CHAPTER 24

Thinking Intelligently About

- Cultural Intelligence
The Road Ahead

MICHELE J. GELFAND, LYNN IMAI, AND RYAN FEHR

To scholars and practitioners alike, cultural competencies have long been a topic of inter-
est across a wide range of disciplines, from the familiar fields of cross-cultural manage-
ment and organizational psychology to the more far-reaching areas of education, health,
and counseling. Under the rubric of cultural competencies, many constructs have been
discussed in the literature including flexibility (Arthur & Bennett, 1995; Gullahormn & Gul-
lahorn, 1963; Hanvey, 1976; Ruben & Kealey, 1979; Smith, 1966; Torbiorn, 1982), cultural
sensitivity (Hawes & Kealey, 1981), cultural empathy (Hannigan, 1990), intercultural
sensitivity (Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992; Hammer, Bennett, & Wiseman, 2003), bicultural
competence (LaFromboise, Coleman, & Gerton, 1993), extracultural openness (Arthur
& Bennett, 1995), global mindset (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2002), and multicultural per-
sonality (van der Zee & van Oudenhoven, 2000). The importance of cultural competence
cannot be underestimated. In a world of global opportunities and global threats, there is a
great theoretical and practical need to develop cultural competencies within many spheres
of life—political, educational, organizational, military, and the like—and across many
levels of analysis, including individual, group, organizational, and national.

Yet, despite years of scholarship across multiple disciplines, progress in understanding
cultural competencies has been limited theoretically, methodologically, and practically.
The literature can perhaps be characterized as suffering from the jingle and jangle fallacy
(Kelley, 1927), where constructs with the same meaning are labeled differently while
constructs with different meanings are labeled similarly. For example, terms such as
cultural sensitivity and cultural empathy (Hawes & Kealey, 1981) both refer to an ability
to empathize with the feelings, thoughts, and behaviors of people from different cultures
(van Oudenhoven & van der Zee, 2002). Furthermore, under the label of flexibility, some
authors emphasize the abilitv to adiust behavior in new cultural settines (e.e.. Shaffer, Har-
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to change, and the ability to deal with stress (e.g., Arthur & Bennett, 1995). Accordingly,
there is much confusion and misunderstanding about what exactly cultural competence
entails, with no overarching theoretical framework to tie the numerous constructs together
and little consensus regarding the operationalization of cultural competence (Chapter 18;
Ridley, Baker, & Hill, 2001). Mired in such confusion, the practical utility of cultural
competencies is undoubtedly compromised.

It is within this scientific context that the current volume on cultural intelligence (CQ)
takes off on its scientific road. Through its many novel and innovative theoretical and
empirical chapters, this volume clearly illustrates the promise of CQ to revolutionize
and transform the cultural competency literature. A relatively “young” construct on the
scientific block, CQ has begun to demonstrate its theoretical elegance, empirical poten-
tial, and practical importance in a remarkably short period of time. In short, this volume
represents the state of the science and, more generally, the field’s collective intelligence
about the construct of CQ. As a young field, however, there are a number of growing
pains that can also be identified in this volume that provide some critical challenges as
well as opportunities for the future study of CQ. In this commentary, we highlight the key
contributions that the chapters collectively make to the study of CQ as well as emerging
quandaries, questions, and controversies that should be considered on the road ahead.

KEY CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE CQ CONSTRUCT

The CQ construct facilitates theoretical progress in the literature in a number of important
ways. First, the CQ construct offers parsimony (otherwise known as Ockham’s razor
principle), or the scientific goal of choosing the simplest theory among a set of otherwise
equivalent theories in explaining a given phenomenon. CQ, in attempting to explain
effective cultural adaptation, is parsimonious because it focuses on a small number of
facets (i.e., metacognitive, cognitive, motivational, behavioral) at a higher, abstract level
of generality rather than focusing on a larger number of dimensions at a more specific
level. Furthermore, the CQ construct offers theoretical synthesis and coherence because
it captures the multifaceted nature of cultural competence in a cohesive manner. In this
regard, by providing a unified theoretical framework, CQ integrates previously discon-
nected phenomena. For example, while many cultural competency constructs have focused
on one or two of the metacognitive, cognitive, motivational, and behavioral dimensions,
they have rarely considered all four dimensions simultaneously, and never as a unified
construct.

