An Exploration of Sojourners: Development Workers and ‘Culture Shock’ in the Field
This essays seeks to explore the ‘culture shock’ sojourners, particularly development workers go through while working ‘away from home’ in the field against Oberg’s U- curve model and Gullahorn and Gullahorn’s W-curve, to work out if case studies answer to the models prescribed adjustment flows, and the drawbacks and advantages of using these models. Firstly I will be defining what I mean during this essay when I use ‘development workers and ‘culture’. The role of an “international aid/development workers is to produce aid and assistance to people in locations round the globe, covering all types of issues from healthcare, sanitation, housing, education and construction to agriculture, industrial development, human rights, sustainability and relief from natural disasters. This is often a very broad area of labour and professionals in this area can perform a variety of functions, including hands-on relief work, fundraising, and project planning and project management.” (AllCareers, 2020). I will be be using Linton in Haralambos and Holborn’s definition of culture positing that “The culture of society is the way of life of its members; the gathering of ideas and habits which they learn, share and transmit from generation to generation” (2008:663). In these sense development workers, often times, find themselves working far from their place of origin for extended periods of your time, and having to regulate to new cultures, they become sojourners
 Oberg explains a sojourner experiences culture shock in four stages “(i) the honeymoon stage, (ii) the hostile frustration stage, (iii) the recovery stage, and (iv) the adjustment stage” (1960). The first stage is heralded with fascination and excitement over the new and different, however this comes to an end after they realize they are not a visitor and have to begin to get on with day-to-day activities and roles. The second stage is the ‘hostile frustration stage’ or culture shock, this sees individuals turn back towards their ‘home culture’; everything about their home culture seems glorious and ‘rose-tinted’ as only positive experiences are remembered and accentuated (Oberg, 1960). Followed by learning and communication with the new culture, almost like an adaptation and the final stage is acceptance and possibly even enjoyment of the new culture (1960). Culture shock is a term described by Oberg as an ‘occupational disease’ and most times “occurs when an individual gets a feeling of anxiety in a different environment, from what they’re usually in, in the form of familiar social practices and other variables” (1960). 

Although culture shock has been prevalently used throughout academia. Church (1982) for example prefers to use ‘culture fatigue’ (Guthrie, 1975) speaks of ‘language shock’ and Chapdelaine and Alexitch use ‘cultural stress adjustment’ (2004:168). However I will be using the definition outlined by Oberg for this essay, as well as ‘cultural stress adjustment’. Gullahorn and Gullahorn (1963) remodelled Obergs U- curve using it as a blueprint and came up with the W curve adaptation model, which followed the sojourner’s journey back home and the re-socializing that they had to go through upon returning to their ‘home-culture’, also marking a change in attitude to their home culture, in their research.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Schein argues that the Peace Corps essentially popularized the term ‘culture shock’ within the international development sector (2015). The Peace Corps “is a service opportunity for motivated change makers to immerse themselves in an exceedingly diverse community abroad, working side by side with local leaders to tackle the foremost pressing challenges of our generation.” (Peace Corps, 2020). In 1961 the year the organisation was founded, culture shock was still an emerging concept in sojourner and cross-cultural studies. The organisation made great often-unrecognized contributions to America’s imperialist agendas, during the cold war, using soft power and helping to ‘decolonize’ the global south but also, breeding the concept of a national identity of benevolent supremacy nationally and abroad. (Schein, 2015). The organisation located this power within the figure of a race and sophistication blind volunteer, whom it imagined because the embodiment of a specific ideal of representative Americaness: “white and social class youth, blind to race and sophistication and be able to exert power without coercion through the formation of reciprocal bonds” (Schein, 2015). Culture shock as described in this context is employed by Schein to explain a tool in cross- cultural psychological framework, through which volunteers be of their encounters beyond the US and as American representatives on the planet stage. (2015). 

Schein places that assumptions and concerns placed on culture shock are intimately tied to mid 20th century American institutions of soft power. Both build on and nurture associated practices of cultural preparation for encountering otherness and the geopolitical significance attributed to individual experiences of personal transformation from person- person. (2015). Schein says “Peace Corps expands on the culture shock framework fusing together populist forms of American nationalism, internationally with psychology, measuring and adapting this behavioural social science to create a legitimate modern tool in American imperialism around the world” (2015). I would say that while the volunteers are going abroad and are likely to experience culture shock, their training is such that it also imposes a particular worldview, while simultaneously being affected by the new culture. In the Peace Corps “culture shock” came to encompass and contain a wide range of volunteers experiences of destabilizing encounters abroad. Not only navigating unfamiliar cultural cues, but processing their sense of self, meaning, purpose and grappling with the intimate realities of structural poverty, American exceptionalism, racism and colonialism. (Schein 2015). Volunteer accounts and scholarly research of the Peace Corps remark regularly on the role of psychology in selecting and training Peace Corps “No other government agency does the psychiatrist play such a dominant role as he does in the peace corps, using methods developed during world war II to weed out potential ‘psychiatric casualties” (Schein, 2015) Culture shock was actively framed as a risk of service, it was to be anticipated managed and mitigated, and this was worked through training of cognitive skills and an adaptive mindset. Volunteers were expected to cope with the stress of intercultural contact and grow from it; this was a part of Peace Corps mission (Schein, 2015). 

