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Abstract 
The progressive stage of remarkable development in the studies conducted at 
the fields of multiculturalism and indigenous arts has the key role for reveal-
ing the perception of cultural differences, believes and traditions. As a way for 
plenty of thoughtful readings has presented the value of cultural and social 
theories, it could also be useful ways for presenting thoughtful accepting on 
intercultural boundaries. Such themes are included constantly to deal with the 
perceptions of people discrimination, cultural diversity and social and cultural 
identity. The current study presents a review on the multicultural issues that 
are tackled mainly for verifying the salient values of cultural intersection and 
cultural connections with concerning indigenous arts. The article will also 
consider to review the influence of multiculturalism in the most applicable 
types of indigenous arts. It reviews, through relevant studies, the recent issues 
of cultural transformation, effective roles of indigenous art, and multicultu-
ralism that are emerged in the social and cultural field. The article aims to tie 
the reviewed intercultural issues with the external influential factors that are 
assumed to impact the community fabric compressively. The present study 
could approve that cultural diversity causes differences in perception of cul-
tural identity and ways of producing indigenous arts. Since most results em-
phasize that indigenous artists produce different artistic products at various 
multicultural environments with the basis of cultural background, ethnicity 
and identity. Instead, the study confirms that existing diverse culturally envi-
ronments are essential for providing original aspects of traditional products. 
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1. Introduction 

Experts at the social works often rely in their studies on measurable criteria that 
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ensure giving precise definition of cultural status of multicultural societies out of 
huge numbers of intercultural studies. Multiculturalism can be broadly de-
scribed as developmental context of intellectual, social, religious, moral and 
practices in a society, in which these have capabilities to affect profoundly a 
wider part of the societal composition. The view of multiculturalism along with 
indigenous arts emanates from the depth obvious macrocultural values of the 
mainstream context of a society. The most in-use methods, are treated for the 
concepts of intercultural artworks and indigenous arts, are the methods de-
pending on variation in identical and residential societies (McGuire & Schiffer, 
1983), traditional cultures (Bartel, 1982), and finally cultures of multicultural 
and intersection inclinations (Jones, 1980). Such methods are undertaken uni-
versally for culturally distinguishing societies and provide another means for es-
tablishing the perception of multiculturalism. Some research is technically asso-
ciate socio-cultural status for various values of culturalism (Blitz, 1993), cultural 
differences (Pauketat & Emerson, 1991), volume (Nelson, 1981), quantity of 
cultural categories, and various forms of cultural identity (Cowgill, Altschul, & 
Sload, 1984). Moreover, most of the signs indicate that the importance of multi-
cultural values is related to the means that typically define the process clarifying 
the cultural changes, which widely depend on the variation of identity of popu-
lation and different aspects of the cultural background (Braun, 1983). 

Plenty of studies have addressed the issues of multiculturalism, traditional arts 
as a value of indigenous artwork and the cross-cultural use of demonstrating 
identity. Such studies determine the terms of designing perception of cultural 
distribution or high-value of variation, which is counted as focal contemporary 
social phenomenon (Blitz, 1993). 

In line with the context of socio-culture, which has mainstream of multicul-
tural and conservative societies and indigenous arts (Krishnan, 1997), such 
mainlines are considered to include individuals’ characters into specialised re-
searches of socio-cultural aspects for displaying strength part of literary defini-
tions. 

2. Methodology 

The current study is carried out based on certain investigated relevant methods 
selected for presenting reliable information about intercultural communication 
across various cultures of individuals. The study comprehensively designed by 
all tools of the suitable research method to respond to the aim of demonstrating 
the basic perceptions of cross-culture and multicultural definitions. The data se-
lected for the current study is drawn out to present the conceptual model of 
cross-cultural communication. Therefore, the study employed a variety of 
methods designed to achieve the all study objectives. The processing tools of the 
research method are used for the purpose of gathering the basic information and 
designing the conceptual framework for clarifying some suggestions of percep-
tions set out in the proposed model (Figure 1). In addition to, using some tools  
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Figure 1. A model outlines three components of international groups’ traits rounded in 
two periods for verifying four characteristics of culturalism. 

 
for gathering information by open sources and conducting different types of 
fieldwork interviews. The study concentrates on analysing the data collections of 
previous studies done on several rural districts of Malaysia as closest samples of 
Asian aboriginal domestic producers. A group of folk artists, entrepreneurs, and 
artisans are involved intensively for enriching the reviewed process of data col-
lection, and are employed for emphasising the salient values of multiculturalism 
at the indigenous arts. 

