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Abstract 

Intercultural literature often treats ethnocentrism and ethnorelativism as opposite ends of a single continuum. This paper 

challenges that assumption by adapting Herzberg’s two-factor theory to propose a dual-spectrum model: (1) a “hygiene” axis 

(ethnocentrism ↔ absence of ethnocentrism) that prevents harm, and (2) a “motivator” axis (absence of ethnorelativism ↔ 

ethnorelativism) that enables growth. This paper argues that reducing ethnocentrism does not automatically produce 

ethnorelativism, and that gains in ethnorelativism can coexist with stress-activated in-group bias which is the key concept of 

ethnocentrism. This dual-spectrum model can explain why bias reduction does not automatically yield adaptive collaboration 

and why sophisticated perspective-taking can still buckle under stress. This paper translates the model into testable propositions, 

a two-dimensional (2×2) typology, a portfolio of instruments for measurements, and intervention strategies. It also specifies 

implications for research, education, and organisational practice, especially under boundary conditions in cultural and 

organisational contexts, to clarify further when the axes move together, lag, or diverge. This paper also provides examples of 

educational program design that deliberately pair “anti-deficit” (hygiene) interventions with “growth-positive” (motivator) 

interventions. Hygiene secures the floor, and motivators raise the ceiling. 
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1. Introduction 

Classic frameworks for intercultural development often 

treat ethnocentrism (the bias toward in-group centrality and 

out-group devaluation) and ethnorelativism (the capacity for 

perspective-taking and frame-switching across cultural con-

texts) as opposite ends of a single continuum (see Figure 1). 

The intuition that ethnocentrism diminishes as ethnorelativ-

ism increases is deeply embedded in the design and evaluation 

of intercultural interventions. The logic appears straightfor-

ward, that is, if people come to appreciate cultural difference 

and to adopt others’ perspectives, they will cease to engage in 

cultural devaluation, stereotyping, and in-group favouritism. 

However, decades of studies and practices in education, 

healthcare, international business, and public administration 

reveal that the realities are more complex [1-3]. Even when 
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individuals avoid overtly ethnocentric remarks, they may still 

slip into culture-blind assumptions and struggle to adapt their 

perspective in complex interactions. Conversely, individuals 

capable of nuanced frame-switching can sometimes revert to 

defensive in-group preferences under identity threat or time 

pressure. 

 
Figure 1. Classic One-Spectrum View of Ethnocentrism Versus Ethnorelativism. 

To explain why declines in ethnocentrism do not reliably 

yield gains in ethnorelativism, and why ethnorelative orienta-

tion can coexist with stress-activated in-group bias, this paper 

draws on Herzberg’s two-factor theory of motivation, which 

explicitly separates harm prevention from growth enablement 

[4]. Rather than importing managerial jargon, this paper uses 

Herzberg’s insight functionally: some conditions chiefly pre-

vent things from going wrong, while others actively make 

things go right. 

Herzberg’s two-factor theory challenges the conventional 

view of job satisfaction, which posits that job satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction are interdependent [4]. He argues that satisfac-

tion and dissatisfaction do not lie on a single continuum but 

stem from two partly independent processes (see Figure 2). 

“Hygiene” factors (e.g., supervision quality, pay, and clear 

policies) must at least meet a minimum standard to prevent 

dissatisfaction. Correcting shortfalls reduces complaints, but 

on its own, does not create intrinsic motivation. By contrast, 

“motivators” (e.g., recognition, autonomy, opportunities for 

growth) generate satisfaction and fulfilment, such that em-

ployees may feel engaged even when minor irritants remain 

[5]. This structural and functional asymmetry mirrors my 

propositions about intercultural development, suggesting that 

suppressing derogation and biased construal (a prevention 

task) is not the same as building perspective-taking and adap-

tive frame coordination (a promotion task) [6]. With that dis-

tinction in place, this paper turns to Herzberg’s two-factor the-

ory. 

 
Figure 2. Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory of Motivation: Motivating and Hygiene Factors. 

