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Purpose, findings and contribution
In today’s globalized corporate world, an increasing number of individuals work and live across cultures, or are part of intercultural networks and flow. Academic and corporate education has reacted to these circumstances: Intercultural training has become “one of the standard elements of the corporate training curriculum” (Szkudlarek, 2009). Cross-cultural management and cross-cultural communication are standard courses in many study programs all over the world. Increasingly so, the development of intercultural competency has received much attention (Bennett, 1986). Hence, culture is codified and trained in numerous contexts; yet, little is known about the consequences of such training activities and about which sense individuals actually make out of the knowledge which is given to them (Paige, 1993; Mahadevan, 2011a). Specifically, it remains unclear how the macro-discourse of cross-cultural difference is translated, transferred and (re-) organized when individuals from different cultures meet in immediate discursive interaction.

Against this background, the purpose of this article is to show how a communication and discourse-centered perspective adds to the understanding of managerial and organizational categories such as culture and cross-cultural difference. We show how discourse is “done” in a specific context (Boje et al., 2004). The context of our study is an educational program for future managers in engineering at a German institution. During this program, participants receive an intercultural training, conduct interviews with migrant professionals / foreign exchange students in Germany, and write an assignment on their interview partners’ experiences in Germany. Our study is based on (1) the observation of the intercultural training sessions; (2) the analysis of the recorded intercultural interviews; (3) the analysis of recorded post-interview interviews during which interviewers and interviewees reflected upon the interview and, in case of the interviewers, also on the interview experience in relation to the previous intercultural training; and (4) the analysis of the written assignments. Through this multi-level approach, we are able to show how individuals make sense of macro-level discourses of cross-cultural difference through communicative positioning on micro-level. 

Our findings show that the macro-discourse of cross-cultural – despite wanting to prepare individuals for bridging cross-cultural difference – actually creates artificial categories of difference in immediate intercultural communication. Individuals who have not been taught the macro-discourse of cross-cultural difference are less likely to position themselves as similar to the other. We define these strategies as “Othering” and “Saming” and investigate into their domains, categories and taxonomies, showing how they organize organizational and social reality. We link these micro-level discourses to the macro-level discourse of cross-cultural difference, thereby showing how categories of cross-cultural difference are contextualized and organized. We discuss these findings with regard to the managerial and ethical consequences for the intercultural training industry and cross-cultural teaching in academia.

Our study is relevant to this subtheme due to three reasons: (1) it integrates the micro-individual, the meso-organizational and the macro-societal level of how language constitutes organization; (2) it integrates different types of discourse, namely cultural texts, intercultural interviews, post-interview reflections and written assignments; (3) it shows how immediate communication does not only constitute organization but also gives context-specific meaning to macro-discourses which are then projected back into the organization. 

