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An examination of eleven intercultural textbooks, used in the field of communication in America,
reveals little research comparing Russian and American proprieties in communication (Chen & Starosta,
1998; Dodd, 1998; Jandt, 2004a; Jandt, 2004b; Kelly, Laffoon & McKerrow, 1994; Lustig & Koester, 1996;
Martin & Nakayama, 2004; Martin & Nakayama, 2005; Martin, Nakayama & Flores, 2002; Samovar & Por-
ter, 2003; Samovar & Porter, 2001). In order to investigate the similarities and differences (S/D) of the
two countries, an instrument was developed containing questions dealing with proprieties and customs
appropriate in both cultural settings. In order to maintain language integrity, the 29-item instrument was
administered to English speaking students with: 1) no direct exposure to the Russian culture, or 2) direct ex-
posure to the Russian culture. The results suggest proprieties in American and Russian society are more
similar than difference in the majority of areas investigated in this research. However, there was a sub-
stantial difference between the two cultures in the following four areas: a) Russians are less likely than
Americans to discuss their ethnicity in public situations; b) Russians are more polite than Americans in
social situations; ¢) Russians feel more comfortable than Americans about speaking their minds in public
situations; d) Russians are more honest when expressing opinions than their American counterparts.
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INTRODUCTION

Intercultural textbooks, currently used by educators in college classrooms in Ameri-
ca, discuss a variety of aspects dealing with communication among international cul-
tures as well as communication among co-cultures in the United States. Each text dis-
cusses a large gamut of information ranging from topics dealing with the rationale for
studying intercultural communication, world view, family issues, values and percep-
tions, verbal and nonverbal interaction, educational and business situations as it relates
to a variety of countries around the world. Although the authors successfully discuss
several major countries throughout the world, it is blatantly obvious that discussions
concerning Russian customs and proprieties are missing from the majority of the text-
books.

* Presented at the National Communication Association Conference, November, 2004. Chica-
go, IL.
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RATIONAL

Few intercultural textbooks refer to the Russian culture. Six of the eleven inter-
cultural textbooks examined in this study (Dodd, 1998; Jandt, 2004b; Kelly, et al, 1994;
Martin, et al, 2002; Samovar & Porter, 2003; Samovar & Porter, 2001) did not address
Russian culture. Three of the remaining five books (Chen & Starosta, 1998; Lustig &
Koester, 1996; Martin & Nakayama, 2005), dedicate one or two sentences to information
concerning Russia. Jandt (2004a), in the textbook, An Introduction to Intercultural Com-
munication: Identities in a Global Community, dedicates a little over one page to a dis-
cussion of the history of Russia. Martin & Nakayama (2004), in the text, Intercultural
Communication in Context, allocate the greatest number of references pertaining to
Russia culture found in the textbooks investigated in this research. The authors’ include
a one-half page story, written by a Russian student, plus three sentences pertaining to
the following categories: romantic relationships, social conflict and Russian history.
There are also two, one-sentence, references to the Soviet Union in their text. This re-
search examines the similarities and differences of the Russian and American cultures
to enhance cross-cultural understanding of the proprieties of each culture.

METHODOLOGY

A two-step process was used in the development of the questionnaire: 1) A focus
group consisting of 10 Russians and 10 Americans contributed general observations
of communication styles and customs of each culture; 2) A list of questions was devel-
oped based on a content analysis of the conversation gathered from the focus group.

The 29-item questionnaire consists of four categories: 1.) Borders of Curiosity with
Strangers; I1.) Social Gatherings of Acquaintances; III.) Age and Gender Communica-
tion in Social Settings with Acquaintances; IV.) Manners/Etiquette between Strangers
in Social Settings.(See Appendix A).

In order to maintain language integrity of the instrument, the 29-item instrument
was administered to English speaking students with: 1) No direct exposure to the Russian
culture, or 2) Direct exposure to the Russian culture. The instrument was administered
to 67 American students at a large southeastern college. The qualifying criteria — the res-
pondents spoke English and were raised by American parents who spoke English. They
also did not have direct exposure to the Russian culture. Thirty-nine students, at a large
western university, met the criteria of having direct exposure to the Russian culture.
E.g.) English speaking, born in Russia, raised by parents who spoke Russian thus giving
them direct exposure to the Russian culture. A total of 106 university students completed
the instrument.