Generating of Intercultural Sensitivity Models  
for the Ideas of Current Research 

The model originated by Bennett (Bennett, 1986; Bennett, 1993) to demonstrate 
the indicators of cultural sensitivity from two initial stages of ethnocentric 
awareness of cultural diversity (denial and defence) to the further two theoretical 
stages (Bennett & Bennett, 2004) (minimization) to move to the last two stages 
of ethnorelativism (acceptance and adaptation). Increasing levels of ethnocen-
trism at the Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) elaborates 
less clarified perception of culture in general, cultural differences, and interac-
tion and integrating with other cultures and your own culture. Ethnorelative 
levels shown in the model describes increasing indicators of one’s cultural per-
ception of differences, and increase cultural sensitivity and awareness. By other 
definition to DMIS given by Bhawuk and Brislin (1992) “to be effective in an-
other culture, people must be interested in other cultures, be sensitive enough to 
notice cultural differences, and then also be willing to modify their behaviour as 
an indication of respect for the people of other cultures” (p. 416). Similar ele-
ments of such model has been derived for artisans and folk artists to increase 
their awareness to the cultural diversity and take benefits of work effectively in-
teraction with diverse groups of clients’ preferences. 

The first ethnocentric continuum stage as described by Bennett (1983), (Table 
1) is the Denial, in which individuals experience the diversity of culture and ap-
preciation of cultural differences. Such individuals’ perception towards cultural 
differences is still incomplete and under-developing due to narrow-minded  
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Table 1. Developmental model of intercultural sensitivity (DMIS). 

The Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) Perceptual Experience of differences 

 

Denial Defense Minimization Acceptance Adaptation Integration 

Failing to perceive the 
existence or relevance 

of culture 

Perceiving specific 
cultural groups in 

polarized and 
evaluative ways 

Focusing on shared 
human experience and 

universal values to 
reduce prejudice 

Attributing equal 
human complexity to 

different cultural 
groups 

Generating 
appropriate and 

authentic alternative 
behaviour 

Including cultural 
context in 

decision-making and 
acting with contextual 
ethnical commitment 

Ethnocentrism                                       Ethno relativism 

 
believes of multiculturalism. The experience of one’s culture is stated by Bennett 
& Bennett (2004) as “the only real one” that it may be demonstrated as the result 
of an ethnocentric orientation. The second stage in the model concentrates cer-
tain individuals who either enthusiastically approve the aspects of their culture 
and, in other side, intensify the characters of other cultures. By other meaning, 
they highly endorse their own cultures and excessively approve other cultures. 
The third stage of Bennett’s model is Minimization stage that describes the 
global-view of individuals in generalising their need and global view to the social 
experiences of human beings (Bennett & Bennett, 2004). 

For the three stages mentioned in the model, it clarifies that all individuals are 
assumed to be equal and part of humanity. Thus, the assumption is that we are 
all equal in the desire and the literally cultural social experiences. In general, in 
the Minimization stage all individuals are even in their perceptions of diversity 
in cultural experiences, social values and beliefs. 

The fourth stage is the Acceptance stage, in this stage individuals can differentiate 
and/or unify the ways of people experiencing social cultural differences and multi-
culturalism as these ways target such individuals who differentiate themselves cul-
turally but not upraise one culture as they have great significant over another. 

The stage of Adaption, individuals would be able precisely to represent the ef-
fective experiences of other cultural groups and their members via applicable 
and accurate ways as clearly they were raised in that culture. The last stage is In-
tegration stage in which individuals are able to observe through global-view as-
criptions of different cultures and considerate themselves culturally as either 
isolated or as constructive, where interactions with multiple cultures as a posi-
tive experience (Bennett, 1993). 

The Bennett’s model has revised throughout further years by Hammer (2012) 
to modify the DMIS framework and collaborate the results of his revisions as In-
tercultural Development Continuum (IDC) to be introduced as modified frame-
work of a new model (Hammer, 2012) (Figure 2). In this revision of modified 
framework contains emphasizing on the Minimization stage as conceptualized 
stage. 

In the developmental model, the levels of ethnocentrism are not considered 
rather it concentrates on the transformational stage in between Monocultural to  
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Figure 2. Modified from the Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS). 
Bennett (1986). 

 
Intercultural Mindsets (Hammer, 2012). The Denial, Minimization and Adapta-
tion stages are stated by Hammer (2012) as “primary orientation of intercultural 
competence”; while, the Integration stage in Bennett’s original model DMIS, is 
assumed a form of individual’s cultural identity rather than being a segment of 
development of intercultural competence, in which no longer could be measured 
separately. 

