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1L1 INTRODUCTION

Assnmy igners test and impl nzwuum-lewmgwchnologles,lhcg:w
ing body ur cwdnnce on cunum differcnces in computer-mediated communication
{CMC) is b i ingly rel . People from different cultures can differ
mpmnmsandaly]caof ication and intexp ion, and this can affect how

they interact with new hchmlogiuforcomuniaﬁng with human parmers and with
computer systems. This is Jikely to be the case for comrent and future interviswing
systems. Although there is as yet little direct evidence from studies of survey mler-
views, stadies of CMC help lay the groundwork for uad ding and predicting
effects of cultare in technologically mediated survey inierviews.
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216 CULTURE, COMPUTER-MEDIATED COMMUNICATION

Consider the sample dialogue in Tabie 11.1. These conversations come from pairs
of Ametican and Chinese students negotiating & jointly agreed upon order of priority
for items in the Arctic Survival Task (Setlock et al., 2004; Stewart et al., in press)
either face-to-face or over instant messaging (IM), In the selected excerps, the pairg
are rying to agres on the most important iem in the set. When American pair: do this
task they discuss each item in a cursory manner (6-7 speaking turns) regardless of
communication medinm, and they are quick to acquiesce to their partnets™ suggested
rankings {see the last turn of each utterance). When Chinese peirs do this task face-
to-face, they discuss each item in depth, asking each other questions and working
through the survival scenario (e.g., “... the most important thing we need to fight is
the coldness. Right?™). Discussion of a single flem can take many speaking tams,
42 in this excerpt. The most striking aspect of these dizlogues is the way in which
the Chinese pairs” conversation shifis when they talk over IM: These conversations
are similar to those of the American pairs in terms of brevity and acquiescence, and
quite unlike the lengthy discussions of the Chinese pairs in a face-to-face seming.

CMC studies such as the one that produced these dialogues suggest design
congiderations—though not yet prescriptions—for designers of new interviewing
systems, Designers of furure imerviewing systems will be able 1o choose system
Features that are nof available 10 desighers of current surveys and these choices may
differanily affect the behavior of respondents from different cultures. For example, a
designer might choose to display an interviewer’s or interviewing agent’s facial cues
in the user interface and these cues may affect respondents from context-depend:
cultures differently than respondents from context-independent cul (see later
discussion). Stmilarly, the dialoct of the interviewer's or interviewing agent's voice
seems Likely to affect respondents who are speakers of that dialect differently than re-
spondents from other linguistic ities, Such diffe can p iy affect
people’s willingness 1o participats in the interview, to provide thoughtful answers,
1o provide honest answers to sensitive questions, and the likelihood that they will
complete the interview. But these effects will anly be evident if the medium commu-
nicates inierviewer dialect. Such differences would not be evident in an IM interview,
for example. In & globalizing world with increasing migration, survey imterviews are
increasingly intercultural (with interviewers and respondents coming from different
cultural backgrounds), which heigh the need for understanding these issues.

A growing body of literatare about the impact of culture on survey data now ex-
ists. A:ubsl.lmi.llmmpmntoﬁhi:work dc the p ] issues of cond
ing crogs-cultural survey h such as lating q (e.g., Harkness,
2003). Closer to the coneems of the cumrent chapter, other work addresses cultural
sources of measurement error, that is, the discrepancy between what a respondent
reports and the wroe value of the answer, Por example, Johnson and van de Vijver
{2003} report that survey respoadents from collectivist societies, that is, societies in
which people prioritize the benefit of the larger group over their own benefit, are more
likely to give socially desirsble answers than their counterpars from individualistic
societies, that is, societies in which thess priorities are reversed, presumably because
there ja greatar pressure to conform to social norms in the foomer than the lanter type
of sociery. Even cloger to the topic of the current chapier, there is some evidence that
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TABLE 11.1 Speech Bmmm:ucunummutms«m:lm
Carritd Out Face-to-Face (Row 1) aind Thromgh Imvtant Messaging (Row 2)

B next is tough
A: yeah

B: I put the ax becausc [ was
thinking

B: cut wood

B: then maiches to start a five

A that's fine, my next thvoe are
pretty interchangeabis wad they
inclwde those two.

Medium American Dyad Chinese Dyad
Faceto-Face  A: Ok um what do you have for B: What do you fee! mosz important?
mmber ooe? A: S0 - Ichoose the first. Number
B: Um I dought that personally, | one, The galion can of the maple
thought the most jmportant thing SYTUp.
w have was, I'm checking to B: Why7 Eh that's food right? That's
make sure, the matches? xax
A Yeah, A: Thai's food, bat that's can keep
B: So- your body warm,
A: Yeah those are pretry important,  B: Oh but I feel that the wood match
A | put that for nember two, but it wollld be most important because.
was interchangeable with - you need the fres, you need-
aumber one. A That's right, but you can not ake
that, you can wirt take like a
buming wood with you when you
are walking,
A It hand,
Az When you sit down you can take &
rafi, you can vee that o bum some
wood and then you- you you
become warm.
A: But when you are welking
B: But when you are walking you-
you are walking 50 you mre warm [
fioel like.
A: mhm,
A; S0- 50 the let’s first 1o make cure
that the most itpoetant thing we
weed (o fight ix ihe coldness. Rlﬂlt‘l
{continues another 30 turmy)
M A: [ put the water mblets first A; What did you have as the most
B: right imponant?

B: Hand ax, then maiches

A: T had matches then hand ax

B: and then?

