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Hepiinyn

H dwpopemon pog véag epyaclokng TPayraTikdTnTag 6To TAAIC TS TOYKOGHIOTOINoNG,
VIOGTNPLOUEVNG A0 TNV OPKT AVATTUEN Kot Jd(LON TOV EMKOWVOVIOKOV GUGTNUAT®V,
EXEL TPOCAVOATOAICEL TO EPELVNTIKO EVOLUPEPOV GTN UEAETN NG OLPOPETIKOTNTOC TOV
avOpdOTVOL duvoutkod og ToAD-moATIouIkEG opddeg epyaciag (Sackmann & Phillips, 2004).
H ocvompoatikny emoxdémnon g oebvoic Pifioypapiog avadeucvist Tig amokMoelg mov
EMKPOTOVV OTOV TPOTO BOesdpnong tng £vvolug NG OPOPETIKOTNTOS Ol ONOIES Kol
OTOTVTTAOVOVTOL GE TEGGEPLS KVPlapYESG TPOGEYYIoELS. ZONP®VAE pe TNV TPOTN And AVTEG, M
SLPOPETIKOTNTO, ATOTELEL EVVOLN OTATIKT, EVD MG aveEApTNT Ko petpioun petapintm (w.y.
Cox et al., 1991, Easterby — Smith & Malina, 19B®achslin et al., 2000; Homan et al.,
2008) emotpoteeTol TPOKEWWEVOD Yo T HEAETN TNg OTIKNG N OPVNTIKNAG EMOPAONG TOV
umopel va ookel oty omdO0oN KOl OTNV OTOTEAECUOTIKOTNTO TNG OUAOIKNG EPYUCIOG
(Mannix & Neale, 2005, van Knippenberg & Schippe2807). Xto de0tep0 £peLVNTIKO
pevpa, M OSEopeTIKOTNTA TPpocolopileTor pev ®¢ €vvoln SLVOPIKT Kol  KOW®MVIKE
kataokevacpuévn (m.y. Barinaga, 2007, Akkerman et al., 2006, Ailon-Soud Kunda,
2003), tavtildopevn motdco pe TV Evvolo TG OviKNG dtapopeTikdTnToc. O duvapkog Kot
TOAMOATAOG OVTOAOYIKOG TNG XOPAKTHPOS OVOOEIKVOETOL ATd TNV TPitn TpocEyyion, Epevveg
EVOEIKTIKEG QTG TNG Bedpnong, depeuvoly TEPIGGOTEPO amO £va TOTO SLOPOPETIKOTNTOG
(m.y. Friesl et al., 2009)rpocdiopiloviag ®oTOGO TIG EMUEPOVG EKQPAGEIS NG MG
avelapnTec Kol SloKPLTEG KaTnyopieg. XOUG®MVO HE TO TETAPTO EPELVNTIKO pedU, 1)
SLPOPETIKOTNTO, amoTeAeital amd  «romAekdueveg 1 dwotavpovpeves» (intersectional)
katnyopieg. Ot epguvntég oe avT) TV TPOGEyylomn avayvopilovv tn aAAnienidpacn petald
TOV  KOWOVIKO-ONUOYPAPIKAOV KOTNYOPL®V KaTtd TN HeEAETN Oepdtov avicdttag Kot
dudkpiong (m.y. Holvino, 2010, Atewologun & Singh, 2010, Booga&droggeband, 2010)
aAAG TEIVOLV VO ETIKEVIPOVOLV TO EVOLLPEPOV TOVG GE GUYKEKPIUEVEG KaTnyopieg Ommc M
PV kar to evo (Tatli & Ozbilgin, 2012).

‘Eva kowo otoryeio mov yapaktnpilet Tig T€66EPIG TAPATAV® EPELVNTIKES TPOGEYYioELS gival
OTL Ol KOW®OVIKO-OMUOYPAPIKES KATNYOPieg EMAEYOVTUL OO TOVG 1010VC TOVG EPEVVNTEG MG
onuovTIKd oToLKElo dlopopomoinone Twv peldv g ouddag. Avti n a priori eoticon tov
EPELVNTAOV OE GUYKEKPIUEVEG KOVMVIKO-OMUOYPUQIKES Katnyopieg £xel dexOel evpeia kpiTikn,
KaOdg ayvoei ) duvatdmro avTo-Tpocdiopicpod tav atopmv (Nkomo & Cox, 1996)%"
avtd ta mhaiclo vrootnpiletor OTL N eumelpikn depedivnon Ba mpémel va evBapplivel v

avadeltn tov Tpdmov e Tov 0moio To 1d1a To dTopa AvTIAAUPAVOVTAL Kol KATAoKEVALOVV TN



SpopeTikdTTa Tovg (Zanoni et al., 2010, Tatli & Ozbilgin, 2012, 3aans & Zanoni, 2005,
Mahadevan, 2009, Garcia-Prieto, 2003).
2KOmOg TG OTpIPng elvar va cupPdiel otnv KAALYN OVTOL TOL KEVOV Tng O1ebvovg
Biproypapiog diepevviviag amd o, a posteriori katevBuvon wTOG To. PEAN UG TTOAD-
TOMTIGUIKTG OLAd0G epYaciog avTIAAUBAvovToL TV Sl0QOPETIKOTNTO LEGEH GTO TAOIGLO TG
ouadag tovg. H Swrpifn elvor m  pekétn  mepimtoong pog  opddag  epyaciog
ypnuatodotovuevng ond v Evpomaikny ‘Eveoon (E.E.) kot otdéyog g épevvag sivar m
dlepgvvnon ¢ Swdwkaciog HESm TG omoiog To UEAN TNG OHAd0C KaTaoKeELAlovv TN
JLPOPETIKOTNTA TOVG KOTA TN O1APKELD 1o OUUEPTS GLVAVINGNC.
H épevva Begpelidvetar omnv ovioloywkn apyf] 0Tl 0 KOWmVIKOG KOGHOG £ivol KOwmviKd
kataockevacpuévog (Berger & Luckmann, 1966, Gergen, 1985, GiddeA34), ue v évvola
NG O10LPOPETIKOTNTAG VO OTOTEAEL 10 KOWVMVIKT KOTOOKEVT TOV OEUEMODVETAL PLEPIKDG OTIG
avTIMYELS, oTIg dpdoelg, kol ota vonuata tov atopov (Giddens, 1974, Geertz, 1973,
Gergen, 1985, 1991, 1994)t Bdaon g mopadoxns Tov aAinieopToduevmv SLdtKocidv
KOTOUOKEVNG TNG SILPOPETIKOTNTOG Kot NG TavtdtnTas tov atopov (Hall, 1996)n diepedvinon
™G SPOPETIKOTNTAG YiveTol HEC® NG €E€Taong TOv TPOTOL WE TOV Omoio Ta PEAN TNg
oladag ovTIAUPAVOVTOL TIG O10POPEG TOVG, TTASC TIG YPNOLLOTOOVV, KOl TL VOTLLOTO
amodidovV 6T SLLPOPETIKATNTO TOVC.
O nebodoloyikdc oyedOUOG TOL EMAEXONKE GUVIGTA TO GUVOVLAGHO dLO PHeBOdMV: TN LEAET
nepintoong (case studykor v koveTpoukTiploTikn Tpocéyyion g Oepeiiouévng Bewpiog
(constructivist grounded theory approach) (Charr2890, 2006)H culioyn tov dedopévov
Eywe péca amd TeXVIKEG £pgvvog mediov kot dupkece TEVTE MUEPES (Bvo MUEPES TPV TN
GUVAVTNGT TNG OUAdOC, OLO MUEPES KOTA TN OLGPKEL, KOl Mo NMUEPA UETE TN ANEN g
ovvavinong). Ta dedopéva amotelodVIaL amd TNV NYOYPAPNUEVT OpadIK) cvlftnon, déka
NUI-OOUNUEVEG GUVEVTEDEEIG e Ta UEAN TNG OMAdNG, OMUEIDCELS £PELVOC TEdIOL Kot
GUUUETOYIKNG TOPATAPNONG, Kol EVTLTTO VAIKS. Ot £peuvnTiKeéS EpMOTNOELS TOL KatehOvvay
v avaivon aenynong (narrative analysis) (Riessman, 2068 o1 akdrlovbec:

1. Tloieg eivail o1 katnyopieg S0@opeTIKOTNTAG TOL AVTIMOUPAVOVTOL ®OC ELPAUVAG TO.

péAN g opadog; Iog katackevalovy Tic Katnyopieg avTés;
2. Tldg ypnoyomolovv ta LEAT TG OHASOS TIG AVTIAAUPAVOUEVES dLOPOPES TOVG;

3. Tlow vonpato amodidovv ta HEAN TG opddas 6Tl avTLaLPavOLEVES S1UPOPES TOVG;

H avaivon tov dedopévav deiyvel 6TL 1 dapopetikdtnta oty eetaldpuevn oudda epyaciog

ATOKTA TOKIAO TTEPLEXOUEVO, VONUATO Kot xpNoels. H dtapopetikdTnto g opnddag givat Kot



TEPLOCOTEPO amd TO AmAO Abpocpa Tov aviihappavopevev dteopdv tovg. Ta péin tng
OlAd0g KATAOKEVALOVLV TN OLLPOPETIKATNTA TOVS OUMAEKOVTOG TIS dtopopésg e€edikevong,
ebvikotnTag, kot emoyyéApatog (epevvntiko epdtnua 1).

Ta pédn g opddag YPNOYOTOVV TIC AVTIMAUPOUVOUEVEG SUPOPEC UE TTOIKIAOVS TPOTOVG
(epevvnTiKd epOTNHO 2). ZVYKEKPIUEVE YPNOLUOTOOVV TIG €OVIKES SPOPEG TOVG Yo VoL
OlKOLOAOYNOOVY  EMKOWVOVIOKG TPOPANUATO Kol TIG EMOYYEAUATIKEG OWPOPES Yol V.
VOULLOTTOIGOVY TIG EMOIDEELS TOVS 6TV opada. Téhog, Ta uéAN ™G opadag YPMNOLLOTOLOVY
TIG dlpopéc E€1dikevong Yo Vo SIKAOAOYNOOLY TNV £KKANGT TOLG Yo T GLUPOAN TV
AoV pELOV o KAMOW0 £pyo, OAAG KOL YO VO OTOKTHOOVV UEYOAVTEPN EMPPON OTN
dwdkacio AYng amopdcemy.

Toa pékn g opddag amodidovv molkila, VOHUATO 6T Sa@OPETIKOTNTA TOVS (EpEuVNTIKO
gpdmua 3). Avtihoupavovtar Tic €OVIKEG KOl ETOYYEAUOTIKEG OPOPEG TOVG MG EVol
ONUOVTIKO «TTpOGAVOTOMGUO» TTOV TOVG Bondd Vo avTamoKpivovTal EMTLYMS GTIG OTALTOELS
Kol TIG 101UTeEPOTNTES TOV YAPOKTNPILOVV Ta. TOAV-TOMTIGUIKE epyaciakd mhaicwo. Emiong
TEPLYPAQOVY TG dLpopsg €€eldikevone Kol TiG €0VIKEG So@opEg TOvg MG gvukaipio Yo,
AvATTLEN TOL E0VTOV, TOGO GE TPOCHOTIKO OGO Kol GE EMOYYEAUATIKO EMITEDO.

Ta amoteléopata g épevvog deiyvouv 6Tl M dpopetikdTNTo TG £EeTAlOUEVNS OLAdAG
elvar dvvapkn kot petafaiietal katd T OlpKeEld TOv YPOVOL GE OPOVG TEPLEYOUEVOD,
vonudtov, kol ypnoems. H ovveyng ovt] KoTookKeELN] KOl OVE-KOTOGKELT, NG
OPOPETIKOTNTOG  OepeMdVETOL  UEPIKDG OTNV  OVAYKN TV UHEADV 1TNg Ouddac va
KATOGKELAGOVY o OTIKY] TaLTOTNTO Yo TOV €0VTO TOLG KOl VO TOTOOETIGOVY TOV £0VTO
TOVG 670 GHVOETO, TOAOTAOKO TAAICLO TNG TOAV-TOAITIGHIKTG OUAONG EPYUCING LELDOVOVTOG
mv afePfardmra. Tavtdxpova, 1 KATOOKELT Kol OVA-KOTOGKELT] TNG OLOQOPETIKOTNTOG
emnpealetat ev HEPEL amd TO TOL0G Eival 0 «GALOC» KOOMDS Kal amd T0 TAAIGIO HECH GTO OTOi0
TPOYUATOTTOELTAL 1] OAANAETIOpaOT).

2 dtpPn mpoteivetar OTL 1 S0dKAGIO. KOTAOKEVLNG TNG JPOPETIKOTNTOS UTOPEL val
nepypagel amd tov Opo “differentiation work” kabmg avtavarkid ™ Svvopikn, cuvveyn
JLdIKaGIo. OYNUOTIOUOD Kol OVA-KOTOGKEVNG TOL TEPLEYOUEVOL TNG SLUPOPETIKOTNTOG, TNG
YPNONG NG, KOl TOV VONUATOV oV amodidovial o€ avth. H épguva katadeikviel eumeipikd
TN SLVOULKY|, TOALOTAY], CYECLOKT KOTOAGKELT KOl OVOKATOGKEDT TNG OLOPOPETIKOTNTAS TNG
ouadag ko emyelpel va cvpuPdiel oty 01ebvn Piproypagio TPocPEPovTaS Hio KaAHTEPT
KaTavoOnomn TNG TOAVTAOKNG, METAPOAAOUEVNG, Kol OaCO@NG @VONG TG EVvolug TNg

JPOPETIKOTNTOG.



Abstract

Despite the increasing research on workgroup diyediversity itself remains an ambivalent
term due to the various and in some cases evenliatog ways in which scholars
conceptualize its nature (Janssens and Zanoni, )200% examination of the relevant
literature illustrates four main streams in divgrsesearch. A first stream of research views
workgroup diversity as a concept with static natarel treats diversity as a measurable
variable (e.g. Cox et al., 1991), focusing on tlegative and positive effects of diversity in
work-related processes and outcomes in work-tediarfix and Neale, 2005). A second
stream of research addresses the dynamic, soaahgtructed nature of diversity (e.g.
Barinaga, 2007); yet constrain their conceptuabratof diversity focusing on national
diversity. A third stream of research explores btte dynamic and multiple nature of
workgroup diversity, including more than one tygaliversity in a single study (e.g. Friesl et
al., 2009), but treats diversity categories as rs¢paand distinct. A fourth school of though
acknowledges the dynamic, shifting relationshipMeein the diversity categories focusing on
issues of inequality and discrimination (e.g. Hotyi 2010); yet they predefine the categories
of differences and conduct their studies in orgatmnal rather in workgroup settings.

A common aspect in the four aforementioned streafnesearch is that scholars pre-decide
the categories of differences under study. Thig@impproach is criticized by many scholars
who argue in favour of exploring how people thewmssgl perceive and construct their
categories of differences, rather than a priorigassg them in pre-defined categories (Tatli
and Ozbilgin, 2012). Recently some scholars staftéidwing an a posteriori approach,
viewing categories of differences as emerging amgiecally identified (e.g. Janssens and
Zanoni, 2005; Mahadevan, 2009), yet so far studies conducted in multinational
organizations. The peculiar setting of multicultuwarkgroups remains unexplored from an a
posteriori direction.

The aim of this study is to contribute in the extdiversity research by exploring from an
posteriori direction how the members of a multicultural groingmselves perceive their
group diversity during their everyday working lifie. doing so | conduct a case study of an
EU-funded project group to explore how the groupmiers actively construct their group
diversity during a two-day project meeting.

Drawing on the assumption that reality is a soctalstruction (Berger and Luckmann, 1966)
| view diversity as a three-fold construction pagrounded in peoples’ a) perceptions of their
differences; b) meanings regarding their differain; and c) discursive uses of their



differences. | perceive diversity as interrelatathyeoples’ identity articulation (Hall, 1996)
and view both diversity and identity as dynamigialty constructed concepts that should be
identified from ana posterioridirection, instead of being restrictedaaqoriori definitions. |
explore diversity’s construction through the exptayn of members’ perceptions regarding
their differences, what their perceived differenge=an to them, and how group members use
their perceived differences in their everyday prb|de.

The research design is informed by a constructigisunded theory approach (Charmaz,
2000). Analysis draws on data collected througmeghaphic field work. Data consists of
natural occurring data (tape recording of their tinge discussion), 10 semi-structured
interviews with group members, field notes, andutheents. The research questions guiding
the narrative analysis are:

e How members define themselves and others as beffeyedt or similar? What
categories of differences do members perceive lnsand how they construct their
categories of differences?

e How members use their perceived differences aseudiive resource during their
everyday project life?

¢ What meanings do members ascribe to their perceaestjories of differences?

Data analysis shows the ways in which membersedfitiation takes multiple shapes,
meanings and discursive uses during their projemiglife. Specifically, the analysis shows
that members create their diversity through the intetisecof their national, professional,
and expertise identitieRQ1). Group diversity is more than the sum of rhers’ perceived
differences; members define themselves and otheregotiating their various identities and
intersecting their categories of differences.

During their project meeting members use their pared differences as a discursive
resource(RQ2). Specifically, they use their national diffleces as an excuse to justify their
communication problems and their professional diffiees to legitimate their goals in the
project. Finally, members use their expertise ddfees to justify a request for involving
other members in a task, to gain leverage in datisiaking, and to position themselves in
the project group.

Diversity has several meanings for group memiB®3). They perceive their national and
professional diversity as an important “orientatiéor guiding themselves in multicultural
contexts. They describe their expertise and ndtidifierences as a source for learning and
self-development. Finally, members describe thewesehs serving a higher goal than the

simple creation of the project’s outcome.



Constructing group diversity: Doing differentiatiovork

Analysis shows that members’ differentiation is aymc and changes over time during their
everyday project group life: it is fluid and shiftj. At one point national differences are in the
foreground and at the next point is members’ exgerdr an intersection of their perceived
differences. Throughout their everyday working Ifeembers use their differentiations with
several ways and ascribe to their perceived difigge multiple meanings.

Common processes underlying the construction ammdmstruction of members’ perceptions,
meanings, and discursive uses of their differaptiaare their need to reduce uncertainty and
position themselves in the complex context of théf&nded project; to create a positive
working identity for the self; to enhance their fssdteem and self-efficacy. Members’
shifting differentiation is also partly informed lopntextual factors and depending on who is
the “other”.

Based on the above findings | propose that divernstruction can be better described by
the term “differentiation work” that reflects thgrtamic, ongoing process of forming and re-
shaping members’ perceptions, meanings and diseursses of their differentiation. The
overall analysis shows that group members constandtre-construct their group diversity
through such differentiation work. The study engay illustrates the dynamic, multiple,
relational, intersectional everyday constructiom aBa-construction of workgroup diversity
and contributes to diversity research offering tidnauinderstanding of the complex, shifting

and ambiguity nature of workgroup diversity.

Vi
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Chapter 1 Introduction

The introduction part of the thesis consists ofrfeactions. In the first section | refer to
philosophical premises underpinning the presergares, and in the second section | present
the scope of the study justifying its’ need in dsiy research. At the third section | present
the aim and the research question guiding the mgseand finally at the fourth section |
outline the structure of the thesis.

1.1 The philosophical premises of the study
1.1.1 The role of philosophical assumptions in reaech

Researchers approach the phenomenon under studgesigh their research with certain
philosophical premises or a specific worldview aargdigm that guides their inquiry
(Creswell, 2002). The purpose of including the géaiphical premises of the study at the
Introduction part of the thesis rather in thdethodologypart, is because the influence of
paradigm is not constrained in the choice of medhagly but diffuses the whole research
process in a number of ways (Guba and Lincoln, 1%dnliffe, 2010). The choice of
paradigm informs: the way someone perceives thegrhenon under study; the articulation
of the research question; the choice of theoretieaatework; the way someone critique extant
research; the design of the research; the choicamethodology, data gathering and data
analysis methods. Thus, no research is conductddaeacomplished within neutrality; the
philosophical, epistemological and methodologicsdumptions of the researcher influence
the study from the first stages of forming the agsk question to the latter stages of data
analysis and interpretation of the data (Denzinlandoln, 2000).

I acknowledge that the choice of the paradigm erike my study in all the abovementioned
ways and this is why | wish to make clear from theginning my own ontological,
epistemological, and methodological stance. Befmesenting the philosophical premises
underpinning my study, | define what a paradignanmsl briefly outline three overarching
paradigms in social sciences and organizationaarel (namely, positivism, hermeneutic,
and critical realism) that take part in the paradidebate. Then, | position my study in the
paradigm debate declaring my own ontological, epistiogical, and methodological

assumptions which are aligned with social consibaggm.



1.1.2 The paradigm debate

The paradigm debate refers to distinct philosophi@alitions in social sciences and their
different — even contradictory in some cases —cbbsliefs and assumptions regarding the
nature of social world, what constitute as knowkdand methodology (Denzin and Lincoln,
2000; Guba and Lincoln, 1994).

1.1.3 What is a paradigm?

The termparadigmoriginally appears in 1962 when Kuhn uses thismtér his book ‘The
Structure of Scientific Revolutions’ for referring the distinct conceptual worldviews (called
paradigms) that exist within scientific researchuhi (1962) argues that each paradigm
consists of assumptions, beliefs, methods, anchigels that offer guidelines for scientists.
Although Kuhn’s book has been criticized (e.g. Sitap1964; Feyerabend, 1970; Lakatos,
1970, 1978; Laudan, 1977), the teparadigm he has introduced is still used in social
sciences (see for example Morgan, 1980; Cohen, ;198llerstein, 1991; Denzin and
Lincoln, 1994; Guba and Lincoln, 1994).

In the thesis, with the term “paradigm” | referad'set of interrelated assumptions about the
social world, [the nature of knowledge, and methogyg which provides a philosophical and
conceptual framework for the organized study oft twarld” (Filstead, 1979, p. 34). A
paradigm is a set of “basic beliefs grounded ored#jz] ontological, epistemological, and
methodological assumptions” (Guba and Lincoln, 1992407). Each paradigm is based on
different beliefs and assumptions regarding theiasoworld (ontology; the nature of
knowledge — what counts as valid knowledge and bomeone acquires iegistemology
and procedures according to which research stetege designednethodology (Guba and
Lincoln, 1994). Methodology determines the toolpractices that researchers can employ in
their study (nethod} such as methods for gathering data (e.g. irdeus)

1.1.4 The paradigmatic map

Scholars identify and group the paradigms in déiférways. Burell and Morgan (1979), for
example, identify as paradigms the functionalistieripretive, radical structuralist, and radical
humanist. Morgan and Smirich (1980) focus on tlstintition between the functionalist and
the interpretive paradigms. Bryman (2008) idersifigositivism and interpretivism as the

main and distinctive research traditions, due teirtllifferent and conflicting ontological



assumptions. Orlikowski and Baroudi (1991) makeudhkr distinction in paradigms and
identify three paradigms as the prevalent reseamatlitions: positivist, interpretive and
critical, while Crotty (1998) argues that social research can Istinduished between
“positivism vs. non-positivism” (p. 41).

In the present thesis | refer to positivism, intetjvism (focusing on social constructionism),
and critical paradigm as the overarching reseaaradagms. | focus, however, mostly on
differences between positivism and social constmam. Although | acknowledge that
critical paradigm differ from social constructiomson how each paradigm views the
construction of reality and social world (see Gualpa Lincoln, 1994; Cunliffe, 2010), yet in
my understanding, both social constructionism amiical paradigm share the same emic,
idiographic aim of inquiry and the same anti-essdiat view of diversity which is the
phenomenon under study in the present researche Tabsummarizes the basic beliefs and

assumptions that define each paradigm.

1.1.4.1 Positivism

The positivistic philosophy of science emerged @1 tentury when Comte introduced the
concept of “positivism” proposing that research&isuld approach social phenomena in the
same way as natural phenomena (Burell and Mordgarf)1 According to Comte, social and
natural sciences share the same goal of inquirichwis to discover universal laws that offer
explanation and prediction; therefore, social stesnshould adopt the hypothetico-deductive
methods of natural science (Hesse, 1980, Smiti3)198

According to the positivisbntology, social world is “driven by immutable natural laasd
mechanisms” (Guba and Lincoln, 1994, p. 109) likéural world and is “objectively given
and independently exist ‘out there™ (Primez et 2009, p. 268). The aim of research, thus, is
to see how this objective given world works, toaval the causal relationships and laws that

driven the social world (Guba and Lincoln, 1994).



Table 1.1: The basic assumptions of Positivismjg&@onstructionism and Critical

Paradigms

Positivism

Social
constructionism

Critical

Basic beliefs and ideas about nature of social warland knowledge

Ontological assumptions

Objectively given | Social constructed Constructed
within social-
Subjective and historical
Relativist reality | contexts and
power
relations
Epistemological assumptions
Objective Subjectivist Subjectivist
Researcher is Researcher and | Researcher
objective and participants of the| and
neutral study co-create | participants of
understanding the study co-
create
understanding
Methodology
Quantitative Qualitative Qualitative
Mixed

Implications of basic beliefs and assumptions in esearch

Research Inquiry

Goal of inquiry To discover Understanding of| Help people
universal laws that socially to change
drive social world | constructed world society
Research approach Deductive Inductive Inductive and
deductive

Source:

adapted from Guba and Lincoln (1994); Deard Lincoln (1994); Schwandt (1998); Neuman (2003
Denzin and Lincoln, (2000b); Pontorotto (2005); &y (2005); Alvesson and Skoldeberg (2009)

The positivistepistemologypostulates that knowledge regarding the given aljctive

world can be “conventionally summarized in the forof time-and context free
generalizations, some of which take the form ofseaeffect laws” (Guba and Lincoln, 1994,
p. 109). For positivists, knowledge is objectivieey view data as existingdifeady) there
and the task of researcher thus becomes to gatiteisystematize them” (Alvesson and
Skoldeberg, 2009, p. 17). Positivists view the aedeer as independent from the people
under study; as someone who cannot be influencedloence the phenomenon under study.

As Guba and Lincoln (1994) write about positivistesearch “when influence in either



direction (threats to validity) is recognized vasostrategies are followed to reduce or
eliminate it. Inquiry takes place as through a wag mirror” (p. 109). The positivist
assumptions of reality as objectively given and soeable are linked with a quantitative
methodologyin which researchers aim to test a theory in otdemncrease the predictive
understanding of phenomena (Orlikowski and Baroi@91; Guba and Lincoln, 1994).
Although positivism initially dominated the sociatience, at the end of 1960 started to
receive many critics especially on its assumptitias social sciences should adopt the goals
of inquiry and methods of the natural sciences é8bon and Skoldberg, 2009).
Interpretivism and critical realism are two philpbical approaches which developed in
response to positivism, and each offer a set efradtive ontological, epistemological, and

methodological assumptions and ideas.

1.1.4.2 Interpretivism

Interpretivism is also known as anti-positivismgéveloped as a response to positivism and
its suggestions. Interpretivism is rooted if"X®ntury at the philosophy of Dilthey and the
sociology of Weber (Pontorotto, 2005). Weber andthBy rejected the positivistic
assumptions of social science’s naturalism andhgeground of an alternative philosophical
approach in social sciences — interpretivism (Gauba Lincoln, 1994; Pontorotto, 2005). In
interpretivism, social world and reality are viewed not objective but as subjective
(Sarantakos, 1998).

The basic belief in interpretivism is that peopted asocial phenomena are not similar with
natural phenomena but have fundamental differen(@aikie, 1993); therefore social
sciences should not mimic natural sciences. Gidq&8%4) explains that “the difference
between the social and natural world is that thtedaoes not constitute itself as meaningful”
(p. 79); the meanings of natural world are creagg@eople during their everyday life and “as
a consequence of their endeavours to understaagpdain it for themselves. Social life — of
which these endeavours are a part — on the othmat, & produced by its component actors
precisely in terms of their active constitution argtonstitution of frames of meaning
whereby they organize their experiences” (p. 79).

Interpretivists argue that in natural sciencesaime of inquiry is explanation (Erklaren) of
natural phenomena, whereas in social scienceg isrttpathetic understanding (Verstehen) of
social phenomena (Schwandt, 1994, 2000). Schatansteérpretivism, aim to gain a deeper
understanding of social phenomena (Geertz, 1978aGnd Lincoln, 1994; Orlikowski and



Baroudi 1991) through the meanings that peopleclatta them (Creswell, 2002). The
ontology and epistemology of interpretivism is Bokwith a qualitative methodology and
methods like interviews, ethnography, and particifpdoservation (Neuman, 2003).
Interpretivism — in my understanding — is a broddgsophical tradition in social sciences
with several research paradigms developed withiargi@akos, 1998), such as social
constructionism (Berger and Luckmann, 1966; Gerg609); symbolic interaction (Blumer,
1969); phenomenology (Husserl, 1980); ethnomettoapgo(Garfinkel, 1967). In the present

thesis | present social constructionism in whiah phesent study is grounded.

