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ABSTRACT Cross-national comparisons of culture-related values are largely based on an
ontology that asserts a certain ‘reality’: the perceived sameness of the self with social others.
This ontology is predicated on the presumption that comparisons and contrasts among cultures
can be based on a universal pre-ordained set of dimensions upon which commensurability of
comparisons and contrasts is advanced. The present article argues that a methodological
approach combining ‘text’ and ‘context’ demonstrates that the presumed sameness of the self
with social others leads to a loss of context-specific, experiential understanding. The approach
suggested here thus destabilizes the presumption of a universal set of dimensions upon which
comparisons and contrasts among cultures have previously been made. This, in turn,
destabilizes the very concept upon which cross-national comparisons have been based.
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the variability of the spoken word and of the

Introduction context-dependence of thought and action.

Cross-national comparisons of culture-related
values (Hofstede, 1980; Trompenaars, 1993)
are widely accepted for comparing and con-
trasting cultures and determining whether
countries can be grouped according to simi-
lar values. Such cross-national comparisons
have previously facilitated an understanding
of cultural differences (Boyacigiller et al.,
2003); however, scholarship in cross cultural
management is now facing pressing chal-
lenges. There is an increasing awareness of

These challenges provoke pertinent ques-
tions. How can scholarship account for the
variability that exists in meanings, desires
and aspirations at the level of individual dis-
course? How can scholarship relate vari-
ability at the individual level to culture? And
how can scholarship go beyond a dualistic
conception of person and culture — a dualism
that has previously dominated the field of
cross cultural management?

Zander (2004) elaborated on some of
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these challenges in noting major themes in
recent advances in cross cultural manage-
ment. Some of these themes included the role
of language, social construction, multiple
identities and multiple cultures. These
themes drew attention to a need to move
beyond the conventional understanding
whereby language is taken to correspond to a
stable reality that is independent of culture.
Reliance on language as a ‘code’ prevents a
more productive approach whereby lan-
guage and its creative capacities are under-
stood to have the ability to generate multiple
cultures.

Ricoeur’s (1992) cultural philosophy is
relevant to the social role of language in con-
structing culture. Ricoeur (1992) rejected the
contention that the situations inhabited by
people can be considered in isolation from
the surrounding objective world. Rather, he
contended that language at the level of
discourse (local meanings, desires and aspira-
tions) develops from the ‘inside’ through the
interplay of tradition (text) and the accounts
of people. These people live their lives and
imaginatively reinterpret their accounts in
the light of tradition (context). That is,
changes in meanings, desires and aspirations
are produced by a combination of text and
context.

Understanding people using the relation-
ships between text and context (language at
the level of discourse) is becoming increas-
ingly accepted as a serious form of organiza-
tional analysis (Boje, 2001; Jabri, 2004). This
approach is derived from recent advances in
ethnography (Rosen, 1991; Van Maanen,
1988; Wolcott, 1995), intercultural commu-
nication (Martin and Nakayama, 1999;
Stohl, 2001), and discourse analysis (Grant et
al., 2001; Hardy and Philips, 1999; Phillips,
1995). Shweder and Sullivan (1993) empha-
sized that text—context relationships must be
taken into account, and that culture and self
are mutually constitutive through language.
When local meanings, desire, and aspirations
are perceived as parole (speech), they are

simultaneously culturally construed (Kagitci-
basi, 1997).

My purpose in this article is to build on
the more recent advances achieved in cross
cultural management, including the role of
language (Alvesson and Karreman, 2000),
multiple cultures (Boyacigiller et al. 2003;
Sackmann and Phillips, 2004), negotiated
cultures (Brannen and Salk, 2000) and the
notion of levels of cultural processes (Erez and
Gati, 2004). I plan to build on such advances
by proposing a textual approach, which com-
bines ‘text’ and ‘context’ as a methodology
and as a valuable strategy for dealing
with culture-constructing processes achieved
through language. Much as my analysis has
been inspired by these reviews, I wish to
demonstrate the task of identifying and con-
structing cultures, grounded in Ricoeur’s
(1992) hermeneutics and Gadamer’s (1997)
notion of tradition.

The article begins by reviewing the main-
stream management literature on cross
cultural management. It then proceeds to
describe certain types of textual composition
on the basis of the distinction between tradi-
tional narratives (text) and voice narratives
(context). The paper highlights the use of text
and context, not only as a method of enquiry,
but also as a concept of social ontology. The
study demonstrates the inadequacy of per-
ceiving culture as being constant and sepa-
rate from the ways in which people live their
own experiences in the present.

