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Cross-cultural Human Resource Management (HRM) intends to manage difference based on cultural difference. Based on two years of ethnographic fieldwork in a High-Tech company in Germany and in India, this article shows that organizational actors give their own meaning to cultural difference and create cross-cultural borders in their doing. These inside (emic) categories differ considerably from expected outside (etic) difference. In this case, HRM provides intercultural training to R&D employees in India, France and Germany to overcome assumed national cultural difference. However, these R&D employees perceive themselves as a global community, the different ones not being the national cultural other but management. This dichotomy is flexible: Frontstage emic difference between managers and engineers is integrated backstage. This means: National cultural difference need not be the main category of otherness in the intercultural field. Cultural borders are not static, but enacted and constructed contextually. This article argues that meaningful cross-cultural training needs to take emic categorizations of culture and their contexts into account. Its contribution is to provide ethnographic insights thereupon and to deliver a model of how to approach cross-cultural management of emic cultures.
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1. Introduction
Cross-cultural Human Resource Management (HRM) intends to manage difference based on cultural diversity at work. However, the difference that HRM assumes and intends to mediate might not be the difference that is actually perceived by those who work together across cultures. Based on two years of ethnographic fieldwork in a German high-tech company, this article shows the implications for intercultural training of such a condition.
In this case, HRM provided intercultural training to an internal R&D department in Germany that was transferring knowledge to the newly established offshore site in India. The aim was to overcome assumed national cross-cultural difference. However, R&D employees at all sites perceived themselves as a global community and did not experience cross-cultural difference between Germany and India. Therefore, they rejected cross-cultural knowledge as provided through intercultural training. 
From an HR-perspective, this was simply more proof of perceived lack of social skills on the engineers’ side. Yet, ethnographic research uncovered alternative cultural identities: It showed that from the perspective of the R&D employees, a perceived global collective identity of engineers was much more relevant than national cultural difference. If utilized, this perceived global professional identity could help stabilize cross-site work. Yet, corporate HR practice across cultures did not acknowledge this perception, thereby creating resistance to intercultural training activities.
This article defends the argument that cross-cultural HRM and intercultural training need to take emic categorizations of culture and their contexts into account. They need to uncover the actors’ perspective to assess cultural complexity and actual cross-cultural difference. Only if the emic perspective is known, can intercultural strategy and action be designed. For uncovering the emic perspective, long-term participant observation, also known as ethnography, is the established method of choice (based on Marcus, 2008). This has been acknowledged in the field of intercultural training as well (Jackson, 2006).
This article makes three contributions to the study and practice of cross-cultural HRM and intercultural training: Firstly, it shows that assumed subcultures can be more powerful than assumed dominant cultures; in this case, collective professional engineering identity matters more than national culture. Secondly, it shows that collective identities and cultures in organizations are context-dependent and have to be studied as such. In this case, technical managers succeed in overcoming engineering resistance. Cross-cultural HRM and intercultural training could learn from them. Thirdly, it proposes a model of how to approach context-dependent cultural complexity from an emic perspective. 

2. Anthropological contributions to cross-cultural HRM
Like any aspect of organizations, culture can be studied from a subjective (interpretative) or objective perspective (based on Burrell & Morgan, 1979, p. 22). Which paradigm one chooses will influence research outcome (Primecz, Romani & Sackmann, 2009). Interpretative approaches are rooted in culture’s mother discipline, i.e. social/cultural anthropology (Van Maanen, 2006). They usually lead to qualitative research whereas objective approaches lead to quantitative research design and methods (Yeganeh & Su, 2006). 
Regarding the integration of multiple cultures and identities, this paper follows an interpretative cultural/social anthropological perspective. From this perspective, culture, like reality, is viewed as being constructed socially (Berger & Luckmann, 1966). Culture is conceptualized as an open process of sense-making in interaction with changing boundaries, the purpose of which is to provide a focus point for collective belonging (author identifying reference). This means very simply: What groups of people believe in or do must make sense to them; otherwise they would not believe in it / do it. 