1.1.4.3 Social constructionism: the paradigm undarping the present study

My personal philosophical beliefs about the wonld aligned mostly with the corresponding
assumptions of social constructionism. Social qoeibnism — contrary to the positivistic
assumption of social world as objective — viewsitygand social world as social constructed
“and re-constructed through the use of symboldiendourse of human beings’ interactions
with one another” (Gergen, 1985, p. 267). AccordiagGergen (1985) the world can be
“understood as social artifacts. The process oktstdnding is not automatically driven by
the forces of nature, but is the result of an a&ctiwooperative enterprise of persons in
relationship” (Gergen, 1985, p. 267). Social cardtonism has a “pluralist and relativist
[ontology]: there are multiple, often conflictingionstructions, and all are potentially
meaningful” (Schwandt, 1998, p. 243). Accordindgsthwandt (1998), in order to understand
this world of multiple meanings or realities, tlesearcher has to “focus on the processes by
which these meanings are created, negotiated, isedtaand modified within a specific
context of human action” (p. 225). Thus, the aimsotial constructionism inquiry is to
understand social phenomena through the explorafiaonstruction processes (Guba, 1990;
Gergen, 2006; Alvesson and Skoldberg, 2009) empipyan emic orientation, i.e. to
understand “the complex world of lived experienaf the point of view of those who live
it” (Schwandt, 1998, p. 221).

In social constructionism, knowledge is not viewasl objective like in positivism, but as
subjective, relative and situational; “there is hauth, only local truths” (Alvesson and
Skoldberg, 2009, p. 30) and depends on the satidgsocial interaction within it is created
(Gergen, 1994, 2006). Reality is viewed as “subjecand influenced by the context of the
situation, namely the individuals’ experience aedcgptions, the social environment, and the
interaction between the individual and the researdfiPontorotto, 2005, p. 130).



Contrary to positivism, the researcher in sociastauctionism is not viewed as objective and
independent from the people participating in thuglgt neither from the findings of the study.
The researcher, thus, plays an active role in thestcuction of reality and knowledge;
researchers together with the people participatintpe study co-create the understanding of
the social phenomena (Guba and Lincoln, 1994). Siigective, relativist ontology and
subjective epistemology of social constructionigminked with a qualitative methodology
that enables to “present the actor’s constructiotiheir lived experiences so as to give them
voice in the research process and to maintain ginf€homas and Linsted, 2002, p. 74).
Social constructionism tries to understand sodi@nomena through amicdirection, from
the insider point of view (Schwandt, 1998); to urstlend how people make sense of their
social world (Schultz and Hatch, 1996).

Social constructionism gained an increasing ackedgément and acceptance in
organizational studies countering the dominancpositivism in social sciences, although it
also received critique from scholars advocatingjoaii theory (e.g. Hibberd, 2001a, 2001b;
Calhoun, 1995; Burningham, and Cooper, 1999; Wittn®94).

1.1.4.4 The critical paradigm

The critical paradigm or critical theory (Guba adndcoln, 1994) developed in response to
positivism and includes several perspectives sushcrdical sociology, feminism, neo-
Marxism, (Guba and Lincoln, 1994; Sarantakos 19@8ical scholars, similarly with social
constructionists, view reality and social worldcasistructed. The ontological assumptions in
critical paradigm, however, differentiate from sdaonstructionism because critical scholars
view the construction of social world as historigatonstituted, embedded within power
relations (Davis, Nakayama and Martin, 2000) artthfed by ethic, cultural, gender, social
and political values” (Pontorotto, 2005, p. 130Jiti€al researchers believe that although
people are able to change their social and econoanditions, yet they are constrained by
power inequalities within social systems (Sarantak®98).

Critical research aims not only to understand $ogaenomena (like in social
constructionism) but to go “beyond surface illusidio uncover the real structures in the
material world in order to help people change ctows and build a better world for
themselves” (Neuman, 2003, p. 81); “to help emaateipoppressed groups” (Ponterotto,
2005, p. 130).



1.1.4.5 The similarities between social construaigm and critical paradigm

Many critical scholars critique social constructgmn emphasizing the differences between
social constructionism and critical paradigm (eé4ipberd, 2001a, 2001b; Houston, 2001).
Other scholars, however, argue that the main eiffees are between critical realism and the
extreme or radical social constructionism, rath@darate social constructionism (Delanty,
2005; Alvesson and Skoldberg, 2009). Although hdknowledge that social constructionism
and critical realism differ in many aspects — faample how they view the construction of
social world and their focus on inquiry (see moneRmnterotto, 2005; Cunliffe, 2010) — yet |
also view them as aligning in the following asp€dtable 1.2).

First, both social constructionists and criticahaars “assume a subjective nature of reality
and the importance of contextual knowledge” (Dastisal., 2000, p. 533) contrary to the
positivistic conceptualization of reality and knedbe as objective. Second, social
constructionism and critical theory both are conedrwith the uniqueness of each particular
situation (an idiographic direction) contrary tosfitvism’s concern to discover general laws
aiming to prediction (a nomothetic approach). Thiresearchers in critical paradigm and
social constructionism follow aemic orientation, looking for the insider's perspective.
Positivism, on the other hand, follows afic orientation taking an outsider perspective.
Fourth, both critical realism and social constrmgism share the same anti-essentialist view
of diversity and identity. The ternessentialismrefers to the assumption “that various
phenomena have some kind of immutable core of ptiege their “essence” (Alvesson and
Skoldberg, 2009, p.38). In positivism, diversityvigwed through the lens of essentialism:
social categories (e.g. race, ethnicity, and ggraterseen as reflecting a given, fixed, essence
(Litvin, 1997). For example, people having differesthnicities are seen as having real
differences due to belonging in different ethniougrs. Against to that positivistic perspective
of diversity, scholars in critical (e.g. Janssemsl &Zanoni, 2005; Zanoni et al., 2010;
Omanovic, 2006; Tatli and Ozbilgin, 2012) and abcionstructionism (e.g. Brannen and
Salk, 2000; Ely and Thomas, 2001; Ailon-Soudan Kodda, 2003) take an anti-essentialist
perspective: they argue that people’s identity isly@mamic and not static concept, and
categories of differences constituting the divgraite social constructed, context-specific and
time-dependent (Triandis, 1996; Nkomo and Cox, 1996



Table 1.2: Comparing Positivism, Critical Realissnd Social Constructionism

Paradigms Positivism Social Critical
constructionism

Assumptions abouyt Objective Subjective Subjective

reality

Research Nomothetic Idiographic Idiographic

orientation

Approach of Etic Emic Emic

diversity

Nature of diversity Essentialist Anti-essentialist Anti-

and identity view essentialist
view

For the abovementioned reasons, in my study | fooostly on the differences between
positivism vs. social constructionism and critigglradigm. The second part of the thesis
offers a mapping of diversity research which istlgabuilt on the distinction between

research grounded in the positivist paradigm asdaech within social constructionism and
critical realism. Within this mapping of diversitgsearch, however, | do point the differences

between studies within social constructionism anitital realism.

1.2 Justification of the study in diversity researh

The present study aims to understand diversitytoactson focusing on an EU-funded project
group. Diversity became a very popular conceptrganizational studies (Shore et al., 2009)
and there is a vast literature regarding diversitiects on organizational processes and
outcomes (van Knippenberg and Schippers, 2007)alsat about diversity’s controversial
nature (static vs. dynamic; single or a multipl#r(sen et al., 2011; Zanoni et al., 2010). In
the majority of diversity literature, diversity identified as national diversity (e.g. Hofstede,
1980; Schwartz, 1992; Trompenaars and Hampden-Tu@898; Bredillet et al., 2010;
Barinaga, 2007; Brannen and Salk, 2000; Ailon amehd&, 2003; Chevrier, 2009; Clausen,
2010; Freeman and Lindsay, 2012); whereas otheolashview diversity as having a
multiple nature, consisting from several categoakdifferences such as gender, race, class,
etc (e.g. Lau and Murnighan, 1998; Balkundi et 2007; van Knippenberg et al., 2004;



Roberge and van Dick, 2010; Homan, et al., 201Asskns and Zanoni, 2005; Mahadevan,
2009; Bodenhausen, 2010; Tatli and Ozbilgin, 2012).

There are many studies illustrating the positivéea$ of diversity on organizational
processes and outcomes such as increased credtinidyation, problem-solving (Bournois
and Chevalier, 1998; Milliman and Glinow, 1998; Naraft and Neale, 1993; Gibson, 2004,
Segala, 1998; House, 1998), whereas others deratmsitie negative effects of diversity in
individual, group and organizational processes anttomes such as increased conflicts,
communicational problems, group cohesion, turngeerformance (Adler, 1991; Adair et al.,
2006; Easterby-Smith and Malina, 1999; Martin arahiher, 1989; Masuda and Nisbett,
2001; Segalla, 1998; House, 1998). The challengbeasfe contradictory findings leads some
scholars to focus on the variables that moderagsetleffects (e.g. van Dick et al., 2008;
Homan et al., 2010). This research on diversitgaf is linked with the conceptualization of
diversity as a static and stable concept (Oman@d06; Zanoni et. al., 2010). Scholars in
this vein of research treat diversity as an inddpah variable that influences people’
behaviour, and consequently the organizational aodkgroup processes and outcomes
(Sackmann and Phillips, 2004).

In a different vein of research, diversity is copitlized as a social construct with dynamic
nature. Within this conceptualization, scholarsubon processes of diversity construction or
production in workplace, discursive uses of diwgrsorganizational processes such as
collaboration and knowledge creation, managemenactipes, equal opportunities,
experiences of inequality and discrimination thatynarise to workplace (Barinaga, 2007,
Tatli, 2011; Bridgstock et al., 2010; Kamenou, 20B8es| et al., 2009; Tartas and Mirza,
2007; Gibbs, 2009; Espinosa et al., 2007; Ahonah Benari, 2009; Janssens and Zanoni,
2005).

Given all this research on diversity someone migéik what this study has to offer in
diversity research. Despite the vast literature doversity, what literature lacks is am
posteriori understanding of diversity. The majority of stugdage locked ira priori direction

in exploring diversity; the categories of differescare pre-determined rather emerging within
a specific context of study. The need of the preserly grounds in that research is locked in
a priori understanding of diversity. Diversity & priori rathera posteriori determined as
emerged and understood from the perspective opéople themselves. Although there is
enormous research on diversity approaching diwefsiim various and even contradictory

perspectives (e.g. single or multiple nature; fisedocial constructed concept), yet in almost
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all studies scholars focus their studies in specgre-determined categories of differences
(Tatli and Ozbilgin, 2012).

Although we may know a lot about diversity in wolkge, what we know regards categories
of differences that researchers assume that areriam for the people under the study. Even
when scholars focus not only in managers’ but alsemployees’ perspectives of diversity,
taking a critical orientation and exploring for exale whether (and how) employees
experience discrimination or exclusion due to onenore socio-demographic characteristics
such as race, gender, class, and ethnicity (e.lyindo 2010; Atewologun and Singh, 2010;
Essers and Benschop, 2009), &hariori direction is still salient in their studies. Schial give
the opportunity to people to express their voicepoardetermined categories of differences.
That a priori approach, however, exclude people’'s freedom tandethemselves and
categorize others in more ways different that samtsoassume (Litvin, 1997; Nkomo, 1996;
Nkomo and Cox, 1996; Osland and Bird, 2000; Galrsiato et al., 2003; Bodenhausen,
2010).

What this study attempts to offer is amposterioriexploration and understanding of diversity
in a natural working setting, as it is the casewwfEU-funded project group. The decision to
focus on this type of multicultural workgroup isedtio two reasons. First, the increased
presence of EU-funded projects that incorporatectiaperation of diverse institutions (such
as corporations, research institutes, universifres) several countries, makes the EU-funded
project teams a special and particular interessieityng for studying diversity (Ahonen and
Tienari, 2009; Sackmann et al., 1997). Second,itdespe increased presence and importance
of EU-funded project groups, the majority of divbrsresearch is on the organizational
contexts of multinational corporations and inteimadls merges (Nishii and Ozbilgin, 2007;
Mannix and Neale, 2005). Multicultural workgroupsdaespecially the setting of EU-funded
project groups are unexplored in organizationakaesh and many scholars suggest its’
exploration (Sackmann et al., 1997; Sackmann atid3h2004; Ahonen and Tienari, 2009;
Barinaga, 2007).

The paradox, therefore, is that although there Istaf research on workforce diversity,
diversity itself remains constrainedarpriori exploration. What diversity research lacks is an
understanding of diversity as emerged rather th@adptermined. This study attempts to
build on this gap by developing empirical groun#tedwledge about diversity construction in
a multicultural workgroup. In doing so, | attemptexplore, understand and describe how the
members of an EU-funded project perceive, senseejraaid use their group diversity during

their everyday project life.
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1.3 Aim, research questions, and context

The aim of the study is to explore, describe amdkeustand the diversity construction from the
perspective of people themselves and to develdhduknowledge about how the members
of a multicultural workgroup construct their divigyshrough the negotiation of their various
identities. The main research question guiding remearch isHow the group members
construct their group diversity?

| explore the main research question regardingptbbeess of diversity construction through
three sub-questions, focusing on members’ peraeptimeanings and discursive uses of their
diversity:

1. How the group members perceive the content of tigeaup diversity? Which
categories of differences do they perceive asrgafiad how do they shape each of
these categories?

2. How the group members use their perceived categofielifferences as a discursive
resource?

3. What meanings do members create for their percalifégtentiation?

The research aim of the study is such that canpbeopriate explored through the use of a
grounded theory approach that enables to studydithersity area without pre-determined

assumptions or specific theoretical frameworks.

1.4 Structure of the thesis

In the next chapters | present my study of diversiinstruction that consists of three parts. At
the first part, | position the study in diversiitetature. First, | explain the role of literature
review in grounded theory and specify how | useaekresearch and theories in my study
(section 1.1). Then, | present the concept of ithemthich is my lens in the exploration of
diversity construction (section 1.2). After a brigfesentation of the relationship between
identity and diversity, | present an illustrativeapping of diversity research in organization
studies (chapter 2). Finally, I focus on diversitgsearch conducted in multicultural
workgroups and specifically in EU-funded projecowps which is the setting of the study
(section 2.7).

At the second part of the thesis, | present thearet design and methodology of the study.
Initially, | justify the selection of a qualitativeethodology and present the research strategy
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that combines a case study with a constructiom@irgled theory approach (chapter 3). After
the presentation of the research design and theanmas setting (sections 3.1 and 3.2), |
present the methods of data collection (chapteardl) the data analysis procedures (chapter
5). Finally, | present my self-reflection regardingy role as researcher (section 5.4) that
ensure the validity and reliably of the study (s®t56.5).

In the last part of the thesis, first | present thgearch findings of the study (chapters 6, 7, 8,
9, 10, 11, 12), and then proceed to discuss thiBnys along with existing research (section
13.1). Third, I acknowledge the limitations of teeidy and propose recommendations for
future research (sections 13.2). Fourth, | disctiss contribution of the study in
organizational studies literature (sections 138y finally, | offer a brief conclusion (13.4).
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Part |

Positioning the study in context
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Chapter 2 Framing the Study

2.1. The role of literature review in the thesis

The role of literature review in grounded theorycantroversial; the question of “how and
when existing literature should be used” (Dunnel12(. 111) when following a grounded
theory approach does not have a clear and singlwaanThere is no agreement regarding at
which stage of the research literature review sthéwal done, neither how extensive it should
be (Cutcliffe, 2000; Dunne, 2011).

Typically, grounded theory researchers believe thay “should avoid a thorough literature
review before beginning the Grounded Theory (GDcpss in order to avoid contamination
from mediated beliefs, preconceptions, distortddes and false premises” (Nathaniel, 2006,
p.6; Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Glasser, 1992, 1©88maz, 2006). McGhee et al. (2007)
explain that the creation of grounded theory “waen as an approach challengingdtatus
quo in social research, as contemporary studies wersirthted by the testing of ‘grant
theory’ and were deductive in nature” (p. 334 - )33bhe founders of grounded theory
(Glaser and Strauss, 1967) initially shared theesgerspective about the role of literature
review, that researchers should avoid early engagewmith the relevant literature before data
collection. Later, Strauss deviated from the ihpiasition and together with Corbin argued in
favor of an early literature review (Strauss andlg 1998).

The traditional idea that grounded researchers|dhawoid early engagement in literature
review is criticized by many scholars (Hutchinsdi§93; Coffey and Atkinson, 1996;
Creswell, 1998; Strauss and Corbin, 1998; McCalb0Q3; McCann and Clark, 2003; Maijala
et al., 2003; Henwood and Pidgeon, 2006; McMenar@00)6) who support a literature
review before entering the field. As McCallin (20@®ints out “there is a fine line between
not doing a literature review in the area of stwhd being informed so that a study is
focused” (p. 61). Dutton (2011) adds that the “idleat any researcher undertakes a study
without some level of prior knowledge or ideas i@y unrealistic” (p. 117). Similarly,
Coffey and Atkinson (1996) aptly argue that it &fer all not very clever to rediscover the
wheel; and the student or researcher who is ignarhithe relevant literature is always in
danger of doing the equivalent” (p.157). These ssggns of McCallin (2003), Dutton
(2011), and Coffey and Atkinson (1996) are only s@wramples of the numerous arguments
in favour of the early engagement of the researahitérthe relevant literature. In overall, the
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arguments for the early engagement with the releMamature can be summarized with the

following points.

provides rationale for the study and facilitateg flstification of the research
(McGhee et al., 2007; Creswell, 1998; Dunnon, 2011)

enables to locate the gap in existing researchs@urell, 1998)

identifies “if the proposed study or something $amihas been done before”
(McCallin, 2006 p.11)

helps researchers to “avoid conceptual and metbgaall pitfalls” (McGhee et al.,

2007, p. 336)

helps researchers “to prepare a research propmsahfethic committee” (McCallin,

2006 p.12).

facilitates the development of “sensitising consépiBlumer, 1969; Coffey and

Atkinson, 1996)

helps the researcher “to formulate questions ttiahs stepping off point during initial
observations and interviews” (Strauss and Cort8881p. 51)

enables researchers to achieve theoretical satsi(i8trauss and Cobin, 1990;
McCann and Clark, 2003; McGhee et al., 2007)

secure the researcher from being criticized (Dugé}])

enables the researcher to have an open mind, nangty head (Dey, 1993;
Denscombe, 1998)

The above points summarize the main advantageslitédrature review before entering the

field and as Dunne (2011) remarks “it would be batifortunate and unconstructive to

sacrifice the numerous advantages derived from waimdy an early literature review based

on a concern about what impact extant ide#ght have on the researcher” (p.11@jiginal

emphasis

2.1.1 The role of literature review: informing notguiding

The two different views — against and in favourcohducting an early literature review —

differ in terms ofwhenliterature review should be used; both, howevgreea that literature

review should be used with the aim to inform antgwide the research (Dunne, 2011). The

question is not “whether [a researcher] ... use(stieg knowledge, but how” (Dey, 1993, p.
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63) the researcher can “make proper use of [theyipus knowledge” (Stribing, 2007, p.
587). Dunne (2011) explains that “a researcherlghoyito approach each new project with a
mind that is sufficiently open so as to allow ng&rhaps contradictory, findings to emerge
from the raw data” (Dunne, 2011, p. 117). A grouhdesearcher starts with a research area
and an initial focus, but after entering the fialdd conducting research, this focus develops
or even differentiates towards another directiom@dllin, 2003). McGhee et al. (2007) write
that the “grounded theory approach is not linedrdomcurrent, iterative and integrative, with
data collection, analysis and conceptual theoriniogurring in parallel and from the outset of
the research process (Duhscher and Morgan, 2004336).

McGhee et al. (2007) note that literature reviem emter in two stages of the research
process: (a) before entering the field — at thé/esiages of the research, and (b) after entering
in the field — during and after data collectiondaturing data analysis. An early review of the
literature offers the advantages that were menti@ai®ve (e.g. rationale and justification of
the study; avoid conceptual and methodologicabjpsf etc). Creswell (1994) points out that
reading relevant literature prior to the reseacmecessary to “frame the problem in the
introduction to a study” (p.23). McCallin (2006)ites that “the earliest questions identified
in the literature clarify the general research psgp and some of the concepts to be
investigated” (p. 16). The review of relevant lgtire at a second stage (after entering the
field) enables the researcher to “link existingessh and theory with the concepts,
constructs and properties of the new theory” (Ma&éeal., 2007, p. 336). McCallin (2006)
writes that the latter literature review “becomas effective analytic tool to stimulate
thinking. [...] During analysis the researcher ustesdture to heighten theoretical sensitivity,
all the while comparing and contrasting interpiietagd with occurrences in the data” (p. 16).
Literature review, thus, is a tool that “furthersnceptual ordering or theory development”
(McCallin, 2006, p. 17).

Some researchers in order to “counteract the plesa#gative impact of early engagement
with extant literature on the grounded theory regeaapproach” (Dunne, 2011, p. 118)
included in their studies a brief account of ttsalf-reflection concerning their engagement in
literature review (e.g. McCallin, 1999, 2003; Dun@611). The idea of reflexivity (Robson,
2002) is a common practice in qualitative reseaagplied for the role and potential impact
of researcher in data collection and analysis. Récemany scholars suggest that the notion
of reflexivity can be applied also in researcha&rgagement with literature review (Dunne,
2011; McGhee et al.,, 2007). McGhee et al. (200gues that “researchers should openly
acknowledge the influence of prior work or expecieon their perspective (Charmaz, 2000)”
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(p. 335). Dunne (2011, p. 118) notes that groundsdarchers should “make an informed and
justifiable decision regarding how and when extaatature” was employed in their studies.
Following the above suggestions, | provide my seffection regarding my engagement in

literature review before and after entering thédfie

2.1.2 Engaging in literature review in a groundedheory approach: a self-reflection

My initial research interest was a broad one: digrand its role in an organizational
context. In my study | engaged in the relevantditiere and extant research in two stages:

beforeandafter entering the field.

2.1.2.1 Engaging with extant literature before entgy the field

Before entering the field 1 conducted a thorougld amdepth literature review in order to
identify what has already been done in the fieldliokrsity, to spot potential gaps in exiting
research, and to develop the rationale and justiin for my research. | carefully reviewed
existing research in various organizational comstefduch as international organizations,
international mergers, and multinational workgrgup$hat enabled me to identify an
organizational context that is unexplored: multictdl work-groups and a particular type of
such groups — the EU-funded project groups. Thezefd decided to conduct a case study on
this type of multicultural workgroup.

| did not constrained my early review of extante@sh in studies that are conducted
exclusively within my paradigm (social construciem). | tried to gain a wider
understanding of the ways that diversity is congaied, approached, and studied in two
other paradigms (positivism and critical realisiffis cross-paradigmatic review was crucial
because it enabled me (a) to compare the concegattiah of diversity across the paradigms,
(b) to have a more broad understanding of divewsity the ways it is explored so far, (c) to
develop a critical eye on the field. This initigtelature review thus helped me to map the
field of diversity research and identify that thencept of diversity: (1) is treated usually as
synonymous of national diversity, ignoring othertgrdial categories of differences; (2) is
approached predominantly from arpriori direction (scholars usually pre-decide which will
be the categories of differences under exploration)

After the gap in the existing literature was idéetl, |1 decided to follow ara posteriori

direction in my study — i.e., to explore how peofiemselves perceive and shape their
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diversity, rather than pre-deciding priori the potential categories of differences. This
decision critically shaped the study by focusinglesively on peoples’ perceptions of their
differentiation. The aim of my study, thus, becortesxplore the construction of diversity in
a multicultural workgroup, and more specifically éaplore how the group members of an
EU-funded project group perceive and shape thewerdity in this group. My early
engagement in extant research also informed myrstaheling of diversity as inter-related
with identity construction. The latter realizatidrove me to conduct a thoroughly review in
identity research and gain knowledge of theoretcaistructs such as social identity theory,
self-categorization theory, and identity work.

This knowledge acquired from the early literatuereiew, however, did not guide my research
inquiry, neither my data collection nor analysianay have entered the field with former
knowledge, but that did not necessarily mean thaplosed a specific theoretical framework
on my study. My research goal, furthermore, wastadtest” or verify a theory, neither my
research inquiry was guided by a particular thedhe design of the study, thus, is not based
on predetermined assumptions about the contentiinggaand functions of group’s diversity
or the processes of its construction. | perceiwerdity as an emerging group phenomenon
that can be understood fraamposterioridirection and inter-related with identity constran.

My area of study is the workplace diversity anceéls to explore its construction in a real
working setting; that is in accordance with whata8ss and Corbin (1990) note: “one does
not begin with a theory, and then prove it. Ratlo@e begins with an area of study and what

is relevant to that area is allowed to emerge2@).

2.1.2.2. Engaging with extant literature after emtg the field

After entering the field, | was consciously avoiding s&umy former knowledge as a specific
theoretical framework guiding my study (even thouglemained aware of myself and my
former knowledge). | thought that it is inevitaldéter all for researchers, to have former
knowledge in their field of study. My lens in myudy was to see diversity as interrelated
with the concept of identity work; the processesliokrsity construction as interrelated with
the identity construction processes. | see botbrdity and identity as social constructed and
dynamic concepts that cannot &riori defined. These, however, are not part of a specifi
theory but my own ontological assumptions thatw#efrom the ontology of the paradigm
adopted, i.e. social constructionism. During datiéection and analysis, however, each time |

realized that | was viewing the data through theslef specific theoretical constructs, | tried
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to hold myself back and remain open. | was contastminding to myself: “see what the
data show you and not what your previous knowlgdlie you about the data”. Thus, during
the data collection and analysis process | stragberemain with open mind as possible,
looking the data without any specific theoreticgahiework in my mind.

The data collection, analysis and the conceptuadrthing are not discrete steps of a linear
process, but simultaneous and integrative constisuef a cyclical process (Duhscher and
Morgan, 2004). Throughout this cyclical process daswmoving between data analysis,
emerging ideas, literature review, writing my fings, and going back to the data. During
data collection and analysis | considered how myné& knowledge couldhelp me in the
interpretation of the datdyut not guide melnitially |1 found useful some of the theoretical
construct | already knew — suchidentity (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel and Turner, 1986; Hogg and
Abrams, 1988; Ashforth and Mael, 1989; Jenkins,6199all, 1996; Ashforth et al., 2008),
identification (Brewer and Gardner, 1996; Sluss and Ashforth,72@&hforth et al., 2008)
and self-categorization procesflurner et al.,, 1987). The ideas emerging from daya,
however, were complex and sometimes even contaaglicDuring this cyclical research
process | repeatedly re-examined some of my assoumsptegarding the nature of diversity
and identity.

The data and emerging ideas drove me to engaganmaunds of literature review, searching
for new theoretical constructs that could help mplan those new emerging ideas. For
example, the complex and dynamic ways in which growembers constructed and re-
constructed themselves and others lead me to \iewconcept of identity as a dynamic,
ongoing process. | found the conceptd#ntity work(Schwalbe and Mason-Schrock, 1996;
Snow and McAdam, 2000; Karreman and Alvesson, 2@0desson and Willmott, 2002;
Watson, 2008; Alvesson et al., 2008) insightful gradticularly useful compared to my
initially conceptualization of identity through tlhens of identity and identification concepts.
A second example of how my data informed my engamgerm the literature review is my
conceptualization of diversity. | entered the fiblaving in mind a generic, abstract view of
diversity as a concept with a social constructgehachic, and multiple nature. During data
collection and data analysis, however, | realizbdt tgroup members constructed their
diversity in an intersectional way. This realizationformed my conceptualization of
diversity, so | went back to the literature seekmogv for new theories, something that finally
lead me to the theory of intersectionality (Crenmgh&989, 1993, 1994) and several studies
employing that concept (e.g., Atewologun and Sing@10; Adib and Gueerier, 2003;
Boogaard and Roggeband, 2010; Essers and Bens2b@®). The notion of intersectionality
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was particularly suitable for explaining the idemserging from the data, but | realized that it
is rooted in a different paradigm — critical realisl conducted then a more thorough review
in intersectionality: how it is used and adaptedliifierent fields and studies (Collinson and
Hearn, 1994; Hancock, 2007; Tatli and Ozbilgin, 201

Additionally, | reviewed whether and how researshesmbine theoretical constructs rooted
in different paradigms (e.g. Alvesson and Deetf)(2Musson and Duberley, 2007). This
review helped me to see that social constructiorésm critical realism, although having
different ontology, yet they share the same matr@ositivistic assumptions. They both view
diversity and identity as concepts with a dynamial asocial constructed nature. Their
difference enters in the way that social constauctor production takes place. That
difference, however, does not act preventative docautious adaptation of a theoretical
construct from critical realism and applying itsacial constructionism. | decided, therefore,
to employ a circumspect adaptation of intersectipnan my study: keep the idea of
intersectionality but detach it from issues suchnaguality and power relations, in terms of
which intersectionality is usually approached iical realism.