It is obviously noticed that cultural disintegration has observed and added to 
the DMIS as in later stage for cultural competence orientations. It is approval of 
that some individuals in their interaction could still be disconnected and literally 
are not involved with any particular cultural groups. However, the far interpre-
tation extracted from the model asserts, based on IDI® assessment results col-
lected, existing three actual types of orientation scores such as, a Perceived Ori-
entation (PO), a Developmental Orientation (DO), and an Orientation Gap (OG) 
score; but results confirm that disconnection and unity are possibly occurred in 
a way of achieving parity. 

3. Overview of Intercultural and Cross-Cultural Issues 

In this work-paper the main structural definition of Intercultural Communica-
tion has argued for an understanding of culture that was dynamic and intercon-
nected with other cultures. In this, we look at barriers to intercultural communica-
tion by presenting some cultural terms such as ethnocentrism, stereotypes, preju-
dice, language as a tool of communication, and a description of Bennett’s (1993). 

Long ago, the deep-rooted of intercultural-community inherited continually 
to meet with huge expansionism occurred in the late nineteenth century (David 
& Kramer, 2001). 

The constructive context of intercultural interpretation relies directly on inferen-
tial reasoning (Porr, 1999), most of research methods characterize socio-culture 
and cross-culture with strategical view of research instead of “self-contained dis-
cipline” (Krause, 1999); however, sometime as a tool assigned for developing mid-
dle-range theory (Kosso, 1991). Based on that, the chief aim in most socio-cultural 
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data accomplished in a large amount of previous studies indicates that these 
studies endeavour to construct stronger evidences or inferences into available 
cultural materials rather than present the common-sense explanations of mate-
rial culture patterning (Arnold III, 1998). Most of interpretive models in this 
study are structured and/or generated intensively within the view of multicul-
turalism throughout some socio-cultural studies (David, 1992). Yet, the several 
of themes presented to debate the culture and artefact affairs such as culture and 
the technology of art possessing the ability in restrict technological study of ma-
terial culture (David, 1992). 

Interestingly, the models in such study reflect somehow the various values of 
certain elites of community in which individuals are affiliated. In such values the 
ways in which people live their life and interact with others are shown and 
clearly distinguished as they are the things people take for granted. The signifi-
cance of selected models in which could help here is enabling for establishing a 
solid understanding about the belief of that, individuals’ ways of doing things 
may not be the same as everyone else’s. 

3.1. Culturalism and Cross-Cultural Issues 

Generally, Ethnocentrism has grabbed lots of attentions and defined as a belief 
in the centrality of one’s own culture. It often involves judging aspects of an-
other culture by the standards of one’s own. 

Bennett (1993) defines ethnocentrism as “assuming that the worldview of 
one’s own culture is central to all reality”. Said (1978) has described the ways in 
which the West has polarised East and West so that the West possesses positive 
characteristics (strength, activity, reliability) whereas the East is depicted as 
having opposing characteristics (fragility, passivity, wily unreliability). Bennett 
(1993) has proposed a developmental sequence towards intercultural sensitivity. 
His model outlines the stages which people go through when faced with the dif-
ficulties of intercultural contact. He refers to the first three stages as the ethno-
centric stages of denial, defence and minimization. 

With regards to the first division of culture and artefact effectiveness, Berns 
added that artefacts from the perspective of ethno-archaeology has generally de-
signed with intercultural questions made almost by socialists; whereas, the two 
art elements such as art history and anthropology are counted effective compo-
nents in the view of material culture (Berns, 1993). It is worthy to note that, the 
structure of cross-cultural research is often characterized through both theoreti-
cal and regional differences. However, the distinct aspect of intercultural re-
search indicates that the differences explicitly are about to be parallel when it is 
based on the form of dispersed traditional regions and spread broadly over the 
realm of material cultural research. 

3.2. A Cross-Cultural Approach, the Way of Development  
to Multicultural Correlations 

A cross-cultural approach to language communication attempts to make explicit 
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linkages between an individual’s development and the social-material conditions 
of his or her everyday practice e.g. (Chaiklin, 2001; Engeström, 1999) in second 
language research (Lantolf, 2000; Swain & Lapkin, 2000; Thorne, 2000). Higher 
order cognitive functions, including intentional memory, planning, voluntary 
attention, interpretive strategies, and forms of logic and rationality, develop out 
of participation in social practices such as schooling, interaction with care givers, 
the learning and use of semiotic systems such as spoken languages, textual and 
digital literacies, visual arts, music, exposure to folk and traditionally “cognitive 
norms” concepts (Figure 3), context-contingent behavioural norms, and spatial 
fields such as the social and functional divisions of built structures and visual ar-
tistic expression. All of these (and this is but a partial list) are uniquely human 
social-semiotic systems e.g. (Halliday, 1995) that evolve over time and continue 
to transform from generation to generation. To put this into modern parlance, 
(Vygotsky, 1978, 1986) argued that situated social interaction connected to prac-
tical activity in the material world is the source of the development of culture 
(Figure 4). In turn, cultural-societal structures provide affordances and constraints 

 

 
Figure 3. A tribal woman with traditional cloth from Malaysia, Ipoh. 

