwise there might be disagreement about the
interpretation afterwards. If this happens, no higher power can stop the endless
discussions that will start again. This is why Dutch consider written documents
to be sacred.” (p. 145)

The quantification shows that this is clearly a minority opinion: it was stated in

only one text and on only three pages. In conclusion, the main category planning
can be regarded as predominantly consistent.
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Communication

With a weighted value of 8.33, the main category communication takes fifth place
in the ranking of relevance. According to some of the authors’ reflections upon
communication, the Dutch discussion culture differs from the German. While the
meaning of a message is conveyed predominantly verbatim in Germany, in Dutch
conversations one also has to read the meaning from the context.

The authors also agreed that facts are important in discussions in the Nether-
lands, but feelings and consensus are equally important. With regard to this, Schots
(2004) described the following anecdote from Dutch politics in which a Dutch
politician was arguing with his speechwriter:

“‘Footnote,” he reminds him. ‘Footnote? Oh, he is talking about an indication of
the references. He wants me to state the original documents on which I base my
mocking of the purple policy. As if it was not obvious enough that the purple
coalition is responsible for the long waiting times.”” (p. 113)

Furthermore, in the Dutch book corpus, authors observed that technical language is
seen as bragging in the Netherlands; things have to be expressed in a manner that
makes them understandable for laymen as well. Linthout (2008, p. 67), for exam-
ple, wrote that “a person who cannot express something in simple terms wants to
stand out from the crowd or possibly wants to conceal that he has not understood
the matter himself.”

Some of the authors who reflected upon the main category communication also
stated that since hierarchies are flatter in the Netherlands, instructions are usually
formulated as a kind request. Information is spread informally and flows freely and
horizontally between employees.

Language is also usually more informal than in Germany. When addressing
others, the Dutch usually switch to the more informal ‘je” more quickly than Ger-
mans.

However, while the authors in the Dutch book corpus agreed on most aspects
of this main category, there was dissent with regard to the aspect directness of
communication. While some of the authors stated that the Dutch are more direct
than Germans, others stated that they are less direct. Linthout (2006), for example,
wrote: “The Dutch are somewhat less direct than Germans. The Dutch way of
discussion is clear: you respect the other's feelings. While the Dutch have a ‘yes,
but-technique’ of discussion, Germans have a ‘no, because-technique’” (p. 275).
Vossenstein (2010), on the other hand, implied that the Dutch are more direct by
writing that “the reactions of Germans to the Dutch directness range from the posi-
tive term ‘confident’, through rather neutral terms such as ‘very straightforward
indeed’ and ‘very honest’to the less positive: ‘abrupt’, ‘blunt’and ‘rude’” (p. 15).

Among the authors there was no clear trend toward one of these contradictory
opinions. There were only a few subcategories that dealt with the directness of
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communication (in contrast to the German book corpus, the Dutch book corpus
does not deal with different aspects of directness but only with directness in com-
munication). Three subcategories conveyed the impression that the Dutch are less
direct than Germans; these subcategories can be found in 11 of the 23 analyzed
texts from the Dutch book corpus and are described on 27 pages. Even though
only one subcategory implied that the Dutch are more direct than Germans, this
subcategory was described in five of the texts and is notably described on 38 pages.

In conclusion, while most aspects of the main category communication are con-
sistent, the aspect directness of communication is inconsistent and there is not a
clear tendency toward one of the contradictory opinions.

Informality

With a weighted value of 9.92, the main category informality takes sixth place in
the ranking of relevance. The authors who stated cultural characteristics related to
this category agreed that the Dutch are more informal than Germans. Meetings are
less structured and clothing is less formal. Information is conveyed through both
formal and informal channels. At work, the Dutch are less reserved and distant
and tend to switch from the formal pronoun ‘u’ to the informal ‘je’ quicker than
Germans. Hesseling (2001), for example, wrote that “at work, people are quickly
on a first-name basis; after work, you might be invited to joint activities to get to
know each other better. Your colleagues will talk casually about their hobbies,
their families and their private lives” (p. 44 f.).

With regard to the main category informality, there was no dissent among the
authors. It can therefore be considered consistent.

Perfection

With a weighted value of 12.75, the main category perfection takes seventh place
in the ranking of relevance. According to the authors who stated cultural character-
istics regarding this category, the Dutch are more pragmatic than Germans. Perfec-
tion is not crucial, mistakes are accepted and, from a German perspective (accord-
ing to the authors), the Dutch are often content with mediocrity. With regard to this,
Vossenstein (2010) cited a German professor working in the Netherlands who said:

“It is a sport among Dutch students to work exactly hard enough for an exam
or assignment so that they pass with minimum effort. Dutch students will not

settle for sixes, that is too risky, but a seven or eight will do.” (p. 29)

The main category perfection is consistent; there was no dissent among the authors.
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Flexibility, pragmatism, improvisation

With a weighted value of 13.92, the main category flexibility, pragmatism, im-
provisation takes eighth place in the ranking of relevance. Most of the authors who
made statements about this category claimed or implied that the Dutch are more
flexible and pragmatic than Germans and that they can improvise better. Accord-
ing to some of these authors, not everything has to be done via official procedures
and channels in the Netherlands, in contrast to Germany. Things can be changed in
the implementation process. Koentopp (2000) put it as follows: “The Dutch do not
start thinking about solutions before problems actually occur. The focus is on the
aim, processes are adjusted to changing circumstances” (p. 501.).

Some authors also stated that the Dutch tend to improvise more than Germans
and that they are more open to new ideas and approaches. This view is — among
others — held by Ernst (2007), who wrote: “if things have to be changed during
the process of realization, Germans see this as a sign of bad planning while the
Dutch are proud of their ability to improvise” (p. 56). In the Dutch book corpus,
authors also stated that, from a German perspective, the Dutch seem fatalistic and
pragmatic.

However, one subcategory implies that the Dutch are less flexible than Ger-
mans. Fichtinger and Sterzenbach (2006) wrote that in Germany, “things that have
been planned and decided are not changed or adjusted afterwards in the process
of implementation” (p. 56). This is a minority opinion though. While the opinion
that the Dutch are more flexible than Germans is supported by seven subcategories,
can be found in 15 of the 23 texts from the Dutch book corpus and is described on a
total of 102 pages, the one subcategory implying the opposite can be found in only
two of the texts and is merely described on four pages.

The main category flexibility, pragmatism, improvisation is consistent; the mi-
nority opinion that contradicts the majority is marginal.

Rules

With a weighted value of 13.58, the main category rules takes ninth place in the
ranking of relevance. Some of the authors who made statements about the main
category rules claimed that the Dutch often see rules not as universally valid but
more as guidelines. Linthout (2008), for example, wrote that: “in the Netherlands
though, where an egalitarian character and a tradition of consensus and mutual
trust prevail, prohibitions and limitations are the root of all bad. The reaction to
prohibitions is usually: ‘I will decide this on my own’” (p. 104). According to these
authors, if the Dutch see rules as pointless in certain situations or contexts, they do
not stick to them but rather try to find a way to dodge them. Some of the authors
also stated that in the Netherlands, “there are generally more rules and bureau-
cracy than in Germany” (Fichtinger & Sterzenbach, 2006, p. 106).
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However, even though this subcategory is not mutually supportive to the other
subcategories, it is not contradictory to them either. The main category rules can
therefore be regarded as consistent.

Harmony as important as task

With a weighted value of 15.33, the main category harmony as important as task
takes tenth place in the ranking of relevance. According to some of the authors
who made statements about this category, a warm and friendly atmosphere and
good mutual relations at work are important for the Dutch. They want harmonic
relations, so small talk and talking about private matters is regarded as normal at
work. It is clear that this category has some links to the main categories separation
of work and private life and informality. However, some other authors claimed that
the task is central in the Netherlands and feelings and good mutual relations are
secondary to the task.

There is a clear tendency toward the first opinion. On the one hand, each of the
two contradictory views is supported by three subcategories. But while the opinion
that the task is more important than good feelings and a friendly atmosphere in the
Netherlands can only be found in one of the texts from the Dutch book corpus and
on a total of seven pages, the contradictory opinion can be found in 18 of the 23
texts and on a total of 84 pages.

Since the opinion that feelings and a good atmosphere at work are secondary
to the task in the Netherlands is relatively marginal, the main category harmony as
important as task can be regarded as predominantly consistent.

Separation of work and private life

With a weighted value of 15.83, the main category separation of work and private
life takes eleventh place in the ranking of relevance. According to some of the au-
thors who described cultural characteristics related to this main category, the Dutch
tend to draw less sharp boundaries between their professional and private lives
than Germans. At work they are less distant and reserved, and they also talk about
private matters and feelings. Colleagues are often also friends whom one can also
meet for leisure activities. Miiller (1998), for example, wrote: “The strong borders
between private and professional life do not exist in the Netherlands. It is normal
to gather together after work for a beer in the pub. These so-called ‘borrels’ take
place with work colleagues” (p. 36).

Other authors, for example van der Horst (2000, p. 139), stated the exact oppo-
site. According to them, the Dutch are more reserved than Germans. At work they
do not talk about private things or show emotions, and privacy is very important.
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However, the claim that the separation between work and private life is less
strict in the Netherlands than in Germany is the majority opinion. It is based on
four subcategories, can be found in 14 of the 23 texts from the Dutch book corpus
and is described on 68 pages. In contrast, the contradictory opinion is based on five
subcategories that can be found in five texts and is described on 23 pages. It cannot
be regarded as marginal, so the main category separation of work and private life
is thus relatively inconsistent.

Expertise and qualification

With a weighted value of 17.00, the main category expertise and qualification
takes twelfth place in the ranking of relevance. The authors claimed that personal-
ity and sympathy are as important as qualifications and expert knowledge in the
Netherlands. Pechholt, Douven, and Essers (2008, p. 13) wrote that this also ap-
plies in applications: “In application processes, companies usually search for team
players; soft skills are in this case more important than qualification.”

While German bosses usually have expert knowledge in a certain field, Dutch
bosses are often managers. Leadership skills and the ability to moderate are more
important for Dutch bosses than expertise in a certain field. Schiirings (2010), for
example, wrote that “Dutch management appears as an inverted pyramid: The
boss carries everything, he guides and accompanies the employees. Supervisors
are there to support the employees” (p. 92).

There are no contradictory subcategories regarding the main category expertise
and qualification, so it can therefore be regarded as consistent.

Obviation of uncertainties

With a weighted value of 20.00, the main category obviation of uncertainties takes
thirteenth place in the ranking of relevance. The authors who described cultural
characteristics related to this category agreed that the Dutch are generally less
afraid of uncertainties than Germans. Koentopp (2000) wrote: “Differences in at-
titude to security also become obvious if one looks at agreements. Germans try to
avoid uncertainties by writing everything down in detail. In Dutch contracts, one
can often find the phrase ‘Details will be determined later’” (p. 51).

In the Dutch book corpus, authors stated that, from a German perspective, the
Dutch are optimists. The lack of fear of uncertainties is one reason why, according
to the authors, tasks, responsibilities and functions are not as clearly defined in the
Netherlands as in Germany. As Busse (2006) put it:

“Compared to Germany, work is organized more flexibly. In one company
department, one can often find different work and working time models while
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functions and responsibilities are not as clearly defined as in Germany. This is
why it is often more hectic in Dutch companies and work is more diversified
because people think less in categories of authorization and hierarchies.” (p. 15)

Furthermore, in the Dutch book corpus, authors stated that the Dutch draw less
attention to planning and details and are more flexible than Germans. They are
not afraid of multitasking or making mistakes. The Dutch speak foreign languages
even if they do not master them perfectly.

With regard to the main category obviation of uncertainties, there are no con-
tradictory subcategories. It can therefore be considered consistent.

Egalitarian character

With a weighted value of 20.75, the main category egalitarian character takes
fourteenth place in the ranking of relevance. According to the authors who made
statements about this category, everyone is equal in the Netherlands and has to be
treated equally. This not only applies to work, but also to private life. Pechholt,
Duiven, and Essers (2008) explained that “over the centuries, the Netherlands
were a republican consensus society which is the reason that today there is an
atmosphere of equality” (p. 66).

With regard to this main category, there is no dissent among the authors so is
consistent.

Tolerance

With a weighted value of 21.17, the main category folerance takes fifteenth place
in the ranking of relevance. According to the authors who made statements about
this category, the Dutch are more tolerant than Germans. As Miiller (1998) put it:

“Dutch tolerance means that everything is allowed as long as it happens behind
closed doors and does not disturb the neighbors. This tolerance is predomi-
nantly caused by the wish to act morally right, which includes leaving others in
peace. Further elements are plain indifference and the wish to cloister oneself
away and stay with like-minded people.” (p. 62)

However, while Miiller (1998) and Fichtinger and Sterzenbach (2006) interpreted
Dutch tolerance as a sort of indifference toward others, other authors (e. g., Ernst,
2007; Gerisch, 1994; Vossenstein, 2010) see it as real tolerance.

There are no contradictory subcategories within this main category, so it is
consistent.
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Details

With a weighted value of 24.17, the main category details takes sixteenth place
in the ranking of relevance. The authors who made statements about this category
agreed that details are generally less important for the Dutch than for Germans.
Presentations are usually shorter and less detailed, just like application portfolios
and written documents. With regard to this, Pechholt, Douven, and Essers (2008)
gave the following advice: “Ensure that your application is short and concise.
While German application papers may be comprehensive and detailed, Dutch su-
pervisors disfavor such applications” (p. 123).

Within this main category there are no conflicting subcategories, so it can be
regarded as consistent.

Individualism

With a weighted value of 25.42, the main category individualism takes seventeenth
place in the ranking of relevance. Some of the authors claimed that the Dutch are
less individualistic than Germans. According to them, it is more important to be
part of the group in the Netherlands than in Germany. With regard to this, Linthout
(2006) wrote:

“Due to the egalitarian character of the Dutch, a spontancous, informal con-
versational tone prevails; direct criticism is to be avoided. Being part of the
group, being nice to others and being seen as a nice person is of paramount
importance; direct criticism is thus rare.” (p. 307)

Busse (2006) also implied that the Dutch are less individualistic than Germans by
writing: “If mistakes are made, the whole group rather than the individual takes
the responsibility” (p. 33).

However, other authors stated the opposite and claimed that the Dutch are ac-
tually more individualistic than Germans. Miiller (1998), for example, wrote: “In
Dutch companies, praise and criticism is given to the person who deserves it; you
cannot hide in the group” (p. 33).

There is no clear majority opinion. Two subcategories support the opinion that
the Dutch are less individualistic than Germans; this view can be found in three of
the texts and is described on nine pages. The opinion that the Dutch are more indi-
vidualistic than Germans is supported by one subcategory; it can also be found in 3
of the 23 texts from the Dutch book corpus but is described on only two pages. In
conclusion, even though the majority opinion is that the Dutch are less individual-
istic, the main category individualism has to be regarded as relatively inconsistent
because the minority opinion that the Dutch are more individualistic cannot be
disregarded as marginal.
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Calimero effect

With a weighted value of 25.50, the main category Calimero effect takes eighteenth
(the second last) place in the ranking of relevance. The category is named after the
cartoon character Calimero. This little black chicken is often in an inferior position
to other animals and states, “they are big and I am small and that is just not fair.”
The category implies that in their interactions with Germans, the Dutch are often
influenced by a Calimero complex.

According to the authors who put forth this idea, the Dutch feel like they live
in a small and less powerful country next to the larger, more populated and thus
more dominant Germany. Since Germany has more influence and power in many
areas, the Dutch try to enhance themselves by presuming that their own cultural
characteristics are positive while interpreting diverging characteristics of the Ger-
man culture as negative. For example, hierarchical relations in Germany are often
interpreted as obedience to authority. According to the authors, this Calimero com-
plex plays a role in bicultural encounters. Linthout (2006), for example, gave the
example of a merger between the German DASA and the Dutch company Fokker
in the 1970s: “One of the German diplomats involved stated, ‘every step of the
Germans was interpreted negatively’” (p. 278).

Since there are no discrepancies between the authors with regard to this main
category, it can be considered consistent. But since it is only stated in three of the
texts from the Dutch book corpus and has a low relevance, it can be concluded that
this main category only plays a subordinate role in current bicultural encounters
between Germans and the Dutch. However, one has to keep in mind that the Cal-
imero effect can be affected by the political situation. If political relations between
Germany and the Netherlands get worse for some reason, this category could be-
come more relevant.

Perception of time

With a weighted value of 26.17, the main category perception of time takes the last
place in the ranking of relevance and is therefore the least relevant in bicultural in-
teractions. According to some of the authors who made statement about the Dutch
perception of time, punctuality is less important for the Dutch than for Germans.