Regarding the borders between cultures, cultural/social anthropology does not expect clear borders based on nationality or ethnicity. Rather, it stresses the polyphony of cultural discourses in any given field and considers this to be a ‘normal’ phenomenon in any social setting rather than a negative exception to be prevented (Van Maanen, 2006; e.g. Kunda, 1992). This means: Every individual is part of many cultures and possesses the ability to change attitudes and behaviors according to role and context (Sackmann & Phillips, 2003). Regarding the importance of so called ‘cultures’ and ‘sub-cultures’, cultural/social anthropology does not differentiate between culture (as national culture) and collective identity (as sub-culture). 

From an anthropological perspective, all levels of collective identity can and might be equally powerful (Sackmann & Phillips, 2003), depending, for example, on context, plays of power, individual or group agenda (Zander et al., 2004). In organizations, one could find professional cultures and organizational cultures, or professional and site cultures (e.g. Brannen & Salk, 2000; Sveningsson & Alvesson, 2003), to name but a few. Their meanings are to be negotiated in interaction (author identifying reference). 
To construct a collective identity of a group of ‘We’, one always has to construct the group of ‘the Other’ (Ricoeur, 1992). This means that ‘the Other’ is a relative other, constructed mainly to be sure of one’s own collective identity. According to cultural/social anthropology, relative difference is based on perspective: Outside (etic) and inside (emic) perspectives on collective identities will always differ and therefore have to be differentiated (Mahadevan, 2009). 
3. Research design and methodology

3.1. Research question

As this project was an interpretative and qualitative study, formulating the research question and finding focus was a process that could only begin in interaction with the field (Van Maanen, 2006). Hypotheses were deduced from the field and not vice versa (Van Maanen, Soerensen & Mitchell, 2007). Therefore, this article is the reverse representation of the actual research process. 

In retrospect, the key question was: Where do actors in the field construct the boundary between the ‘We’ and the ‘Other’? During research, this question was divided into sub-questions, such as: How is this border visible in day-to-day practice? When, where and why does the border shift? When, where and why are the ‘We’ and the ‘Other’ constructed at the borders of national culture or at the borders of professional culture? 

3.2. The sites of the study
This paper brings together two sub-fields as a multi-sited field, as Amit (2000) and Hine (2007) have suggested. 

Both fields were part of the high-tech company ChipTech that is based in the German town of Stadt. During the time of research, the company had approximately 8,000 employees in Germany and 35,000 worldwide. The official corporate language was English. The language of the technical expert community was English. The day-to-day language at the German site was German. Approximately 15 percent of all technical experts at the German site were non-German nationals, mostly from Western Europe. No manager at the German site was a non-German.

ChipTech used to be part of the German engineering company, but was spun-off due to increased global competition. During the time of research (2004 to 2006) it was ramping-up a site in the Indian town of Puram. From the actors’ perspective this was simply the next step of a perceived history of internationalization that intended to take advantage of low labor costs abroad. 

The primary field was an internal R&D department (to be called Unit in this article) that consisted of approximately 450 members at three major sites, i.e. the German central headquarters (approximately 250 members), a site in France (approximately 60 members) and a site in India (approximately 140 members at peak). Employees of all three sites developed a complex and interdependent technological system together that was to be used by internal customers all over the globe for improvement of microchip design. For doing so, Unit employees had to interact with each other constantly (mainly over distance) in a three-dimensional matrix-organization. Their work practice was located in the fields of software and hardware engineering, based on principles of physics / electrical engineering and information science / software engineering.

The secondary field brought together the internal HR department and external intercultural trainers. During the time of research, one of the main goals of the central HR department was to organize a two-day intercultural training session with focus on Germany, India or France for Unit employees. The training session was conducted by an external provider of cross-cultural training, consulting and coaching.
HR management classified Unit employees into two groups with distinct career paths: Firstly, managers (with engineers to manage) and secondly, technical experts (with technology to manage). To be a manager or engineer in highly technical departments such as Unit, an engineering degree was required. I will call these groups technical managers and engineers in the following. For Unit employees of both groups, participation in intercultural training was highly recommended, sometimes even linked to individual targets and incentives. During the time of research, about two thirds of Unit attended such a training program.