 

 
Figure 4. The T’boli women are holding the plucked lute, Philippine. 
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that shape the development of specific forms of consciousness. This dialectical 
approach to the relation between intercultural and communication forms the 
conceptual basis of this research and continuously turned into today to be at the 
core of related sociological and psychological inquiry e.g. for theories of structu-
ration, see (Archer, 1995; Bourdieu, 1977; Giddens, 1984; Sawyer, 2002) for an 
application of the social realist approach to telecollaborative foreign language 
learning, see (Belz, 2001). 

Several of studies centralized on the issues of intercultural endeavour to ar-
range a degree of fluidity in the consistent of cultural interaction, in addition to 
manage various stages of cultural variation including specialist ways of material 
culture, forming, and the way of cultural integration, among the current view-
points available for investigation the notions of cultural interaction in relating to 
the concepts tradition and the cultural identity (Costin, 2000). Predictably, the ob-
servation conducted on such views has proved that existing intersectional cultures 
might assist to vary and multiple the volume of structured material cultures across 
several communities (LaViolette, 2000). However, traditional artefacts as a mean 
of cultural structures have obtained adequate attention by researchers besides the 
types of cultural transformations at the modern societies. 

4. Analyses and Findings 
Intersectional Cultures and an Artifact-Culture of Use 

In most intercultural and ethno-cultural studies the lifestyle of community is 
symbolized a focal element, which also includes all types of population norms 
values such as individuals’ traits, social behaviours, diversity and inclusion and 
so on. Thus, generally, in a permanent effort to find a common definition of 
style that accomplish with what has been mentioned in some studies, lifestyle is 
defined and described as “a way of doings” (Hegmon, 1992), by other meaning, 
culturally lifestyle has been also recognized as the means by which individuals 
communicate on basis of their own social identity (Wiessner, 1983). Yet, in the 
countries of Southeast Asia such Malaysia and other pacific countries style of life 
is multifocal and its meaning is often understood from different vantages (Figure 
5). Therefore, the findings of this study by observed concentration on one close 
group of folk culturally people has introduced their own life style mainly as sym-
bolic communication of women’s social identity to verify in particular their social 
identity (Gosselain, 1992) (Figure 6). The data harvested from some participant 
reviewers indicates that most identically producer women signify their activities 
through distinctive form of individual lifestyle which in most cases confirm on 
their incorporation with the society socially, culturally as well as political alliances. 

With analysing data from intercultural perspective it has been described that 
the purpose of communication by an actor with their environment and sur-
rounding, or from other hand with the receivers is to persuade, influence, and 
manipulate the receivers who develop strategies to resist their culture manipula-
tion (Cronk, 1999). 
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Figure 5. Traditional dance shows Indonesian culture and folk arts. 

 

 
Figure 6. Safeguarding at multicultural carnival reflecting the traditional beliefs and cul-
tural diversity. 

 
According to the rule followed in theoretical approaches of descriptive data, a 

sample of individual identity of focus group such Mir. Meor Amirul Din Bin 
Aris confirms that “an individual’s personality is emphasized from through de-
signing and managing culturally their lifestyle” (Grudin, 1990). This meets with 
what many of researchers stated that individuals typically are reflected through 
their handmade artefacts as positive image of themselves, and this would give 
the impression of affiliation and unite an individual in their small community 
into another single group of the such community (Wiessner, 1983). Therefore, in 
such sense, stylistic similarity observed within group interviewers indicate that 
presence traits of similarities or converges are more important in order to reflect 
the social and cultural boundaries and the intellectual differences (Wobst, 1977). 