While the CQ construct is comprehensive, at the same time it also offers theoretical
precision. With its explicit focus on cognition, motivation, and behavior, CQ is explicit
on what it Zs and what it is not within its construct space (e.g., CQ is not values nor is
it personality). At the same time, the CQ construct serves as a useful benchmark in de-
lineating what other cultural competency constructs are and are not, allowing for some
cleanup of the construct confusion that plagues the cultural competency literature, akin
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competencies that have thus far received little attention in the literature. For example,
the metacognitive facet with its focus on higher-level cognition (planning, monitoring,
and adjusting) involved 4n strategic cultural learning is particularly important given its
hierarchical role relative to cognition, motivation, and behavior,

CQ serves a useful function by connecting research across disciplinary borders
through a common intellectual frame, helping to unite previously disconnected literatures.
Even within this handbook, scholars are applying CQ to an array of disciplines beyond
management, including counseling psychology (Chapter 16), communication sciences
(Chapter 15), and religious studies (Chapter 17). Even within the field of management,
the CQ construct helps to integrate across a broad number of research topics including
the literatures on individual differences/personality, intelligence, expatriation, teams,
training, the self, and identity, among other topics.

CQ also breaks new ground by linking cultural competencies to the extant literature
on intelligence. First, CQ broadens the extant intelligence literature by addressing how
individuals adapt to a new kind of environment that has not been addressed in the literature
before—the increasingly common environment of diversity that comes with globaliza-
tion. The CQ construct also expands on the intelligence literature by shifting focus from
culture-specific interpersonal types of intelligence (e.g., social intelligence, emotional
intelligence) to a culture-free construct. Second, drawing on the framework of intelligence
per se for cultural competencies opens up a wide range of possible phenomena to be
studied that may be relevant to cultural adaptation. For instance, through its connection
to the intelligence literature, heretofore neglected cognitive processes, such as declarative
knowledge, procedural knowledge, analogical reasoning, pattern recognition, external
scanning, as well as self-awareness (see Earley & Ang, 2003), become highly relevant
to issues of cultural adaptation.

INNOVATIVE MODELS OF CQ

As numerous chapters in this volume attest, there are many exciting conceptual and em-
pirical developments that are collectively mapping the antecedents and consequences of
CQ (Chapters 1 and 2). Highlighting the notion that CQ is a dynamic construct (Chapter
11, Bell & Harrison, 1996; Shaffer et al., 2006), authors in this volume tackle the impor-
tant question of how people develop their CQ in the first place. At the individual level
of analysis, a number of individual difference variables have been shown or theorized
to relate to CQ, including need for control (Chapter 8), openness to experience (Chapter
9), global identity (Chapter 11), language ability (Chapter 3), contextualized knowledge
(Chapter 20), and multicultural personality (Chapter 10), although the causality of these
relationships is unclear.

Numerous situational factors have been identified as precursors of CQ, most notably
general international experiences (Chapter 3), nonwork experiences (Chapter 4), and mul-
ticultural experiences within a culturally diverse group (Chapter 20). Notably, numerous
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notion that international experiences need not always help to develop CQ uniformly;
rather they do so particularly among individuals who are high in openness (Chapter 20)
and/or have a low need for control (Chapter 8). Others discuss situational moderators of
international experiences. Tarique and Takeuchi make the interesting and counterintuitive
point that international experiences are stronger predictors of CQ when they are shorter
rather than longer in duration. Finally, throughout this volume, exciting predictions are
also offered regarding the influence of higher-level factors on the development of CQ.
Shokef and Erez examined how a global work environment enhances CQ, while Leung
and Li (Chapter 21) proposed that culture level variables such as social complexity and
social cynicism are critical in enhancing and attenuating CQ, respectively. Clearly, there
are multilevel antecedents of CQ.