Cross-national Comparisons

For almost two decades, cross-national com-
parisons of culture-related values have been
used to describe cultural differences among
countries. Such comparisons are rooted in
the classic sociological construct of Durk-
heim’s ‘collective conscience’ and seek to
explain how distinctive frames of mind, iden-
tities and systems are determined and main-
tained. These models assume that culture is a
knowable empirical fact separate from the
researcher (Burrell and Morgan, 1988). They
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depict differences among cultures by empha-
sizing certain ‘essential’ traits of people
generalized from pre-determined frame-
works of national boundaries, physiological
traits and regional features (Cerulo, 1997).

Although cross cultural management
does require the use of such comparisons, a
selective focus on pre-established social cate-
gories fails to take into account how experi-
ential understanding is co-constructed in the
context of daily life (Martin and Nakayama,
2004; Triandis, 1995). It fails to recognize
variability in meanings, desires and aspira-
tions at the individual level, and fails to
describe how such variability at the indi-
vidual level can be related to culture.

Many scholars have cautioned against
relying on singular explanations rooted in
regional and structural locations. Barth
(1989), Clifford (1988), and Clifford and
Marcus (1986) all demonstrated that mean-
ings, desires and aspirations are not uniform
among all members of a culture. Barth
(1989), in particular, warned against the
presumption that there are comprehensive
models of culture; rather, he suggested that
insights be sought in the wider field of social
processes. Similarly, Voronov and Singer
(2002: 461) noted that ‘. . . when a whole
culture or society is pigeonholed in models of
dichotomous categories (for example, mascu-
line—feminine, active—passive, or loose—tight),
subtle differences and qualitative nuances
that are more characteristic of that social
entity may be glossed over’.

Hofstede’s (1980, 2001) work can be
taken as an example. There are, of course,
other examples (e.g. House et al, 1999;
Trompenaars, 1993). Hofstede’s work is
taken as an example because it is generally
considered to be the most influential source
in the study of cross cultural management
(Fang, 2003). Hofstede (1980: xvi) defined
cultural orientations in values as ‘anthropo-
logical distinctions between societies, affect-
ing sociological and psychological processes’.
To illustrate stable distinctions among soci-

eties, Hofstede (1998) depicted five orienta-
tions in values: power distance, individualism
versus collectivism, long-term orientation
versus short-term orientation, uncertainty
avoidance and masculinity versus femininity.
Hoppe (1990) examined Hofstede’s set of
dimensions in terms of their psychometric
properties and found them to be largely self-
validated through their own analyses. The
model has been widely reviewed (Roberts
and Boyacigiller, 1984; Sondergaard, 1994),
and has been variously praised (Smith, 2002),
criticized (McSweeney, 2002; Williamson,
2002) and selectively critiqued for its con-
ceptualization of specific dimensions (Fang,
2003).

The problems with Hofstede’s work arise
not because his model is incomplete — in the
sense of not taking into account all of the
differences that arise within a particular
cultural setting — but because of the way in
which these differences are approached,
based on stability and the perceived same-
ness of the self with social others. That is,
Hofstede claims to differentiate objectively
between cultures based on some universal
conceptual structure (or standard) along an
axis on which cultural differences among
cultures are apparently ascertained. The
commensurability presumption is argued to
have led to dichotomized, dimensionalized
conceptions of culture which view culture
(i.e. any given country-level culture as a unit
of analysis) as a stable phenomenon. At the
meta-theoretical level, Hofstede’s claim of
‘stability’ is ontological, because it is largely
inspired by the pursuit of an ontology based
on asserting a certain view of ‘reality’ — in this
case, social homogeneity among people.
Homogeneity locates orientations in a con-
ception of tradition in which the status quo is
the desired state of affairs.