Adapting this logic to intercultural development, this theo-

retical paper argues that reducing ethnocentrism is function-

ally akin to “hygiene” (its reduction prevents harm), whereas 

cultivating ethnorelativism is akin to “motivators” (its cultiva-

tion enables growth). By analogy, ethnocentrism and ethnorel-

ativism arise from partly independent antecedents: policies, 

norms, and accountability can suppress devaluation of out-

groups (reducing ethnocentrism) without instilling the cogni-

tive-affective skills required to take others’ perspectives 

(building ethnorelativism). Similarly, immersive learning and 

frame-switching practice can cultivate ethnorelativism with-

out fully extinguishing latent in-group bias under stress. This per-

spective suggests that ethnocentrism lies on a “hygiene” spec-

trum, with its desirable pole being the absence of ethnocentrism 
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(i.e., non-derogation and fair construal). In contrast, ethnorelativ-

ism belongs on a “motivator” spectrum, with its desirable pole 

being the presence of ethnorelative capability (i.e., perspec-

tive-taking and adaptive behaviour). On this view, the logical 

opposites are absences, not each other: the opposite of ethno-

centrism is not ethnorelativism, but rather the absence of eth-

nocentrism; the opposite of ethnorelativism is not ethnocen-

trism, but rather the absence of ethnorelativism (see Figure 3). 

Treating the constructs as dual spectra rather than a single con-

tinuum preserves this asymmetry. It directs design and evalu-

ation toward distinct yet complementary mechanisms for 

harm prevention and growth. 

 
Figure 3. A Dual-Spectrum View of Ethnocentrism Versus Ethnorelativism. 

This dual-spectrum conceptualisation of ethnocentrism ver-

sus ethnorelativism has three immediate theoretical payoffs. 

First, it explains why training programs that successfully cur-

tail ethnocentric behaviours sometimes fail to produce adap-

tive perspective-taking: “hygiene” improved, but “motivators” 

were not engaged. Second, it clarifies why sophisticated eth-

norelativism can coexist with residual ethnocentric triggers 

under stress: “motivators” were developed, but “hygiene” 

gaps remain. Third, it provides a more precise evaluation 

framework by directing measurement to both trajectories ra-

ther than presuming that movement along one axis implies 

movement along the other. 

2. Theoretical Background 

2.1. Herzberg’s Two-factor Theory: From 

Workplace Conditions to Intercultural 

Context 

According to Herzberg’s two-factor theory, improvements 

in “hygiene” conditions minimise dissatisfaction but do not 

necessarily create satisfaction; conversely, “motivators” gen-

erate satisfaction partially independent of “hygiene” status [4]. 

The theory has been debated on methodological and concep-

tual grounds. However, the central separation remains largely 

influential because it addresses an everyday conundrum, that 

is, removing a negative does not automatically produce a pos-

itive. Successive reviews and cross-cultural applications con-

firm the usefulness of this asymmetry and emphasise that the 

salience of specific factors should always be calibrated to lo-

cal contexts [5, 7, 8]. Applied beyond the workplace, the two-

factor theory implies that no single lever can drive complex 

human development. Instead, it requires a coordinated set of 

interventions—some that prevent dysfunction (“hygiene” fac-

tors) and others that actively promote growth (“motivator” 

factors). 

At the same time, this paper does not claim that only two 

dimensions exhaustively describe intercultural development. 

Additional psychological axes, such as general openness to al-

ternative perspectives, threat sensitivity, or need for closure, 

likely shape developmental trajectories and outcomes. My ar-

gument is minimal rather than exclusive: at a minimum, two 

functionally distinct axes are necessary to avoid category er-

rors in design and evaluation. One tracking harm prevention 

(reductions in ethnocentrism) and one tracking growth enable-

ment (increases in ethnorelativism). This distinction also ac-

commodates the well-documented human capacity to hold 

simultaneous, context-triggered, and even contradictory posi-

tions. From a Complex Dynamic Systems Theory (CDST [9, 

10]) perspective, individuals can inhabit coexisting attractor 

states (e.g., low overt ethnocentrism in routine settings yet 

stress-elicited in-group bias), which a single continuum can-

not represent. A dual-axis framework, therefore, serves as a 

pragmatic baseline that can incorporate additional traits and 

moderators without collapsing prevention and growth into a 

single metric. 
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2.2. Ethnocentrism: Definition, Assessment, and 