[discussion of lower ranked items]

Az would you agree with ax, matches
syrup as the first three? (but not in
onder)

B: yes

A: ok now for the order

A: T think you bad axe, maiches,
ayrup

A: and [ had matches, nxe, syrup

A: either way warks for mc
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cultural differences in socially desirable reporting are moderated by the mode of sur-
vey administration. Acquilino (1994) found that the mode cffest on reports of using
drugs and akcobol {i.¢., more use reported in self: d questionnaires than in
face~1o-face interviews) was larger for Aftican-A and Hisy pond
than for whites. Johnson and van de Vijver suggest that this may be related to greater
privacy concemns amang members of vulnerable minority groups when they are asked
to report socially undesirable behaviors than among members of the predominant
cultural group,

These findings suggest that survey responses might be differently affected by mode
across cultural groups, bur the evidence is just suggestive. The definitive controlled
studies have not been done. Moreover, there are no studics ko our knowledge that
investigate whether culture interacts with mode for cutting edge survey mades like
video, text chatting, speech dialogue sy and Web questi irex with embedded
animated agents. Nonethelsss, we can derive predictions from studies of CMC and
culture about how culture might affect survey interviews across different media,
For example, much of the intcraction that has been observed in survey interviews
involves “paradigmatic” sequences (see Schaeffer and Maynard, Chapter 2 in this
volume): that is, the interviewer asks the question, the respondent gives 4 problem-
free answer, and the interviewer acknowledges this answer, sometimes by simply
ssking the next question. But the example exchanges in Table 11.1 suggest that belief
among survey methodologists that paradigmatic sequences are the norm (Ongens,
2005) maay be more culture specific than we have realized. Pechaps in Chinese or more
generally East Asian interviews, it is typical for the face-to-face interaction betwoen
interviewers and respondents to involve mone tarns and more checking that the parties

derstand each other (grounding) than in American (or Western) interviews. 1f s0,
this seems likely to promots more sccurate understanding and, as result, accumie
responding in the East Asian than Westem interviews as grounding has been shown
1o affect response accuracy (e.g., Conrad and Schober, 2000; Schober and Conrad,
002; Schober et 4., 2004). However, the example also suggests that when injerviews
are conducted through & medium like IM, thess culural differences would go away
and that both Bast Asian and Westem interviews would be brief and more likely to
follow the paradigmatic patterm. The reduction in grounding this would imply for
Asian respondents conld signal reduced comprebension accuracy buz at levels similar
1o the Westem counterparts. While this is just our best guess about what might happen
in the interview domain, this is the kind of connection we will anempt to establish in
this chapter: we will consider the implications of the results from CMC and culture
studics for survey interviews across different media with respondents and interviewers
from different cultures.

We encourage the resder (o keep in mind survey interviewing through computers
is similar 1o and different from the kinds of communication in CMC studies. When
a respondent completes 8 Web-based ¢ ire, he/she with the
survey hers through a comp but this “conversation” does occur in real
time and may vever occur on an individual basis as it does i the collaborstive tasks
that characterize CMC research, When an interviewer is part of the data collection,
the cony ion is more individualized-—the intervicwer asks questions and records
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the respondent’s answers; however, when the interviewer enters the responses into a
computer, it is the interviewer, not the computer, that is the intermediary (Clark and
Schober, 1992). Despite thesc differences, we believe the interview is similar enough
to most CMC tasks so thet what is knows about CMC and culture can at least stimulate
thinking about the role of culture in the use of future interviewing tlechnologies and
s quality of the data they are used to collect.

One maore caveat before we begin our discussion of CMC research, Culeure is
obviously a complex and nuanced construct (e.g., Miller, 2002), At least in the carly
gtages of tesearch on culture and ication, culture isop lized with broad
beush strokes {e.g., cotlectivist versus individualistic societies) that may feel overly
simple ¢0 many renders. This i in part a result of conducting relatively small-scale
laboratory studies in which it simply isn"t possibleto calist cnough participants to span
the range of cultura diversity that may be necessary to do justics (o some: distinctions.
However, even rather broad distinctions seem {0 have some measurable effects on the
way participants communicate through different media o, at least as # starting point,
studies of culture at this Jevel sesm appropriate, Indesd, the sarly work on culture and
survey responding mentioned earlier bas proceeded with similarty broad distinctions.
So despite the relatively high level at which culture is characterized in cumrent CMC
research, the effects observed in that litecature may well transfer to commuaication
through computational media in survey data collection tasks,
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A number of well-developed theories, based on evidence from Westerm participants,
can be used to generate predictions about which media might work best for a given
st of people performing a given set of tasks (¢.g., Clark and Breanan, 1991; Daft
and Lengel, 1984; Pastmes, ¢t al., 2002; Short &1 al., 1976; Walther, 1992, 1995},
and a number of investigators have begun to examine cultural effects on CMC (e.g.
Anderson and Hiltz, 2001; Kayan etal., 2006; Reinig and Mejizs, 2003, 2004; Setlock
et ul., 2004, 2007; Zhang et al., 2006) in & variety of techpologies and cultures, using
a variety of research methods. The results to date suggest that people’s usc of CMC
tools is lnfluenced by their cultural background.

Adding issues of culture into the CMC mix complicates matters in interesting and
important ways. Cultares vary along & number of dimensions that may affect group

and outcomes, such as individoalism versus colfectivism (e.8.. H fsted

1983; Triandis, 1995), low versus high context of communication [how euch contex-
taal information is required for communication (Hall, 1976)], and fask vertus relation:
ship orientation [whether people focus on getting wotk done or on establishing rapport
with their partners {¢.g.. Triandis, 1995)]. These and other cultural dimensions may in-
teract with feanires of media, such as the availability of visual cues, to create different
effects o interaction and data quality in interviewer- and self-administered intesviews.