3.3. Methods of data collection and analysis
As is common in ethnographic research, the method section will include the critical stages of ethnographic research such as: getting in, methodical and analytical interaction, data analysis, establishing researcher identity, dependency, writing and getting out. The purpose of this section is to make a subjective approach inter-subjectively visible (Van Maanen, 2006; Marcus, 2008).

First contact to ChipTech was established through a friend’s recommendation. Negotiations for access and presentation of a research proposal to ChipTech began in October 2003 and proved to be successful. I was given a corporate research contract, including corporate funding for two years. Consecutive fieldwork was conducted from October 2004 until October 2006.  

Data in the primary field was collected through initial interviews with 15 keys actors and subsequent participant observation over two years, including approximately 250 formal and informal interviews with engineers from three sites. 18 months of this period were spent at the German central site; six weeks were spent at the Indian site. A longer period at the Indian site was intended but impossible to carry out, as access was not granted by higher management. After six months of research a core group of 31 key actors who maintained an active interest in working together with other sites was identified and given a forum to distribute information across sites and to meet regularly. During these sessions, interpretations from the primary field were mirrored back and discussed with key actors. 

Data in the secondary field was collected through four days of participant observations of internal workshops and twelve informal interviews with human resource managers and intercultural trainers. 

Analysis of data took place in interaction with the field. Interviews were mostly informal and therefore not recorded. Instead, memory protocols were written and included into a field diary that amounted to approximately 350 typed pages each month. Interpretations in this field diary were constantly read again, revised, mirrored back, refined and revised again. Writing took place while still in the field. Based on Van Maanen (2006) and Marcus (2008), this is an important part of fieldwork, for only then can findings be discussed with actors in the field and used for further interpretation. Full-time ethnographic research ended contractually in October 2006; the final ethnography had been completed by then.
4. Multiple discourses of ‘We’ and ‘the Other’ in the field
Interpretative fieldwork based on the paradigms of cultural/social anthropology seeks to understand multiple discourses of ‘We’ and ‘the Other’ in the field. These discourses will now be classified according to perspective, namely etic and emic perspective, and according to context, namely frontstage and backstage. German quotations from interviews that were conducted at the German central site have been translated into English by the author. 

4.1. Etic discourse: Indians vs. Germans
The main context of interaction between Unit and HR at the German central site during the time of research was through a two-day intercultural training seminar on India. It is not the purpose of this paper to question the HRM-practice of cross-cultural training from an etic perspective. Rather, the intention is to give an account of emic beliefs in the field – both on the HR and engineering side and to reflect upon them from an anthropological perspective.

As I learned through personal attendance, this training seminar focused on national cultural difference. It worked with the intercultural dimensions of Hofstede (1980, 2003), and Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1997) and pointed out the national cultural differences between India and Germany. It acknowledged the presence of subcultures, yet during the observed training, a mere eight minutes of two full working days were spent on the topic of professional subcultures. From an anthropological perspective, this does not do justice to the complexity of collective identities in organizations. HR managers in the field valued this training highly. The manager in charge said:
“With all this resistance from the engineers, this training program was very difficult to implement; they just don’t see the need. It took meetings and meetings and meetings to convince them. Finally, we made it a part of every project-leader’s and manager’s target agreement for the year. Now, they have to attend. Of course, they are not happy, but at least they will learn now.”
As this statement shows, the engineer is seen as the resistant other who – not having equal knowledge – opposes something for his/her own benefit. Through formalization of attendance, this resistance is broken down on a behavioral level (but not overcome on an attitude level). The HR manager in charge acknowledges this: “At least now they will learn” even though “they are not happy”. 

HR managers in general thought of engineers as being socially and thus inter-culturally incompetent. The head of corporate HR told me: “Cultural difference exists and it impacts on engineering. HR has to help engineers understand that.” Another HR manager said: “They [the engineers, the author] simply don’t have enough social skills – and how should they, considering the kind of work they do!” Yet another HR manager said: 
“They [the engineers, the author] don’t see any reason behind what we do. Sometimes, this makes it hard to believe in what you do. But how could they react otherwise? They simply do not know what we know about culture and management.” 
This view on employees as being socially less competent due to the (technical) nature of their work is a common view held by intercultural experts. Dahlén (1997: 1) has called this phenomenon a “packaging of knowledge” that to him serves two purposes: Firstly, it alienates supposedly foreign cultures; secondly, it legitimizes intercultural experts’ work, for it is they who are the only ones who can devise measures that can overcome this difference. 