There are problems with the idea that
tradition does not lead to changes in mean-
ings, desires and aspirations. Such a perspec-
tive fails to take into account how people
construct their identities i relation to each

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissiony



352 International Joumnal of Cross Cultural Management 5(3)

other, how changes in general orientations
emerge and develop, and how communica-
tion and empowerment generate change in
tradition. The concept of tradition must
therefore be reworked through an interpre-
tive approach of narrative understanding
that allows a more profound understanding
of human action interacting with tradition in
a way that facilitates change and innovation
in tradition. Gadamer (1997) and Ricoeur
(1992) both emphasized that no tradition is
intrinsically closed, or constant over time. In
accordance with this view, the ‘text’ of tradi-
tion and its ‘con-text’ are perceived as being
complementary, rather than oppositional. A
tradition is thus understood as remaining
vital by a continuous innovative reinterpreta-
tion by agents who seek to articulate the rela-
tionship between the prevailing tradition and
the changing meaning of events and identi-
ties. Gadamer (1997: 306) has argued that ‘in
a tradition this process of fusion is continually
going on, for the old and new are always
combining into something of living value,
without either being explicitly foregrounded
from the other’.

An essential component of innovative
reinterpretation within a tradition is the
retrieval of worthwhile aspirations and unful-
filled promises from the past. In line with
Gadamer (1997), every encounter involves
some sort of tension between the tradition
itself and the real-life situation as experienced
by the person.

The present article argues that the per-
ceived ‘sameness’ of the self with social
others, upon which the presumption of com-
mensurability is based, leads to the loss of
context-specific, experiential understanding.
If ‘text’ and ‘context’ are combined, meaning
can be interpreted from the ‘inside’. Accord-
ing to Ricoeur (1991), culture develops from
the ‘inside’ through the interplay of (i) dis-
course of life as inhabited by people; and
(ii) imaginative reinterpretation of text, as
people narrate their own experiences and
representations. For Ricoeur (1991), the

‘conversational space’ between narrative text
and context (accounts of life) is bridged by
the human capacity to bring forth human
precepts and ally them with their own expe-
riences. In this way people come to know,
understand, and make sense of their being in
the social world around them.

Types of Narrative Texts

People five in the narratives they encounter
and use them to reconstruct their knowledge
of their own way of living and those of others.
Schreiter (1985: 70) spoke of ‘listening to a
culture’ by searching for its own narratives.
Yang (1994) has made the point that under-
standing the prevailing cultural precepts is
largely dependent on the way in which
people reinterpret their own context by
searching for narratives embedded in their
tradition. Narratives that emphasize the
importance of precepts have developed as a
new area of study that offers great potential
for cross cultural management (Boyce, 1995;
Hatch, 1996; Jabri, 2000; O’Connor, 1995;
Phillips, 1995; Van Maanen, 1996; Yang,
1994; Yanow, 1995).

Narrative can also assist in understanding
culture from within (Bruner, 1990; Howard,
1991; Laslett, 1999; Polkinghorne, 1988,
Rosman and Rubel, 1995). Mumby (1993: 5)
made the point that narrative is ‘a social sym-
bolic act in the double sense that (a) it takes
on meaning only in a social context and (b) it
plays a role in the construction of that social
context’. Narrative provides knowledge of
the social locales (or milieu) into which
employees are drawn and implicated. Such
knowledge is essential ‘background know-
ledge’ if policies and practices are to be more
responsive to the needs of the people affected
by them.

The narratives by which people live not
only reflect their experiences, but also consti-
tute and shape beliefs, values, gender expec-
tations, life experiences and life meanings.
For example, the Narratives of the Arabian Nights
(Alf Layla wa Layla, literally ‘1,000 Nights and
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One Night’), which are a significant aspect of
the culture of Bahrain, Qatar and Dubai,
promote the Bedouin concept of muru’ah —
including the virtues of generosity and hospi-
tality — as a standard to which people should
aspire. Similarly, in Greater China, various
narratives — about ‘good officials’, ‘filial
administrators’, ‘virtuous leaders’, and how
‘trustworthy workers’ should be loyal to those
in authority — provide an influential perspec-
tive on how people should conduct them-
selves. A widely shared narrative is Hsiin
Tzu’s oral narrative about a capsized boat,
which enjoins that subordinates should
understand their role as being the water sup-
porting the boat (which, itself, represents the
leader’s role). Moreover, the leader should
look after his or her employees to prevent the
boat capsizing.

Text narratives (language at the level of
discourse) make knowledge of the cultural
setting more ‘recognizable’. However, this is
not to say that everyone in that culture agrees
with what is designated as muru’ah (in the
Arabian example described above) or filial
piety (in the Chinese context). The ‘assumed
connection’ between people and narrative
text is often displaced by new representations
that emerge in people’s imaginative reinter-
pretations of their context (Geertz, 1988). A
cultural narrative can thus become increas-
ingly non-persuasive as the presumption of
‘one place, one people, one culture’ no
longer holds the ethnographic imagination in
check (Van Maanen, 1995).

