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Abstract

Globalizations’ impacts continue to permeate the present rhetorical moment in time. Impacts are evi-
denced in contemporary organizations across workforce internationalization, expanding market reach, and
globalized competition. Subsequently, parallel increases in demand for individuals with intercultural com-
petence manifest. Concurrently, universities face equitable attention provision to a tripartite mission of (a)
knowledge creation, (b) student learning, and (c) the social charter. Cultural competencies’ critical role in
contemporary organizations is clearly evidenced. The current thought leadership article explores organiza-
tional dynamics and influence variables including identity, transformational leadership, and organizational
communication within institutions of higher education. The authors propose Cultural Intelligence (CQ) as
an ideological platform to engage universities, business organizations, and students in meeting cultural com-
petence development while remaining consistent with organizational business, academic, and social charter
missions.

Keywords: Organizational Communication, Cultural Intelligence, Transformational Leadership, Identi-
ty, Globalization.

Identify your limitations. Turn them into advantages. Adapt.
(Veach & Kirsch, 2012)

1. Introduction

From inception, organizations form to achieve a specific goal (e.g., provide a commodity or
service). These organizations are comprised of individuals who facilitate the necessary produc-
tion in order to achieve the organization’s goal. Throughout this process, the organization and
associated stakeholders (e.g., employees; stockholders; customers) are metaphorically consoli-
dated into a mass audience — a machine operating as one unit rather than a grouping of individ-
ual living organisms. Movement through the business life cycle stages fuel continuous examination
of performance indicators and heighten focus on the organizations’ goals while rhetorically con-
solidating the resources necessary for continued operation.

* Pfeiffer University,USA, Kelli.Fellows@Pfeiffer.edu.

** Pfeiffer University, USA and the University of Applied Sciences Muenster, Germany,
SaschaGoedde@gmx.de.

*** Pfeiffer University, USA and the University of Applied Sciences Muenster, Germany,
Elisabeth.Schwichtenberg@gmzx.de.



14 Revista romana de comunicare si relatii publice

In this mechanical view of organizations, dysfunctional behavior is deemed a symptom
when it detracts from or inhibits progress toward organizational goal attainment (Kahn, 2012).
Comparable with atypical functioning of a machine, these dysfunctions are symptomatic of
a mechanical problem. In organizations, as with a machine, an expert (e.g., leaders; consult-
ants) confirms the existence of the symptom, gauges the relevance of the symptom to over-
all performance, and recommends resolutions (e.g., repairs) to ensure continued functionality.

Inherent to this perspective is the oppressive state of being that manifests from a context
devoid of a core factor — human beings are not machines and mechanically based (process
driven solutions) examination fails to integrate individuality and associated variance. Rather,
acknowledgement of each individual’s identity provides a framework of exploration to guide
the co-construction of solutions within the current reality.

The contemporary marketplace concurrently impacts and is impacted by a spectrum of in-
fluence variables that create an interdependent we across organizational contexts. Factors
such as globalization, multiculturalism, and technological advancement coalesce to shape the
context the organizational machine exists within. As the context metamorphoses organizations
and individuals engage in a delicate interplay of commitment to authenticity and fluidity to
sustain and thrive.

The perpetual flexibility required is paradoxical when a mechanistic view (of both organ-
izations and individuals) is entrenched. The perception of a machine as a fixed entity may fail
to reflect the need for and capacity of organizations to evolve. In this regard, evolving is a
choice. Survival is not mandatory. Recognizing a distinction between instinctive response (e.g.,
biological survival instinct) and thriving (e.g., growing, developing) harmoniously in a con-
text highlights the transposition of organizations as a machine (e.g., inorganic) to an organic
entity. The role duality becomes pronounced when organizations or individuals identify a skill
(tool) necessary to fuel sustainability. For example, as internationalization permeates organi-
zational contexts increased focus on cultural competence, cross cultural communicative prowess,
and intercultural experiences/immersion surface as key components in the metaphorical orga-
nizational toolbox.

The fundamental deficiency of this viewpoint/approach, however, is the mechanistic view.
If individuals are trained to identify cultural indicators (e.g., behavior; appropriate verbal or
nonverbal communicative style) then successful interaction will manifest. Learning, or per-
haps memorization of scripts, occurs. Yet, is growth and development occurring as well? Why
do some organizations and individuals thrive while others dissipate?

Higher education institutions are in the nexus of the paradox. By extension, Universities
reflect an optimal specimen to scrutinize/diagnose/diagnostics and serve the role of influ-
encer and influenced. The current paper argues the inorganic machine — organic entity para-
dox is influenced by three key variables including identity, leadership, and globalization.

The current thought leadership manuscript explores institutions of higher education through
the theoretical lens of Systems Thinking (Conrad & Poole, 2012). Three key influence vari-
ables — globalization, identity, and transformational leadership — are examined as they relate
to Universities’ tripartite mission fulfillment. The authors propose Cultural Intelligence (CQ)
as an ideological platform to engage universities, business organizations, and students in
meeting cultural competence development while remaining consistent with organizational
business, academic, and social charter missions.
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2. Systems Thinking as a Theoretical Interpretive Framework

Organizations are groupings of human beings bonded together in coordinated goal attain-
ment via communication (Bolman & Deal, 2008). Through strategic approaches of coordina-
tion and control, organizations unify diverse groups of individuals toward specified
accomplishment of goals and objectives (Bolman & Deal, 2008). Downs and Adrian (2004)
note, “organizations are systems of human interaction,” (p. 31). When organizations are con-
sidered holistically (as an entity) and individuated, the orchestrated interdependence of each in-
dividual organizational member illuminates the magnanimous nature of daily operation.

Human beings are social creatures innately driven toward group membership (Fellows,
2013; Hogg, 2001; Hogg & Terry, 2001). This drive manifests as relational engagement —
with individuals or organizations. The identity construct is woven throughout this desire, re-
flecting individuals’ fundamental drive for acceptance and belonging. Thus, identity is a re-
lational process that informs organizational membership, commitment, and sensemaking
(Foreman-Wernet & Dervin, 2011). Given the multiplicity of identities each individual rep-
resents, relational development, maintenance, or dissolution contributes to identity relevance
and salience.

By extension, individuals may metaphorically expand or contract as variables of influ-
ence change unfolding dynamics across the organizational context. Observed identity status,
then, may reflect a transient rather than entrenched identity state. Grounded in this observa-
tion, MacGregor’s Theory Y (as cited in Conrad & Poole, 2012, p. 127) highlights the role
of relational organizing in balancing human needs with organizational approaches. Specifi-
cally, Conrad and Poole (2012) note, “people have important needs for autonomy, creativity,
and sociability needs that are frustrated by organizations’ (and societies’) needs for control
and coordination,” (p. 127).