A third example of how the data collection infornreg literature review concerns the nature
of the data themselves and the methodological des®dgfore entering the field | had not
taken permission for recording the group meetihgt thappened after | entered the field.
During and after data collection, therefore, | i@sng two contradictory feelings: happy to
be able to record their group discussions durirgg@dioject meeting (and thus have natural
occurring data), but also uncertain of how to latealyze a group conversation. The initial
design of the research methodology included ontgrimews, participant observation and
collecting documents. The data from the naturalugr@onversation was a welcoming
challenge which drove me to review methods of amatynatural occurring data in the form
of group conversations. | identified previous s@sdiexploring narratives, conversations,
diversity and identity construction, and found pmautarly helpful the study of Karreman and
Alvesson (2001) who analyzed the naturally occgrriconversation of a meeting by
differentiating themselves from the classical cosaBonal analysis (Antaki and
Widdicombe, 1998). | also found particularly usefither studies doing narrative analysis,
such as Spector-Mersel (2011), Georgakopoulou (20Béech (2008), Alvesson and
Willmott (2002), Watson (2009), and Adib and Guerij2003).

Figure 1.1 illustrates that the grounded theoryaesh of my study is non-linear — it is a
cyclical and iterative process, and contains somailsaneous phases. For instance, the

literature review initially informs my study, but the later stages it is informed by my data.
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This creates the dilemma of “how and when to inocafe a literature review within the
overall structure of the written thesis” (Dunne120p.120). As Dunne (2011) remarks, “the
decision of how to structure the written thesisaimanner that best reflects the focus and the
natural development of the study, is often problgchdp.121). Dunne (2011) suggests that
“the researcher should clearly articulate thisesBom the outset [...] in order to minimize
the potential misunderstanding between the authditlze reader” (p. 121). It is worth noting,
therefore, that the literature chapter of the th@stludes literature reviewed bdileforeand
after entering the field. | decided to incorporate tagedr literature, yet, not thoroughly; the
purpose of including this literature is to preptre reader for the findings. The “after entering

the field” literature is discussed in depth latdgng with the findings of the study.

Figure 1.1: Engaging in literature review whileléoing a grounded theory approach
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The next section 1.2 explains why | have choseexplore the construction of diversity
through the lens of the identity concept, and brigiresents how | view the concept of

identity as dynamic, socially constructed, using toncept of identity work. The chapter 2
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that follows is an overview of the literature oéthtudy and includes literature that influenced
my conceptualization of diversity (and identity)daliterature that was later inserted in my

study as a response to my findings.

2.2 Why choose identity for exploring diversity

| explore diversity through the lens of identitycancept that is popular and widely used in
organizational studies (Ashforth, 1998; Alvessonakt 2008). Identity refers to how we
define ourselves, how we answer the question ‘Whda or ‘Who are we?’. Ashforth et al.
(2008) and Albert et al. (2000, p. 13) refer toniky as the “root constructs” in
organizational studies. In organizational reseattoh,concept of identity is used to the study
of almost everything (Alvesson et al., 2008), fosample in mergers (Ailon-Souday and
Kunda, 2003; Millward and Kyriakidou, 2004), prajegroups (e.g. Barinaga, 2007),
organizational change (Kyriakidou, 2011), projecanagement (Bredillet et al., 2010),
behavior of individuals and groups (Brewer and Keanil986; Turner and Oakes, 2011),
political participation (Azzi, Chryssochoou, et,#&011), communication patterns (Clausen,
2010), leadership (Ford, 2006), managerial worka(k&d et al., 2009), control dynamics
(Alvesson and Willmott, 2002), resistance (Sotiaind Gottfried, 1999), gender and race
relationship (Atewologun and Singh, 2010), inegyglBoogaard and Roggeband, 2010), and
diversity (Zanoni et al., 2010; Tran et al., 201Apert et al. (2000) explain that the concept
of identity construct can be pretty powerful simcgerives “from the need for a situated sense
of an entity. Whether an organization, group orsper each entity needs at least a
preliminary answer to the question ‘Who are we? '\6fho am I?’ in order to interact
effectively with other entities over long run. Slanly, others entities need at least a
preliminary answer to the question ‘Who are thdgp?’effective interaction. Identities situate
the organization, group, and person” (Albert et @000, p. 13). Identity and identity
construction is important because through identiystruction “people come to define
themselves, communicate that definition to otharg] use that definition to navigate their
lives, work-wise or other” (Ashforth, et al., 20Q8,334).

According to Albert (1998), “the concept of idegtitas the advantage of being a concept,
construct, or question that can be studied or pasedy level of analysis — individual, group,
organization, or industry- because, in a certamssgthe question of identity is at the heart of
the idea of level” (p.10). For this reason, idenist described by many scholars as a “bridging
concept” (Karreman and Alvesson, 2001, p. 61) laatioss individual, group, organizational
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levels (Asforth and Mael, 1996; Kramer, 1993; WaeftLewin and Michel, 1992) and
between self and society (Ybema et al., 2009).

The concept of identity has a key role in diverdityories (Cox, 1993; Brewer, 1995;
Sackmann et al., 1997; Boyacigiller et al., 200#rySsochoou, 2004; Primez et al., 2009;
van Knippenberg and Schippers, 2007) and in dityeesnpirical research (e.g. Freeman and
Lindsay, 2012; Syed and Pio, 2010; Kalonaityte, @OHloman et al., 2010), due to the
interconnected relationship between diversity addniity. Diversity is articulated as a
dichotomy ofl/we and the others. Identity conveys “distinctivenasg oneness” (Albert et
al., 2000, p. 13); it signifies what Karreman anévesson (2001) call “sameness and
distinctiveness” (p. 62; see also Jacobson-Widdiri83). The concepts of diversity and
identity are inter-related (Hall, 1996) and theiutoal relationship can be explained in two
ways. Someone can view the diversity-identity reteghip using the concept of diversity as
starting point. Diversity refers to differencesweén people (Triandis et al., 1994) which
entails the articulation of categories of differeacPeople define themselves and others as
different in terms of one or more social constrdctifference (Barth, 1969; Hall, 1996);
diversity, thus, is formed through the articulatmfrthe dichotomy between “us” and “others”
(Barth, 1969; Triandis et al., 1994; Jenkins, 200dema et al., 2009). Triandis et al. (1994)
define diversity as: “any attribute which may lgz&bple to the perception that: that person is
different from me” (p. 772). Williams and O’Reily1998) offer a similar definition for
diversity: “any attribute that another person mag to detect individual differences” (p.81).
The definitions offered by Triandis et al. (1994)da Williams and O’Reily (1998) put the
emphasis not on specific objective characteristlmst recognize that it could be any
characteristic in terms of which people perceivanbelves to be different than others. These
definitions direct researchers to focus merceptionsof selfas different from others; which
lead us to the concept of identity (i.e., senseedf) and specifically to identity construction.
Thus, in order to explore and understand divei@igation one has to take into consideration
the processes of identity’s construction.

The diversity-identity relationship, however, catsoabe viewed following the reverse
direction and using this time the concept of idgnéis the starting point. Identity creation
refers to defining the self (Ashforth et al., 20@G8)d is a dynamic and relational process
(Blumer, 1969; Hall, 1989; Karreman and Alvessd@)2, Sluss and Ashforth, 2007). People
constantly try to define themselves within soaméractions (Bucholtz and Hall, 2005), i.e. to
position themselves in the complex situational asldtional contexts (Davies and Harré,

1990). The various definitions of identity show tth@eoples’ self-definition entails the
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simultaneous formation of their differences andilgirties with other people (Jenkins, 2004):
“Identity is a process, identity is split. Identity not a fixed point but an ambivalent point.
Identity is also the relationship of the Other teself” (Hall, 1989, p. 16).

Identity is “people’s concepts of who they arewdfat short of people they are, and how

they relate to others” (Hogg and Abrams, 1988)p. 2

Identity “refers to the ways in which individualsidacollectivitiesare distinguishedn
their social relations with other individuals anallectivities” (Jenkins, 1996, p. 4) [my

emphasis].

People define themselves in relation and througir tielationships with Others (Hall, 1996;
Alvesson et al., 2008; Sluss and Ashforth, 20@¥gntity construction is inter-related with the
formation of our differentiation from other peopleall, 1989, 1996; Jenkins, 1996). As
Ybema et al. (2009) writes “identities emerge thHoube articulation of similarities and
differences. Enactment involves the discursive isgmm of ‘self’ from the ‘other’ and it
seems that an intrinsic part of the process by kvine come to understand who we are is
intimately connected to notions of who we are nud,&y implication, who others are (and
are not)” (p. 306). Similarly, Hall (1996) writesdéntities are constructed through, not
outside difference. This entails the radically alistng recognition that it is only through the
relation to Other, the relation to what it is ntt, precisely what it lacks, to what has been
called its constitutive outside that the ‘positimeéaning of any term — and thus its ‘identity’ —
can be constructed” (p. 4). What is important, hasveis not the starting point in examining
the inter-relationship between diversity and idgniiversity and identity — either seen from
diversity or identity as the starting point — hareinter-related, mutual relationship. The one
entails the other; the forming of identity is int@mmnnected and conveys the simultaneous
shaping of diversity, and the reverse.

In this study | explore diversity construction innaulticultural workgroup (an EU-funded
project group) using the concept of identity as thes to explore and understand the
construction process of group diversity. My undanging of identity best resembles the
concept “identity work” which refers to the “actieenstruction of identity in social contexts”
(Pratt et al., 2006, p. 237). Identity work is sesn an individual (e.g. Sveningsson and
Alvesson, 2003; Watson, 2008) or as a group acdshment (e.g. Schwalbe and Mason-
Schrock, 1996; Snow and McAdam, 2000; Langley et28112) and relates with people’s
need to have a coherent, distinctive and a posseévese of self (Alvesson and Willmott, 2002;
Karreman and Alvesson, 2001; Watson, 2008; Alvestal., 2008). According to Alvesson
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and Willmott (2002), identity work is the ongoingropess through which people
“continuously engage in forming, repairing, maintag, strengthening or revising the
constructions that are productive of a precariogeisss of coherence and distinctiveness”
(p.626).

In my study, | perceive identity not as a “fixeddaabiding essence” but as “a temporary,
context sensitive and evolving set of constructioffdvesson et al., 2008, p. 6); as an
ongoing, interpretive process. People form theantdy not passively through the “relatively
straightforward adoption of a role or category’dfret al., 2006, p. 237), but are actively
constructing their identity (Alvesson and Willma2)02; Collinson, 2003) through different
paths (Dutton et al., 2010). According to Ybemalef2009) the identity construction is “a
complex, multifaceted process which produces aaflganegotiated temporary outcome” (p.
301).

The idea of identity as a social construction @&&d back the ideas of Cooley (1902), Mead
(1934), Thomas (1937), Goffman (1959), and Stor®¥6Z). These scholars first argued for
the conceptualization of identity as dynamic andaaonstructed. Many recent scholars also
advocate the constructed, dynamic nature of ideatid conceive it as a social construction
(Berger and Luckmann, 1966; Gergen, 1985; Potter Afetherell, 1987); as a “social
accomplishment” (Karreman and Alvesson, 2001); aslational concept (Somers, 1994;
Sluss and Ashforth, 2007); as a “socially negotigtamporary outcome” (Ybema et al., p.
301); as a “precarious and shifting phenomenondréstet al., 2005, p. 1038); as “constantly
shifting both as interaction unfolds and acrossalisse contexts” (Bucholtz and Hall, 2005,
p. 606).

| adopt, thus, an anti-essentialist view of idgn{€erulo, 1997) conceiving it as an ongoing,
dynamic, social construction. | view identity asubhded in the specific context in which
social interaction take place (Giddens, 1979; Kame, and Alvesson, 2001; Collinson,
2003); crafted through the relationships with Oshé@lumer 1969; Mead, 1934; Cooley,
1902; Goffman, 1959); and formed through langualyegdon, 1987; Ybema et al., 2009)
such as narratives (Beech and Sims, 2007; Browf;2Czarniawska, 1997), discourse
(Ainsworth and Hardy, 2004; Hardy et al., 2005)] aonversations (Karreman and Alvesson,
2001). I view discursive activity as a mean throagia within which people form, maintain,
and re-constructed their identities (Ybema et 2009). Following Karreman and Alvesson
(2001) I view identities as “developed, maintainaalg reconfigured through accounts” which
“may take on the form of narration — a more or lesherent story — or the form of

conversation — a more interactive, typically digingy form for the production of accounts
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about oneself” (Karreman and Alvesson, 2001, p. Bbmy study | look at the process of
members’ identity work and try to understand howrhers construct and re-construct their

self and others as different as well to exploreptoEess of constructing group diversity.

2.2.1 How other researchers explore diversity throgh the lens of identity — mapping
diversity research

Many researchers explore workplace diversity thhoubge lens of identity (e.g., van
Knippenberg and Schippers, 2007; Homan et al., 2Bi€dillet et al., 2010; Freeman and
Lindsay, 2012; Syed and Pio, 2010; Kalonaityte, @0&mploying different approaches that
vary depending on researchers’ ontological, epistegical and methodological assumptions
described in the introduction part of the thesiseS§e assumptions influence the way scholars
view the nature of identity and diversity and hdweyt treat them in their studies. Some
scholars, for example, view diversity and idenéisysocially constructed concepts and explore
them through a qualitative methodology (e.g. Freeraad Lindsay, 2012; Syed and Pio,
2010; Kalonaityte, 2010), whereas others concdieentas independent variables and study
them with a quantitative methodology (e.g. van Kwipberg and Schippers, 2007; Homan et
al., 2010; Bredillet et al.,, 2010). Chapter 3 madpsgersity research and presents the ways
diversity is conceptualized and explored through ¢bncept of identity. In general, identity
and diversity are typically viewed and studied eitlas static (e.g. Cox et al., 1991) or
dynamic concepts (e.g. Brannen and Salk, 2000 ctdrahave a single (e.g. Clausen, 2010) or
a multiple nature (e.g. Holvino, 2010) whichaspriori determined (e.g. Atewologun and

Singh, 2010) or can emergeposteriori(e.g. Mahadevan, 2009).
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Chapter 3 Mapping Diversity Research

3.1 History of the term diversity

The term diversity first emerged in the mid-198Qhe US, when th&/orkforce 200@Report
estimated that by the year 2000 the US workforceuldvobe more heterogeneous
demographically (Zanoni et al.,, 2010). According Kandola and Fullerton (1998),
academics and business took into considerationesdtenated demographic sift in the
workforce and started considering its effects. éswvihe first time in management’s history
that diversity was described as a strategic abs¢tcould provide a competitive advantage —
with the precondition that it could be well managBdxenbaum, 2006; Zanoni et al., 2010).
This business rationale about diversity’s effentbued and guided the researchers’ interests
to study how the demographic diverse identitieslc@ifect organizational processes (like
communication) and outcomes (like productivity) [Men and Martins, 1996; van
Knippenberg and Schippers, 2007; Williams and A{R4&i998).

Today the concept of diversity gains the increasmerest of researchers due to the growing
trend of globalization and the increased develognoéntechnology and communication
systems, and the radical changes in work contexth sas new kinds of work and
organizational arrangements (Sackmann and Philip84). Organizations have employed
new strategies in order to remain competitive ake tadvantage of new opportunities, such
as: mergers, acquisitions, strategic alliances,aass-functional project teams (Mahadevan,
2009; Sackmann and Phillips, 2004). The new emevge#place reality is characterized by
an increased diversity which requires taking irdasideration the different facets of diversity
(Sackmann and Phillips, 2004).

3.2 Defining diversity

The concept of diversity refers generally to a dreoariety of differences between people.
Scholars view diversity as variation in a set otisalemographic characteristics such as
nationality, ethnicity, race, gender, age, prof@ssclass, etc (Ferdman, 1995; Shore at al.,
2011). The Oxford English Dictionary (1993) defiregersity as “the condition or quality of
being diverse, different, or varied; variety, uelikess”. Hambrick et al. (1996, p. 662)
proposed that the heterogeneity of top managereanid be defined as the “variation in team

members’ characteristics”. Pelled et al. (1999) bpscified diversity in terms solely of
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demographic characteristics as “the extent to whicinit (e.g., a work group or organization)
iIs heterogeneous with respect to demographic ate®i (p.1). Cox (1994) argues that
diversity is“the representation, in one social system, of peajitedistinctly different group
affiliations of cultural significance” (p. 6). Tmais et al., (1994) offer another broad
definition of diversity as “any attribute which mégad people to the perception that: that
person is different from me” (p. 772). A similarfidtion is suggested by Williams and
O'Reily (1998): “any attribute that another persoay use to detect individual differences”
(p.81).

The definitions offered by Triandis et al. (1994)da Williams and O’Reily (1998) put the
emphasis not on specific characteristics, but neieegthat it could be any characteristic in
terms of which people perceive themselves to bé&eréiit than others. This definition
recognizes that diversity is a dynamic and on-gopmgcess, not a fixed concept. The present
thesis views the concept of diversity in accordanth the definitions proposed by Triandis
et al., (1994) and Williams and O’Reily (1998). Batefinitions are grounded on the premise
that individuals can potentially use any availadigibute in order to self-categorize and also
to assign categories for others (Turner et al.,71%0gg and Terry, 2000) and are not

constrained on specific attributes.

3.3 Mapping the field of diversity research

The purpose of this section is to present the nmappif the field of diversity research
according to the way that scholars conceptualizerdity. Diversity has become a buzzword
in organizational studies (Shore et al., 2009; Admand Tienari, 2009). Most of tihesearch

on diversity has been conducted in organizationlsstimdies in workgroups are less humerous
(Barinaga, 2007; Ahonen and Tienari, 2009) whilestrad the researches in workgroups have
emerged the last decade (Nishii and Ozbilgin, 2007)

The majority of scholars focus on the effects ofedsity in work-related processes and
outcomes in organizations (for reviews, see Wilsaand O’Reilly, 1998; Shore et al., 2009)
and work-teams (for reviews, see Mannix and Ne#d@5; van Knippenberg and Schippers,
2007). Findings from such studies focusing on thait effects” of diversity are inconsistent
and show that diversity has both positive and negaeffects (van Knippenberg and
Schippers, 2007, p.518). Other scholars have maway from studying the mere effects of
diversity to explore the processes (e.g. Ely andnids, 2001; Harrison, et al., 1998) and
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moderator variables that lead into those positivé aegative effects (e.g. van Dick, et al.,
2008; van Knippenberg and Schippers, 2007; Homaih,£2010). Another stream of research
has focused on the inequality and discriminatiowankplace on the ground of race, gender,
class, and other categories of differences (eajli, R011; Bridgstock et al., 2010; Kamenou,
2008).

Scholars conceptualize diversity in various waysing the concept of diversity a very

ambivalent term. So when they speak about “diwgrdltey speak about different things.

Studies focusing on the effects of diversity shbwat tdiversity can have both negative and
positive effects on organizational processes artdomes. Many scholars (Garcia-Prieto et
al., 2003; Janssens and Zanoni, 2005; Barinaga/;28@hadevan, 2009) argue that the
reason for these contradictory findings regarding effects of diversity is partly due the

different conceptualizations of diversity. The difnt conceptualization of diversity is partly

influenced by the paradigms that scholars adopt.

Next, | map diversity research, and the differeppraaches of diversity, along to three
dimensions according to which diversity is concephed:
1. The static or dynamic nature of diversity

2. The single or multiple character of diversity

3. Thea priori ora posterioridirection in identifying the categories of diffaces

The three axes are related facets of the divecsitgept referring to its nature, character and
direction in identifying its content. The first disction refers to th@ature of diversitySome
scholars view diversity as a concept with objectatatic nature. They define diversity while
focusing on different aspects, such as visible roatvisible diversity (Jackson et al., 1995),
surface-level and deep-level diversity (Harrisoralet 2002), individualistic and collectivist
cultures (Hofstede, 1980). Other scholars viewedity as a dynamic, social constructed
concept and focus on the ways that diversity istronted (e.g. Brannen and Salk, 2000; Ely
and Thomas, 2001; Janssens and Zanoni, 2005; Bariga07).

The second distinction in diversity’s conceptudima is thecharacter of diversitysingle or
multiple. Some scholars view diversity as havirgirgyle character and focus on one category
of difference, usually nationality or ethnicity @ce (e.g. Hofstede, 1980; House et al., 2004,
Ely and Thomas, 2001; Barinaga, 2007). Other scbaleew diversity as having a multiple

character and study the effects of multiple catiegoof differences, such as nationality,
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gender, age, profession, etc. (e.g. Loden and Ros#891; Lau and Murnighan, 1998; Jehn
et al., 1999; Homan et al., 2010).

The third criterion refers to thdirection that scholars follow for identifying the categarief
differences constituting diversity. The majority @tholars have themselves pre-decide the
categories of differences under study, followingaapriori direction (e.g. Thomas and Ely,
2001; Ailon-Souday and Kunda, 2003; Barinaga, 20@r Dick et al., 2008; Homan et al.,
2010; van Knippenberg et al., 2011). Recently, o#aholars have started following an
posteriori direction, viewing categories of differences aseagad and empirically identified
(e.g. Garcia-Prieto, 2003; Janssens and Zanong; Bll and Hartmann, 2007; Mahadevan,
2009). The discussion of the literature review flolows is not an exhaustive review of the
literature. It is an indicative and illustrativeview of the different approaches and streams of
research that exist in diversity research.

| present my mapping of diversity research startamidp the discussion of the first criterion
and then proceed in the second and third dimersidwsequently. First, | present the static
view of diversity and discuss the critiques thateheeceived. Then | move to the presentation
of the dynamic view of diversity that answers timitations of the static view. Regarding the
second dimension, | present how scholars concenersity as having a single character by
focusing on one category of difference and dis¢hescritiques that have received. Then, |
move forward to present the multiple perspectivadiokrsity that resolves the constraints
imposed by the single-dimensional view of diversityird, | present the priori direction
that scholars follow for identifying the categorigisdifferences under study, and discuss the
problems that arise from this approach. Thens¢uBs the posterioriapproach for studying
diversity which resolves the limitations of tagriori approach.

The three distinctions according to which | map diersity research are related facets of
diversity. The mapping of diversity research isflyi presented in Figure 3.1 and it is based
on my interpretation of the different approachescomnceptualizing and studying diversity.
Figure 3.1 also positions my research with respec¢he previously mentioned criterions: |
view diversity as a concept with dynamic naturesitig a multiple character and | follow an

a posterioridirection for identifying the categories of diféerces constituting the diversity.
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Figure 3.1 Mapping diversity research*

Diversity as having static or dynamic nature

STATIC DYNAMIC
Hofstede (1980) Barinaga (2007)
Trompenaars (1993) Akkerman, et al. (2006)
Scwartz (1994) Ahonen and Tienari (2009)
SINGLE | Cox et al. (1991) Clausen (2007)
House et al. (2004) Freeman & Lindsay (2012) A PRIORI
Randel (2002) Dreachslin, et al. (2000)
Bachmann, (2006) Tartas & Mirza (2007)
Character of | Bredillet et al., (2010) Ailon-Soudan & Kunda Direction in
diversity (2003) identifying the
categories of
Jehn et al., (1999) Ely & Thomas (2001) differences
Thatcher et al., (2003) Sackmann and Friesl, (2007
Lau & Murnighan (2005) Kraus & Sultan (2008)
Rico et al. (2007) Holvino (2010)
MIULTIPLE Leonard et al., (2004) Atewologun & Singh (2010)
van Dick, et al., (2008) Boogaard & Roggeband
Van Dick et al., (2010 (2010)
Roberge and van Dick (2010) Essers & Benschop (2009)
Homan, et al., (2010)
van Knippenberg & Schippers
(2007)
Garcia-Prieto et al., (2003)
Janssens & Zanoni (2005) A
Bell & Hartmann (2007) POSTERIORI
Mahadevan (2009)
My thesis
QUANTITATIVE QUALITATIVE

Research methodology

* The figure 1 includes studies both in organizasi@nd in workgroups. The studies mentioned orfitjuse
are not exhaustive of the diversity research hditative of the different ways of conceptualizingedsity.

3.4. Diversity as a static or dynamic concept

The first dimension regards how scholars view thwire of the diversity (dynamic or static)
and is linked with the ontology that researcherspéedd. As it was discussed in chapter 1
(section 1.1), the differences in “paradigm assummgt cannot be dismissed as mere
“philosophical” differences; implicitly or explid, these positions have important
consequences for the practical conduct of inqasyyvell as for the interpretation of findings
and policy choices” (Guba and Lincoln, 1994, p.)1Mhen scholars study a concept or a
phenomenon, they do it by “wearing” the ontologicgpistemological, and methodological
lenses of the paradigm they adopt. The paradigm rissearchers adopt influences their
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research questions, the purpose of their reseéinehyway they conceptualize and study a
concept (Guba and Lincoln, 1994). The differencawben the static and dynamic
conceptualization of diversity is also reflectedtihe choice of methodology. Researchers
viewing diversity as a static concept use quamtgamethodology and correspondingly
methods (such as questionnaires), while those wdaptathe dynamic perspective use
qualitative methodology and methods, such as i@y, participant observation (Sackmann
and Phillips, 2004).

The static view of diversity is rooted in positiviswhich dominates organizational research
(Burrell and Morgan, 1979; Sackmann and Phillip80£ Zanoni et al., 2010). Research
grounded in the positivism is influenced by itsaagy of seeing social world as “objectively
given and independently exist ‘out there™” (Primedzal., 2009, p. 268). Positivism assumes
“an apprehendable reality [...] [which] exists, dmvéy immutable natural laws and
mechanisms” (Guba and Lincoln, 1994, p. 109). “Khewledge of the “way thighs are” is
conventionally summarized in the form of time ar@htext free generalizations, some of
which take the form of cause-effect laws” (Guba amtoln, 1994, p.109). The inquiry aim
in positivistic research is to make predictionsisTdim lead researchers to operationalize and
objectify diversity because they want to be ableneasure the effects of diversity in work-
related outcomes and processes (Omanovic, 200B9lé8s in positivistic research, therefore,
view diversity as static, fixed concept. Their net& is not on how diversity is created (since
they perceive it fixed) but they are interestechomw to predict diversity’s effects (Zanoni et.
al., 2010).

The dynamic view of diversity appears in two pagaas: social constructionism and critical
realism. Although social constructionism and caticealism have different ontology (see
section 1.2 of thesis for a discussion on thigytbhare the same non-positivistic, non-static
view of diversity because they both see diversity a concept with dynamic nature
(Omanovic, 2006; Zanoni et al., 2010). In the dymaperspective of diversity scholars do
not focus on the effects of diversity but on theysvan which diversity is constructed in a

specific social context (Omanovic, 2006).

3.4.1 The positivistic conceptualization: Diversityas a static concept

Diversity in positivism is conceived as a staticnoept and therefore is treated as an
independent variable that affects organizationdl group outcomes (Sackmann and Phillips,

2004; Omanovic, 2006; Primez et al., 2009). Diugrss defined in terms of socio-
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demographic characteristics which are viewed asrsép homogeneous categories and
people can be objectively assigned to these cae=gof differences (Garcia-Prieto et al.,
2003; Janssens and Zanoni, 2005). Positivist siha@lssume that people form their self-
concept passively through their identification watlsocio-demographic category they belong.
According to this line of thought, all people whwase a membership in a socio-demographic
category (e.g. nationality), they share the sanamtity (e.g. national identity). Positivist
scholars, therefore, conceive and treat the sommegraphic characteristics as homogenous
categories of diversity.

The conceptualization of diversity as static chimares two streams of research. The first is
the “bifurcated” approach (Mannix and Neale, 200535) in which diversity is defined in
terms of two major types (e.g. visible and nonbissidiversity). The second is the cultural
dimensional models in which diversity is conceptaead in the form of cultural dimensions

(e.g. power distance, uncertainty avoidance, etc).

3.4.1.1 The “bifurcated” approach

In the “bifurcated approach” (Mannix and Neale, 200. 35) diversity is conceptualized in
terms of two major exhaustive and mutually exclagipes (visible and non-visible diversity;
surface-level and deep-level diversity), and salsotaeasure and compare the effects of those
types of differences in organizational outcomes pnodesses.