We first present a conceptual framewark to investigate how calture and CMC shape
ot ication pr and task in general, Then we review reacarch
on each component of this framewark, highlighting findings that we believe have
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nput Veriables Frocess Verlables Owripust Varisbias
Culiural values Conversational grounding Bubjectiva evaluations
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Objective parformance

FIGURE 11.1 Basic Input-Process-Output framework.

broad implications for adopting new technologies in surveys. Note, however, that
the fladings thus far are rarely from studies caried out in interviewing sestings but
come from other arenas; our primary contribution is in raising important questions
that deserve future research in the survey context,

113 BACKGROUND

The th jcal i ork we use to relationships between culture and CMC
is an Input-Process-Output ([-P-0) model (Hackman, 1987). shown in Fig. 11.1.
Here, culture and media are inputs that people bring to collaboration. These in-

puts, both alone and in intetacti o ication p and, in wm,
subjective and objective ontcomes. There are also 2 number of moderating variables
that may influence relationships t ingruts and p and b pr

and outcomes. Although the 1-P-O framework is # simplification, it can help us con-
ceptusalize bow culture and CMC interact by explicating relationships between input,
process, outputs, and moderating variables. In the survey interview we conceive of
the I-P-O sequence at the level of individual question—answer exchanges, where the
input includes the question as well as culture and particular media; the process is
the dialogue t pondent and interviewer (or interviewing system); and the
outcome is the response, which in tun becomes one of the inputs 10 the process of
angwering the next question.

11.4 DIMENSIONS OF CULTURAL VARIABILITY

In cross-cultural h {both on i | groups and on intercultural interac-
tion), there has been substantial debate about the definition of culture, ns well as
about the number, size, and significance of dimensions along which cultures vary
(c.g., Hofstede, 1983; Oyserman ¢1 al,, 2002; Schwartz, 1992; Triandis, 1995). For
the purposes of this chapier, we define cullure as a set of norms, roles, and values
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wphasized by a culture and d, io greaier or lesser degrees, by members of that
culeure through such p as imi and teaching. We focus on three cultaral
di i individualism/collectivism, high versus low context of communication,
and task versus relationship Focus—that affect processes central to collaborative work
{of which interviewing Is a special case). These dimensions are not intended as an
exhaustive description of how cultures differ but rather as a way of focusing our

4 on those dirr most likely to influcnce what happens in new ia-
terviewing technologies.
114.1 Individuatiom Collectivism
Virwatly all dimensional cultute theori¢s distinguish ¢ individualistic cul

in which peopie tend to identify themsslves as individuals and focus on their own
personal gain, and collectivigtic cultures, in which people identify themselves as a
member of a collective and focus on the betterment of that collective (¢.g., Hofstede,
20091 ; Triandiz, 1995). Nisbeit (2003) describes 2 wide range of cognitive processes
affected by bership in individualistic versus collectivistic cuitures, including rea-
soning styles and memory processes. Hofstede's (20¢11) analyses of survey responace
from a giobal sample of IBM employees show how individualism/collectivism is se-

iaved with pref for business practices, child-raizing, and many othet aspects
of calrure. Markns and Kitayama {199 1) show that individualism/eollectivismis asso-
cisted with people’s concept of themselves as either independent of or interd dent
with other individuals.

L

1142 High Versus Low Context of Communication

Hiall (1976) proposed that cultares vary in how much contexiual information is re-
quired for communication. Low context, typically Weateen communication is verbally
explicit, to the point, with Telatively little attempt to mask one’s feelings. In contrast,
high context, typically Eastern ¢ ication is Indirect, often ambi and sen.
sitive to the context in which it occurs (c.g., the relationship between apeaker and
addresses, of facial ions or tone of voice). Much of the rescarch on
communication styles has used a self-report methodology, in which people fespond ta
questions such as “I catch on to what others mean even when they do not say it directly”
or “My speech tends 10 be very picturesque” (Gudykunst and Ting-Toomey, 1988;
Gudykonst et al., 19956). These stadies typically show that while people in all culures
use both styles, low context communication is preferred in individualigtic societies
and high context communicetion is prefetred in collectivistic socicties (Gudykunst
and Ting-Toomey, 1988; Gudylamst et al., 1996). A we will discuss further later, cul-
tural differences in use of indirectness in speech have been further supported through
analyses of actual co ions in face-to-face and mediated setting!

1143 Tesk Versus Relationship Focus

A thid dimension of caltural vasiation pertinent to new forms of inteTviewing is
task versus relationship orientation (Triandis, 199%). Task-oriented cultures such
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as the United States, Canada, and Australia focus on getting work done, whercas

lationship-oriented cul such as Japan, Korea, and China forus oa establish.
ing rapport with one's partners. The task versus relatonship focus is only quasi-
independent of the other dimensions: cultures identified by Triandis as task-oriested
overlap substantially with those categorized 49 individasalistic (Hofstede, 2000) and
those described as low conext communicators (Hall, 1976; Gudykunst and Ting-
Toomey, 1988). Similarly, cuttures identified by Triandis as relationship-criented
overlap with those identified by other researchers as callectivistic and high context
COMMURICAtors,

Dimensions like individualism collectivism are often applied a1 the national level
(Hofstede, 1983, 2001; Triandis, 1989), but it has become increasingly obvious that
to understand links between culture and ication, it is ¥ to examine
how nationhal values are related to individuals' personat values (Schwartz, 1992) and
their construals of th lves a8 interdependent versus independent (Markws and
Kitayama, 1991; Singelis and Brown 1995). Both individual values and individuals'
self-concepts are influenced by national culwure but not entirely determined by it,
Gudykunst e al. (1996} and Oetzel (1998), among others, have shown that national
values, individual values, and self-concepts each have an impact on self-reported
communication behavior. Generally, these studies have looked at the impact of these
varigbles in the abstract, independent of any given communicative domain, Thus, the
question of how the results would pertain to the interviewing context remains open
for investigation.