To summarize Dahlén’s (1997) point: Intercultural experts (he calls them ‘interculturalists’) need to first construct foreign cultures as ‘alien’ in order to make their own knowledge on cultural difference indispensable. If the Indian engineer were no different from the German one, then intercultural experts and their knowledge would be superfluous.

Based on the above mentioned quotations, Dahlén’s (1997) assumptions and assessments seem valid not only for the interculturalist, but also for the HR manager: They also have to legitimize their strategies and actions, thereby establishing superiority over technical employees.

In summary, the etic (outside) discourse on culture in the primary field can be described as: National cultural difference in engineering exists, and it impacts engineering work. HR and cross-cultural experts possess the social and cross-cultural knowledge that engineers lack, and therefore have to educate them to the next level. Rejection of cross-cultural learning from the engineering side is interpreted as proof of the very lack of cultural awareness that needs to be developed. From an interpretative anthropological perspective, however, one cannot value the etic over the emic perspective. Rather, the question has to be asked whether the emic perspective might be true.
4.2. Emic discourse: global engineering vs. management
In contrast to the HR-department’s beliefs, Unit employees of all sites perceived national culture as something outside their own work-practice. As one engineer (himself of German nationality) describes another engineer (of Indian nationality): “He is not Indian. I have known Vinod for four years, he is an expert in his field, he is simply a colleague to me; we talk technically to each other.” An Indian engineer at the Indian site said: “On the street, Germans don’t speak English – at work, people speak English because this is the language of engineering.” An Indian project-leader said: “We have problems because of bad management or bad processes, or because of distance. Culture has nothing to do with it.” An Italian project-leader at the German site said: 
“So many nationalities are working together at Unit. What does it have to do with engineering that I drink espresso more often than Pjotr [an engineer from Poland, the author] next door?” 
An Indian manager at the Indian site said: 
“Of course, France, India, and Germany are different. But circuits are universal: It is just 0 or 1; current or non current. (…) [Therefore], engineering is much more global than management.”
These statements can be interpreted as a firm belief in engineering as a global profession that is not impacted by national cultural difference. It is assumed that national culture is a feature outside engineering. Cross-site engineering is perceived as much more similar than management. This goes hand in hand with a recommendation that was made to me when I presented my first interpretations after three months of fieldwork in 1:1 sessions with lower management. As all three managers remarked after the first three sessions: 

“Don’t call your research ‘intercultural’ – then the engineers will think it does not concern them. It would be better to call it ‘cross-site’ and focus not only on culture but on engineering as well.”
Following Bennett’s (1986) model of intercultural learning, rejection of national cultural difference could be interpreted as the ethnocentric stage of ‘minimalization’ in intercultural learning that precedes full acknowledgement of difference. The latter is seen by Bennett as a prerequisite for trying out alternative roles, changing one’s own role, and incorporating other cultures into one’s own values and behavior. 

However, if one follows the anthropological approach and tries to uncover emic discourses, one has to discard Bennett’s model as an etic one. Following the emic assumption of a global engineering community, one then has to consider how this community constructs social meaning. In this case, the community has to master an interdependent, yet collectively invisible, technology. Therefore, these employees are knowledge workers who possess specialized expertise (Barley & Orr, 1997). They are united by shared work practice (Orr, 1996) that is based on culture-free principles of natural sciences (Polkinghorne, 1988). Therefore, engineers in distributed system work have the potential to form a collective identity based on shared work practice (Bourdieu, 1977).

When HR managers heard of such statements, however, they would categorize them as proof of lack of social skills among engineers and intensify their intercultural training program efforts. They interpreted the engineers’ belief in engineering as a global profession as a rejection of the etic discourse of national cultural difference which to them was the dominant one, as the previous paragraph has shown. Following the emic approach, however, this interpretation seems insufficient. Rather, one should then ask: Who is the relevant other from an emic perspective? 

