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This paper explores the role of curiosity in promgtcross-cultural knowledge creation
and competence development. It is based on a suithy four international higher

educational institutions, all of which offer managnt and business education for local
and international students. The reality of multietdl and intercultural relationships is
researched using constructivist grounded theorjhotgtwith data collected through in-
depth interviews, long-term observation and payétion, and discussion of the social
reality as it was experienced by the participafise study applies the concepts of
cultural knowledge development, cross-cultural cetepce and cultural distance. Based
on the comparative analysis, curiosity emerged parsonal condition conducive to the
cultural knowledge development process. The papersemts a cross-cultural
competence development process model, which takesaccount the cultural curiosity
of the learners. The paper also provides tentageemmendations for the steps that
knowledge-creating multicultural organizations ctake to develop cross-cultural
exchange, cultural knowledge creation and crossi@llcompetence development.
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Introduction

The impact of curiosity on intrinsic motivation, @a&ratory behavior and social engagement
has recently received attention in career developrard learning literature (e.g., Inkson & Myers,
2003). However, specific aspects of curiosity, such asosity in various social environments,

social networks and shared knowledge creation, hateeceived the level of attention they deserve,
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although it has been long recognized that cugidsas a beneficial influence on the development of
international careers, global mindset and knowledgeation (e.g., Curry, 2015; Gupta &
Govindarajan, 2002; Harvey, Novicevic & Breland,020 Holopainen & Bjérkman, 2005; Levy,
Beechler, Taylor, & Boyacigiller, 2007; Mahroum,98). This paper addresses a specific aspect of
curiosity, cultural curiosity, and its influence oross-cultural competence and knowledge creation
in multicultural social and learning networks.

Curiosity can be understood as “a recognition, ygusnd intense desire to explore novel,
challenging and uncertain events” (Kashdan & Sjl2@09, p. 368). It is regarded as a personality
trait, similar to the ‘openness’ trait, which isaied to personal characteristics such as imagimaai
preference for variety, and intellectual curiosiffosta & McCrae, 1992). Curiosity or
inquisitiveness has been cited as a crucial elewfentercultural effectiveness (Black & Gregersen,
1991; Deardorff, 2006) and multicultural effectiess (Hassanzadeh, Silong, Asmuni, & Wabhat,
2015; Van der Zee & Van Oudenhoven, 2001). A gdlyepasitive attitude toward a new culture
has been found to positively influence interculiuc@mpetence, communication and global
mentoring (Curru 2015; Imahori & Lanigan, 1989)h#s been suggested that curiosity is “fuel for
increasing...global savvy, enhancing...ability to urstiend and maintain integrity, and dealing with
uncertainty” (Gregersen, Morrisson & Black, 1998,28). Bennett (2009) states that curiosity is
essential to the ability to keep a learner's mimebro to multiple perspectives; and Harvey and
colleagues (Harvey et al., 2009) posit that cutyos instrumental in dual-career couples’ global
career orientation. In addition, addressing the wfl curiosity in the learning process, it has been
suggested that “curiosity driven process of indraibdlearning, mediated by mindfulness (i.e. ability
to focus on one’s curiosity) can lead to the corabf different types of knowledge” (Leonard &
Harvey, 2007, p. 295), including tacit knowledgeo(isdka & Takeuchi, 1995; Polanyi, 1967).
Schneider and Barsoux (1997) suggest that sucbrfaas the desire to live and work in a country
different from one’s birth or permanent residenmeenness to others and involvement in a novel
culture (Kealey, 1996), and having a positive adii toward a new culture (Lonner & Hayes, 2004)
have been found to stimulate cross-cultural cormuetelevelopment.