Some of the authors also stated that the Dutch are not afraid of multitasking;
doing different things simultaneously is regarded as normal. However, one of the
authors disagreed with this and stated the opposite. Vossenstein (2010, p. 141)
wrote:

“Virtually all Dutch people, starting when they are still schoolchildren, carry
their agenda, a diary full of scheduled meetings and appointments for both
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business and social engagements. One thing is done after the other, exactly how
the agenda tells them to.”

Furthermore, some of the authors also wrote that appointments are more important
in the Netherlands than in Germany. The Dutch do not like unannounced visits.

With only one contradictory subcategory that was stated by one author in 1 of
the 23 texts from the Dutch book corpus, the main category perception of time can
be regarded as predominantly consistent.

334 Conclusion about content and the relations analysis (RQ A and B)

The qualitative content analyses found 20 German and 19 Dutch main categories.
With the help of this categorization, three aims could be achieved.

First, research question A — which cultural aspects and characteristics are de-
scribed in the German book corpus and which in the Dutch book corpus? — could
be answered. For both the German and the Dutch book corpora, the qualitative
analysis pointed out which cultural characteristics and behavioral patterns the au-
thors considered relevant in intercultural interactions between Germans and the
Dutch. For each main category, [ was therefore able to illustrate in which areas and
situations it applies and if there were discrepancies between the authors about the
main category or single aspects of it.

Second, based on the results from the qualitative analysis, research question
B — how do the cultural aspects and characteristics that are stated by the authors
relate to each other in the German and Dutch book corpus? — could be answered.
Even though the authors of the popular science and guidebooks did not (explicitly)
make statements about which cultural characteristics they considered most rel-
evant in German-Dutch interaction, different indicators could be used to place the
main categories in a ranking order of relevance. This clarified which main catego-
ries the authors of the popular science and guidebooks (implicitly) considered most
relevant in German-Dutch interaction. This gives Germans or Dutch people who
want to prepare themselves to interact with people from the neighboring country a
better orientation because it enables them to estimate which cultural characteristics
the other people will consider to be especially relevant and which cultural charac-
teristics they have to pay particular attention to.

Furthermore, the internal consistency of the single main categories could be
determined. It could be shown that most of the main categories were consistent
(i.e., they either contained no contradictory subcategories or the contradictory sub-
categories they contained represented only a minority opinion). However, two of
the main categories from the German book corpus (directness and individualism)
and four of the main categories from the Dutch book corpus (modesty and status,
communication, separation of work and private life and individualism) were not
as consistent as the other main categories; the minority opinion could not be dis-
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regarded as negligible. That is an important finding because it shows that there is
dissent between the authors with regard to some of the main categories. This raises
the question of why this dissent exists.

A closer inspection of the main category directness suggests that these main
categories might have to be further differentiated because the authors’ statements
might be context-related. There are apparently situations in which Germans are
perceived to be more direct than the Dutch (e. g., when it comes to giving orders)
and other situations in which the Dutch are perceived to be more direct than the
Germans (e.g., when it comes to expressing their feelings). Directness can thus
manifest differently in different situations. This might also be the case with the
main categories individualism, modesty and status, communication and separation
of work and private life. However, since the analysis of the book corpora cannot
definitely determine whether these main categories have to be further differenti-
ated, further research is necessary to analyze the reasons for the authors’ different
opinions.

Furthermore, the fact that the authors sometimes disagreed about some of the
main categories shows that German or Dutch people who want to prepare them-
selves to interact with people from the neighboring country should not rely merely
on popular science or guidebooks for this preparation because by doing so they
might get the wrong impression of the other culture. For example, if a German
wanted to prepare himself to interact with a Dutchman and read a guidebook that
stated that the Dutch are more direct than Germans, this might lead to irritations,
problems and/or communication breakdowns in situations in which the Dutch act
less directly than Germans.

Third, the results from RQ A (content) and RQ B (relations) can be used to
answer RQ C: Are there differences or commonalities between the cultural char-
acteristics the authors of the German and Dutch book corpora describe? It is pos-
sible to compare whether the authors from the Dutch and German book corpora
stated similar main categories and if they considered similar main categories to be
equally relevant in bicultural interaction situations. This will be done in the next
section (Section 3.4).

34 Comparison of main categories from the German
and Dutch book corpora (RQ C)

To answer RQ C — Are there differences or commonalities between the cultural
characteristics the authors of the German and Dutch book corpora describe? —
three different aspects were scrutinized. First, I analyzed whether the authors of the
German and Dutch book corpora stated similar or different main categories. Sec-
ond, I compared whether those authors attributed similar or different relevance to
the main categories that were found when the corpora were compared. Third, with
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regard to those main categories that can be found in both book corpora, I analyzed
whether the authors described similar or different situations and contexts in which
they manifest in bicultural interactions.

34.1 Methodology

To analyze the first aspect — the question of whether the German and Dutch book
corpora contained similar main categories — I determined whether each main cat-
egory was reflected by main categories in the other corpus. To be regarded as iden-
tical or similar, main categories did not necessarily have to have the same label;
they just had to make statements about the same or similar cultural characteristics.
For example, the main German category formality and Dutch category informality
were regarded as similar because both deal with the degree of formality in organi-
zations.

To analyze the second aspect — differences in relevance — I looked at the con-
cordance of relevance that was attributed to them by the authors from the German
and Dutch book corpora. To do this, I compared the ranking order and the weighted
arithmetic means (calculated in Section 3.3.1) for the German and Dutch book cor-
pora to each other. Although the number of main categories, which influences the
weighted arithmetic means, differs between the corpora (20 in the German and 19
in the Dutch), this influence was negligible and a direct comparison was therefore
possible. If a main category had a similar ranking and weighted arithmetic mean in
both corpora, it was regarded as equally important.

For the comparison, I applied a scale that distinguished between three different
degrees of accordance in relevance. For each main category that can be found in
both corpora, I calculated the difference of the weighted arithmetic means (that
were calculated in Appendix 14; also see Appendix 17.1). The following threshold
was applied:

» Strong accordance: difference between 0 and 4.0
* Accordance: difference between 5 and 9.0
*  Weak accordance: difference higher than 10

The reason for this threshold was a ‘natural grouping’ of the weighted arithmetic
means; there were distinct breaks between the three groups.

To analyze the third aspect — do the authors in the German and Dutch book
corpora describe similar or different contexts and situations in which main cat-
egories manifest in bicultural interactions? — I analyzed the level of accordance
of the single subcategories that each main category was based on (for those main
categories that actually had a counterpart in the other book corpus). I did this by
comparing the subcategories from each main category found in both book corpora
to each other (see Appendix 17.2) and calculating the percentage of those subcat-
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egories that were reflected in the same main category of the other book corpus.
These could be subcategories that have a direct counterpart in the other book cor-
pus, such as “Application portfolios and curriculum vitae are more detailed than in
the Netherlands” (German book corpus) and “Application portfolios and curricula
vitae are less detailed and shorter than in Germany” (Dutch book corpus). It also
included subcategories that do not have a direct counterpart but are nevertheless
reflected in subcategories from the other book corpus, such as “Companies with
a long tradition are regarded as especially trustworthy” (German book corpus)
and “the Dutch are present-oriented, the past and future are less important than in
Germany” (Dutch book corpus).

3.4.2 Results comparison of the German and Dutch book corpora

In the presentation of the results, the main categories with a similar level of accord-
ance of relevance are presented in groups. This means that there are four different
groups: main categories with a high accordance, accordance and weak accordance
in relevance, as well as main categories that do not have a counterpart in the other
book corpus.

Table 5 shows which of the main categories from the Dutch and German book
corpora have a counterpart in the other corpus. For those main categories that actu-
ally have a counterpart, the accordance of relevance (the difference of their weight-
ed arithmetic means that was calculated in Section 3.3.1) is displayed.

Figure 4 graphically shows the weighted arithmetic means of the main catego-
ries and their level of accordance.

Figure 5 shows the difference of the weighted arithmetic means of those main
categories that can be found in both book corpora. The main categories are divided
into groups of strong, normal and weak accordance of their weighted arithmetic
means.

Strong accordance

The following main categories, found in both book corpora, have strong accord-
ance in the relevance that was attributed to them by the authors in the corpora: task
is more important than a good atmosphere/harmony as important as task (differ-
ence in weighted arithmetic mean of 0), flexibility/flexibility pragmatism, improvi-
sation (0.58), hierarchies (1.25), rules (1.85), details (3.74), individualism (3.90)
and communication (4.00).

A comparison of the single subcategories that these main categories from the
Dutch and German book corpora subsume shows that for all but one pair of com-
pared main categories there is also a high level of accordance. This shows that both
book corpora state (predominantly) similar situations and contexts in which these
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Table 5

Matching main categories and accordance of relevance

German corpus
main categories and rank

Hierarchies (1)
Communication (2)
Formality (3)

Separation of work and private
life (4)

Modesty and status (5)
Rules (6)

Perception of time (8)
Flexibility (9)

Obviation of uncertainties (10)

Task more important than a
good atmosphere (11)

Planning (12)

Details (13)

Expertise and qualification (16)
Perfection (18)

Individualism (20)

Meetings and discussions (14)
Respect (19)

Directness (7)

Everything is structured (15)
Preparation (17)

Dutch corpus
main categories and rank

Hierarchies (2)
Communication (5)
Informality (6)

Separation of work and private
life (11)

Modesty and status (1)
Rules (9)
Perception of time (19)

Flexibility, pragmatism, improvi-
sation (8)

Obviation of uncertainties (13)

Harmony as important as task
(10)

Planning (4)

Details (16)

Expertise and qualification (12)
Perfection (7)

Individualism (17)

Consensus and ‘overleg’ (3)

Calimero effect (18)
Tolerance (15)

Egalitarian character (14)

Difference weighted
arithm. means

1.25
4.00
5.50
11.33

8.83
1.58
12.75
0.58

5.75
0

10.66
3.75
5.00

12.08
3.91

16.50

Note: the books in the Dutch corpus were written by German authors who wrote about Dutch
culture (thus showing how Germans perceive Dutch culture) and vice versa.

main categories manifest in bicultural interactions. (A detailed comparison of the
single subcategories that these main categories subsume can be found in Appendix
17.2; there the accordance is also shown in percentages. However, since those
percentages are based on rather small numbers of subcategories, they do not have

a high expressiveness and are therefore not stated in the text.)

Only the main category individualism is an exception; here the accordance be-
tween the single subcategories is weaker. As already pointed out in Section 3.3.2,
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Fig. 4  Weighted arithmetic means of the main categories and level of accordance (0 =
high relevance, 30 = low relevance)

the majority opinion in the German book corpus is that Germans are more indi-
vidualistic than the Dutch. However, many subcategories state the opposite. The
majority opinion of the Dutch book corpus is also that Germans are more indi-
vidualistic than the Dutch. However, just like in the German book corpus, many
subcategories imply the opposite.

Accordance

The main categories formality/informality (5.50), obviation of uncertainties (5.75),
expertise and qualification (5.00) and modesty and status (8.83) have a normal ac-
cordance of the relevance that is attributed to them by the authors from the German
and Dutch book corpora. Furthermore, a comparison of the single subcategories
that these main categories subsume shows that there is also a high level of accord-
ance (see Appendix 17.2). The authors in both book corpora thus described similar
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Fig. 5 Differences of weighted arithmetic means in the German and Dutch book corpus

situations and contexts in which these main categories manifest in bicultural inter-
actions.

Weak accordance

The main categories perception of time (12.75), planning (10.66), meetings and
discussions/consensus and ‘overleg’ (16.50), separation of work and private life
(11.33) and perfection (12.08) have a very weak accordance of the relevance that is
attributed to them by the authors from the German and Dutch book corpora.

With regard to the main category perception of time, the Dutch — according to
the corpora — apparently find the German perception of time remarkable, while
for Germans the Dutch perception of time seems to be less relevant in bicultural
interactions. However, the comparison shows that different aspects of this main
category are perceived differently. While the authors in the German book corpus
found it striking that Germans appreciate and expect punctuality, the authors in the
Dutch book corpus put only a little emphasis on the claim that the Dutch are less
punctual than Germans. The alleged Dutch ability to multitask was generally also
not considered especially relevant in bicultural interactions.

However, more emphasis was put on the claim that the Dutch are present ori-
ented. According to the book corpora, this seems to be regarded with similar rele-
vance as the German past and present orientation. The comparison thus shows that
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with regard to this main category in both corpora, the weighted arithmetic means
represent an average value of relevance that conceals the fact that different aspects
of the category are regarded as differently relevant in bicultural interactions. This
does not mean that the main category perception of time has to be further divided
into different main categories (the reliability test in Section 3.3.1 clearly shows that
all its aspects are part of this main category), but it shows that in the further course
of this study (especially in the comparison of the results of the book corpus analy-
sis with other methods and concepts of analyzing culture) the different relevance
of the different aspects should be taken into consideration.

Regarding the single subcategories of the main category perception of time,
there is a high accordance (see Appendix 17.2). The authors of both book corpora
thus described similar situations and contexts in which this main category mani-
fests in bicultural interactions.

Pertaining to the main category planning, it seems that — according to the
authors from the German book corpus — the Dutch find the German appreciation
of planning to not be very relevant in bicultural interactions. However, Germans
find the lack of planning — that the Dutch have according to the Dutch book cor-
pus — peculiar.

The comparison of the main categories meetings and discussions and consen-
sus and ‘overleg’ shows that the authors from the Dutch book corpus stated that in
bicultural interactions Germans apparently find the Dutch appreciation for consen-
sus very striking. However, according to the German book corpus, the Dutch do
not find the German discussion culture very relevant.

With regard to the main category separation of work and private life, it is no-
ticeable that — according to the book corpora — the Dutch see the German sepa-
ration of work and private life as very relevant in bicultural interactions. However,
Germans do not find it very relevant if the Dutch do not draw such sharp bounda-
ries between their work and private lives.

Regarding the single subcategories of this main category, there is a high ac-
cordance (see Appendix 17.2). The authors of both book corpora thus described
similar situations and contexts in which this main category manifests in bicultural
interactions.

The comparison of the main category perfection shows that — according to the
book corpora — in bicultural interactions German find it more remarkable that the
Dutch do not aspire to perfection than vice versa.

No counterpart in the other book corpus
The following main categories can only be found in the German book corpus:
directness, everything is structured, preparation and respect. As pointed out in

Section 3.3.2, the majority of the authors who made statements about German di-
rectness claimed that Germans are more direct than the Dutch. In the Dutch book
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corpus, there is no main category called directness. This indicates that in bicultural
interactions Germans apparently do not generally feel that a potential Dutch indi-
rectness leads to irritations, problems or communication breakdowns.

With regard to the main category everything is structured, it seems that in bi-
cultural interactions the Dutch apparently find it noticeable that Germans work in
a very structured way. For Germans, on the other hand, it generally does not seem
to play a role that the Dutch may work in a less structured way.

Pertaining to the main category preparation, the Dutch — according to the
German book corpus — seem to find it noticeable that Germans are well prepared
when they attend meetings or discussions. Germans, on the other hand, do not seem
to find it remarkable that the Dutch are less prepared in meetings and discussions.

Also, according to the German book corpus, the Dutch apparently experience
that respect is very important to Germans in bicultural interactions. On the other
hand, Germans usually do not feel that a potential Dutch lack of respect plays a
role in German-Dutch interactions.

The following main categories can only be found in the Dutch book corpus:
egalitarian character, tolerance and Calimero effect.

With regard to the main category egalitarian character, Germans in bicultural
interactions — according to the book corpora — find it noticeable that the Dutch
do not only have flat hierarchies in organizations but that they also try to avoid the
impression that one person is superior to another in their private lives. The Dutch,
on the other hand, generally do not seem to have the impression that Germans ap-
preciate hierarchies in their private lives or that potential hierarchical relations in
the private lives of Germans have an impact on bicultural interactions.

The main category tolerance can also only be found in the Dutch book cor-
pus. While the authors in the corpus stated that Germans perceive the Dutch to
be especially tolerant in bicultural interaction situations, the Dutch do not seem
to perceive Germans as being especially intolerant. For them, a potential German
tolerance (or lack thereof) does not affect interactions.

It is in the very nature of the main category Calimero effect that it can only be
found in the Dutch book corpus. It is not reflected in the German book corpus.

Conclusion

In the comparison of the German and Dutch book corpora, I analyzed whether the
included authors described similar main categories, whether they attributed similar
relevance to them and whether they stated similar situations and contexts (i.e.,
similar single subcategories subsumed by the main categories) in which the main
categories manifest in bicultural interactions.