115 AFFORDANCES OF MEDIA

To build a theoretical model of how culture interacts with features of communi-
cation medsa, it is essential to characterize media at the right level of analysis.
A number of theoriez distinguish media along 8 single dimension such as me-
dia richness (Daft and Lengel, 1984). For cur purposes, single-dimension theo-
ries do not differentiate clearly enough among media. Instead, we draw on Clark
and Brennsn’s (1991) influential theoty of media affondsaces, which provides
a fincr-grained anglysis of the resources media provide for communication (scc
Table 11.2). For example, tclephone calls and video conferencing provide sudi-
bility, and thus afford the use of speech, whereas IM does not. In this frame-
work, communication over different media will entail different costs for producing
messages, receiving and unds ding ges, chaeging speakers, and repairing
misunderstandings.

Newer modes for survey interviewing will certainly require extensions of the above
framework. For example, in Web-based surveys and andio-CAS], no conversational
partner is explicitly present during the interaclion but the dynamics of the medium may
chable the survey researchers to impase a sense of presence. This kind of effect has
been demonstrated by Bradner and Mark (2001), who found social presence effects
were §§ srong in 2 computer-based math tagk when people used an application-sharing
tool as when they were observed via two-way video (even though they could not be

COMMUNICATION PROCESSES p2x)

TABLE 112 Some Afferdancca of Communication Media and Their Typical Presence
(Y), Partial Presence (), or Absence (N) I Facs-to-Face (FTF) Commumication, Video

Conferencing, Telephone, and Tnstant Messaglng (TM)

Affordance Definition FTF | Video | Phone | IM

Audibilicy Participants hear ocher people and Y Y Y N
sounds in the environment.

Visibility Participants gz other people and Y| ¥ N | N
ohjects in the environment,

Co-p Participants are Ily aware that Y P N N
they shace & physical environment.

Cotempeality | Participants are present ot the same Y Y Y Y
time.

Souree: Adapied from Clark and Brennan (1991).

sure anyone was really watching). [n these cases there might be a grey “Y" in the
co-temparality row of the table.

116 - APPLYING THE FRAMEWORK TO INTERVIEWING

Starting from Clark and Bi ‘s model, di of cultural variability may
alter the perceived imponance of affordances such as audibility, visibility, and co-
presence. For exampls, Gudykunst and Kim (1997) suggest that nonverbal cues may
be more imporant for communication in high context cultures becanse the meaning
of messages resides in the situational conteat, not in the words themselves, Thus, we
might anticipatc that visibility will be more imp for ful o icati
among members of high contzxt cultures than for members of low context cultures.
IF thiy is the case, then one should expect that new interviewing technologies that
affard visibility of pariners—the respondent being able to soe the inlerviewer, the
inlerviewer being able to see.the respondeat, during questionasking, during

should matter differently for members of different cultural groups. In fact, as we will
see later, there are a few picces of evidence from current interviewing mades that are
consistent with this idea, Let us first examine how culture and medin have been shown
1o influence conversationsl processes and tcam outeomes in noninterviewing arenss.

117 COMMUNICATION PROCESSES

Cullure may, alone or in interaction with features of media, influence group peocesses,

. particularly p ofc jcation. Here, we focus on two aspects af medipted
£

communication that we view as 1al for 4 ding in interviews—
conversations] grounding and relational communication—and rmnew prior work on
the ways in which calture and media affect these two communication proceases.
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1174 Conversationnt Gronnding: The Basis for Question Comprehension

Questions in survey interviews consist of words that respondents need to interpres,
and the cognitive and interactive resources that respondents use are those that they
use to understand what their partoers say more genesally (Schober, 1999). Conversa-
tional grounding refets to the imteractive process by which communicators exchange
evidence in order to reach mutuat understanding (Clark and Brennan, 1991; Clark and
Schober, 1992; Clark and Wilkes-Glbbs, 1986), Speakers and listeners work together
by asking questions, providing clarifications, and other procedures to ensure that
messages arc undersiood as intended. Grounding is easier, and conversation more ef-
ficient, when collaborators share common ground—wtual knowledge, beliefs, and so
on (Clark and Marshall, 1981). This common ground can arist from co-membership
in social groups (e.g., Fussell and Krauss, 1992; saacs and Clark, 1987), through
the process of exchanging ages {(linguistic copr e}, ot by sharing a physical
setting (physical copresence).

In Clurk and B '8 (1941) ark, afford, of media infl the
strategics people use to ground their utterances, For example, face-to-face settings
afford visibility and physical co-presence, so speakers can s gestures fo refer effi-
ciently to task objects (¢.g., Bekker et al., 1995; Clatk and Krych, 2004). In media that
lack visibility and physical co-presence, speakers must us¢ lengthier verbal descrip-
tions of the same objects (g.8., Doherty-Sneddon et al,, 1997; Kraut et al,, 2003). A
substantial body of research supports the conjecture that features of media influence
grounding, For example, conversation is more efficient when technology provides
a shured view of the workspace (e.g., Gergle f al,, 2004; Kraut et al., 2003} and
when tools atlow people to gesture in that workspace (Fussell et al., 2004; Kirk and
Stamon-Fraser, 2006).