Our study is distinct from other studies due to its multi-level and process-oriented approach. With analyzing “Saming”, we introduce a new concept to intercultural theory and practice. Whereas “Othering” has been researched upon in many contexts, the meanings of “Saming” have not yet been acknowledged by researchers and practitioners. We provide an example of how individuals make sense out of texts and macro-discourses of culture and cultural difference during immediate intercultural interactions and reflections thereupon. In doing so, our study adds to the understanding of how categories of social identity are constructed in interaction. Specifically, it shows how categories of cultural difference are organized through communication, thereby contributing to understanding the ethical consequences of training cross-cultural difference.
Theoretical background [short paper summary]
Organization and organizing have been conceptualized from various linguistic and narrative perspectives (Alvesson & Kärreman 2000; Boje et al, 2004; Cornelissen & Kafouros, 2008; Czarniawska, 2009; Gabriel 2000; Kuhn, 2008; Mengis & Eppler, 2008). Still, it remains difficult to integrate the macro-perspective on organization-as-discourse (Boje et al., 2004; Grant et al., 1998) with the micro-perspective on organization-as-communication (Ashcraft et al., 2009; Putnam & Nicotera, 2008). Focussing on cultural discourse and intercultural communication, our study links macro- and micro-perspectives and conceptualizes the interplay of both texts and conversations (Taylor & van Every, 2000) as a process of organizing culture.
In the study of culture, two paradigms on culture compete. On the one hand, individuals are the agents and creators of collective identities, this is the creative power of culture (Martin, 2003); on the other hand, societal cultural imprint limits their interpretative choices; this is called the contingency hypotheses (Thomas, 2008). Both perspectives on culture are relevant for analysing immediate discursive interaction (Bülow & Kumar, 2011). The dilemma to integrate them is similar to the above mentioned dilemma of integrating discourse and communication. Intercultural trainings are often based on the contingency hypothesis and ensuing cross-cultural constructs (Hall & Hall, 1990; Hofstede, 1980, 2003; Hofstede & Bond, 1988; House et al., 2004; Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997). Yet, such an approach to culture fails to acknowledge cultural complexity of everyday life (McSweeney, 2010). Therefore, we highlight the importance of social constructivist perspectives on culture (based on Berger & Luckmann, 1966) and the processes through which individuals create discursive social identities and position themselves in relations to others through communication (Mori, 2003; Brown, 2006). Following this perspective, intercultural interaction will involve processes beyond predefined cultural scripts (ibid.; Ellis & Ybema, 2010). In summary, we follow these processes of organizing culture across micro- and macro-level.
Our approach is based on an interpretative understanding of culture and identity (based on Czarniawska-Joerges 1997, 1998). We perceive individuals as interpreting and sensemaking entities (Van Maanen, 2006). This means that culture and cross-cultural difference, like any other aspect of social and organizational reality need to be made sense of discursively (Martin, 2003; Czarniawska & Sevón, 1996). Through emic (inside) sensemaking of such kind, individuals in immediate discursive interaction give sense to etic (outside) categories of reality (Hatch & Yanov 2003). This involves acts of translation (Czarniawska, 2009). Through translation, individuals make sense out of cultural constructs which have been introduced to them during previous intercultural training sessions.
 [theoretical perspectives on intercultural training design excluded in short paper]

Research design and method

There are numerous studies that apply macro-level constructs of cross-cultural difference; there are also numerous studies that show how categories of Sameness and Otherness are constructed in immediate micro-level interaction. Yet, often, levels are not linked. This research gap is also due to methodological issues: It is almost impossible to observe global leaders when they are prepared for cross-cultural difference, to follow them into immediate intercultural interactions, and to have them reflect on both the macro-discourse of cross-cultural difference and on their immediate intercultural interaction. To solve this methodological issue, we focus on future international managers in engineering which are educated in a bachelor program in industrial engineering at a University of Applied Sciences in Germany. Intercultural competency is one of the learning goals of this program.


Universities of Applied Science are a special type of higher education institution in Germany aiming at a more practical education in comparison with German universities (BMBF, 2003). As the study program which we studied is among the top-ranked in Germany, those who have finished this program are very much sought after in any field that involves the integration of management and engineering. Most of them make a career in management, increasingly so in international management, in technical companies. They are those who will work together across cultures in the future. This makes our study relevant beyond a purely academic context. 


Most students have previous professional work experience of two to three years before they decide to enroll; during their studies, all of them have at least finished six months of internship in technical companies. After having finished their internship, students pass a two-week’s course on “doing business in various countries” in English language which basically consists of five intercultural training sessions, focusing on Cultural Awareness / German business culture, and on Doing Business in China, India, South Africa, Russia and the Arab World. All courses are taught by intercultural trainers who are from the respective region or have studied and/or lived in this region. After this intensive intercultural training, students need to interview migrant professionals and/or foreign exchange students in Germany and to uncover their perspective on Germany and on working/studying in Germany. These interviews are recorded. Afterwards, students write a written assignment, the purpose of which is to make sense of the interview partners’ experience. Students are expected to show that they can change perspective and to differentiate between emic and etic perspectives. Furthermore, they are expected not to stereotype, to look down on other cultures and to interpret contexts beyond comparative cross-cultural dimensions. Afterwards, we conducted a post-interview interview with both German students, including students with migration background, and their interview partners to reflect upon the interview and – in case of the German students – a reflection on the cross-cultural theories which have been taught to them in relation to their actual experiences during the interview. 