Towards me (a non-engineer), engineers and project leaders of the Indian and the German site frequently used comments such as: “Luckily enough, we have not yet reached the stage where people like you [i.e. people without an engineering degree, the author] can become managers in an engineering department at ChipTech.” Or they would say: “No wonder that [bad thing xy] is happening: We simply have too many non-engineering people managing the company.” This seems strong proof of the fact that own management is perceived as being ‘the Other’.

The border between the emic categories of ‘engineers vs. ‘management’ was not clear-cut. Rather, context influenced who was perceived as being management: When Unit internal decisions had to be made, Unit engineers, project leaders and lower management used these comments for their own Unit-internal management. When Unit had to defend its own interests against top management or HR, all Unit employees would consider themselves as ‘engineers’ as opposed to ‘management’. These findings are in-synch with the anthropological concept of contextual collective identities in the making.

This discourse can be interpreted with the help of organizational ethnography. Following Kunda (1992), the two discursively constructed groups of actors to be expected in technical companies would be managers, aiming at control over engineering work, and engineers, aiming at technological freedom. This dichotomy is rooted in the fact that specialized technical employees possess expert knowledge that makes them a dangerous ‘other’ from a management perspective (Barley & Orr, 1997).

If one truly takes emic perspectives first, then any intercultural training activity for engineers would need to incorporate cultural discourses on the management-engineering difference for more than a mere eight minutes in two days. Furthermore, culture should be considered as made and shaped by actors through their own imagination and sense-making in interaction. This would require an interculturalist who is not only an expert on cross-cultural difference in the national cultural sense but who is either familiar with her/his participants’ work practice or at least able to uncover the symbolic meaning of emic professional collective identities.

4.3. Backstage integration of emic conflict
Qualitative studies of engineering practice have viewed the engineering-management conflict in technical companies as a given (based on Kunda, 1992). However, if this conflict were omnipresent in technical companies, how could the organization function? Again, it is not the purpose to judge, how the system ‘organization’ could function better from a managerial perspective but to uncover how actors make sense out of inherent conflict. 

Following the interpretative approach, it is to be expected that groups of ‘We’ and ‘the Other’ meet in contextualized interactions. According to Goffman (1959), the main contexts to be differentiated in such an antagonistic interplay would be frontstage, where both groups ‘play’ their organizational role, and backstage, where both groups find room for deviance and contradiction. The following example shows how Goffman’s (1959) differentiation of contexts into ‘frontstage’ and ‘backstage’ can provide an explanation of how the emic discourse of engineering vs. management is integrated within Unit:

Two members of Unit in Stadt, German manager M and engineer E, meet in front of the coffee-machine where I also happen to be. The following dialogue takes place (based on memory protocol, translated from German by the author).
M: 
“Good to see you. Can you send me the status report? You know it’s important.”
E:
“Oh, really, do I know that? If you really ask me: I have much more important things to do at the moment than filling out status reports. I happen to have a little bit of technical work to do as well, you know.”
M:
“Yes, I am fully aware of that, I have been with this company for a long time, too.”
E: 
“Today, manager A has tightened the deadline for project B, I already have too much [managerial, the author] overload; this is really great.”
M:
“Yes, the overload is worst for you, the engineers.”
E:
“Nice, but this doesn’t help me right now. I cannot deliver the status report this week.”
M:
“Just let me know what you can do it.”

At first glance, there is conflict and engineering rejection: Engineer E says: “I happen to have a little bit of technical work to do as well”, thereby constructing management demand as useless and inferior. Which counter strategy does manager M choose now? M says “I have been with this company for a long time, too”, thereby referring to his work history as an engineer. Yet, engineer E does not seem to give in to manager M’s integrating strategy: He refers to additional overload from more management procedures. Manager M reacts with further understanding (“work load is worst for you, the engineers”). At first glance, engineering resistance has won. Yet, this is only the fronstage display of conflict. Therefore, I collect my cup of coffee and follow Engineer E down the aisle. He says:
E: 
“This Manager, with his useless reports. If we didn’t have them [managers, the author], it would not make any difference.”
Me:
“Mmm.”
E:
“Well, actually, his job is a piece of shit. He has to run after the engineers all the time (…) Well, I would not want to do his job.”
Me:
“Mmm.“
E:
“I don’t always have to talk about my history, my technical expertise. People see my technical expertise through what I do. Anyway, I will fill in his status report this afternoon, but it remains useless. If you as an engineer don’t contradict management in such cases, we won’t be able to work technically at all because of all these management processes.” 
As this dialogue shows, E will cooperate in the end, albeit grudgingly. Yet, showing that he is against it was important in the frontstage display of conflict. Until the end, he upholds this image of useless managerial procedures and of superiority of engineering work based on technological expertise. He even seems to pity manager M, yet now – backstage – he acknowledges M’s technical expertise and the justification of his claims.