Costs 

Ethnocentrism, in Sumner’s classic formulation, refers to a 

pattern of in-group centrism accompanied by out-group dero-

gation and devaluation [11]. In contemporary intercultural set-

tings, it manifests in biased attributions and premature closure 

in judgments. The construct can be assessed at two levels: trait 

measures capture relatively stable dispositions expressed 

across contexts (e.g., generalised attitudes and preferences), 

whereas situational measures capture context-dependent 

states that fluctuate with conditions such as time pressure, 

identity threat, or status dynamics (e.g., responses to vignettes, 

language in evaluative documents, or behaviour in simulated 

interactions). Neuliep and McCroskey’s [12] Generalised Eth-

nocentrism (GENE) scale, together with its shorter form, the 

SFGENE-7 [13], assesses a stable dispositional orientation to-

ward ethnocentrism across contexts. Consistent with prevail-

ing definitions, both instruments capture the construct’s core 

facets, including ethnic-group self-centredness, ingroup pref-

erence, ingroup superiority, and negativity toward out-groups 

[14]. 

Ethnocentrism imposes demonstrable costs across sectors. 

In healthcare, ethnocentric assumptions can distort symptom 

interpretation, impair diagnostic reasoning, impede clinician-

patient communication, and erode therapeutic trust [15, 16]. 

Similar dynamics are also evident in education and public in-

stitutions: ethnocentric curricula and routines narrow students’ 

interpretive horizons, dampen engagement, and normalise ex-

clusion unless countered by culturally responsive pedagogy 

[17, 18]. In governance and frontline administration, interac-

tions that convey partiality or disrespect undermine percep-

tions of procedural justice and institutional legitimacy, which, 

in turn, reduce citizens’ willingness to cooperate and comply 

with authorities [19-21]. Beyond the public sector, ethnocen-

trism also carries economic and organisational consequences. 

In multicultural workplaces, ethnocentric climates heighten 

process losses, such as dysfunctional conflict, miscommuni-

cation, and social fragmentation, thereby inhibiting 

knowledge sharing and thwarting localisation efforts [22, 23]. 

At the macro-political level, the tension between global eco-

nomic integration and ethnocentric attitudes has become a sa-

lient force in many industrialised countries; ethnocentrism-

based political strategies generate direct economic costs and 

constrain integration [24]. Taken together, evidence across mi-

cro-level encounters (e.g., clinical interviews, classrooms, 

frontline service) and macro-level systems (e.g., trade flows, 

organisational capability, institutional legitimacy) under-

scores the need for interventions that both reduce ethnocentric 

harm and, separately, cultivate ethnorelative competence. 

2.3. Ethnorelativism, Intercultural Sensitivity, 

and Cultural Intelligence 

Ethnorelativism refers to “a paradigm which is founded on 

the understanding that other cultures exist with a weight and 

reality equivalent to one’s own” [25]. Bennett’s [26-28] De-

velopmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) con-

ceptualises intercultural growth as movement from ethnocen-

tric orientations (Denial, Defence, Minimisation) toward eth-

norelative orientations (Acceptance, Adaptation, Integration). 

The shift is not merely attitudinal but epistemic: it involves 

increasing the complexity with which cultural differences are 

perceived and interpreted, progressing from a default central-

ity of one’s own frames to an ability to coordinate multiple 

frames in interaction. Subsequent scholarship emphasises that 

this movement is rarely linear. Building on CDST, Liu and 

colleagues [29] contend that intercultural sensitivity is an 

emergent property of person-environment couplings unfold-

ing across multiple time scales. Viewed through this lens, the 

DMIS can be a multistable, history-dependent system. It helps 

explain why people do not progress uniformly, why regres-

sions and sudden leaps occur, and why change depends as 

much on context as on individual dispositions. In this sense, 

DMIS is best read as a developmental tendency rather than an 

invariant sequence. This distinction becomes essential when 

linking the model to the design of assessment and interven-

tions. 