A typical example of such “bifurcated” approachslien the “primary vs. secondary”
differences (Loden and Rosener, 1991). Primaryedifices are considered to be individual
characteristics, like age, sexual preferences, ipllysbilities, gender and its perception,
ethnicity, and race. These primary differencescamgsidered as particularly important since
they are both inherent and unchangeable for thevithehl (Loden and Rosener, 1991)
Secondary differences can relate to social stahegme level, level of education, work
related characteristics (e.g. income); individu@e generally able to change these
characteristics and thus secondary differencespareeived as less important (Loden and
Rosener, 1991).

Another “bifurcated” perspective is categorizingatsity in terms of differences that can be
either visible or non-visible (e.g. Jackson et 4095). Jackson et al., (1995) assumed that
visible differences are more likely to provoke resges, stereotypes and bias than the non-
visible differences (Milliken and Martins, 1996).sAvisible differences they define race,

ethnicity, age, gender, and physical disabilitidackson et al.,, 1995). As non-visible
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differences (also called underlying attributes)ytteonsider the education level, personal
skills and abilities, values and attitudes, funaéibbackground, and general differences in
personality (Jackson et al., 1995).

Harrison et al. (1998, 2002) provide a differenifiitcated” perspective by distinguishing
between surface-level diversity and deep-level ditye They define surface-level types of
diversity as the differences in demographic charétics, whereas the deep-level diversity
refers to different attitudes, beliefs and values.

Finally, Jehn et al. (1999) categorize diversitytlmee types - social, informational, and
diversity in values. Social-category diversity imés the main demographic differences (e.g.,
race, gender, ethnicity, etc.), informational dsigr mainly includes differences in education,
training, and work experience, while the value ity denotes the various views that people
can have regarding work-related issues, like tagtials, or mission. Jehn et al. (1999) argue
that the different types of work-group diversityndaave different effects on group processes
and outcomes. Informational diversity can positvelfluence group performance, social-
category diversity can positively influences menshanorale, while, value diversity may

decrease member satisfaction and commitment tgrthep.

3.4.1.2 The approach of “cultural dimensions” model

The cultural dimension approach constitutes anosfiteeam of research that perceives
diversity as something that is static and synonyitin wational diversity. In that context,
diversity is effectively operationalized as the gamson between different national cultures.
The concept of national culture, in turn is conoepted in the form of cultural dimensions.
According to the comparative literature of Oslamd &8ird (2000), “there are 22 dimensions
commonly used to compare national cultures, typicptesented in the form of bipolar
continua, with midpoints in the first examples” ¢&).

According to the review of the last thirty years workgroup research by Zhou and Shi
(2011), a large number of studies are still heawifluenced by Hofstede’s work (1980) and
use his cultural framework (e.g. Kaushal and Kwsn2®06; Bredillet et al., 2010). Hofstede
(1980) defines national culture as *“the collectippogramming of the mind which
distinguishes the members of one human group froathar” (Hofstede, 1980, p. 21). The
positivistic stream of diversity research is alafiuenced by the work of Hampden-Turner
and Trompenaars (1993), Schwartz (1994), and Hetusé, (2004) who just like Hofstede
(1980) view culture as an inherent and stable dgiand focus on identifying universally
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applicable dimensions (Zhou and Shi, 2011). The#teral dimensions are also considered to
be stable over time. According to Hofstede (200dyltures, especially national cultures, are
extremely stable over time [...] Differences betwewtional cultures at the end of last
century were already recognizable in the years 19800, and 1700, if not earlier. There is
no reason they should not remain recognizable antdast 2100” (pp. 34-36).

According to Zhou and Shi (2011) “some studies wse@neral concept such as nation, race,
and ethnicity to measure culture”, while other thas focused on specific values such as
individualism or collectivism” (p. 11). From the &udies that the two authors review, “21
studies used nation as a proxy of culture, 19 studsed race or ethnicity, and 34 studies used
specific culture values” (Zhou and Shi, 2011, p. 11

3.4.1.3 Common aspect in the bifurcated approached the cultural dimensional models

The common ground in both streams of research uftéted” and cultural dimension
models) is that they share at the core an essshtidéterministic understanding of diversity
as static and given. Socio-demographic charadteviate treated as homogeneous categories,
diversity is objectified (e.g. national diversityacial diversity, surface and deep-level
diversity) and further operationalized into meableasariables (Omanovic, 2006). The focus
is not on the notion of diversity, since they cameediversity as static and given, but on
diversity effects. Diversity in both lines of resglais treated as an independent variable that
affects the organizational practices and outconfmsg review, see Milikens and Matrtins,
1996) and the group processes or group outcomes (®view, see Mannix and Neale, 2005;
van Knippenberg and Schippers, 2007).

An example of research on the bifurcated appraadehn et al., (1999) who choosestady

the informational diversity of a group by operatbning it as differences in perceptions
about the group’s real task, goal, target or mrssilehn et al., (1999) studied how the
informational diversity of a group affected botlogp performance and worker’s morale and
commitment. (Zanoni et al., 2010, p. 22). Cox et(aP91) in their research follow the
approach of cultural dimensional modelhey studied the ethnic composition of groups,
choosing the individualistic-collectivistic dimepsi In their study they test the hypothesis
that people from collectivist cultures have a mooeperative orientation that those coming

from individualistic cultures.
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3.4.1.4 Critique of diversity’s conceptualizatios a static concept

There are many problems that arise from the esdistit and deterministic view of diversity
as a static and given concept. Janssens and Z§2@0b) points that “the use of socio-
demographic characteristics as independent vasdbl®perationalize diversity has de facto
lead to an understanding of diversity as a givexedf individual or group essence (Litvin,
1997)” (p. 312); the focus of scholars on divergffects abandons “the notion of cultural
diversity itself under-theorized (Nkomo and Cox9&¥ (Janssens and Zanoni, 2005, p. 312).
The main critique is that the positivistic concegization can not capture the dynamic nature
of diversity since it neglects: first, that peogl@entity is a dynamic and not a static concept,
and second, that categories of differences cotistitithe diversity are social constructed,
context-specific and time-dependent. Each of tipesats of critiques is discussed next.

3.4.1.4.1 The positivistic assumption of the maomiclidentity

The objectification of diversity into distinct soedemographic categories is due to scholars’
assumption about the monolithic identity of peof@&anfield and Rutledge, 1993; Zanoni et
al., 2010, Janssens and Zanoni, 2005; Litvin, 12002; Nkomo and Cox, 1996). The first
critique is that the positivistic approach ignotes dynamic nature of identity. Positivist
scholars assume that “the socio-demographic catagader investigation reflects essential
differences in attitude, personality and behaviguénssen and Zannoni, 2005, p. 313). For
the positivist scholars, identity has a specifid dfixed essence” (Litvin, 1997). Socio-
demographic characteristics can be included iniBp@ategories in such a way so that each
category is homogeneous and unambiguously chaisetats members with the same ‘true’,
essential identity” (Zanoni et al., 2010, p. 23) pbsitivist research, nationality, for example,
is assumed to be a fixed characteristic for peagie have the same nationality. Scholars
assume that all people in the same nation idemtithe same way with their nationality, and
therefore they share the same national identitg Jdme assumption is applied to any other
socio-demographic characteristic, like race, gendge, profession, etc. This tendency of
scholars to conceive socio-demographic charadtexias homogeneous categories is heavily
criticized because it disregards the dynamic natdralentity, the within differences in a
category, and the potential similarities acrossvidm@ous categories (Omanovic, 2006; Adler
and Graham, 1989; Litvin, 1997; Nkomo, 1996; Nkoama Cox, 1996).
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When someone shares the same socio-demographactdrastic with someone else, it does
not mean that they have the same identity. Peapie their identity in various and different
ways. Identity has a dynamic nature and positivistholars “exclude people’s freedom to
construct themselves in various ways” (Osland aind, R00O, p. 315). For example, people
may identify with their nation (or any other sodemographic characteristic), they may dis-
identify with their nationality, or they may shatheeir national identity differently compared
with another person having the same nationalitye dlgnamic nature of identity, i.e. the
freedom that people have in constructing their tither(self-concept) with various ways,
partly explains why some people are nationalisievbihers are not (Zimmer, 2003). Another
study that challenges the positivistic assumptidn neonolithic identity regards the
professional identity which in positivism is alserpeived as a homogenous category, i.e.
people with the same profession share the samegsiohal identity. In the study of Pratt and
Rafaeli (1997) emerged two different professiowigntity orientations of nurses: a “patient-
centered professional identity” and an “autonomprafessional identity”. In the “patient-
centered” identity orientation, nurses construetrtidentity in terms of their relationship with
the patients and “patients’ needs, not nurses weparamount importance” (p. 884). In the
“autonomous professional”, nurses of the same haspnit construct their professional
identity in way that it could enhance their autoryom relation to other healthcare stuff. The
findings from Pratt and Rafaeli (1997) unravel ttmmplexity of a perceived homogenous
category as the profession. They empirically shioat people define themselves in terms of

their profession or other socio-demographic charasttcs in multiple ways.

Rodriguez (1998) and Earley and Mosakowski (200@euresearchers to dynamically
examine socio-demographics through time, eitheh waspect to historical contexts or their
historic evolution. The critique that highlightsetimportance of context in identity creation
and for the shaping of diversity categories bringso the second major point of critique — i.e.

neglecting the dynamic and context-specific natdrdiversity.

3.4.1.4.2 Ignoring the context-dependent and dyoaraiure of diversity

According to Triandis (1996) the categories of dity are context depended. The findings of
Janssens and Zanoni (2005) illustrate the confgediic nature of diversity. Janssens and
Zanoni (2005) conducted a comparative case studgunservice companies and examined

how the organization of the service delivery shagpedservice company’s understanding of
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diversity. The comparison of the four case studiesved that each organization (a hospital, a
call centre, a technical drawing company, and astmgl company) had constructed a
context-specific understanding of diversity andaleped a diversity management according
to their understanding. Diversity in those fourvesg organizations was not defined in terms
of the same socio-demographic differences. Thegoates of differences were chosen based
on the way that the service delivery was organiaad whether these differences were

perceived to hamper or contribute to the attainmoéotganizational goals.

Janssens and Zanoni (2005) in their study illustifa¢ dynamic and context-specific nature of
diversity. The authors, however, were able to aapand portray the complex nature of
diversity because they recognize its dynamic natliree positivistic conceptualization of
viewing diversity as static and given can not ceptihe context-specific nature of diversity,
either its relational nature. Diversity is dynamaiad its content transforms depending on the
context and who is the Other. People constructrarmbnstruct their identities in interaction
with other people (Karreman and Alvesson, 2001 )yId&fa(1996) notes that “virtually every
nation-state of the world is a multicultural onedwaaup of a number of groups [...] As
cultural groups increase their interactions andeddpncies, every one of them will have to
change some of their beliefs and behaviours” (p. Z8). The dynamic perspective of
diversity which is discussed next, overcomes thnetditions imposed by the positivistic

conceptualization of diversity as having a statid given concept.

3.4. 2 Toward a more dynamic conceptualization: Diersity as a concept with dynamic
nature

The critique on the static conceptualization ofedsity has been empirically supported by
researchers who although follow different paradigigsch as social constructionism and
critical realism), they share the same non-positiviapproach (Brannen and Salk, 2000; Ely
and Thomas, 2001; Ailon-Soudan and Kunda, 2003ss#rs and Zanoni, 2005; Barinaga,
2007). However, in my thesis | adopt the socialstauttionist paradigm and therefore in this
section | focus mostly on the dynamic view of dsir from the social constructionist
perspective. A review on diversity’s conceptuai@atthrough the lens of critical realism
paradigm can be found on various studies, suctaasséns and Zanoni (2005), Omanovic,
(2006), Zanoni et. al. (2010), Tatli and Ozbilga®{2).
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3.4.2.1 Diversity as a socially constructed concept

A social constructionist perspective views divargite., differentiation between people) not
as a static and given, neither as an objective raedsurable concept but as a social
construction: a dynamic and ongoing process. Theadiinquiry in social constructionism is
not to predict the effects of diversity but to eoq@el and to understand the processes
underlying its social construction, the meaningst we ascribed to diversity and the ways
that it is used (Gergen, 1985; Somers, 1994; Whaft692). Social constructionism answers
the limitations imposed by the positivistic conaggization, since it recognizes the dynamic
nature of identity and diversity. Identity relatgdestions like “who am 1?” or “Who is
different?” are not answered once during the hfeti People deal with their need for self-

definition continuously during their social intet@nis (Janssens et al., 2008).

Identity is not perceived as being something thatationary and unchanged by time (Potter
and Wetherell, 1987; Shotter and Gergen, 1989)diber as something that is fluid (Thomas
and Linstead, 2002), dynamically evolving (Svensaysand Alvesson, 2003; Brickson and
Brewer, 2001), multifaceted (Gergen, 1991), as r@carious, contradictory and in process,
constantly being reconstituted” (Weedon, 1987,3), 8nd socially constructed (Hall, 1992).
Identity is viewed as having a “relational and camgtive” nature (Ashforth and Mael, 1989,
p. 21); it is constructed and re-constructed ierattions with others (Gergen, 1985; Potter
and Wetherell, 1987).

The meaning ascribed to identities is not fixedgiflas and Linstead, 2002) but is context-
specific (Janssens et al., 2008). Both the contérdiversity and the meaning ascribed to
categories of differences is temporary and bouridegtle context in which diversity creation
emerges. This is clearly illustrated by JanssemlsZamoni (2005), who found that diversity
did not have the same meaning across the four majeons they studied. Each organization
developed each own understanding: diversity was sse“marketable” at the hospital, as
“valuable” at the call centre, as “negotiable” dtettechnical drawing company, as

“affordable” at the logistical company (Janssend Aanoni, 2005, p. 335).

Although the traditional conceptualization of dis#y as a static concept has dominated
organizational studies (Lowe et al., 2007), yetrehare many studies in which diversity is
viewed as social constructed and dynamic. Exangfiesich empirical research are Ely and
Thomas (2001) and Ailon-Souday and Kunda (2003} #ieow that socio-demographic

characteristics — which are perceived as concejpbtsstatic nature and universal meaning in

positivism — are dynamic and they have varying rregn Ely and Thomas (2001) study
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three organizations and show that diversity is @asaonstruction that can be understood
with various ways and that each diversity perspecsffects differently the functioning of
culturally diverse work groups. Their findings Bluate that it is not the existence of the racial
differentiation that affects the work group functilog but the way people perceive and use it.
Ely and Thomas (2001) identify three different pexgives on workforce diversity regarding
the race. In the first perspective (integration-éatrning perspective) diversity is perceived
as “a potentially valuable resource that the orgation can use, not only at its margins, to
gain entre into previously inaccessible niche miatkdéut at its core, to rethink and
reconfigure its primary tasks as well” (Ely and Tes, 2001, p. 265). In the second
perspective (access-and-legitimacy perspectivegrsity is perceived as “a potentially
valuable resource, but only at the organizationargims and only to gain access to and
legitimacy with a diverse market” (Ely and Thoma2)01, p. 265). Last, in the
discrimination-and-fairness perspective, diversstyperceived as “a mechanism for ensuring
equal opportunity, fair treatment, and an end sxmnination. It articulates no link at all
between cultural diversity and the group’s work ,andact, espouses a colour-blind strategy

for managing employees and employee relations” &ty Thomas, 2001, p. 265).

Another study that shows the socially constructead dynamic nature of diversity is a
research of an international merger by Ailon-Soualag Kunda (2003) who focus on national
identity. The findings from their study show thatdelly employees constructed and used
their national identity as a symbolic source. IByaemployees, specifically, used their
national identity not only to express detachmeoinfithe American merger partners, but also
to show that they were better employees than therfans.

Clausen (2007) in her study on intercultural comimation explored the interaction between
Danish and Japanese managers and the emergencénefya@tiated” culture over time.
Clausen views “culture as a collective and relatiaonstruct that is being redefined in new
contextual settings” (p. 321), and as “being emledddh relationships, rather than in
predetermined structures” (p. 321).

An example of research conducted on a workgroupnahéh organizational contexts — as the
majority of the research on diversity (Nishii andbidgin, 2007) — is the study of Barinaga
(2007). She used discourse analysis to explorerhembers of an EU-funded project group
use the references of “national culture” and “aaltwiversity”. Her findings show that group
members refer and use national diversity with tuwifeent ways for organizing their project.
Group members use the term “national culture” asag of positioning themselves in the
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group and distinguishing themselves from other mambSimultaneously, they use the term
“cultural diversity” for adding value in their pmgt, ascribing the project existence to their
“cultural” diversification, but also to justify tlrerandom decision regard organizing their

project.

Another example of research in an EU-funded proggoup is the study of Ahonen and
Tienari (2009). They view diversity as a dynamia@ept but perceive the constructed nature
of diversity as a product of power relations andtits. Ahonen and Tienari (2009) —
following Foldy’s (2002) Foucauldian perspectiveexplore the ways in which diversity is
discursively constructed in an EU-funded projectugr. They argue that in their case study,
diversity is produced by the Framework Programmeteod of EU-funded projects in a way
that “reflects not just the particular project tamkhand but also the broader political and
ideological aims of the European Union (and theohaan Commission in particular) as an
institution” (p.673). According to these scholatse Framework-Programme set specific
boundaries and structural conditions for “the wayswhich transnational—'European'—
cooperation unfolds in EU projects” (p.659). Ahonand Tienari (2009) argue that the
officials and unofficial rules, and the practices European Commission (which in the
Foucaldian framework are viewed as the mechanibrosigh which power creates its effects)
inform the creation of project teams and projeatsootiums. Thus, it is the officials and
unofficial rules, and the practices of European @ussion that create the diversity in those
teams.

The above studies although explore diversity thhoudifferent paradigms (social
constructionism and critical realism), yet theyrehthe common premise that diversity is not
static, stable or fixed concept. Their findingsisiirate that diversity is dynamic and socially
constructed. These scholars, although they ackmigel¢he dynamic nature of diversity, they
ignore the multiple nature of diversity (Garciad®oi et al., 2003; Mahadevan, 2009; Tatli and
Ozbilgin, 2012). They conceive diversity as a singhtegory concept and focus on one
category of difference, usually the national diitgrsThe single or multiple character of
diversity — the second criterion in the mappingliokrsity conceptualization — is discussed in
the next section.
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3.5 Cultural diversity: a concept with a single ora multiple nature?

The second criterion in mapping the diversity rese@aegards the single or multiple character
of diversity — whether researchers conceptualixerdity as a single difference or a set of
social-demographic differences. The dominant apgraa diversity research is the focus on a
single diversity category, usually nationality othracity (Mahadevan, 2009). The two

different perspectives about the character of dityei(single or multiple nature of diversity)

appear in positivism, social constructionism, andical paradigms. The paradigm that
scholars adopt does not influence their perspectiveiewing diversity as single-dimensional
or multidimensional concept, but whether scholansceive diversity as a static or dynamic

concept.

The first section that follows presents diversiyaasingle category concept and discuses two

different streams of research in this line of thoug
e diversity as having a single and static nature, and
e diversity as having single and dynamic nature.

The subsequent section presents the two streaesedurch that conceive diversity as having a

multiple nature:
e diversity as having multiple and static nature, and

e diversity as having multiple and dynamic nature.

3.5.1 Diversity as a single category concept

In the single dimensional perspective of diverssigholars view diversity as having a single
character, i.e. they focus in one category of déffiee in their studies. Although a category of
diversity can be any socio-demographic characterfstich as gender, nationality, ethnicity,
profession, etc) (Williams and O’Reilly, 1998), the majority of the studies diversity is
predominantly treated as synonymous of nation&itlonic diversity (Zhou and Shi, 2011). In
this section, therefore, | also focus on natiomakthinic diversity since it is the most used

category of difference when scholars study diversit
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3.5.1.1Conceptualizing diversity as having a single chatacand static nature

In the single and static perspective diversity redominantly treated as synonymous
tonational or ethnic diversity (Zhou and Shi, 2Q1dhile the latteris perceived as a stable,
fixed concept. In this line of though, national elisity is conceived as being fixed and constant
over time and as a collection of norms, values asglimptions that guide peoples’ actions and
behaviours.Barinaga, 2007). National diversity is furtfedgjectifiedin measurable values and
dimensions, while each of these dimensions hasexteme poles (Zhou and Shi, 2011).
People are categorized in each dimension and &skignone of the two poles, for instance,
someone could be either individualistic or colleistic.

Positivist scholars portray the differences in éhesltural dimensions as the explanatory lens
through which they can study the effects of natiadigersity (Essec and Brannen, 2000).
Several scholars argue that the problems and bentledit may emerge from national diversity
are due to peoples’ differences in these cultunaledsions (Barinaga, 2007) (for a review
see, Millikens and Martins, 1996; Williams and OllRe 1998). The most influential work in
this stream of research includes Hofstede (1986hw&rtz (1994), and Trompenaars and
Hampden-Turner (1997). The conceptualization ofediity in the form of cultural
dimensional models has already been discussedarefdre, is not repeated here.

A recent example of research adopting the “cultdralensional models” perspective is the
study of Bredillet et al. (2010). The authors ustmfstede’s (1980) cultural framework to
investigate the role of national culture to expldia disparity in terms of project management
deployment in different countries. Bredillet et &010) assume that people are influenced
mostly by their national culture and ascribe thdfedences in project management
deployment in project managers’ national culturbeyl posit that “management activity is
made by people who are very much influenced by tredues and beliefs” and therefore “no

management activity can be culture-free” (Bredieal., 2010, p. 183).

3.5.1.1.1 Critiques on national diversity’s conagglization as a static concept

The conceptualization of diversity as static amjl@ concept in the form of cross-national
comparison, has been widely criticized by scholah® argue that national culture has a
dynamic nature (Lowe, 2001; McSweeney, 2002a, 20@@biamson, 2002; Sackmann and
Phillips, 2004; Leung et al., 2005; Fang, 2005;s3ans and Zanoni, 2005; Janssens et al.,
2008; Zanoni, et al., 2010). The assumption th&bnality “reflects essential differences in

attitude, personality and behavior” (Janssens arbdi, 2005, p. 313), ignores the dynamic
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nature of the concept of identity, overlooks “pedplfreedom to construct themselves in
various ways” (Osland and Bird, 2000, p. 315), kxadls “to a view of identity as given, fixed
essence” (Janssens and Zanoni, 2005, p. 313).

McSweeney (2002) points out that the assumptioretiyidg this static conceptualization of
national culture is that people cannot escape ffexte of national diversity. People are
perceived as “cultural dopes” and “mere relays atiamal culture” (McSweeney, 2002a, p.
103), since national culture is perceived as thlg eaurce for determining their values. A
consequence of this static perspective is theéstgping [of] entire cultures” (Fang, 2006, p.
66), while at the same time “people working acrosures are frequently surprised by
cultural paradoxes that do not seem to fit the digsons they have learned” (Fang, 2005, p.
65).

Fang (2005) argues that positivistic cultural med#lipolarize national cultures in terms of
‘either/or’ cultural dimensions”, whereas the enmgal findings focusing on national culture
show that it “is intrinsically ‘both/and’, that i#mbracing both orientations” (p. 75).
According to Fang (2005), the use of “bipolar teralogies and definitions and indexing
national cultures along the spectrum of culturainehsions ... misses a fundamental
dialectical perspectives that cultures ... intrindjcambrace paradoxes and changes” (p. 75).
Fang (2005) addresses the dialectical and paraalaxature of ethnic groups, and proposes a
“dialectical view of culture” (p. 73). He uses theetaphor of an “ocean” for showing the
dynamic nature of national culture: “culture candoepared to an ocean. In a given context
at a given time, we identify visible values and deburs just like we identify visible wave
patterns on the surface of the ocean. Neverthdlesgulture we see at this moment does not
represent the totality and the entire life proocafsthat culture. The ocean embraces not just
visible wave patterns on its surface (comparedigible cultural values and behaviours) but
also numerous ebbs and flows underneath of amaigpth (comparable to ‘hibernating’,
unseen and unknown cultural values and behavio(rsd3 - 84).

The critique regarding the “fallacious assumptidncoltural homogeneity within nations”
(Tung, 2008, p.41) that leads positivist scholarsiew national diversity as static and given,
is empirically supported by the findings of studg®unded in social constructionism (e.g.
Ailon-Souday and Kunda, 2003; Barinaga, 2007; Cileevr2009; Clausen, 2010). The
findings of these studies illustrate that nationalture and national identity are socially
constructed and are used by people, for examplesyasbolic resources to position
themselves, or to distinguish themselves from gtharto justify any problems that may arise

in workplace.
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3.5.1.2 Diversity as having single character anchdynic nature

In the single and dynamic perspective of diverssgholars also focus on nationality as the
diversity category. The main premise is “that naaioculture is fundamental to interaction
and the basis from which non-national cultural giags emerge” (Sackmann and Phillips,
2004, p. 377). Although nationality is “considereas the fundamental source of
identification” (Sackmann and Phillips, 2004, p.437 however “identification is not

considered as given as in cross-national comparssgarch” (Sackmann and Phillips, 2004,
p. 374). Researchers in this line of thought mavayafrom conceiving national diversity as

static; they view national diversity as a “socianstructed, emergent, and negotiated
phenomenon” (Sackmann and Phillips, 2004, p. 3. purpose of inquiry in the dynamic

and static perspective of diversity is the exploratof “the processes underlying the
intercultural interactions in a bicultural settingPrimez et al., 2009). Examples of such
studies are the studies of Barinaga (2007), BraanenSalk (2000), Ailon and Kunda (2003),
Chevrier (2009), and Clausen (2010) who have eggltihhe construction of national diversity
and national identity. A more recent example is shedy by Freeman and Lindsay (2012)
who focus on ethnic diversity and explore how Aais&in managers interpret their

experiences of working in a new and ethnically ddeeworkplace in Malaysia.

3.5.2Critiques on viewing diversity as a single dimensiwal concept

The conceptualization of diversity as a single gatg concept is criticized by many scholars
(Sackmann and Phillips, 2004; Janssens and ZaB00L; Bodenhausen, 2010; Holvino,
2010; Tatli and Ozbilgin, 2012). The first point @itique regards the multifaceted nature of
people’s identity. The underlying assumption thaltyane socio-demographic characteristic
Is the most important in peoples’ self-concept #mat therefore scholars can focus only to
that, ignores the “multifaceted nature” (Bodenhays2010, p.1) and “the multiplicity of
identities in the organizational context” (e.g. @omn et al., 1999; Sackmann, 1997). As
Osland and Bird (2000) note, people “may identifjhvand hold simultaneous membership
in several cultural groups (e.g. Ashforth and Maep8; Pratt, 1989)” (p.378).

Furthermore, research in intersectionality illustsathat people do not define themselves
solely in terms of one identity but there is arerattion of multiple identities (Davis, 2008).
People define their self-concept through an intgise of their various identities, such as

ethnicity, gender, age, profession, religion, &tol¢ino, 2010; Tatli and Ozbilgin, 2011). For
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example, Atewologun and Singh (2010) explore hoaclbl UK professionals (men and
women) construct their professional identity andatmte ethnic/gender identities at work,
while facing stereotyping based on the intersectibrgender and ethnic social categories.
Atewologun and Singh (2010) found that the inteiisacof ethnicity and gender played an
important role in the construction of professiomdntity. Males draw strength from the
“black men” identity and used agentic strategtespromote their careers, whereas women
were less agentic, and they reframe challengingpelis to protect their identity. The finding
of Atewologun and Singh (2010) show that racialugp® are not homogeneous as it is
assumed in positivism. The intersection of theaasiidentities leads people to face different
workplace experiences and adopt different idestitstegies.

A second point of critique regards the failuretpe with the dynamic and multiple nature of
diversity. Diversity is not stable but it changblsough the inter-group interactions and it is
evolving during time (Nkomo, 1996). A diversity egbry that may be salient and important
for people in one situation is not necessarily shene that will be salient and important in
other situations. The salient category of diversitgt people may perceive as an important
difference might change according to the contextlich they are and depending on who is
the other (Turner et al., 1987). It is not alwalys hationality or ethnicity that is the salient
source of differentiation. For example, in the cagely of an international research project
group, Tartas and Mirza (2007) found that group Imers perceive as a salient dimension of
their differentiation their expertise and not theationality or ethnicity, as it may be the

expected salient diversity category in an inteoral workgroup.