The aforementioned discussion illuminates identity constructs and relational strategies of
organizing. These processes co-exist and co-create the present moment in time. In order to
holistically examine the implications of these complex nuances’ interdependence and influ-
ence on organizational communication, Conrad and Poole’s (2012) notion of systems think-
ing provides a comprehensive theoretical interpretive framework.

3. Organizational Systems Thinking

Conrad and Poole (2012) note systems’ fundamental construction are comprised of “its
components and the relationships among them,” (p. 34). Further, they suggest seven princi-
ples that inform conceptualization of organizations as systems and strategic organizational com-
munication therein:

— The whole is more than the sum of its parts
— Cause-and-effect relationships in systems are complex
— It takes time to find the right levers
— To understand a system, don’t just focus on the system itself
— Systems must adapt or they perish
— History is important in organizations systems
— Systems must constantly learn and renew themselves
(Conrad & Poole, 2012, pp. 35-39)
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Organizational structure is designed to optimize organizational operations. Within high-
er education institutions, structure centers around overarching categories of academics, stu-
dent support, and administration concurrent with foundational business goals (i.e., market
reach; market share).

The complexity of the unfolding structures is correlated with numerous variables (e.g., size
and age of the organization; public or private ownership). This hierarchical structuring pro-
vides definition and function, poising the academic institution as comparable with tradition-
al business organizations’ hierarchies. Thus, critical examination of universities historical,
present, and future strategic position are evidenced within the tenets of the structural frame
(Bolman & Deal, 2008) and the notion of systems thinking (Conrad & Poole, 2012). Two
key systems thinking principles frame the current study (1) systems must adapt or they per-
ish; and (2) systems must constantly learn and grow. The current marketplace illustrates the
desire and need for cultural competence. However, careful consideration of key influence
variables may provide a deeper understanding of the complexity of achieving this goal. The
following sections explore globalization, identity, and leadership individually and collective-
ly to discern the complexity of Universities’ position in the contemporary marketplace.

4. Institutions of Higher Education as a System

As an organizational entity, institutions of higher education (e.g., universities; colleges)
maintain specific organizational goals consistent with the organizational mission. Nickolai and
colleagues (Nickolai, Hoffman, & Trautner, 2012) suggest 21 century universities are guid-
ed by three missions including (a) knowledge production, (b) student learning, and (c) the so-
cial charter (pp. 205-206). Knowledge production reflects the hallmark of higher education
as an institution for the creation and dissemination of knowledge. Student learning reflects
idealistic goals of whole person development to contribute to the betterment of society. So-
cial charter is the expectations of the university to its “surrounding community, nation, and
increasingly, world,” (Nickolai, et al., 2012, p. 212).

Nickolai and colleagues (Nickolai, et al., 2012) note emergent tensions associated with mul-
tiple goal attainment in evolving contextual shifts,

Within this knowledge production sphere, the key dilemma is the extent to which the pursuit of knowl-
edge should transcend short-term problem solving or serve as a vehicle for immediate social needs and rev-
enue generation. (p. 206).

Consideration of contemporary higher education commands conceptualization of the pres-
ent moment in time resultant from globalization and technological advancement. Kidd and
Keengwe (2010) characterize this moment as a “learning revolution” both fueled and facili-
tated by technological advancement (p. xvi).

Within this context, exacerbated pressure exists for business organizations, colleges and
universities, and individuals who comprise the polis. This pressure, though, may thwart spe-
cific goal attainment as increasing market expansion, competition, and delivery channels con-
tinue to shift interactions, across business and social contexts. For example, Fellows (2013)
notes universities’ concurrent business (e.g., market share; profitability) and academic (e.g.,
knowledge generation; pedagogical standards; student learning outcome attainment) goals
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may conflict. External and internal dynamics exert pressure and poise the institution in a per-
ilous position of goal duality. While the institution’s responsiveness addresses one goal, it
may yield inequitable attention to other co-existing goals.

Concurrently, organizational stakeholders (e.g., students; employees; community members)
co-exist within the organizations goal attainment strategies. This existence is informed by
macro level influence of cultural and contextual variables (e.g., globalization; international-
ization; technological advancement; Fellows, 2013). Technological advancements, for exam-
ple, reflect tangible changes to education infrastructure. Subsequently, students’ adaptability
influences their navigation through the process (Angelaina & Jmoyiannis, 2012) and influ-
ences their organizational identity constructions (Fellows, 2013).

Higher education rhetoric permeates today’s contemporary business environment. Em-
ployees consider educational and professional development opportunities to optimize their
competitive advantage. Increasing numbers of international students come to the U.S. to at-
tend college to obtain similar benefits upon return to their native country. Concurrent with
organizations’ workforce and markets experience internationalization, universities are unique-
ly positioned to capitalize on associated opportunities emergent within this context while ful-
filling their tripartite organizational mission (Nickolai, et al., 2012).

Mohrman and colleagues (Mohrman, Ma, & Baker, 2008) suggest universities are both
agents and recipients of globalization’s influence. As organizations, institutions of higher ed-
ucation maintain a dual role because of their fundamental role in producing “the intellectual
capital required by the worldwide knowledge society,” (p. 17). Universities, thus, are poised
to contribute to preparation of the global workforce (Mohrman, et al., 2008).

In order to compete in a globalized environment, contemporary organizations seek em-
ployees with experience in foreign countries (Ascalon, Schleicher, & Born, 2008). These
prospective employees possess desirable competencies organizations’ perceive will optimize
their performance across global markets. Competencies (e.g., language skills, flexibility, self-
dependence, ability to work in a team, organizational skills, and intercultural competencies)
reflect anticipated benefits of international work or educational experiences. As a result, the
number of international students studying in foreign countries continues to rise (Awang &
Roach-Duncan, 2010).

For example, during 2001 to 2013, the total number of international students in the Unit-
ed States rose from 582,996 students in 2001 to a record level of 819,644 students in 2013,
a40.59 % increase across the 12 year time frame (Institute of International Education, 2013).
The highest rate of increase occurred across Chinese international student populations. In
2005, approximately 62,582 students studied at U.S. institutions. By 2013, approximately
235,597 Chinese students attended U.S. institutions, reflecting a 276.46 % increase over an
eight year span (Institute of International Education, 2013). Collectively, international students’
spending contributes approximately $24 billion to the U.S. economy (Institute of Internation-
al Education, 2013).