Hammer et al. [30] operationalised the DMIS continuum in 

the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI); since then, it 

has been widely used in educational and organisational set-

tings to diagnose orientations and track change. Additionally, 

more instruments extend this picture: the Intercultural Sensi-

tivity Scale (ISS [31]) foregrounds affective-relational dispo-

sitions (e.g., comfort with difference, respect, interactional en-

gagement), while Cultural Intelligence (CQ; [32]) captures a 

multifaceted capability set—metacognitive monitoring of cul-

tural assumptions, motivation to persist in culturally complex 

settings, and behavioural repertoire for adaptive practice. As 

these measures tap distinct facets, using them in combination 

can reveal whether change is aligned or decoupled. For exam-

ple, a drop in ethnocentrism alongside flat IDI/ISS/CQ scores 

indicates divergence; CQ gains that precede an IDI shift indi-

cate a lag; simultaneous improvements across measures indi-

cate co-occurrence. Notably, these mixed patterns strain the 

assumption that intercultural development unfolds along a sin-

gle bipolar line, and these recurring asymmetries are difficult 

to reconcile with a single bipolar trajectory between ethnocen-

trism and ethnorelativism. Accordingly, they highlight the 

limits of a one-dimensional model and motivate a dual-spec-

trum account that distinguishes between harm reduction 

(lower ethnocentrism) and growth enablement (higher eth-

norelativism). 

3. The Limits of a Single Bipolar 

Spectrum Between Ethnocentrism and 

Ethnorelativism 

Although intercultural development is often portrayed as a 
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linear progression from ethnocentrism to ethnorelativism, 

lived trajectories are typically non-linear, context-dependent, 

and multistable [33]. Individuals may plateau, cycle, or re-

gress, and gains achieved in one setting (e.g., professional 

workplace) do not necessarily transfer to another (e.g., online 

forum where immigration debates are heated). As mentioned 

above, a CDST perspective treats intercultural sensitivity as 

an emergent property of person-environment couplings that 

unfold across multiple time scales and can stabilise in different 

dynamic states, thereby clarifying why sharp leaps, stalls, and 

reversions occur [3, 30]. From this viewpoint, treating “less 

ethnocentric” as equivalent to “more ethnorelative” over-sim-

plifies and obscures how contextual affordances, such as cul-

tural tightness-looseness and identity threat, shape both the di-

rection and durability of change [27, 34]. Measurement evi-

dence reinforces this argument. Programme evaluations fre-

quently reveal asymmetric change—curricula that elevate eth-

norelative orientations and CQ without commensurate reduc-

tions in generalised ethnocentrism, or advanced orientations 

that nonetheless give way to in-group bias under pressure in 

diverse teams [2, 23]. Such decoupling is difficult to reconcile 

with a single bipolar continuum and instead supports a dual-

spectrum account that separately tracks harm reduction (lower 

ethnocentrism) and growth enablement (higher ethnorelativ-

ism). 

4. A Dual-spectrum Model: Hygiene for 

Harm Reduction, Motivators for 

Growth Enablement 

The core claim of the dual-spectrum model is that ethno-

centrism and ethnorelativism are better conceptualised as sep-

arable, partially related axes. The first axis runs from ethno-

centrism to the absence of ethnocentrism and primarily cap-

tures the inhibition of devaluation, derogation, and biased con-

strual. Its functional logic is “hygiene”, that is, as ethnocen-

trism decreases, interpersonal harms decline, and interactional 

safety rises. However, this reduction does not automatically 

equip individuals to perform the positive work of perspective-

taking and adaptive frame-switching. The second axis runs 

from the absence of ethnorelativism to ethnorelativism, pri-

marily capturing the activation of growth-oriented cognitive 

and affective capacities. Its logic is motivational, that is, in-

creasing ethnorelativism enables more accurate and functional 

social inference across diverse contexts, richer identity work, 

and purpose-laden collaboration across cultural differences. 