Although it is established that curiosity is a pesi factor in CCC development, there is
limited understanding of what locations are lik&dyincite curiosity and what location and cultural
characteristics are likely to be conductive to digment of cultural knowledge. In addition, while
several recent studies examine motivation to mdweaa and engage in international careers (e.qg.,
Doherty, Dickmann & Mills, 2011; Andresen, Biema&nPattie, 2015) there is a lack of research
that focuses on country and culture attractiveaesison the factors that influence decisions to move

to a specific location and engage in a specifitucal learning. Therefore, a better understanding o
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what influences the development of cultural cutipsiould be likely to improve cross-cultural

exchange, cultural knowledge creation and crossi@llcompetence development.

Methodology

This study was grounded in the participants’ exgrerés and preferences and it endeavored
to understand the role of cultural curiosity frome fparticipants’ point of view. Rather than asking
guestion of ‘what made you move here?’ it took avlrd looking perspective and addressed the
following questions: ‘what would make you move/taysabroad?’ and ‘what do you find desirable
in a given environment and why?’ Even though it barargued that a retrospective review provides
more realistic reasons for the participants’ agjoncould also be noted that a person might wash
create a coherent career narrative to justify dppdstic or serendipitous actions by supplying
conventionally appropriate motives for them (Boslédynold & Cohen, 2009). A discussion of
current attitudes towards the place of residena® laarning environments provided a start for
development of theoretical themes grounded in dtta.

A constructivist grounded theory constant compeagatinalysis was conducted within four
undergraduate management and business administprgrams at international higher educational
institutions (IHEIs) (Charmaz, 2006). The study wgasunded in rich data that was collected from
triangulated multiple sources: qualitative semirstiured interviews, participant observation and
document reviews. A total of 79 students from fptwgrams were interviewed. In addition twelve
faculty members and four administrators were ingved to provide background information and
additional data on the learning environments aratl@mic process. The summary of the individual
participants’ personal data is presented in TabldHe student participants in the researched
programs were on average older than traditionalarsity students. Almost all had prior experience
living, studying and working in a culture differefitom the culture of their origin. Therefore, in
contrast to traditional university students, thedgtparticipants were representative of professiona
businesspeople rather than the young adult populati

Academic and social events were observed to pravidesettings for the discussions, and
institutional documents were reviewed to illustrétte organizational rhetoric and procedures. In
keeping with the grounded theory method (GTM), #ile data was coded repeatedly and
simultaneously with the data collection procesthage, increasingly abstract, levels (initial, feed
and theoretical), to allow for constant compariaoalysis among all the new and existing data, and
for inductive theory building until theoretical tines emerged. During the analysis process, the
focus was on the cultural learning process, attalgpio answer the question ‘what is involved
here?’ At the next stage, based on “the most sagmf and frequent codes” (Charmaz, 2006, p. 57),
analytical categories were generated to facilitag®retical development.
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Table I. Summary of the Interview Participants’ Personal Data

School / Male/Female Students/ Students: Students’ Countries
Participants Instructors/ Local/ of Origins
Administrators Exchange &
International

Finland, 4/18 21/0/1 7/14 Finland, Estonia,

University of Germany, Russia,

Applied Science Nigeria, Pakistan,
China, Latvia,
Lithuania

Czech Republic/ 4/5 8/0/1 1/8 Czech Republic,

UK partner Nigeria, Ukraine,
Russia, Israel,
Macedonia, France

Czech Republic/ 19/12 25/4/2 10/15 Czech Republic,

US partner Germany, Sweden,
Croatia, Kazakhstan,
Slovakia, Cyprus,
Serbia, Israel,
Vietnam, Finland,
Ukraine

Ecuador/ 16/16 24/8/0 16/8 Ecuador, Columbia,

International Russia, US, Germany,

program Canada, Chile, Mexic(q

In the GTM, data are privileged and so no defineskarch questions or hypotheses were
presented at the beginning of the research procd$se general objective of the study was to
understand why and how individuals become involwedultural learning and thus develop cross-
cultural competence. This paper addresses spdlifitlae role of cultural curiosity in this

knowledge creation process.