In advance of this comparison, it was implicitly anticipated that cultural char-
acteristics stated in one book corpus would also be stated in the other book cor-
pus and regarded as similarly important. This assumption seemed reasonable for
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the following reason: cultural characteristics that are described in popular science
and guidebooks are usually deduced from bicultural interaction situations in which
German or Dutch behavior leads to irritations, conflicts or communication break-
downs. These conflicts emerge because the Dutch and the German cultural ori-
entation systems collide (Thomas, 2005, p. 21 ff.). It therefore seems logical that
cultural characteristics that are stated in the German book corpus would also be
stated in the Dutch book corpus. If, for example, in bicultural interactions, the
Dutch culture is perceived as having low hierarchies, it would be logical that the
Dutch would perceive the German culture as more hierarchical. This view is also
shared by many intercultural coaches and can be found in a variety of guidebooks
about culture. The authors of such books (e.g., House et al., 2004; Hulsebosch,
1998; Mead, 1994) often use the dimensions from different (cross-cultural) dimen-
sion models (e. g., from Hall 1989; Hofstede, 2008; or Trompenaars & Hampden-
Turner, 2012) as a basis and interpret them in such a way that those dimensions in
which two cultures differ the most are also the dimensions in which most irritations
and problems can be expected in bicultural interactions.

However, the comparison of the book corpora revealed that this is not always
the case. While 16 main categories actually had a counterpart in the other book
corpus, seven (four from the German and three from the Dutch book corpus) had
none. This shows that there are cultural characteristics that apparently play a role in
bicultural interactions for Germans but not for the Dutch, and vice versa. Further-
more, it was pointed out that the authors of the German and Dutch book corpora
do not always attribute similar relevance to the main categories that can be found
in both corpora. While the accordance of relevance for ten of these main categories
was strong or normal, it was weak or very weak for six of them (see the scale in
Section 3.4.1). This illustrates that in German-Dutch encounters it is not necessar-
ily only those cultural characteristics with the greatest differences between the two
cultures that cause irritations, problems or communication breakdowns.

The relevance that members of a culture attribute to certain cultural character-
istics plays an important role as well. For example, according to the book corpora,
there are remarkable differences between the Dutch and German cultures regard-
ing the main category hierarchies. In the German book corpus, this main category
was described in all the analyzed books; in the Dutch book corpus, it was described
in 22 of the 23 analyzed books. It can thus be assumed that most German and
Dutch people who use such guidebooks to prepare themselves for intercultural
encounters are aware of this difference and can — with regard to hierarchical re-
lations — adjust their behavior. The main category planning, on the other hand,
is regarded with different importance by the authors from the German and Dutch
book corpora (i.e., very weak accordance of relevance). While — according to the
book corpora — Germans regard this main category as relevant in bicultural inter-
actions, the Dutch do not regard it as especially relevant. In the Dutch book corpus,
this main category was described in all the analyzed books; in the German corpus,
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it was described in only 16 of the 24 books. This means that Dutch people who use
such guidebooks to prepare themselves for Dutch-German encounters may not be
aware of this cultural difference and/or the fact that it is highly relevant for Ger-
mans, which can lead to irritations, problems and communication breakdowns in
bicultural interactions. This study thus adds a further dimension to the commonly
used approaches toward intercultural communications and allows a more nuanced
view of intercultural communication.

The comparison of the German and Dutch book corpora also revealed that the
accordance of the single subcategories of the compared main categories was, in
most cases, high. This illustrates that similar situations and contexts are described
in the German and Dutch book corpora in which the main categories manifest in
bicultural interactions.

Furthermore, the comparison of the German and Dutch book corpora illustrates
once again that culture is complex and multilayered; some of the main categories
are not as unambiguous as they appear at first glance, for instance individualism. In
Section 3.3.2, it was shown that there is dissent among the authors about whether
Germans or the Dutch are more individualistic. The comparison of the German
and Dutch book corpora shows that there are different situations and contexts in
which Germans sometimes appear more individualistic than the Dutch, and vice
versa. Another example is the main category perception of time. The comparison
of the German and Dutch book corpora illustrates that the authors consider differ-
ent aspects of this main category to be differently relevant in bicultural encounters.

35 Comparison with other concepts and methods
of analyzing culture

As explicated in Chapter 1, different methods of analyzing culture can be used
to scrutinize the Dutch and German cultures from different perspectives. Each of
these methods has advantages but also weaknesses compared to the others. To
minimize the limitations of the single methods and to gain a comprehensive and
nuanced overview of how the German and Dutch cultures manifest in bicultural
interactions, a combination of these methods is expedient.

A comparison of German culture standards from a Dutch perspective with
dimensions from dimension models, in which the advantages and disadvantages
of each method of analyzing culture and the additional value of the comparison
were pointed out, has already been conducted (see Section 2.7). This comparison
showed that the identified culture standards have an added value compared to the
dimensions from the dimension models when it comes to describing, explaining
and predicting irritations, problems and communication breakdowns in concrete
intercultural interactions between the Dutch and Germans. In this section, the re-
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sults from the book corpus analysis as a third method of analyzing culture were
compared to both.

3.5.1 Comparison with culture standards

First, I compared the main categories determined in the book corpus analysis to the
results from culture standards studies about the Dutch and German cultures (i.e.,
with the German culture standards from a Dutch perspective in Chapter 1 and with
the Dutch culture standards from a German perspective identified by Thomas and
Schlizio (2009)). Table 6 displays these German and Dutch culture standards.

Table 6  German culture standards from a Dutch perspective and Dutch culture standards
from a German perspective

German culture standards Dutch culture standards
Fear of losing control Calimero effect
Separation of living spheres Flat hierarchies

Task orientation Pragmatism

Appreciation for rules, structures and regulations  Informality
Relation orientation Calvinistic modesty

Status orientation Consensus culture

In the culture standards study, I criticized the commonly used methodological ap-
proach for identifying culture standards (see Chapter 1) and further developed
it. For example, I used questions other than those used by Thomas and Schlizio
(2009) in their interviews and expert evaluation. This means that the German cul-
ture standards from a Dutch perspective and the Dutch culture standards from a
German perspective were not identified using the exact same methodological ap-
proach. Furthermore, in the culture standards study it was suggested that some of
the Dutch culture standards from a German perspective identified by Thomas and
Schlizio in 2006 (e.g., the culture standard Calvinistic modesty) had undergone
changes over recent years. Nevertheless, it can be assumed that the results of their
study are still (at least for the most part) valid and therefore can be used in a com-
parison with the results from the book corpus analysis, together with the German
culture standards identified in Chapter 2.

A first step in the comparison was to analyze each main category to determine
whether it resembled or contradicted existing culture standards. The results of this
analysis can be found in Tables 7 and 8. One has to keep in mind, however, that just
because a main category resembles certain culture standards does not mean that it is
actually and unambiguously related to them, or that they serve as an actual explana-
tion for it. The links between culture standards and main categories are not empirical-
ly justified correlations but rather well-founded and logically coherent assumptions.
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Table 7
book corpus

Dutch culture standards that bear resemble to main categories from the Dutch

Main category

Dutch culture standard(s)

Hierarchies

Communication

Informality

Separation of work and private life
Modesty and status

Rules

Perception of time

Flexibility

Obviation of uncertainties
Harmony as important as task
Planning

Details

Consensus and ‘overleg’

Flat hierarchies, consensus culture

Relation orientation, flat hierarchies, informality,
consensus culture, Calvinistic modesty

Informality, relation orientation
Relation orientation

Calvinistic modesty

Informality, pragmatism, flat hierarchies
Informality, pragmatism

Informality, pragmatism

Informality, pragmatism

Relation orientation, consensus culture
Informality, pragmatism

Informality, pragmatism

Consensus culture, flat hierarchies, relation orien-

tation
Expertise and qualification Relation orientation, pragmatism
Perfection Pragmatism
Individualism -

Egalitarian character Flat hierarchies

In the course of this analysis, I discovered that the main categories of the book
corpus analysis can be divided into two groups. First, there are main categories
that resemble culture standards. Second, there are main categories that contradict
culture standards or are not at all reflected in them. In presenting the results in this
section, I will point out for each group which additional value the main categories
can contribute to the other methods of analyzing culture, which new insights the
comparison can offer and how the different methods complement each other.

Table 9 shows to which of the two groups each main category belongs. Rather
than separating them, the main categories of the German and Dutch book corpora
are presented here together in one table (those that can be found in both book cor-
pora are stated only once). This is done to illustrate the high level of concordance:
of the main categories that can be found in both book corpora, the majority of the
main categories that can be attributed to group 1 (resemblance) in the German
book corpus can also be attributed to this group in the Dutch book corpus.
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Table 8 German culture standards that resemble the main categories from the German

book corpus

Main category

German culture standard(s)

Hierarchies

Communication

Formality
Separation of work and private life

Modesty and status

Rules

Perception of time
Flexibility

Obviation of uncertainties

Task more important than a good
atmosphere

Planning

Details

Meetings and discussions

Expertise and qualification

Perfection

Individualism

Preparation

Respect

Directness

Everything is structured

Tolerance

Calimero effect

Task orientation, appreciation for rules, structures
and regulations, separation of living spheres, fear
of losing control

Appreciation for rules, structures and regulations,
fear of losing control, task orientation

Task orientation, separation of living spheres
Separation of living spheres, task orientation

Status orientation, task orientation, fear of losing
control

Appreciation for rules, structures and regulations,
fear of uncertainties, task orientation

Time planning, fear of losing control

Appreciation for rules, structures and regulations,
fear of losing control

Fear of losing control

Task orientation

Appreciation for rules, structures and regulations,
time planning, fear of losing control

Appreciation for rules, structures and regulations,
fear of losing control, task orientation

Task orientation, separation of living spheres

Task orientation, separation of living spheres, fear
of losing control

Appreciation for rules, structures and regulations,
fear of losing control

Appreciation for rules, structures and regulations,
fear of losing control, time orientation

Status orientation

Appreciation for rules, structures and regulations,
fear of losing control, task orientation

Appreciation for rules, structures and regulations,
fear of uncertainties, task orientation

Flat hierarchies, Calvinistic modesty

Calimero
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Table 9  Main categories that resemble (group 1), partially resemble (group 2) or do no
resemble or contradict (group 3) culture standards

Resemblance Contradictory or not reflected
Communication Calimero effect (D)

Separation of work and private life Tolerance (D)
Formality/informality Individualism

Rules

Hierarchies

Planning

Details

Modesty and status
Flexibility
Obviation of uncertainties

Task is more important than a good atmosphere/har-
mony as important as task

Perception of time
Expertise

Perfection

Preparation

Respect

Directness

Everything is structured
Egalitarian character

Meetings and discussions*

D = Main category can be found only in the Dutch book corpus.

* The main category Meetings and discussions shows a much weaker resemblance to the
analyzed culture standards than the other main categories. However, it does not contradict and
can — at least to some degree — be found in the culture standards.

3.5.1.1 Group 1 resemblance

The comparison shows that most of the main categories from the German and
Dutch book corpora resemble culture standards. These main categories are commu-
nication, separation of work and private life, formality/informality, rules, hierar-
chies, planning, details, modesty and status, flexibility, obviation of uncertainties,
task is more important than a good atmosphere/harmony as important as task, per-
ception of time, expertise, perfection, preparation, respect, directness, everything
is structured and egalitarian character.
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In the following sections, I will use the main category communication to illus-
trate the complexity of the comparison of the main categories with culture stand-
ards and dimension models. General patterns that come to light in the comparison
with the majority of the main categories will be pointed out.

Comparison of main category communication with culture standards
and dimensions

The main category communication consists of different aspects that show simi-
larities to various culture standards. Those cultural aspects from the Dutch book
corpus regarding communication channels correspond to some degree with the
Dutch culture standard relation orientation. Thomas and Schlizio (2009, p. 53f.)
stated that the Dutch are relation-oriented. In contrast to the German task orienta-
tion, harmonic relations with colleagues and supervisors and a warm and friendly
atmosphere are equally important as the task in the Netherlands. At work, peo-
ple also talk about private things; dealings with others are more informal. This
encourages the development of networks in which people exchange information
informally. Often, in official meetings it becomes apparent that things have already
been discussed informally in advance. This behavior is also described in the main
category communication.

The rather informal Dutch communication channels also resembles the culture
standard pragmatism (Thomas & Schlizio, 2009, p. 55 ff.). As Thomas and Schlizio
stated, the Dutch are goal-oriented. It is important that the goal is reached; how it is
reached is of secondary importance. Rules, fixed structures and standardized pro-
cesses are less important than in Germany. As the main category communication
shows, this pragmatism can be found in the communication channels. If a goal can
be reached more quickly by spreading information informally to those people who
need it, it is not necessary to use formal communication channels.

Furthermore, the aspect communication channels might to some extent be re-
flected in the Dutch culture standard flat hierarchies. In the Netherlands, the role
of the boss is said to differ from the role of a German boss. According to Thomas
and Schlizio (2009), Dutch bosses usually play a moderating role. They delegate
more and hence do not need all the information. This aligns with the proposition
from the main category communication that, in the Netherlands, information does
not necessarily have to flow vertically because the boss does not try to control all
information as it is common in Germany (cf. e. g., Gemert, 2004, p. 60).

Finally, the aspect communication channels also resembles the Dutch culture
standard informality (Thomas & Schlizio, 2009, p. 57ff.). According to Thomas
and Schlizio, the Dutch act more informally than Germans. They are less afraid of
losing control; things can be dealt with informally, so rules are seen as guidelines.
This fits with the proposition from the main category communication that informa-
tion is often spread informally in Dutch organizations.
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In the German book corpus, the aspect communication channels from the main
category communication resembles the culture standard appreciation for rules,
structures and regulations. The main category communication shows that this ap-
preciation may also influence the communication channels. Furthermore, the as-
pect communication channels also resembles the culture standard fear of losing
control. This was especially obvious in the texts from Huijser (2005, p. 43 ff.) and
Hesseling (2001, p. 53 ff.), who both stated that Germans prefer written documents
and conveying information via official communication channels because they want
to be 100% certain that the information reaches those people who need it and that
the information will not be misunderstood or misinterpreted.

A second aspect within the main category communication is the style of com-
munication. The authors in the Dutch book corpus disagree about the directness of
communication. Although their majority view is that the Dutch are less direct than
Germans, the minority view that states the opposite cannot be disregarded as mar-
ginal. A comparison with the Dutch culture standards shows that they resemble the
majority opinion and contradict the minority opinion. First, the aspect communica-
tion style resembles the Dutch culture standard relation orientation (Thomas &
Schlizio, 2009, p. 53 f.). As Thomas and Schlizio stated, it is important to maintain
a warm and friendly atmosphere in Dutch organizations. Even under stress condi-
tions, one is supposed to stay friendly. Direct criticism and bluntly stating one’s
opinion would thus contradict this culture standard.

Furthermore, the Dutch discussion culture resembles the culture standard
consensus culture (Thomas & Schlizio, 2009, p. 51). According to Thomas and
Schlizio, being too direct, blunt or even brusque might disturb the process of find-
ing consensus. In the Dutch book corpus, this opinion is — among others — im-
plied by Linthout (2008, p. 182) who stated that the German approach in discus-
sions is “you are wrong, because ...,” while the Dutch approach is “basically you
are right, but ... This culture standard thus also supports the assumption that the
Dutch are less direct than Germans.

Just as in the Dutch book corpus, it also became apparent in the German book
corpus that there are different opinions regarding the style of communication. Even
though the majority opinion is that Germans are more direct than the Dutch, the
contradictory opinion that Germans are less direct than the Dutch cannot be dis-
regarded as marginal. A comparison with German culture standards cannot illus-
trate whether or not Germans are more direct than the Dutch either; as described
in Chapter 2.4.7, this question cannot be answered using the concept of culture
standards.

This discrepancy (in the Dutch and German book corpora) illustrates once
again that the main categories (i.e., concrete aspects of culture that come to light
in bicultural interaction) cannot be completely and unambiguously explained by
culture standards.
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Another aspect of the main category communication that is stated in both book
corpora is that Germans prefer to use technical language, while this is seen as brag-
ging in the Netherlands. A comparison with culture standards and dimensions from
dimension models did not contradict this.

With regard to the Dutch culture standard consensus culture, Thomas and
Schlizio (2009, p. 52f.) stated that in discussions in the Netherlands, everyone
has the right to and expects to state his or her opinion. This makes it necessary
for everyone to understand what the others are saying. It therefore seems logical
that the Dutch often try to avoid using technical language, as is stated in the Dutch
book corpus.