How (hese findings apply to intctviews is an important question, es it inter-
views it is rare that the questions refer to what is in the immediate physical eavi-
ronment or shared workspace. Nonetheless, the evidence from survey interviews
thus far is that the sbility to ground intetpretation of question concepls in icle-
phone interviews can indeed lead to more question isterpretation {Conrad
& Schaber, 2000; Schober and Conrad, 1997, Schober et al., 2004); when inter-
pretation can be clarified the interaction is less efficient {takes longer) but can lead
1o better answers and thus better data quality, The evidence is also that the effects
of being sble to ground can extend to both text-based self-administered inmerview.
ing (Counred ct al,, 2007) and to speech-based self-administered interviews {Ehlen,
Schober, and Conrad, in press), Visibility scems at least indirectly relsted to ground-
ing in survcy imterviews. In a comparison of face-to-face and telephone imervicws
(Conrad et al., 2007} respondents provided spoken cues of comprehension diffi-
culty (ihs and ums) more on the phooe than face-to-face, presumably to compen-
sate for the absence of visual cues of uncertainty (e.g., facial evidence that the
respandent is confused like a furrowed brow or looking sway from the interviewer
while angwering). So how culture and media interact to affect the ability to ground
understanding is particularly relevant when censidering adopting new interviewing
technologies.
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And there is mdwdsmmevidmmnculmmvaryintheirmiesfor
grounding meaning in conversation (LI, 1999.,b). Hall (1976} proposed that audi-
bility and visibility may be more important for grounding in high context cultures
than in fow context cultures, becausc awareness of how others aze reacting to one’s
recssages is an important aspect of high context communication. This notion is sup~
ported indirectly by Veinott and Colleagues (1999), who.examined how well pairs
could pecform & map-basec task in which on¢ person gave directions and the other
had 10 draw the identical roate on his/her own map. Veinott and colleagues found
that nonnative English speakers, maay of whom were Asian, benefited from video
over audio conferencing, whereas narive English speakers did not. They infer that the
richer coes to mutual understanding provided by visibility (e.g..quizzical looks, taised
eyebrows) were especially valugble for nonnative speakers, However, this stady con-
Founded native language with intercultural communication, so we don"t know which
factor accounts foc the results.

[ one.of our own studies (Setlock et al., 2004), we compared American, Chinese,
and mixed American-Chinese dyads performing scenaria-based negotiation tasks
face-to-face o via IM. The goal of those tasks is to rank salvaged items from a crash
in order of importance. Pairs first rank the items individually, and then negotiate

until they come bo agn t on a joint ranking. We hyp ized that the lack of
vizual cues in M would male it poorly suited for communication among members of
high context culturcs but not affect ication among bers of low comext

cultures. Consistent with this hypothesis, we found no difference between media in
verms of how much grounding American pairs required to complete the task, but a
large impact of mediun for Chinese paits who spoke much more face—w—fans_(nee the
example interactions in Table: 11.1). This culture by medium interaction is displayed
in Fig. 11.2.

m1_J_T_m-m-Fn Ilmmunugm:l_
% 200
E 150
5 100
i .
0

AR AC [£+)

FIGURE 112 Mﬂnmnﬁ-gnmpumbycdmmndwnﬂmcu-nmhnmﬂy,
AC = mixed Amesican-Chinese, OC = Chineac oaly).
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As we showed in Table 11.2, face-to-face interaction has many affordances not
present n 1M, including sudibility and visibilicy. To assess which of these two affor-
dances was more important, Setlock et al. (2007} compared the same cultural groups
interacting viz audic or video conferencing. No main effect of culture, nor a culture
by medium interaction, was found. Thus, the increased speech in face-to-face interac-
tions for Chinase dyads scems to result from the presence of anditory information but
is ot further benefitted by adding visual cues via video conferencing. These resulis
conflict with those of Veinott et al. (1999) and suggest the need for a more detailed
examination of facrors that differed across the two studies (2.g., tasks, specific cultural
backgrounds of participants). Possibly the must relevant difference between the two
studies for our current purposes js whether a physical artifact was part of the task
(i.=., 2 map). [n this respect the verbally based negotiation task used by Setlack and
her colleagues is more similar (0 a typical interviewing situation where the questions
refer o events and attitudes that are not present or visible. Thus, it would seem that
telephone interviews should increase conversational grounding for Chinese respon-
dents pelative to IM interviews (or interviews in any mode with Westetners) but that
face-to-face interviews are unlikely to lead to more grounding.

1172 Relational C jcation and Rapport

In addition to the cognitive aspects of survey interviews, socioemotional aspects also
matter, affecting not only respondents’ willingness to participate, but their motivation
to provide thoughtful and sccurale answers, B0 answer sensitive questions, and 10
complete interviews. These aspects of interviewing are related to the larger literature
on relational aspects of o ication, which are concerned not with what informa-
tion is conveyed but with how thet information is conveyed and what this indicates
ghout the relationship between speaker and addressee(s), Much research on relational
ication has fi d on r I cues such as cye gaze (¢.g., Argyle and
Cook, 1976), facial expressions {(c.g.. Ekman, 1382), and postare (e.g., Mehrabian,
1567), which can be wsed to indicate intimacy, trust, and atraction, In addition, mes-
sages themselves can be formulated in different ways to establish, maintain, and’or
build closeniess with a parmer. In Table 11.3, we Hist some of the ways thet nonverbal,
paralinguistic, and verbal cues can add socio-effective ing 1o people’s
A key aspect of relational cormmunication is face mainsenance, orensuring that one
dots not cavse another person (o lose respect (Goffman, 1967). Linguistlc politeness

TABLE 113 Basic Categeries of Relational Communication

Category Bxamples

Nonverbal behaviar Eye gaze, posture, facial expeession

Panlingumic behavior Intonaticn patterns, speech mate, loudneas

WVerbal behavior Form of address {e.g., John, Mr. Jones), pronouns (e.g., J,

we), hedges (0.5, sort of), intensifiess (&3, very very),
indirect requesis (e.g., would you mind .. .), swesr words
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refers to a range of strategies by which poople demonsuate concern for their own
and others® faces (Brown and L , 1987). For Ic, indirect requests such
as, “Could you close the door?" sre mompnlm than directives such as, “Closc the
doos)” (Holtgraves, 1997). Similarly, hedging an opinion (e.g., "I think you might
be wrong™) is more polite than directly stating that opinion (c.g., *You are wrong”).
Misunderstandings can arise when one partner places less emphasis on relational
concerns than another partner.