Several implications follow from conceptualising ethno-

centrism and ethnorelativism as separable axes. First, the two 

axes tend to be negatively related, since ethnocentrism can im-

pede ethnorelative functioning. However, the relationship can 

be imperfect because contextual pressures, norms, and skills 

can push each axis differently. For example, culturally tight 

environments with strong compliance norms may suppress 

ethnocentric expression without developing perspective-shift-

ing, which is important for ethnorelative competencies [34]. 

By contrast, environments rich in authentic intercultural col-

laboration can cultivate frame-switching and empathy, while 

residual in-group preference still re-emerges under stress [2, 

23]. These contingencies are consistent with developmental 

accounts that treat intercultural sensitivity as context depend-

ent rather than strictly linear [3, 27, 29]. 

Second, the design and evaluation of interventions could 

explicitly track both axes, recognising that movement on one 

dimension does not guarantee movement on the other. Inter-

ventions that primarily target “hygiene”, such as bias interrup-

tion protocols, transparent evaluation criteria, and accounta-

bility mechanisms, could reduce observed ethnocentrism and 

its harms, but, by themselves, could not produce sustainable 

ethnorelativism. This asymmetry recapitulates Herzberg’s [4] 

observation that eliminating dissatisfiers does not create satis-

fiers. Similarly, interventions that primarily target “motivators” 

(e.g., sustained perspective-taking practice, frame-switching 

drills, identity reflection, and CQ curricula) can increase eth-

norelativism and adaptive behaviour but may leave residual 

ethnocentric triggers under stress. Without “hygiene” scaf-

folds, these gains can be brittle. 

Third, measurement models that treat ethnocentrism and 

ethnorelativism as separate but related constructs can fit em-

pirical data better than single-factor models. For example, lo-

cating individuals and organisations within a two-dimensional 

space (see Figure 4), rather than along a single bipolar line, 

can enable more precise distinctions among seemingly similar 

but functionally different attributes and outcomes (e.g., “polite 

minimalism” versus “durable ethnorelativism”), thereby clar-

ifying goals, diagnostics, and success criteria. 

 
Figure 4. Non-Linear Developmental Tendency in a Two-Dimen-

sional Space of Ethnocentrism and Ethnorelativism. 

Note. The curved arrow suggests a non-linear developmental ten-

dency in the two-dimensional space of ethnocentrism and ethnorela-

tivism. This developmental transition tends to be dynamic, context-

sensitive, and history-dependent. 
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The two-dimensional space in Figure 4 suggests four broad 

regions defined by relative positions on the ethnocentrism and 

ethnorelativism axes. First, individuals high in ethnocentrism 

and low in ethnorelativism typically display defensive polari-

sation, derogating cultural differences while lacking the skills 

to engage constructively. Therefore, they tend to carry the 

greatest risk of dysfunctional outcomes in a culturally diverse 

context. Second, individuals high in both ethnocentrism and 

ethnorelativism tend to be more ambivalent, that is, they can 

shift frames and articulate differences while retaining strong 

in-group preferences that may resurface in threat or high-

stakes contexts. Without targeted “hygiene” interventions that 

proactively reduce ethnocentrism, their apparent sophistica-

tion remains fragile. Third, individuals low in ethnocentrism 

but also low in ethnorelativism avoid overt devaluation yet 

frequently rely on culture-blind minimisation and default in-

terpretations; they can be generally polite and non-harmful but 

not reliably adaptive. Finally, individuals low in ethnocen-

trism and high in ethnorelativism enact empathic, flexible 

communication, engage in adaptive frame-switching, and sus-

tain accurate judgments in culturally mixed teams. This pro-

file represents the primary target of intercultural programs. 

Consequently, the transitions among these regions are best un-

derstood as (un) joint movements in both axes rather than lin-

ear travel along one. In empirical tests, ethnocentrism and eth-

norelativism are expected to show a partial negative associa-

tion at the latent level. On average, lower ethnocentrism may 

co-occur with higher ethnorelativism, but the two constructs 

are not collinear. Instead, curvilinear dynamics are expected 

(see Figure 4). Early reductions in ethnocentrism, particularly 

those driven by rule compliance, may yield little immediate 

change in ethnorelativism until threshold levels of practice 

and feedback are reached, after which growth accelerates. No-

tably, at the state level, this developmental transition tends to 

be dynamic, context-sensitive, and history-dependent, con-

sistent with CDST’s arguments in the intercultural develop-

ment setting [3, 29]. 