Another culture standard that bears some resemblance to this aspect of the
main category communication is the Calvinistic modesty of the Dutch. According
to Thomas and Schlizio (2009, p. 59f.), it is common in the Netherlands to appear
modest in public; showing titles, wealth or status symbols publicly is disapproved
of and seen as swaggering. This might be another reason for the reluctance to use
technical language. As discovered in the culture standards study (Chapter 2), the
Dutch sometimes feel that Germans use technical vocabulary because they want to
show that they are smarter and better than others.

The German appreciation for technical language, on the other hand, resem-
bles the culture standards task orientation and fear of losing control. Using clear
and unambiguous technical terms is seen as a means to fulfill the task optimally
because there is little room for interpretation and everyone knows exactly what
is meant. The comparison with the culture standards thus supports the view that
Germans usually do not use technical language because they want to stand out
from others, as Mole, Snijders and Jacobs (1997, p. 51) and Gerisch (1994, p. 59)
implied. Instead, they see the use of such language as a sign of respect for others,
as Linthout (2006, p. 245) and Hesseling (2001, p. 39f.) claimed.

Just like the comparison of the aspect communication style with culture stand-
ards, the comparison of the aspect fechnical language also shows that culture
standards cannot unambiguously predict behavior in bicultural interactions. As the
minority opinion regarding this aspect of the main category communication shows,
there are also situations and contexts in which behavior in bicultural interactions
contradicts culture standards.

General comparison of main categories from group 1 (resemblance)
with culture standards

The comparison of the main category communication with culture standard mod-
els revealed exemplarily different things that apply to the majority of the other
main categories. First, almost all the main categories (and the different aspects they
subsume) resemble culture standards. However, the comparison showed that most
of the main categories (with the exception of separation of work and private life
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in the German book corpus and obviation of uncertainties in both book corpora)
resemble more than one culture standard (cf. Tables 7 and 8). As pointed out in the
culture standards study (Section 2.4.8), most concrete cultural characteristics that
play a role in German-Dutch interactions cannot be explained by a single culture
standard but rather by an interplay of different ones. Culture standards are rather
abstract and superordinate. Even though both Thomas and Schlizio’s (2009) cul-
ture standards study and the culture standards study described in Chapter 2 also
describe (some) situations and contexts in which they manifest in bicultural inter-
actions, culture standards predominantly describe abstract, underlying aspects of
culture. It is thus not easy to deduce concrete manifestations of culture in German-
Dutch encounters from them. One additional value of the main categories is that
they complement the culture standards by showing how they manifest in concrete
bicultural interactions.

Another aspect revealed in the comparison of the main categories with culture
standards is that the latter are sometimes better suited than the main categories
to provide reasons for certain behavior in German-Dutch encounters. As already
mentioned, the authors in the German and Dutch book corpora predominantly de-
scribed the visible aspects of culture that come to light in intercultural interaction
but often did not provide reasons for them. For example, while the authors merely
stated that there are differences between German and Dutch views of hierarchies
and the acceptance of hierarchies, the culture standard fask orientation also points
out that Germans are more willing to accept hierarchies at work because they see
clearly assigned functions and responsibilities as a way to avoid uncertainties and
to best fulfill the task. The comparison, particularly with the culture standards, can
thus add the underlying motivation for why Dutch or German people act in certain
ways when they interact. Furthermore, Section 3.3.2 described that with regard to
some of the main categories, the authors described the same situations and contexts
in which they manifest but set out different or even contradictory reasons for them
(e.g., in the main categories hierarchies). Here the comparison with culture stand-
ards can also help to point out the motivation for certain behavior.

3.5.1.2 Group 2 contradictions or no resemblance between main
categories and culture standards and dimensions

The main category Calimero effect is reflected in the culture standard Calimero
(Thomas & Schlizio, 2009, p. 53 f.), but the main category tolerance does not re-
semble any of the culture standards. Of course, it is possible that they might be re-
flected in the other methods of analyzing culture, but this linkage would be purely
hypothetical. The comparison thus reveals another additional value of the book
corpus analysis: there are aspects of culture that are not reflected in the culture
standards. By merely using the concept of culture standards, one would miss cer-
tain cultural characteristics that play a role in bicultural encounters.
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The comparison of the main category individualism with culture standards is
particularly interesting because it apparently contradicts the findings from the cul-
ture standards study. In Section 2.7, I pointed out that even though Hofstede’s
(2008, p. 209 ff.) dimension individualism/collectivism shows a noticeable differ-
ence between Germany (score of 67) and the Netherlands (score of 80), individual-
ism does not seem to play a role in bicultural interactions between the Dutch and
Germans because no critical incidents regarding individualism were stated in the
interviews. In the Dutch culture standards from Thomas and Schlizio (2009), state-
ments regarding individualism cannot be found either. There is thus a discrepancy
with the book corpus analysis because the main category individualism implies
that individualism does play a role in bicultural encounters.

A possible explanation for this discrepancy is that critical incidents (which
were used to identify culture standards) are predominantly based on negative ex-
periences that a person has had with another culture because such experiences can
be remembered longer and more vividly (Gobel, 2003). It is possible that individu-
alism does play a role in bicultural interactions between the Dutch and Germans
but is not such a dominant cultural aspect that it would lead to irritations or com-
munication breakdowns in such interactions. In this case, the comparison of the
main category with culture standards would show that the book corpus analysis
can sometimes add further aspects that cannot be discovered with the methods of
culture standards studies. However, without further research it is hardly possible to
draw reliable and firm conclusions about this topic.

3.5.2 Comparison with dimension models

In addition to the culture standards, the main categories from this study were also
compared to dimensions from different dimension models. Even though social sci-
entists have developed various dimensions and dimension, this comparison only
used the models from Hofstede (2008), Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (2012)
and Hall (1990). They align with and subsume most of the dimensions from other
dimension models (e.g., models from Schwartz (1992), Schein (1985) or Kluck-
hohn & Strodtbeck (1961)) and are therefore sufficient for the purposes of this
study.

In the comparison of the main categories of the book corpora with culture
standards, resemblances could be pointed out relatively clearly. There is only a
manageable number of culture standards and dimensions and both show rather
abstract and superordinate aspects of culture. Even though the resemblances are
not empirically justified, they seem to be rather obvious.

However, in the comparison of the main categories with dimension models, it
appeared that it is hardly possible to clearly assign the main categories to certain
dimensions. The main categories show rather concrete manifestations of culture
(thus different things than the dimensions) and there are many (20 German and
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19 Dutch main categories), which makes an assignment rather arbitrary. To fur-
ther demonstrate that the attribution of main categories and dimensions is rather
arbitrary and intuitive, a second expert on cross- and intercultural communication
was asked to make such an attribution (The coding rules and the results of this
reliability test can be found in Appendix 18). The comparison of the results shows
that the intercoder reliabilities — calculated with Holsti’s (1969, p. 140) formula
— were very low for both the Dutch (.31) and German (.34) book corpora. This
points out the relative arbitrariness of the attribution. For example, with regard to
the main category planning, both coders agreed that it resembles the dimension
power distance (Hofstede, 2008). However, coder 1 also assigned it to the dimen-
sions uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 2008), time orientation (Hall, 1990) and
human-nature relationship (Hall, 1990), while coder 2 assigned it to the dimension
monochronism/polychronism (Hall, 1990).

In conclusion, it is hardly possible to unambiguously assign the main categories
from this study to dimensions from dimension models. This shows that it is hard to
use the dimension models to predict or explain concrete manifestations of culture
in German-Dutch interaction.

353 Conclusion

By comparing the results from the book corpus analysis with culture standards and
dimensions from dimension models, it was possible to reach the second aim of this
study that was introduced in Section 3.2: to analyze if, how and to what extent the
results from the analysis of the German and Dutch book corpora complement or
complete, specify and validate or falsify the results from other methods of analyz-
ing culture.

The comparison of the main categories from the book corpus analysis with the
German and Dutch culture standards revealed different things. First, it illustrated
that they complement each other. Both main categories and culture standards are
intercultural approaches that show which aspects of culture actually play a role
in German-Dutch encounters. However, culture standards are rather abstract and
show superordinate aspects of culture. They are well suited to giving a general
understanding of the German or Dutch culture as it manifests in German-Dutch
encounters but, as the comparison shows, it is often difficult to use them to deduce
actual behavior in bicultural interactions. The main categories from the book cor-
pus analysis show a more detailed and practice-based way in which cultural char-
acteristics play a role in bicultural interactions, and in which situations and con-
texts they manifest in which way. While the culture standards are rather abstract,
the main categories are concrete and can thus provide a more nuanced picture than
the culture standards. On the other hand, the culture standards also complement
the main categories. The main categories describe the most common and relevant
manifestations of culture in German-Dutch interactions. However, there are count-
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less possible situations and contexts in these interactions and naturally they cannot
all be described in the book corpora. To prepare oneself well for bicultural inter-
actions, one also needs culture standards to comprehend cultural differences that
manifest in German-Dutch encounters on a superordinate and abstract level and
needs to be able to conduct one’s behavior accordingly.

Furthermore, the comparison could be used to point out that there are aspects of
culture that play a role in bicultural interactions between Germans and the Dutch
that could not be identified with the concept of culture standards (e. g., the aspects
individualism and tolerance). Here the main categories can thus complete the cul-
ture standards.

The culture standards, on the other hand, could sometimes supply explanations
for the main categories that could not be found in the book corpora. Usually, the
popular science and guidebooks from the book corpora merely described cultural
characteristics that play a role in bicultural encounters but gave no or only rudimen-
tary explanations for them. The culture standards can enable a better understanding
of these cultural characteristics by pointing out the reasons for certain behavioral
patterns. Furthermore, as mentioned in Section 3.3.2, there were several aspects in
the book corpora about which the authors agreed but gave diverging, often even
contradictory explanations (e. g., hierarchies, communication and modesty and sta-
tus). With regard to this, the comparison with the culture standards could point out
which explanation is more likely and could therefore enable a better understanding
of the reasons for German and Dutch behavior in bicultural interactions.

The comparison with culture standards could also point out the interrelations
between the single main categories. Even though the book corpus analysis could
show the relevance that German and Dutch people attribute to separate main cat-
egories in bicultural interactions, it could not (or could only in a rudimentary way)
show how the single aspects interrelate. The comparison with the culture standards
could reveal these interdependencies. It could, for example, be pointed out that the
main categories planning, details and everything structured from the German book
corpus are to some extent linked to each other because they resemble the same
culture standards. On the other hand, the comparison also showed that, in some
cases, the culture standards subsume different cultural characteristics (which can
be found in separate main categories in the book corpus analysis). This can provide
a blurred picture. For example, the main categories informality and rules which
were regarded as separate in the Dutch book corpus, are subsumed in the culture
standard informality. By doing so, Thomas and Schlizio (2009) implied that the
only reason for the Dutch way of dealing with rules is their informality. The book
corpus analysis could provide a more nuanced picture by suggesting that the main
category rules cannot merely be explained by Dutch informality but rather by an
interplay of different culture standards (e. g., pragmatism, informality, flat hierar-
chies, and relation orientation).
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The comparison of the results from the book corpus analysis with dimensions
from dimension models also indicated different things. First, it showed that it can
be hard to use the dimension models to explain which cultural characteristics actu-
ally play arole in bicultural interactions. Concrete manifestations of culture cannot
be unambiguously assigned to certain dimensions. Such an assignment would be
rather arbitrary and it remains unclear whether a concrete manifestation of culture
can indeed be explained by a certain dimension or interplay of certain dimensions.
Correspondingly, since the main categories cannot be clearly assigned to dimen-
sions, it is also hard to use dimension models to predict what will happen in bicul-
tural interactions.

3.6 Conclusion

In the introductory section, | set two aims for this book corpus study. The primary
aim was to obtain a scientific and comprehensive conspectus of the current state
of literature of popular science and guidebooks that describe German behavior in
bicultural interactions to a Dutch audience and vice versa. That aim was fulfilled.

First, 20 German and 19 Dutch main categories could be determined (RQA).
The German main categories illustrate which aspects of the German culture the
Dutch find noticeable in German-Dutch encounters, while the Dutch main catego-
ries show which cultural characteristics Germans perceive as remarkable in such
encounters. These main categories are comprehensive and cover a great part of the
cultural characteristics that play a role (or could do so) in German-Dutch interac-
tions by concurrently providing a manageable corpus. The study thus provides an
additional value to intercultural analysis by combining the aspects single popu-
lar science and guidebooks state, putting them into perspective and showing how
much emphasis the authors put on certain characteristics.

Second, it could be illustrated that the majority of the main categories of both
book corpora are consistent: most of the authors stated equal or similar contexts
and situations in which the main categories manifest in bicultural interactions and
only a few statements from the authors contradicted the majority opinion within
most main categories (RQB). This allowed minority opinions to be clearly pointed
out and analyzed. The added value of the book corpus analysis with respect to sin-
gle popular science and guidebooks is thus that the book corpus analysis can — to
a certain extent — validate or disprove the results of single books. The analysis
showed that there are some authors whose observations, descriptions and advices
are differentiated. They put their statements in perspective, pointing out that they
are making rather general statements that might not apply to all German or Dutch
people, nor to all contexts and situations. Other authors make rather categorical
statements about cultural characteristics, declare them valid in all contexts and
situations, and hold in parts rather extreme views about the members of the culture
about which they write. With the results of the book corpus analysis, it is possible
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to evaluate the single books to a certain degree with regard to the statements their
authors make about the German or Dutch culture and to show which authors hold
clear minority opinions.

Third, the relevance that the authors of the German and the Dutch book corpus
attribute to the single main categories could be determined (RQB). With respect to
this, the book corpus analysis not only offers an added value compared to single
popular science and guidebooks (which do not point out the relevance of single cul-
tural characteristics or do this only very rudimentarily) but also compared to other
methods of analyzing culture. The cross-cultural dimension models do not make or
allow statements about which cultural dimensions are most relevant in bicultural
German-Dutch interactions. With the intercultural concept of culture standards, it
is possible to point out hierarchical relations between the single culture standards
for the German culture (this has not yet been done for the Dutch culture standards).
However, they describe rather abstract and superordinate aspects of culture. The
main categories from the book corpora extend these hierarchies by showing the
relevance of the visible aspects of culture. In doing so, they can provide a more
nuanced picture than the concept of culture standards.

In addition, the results from the book corpus analysis also complement the Ger-
man culture standards in other ways. While the culture standards show abstract,
superordinate and underlying aspects of culture, the main categories from the book
corpus analysis show how these culture standards manifest in concrete interac-
tions, and in which contexts and situations. The combination of culture standards,
main categories from the book corpus analysis and dimensions from dimension
models that was achieved by a triangular comparison can thus indeed reach the
main aim of this study by providing a comprehensive scientific overview of cul-
tural characteristics that play a role in German-Dutch encounters.

3.6.1 Theoretical implications

Just like the culture standards study, the results from the book corpus analysis show
that cross-cultural methods are not well suited for explaining and/or predicting
which cultural characteristics will play a role in intercultural interaction situations.
In some cases, they can even be misleading when used for intercultural analysis.
Even though their authors do not claim it, dimension models convey the im-
pression that in a comparison of two cultures a small difference on a dimension
means that irritations, communication breakdowns and/or misunderstandings are
unlikely to occur with regard to this dimension and that, on the other hand, big
differences mean that these are more likely to occur in intercultural interaction.
The culture standards study has shown that this suggestion is questionable because
with regard to some dimensions on which Germany and the Netherlands differ
only slightly, the interviewees nevertheless reported critical incidents. This implies
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that in bicultural interaction irritations, misunderstandings and/or communication
breakdowns actually do occur.

The results of this study point in the same direction and even go a step fur-
ther. Not only do they suggest that small differences with regard to a dimension
do not necessarily mean that irritations, misunderstandings and/or communication
breakdowns are unlikely to occur and vice versa, but they suggest that it is actu-
ally the relevance that determines the potential for conflict. One of the central
findings of this study is the probability that not only those cultural characteristics
on which Germany and the Netherlands differ the most (e.g., hierarchies) can
lead to irritations, problems and communication breakdowns. The book corpus
analysis showed that these cultural characteristics are dealt with in the vast major-
ity of popular science and guidebooks about the German or Dutch culture. They
are thus likely to be known to German and Dutch people who use popular science
and guidebooks or take part in intercultural trainings to prepare themselves for a
stay in the neighboring country or for dealing with people from that country. It can
therefore be assumed that these cultural characteristics are considered in bicultural
interactions and thus lead to fewer or no irritations or communication breakdowns
(at least not for people who have actually familiarized themselves to some extent
with the neighboring culture). In the book corpus analysis it became apparent that
those cultural characteristics can probably lead to irritations in bicultural inter-
actions that are perceived as differently relevant in the German and Dutch book
corpora (e.g., perception of time and planning). If this was indeed the case, the
findings of the book corpus analysis would add a new perspective to the field of
intercultural research.