Shortly afterwards, manager M and I meet for a meeting that turns out to start late. Jumping at this chance, I ask him: “What was that about, previously, with E?” M says:
“Well, that was just the usual game between managers and engineers. E just didn’t feel like filling in the status report, I was aware of that anyway, after all I  work technically, too, but on a different level.“

Through the last sentence, M categorizes himself as an engineer, too: He also works technically, “but on a different level”. This implies that managerial work is just engineering – albeit on a different, i.e. higher, level. M continues: 
“The whole company would not run without the engineers, you have to know that as a good manager. This is why you go to people, talk to them informally, then things look completely different.”
As can be seen in this statement, M acknowledges the engineers’ superior knowledge and hence power (“the whole company would not  run without the engineers”), at the same time constructing his own management abilities as superior (“you have to know that as a good manager”). He is also aware of the difference between frontstage and backstage and possesses contextual strategies (“talk to them informally”) to integrate inherent conflict between engineering freedom and managerial control. I say:
Me:
“But E said that he is not going to do it.”
E:
“Yes, these are the usual tactics, trying to sit it out. But he is going to do it, that much I know (…).”

This means: In the end the emic discourse of engineers vs. management is broken through backstage integration. Both sides will cooperate in the end. If seen from a wider perspective, this process could be an opportunity for HR management to convince engineering departments of the necessity of intercultural training. However, most interaction between Unit and HR took place frontstage. One HR manager said: “You can’t even have a structured meeting with these people [the engineers, the author]! How are we supposed to teach them advanced intercultural competency!” Unfortunately, HR managers only experienced engineering contradiction and resistance to HRM processes and procedures. 
5. Implications for cross-cultural HRM and intercultural training
5.1. Integrative model of cross-cultural competency
As the above mentioned paragraphs have shown, emic and etic perspectives on cross-cultural interaction might differ considerably. In this case, the following discourses of ‘we’ and ‘the other’ could be discerned: The main discourse in the secondary field whose members tried to influence cultural categorizations in the primary field was the one of ‘national-cultural difference as given and negative influence’. Technical employees were considered as socially incompetent. From this, the assignment to develop their cross-cultural competencies was deduced. In contrast to this view, members of the primary field considered themselves to be a global and culture-free community of engineers. They categorized their world mainly into the collective categories of global engineering vs. management. However, this frontstage display of conflict could be integrated into backstage categorization of technical management as ‘engineers, too’. 
-----------------------
INSERT TABLE 1

-----------------------
Yet, which perspective is to be believed in? On the one hand, global engineering is indeed largely based on culture-free principles of science; the concept of what constitutes a ‘good engineer’ is rooted therein (Polkinghorne, 1988). On the other hand, comparative research has proven that relative difference between national cultures does exist (e.g. Hall 1976; Hofstede 1980, 2003; Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997). 
From an anthropological perspective, no perspective can claim absolute truth, for all emic meaning is relative and based on perspective. Collective categories of We and Other are constructed to make sense of one’s self and of the world; they are not objectively true. Therefore, it can be assumed that there is a grain of truth in both perspectives, in the discourse of global engineering and in the discourse of cross-cultural difference in the national cultural sense. The same is true for research based on either objective or interpretative methods and on either quantitative or qualitative paradigms. Context matters, both in the field and in research. Therefore, intercultural training has to take context into account, as, for example, Fowler (2006, pp. 404-406) has demanded for. From an anthropological perspective, the question to be asked would not be: Which to choose? But rather: Which perspective to choose for which context? From an anthropological perspective, the following contexts have to be discerned:

Firstly, cultural/social anthropology assumes that all cultures know rituals that are conducted the same way in order to structure reality and simplify interaction. This is especially important for socially risky interactions, e.g. religious ceremonies, greeting a stranger et cetera. Therefore, for example, all cultures have so called “first contact” rules that clarify the meaning of an unknown situation immediately – not through conscious sense-making on the actors’ part but through ritualized interaction rules. From an outsider’s perspective, this is the layer of culture that is encountered first. I will therefore call it “surface culture”. As interaction on the level of surface culture is highly ritualized – the “what is happening” remains virtually unchanged – the recommendation to any learner of a culture is: Focus on the “what” and learn the rules.

Secondly, cultural/social anthropology assumes that members of any social group share common routines in order to establish community and social belonging. These common routines are, for example, when to have lunch, what and how to eat, what to talk about, how long to have lunch et cetera. Common routines are more complex than ritualized interactions; they cannot be learned by the book anymore. I will call this level of culture “intermediate culture”. Outsiders will have to immerse themselves into a culture to a higher degree in order to observe what is happening and to uncover hidden meaning. Therefore, the recommendation to any learner of a culture is: Focus on the “what” and “why” and observe common routines.

Thirdly, cultural/social anthropology assumes that every culture is at its heart a complex system of changing meanings that are constructed in interaction. Complex interaction of such kind cannot be predicted comparative to national cultural dimensions any more, for it is influenced by context, power, hierarchy, work at hand, gender, age and many more constituents of collective identity. I will therefore call this level of culture “deep culture”. In contrast to surface culture, deep culture does not foresee “what is happening” but provides a clue to the “why it is happening from the actors’ perspective”. Outsiders will have to immerse themselves fully into a field and reflect upon their own perspective in order to uncover collective sensemaking in complex interaction. Therefore, the recommendation to any learner of a culture is: Focus on the “why” and interpret emic meanings constantly. 

This means: Comparative, objective and etic perspectives on culture are valuable to cross-cultural learning – but only on the surface and intermediate level of culture. Here, they can help learn ritualized rules and give hints to observation of common routines. On the deep level of culture, deep interpretation based on paradigms of cultural/social anthropology is the sole method of choice to uncover emic meanings. The following model summarizes these aspects of culture. It integrates objective and interpretative, comparative and emic perspectives on culture through contextual differentiation and gives recommendations to learners of culture
-----------------------
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When applied to the above mentioned field, these paradigms result in the following recommendations for cross-cultural HRM and intercultural training: Fundamentally, any intercultural training activity should be based on the anthropological paradigm of taking the actors in the field first. Those categories of ‘We’ and ‘the Other’ in the field that are relevant from an emic perspective should be the starting point for any HR development. In this case, it would mean to first acknowledge the existence of a global professional engineering identity and to uncover its meaning and only then introduce national cultural difference.
5.2. Practical intercultural flaws and implications
The actual intercultural training for Unit was conducted by a German who was married to an Indian sales executive and who had lived in India for several years. I will call her Mrs. SarDesai in the following. Mrs. SarDesai had received her master’s degree in sociology and did not have previous exposure to high-tech engineering. According to the HR manager in charge, the agency that is represented by Mrs. SarDesai was selected above others “because their deliverables are of high quality”. When asked for details, she said:
“They have high quality powerpoint slides in colour-print. Their outcome is standardized, and we have certified them according to our internal quality control program. Therefore, we can precisely measure the outcome, and we can be sure that they deliver the same content during every training session.” 
This HR requirement for measurable outcome contradicts the need for contextualized interpretation. If an intercultural trainer decides to assess her/his individual participants’ perspective – how can she/he be evaluated by HR? Those buying the training will want to determine its usefulness in advance to be sure of having made the right buying decision. When I observed the standardized two-day intercultural training Mrs. SarDesai introduced its purpose as follows:
“Together, we want to focus on working together with Indians. Every company perceives this differently, for sure, but one has to acknowledge: There are many things that all companies have in common, and this is why we are here. All of you work together with Indians, on a day-to-day basis, on engineering projects that should be successful in the end. This is why we will really dive into Indian mentality during the next two days.” 
It seems that Mrs. SarDesai tries to establish common features of ‘Indianness’. This might be due to the fact that the interculturalist needs to first construct Otherness in order to prove her/his usefulness to HR and the participants (based on Dahlén, 1997). Who would pay a considerable amount of money for an interculturalist who concedes that difference might be relative? Who might even concede not to know enough of the participants’ work-context and specific organizational culture? The result of these economic obligations might be reified and simplified dichotomies of a national cultural ‘We’ versus a national cultural ‘Other’. However, in a diverse, multi-ethnic, multi-cultural and multi-lingual country such as India, reality is much more complex.