Janssens and Steyaert (2003) also criticize theepbmalization of diversity as a single
category and argue that if we want “to understand tlynamics of a heterogeneous
workforce” we must gain a “broad understanding bftygpes of differences ... without
necessarily arguing that all differences are edentabut taking into account “the interactive
effects of multidimensional diversity” (p. 12). Sdars from all paradigms (positivism, social
constructionism, critical realism) have taken ictmnsideration these points of critique and
have moved forward to conceive and approach diyeasi a multidimensional concept (e.g.
van Knippenberg et al., 2011; Garcia-Prieto et 2003; Janssens and Zanoni, 2005). This

line of thought is discussed next.
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3.5.3Diversity as a concept with a multiple character

The recognition of the multiple nature of diversgyless frequent in diversity research, while
the majority of such research is grounded in thsitpistic paradigm — with the related
constrains imposed by its ontology, and which haveady been discussed in section 3.3.1.1
of thesis. There are, however, some scholars whoeiee diversity as having both multiple
and dynamic nature, and take into consideratiorouarsocio-demographic characteristics in
the creation of the categories of differences (Bayber et al., 2004; Sackmann and Phillips,
2004; Bell and Hartmann, 2007; Holvino, 2010).

3.5.3.1 Diversity as a static concept with a mukigharacter

Scholars in the multiple and static conceptualaratof diversity in a single study usually

include more than one socio-demographic charatiteri@.g. Leonard et al., 2004;

Mohammed and Angell, 2004; Balkundi et al., 200@b&ge and van Dick, 2010). Scholars
typically focus on the effects that each diversitynension has in performance outcomes
(Tatli and Ozbilgin, 2012).

One of the most influential works in this streanr@gearch is the faultline theory by Lau and
Murnighan (1998). According to Lau and Murnigha®48), the term “faultlines” refers to
“hypothetical dividing lines that may split a groupto subgroups based on one or more
attributes” (p. 328). Researchers use the notiotianiitline” to study multiple categories of
differences in the same study. The assumption effdlltline theory is that the degree of
convergence in the multiple diversity categoriesedurines the degree of strength of the
diversity sub-groups that may emerge (Lau and Myvam, 1998; Gibson and Vermeulen,
2003). Researchers view each of the emerged swip-@®having an in-group homogeneity.
The faultline theory (Lau and Murnighan, 1998) aftuenced many scholars (e.g. Gibson
and Vermeulen, 2003; Thatcher et al., 2003; Li &aanbrick, 2005; Lau and Murnighan,
2005; Molleman, 2005; Polzer et al., 2006; Sawyeale 2006; Rico et al., 2007; Homan et
al., 2007; Homan et al., 2008; Pearsall et al.,8200 studying diversity as a multi-
dimensional construct. Some scholars provide eweléhat there is a negative relationship
between faultine strength and team outcomes (Eayley and Mosakowski, 2000; Li and
Hambrick, 2005; Homan et al., 2007; Homan et @08 while others demonstrated that
there is a positive relationship between faultbtrength and team outcomes (e.g. Gibson and
Vermeulen, 2003; Thatcher et al., 2003).
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Homan et al. (2010) ascribe these inconsistentigireds regarding the contradictory effects
of diversity on group outcomes, to researchersieéagy to focus on the “main effects” (van
Knippenberg et al., 2004) of diversity. Homan et §010) propose that the notion of
“diversity beliefs” as the explanatory mechanismwaen the objective and perceived
diversity. Homan et al., (2010) further argue tipabple’s “diversity beliefs” offers the
necessary explanatory power in explaining the mifedings regarding diversity’s effects.
Homan et al. (2010) agree with van Knippenberglet{2®04), arguing that “all diversity
dimensions can instigate subgroup categorizatiah that it therefore does not matter on
which dimension people perceive subgroups”. Theeekthat the “more diversity character-
istics are aligned within a subgroup, the moreesalthe subgroups will be (Hewstone et al.,
2002)".

3.5.3.1.1Critiques on viewing diversity as a multiple andt&t concept

Scholars in the multiple and static stream of reseaalthough acknowledge the complexity
of diversity and its multidimensional nature, yBey regard those multiple differences as
having static and given nature. Each category fiéreéince is conceived as a homogenous
category, while the set diversity categories asnsss distinctive, independent and are treated
in “a disconnected and mechanistic fashion” (Tald Ozbilgin, 2012, p. 7). When scholars
treat each diversity category (e.g. gender, nalitynathnicity) as if distinct and independent
from the other categories, they do not recognize ititeractions within the categories of
differences. Many scholars may “overlook that catesg of differences are overlapping,
blended or ambiguous categories” (Bodenhausen,,2010). Hence, the exploration of the
multiple nature of diversity “remains at a surfdeeel” because positivist’ scholars do not
acknowledge the interdependence between the diyvelisnensions; they “fail to recognize
and offer an in-depth analysis of the co-constamcnd co-dependence between” (Tatli and
Ozbilgin, 2012, p. 7). Hancock (2007) nicely sumizes the two basic points of criticisms,
that refers to the two underlying assumptions m rultiple and static conceptualization of
diversity: “this methodological approach also praess that the categories are static and that
the relationship between them is predetermined.eMwoportantly, as | noted earlier, the data
involved in these studies collected with assumpgtidike homogeneity of cases and

independence of variables that are contested biptéesectional approach” (p. 70).

The positivistic approach can not give the fulltpie of diversity since it ignores the

intersectional relationship between the multipleegaries of difference (Tatli and Ozbilgin,
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2012). The next section discusses the concepttializaf diversity as having a multiple and
dynamic nature. This view of diversity overcomes tlonstraints and limitations imposed by

the static conceptualization discussed earlier.

3.5.3.2 Diversity as having both dynamic nature aadnultiple character

A growing number of scholars stress the importasfceecognizing the inherent complexity
of diversity arising from its dynamic and multipteature (Sackmann and Phillips, 2004;
Boyacigiller et al., 2004; Janssens and Zanoni528xahadevan, 2009; Bodenhausen, 2010;
Tatli and Ozbilgin, 2012). In this line of thouglstholars propose to move “beyond
citizenship-based national identity to unravel nhayer cultures and multiple cultural
identities in heterogeneous and pluralistic orgatmns” (Sackmann and Phillips, 2004, p.
378). The multiple and dynamic approach of divgrsgcognize the dynamic nature of
people’s identity and take into consideration thadividuals “may identify and hold
simultaneously membership in several cultural gso(gpg. Ashforth and Mael, 1989; Pratt,
1998)” (Sackmann and Phillips, 2004, p. 378). ldgn$ not conceived as “capturing a state
of being, a sense of stability” (Ashforth et alg08, p. 339) but as an on-going process of
construction and negotiation between multiple idexst (Frable, 1997).

The recognition of the dynamic and multifacetecuraof identity allows scholars to capture
the multiplicity within each category of differencé&sackmann and Phillips (2004)
acknowledge that “in a multicultural and diverseisty, culture can no longer be implicitly
defined as a substitute for nation, and membessicl societies can no longer be assumed to
identify solely or most strongly with their countoy national origin or citizenship” (p. 384).
Similarly, Lenartowicz and Roth (2001) argue thae should specifically focus on regional
cultures in order to gain insight for the increaséthin-nation diversity that is observed in
many nations. Tatli and Ozbilgin (2012) call resbars to explore “multiple strands of
diversity in order to gain an understanding ofeliéince in a way which is closer to the form
in which differences manifest at work” (p. 8).

The conceptualization of diversity as both a midtipnd dynamic concept appears in two
streams of research which are rooted in differeatagigms; the “multiple cultures
perspective” (Boyacigiller et al., 2004) which igognded in social constructionism, and the
“intersectional approach” (Crenshaw, 1989, 1993udsen, 2006) which is rooted in critical
realism. The different ontology of these paradignfilsiences both the goal of inquiry and the

research interest in the two streams of reseaseth tlyey share a common understanding of
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diversity as a dynamic concept with a multiple matuecognizing that there is within
heterogeneity in each category of difference.

3.5.3.2.1 The “multiple culture perspective”

In the multiple culture perspective (MCP) (Boyaltegi et al., 2004; Sackmann et al., 1997;
Primez et al., 2009) the research interest is mmemxe “the interplay of multiple cultures
within organization, group and individual level” g&mann and Phillips, 2004, p. 380).
According to Boyacigiller et al. (2004), “the muli cultures perspective try to shed light on
the various cultural influences that exist simuttaunsly at different levels of analysis, such as
nation, industry, and organization as well as cmgsng groups such as ethnicity,
profession, et cetera, including interactions betwthese levels and cross-cutting groups that

may influence individuals’ identity and, hence,itheehaviour” (p. 270).

Scholars in this line of thought, try to understdmov people “who are central actors in the
selected research context” (Sackmann and Phil@§4, p. 380) form their diversity.
Scholars do not exclude any “conflicting, contréidig, or paradoxical findings” but they
perceive those as “a vital part of the discoverycpss” (Sackmann and Phillips, 2004, p.
381). In the MCP, scholars recognize the dynamireaof identity and perceive that
people’s identity can “include multiple and pariidéntities that may not necessarily build up

to a homogeneous all-inclusive identity” (Sackmand Phillips, 2004, p. 381).

Many scholars incorporated in their studies théucal complexity suggested by the multiple
cultures perspective. Two examples are the stuadi€siesl et al. (2009) and Clausen (2007).
Friesl et al. (2009) study the cultural dynamic&mowledge sharing and knowledge intensive
teams of the German Federal Armed Forces. Friesl.e2009) draw on the concept of
cultural complexity acknowledging that “project meens’ identity may be rooted in multiple

contexts ranging from varying nationalities to ftianal background, hierarchies, professions,
gender and age” (p. 2). Clausen (2007) also foltbwlee multiple cultures perspective
(Sackmann and Phillips, 2004) in studying the u#ural communication between Danish
and Japanese managers, employing the concept gbtiated” culture (Brannen and Salk,
2000). Clausen (2007) views culture as “being erdbddin relationships, rather than in
predetermined structures” (p. 322), recognizing tipeeople identify and affiliate with a

multiplicity of values, the meanings of which acemslly constructed”.
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3.5.3.2.2 Intersectionality

The conceptualization of diversity as dynamic c@haeth a multiple character also appears
in the intersectional approach. According to Knudg2006), intersectionality seeks to
examine the ways in which various socially andwally constructed categories interact on
multiple levels to manifest themselves as inequalfitsociety: “Intersectionality is used to
analyze the production of power and processes leetwender, race, ethnicity etc., and is
involved with analyzing social and cultural hietaies within different discourses and
institutions. [...] The theory of intersectionalityiresses complexity. However, not all
categories are necessarily mentioned” (Knudserg,20062 - 63).

The term “intersectionality” was first used by Csbhaw (1989, 1993) to “denote the various
ways in which race and gender interact to shapdiptaildimensions of Black women’s
employment experiences” (Crenshaw, 1993, p. 1244)Crenshaw (1991) notes, people’s
identity “consists of different categories” and étlerossroad of all these different axes is
where a person’s identity is constructed” (p. 12B8099).

The intersectional line of thought posture thatheiaclividual has multiple identities (such as
gender, nationality, religion, education, racenatity, age, socioeconomic class, language,
profession, etc) and that these multiple identitmsrsect (Hancock, 2007). The intersection
between race, class, and gender give rise to dedtbix issues that make the examination of
diversity implications even more complex and chajiag (Hancock, 2007; Tatli and
Ozbilgin, 2012).

The intersectional approach is more common in $@cjaality-focused workforce diversity
research. Scholars in social equality studiesraditionally concerned with specific diversity
dimensions (such as race, ethnicity, gender, aasbt(Hancock, 2007) but recently there is a
tendency to study those traditiond diversity dimens in intersection with additional
diversity dimensions. For example, Holvino (20180amines the intersections of race, gender
and class, institutional, and social practices.wslegun and Singh (2010) explore the
intersection of ethnicity, gender, and professiadahtity. Boogaard and Roggeband (2010)
examine how organizationahequality is (re)produced by drawing on intersegtigender,
ethnic and organizational identities. Essers andsBeop (2009) explore the intersection of

ethnic, gender and entrepreneurial identities letign to religion.
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3.5.4 Common aspects and introducing the a priorigproach

The two abovementioned approaches (multiple culpeespective and intersectionality)
although differentiate in their ontological assuiops, research interests and frameworks for
approaching diversity, yet they share two basieetsp First, they recognize the multiple and
dynamic nature of diversity adopting a non-posstizi approach. Second, researchers in both
approaches (multiple culture perspective and intgignality) choose priori the diversity
categories under study. Thepriori or a posterioriapproach refers to researchers’ direction
for identifying the categories of differences catsing the diversity. Thea priori or a
posteriori approach is the last criterion in mapping the diig's literature and is discussed

in the next section.

3.6 Following ana priori or a posterioridirection

The third and last criterion in mapping the divgrsesearch is to the direction that scholars
follow for identifying the categories of differereea priori or a posteriori. In thea priori
approach, scholars pre-assume which categoriegfefethces are the more important for the
people under investigation. Subsequently, reseescfozus their study in these specific
categories of differences. In tlaeposterioriapproach, scholars do not pre-decide which the
important categories of differences are. Insteasearchers view the categories of differences

as emerging in the context under study and explimersity from arma posterioridirection.

The majority of diversity research is characteribgdthea priori approach (Garcia-Prieto,
2003; Tatli and Ozbilgin, 2012). Thee priori approach is used both in dynamic and static
conceptualization of diversity. Thee posterioriapproach is in accordance with the dynamic
perspective of diversity due to its underlying dotyy that recognizes the social constructed
nature of identity and diversity. The exploratidndoversity from ana posterioridirection is
gaining increased interest and support by many lachde.g., Tatli and Ozbilgin, 2012;
Zanoni et al., 2010; Mahadevan, 2009) but themgillsa small number of empirical studies
employing this approach (e.g, Garcia-Prieto, 2Q81ssens and Zanoni, 2005; Mahadevan,
2009; Bell and Hartmann, 2007).

3.6.1 Identifying the diversity categories from ara priori direction

The a priori approach has been used in all the aforementiorsgs wf conceptualizing
diversity: static or dynamic nature (see sectio 8f thesis) with single or a multiple

character (see section 3.5 of thesis). Althoughctitecept of diversity refers to any category
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of difference, researchers focus their studies ipamspecific socio-demographic categories
such as gender, age, ethnicity, tenure, functiblaakground (Milliken and Martins, 1996;
van Dick et al., 2009), as well as in race andsc(@stli and Ozbilgin, 2012).

In thesingle-dimensional approach of diversigcholars both in static (e.g. Cox et al., 1991;
Watson et al., 1993; Oyserman and Lee, 2008; Be¢dit al., 2010) and dynamic (e.g. Ely
and Thomas, 2001; Ailon and Kunda, 2003; Barin&f#)7; Clausen, 2010; Freeman and
Lindsay, 2012) perspective, focus on a single aate@f difference which usually is the
nationality or ethnicity. Scholars justify theircias to nationality or ethnicity by arguing that
it is a category of difference that has been cared as the most salient by previous studies
(Tatli and Ozbilgin, 2012). For example, van Didkak (2008) justify their choice to focus
only on ethnic diversity due to the previous theation about this category of difference: “we
chose this [ethic] dimension of diversity becausésihighly relevant in today’s working
environment and business schools, which are ctaaiaetl by globalization and intercultural
collaboration. Ethnic diversity has already beeanfb to be a salient dimension for social
categorization in such settings (Chattopadhyayl.et2804). It thus seams reasonable to
expect ethnic diversity to be linked to group idigcdtion and to examine it in the current
investigation” (p. 1466).

In the multiple-dimensional approach of diversitgcholars study a broad but “pre-
established” (Tatli and Ozbilgin, 2012, p. 9) sétdoversity categories (such as gender,
ethnicity, age religion, etc). Some scholars sdieetcategories of differences based on their
relationship with organizational performance, suab nationality, education, gender,
functional background (e.g., van Dick et al., 20B&ndel and Earley, 2009; Homan et al.,
2010), while others choose those that have beeltitraally considered to be categories of
disadvantage, such as gender, race, class (e $ersEand Benschop, 2009; Holvino, 2010;
Atewologun and Singh, 2010; Boogaard and Roggelizii)).

3.6.1.1 Critiques on the a priori approach

The traditional conceptualization of diversity grms of pre-defined categories, which are
priori chosen by the scholars as important, does nottdfie dynamic (Tatli and Ozbilgin,
2012; Zanoni et al., 2010) and socially constrdictature (Triandis, 1996) of diversity. The

priori approach is criticized in that it ignores how mensbperceive that they differ and
istead it focus on which categories people “obyetyi fall” (Garcia-Prieto et al., 2003, p.
417). Although in the dynamic and multiple concefization of diversity, scholars recognize
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the multiple and dynamic nature of people’s idgniit practice they do not take into
consideration that identity has a “shifting and nple# (Nkomo and Cox, 1996)” (Janssens
and Zanoni, 2005, p. 135) nature, neither that lgeopay define themselves in various,
different ways (Janssens and Zanoni, 2005). In eganizational context there is a
multiplicity of identities (Goodman, et al., 1998ackmann, 1997) and scholars can aot
priori choose the identities that people might percesvemgportant and salient (Garcia-Prieto
et al., 2003). According to Bodenhausen (2010nthesd and inconsistent findings regarding
the effects of diversity might be a “result fromfalure to consider possible divergences
between research participants’ perceptions of dityerand the distribution of ‘objective’
group characteristics on which researchers chamgectus their attention in defining group
diversity” (Bodenhausen, 2010, p. 9).

The social constructionist perspective is not awedi in viewing diversity as not a static,

single dimensional concept that can be quantified measured. The social constructionist
framework emphasizes that diversity is socially starcted, multifaceted, with changing

content and meaning over time, grounded in thegpdi@ns, meanings and action of people
(Nkomo, 1996). Findings from research illustratattipeoples’ perceptions about their
differentiation is dynamic and change over timee Tdiversity categories that people may
perceive as salient are multiple and shift throughiome (e.g. Harrison, Price, and Bell,

1998) demonstrating that diversity is not stableerotime. Scholars, therefore, can not
presume which categories of differences will berttast important for people without taking

into consideration the context under investigatimil people’s perceptions (Garcia-Prieto et
al., 2003).

Scholars adopting the critical realism paradigm addther point of critique in the overall
critique of thea priori approach: that tha priori direction ignores the role of specific
organizational contexts (Janssens and Zanoni, 28@bYhe role of power relations (Ahonen
and Tienari, 2009) in the creation of diversitytliTand Ozbilgin (2012) argue that “the use of
pre-determined categories, irrespective of hisabrianstitutional, and socio-economic
context, leads to static account of diversity atrkyavhich ignore the dynamic nature of
power and inequality relations” (Tatli and OzbilgR012, p. 1-2). According to Janssens and
Zanoni (2005) diversity should be approached as dganizational product embedded in
organizational power relations” rather than beingnsidered “a set of fiven socio-
demographic characteristics” (Janssens and Zar@i5, p. 312). Janssens and Zanoni

(2005) note that although few researchers incotpdratheir studies the “conditions under
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which diversity affects the organizational procesaed outcomes (e.g. Harrison et al., 1998;
Ely and Thomas, 2001; Barinaga, 2007) they stéhiify the categories of differences “prior
to the organization” (p. 314).

The abovementioned critiques call for a differegmpraach that could answer the constraints
imposed by tha priori approach. The next section discussesthesterioriapproach which
answers the limitations of treepriori direction in identifying the categories of diffaces.

3.6.2 Identifying the categories of differences frm an a posterioridirection

There are many scholars who argue in favor of uaipgsterioriapproach in exploring the
categories of difference (Tatli and Ozbilgin, 20Z2noni et al., 2010; Mahadevan, 2009,
2012; Garcia-Prieto, 2003; Janssens and Zanonh; 2€ll and Hartmann, 2007), i.e. to see
how these categories of differences emerge, rdttzr pre-decide them based on previous
theorization. The logic of the posteriori approach is compatible with the ontology
underlying the dynamic view of diversity since tlagter recognizes the dynamic nature of
identity and people’s freedom to define themselveslifferent ways that researchers may
presume.

Recently, several scholars in positivism (e.g. béek et al., 2008; Homan et al., 2010) have
also started to criticize the dominanpriori approach and suggest as alternative to take into
consideration the “subjective diversity” (Harrisenal., 2002; van Knippenberg and Schipers,
2007; Harrison and Klein, 2007) and peoples’ “dsityr beliefs” (van Knippenberg and
Haslam, 2003; van Knippenberg et al., 2004; vanpenber et al., 2007). Although their
suggested approach does not meet the criteriseaf plosterioriapproach as | define it, | will
briefly discuss next their suggested “subjectiveedity” and “diversity beliefs” approaches,
in order to show why their proposed perspectiveascompatible with the logic underlying
thea posterioriapproach.

3.6.2.1 The static view of diversity and the a posteriorppoach in identifying the
categories of differences

The a priori approach has also been criticized by scholars wibe diversity as a static
concept. Homan et al., (2010) notes regardingatipeiori approach: “previous research has
typically examined the effects of diversity by wugiaonly the objective composition of the

group as a predictor. In these studies, group mesrdre assumed to base their perception of
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the group on the objective group composition. Hosvevthe assumption that objective
diversity is always perceived as such is questil@igp. 478).

Homan et al., (2010) in accordance with other pasis scholars (Harrison et al., 2002; van
Knippenberg and Schipers, 2007; Harrison and KI2B0Q7; Van Dick et al., 2008) view
diversity as having two forms: objective and sutiyec They propose that researchers should
change their focus from the objective diversitystdjective diversity. The term “subjective
diversity” refers to peoples’ perceptions about vakie of diversity (van Dick et al., 2008),
while the term “objective diversity” refers to theariation of a certain dimension within a
group” (van Dick et al., 2008, p. 1465).

Scholars in this line of thought propose the cohoépdiversity beliefs” (van Knippenberg
and Haslam, 2003; van Knippenberg et al., 2007,vak et al., 2008) as a mediator that is
capable to explain diversity’s effects on groupgesses and outcomes. The term “diversity
beliefs” refers to the degree that people perctiae diversity has a value (van Knippenberg
et al., 2004). According to Harrison and Klein (2DOthe measurement of subjective
diversity can give insights to diversity researdiney note that findings from previous
research (e.g. Harrison et al., 2002) support xipiaeatory power of subjective diversity.
These scholars recognize the limitations of #heriori approach and propose to move
forward to explore the ways “in which people couastdiversity” (Homan et al., 2010, p.
478). Their positivistic ontology, however, influmss them to view subjective diversity again
as a static concept. For example, van KnippenbedgSzhippers (2007), define diversity as
“a characteristic of a social grouping (i.e., growpganization, society) that reflects the
degree to which there are objective or subjectifferénces between people within the group
(without presuming that group members are necdgsaviare of objective differences or that
subjective differences are strongly related to nudmjective differences)” (p. 519).

The above definition although recognizes and higté the subjective dimension of diversity
in terms of peoples’ perceptions, yet treats diteras “a characteristic” referring to the
“degree” of subjective or objective differentiatiddubjective diversity is not seen as a social
constructed, dynamic concept but as a quantifiableasurable characteristic. The focus of
those scholars remains to the “degree” of diffeatiain.

An example of this line of though is a recent resledby Homan et al., (2010) who note:
“...we focus on perceptions of subgroups in genamahs, that is, not bound to any certain
demographic characteristics. Following van Knippanht al. (2004), we argue that all
diversity dimensions can instigate subgroup caiegton and that it therefore does not

matter on which dimension people perceive sub-gb(m 479). Homan et al., (2010) argue
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that “the way in which group members construe tlyeaup’s diversity is shaped by group
members’ beliefs about the value in diversity” 4¥.7). Although Homan et al., (2010)
acknowledge the role of members’ perception incirestruction of group’ diversity, yet they
constrain their conceptualization of diversity tembers’ perceptions regarding four specific
socio-demographic characteristics (gender, ethni@ducation, and professional tenure.
Homan et al., (2010) didn’t recognize the dynamature of diversity, but focus only to
individual perceptions about four socio-demograpth@racteristics, neglecting that group
members could perceive themselves as differerdrind of multiple and different categories
of differences. Additionally, Homan et al. (201@cfis on members’ beliefs regarding the
value of diversity, not members’ beliefs about tlygoup differentiation.

Scholars proposing the “subjective diversity” (Hson et al., 2002; van Knippenberg and
Schipers, 2007; Harrison and Klein, 2007) and “ciitg beliefs” (van Knippenberg and
Haslam, 2003; van Knippenberg et al., 2004; vanpgenber et al., 2007) perspectives,
although propose to take into consideration pesppErceptions, yet they constrain their
exploration in studying people’s perception abdw value of specific socio-demographic
characteristics that scholars have pre-decided.itidddlly, the use of questionnaires in
which researchers ask people to quantify their édiity beliefs” on a pre-defined set of
categories of differences, does not stands forcgmhing diversity from ara posteriori
direction. The positivistic ontology constrains slens from applying posterioriapproach in
the sense of not using pre-defined categories féérdnces but instead seeing how these
emerge. The ontology underlying the dynamic viewligérsity is compatible and features the
a posterioriapproach.

3.6.2.2 The a posteriori approach in the dynamiewi of diversity

A growing number of scholars argue in favour of @day ana posteriori approach in
choosing the categories of differences. These achakpresent two different paradigms,
social constructionism (e.g., Garcia-Prieto et 2003) and critical realism paradigm (e.g.,
Tatli and Ozbilgin, 2012). Although they differemit in some aspects of their ontology (see,
the introduction part of thesis for a discussidr@yt share two aspects: first, the same view of
diversity as a dynamic and not a static concepti; second, they suggest the use ofaan
posterioridirection in identifying the categories of diffaes when exploring diversity.
Drawing on Triandis (1996) suggestion that divgrgstsocially constructed, Garcia-Prieto et

al., (2003) argue that “the salience of diversit#yegories is culturally bounded: a category
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that is defined as important in one context maydbéned as less important in another
context” (p.417).

Garcia-Prieto et al. (2003) further note that $t more important to determine to which
categories team members subjectively ‘feel’ thelpg rather than to determine into which
categories team members objectively ‘fall’ ” (p.741The authors argue that “diversity is
subjectively experienced and cannot be objectiaslgigned” (Garcia-Prieto et al., 2003, p.
432). Social identities are multiple and contexpetedent and their salience depend on certain
motivational and contextual factors (Turner et B987). Garcia-Prieto et al. (2003) proposed
to go beyond tha priori categorization of people to the categories ofedgdhces, and move
forward to explore “team members’ own interpretatid their diversity” (p. 432). They argue
that it is important to explore not only the intelfans between the various identities of the
individual, but also examine how these “interactidmetween certain social identities are
perceived by team members in different situatiai@drcia-Prieto et al., 2003, p.432). They
further suggest using qualitative methods and dis® analysis in order to capture this
dynamic nature (Antaki et al., 1996).

The use of tha posterioriapproach is also suggested by Zanoni et al. (2@h0)stress “the
need to gain more insight into how diversity is magnse of and experienced by a diverse
workforce itself” (Zanoni et al., 2010). According Zanoni et al., (2010), “actors do not
simply take over existing grant, hegemonic discesiref diversity but rather selectively
appropriate them, and re-combine them with othexilable discourses to make sense of
diversity, their organization, and of their workydato construct an own professional identity”
(p. 25).

Zanoni et al. (2010) note that people does not ghmstep into ‘prepackaged selves’
(Alvesson et al., 2008)” neither “are mechanicaliyt into them by others once and for all”
(p. 24). People “continuously engage, as agentsleintity work (Svennigson and Alvesson,
2003; Watson, 2008) to construct, maintain andisrugt (multiple) identities favorable to
them” (Zanoni et al., 2010, p. 24).

Tatli and Ozbilgin (2012) also support thgosterioriapproach in exploring diversity. Tatli
and Ozbilgin (2012) argue that the investigation‘saflient categories as emergent” rather
than pre-defined, “enables diversity research tptwra the dynamism in the workforce
diversity field” (p. 8). They argue that “the muylicity of salient forms of differences in
social and organizational life requires rigoroulsaarship that draws on a wide rather narrow
set of differences” (Tatli and Ozbilgin, 2012, p. B order to gain a better understanding of

differences, scholars should explore multiple stsaof differences “in a way which would be
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closer to the form in which differences manifestwatrk” (Tatli and Ozbilgin, 2012, p. 8).
These authors suggest “an emic approach” accotdimgnich the categories of diversity “are
emergent and situated ex post, as embedded ircdispiene and place” (Tatli and Ozbilgin,
2012).

The a posteriori approach | discuss in my thesis and the “emic @gpr” of Tatli and
Ozbilgin (2012) resemble since in both approachesategories of differences are viewed as
emergent, empirically identified, and not pre-detieed. However the posterioriand the
“emic approach” differentiate in the way they vidine process of construction and the
emergence of categories of differences.