The comparison of different methods of analyzing culture revealed other im-
portant findings. First, it showed that one method of culture is indeed not sufficient
for an intercultural analysis of cultural characteristics that play a role in German-
Dutch interactions. Each method has weaknesses and advantages compared to the
other methods and each method can reveal things that the others cannot reveal.
However, the comparison also shows that intercultural research has limitations and
cannot fully encompass the complexity of reality. The discrepancies between dif-
ferent methods of analyzing culture (e. g., with regard to individualism) show that
intercultural interactions are often more complex and multilayered than popular
science and guidebooks, dimension models and culture standards suggest. In these
interaction situations, a variety of factors play a role that cannot be depicted by
methods and models of analyzing culture.

3.6.2 Practical implications

In the course of the book corpus analysis, I was able to determine a comprehensive
number of main categories that cover a great part of the cultural characteristics
that play a role in German-Dutch encounters. The results can be used to comple-
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ment and enrich intercultural trainings and workshops and to improve the quality
of how-to and guidebooks for German and Dutch people who want to prepare
themselves to interact with people from their neighboring country. As already men-
tioned in the conclusion of the culture standard study (Section 2.8), cross-cultural
models are often used in today’s intercultural workshops and trainings to point
out the differences between the two cultures. However, both the culture standards
study and the book corpus analysis illustrated that these models are not well suited
for intercultural training. They can provide a person with a good overview of an-
other culture and an understanding of the major differences between his own and
the other culture, but can only insufficiently explain and/or predict behavior in in-
tercultural interaction which is of great importance for people who want to interact
with people from another culture.

The book corpus analysis also revealed that German and Dutch people who
want to prepare themselves for intercultural interaction by reading popular science
and guidebooks about the neighboring culture are faced with problems as well.
Some of the books describe different aspects than others; some authors describe
things that contradict what other authors describe. Furthermore, the books describe
predominantly concrete manifestations of culture but usually do not explain them
or point out relations and interdependencies between cultural characteristics. This
makes it difficult for the readers to apply their knowledge across different con-
texts and situations. Furthermore, single popular science and guidebooks do not
describe which aspects of culture are most important in German-Dutch interaction
and which aspects the people from the other culture consider to be most relevant.

The results from the book corpus analysis, in combination with the results from
the culture standards study, can reduce these problems and therefore improve both
intercultural workshops and guidebooks. The culture standards show rather ab-
stract, underlying and superordinate aspects of culture. They therefore give Ger-
man and Dutch people who want to prepare themselves to interact with people
from the neighboring culture a comprehensive overview of cultural characteristics
that play a role in bicultural interaction. The culture standards are valid beyond
certain contexts and situations, explain most manifestations of culture and show
how these aspects are interdependent and interrelated. The results from the book
corpus analysis complement the culture standards by showing how cultural char-
acteristics manifest in bicultural interaction, and in which situations and contexts.
The two studies can therefore give German and Dutch people a comprehensive but
yet detailed, abstract but yet concrete, overview of the other culture.

Furthermore, the book corpus analysis could show discrepancies between
the authors and point out minority opinions. These discrepancies can now be ad-
dressed in intercultural workshops and guidebooks. In addition, the book corpus
analysis provides an additional value by pointing out the relevance that cultural
characteristics have for German and Dutch people in bicultural interaction. With
this knowledge, people can better estimate how to deal with cultural differences.
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If, for example, a German knows that the German separation of work and private
life is (probably) very relevant for his Dutch counterpart (even though he does not
find the Dutch behavior with regard to this main category relevant), he can adjust
his behavior to the Dutch person’s behavior.

In conclusion, the results of this study in combination with the culture stand-
ards study can offer additional value to existing intercultural preparation courses
and cultural guidebooks.

3.6.3 Further research

First, in the analysis of the consistency of the main categories it became apparent
that some main categories are inconsistent. With regard to the main categories
directness and individualism (German book corpus) and modesty and status, com-
munication, separation of work and private life and individualism (Dutch book
corpus), some of the authors expressed diverging opinions or statements that can-
not be disregarded as negligible. A closer inspection of these main categories al-
lows the assumption that these main categories might have to be further differenti-
ated because the authors’ statements might be context-related. It is possible that the
main categories manifest differently in different situations and contexts. However,
the analysis of the popular science and guidebooks cannot definitely confirm or
reject this assumption. It would therefore be reasonable to conduct further research
on this issue.

In this respect, the main category individualism is particularly interesting. Not
only is there no clear majority opinion among the authors (as there is with regard
to the other main categories), but the comparison with dimensions from dimen-
sion models and culture standards also showed that all three methods of analyzing
culture contradict each other on the questions of whether or not (and in which
situations and contexts) Germans are more individualistic than the Dutch and if
individualism actually plays a role in bicultural interactions.

Second, one of the central findings of this study is that it may not only be those
cultural characteristics on which Germany and the Netherlands differ the most that
can lead to irritations, problems and communication breakdowns, but rather those
aspects that are dealt with in only one of the book corpora or that are perceived as
differently relevant in the German and Dutch book corpora. However, this study
could only point out that this is possible; it could not investigate if this is indeed the
case in actual bicultural interactions. It is therefore necessary to conduct a further
study to analyze whether cultural characteristics that are perceived as differently
relevant or noticed in only one of the book corpora indeed lead to more or different
problems in bicultural interactions. This will be done in Chapter 4.
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4 The potential of conflict of cultural differences
in intercultural interaction

4.1 Introduction

One of the Dutch interviewees from the culture standards study stated the follow-
ing:

“I had a meeting with the mayors of the cities Duisburg and Kleve. During
the official program, both acted very formal and showed a reserved and rather
distanced attitude toward me. After the official part was over, we met for a pub
crawl. Now both appeared in informal clothing and acted jovial and informally
and we had a pleasant evening. This change in behavior was very surprising to

2

me.
In another interview, another Dutch interviewee stated:

“Yes, German supervisors definitely give orders in a more commanding tone.
‘Do this, do that! Make sure the product is ready for shipping by tomorrow!’
But I already knew this before I came to Germany and I also knew that this
should not be taken personally. It is just the way Germans are.”

The responses of the Dutch interviewees from the culture standards study show
that with regard to some critical incidents, the interviewees were not or were only
slightly surprised by German behavior because they had known about it in ad-
vance. However, with regard to other critical incidents, the interviewees were to-
tally surprised by the German behavior because they had not expected it. Appar-
ently there are cultural differences that the Dutch are aware of and others that they
are less aware of. It seems likely that this applies to Germans who establish contact
with the Dutch as well.

The question that arises is therefore what is more likely to cause irritations,
problems and/or communication breakdowns in intercultural interaction: those
cultural characteristics on which Germans and Dutch differ the most or those that
they are least aware of?

In the book corpus analysis (Chapter 3), I analyzed a German book corpus
(popular science and guidebooks about the German culture, written by Dutch au-
thors for Dutch readers) and a Dutch book corpus (popular science and guidebooks
about the Dutch culture, written by German authors for German readers). In the
course of this analysis, I created 20 main categories in the German corpus and 19 in
the Dutch corpus, all describing cultural characteristics that play a role in German-
Dutch interaction. Subsequently, I calculated the relevance of each main category,
using different variables for the calculation. For the German book corpus, I calcu-
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Fig. 6 Weighted arithmetic means of the main categories and level of accordance (0 =
high relevance, 30 = low relevance)

lated for each main category how relevant the Dutch consider it to be in bicultural
interactions and vice versa. This allowed the main categories in each book corpus
to be ordered in a ranking of relevance (see Tables 3 and 4 in Section 3.3.2).

My comparison of the German and Dutch book corpora regarding this rele-
vance revealed that there are cultural characteristics that German and Dutch people
consider to be equally relevant in bicultural interactions. However, there are also
characteristics to which they attribute different relevance.

Based on their relevance, the main categories can be divided into three groups.
The first group consists of main categories that both the Dutch and Germans con-
sider to be similarly important in bicultural interactions. The second group con-
sists of main categories that German and Dutch people consider to be differently
relevant in bicultural interactions. The third group consists of main categories that
are only considered relevant by either Germans or the Dutch (i.e., categories that
have no counterpart in the other book corpus). These three groups are graphically
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Fig. 7  Relevance of main categories in the German and Dutch book corpora. The higher
the relevance, the lower the weighted arithmetic mean. Main categories from group
1 are written in a normal font, and main categories from group 2 are in italics.
Main categories chosen to test the hypothesis are highlighted in bold.

displayed in Figure 6. The weighted arithmetic mean (see x-axis) is the key ratio
for determining the relevance (the methodology for determining the relevance can
be found in Section 3.3.1.2). The higher the mean, the less relevant a main category
was considered to be. For the main categories in the first group, the difference of
the weighted arithmetic means attributed to them in the German and in Dutch book
corpora was not higher than 9.0. For the main categories from the second group,
it was higher than 10 (the reason for this distinction is explained in Section 3.3.1).
Figure 7 also shows the relevance that is attributed to the main categories in the
German and Dutch book corpora, but in a different way. The x-axis displays the
relevance that is attributed to a main category in the German book corpus, while
the y-axis displays the relevance that is attributed to it in the Dutch book corpus.
Main categories that can only be found in one of the corpora (i.e., the main
categories from the third group) are not displayed because the lack of a missing
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second coordinate means they cannot be represented graphically here. The main
categories from the first group can be found in a corridor that stretches from the
lower left to the upper right. The main categories from the second group are written
in italics and can be found to the left (high relevance in the German corpus and low
relevance in the Dutch corpus) and the right (high relevance in the Dutch corpus
but low relevance in the German corpus) of this corridor.

A comparison of the relevance of the main categories and the answers of the
interviewees from the culture standards study (although it was not explicitly con-
ducted in the culture standards study or the book corpus analysis) allows the as-
sumption that the interviewees were predominantly surprised by such cultural
differences which — according to the book corpus analysis — the Germans and
Dutch regard as differently relevant in bicultural interaction.

Deduction of a hypothesis

Scientific literature, popular science and guidebooks, and intercultural trainings
and workshops (implicitly) assume that the cultural characteristics on which peo-
ple from different cultures differ the most are also the characteristics that are most
likely to lead to irritations in intercultural interaction. Reuter (2010) even claimed
that a central assumption of most interculturalists (i.e., intercultural trainers, con-
sultants and mediators) is that the bigger cultural differences are, the more likely
they are to cause problems in intercultural interaction. And Dahlen (1997) stated
that, especially in the field of business communications, many authors assume that
cultural differences automatically lead to irritations in bicultural encounters. The
same applies for the German-Dutch context. Even though the authors of popular
science and guidebooks about the German and Dutch cultures, as well as intercul-
tural coaches, consultants and mediators, usually do not explicitly claim that the
cultural characteristics on which German and Dutch people differ the most (e. g.,
hierarchies in companies, informality) are also the characteristics which are most
likely to lead to irritations in German-Dutch interaction, most of them implicitly
assume this. However, the relevance that German and Dutch people attribute to
certain cultural characteristics is usually not taken into consideration.

However, based on the results from the book corpus analysis (Section 3.4.2),
there is reason to assume that the relevance that German and Dutch people attribute
to cultural characteristics of the other culture that play a role in bicultural interac-
tion might also influence whether or not these characteristics lead to irritations,
problems and/or communication breakdowns.

Both Thomas, Kinast, and Schroll-Machl (2005, p. 45 ff.) and Barmeyer, Gen-
kova, and Scheffler (2010, p. 52 ff.) claimed that when people from different cul-
tures interact, their cultural orientation systems collide. Only when interculturality
is established, successful and undisturbed is intercultural cooperation possible. The
term interculturality has different definitions and is used in different contexts. For
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the purpose of this study, I used Thomas’s (2005, p. 46) definition. He regards
interculturality as a (usually unconscious and non-verbal) negotiation process in
which the interacting partners decide how a situation can be handled with their
different cultural orientation systems. The partners have four options: domination
(the other person has to adjust to one’s own orientation system), assimilation (one
adjusts one’s own orientation system to the other’s), divergence (both cultural ori-
entation systems coexist compatibly) or synthesis (both orientation systems merge
into a synthesis). Each of these options can lead to successful interaction, as long
as both partners (unconsciously or consciously, non-verbally or verbally) agree to
it. From this, it can be deduced that it is first necessary to know one’s own and the
other’s orientation systems to be able to establish interculturality and be success-
ful in intercultural interaction and cooperation (cf. Losche & Piittker, 2009, p. 29;
Thomas, 2005, p. 47).

It can be reasonably assumed that most German or Dutch people who want to
establish business contacts with people from the other culture prepare themselves
(at least to a certain degree) for the interaction. This means that they are gener-
ally willing to understand the other’s cultural orientation system and to establish
interculturality, for example by reading popular science and guidebooks about the
neighboring culture or following intercultural trainings or workshops. This was
also stated by Gersdorf (2015), a Dutch journalist who has interviewed dozens
of Dutch managers and skilled workers who experienced problems in their busi-
ness dealings with Germans. He found that these Dutch people had, in most cases,
prepared themselves for the interaction and tried to familiarize themselves with
the German culture. However, their preparation was mostly superficial. They had
all underestimated the cultural differences and most had only read about the most
obvious cultural differences such as the attitude toward hierarchies.

If this assumption (i.e., that German and Dutch people who want to estab-
lish business contacts with people from their neighboring culture usually prepare
themselves for the bicultural interaction, but this preparation often only covers the
most obvious cultural differences) is accurate, it can be assumed that, with regard
to the main categories from the first group, German and Dutch people who prepare
themselves for the interaction and have a certain cultural sensibility are aware that
situations in which these main categories play a role might be a source of misun-
derstanding. They could start a (conscious or unconscious, non-verbal or verbal)
negotiation process (Losche & Piittker, 2009, p. 29) about how to deal with these
situations. In this way, problems, irritations and communication breakdowns are
likely to be avoided. However, if one of the interaction partners is unaware that
there is a potential source of misunderstanding (this is usually the case if a main
category can either be found in only one of the book corpora or if it is found in both
book corpora but a different relevance is attributed to in the German and Dutch
book corpora), the partners are less likely to start a negotiation process about how
to deal with situations in which these main categories play a role. It can therefore
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be assumed that problems, irritations and communication breakdowns are most
likely to appear in these situations.

Based on this premise and the results from the book corpus analysis, the fol-
lowing hypothesis can be deduced: the main categories that Dutch and German
people regard as differently relevant in bicultural interaction (e. g., separation of
work and private life and meetings and discussions/consensus and ‘overleg’) are
more likely to lead to irritations, problems and/or communication breakdowns in
German-Dutch interactions than the main categories that German and Dutch peo-
ple regard as similarly relevant (first group, e. g., hierarchies and details).

4.2 Aims of the study

The aim of this study is to find out whether the differences in relevance that Ger-
man and Dutch people attribute to cultural characteristics have an impact on the
potential for conflict in intercultural interaction. To achieve this aim, I will ana-
lyze whether the main categories with a high difference in relevance (the second
group) lead to more or different sorts of irritations, problems and/or communica-
tion breakdowns in intercultural interactions situations than the main categories
that German and Dutch people find similarly relevant (the first group).

By taking this approach, the study helps to answer the general research question
of this dissertation project: which cultural characteristics are relevant in German-
Dutch interaction and which role do they play in these interactions? In Chapters
2 and 3, I analyzed which cultural characteristics play a role in German-Dutch
encounters and how relevant German and Dutch people consider these character-
istics to be. In this study, I will analyze the potential for conflict related to these
cultural characteristics, which gives an even better picture of the roles they play in
bicultural interaction.

4.3 Methodology
4.3.1 Choice of approach

Different approaches can be used to test the hypothesis. The most obvious ap-
proach would be a direct observation of intercultural interaction situations between
German and Dutch people. However, this is not feasible for various reasons. First,
problems and irritations that emerge in intercultural encounters are not usually
directly visible and observable. When different cultural orientation systems col-
lide, this normally does not lead to an open conflict or the direct termination of
the business relationship. It does not even necessarily lead to a visible reaction.
Instead, what happens is that cultural differences that emerge in such situations can
lead to a (often even unconscious) feeling of discomfort or antipathy which leads
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to problems in the medium or long term (cf. Losche & Piittker, 2009, p. 29). It can
therefore be assumed that direct observation of binational encounters is not a suit-
able method of testing the hypothesis.