While the United States is one of the largest host countries of international students, the
total number of international students accounts for a minimal 4 % of total U.S. student pop-
ulation (approximately 21,253,000) in 2013. Thus, increased focus on intercultural knowledge
dissemination and international educational experiences (for U.S. native students) is critical.
To facilitate this process, University faculty cultural awareness, knowledge expansion, and
international experience is imperative to complement native U.S. students’ global awareness.



18 Revista romana de comunicare si relatii publice

Potential influence extends beyond workforce development. Consistent with universities’
tripartite missions (Nickolai, et al., 2008), engaged relationships with business organizations
and local, regional, national, and international communities reflect interdependent opportu-
nities to expand and share influence, innovation, and financial gain.

As higher education institutions interpret their tripartite mission within the context of glob-
alization and internationalization, inconsistent expectations of the organizations’ role may
emerge. Specifically, as Nickolai and colleagues (Nickolai, et al., 2012) note, the paradoxi-
cal nature of the present moment in time may posit leaders and stakeholders with the dilem-
ma of equitable balance or definition of “the proper scope of university activities where market
logics and business-oriented practices contradict academic values,” (Nickolai, 2012, p. 210).

5. Globalization

Ferguson (2002) observes “globalization has existed for many centuries as a probes by
which cultures influence one another and become more alike through trade, immigration and
the exchange of information and ideas,” (p. 774). The pervasiveness of globalization within
recent decades is the product of technological advancement and increasing “financial inter-
dependence” (Ferguson, 2002, p. 774). Globalization, today, illustrates amplified influence
on economic and cultural dimensions. This expanded exposure may exacerbate the differ-
ences between the emergent global culture and existing cultural traditions and expectations
within a given region or context (e.g., personal or professional contexts; business delivery or
engagement). Subsequently, supportive and resistant responses may emerge (Arnett, 2002).

Globalization encompasses a spectrum of phenomena across social and business contexts.
Mohrman and colleagues (Mohrman, et al., 2008) note,

Globalization tends to be something beyond any institution’s control — the flow of technology, econo-
my, knowledge, people, values, and ideas across borders. Knight (2003) makes the distinction this way, ‘in-
ternationalization is changing the world of education and globalization is changing the world of
internationalization. (p. 17)

Artifacts of globalization’s intensifying influence exist across organizational contexts. In-
creasingly diversified workforces (e.g., employees from foreign countries), international mar-
ket expansion (e.g., market reach; market share), and international supplier networks reflect
the globalized contemporary marketplace. Regardless of organizations’ interpretation of glob-
alization (as a threat or opportunity), their capacity to thrive and remain competitive is im-
pacted by their responsive and pro-active adaptability to globalization’s impacts.

One factor supporting and driving globalization is technological advancement (Arnett,
2002). Technological developments (e.g., video conferencing, instant messaging, email, and
cloud data sharing) facilitate working in a global environment without travelling. In this re-
gard, communicative channel expansion and availability is morphing organizational business
engagement, providing geographic boundary transcendence. Therefore, new working envi-
ronments (e.g., virtual teams) emerge (Lipnack & Stamps, 1999).

However, mindful awareness of existing variance across and within countries (and asso-
ciated cultures) — in terms of technological availability, integration within social and profes-
sional contexts, and degree of impact — remains. As globalization’s influence resonates, a
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rhetorically constructed macro-narrative may manifest, potentially fueling a perception of
cultural homogeneity (Arnett, 2002). Connectedness via asynchronous channels may foster
cultural homogeneic presumptions across interactants. Subsequently, the presumptions may
render organizations and individuals, alike, cognitively numb to critical consideration of fun-
damental cultural differences existence and their reflective enactments (e.g., traditions; be-
liefs; cultural norms). In this way, individuals may grossly categorize groups of individuals
based on cultural ascriptions rather than engaged co-constructions of the individual through
engaged interaction.

When such approaches occur within organizations (at the individual or organizational lev-
els), response to globalization and internationalization may defer authentic communicative
engagement to existing cognitive schemas. Human beings are cognitive misers. Interpreta-
tion of contextual cues illuminates associated identity schema while preserving cognitive re-
sources. Globalizations’ impact is evidenced within and across organizations the workforce,
customer base, and business exchanges expand beyond traditional geographic boundaries.
Organizations recognize concurrent challenges and opportunities associated therein, and strive
to identify strategic options to facilitate smooth transitions and optimal performance (across
individual and organizational performance measures). They strive to facilitate survivability
via cultural awareness.

Organizational responses historically utilized cultural and diversity training. These ap-
proaches provide cultural overviews highlighting differences of the foreign culture to the source
culture. The product often yields a cultural recipe to guide interactions and minimize poten-
tial unknowingly offensive interactions. This surface level approach, though, may reduce in-
dividuals’ critical thinking skills engagement with the non-native individual beyond the stated
cultural expectations and anticipated behavior. In this way, mechanistic rather than organic
communicative encounters may occur, and limit surface relational development to presump-
tions. By extension, limited scrutiny of factors contributing to the failure to thrive may remain.

Consistent with Nickolai and colleagues’ (Nickolai, Hoffman, & Trautner, 2008) tripar-
tite 21 century mission, universities may play a pivotal role in shaping and informing organ-
izations’ responses. Carnoy, (2000 as cited in Mohrman, et al., 2008) suggests globalization’s
focus center around “financially driven, free-market ideology” rather than a “clear concep-
tion for improving education,” (p. 774). Recognition of and strategic planning grounded in
the tripartite mission may facilitate organizations’ equitable attention to each mission, and in
turn, provide and receive benefits (see Figure One).