Featwres of media have been shown to affect relational communication (e.g.,
Herring, 1994; Kiesler et ol., 1988; see Whitaker, 2003 for a review). In some cases,
greater negative emotion and “flaming” has been found in text communication {e.2.,
Kiesler e1 al., 1988), a finding that was atiributed by Kiesler and colleagues o the
lack of social context cues in tead communication bt which others have stvibuted w
the difficulty of producing politencss markers in typed discourse (¢.g., Brennan and
Ohaeti, 1999). Other studies have found mose relational communication in face-10-
face settings than in text communication (e.g., Hiltz and Turoff, 1978). Early studies
also sugpest that relational aspects of communication are reduced when conversa-
tions take phace over the phone versus face-to-face (Rutter, 1987; Stephenson etal,
1976}. Less research has compared relational communication in audio versus video
conferencing, although many media theodiet (.., Daft and Eengel, 1984; Short etal,
1976} suggest that video will better suppart relational commurication.

The cuhursl theories outlined ea.rher sugge.st that b.lgh context, relntionship-
orented cultures place more empl on tion than do
low context, task-oriented cultares (Ting-Toomey et al,, 1991). This hypothesis has
been supported in studies of coaversational indirectness, which show that high con-
text cultures such as China and Korea use more indi than low context ones
such as the United States {Ambady et al., 1996; Holigraves, 1997), Chinese apeak-
ers are also more likely 1o use “we” pronouns and social language than American
speakers, both face-to-face and vis IM (Sethock et al., 2004). Further suppost comes
from cross-cultural research on negotiation, which has shown that relational strategies
(e.g. comprnmlsmg) ars favored by high context negotistors whereas informational
stralegies (¢.g., domi ion) are fi d by dow context culiures (c.g.,
Adair and Brett, 2005; Adair eral., 2001; Ting-Toomey et al., 1991). Such differences
have been attributed to cultural variation in concern for one’s own face versns the other
person’s face (Ting-Toomey, 1988).

Allhough it has m(. 10 o knowladse been directly tested, we anticipate inter-
actions b the L d of i amd the afford of
a mednlm on the amount and v:lmoc of relational communication. High context

may especially rely on facial expressions and tone of voice when
producing and intezpreting relational cues, whereas low context communicators may
find verbal substirutes such as herdges and indinsct requests 10 be adequate substituies,
This leads to a set of 1estable predictions for new interviewing technologies: highcon-

. 1ext respondents should be likely 1o build rapport with interviewers using interviewing

media that support visibility and audibility, while Jow context respondents’ motivi-
tion and satisfection should be less affected by visnal and auditory affordances. For
example, we might expect reduced benefit or even a cost from A-CASI for participants
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from high cultures versus low context cultures, Respondents from low context (ie.,
Wostern} cultures soemn to feel more private answering questions posed via A-CAS[
than by face-to-face interviewers, based on the increase in their reports of sensitive
behaviors in the former versus the latter mode (e.g., Tourangeau and Smith, 1596;
Tuorner et al., 1995). However, for high context cultures, the fact that a human voice
is displayed under A-CASI may overwheim the sense of privacy and lend to more
socially degirable (i «., bess candid) responding. Similarly, an emotive animated agent
may increase rapport with low comext cultores, but it may lead to an overinterpreta
tion of affective cues by high context cuitures: for example, if the interviewing agent's
smiles are poorly timed or inappropriate this might distract high context reapondents
or lead them to feel they are not performing adequately (see Person, D' Meilo, and
Oiney, Chapter 10 in this volume, for a discussion of affective agents and rapport).
Furthenmore, onc can imagine that without some way (o ground interviewer affect
in a sextzal medium such as IM (e.g., the use of “emoticons” like ©), high context
respondents may ascribe affect to the m!u'vnewu that is not warranted, much like
Ieaving the interpretation of defined in dardi mtum:ws leads to
mmvmaucmmh«mﬂmhummmtupmd,‘ luding unintended ngs (sec
Schober and Conrad, 2002; Suessbrick et al., 2005).

118 OUTCOME MEASURES

In our I-P-C model in Fig. 11.1, inputs (culture and features of technology) im-
pact comitmnication prooesses, which in nurm impact 4 tange of oulcoms measures.
Here, we touch briefly on several that are especially important in
intercultural tcamwork and that are likely (o affect the quality of survey data: sub-
jective evaluations of one’s partners, persuasion, trust, and objective performance:
Thig et of , common in CMC research, maps only par-
tially 1o the outcomes of interest in survey research. For example, in CMC studics,
subjective outcomes like partner perception and wudt are typically measnred at the
end of the com ion, under the ption that such will have hearing
an future interactions between the same individuals. In survey h, future in-
teraclions between the surveyor and respondent may be quite unlikely. Instead, we
might conceptualize person perception and trust as outcome measures at the end of
each question-answer pairing, outcomes that build up gver the course of the survey
inteeview, In addition, CMC studies have rarely if ever considered whether the an-
swers people provide are valid or reliable, so additional research will be needed to
umderstand how the inputs and procestes in our I-P-O model affect such outcomes,

11.8.1 Perception of Partners

Peatures of media can affect collaborators' impressions of each other. For example,
carly studies found greater liking for panners when using video versus sudio alone
(Short ¢t al., 1976; Williams, 1977). Hancock and Denham (2001) suggest that the
Tack of social cues in text CMC creates ambiguity thar affects one’s impressions of
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= parmer. When less is known about a remote collaborator’s immediate experiences,
problems such & delays and awkward expressions arc more likely to be attributed to
internal, dispositional factors (e.g.. rudk ) rather than | causes {e.g., net-
work delays) (Crameon, 2001). Such effects may be ¢specially strong in intercultural
interaction, in which people share less initial background knowledge. Consistent with
this, Setlock ef al. (2004, 2007) found that members of intercultural dyads rated sach
other more negatively than homngeneous American or Chinese dyads, However, the
ta attribute behavior to df ) factors is in part culturally specific:
East Astans are more likely to cunnder situational explanations for behaviers than
Westerniers (Choi €1 al., 1999; Morris and Peng, 1994). We amticipate that media that
reduce or eliminate visual and auditory cues would have a greater impact on partner
perceptions in high context than low context culmres, Thus, as social cues are res
duced across interviewing modes (e.8., face-to-face => 1elephone => IM => texrual
Web-based questionnaires), respondents from high context cultures may increasingly
(mis}attribute lack of imerest or disapproval to the interview (or interviewing system).
‘The danger is thit kind of perception could lead high context respondents 10 terminate
the interview, whereas low context respondends may experience none of this.