Findings

Throughout the analysis, curiosity has consisteatherged as a salient personal condition
conducive to the cultural knowledge developmentcess. It has been a prominent theoretical
category in the analysis in all locations wheresalident participants expressed an explicit desire
develop cultural competence in general, as a re$udither their studies or their overall experienc
in the country. They also expressed curiosityhe tulture and cultural learning at a specific
location.

As no other personality characteristic or trait eyed as a salient condition, and curiosity

can be either a personality trait or a motivaticstate (Langevin, 1971), it is reasonable to adopt
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traditional view on curiosity as the motivation fexplanatory behavior (Berlyne, 1960; Dewey,
1913).

However, the comparative analysis uncovered cordaitie differences in the levels of
interest generated by different national and acéenitures. The participants expressed a greater
desire to obtain knowledge concerning those naltidnasiness and academic cultures that they
considered to be interesting, fun or of future pcat value. Therefore, knowledge of and about
these cultures was considered more valuable thawlkdge of and about other cultures. The future
attraction of a country as a place of employmentesidence also played a role in the degree of
cultural curiosity, asreflected in ‘Future Professional BenefitBbcused code. Nevertheless, in
general, the participants took a pragmatic viewasits and benefits — while it might be interestimg
learn about some cultures, if it was not usefulas not desirable. In particular, in all four lboas
the participants expressed a desire to learn gheut)S national and business culture. This interest
was supported by such initial codes as ‘valuingWisetype of educational practices’, ‘enjoying the
US-type of team work’, ‘enjoy socializing with ‘Amiean’ instructors’ and ‘wanting to know more
about the US business practices’ that were praseall locations. In general a country’s higher
economic development as well as perceived econgmuiential increased the attractiveness of
cultures - the ‘WEIRD’ (Henrich, Heine & Norenzay&2010) and the BRIC countries were most
often named as desirable locations to work anivéodfter graduation.

The other factor that influenced the participaattitudes towards gaining knowledge about a
particular culture wasCultural Distance’(Kogut & Singh, 1988) or a participant’s perceptiaf it
(Drogendijk & Slangen, 2006). Cultures that shasedilar political, religious and historical roots,
and that were geographically proximate were comsaieculturally close (small distance) — for
example Ecuador, Peru and Colombia, or the Czeghlftie, Slovakia and Ukraine, and Nordic and
Baltic countries, specifically those that sharedrisal roots, such as Sweden, Finland and Estonia.

The participants considered those countries fronchwvthey had no acquaintances or friends,
and of which they had limited knowledge of histaayt, politics and social economic situation to be
culturally distant. Such countries were often darge geographical distance from a participant’s
country of origin. They were often perceived ag@gion, not a distinct country — African countries,
the Former Soviet Union (FSU), the Arab countri@sCentral America. This was reflected in the
initial codes of ‘Not wanting to learn about thelF&nd ‘Not interested in African countries’ The
countries participants perceived as either culiyrebse or distant were considered less attractive
and interesting than those that were perceivedweisi¢p a middle cultural distance.

In addition, the entertainment, or ‘fun’ value ofcalture generated attraction and cultural
curiosity, as expressed in the in-vivo focused cofleCool Culture. The cultures that were
regarded or experienced as ‘serious’ and ‘sobetpréssed in an initial code ‘finding culture
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prohibiting /strict’) appear to be less attractiyean those that were supposed to be more social,
festive, affectionate, and relaxed (‘perceivingtard as fun’). The ‘fun’ cultures also appearedthe¢o
easier to approach and become engaged with andlé&ageable about, while more ‘serious’ and
less affectionate cultures appeared to be inadidessind even forbidding, exercising severe
penalties for not following the implicit rules ob&al and business interaction. Those students who
had been exposed to the ‘fun’ side of social irtéoas through humor, literature, videos and
personal experiences were more likely to find thiéuce attractive. The initial codes of ‘interesiad
literature/media/art’ and ‘interested in the sodifal of the location’ were illustrated by the samds’
discussion of finding a ‘softer’ and ‘funnier’ side national cultures through art, participation in
local festivals and social events.