One proposed framework is the Emerging Global Model (EGM; Mohrman, et al., 2008).
Development and implementation of the EGM, as a macro-level paradigm, may provide nec-
essary infrastructure for collaborative approaches universities may embrace (according to their
size, resources, mission) that integrates internationalization and globalization. The EGM fo-
cus centers around the premise “investment in human capital is good for society and that new
knowledge leads to a better world,” (p. 6). The authors note the elite nature and limited (yet
growing) number of true EGMs. Mohrman and colleagues (Mohrman, et al., 2008) observe,

For the foreseeable future, most college students will attend non-EGM institutions, the college and uni-
versities focused on regional needs and the development of well-trained citizens who can contribute to eco-
nomic and social advancement. At the same time, however, the pressures of globalization and the attractiveness
of internationalization will both push and pull on these locally focused institutions to adapt elements of the
EGM to their own circumstances. Thus the EGM is relevant to higher education in many countries and many
locations, even those that will never fully develop the EGM of the research university. (p. 21)
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Figure 1. Desire for Cultural Competence in the contemporary marketplace.
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The contemporary marketplace is reminiscent of a machine. As the forces of globaliza-
tion and technological advancement permeate the fabric of professional and personal con-
texts, metaphorical and geographic boundaries diminish. Eisenberg and colleagues’ (Eisenberg,
Lee, Briick, Brenner, Claes, Mironski, & Bell, 2013) note the “rapid increase of globaliza-
tion processes” (p. 604) and associated impacts. These impacts are evidenced in individuals’
increased interactions within individuals from different cultures via asynchronous channels,
increasing internationalization of organizational workforce, and expanded market reach po-
tential. As globalization’s impacts perpetuate, organizations and individuals engage in a spec-
trum of reactive and pro-active strategies to poise themselves for optimal performance. For
example, organizations actively hire employees with cross-cultural competencies, while col-
lege students select educational programs offering international education experiences as part
of curricular offerings (Eisenberg, et al., 2013).

6. Identity

The second key influence variable is the notion of identity applied to organizations and
individuals. Identity is a socially constructed phenomenon (Lloyd, Lucas, & Holland, 1998)
that conceptually emerged in the psychological literature in the 1940s. The primary distinc-
tion centers on the individual versus collective influence and enactment of identity (Hogg,
2001). Identity is the product of an array of complex intrapersonal processes of engagement
and relationship with oneself (Breakwell, 1983; Ting-Toomey, 1993). This continuously evolv-
ing construct reflects a co-constructive process influenced by individuals’ intrapersonal sense-
making of contextual aspects (e.g., historical; cultural; geographic; Mokros, 2003) and past
experiences (Brewer, 1991, 1999; MacDonald, et al., 2008; Breakwell, 1983; Fellows & Ru-
bin, 2006).

Identity is a “malleable construct” (Mokros, 2003, p. 9) that encompasses individuals’
self-construals grounded in three fundamental tenets of cognition, affect, and behavior (Fel-
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lows, 2013; Fellows & Rubin, 2006). These tenets illuminate the biopsychosocial nuances of
human existence (MacDonald, Sulsky, & Brown, 2008). For example, cognition reflects in-
dividuals’ categorization schema, cognitions, sense making processes, belief systems, and as-
similation of those within their overall self-conception. Affect entails the emotional associations
or experiential interpretation of individual or group interaction. Finally, behavior affirms the
identity and serves as an outward demonstration.

As individuals move through the process of constructing, maintaining, and abandoning
identities, their path is influenced by varying combinations of internal and external variables.
Palmer (2004) states, “We are cursed with the blessing of consciousness and choice, a two-
edged sword that both divide us and can help us become whole,” (p. 9). Palmer’s (2004) no-
tion of consciousness highlights the innate aspect individuals’ existence, generally, and the
soul (specifically). Thus, consciousness is a representative term for one’s essence — one’s soul.

Juxtaposed with consciousness, is the notion of choice. Palmer (2004) notes, “All of the
great spiritual traditions want to awaken us to the fact that we co-create the reality in which
we live...We are continually engaged in the evolution of self and world, and we have the
power to choose” (p. 48). This observation highlights the interdependent nature of human ex-
istence. Our choices impact both ourselves and the community of others within the world.

Consideration of individuals’ identity multiplicity over their lifespan reflects the capaci-
ty for change and the persuasive impact relationships (either actual or desired) with other in-
dividuals possess. The notion further aligns with Burn’s (1978) assertion that “leadership, as
we have defined it, is a function of complex biological, social, cognitive, and affective process-
es,” (p. 427). The contributing forces to this identity misalignment and realignment may be
the result of leadership.

7. Leadership

The third key influence variable is leadership. The quest for defining and replicating var-
ious forms of leadership is continuous across organizational contexts. Burns (1978) notes,
“We search eagerly for leadership yet seek to cage and tame it. We recoil from power yet we
are bewitched or titillated by it,” (p. 9). Leadership, thus, is an elusive construct that is evi-
dent in its impact more so that its viability as an entity in and of itself. Burns (1978) defines
leadership as “leaders inducing followers to act for certain goals that represent the values, and
the motivations — the wants and needs, the aspirations and expectations — of both leaders and
followers,” (p. 19). Leadership entails an engaged relationship.

Relational engagement evokes Palmer’s (2004) notions of consciousness and choice. Ei-
ther as a leader or a follower, the core desire for acceptance and belonging frames the process.
By extension, identity construction, maintenance, or dissolution is a relational process. With-
in this context, change (in attitude or behavior) may occur. However, this change may result
from coercion rather than intentional self-generated desire for alignment or growth. In this
regard, the change (and associated identities) may be transient rather than longstanding.

Eisenbeil3 and Boerner (2013) note, transformational leadership focuses on change and en-
visioning (i.e., possibility) as opposed to control or supervisory maintenance of the status
quo. Gong, Huang, and Farh (2009) suggest transformational leaders’ tactics align with these
criteria yielding a “process of addressing the values and ideals of employees to motivate ac-
tion,” (p. 765). Further, authentic relational engagement consistently emerges as a key di-
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mension associated with transformational leadership’s effectiveness (Bass & Steidlmeier,
2004; Gong, et al., 2009; Hirst, van Dick, Knippenberg, 2009; Jacob, McMaster, Nestel, Met-
zger, & Olesky, 2013; MacDonald, et al., 2008).

Predictive and applied value of Bass’ (1985) transformational leadership is illustrated through-
out the literature (Phipps, Prieto, & Verma, 2012). For example, Hirst and colleagues (2009) note
the impact of leader’s inspirational motivation and employees’ self-efficacy and connection with
the organizational group’s collective pursuit in creativity oriented projects and contexts. Through
inspirational motivation, employees’ reframe “challenges as opportunities,” (p. 967). Leaders
establish creativity expectations for employees through intellectual stimulation (Gong, et al.,
2009). They serve as a role model for the employee to aspire to achieve and nurture the need
for cognition associated with creative activity. This cognitive engagement through relationship
reflects a developmental, rather than static, approach to employee learning and performance
growth across cognitive, affective, and behavioral dimensions (Ekmekci & Casey, 2009; Gong,
et al., 2009; Walumba & Hartnell, 2010).