This volume also illustrates that CQ is related to a number of important outcomes.
CQ has been shown and/or hypothesized to relate to a number of affective outcomes,
including adjustment (Chapters 2, 5, and 10), well-being (Chapter 2), burnout (Chapter 8),
and retention (Chapter 7). CQ has also been linked to performance outcomes, including
individual decision-making effectiveness (Chapter 2), adaptive performance (Chapter 9),
expatriate performance (Chapter 5), and multinational team integration (Chapter 12). CQ
likely has important effects at the organizational level, as illustrated in Mannor’s theo-
retical analysis of top managers’ CQ. Particularly intriguing is the link between CQ and
executive information processing, including scanning breadth and quality and quantity of
information search, quality of investment decisions, and, ultimately, better ability to expand
internationally and develop international joint ventures with host national companies.

We would also note that it is very encouraging that, as with antecedents of CQ, scholars
in this volume have begun to focus on more complex interactions between CQ and other
situational and personality variables in predicting outcomes. For example, Shaffer and
Miller highlight the importance of the job context as a moderator of CQ effects, noting
that CQ will weaken the negative link between role novelty and role conflict and per-
formance while strengthening the positive link between role clarity and role discretion
and performance. Rockstuhl and Ng (Chapter 13) suggest that CQ interacts with team
level factors (e.g., diversity), such that CQ moderates the negative link between diversity
and interpersonal trust. At a more macro level, Kim et al. make the interesting predic-
tion that CQ is more important for outcomes when cultural distance between the host
and home country is larger rather than smaller. In all, this volume clearly shows that we
need to examine CQ in conjunction with other factors in order to have a comprehensive
understanding of its effects.

Finally, this volume has sought to connect the antecedents and consequences dots
through CQ. For example, highlighting the role of CQ as a malleable adaptation, several
authors in this volume illustrate that CQ mediates the relationship between individual
difference variables and both affective and performance outcomes. Oolders and colleagues
demonstrated the mediating effects of CQ in the relationship between openness to experi-
ence and nerformance. Similarlv. Ward and Fischer found CO to mediate the multicultural

THINKING INTELLIGENTLY ABOUT CULTURAL INTELLIGENCE 379

this research is extremely helpful in that it helps to elucidate the causal pathway through
which personality and other individual differences influence individual outcomes.

Taken as a whole, this volume makes significant progress in illustrating the promise of
the CQ construct, its antecedents, and its consequences. CQ, a relatively new construct,
has taken off quickly and in a decidedly short period of time. Now that the CQ construct
is gaining momentum, it is time to examine the implicit and potential confroversies and
hurdles that warrant attention in future theorizing and research. As Weinberg (1989) noted,
“Probably no psychological concept has engendered more controversy than intelligence”
(p. 98), as evidenced in numerous debates about general intelligence (Sternberg & Kaut-
man, 1998) and more recently emotional intelligence (Zeidner, Matthews, & Roberts,
2004). CQ, as another form of intelligence, will likewise benefit from further critical
discussions at the level of the construct, methods, and models.

TO FACET OR NOT TO FACET: CLARIFYING THE UTILITY OF
CQ FACETS

We have noted that the multidimensional nature of CQ—the facets of metacognitive,
cognitive, motivational, and behavioral CQ—serves a number of valuable scientific
functions, most notably, providing a theoretical and coherent synthesis heretofore not
available in the multicultural competency literature. Yet this volume also illustrates that
we are still in a very embryonic state regarding theorizing and research on the facets.
First, although factor analyses have confirmed the four separate factors of CQ, it is not
clear whether all factors are necessarily part of the intelligence construct. For example,
should self-efficacy regarding intercultural interactions (i.e., motivational CQ) necessar-
ily be conceptualized as part of the intelligence construct? Intuitively it seems plausible
for a culturally competent person to lack motivation just as a person with high IQ could
lack motivation.