1182 Persuasion

The relatively high responte rates in face-to-face interviews (vertus telephone in-
terviewers versus Web survey participation) are often atiributed lo the intcrviewer®s
persuasive abilities, which are more effectively applied when the interviewer is phys-
ically present and the. respondents canoot make the interviewer disappear by hanging
up the phone or ignoring an ¢-mail invitation. How might this differ cross-culturally,
especially with new and emerging interview technologies? The relevant studiez have
not been conducted but the CMC liternture ix again instructive. *

Persuasion in CMC refers to the extent to which one team member can convince
others that histher viewpoint is correct. Early studies indicated that persuasion varied
asa function of medium (e.g., Chaiken and Eagly, 1976; Guadagno and Cialdini, 2002;
Heim et al,, 2002; Moricy and Stephenson, 1977) bu!manyoflhf.semd:esuad
artificial role-playing paradigms in which gr g and ication
couldn’t be measured. Other studies havo cnmpnmd consensus using text-bascd group
decision support systems (GDSS) and found less consensus after GDSS than face-
wo-face negotiations (Reinig and Mejias, 2003; ann etal |994) There is hule
consensus as to whether cultural diffs In nege yles
cither alone or in imeraction with features of technology. Some smdies (e 2., Reinig
and Mejias, 2003; Watson et al., 1994) have found main effects of culture and mediom
on persuasion but no interaction between the two. Others (e.g., Setlock et al., 2004)
have found main effects of culture but no effecis of medium. Adair e al. (2001) suggest
that persuasion may be reduced when there are mismatches in acgotiators’ stykes,
although they did notinvestigate i ions with medium. Anderson and Hiltz (2001)
found that in face-to-face com ication culturally b gt groups showed
the most conseasus and in asynchronous communication culturally homogencous
groups showed the least consensus after group discussion, Teken together, these results
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lead to the following hypothesis; interviewers might be mare effective ip persuading
poicntial respondents to participate if the respondent can see the interviewer, a2 in
2 video introduction {s¢¢ Fuchs, Chapter 4 in this volume, for a discussion of video
introductions in mobile Web surveys) and that this might be particulatly effective for
high contexi groups.

11583 Trust
Trust is ap individual’s confidence in the goodwill of others and the expoctation
that others will reci if one coof (e.g., Ring and Van de Velden, 1994).

P

MecAllister (1993) differentiates two broad foundations for trust in organizational set-
tings: cognitive and affective, Cognitive trust is built on people’s intelligence, compe-
tence, and reliability, whertas affective trust is built on people’s emotional bond and
relationship. Several studies suggest that establishing trust is more difficult In remote
collaborations than in face-to-face, and more difficult with leaner wext media than with
richer media like audio or video conferencing (Bos et al., 2002}, although having ini-

tial face-to-face i ion befoce working at a di seems to help {Fensea et al.,
2000: Rocco, 1998). We would expect affective trust 10 be weighted more heavily in
high context, refationship-orienied cultures and cognitive trust to be weighted more

heavily in low context, task-oriented cultures. For high context cultures, establishing
affective trust in leaner media may be.cspecially difficult. Consistent with this, Zhang,
Olson, and Olson (2004) found that Clinese pairs showed higher affective irust when
gotiating by video confi ing than by audio conferencing, whereas American
pairs showed no differences on either affective or cogaitive trust in both media.

In the domain of survey interviewing, trustworthiness of an interviewer can
strongly effect respondents’ witlingness 1o report sensitive or less socially desirable
behaviors, and their tendency to overrepert socially desirable behaviors. Therc is a
small body of evidence suggesting that culture and (existing} media interact on this
score {e.g., Acquiling, 1994; Johnson & van de Vijver, 2003). One can extend this 10
emerging technologies such ag animated inferviewing agents. Imagine an sgent that
communicates warmth (2.g., it smiles and is polite) but lacks conversational ability
{e.g., cannol clarify the questions it asks) and imagine an agent with the opposite
characterigtics (i.e., lacks warmth but possssses the ability to clarify guestion meen-
ing). The CMC cvidence on trust and culture just discussed would lead us 1o expect
that high context respondents would Lrust the first interviewing agent more than the
scoond, answering sensitive questions asked by the former with greater candor than
the same questions asked by the lanter. In contrest, Tespondents from low context
cultures might be more likely to disclose sensitive facts to the second agent.

11.84 Objective Performance

The I-P-0 Framework ultimately conderns task performance. In surveys, there are var-
ious smmightforward indicators of objective petformance, which align with the CMC
research to varying degrees. Response accuracy and reliability are the most obvious
indicators. The extent to which are infr d by question wording, g
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ordering, of response options are another possible indicator, with the assumption that
less influenced answers are more likely 1o be accuraic and reliable. There are various
pieces of evidence on how media affordances affect people’s performance on joint
tasks in noninterviewing domains though, again, rclatively litthe in surveys. We tumn
to the CMC results first,

Unsurprisingly, the number of spoken during a task is often significantty
correlated with task campletion lime (Gergle et al., 2004; Kraut el 4l., 2003). Thus,
pexformance Gmes are generally shorter when a medium allows for more efficient
communication. When perfonmance is measured in other ways, howeves, the effects
of media are less clear, For example, Doherty-Sneddon et ¢, (1997) found oo differ-
ences in the accurscy of map routes described in video versus audio conferencing;
TJackson ot al. (2000) found no effect of vidco frame rate on the quality of poster
designs; and Straus and McGrath (1994) found no performance differences between
text-based and face-to-face interaction om idea gencration, intetlective, or judgrment
tagks. Theories of CMC sugpest that tasks involving negotiation and persuasion will
be more influenced by communication medium than tasks requiring less interpersonal
finesse (e.g.. Daft et 3l., 1987, Shoct &1 al., 1976). Even so, many studies using these
sarts of tasks have found no differences in performance quality (e.g., Hiltz &t af.,
1986; see Whittaker and O'Conaill, 1997, for a review), Few sindies have looked
at how culture influcnces performance quality. Li (1999a,b) found no differences in
accuracy of infl i ission in Canadian and Chinese dyads, but signifi-
cantly poorer to istion in mixcd Canadian-Chinese dyads, Others (e.g., Adair
et al., 2001) have found that intercultural teams perform more pootly on negotiation
tasks.

