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Culture  is  a  te rm  us e d in m a ny wa ys . S o m e
de finitio ns  ta ke  into  a cco unt phys ica l a s pe cts  a s
o the rs  s e e  culture  a s  a  s ym bo lic s ys te m .   

The  a nthro po lo g ica l de finitio n wa s  co ine d by
Ge e rtz (1973):

Be lie ving , with Ma x We be r, tha t m a n is  a n a nim a l
s us pe nde d in we bs  o f s ig nifica nce  him s e lf ha s
s pun, I ta ke  culture  to  be  tho s e  we bs , a nd the
a na lys is  o f it to  be  the re fo re  no t e xpe rim e nta l
s cie nce  in s e a rch o f la w but a n inte rpre ta tive  o ne
in s e a rch o f m e a ning .   Tha t’s  why the  s cie nce
co nce rning  culture  s ho uld be  inte rpre ta tive  que s t
o f cultura l m e a ning s  in s o cia l s pa ce  o f culture  
pe rce ive d a s  fo rm s  o f Be ing -in-the -wo rld. Ge e rtz
s e e  culture  a s  s ys te m  o f co m m unica tio n be ca us e
it is  the  we b o f s ig nifica nce .

Mo s t co nve nie nt fo r e duca tio na l purpo s e  is  o ne
tha t wa s  de fine d by Ke e s ing  (1974):

Culture   co nce ive d a s  a  s ys te m  o f co m pe te nce
s ha re d in its  bro a d de s ig n a nd de e pe r principle s ,
a nd va rying  be twe e n individua ls  in its
s pe cificitie s , is  the n no t  a ll  wha t a n individua l
kno ws  a nd thinks  a nd fe e ls  a bo ut his  [o r he r]
wo rld. It is  his  [o r he r] the o ry o f wha t his  [o r he r]
fe llo ws  kno w, be lie ve , a nd m e a n, his  [o r he r]
the o ry o f co de   be ing   fo llo we d, the  g a m e  be ing
pla ye d, in the  s o cie ty into  which he  [o r s he ] wa s
bo rn… It is  this  the o ry to  which a  na tive  a cto r [o r
a ctre s s ] re fe rs  in inte rpre ting  the  unfa m ilia r o r
the  a m big uo us  , in inte ra cting  with s tra ng e rs  (o r
s upe rna tura ls ), a nd in o the r s e tting s  pe riphe ra l
to  the  fa m ilia rity o f m unda ne  e ve ryda y life  s pa ce ;
a nd with which he  [o r s he ] cre a te s  the  s ta g e  o n
which the  g a m e s  o f l ife  a re  pla ye d…But no te  tha t
the  a cto r’s  [o r a ctre s s ’] “the o ry” o f his  [o r he r]
culture , l ike  his  [o r he r] the o ry o f his  [o r he r]
la ng ua g e  m a y be  in la rg e  m e a s ure  unco ns cio us .
A cto rs  [o r a ctre s s e s ] fo llo w rule s  o f which the y
a re  no t co ns cio us ly a wa re , a nd a s s um e  a  wo rld to
be  “o ut the re ” tha t the y ha ve

in fa ct cre a te d with cultura lly s ha pe d a nd s ha de d
pa tte rns  o f m ind. We  ca n re co g nize  tha t no t e ve ry
individua l s ha re s  pre cis e ly the  s a m e  the o ry o f the
cultura l co de , tha t no t e ve ry individua l kno ws  a ll
the  s e cto rs  o f the  culture …e ve n tho ug h no  o ne
na tive  a cto r [o r a ctre s s ] kno ws  a ll  the  culture , a nd
e a ch ha s  a  va ria nt ve rs io n o f the  co de . Culture  in
this  vie w is  o rde re d no t s im ply a s  a  co lle ctio n o f
s ym bo ls  fitte d to g e the r by the  a na lys t but a s  a
s ys te m  o f kno wle dg e , s ha pe d a nd co ns tra ine d by
the  wa y the  hum a n bra in a cquire s , o rg a nize s , a nd
pro ce s s e s  info rm a tio n a nd cre a te s  “inte rna l
m o de l o f re a lity” (p.89)   Ke e s ing  e m pha s ize s  the
a s pe ct o f kno wle dg e  (“the o ry”) tha t is  a  g ift o f o ur
culture  o f which we  ta ke  a dva nta g e . Tha t is  why we
ca n co m m unica te  with o the rs  a nd inte rpre t the ir
be ha vio r. The  im po rta nt fe a ture  o f  this  s ys te m  o f
kno wle dg e  is  tha t it is  s ha re d by la rg e  g ro up o f
pe o ple . S o m e tim e s  tho s e  g ro ups  live  in the  s a m e
co untry whe n bo unda rie s  be twe e n culture
co incide  with po litica l bo unda rie s . The re  is  a
s tro ng  co nne ctio n be twe e n culture  a nd
co m m unica tio n: bo th o f the m  influe nce  e a ch
o the r.  Tha t’s  why we  ha ve  to  be  a wa re  o f o ur
cultura l ba ckg ro und in co m m unica ting  with o the r
pe o ple .
 
