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Within, in-between, out-of-bounds? Locating researcher positionalities in multicultural

marketplaces

Abstract

Culturally heterogenous and globally interconnected societies represent complex and
fluid research fields, in which the multiple and dynamic identity affiliations of
researchers intersect with those of research collaborators, contributors and with wider
contextual factors. These intersections can shift and distort researchers’ cultural
positionality stances. Researcher positionality dynamics and complexities thus pose
unique benefits and challenges to epistemological, methodological and ethical aspects
of contemporary cultural research within consumer realities. Yet, marketing and
consumer research literature lacks frameworks that denote and explicate the dynamic
and complex nature of researchers’ cultural positionalities. This paper examines the
potential implications of cultural positionality complexity and dynamics for cultural
research and develops sensitizing considerations for determining and operationalizing
cultural positionalities in individual and collaborative research in multicultural

marketplaces.
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Within, in-between, out-of-bounds? Locating researcher positionalities in multicultural

marketplaces

1. Introduction and Motivation
The seminal article by Craig and Douglas (2006) foretold the profound challenge of
conceptually characterizing, studying and engaging with the culturally complex and fluid
environments of contemporary consumer markets. The fields of marketing and consumer
research, as well as marketing practice and education, are called upon to recognize that many
market environments have evolved into multicultural marketplaces (Demangeot et al., 2019). A
multicultural marketplace is characterized by intra-national cultural heterogeneity, inter-spatial,
inter-community and inter-personal interconnectedness. As multiple cultural meanings systems
co-exist, interact and intertwine, gradual yet ongoing change to existing or new, emerging
cultural entities and realities occurs (Cleveland, 2018; Demangeot et al., 2015a, 2015b; Morris
et al., 2015). In the context of consumer cultures, these conditions manifest as individuals and
communities harboring, negotiating and enacting multiple cultural affiliations (Khan et al.,
2018; Kipnis et al., 2019; Rogan et al., 2018). They situate these affiliations within imagined
and real, transterritorialized (transcending geopolitical locales’ boundaries), deterritorialized
(de-coupled from geopolitical locales) and (re)territorialized (linked to geopolitical locales)
cultural meanings systems and spaces — such as, for example, transnational diaspora,
transcultural religion and global citizenship; or national, regional, and urban/rural communities
(Askegaard et al., 2005; Cruz et al., 2018; Kumar & Steenkamp, 2013; Strizhakova et al.,
2008).

The contextual shift to multicultural marketplaces requires frameworks and

methodological approaches that enable researchers to operate — conceptually and empirically —
across cultural and spatial borders as they examine how differential situatedness of people’s

cultural realities impacts their engagement in consumption. A burgeoning stream of recent



studies re-appraises established theoretical lenses and advances new frameworks to make sense
of consumer cultures in these culturally complex and dynamic market landscapes. Bartsch et al.
(2016) comprehensively review constructs reflecting positive consumer dispositions towards
non-local cultural entities (foreign countries, global culture) to offer a decision-making
framework for selecting constructs relevant to the frame (e.g., global vs country) and scope
(e.g., general vs consumption) of the research problem. Castilhos et al. (2017) and Giovanardi
and Lucarelli (2018) delineate characteristics of spatiality for studying cultural dynamics and
actor relationships in consumer markets, offering frameworks for selecting and applying
dimensions relevant to a given study’s focus, to ‘sail through’ different types of space
conceptions (Giovanardi & Lucarelli, 2018). These advances provide theoretical navigation to
understand and ontologically situate consumption phenomena across the heterogenous,
interconnected and fluid landscapes of multicultural marketplaces. Yet, extending Giovanardi
and Lucarelli’s (2018) metaphor of sailing, having a compass on board is not all that makes a
ship sail; the ship’s crew (in our case, the researchers) also determine the route and conditions
of a research journey. In this paper, we contribute to the endeavors of equipping marketing and
consumer scholars with tools for theoretical and methodological orientation when studying
contemporary consumer cultures by unpacking the complexities of how researchers frame and
operationalize their cultural positionalities in multicultural marketplace contexts.

Researcher cultural positionality (RCP) denotes an identity standpoint(s) of a given
researcher as belonging (or not) to a given cultural community, entity and/or space. Explicit
determination and management of RCP is necessary as cultural (non)belonging shapes the
“ontological and epistemological stance, a starting point for action” towards focal cultural
phenomena and engagement with research fields, having potential to produce blind spots,
biases or contestations in how the researcher deploys cultural knowledge (Leitner et al., 2008
p.163). Extant guidelines for delineating and managing RCP in marketing and consumer

studies are predominantly based on determinations of researchers’ (non)native or (non)local



identity status in relation to nation states (Buil et al., 2012; Engelen & Brettel, 2011). However,
cultural heterogeneity and global interconnectedness render such determinations unhelpful. By
virtue of living and working in multicultural marketplaces, researchers are perhaps even more
likely than their research subjects to negotiate complex cultural affiliations (Craig & Douglas,
2011). Hence, RCP requires a multidimensional reading to account for both social and spatial
aspects of cultural situatedness and (non)belonging (Roudometof, 2005; Sheppard, 2002).
Furthermore, because RCP “emerges relationally, through connections and interactions with
differently positioned subjects” (Leitner et al., 2008 p.163), some complexities emerge as
researchers juxtapose the multiple cultural imaginaries and codes they experience themselves
and discover from other multicultural marketplace actors (Thompson et al., 2013). Hence, a
lack of a framework that enables a comprehensive appreciation of these complexities can be
detrimental to cultural marketing and consumer research.

The initial motivation for this paper emerged as two of the authors reflected upon the
experience of conducting a qualitative study that examined sociocultural factors at play in
illicit drug markets in Kazakhstan. This experience served as a critical incident (Flanagan,
1954) that alerted us to both the evolved complexity and dynamic nature of RCP in
multicultural marketplaces and the value of critical epistemological awareness about the
psychological (occurring through how a researcher (re)defines her/his (multi)cultural
affiliations) and relational (occurring through interactions with research collaborators, subjects,
contexts) sources of such complexity and dynamics for studying consumer cultures. Taking
this incident as a starting point, we embarked on re-examining the notion of RCP for
contemporary cultural marketing and consumer research. The paper presents the outcomes of
this endeavor and is organized as follows. First, we briefly detail the incident and approach of
inquiry that followed. Then, through a multi-stage multidisciplinary critical review of the
literature (Grant & Booth, 2009), we contrast perspectives on RCP in the marketing literature

with those in other social science fields. This illuminates RCP evolution as influenced by



contextual complexities characteristic of multicultural marketplaces. Next, extending the
theory of socio-spatial relations (Leitner et al., 2008) and the concept of socio-spatial
positionality (Sheppard, 2002) into the context of multicultural marketplaces, we develop a
model of Researcher Cultural Positionality (RCP) dynamics, to comprehensively distill and
characterize the emerged RCP forms and theorize the factors impacting their complexity and
shifting nature. We build on our findings to outline how they can be practically utilized as a
toolbox of sensitizing considerations for leveraging RCP dynamics in multicultural
marketplaces’ research methodologies. We encourage researchers to consider their cultural
positionalities and how they are operationalized methodologically as a performative
engagement with social realities that are multidimensional and can evolve depending on place
and social relations (Ozanne & Fischer, 2012). We conclude with a discussion of how a critical
anticipation of RCP complexity and dynamics can foster nuanced insight into consumer

experiences of multicultural marketplaces.

2. Critical incident and research approach
The critical incident that served as a catalyst to this study occurred when two of this paper’s
authors worked on a large-scale multidisciplinary international research project examining
transnational illicit drug trade chains. As consumer research scholars, we provided input into
the overall program concerning the socio-psychological drivers of engagement in drug-related
practices (production, trafficking, consumption) and of the responses to counter-narcotic
intervention communications. Our team focused on investigating cultural influences at play in
drug-related practices in Kazakhstan — one of the study locations — to explore the transnational
and localized influences that may impact them. The research design was a multi-method
qualitative study integrating in depth interviews with participants representing a range of
stakeholders including international and national organizations, social activist movements, and

general public; workshop discussions; and collection of communication materials and reports.