RESULTS

The data were analyzed using Pearson Chi-Square analyses. A total of 106 surveys
were analyzed (39 respondents had direct contact with the Russian culture and 67 res-
pondents had no contact with Russian culture). A two-tail analysis, at the .01 level of sig-
nificance, suggests that American and Russian cultures are more similar than different
in the majority of areas investigated in this research. In the first category, “Borders of
Curiosity with Strangers”, students reported similar responses for Russian and American
cultures. However, the questions pertaining to ethnicity suggest a difference between
the two cultures. The difference is illustrated in Table 1.
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Table 1
Borders of Curiosity with Strangers in SocialSettings
Crosstab
Country Total
NonRussia Russia
Question acceptable in U.S.: Yes Count 57 19 76
Where family name % within Country 85.1% 50.0% 72.4%
comes from No Count 10 19 29
% within Country 14.9% 50.0% 27.6%
Total Count 67 38 105
% within Country 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Crosstab
Country Total
NonRussia Russia
Question acceptable in U.S.: Yes Count 57 21 78
Where accent comes from % within Country 85.1% 55.3% 74.3%
No Count 10 17 27
% within Country 14.9% 44.7% 25.7%
Total Count 67 38 105
% within Country 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

In the category “Social Gathering of Acquaintances”, students reported a significant
difference between the two cultures in the majority (5 out of 7) of questions as shown
in Table 2.

Table 2
Social Gatherings of Acquaintances
Crosstab
Country Total
NonRussia Russia
Situation acceptable/pre- Yes Count 65 30 95
ferred in U.S.: guest offer % within Country 97.0% 76.9% 89.6%
to help host No Count 2 9 11
% within Country 3.0% 23.1% 10.4%
Total Count 67 39 106
% within Country 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Crosstab
Country Total
NonRussia Russia
Situation acceptable/pre- Yes Count 26 34 60
ferred in U.S.: guest explain % within Country 40.0% 87.2% 57.7%
why leaving party No Count 39 5 44
% within Country 60.0% 12.8% 42.3%
Total Count 65 39 104
% within Country 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

148



Issers O., Halvorson S. A Cross-Cultural Study of American and Russian Proprieties in Communication

End of Table 2
Crosstab
Country Total
NonRussia Russia
Situation acceptable/pre- Yes Count 24 31 55
ferred in U.S.: guest expected % within Country 35.8% 81.6% 52.4%
to bring gift No Count 43 7 50
% within Country 64.2% 18.4% 47.6%
Total Count 67 38 105
% within Country 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Crosstab
Country Total
NonRussia Russia
Situation acceptable/pre- Yes Count 27 31 58
ferred in U.S.: host repeatedly % within Country 40.3% 79.5% 54.7%
ofter food/drink No Count 40 8 48
% within Country 59.7% 20.5% 45.3%
Total Count 67 39 106
% within Country 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Crosstab
Country Total
NonRussia Russia
Situation acceptable/pre- Yes Count 8 28 36
ferred in U.S.: explanation % within Country 11.9% 73.7% 34.3%
necessary when refusing No Count 59 10 69
food/drink 9% within Country 88.1% 26.3% 65.7%
Total Count 67 38 105
% within Country 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Table 3 illustrates the one question the respondents reported a significant difference
in the category, “Age and Gender Communication in a Social Setting with Acquain-

tances”.
Table 3
Age and Gender Communication in a Social Setting with Acquaintances
Crosstab
Country Total
NonRussia Russia
Situation common in U.S.: Yes Count 29 5 34
use slang with older person % within Country 43.9% 12.8% 32.4
No Count 37 34 71
% within Country 56.1% 87.2% 67.6%
Total Count 66 39 105
% within Country 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