C u l t u r a l  i n f l u e n c e s  o n  c o m m u n i c a t i o n                                  
  Ho fs te de ’s  dim e ns io ns  o f cultura l va ria bility:

1. individua lis m  – co lle ctivis m  e xpla in la rg e s t
diffe re nce s  in co m m unica tio n s itua tio ns . Pe o ple
in individua lis tic culture s  te nd to  be  unive rs a lis tic
a nd a pply the  s a m e  va lue  s ta nda rds  to  a ll. Pe o ple
in co lle ctivis tic culture s , in co ntra s t, te nd to  be
pa rticula ris tic a nd, the re fo re  a pply diffe re nt va lue
s ta nda rds  fo r m e m be rs  o f the ir ing ro ups  a nd
o utg ro ups . (Gudykuns t & Yun Kim , p. 47)

2  Unce rta inty a vo ida nce  – re s ults  fro m  the  de g re e
o f s o cia l unce rta inty 
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tha t a re  e ffe ct o f uncle a r s itua tio ns . Unce rta inty
le a ds  to  a vo ida nce . In hig h unce rta inty a vo ida nce
culture s  a g g re s s ive  be ha vio r o ccurs  m uch 
fre que ntly be ca us e  de via nt be ha vio r is  no t
a cce pta ble .

3. Po we r dis ta nce  is  de fine d a s  “the  e xte nt to
which the  le s s  po we rful m e m be rs  o f ins titutio ns
a nd o rg a niza tio ns  a cce pt tha t po we r is
dis tribute d une qua lly” (Ho fs te de  & Bo nd 1984, p.
419) individua ls  fro m  hig h po we r dis ta nce
s o cie tie s  pe rce ive  po we r a s  a  ba s ic fa ct in s o cie ty
a nd i.e . pa re nts  in hig h po we r dis ta nce  culture
va lue  o be die nce  in the ir childre n.

4. Ma s culinity – Fe m ininity – hig h m a s culinity
cultura l s ys te m  g ive  im po rta nce  to  thing s , po we r,
a nd a s s e rtive ne s s . Hig h fe m ininity cultura l
s ys te m s  fe a ture  diffe re ntia te d s e x ro le s ,
pe rfo rm a nce , a m bitio n, a nd inde pe nde nce

C u l t u r a l  n o r m s  a n d  r u l e s                      

No rm s  a re  ”s o cia lly s ha re d g uide line s  fo r
e xpe cte d a nd a cce pte d be ha vio rs , vio la tio n o f
which  le a ds  to  s o m e  fo rm  o f s a nctio n. The
s a nctio ns  ca n va ry fro m  a  dis a ppro ving  lo o k to
o s tra cis m  fro m  the  g ro up to  de a th” (Gudykuns t &
Yun Kim , p. 57)   We , a s  a  m e m be rs  o f o ur culture ,
a re  a wa re  o f s o m e  no rm s  a nd in the  s a m e  tim e
una wa re  o f  o the rs  tha t a ltho ug h co ntro l s o m e  o f
o ur be ha vio r. We  s ubm it to  s o m e  rule s  a nd no rm s
e ve n tho ug h we  a re  no t a ble  to  a rticula te  the m .
De s pite  the  fa ct tha t the re  is  a  hug e  ve rity o f rule s
a nd cultura l no rm s  s o m e  re s e a rche s  cla im s  tha t
s o m e  a re  unive rs a l.

A cco rding  to  A rg yle  a nd He nde rs o n the re  a re  s ix
unive rs a l rule s  in pe rs o na l re la tio ns hip:

o ne  s ho uld re s pe ct the  o the r’s  priva cy

o ne  s ho uld lo o k the  o the r pe rs o n in the  e ye
during  co nve rs a tio n

o ne  s ho uld o r s ho uld no t dis cus s  tha t which is
s a id in co nfide nce  with the  o the r pe rs o n

o ne  s ho uld o r s ho uld no t indulg e  in s e xua l
a ctivity with the  o the r pe rs o n

o ne  s ho uld no t criticize  the  o the r pe rs o n in
public

o ne  s ho uld re pa y de bts , fa vo rs , co m plim e nt no
m a tte r ho w s m a ll (Gudykuns t & Yun Kim , p. 57)
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