At present, theorizing on the facets can be imprecise, inconsistent, and/or contradictory.
For example, some research programs focus on overall CQ and others focus on the facet
level, raising the question of what the facets add, and when it is critical to theorize on
their effects. Inconsistency can also be found regarding the predictors and outcomes of
CQ facets (e.g., an identical antecedent being theorized to lead to different facets across
different studies, or different facets being proposed to lead to an identical outcome across
different studies). For example, international experience was hypothesized to lead to the
development of behavioral CQ and not cognitive CQ in Chapter 3 yet to the development
of cognitive CQ but not behavioral CQ in Chapter 8. Some authors proposed that motiva-
tional and behavioral CQ lead to interaction adjustment among expatriates (Chapter 2),
whereas others propose that cognitive CQ is relevant to interaction adjustment (Chapter
7). Inconsistency is not problematic per se, when it identifies competing theories; yet
we would suggest that inconsistency, if not attended to, can cause a literature to emerge
in a potentially chaotic and confusing fashion, and that the different CQ facets present
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ing behavior (Chapter 1; Earley & Ang, 2003), very little research has examined how the
dimensions interact in predicting outcomes. For example, what is the psychological and
social impact of having low cognitive and metacognitive CQ but high motivational CQ?
Likewise, what is the impact of having high cognitive and metacognitive CQ but low
motivational CQ? Uncovering distinct CQ facet profiles might provide a more nuanced
look at facets that is not captured when looking at them in isolation. Focusing on the
facets in combination also naturally raises the question of whether some facets are more
“basic” than others, and at least whether some level must be present in order for others
to exert their effects. In all, more precise and comprehensive theorizing is needed on the
facets comprising CQ in the road ahead.

PEERING INTO THE CQ BOX: ON THE NEED TO SPECIFY THE
MECHANISMS OF CQ EFFECTS

Future research must examine the black box of both the antecedents and consequences
of CQ. To date, little is known about the processes through which CQ is developed or the
processes through which CQ exerts its effects, although there are some notable exceptions.
Tarique and Takeuchi (Chapter 4), for example, provided a particularly compelling tem-
poral framework, describing how individuals develop their CQ by attending to, retaining,
and reproducing the knowledge, skills, and abilities (KS As) they discover in new cultural
settings. Additional process models such as these will prove useful in articulating the
emergence of CQ. Moreover, specifying the causal relationship between CQ antecedents
is also an important research priority. As this volume attests, there are many potential
individual difference and situational factors that can be related to the development of CQ
(e.g., need for control, openness to experience, language ability, international experi-
ences), yet the causal relationship between these constructs remains largely unexplored,
raising the proverbial CQ chicken-and-egg question. Indeed, as Shokef and Erez (Chapter
11) showed in their insightful longitundinal analysis of global identity and CQ, many of
the relationships between the proposed antecedents and CQ are very likely reciprocal in
nature. Many of the relationships between CQ and outcomes discussed throughout this
volume (adjustment, performance, retention) might also be reciprocal, necessitating the
development of more dynamic models of CQ.

Likewise, little is known regarding the precise mechanisms through which CQ exerts
its effects on outcomes. It is tempting to theorize that CQ affects outcomes because
people are more knowledgeable about other cultures, yet this risks the promulgation
of quasi-tautological reasoning. A critical question, then, is what precisely are high
CQ individuals doing on their international assignments that is in turn affecting a wide
range of positive outcomes? Future research must examine the multiple mediators—
psychological, interpersonal, and even organizational-—that are helping to translate high
CQ into higher affective and job outcomes. For example, do individuals with high CQ
develop more realistic expectations, which in turn translate into less psychological distress
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to perform their jobs better? Are high-CQ individuals better able to negotiate with their
home organizations in terms of their expectations, provisions of resources, time frames,
and so on? Opening the CQ black box and addressing these questions will benefit from
longitudinal and social network analyses, and process-oriented methods, including the
use of experiential sampling methods. Supplementing quantitative analyses of CQ with
qualitative methods, as several authors in this volume have cogently advocated (e.g.,
Chapters 15 and 23), is also a must for future CQ research.