There really is little evidence on how culture and media interact to affect per-
formance in interviews but there are several demonstrations that cultare can affect
answers, For example, Ji, Schwarz, and Nisbett (2000), found thet a well-knowr: re-
sponse scale effect—observed with Western respond only pardy repli with
Chinese respandents. The original finding (e.g. Menon et al., 1995) was that there is
a tendency for respondents to treat the middle scale value as reflecting the sverage
frequency in the population and positive txemselves relative (o what they see as the
“average.” However, when Ji, Schwarz, and Nisbett (2000) replicated the study with
both American and Chincse respondents, the Ameticans reproduced the eardier find-
ing but the Chinese did not. The Chincsc only showed the effect for unchservable
behaviors such as having nightmares but not for observable behaviors such as coming
to class late. The authors suggest that in an interdependsnt culture such as Chinese
culture, respondents are far better attuned to the behavior of others than in & depen-
dent culture such as American and German culture. As a result, Chinese respondents
know a preat deal about the frequency of hehaviars they can observe and thus are
less tempted to consult the response scale for distributional information than are their
Amenican countexparts,

These findings come from sclf-administered questionnaires, It is possible that in-
troducing an interviewer whose appearance provides clues relative to the frequency of
the relevant behavior (e.g., e interviewer asks about frequency of excreise and looks
relatively fit) might have more of an impact for American than Chinese respondents
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because the Americans have less idea about what is average, This underscores the idea
made. throughout this volume that in designing interviewing systems that depict the
interviewer, such as the embodied ageats discussed by Cassell and Miller (Chapter 8)
and by Person et al, (Chapter 10}, the designers” choice of interviewer featurzs may
not only affect answers but may do so differently across cultures.

119 NEW INTERVIEWING TECHNOLOGIES THAT
CONSIDER CULTURE

Considering culture in developing new interviewing systems ruises a large number
of never-asked questions, and new interviewing technologies will require answers
about basic theoretical questions on culture and media in order 1o make the necessary
design choices. Say it tums cut to be true that visual coes are particularly helpful
for increasing data quality, trust, and interview satisfaction for onc cultural group,
while pot mattering much or even harming data quality for another group. This would
suggest that allowing respondents to have visual aceess to the interviewer (via the
successors ta today's video conferencing, videaSkype, or iChat technologies) should
te a central consideration in designing the interviewing system, and pechaps that visual
access should be & feature that can be turned on and off for different respondents—
cither at their request, or based on the survey sysiem's diagnosis of the respondent's
cultwral background.

The same questions turn out to be rek for self-administercd interviewing
systems. With current interviewer-administered surveys, various aspects of the inter-
viewer are unalterable, and the only place to choose an interviewer's accepiability
(on the unaiterable dimensions) are in hiring, and (on any alterable dimensions) in
training and momitoring, Bot imagine, for example, designing a new interviewing
medium that inclndes spoken interaction with an interviewing system. A mumber of
culturally relevant choices necd to be made, including:

* What accent and pronunciation should the recorded or text-to-specch “inter-
viewer” use? Should the same accent be usod for all respondents? Should the
accent and vocal tone adjust to the cultural background of the respondent, in
order 10 jnctease trust and comfort with the imerviewer?

» 'What kinds of interruption in the dialogue should be allowablc? There is sub-
stantial evidence oa-cultural variability in interruption styles {Schiffrin; Tannen),
with certain high context cultures that not ocly allow but expect substantisl aver-
lap in speech as signs of intorest and attention, and other low context cultures
that find overlapping speech offensive and intrusive. Should an interviewing
system ever intermupt a respondent? Should a respondeant be allowed to interrupt
the interviewer?

® If the effects of facial cues on data quality are shown to be high for respondents
from a particular culture but low for others, should the system add a face for the
respondents who will be helped by one?
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For example, a new interviewing tool might lly modify tobe
more appropriate for the recipient’s cultural background, simitar 1o real-time. transla-
tion software (Y"alm\shita and Ishida, 2006), Altematively, interviewing tools might
socku? e.duc_n:e interviewsrs about respondents’ cultural backgrounds, or respondents
about mm:vnewers' backgrounds, for example, by informing the sender of a message
a5 to why it might be inappropriste given the recipient's culture.

11.10 CONCLUSION

in llli_: chapter we have presented an Input-Process-Output framework for under-
surl»dmg how culture influences CMC and considered how this might inform the
design of future interviewing systems. We deseribed three dimensions of cultural
variability—individualism/collectivism, high versus iow context of communication

Jlmd task versus relationship orientation—and di d how these di i ml;
interact with features of communication media to influence the outcomes of tasks
using those medis. A review of the literature to dase suggests that culturat factors do
mdeedst}apc_ haw people use technology o communicat= and this may watl be troe of
communication through survey interviewing systems. More specifically, people from
cultures that emphasize nonverbal and contextual aspects of communication are more
affected by the visual and auditory affordances of communication media than are
pe?ple fromou:lm that emphasize the verbal aspects of communication. Designers
of interviewing systems are confronted with choices and none are culturally neutral.
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