Another possible approach to testing the hypothesis is by using a survey. At
first glance, the use of a questionnaire that asks German and Dutch people who
have (or have had) contact with people from their neighboring country to describe
which cultural differences have led to problems and irritations seems most suit-
able. However, as Chapter 2 made clear, this approach would probably not be ex-
pedient either. In the pretest of the culture standards study (Section 2.4.3), the
interviewees were not only asked to relate critical incidents but also to tell which
cultural characteristic the critical incident could be related to. Since they could
usually not state the reasons, the question was eventually discarded from the in-
terviews. Furthermore, in the interviews and the preliminary talks, it became clear
that the respondents (for the most part) could not say whether the critical incidents
had actually led to problems and/or irritations. Even when the Dutch respondents
described actual problems or misunderstandings they had experienced with Ger-
mans, they could not say if or to what extent the reasons for these were cultural
differences or interpersonal matters.

Since a direct approach was not feasible, I chose to use a survey with a more
indirect approach. It allowed me to analyze the attitudes of German and Dutch peo-
ple toward certain cultural characteristics and to thereby draw conclusions about
the potential for irritations or conflicts. Therefore, I developed fictitious cases for
Dutch and German respondents, based on and related to the main categories from
the book corpus analysis. For each case, I developed questions for the respondents;
the answers allowed me to draw conclusions about whether and to what extent a
main category actually leads to problems, irritations and/or communication break-
downs in German-Dutch interactions.

4.3.2 Selection of main categories for the analysis

First, I had to select a sample of main categories on which the hypothesis could be
tested. Ideally, the hypothesis would have been tested on all the main categories
(thus ten main categories from the first group that German and Dutch people con-
sider to be similarly relevant in bicultural interaction, five from the second group
that they consider to be differently relevant and six from the third group that either
German and Dutch people do not find relevant in bicultural interaction at all).
However, this was not practicable. Since the hypothesis was to be tested by using
a survey, testing all the main categories would have required a disproportionate
amount of time and effort for the respondents.

Therefore, I decided to test the hypothesis on only four main categories. I chose
two main categories from the similar relevance group (group 1) and two from the
different relevance group (group 2). In principle, main categories from the third
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group would have been suitable for testing the hypothesis as well. However, since
they can only be found in one of the book corpora, it would have been rather hard
and arbitrary to create cases for non-existent main categories. Therefore these main
categories were excluded from analysis. For the similar relevance group (group 1),
I chose one main category that was rather relevant in both book corpora and one
main category that was rather irrelevant in both corpora. For the different relevance
group (group 2), I chose one main category regarded as relevant in the German
corpus but not the Dutch corpus and one main category regarded as relevant in the
Dutch corpus but not the German corpus.

As illustrated in Figure 7, several main categories are similarly relevant in both
the German and Dutch book corpora, with a high relevance attributed to them by
both German and Dutch people. These are rules, flexibility, formality/informality,
communication and hierarchies. 1 selected the main category hierarchies since it
is, on average, the most relevant main category (the main category modesty and
status has a higher relevance in the Dutch corpus but a far lower relevance in the
German one).

The following main categories are also similarly relevant in both book corpora
but are considered of little relevance by both Germans and Dutch: details and in-
dividualism. The book corpus analysis (see Section 3.3.2) showed that the consist-
ency of the main category individualism is low, so I selected the main category
details.

The following main categories are relevant in the German corpus but not in the
Dutch corpus: separation of work and private life and perception of time. Since
separation of work and private life showed a higher difference in relevance, |
chose to use it to test the hypothesis.

From the main categories that are relevant in the Dutch corpus but not in the
German corpus (planning and meetings and discussions/consensus and ‘overleg’),
I chose meetings and discussions/consensus and ‘overleg’to test the hypothesis
because it shows the highest difference in relevance.

I expected that the main categories hierarchies and details would have less
potential for irritations, conflicts and/or communication breakdowns than the main
categories separation of work and private life and meetings and discussions/con-
sensus and ‘overleg’. I expected this even though both German and Dutch writers
considered hierarchies to be relevant while they considered details to be rather
irrelevant.

433 Cases for the main categories
I developed cases for each of the four main categories. Each case describes a situ-

ation in which the main category (or item to which it refers) plays a role. For
example, with regard to the main category details, I developed the following case:
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A public relations agency is planning a Facebook campaign for a client. In the
initial meeting, the client tells them roughly what he wants. When they call him
to ask him for more details he says, “You are the experts for this. I have full
trust that you will do it well.”

This case deals with a general Dutch attitude toward details that I discovered in
the book corpus analysis. The cases were based on the results of the book corpus
analysis (Chapter 3) and on the critical incidents that were stated in the culture
standards study (Chapter 2).

I chose to use cases to test the hypothesis because this method has different
advantages than other methods. If an interviewer simply stated the main category
and asked questions about it — for example, “In your opinion, how much does the
German separation of work and private life bother Dutch people?” — the respond-
ents would possibly be biased. There would be a great chance that they would give
socially acceptable answers (cf. social desirability bias, Paulhus, 1991) or that they
would be influenced by stereotyping and/or prejudices. Asking the respondents to
assess presented cases (i.e., real-life situations, sometimes fictional) reduced this
bias (although it could not be ruled out completely).

Asking certain questions about the cases allowed me to determine the respond-
ents’ attitudes toward the main categories and to test the hypothesis comparing
the answers from the German and Dutch respondents. These questions and the
approach will be presented and explained in Section 4.3.4.

As already mentioned, some main categories encompass different aspects and
characteristics that emerge in different contexts and situations. The main category
separation of work and private life, for example, encompasses three items: a) Talk-
ing about private things at work/not talking much about private things at work,
b) Colleagues are not automatically regarded as friends/colleagues are quickly
granted access to other living spheres such as private life and ¢) Germans distin-
guish between role and person/the Dutch distinguish less between role and person.
Therefore, to be able to analyze a main category thoroughly and comprehensively,
all its items had to be analyzed, which means that a case had to be developed
for each item. It was important that each main category be tested with the same
number of cases. Since the main categories hierarchies and separation of work
and private life each have three items while the other main categories have fewer
(see Appendix 19), three cases were developed for each main category. In total, 12
cases were developed.

Each of these 12 cases consists of two versions. The first version describes a sit-
uation in which one or more people show(s) behavior that — according to the book
corpus analysis — is regarded as ‘German.’ The second version describes the same
situation or context, but the person(s) show(s) behavior that is regarded as typically
‘Dutch.” For example, with regard to the main category details, 1 developed the
following case: A person has an idea: he wants to start his own model construction
magazine. In the ‘German’ version, the following behavior is described:

163



Before starting, he writes a detailed business plan. He starts extensive market
research, takes care of the funding for the next two years, and researches adver-
tising customers, distribution channels and the best method to get his magazine
known. It takes roughly two years before the first edition is launched.

In the ‘Dutch’ counterpart of this case, the following behavior is described: Without
much planning, he gets to work. Problems such as funding, advertising and distri-
bution are dealt with when they appear.

The main categories, their items and the related cases can be found in Appen-
dices 19 and 20.

4.3.4 Questions for the cases

By comparing the German and Dutch respondents’ answers with each other, I
could test the hypothesis. I developed four different questions to do this. In addi-
tion, I developed a fifth question that served to verify an important premise of this
study by testing if and to what extent the Dutch survey respondents were actually
typically Dutch and the German respondents were typically German. This section
will describe the four questions initially used to test the hypothesis and will ex-
plained how they were used. The fifth question will be explained separately at the
end of this section.

I surveyed German and Dutch respondents (their selection will be explained
in Section 4.3.6). Both groups of respondents were presented with the cases (i.e.,
both the 12 describing ‘Dutch’ and 12 describing ‘German’ behavior, 24 in total).

With regard to the 12 cases describing ‘Dutch’ behavior, the German respond-
ents were first asked the following question: ‘“What is your attitude toward the
described behavior?’ This question could be used to analyze whether a main cat-
egory holds potential for conflict or frictions. It will hence be referred to as Q1G
(=question 1 for German survey).

Subsequently, with regard to the 12 cases describing ‘Dutch’ behavior, the
German respondents were asked: ‘How characteristic do you regard this behav-
ior/reaction for the Dutch?’ This question will hence be referred to as Q2G. This
question could be used to analyze whether — with regard to the four tested main
categories — the respondents were even aware that there is a difference between
German and Dutch people. Furthermore, the answers to this question could be used
to test the results from the book corpus analysis because they allow conclusions to
be drawn about how relevant Germans consider certain cultural characteristics in
bicultural interaction.

I developed the following case to test the main category details. It describes
‘Dutch’ behavior and gives an example of how Q1G and Q2G were used in the
survey (the answer options and scales are presented in Section 4.3.5):
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A new project is introduced in a company. The person presenting the project
keeps her presentation short; she only presents basic data and a rough time
schedule and scope of action. She has not anticipated possible mistakes and
problems yet and when asked about them she answers, “We’ll take care of this
if and when it actually happens.”

*  QI1G: Which attitude do you have toward the presenter’s method of operating?
* Q2G: Suppose the presenter had the Dutch nationality. How typical do you
regard her method of operating for Dutch people?

Regarding the 12 cases describing ‘German’ behavior, the German respondents
were first asked the following question: ‘What attitude is a Dutch person likely to
show toward this behavior?’ This question will hence be called Q3G.

The second question for those cases describing ‘German’ behavior was: ‘In
your opinion, how typical would a Dutch person regard this behavior for Ger-
mans?’ This question will hence be called Q4G.

I developed the following case to test the main category details. It describes
‘German’ behavior and gives an example of how Q3G and Q4G were used in the
survey:

A new project is introduced in a company. The person presenting the project
gives very detailed and comprehensive information in her presentation, not only
about the project itself and the time schedule but also about possible problems
and obstacles that could possibly occur. When she is asked additional questions
by the audience, she also has comprehensive answers.

*  Q3G: Which attitude would a Dutch person likely have toward the presenter’s
method of operating?

* Q4G: How typical would a Dutch person regard the presenter’s method of op-
erating for Germans?

The Dutch respondents were asked the same questions inversely. With regard to
the cases describing ‘German’ behavior, they were first asked: “What is your at-
titude toward the described behavior?’ (Q1D) Second, they were asked: ‘How typi-
cal do you regard this behavior/reaction for Germans?’ (Q2D)

With regard to the cases describing ‘Dutch’ behavior, the Dutch respondents
were first asked: ‘What attitude is a German person likely to have toward this
behavior?’ (Q3D) Second, they were asked: ‘In your opinion, how typical would a
German person regard this behavior for the Dutch?’ (Q4D).

To provide better understanding and to simplify reading, each time that hence-
forth one of the questions or a comparison of questions is mentioned, I will indicate
in parentheses whether it deals with attitude (Q1 and Q3) or typicality (Q2 and Q4).
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Table 10 summarizes the questions for the Dutch and the German respondents.
The column “cases” shows the type of case that the question refers to. Cases can
be either German (describing ‘German’ behavior) or Dutch (describing ‘Dutch’
behavior).

Table 10 Questions for German and Dutch respondents

German respondents Cases Dutch respondents Cases
Q1G What s your attitude D Q1D What s your attitude G
toward the described toward the described
behavior? behavior?
Q2G How typical do you regard D Q2D How typical do you regard G
this behavior/reaction for this behavior/reaction for
Dutch people? Germans?
Q3G What attitude is a Dutch G Q3D What attitude is a Ger- D
person likely to have to- man person likely to have
ward this behavior? toward this behavior?
Q4G How typical would a Dutch G Q4D How typical would a Ger- D
person regard this behavior man person regard this
for Germans? behavior for Dutch people?
Q5G What is your attitude to- G Q5D What is your attitude to- D
ward this behavior? ward this behavior?

D = case describes ‘Dutch’ behavior, G = case describes ‘German’ behavior

By comparing the answers to the questions Q2G (typicality), Q4G (typicality),
Q2D (typicality) and Q4D (typicality), it can be determined whether German and
Dutch people are aware of a cultural difference and whether they are aware of this
difference in equal measure. This comparison can thus point out potential sources
of irritations or conflicts.

If both German and Dutch people are aware of a certain cultural difference, it
can be assumed that in bicultural interactions they (unconsciously or consciously,
non-verbally or verbally) negotiate how to deal with this difference. This means
the chance that problems, irritations and/or communication breakdowns will arise
from this difference is small. Suppose, for example, that a Dutch secretary starts
working for a German supervisor. She is aware that (from a Dutch perspective)
German supervisors often give orders in a rather commanding tone and that this
is nothing personal. The German supervisor, on the other hand, also knows that in
Dutch companies, orders are formulated as a kind request. Both thus know about
the cultural difference and will probably find a way to deal with it.

If, on the other hand, one of the interacting partners is unaware that there is a
cultural difference, it can be assumed that problems, irritations or communication
breakdowns might arise. If, for example, the German supervisor does not know
about the cultural differences with regard to hierarchies, he would not even notice
that he needs to find a way to deal with the difference.
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Furthermore, a comparison of the answers to the questions Q1G (attitude),

Q3G (attitude), Q1D (attitude) and Q3D (attitude) also allows assumptions about
which main categories are more likely to lead to irritations, problems and/or com-
munication breakdowns in bicultural interactions. This comparison is not merely
about awareness of cultural differences but shows how much a cultural difference
that emerges in German-Dutch encounters bothers German and/or Dutch people.
Regarding this comparison there are different possible constellations:

a)

b)

Neither German nor Dutch people are bothered by the behavior of the members
of the other culture. If a certain cultural characteristic bothers neither German
nor Dutch people, it is unlikely to cause any problems in German-Dutch en-
counters. In the interaction, everyone can simply maintain their behavior with-
out disturbing the others or the communication process.

Both German and Dutch people are bothered by the behavior of the members
of the other culture. If a certain cultural characteristic bothers both groups, the
effect depends on whether they are aware that the members of the other culture
are also bothered by their own behavior. If both are aware of this, it can be as-
sumed that problems, irritations and communication breakdowns in bicultural
interaction are less likely because both see the need to find a way to deal with
the cultural difference. However, if only the members of one culture (A) are
aware that the members of the other culture (B) are bothered by their behavior,
problems and irritations are more likely. In this case, the members of culture A
estimate correctly that their behavior (i.e., the alleged behavior of members of
their own culture) bothers the members of culture B. They thus recognize that
both parties have to negotiate how to deal with this cultural difference. How-
ever, since the members of culture B do not recognize that their own behavior
bothers the members of culture A, they are unlikely to join in a negotiation pro-
cess. They will simply assume that the members of culture A will adjust their
behavior but do not see the need to also adjust their own behavior.

Germans are bothered by Dutch behavior while the Dutch are not bothered by
German behavior or vice versa. If in an intercultural interaction a certain cul-
tural characteristic bothers only members of culture A, the effect depends on
whether the members of culture B are aware of this. If the members of culture B
are aware that the members of culture A are bothered by their behavior, they are
likely to start a negotiation process about how to deal with this cultural differ-
ence. In this case, irritations, problems and/or communication breakdowns are
unlikely to occur. On the other hand, if the members of culture B are unaware
that the members of culture A are actually bothered by their behavior, they are
unlikely to start a negotiation process because they do not see a need for this.
Since they are not bothered by the behavior of the members of culture A, the
members of culture B will probably assume that the members of culture A are
also not bothered by their behavior. In this case, irritations, problems and/or
communication breakdowns are likely.
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A table showing all possible constellations of the questions and the likeliness of
each constellation to lead to irritations, problems and/or communication break-
downs can be found in Appendix 23.

In conclusion, a comparison of the answers from the German and Dutch re-
spondents can be used to analyze how likely the cultural differences described in
each of the four main categories are to cause irritations, problems and/or commu-
nication breakdowns in bicultural interactions. If the main categories separation
of work and private life and meetings and discussions/consensus and ‘overleg’ are
indeed more likely to cause irritations in German-Dutch encounters than the main
categories hierarchies and details, the hypothesis can be assumed to be verified.

Question Q5: Attitude toward cultural characteristics of one'’s own culture

The ‘German’ and ‘Dutch’ behavior described in the cases for the survey was based
on the results from the book corpus analysis. A basic premise for this study was
that most of the German respondents are indeed ‘German’ in their behavior and
attitudes, and that most of the Dutch respondents are indeed ‘Dutch’ in their at-
titudes and behavior. This means that [ assumed that the German respondents (pre-
dominantly) would show behavior and attitudes which are described in the German
book corpus and that the Dutch respondents would show behavior and attitudes
that are described in the Dutch book corpus.