The two authors were involved in the Kazakhstan study from inception to completion,
both as academics at the time related to a British university albeit with different backgrounds
and relationships to the researched context. In order to ‘keep each other honest’ (Bartunek &
Louis, 1996), we aimed to anticipate and address the possible effects of these differences. One
researcher was born and raised in Kazakhstan, albeit at the point of the study being
permanently resident in the UK for 5 years with a bi-national (Kazakhstan-UK) family. At the
outset we reasoned that her ‘native’ status would provide contextualized conceptualization and
ability to engage with study participants on the sensitive topic of our inquiry. The other
research team member had never been to Kazakhstan, nor been exposed to its culture; but had
prior multicultural exposure having grown up in Germany in a multi-cultural household and
having lived in the USA and Australia prior to moving to the UK where she had been resident
for 4 years. We expected that her ‘non-local’ status and multicultural experiences would
provide greater contextual and analytical distance and an ability to navigate cultural
differences. However, the reality of conducting the study transpired to differ from these
expectations throughout the research process.

Although we anticipated that a ‘native status’ and the ability to speak the lingua franca
by one researcher would render her in closer proximity to the context and actors we engaged
with during the study, various factors mitigated this. Some research participants expressed a
lack of trust in her ‘other’ (e.g., UK) cultural links. For example, study participants expressed
views on her bearing a responsibility to represent a particular perspective. Conversely, the
‘non-local’ researcher was perceived a more legitimate representative of a Western university
not privy to these responsibilities. She was able to establish a closer rapport, but lacked
common linguistic and contextual ground. As such, our positions in relation to participants
were dynamic, and at times the circumstances of these shifts were uncomfortable to
experience, both for us and for the actors we engaged with. Furthermore, our collaboration was

subject to instances of tensions as we enacted different stances when examining our



discoveries. The ‘native’ researcher was situated in the research field’s historic national
background but her ethnic proximity to study actors varied given Kazakhstan’s intra-national
diversity (at least six major ethnic groups co-reside in Kazakhstan — CIA, 2017). The ‘non-
local’ researcher prompted interrogation of whether this posed potential contextualization
differences, particularly for recognizing subnational (rituals and cultural codes) and
transnational (religion) influences meaningful to the ethnic groups the ‘native’ researcher did
not belong to. Several times we had debated potential contextual myopia by the ‘native’ vs lack
of situated understanding by the ‘non-local’ researcher when interpreting contextual
background, as well as verbal and non-verbal expressions and events experienced in the field.

As we reflected on these experiences, we questioned the reasons and mechanisms
underlying the distorted nature of our cultural affiliations in relation to the study’s context and
participants, as well as the tensions this ambiguity evoked. As such, we derived three
interrelated considerations applying to cultural research in consumer realities beyond our
current project: 1) established categorizations of RCP familiar to scholars may be incomplete
for characterizing complex identity positions from which they operationalize inquiries in
culturally heterogenous market contexts; 2) inquiry development and execution would benefit
from critical anticipation of RCP tensions and shifts that can be imposed by experiences of
cultural heterogeneity and fluidity within multicultural marketplaces; and 3) RCP shifts can be
instigated by complexities of individual researcher’s affiliations and their juxtapositions
against participants’ and collaborators’ perspectives.

Motivated by these considerations, we conducted an integrative critical review of the
literature to derive methodological insights for operationalizing positionality in environments
characterized by culturally heterogeneity and interconnectedness (Grant & Booth, 2009;
Torraco, 2016). Contrary to systematic summative approaches, an integrative critical review
synthesizes “representative literature on a topic in an integrated way such that new frameworks

and perspectives on topics are generated” (Torraco, 2016 p.404). Following this approach, we
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sourced literature via two online searches utilizing keywords and reference lists: 1) a search of
marketing literature providing ‘best practice’ recommendations on cultural research
methodologies, focusing particularly on sources that outline principles and practices addressing
researcher positionality; and 2) a multidisciplinary search of the literature concerned with
researcher positionality, sourcing a sample of journal publications focused on positionality in
culturally heterogeneous environments. In the remainder of the paper, we draw on the synthesis
of the review findings to unpack the complexity of RCP in multicultural marketplace contexts
and to develop a framework for critically anticipating and practically addressing RCP

complexity and dynamics in multicultural marketplace research methodologies®.

3. Understanding researcher cultural positionality in multicultural marketplace
3.1 What is cultural positionality and why is it important in cultural research?
Researcher positionality denotes a researcher’s psychological and sociocultural links to their
research fields (Merton, 1972). In the context of cultural inquiry it is underpinned by the
concept of cultural identity affiliations. For clarity, we acknowledge that issues of positionality
can relate to other facets of social identity (such as gender or class) and are not exclusive to
cultural research. The term ‘researcher cultural positionality’ (RCP) is used to emphasize focus
on cultural identity affiliations informing positionality. Attention to RCP evolved from the
extensively documented relationship between one’s self-links to social groups and
understanding of reality (Fishbein, 1963; Triandis, 1989). Early literature establishes that
knowledge production is informed and can be shaped by researcher’s cultural identity
affiliations — e.g., whether s/he shares (or not) characteristics with a cultural group and system

that is subject of inquiry (Merton, 1972). It thus proposes that possessing (or not) cultural

4 Owing to space limitations, only key sources are presented for the readers’ reference. Full bibliographies are
available from the corresponding author on request.



identity affiliations situates a researcher in proximity (inside) or distance (outside) position to
cultural reality focal to a given inquiry.

More recent research argues that characteristics qualifying a person to be an insider to a
certain culture require further nuancing (Vora et al., 2018). There are arguments that contextual
factors such as history, interpersonal relations, geography, cultural heritage or national policies
facilitate cultural proximity and membership (Holliday, 2010; Yampolsky et al., 2013).
Similarly, researchers also argue for intercultural skills and abilities, for instance bilingualism
(Ringberg et al., 2010), internalizing cultural schemas and meaning systems in cognition (Hong
et al., 2000; Liicke et al., 2014), and self-identification with a culture as integral to one’s
identity (Benet-Martinez & Haritatos, 2005; LaFromboise et al., 1993). Others highlight that
cultural insideness or belonging can be situationally-primed (Okamura, 1981; Stayman &
Deshpande, 1989; Zmud & Arce, 1992). Among all these considerations, commonly
highlighted indicators can be summarized as lived experience of a given context and self-
determined identification (or not) with cultural system(s) within a context. Lived experience
refers to first-hand, mundane and intimate knowledge of cultural realities within spatial
settings, while self-determined identification signals psychological significance assigned to
particular cultural entities present in a given space (Kearney, 2020; Ward & Geeraert, 2016;
Derickson, 2015). A cultural insider is thus someone who has acquired first-hand experience of
‘being in’ a culture and has developed a sense of belonging that goes beyond competences for
engaging with and interpreting experiences of others.

Neither ‘inside’ nor ‘outside’ stances are rendered with “monopolistic or privileged
access to social truth” (Merton, 1972 p.36). Table 1 defines and contrasts the benefits and risks
insider and outsider stances can pose across three broadly-defined phases of the research
process (adapted from Burgess & Steenkamp, 2006): theorizing and learning, acquisition of
meaningful data, and data analysis. Such synthesized view highlights that either stance affords

a range of unique advantages but can bias the development of research questions/hypotheses,
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design of research instruments and interpretation of findings. For example, although proximity
to a context suggests ease of explicit contextualization in the theorizing phase, it can
paradoxically detract from cultural assumptions in a theory or model and result in contextual
myopia (Tsui et al., 2007). Conversely, contextual distance can result in over-emphasis on and
exoticization of difference (McNess et al., 2015). An ‘insider’ stance can minimize superficial
or socially biased responses and widen participation from certain populations (Greene, 2014;
Yaprak, 2003), but obscure power relations with participants, resulting in response biases
(Ganga & Scott, 2006; Ross, 2017). It can lead to cultural brokering in analysis due to cultural
sensitivity to the ingroup. The ‘outsider’ stance can lead to reality negotiation due to

misunderstanding an unknown context (Jacobs-Huey, 2002; Savvides et al., 2014).