The following responses, reported in Table 4, illustrate the significant differences

in the “Manners/Etiquette” category.
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Table 4
Manners/Etiquette between Strangers
Crosstab
Country Total
NonRussia Russia
Acceptable communication Yes Count 6 21 27
inthe U.S.: reprimand % within Country 9.4% 55.3% 26.5
someone you do not know No Count 58 17 75
% within Country 90.6% 44.7% 73.5%
Total Count 64 38 102
% within Country 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Crosstab
Country Total
NonRussia Russia
Acceptable communication Yes Count 16 24 40
in the U.S.: give advice % within Country 23.9% 61.5% 37.7%
before being asked No Count 51 15 66
% within Country 76.1% 38.5% 62.3%
Total Count 67 39 106
% within Country 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Crosstab
Country Total
NonRussia Russia
Acceptable communication Yes Count 5 23 28
in the U.S.: complain about % within Country 7.6% 59.0% 26.7%
your life around strangers No Count 61 16 77
% within Country 92.4% 41.0% 73.3%
Total Count 66 39 105
% within Country 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Crosstab
Country Total
NonRussia Russia
Acceptable communication Yes Count 7 15 22
in the U.S.: share personal % within Country 10.8% 38.5% 21.2%
information with strangers No Count 58 24 82
% within Country 89.2% 61.5% 78.8%
Total Count 65 39 104
% within Country 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Crosstab
Country Total
NonRussia Russia
Acceptable communication Yes Count 31 27 58
in the U.S.: express an honest % within Country 47.0% 73.0% 56.3%
opinion about clothing/hair No Count 35 10 45
% within Country 53.0% 27.0% 43.7%
Total Count 66 37 103
% within Country 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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CONCLUSION

A content analysis of the Intercultural textbooks, currently used by instructors
in the field of communication, suggest authors are dedicating little space to topics re-
lated to the people and culture of Russia. This study was conducted to investigate the si-
milarities and differences of Russian and American cultures to enhance pedagogical
research and cross cultural understanding. The proprieties in American and Russian so-
cieties were found to be more similar than different in the majority of areas investigated
in this research. However, there is a substantial difference between the two cultures in fol-
lowing four areas: a) Russians are less likely than Americans to discuss their ethnicity
in public situations; b) Russians are more polite than Americans in social situations;
c) Russians feel more comfortable than Americans about speaking their minds in public
situations; d) Russians are more honest when expressing opinions than are their American
counterparts.
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Llesb TaHHOTO KCCIIEIOBAHMS — BBIABJICHHAE CXOJCTB U Pa3IM4nii B KOMMYHUKATHBHOM MOBEICHAM
aMepHKaHIEB 1 pycckux. Kak mokasan ananus 11 ydeOHBIX MocoOuii B 001aCTH MEKKYIBTYPHOU KOMMY-
HUKAII|H, TPENOYTCHHUSI aMEPUKAHIICB M PYCCKUX C TOUKH 3PCHUS YMECTHOCTH U COIMAIBHBIX TPUIHYNIA
M3YUYCHBI B aMEPHKAHCKONH KOMMYHUKATHBHCTUKE siBHO HenmoctaTtouno (Chen&Starosta, 1998; Dodd, 1998,
Jandt, 2004a; Jandt, 2004b; Kelly, Laffoon&McKerrow, 1994; Lustig&Koester, 1996; Martin&Nakayama,
2004; Martin&Nakayama, 2005; Martin, Nakayama&Flores, 2002; Samovar&Porter, 2003; Samovar&Porter,
2001). B menmsix ucciietoBaHUSI CXOACTB M PA3INUMii KOMMYHHUKATHBHOTO TIOBEICHHUS MPEICTABUTEICH
JIBYX CTpaH ObLT pa3paboTaH BOMPOCHHUK, KACAFOIIMICS TIPUBBIUCK PEUCBOTO MOBEICHHS B 00CHX KyJIBTYypax.
JIiist yCTaHOBJICHMSI «JTUHTBHCTHYECKON TPSIMOTBI M MCKPEHHOCTH» AHIJIOTOBOPSIIMM CTYJCHTaM, HMeE-
FOIMM JIHOO HE UMEIOIIMM HEIOCPEICTBEHHBIX KOHTAKTOB C PYCCKOM KYJIBTYPOH, e iarajock OTBETUTH
Ha 29 BompocoB. Kak mokasano wcclienoBanue, B OOJBIIMHCTBE cep, BKIIOYECHHBIX B OMPOC, CXOACTB
B KOMMYHHKATHBHOM IIOBEJICHUH MPEICTABUTENCH JBYX KYJbTYp OOJIbIIE, YeM pasinduii. B To ke Bpemst
CYIIIECTBCHHBIC Pa3inyusi OOHAPYKEHBI B 4-X cdepax: a) pPyCCKHe MEHee, YeM aMepPHKAaHIIbI, CKIOHHBI
00CY)KZIaTh CBOIO HAIIMOHAIBHOCTB; 0) pycCKHe 0ojiee BEXKIIMBBI B MyOIUIHOM OOINEHUH; B) pyccKue 0o-
Jiee CKIIOHHBI 00CYX1aTh CBOU JIMUHBIE TIPOOJIEMBI C HE3HAKOMBIMH; T') PYCCKHe 0oJiee HCKPEHHH B BBIPa-
JKEHUM CBOETO MHCHUSI; YeM aMECPUKAHIIbI.