The “emic approach” of Tatli and Ozbilgin (2011)rioted in critical realism, in which the
power relations play an important and determinahé iin the construction of diversity.
According to Tatli and Ozbilgin (2011) in the “en@pproach” the categories of diversity are
“empirically identified and locally defined accondj to their role in generating power,
privilege, advantage, disadvantage, discriminadiot inequality at work” (p.2).

Thea posterioriapproach | discuss in my thesis refers generaltiie direction of identifying
and exploring the categories of differences; orgiclal it does not correspond exclusively in
terms of a specific paradigm, such as social coastmism or critical realism. Tha
posterioriapproach | follow refers to the direction of idéyitig the categories of differences,
but is not bounded with power relations. The emargeof categories of differences is not
determined by their role in producing power, indiyar discrimination. In the proposeal
posterioriapproach the categories of differences are idedtthrough empirical investigation
and are rooted on people’ perceptions about tliéarentiation.

The findings of Tartas and Mirza (2007) support tise of thea posterioriapproach rather
the a priori approach, showing that people perceive as sataegories of differences other
than the “usual” ones. Tartas and Mirza (2007)thieir study of an international research
project, found that the category of difference thaterged as salient and important for the
group members was the expertise, not the natigraliethnicity as it is usually assumed for

the international workgroups.

The a posterioriapproach is a relatively new approach, and thesdeav empirical studies
that have employed it for exploring diversity (e@arcia-Prieto et al., 2003; Janssen and
Zanoni, 2005; Bell and Hartmann, 2007; Mahadev&@92 comparing to the dominance of
thea priori approach in diversity research. An example of @as@onstructionist research is

the study of Garcia-Prieto et al. (2003) who expldhe “motivational and contextual
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conditions” under which social identities becomkesd. Garcia-Prieto et al. (2003) propose
a dynamic model of diversity, conflict, and emosoas experienced by group members.
Although they do not provide a detailed descriptidtheir methodology, Garcia-Prieto et al.,
(2003) note that they follow a “feeling” approagh @17) according to which “different
categories of diversity are more or less saliememidifferent contexts and at different times”
(p. 417). Garcia-Prieto et al., (2003) did not téegranted the “category into which team
members objectively “fall” (p. 417)ut instead they explain “how diversity may be t'fel
(experienced) by team members” (p. 417). Garciat®ret al. (2003) used the concept of
social identity in their study of a multiculturalonkgroup of a non-profit organization,
emphasizing “the subjectivity and flexibility ofaen members’ multiple social identities” (p.
420). They argue that the salient social identitisBuence appraisals of issues and events”
(p.431) and suggest that “different appraisalshef $ame issue or event can lead to conflict
and emotions which may have behavioral consequahe¢san impact team performance”
(Garcia-Prieto et al., 2003, p. 431). According3arcia-Prieto et al. (2003), “the experience
of ‘diversity’ may be different for each team membas each team member belongs to
multiple social identity groups that are more asslemportant to him/her and to others in
different situations” (p. 419). As “individual expence of a diversity category” they define
“the subjective importance that a team member gieea particular social identity, at a

particular moment, in a particular context” (GarBiaeto et al., 2003, p. 420).

Mahadevan (2009) in her ethnography research shtivees a German high-tech workforce
makes sense out of their world in times of orgaional change and off-shoring to India” (p.
1). Mahadevan (2009) followed an posteriori direction in identifying the categories of
differences. She found that the main emergent oategof differences “were engineers and
management, not Germans and Indians” (Mahadevadf, 30 1). The findings from her
research support empirically that the “emic categions of the cultural other might vary
considerably from what might be expected from ac pbint of view if one relies to
quantitative intercultural theory” (Mahadevan, 20091).

Another research that employs theosterioriapproach is the study of Janssen and Zanoni
(2005), rooted in critical realism. Janssen andofa(2005) study four service organizations
(hospital, call center, technical drawing compaanyd logistical company) with the aim to
explore how diversity is produced and managed ecifjp organizational contexts. In their
study they didn't take the categories of differenas given or “relevant a priori, as

employees’ fixed essence” (Janssens and Zanon§, 200314) but they perceive them as
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emergent through their relation with work. Accoglito their perspective, “diversity is
always deeply embedded in the power-laden relatadngroduction between management
and employees” (Janssens and Zanoni, 2005, p. Fitdjn the analysis of the four case
studies, they show that “diversity is understoodraéhation to the way particular socio-
demographic differences affect the organizationthef service delivery, and are therefore
likely to contribute to or hamper the attainment afjanizational goals” (Janssens and
Zanoni, 2005, p. 327). However, as Janssens andnZg®005) themselves acknowledge,
their research shows how employees are construayethe management but not how
employees construct their differentiation. Theyd&vcused on organizational structure and
they have overlooked employees’ agency: “our amalys.] fails to investigate how
employees, as agents [...] manage their differerassely contributing to the formation of
organizational understandings of diversity and apphes to diversity management”
(Janssens and Zanoni, 2005, p. 337).

A recent sociological research offers another exampusing ara posterioriapproach when
exploring diversity. Bell and Hartmann (2007) cooid in-depth interviews in four major
metropolitan areas in the US with the goal to esplbow people talk about and define
diversity. Their study, however, is rooted in @dti realism and therefore power relations and
inequality are a central focus. According to BeldaHartmann (2007) their goal was to see
“what Americans really say about diversity? Howtdey understand and experience it? And
what exactly does this discourse and these meammgly about the broader challenges of
multiculturalism, solidarity, social conditions amdgequality in the U.S.?” (p. 896). Their
research shows that while people speak openlyifbgéneral terms) about diversity, at the
same time they hesitate to talk “about structuredquality in the context of diversity
conversations” (Bell and Hartmann, 2007, p. 902)e &uthors note that there are “tensions
and contradictions surrounding diversity” and ttia origins of these tensions came “from
assumptions held by respondents about Americanreykespecially with respect to whiteness
and white privilege in the U.S.” (Bell and Hartma2007, p. 896).

Research that is conducted using theposteriori approach shows that following an
posteriori direction in exploring diversity can offer new igists in understanding diversity.
We can broaden our understanding of diversity ifwesv diversity through the eyes of the
people themselves: how people perceive and ddirie differentiation, and how they create

their diversity.
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3.7 Diversity research in multicultural groups

The workplace setting in which diversity is constad is significant because it informs and
shapes the diversity construction (Janssens andnza2005). As it is already discussed (see
section 2.1 of thesis), the literature review & #arly stages of the study enabled me to
identify that most studies in diversity research eonducted in the organizational contexts of
multinational corporations and international mesgétackmann and Phillips, 2004). An
organizational setting that is relatively unexptbie multicultural workgroups. Multicultural
workgroups started to be explored as an autonoram@ssonly in the last decade (Nishii and
Ozbilgin, 2007), and as Mannix and Neale (2005gritiiere is much we have yet to learn
about what differences make a difference” in wookgrs (p. 49). Although research on
multicultural workgroups increased over the lasirge(e.g. Early and Erez, 1997; Early and
Mosakowski, 2000; Behfar et al., 2006; Ochieng Bnide, 2010; Stah et al., 2010; Rico et
al., 2011; Klitmgller and Lauring, 2013), yet theselittle research focusing on EU-funded
project groups (Ahonen and Tienari, 2009; Barin2g@,7).

3.7.1 Why an EU-funded project group as a case styd

EU-funded projects groups are part of the Framewerkgramme (FP) system of the
European Union (EU) which supports and encouraggsnational and cross-institutional
cooperation by promoting and supporting workforogbitity across researchers, academics,
and practitioners within Europe. The context of #e-funded project is a suitable and
appropriate workplace setting for conducting a cstsely exploring diversity construction
(Barinaga, 2007; Ahonen and Tienari, 2009). An Hbjgrt group is a pluralist,
heterogeneous system, where group members live donglex society, and they belong
simultaneously in many different groups (Sackmanale 1997). The members of an EU-
project group are diverse in many ways: apart ftber demographic heterogeneity (such as
age, gender, nationality, ethnicity, gender), grougmbers can represent different countries,
organizations, and types of institutions (suchesearch institutes, small medium enterprises
(SMESs), universities, companies, industries). Fenrtiore, in an EU-funded project group the
members can have diverse experience, occupatiah,eapertise. Sackmann and Phillips
(2004) argues that the exploration of the co-erteof multiple differences in “multicultural
research teams may vyield rich and useful data asdyhts about the multiple culture
workplaces that are the reality of *2¢entury organizations” (p. 384). Additionally, EU-
funded projects — contrary to multicultural workgps that are embedded in a single
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organization — do not have the influence of a dme@rganizational culture or norm.
Diversity construction, thus, in an EU-funded pobjgroup is complicated since it involves
multiple categories of differences. Ahonen and @ier{2009) point that the EU-funded
projects “provide a particularly timely setting fetudying diversity, and that an in-depth
study in the EU project setting contributes to tréical literature on diversity and its
management” (p. 656). That workplace setting, floeee is suitable and ideal for the research

aim of the study, i.e. to explore the constructduiversity in a multicultural workgroup.

3.7.2 Mapping diversity research in multi-cultural workgr oups and EU-funded project
teams

A review of diversity research in multicultural vkgroups in general and in EU-funded
projects more specifically, illustrates that thenceptualization of diversity follows the same
patterns as those described in sections 3.4, 3&,3a6 in that workgroup diversity is
conceived and studied either as a static or a dynaoncept that can have a single or a
multiple nature which ia priori determined or caa posterioriemerge.

Scholars that view workgroup diversity as statsyally study diversity in relation to topics
such as performance, effectiveness, communicatwonflicts, and project management
(Mannix and Neale, 2005). Most scholars viewingedty as static — either with a single or
multiple nature — focus on diversity’s positive amegative effects on group processes and
outcomes (e.g., Easterby — Smith and Malina, 1#88achslin et al., 2000; Homan et al.,
2008; for reviews, see Jackson et al., 2003; Maanck Neale, 2005; van Knippenberg and
Schippers, 2007), while others choose to focus oderator variables that can lead into these
positive and negative effects (e.g. van Dick et2l08; Homan et al., 2010).

Scholars who view workgroup diversity as a sociabnstructed and dynamic concept —
either with a single or a multiple nature — usudtigus in organizational processes such as
organizing process and discursive uses of diver@grinaga, 2007), knowledge sharing
(Friesl et al., 2009), collaboration and knowledg®duction (Tartas and Mirza, 2007),
communicative practice and the negotiation of msi(Gibbs, 2009), team knowledge and
coordination (Espinosa et al., 2007), whereas sthexw diversity as a product of power
relations (Ahonen and Tienari, 2009).

Despite the increasing research on multiculturatkggaups and teams, however, there are
few studies conducted in EU-funded project teamsichvis the focus of this study. An
indicative example of such research is the studBarinaga (2007) who explores how the
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members of an EU-funded project group use theertas of “national culture” and “cultural
diversity” in the organizing process of their pijeBarinaga (2007) employs a discourse
analysis and demonstrates that the group membiersared use national diversity with two
different ways for organizing their project. Frolmetone hand, they use the term “national
culture” as a way to position themselves in theugrand distinguish their self from other
members. On the other had, group members use the “tiltural diversity” during the
organizing process of the project for adding vatuéheir project. Group members justify the
existence of their project to their “cultural” drg#fication, but also use their “cultural
diversity” discourse to justify their random deoiss regarding the organization of the
project.

A second example of research in EU-funded projeougs is the study of Ahonen and
Tienari (2009) who explore the ways in which divigrss discursively constructed in such a
workgroup. Ahonen and Tienari (2009) view diversity a product of power relations and
tactics following the Foucauldian perspective ofldyo(2002). Through their Foucaldian
framework, Ahonen and Tienari (2009) view the pras of European Commission as the
mechanisms through which power creates its effdttsir findings illustrate that diversity is
produced by the Framework Programme context of Ejepts in a way that “reflects not just
the particular project task at hand but also theader political and ideological aims of the
European Union (and the European Commission ingogat) as an institution” (p. 673).
According to Ahonen and Tienari (2009), the FramdwRrogramme sets specific boundaries
and structural conditions that define “the ways wich translational—'European'—
cooperation unfolds in EU projects” (p. 659). T tscholars argue that the officials rules
and unofficial norms, along with the practices afrépean Commission, inform the creation
of project teams and project consortiums.

A third example of research in EU projects is thsecstudy by Tartas and Mirza (2007). They
examined an international research project groupsisting of firms and university teams
with technical and educational expertise from 9ntoes. The aim of their study was to
explore members’ collaboration processes and kriyelereation. Tartas and Mirza (2007)
explore the collaboration process by focusing eemdity — “how and when diversity is made
visible, explicit and an object of discussion andgetiation by the project partners
themselves” (p. 156). Tartas and Mirza (2007) drawmn Wendger's (1998) ideas of
community of practice and activity theory (Leontid®78); they view “moments of tension
and negotiation” as the “key points in the elaborabf collaborative work” that “help the

partners to make explicit the psychosocial dynamatswork in the construction of
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knowledge” (Tartas and Mirza, 2007, p. 156). Inrtiséudy, Tartas and Mirza (2007) present
the main tensions that arose in three stages opihject: (a) at the software development
stage, (b) at the testing of the prototype, andd(ajng the analysis of the results of the
implementation. The tension that arose in the Btage was between the Pedagogical and
Technical teams; in the second and third stagestahsions were among the Pedagogical
partners from the different countries and institné. Although Tartas and Mirza (2007) do
not focus on the perceptions of divergigr se their findings illustrate that the category of
difference that emerged as salient and importanthfi® group members was their expertise,

not the nationality or ethnicity as it is usualgsamed for the international workgroups.

3.8 Summary

The discussion about the diversity research mappifgys a brief but critical review by
characterizing previous research according to thosgerions regarding diversity’'s
conceptualization. First, whether scholars haveceptualize diversity as a concept with
static or dynamic nature, second, whether scholew diversity as having a single or a
multiple character, and third, whether scholarsniifig the categories of differences
constituting diversity from aa priori or ana posterioridirection.

The mapping of diversity’s conceptualization fdeiies to contextualize and position my
thesis in the field of diversity research along theee abovementioned axes. In my thesis |
view diversity a concept with a multiple and dynamiature and | follow am@ posteriori

approach in identifying the categories of differesic
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Chapter 4 Research approach and setting

This chapter provides an overview of the researethodology and consists of two sections.
Section 3.1 explains the choice for a qualitatesearch approach and describes the research
strategy of the study. Section 3.2 introduces #s®arch setting, explains the choice of the
specific EU-funded project as a case study, angdotes the project consortium and the
project group. Table 4.1 summarizes the researategly.

Table 4.1 The research strategy of the thesis

Methodological approach Qualitative

Methodology Case studyinstrumental case study)

Constructivist grounded theory approach

Interviews
MethOdS Of data CO||eCti0n Group Conversation

Participant observation

Documents

Methods for data analysis | Narrative analysis
Constant comparison

Research setting An EU-funded project group

4.1 A qualitative research approach

The present research is positioned within the s@aastructionist paradigm as stated in the
introduction of the thesis (chapter 1). Social ¢argionism views reality as socially
constructed, subjective and relativist (Gergen,5)98he aim of social constructionism
inquiry is to understand social phenomena through éxploration of its construction
processes (Guba, 1990; Gergen, 2006; Alvesson &dddiserg, 2009) from aremic
perspective (Schwandt, 1998).

The aim of the present research is to explore amtenstanchow the members of an EU-
funded project perceive and form their group digrsThe appropriate methodological

approach for this type of inquiry igualitative because enables to understand peoples’
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understandings and meanings of experiences (Cresl®88; Denzin and Lincoln, 2000).
The aim of qualitative research is to understamdsibcial reality of individuals, groups and
cultures (Denzin and Lincoln, 2005), to “study tgnin their natural settings, attempting to
make sense of, or interpret, phenomena in termghe@fmeanings people bring to them”
(Denzin and Lincoln 2005, p. 3). The qualitativegarch approach enabled me to explore the
group diversity construction from the perspectiV¢he group members.

4.1.1 The research strategy of a case study with constrticist grounded theory
approach

The research methodology determines the researategies and the methods that are
adopted in a study (Denzin and Lincoln, 2000). Twice of a qualitative research
methodology is suitable with a qualitative reseasttategy and there is a wide range of
qualitative research strategies that researchemseoaploy in their study (for example,
ethnography, ethnomethdology, case study, grourtdedry, semiotics, action research)
(Denzin and Lincoln, 1994). The selection of anrappate research strategy is determined
by the form and nature of research question (DeaadhLincoln, 2000).

The research question of the present study is yigihihpatible with the research strategies of
case study, grounded theory and ethnography. Hawthee sort time of my field work (five
days) does not allow me to characterize the stwdgthAnographic. Therefore, taking into
consideration the aim of my study and the availabsearch strategies, | decided to combine
a qualitativecase studywith a constructivist grounded theory approachhe following
sections explain further why the case study and gheunded theory approaches are
appropriate for my research aim.

4.1.1.1An instrumental case study

The aim of the present research is to explore I@wgtoup members of an EU-funded project
construct their group diversity. Thyualitative case studis appropriate and useful for the
study because it examines a “contemporary phenomeitbin its real-life context” (Yin,
2003, p. 13) and is suitable for answering twev questions (Yin, 2003). The idea that
characterizes the case study strategy is “thatcase (or perhaps a small number of cases)
will be studied in detail, using whatever methodems appropriate. While there may be a
variety of specific purposes and research questibiesgeneral objective is to develop as full

an understanding of that case as posg®lmch, 2005).
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There are two basic approaches for employing a stagby: a) Stake’s (1995) and b) Yin's
(2003, 2006) approaches. Both Stake (1995) and(2003, 2006) propose several types of
case study that researchers can use. Accordingnt(2903), a case study can be explanatory,
exploratory, or descriptive depending on the ainingtiiry. He also categorizes case studies
as single, single case with embedded units, holsdse studies, and multiple-case studies
(Yin, 2003). On the other hand, Stake (1995) idmsticase studies as intrinsic, instrumental,
or collective.

The basic difference between the case study appesadescribed by Yin (2003) and Stake
(1995) lies in their ontological beliefs. Yin’'sq@3) approach grounds in the assumption that
there is a “real” reality, whereas Stake’s (1998)@ 2005, 2006) approach perceives reality
as constructed (Lincoln and Guba, 2000). In mystutbllow the case study approach of
Stake (1995) because his ontological beliefs res&ertiie ontological assumption of my
study. The choice of thestrumentaltype of case study (Stake, 2002) is appropriaterfpr
research because it allows to “provide insight iatoissue or to revise a generalization.
Although the case selected is studied in depth, nitzén focus is on something else”
(Silverman, 2005, p. 127).

| focus on a single case (an EU-funded project gr@nd study in dept the specific group
with the aim to explore the processes of diversaiystruction in a multicultural, real working
setting. The case study approach involves obsemimgtural occurring contexts how people
perceive, sense-make and form their social re¢dityerman, 2005). In the present study, the
instrumental case study entails the exploratiorh@iv group members of a multicultural,
multi-disciplinary and multi-institutional work gop (such as an EU-funded project) perceive

and create their group diversity during their groogeting.

4.1.1.2The design of the case study: a constructivist gnded theory approach

The present qualitative case study is informed legrastructivistgrounded theory approach

(Charmaz, 2000, 2006, 2009) which is a modificatbthe classic grounded theory (Glasser
and Strauss, 1967). According to Strauss (1987)ctirabination of a case study and a
grounded theory strategy is appropriate and fruitfhen the case study facilitates theory
development, while Silverman (2010) argues thasifaple qualitative case study can build
social theory” (p. 295).

The grounded theory approach aims to create a ptualedramework that is grounded in the
data rather to verify an existing one. Strauss @ondbin (1990) explain that by using the
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grounded theory approacia theory is inductively derived from the study loé phenomenon

it represents. That is, it is discovered, develppadd provisionally verified through
systematic data collection, analysis, and theoandstin reciprocal relationship with each
other. One does not begin with a theory, and thieuepit. Rather, one begins with an area of
study and what is relevant to that area is alloteeemerge’(p. 23). In doing so, researchers
employ systematic but also flexible methods forhgahg and analyzing data (Charmaz,
2006, 2009).

Grounded theory is well suitable with the reseaich of this study — to describe and explore
the construction of diversity in a multiculturalogip froma posterioridirection. My research
inquiry is not guided or constrained by a spedifieory, neither is to “test” or verify a theory.
The design of the study is not based on predetednissumptions about the content,
meaning, and functions of group’s diversity, naith@bout the processes of diversity
construction. However, as | explained in the sectl of thesis, it is inevitable for all
researchers to have former knowledge on their bélkstudy.

| have knowledge of extant research and theoriediv@rsity and identity. | view diversity as
interrelated with the concept of identity work, ahe processes of diversity construction as
interrelated with the identity construction proasssl conceive both diversity and identity as
social constructed and dynamic concepts that cammatpriori defined. | view diversity as
an emerging group phenomenon that can be underfimmoa posterioridirection. For that
reason, | explore how membettsemselvegperceive and sense-make their differentiations
rather than assigning them in predefined categofiegferences.

My previous knowledge about diversity and identityncepts does not function as lens
constraining my inquiry; on the contrary, it enabiee to have a wider knowledge concerning
the workforce diversity area. As Strauss and Co(b@90) point, “one does not begin with a
theory, and then prove it. Rather, one begins aitlarea of study and what is relevant to that
area is allowed to emerge” (p. 23). Thus, the gdedrtheory approach is appropriate for the
exploration of the research question of this stuldye following sections outline the basic
differences between the classic and the constisttyrounded theory approaches and

explains the choice of the latter as the resedrakegy of the study.

4.1.1.3 Comparing the classic with the construcsivgrounded theory

Glasser and Strauss (1967) created the classiadedutheory after their studywareness of
Dying (1965) in which they have conducted intensivedfirk in the context of hospital
care. After publishing their study, Glasser anda&s faced the request to specify their
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methodological processes (Lal et al., 2005) and timovided their methodology by writing
The Discovery of Grounded Thed®967).

Since its publication (1967), however, Glasser &tchuss have followed different paths
regarding the grounded theory approach and formex different versions of grounded
theory: the Glasserian (Glasser, 1978, 1992, 18@8)Straussian (Strauss, 1987; Strauss and
Corbin, 1990; Corbin and Straus, 2008) approadiesunded theory itself is subject to many
critique (see, Bryant and Charmaz, 2007) and alanynmodifications. Although there are
many variations of grounded theory (e.g. Clarke€d22(Bchatzman, 1991; Charmaz, 2000), |
focus on the differences between the classic amddhstructivistgrounded approach since |
use the latter. Theonstructivist(Charmaz, 2000, 2006) differ from tléassic (Glaser and
Strauss, 1967) grounded theory approach in theiefbeabout reality and the role of
researcher. Table 4.2 outlines the major differenbetweenclassic and constructivist

grounded theory approaches.

Table 4.2 Comparison of the Classic and Constristitvrounded Theory approaches

Classic approach Constructivist approach
(Glaser and Strauss, 1967) (Charmaz, 2000, 2006, 2009)
Beliefs about A single reality Multiple realities
Reality
Epistemology Obijectivistic Subijectivist
The role off Neutral, objective observer: Subjective:
researcher|  Researcher discover reality| — Researcher co-constructs reality

The classic grounded theory is grounded on the assumption tbality is single and
researcher can discover it (Denzin and Lincoln,520Many scholars characterize the classic
grounded theory as “objectivistic” because it sHes researcher as having “a separate,
unbiased, unpbtrusive, researcher role in collgcand analyzing data and focus on the
content of expressed verbalizations and obseniaddtaviors” (Lal et al., 2012, p. 8). In the
classic grounded theory, the theory that emergassamed to be an objective portrait of the
reality and independent from the researcher (DeaadhLincoln, 2005).

On the other hand, tr@onstructivistgrounded theory approach assumes that a) thew s
single reality but multiple (Denzin and Lincoln,@), and b) reality is not discovered by the

researcher, but co-constructed between the res¥aanl the people under study (Denzin and
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Lincoln, 2005, p. 24). The constructivist grounddteory accepts the subjectivity of
researchers and their role in the co-constructiaeality. Charmaz (2006) points out that the
theory that emerged from data is not separate tlmmresearchers, but they “construct ...
[the] grounded theories through ... [their] past anesent involvements and interactions with
people, perspectives and the research practicdstr(@az, 2006, p.10). “The interpretation of
the studied phenomenon is in itself recognised@matruction” (Charmaz, 2006, p.187).
According to Charmaz (2006, p. 185), the constvisttigrounded theory critically “adopt([s]
the tools of grounded theory” but not its assummiosegarding the single and objective
reality. Charmaz (2006) argues thainstructivistgrounded theory approach “retains the
rigour of the traditional grounded theory methodilgt it fosters openness and reflexivity
and encourages empathetic understanding of theiparits’ meanings, action and worlds”
(p. 185).

The present study follows @nstructivistgrounded theory approach (Charmaz, 2000, 2006)
because its ontological and epistemological assomptre compatible and suitable with the
corresponding assumptions of the present thesishthee been discussed in the introduction
of the thesis (chapter 1). Furthermore, the constfist approach (Charmaz, 2000, 2006)
shares the same basic ontological and epistemaldggtiefs with the case study approach of
Stake (1995, 2006). Both Charmaz (2000, 2006) dakeS1995, 2006) acknowledge reality
as multiple and recognize the role of researchérerconstruction of the interpretation. These
beliefs are consistent with the corresponding agickl and epistemological assumptions of

this study.

4.2 The research setting

The present section describes the research seftithg study which is an EU-funded project
group, called “MULTI” which is a pseudonymous inder to keep the anonymity of the
project. The first section explains how | got ascs a specific workgroup and the second
section outlines the goals, objectives, and dumatibthe MULTI project. The third section
presents the project consortium, the project grang,the group members. Finally, the fourth
section refers to the creation the specific EUdahproject group.
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4.2.1Getting access to an EU-funded project group: thease of the MULTI project

Setting up the research involved two main decisifirs choosing the type of multicultural
workgroup under study, and second to gain accesad group. After deciding to focus on
EU-funded project groups | looked for availablejpob groups in which | could gain access.
After a long period of contacts (most of them wensuccessful) | managed to get access to
an EU-funded project group through the interventdra friend. My friend brought me in
contact with a Greek researcher participated irogept group that was at the beginning of its
“project life” — the group members have made amyg introductory meeting in Finland and
the second meeting was planned to be held in Giastapecifically at Chania.

The Greek researcher informed me about the prajedtinvited me to join them in their
project meeting at Chania. | got some more inforomatbout the project and the project
partners through the official websites of the pcojand project partners. The project was
funded by the European Commission. The next segtiesents the EU-funded project group

that consist my case study.

4.2.2 Presenting the MULTI project group

4.2.2.1 Aim and goals of the MULTI project

The aim of the MULTI project is to promote languaayeareness to immigrating workforces
in the ICT and agriculture sectors. The projectuf®s on two user groups: 1) IT teachers
from Estonia that want to move and work in Finlaanl 2) agriculture professionals from
Romania that want to move and work in Greece. Thmmoal is to provide people, who are
interested in immigrating for work purpose in Fmiaand Greece, free access to language
learning resources that will help them to be faaniWith the terminology and cultural issues
in their sectors. Those language leaning resoutu@asgever, involve the development and
dissemination of a number of language learning @ses; where group member have to
collaborate in order to create and disseminateetth@sguage learning exercisdsable 4.3

gives a brief overview of the project.
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Table 4.3 The MULTI project in a nutshell

Duration: 24 months

Funded by: EU Commission

Goal of the To develop and online publish free language learexercises
project: through which candidate immigrants can learn psofesl
terminology and familiarize with cultural issues

The pilot user | a) ICT teachers living in Estonia who want to mawel work in
communities | Finland

are: b) Agriculture professionals living in Romania irgsted to move
and work in Greece.

The project 7 partner organizations
consortium:

The project 11 members
group*

* The project group at the meeting in Chania

4.2.2.2The project consortium

The consortium of the project consists of seveitngas from many countries and of different

institutional types (such as SME, Universities, NGOhe names are not real but

pseudonymous in order to protect the anonymityefdroject and the partners:

1. A Finish university (Information Technology Depadnt) FinishiTD).

2. An Estonian SME which offers collaborative learngggvices to learners (EsONIE).

3. A Greek research-orientated SME that develops tdogical platforms and services for
the development of rural sectofSréekRura).

4. A Greek institution of higher education that focuisa the post-graduate and vocational
training of agricultural professionals in a muliicmal environmen{AgriEdu).