Metaphorical consideration of institutions of higher education as a machine embodies the
spectrum of variables whose influence is intertwined within the circuitry of the contempo-
rary marketplace. Key influence variables of globalization, identity, and leadership play dual
roles as the diagnostic tool and cog to propel adaptation. In order to simultaneously embrace
the mechanistic and organic paradox, an ideological platform shift is warranted. Moving from
a performance driven cultural competence model to one that encompasses developmental
consideration acknowledges the key element to the system’s sustainability — human beings.
Cultural intelligence provides a theoretical foundation that balances this role duality while sup-
porting Universities’ tripartite mission.

8. The Quest for Cultural Competence

Individuals increasingly interact with individuals from different cultures across personal
and professional contexts (Eisenberg, et al., 2013, p. 604). Organizations continuous market
reach expansion through multinational operations, multicultural diverse workforce, and in-
ternational employee assignments (Ng, Dyne, & Ang, 2009; Ang, et al., 2007; Thomas, et al.,
2008) illuminates the organizational mechanistic-organic paradox.

Emergent within this increase is the need for holistic understanding of cultural differences,
generally, and cross-cultural competence, specifically, to optimize interactions and overarch-
ing organizational goal attainment (Eisenberg, et al., 2013) and individual effectiveness (Ng,
et al., 2009). Organizational response to globalized influences (e.g., workforce; organization-
al processes; workforce composition; market reach) include educational strategies (e.g., in-
tercultural and diversity training; Ng, et al., 2009), intercultural communication (Gudykunst,
2001; Triandis, 2004) and cultural competence models (Hofstede, 1980; Trompenaars, 1997,
Hall, 1987). Organizational leaders who demonstrate cultural competence are both desirable
and beneficial to organizations operating in the global marketplace (Ng, et al., 2009). With-
in higher education, these approaches appear across disciplines in specialized topic areas (e.g.,
international marketing; intercultural communication; international human resources) and
study abroad offerings (Institute of International Education, 2013).

Linguistically, numerous terms or phrases are utilized to describe intercultural interac-
tions (e.g., intercultural skills; cultural competencies; cross-cultural; cultural knowledge; cul-
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tural awareness). However, closer scrutiny suggests these approaches reflect a preparatory cat-
egory (i.e., performance oriented; Ng, et al., 2009) to assist individuals in sensemaking of or
preparation for intercultural interactions. This cultural knowledge provides locutants with in-
formation regarding potential cultural divergence that may manifest in interactions. Yet chal-
lenges associated with multiculturalism remain across organizational contexts (Ang, Dyne,
Koh, Ng, Templar, Tay, & Chandrasekar, 2007). Scholars argue this recurrence reflects a gap
in the literature examining developmental and learning perspectives associated with multi-
cultural organizations (Ng, et al., 2009). Specifically, Earley and Ang (2003) argue this re-
currence reflects a deficiency in measuring individuals’ cultural adaptability.

Cultural models’ (and associated training programs) exploration of various cultures pro-
vides a cognitive framework of understanding, comparative data highlighting where source
and host cultures may diverge, and skill set development to perform effectively therein (Ng,
et al., 2009; Thomas, et al., 2008). The notion of cultural intelligence (Earley & Ang, 2003)
provides an ideological theoretical paradigm to guide and inform cultural competence devel-
opment and performance.

9. Cultural Intelligence

Earley and Ang (2003) introduced the concept of cultural intelligence to provide a holistic
conceptualization of individual’s abilities and skills to function (e.g., interact; work; perform)
effectively in environments that are culturally diverse (Ang, et al., 2007; Eisenberg, et al.,
2013; Rosenblatt, Worthley, & MacNab, 2013). Cultural Intelligence (CQ) extends beyond in-
dividuals’ merely possessing culturally appropriate knowledge (e.g., what behavior is or is not
culturally acceptable; traditions) to include consideration of individuals’ learning approach. It
is comparable with other types of intelligence (conceptualizations and measures) such as cog-
nitive ability (IQ), emotional intelligence (EQ), and social intelligence (SQ). Consistent with
these measures, as a type of intelligence, CQ provides a “quantitative continuum of individ-
ual difference along which people may be arrayed,” (Thomas, et al., 2008, p. 124). Applied to
an organization as a system, CQ provides a nuanced paradigm to inform organizational re-
sponse and development across multicultural opportunities (e.g., internal and external).

Cultural Intelligence is comprised of four interdependent components: (a) meta-cognitive
facet (CQ-Strategy); (b) cognitive facet (CQ-Knowledge); (c) motivational facet (CQ-Drive);
and (d) behavioral facet (CQ-Action; Eisenberg, et al., 2013; Johnson & Buko, 2013; Moon,
2010). These four dimensions reflect attitudinal and knowledge aspects. Specifically, CQ-
Strategy and CQ-Knowledge encompass the knowledge aspect while CQ-Drive and CQ-Ac-
tion reflect individual’s attitudinal aspects.

CQ-strategy. The CQ-Strategy describes an individual’s learning process when experi-
encing situations in a different culture. It is characterized according to three factors includ-
ing awareness, planning, and checking (Lee, Veasna, & Wu, 2013). Awareness refers to one’s
knowledge of cultural differences. Planning refers to action oriented approaches to or antic-
ipated handling of cultural differences. The final factor, checking, entails continuous compar-
ison and adjustments to one’s knowledge base regarding cultural differences according to
one’s experiences.

CQ-knowledge. One’s CQ-Knowledge refers to the actual knowledge an individual has
about different cultures. Knowledge acquisition may have occurred through education or ex-
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periential strategies. Further, knowledge may be categorized according to business (e.g., le-
gal and economic systems), interpersonal (e.g., social interaction norms; religious beliefs),
and socio-linguistic (e.g.; language; verbal and non-verbal communication) dimensions (Erez,
etal., 2013).

CQ-drive. The CQ-Drive refers to an individual’s interest and motivation to encounter
and learn from culturally diverse experiences. Gregory, Prifling, and Beck (2009) suggest
three sub-categories exist, including intrinsic interest (e.g., enjoying experiences in a cultur-
ally different environment), extrinsic interest (e.g., gaining advantages from experiences in
different cultures), and self-efficacy (e.g., having self-confidence when dealing with situations
in different cultures)

CQ-action. CQ-Action is the individual’s capacity to use culturally-appropriate commu-
nicative behavior (e.g., verbal and non-verbal) and adapt flexibly to a variety of culturally di-
verse situations (e.g., using and modifying language, accent, tone; using and modifying
gestures; Magnusson, Westjohn, Semenov, Randrianasolo, & Zdravkovic, 2013).