5. Measurement and Method: A Portfolio 

Approach 

Operationalising the model requires simultaneous assess-

ment of both axes using instruments aligned to their concep-

tual cores. For example, ethnocentrism can be indexed with 

the GENE scale, supplemented by domain-specific behav-

ioural indicators (e.g., evaluative language audits, decision 

“choice architecture,” and vignette-based attribution tasks). 

Ethnorelativism can be assessed with the IDI [30], a structured 

representation of orientations from Acceptance to Integration, 

and the ISS [31], which provides affective orientation 

measures that bridge comfort with difference and openness to 

intercultural contact. CQ can be included as a capability that 

captures metacognitive monitoring, motivational drive, and an 

adaptive behavioural repertoire [32]. Additionally, a confirm-

atory factor analysis can compare (a) one-factor (single con-

tinuum) with (b) two-factor (ethnocentrism vs. ethnorelativ-

ism) models. Furthermore, this paper suggests using longitu-

dinal, person-centred methods (e.g., latent transition analysis, 

growth mixture modelling) to detect distinct developmental 

pathways, including trajectories where “hygiene” moves first 

(reduction in ethnocentrism precedes gains in ethnorelativism) 

and trajectories where “motivators” move first (gains in eth-

norelativism emerge before residual ethnocentrism is fully ad-

dressed). Lastly, process tracing with diary methods and situ-

ational judgment tests can triangulate quantitative patterns 

with lived experiences, thereby capturing how identity threat, 

time pressure, or power differentials precipitate momentary 

reversion to ethnocentric habits even among otherwise eth-

norelative actors. 

6. Educational Program Design:  

Two-dimensional Focus 

An educational program can be designed based on the 

asymmetry of the two-dimensional model. To avoid the com-

mon outcome of “polite minimalism”, in which overt devalu-

ation is curtailed, but adaptive collaboration remains shallow, 

designers can deliberately pair hygiene-oriented interventions 

with motivator-oriented learning. To illustrate, consider first 

an undergraduate policy course in public administration. In 

this context, the “hygiene” architecture could consist of anti-

discrimination policies, transparent assessment criteria, anon-

ymised peer review of policy memos, and an agreed protocol 

for interrupting stereotyping in seminar discussions. These 

measures can reduce the likelihood of ethnocentric bias in 

shaping consequential decisions. Notably, these safeguards 

are most effective when integrated with “motivator” measures, 

such as reflective pedagogy, dialogic engagement, and scaf-

folded intercultural projects that require perspective-taking for 

success [27, 35, 36]. Therefore, running alongside the “hy-

giene” elements, the “motivator” spine can include a semester-

long mixed-culture consulting project for a municipal client, 

in which students rotate roles (analyst, liaison, facilitator) and 

submit coached perspective-taking briefs that require them to 

articulate stakeholder viewpoints before proposing solutions. 

Moreover, the evaluation should align with the function. For 

example, language audits of feedback and memo rubrics could 

index “hygiene” movement, whereas changes in IDI/ISS/CQ 

scores and an external performance rubric for frame coordina-

tion during client meetings could index “motivator” gains. 

Moreover, client satisfaction and product quality ratings can 

provide distal outcomes. 

A similar pairing is feasible in health-profession education. 