Our study is firstly based on the analysis of intercultural training sessions which students receive as part of their regular study program. Second, we analyze the records of intercultural interviews which students need to conduct with migrant professionals / foreign exchange students immediately after these intercultural training sessions. Third, we conducted qualitative post-interview interviews with interviewers and interviewees, during which they reflect individually upon the interview situation and, in case of the interviewers and their experiences during the interview in relation to what has been taught in the intercultural training. Finally, we analyze the written text compiled by the students conducting the interview. In this text, students need to show that they are able to change perspective and that they understand the behavior of their interview partners from their own perspective and with the help of theories of culture which had been introduced to them. In this way, they organize the macro-discourse of cross-cultural difference. 
[discussion on methods of and approach to intercultural training excluded in this short paper]

Method of Analysis [short paper summary]
Our study is based on (1) the observation of the intercultural training sessions; (2) the analysis of the recorded intercultural interviews; (3) the analysis of recorded post-interview interviews during which interviewers and interviewees reflected upon the interview and, in case of the interviewers, also on the interview experience in relation to the previous intercultural training; and (4) the analysis of the written assignments. The intercultural training sessions were observed. Observations were documented with the help of both short and expanded field-notes. Furthermore, we collected texts and work-process documentation from the intercultural training sessions. All interviews were recorded, transcribed verbatim and coded manually. Furthermore, we had access to the written assignments. We have analyzed ten intercultural training sessions, 52 interview sessions, 10 post-interviews and 52 written assignments. We approached our interviews with pragmatic reflexivity (Alvesson, 2003) and analyzed them from a conversationalist perspective (Goodwin, 1982). 
Our interpretative process started with an object of interest, namely our goal to identify all incidents during which (1) micro-communication refers back to macro-discourse, (2) relations between micro- and macro-level become visible; (3) relations between interview communication and written assignment become visible; and (4) relations between written assignment and texts from the intercultural training become visible. After having identified such incidents, we conducted a domain analysis in order to identify domains into which these incidents can be categorized. In such a way, relations between micro- and macro-level could be categorized into, for example, transference and translation. Next, we conducted a taxonomy analysis in order to find out what the different types of a specific domain might be. Fourth, we conducted a componential analysis in order to find out how these categories are related to each other and to the respective opposing category. 

The coding of field-notes was done manually in the following way: After we had identified domains, we used informed coding to highlight all contexts of this domain. To identify the taxonomies of a domain, we used exploratory coding. To establish the relations between components, we used linked coding. Finally, we used explanatory coding to classify contexts of interaction into the above mentioned scheme.

Main findings [short paper summary]
In this section, we show that intercultural communication involves positioning in interaction which aims at creating common ground, thereby reducing difference. Next, we highlight the processes of transference and translation that organize categories of culture and cross-cultural difference across macro- and micro-level. From this, we derive dominant patterns.

Communication as organizing: Positioning in interaction

[excluded in short paper]

Micro- and macro-level translations and transferences
In this short paper, we highlight our approach with the help of a single example [original in German language; translated by the researchers]. It is from a post-interview interview that one of the researchers conducted with a male student. He says:
Interviewee: 
[we talked about] religion (…). I had some difficulties there. Can I ask [questions about religion]? How will he react? Because in working life [you learn]: please don’t talk about politics or religion. And then I am supposed to ask these things in the interview. But it was no problem, because he thinks the same, so we could handle this the same way. If he would have a different opinion about religion, it might have been awkward. But it was okay. 

Interviewer:
You don’t have to ask this question [about religion].

Interviewee:
Right… That’s right. But to have a deeper look into a culture, to dig into a culture, erm, religion is very important. Because religion in my opinion is the, a main base of culture…

As this example shows, the interviewee refers back to the macro-discourse of culture, stating a feeling of having to ask questions on culture. Yet, he also positions himself in relation to the interview partner and constructs them as similar. In such a way, micro-level communication is linked to macro-discourses of cross-cultural difference. [example will be discussed in detail in the full paper].

Saming and Othering
From highlighting these processes, we identify two micro-level communicative patterns, namely the communicative strategies of Saming and Othering, which we relate back to macro-level discourse of cross-cultural difference.