Cultural Intelligence represents a holistic construct encompassing intercultural knowledge
and experience. Notably, CQ accounts for individuals’ learning capacity and desire. In this
way, CQ reflects a participatory approach to intercultural communication that accounts for
individual differences (Thomas, et al., 2008). One should keep in mind, though, that similar
to other intelligence measures (e.g., cognitive ability; emotional intelligence; social intelli-
gence), higher ratings does not necessitate successful adaptation in one’s native culture ex-
tends to comparable adaptive success in foreign cultures (Moon, 2010; Thomas, et al., 2008).

Cultural intelligence indicators, however, may remain more elusive. Thomas and col-
leagues (Thomas, et al., 2008) note, “By definition, the outcome of culturally intelligent be-
havior is more effective intercultural interaction,” (p. 125). Initially, this summation appears
contradictory to the arguments for CQ presented in this manuscript thus far. However, the crit-
ical difference between CQ and previous cultural models is the nuanced approach to adapta-
tion in multicultural or cross-cultural contexts. This adaptability is illustrated by behavior
that “can shape the context of the interaction to create a unique environment, as opposed to
merely adjusting to it,” (Thomas, et al., 2008, p. 131).

Cultural intelligence provides a dual interpretive and guiding framework within which
both organizations and individuals may benefit. This framework supports the two key prin-
ciples of Systems Thinking (Conrad & Poole, 2012) that ground the current paper: (1) sys-
tems must adapt or they perish; and (2) systems must constantly learn and grow. Given the
fundamental construction of organizations as groupings of individuals, a dual macro-level
(organizational mission and vision) and micro-level (individual organizational members; in-
dividuals) integration of CQ may create an encompassing frame.

Consistent with Systems Thinking (Conrad & Poole, 2012), organizations’ ability to adapt
supports sustainability. Further, consideration of an organizations’ behavior as culturally intel-
ligent affords greater pronouncement of an organic (versus mechanistic) system. In this way,
the system maintains an active rather than static existence. The system maintains the capaci-
ty and ability to evolve and co-construct the context rather than merely adjust.
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10. Cultural Intelligence and Strategic Risk of Systems Thinking

Tailored business strategies in-tune with emergent globalization factors may create strate-
gic tunnel vision within institutions of higher education. As the organization pivots, adapts,
and shifts business strategies to accommodate external environmental factors, they may in-
advertently create or exacerbate problems. For example, globalization suggests mutual busi-
ness and academic benefits exist for both universities and international students. However,
hyper-focus on international markets may blind the organization to cultural attributes influ-
ence on learning. Further, as Kim (2001) notes,

Educators in higher education need to understand the complex experiences of international students in
the classroom. These learners may experience the classroom differently from how educators and students as-
sume, and their source of difficulties may reside in cultural practices that members of the dominant culture
fail to notice. Therefore, the adaptation process needs to be dialogical and collaborative effort between in-
ternational students and their professors and classmates. (p. 292)

This assertion is further supported by Ng and colleagues (Ng, et al., 2009) assertion that
an experiential component is critical to optimizing cultural competence.

Aligning business approaches with cultural norms does not account for contextual vari-
ables contributing to individuals’ and organizations’ growth. Further, gross acceptance and
adaptation to globalization may create an overarching expectation that all organizations and
individuals maintain the desire or capacity to expand their cultural competence or internation-
al experiences. Extending conceptualization of cultural competence, as it manifests for organ-
izations holistically (in mission and vision) and individuals to encompass a developmental
perspective, rather than solely a performative (mechanistic) view facilitates adaptation fu-
eled by an organic approach. This adaptation is consistent with systems thinking (Conrad &
Poole, 2012). Further, this type of developmental engagement embraces the interdependence
of globalization, identity, and leadership.

Institutions of higher education may play a pivotal role in this developmental endeavor
specifically because of their tripartite mission (e.g., knowledge creation; student learning; so-
cial charter; Nickolai, 2008). Further, their unique position in the nexus of the contemporary
marketplace poises them to influence and respond to emergent challenges and opportunities
afforded within a thriving multicultural context. Kim (2011) notes, ...language, is used, cre-
ated and acquired through interaction in specific historical, political and sociocultural con-
texts,” (Kim, 2011, p. 282). Framed in these contexts, learning reflects a process involving
individuals and individuals in the broader cultural context, co-constructed through engage-
ment with other individuals and the overarching rhetorical moment in time. Thus, individu-
als’ learning is “a social and cultural act,” (Kim, 2011, p. 282). Organizational approaches and
responses to internationalization may benefit from intercultural competency development that
engages both cognitive and experiential elements (Ng, et al., 2009; Thomas, 2006).

11. Intersection of Identity and Leadership

In order to appreciate transformative leadership’s organizational impact on multicultural
optimization at a macro level, consideration of contributing constructs influencing each in-
dividual is imperative. Considering the notion of identity across the individual (e.g., self-
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identity; role identity; Stryker, 1987) and group (e.g., social identity; Tajfel & Turner, 1979)
levels provides a platform of understanding individuals singularly, and subsequently a foun-
dation to examine leadership processes — across leaders and followers. Identity provides a con-
nective thread across the study of leadership by highlighting the critical, and often overlooked,
role of the individual — and his or her self.

However, as MacDonald and colleagues (MacDonald, Sulsky, & Brown, 2008) note, while
identity entrenchment may increase willingness to contribute to the group, it does not ensure
individual action. Given the multiplicity of individuals’ identities, salience may not suffice to
foster cognitive integration of transformative leadership expectations. Organizational leaders
may serve as organizational catalysts, consistent with Bass’ (1985) four dimensions of trans-
formational leadership guide engagement. By extension, leaders may contribute to individu-
als’ expansions of existing identity schemas or nurture their forging new transformed identities.
Considered holistically, this influence contributes to overarching organizational systems op-
erating within the dynamics of the present moment in time.

Burns (2003) highlights the co-constructive relationship that intertwines identity and trans-
formational leadership stating, “transforming leadership mobilizes only those who are, if la-
tently, ready to be mobilized, and then only if the frame is true to their wants,” (p. 169).
Transformational leadership’s power exists in its capacity to “strike a deep cord” (Burns,
2003, p. 169) and engages individuals to become a “reflective participant” (p. 169). Consis-
tent with Burn’s (2003) questioning of the validity of traits of leadership research, MacDon-
ald and colleagues’ (MacDonald, et al., 2008) suggest identity is and should be examined as
a state rather than a trait(s). Fisher (1997) notes the pivotal role of time, “people change over
time as the result of the accumulation of experience. As adults grow older, choices and com-
mitments accumulate, which causes lives to grow different from each other,” (p. 24). Time is
a common factor across both identity and transformational leadership. Recognizing individ-
uals are not limited to specific time-bound mandates further highlights the individual differ-
ences that exist across human beings.