PLAYING DEVIL’S ADVOCATE: CQ AND THE POSITIVE
HALO EFFECT

This volume clearly attests to the value of CQ in explaining outcomes above and beyond
other cultural competencies, and in showing the importance of CQ for a host of positive
outcomes, such as higher adjustment, performance, and lower turnover. Yet in seeking
to show the universal positive value of CQ as a construct, we need to be mindful of not
throwing the baby out with the bathwater, or, in other words, of continuing to examine
other cultural competencies and other forms of intelligence in substantive ways. Put
simply, by focusing exclusively on differentiating itself from general and emotional in-
telligence and existing cultural competencies, CQ research might not be fully exploiting
the interactive potential of these constructs. C6té€ and Miners (2006), for instance, found
that emotional intelligence (EQ) can compensate for low 1Q, exhibiting its strongest
effects on job performance when IQ is low, and it is possible that a similar relationship
exists between CQ and other intelligences. Alternatively, it is possible that CQ’s effects
are partially contingent on other intelligences, such that a certain minimum IQ or EQ
is needed for a high CQ to be fully realized. To truly understand CQ, a simultaneous
consideration of all intelligences is critical, rather than simply using other intelligences
as variables to statistically control in the CQ equation.

It is equally important to integrate CQ with theory on constructs in the cultural compe-
tency literature such as intercultural sensitivity, ethnocentrism, cultural flexibility, global
mindset, and multicultural personality. It would be useful, for instance, to integrate the
temporal development of intercultural sensitivity proposed by Bhawuk, Sakuda, and
Munusamy (Chapter 22) with theory on the temporal development of CQ. Likewise,
it would seem an oversimplification to suggest that CQ is simply superior to all other
cultural competencies. Rather, it would seem best to develop an understanding of the
theoretical relationships among the various cultural competencies, and understand when
some predict while others do not. In all, we must therefore be careful not to focus on CQ
at the expense of other previously established constructs in the intelligence and cultural
competency literatures.

We would also argue that we should be mindful of the positive halo that currently
exists around CQ. Implicit throughout this volume is the notion that CQ is invariably as-
sociated with positive values such as tolerance, broad-mindedness, and cooperation, and
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of CQ, we see no a priori reason why high CQ (e.g., high cultural knowledge and the
ability to adapt to others) will necessarily result in prosocial behavior, raising the ques-
tion as to whether there is a “dark side” to CQ. For example, are there conditions under
which high CQ individuals might take advantage of their extensive cultural knowledge
and behavioral flexibility to try to take advantage of low CQ individuals in competitive
business contexts? Warriors and generals, for example, have long noted the benefits of
having an in-depth understanding of an enemy before engaging in battle. As Sun Tzu
said in The Art of War, “If you know the enemy and know yourself, your victory will not
stand in doubt.” Just as Sun Tzu had less than kind intentions for his enemies, it is pos-
sible that individuals could use their cultural knowledge for similarly one-sided gains.
Put simply, CQ might make it easier to keep your cross-cultural friends close, and your
cross-cultural enemies even closer.

Likewise, throughout this volume, the question of whether high CQ has any psycho-
logical downside has received little attention. Inasmuch as culture serves as a “system
of meaning” that brings certainty and predictability in navigating everyday interactions,
an individual with an overly broad and in-depth conceptualization of culture may suffer
from not having any “absolutes.” Whether it is about personal values or what is consid-
ered morally right and wrong, it may be possible that an individual with an extremely
high level of CQ might suffer from confusion as a result of an extremely relativistic
worldview. Having extremely high levels of CQ across multiple cultures may decrease an
individual’s basic sense of belongingness, to the extent that he or she cannot help but to
feel like a perpetual “participant observer” who sees even their own societal culture from
an outsider’s perspective. In other words, consciously knowing toc much about cultural
realities relative to other people who experience culture as an unconscious, invisible part
of life, may lead to a certain sense of alienation. In all, future research should examine
both positive and potentially negative effects of CQ.