5. A Polish university with large experience on laage learning and relevant pedagogies
(PolishEdu).

6. A Romanian user association (NGO) that deliverguage learning services in the
Romanian populatiorRomanEd).

7. A user association (NGO) that delivers languagmieg services in a regional
community of Hungarian minority in RomanidyngarEd).

Each partner has a distinct role in the projectthate is a high inter-dependence between
them. The partners’ tasks are interdependent, hackfore they have to collaborate and
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interact in every work package. Figure 4.1 outlitles interaction among members from
January 2009 to May 2009 (the time period corredpmnto the project meeting at Chania),
and offers a brief example of the group interactionthe second work package and the

interdependence among members.

Figure 4.1. Workflow of interaction in thé“work-package

1% step (January — April 2009) 2"step: April- May 2009 3 step: May 2009

Participant observation
and field work
~
RomanEd: _
Piloting with AgrlEdu Present
Romanian users Combine, analyze &
- J write results Results ;
Project
e ) group
~ HungarEd: meeting
Pllotlng.wnh (Chania
Hungarian users Send
4 Results i .
~ i Discuss & decide on
EstonSME: i the type of languages
Piloting with i exercises
Estonian users Lo
N J

From January to April 2009, the Romani@omanEd)Hungarian idungarEd) and Estonian
(EstonSME partners had to make a pilot survey in their camities in order to identify the
language needs of their potential users.

From April to May 2009, a Greek partn@griEdu) had to combine and analyze the data of
the three pilots studies and write the resultsndigg the users’ language needs.

At the end of May 2009, during the project meetia@;reek partngiAgriEdu) had to present
the results and then all the partners had to disemsl decide on the type of the language
exercises they would develop.

After the meeting, the Polish partnétofishEdy, would have to design some examples of
language exercises based on the users’ need {identiom the piloting) and the decision

taken from the group meeting at Chania.
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At September 2009, the Polish partrieol{shEdy would present these examples of language
exercises to the rest partners and they would desggcond piloting.

4.2.2.3 The project group

The representatives of the partners meet everynsixths for a project meeting that usually
last two days. The representatives of the partasrsnot always the same people in every
meeting; therefore, the composition of the progrup participating in project meetings is
not always the same. In EU-funded projects itég®@mmon phenomenon that some people are
replaced and other represent the partner instituor example, in the first project meeting
(that was held in Finland) the project group haglight different synthesis compared to the
second project meeting (that was held in Greeca)ler4.4 shows the different synthesis of

the project group in the aforementioned meetings.

Table 4.4 The composition of the project grouphatfirst and second meeting

Project meeting First meeting Second meeting
(Kick off meetiny
Date February 2009 May 2009
Location Finland Greece
Partner Group members | Group members
Finish university Jan Jan
Marjo* Kirsi*
Greek SME Michalis Michalis
Polish university Marta Teresa*
Irena*
Greek research institute Dimitrios Dimitrios
Mary Mary
Romanian NGO Camelia Camelia
Marku*
Romanian NGO Margit Margit
Lajos*
Estonian SME Martin Martin

*The symbol indicates a change in the person reptesy the partner
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4.2.2.4 Project members

| use the term “project members” or “group membeos” “members” to refer to the

representatives of partners that participate imogept meeting. In my thesis | focus only in

the second project meeting in Chania, Greece. Thjeqs group pariticpating in the Chania

meeting consists of 11 members (Table 4.5).

Table 4.5 Profile of group members at the secopngepr meeting (Chania)

Name of | Gender| Country Ethnicity | Education Profession

member* representing

Klaus Male Finland German PhD University professor

Fiona Female| Finland Finland PhD PhD candidate

candidate

Michalis | Male Greece Greece PhD Owner of the SME &
Researcher at a researg
institute

Dimitrios | Male Greece Greece PhD Researcher

Mary Female| Greece us Master Researcher

Martin Male Estonian Estonian Not stated Ownethef SME

Camelia | Female| Romania Romanian PhD Director of the NGO
University professor

Marku Male Romania Romanian Master Project manager

Margit Female| Romania Hungarian Bachelar  Director of tON

Lajos Male Romania Hungarian Master Researcher

Teresa | Female| Poland Polish Not stated Teacher

Irena Female| Poland Polish Not stated Teacher

h

&

* The names of the members are pseudonymous im tréheaintain the anonymity both of the project émel
group members

4.2.2.5History of the project

The MULTI project was “born” from some initial ideaand thoughts of Michalis
(GreekRura) and Martin EstonSME Michalis and Martin ask later KlaugifishlTD) to

join them in writing the project proposal and imdthim to be the project coordinator. To my

understanding, the rest of the partners joined,latier the main body of the proposal was

already written.
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Chapter 5 Data gathering process

There are many methods that can be used for ddleectoan (Creswell, 2002) but it is
important to choose methods that will yield rictadé@Charmaz, 2006). The data collection
process of this study resembles the grounded thetbryography (Charmaz, 2006). Charmaz
(2006) describes her approach of ethnography asrdeng the life of a particular group and
thus [such approach] entails sustained participatemd observation in their milieu,
community, or social world. It means more that iggrant observation alone because an
ethnographic study covers round of life occurrinighim the given milieu and often includes
supplementary data from documents, diagrams, npgméographs, and, occasionally, formal
interviews” (p. 21). Charmaz (2006) differentiates approach from ethnography in terms of
the aim and priority of observation: grounded tlgeethnography “gives priority to the
studied phenomenon or process- rather than to arigiésn of a setting”, whereas
ethnography follows a more structural approach mgnto obtain a full “description of a
setting” (Charmaz, 2006, p. 22).

5.1 Differentiating from the typical cyclical process of collecting and
analyzing data in grounded theory studies

Creswell (1998) describes the process of collectind) analyzing data in grounded theory as
a “zigzag” process: the researcher goes “out ¢ofidd to gather information, analyze the
data, back to the field to gather more informatamalyze the data, and so forth” (p. 57). This
process of going to the field to gather more dawdsewhen “theoretical sufficiency” (Dey,
1999, p. 257) is accomplished or “when your datésasurated’ ... [i.e.] “when gathering
fresh data no longer sparks new theoretical insigi@harmaz, 2006, p. 113).

The present study, however, differentiates from tipecal process that grounded theorists
follow and the data analysis is not followed frorseond round of data collection. | focus on
a single event following the suggestion of (Karrenaad Alvesson, 2001) to focus “on a
specific organizational event [...] described in sodeail” (p. 60). | focus on a single
meeting of an EU-funded project group and collettidn a single round that consistes of five

days (although I did some additional interviewsiilatter time after the project meeting).
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In their ethnographic study, Karreman and Alves&001) focused on a single event — an
employee meeting in a Swedish newspaper. Theserautingue that “doing in-depth studies
of micro events” provide “a close and detailed fiptetation ... [that] combined with

sufficient background and context knowledge, opgn ai new window for broader

understanding of organizations” (Karreman and Adees 2001, p. 59). Karreman and
Alvesson (2001) further argue that “some situationorganization may be seen as the
organization in miniature (‘written small’), andathwe can learn a lot about organizational
processes through the detailed study of a spesifiation” (p. 61). They advocate that
focusing on a single, specific organizational evemn “contribute to a situational

understanding of organizational phenomena [suahoakgroup diversity], one that is ‘closer’

to the empirical phenomena in organizations (evayypractice)” (Karreman and Alvesson,
2001, p. 60). Following their suggestions | view 8ingle event of a meeting in a EU-funded
project group as the group “in miniature (‘writtemall’)” (Karreman and Alvesson, 2001, p.
61). The aim of the study, thus, is to develop tbgcal ideas about diversity construction in

a specific work organizational setting.

5.2 Methods of data collection

In the present study | gathered data by doing fielork which involved participant
observation of their group meeting, tape-recordiayr group discussion, taking field notes in
situations outside the meeting room in the day®reeaind after the project meeting (e.g.
during breakfast, dinner, social events), condgctsemi-structured interviews with the
members, and collecting documents (such as mimdté® meeting) as supplementary data.
The methods of participant observation and fieldknare used and cited by many scholars.
The relationship, however, between participant olzeon and field work frequently
overlaps leading to confusions. Bryman (2001) drplathat scholars often refer to
ethnography (and thus doing field work) both asistitt methodology for designing
research (like ethnomethodology) and as participhservation — which is a method for data
collection.

Denzin (1989b), for example, defines participansesbation as “a field strategy that
simultaneously combines document analysis, inteiig of respondents and informants,
direct participation and observation, and introspet (p. 157). Silverman (2010), on the
other hand, describes participant observation e@sthively engagement in a setting, without

relating participant observation to interviewingamy other methods for data gathering.
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In my understanding doing field work entails pap#nt observation but doing participant
observation does not necessarily involve doingdfigbrk. In my study | conduct both: my
immersion in the project group life was not conisied in observing their project meeting, but
extended both in terms of time and natural occgrgituations and settings. My field work
engagement with the group members, however, |lasttbrt time period — two days before
and one day after the project meeting.

In the thesis, | use the tenparticipant observatiorno refer to my participation as an observer
in their group meeting. | use the tefield work to referto my immersion in the field in
events and situations outside the setting of tlogept meeting such as taking breakfast with
them and join them in dinners and social activitidy type of engagement although carries
characteristic of an ethnography, yet, cannot begoasized as such since my overall

engagement in the field lasted only 5 days (23 May May).

5.2.1 Field work and participant observation

Before entering the field | became familiar withettsuggestions of Spradley (1979),
Silverman (2005), and Mitchel (2001) for doing dieork and participant observation.
Spradley (1979) advices researchers to keep difféypes of notes during observation: short
notes during their actual observation, more expdnaied detailed notes after each field
session, a journal for keeping track of problemd mleas emerging during field work, and
another journal with notes on initial data analysé&cording to Silverman (2005) the
researcher should be concerned with “what partntgptake to be ordinary and unexceptional
[since it] gives a clear focus to making and analyZield notes” (p. 174). Mitchel (1991)
(found in Charmaz and Mitchell, 2001, p. 163), &my, offers a wide range of questions
that could facilitate the field work of the resda@c among which are the following:

“What is going on?”

“What is the distribution of participants over spamnd time in these locales?”

“How are group members organized?”

“How are members stratified? Who is ostensiblyharge? Does being in charge vary

by activity? How is membership achieved and manad? ”

e “What do group members pay attention to? What girtant, preoccupying, and
critical?”

e “What do group members pointedly ignore that offensons might pay attention to?”

e “What symbols do group members invoke to understhad worlds, the other

members and processes within them, and the olgadtgvent they encounter?”

¢ “What names do they attach to objects, events, odstbf operation do actors
employ?”
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e “Which theories, motives, excuses, justification®ther explanations do group
members use in accounting for their participatiblow do they explain to each other
what they do and why they do it? ”

e “What goals do group members seek?”

Regarding the process of taking field notes | taio consideration the suggestions of
Charmaz (2006) and Spradley (1980). According tar@az (2006, p. 22) the field-notes of
observation in a grounded theory should:

“contain full, detailed notes with anecdotes andesbations”
“emphasize significant processes occurring in gigrg”

“address what participants define as interestirdjarproblematic”
“attend to participants’ language use”

“place actors and actions in scenes and contexts”

“become progressively focused on key analytic itleas

Spradley (1980, p. 69-72) recommend that reseasdteap four different types of field notes:

e Short accounts from conversations

¢ Notes about the general impressions and feelirajsthie researcher gains during field
work and interviews

e A fieldwork diary recording the “experiences, idedsars, mistakes, confusions,
breakthroughs, and problems that arise duringviet&8” (Spradley,1980, p. 71)

e Notes regarding the data analysis

5.2.1.1Entering the field

As Charmaz (2006) writes the “grounded theory atluenstarts when we enter the field
where we gather data” (p. 13). My “research advweitthus started the moment | arrived at
the educational and research institute at Chanierevthe group meeting was going to be
held. The institute’s facilities included dormitesiin which most of the group members were
staying and therefore | decided to stay there. htwevo days before the project meeting
because | was informed that many group memberahadged their arrival earlier. My field
work beforethe project meetingluring these two days involved joining group mershe
breakfast, dinners and social activities. | had @peortunity to discuss with many of the
group members, introduce myself and answer questabout who am | and about my PhD,
make them feel comfortable with me and gain theistt This familiarization facilitated my
later observation of their project meeting and dlsaet their permit to tape-record their
group discussion.

During the fieldwork | had the opportunity to imreerin the project group life across

different situations and keep extensive field nodg engagement during this time was not
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constrained in observation since | was particigatia an “unofficial member” of their group.
Table 5.1 describes my chronological immersionhia field that includes: two days before
the project meeting; two days during the projectetimg; and one day after the project

meeting.

Table 5.1 The chronological immersion in the field

Date 23 May 24 May 25 May 26 May . 27 May
Participant Participant Field work
observation observation

(breakfast,
(meeting) (meeting) lunch)

Tape-recording | Tape-recording
naturally naturally occurring

occurring group | group conversatior|

Methods of Field work | Field work conversation

atherin i
g data g (dinner) (breakfast,

dinner)

Field work Interviewing

(coffee, lunch Interviewing

breaks, dinner,
transportation) Field work
(coffee, lunch
breaks, dinner,
bar,
transportation)

5.2.1.2Doing field work

Charmaz (2006) notes that researchers should “drggrsettings and situations to the extent
possible. Seeing research participants’ lives ftbeninside often gives a researcher otherwise
unobtainable views. You might learn that what aléss assume about the world you study
may be limited, mistaken or wrong” (p. 14). During five days of field work | had the
opportunity to observe them in different situatiarsd settings: breakfast, coffee and lunch
breaks during the meeting, dinners, cafés, andakgatherings. | was keeping notes on any
interactions, conversations, incidents, | perce@edritical.

In settings outside the project meeting situatibad the chance to discuss with them, observe
how they interact in social settings, how they dss; how they speak to each other. Keeping
field notes during these occasions was a diffiand tricky thing. | did not want to interrupt

the unofficially and friendly atmosphere by havamgotebook and keeping notes because this
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would make them uncomfortable and distance me fitteam. My mobile phone enabled me
to keep short notes and simultaneously not ruitinegrelaxing atmosphere. When | returned

in my room | was making more detailed notes of agesvation, impressions, and ideas.

5.2.1.3Patrticipating as observer in the project meeting

The project meeting lasted two days. The first ddng meeting began with the self-
presentation of each member to the rest group. Stagd their name, the institution-partner
they represented, their role in the project and es@inthem mentioned their nationality. |
introduced myself and my role briefly. | ensuredrthabout the anonymity both of the project
and their own, and thanked them for allowing meddicipate as observer in their meeting. |
asked them, additionally, if | could tape-recordbdir group discussion during the project
meeting, and they agreed. Later, in an informa& wakh the coordinator of the project, he
commented that he liked my discrete introductiod #rat | did not involved in their meeting
but remain as invisible as possible.

During the meeting and breaks some members wenegt@hotos and | got access to these
photos too. During the breaks most of the group be¥mwere leaving the meeting room to
get some fresh air or to smoke, while other renthine the room having unofficial
conversations. During the breaks | recorded a progated discussion of three members, but
usually | was keeping short notes of my observatiduring the breaks because | understood
that the members did not feel comfortable with eerding their discussions during breaks.
Finally, although | was participating in the grooqeeting as an observer, at some cases they
invited me to participate in some of their actedtirelated with the project, for example to test

their online platform like the group members did.

5.2.1.4Recording natural occurring data of group discussio

Tape-recording their group meeting was an unexpeeted very welcomed method for
gathering natural occurring data. The tape-recgrdifiered me the possibility to draw my
attention away for what people were saying, and kéep notes on the way members were
speaking and discussing, facial expressions, wieatlmers were doing when another member
was speaking or presenting, and other processpaktss Another great advantage of tape
recording was the type of data: a naturally ocagrrgroup conversation of seven hours.

Jonsen et al. (2011) reviewed the workforce diwersierature and commented that what
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characterizes most diversity research is the famify constructed research settings that
cannot address a variety of cultural contexts”3p). While most studies use focus groups
(i.e. groups that the researchers themselves casateguide the group conversation), | had
naturally occurring data from a group conversaiim natural working setting without any
intervention from my side in the production of teekata.

Participant observation and field work are the amynmethods for data collection in the
study. Both are appropriate methods for the stungesthey offer the possibility to “gather
first-hand information about social processes inaturally occurring context” (Silverman,
2005, p. 113) such as the group meeting. As | dseadiin chapter 3 of thesis, the diversity of
a workgroup is not a concept with fixed meaning aadtent — it cannot be identified by the
researcher from aa priori direction. Diversity is a group phenomenon that ba understood
from an a posteriori direction. The researcher should try to understhod the group
members actively construct the diversity of themoup. Field work and participant
observation — along with tape-recording the natweturring group conversation — is
particularly suitable methods because they offeln insights in the processes of diversity
construction in a real, working setting.

After entering the field and gaining data suchlees riatural occurring group conversation, |
decided to focus the inquiry of my study on howugranembers perceive and construct their
group diversity during this specific group meetidy research inquiry after entering the
field became:

How group members construct their diversity durihgir group meeting and how diversity is
entering in the project group’s life?

5.2.2 Interviews

Interviewing — and particularly the semi-structurethnique — is the most widely used
method in social sciences (Silverman, 2010). The afsinterviews in a grounded theory
approach is an appropriate and suitable methoddta collection (Strauss and Corbin, 1998;
Charmaz, 2006; Creswell, 2002; Silverman, 2010) emadplements other methods such as
participant observation. As Charmaz (2006) pointg tnterviewing is suitable for a
grounded theory approach since both grounded thawedyinterviewing are open-ended yet
directed, shaped yet emergent, and paced yet tntedt (p. 28).

| decided to include the technique of semi-struetterviews in the design of the study in
order to gain deep understanding of group membéesas, perceptions, and meanings.
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Following a more constructivist approach on intewing (Charmaz, 2006), during the
interviews | gave emphasis on how the group memperseive, define, and sense-make

events, situations, accounts, actions.

5.2.2.1 Designing the interview

Prior to entering the field, | designed a semi-diited interview guide with few, broad and
open-ended questions that would enable the groupb®s to offer their own perspectives,
but also allow unexpected accounts and storiemrge (Lindlof and Taylor, 2002).

| avoided to impose preconceived concepts in mystiu@s or to use questions that can be
answered with a “yes” or a “no”, but rather use sjioms starting with “tell me about”,
“how”, and “what”, so that could help the group nmars to elaborate on their ideas and
meanings. Prior to the interviewing process | geepared probes — such as “it's interesting,
tell me more about it” — that would facilitate gpmembers to elaborate further on their
meanings. The purpose of pre-preparing such pneasgo enhance my concentration during
the interviews and to reduce distraction or frugire— thinking “what to ask next and how to
ask it” (Charmaz, 2006, p. 29-30).

The initial interview guide addressed broad tomash as group members’ perceptions of
their differences and similarities, their perceptioand meanings of diversity, the role of
diversity in EU funded projects, their role in theject group, how the project was created,
their views about the project and their collabanatibetween the partners, any critical
incidents they remember. The complete interviewtqual is available in Appendix I. After
observing their group meeting, however, | becanmailiar with group members’ terms,
language, meanings, and used them to inform tlevietv guide. | also asked them about
their understanding and perceptions on specifim@véhat took place during the group

meeting.

5.2.2.2The interviewing process

Before each interview | ensured group members farngmity, confidentiality and also
provided them with the opportunity to make any goes. Finally, | asked — and all group
members agreed — if | could digitally record theterview. During interviews | also took
notes but | was stopping whenever | felt that riaténg was distracting either me or the

participant. The interviews were conducted in t@odguages; in Greek with the two Greek
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members and in English with the rest. The intergi¢ypically lasted between 50 minutes to
one hour and a quarter. After each interview | keptort record about the interviewing
experience with each member, ideas, impressiors,iraidents that emerged during the
interview.

During the interview, the interview guide was flele and not fixed. As Charmaz (2006)
writes, “interviewing is a flexible, emergent tedadune; ideas and issues emerge during the
interview and interviewers can immediately purduese leads” (p. 29). Although | used the
same interview guide, all interviews are not themeaecause | was revising the interview
guide throughout the interviewing process. As Huofstand Gubrium (2004) note
interviewing is an active process in practice #0)1 | removed questions that appear not to
be useful and added new questions, dependendinigegoemergent ideas from the previous

interviews.

5.2.2.3 The interviewing time-schedule

The interviews took place after the group meetirag wver, at the second day of the project
meeting. The project group meetings are charaetry tight schedule, time pressure, full
agenda, and lack of free time. The project meetingrall lasted two days. Each day the
meeting started early in the morning and lasted laté in the afternoon. At the end of the
first day of the group meeting all the group mersberet for dinner. After the end of the
second day of the group meeting, some members mechai the city while others returned to
their home-countries.

The available time, therefore, for conducting theeiviews with the group members was
scare. The interviewing schedule was dictated byatiailability of the group members. Due
to the lack of time anthe busy travel scheduled the group members —leaving immediately
after the project meeting was over — | was not ablaterview all the members immediately
at Chania. | interviewed 6 group members at thgeptaneeting at Chania and 5 members at
the period after the project meting at Chania.

Concerning the interviews conducted at Chaniahdaoted four interviews at the café place
of the institute where the group meeting was hate, interview in the veranda of a member’s
hotel room, and one interview in a group membeffe@ All interviews were individuals,
except from two Polish members who suggested imemg them together during their

breakfast the last day before leaving.
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Concerning the remained members with whom intersiewere conducted after the project
meeting at Chania, one member agreed to give ni@&emview in Athens (where he lives), so
| travelled there to have a face-to face intervieva settled date and time by him. Regarding
the rest three members, they lived in differentntoaes and travelling to their countries for
interviewing was not financially affordable. Duettte geographic and financial constraints,
therefore, we agreed to conduct the interviewsutneskype. Although, interviewing through
skype does not provide the same feeling of the-fadace interview, yet was the only

solution. Table 5.2 outlines the time and the typmterviewing with each member.

Table 5.2 Time and type of interview

Group member Time period Type of interview
Camelia May 2009 Face-to-face
Margit May 2009 Face-to-face
Teresa & Irena May 2009 Face-to-face
Lajos May 2009 Face-to-face
Dimitrios May 2009 Face-to-face
Mary May 2009 Face-to-face

November 2009 Face-to-face
Michalis August 2009 Face-to-face
Klaus September 2009 Face-to-face
Martin May 2009 Face-to-face
November 2009 Skype
Marku November 2009 Skype

During and after the transcription of each intewieengaged in self-reflection about the type
of questions and the way | posed them. | triedd@tare of any potential assumptions and
perspectives | might imported in the interview digs. | also double checked the

transcriptions for accuracy by hearing the recoiidegtviews and reading the transcriptions.
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5.2.3 Documents

Before enterindghe field | had collected documents related togiggect such as sources from
the official website of the project, reports andfpes of each institutional partner from the
partners’ websites. | also collected reports ancud@ents regarding the EU-funded projects.
After entering the field collected documents such as the proposal optbgect, minutes of

the meeting, presentations of the group membedsaay other document that was distributed

during the project meeting.
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Chapter 6 Data analysis procedures

6.1 Introduction

This section describes the data analysis procaessh@&nmethods used in the analysis. First, |
outline the methods employed in the data analyssrdtive and constant comparison) and
how | combine them later during the data analysmcgss. Then, | detail the process of
analyzing the data that consists from 4 phases:

a) A thematic approach to narrative analysis,

b) A performance approach to narrative analysis,

c) A comparison of the thematic and performanceatiae analysis,

d) Theoretical development.

6.2 Methods of data analysis

The aim of the study is to understand how the membé an EU-funded project group

understand and construct their group diversity. @halysis included data in three main
forms: a) transcripts of the tape-recorded intevgi@nd the discussions of the group meeting
(naturally occurring data); b) fieldnotes, and ©cuaments. | employed two methods for
analyzing the data and exploring the aim of thel\stunarrative analysis (Riessman, 2008)

and constant comparison of the constructivist gdedrtheory (Charmaz, 2006).

6.2.1 Narrative analysis

Narrative analysis is a general term for “a fanolyapproaches to diverse kinds of texts,
which have in common a storied form” (Riessman,31992 1) and has gained an increasing
recognition in organisational research (Czamiawslk#08; Boje, 2001, 2002). Narrative
analysis enables “a holistic approach to discotins¢ preserves context and particularity”
(Smith, 2000, p.327). In narrative analysis, sctsolnalyze the stories and narratives that
people tell, focusing on peoples’ experience anammgs (Riessman, 1993). According to
McAdams (1993) “stories are less about facts andenadout meanings” (p. 28). Gabriel
(2000) similarly notes that “the truth of a stoigsl not in the facts, but in the meaning” (p. 4).
Byatt (2000) emphasizes the importance of stomesrearratives in peoples’ life arguing that

narration “is as much part of the human natureraath and the circulation of the blood” (p.
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21). McAdams (1993) similarly points out that “humiaeings are storytellers by nature [....]
The story is a natural package for organizing ndiffgrent kinds of information. Storytelling
appears to be a fundamental way of expressing leessand our world to others” (p. 27).
Narration is present in everyday peoples’ life biotthome and in workplace, in “every age,
in every place, in every society” (Barthes, 1977,/9). Scholars use the term “narrative”
often as synonymous of the term “story” (Riessn2Zf8). Georgakopoulou (2006) refers to
narratives as small stories, such as the exampdeedfin Chappell et al. (2003) “we teach
and they learn” (p. 45). Other scholars suggedt ‘tharrative” and “story” have different
meanings (e.g. Genette, 1980; Gabriel, 2000; Riass@008). They argue that a story has a
distinct start and end, whereas narratives conmaatts in a temporal causal way (Riessman,
1993, 2008). Riessman (2008), who argues in fawbua distinction between stories and
narrative, describes what a narrative is and hdwnittions: “In everyday oral storytelling, a
speaker connects events into a sequence that seqoential for later action and for the
meanings that the speaker wants listeners to take &om the story. Events perceived by
the speaker as important are selected, organipedgected, and evaluated as meaningful for a
particular audience” (Riessman, 2008, p. 3)

Riessman (2008) identifies four methods for doirgrative analysis: thematic, structural,
dialogic or performance, and visual. ThHeematic analysis focuses on the content — the
“what’ is said, whereas thstructural analysis focuses orhdw’ the speaker organizes the
content. Thedialogic or performanceeombines aspects of thematic and structural, lsat a
addresses the context and focus on what peoplevaeckhrough their narrative. Finally, the
visual analysis is not constrained only in the analys$isviotten and spoken words but also
considers other types of communication, such ag@ésigbody movements and gestures.

In this study | employ ththematicandperformancenarrative analysis (Riessman, 2008). The
narrative analysis is particularly appropriate asudted for the exploration of diversity
construction, which is the aim of the study; theu® of the study is on members’ meanings
and perceptions about their group differentiatiod the method of narrative analysis focuses
on “subjective meaning-making, social processes thedinterpenetration of these in the
construction of personal narratives around breadieween individuals and their social

contexts” (Emerson and Frosh, 2004, p. 9).
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6.2.2 The constant comparison analysis

The second method | employ in the data analysisgais the constant comparative method
of the constructivist grounded theory approach (@laa, 2006). The constant comparison
analysis involves the constant examination of théadooking for similarities, contrasts,
variations within the data (Glaser, 2001) and theergence of patterns. In grounded theory
data analysis is based on coding (Miles and Huberrm894; Charmaz, 2006). Charmaz
(2005) describes coding as the “analytical scaifgfdithat enables the researcher to “build
[...] theory” (Charmaz, 2005, p. 517.) Coding is “theocess of “attach[ing] labels [called
codes] to segments of data that depict what eagimesat is about” (Charmaz, 2006, p. 3).
These segments of data can be words, sentencestita paragraphs (Miles and Huberman,
1994). “Coding distils data, sorts them, and giftee researcher] .... a handle for making
comparisons with other segments of data” (Charn2&06, p. 3). The data analysis in
constructivist grounded theory consists of thregative steps: 1) the initial or open coding, 2)
the focused coding, and 3) theoretical coding.

Initial or open coding is the first stage of data analysis (Chatn2906). The researcher
attaches labels (i.e. codes) to segments of tlee @hese labels are provisional, not fixed, and
can be revised later (Charmaz, 2006). Charmaz |20@fgests to “code date actions” (p.
48, original emphasis) and to create “short, sipngdtive and analytic” codes (p. 50).