As Table 1 shows, explicit recognition of advantages and limitations of either ‘inside’ or
‘outside’ stance and the deployment of methodological mediating techniques are central to
operationalizing RCP (Craig & Douglas, 2001). However, marketing and consumer studies lag
behind in reconsidering insider-outsider epistemology to account for the contextual shift
towards multicultural marketplaces.

3.2 How cultural heterogeneity and interconnectedness challenge insider-outsider
epistemology
Extant methodological best practice guidelines on cultural studies in marketing and consumer
research literature sourced by our review predominantly situate the notions of insider and
outsider in national/ethnic cultures and present them as static stances grounded in fixed cultural
belonging. Consequently, recommendations for mitigating epistemological challenges and
blind spots associated with RCP are mostly limited to managing fixed cultural proximity or
distance. For example, Engelen and Brettel (2011) recommend that “studies on a [national]
culture A and a culture B should be conducted twice, once from the perspective of a researcher

from culture A and once from a researcher from culture B” (p.522). Buil et al. (2012), while
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acknowledging that national culture is not always the relevant unit of cultural analysis,
recommend “use of multicultural research teams and international collaboration” (p.232)
without elaborating on how RCP is to be determined in this case. Other sources follow similar
suit, recommending cultural immersion (extended visits, language courses) by non-local/native
researchers (Polsa, 2013; Malhotra et al., 1996) and ensuring input of local/native research
collaborators and/or assistants during all research stages for triangulation of insider/outsider
perspectives through which invoked theoretical assumptions, empirical generalizations and
boundary conditions can be interrogated (Craig & Douglas, 2001; Malhotra et al., 1996).

Conversely, literature across social science fields, including sociology (Biesla et al.,
2014; Muhammad et al., 2015; Oriola & Haggerty, 2012), education (Lee et al., 2018; McNess
et al., 2015; Milligan, 2016), anthropology (Hannerz, 2006; Jacobs-Huey, 2002; Narayan,
1993), and migration studies (Benson, 2014; Nowicka & Cieslik, 2014; Ryan, 2015)
increasingly points out that insider-outsider epistemology does not fare well in contemporary
cultural research, whether operationalized within or across national boundaries. In particular,
this body of literature illuminates the complexity and dynamic nature of RCP as impacted by
researchers’ (multi)cultural identification and intersections with a multitude of heterogenous
transterritorial, deterritorial and intraterritorial cultural systems and perspectives. Scholars are
encouraged to denaturalize such established notions as nationality and ethnicity while
recognizing that “the unstable, mobile, and shifting locations and identifications” (Nowicka &
Ryan, 2015 p.12) of their inquiries render insider-outsider RCP demarcations inadequate, for
the following two reasons (Lee et al., 2018; Schiller et al., 2006; Wiederhold, 2015).

First, many researchers continuingly navigate multiple cultural affiliations and lived
experiences. A large proportion of scholars in western institutions (mainly USA and/or
Western Europe) are not native to these contexts and many of them conduct research in both
their new ‘host’ and ‘home’ countries (Craig & Douglas, 2011). Furthermore, many national

contexts are superdiverse in composition and transnationally interconnected (Morris et al.,
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2015; Nowicka & Ryan, 2015; Vertovec, 2007). As acculturation and multiculturalism
research demonstrates, continuingly navigating multiple cultural systems shapes self-links to
culture-of-origin and other, possibly multiple, affiliations develop through experiences of
mobility/migration (whether it is an individual who migrates or an individual interacts with
other migrant individuals or groups), family/friendship, and participation in global cultural
community/ies (Askegaard et al., 2005; Benet-Martinez & Haritatos, 2005; Morris et al., 2015;
Yampolsky et al., 2013). For researchers, multicultural identity affiliations can pose pertinent
distortions to one’s insideness or outsideness in a given inquiry.

Specifically, migration researchers point to the problems associated with taking a
nationality/ethnicity lens as it neglects subjective deconstruction and reconstruction of these
notions in the process of migration. These subjective identity re-negotiations potentially place a
given researcher as an insider to migrants retaining their ‘origin’ identification and as an
outsider to those assimilated into ‘host’ culture, and vice versa (Nowicka & Cieslik, 2014;
Ryan, 2015). Anthropology research highlights the difficulty for mixed ancestry scholars to
assign themselves as carriers of one indigenous knowledge or complete outsiders to certain
cultural perspectives (Jacobs-Huey, 2002; Kubica, 2016; Narayan, 1993). Instead, these
researchers span and transrelate between multiple cultural facets of identity (Narayan, 1993).
Conversely, race researchers suggest that spatially-grounded cultural knowledge of historical
events and experiences may place a researcher at an ambiguous position to those they research,
despite sharing their ethnoracial characteristics (Hordge-Freeman, 2015).

Second, scholars engaged in transnational work highlight that academic nomadism
complicates matters of situating researchers’ ‘home’ country/culture and can challenge the
notion of being inside or outside of cultural systems and communities (McNess et al., 2015).
Indeed, by virtue of study, academic appointments, visiting professorships/adjunct positions,
etc an average scholar may move multiple times and for various lengths of time across

continents or countries (Lee et al., 2018; Wiederhold, 2015). Drawing parallels with studies
13



uncovering plurality of cultural identity development among individuals experiencing such
cosmopolitan mobility, researcher identity affiliations can be difficult to place.

Research into identities of global nomads and third culture kids (e.g., individuals who
spend a significant part of their development years in a culture other than parents’ culture(s)
and/or experience multiple mobilities in adult life — Pollock & Van Recken, 1999; Turner,
1990) indicates that cultural identities of these individuals can evolve as either of two variants:
1) encapsulated marginality — a ’rootless’ cultural identity externalizing all primary constituent
components (national/ethnic/locale links) from sense of cultural self (Holliday, 2010); and 2)
constructive marginality — a unique multicultural identity embracing the dynamic liminality in-
between all constituent components (Bardhi et al., 2012). Worldviews resultant from such
cultural hybridity can range from alienation orientation — a sense of discomfort with and
difficulty to relate to persons and cultural systems that don’t share hybridity knowledge and
experiences, to a minimization orientation — a sense of ’commonality of difference’ between
cultural systems and the ability to leverage these commonalities (Greenholtz & Kim, 2009).

In sum, the wider social science research fields consider cultural research to have
evolved to encompass studying ‘down, up, sideways, through, backwards, forwards, away and
at home’ (Hannerz, 2006). Concurrently, these studies point to researchers’ cultural affiliations
and resultant RCP evolving to encompass a continuum of ‘insideness-outsideness-marginality’.
Accounting for these trends is pertinent for marketing and consumer scholars considering that
cultural heterogeneity and interconnectedness are two key characteristics of multicultural
marketplace — a place-centered market environment where consumers, brands and
organizations embodying multiple different cultures co-exist and interact with each other and
multiple cultures in other places (Demangeot et al., 2015). Nascent studies point to growing
intricacies in how consumer cultures converge, diverge and evolve through a multiplicity of
consumer ethnicities (Visconti et al., 2014), global, local and (multi)cultural identities (Kipnis

et al., 2019; Wamwara-Mbugua et al., 2008; Zhang & Khare, 2009), orientations (Kipnis et al.,
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2012; Sharma, 2010; Tam et al., 2016) and dispositions towards cultural meanings of brands
and experiences (Diamantapoulos et al. 2019; Galalae et al., 2020; Sharma, 2019).
Furthermore, researchers are increasingly encouraged to recognize that a multiplicity of
cultural perspectives and experiences coexist and interact in any marketplace, and to see it as
their responsibility to conscientiously ‘give voice’ to these diverse perspectives and
experiences (Demangeot et al., 2019; Hutton & Heath, 2020; Ozanne & Fischer, 2012;
Tadajewski & Brownlie, 2008).