THE MULTILEVEL NATURE OF CQ

Although CQ itself is a construct at the individual level, it is inherently a multilevel
phenomenon, requiring research attention at the individual, team, organizational, and na-
tional levels of analysis. Much research on CQ, as this volume shows, however, has been
largely limited to the individual level of analysis, and thus, the next wave of research on
the construct should begin to start tackling the multilevel terrain in which CQ processes
exist. For example, individuals high or low in CQ do not exist in a vacuous CQ context;
they often have to interact with others who also vary in CQ, raising the question of the
impact of the dyadic or team composition of CQ on individual as well as group-level
outcomes. For example, is high CQ sufficient for an expatriate to develop an informal tie
with a host national, or does the host national (alter) also need to have high CQ? Within
dyadic contexts, do both individuals need to have high CQ in order to achieve high dyadic
outcomes? For example, within the realm of dvadic negotiation, what are the implications
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dyad-level negotiation outcomes? Similarly, as Gibson and Dibble (Chapter 14) aptly note,
CQ is likely critical in helping teams externally adjust, raising the question of what the
necessary and sufficient composition of CQ is for team effectiveness. Likely, the nature of
the task will be a critical driver of CQ composition effects. Gaining high, joint outcomes
in negotiation by sequencing cooperative behaviors, for example, is a highly conjunctive
task (Steiner, 1972) in which contributions from both negotiators are required for high
performance. It is possible in this case that the dyad’s ability to attain high performance
is a function of the lowest level of CQ within the dyad, or in other words, the “weakest
link.” Put simply, even if one negotiator possesses high CQ, as long as the other negotia-
tor has low CQ and does not contribute to the joint activity of reciprocating cooperative
behaviors, the dyad may still suffer as a result (see Imai & Gelfand, 2007 for a discussion).
Thus, compositional models of CQ across multiple types of tasks and contexts will be
important to develop in future research on CQ.

As with any construct involving individuals nested in teams, organizations, and cultures,
multilevel models of the antecedents and consequences of CQ are in need of development.
This includes an examination of both (1) the predictors of CQ across levels of analysis,
and (2) cross-level moderators of the effects of CQ on individual level outcomes. For
example, the development of CQ might fruitfully be examined through mixed determinant
models (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000), wherein CQ has antecedents that exist simultane-
ously at multiple levels of analysis (e.g., societal culture, industry, organizational culture,
work culture, and individual differences). Likewise, much of the extant research on CQ
has examined single-level models of CQ as it relates to outcomes, but cross-level direct
models and cross-level moderating models will provide a more comprehensive approach to
CQ-outcome relationships. For example, it is possible to suggest that culture-level values
(e.g., intellectual autonomy, Schwartz, 1994) and culture-level diversity will both predict
an individual’s CQ (e.g., an intercept-as-outcomes model) and strengthen the impact of
CQ on the individual’s sense of belongingness and the quality of the individual’s social
interactions (e.g., a slopes-as-outcomes model).

Finally, as some authors in this volume have suggested, conceptual and empirical work
must be done to assess the meaningfulness and dimensionality of CQ at higher levels of
analysis. Can teams have high or low CQ (Chapter 11)? Are there “culturally intelligent
organizations” that, through their values, assumptions, policies, and procedures, create
cultural adaptation at the organizational level? Likewise, do attraction-selection-attrition
processes apply to CQ and the emergence of CQ at higher levels? For example, does CQ
influence applicants’ attraction to multicultural organizations and employees’ willingness
to apply for cross-cultural or overseas assignments (self-selection processes)? On the other
hand, organizations interested in being culturally intelligent might also hire and place
employees on the basis of their CQ as inferred through interviews and other selection
techniques. Moving up a level, are nations more or less culturally intelligent, as suggested
by Leung and Li (Chapter 21)? In this era of globalization, are there societal advantages,
such as hicher economic outcomes and lower international conflict in countries with hioch
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universally important, for example, in contexts that are highly homogenous or wherein the
ecology requires the development of other types of intelligences, e.g., practical or social
intelligence (see Sternberg, Chapter 19). More generally, when moving across levels, it
will be important to not assume the construct is isomorphic, and to specify the emergence
and meaning of the construct at the team, organization, and national levels.