However, in contrast to non-local residents ancharge students, the international student
participants rarely expressed cultural curiosgtyarding the local host culture, believing themsglv
to be experts in it (as illustrated by such initades as, for example, ‘knowing a lot about Latin
cultures’ or ‘not interested in learning anythingone about Finnish culture’); yet a decision to
remain in the country was often motivated by whe participants perceived as an irrational,
affective factor. This is consistent with the fings of Tan and colleagues (Tan, Hartel, Panipucci &
Strybosch, 2005) concerning the effect of emotionsxpatriate experiences, reflected in a focused
code of Affection. However, the participants’ perception did notrespond to Affective cultural
dimensions as proposed by Trompenaars and Hampa@esT(2002). Some of the cultures high on
the Affective dimension were considered ‘boringdadpunitive’, while Japan, which corresponds to
the Neutral dimension (ibid), was considered ‘t@wid entertaining. The factors that influence
cultural curiosity are presented in Figure 1.

Driven by the individual conditions of cultural @osity and motivation to engage in
knowledge creation, an individual learner partitgohin the existing social networks or developed
new ones. This participation happened through esmgagt in local social and professional
activities, enlarging the social network, makingvmeonnections and enriching ties with the existing
ones. Prudent decisions to trust new acquaintafooesiections) and the ability to inspire trust in
them contributed to an individual's existing soaialpital and allowed the person to participate in
more networks and access less open networks, teasing and sharing cultural knowledge and

individual cross-cultural competence.
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Figure 2: Cultural Knowledge Creation Process

The greater the extent to which a person, driverciiyural curiosity, participated in the
cultural knowledge sharing and creation processg, mhore his/her individual curiosity and
motivation increased, and in turn, social capital the ability to develop trust and to make deaisio
to trust were likely to increase as well, whichitum enabled him/her to engage in more or exclusive
networks (Mikhaylov & Fierro, 2015). Therefore,ws a continuous, long-term cultural learning

and cross-cultural competence development process
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To summarize, the intrinsic motivation to engageuitural knowledge creation and sharing
has emerged through the data analysis. The pamitspvere likely to be motivated to engage in this
process when they considered it both practical emjdyable, when they expected both immediate
benefits such as an improved ability to communiaeit peers and engage with local community
and more distant ones — successful global caregrirdarnational entrepreneurship. The process
was influenced by cultural curiosity, and it appgetirat the participants were more likely to engage
in cultural knowledge and cross-cultural competedegelopment if they had positive affective
associations with the location and cultural prasic

The most obvious step toward cultural knowledgeativa is seeking information and
culturally sensitive recommendations for appropriattions from other members of one’s networks.
For example, the participants reported asking tiieinds, both local and international, for advigze
how to address conflicts in school. The participaetognized that, even if no new information was
added, simply verifying and comparing the exisiimigrmation can be useful, as one of the uses of
network connections is validation and problem nefalation (Cross, Borgatti & Parker, 2001).

International faculty members were commonly regdrde a source of information, advice
and mentorship, particularly by local students wiaal international career plans and, therefore,
valued not only professional expertise but alsoad@onnections. Certain participants held that the
social and cultural knowledge took precedent ofaerpurely academic knowledge of the business
disciplines.