Richardson (1995) distinguished two
types of narrative: traditional narratives and
voice narratives. Traditional narratives are
narratives about authoritative precepts that
are embedded in existing modes of thinking
within a particular culture or group of
people. These narratives aim to persuade
people to think and act in accordance with
‘ideal’ standards embedded in tradition.
They thus represent dominant values, cul-
tural beliefs and practices that form a par-
ticular perspective of the world.

In contrast, voice narratives are self-
representations and social representations
that evolve in reaction to traditional narra-
tives. Self-representations and social repre-
sentations are thus critical responses to the
power of traditional narrative. They emanate
from the way in which people inhabit their
experiences and aspire to new meanings.
This article proposes a dialectic between
traditional narrative and voice narrative. In
this dialectic, changes in narrative occur
between the traditional text and the actual
experience of people as they reinterpret
tradition in the light of their own situation.

Combining Text and Context

A text—context account is a totality — a dis-
course acting as a powerful ordering force for
changes in tradition. That discourse has its
own genre or style but it reflects a real-life
situation. Such a discourse can be combined
with the discourses of other people. Accord-
ing to Ricoeur (1984), combining text
(traditional narrative) and context (real-life
situation) involves a hermeneutic of meaning,
as text is juxtaposed with accounts of life.
This meaning is achieved by a person as he
or she goes about reinterpreting the text in
light of his or her own self-representation.
This can bring forth a new meaning that
might vary from the original perceived
meaning. Through such a ‘poetic resolution’
(Ricoeur, 1988: 248, 1992: 142), the text
comes to be viewed from a new perspective,
thus realizing change in the individual.

A resolution is about ‘crossing over’ from
an unchanging notion of an ‘ideal’ text
(based on the sameness of the self with social
others) to a more fluid conception (based on
an interplay between real life and personal
imaginative reinterpretations). Such a ‘cross-
over’ is not restricted to a ‘universal bridge’,
in the sense of there being only one ‘bridge’
for every place, history or culture. People
often change meanings, desires and aspira-
tions as they reflect on the text in light of
their own experiential understanding. This is
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of importance in deconstructing fixed per-
ceptions (stability and permanence) of cross
culturality. A resolution about ‘crossing over’
rejects the notion that organizational cultures
are immutable entities or discourses of fixed
structure (Alvesson, 2002). Rather, it recog-
nizes that they are dynamic entities (multiple
cultures) that are achieved through conversa-
tions (utterances) that are continuously influ-
enced by changing identities and encounters.
Organizational cultures develop in a back-
and-forth manner within a ‘stretch of talk’ as
people exchange utterances, and as words
are transposed among contexts and situa-
tions. The challenge is to capture how
organizational cultures are produced anew,
rather than reproduced, that is represented
again and again.

Narrative Time

Time has an implicit role in the crossover
whereby traditional narrative is imagina-
tively tacked onto events of the present. For
example, the actual time of a text emphasiz-
ing filiality (Xiao) is in the past. However,
when this is tacked onto events in the present,
its new time is no longer historical; rather, it
becomes ‘narrative time’. That which is
historical is recalled and combined with
experiences in the present. Social tradition
and human experience are thus mutually
constitutive of each other. According to
Ricoeur (1991), this mutuality is fluid and
dynamic as it is shaped and reshaped.
Meanings, desires and aspirations are not
homogeneous; rather, they emerge as onto-
logically subject to change and renewal. Such
an ontology is fundamentally distinct from a
deterministic (top-down) presumption of pre-
conceived categories and social formations.
This new ontology allows for new possi-
bilities of change and renewal — and even for
the creation of multiple cultures as the expe-
riences of other people are communicated
in their own textual accounts (discourses).
There is no limit to the extent to which
textual accounts can describe, narrate and

prescribe change. As Tsoukas and Chia
(2002) have argued, change is the reweaving
of actors’ webs of beliefs and habits to accom-
modate new experiences obtained through
interactions. This makes for a very different
reality from that based on the dimensions
derived from a pre-ordained set of general-
ized cultural orientations.