The crisis stage is characterized usually by feelings of inadequacy, frustration, hostility, anger, depression, lethargy and helplessness among other things (Schein 2015). Oberg linked a definitive recovery from the phase of crisis or shock to the sojourners decision to stay of return home prematurely. If you overcome it you stay and develop bi-culturalism and if not usually return back home. In Schein’s essay they cite a study by Ward, Bochner and Furnham approaches to culture shock as a “psychological pathology, the appearance of which signalled the persons inability to cope or a weakness in character”(Schein, 2015).  The final assessment for volunteers and tied to identify through training, written and spoken questionnaires with psychologists whether individuals could cope with the heightened stress and emotional stability involved with isolation, discomfort that came with ‘culture shock’ However for the Peace Corps, “as agents of soft power they were meant to realize their power without coercion or violence, relying on their own capacity to retain their internal equilibrium as they transverse all kinds of borders.” (Schein, 2015). Training also helped separate those who would lose themselves along the way and ‘culture shock provided a name for that experience (Schein, 2015).

The culture- learning approach to culture shock is rooted in Oberg’s original model that attributed the stress of entering a new culture to the newcomers loss of familiar signs and symbols of social intercourse. Anthropologist Edward. T Hall familiarly spoke of the silent language of a foreign culture made up not only of verbal communications but unfamiliar idioms, gestures and spatial organizations among other social interactions. The diagnosis of the cause of culture shock implied that there could be some sort of mitigation against it, preparing the sojourner with some tools in recognizing and interpreting unfamiliar social cues. (Schein, 2015). Culture shock “gave volunteers a way of understanding the experience that helped them to toughen their sensibilities rather than reject the nation they hoped to help. More than that however, it also helped guide volunteers through difficulties adjusting to an unfamiliar setting: the trajectory of the culture shock narrative promised volunteers that their difficulties were meaningful and necessary steps toward personal and interpersonal connection (Schein, 2019). Culture shock narratives in cross cultural psychology encompass and address the psychological relocation, dissonance, identity conflict and shock that development workers, sojourners experience in the field, a combination of self and responsibility for the other, the group at large (Schein, 2015). 

A contentious point of the U curve model used by Oberg to address culture shock raised by Ward is that it does not readily take into account socio-cultural aspects of sojourners lives and experiences (Roskell, 2013:158). Roskell found, while doing research on English teachers, teaching abroad in the Philippines found that they encountered ‘double culture shock’, having to adjust simultaneously into a host culture as well as a work culture adding that this may affect the U- curve adjustment, making more irregular, as positive and negative feelings may be experienced concurrently (Roskell, 2013:164). The existence of double culture shock underlines the difficulty of defining a successful transition, when is it measured? When one becomes work competent? Or host nation integration? Or overall satisfaction and wellbeing? (Roskell, 2013:165)  In Roskell’s study seven out of ten teachers left prematurely, and the ones who remained harboured feelings of resentment and perceived the transitioning to be unsatisfactory when interviewed afterwards. There was also a discrepancy as those who fulfilled work obligations and satisfactorily adjusted to work culture struggled to achieve host culture adjustment, usually preferring to stay in expatriate enclaves (2013:165). Suggesting that people with a history of mental illness would need specialized support before deployment and during training. Finding that workers, who had strong supportive peer groups, usually had a stable mental health during their time away, and recovered quicker from reverse culture shock upon arriving back (Cardozo et al. 2012:7). Ward et al in Roskell suggest a way to counteract this would be to separate and study psychological and socio cultural adjustment (2013:165).  

Ward states host culture adjustment relies on a socio-cultural framework mainly adopting social skills and behaviours while work adjustment pertained more to psychological stress-coping approach, as it influences conceptions of identity (2013:165). The study outlines that sojourning teachers unfamiliarity with the work culture was one of the primary reasons they terminated their work contracts early, Roskell cites ‘anticipatory adjustment’: “having expectations and making anticipatory behaviours based on expectations of a life changing event” as one of the reasons for their cultural maladjustment as they provide yardstick with which to measure experiences and then when the experience does not match up, culture shock plays in  (2013: 166).‘Burnout’ was conceptualised as a result of field observations based on occupational phenomenons in human service professionals, professionals in development field are likely to exert themselves to the point where they can no longer cope with the work they are doing (Tassell & Flett 2007:103). Development workers in Lovell’s study found themselves to be ‘healthy’ before developing chronic fatigue syndrome (CFS) from working abroad (1999:19). This was due to a variety of factors. Surawy et al in Lovell underlines that over-achieving personalities lend themselves to developing CFS, especially in a high sakes humanitarian setting, where people’s lives and livelihoods are directly at stake.

What comes into question in this study according to Roskell is the extent to which culture shock is a psychological event or a “more general psychological and adaptive process” (2013:167). “All change which disrupts the familiar pattern of life entails some degree of substitution, growth and loss (Roskell, 2013:167). Mumford showed in theory study of British volunteers working abroad that the culture shock scores reflect the particular micro culture that the volunteers found themselves placed in. Placements in villages in India showed lower culture shock than other placements in India and Nepal. Being placed in an environment that was serving western food and adopting western dress, with electrical appliances was an altogether different experience (2000:82) Sojourners may come to the realization after the honeymoon period that they may have suffered ‘loss’ and grieve which in this process psychological adjustment occurs (Roskell, 2013:167).  Change needs the abandonment of former ideals; this means in some cases adjusting deeply held beliefs and values, which can be traumatic especially if unexpected. 

Upon returning Cardozo et al. study indicates that development workers are at a higher risk of developing burnout, depression, anxiety and PTSD (2012:7). The risk did not diminish 3-6 months after return from deployment. To conclude, it can be said that development workers experience culture shock when deployed to work away from their home culture, usually doubly in the form of adjusting to work and host culture. However it can also be said that development workers have the ability to impose ideologies of certain groups and demographics. Oberg’s and Gullahorn and Gullahorn’s models are a useful template for beginning to dissect arguments and discussions surrounding sojourners, but cannot hold up when it comes to furthering the discussion.
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