It was crucial to analyze if and to what extent this premise is accurate because
if it were wrong, the results of this study might have been biased. For example,
for this study I assumed that the Dutch are less inclined to accept hierarchies than
Germans because this is one of the findings from the book corpus analysis. Based
on this, it could be assumed that the Dutch are bothered by German behavior re-
lated to hierarchies. However, if by chance a considerable number of the Dutch
respondents of this study actually (strongly) approved of hierarchies, they would
have biased the results. Therefore I added a fifth question (Q5) to the survey:

With regard to the cases that describe ‘German’ behavior, Germans were asked:
‘What is your attitude toward this behavior?’ (Q5G) The Dutch respondents were
asked the same questions with regard to the cases that describe ‘Dutch’ behavior
(Q5D).

Those respondents who with regard to Q5G/Q5D chose an answer option be-
tween five and seven were considered typical representatives of their culture (in
the sense that their attitudes and behavioral patterns matched the attitudes and be-
havioral patterns that, according to the results from the book corpus analysis, were
typical for their culture).
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4.3.5 Scaling the answers

To scale the survey responses, I used a Likert scale. According to Schnell, Hill,
and Esser (1999, p. 173), this is the most widely used scaling method in social sci-
ences. Since it was impossible to estimate how large the differences in the answers
would be before evaluating the answers, I decided to use seven answering options.
That way, if there were only minor differences between the answers, a seven-point
scale would be better suited to show nuances than a five-point scale. Furthermore,
I deliberately decided to use an uneven number of answer options because a cen-
tral position is useful for this study. Since the questions are about attitudes and
perceptions, a forced choice was not appropriate. The choice of the central answer
position (“neither/nor”’) shows that a respondent is indifferent toward a certain
behavior rather than that he does not know.

Basically, I developed two different answer scales: one to analyze the respond-
ents’ attitude toward people from the other culture (or the estimated attitude of peo-
ple from the other culture toward the behavioral patterns of his own culture), and
the other to analyze how typical a respondent regards certain behavior of people
from the other culture (or how typical he thinks that a person from the other culture
regards behavioral patterns from his culture).

* Answer scale 1: Would bother me considerably — would bother me — would
bother me alittle — neither/nor — would rather not bother me — would not bother
me — would not bother me at all

* Answer scale 2: Very typical — typical — little typical — neither/nor — rather
atypical — atypical — absolutely atypical

The scale level could not be clearly categorized; it was somewhere between an
ordinal and an interval scale (cf. Mayer, 2009, p. 87 f.). For an interval scale the
principle of equidistance applies (i.e., there has to be an absolute reference point
and the precise distance between the single answer positions must be definable;
Rost, 1996). This was not the case with the answer options on this survey. How-
ever, they went beyond a mere ordinal scale level. There was a clear ranking order
of the single answer positions and the distance between them was approximately
equal and could be factually justified. Therefore, as Mayer (2009, p. 69 ff.) sug-
gests for such cases, the interpretation of the answers was done on an interval
scale level (which meant, for example, that the arithmetic mean could be calculated
while an interpretation on the ordinal scale level would have only allowed for the
calculation of the median). At the same time, I considered that the single answer
positions were not 100% static and fixed and that therefore there was some room
for interpretation of the results. The evaluation was therefore done very cautiously
and keeping in mind that minor differences in the answers would not allow reliable
statements by all means.
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To evaluate the results, I assigned numerical values to the single answer po-
sitions. The answer positions ‘would bother me considerably’ and ‘very typical’
were assigned a numerical value of 1, while the answer positions ‘would not bother
me at all’ and ‘very atypical’ were assigned a numerical value of 7. Both German
and Dutch people are accustomed to such scales. The calculations for evaluating
and interpreting the answers were based on the numerical values.

4.3.6 Selection of respondents

The selection of respondents for this study was difficult for various reasons. First,
I did not know whether there were factors — besides culture — that might influ-
ence the respondents’ answers. As — among others — Yousefi (2014, p. 25) and
Heringer (2010, p. 158) have stated, factors related to biology (age, sex) or educa-
tion (highest education level) might influence differences in attitudes and percep-
tions between members of different cultures. To check whether the respondents’
answers were biased by such factors, I asked them to state the following: their sex,
age, highest education level, distance of residence from the German-Dutch border,
frequency of contact with people from the other culture and foreign language skills
(German or Dutch). These factors were introduced as a co-variable in each analysis
and tested by a univariate analysis.

However, since it was not known in advance whether any of the factors men-
tioned above actually had an influence on the respondents’ attitudes or perceptions,
they were not used as a criterion for selecting respondents. In fact, for respondents
to be allowed to take part in the survey, they had to meet only one requirement:
they had to have (or have had) regular contact with people from their neighboring
country. For the purpose of this study, I defined the term ‘regular’ as repeatedly and
for at least once a year. The survey asked the respondents how typical they found
certain behavior for people from the neighboring countries and how typical — in
their opinion — people from the neighboring country would find their own behav-
ior (respectively, how many people from the neighboring country feel bothered by
their own behavior?). Therefore the respondents needed to be able to base their
answers on their own observations and experiences.

Another problem in the selection process was that the population of people
who met the requirements mentioned above was unknown. There was no sampling
frame and the population could not be estimated. Correspondingly, it was also
impossible to draw a random sample; this meant that it could not be concluded
with absolute certainty that the sample that was eventually drawn was indeed rep-
resentative of the population.

However, I took various steps to minimize the sampling error. First, I tried to
find as many respondents as possible. As Hudec and Neumann (2010, p. 25) stated,
larger samples have a higher possibility of representing the population than smaller
samples (even though the size of the sample cannot completely rule out sampling
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errors). Second, as already mentioned, I tested the possible influence of different
socio-demographic and other factors on the respondents’ answers by introducing
those factors as a co-variable in the analysis.

I used various methods to search for potential survey respondents. First, I con-
tacted intermediary organizations such as Euregios, chambers of commerce, the
German-Dutch Chamber of Commerce and companies that operate in a cross-bor-
der context (e. g., consultancies, public relations agencies). I sent each of them an
email and asked them to forward it to potential respondents from their databases.
The email contained a short explanation of the survey, its context and the require-
ments for participation. It also contained a link to the study that could be directly
clicked on. In addition, the recipients were asked to forward the email to acquaint-
ances who also met the survey requirements.

Second, I contacted 35 people from another database that had been established
for a study about German-Dutch cooperation between local and regional authori-
ties. It contained the addresses of Dutch people living in Germany, most of them
members of German-Dutch cultural associations. I also sent them the email with
the link to the surveys. People who had participated in earlier studies I had con-
ducted were not asked to participate in this study because they might have been
biased.

These efforts resulted in 75 German and 82 Dutch respondents. In the survey,
each person had to confirm their nationality and native language. They filled in the
surveys during the survey period (from August 10 through September 11, 2014).
Only surveys that were filled in completely were supposed to be used for further
analysis. However, even though the software used for the survey claimed that 75
German and 82 Dutch respondents had fully completed the survey, it turned out
that five of them were not completed. Since the reason for this discrepancy could
not be detected, the five incomplete surveys were excluded from the analysis, leav-
ing 77 Dutch surveys for analysis.

Socio-demographic and other characteristics of the respondents

The respondents were asked to state the following socio-demographic and other
characteristics: their sex, age, education level, distance of residence from the Ger-
man and Dutch border, frequency of contact with people from the neighboring
culture and foreign language skills (German or Dutch). It is widely acknowledged
that sex, age and education can influence people’s attitudes and perceptions (cf.
e.g., Lustig & Koester, 2003) and various studies have shown their influence on
respondent’s answers in surveys about cross- and intercultural issues as well. The
possible influence of the variables ‘distance of residence from the German-Dutch
border’ and ‘frequency of contact with people from the neighboring culture’ was
tested because it can be assumed that people who live closer to the border or have
regular cross-border contact might have (or have developed) another attitude to-
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ward the behavior of people from the neighboring culture. Language skills were
also suspected to possibly influence the respondents’ attitudes and perceptions,
because it can be assumed that people who learn the language of the neighboring
culture might have a more positive attitude toward that culture and/or be more
familiar with it.

The sex distribution within and between the German and Dutch respondent
groups was similar. In the German group, 35 of the 74 respondents were male and
39 were female. In the Dutch group, 33 of the 75 respondents were male and 42
were female. Figure 8 shows the sex distribution of the respondents as a percent-
age.

The survey initially differentiated between four age groups: 20 years or young-
er, 21 to 40 years, 41 to 60 years and older than 60 years. In the German group, 8
respondents were 20 years or younger, 28 were between 21 and 40 years, 32 were
between 41and 60 years, and 6 were older than 60 years. In the Dutch group, six
respondents were 20 years or younger, 28 were between 21 and 40 years, 35 were
between 41 and 60 years, and 6 were older than 60 years. Since the first and last
groups were not large enough to allow for reliable results in the comparison of the
means, the four groups were summed up into two groups: respondents between 0
and 40 years and respondents older than 40 years. This division was reasonable be-
cause in both the German and Dutch groups, roughly 50% of the respondents were
younger and 50% were older than 40 years. Figure 9 shows the age distribution of
the respondents as a percentage.
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With regard to education, it must be noted that the types of German and Dutch
education that were compared are not completely equal, due to the different edu-
cational systems in each country. However, for the purposes of this study, they
are similar enough to allow a comparison (cf. e. g., Tigges & Huijnen, 2008). The
survey initially differentiated between six different educational groups: Haupts-
chule/lager onderwijs, Realschule/MAVO/LBO/VMBO, Gymnasium/Atheneum,
Ausbildung/MBO, Hochschulabschluss/WO and other education. In the German
group, 3 respondents had completed Hauptschule/lager onderwijs, 11 had com-
pleted Realschule/MAVO/LBO/VMBO, 21 had completed Gymnasium/Athene-
um, 10 had completed Ausbildung/MBO, 21 had a university or college degree
(Hochschulabschluss/WO) and 8 had another degree. In the Dutch group, 1 person
had completed Hauptschule/lager onderwijs, 8 had completed Realschule/MAVO/
LBO/VMBO, 19 had completed Gymnasium/Atheneum, 8 had completed Ausbil-
dung/MBO, 31 had a university or college degree (Hochschulabschluss/WO) and 8
had another degree. Since some of the groups were not big enough to allow reliable
statements about the influence of education on the respondents’ answers, I decided
to combine the groups into two groups for analysis: lower education (Hauptschule/
lager onderwijs, Realschule/MAVO/LBO/VMBO, Ausbildung/MBO) and higher
education (Gymnasium/Atheneum, Hochschule/WO). I excluded the ‘other educa-
tion’ group (N = 11 for German and Dutch group of respondents) from the analysis.
Figure 10 shows the educational distribution of the German and Dutch respondents
as a percentage.

With regard to the variable ‘distance of residence from the German-Dutch bor-
der,’ the survey initially differentiated between four groups: people living closer
than 25 kilometers from the German-Dutch border, people living between 26 and
50 kilometers from the border, people living between 51 and 75 kilometers from
the border and people living further than 75 kilometers from the border. In the Ger-
man group, 41 of the respondents lived closer than 25 kilometers from the border,
17 lived between 26 and 50 kilometers from the border, 12 lived between 51 and 75
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kilometers from the border and 8 lived further than 75 kilometers from the border.
In the Dutch group, 48 respondents lived closer than 25 kilometers from the border,
17 lived between 26 and 50 kilometers from the border, 4 lived between 51 and 75
kilometers from the border and 6 live further than 75 kilometers from the border.
Since the last two groups were not large enough to allow for reliable results in the
comparison of the means, for the analysis of the possible influence of distance of
residence from the German-Dutch border, the four groups were combined into
three groups: people living closer than 25 kilometers from the border, people living
between 26 and 50 kilometers from the border and people living further than 50
kilometers from the border. Figure 11 shows the different groups as a percentage.
With regard to ‘frequency of contact with people from the neighboring culture,’
the survey differentiated between four groups: respondents having daily, week-
ly, monthly and yearly or less contact with people from the other culture. In the
German group, 19 respondents had daily contact, 27 had weekly contact, 21 had
monthly contact and 7 had yearly or less contact with Dutch people. In the Dutch
group, 22 respondents had daily contact, 29 had weekly contact, 21 had monthly
contact and 3 had yearly or less contact with Germans. Since the last group was
not big enough to allow for reliable results in the comparison of the means, the
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last two groups were merged into one group: respondents having monthly or less
contact with people from the other culture. Figure 12 shows the different group as
a percentage.

With regard to the variable ‘foreign language skills’ (Dutch for the German
respondents and German for the Dutch respondents), the respondents had six an-
swer options in the survey: business fluent, fluent, proficient, conversant, basic
knowledge and no knowledge. This is the most common classification of language
skills used in surveys (Riehl, 2014). In the German group, 7 respondents regarded
their Dutch language skills as business fluent, 15 as fluent, 12 as proficient, 12 as
conversant, 22 as basic and 6 as poor or no knowledge. In the Dutch group, 17
respondents regarded their German language skills as business fluent, 14 as fluent,
20 as proficient, 16 as conversant, 7 as basic and 1 as poor (no knowledge). Since
some of the groups were not big enough to allow for a reliable analysis of the com-
parison of the means, the respondents were divided into three groups: respondents
with good language skills (fluent and excellent), respondents with medium lan-
guage skills (very good and good command) and respondents with poor language
skills (basic or no communication skills). Figure 13 shows the different groups as
a percentage.

As can be seen in Figures 8 through 13, with regard to sex, age, frequency of
contact with people from the other country and distance of residence from the Ger-
man-Dutch border, the socio-demographic variables are relatively evenly distrib-
uted among the two populations. With regard to education, the percentage of Dutch
respondents with a university degree is considerably higher than the percentage of
German respondents. The same applies to language skills; here the percentage of
Dutch respondents with high language skills is higher than the percentage of Ger-
man respondents with high language skills.
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4.3.7 Pretest

Before conducting the survey, I conducted a pretest to determine the practical fea-
sibility, potential ambiguities and problem areas or sources for misunderstandings.
For this, I developed two preliminary surveys (one in German for the German
respondents, the other in Dutch for the Dutch respondents) based on the cases and
the corresponding questions. Subsequently, the surveys were printed out and filled
in by German and Dutch test groups of respondents. Each person in the test group
fulfilled the requirements stated in Section 4.3.6.

In total, 19 Germans and 8 Dutch people took part in the pretest. After comple-
tion, they were asked questions about the surveys.

First, they were asked to monitor the time they needed for the surveys. It turned
out that the majority of the respondents needed between 10 and 20 minutes to
complete their survey. Since (as already mentioned) the willingness to take part
in or complete online surveys decreases with increasing processing time, the pro-
cessing time for the two surveys had to be reduced by a few minutes. To do so, I
removed some of the test questions that had originally been used to familiarize the
respondents with the methods and approach used in the survey. This reduced the
processing time for the majority of the respondents to less than 15 minutes while,
as they stated, they still understood how to fill in the surveys.

Second, I asked the respondents questions about the content. For each case,
I asked whether the content was clearly understandable and unambiguous and
whether the respondents knew without a doubt which part of the case (the behavior
of the people in the case, not the general situation described) the questions referred
to. For some cases, this was indeed not completely clear. Therefore those cases
were slightly modified to make them unambiguous. Furthermore, the respondents
were asked to state for each case whether they were able to answer the questions
based on their own experiences and observations or whether they were merely tak-
ing a guess. It turned out that that their answers were indeed based on the former
and not on the latter.

In addition, I asked the respondents if they had general remarks about the sur-
veys. Some of them answered that they were slightly irritated by the word ‘bother’
(in German ‘storen,’ in Dutch ‘storen’) on the answer scales (answers ranging from
‘would bother me considerably’ to ‘would not bother me at all’). They all stated
that they would rather have this word replaced by a ‘softer’ word. I gave this some
consideration, but eventually decided not to change the word because the survey’s
aim was to determine possible sources of conflict. The word ‘bother’ is indeed the
best word for this because it refers explicitly to a negative attitude toward a certain
behavior.

Furthermore, before conducting the study, I had some concern that a central-
tendency error might occur with regard to the scales. However, such an error did
not occur; the most extreme answer options (i. €., ‘would be bothered considerably/
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absolutely typical’ and ‘would not be bothered at all/absolutely atypical’) were also
chosen by some respondents.

In conclusion, the pretest showed that the preliminary surveys had to be only
slightly modified to be used for the online survey.