At the group level, people recognize
themselves in the various accounts of others.
A person’s interpretation obtains its meaning
from those of other people, thus generating
new possibilities through top-down (con-
textual influences) and bottom-up (emergent)
processes at more than one level of analysis
(Kozlowski and Klein, 2000). This, in turn,
leads to the intersections of multiple texts at
other social levels (Cunliffe, 2002). Within
each newly created culture, people come to
recognize themselves anew.

Every culture has its own discourse — a
sort of ‘social language’ that is peculiar to its
own context. Each culture has its own
emphasis on conversation as a productive
process whereby people appropriate and
negotiate various texts to their own needs
(Alvesson, 2002). Each culture has its own
identity, but this identity is relational and
intertextual. It is accomplished through social
construction, where it is treated as dependent
on speech (dynamic and responsive), rather
than being stable and enduring in time and
location.

Discussion

By adopting the Ricoeurian approach of
combining text and context, the present arti-
cle has demonstrated the inadequacies of
perceiving culture as a constant and failing to
take into account the ways in which people
live their own experiences in the present. By
combining text and context through imagi-
nation, the concepts of commensurability
and a universal structure of fixed cultural dif-
ferences are challenged. The ontological
approach presented in this paper posits soci-
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ety and culture as dynamic processes. This
approach allows for the social construction of
multiple cultures and a better understanding
of negotiated realities through an ontology
that accounts for new possibilities, in contrast
to Hofstede’s (1980) conception of culture,
which is anchored in a top-down approach
whereby the status quo is the desired state of
affairs.

Two consequences flow from the approach
suggested here. First, the approach calls into
question commensurability in cross-national
comparisons of culture-related values on the
basis of a presumed ‘universal’ structure. As
demonstrated in the present study, such a
fixed ‘universal’ view leads to a significant
loss of context-specific, experiential under-
standing. Rather, the culture is realized, to a
large extent, through individuals, and experi-
ential situations produce different forms of
understanding. To deny the importance of
experiential understanding is to ignore a
potentially fruitful field of scholarship and
management practice.

Secondly, the basic ontological premises
that sustain Hofstede’s (1980) model have
been challenged. To address changes in
meanings, desires, and aspirations through a
textual understanding is an interpretive
approach, rather than a positivist approach.
As such, it is an implicit critique of an artifi-
cial separation between the observer and
observed (Chia, 1997). The relationship
between the experiential situation of the
observer and the observed facilitates under-
standing among people in general, and also
between observers and subjects in the
research situation.

The present article therefore takes a
provocative position by significantly challeng-
ing the conventional view of cross-national
comparisons. It reiterates Shweder and
Sullivan’s (1993) point that culture and self
are mutually constitutive. It builds on the
more recent advances achieved in cross
cultural management, including the role of
language (Alvesson and Karreman, 2000),

Text—context Relationships in Cross Cultural Management 355

multiple cultures (Boyacigiller et al., 2003;
Sackmann and Phillips, 2004), negotiated
cultures (Brannen and Salk, 2000), and the
notion of levels of cultural processes (Erez and
Gati, 2004). At the same time, it contributes
to the extant literature by emphasizing
the centrality of a paradigmatic shift from a
deterministic view of organizational culture
to a textual formation of meanings, desires
and aspirations.

The issue is not a lack of research.
Rather, it is an issue of conceptual develop-
ment, in particular, a development that
would require seeing culture as something to
be ‘identified’ and ‘produced’, rather than as
something that is reproduced. Experiences in
life change the meanings of other events,
and fundamentally affect formations and
renewals in cultures. There is therefore a
need to move from a position whereby func-
tionalism and positivism are the norm to a
position whereby interpretive and textual
understandings are the norm. The first step
in such a move is to encourage the develop-
ment of multiple streams of thinking (e.g.
multiple cultures, social constructions, etc.)
about our knowledge base in cross cultural
management. The second step is to recognize
the importance of combining text with con-
text as a new way of researching the role of
language in cross cultural management.