Such conscientization is particularly necessary as several studies spotlight blind spots
and shortcomings in extant marketing and consumer cultural frameworks. These include
simplistic operationalizations of pertinent culture constructs (such as race — see Grier et al.,
2018), omission of (often non-western) cultural contexts (Hill & Martin, 2014; Jafari et al.,
2012; Sheth, 2011) and lack of focus on intra-national cultural diversity and the role of
consumption in facilitating relationships between cultural groups (Cleveland, 2018; Luedicke,
2015). Hence, a more intricate view of RCP forms and their epistemology in the conditions of
cultural heterogeneity and interconnectedness can be valuable for illuminating under-examined

or newly-emergent perspectives.

4 A theoretical framework for locating RCP in culturally heterogeneous and
interconnected landscapes

4.1 A socio-spatial re-conceptualization of RCP dynamics

Although often operating differing terminologies, recent positionality literature sourced in our

review provides ample valuable insights into individual experiences of RCP distortion and

fluidity from insider to outsider stances and vice versa. For example, Srivastava (2006)

recounts that, when conducting a study in India, she — “a Canadian of parents from the Indian

diaspora at the time attached to what was considered an elite British university” (p.211) —

reconciled both insider and outsider positionalities as she spanned between multiple languages
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and cultural milieu. Cui (2015) contextualizes her RCP of a Chinese-origin UK-based
researcher conducting fieldwork in China through Confucian cultural values and reflects on
how her interpersonal relationships and field interactions shifted her RCP along an insider-
associate-outsider continuum. Comparative accounts demonstrate how a researcher sharing
national and ethnic affiliations with a given community situationally experienced moments of
outsideness through their professional identity, while the researchers denoted an outsider by
virtue of demographic background were redefined a partial insider in interaction with study
actors through the lens of shared political relationships and positions (Baser & Toivanen, 2018;
Ergun & Erdemir, 2010). Accounts of conducting research with multicultural collaborators
document intersecting cultural identity constituents of team members thrown in flux or in
opposition during the research process (Muhammad et al., 2015; Swadener & Mutua, 2008).

Divergencies of the above accounts are explicable because they draw on identity
affiliations that are multi-faceted, gradually dynamic, and balance the core constituents against
situational influences (Kleine & Kleine, 2000; Okamura, 1981). They also recount a multitude
of factors contributing to RCP shifts as experienced in a particular research endeavor. Taken
together, these accounts highlight that one given researcher in one cultural site can experience
varying degrees of insideness/outsideness/marginality as dimensions of their RCP and that
these variations can be dynamic as researchers navigate different location(s) and/or
origin/heritage/imaginary cultural affiliations. However, overlaps in terminology and the lack
of a comprehensive framework that denotes the emerged RCP forms and explicates the
mechanisms underlying RCP shifts may challenge scholars’ anticipation and management of
RCP in contemporary multicultural marketplaces.

The theory of socio-spatial relations (Jessop et al., 2008; Leitner et al., 2008) originating
in geography is helpful for coherently capturing RCP complexities and explicating the
mechanisms underlying its’ dynamics. It shows that: 1) sociocultural and spatial aspects are

polymorphous in shaping social realities; and 2) in globalized landscapes, space, and — by
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extension — socio-spatial dynamics are multidimensional. For example, Leitner et al. (2008)
distinguish place (sites where people live, work and practice their social relations); scale
(structures and relations of power and authority); networks (interactions in spaces — whether
physical or virtual); and mobility (material or virtual movability of individuals or objects
through space-time), as inter-related dimensions of space. These works also highlight that any
research inquiry needs to take into account the socio-spatial positionality of actors in relation to
each other. Hence, this theory is highly relevant to apply for examining RCP in the context of
multicultural marketplaces, since multicultural marketplaces by definition are space-centered,
culturally heterogenous and interconnected with other cultural systems and places.

Sheppard (2002), first to coin the concept of socio-spatial positionality, draws directly
from the literature on the positions of researchers as informed by their social/cultural identities,
discussed in Section 2. He argues that omission of spatial perspectives on positionality
weakens studies of cultural dynamics and globalization outcomes: “Place [...] cannot be
adequately understood without considering the complex positionalities that link people and
places with one another and that create heterogeneity in a place [...]. The construction of scale
inevitably involved shifts in positionality. Processes that connect distant places more closely
both reduce differences in their positionality and enhance the importance of aggregate scales.
Networks and positionality adopt a similar relational approach, although much contemporary
thought on networks downplays positional inequalities within networks.” (Sheppard, 2002
p-319). Both prominent socio-spatial relations frameworks incorporate Sheppard’s (2002)
positionality concept; it is an additional analytical dimension in Leitner et al.’s (2008)
framework, while Jessop et al.’s (2008) theorization of space acknowledges its value.

Sheppard’s conceptualization is broader than RCP as it draws attention to the variable
positionality of different social actors. Yet, it expands the dimensionality of RCP by enabling
the consideration of researchers’ affiliations in relation to the social and spatial characteristics

of the cultural entities and contexts they study. With this in mind, we synthesized
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categorizations (e.g., Banks, 1998; Chavez, 2008) and reflective RCP accounts to map RCP
forms according to their social and spatial situatedness (Table 2). This exercise enabled us to
distil factors affecting RCP shifts as psychological (pertaining to determination and negotiation
of (multi)cultural affiliations by a researcher her/himself) and relational (pertaining to
(re)determination of affiliations through interactions) tensions. This map informed the
development of Researcher Cultural Positionality Dynamics model (Figure 1).

---- Insert Table 2 and Figure 1 about here ----

The model delineates cultural identity-informed stances that can be assumed by and/or
attributed to researcher(s). It conceptualizes RCP as evolving along two principal trajectories
and theorizes psychological and relational tensions as displacement/emplacement mechanisms
underlying the RCP dynamics. The first trajectory evolves within the boundaries of insideness
and outsideness, rendering it a continuum rather than dichotomy (Dwyer & Buckle, 2009;
Greene, 2014). Our model distinguishes six following forms of RCP within this continuum.

The Total indigenous insider and the Total outsider RCP forms represent the early
insider/outsider stance conceptions. They are defined in Section 3.1 and Table 1, and we do not
elaborate on these further here. Partial insider / indigenous associate denotes locale-based
researchers(s) who partially share identity affiliations with research participants (such as local-
born mixed-ethnic/race researchers, or researchers of a particular ethnic affiliation conducting
work across cultural groups within their culturally-heterogenous locale). Returning insider /
outsider from within delineates homecoming researcher(s) who share historic national/ethnic
locale-situated identity with participants and context. Adopted outsider / external insider
denotes researcher(s) who do not share ancestral links with participants, but by virtue of spatial
socialization share affiliative social identification (Jiménez, 2010).

These three RCP forms share a characteristic of partial emplacement of researcher’s
identity within a given research field constructed via a lens of national/ethnic and/or locale-

situated affiliations. Their in-between status assumes that the extent of their partial cultural
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distance is mitigated by routine culture (re)adjustments, enabling a natural mobilization and
leveraging of both inside and outside stances. However, this very in-betweenness can be a
source of researcher’s identity displacement, as instigated by: 1) psychological tensions, such
as a sense of torn self, resultant from contradictions in reconciling worldviews situated in
different cultural systems (Jafari & Goulding, 2008) or of misplaced self, resultant from a
misguided mobilization of an insider or outsider stance; and 2) relational tensions, e.g., others-
imposed expectations to one’s worldviews and behaviors that grant, or — if not fulfilled — deny
cultural proximity (Labaree, 2002; Mullings, 1999).