Further, it extends the intersecting role of time and engaged relationships in two ways. First,
inherent processual variance exists across individuals’ development of trust (of themselves
and others). Second, similar variance may exist across individuals regarding the quantifiable
increments of time necessary for them to engage in perceived authentic relationships with
leaders (e.g., amount of time per interaction; number of interactions across a time period). This
dual pronged connection considered in tandem with the notion of identity may provide an-
other explanatory dimension regarding transformational leaderships’ effectiveness (or vari-
ance across contexts).

Identity construction — like transformation — is a process that occurs over time influenced
by the individual in and of a social context. Hirst and colleagues’ (2009) observation supports
this assertion:

By definition any work that involves groups engenders some degree of follower identification and so one’s
identification with this group is an ever-present motivational lever which is changeable and amenable to the
influence of the manager (p. 979).

Further, they suggest, “leaders help catalyze this effort by both rendering the team and its
goals salient, and further building the individual’s belief in the value and efficacy of the team,”
(p- 967).
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Exploration and consideration of the impact of globalization and internationalization on
identity levels, enactment, and leadership influence within and across organizational contexts
is warranted. Specifically, consideration of both Burns’ (1978; 2004) and Palmer’s (2003)
recognition of the imperative role of the self in transformational leadership. This complexi-
ty supports and extends Ciulla’s (2004) observation that:

The point is that no matter how much empirical information we get from the “scientific” study of lead-
ership, it will always be inadequate if we neglect the moral implications. The reason why leadership schol-
arship has not progressed very far is that most of the research focuses on explaining leadership, not
understanding it. (p. 14)

Linguistically, identity provides an interdisciplinary passport to examine this construct across
contexts through a lens focused on the interconnectivity of identity and transformational lead-
ership. This approach honors Burns’ (1978) and Palmer’s (2003) observation of intrapersonal
processes within community. Exploration of multidisciplinary conceptualizations and research
of the notion of identity provide a spectrum of perspectives for scrutiny and subsequent impli-
cations related to globalization and the influence of cultural intelligence.

Identity construction and maintenance entails creativity — embracing risk to transcend the
status quo and build a new reality. Applied to organizational contexts, identity construction,
for both individual stakeholders and organizations as a whole, reflect a co-constructive risk
taking event. This type of risk taking reflects the fundamental presence of #7ust — a hallmark
of transformational leadership (Burns, 1978; Palmer, 2004).

As research in transformational leadership continues, individual researchers must remain
mindful and boldly engage in introspective submersion. Subsequently, the inner well of trust
— in each individual — in his or her authenticity, his or her identities — will regenerate. This
trust will fortify subsequent endeavors and support continuous transformations. In this re-
gards, individuals (and organizations) are co-creators of the current moment in time, and the
associated identities created therein. Grounded in this trust, researchers may confidently move
forward — as leaders and followers — in guiding integration of cultural intelligence within and
across contexts globally.

12. Interdependence of Cultural Intelligence, Globalization,
Identity, and Leadership

Cultural intelligence (CQ) embodies knowledge and experience dimensions. Deeper ex-
amination and integration of cultural differences models may complement and extend indi-
viduals’ CQ knowledge base. Through critical scrutiny, individuals’ sensemaking processes
may infuse the knowledge presented, previously helped perceptions, and prior experiences
within a cognitive matrix. This cognitive engagement may motivate deeper (rather than sur-
face level) consideration.

Cultural intelligence, as a metacognitive and individualized approach, aligns with funda-
mental attributes of identity (e.g., cognition, affect, behavior; Ng, et al., 2009) and transfor-
mational leadership (e.g., choice, time; relationships; Ang, et al., 2003; Ng, et al., 2009).
Further, these elements are collectively unified in their contribution to the notion of self and
organizational sensemaking in the context of the contemporary marketplace.
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Burns (2003) highlights the co-constructive relationship that intertwines identity and trans-
formational leadership stating, “transforming leadership mobilizes only those who are, if la-
tently, ready to be mobilized, and then only if the frame is true to their wants,” (p. 169).
Transformational leadership’s power exists in its capacity to “strike a deep cord” (Burns,
2003, p. 169) and engages individuals to become a “reflective participant” (p. 169).

Consistent with Burn’s (2003) questioning of the validity of traits of leadership research,
MacDonald and colleagues’ (MacDonald, et al., 2008) suggest identity is and should be ex-
amined as a state rather than a trait(s). Fisher (1997) notes the pivotal role of time, “people
change over time as the result of the accumulation of experience. As adults grow older, choic-
es and commitments accumulate, which causes lives to grow different from each other,” (p.
24). Time is a common factor across both identity and transformational leadership. Recog-
nizing individuals are not limited to specific time-bound mandates further highlights the in-
dividual differences that exist across human beings.

Further, it extends the intersecting role of time and engaged relationships in two ways.
First, inherent processual variance exists across individuals’ development of trust (of themselves
and others). By extension, “knowledge of self and one’s own culture are also important com-
ponents of cultural intelligence,” (Thomas, et al., 2008, p. 128). Self-awareness facilitates
leader effectiveness. This awareness of one’s culture intersecting with high levels of self-aware-
ness may further inform leaders who optimize multicultural dynamics.

Second, similar variance may exist across individuals regarding the quantifiable increments
of time necessary for them to engage in perceived authentic relationships with leaders (e.g.,
amount of time per interaction; number of interactions across a time period). This dual pronged
connection considered in tandem with the notion of identity may provide another explanatory
dimension regarding transformational leaderships’ effectiveness (or variance across contexts).

Morgan (2006) suggests through active engagement, organizations construct “new ways
of organizing,” (p. 365). Through a CQ approach, universities may provide an ideological plat-
form of cross-cultural cognitive and relational engagement that simultaneously preserves in-
dividuals’ choice of the degree of participation and identity entrenchment while fulfilling the
tripartite organizational mission. This multifaceted theoretical paradigm provides a macro-or-
ganizational narrative shrouded in humane versus mechanistic approaches. Rather than stat-
ic cultural behavior skill set guidelines, individuals may develop cross-cultural competencies
that fuel cognitive engagement and active participation in the co-construction of their emer-
gent organizational and global realities.