ON THE NEED FOR METHODOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

The CQ scale (Chapter 2; Ang, Van Dyne, Koh, Ng, Templer, Tay, & Chandrasekar,
2007)—Dby far the most utilized scale as seen throughout this volume—has shown great
promise for the study of CQ. Yet future research would benefit from having methodological
diversity in assessing such a complex construct, as has been done for other intelligence
constructs. Most notably, the use of self-reported CQ surveys brings the usual disadvan-
tages and assumptions associated with self-report methods. For example, the use of the
scale assumes that individuals can accurately assess their own CQ levels, yet, there is
abundant evidence that people are overconfident in assessment of their own skills and
abilities (Dunning, Heath, & Suls, 2004), particularly those who have low competence
(Kruger & Dunning, 1999). Put simply, people who know more realize to a greater extent
how much they do not know; thus, it is entirely possible for highly culturally intelligent
individuals to rate themselves lower than less culturally intelligent individuals.

Indeed, Bhawuk et al.’s (Chapter 22) discussion of individuals progressing from uncon-
scious incompetence to conscious incompetence further suggests that more competence
can bring forth the conscious realization of one’s relative lack of knowledge and skills.
Furthermore, while individuals are rating themselves on the CQS, it is unclear which refer-
ence group they have in mind. An undergraduate student with the experience of studying
abroad may think of him- or herself as having high CQ relative to other undergraduate
students, whereas a global manager who has higher CQ in reality than the undergraduate
student may still rate him- or herself as having lower CQ, if the reference group in mind
involves other global managers with extensive international experience. As with other
culture scales, social comparison effects are also likely to apply to CQ ratings (see Peng
Nisbett, & Wong, 1997).

Thus, increasing the diversity with which we measure CQ will help obviate a number
of biases associated with self-reports. Numerous possibilities exist. Van Dyne, Ang, and
Koh (Chapter 2) illustrate the value of observer ratings of CQ, which were consistent with
self-ratings and predicted self-rated adjustment (see Appendix C). Future measurement
of CQ should focus on objective tests of knowledge and ability (Chapter 10). In addition
to asking individuals to rate their cultural knowledge, objective tests of facts pertaining
to legal and economic systems, art, religion, language, and so on across cultures can
be assessed. Implicit measures of cultural knowledge, such as the spontaneous cultural
inferences task, which uses priming techniques to assess level of cultural expertise (Fu,
Chiu, Morris, & Young, 2007). will be useful for future CO research (Chapter 18) With
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cultural values (e.g., filial piety). Individuals are then asked to respond if that culture
probe word was present in the previous sentence as quickly as possible. For those with
extensive cultural expertise, because the culture-related sentence activates their network
of cultural representation in the mind, it takes longer to reject the probe word compared
to cultural novices.

Cognitive mapping techniques and network scaling could also be developed to assess
the complexity of ways in which cultural knowledge is represented in the mind. That is,
those with more complex representations of culture should be able to describe certain
cultures in more integrated, differentiated, and abstract manners; they should also be able
to articulate a greater number of nontrivial ideas pertaining to the culture. In developing
new measures of CQ, it will also be useful to turn to related disciplines within psychology.
For example, physiological and neurological research would be useful to integrate with
CQ in that previous research has shown that perceptions of culture influence physiological
reactions to cultural situations (Chao, Chen, Roisman, & Hong, 2007) and that culture
itself can even affect neural activation patterns (Goh et al., 2007). Beyond the cognitive
sciences, it also might prove useful to link CQ to developmental psychology. Just as
specific predictors of CQ such as language ability have been found to be most malleable
early in life, it is possible that CQ would be influenced most strongly by cultural experi-
ences that occur during a critical period before a single pattern of cultural expectations
becomes deeply entrenched.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, this volume attests to the promise that CQ has for numerous disciplines.
The CQ construct offers parsimony, theoretical coherence, and precision that is unprec-
edented in the cultural competency literature. Research has already identified important
antecedents, consequences, and moderators of CQ effects. The future of CQ is bright, and
is undoubtedly filled with numerous exciting theoretical, empirical, and methodological
possibilities that have great practical importance in the global village in which we live.
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