Partial insiders/indigenous outsiders are documented to experience displacement in
contexts where social or political inequalities and tensions between the researchers’
(sub)cultures are salient (Chaudhuri, 2018; Dwyer & Buckle, 2009; Maxwell et al., 2016). In
returning insiders, displacement is attributed to culture shock over re-entering an evolved
context (Chamove & Soeterick, 2006) that challenges their static, historically construed sense
of connection to ‘home culture’ actors and context (Schiitz, 1945). Their acquired different
culture experience(s) and association(s) can generate others-imposed assumptions of lost
indigenous identity, suspicions or prejudice concerning their allegiances and motivations
(Baser & Toivanen, 2018; Ergun & Erdemir, 2010) and/or feelings of discomfort due to the
impossibility of slipping into the norms and patterns they once knew (Bielsa et al., 2014; Zhao,
2017). Adopted outsiders/external insiders experience displacement as the loss of insider
privileges (Cruz, 2008; Muhammad et al., 2014) when they mobilize both an affiliative insider
dimension of their identity to gain trust and an outsider dimension to maintain a degree of
distance (Chavez, 2008; Labaree, 2002). Or, when overly-mobilizing insider status, they
observe a loss of the objectivity conferred by the outsider status (Savvides et al., 2014).

Boundary spanner outsider / situational associate, the final form of RCP on the
insideness-outsideness continuum represents non-local researcher(s) whose identities are

situated within the constructive marginality variant of culturally hybrid identity. Although this
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RCP lacks either social or spatial emplacement within culture(s) and locale(s) under study,
boundary spanners possess intercultural empathy — a skill of seeing the world as others
experience it and of navigating differences by leveraging universal commonalities (McNess et
al., 2015). Intercultural empathy enables situational emplacement, e.g., ‘becoming more
familiar’ than an average foreigner (Farrer, 2010) while ‘remaining outside’ which can mitigate
the lack of contextual knowledge and enhance externally-ascribed trust (Wray & Bartolomew,
2010). Despite possessing this skill, boundary spanners can still experience displacement when
they impose commonalities that are in discordance with participants’ perceptions.

The second trajectory of RCP dynamics distinguished in our model is the ‘out-of-
bounds’, situated in the encapsulated marginality variant of culturally hybrid identities. These
identities are ‘rootless’, - detached from spatial and/or social links - and situated in imagined
spaces and communities (Benson, 2014; Kumar & Steenkamp, 2013; Sékefeld, 2006). The first
‘out-of-bounds’ RCP is the Transnational race/ethnic diaspora associate, denoting non-local
researchers who share racial/ethnic identity markers but lack locale-situated experiences in the
research field. It prioritizes uniqueness of experiences shared through social (e.g., racial/ethnic)
networks over the identification of an individual with the place s/he calls ‘home’ (Blunt, 2007).
Mobilizing an ‘imagined homeland’ of racial/ethnic belonging may evoke: 1) psychological
emplacement tensions whereby a researcher struggles to reconcile the imagined attachment to a
community with the lack of shared historic and locale-situated codes (Farrer, 2010); and 2)
relational emplacement tensions whereby perceptions of a researcher’s inability to place the
race/ethnic discourse in context dissolve cultural proximity (Benson, 2013).

Finally, the World citizen RCP captures a researcher’s translocal and transcultural
identification. It implies focus on the global culture imaginary and on the dividends and
superordinate privileges associated with its membership (Groves & O’Connor, 2017).
Differences in global culture mythology or tensions between the worldviews concerning the

privileges of world citizenship can lead to emplacement tensions, in particular where global
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culture is defined through mobilizing hegemonic notions of “Western imaginary” (Cayla &
Arnould, 2008, p.88) versus conceptions of translocal cultural community contributing and

sharing symbols, models of lifestyle and behaviors (Iwabuchi, 2010; Kipnis et al., 2014).

4.2 Implications of evolved RCP epistemology in multicultural marketplace research fields
RCP complexity and dynamics present epistemological implications germane to marketing and
consumer cultural research. Our review illuminated that different socio-spatial emplacement of
researchers’ cultural affiliations can reveal or conceal new or evolved cultural phenomena
within people’s realities. Stances situated in affiliations with specific culture(s) and locale can
mask the phenomena that transcend these boundaries, such as mobilization of racialized,
diasporic, or shared experience-based (for instance, refugee or global/cosmopolitan) identities
(Milligan, 2016; Nowicka & Ryan, 2015; Runfors, 2016). Conversely, stances situated in a
translocal/transcultural view can suppress the view on the voluntary and/or involuntary
fractures within cultural groups emerging through spatially-grounded differences in
vulnerabilities, motivations, and dynamics of values and identification (Bueltmann et al., 2014;
Pasura, 2012). Such epistemological blind spots in multicultural marketplaces can manifest in
overly-romanticized conceptions of what motivates consumer (multi)cultural dispositions and
behaviors (Galalae et al., 2020) and illusions of equitable access to consumption resources
within and across multicultural marketplaces (Hill & Martin, 2014; Saren et al., 2019).

It appears that, by determining and operationalizing RCP from a socio-spatial
perspective, researchers can harness their cultural affiliations in a more nuanced and precise
manner, thus gaining the ability to transrelate between different degrees of cultural proximity
or distance when delineating, contextualizing and interrogating culture-informed consumption
phenomena. However, RCP shifts through displacement/emplacement can pose a range of

philosophical, methodological and ethical trials and dilemmas.
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Our synthesis of RCP accounts reveals that psychological tensions arise from researchers
navigating their multicultural affiliations. They can: a) affect abstraction and differentiation
between specificity and universality of assumptions and notions; b) impact contextual
objectivity (for instance, returning insider and transnational race/ethnicity researchers are
cautioned of the ‘lures of diaspora’ whereby one can construct a negotiated reality through
romanticized conceptions/interpretations); and c) pose semantic difficulties related to switching
sociocultural and linguistic milieu (Bielsa et al., 2014; Srivastava, 2006). In turn, relational
tensions arise as RCP misaligns either socially or spatially with (multi)cultural affiliations of
‘the researched’. This can challenge the stability of researcher’s legitimacy with study
contributors (Jacobs-Huey, 2002; Kremakova, 2014). While only documented by a handful of
studies, relational tensions arising from RCP differences with collaborating researchers also
impact: a) approaches to sense-making (focus on differences vs similarities); b) ontological and
epistemological delineations of the object(s) and methods of inquiry; c) perceptions of and trust
in each other’s viewpoints, motivations and priorities; and d) agency, power and ethical
decisions made in a research endeavor (Easterby-Smith & Malina, 1999; Freeman & Gahungu,
2013; Muhammad et al., 2015; Von Glinow et al., 2004). Hence, to leverage RCP dynamics in
multicultural marketplaces, marketing and consumer research methodologies require tools that
sensitize scholars to potential nuances of their RCP in a cultural study and enable critical

anticipation of its shifts and associated tensions.