13. Emergent Culturally Intelligent Organizational Contexts and Practices

Specifying precise Cultural Intelligence (CQ) indicators is beyond the scope of the cur-
rent article (see Thomas, et al., 2008, p. 126 for a comprehensive overview). General indica-
tors suggest an ability to utilize cultural knowledge as a component of behavioral engagement
rather than sole focus on scripts designed based on cultural generalizations (see Thomas,
2006). Further, such specification would diminish the interpretive approach to cultural com-
petence for organizations and individuals argued thus far. Such a limitation would provide
greater attention to a mechanistic view, a static representation, as opposed to an evolving or-
ganic one. This observation is echoed in Thomas and colleagues’ (Thomas, et al., 2008) sug-
gestion that sole quantitative measure of CQ does not capture the multifaceted nature of the
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construct. To address this deficiency, they call for behavioral oriented measures that illustrate
cultural knowledge translated into behavior (Thomas, et al., 2008). Examination of behav-
ioral engagement, at the organizational level, may facilitate the identification of generalized
organizational level CQ indicators.

Thus, the following section explores the overarching theme of the perpetual evolution of
institutions of higher education’s CQ aligned with their tripartite mission and responsive to
key influence variables. Integrating a Cultural Intelligence ideological paradigm poises Uni-
versities’ to embrace humane approaches to organizing. This process honors and represents
the living organism conceptualization of organizations through enactment of fundamental hu-
man behavior consistent with Freire’s (1970) contention that “human activity consists of ac-
tion and reflection, it is praxis, it is transformation of the world” (p. 125).

14. Risks and Challenges

Specific risks and challenges remain within this proposed approach, and warrant consid-
eration. Risks include goal complexity, relational choice, technologically facilitated engage-
ment, and individual differences. The following sections detail each of these risks.

Goal complexity. Fundamental organizational goal duality exists for universities. As Fel-
lows (2013) suggests,

Organizational goal duality is broadly conceptualized (in this manuscript) as academic and business. Be-
low the surface of the goal categories is an intricate web of strategies, tactics, and stakeholders (e.g., stu-
dents and local, regional, or national community). Each stakeholder maintains individual broad goal
conceptualization and appropriate means to accomplish and measure success. (p. 130)

A co-constructive progression (between stakeholders and the organization) toward success-
ful goal attainment is warranted. Recognition of the contributive value of conflicting conceptu-
alizations among internal and external stakeholders is anticipated in the organic (versus
mechanistic) growth and engagement of the organization within the polis (Fellows, 2013).

Goal complexity may also manifest across individual stakeholders’ role and social identities
(e.g., students; international students; employees; alumni) — both in conceptualization and in-
tersection with emergent organizational goals and mission interpretation. For example, as uni-
versities respond to globalization and embrace internationalization, organizational identity
connectedness may diverge from prior knowledge and experience associated therein.

Finally, as universities’ expand their relationships with businesses (at the local, national,
and global levels), organizational identity confusion may emerge. This confusion may occur
across internal and external stakeholders as traditional roles are expanded and tailored to
globalization’s influence. Careful consideration of such approaches and their alignment with
organizational mission should be considered and communicated across stakeholders to deep-
en organizational identity and connectedness.

Relational choice. From a relational perspective, communication (and the broader construct
of communicology) is an integral component of relational initiation, maintenance, and dis-
solution. When applied to a platonic or romantic relationship, the notion of choice occurs
throughout the foundation. In professional contexts, though, individuals’ notion of choice —
and by extension relational options — may become blurred. For example, organizational hi-
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erarchies provide overt and implied power-distance dynamics. As Conrad and Poole (2012)
note, “eventually less powerful members communicate less and less and more powerful mem-
bers begin to dominate the decision-making process,” (p. 120).

The notion of relational choice permeates consideration of globalization and internation-
alization across organizational contexts, generally, and universities, specifically. As stake-
holder diversification expands, individuals may have a desire to engage with individuals from
foreign countries. However, non-native students may not share this mutual desire — a reflec-
tion of their personal preference. At an organizational level, preservation of individuals’ re-
lational preferences should be honored and respected. Forced relational interaction between
native and international students creates artificial situations that may elicit backlash or op-
pressed status. Organizations should provide and encourage opportunities for stakeholders to
engage in a variety of contexts (beyond classroom encounters) to support breadth and depth
of intercultural experiential opportunities.

Technologically facilitated engagement. Learning is a hallmark of higher education. Learn-
ing, though, is a user-driven choice. Recognition of this choice informs universities’ delivery
channels and content within the globalization context. From instructional delivery platforms
to relational engagement with stakeholders, technology simultaneous provides both geograph-
ic boundary transcending opportunities and mechanistic engagement.

Mindful integration and utilization of technology as a tool will foster balanced informa-
tion dissemination, authentic relationship building, and engaged learning. Asynchronous in-
teractions complement synchronous ones, and should not replace the essence of organizations
— the human beings and associated interactions. Exploration of synchronous and asynchro-
nous multicultural encounters empirically scrutinized at the organizational and individual lev-
el may provide a foundation for scrutinizing the evolution of cultural intelligence across
communication channels upon cumulative encounters (Thomas, 2006).

Individual differences. Integration of cultural intelligence (and the aforementioned cul-
tural differences models) reflects generalized observations of human phenomena. One should
consistently recognize cultural factors represent one aspect within a spectrum of potential in-
fluence variables contributing to each individual’s uniqueness. Culture is a contextual frame
that facilitates sensemaking (Fellows & Rubin, 2006; 2013; Triandis, 1995; 2004; Gudykun-
st, 2001). Mere cultural knowledge does not ensure culturally responsive or respective behav-
ior (Thomas, et al., 2008). Cross-cultural knowledge is one component of CQ contrary to
previously proposed cultural models (e.g., Hofstede, 1980; Trompenaars, 1997; Hall, 1987).
To fully develop one’s CQ, cultural knowledge and cross- and inter-cultural experiences are
equally relevant.

15. Conclusion

Globalization, technological advancement, and internationalization individually and col-
lectively influence contemporary business organizations. As organizations adapt to these in-
fluences, nuanced consideration of identity, transformational leadership, and organizational
communication reflect the human composition of organizations and the inherent complexi-
ties therein. Integration of Cultural Intelligence (CQ) as an ideological paradigm reflects an
engaged approach to cross-cultural knowledge, competency, and skill development.

Integral throughout this approach is a malleable spirit. Embracing an active learning ap-
proach will facilitate cross-cultural competency development. Adaptability and evolution
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poise individuals and organizations to actively embrace globalizations’ influence across pro-
fessional and personal contexts. In this regards, each individual currently possesses the crit-
ical tool necessary to optimize the metaphorical machine’s performance in the 21 century —
his or her curiosity.
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