Our first finding suggests: The macro-cultural discourse of cross-cultural difference – despite wanting to prepare individuals for bridging cross-cultural difference – actually creates artificial categories of difference in immediate intercultural communication. We show if, how and to what extent individuals who have been taught the macro-discourse of cross-cultural difference are less likely to pursue the “Saming” in actual intercultural micro-level communication. Furthermore, we show that individuals who have been taught cross-cultural categories of difference, such as power distance, communicative style, perception of time and many more, expect to experience these categories, which narrows their abilities to communicate and to relate to their counterpart in a specific intercultural context. We conceptualize this as processes of “Othering” which make the cultural other more alien than they actually are. 

Our second finding suggests: Individuals who have not been taught the macro-discourse of cross-cultural difference might tend to pursue the strategy of establishing sameness to a higher degree. As one student says in the interview: “I’m just like any other student. I am anxious to finish my studies and I hope to finish them successful”. We conceptualize such strategies as processes of “Saming” and show if, when and how they are employed and might break the reified discourse of cross-cultural difference. 
In the following example, Saming strategies are applied both by the interviewer and the interviewees. The excerpt is taken from an interview conducted by two male students who interviewed a migrant couple in their forties with a Turkish background.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       
Male interviewee:
[…] Moslems like we are [say]: if you drink alcohol, and after this, you go home without any ugly words or fights, it is accepted. But a lot of Moslems or the Turks in general are a very aggressive people. And […] as soon as they are having a bit of alcohol, everything gets a bit braver and so on […]. To avoid this it is simply said: alcohol taboo.
Interviewer 1:

But that exists probably in every…
Male interviewee:
[interrupting] Yes. Of course, of course… In our case, it’s simply a bit restricted through Koran, and it was a bit contained. That’s it. 
Interviewer 2:
Do you have any other rituals? For example, praying before meals or something like this? […]
Female interviewee: 
There is a certain prayer which is always said at the beginning […].
Male interviewee:
At the beginning and at the end of the meal. It’s a short word from Koran […]. You start in the morning when you get out of bed with your right foot, you say this short saying and it goes on the whole day, with the right foot you leave the house […].
Female interviewee:
Something like this probably also exists in Germany. Like left foot… [laughs]. Actually, there are a lot of similarities.
As this example shows, the interviewer again refers back to previous learning experiences (he categorizes what has been said into the anthropological category of “ritual”), thereby organizing macro-level discourse on micro-level. Furthermore, all interview partners pursue saming strategies, thereby organizing themselves and same- and otherness on micro-level. On the one hand, Saming facilitates immediate communication. On the other hand, the similarities which are created through Saming might be a treacherous one as they underestimate actual communicative difference, thereby signifying cultural relativism. [example will be discussed in detail in the full paper].
Summary of findings
In summary, we show that individuals do not only organize categories of “sameness” and “difference” but also translate and transfer the dominant macro-discourse of cross-cultural difference. It involves positioning on micro-level and aims at the creation of shared intercultural spaces. We also show the limiting impact of taught macro-cultural difference on such communicative strategies.
Discussion
[excluded in short paper]

Implications [short paper summary]
Based on these findings, we discuss the ethical implications of intercultural training sessions for actual intercultural communication, specifically referring to issues of power and inequality (Mahadevan, 2011b, 2012; Paige & Martin, 1983; Paige, 1993a, 1993b; Skudlarek, 2009).


We also highlight the dangers of teaching cross-cultural difference, thereby limiting the interpretative scope of individuals. We discuss how learning the limitations of another culture might lead to perceiving this culture as inferior and as more limited than one own. We also discuss how inequalities of learning might impact immediate communication. We also link our findings to concepts of intercultural competency as going beyond objectivist concepts of managerial learning. We highlight the emotional, interpretative and processual aspects of contextualized intercultural competency and draw conclusions for teaching. Furthermore, we identify patterns of transference and translation and discuss processes of intercultural becoming (based on Tsoukas / Chia, 2002).
Limitations
[excluded in short paper]

Summary and conclusion
Our study highlights how immediate intercultural communication organizes categories of “sameness” and “difference” which involves constant positioning on micro-level and aims at the creation of shared intercultural spaces. Through a process-oriented and multi-level approach, we have conceptualized the relations between the macro-level discourse of cross-cultural difference and micro-level communication aiming at sameness. 
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