5. A practical toolbox of sensitizing considerations for leveraging RCP dynamics in
marketing and consumer research methodologies
As shown above, techniques and strategies grounded in a dichotomous, fixed view on
insideness or outsideness may be insufficient for addressing the socio-spatial variations of a
researcher’s affiliations with multiple cultural realities co-present within and across

multicultural marketplace research fields. Operationalizing a dynamic view of RCP can be a
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valuable, method-transcending technique for engaging multiple, potentially previously under-
recognized perspectives (Ozanne & Fischer, 2012; Tadajewski & Brownlie, 2008). We argue
that leveraging RCP dynamics has relevance for studies employing either qualitative or
quantitative designs, for the following reasons. First, greater precision in specifying the focal
cultural constructs and attention to their socio-spatial characteristics are called upon in either
methodological traditions, for enhancing conceptual clarity and/or appropriate measurement
(Bartsch et al., 2016; Giovanardi & Lucarelli, 2018; Yaprak, 2003). Determining one’s RCP
during these considerations can reveal potential biases and omitted phenomena and/or
consumer populations. Second, either designs often involve interactions with collaborating
researchers, field assistants and participants; quantitative designs can also incorporate
collaboration of experts, particularly in scale development (Craig & Douglas, 2001).
Examining RCP of all involved in a given research endeavor can help foresee potential
tensions and prepare for their management. Finally, while methodological pluralism is still
relatively rare in marketing and consumer research, its use is increasingly encouraged (Davis et
al., 2011; Polsa, 2013). With scholars likely to more routinely utilize different methods in
future enquiries, cognizance of RCP dynamics is increasingly pertinent. Our review has
highlighted a scarcity of methodological developments concerned with addressing RCP
complexity and dynamics in consumer and marketing literature. We acknowledge that the
review may have omitted developments that have emerged and been implemented in the
individual practices of consumer/marketing scholars, but have not been communicated in their
research outputs. Given this lack of publicly available resources regarding RCP complexity and
dynamics in extant methodological guidelines, insights from our review can help the next
generations of scholars in our discipline to orient themselves in the landscapes of contemporary
multicultural marketplaces.

Table 3 summarizes how RCP insights distilled in our review can be utilized as a set of

sensitizing considerations for methodologically operationalizing and addressing RCP
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dynamics. While we discuss potential techniques in the three stages of research process, we
highlight that the majority of RCP thinking must happen in the theorizing stages of the research
process. Careful planning for possible RCP dynamics at the outset of a study will avoid some
of the challenges we have outlined throughout the paper, but also prepare researchers to
respond quickly and effectively to RCP tensions as they emerge in the field and in subsequent
analysis. The left cell of Table 3 details epistemological considerations for determining the
RCP(s) of researcher(s) and for anticipating potential tensions and blind spots. The middle cell
signposts how sections of this paper can be applied in conjunction with other techniques as
tools for managing RCP-associated challenges. The right cell summarizes practical
implications. We offer these considerations as a toolbox from which researchers can select
those relevant to their study.

---- Insert Table 3 about here ----

Locating one’s cultural stance(s) in a given consumer culture inquiry is no longer as
straightforward as demarcating situatedness ‘inside’ or ‘outside’ a given context. Although
experiences of cultural border crossing(s) and cultural identity (re)adjustment(s) may have
equipped researchers with competences for working at different and shifting degrees of cultural
proximity/distance to diverse and multiple milieus, tensions conferred by the
multidimensionality of socio-spatial situatedness in a given study require critical anticipation
and management. Because RCP dynamics are facilitated performatively as the research process
proceeds through one’s interactions with others (collaborators, participants), the impact of
these interactions should also be anticipated and addressed (Ozanne & Fischer, 2012).

We recommend that researchers comprehensively locate their and (if relevant)
collaborators’ social and spatial RCP dimensions, to tease out psychological and relational
tensions ‘from within’ a research inquiry that may facilitate emplacement/displacement, both
prior to embarking on and throughout a study. To this end, combining the socio-spatial RCP

map, Researcher Cultural Positionality Dynamics model and an understanding of the benefits
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and risks associated with insideness, outsideness, or marginality stances with personal and/or
heteroglossic introspection approaches can be useful. Personal introspection is a self-interview
“applying multiple, explicit, question frames” to acquire and confirm *“conscious and
unconscious thoughts™ by a researcher (Woodside, 2004 p.987); heteroglossic introspection is a
‘multi-voice’ self-interview by a group of researchers (Gould & Maclaran, 2003).

Introspection should be focused on considering a) the social and spatial dimensions of
individual RCP in relation to a consumption phenomenon in a given multicultural marketplace
and b) whether transrelating between cultural meanings’ systems and affiliations or interacting
with co-researchers instigate RCP tensions. Such focused examination can identify plural
conceptual and analytical stances, highlight under-recognized perspectives, power/privilege
imbalances and potential sources of RCP shifts as impacted by tensions ‘from within’
researcher(s) as inquiry instrument(s). Researcher(s) collaboratively operationalizing RCP in
multiple urban, regional, or national locales, can gain a ‘naturalized pre-understanding’
(Samuels, 1996) of each other’s perspectives and anticipate relational tensions through
xenoheteroglossic introspection — a method developed for multiple geographically-dispersed
researchers, to generate “insights about the researcher’s subjective [cultural] stance and his/her
relation to the cultural stances of his/her research partners” (Minowa et al., 2012 p.485).

Other potentially useful tools include profiling of researcher(s) cultural orientations
utilizing frameworks and tools previously developed for determining and segmenting cultural
orientations of consumers (Cleveland & Laroche, 2007; Kipnis et al., 2019; Zhang & Khare,
2009; Sharma, 2010). This exercise can provide contextualized insights into researcher(s)
stance(s) to the inquired consumption phenomena. As these tools have been derived via
different empirical (qualitative/quantitative) routes, it may be of interest to integrate them for
maximum elucidation. Greenholtz and Kim (2009) provide a useful template for a one-
participant study methodology involving psychometric profiling of a cultural hybrid utilizing

an intercultural development measure followed up with qualitative elaborations. Dialogical

25



methods (Frank, 2005), pioneered by the Transformative Consumer Research movement, can
also facilitate pluralist approaches to conceptualization. Pluralist philosophies are relevant to
leveraging RCP complexity and dynamics since they advocate for a combination of
epistemological stances with the rationale that an exhaustive study of a phenomenon allows
researchers to recognize and give voice to a multitude of actors and perspectives (Hutton &
Heath, 2020; Ozanne & Fischer, 2012; Whittemore et al., 2001). Incorporating voices of
stakeholders, by combining dialogical and participatory action methods, can be another fruitful
avenue for anticipating psychological and relational displacement/emplacement tensions early
on (Milligan, 2016; Ozanne & Saatcioglu, 2008), although recent accounts caution against
overestimating its ability to mitigate power imbalances (Muhammad et al., 2015).

To assist the management of RCP dynamics in data acquisition, introspective and
profiling approaches guided by socio-spatial RCP map, Researcher Cultural Positionality
Dynamics model and benefits and risks associated with insideness, outsideness, or marginality
stances can be continued in combination or as stand-alone tools for determining RCP
situatedness and shifts in relation to (co)researchers, contributors (experts, field assistants) and
participants. Introspection tools that might be useful here are visuals or vignettes (Broderick et
al., 2011; Mannay, 2010), which can be profiled by (co)researchers and interrogated with the
contributors following a laddering technique (Reynolds & Gutman, 2001). Such joint
interrogations have shown promise for unpacking contributors’ reasoning and viewpoints on
meanings and experiences emerging in data collection (Easterby-Smith & Malina, 1999).

Overall, as Table 3 shows, profiling stances of all facilitating data acquisition can help
elicit under-recognized differences in socio-spatial situatedness, elucidate
anticipated/experienced tensions conferred by stances’ juxtapositions and pinpoint mitigating
strategies. For example, profiling socio-spatial situatedness of experts can tease out whether
divergences in their opinions pertain to their differing stances (insideness, outsideness,

marginality) in relation to the inquired cultural phenomena. Profiling stances of field assistants

26



in relation to (co)researchers and participants can identify whether they require training for
engaging with participants and/or experts and indicate relational displacement/emplacement
that can be conferred by study participants’ expectations. It is worth pre-planning switching of
cultural milieus and languages by an individual researcher/assistant or switching of
researcher/assistant as a lead in data collection for managing RCP dynamics effectively.
Finally, in the data analysis phase, checking RCP stance(s) assumed during analysis and
examining whether and why RCP shifts occurred is important. This examination can identify
whether a researcher consciously transrelated between different socio-spatial stances and
perspectives to maximize nuanced comprehension and elicitation of context-specific emergent
meanings and observations, or whether the shifts were driven by displacement/emplacement
tensions, potentially producing unequal representation or omission of perspectives on inquired
phenomena or brokered/negotiated interpretations. It is also worth triangulating with RCP
introspections in previous stages and map the study’s socio-spatial situatedness throughout the

research journey, to reveal whether and why additional perspectives have emerged.