“Hygiene” measures can be institutionalised through stand-

ardised interpreter-use procedures, structured social-history 

checklists, and pre-commitment to diagnostic criteria to re-
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duce attribution bias under time pressure. In parallel, “moti-

vator” elements can be cultivated through longitudinal com-

munity-engaged placements, reflective narrative-medicine 

seminars, and simulated cross-cultural handovers, followed by 

debriefs focused on reconstructing cases from patients’ cul-

tural frames. The former set can limit potential ethnocentrism-

related harm, while the latter measures can cultivate the em-

pathic, metacognitive, and behavioural complexity on which 

ethnorelativism depends [16, 37-39]. Furthermore, in interna-

tional business curricula, the same logic scales to team pro-

jects with real clients. For example, “hygiene” comprises ex-

plicit inclusion norms, equitable task allocation, and staged 

conflict-resolution procedures that reduce the likelihood of 

micro-exclusions and status hierarchies that potentially rein-

troduce ethnocentric dynamics into teams [40, 41]. “Motiva-

tors” comprise iterative cross-border negotiations, peer coach-

ing on cultural hypothesis testing, and “failure analysis” as-

signments that treat breakdowns as data for growth. These ac-

tivities can build CQ and ethnorelativism by creating repeated, 

consequential opportunities for achievement and recognition 

[2, 23, 32]. Additionally, in English-as-a-foreign-language 

contexts, classroom routines that identify and interrupt stere-

otyping create a safe baseline for interaction. However, sus-

tained gains in ethnorelativism emerge when learners practice 

contrastive analysis, perspective-taking, and frame-switching 

with feedback and escalating complexity across a semester [42, 

43]. 

All in all, the deeper rationale is that “hygiene” secures the 

floor and “motivators” raise the ceiling. In the absence of a 

secure floor, even sophisticated intercultural skills tend to col-

lapse into defensive reactivity under pressure. In the absence 

of a raised ceiling, rule compliance produces civility without 

the competence required for collaboration across meaningful 

differences. Accordingly, programs could be sequenced and 

integrated: initiate “hygiene” reforms to prevent harm, while 

simultaneously or subsequently investing in long-horizon, re-

ciprocal, and meaningful “motivator” experiences that are suf-

ficient to reorganise habits of mind and practice. 

7. Boundary Conditions and Cultural 

Context 

Neither axis unfolds in a cultural vacuum. Herzberg’s two-

factor theory itself requires adaptation across cultural settings, 

with cross-cultural evidence indicating that factor salience and 

interpretation vary with local norms and institutional histories 

[7, 8]. Macro-level values similarly shape intercultural devel-

opment. For example, in high power-distance and culturally 

tight societies, strong compliance norms and clear sanctions 

may reduce the outward expression of ethnocentrism even 

when underlying orientations remain unchanged. Conse-

quently, the observed relationship between ethnocentrism and 

ethnorelativism may be attenuated. In contrast, in low power-

distance or loose societies, experimentation and dissent are 

more tolerated, which may facilitate the development of “mo-

tivators” through authentic intercultural collaboration, but the 

absence of strong norms may permit the persistence of subtle 

ethnocentric preferences, especially under stress [44, 45]. 

Organisational subcultures add another layer of contin-

gency. In safety-critical domains such as aviation and medi-

cine, “hygiene” is often institutionalised through standardised 

checklists, crew resource management, and protocols that re-

duce variability and opportunities for discretionary bias [46, 

47]. However, the very strength of protocolisation can unin-

tentionally crowd out the learning structures, reflection, de-

briefs, and psychological safety, needed to deepen ethnorela-

tive capacities, unless these are intentionally designed along-

side the rules [48]. In contrast, creative industries that prize 

fluid collaboration can generate rich “motivator” experiences 

(autonomy, recognition, meaningful work) but often lack 

guardrails that prevent exclusionary dynamics from resurfac-

ing under competition or scarcity; inclusive climate practices 

are therefore needed to sustain participation across difference 

[23]. Effective translation of the dual-spectrum model thus re-

quires a diagnostic phase, mapping local cultural values, rou-

tines, and stakeholder incentives, followed by a design phase 

that pairs appropriately calibrated “hygiene” elements with 

“motivator”-rich learning experiences [40, 48]. 

8. Research Agenda for Future Studies 

Future research can proceed along four interlocking lines. 

Notably, in field settings, “hygiene-only,” “motivator-only,” 

and “integrated” conditions can be treated as analytic contrasts 

rather than as perfectly separable states. Practical differentia-

tion can be achieved pragmatically through, for example, 

matching process measures to each function (e.g., for “hy-

giene”, indicators of bias expression and procedural fairness; 

for “motivators”, measures of frame coordination, CQ, and 

adaptive behaviour). These measures can then be modelled 

jointly using latent-variable approaches that allow cross-load-

ings, rather than forcing the measures to be perfectly separate. 