Interestingly, most specialists have been met in the field ethno-cultural com-
munication are either engaged with producing new characters of cultural be-
haviours, or occupied in artefactual and cultural centres. As it has observed that 
cultural makers pay often attention to get aware about the factors might effect 
and influentially create their distinctive cultural background (Figure 7), such 
intellectual orientation led plenty of ethno-culturalisms to investigate the influ-
ential factors affecting on peoples’ cultural background and other types of cul-
tural unity (Bourges, 1996). It is also markedly noted that most recent studies are  
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Figure 7. Multiculturalism shows the cultural diversity in one society of Asian countries. 

 
drawn to study various issues of cross-cultural issues and numerous aspects 
manifold that contain generally folk cultures’ need, people cultural preferences, 
and marketing rules (Aronson, Skibo, & Stark, 1994). Nevertheless, during pur-
suing some of impactful cultural activities it was evident that some of cross-cultural 
producers are motivated to make various culturally feedback based on different 
types of cultural effective preference; as well in some other types of cultural dif-
ferentiation we can observe the differences among people maintaining of own 
culture from the perspective of social and ethnic identities (Arnold & Nieves, 
1992). In other side, in what regard to the cultural distinctively receivers, it is 
need to be undergone with closer analyses research investigates the factors that 
might affect them as well (Bourges, 1996). 

In the data collected from different sites of Malaysia as a main focus-study 
site, most interests are directed data to concentrates on categorizing the factors 
effect on cultural differentiation more than analysing the cultural producers’ 
personal skills and associate it with the diversity and cultural unity design of 
community. In other hand, it was noted that increasing the cultural diversity 
numbers leads to increase the quantity of cultural values (Kramer, 1985). Be-
sides, the variability that occurs due to transformations in different cultural 
status (Arnold & Nieves, 1992). Continuously, the variables in difference of cul-
tural index are measured to identify the homogeneity and uniquely aspect in the 
utilitarian values of cross-cultures or other type of cultural producers, as these 
odds might affect entirely on the image of cultural background and shapes a 
quality of solid cultural differences (Kvamme, Stark, & Longacre, 1996), as 
among conducted assays these are have focused on the differences among the 
amount of diversity of culture resulting from independent folk artists and cul-
tural producers who are more specialists than those who are dependent special-
ists and attached to other cultural institutions, as those last group in present days 
are less to contribute positively in the terms of cultural diversity comparing to 
the independent groups of folk cultural producers. 
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5. Discussion 

In the context of the gradual evolution of design as one of significant intercul-
tural issue, analytical patterns are found to be more workable for stylistic analy-
sis that has been specialized for prehistoric cultural traits; however, studies, 
which concentrate on prehistoric cultural issues, are more motivated to demon-
strate the aspects of “cultural” and temporal variability; thus, ethno-cultural val-
ues became a major source bases for cross-cultural studies. By other meaning, 
culturalism is more aggressive towards ethno-cultural fieldwork when it is in 
need to explore the correlations between cultural material and none cultural 
material elements of a society (Longacre, 1974). Yet, ethno-cultural quickly be-
came an established subfield of cross-cultural and cultural diversity, which bene-
fits for enriching our understanding of the cultural connections between cultural 
material and human behaviour. Hence, in Table 2 the attempt to obtain the 
constituents of Intercultural Groups of a Community is shown by the elements 
of Genetic, Ethno-culturalism, and Multiculturalism and its offsets of Immigra-
tion, Intersection, Adaption, and Integration & Unity social; those elements are 
statistically considered effective elements of groups of art producers. The com-
ponents of Genetic, Ethno-culturalism, and Multiculturalism are essential fac-
tors in the variations of multicultural human behaviours enlightened through 
analyses among different groups of art producers. Results also show that varia-
tion in techniques has been taken into account for illuminating some of the 
variability in the vessels tested in the model (e.g. the vessels tested by group ele-
ments such as, Genetic, Ethnocentrism, and Multiculturalism). It shows that 
when the techniques were applied by certain groups of art producers there was a 
significant difference among the shapes conducted for different market seg-
ments. Differentiations are appeared through the applicable methods that a pot-
ter has employed them in this products as rich methods of producing vessels that 
are compatible with the criteria set out for measuring particular shapes of in-
digenous potteries. There is difference in distinguishing between the kind of 
potteries produced based on the current marketing order and the measurements 
taken by potters within certain techniques during fabrication. In conclusion of 
the results there are indicators that plenty of multicultural and cross-cultural re-
searches done in different scopes of pottery have taken into account the factors in-
fluencing this production based on variation of the variability and standardization 
that are related to the concept applied on conventional pottery products. However,  

 
Table 2. Indicates the three main components of IGE runs by PLS for verifying the values 
of immigration, intersection, adaption, and integration &unity. 

Intercultural Groups of a Community (IGC) 

Genetic 0.2 Immigration 67 

Ethno-culturalism 0.5 Intersection 34 

Multiculturalism 0.4 Adaption 49 

 Integration & Unity 53 
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based on the coefficient of variation more standard methods are suggested to be 
utilized for assessing variability in comparisons among potteries that can be 
showing the levels of significance. 
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