4.3.8 Procedure

I conducted the survey online using Qualtrics Research Suite, a software program
for online surveys that is widely recognized and used in academic research. In
principle, online surveys are comparable to traditional written (i.e., offline) sur-
veys (Brosius, Haas & Koschel, 2012, p. 140f.). However, for this study I chose
the online approach because it offers some advantages compared to traditional
written or oral surveys. It is efficient (low personnel and material expenditure),
allows a quick data collection and — since it is location-independent — has a high
geographic reach. The results can be included directly in a database and are im-
mediately accessible and evaluable. They do not need to be coded, which excludes
input errors. Especially important is that an online survey could reduce the social
desirability bias. In the survey for this study, the respondents were asked to state
their personal attitudes toward certain behavioral patterns. If the questions had to
be answered in my presence, they might have given answers that they believed
were expected from them. By conducting the survey online, the respondents re-
mained anonymous, which reduced the chance of such a bias.

For this study, I conducted two separate surveys: one in German for the German
respondents and one in Dutch for the Dutch respondents. To avoid confusion, the
German respondents were only provided with the link to the German survey web-
site while the Dutch respondents only received the link to the Dutch survey web-
site. Each survey was composed of 27 separate blocks; the questions were placed
in a random order. Every German respondent got exactly the same survey, with all
questions presented in the same order. The same applied for the Dutch respondents.

The first page contained an introduction. The respondents were welcomed and
thanked for their willingness to take part in the survey. The survey and the context
in which it takes place were briefly described; the respondents were informed of
how many questions they would have to answer and how much time this would
approximately take. Furthermore, it explained how to answer the questions and
gave some examples.

Pages 2 through 25 each contained one case and the five questions correspond-
ing to this case. The response scales were arranged horizontally under the questions
(ensuring they were also readable for people using smart phones), from left to right
in a descending order (i.e., from ‘would bother me considerably’ to ‘would not
bother me at all’ and from ‘very typical’ to ‘very atypical.” Only after completely
answering all the questions on a page could the next page be accessed (by clicking
on the ‘further’ button). This ensured that the surveys were filled in completely.
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Page 26 asked the respondents to fill in socio-demographic and other data that
might influence their answers. They were asked about their age, sex, highest edu-
cation, distance of residence from the German-Dutch border, frequency of contact
with people from the neighboring country and foreign language skills (German or
Dutch).

Various measures were taken to stimulate a high response rate. First, the struc-
ture of the survey made it easy to complete. Furthermore, I kept the survey short
(see Section 4.3.7) and included a progress bar on every page to show the respond-
ents how much of the survey they had already completed. To further increase the
response rate, shopping vouchers were raffled among the participants. On page 27,
they could voluntarily provide their email address to take part in the raffle.

According to Kaczmirek (2009), a disadvantage of online surveys is non-cov-
erage. It is possible that the whole population relevant for the survey cannot be
reached because not everyone has internet access. Especially older people often
have no internet access or are not skilled enough to take part in online surveys. To
avoid coverage errors, | decided to also give people the chance to take part in the
survey offline. I therefore printed the survey and mailed it to people who were will-
ing to take part but were unable or unwilling to fill in the online survey. Eventually,
18 German and 19 Dutch respondents chose this option. They received a printed
version of the survey by mail, filled it in and sent it back to me. I then added their
answers to the online surveys in Qualtrics.

Statistical analysis

I conducted statistical tests to compare the answers from the German and Dutch
respondents and to analyze the potential interfering factors. First, I verified the
premise that most of the German respondents were indeed ‘German’ in their be-
havior and attitudes and that most Dutch respondents were indeed ‘Dutch’ (Section
4.4.1). 1 did this to verify that they did exhibit the attitudes and behavioral patterns
that were assigned to them in the book corpora. The verification was done by com-
paring the answers to question QS5 (attitude) for each of the three cases of each
main category. I used a one-way analysis of variance with a Bonferroni correction,
to determine whether the three cases of each main category differed significantly
from each other.

I then compared the answers from the German and Dutch respondents with
regard to the comparisons of the questions Q1G/Q3D (attitude), Q3G/Q1D (at-
titude), Q2G/QA4D (typicality) and Q4G/Q2D (typicality) (Section 4.4.3). 1 used a
univariate analysis to test whether the differences were significant.

To analyze whether potential influencing factors could have an effect on the
respondent’s answers (Section 4.4.2), I introduced those factors as covariates in
the univariate analysis that compared the answers from the German and Dutch
respondents (in this way, making it an ANCOVA). In those cases where a covariate
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actually had a significant effect, I used an independent samples t-test to determine
whether the differences between the different groups were still significant after
eliminating the covariate.

I used a significance level of .01 for the statistical analyses (including the Bon-
ferroni correction). I used this level because I performed a high number of statisti-
cal analyses. As Bortz (2005) stated, a high number of comparisons usually also
leads to more statistically significant differences, which do not necessarily have a
high level of expressiveness. The more comparisons that are conducted, the more
results will be significant by “chance.” Since 288 analyses were conducted in this
study, there was a chance that at least some of them were “significant by chance”
even with a significance level of .01. Furthermore, conducting a large number of
comparisons meant that falsely significant results can also be a problem (since a
99% chance of something being true means that there is a 1% chance of it being
false).

4.4 Results

The results of the comparison of the answers from the German and Dutch respond-
ents (i.e., those comparisons that were conducted to test the hypothesis) will be
presented in Section 4.4.3. Prior to this, I will address two important issues that
might influence those results and analyze whether and to what extent they could
possibly bias them.

4.4.1 Verification of premises

As mentioned in Section 4.3.4 (questions for the cases), a basic premise for this
study is that most of the German respondents are indeed ‘German’ in their behavior
and attitudes and that most Dutch respondents are indeed ‘Dutch’ in their attitudes
and behavior. If this is not the case, the results of this study might be biased. The
answers the German and Dutch respondents gave to question Q5 showed whether
this premise was indeed accurate. With regard to the case that describes ‘Ger-
man’ behavior, Germans were asked: ‘What is your attitude toward this behavior
(Q5G)?’ The Dutch respondents were asked the same question with regard to the
cases that described ‘Dutch’ behavior (Q5D). Each respondent’s answer to ques-
tion Q5 showed how characteristic his or her attitude was for the German or the
Dutch culture.

For both questions Q5G and Q5D, I calculated the mean of the respondents’ an-
swers for each case of each main category. A low mean indicates that the respond-
ents were rather bothered by the behavior of their own culture and were therefore
not characteristic representatives of their culture. A high mean, on the other hand,
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indicates that they were hardly or not bothered by the behavior of their own culture
and could therefore be considered typical representatives of their culture.

The results of questions Q5G and Q5D are presented in Tables 11 and 12. The
tables show the means for each case and the mean for each main category (i.e., the
mean of the means of all three cases of a main category, presented in the column
mean). The last column shows whether the three cases of each main category dif-
fered significantly at a significance level of .01 according to one-way analyses of
variance with a Bonferroni correction.

Table 11  Q5G (German respondents): Means (and standard deviation) for each main
category and case

Main category Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 Mean Significance
of differences

Details 5.03(1.25) 5.25(1.22) 4.75(1.42) 5.01 ns

Hierarchies 5.47(1.17) 5.05(1.35) 5.09(1.45) 5.20 ns

separation of work 509(1.11) 5.08(1.27) 4.88(1.26) 5.02 ns

and private life

Meetings and discus-

sions/consensus and 5.29(1.28) 5.05(1.09) 4.89(1.76) 5.08 ns

‘overleg’

N=75. Scale from 1 (would bother me considerably) to 7 (would not bother me at all).

Table 12 QS5SD (Dutch respondents): Means (and standard deviation) for each main category

and case
Main category Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 Mean Significance
of differences

Details 5.19(1.38) 5.14(1.63) 5.43(1.39) 5.25 ns
Hierarchies 5.69(1.84) 5.36(1.50) 5.40(1.26) 5.48 ns
S ti f k

eparation of wor 5.47(1.26) 5.73(1.08) 551(1.11) 5.7 ns
and private life
Meetings and discus-
sions/consensus and 5.81(.92) 5.56(1.14) 4.66(1.72) 5.34 ns

‘overleg’

N=77. Scale from 1 (would bother me considerably) to 7 (would not bother me at all).

Table 11 shows that the means of the answers to Q5G are, without exception,
higher than 5. The German respondents can thus indeed be considered charac-
teristic representatives of the German culture (as described in the German book
corpus analysis). Furthermore, there are no significant differences between any of
the cases, which means that the German respondents can be considered similarly
characteristic representatives of the German culture for each case.
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The same applies to the Dutch respondents, as shown in Table 12. The means
of the answers to Q5D are also all higher than 5 and there are no significant dif-
ferences between the single cases of the main categories. The Dutch respondents
can also be considered typical representatives of their culture (as described in the
Dutch book corpus).

In both the German and the Dutch groups of respondents, there were some
statistical outliers. However, since there were very few strongly deviating answers
(i.e., German respondents who were rather bothered by the described German be-
havior and Dutch respondents who were rather bothered by the described Dutch
behavior) and those answers occurred only with regard to a few of the cases (there
were three such outliers among the German respondents and three among the
Dutch respondents), the outliers were not removed from the data sheet.

These results also further substantiate the results from the culture standards
study and the book corpus analysis because they show that German and Dutch peo-
ple do indeed show the attitudes and perceptions that these two studies described
as characteristic for them.

4.4.2 Possible interfering factors

As mentioned in Section 4.3.6, because the population of potential respondents for
this study was unknown and a random sample could therefore not be drawn, there
was a chance that this study would lack representativeness for the whole popula-
tion. To check whether this was the case, I introduced socio-demographic and other
characteristics that could influence the respondents’ attitude and perceptions (and,
in this way, their answers) as covariates in the univariate analysis that compared
the answers of the German and Dutch respondents (making it an ANCOVA). These
characteristics were: sex, age, education, distance of residence from the German-
Dutch border, frequency of contact with people from the neighboring culture and
language skills (language of the neighboring culture).

Table 13 gives an overview of the results of the univariate analysis. The column
significance of difference shows whether the comparison of the answers of the
German and Dutch respondents revealed a significant difference for each main cat-
egory, case and question. The columns under the caption covariates show whether
each covariate had a significant effect on the respondents’ answers.
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Table 13 Overview of possible influencing factors (introduced as covariates) on the
comparison of the answers of the German and Dutch respondents

Main category, case, Covariates
compared questions Sign.of  sex age educa- distance frequen- language
difference ord. ord. tion ord. ord. cy ord. ord.
Hierarchies, case 1
Q2G/Q4D (typicality) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q4G/Q2D (typicality) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q1G/Q3D (attitude) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q3G/Q1D (attitude) ns ns ns p<.01(D) ns ns ns
Hierarchies, case 2
Q2G/Q4D (typicality) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q4G/Q2D (typicality) ns ns  ns ns ns ns ns
Q1G/Q3D (attitude) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q3G/Q1D (attitude) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Hierarchies, case 3
Q2G/Q4D (typicality) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q4G/Q2D (typicality) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q1G/Q3D (attitude) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q3G/Q1D (attitude) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Details, case 1
Q2G/Q4D (typicality) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q4G/Q2D (typicality) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q1G/Q3D (attitude) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q3G/Q1D (attitude) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Details, case 2
Q2G/Q4D (typicality) ns ns ns p<.01(D) ns ns ns
Q4G/Q2D (typicality) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q1G/Q3D (attitude) ns ns ns p<.01(D) ns ns ns
Q3G/Q1D (attitude) p<.01 ns ns ns ns ns ns
Details, case 3
Q2G/Q4D (typicality) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q4G/Q2D (typicality) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q1G/Q3D (attitude) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q3G/Q1D (attitude) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Separation, case 1
Q2G/Q4D (typicality) p<.01 ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q4G/Q2D (typicality) p<.01 ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q1G/Q3D (attitude) p<.01 ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q3G/Q1D (attitude) p<.01 ns ns ns ns ns ns
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Main category, case, Covariates
compared questions Sign.of  sex age educa- distance frequen- language
difference ord. ord. tion ord. ord. cy ord. ord.
Separation, case 2
Q2G/Q4D (typicality) p<.01 ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q4G/Q2D (typicality) p<.01 ns  ns ns ns ns ns
Q1G/Q3D (attitude) p<.01 ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q3G/Q1D (attitude) p<.01 ns  ns ns ns ns ns
Separation, case 3
Q2G/Q4D (typicality) p<.01 ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q4G/Q2D (typicality) p<.01 ns ns ns P<.01 ns ns
Q1G/Q3D (attitude) p<.01 ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q3G/Q1D (attitude) p<.01 ns ns ns p<.01 ns ns
(G)
Consensus, case 1
Q2G/Q4D (typicality) p<.01 ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q4G/Q2D (typicality) p<.01 ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q1G/Q3D (attitude) p<.01 ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q3G/Q1D (attitude) p<.01 ns ns ns ns ns ns
Consensus, case 2
Q2G/Q4D (typicality) p<.01 ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q4G/Q2D (typicality) p<.01 ns ns p<01(D) ns ns ns
Q1G/Q3D (attitude) p<.01 ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q3G/Q1D (attitude) p<.01 ns ns p<.01(D) ns ns ns
Consensus, case 3
Q2G/Q4D (typicality) p<.01 ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q4G/Q2D (typicality) p<.01 ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q1G/Q3D (attitude) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Q3G/Q1D (attitude) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns

Abbreviations and explanations: Separation = main category separation of work and private
life; consensus = main category meetings and discussions/consensus and ‘overleg’; education

= highest education of respondents; distance = distance of residence from German-Dutch
border, frequency = frequency of contact with people from the neighboring culture; language

= language skills (language of neighboring culture), (D) = significant differences in the group

of Dutch respondents, (G) = significant difference in the group of German respondents, ord. =
ordinal scale. Bold text: the covariate had an effect that could have influenced the results of the
comparison of the answers from the German and Dutch respondents.
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As the table shows, some of the covariates did indeed have a significant effect on
the answers to some of the cases and questions. Therefore, for each of these covari-
ates, | analyzed the size of this influence and whether it could bias the results of
the comparison of the German and Dutch respondents’ answers. For example, if a
comparison of the German and Dutch respondents’ answers to a certain question
showed no significant difference but the covariate age had a significant impact on
the respondents’ answers, it would only influence the results of the comparison if
the differences in the answers of the German and Dutch respondents would be sig-
nificant if only younger or older respondents had participated in the survey.

The analysis of covariance showed that the covariates sex, age, frequency of
contact with people from the neighboring culture and language skills (language of
the neighboring culture) had no significant effect on the comparison of the German
and Dutch respondents’ answers. However, in some cases, the covariates education
and distance of residence from the German-Dutch border had a significant effect
on the comparison of the German and Dutch respondents’ answers.

4.4.2.1 Education

The analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) showed that the covariate education had
a significant impact on the respondents’ answers for the following five questions:
main category hierarchies, case 1, Q3G/Q1D (attitude); main category details, case
2, Q2G/Q4D (typicality); main category details, case 2, Q1G/Q3D (attitude); main
category meetings and discussions/consensus and ‘overleg’, case 2, Q4G/Q2D
(typicality); and main category meetings and discussions/consensus and ‘overleg’,
case 2, Q3G/Q1D (attitude). For those five questions, I used an independent sam-
ples t-test to test whether the differences between the different groups were still
significant if the factor education was eliminated. For three of the questions (de-
tails, case 2, Q2G/QA4AD; meetings and discussions/consensus and ‘overleg’, case 2,
Q4G/Q2D; meetings and discussions/consensus and ‘overleg’, case 2, Q3G/Q1D)
the differences were no longer significant after education was eliminated. Even if
only respondents with a higher or a lower education had participated in the survey,
the difference in the answers from the German and Dutch respondents would still
remain insignificant.

However, for two of the questions, the differences were still significant after
eliminating the factor education. The ANCOVA with the factor nationality showed
that for the main category hierarchies, case 1, Q3G/Q1D (attitude), the covariate
education had a significant effect on the respondents’ answers (F (1.150) = 9.02,
p <.01). After controlling for the effect of education on the respondents’ answers,
there was a significant difference between the German and Dutch respondents (F
(1.79) = 7.58, p < .01, np* = 0.93). A subsequent t-test showed a significant dif-
ference of .92 between the Dutch respondents with a higher education (M = 3.91,
SD = 2.07) and the German respondents with a higher education (M = 4.83, SD =
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1.52) (t (79) = 2.28, p < .01). That indicates that the higher educated German re-
spondents were less bothered by the behavior described in this case than the Dutch
respondents believed that Germans are generally bothered by such behavior. It
can therefore be concluded that with regard to this question the comparison of the
answers from the German and Dutch respondents might be biased by the covari-
ate education. If only respondents with a higher education had participated in the
survey, a comparison of the German and Dutch respondents’ answers would have
shown a significant difference.

Furthermore, with regard to the main category details, case 2, Q1G/Q3D (at-
titude), the ANCOVA showed that the covariate education also had a significant
influence on the respondents’ answers (F (1.150) = 11.67, p <.01). After control-
ling for the effect of education on th