Next, participants are asked to introduce themselves “interculturally”. This means: They should name challenges in working together with India. After a Unit project leader (PL) has done so, Mrs. SarDesai SarD reacts as follows:
PL:
“The major part of the team who I am responsible for is located in Bangalore. This is why I am here. (…) The major challenge is retention in India. (…) At work, I always have this feeling that it’s not about culture. There are many other influences, for example…”
SarD:
(interrupting) “Yes, yes, this is an opinion commonly held by those who are not experienced in this topic. But through me, you will now acquire the cultural expertise that you need, I will help you with that.”
Through the above mentioned dialogue it becomes clear that in this case the interculturalist does not listen to the participant’s perspective on cross-site engineering. Instead, she continues to insist on the importance of national cultural difference, thereby claiming superior knowledge. From an anthropological perspective, one has to say: Cross-cultural HRM of emic cultural complexity is not possible this way. Yet, what else is there to do?

In summary, the following goals for intercultural training activities as based on anthropological perspectives on cross-cultural HRM (see figure 2) can be deduced: 
· With regard to focus and scope: Intercultural training should take all levels of culture into account and not focus solely on national culture. Only then, can emic resources be utilized. 

· With regard to surface culture: Intercultural training should provide information on ritualized rules. It should prepare for situations that can be assumed to follow the same ‘cultural script’.

· With regard to intermediate culture: Intercultural training should provide information on common routines. However, it should be made clear that routines can vary according to context and therefore have to be uncovered through observation.

· With regard to deep culture: Intercultural training should enable participants to uncover complex emic meanings through providing clues to interpretation and through helping participants reflect upon their own collective identities. It should not try to foresee how ‘the Indian engineer’ might behave in complex interaction, for two reasons: Firstly, the interculturalist is not the expert on cross-site engineering; therefore, she/he cannot foresee emic sensemaking on this level. Secondly, emic sensemaking will be influenced by many factors that are beyond any model – uncovering these meanings will be a task for individuals in interaction.
In acknowledging these requirements of contextualized cross-cultural HRM, intercultural training will increase its meaningfulness to the field and most likely meet less resistance. 

6. Contribution, limitation and outlook

This article has contributed to theory and practice of cross-cultural HRM and intercultural training by proposing a model of how to manage emic complex cultures. In this way, it integrates research on organizational and national cultures, as d’Iribane (2009) has demanded for. Due to the fact that this article is based on anthropological fieldwork, its outcome cannot be fully generalized. Yet, regarding the integration of qualitative and quantitative approaches, this paper views them as complementary (see e.g. Shah & Corley, 2006). Following this viewpoint, qualitative research can serve the formulation of new theory. The latter could then be researched upon quantitatively. It seems that three features of this specific field can be generalized:
· Firstly, the triangular relationship between internal HR department, external interculturalist and specific cross-cultural work-fields is common and applies to many corporate fields.
· Secondly, from an anthropological perspective, the inherent conflict between managerial control and employee freedom is a given feature of organizational culture.
· Thirdly, the potentially global character of professional engineering identity that is valid for many technical fields needs to be considered.
Therefore, it is to be hoped that further research is conducted on similar or adjacent fields. For example, intercultural training and preparation in higher education could start to take categorizations of ‘We’ and ‘the Other’ based on study programs into account. It would be valuable to analyze whether foreign exchange students experience less difference or are integrated better into a common professional habitus (Bourdieu, 1977) when they study in similar fields in their home university. This article has suggested a model of how to approach this task.
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