The strengths of this paper must be
tempered with recognition of its limitations.
More emphasis could have been placed on
the role of language, and the way in which
interpretations between text and context are
modified by speech. This also involves a
move away from a unitary presumption
largely based on Saussure’s (1983) views of
language as an autonomous system of signs
dissociated from social and cultural pro-
cesses. By making a move away from such a
view, organizational culture can then be
approached on the basis of speech being that
which gives meaning to behaviour in time
and space. Bakhtin (1986: 147) noted that ‘a
code is only a technical means of transmitting
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information; it does not have cognitive,
creative significance’. He declined to accept
that a sign is a2 mere expression of something
that is fixed on the grounds that this leads to
a reduction in the importance attached to the
human experiential element in communica-
tion. Bakhtin (1984) therefore called for a
synthesis between langue and parole, and this
prompted him to advance his views of lan-
guage as a ‘living thing’, dependent on an
infinite and recursive chain of utterances
between people. ‘Language lives’, said
Bakhtin (1984: 183), ‘only in the dialogic
interaction of those who make use of it’.
Space does not permit a full exploration of
the role of language in general, and Bakhtin’s
contribution in particular. However, despite
this acknowledged limitation, the approach
proposed in the present study is useful in
advancing scholarship and management
practice beyond the notion of sameness with
social others.

There is also much to be learned from a
variety of other approaches that are emerg-
ing in discourse analysis, ethnography and
cultural studies. Such approaches promise to
be useful in expanding the reach of cross
cultural management scholarship. For exam-
ple, ethnography provides insight into how
cultural narrative is conceived, familiarity
with cultural values, and the significance of
utterances and talk in depicting people’s per-
spectives of self and society. Such talk could
be pursued through contextual methods of
analysis and engagement, and through
analyses of self-representation and social
representation (Aronowitz and Giroux, 1991;
Richardson, 1995; Rosenau, 1992), includ-
ing the use of language and metaphors
(Gibson and Zellmer-Bruhn, 2001).

The present discussion suggests a number
of avenues for further research. One such
avenue could involve comparing and con-
trasting how meanings, aspirations, agendas,
etc. are socially constructed, especially in
cross cultural team settings and similar
global settings (Holden, 2002). Exploring

such frontiers brings forth a ‘surplus of
seeing’ — a sort of capability that is much
needed for implicating management in cross
cultural contexts. Other related develop-
ments could involve expanding connections
between multiple identities and the produc-
tion of organizational cultures. Recently such
terms as ‘identity struggle’ (Sveningsson and
Alvesson, 2003) and ‘shifting identities’
(Jabri, 2004) have emerged. In this context,
Cunliffe (2002) has suggested that people
create their cultures, meanings and selves in
embodied and situated dialogue. The task of
capturing how people create cultures (social
construction) and how cultures come to
create identities is daunting, but responding
to such a need is likely to be of significant
benefit to cross cultural management schol-
arship. This is undoubtedly a challenging
area in which to work, especially in terms of
developing effective research methods and
interpretive strategies. But the challenge is
what makes it interesting and worthwhile.

Combining text and context as a strategy
has important management implications for
understanding the new challenges facing
managers, especially in cross cultural team
contexts and other global work situations.
Recognizing cultural co-constructions and
changes in tradition would allow managers
a ‘surplus of seeing’ in assessing changing
realities in organizations that are operating in
foreign settings where knowledge of the
tradition of the host nation remains crucial.
Erez and Gati (2004: 587) noted that
‘dynamic, rather than stable models of
culture should serve for understanding the
changing work environment in response to
globalization’.

The challenge, therefore, is to work on
two issues: (i) how understanding can be
obtained through knowledge of tradition;
and (ii) how accounts of life and accounts of
organizations can be used to provide new
sources of meaning and understanding.
Moving forward along the broad lines pre-
sented in this article would motivate scholar-
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ship to gain a more profound understanding
of the mutually constitutive nature of culture
and human experience.
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Individualism—Collectivism: A Critical

Résumé

Les relations entre Texte et Contexte : implications en management comparé
(Muayyad M. Jabri)

Les comparaisons internationales de valeurs culturelles sont largement fondées sur une
ontologie qui postule une certaine « réalité » : la similitude pergue entre le moi et les autres.
Cette ontologie part du postulat selon lequel les comparaisons et les contrastes entre cultures
peuvent s’opérer sur des ensembles de dimensions universelles préfabriquées, sur lesquelles
I’analyse des comparaisons et contrastes peut étre poussée. Cet article propose que Papproche
méthodologique qui combine ‘texte’ et ‘contexte’ démontre que la similitude pergue entre le
moi et les autres conduit & une perte de la compréhension expérientielle, spécifique au
contexte. L’approche suggérée ici prend a contre pied le postulat de Pexistence d’ensembles
de dimensions universelles sur lesquels les comparaisons et contrastes entre cultures ont

généralement été faits. Ainsi, le concept méme de comparaisons internationales s’en trouve
affecté.
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