Discussion and Conclusion

The participants expressed the greatest curiosilydasire to get deeply involved in cultural
environments that were different from their ownd lpragmatic value as a possible future place of
employment, study or a source of customers andrsinbss partners, and were perceived as fun and
exciting places to live. These findings are coesistwith other studies that confirm that global
cosmopolitans are likely to choose to live in diéiet countries motivated by curiosity (e.g. Brimm,
2010). It appears that cultural curiosity is ndeefed as much by cultural distance (Kogut & Singh,
1988) but bypsychicdistance (Sousa & Bradley, 2006), or culturalahse combined with the
individual’s personal interests or preferences. fEmm ‘psychic distance’ was originally used in the
discussion of cultural knowledge acquisition (Jadwn & Vahlne, 1977; 1990), which can be
adversely influenced by a negative experience aocgdeed image. The study participants also
expressed curiosity regarding the cultures thatevattractive to them in practical or entertaining
senses. The most desirable were cultures locatadnadium cultural distance, offering the best
career and business prospects and fun/entertairfacots. Therefore, the students’ curiosity about
a particular culture was influenced by their petmepof cultural distance (Drogendijk & Slangen,
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2006), or ‘cultural toughness’ and ‘cultural noyel{fMendenhall & Oddou, 1985), as well as
‘cultural-emotional connectedness’ (Volet & Ang,98), or the perceived ‘coolness’ or excitement
value of a location. Participants considered th8onal cultures at a moderate cultural/psychic
distance to be the most attractive, both as adutesidence and a place of employment/ business,
and as a location where they would like to develogial and business contacts.

Futhermore, cultural curiosity influences individluotivation, including the affective and
‘fun’ angles that pique cultural curiosity and iease the desire to engage further with the cuiture
guestion. Motivation is vital to the exchange armambination of learning, or what Quinn and
colleagues (1996) call creativity ‘care-why’. Lears are more likely to be engaged and perform
well in a task when they perceive it as challengiogt engaging, as curiosity tend to initiate a
process which involves flow-like engagement and timegration of novel experiences
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1975). However, such a task &hoot be perceived as being beyond learners’
skills and abilities (Bandura, 1994). This is cetesnt with the participants considering the nationa
cultures to which they assigned a moderate culpswythic distance to be the most attractive, both
as a location to which they would like to move afieaduation and from which they would like to
have more social contacts, friends, peers and menide student participants who expressed a
general interest in other cultures and novel emvirents were also more likely to express a desire to
learn more about a specific culture, based on théiural curiosity, and to live in a specific cagn
for a period of time. This is consistent with Ga&ls and Kim’s (2006) findings that students with
higher levels of ethnorelativism were more likely study abroad and participate in exchange
programs. As curiosity is at the core of the irdigally motivated action (Kashdan & Silvia, 2009)
the curious individuals tend to pursue actions tloe intrinsic rewards and thus curiosity is
instrumental in the development of knowledge andpetence, including cross-cultural ones.

Blasco and colleagues (2012) caution that the vattin for cultural learning vary
significantly depending on the context and goal.alrbusiness environment, the motivation to
transform one’s individual identity is more liketg be influenced by ‘instrumental’ or pragmatic
motives, with the aim of achieving personal goedgher than ‘impressionistic’ or ‘normative’ ones.
However, Lave and Wenger (1991) insist that “irdiinrewards [such as] a deeper sense of the
value of participation to the community and thehea lies inbecomingpart of the community” and
the development of identity can also motivate leayn even in business and professional
environments (p. 122)The student participants, while not always addngs$heir motivation to
engage in cultural learning, agreed that partigigain a learning community and becoming a
member of it generates, in addition to the intdnglue of becoming a member, tangible extrinsic
rewards in the form of future (and, in some casestent) career, financial and social benefits.
Therefore, in this case, the differentiation bemvertrinsic and extrinsic motivational factors
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appears to be impractical. The motivation to engagecultural knowledge creation process among
student participants is influenced by their, patlyt situational, interest or curiosity, as wedl hy
educational and career goals (Hidi & Harackiewi2®00). Students’ interest in global careers
depends on their perceptions of the professionaradges associated with such goals (Wang & Bu,
2004), and while in the academic environment, gitsleegard cultural knowledge in pragmatic
terms of academic or social benefits and accomplgstis, they are likely to develop cross-cultural
competence and a global mindset following socigdeeience with other cultures and worldviews
(Marcotte, Desroches & Poupart, 2007).