First, model testing can compare one-, two-, and, where ap-

propriate, three-factor measurement models across diverse 

samples, evaluate fit indices, and examine whether the axes 

exhibit partial, negative associations. Second, program exper-

imentation using randomised or quasi-experimental designs 

can contrast “hygiene”-only, “motivator”-only, and integrated 

conditions via varying emphasis (e.g., stronger policy/ac-

countability and language-audit components versus stronger 

perspective-taking and coached frame-switching components). 

The outcomes can be assessed both proximally (changes in 

measured orientations and capabilities) and distally (decision 

quality, conflict rates, satisfaction, and performance on inter-

cultural tasks). When “pure” conditions are infeasible in re-

search design, factorial or micro-randomised trials can esti-

mate the relative contribution of prevention-oriented and 

growth-oriented elements within blended interventions. Third, 

work on dynamics can employ longitudinal, person-centred 
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analyses, such as complemented by diary and experience-sam-

pling methods, to examine how identity threat, time pressure, 

and power asymmetries perturb trajectories, and how com-

bined interventions reshape developmental landscapes. Fourth, 

studies of boundary conditions can use cross-cultural compar-

isons to test moderation by national values, organisational cul-

tures, and regulatory environments, tracing how tightness-

looseness and power distance influence the relation between 

the axes and the translation of program elements. 

9. General Discussion 

Reframing ethnocentrism and ethnorelativism as two sepa-

rable spectra can clarify several persistent puzzles in training 

practice and research. Apparent “bias training” successes that 

fail to yield adaptive teamwork or better client outcomes can 

be understood as “hygiene” gains without corresponding “mo-

tivator” gains. Conversely, initiatives that cultivate sophisti-

cated discourse about culture yet leave conflict and inequity 

unchanged likely build “motivators” without securing “hy-

giene”. The model also sheds light on paradoxical cases in 

which leaders with high CQ display in-group favouritism dur-

ing crises: their ethnorelative capabilities remain intact, but 

situational stress exposes residual ethnocentrism that struc-

tured protocols could have contained. 

For educators, practitioners, and policymakers, the design 

implications are concrete. Reductions in derogatory language 

or higher self-reported comfort with diversity are insufficient 

indicators of comprehensive development. Instead, a more ap-

propriate twin-track evaluation aligned with the dual spectra, 

which expects assessors to ask whether dysfunctional harms 

are reliably prevented (“hygiene”) and, second, whether adap-

tive, constructive collaboration becomes the default under 

both routine and high-stakes conditions (“motivators”). 

Achieving both requires sustained attention to institutional ar-

rangements, interpersonal routines, and individual learning 

experiences—sequenced and integrated to pair psychological 

safety with consequential opportunities for achievement, 

recognition, and responsibility in intercultural work. This is 

precisely the combination Herzberg identified as necessary to 

transform the absence of dissatisfaction into the presence of 

satisfaction. 

10. Conclusion 

In sum, viewing ethnocentrism and ethnorelativism through 

a two-factor lens reframes intercultural development as par-

tially independent journeys: “hygiene” work that reliably pre-

vents harm by reducing ethnocentrism, and “motivator” work 

that enables growth by building ethnorelativism. This paper 

argues that reducing ethnocentrism does not automatically 

produce ethnorelativism, and that gains in ethnorelativism can 

coexist with stress-activated in-group bias that is the key con-

cept of ethnocentrism. This dual-spectrum model can explain 

why bias reduction does not automatically yield adaptive col-

laboration and why sophisticated perspective-taking can still 

buckle under stress. “Hygiene” secures the floor, and “moti-

vators” raise the ceiling. In the absence of a secure floor, even 

sophisticated intercultural skills tend to collapse into defen-

sive reactivity under pressure. In the absence of a raised ceil-

ing, rule compliance produces civility without the competence 

required for meaningful, cross-cultural collaboration. 
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