6. Conclusion
The contextual shift of market environments towards multicultural marketplace is coming into
sharper focus, challenging how we make sense of consumer realities. This paper has shown the
restrictiveness of the RCP paradigm currently prevalent in consumer and marketing research
for determining socio-spatial standpoints from which researchers invoke and interpret multiple
cultural meanings and systems co-present in a multicultural marketplace. Critical engagement
with RCP dynamics can enhance our field’s epistemological alignment with the complexity of
(multi)cultural belonging and lived experiences in multicultural marketplaces. By developing a
theoretically-grounded framework for comprehensively distinguishing complex RCPs and

recognizing tensions in RCP dynamics this paper extends prior cultural methodology literature.
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It is important to acknowledge the limitations of this paper. First, our review sought to
elicit prevalent perspectives on forms and management of RCP, it should thus not be treated as
representative of the entire disciplinary field. For example, conducting a systematic review of
extant empirical studies concerned with consumer culture(s) to examine whether and how
RCP(s) were operationalized practically, could have provided a disciplinary ‘state-of-the-art’
overview and potentially uncovered emerging advancements. Further, the model of Researcher
Cultural Positionality Dynamics (Figure 1) requires contextualizing to consumer/marketing
research. Therefore, more methodological accounts detailing approaches for operationalizing
RCP forms in consumer/marketing studies are needed. Given the relative scarcity of accounts
from scholars integrating quantitative methods in their designs across social science literatures,
despite selected accounts showing value of comprehensively engaging RCP across qualitative
and quantitative methodologies, such endeavors would be particularly useful (Greene, 2014;
Ryan, 2015). They can offer best practices tailored specifically to quantitative work.

We hope to have shown that delineating and addressing RCP dynamics can support
addressing the concerns over heteroglossia and polycontextuality deficiencies in cultural
marketing and consumer research (Askegaard & Linnet, 2011; Hill & Martin, 2014; Thompson
et al., 2013). While our focus was on providing recommendations for leveraging RCP
dynamics in the context of academic research, future contributions can develop applications for
marketing practice. Recent works (e.g., Demangeot et al., 2019, 2015b; Visconti, 2015)
highlight the importance of addressing the interplay between consumers’ cultural and place
affiliations in such marketing decisions as space designs, targeting, positioning and category
management. Hence, techniques to contrast managers’ and consumers’ cultural positionality
viewpoints may be helpful for avoiding positioning and communications mishaps. By more
precisely recognizing and accounting for socio-spatial positionalities in multicultural
marketplaces, marketing researchers and practitioners can engage more critically and

meaningfully with cultural complexities experienced by their beneficiaries.
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Table 1: Key benefits and risks of insider and outsider stance for cultural research process

Research
Process Phase
(adapted from
Burgess &
Steenkamp,
2006)
Key considerations
(adapted from
Malhotra et al., 1996)

Insider Positionality

Outsider Positionality

Benefits

Risks

Benefits

Risks

Selected
references

Theorising and learning:

e Comparability and
transferability of
underlying assumptions
and theoretical
explanations

¢ Empirical generalizations

e Contextualisation of
theory: assessment of
relevance and
meaning of extant
constructs ‘from
within’, as situated in
sociocultural context

¢ Context myopia:
omission of context-
specific assumptions
resultant from
implicitness of context
in researcher’s mind

e Theorisation of
context: explicit
recognition of context-
specific phenomena to
formulate/extend
theories from context

¢ Ethnographic dazzle:
over-emphasis on what
1s unfamiliar
(exoticisation and
reification) rather than
uncovering what is
similar

McNess et al.
(2015); Pelzang
& Hutchinson
(2017);
Plakoyiannaki et
al. (2019); Tsui
et al. (2007);

o Self-reference criterion ¢ Representation of e Failure to understand Fuller (1999);
cognizance: critical indigenous voice: the logic of arguments Fox (1989);
engagement with own identification of in context Zinn (1979)
cultural status assumptions precluded

‘from outside’ of the
context
Acquisitions of meaningful | e Understanding e Researcher bias — e Critical approach to e Failure to access and/or | Kremakova

data:

o Units’ of analysis
comparability

e Data acquisition
equivalence (translation,
sampling, measurement)

o Interviewer, respondent,
interview cultural
background

legitimacy and
relevance of data
collection approaches

e Overcoming
translational and
linguistic barriers in
instrument(s) design
and fieldwork

e Awareness of
sociocultural norms

over-rapport with and
adoption of uncritical
approach to the
researched population
and its actions

e Response bias
resultant from other
social fissures (class,
gender etc) affecting
researcher-population

the researched
population and its
actions

establish
rapport/credibility with
researched population
resultant from culture-
informed perceptual
differences of topics
and/or (non)verbal
expressions

e Response bias resultant
from researcher-

(2015); Ganga
& Scott (2006);
Craig &
Douglas (2001);
Yaprak (2003);
Jacobs-Huey
(2002); He &
Van de Vijver
(2012); Fuller
(1999); Rose
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and meanings
(courtesy, hospitality,
time etc)

¢ Gaining access to and

dynamics and
obscuring issues of
power

population power
imbalance

e Sampling bias —
inaccessibility of certain

(1997), Ross
(2017);Greene
(2014)

credibility/rapport populations resultant
with researched from cultural barriers or
population non-acceptance of data
collection method(s)
e Instrument bias -
inability to express and
empirically grasp
phenomena resultant
from linguistic barriers
Data analysis: e Nuanced e ‘Cultural brokering’ e Elicitation of context- | e ‘Negotiated reality’ Crouch &
comprehension of interpretation bias: specific emergent interpretation bias: McKenzie

e Level of analysis

e Data comparability and
equivalence of
interpretation

emergent meanings
and observations

sensitivity to how to
represent the
uncovered cultural
intricacies

meanings and
observations

misinterpretation
resultant from
unawareness of
‘performance’ aspects
in populations’
behaviours

(2006); Jacobs-
Huey (2002);
Craig &
Douglas (2001);
Zinn (1979);
Phillips (1971);
Labaree (2002);
Savvides et al.
(2014); Drake
(2010); Dhillon
&Thomas
(2019)
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Table 2: Conceptual map of socio-spatial RCP forms

Form of RCP

Social (national/ethnic/racial) and spatial facets of
cultural identity shared with study actors

Social

Spatial

Factors affecting RCP shift(s)

Ilustrative studies

Total indigenous
insider

Full: shares
national/ethnic/racial
identity/background

Full: shares locale
situatedness as that of
origin and residence

Other identity facets (e.g., class, age, gender) outside of mapping exercise
remit