Implications for Future Research and for Practitoa

There are several implications for further reseagoferging from this study. It would be
beneficial to establish whether cultural curiositgn be considered a prerequisite for CCC
development, or its result. In addition, it would bseful to find out what educational and social
activities might trigger cultural curiosity, botlemeral and environment specific. One of the possibl
research goals might be inquiring whether cultataiosity is dissentingly separate from a general
curiosity, and if so, what factors are likely t@ger its development.

However, even at this point, practitioners can @ésed that learning and training projects,
and activities with significant social and emotibimevolvement, are likely to stimulate the cultural
curiosity of learners, as well as to encourageaapbry behavior. In particular, it can be advisabl
to engage international and exchange studentsal $mcial activities that allow for a high degde
interaction among the learners and local residevthile specific suggestions depend on the
location, it appears that local festivals, celebret and holidays are conductive to development of
cultural knowledge and exciting cultural curiosilly.contrast, adventure trips, fine art and histlri
sites visits seem to be of lesser value in termswakening curiosity and the desire to engage in a
local culture as a participant.

In conclusion, it can be said that while it ig oear whether international students
and young professionals would be likely to movéotmations which culture they consider ‘fun’ and
entertaining, or whether they find cultures thairpise most future career benefits to be intriguing
and ‘cool’, the entrainment and affective factorewd not be underestimated, and should be

addressed in international education and trainingfobal professionals.

Limitation of the Study and Directions for FurtHeesearch

This study makes a contribution to existing knowjedn cultural curiosity and on the
motivation to move to a specific location amonginttional business and management future and
current professionals. However, based on the Spetiaracteristics of the study, certain limitaiso
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could be noted. Due to the selected methodoldgy, ot possible to draw any conclusions as to
whether cultural curiosity was present in the leesmprior to their engagement in the cross-cultural
competence (CCC) development process, or in acadeduication in general, or whether it was a
result of such development. Nevertheless, culttualbsity has been admitted and exhibited by the
participants who also possessed higher CCC and wére actively engaged in a development
process. In addition, as the selection of therggttand the individual participants to be intenaew
was driven by theoretical emergent themes, there me opportunity to return and discuss the
themes with the original participants, as they wlobave left the programs. Therefore, the final
models remain theoretical, as, while they are gidednn data, they have not been confirmed by the
participants.

As an exploratory study, grounded in emergent data,research has revealed a number of
topics and issues that merit further investigatibarther empirical testing of the model can be
achieved through detailed participant accountsdbatentrate on the process of the development of
social capital and trust in cultural knowledge sigmetworks, motivated by cultural curiosity,
either in an educational or professional settingaddition, the choice of the constructivist groadd
theory approach (Charmaz 2006) permitted the duleand analysis of data on the participants’
experiences as they were reported and made sebgelwd participants, but such findings cannot be
generalized to a large population, to all inteoradil students, or even to international business
students at these four schools.

References

Andresen, M., Biemann, T., & Pattie, M. W. (2018}hat makes them move abroad? Reviewing and
exploring differences between self-initiated ansigrsed expatriationfhe International Journal of
Human Resource Managemge2®(7), 932-947.

Bandura, A. (1994)Self-efficacy: The exercise of contrdl. H. Freeman, New York

Bennett, J. M (2009). Cultivating intercultural coetence: A process perspective. In D. K. Deardé&idf),
TheSage book of intercultural competeripp. 121-140). Sage, Thousand Oaks.

Berlyne, D. E. (1960)Conflict, arousal and curiosityMcGraw-Hill, New York.

Black, J. S., & Gregersen, H. B. (1991). When Yamkomes home: factors related to expatriate amassp
repatriation adjustmeniournal of International Business Studies(42671-694.