KaoueBble ci0Ba: KOMMYHHKATHBHOE MOBEICHHE, KOMMYHHUKATHBHAS YMECTHOCTb, PEUCBBIC
CTpaTeTHu.

Appendix A
Instrument

COMMUNICTION STYLES SURVEY

Where were you born?

What is your gender?  Female Male
Age group under 21 22—35 36—50
over 50

In general, what interpersonal communication styles do you experience or observe in so-
cial situations? Comment in general terms — not what you would specifically do in each
situation.

Circle YES or NO
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I. BORDERS OF CURIOSITY WITH STRANGERS in a social settings.

Are the following questions acceptable in culture?

1. How much did you pay for your house? Yes
2. Do you have a college degree? Yes
3. Are you married? Yes
4. Do you have any children? Yes
5. Are you planning to have children? Yes
6. How old are you? Yes
7. Where does your family name come from? Yes
8. What is your religion? Yes
9. Where does your accent come from? Yes

Il. SOCIAL GATHERINGS OF ACQUAINTANCES

Are these situations acceptable/preferred in

1.

Is it acceptable to ask a person to bring food or
drink when inviting him/her to a party?

Should a guest offer to help the host/hostess?

Should a guest explain his/her reasons for leaving
a party?

Is a guest expected to bring a gift (candy, wine, etc.)
for the host/hostess?

. Is it expected of the host/hostess to repeatedly of-

fer food or drink to the guests?
Should guests apologize for arriving late at a party?

Are explanations necessary when refusing food or
drink?

culture?

Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes

Ill. AGE and GENDER COMMUNICATION
in a social setting with ACQUAINTANCES.

Are these situations common in culture?

1.

Is it acceptable to use slang /jargon (“you guys”,
“cool”) in a conversation with a person who is ob-
viously older?

Is it acceptable to use mild profanity (“shit”, “damn”)
when speaking to a person obviously older?

Yes

Yes

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

No
No

No

No
No

No

No

No
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3. Is it appropriate to use mild profanity to a person
of the opposite gender? Yes No

4. When members of the opposite sex are present, is it
appropriate to announce the need to use the re-
stroom in an explicit manner? (eg., “l am going to
pee.”) Yes No

5. When members of the opposite sex are present, is it
appropriate for a female to discuss specific female
topics? (eg., feminine hygiene products, physical
problems). Yes No

IV. MANNERS/ETTIQUETTE BETWEEN STRANGERS
IN A SOCIAL SETTINGS.
Is it acceptable communication in culture to

1. compliment the opposite gender on what they are

wearing? Yes No
2. initiate conversation with a person in a public

place? Yes No
3. speak to a child you do not know? Yes No
4. reprimand someone you do not know? Yes No

5. give advice to before asked? (eg., In a fitting room
at a department store.) Yes No

6. complain about your life at social gathering of
strangers? Yes No

7. share personal information with stranger? (eg., “My
husband is abusive to me and our children.) Yes No

8. express an honest (negative) opinion when asked
about a new item of clothing or hair cut? Yes No