Wray & Bartolomew 2010;
Chavez, 2008; Banks 1998

Partial Partial: shares selected | Full: shares locale * Psychological tensions: misplaced self — misjudged mobilization of position | Chavez, 2008; Beiu-Betts,
insider/indigenous | facets of situatedness as that of in relation to study actors; torn self — contradictions in worldviews situated in | 1994; Mullings, 1999;
associate national/ethnic/racial origin and residence different cultural systems Maxwell et al., 2016; Dwyer
identity/background * Relational tensions: worldview/behavioral expectations from study actors; & Buckle, 2009; Chaudhuri,
social or political tensions between cultures/subcultures within locale 2018
Returning Partial: shares Partial: shares locale * Psychological tensions: culture shock — sense of distance from ‘home’ due Labaree, 2002;
insider/outsider national/ethnic/racial situatedness historically, to difference between imagined (historic) and current socio-cultural context of | Srivastava, 2006; Cui, 2015;
from within identity/background e.g., as that of origin, but the homeland; torn self — contradictions in worldviews situated in cultural Ergun & Erdemir, 2010;
(homecomer) not of residence systems of ‘home’ and current locale Bielsa et al., 2014; Zhao,
* Relational tensions: worldview/behavioral expectations from study actors; 2017; Baser & Toivanen, 2018
assumptions of lost indigenous identity, e.g., perceived changes to affiliations
and allegiances
Adopted Affiliative: does not Partial: shares locale * Psychological tensions: misplaced self — misjudged mobilization of cultural | Banks, 1998; Bhopal 2001;
outsider/external share ancestry but is situatedness as that of status Labaree, 2002; Chavez, 2008;
insider socialized and residence, but not of origin | ¢ Relational tensions: worldview/behavioral expectations from study actors; Cruz, 2008; Swadener &

integrated in the culture
of study actors

lack of trust — suspicions of motivations; perceptions of appropriation rather
than genuine engagement

Mutua, 2008; Muhammad et
al., 2014; Savvides et al., 2014

Boundary spanner
outsider —
situational
associate

Situational: does not
share ancestry but can
cross boundaries
through intercultural
empathy

None: does not share
locale situatedness

* Psychological tensions: emphasis on commonalities detracts from unique
culture characteristics

* Relational tensions: dissonance on worldviews (commonalities versus
differences) with study actors

Wray and Bartholomew,
2010; Farrer, 2010; McNess et
al., 2015; Ergun & Erdemir,
2010; Milligan, 2016

Total outsider

None: no shared
national/ethnic/racial
background; a cultural

None: does not share
locale situatedness; an
interested tourist/visitor

* Psychological tensions: preconceived ideas about the community
* Relational tensions: lack of credibility and access

Banks, 1998; Caretta, 2015;
Chavez, 2008; Bhopal, 2001;
Mullings, 1999; Baser &

stranger Toivanen, 2018
Transnational Full: None: does not share * Psychological tensions: dissonance with imagined/nostalgic attachment Farrer, 2010; Beiku-Betts,
race/ethnic shares ethnic/racial locale situatedness * Relational tensions: ascribed outsider status from participants 1994; Benson, 2013; Hordge-
diaspora associate | ancestry and identity Freeman, 2015
World citizen/ Ambivalent: may or may not share social and spatial | * Psychological tensions: heightened self over other(s) Benson, 2013; Benson &
third culture kid situatedness but harbors a superordinate cultural * Relational tensions: ambivalence towards researcher’s status by participants | O’Reily, 2013; Groves &

identity — e.g., world belonging

Connor, 2017
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Table 3: A toolbox of sensitizing considerations for addressing RCP dynamics in cultural research methodologies

Research
process
phase

Key RCP considerations

Possible techniques and tools

Practical implications

Theorizing and learning

How are my cultural affiliations
situating me in this study?

Does my RCP afford consideration
of the inquired phenomena at
proximity and distance (e.g.,
complex RCPs), and what are
associated benefits and risks of
each perspective?

What emplacement/displacement
tensions I can anticipate/am
experiencing from negotiating and
performing my RCP in relation to
co-researchers and stakeholders?

Are there under-
represented/oppressed perspectives
on the inquired phenomena; if so,
is (and how) my RCP ‘giving them
voice’?

Conduct personal or heteroglossic introspections
on RCP in relation to social and spatial situatedness
to the inquired phenomena (Section 4.1, Table 2)
and associated blind spots and advantages of held
insideness, outsideness or marginality stances
(Table 1, Section 3.2)

Analyze introspections to identify potential
psychological and/or relational tensions conferred
by a given RCP and their implications for
theoretical assumptions, contextual objectivity,
sense-making lenses and motivations (Figure 1,
Section 4.2)

Dialogical conceptualizations (can include co-
researchers and research stakeholders)

Profile researchers’ cultural orientations in relation
to inquired phenomena utilizing consumer cultural
profiling tools. Examples include personal cultural
orientation profiling (Sharma, 2010), acculturation
to global consumer culture (Cleveland & Laroche,
2007), global-local identity salience measures
(Zhang & Khare, 2009) and consumer multicultural
identity affiliation framework (Kipnis et al., 2019)

Development of naturalized ‘pre-understanding’, including under-
represented perspectives

Defining the social and spatial dimensions of the constructs
mobilized in conceptualization

Development of a pluralistic, nuanced understanding of the inquired
phenomena/events to guide design

Identifying philosophies and schools of thoughts to reflect on
researcher (research team) RCPs and anticipating potential
challenges stemming from psychological and/or relational
emplacement/displacement
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Acquisition of meaningful data

How is my RCP situating in
relation to positionality of study
contributors (experts, data
collection assistants) and
participants?

How does my RCP impact on the
ability to engage with/respond to
interactions with study
contributors and/or participants
during data collection?

What RCP or combination of
RCPs would entail the most
advantageous position to minimize
anticipated biases and acquire rich,
socio-spatially situated data?

Continue personal or heteroglosic introspection by
(co)researchers when in the field, through
introspective visuals (Mannay, 2010) and/or
vignettes (Broderick et al., 2011)

Invite personal introspective visuals (Mannay, 2010)
and/or vignettes (Broderick et al., 2011)

by study contributors (experts, field assistants) on
their stance in relation to social and spatial
situatedness of the inquired phenomena (Section
4.1, Table 2).

Profile positionalities of researchers, contributors
and participants in relation to each other
(Muhammad et. al, 2015), to interrogate potential
relational tensions and loci of power and privilege
(Baser & Toivanen, 2018). Intercultural training (if
required)

Identify potential psychological and/or relational
tensions conferred by contributors’ stances and their
implications for conceptual understanding and
contextual objectivity (Figure 1, Table 1, Section
3.2). Collaboratively interrogate stance differences
through laddering (Easterby-Smith & Malina, 1999;
Reynolds & Gutman, 2001).

Switch between cultural milieus (Bielsa et al., 2014)
and/or languages (Srivastava, 2006) to mitigate
emplacement/displacement tensions of mobilized
position

Switch (co)researcher/field assistant to leverage
different RCP(s) through sequenced independent
and collaborative data collection

Identifying potential factors triggering relational
emplacement/displacement tensions that may bias instrument(s) and
data collection

Priming awareness of RCP-related worldview, power and and
legitimacy with study contributors and/or actors

Leveraging RCP dynamics for identification and incorporation of
emergent context-specific phenomena or perspectives

Mitigating emplacement/displacement tensions with study
contributors and participants
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Data analysis

Have I experienced RCP shifts in
prior phases of research process?
What were the tensions prompting
these shifts?

How do my RCP stance(s) and
shifts (if experienced) inform
interpretation of the data?

Are perspectives represented by
my RCP reflected in the findings
in an equal manner?

Do under-represented perspectives
have voice in my analysis and
interpretation?

Conduct sequenced independent analysis followed
by joint checking of the RCPs assumed during
analysis, focusing on emplacement/displacement
tensions as potential sources of analytical bias

Interrogate differences and potential biases arising
through variation of socio-spatial stances
(insideness, outsideness, marginality) in
interpretations of derived meanings and
observations (Table 1, Section 3.2)

Examine whether RCP-related ‘context surprises’
affected interpretation

Triangulate of interpretation/theorizing

Map the study’s socio-spatial situatedness

Exploring the level of contextual ‘pre-understanding’or up-to-
datedness with context-specific phenomena/factors and their
evolution

Awareness of RCP shifts in the researcher/the research team and
their sources

Recognition of potential drivers of interpretation bias stemming
from RCP dynamics and emplacement/displacement tensions

Reconciliation of divergent interpretations
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Figure 1: Researcher Cultural Positionality Dynamics Model
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