Blasco, M., Feldt, L. E., & Jakobsen, M. (2012)oily cultural chameleons could fly too: A critical
discussion of the concept of cultural intelligericgernational Journal of Cross Cultural
Management, 12), 229-243.

Bosley, S. L., Arnold, J., & Cohen, L. (2009). Hother people shape our careers: A typology drawm fr
career narrative$iuman Relations, 10,487—1520.

Brimm, L. (2010).Global cosmopolitans: creative edge of differerRalgrave Macmillan, New York.

ISSN 2073-7629
© 2016 CRES Special Issue Volume 8, Number 1, April 2016 | 105



Charmaz, K. (2006 Constructing grounded theory: A practical guidedhgh qualitative researctbage,
London.

Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). Four ways fiactors are basi®ersonality and Individual
Differences, 13), 653-665.

Cross, R., Borgatti, S. P., & Parker, A. (2001)y@&®d answers: dimensions of the advice netw8dcial
Networks23(3), 215-235.

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1975Beyond boredom and anxiety: Experiencing flow inkvamd play Jossey-Bass,
San Francisco.

Curry, C. D. (2015). Coaching global teams and gllééam leaders. In J. L. Wildman & R. Griffith (€3
LeadingGlobal Teamgpp. 141-168). Springer, New York

Deardorff, D. K. (2006). Identification and assesstof intercultural competence as a student outcoim
internationalizationJournal of Studies in International Educatiod$(3), 241-266.

Dewey, J. (1913)nterest and effort in educatiohloughton Mifflin Company, Boston.

Doherty, N., Dickmann, M., & Mills, T. (2011). Exgriing the motives of company-backed and self-itétia
expatriatesThe International Journal of Human Resource Manag@n2403), 595-611.

Drogendijk, R,. & Slangen, A. (2006). Hofstede, Baltz, or managerial perceptions? The effects of
different cultural distance measures on establistimede choices by multinational enterprises.
International Business Review, (4%, 361-380.

Goldstein, S. B., & Kim, R. I. (2006). Predictorfs4S college students’ participation in study aloroa
programs: A longitudinal studyinternational Journal of Intercultural RelationsQ@t), 507-521.

Gregersen, H. B., Morrisson, A. J., & Black, J(F98). Developing leaders for the global frontiStoan
Management Review((1), 21-33.

Gupta, A. K., & HopoGovindarajan, V. (2002). Cuéiting a global mindseT.he Academy of Management
Executive16(1), 116-126.

Harvey, M., Novicevic, M., & Breland, J. W. (2009 lobal dual-career exploration and the role oféhapd
curiosity during the proces3ournal of Managerial Psychology, @), 178-197.

Hassanzadeh, M., Silong, A. D., Asmuni, A., & Wala W. A. (2015). Developing effective global
leadershipJournal of Educational and Social Researst8), 15.

Henrich, J., Heine, S. J., & Norenzayan, A. (20T weirdest people in the world®ehavioral and Brain
Sciences33(2-3), 61-83.

Holopainen, J. & Bjérkman, I. (2005). The persoctaracteristics of the successful expatriate: Acetli
review of the literature and an empirical invediiga. Personnel revien34(1), 37-50.

Imahori, T. T. and M. L. Lanigan (1989) “Relatiomabdel of intercultural communication competence”,
International Journal of Intercultural Relation¥ol. 13(3), 269-286.

Inkson, K., & Myers, B. A. (2003). “The big OE"ek-directed travel and career developmé&areer
development internationg(4), 170-181.

ISSN 2073-7629
© 2016 CRES Special Issue Volume 8, Number 1, April 2016 | 106



Johanson, J., & Vahine, J. E. (1977). The inteonalization process of the firm — model of knowledg
development and increasing foreign market commitndeurnal of International Business Studies
8(1), 23-32.

Johanson, J., & Vahlne, J. E. (1990) The mechaonfsmternationalizationlnternational Marketing Review
7(4), 11-24.

Kashdan, T. B., & P. J. Silvia (2009). Curiosityanterest: The benefits of thriving on noveltydan
challenge. In C. R. Snide & S. J. Lopez (EdSxford handbook of positive psycholdgy. 367-
374). Oxford University Press.

Kealey, D. J. (1996). The challenge of internatiggeasonnel selectiotdandbook of Intercultural
Training, 2, 81-105.

Kogut, B., & H. Singh (1988). The effect of natibalture on the choice of entry modeurnal of
International BusinesStudies, 18), 411-432.

Langevin, R. (1971). Is curiosity a unitary constRCanadian Journal of Psychology/Revue Canadienne de
Psychologie, 2&!), 360-374.

Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (19913ituated learning: Legitimate peripheral participat. University of
Cambridge Press, Cambridge.

Leonard, N. H., & Harvey, M. (2007). The trait afrosity as a predictor of emotional intelligendeurnal
of Applied Social Psycholog$7(8), 1914-1929.

Levy, O., Beechler, S., Taylor, S., & Boyacigillét, A. (2007). What we talk about when we talk abou
‘global mindset’: Managerial cognition in multinatial corporationslournal of International
Business Studie88(2), 231-258.

Lonner, J., & Hayes, S. A. (2004). Understandirggdbgnitive and social aspects of intercultural
competence. In R. J. Sternberg & E. L. Grigorerikas(),Culture and competence: Contexts of life
succesgpp. 89-110). Washington DC: American Psycholdgiesociation.

Mahroum, S. (1999, May). Highly skilled globetratiethe international migration of human capital.

In Proceedings of the OECD Workshop on Science anldhbémgy Labour Markets, DSTI/STRP,
99(2), 168-185.

Marcotte, C., Desroches, J., & Poupatrt, |. (20@7¢paring internationally minded business graduaibe
role of international mobility programbternational Journal of Intercultural Relations1@®), 655-
668.

Mendenhall, M. E., & Oddou, G. (1985) The dimensiofhexpatriate acculturation: A reviedcademy of
Management Review, (1), 39-47.

Mikhaylov, N. S., & Fierro, 1. (2015). Social caglitand global mindsefournal of International Education
in Business8(1), 59-75.

Nonaka, I., & Takeuchi, H. (1995)he knowledge-creating company: How Japanese coiepareate the
dynamics of innovatiorOxford University Press.

Polanyi, M. (1967)The Tacit DimensianThe University of Chicago Press, Chicago, IL.

ISSN 2073-7629
© 2016 CRES Special Issue Volume 8, Number 1, April 2016 | 107



Quinn, J. B., Anderson, P., & Finkelstein, S. (1p%anaging professional intellect: making the mafsthe
best.Harvard Business Review, (23, 71-80.

Schneider, S. C., & Barsoux, J. L. (199anaging cultural difference$rentice Hall, New York.

Sousa, C. M. P., & Bradley, F. (2006). Culturakaice and psychic distance: Two pears in a godthal of
International Marketing14(1), 49-70.

Tan, J. A. C., Hartel, C. E. J., Panipucci, D., ®&Bosch, V. E. (2005). The effect of emotionsioss-
cultural expatriate experiencédross Cultural Management2(2), 4-15.

Van der Zee, K. I., & Van Oudenhoven, J. K. (200he Multicultural Personality Questionnaire:
Reliability and validity of self-and other ratingé multicultural effectivenesslournal of Research in
Personality 35(3), 278-288.

Volet, S. E., & Ang, G. (1998). Culturally mixedagmps on international campuses: An opportunity for
intercultural learningHigher Education Research & Developmeli(1), 5-23.

Wang, B. C., & Bu, N. (2004). Attitudes toward imtational careers among male and female Canadian

business students after 9-Tareer Development Internation&(7), 647-673.

ISSN 2073-7629
© 2016 CRES Special Issue Volume 8, Number 1, April 2016 | 108