Focused codings the next phase, although “moving to focusedragpd not entirely a linear
process” (Charmaz, 2006, p. 58). In focused codieyresearcher decides “which initial
codes make the most analytic sense to categoheg [t. data incisively and completely”
(Charmaz, 2006, p. 57). The researcher analyzemitied codes and creates categories into
which initial codes are grouped. These categoriesalled analytical or conceptual categories
— assist the later theoretical development. “Caiegaexplicate ideas, events or processes in
[the] ... data — and so in telling words. A categorgy subsume common themes and patterns
in several codes (Charmaz, 2008, p. 98). Charn@@8(2advices to “make [...] categories as
conceptual as possible” while “simultaneously, rentansistent with [the] ... data” (p. 98).
The third phase igheoretical codingand has a central role in theory building in gidech
theory. In focused coding, the researcher analyzesanalytical or conceptual categories
(created during focused coding) and identifies pidé relationships between them
(Charmaz, 2006). Theoretical codes are one or ngore categories and facilitate the
researcher to “tell an analytical story that hasietence. Hence, these codes not only

conceptualize how [the] ... substantive codesrelaed, but also move [the] ... analytic
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story in a theoretical direction” (Charmaz, 2006, 8). In grounded theory studies,
theoretical coding typically enlightens a new rowiddata gathering, reflecting the circular
relation between the data analysis and data caite¢Charmaz, 2005). The present study,
however, as it is already explained in the previchepter, does not include a second wave of
data collection. The theoretical coding, thushis study is not linked with gathering data.
The whole coding process in constructionist grodndesearch could be summarized as
follows: First, the researcher creates labels (refeto as codes) that “best capture what [...]
happening in [the] ... data” (Charmaz, 2008, p. 98)en, the researcher groups together
these initial codes in analytical or conceptuaégaties “giv[ing] them conceptual definition
and analytical treatment” (Charmaz, 2008, p. 98)this way, the researcher goes “beyond
using a code as a descriptive to view and synteefta” (Charmaz, 2008, p. 98). Finally, the
researcher moves from the analytical categoriestlh@danalytical framework to develop a
“more abstract theoretical framework” (Charmaz, &0 98). Thus, through initial, focused,
and theoretical coding, the analysis moves from dheund (i.e. the data) to a higher
theoretical level and the creation of a theory.|&a&hl outlines the three coding phases in

grounded theory, the produced codes of each phadesxplains what each code includes.

Table 6.1 The coding process in constructionisugded theory

Coding Produced codes What codes
phase include Moving
Initial Initial codes or Segments of raw| from data
Codes data
N N N to
Focused Focused codes or Multiple initial
Analytical or conceptual codes \%
categories
N N N .
: : theoretical
Theoretical Theoretical codes or Concept'ual development
Core categories categories

6.2.3 Memo writing

Memo writing is another important part of the rasbgrocess in grounded theory (Miles and
Huberman, 1994). Memos may have the form eitheterf or diagrams. Charmaz (2006)
refers to memos as the researcher’s “informal aicalynotes” (p. 72) during the research
process: the researcher analyzes any emerging atbeas data, codes, categories. In a sense,
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memos “reflect the researcher’s internal dialoguh the data at a point in time” (McCann
and Clark, 2003, p. 15). Charmaz (2006) distingessbetween early and advanced memos.
She argues that writing memos facilitate the retesn raise focused codes into abstract

categories, and further to identify relationshipsneen the data.

6.2.4Combining the narrative and constant comparison métods in analyzing the data

| combine narrative and constant comparison in edic¢he four phases of the analysis. The
main method of analyzing the data is narrativethedconstant comparison complements data
analysis by structuring this process of analysiatrative and constant comparison methods
differentiate in their coding processes. In grouhtleeory coding is word-by-word and line-
by-line, whereas in narrative analysis coding does$ involves coding “segments of
narratives” but “keep the ‘story’ intact for integbive purposes” (Reissman, 2008, p.74). In
the study, | employed the three coding phases oftant comparison (initial, focused,

theoretical) but coded the narratives following teeommendation of Reissman (2008).

6.3 Analyzing the data

Initially | transcribed the interviews and the gpodiscussion of the project meeting in a high
level of detail. When the transcription was comgdigtl checked the transcripts for accuracy
while listening to the audio-tapes. Before startihg data analysis, | read and re-read the
transcripts while listening to the audio files inder to gain familiarization with my data
(Miles and Huberman, 1994). Simultaneously | waging down in a memo my thoughts,
initial ideas and insights about the data. | algeeated the step of listening the audio-tapes
and reading the transcripts during the analysth®tlata.

The data analysis was an emergent, iterative pscaed consisted from 4 phases. At the first
phase | followedh thematicapproach tmarrative analysigocusing on membergerceptions
about their group differentiation. In the seconégd | employead dialogic or performance
approach tanarrative analysifocusing on how memberssetheir perceived categories that
were identified in the first phase. In the thirdaph, Icomparedthe findings of thdirst and
second phasdthematic and performance approaches to narraiaysis respectively)
focusing on theneaningsthat members create for their differentiation.afiyy at the fourth
phase | moved from the core categories towardbeoretical development and attempted to

create an abstract theoretical framework regardingrsity construction in an EU-funded
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project group. Figure 6.1 outlines the four phadabe data analysis. Each of the four phases

has several steps which are described next.

Figure 6.1: The four phases of the data analysisgss

1% phase: 2" phase:
Thematic narrative analysis |:> Performance narrative analysis
(Focusing on perceptions of (Focusing on uses of differentiatjon

differentiation)

4

4" phase: 3 phase:
Theoretical Development <:| Comparing 1% & 2" phases

(Focusing on meanings of
differentiation)

Identifying core categories

Perceptions of differences
Uses of differences
Meanings of differences

%

Developing a theoretical
framework

Doing differentiation Work

Phase 1: Athematicapproach tonarrative analysis

The first phase in data analysis includelematic @proach taarrative analysifRiessman,
2003) in which the emphasis is “on the contenthef data” — in “what was said” (Riessman,
2003, p. 2). | start my analysis focusing on thateot of narratives and specifically on
members’perceptionsregarding their differentiation. The research ¢jo@s guiding me in
the first stage of analysis were:

¢ How the group members perceive their self and sthsrdifferent?

e What types of categories of differences do theygige as salient and how do they

construct these categories of differences?
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This first phase of the thematic narrative analgdimembers’ narratives involves four steps:
(a) open coding, (b) creation of analytical or agpicial categories, (c) comparison across and
within each category and with extant research aedry, and finally (d) writing a report on

the findings of this phase. | detail these foupsti® the next sections.

Step 1.1: Initial or Open coding in phase 1

Initially, 1 did an open coding across the entigadand identified the narratives regarding
members’ perceptions of their differentiation ire tgroup. | looked, for example, on the
members’ perceptions of their self and others, gieed differences and similarities among
them, members’ views for the project and their @apon. Table X offers an example of

open coding.

Table 6.2 Example of initial or open coding foiagk 1

Narratives Codes

Mo T1g avaToMKEG XDPES VILAPYEL YEVIKA 1) EIKOVA OTL OKOLOL OEV SOVAEDOVVE LLE East countries wor
TOV TpOTO TOV 0Toi0 g TovLE dovhebovve ot ymdpes TG Kevipkng Evpanng. Omamg differently than West
Kot yio eudc vmdpyel n aichnon 61t gipacte Aiyo mo nicw, mio yoAapoi HE Ta
deadlinexai avtd... Mydtepo professional (Michalis’s

I think there is not very much difference from Ram@aand Greece. For example,| Norther/\Western
Yannis’ approach ttet's do this to me seems very natural. So they were asking countries work

who is going to do this task and I said ‘| am goiaglo it'. Itis just 15 pages and | djfferently than

this is my personal reaction to that too; whenarthmern countries perspective or "Romanian & Greece
western Europe, for example, Austrians and Germarsapproaching the thing,
‘15 pages it is not included in the budget, | ddwtve people to do that, | am not
spending extra one hour of my working time to dorifre€. This is working
culture. We $outh} are doing like, it is not a big deal, come on, we are doirig it
My first question in my mind is not if | am gettimpgid, my first reaction idét’s

do it, let's make it work

For example, in Finland’s case we have German ¢oatat's, so we can't exactly | “we are quite mixed”
speak what is the national Finnish influence is.thiVe are quite mixed, so also
Mary has a lot of US background and this makesibewvery Greek one. And also
Michalis has a lot of influence from... he was bosrfar as | know in Canada.
[...] we are... quite mixed in this project and alshestpartners, including me. |
am not sure | am fully Estonian by my accent andnlyycharacter.

Yeah well... actually professional culture is obvidasme. Because there is stron@istinguishing

difference between the academics in the group lamg¢ople that are working forpetween academics
the companies, non-academics so... and non-academics
Me: Academic are...
-Like working in the universities [...] and is cenbyi like... There is a difference
between... Well, I'll give an example. This literadureview that we’re working
on? | think a lot of the academics are like ‘Olis tis a big... Literature review is a
big, you know, thing and it has to beY.ou have to make sure you have references
that are relevant’ [...] They just like the Polistacgon ‘Oh, that so much work and
blablabla’ and | think from the Romanians was mdike ‘We don’'t quite
understand what it is that you want’ and then... thegre like ‘Oh, so it's
pragmatic’ you know... ‘So it's not that you are ldd for us to do research thatl|is
not relevant’, you know. They automatically sawsttpragmatic and sort of
simple....
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Step 1.2 Focused coding in phase 1: creating coriaapcategories

After the open coding | proceeded in focused cadirggouped several initial codes together
creating analytical or conceptual categories, sagtconstructing national diversity Table

6.3 gives an example of focused coding.

Table 6.3 Example of focused coding for phase 1

Codes Analytical or conceptual categories

Romanians are not very different from the
Greeks, but very different from
Northern/Western Europe
Northern/Western countries work
differently than Romania & Greece
Dis-identifying with ethnicity and defining
self as North

“Northern” people don't need reminders but
they are not easy to communicate with N
“The Finish guy is German”

“North” are more strict than people in
“Southern” Europe

Constructing German stereotypes as
efficient, professionals

“we are quite mixed”

“East” people work differently than the
“West"” people

Finish and Estonians have the same
behaviour and culture

constructing national diversity

Step 1.3: Comparing across - within categories wetkisting theory in phase 1

The third step of analyzing members’ perceptions tfeir differentiation involves two
iterative steps: the comparison w&jthin and b)acrosscategories that were both created
during focused coding (step 1.2). During this asrasd within category comparison, | also
compared my data with extant research and thesuigs as self-categorization theory (Turner
et al., 1987), social identity theory (Tajfel, 197Rurner, 1982; Tajfel and Turner, 1979),
theorization on identity work (Alvesson and Willmic2002; Karreman and Alvesson, 2001,
Alvesson et al., 2008; Watson, 2007; Ybema etG092.

Step 1.3.1: The within category comparison in ptiase

First, 1 conducted a comparison within the concaptr analytical categories to identify

similarities, differences, and patterns that magege. | looked how members construct each
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of the emerged categories of difference allowinghimi variation to emerge (“deviant”
responses).

For example, in the case of the conceptual catetmogstructing national diversityl saw
that the Greek, Romanian, and Hungarian memberstrem their national diversity in terms
of broad regional groups. | looked further how easbmber constructed these regional
groups and how defined her/himself in relationhese regional groups. This within category
comparison enabled me to identify the variation haterogeneity existing in the “National
Diversity” category but also to see the common esses underlying the diversity
construction. | have also drawn on existing redeara theories to compare my data and help
me to interpret them. Figure 6.2 outlines an exangbla within category comparison in the
category of tonstructing national diversity The same steps were repeated for the
categories “constructing professional diversity'ddiconstructing expertise diversity”, thus

enabling the heterogeneity of each category to gener
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Figure 6.2: An example afithin category comparison in the categocpfistructing national
diversity for phase 1

Category. Constructing national diversity

Within category comparisor: Comparing the construction of tEast-Westith theSouth-
North regional groups

- ) N . N\
Similarities from the Differencesin the Common process
within category i construction of the —\ underlying the
comparison broad regional groups_'/ construction of the
\_ ) \_ ) regional groups
Members categorize Members shape _
the same countries differently the The construction of a
East/South and the people belonging identity for the self
West/North regional 1o the East/South: thr%UQh different
groups but label the <5 PANSE T bis identifying with
regional groups ¢ i o ethnic identity
differentl , L
y , Hungarian/Romanian ii) dentifying with

Create positive working
identity for the people from
_ South countries

Greek members

> .Crea.te positive working
identity for the people from
North countries

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
as constituting the working identity of positive working |
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

Step 1.3.2: The across category comparison in phase

After | completed the within category comparisqoréceed to compare across the conceptual
categories in order to see which are the themegpaterns that emerge. | have also drawn on
existing research and theories to compare my datehalp me to interpret them. Figure 6.3
outlines an example of an across category compariBwe research questions guiding me at
this step were:

e Which are the relationships between the emergeegoees of differences? What
patterns emerge?

e Under which circumstances members perceive the amnéhe other category of
difference as salient?
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Figure 6.3 An example of comparison across categdretween the categoriehstructing
national diversity, “constructing professional diversity and ‘“constructing expertise
diversity for phase 1

Categories.  “constructing national diversity”, “constructingprofessiona
diversity”, and “constructing expertise diversity”

Across category comparison Comparing the categories “constructingational diversity”,
“constructing professional diversity”, and “congtting expertise diversity”

Similarities from the Differencesfrom the Common processes
across category across category underlying the construction
comparison comparison of national, professional,

expertise differences

: The perceived categories: Mermbers relate their . T .
| | ofdifferencesarenot i : national, professional chemberSd |fdent|ty V\{?I’k and "

| i alwaysperceivedas — : i expertise differences : dewfr:ecfe t(r)1r a pﬁs' Ve working
| i separate butmembers ! ! ith different facets, ; ldentityforine se

| i intersect them i i and processes of e e A
: . ' H : prOjeCt group life and e ‘.I
| group differentiation: | The relation creation of

: = S i ! their differences (Us vs.

: m(:\?obnearls, S;i?etgstigilgl, " National Qifferenceare Iinked Others) :
| expertise) differentiation : mostly With COMMUNICAtION AN ™o 4
| X H the ab|I|ty of people to be e, ..‘l
' by constructing a reliable and professional in EU = ¢ ’
| positive working : _ p Thg cqntextual nature of

: identity for their self and : projects . their differences, e.g. the

| | the (national, place, time, and project’s

I professional, expertise) F_’rofessipnal differenceare i context _mforms me_mbers’_

: i group they perceived as linked with the goals and i perceptions regarding their

| in-group interests members pursue in EU | differentiation in the group

: .................................................. projects, and with peoples’ way ~ “._ |
| of working |
| ‘ I
: Expertise differenceare linked :
: with decision making :
[ [
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Step 1.4: Writing a report on findings from phase 1

The last step of the first phase was to write anmepegarding the findings of the thematic
approach to narrative analysis, referring to mewsibgoerceptions regarding their

differentiation.

Phase 2: A performance approach to narrative analys

After the exploration of members’ perceptions abibigir group differentiation | proceed in
the second phase employing a performance appr@aohrtative analysis and focusing on
what members achieve through their narratives. Afing to Chase (2005) narratives are
produced for particular purposes in a particuldtireg People adjust their stories with the
relational setting (Chase, 2005) and “argue withries” (Riessman, 2008, p. 9) presenting
their views and challenging others. Analyzing n@ves through the lens of a performance
approach enables the researcher to explore andratawlé the discursive recourses that
people use to shape their narratives and why thieyhe stories the way they do (Riessman,
2008).

I employ the performance narrative analysis to lackoss the data focusing on how members
usedtheir perceived categories of differences as eudssve resource. This second phase of
analysis, involves the same steps as in the finsts@: (a) initial coding, (b) creation of
conceptual categories, (c) comparison across attdrnwtategory comparison and with the
literature review, and (d) a report regarding thedihgs of the performance approach to

narrative analysis.

Step 2.1: Open coding in phase 2

Initially, | read again all the data trying to idéy narratives on which members used the
three perceived differences and the intersectiaeif differences as a discursive resource. |

drew on common narratives to create initial codes@ategories (Table 6.4).
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Table 6.4 Example of initial coding for phase 2

Narrative Initial coding

So, we see evaluation as a kind of a service tlatrwto | Using expertise of others to justify
work together and evaluate our own world. And we'tcdo request
that on our owrbecause you are the experts for the language
learning [my emphasis]
"Exet va kévet e to backgroundkot pe tov opyaviopd otov Business people want to work less
omoio dovAgvEL 0 KAOE évog. Anhadn o EcBovog BéAet va and gain more
dovAéyel 660 AMyOTEPO YIVETOL KOL VO OTOSMOEL 1] ETEVOLON
mov Oa KAvel, eTarpeio.

[...] Aoywo, hoywo eivat.. . Kot éva maveniotipuio odtmg
GAA®G £xEL KATOL0VG AvOPOTOVG TOV UITOPOVV VO. KAVOLV
KAmola Tpaypata o YoAopd, To otkovoukd. To evilaeépet
Kot gpeuvnTiKd va kavel katl. Tov EcBovo dev To evdlopépel
n épgvva. Tov EcBovd tov evdiaeépet To mpoidv tov, va
npombnBel éva mpoidv napandve. Eival Stoupopetikeg
eMOIDEELG avaAoya e To €160G TOL Popén. AvTo Tov AEyope
Kot Tpwv... AAADG Oa To KoTtaddPet o dpapyog Kot oAAMG
0...

Step 2.2: Focused coding in phase 2: creating aialgl or conceptual categories

After the open coding | proceeded in focused codirggouped several initial codes creating
analytical or conceptual categories, such as “uskpertise differences”. Table 6.5 gives an

example of focused coding.

Table 6.5. Example of focused coding for phase 2

Codes Analytical or conceptual categories

We have made thousands of exercises
We are professionals in didactics — we know
the quality standards

Using expertise of others to justify request
I’'m not an expert, you are the experts

Using expertise differences

Step 2.3: Comparing across - within categories wetkisting theory in phase 1

The third step of analyzing how members use théereéntiation involves the comparison in
two iterative steps: ayithin and b)acrosscategories, that were created during the second
step of focused coding. In this third step | alsmpared my data with extant research (e.qg.
Barinaga, 2007; Ailon-Souday and Kunda, 2003) &edities such as positioning (Davies and
Harré, 1990).
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Step 2.3.1: The within category comparison in ptase
| conducted a comparison within the conceptualgmaies to identify similarities, differences,
and patterns that may emerge. | looked how memimsach of the emerged categories of

difference, allowing any within variation to emerge

Step 2.3.2: The across category comparison in pRase
After the within category comparison, | proceedcamparing the categories in order to see
which are the themes and patterns that emergerd-igu4 outlines theacross category
comparison. The question guiding me in this step:wa

e Under which circumstances members use the onecanttier category of difference?

What patterns emerge?

At this step | also compared my findings with exigtresearch and theories. For example the
way members use their differences to position tledwas in the group resembles the concept
of positioning by Davies and Harré (1990). A secerdmple refers to the way members use
their national difference to justify communicatibpaoblems. This use of their differentiation
is similar with the findings of Barinaga (2007) wbemonstrate how the members of the EU-
funded project group used their national differende justify their communicational

problems in the group.
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Figure 6.4. The across category comparison in phase

Categories. “using national differences”,
diversity”, and “Using the intersection of theiffdrences”

using professiomversity”,

using experte

Acrosscategory comparison Comparing how members use their perceived difieze
(national, professional, expertise, intersection)

Similarities from the
across category
comparison

Differencesfrom the
across category
comparison

Members use their

professional and

expertise differentiation

both during the meeting
. and in their interviews

Similar uses of
differentiation:

- Justify(Nat. & Prof.
differences)

- Gain leverage in
decision making
(Expertise dif. and the
intersection of Prof-
Expert. differences)

- Positioning self in the
project group(Expertise
dif. and the intersection of

i Prof-Expert. differences) ;

Members use their

national differences
mostly in their
interviews. During the
meeting, members refer
openly to their expertise
and professional
differences, whereas
they avoid referring and
using their national

-

Common proceson how
members use their
differences

" - Constructing positive

:, difference

Distinct use of
differentiation:

- Support members’
argumentgNational
differences)

- Legitimate goals &
interests in the project
(Professional differences)

Step 2.4: Writing a report on findings from phase 2

working identity for self
- Uncertainty reduction

- Enhancing self-esteem
and self-efficacy

The last step in the second phase of data analysgo write a report on how membeise

their differences using their differentiation agiscursive resource.
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Phase 3: Comparing the findings fromthematic and performance approaches to
narrative analysis

After | completed theéhematic (first phase) and thperformance(second phase) narrative
analysis, | moved on to the comparison of the aateg that emerged from the first two
phases. In this third phase the focus was to ifyetiie meaningsthat members created for
their perceived differences within their narrativesther when members construct their
perceived differentiation and/or when they usertperceived differentiation as a discursive

resource.

Step 3.1. Looking for diversity meanings in membBegyerceptions of their differentiation

Initially | looked at the produced categories frtme first phase (thematic narrative analysis)
and analyzed them focusing on theaningsmembers created for their perceived differences.
| looked what meanings members created for thetromal, professional and expertise
differences but also for the intersection of tttkfferences. | created initial categories such as
“meanings ascribed to national differentiation”, éamings ascribed to professional

differentiation”, “meanings ascribed to expertiséedentiation”, and “meanings ascribed to

the intersection of their differences”.

Step 3.2. Looking for diversity meanings in the dissive uses of members’ differences

The second step was to look at the produced cagsgivom the second phase (performance
narrative analysis). | analyzed these categoriesisiag on the meanings that members
created for their perceived differences while thse their differences. | created categories
such as “meanings from using national differencesiieanings from using expertise
differences”, “meanings from using professionalfat#nces”, and “meanings from using

intersection differences”

Step 3.3. The across category comparison in pHase

The third step was to compare the categories pestidcom the previous two steps. |
compared for example, the category “meanings asdtib national differentiation” (produced
in step 3.1) with the category “meanings from usiagional differences” (produced in step
3.2) and looked for similarities, contrasts, andtggas that may emerge concerning the
meanings of national diversity. At this step | alsmmpared the produced categories with
extant research and theories. Figure 6.5 illusrdate result of the overall comparison

between the categories produced at the first steprgl those created at the second step 3.2.
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Figure 6.5 Comparing the meanings that membersecfeatheir differentiation

Categories. “Meanings of Nationla differences”, “Meanings from Using Natior
differences”, “Meanings dProfessional diversity”, “Meanings from Using Predenal
differences”, “Meanings of Expertise diversity"Meanings from Using Expertis
differences”, “Meanings the intersection of theiffatences”, and “Meanings fron
Using Intersection differencg

Acrosscategory comparison Comparing the meanings that member create far the
differences

4 )

Differencesfrom the Common process
across category

comparison

Similarities from the
across category
comparison

- J

Similar meanings

Differences as:

- Orientation (Nat. & Prof.
differences)

- Source for learning (Nat.

& Expert. Differences)

- Serving a higher goal of

Distinct meanings

Differences as:

- Opportunity for self-
development (National
differences)

- Imposed & pain
(Professional differences)

- Enhancing self-esteem and"";

self-efficacy
- Uncertainty reduction

- Enhancing status for self

European Commision
.. (Nat. & Prof. difference:

Step 3.4 Writing a report on findings from phase 3

The last step of the third phase was to write antepn the findings regarding theeanings

members created for their perceived differencebiwtheir narratives.

Phase 4: Theoretical Development

In the first three phases the analysis moved flwer‘'ground” (i.e., the data) to the creation of
analytical or conceptual categories. At the foupthase the analysis proceeds from the
analytical categories towards a higher and themaketievel, thus attempting to create a

theoretical framework regarding the constructiordiokrsity in an EU-funded project group.
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The fourth phase consists from two main steps) (dentifying the core categories, and (4.2)
developing an abstract substantive theoretical év@onk. The second step, however, contains
three sub-steps: (4.2.1) the creation of the tedifferentiation” and “differentiation work”,
(4.2.2) the identification of the relationship betn the core categories created at the (4.1)
step, and last (4.2.3) moving towards the shapih@ro abstract, substantive theoretical

framework.

Step 4.1 Identifying the core categories

First | analyzed the conceptual categories credtathg the first three phases (thematic,
performance narrative analysis, and the compardahematic with performance narrative
analysis) and raised the conceptual categoriesuindore categories:

1. “Perceptions of differentiation”

2. “Uses of differentiation”

3. “Meanings of differentiation”

4

. “Processes underlying diversity construction”

Step 4.2 Developing an abstract substantive thdoattframework.

I looked at the four core categories identifiedhia previous step (4.1) and asked myself:

e What my findings (these emerged categories) showautadiversity and diversity
construction?
e How these core categories interrelate?

| answered these questions in two iterative, noedr steps (4.2.1 and 4.2.2) which are

detailed in the next sections.

Step 4.2.1. Forming “differentiation” and introduwy “differentiation work”

The first question | asked myself was what | ledrfimm my data about diversity in a

multicultural workgroup. The answer is that diverss a highly dynamic concept and often |

found myself using the term “differentiation” ratitbe term “diversity” that typically appears

in the literature. In my understanding the termvédsity” denotes a more static sense,
whereas the termdifferentiation” can better depict the dynamic and shifting natuire o
members’ differences. This dynamic and shiftingurabf members’ difference derives from

the constructed nature of those differences. Membleifted their perceptions abouho and
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how someone was different from them and used thefierdihces in several ways during their
project life; members constantly constructed anetomstructed their differences. That
constructed nature of members’ differences leadtaisthe process of differentiation
construction.

The findings from the first three phases of datalysis illustrate that the process of
differentiation constructiois complex, relational, contextual, and involvegesal processes
such as members’ identity work and the constructiba positive working identity for the
self. | found the termwWork’ from the concept “identity work” to be inspiratial since it
aptly depicts the ongoing, dynamic, complex procd¢sgeation and re-creation of members’
differentiation in the EU-funded project group.dired, thus, the terndifferentiation work

to describe the ongoing process of differentiationstruction in the multicultural workgroup.
To the best of my knowledge, the tedifferentiation workis not used as a specific term in
diversity research, neither is defined @s ongoing, complex process of forming and re-
constructing people’s perceptions, meanings, ams 0$ their differentiation

To summarize this step, the first question | askgdelf regarding what my findings say
about diversity, along with the comparison of myadaith extant research and theories, lead
me to viewdiversity and diversity constructioras differentiation and differentiation work
(Figure 6.6).

Figure 6.6. Differentiation and differentiation vor

[ Diversity }I:>[ Differentiation 1

Diversity Differentiation
[ constructiol 1 l:> [ work 1

Step 4.2.2. Identifying the relationships betwe®erteptions”, “Meanings”, “Uses”, and
“Processes underlying diversity construction”

The second question | asked myself was how the categories “Perceptions”, “Meanings”,
“Uses”, and “Processes underlying diversity cordiom” (created in the step 4.1) are

interrelated. While | was trying to connect the ecarategories | realized that during my
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analysis unconsciously | focused on perceptiongnings, and uses of members’ perceived
differences that were partly influenced by the @udmal assumptions of social
constructionism. Social constructionism views slowiarld (and social phenomena such as
diversity) as a socially constructed concept (Gerg&985; Giddens, 1974) and its
construction partly lies in peoples’ perceptiorngjans and meanings (Giddens, 1974; Geertz,
1973; Gergen, 1985, 1994, 2006). This conceptualizdnelped to identify the relationship
between the four core categories.

Group diversity or group differentiation is a sdaanstruct, and as such its construction is
not constrained in peoplegérceptionsGroup diversity or group differentiation can betbet
understood through the simultaneous examinatidmowf peopleusethat construct and what
meaningghey create for it. Thus, the perceptions, used,racanings that members create for

their differences are inter-related facets of tigeaup diversity.

Step 4.2.3. Towards the shaping of an abstracstankive theoretical framework

In the two previous steps (4.2.1 and 4.2.2) | fiediwhat my findings say about diversity
construction and identified the relationships bemveéhe core categories. These two steps
were important because they facilitated my attetoptrticulate an abstract, substantive
theoretical framework. Figure 6.7 illustrates th&erpretation of the findings and outlines the
main theoretical terms (differentiation and difieiation work) derived from the data
analysis.

To summarize, in my understandimifferentiation can be better understood as a multi-
faceted, dynamic, complex construct partly consigstof members’ perceptions, uses, and
meanings of their group differencesifferentiation workrefers to the ongoing, complex
process of construction and re-shaping of memhbé#esehtiation and serves peoples’ need to
have a positive working identity for their self, teduce uncertainty, and to add value to the

self.
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Figure 6.7. The concepts of “differentiation” ardifferentiation work”

Group members’

differentiation Differentiation work
(Group diversity)

Social constructed categories of The process of creating and re-constructing
difference members’ differentiatic

These social constructed categories The process dlifferentiation works:
of differences are:

- Ongoing
- Multiple - Complex
- Intersect - Involve the negotiation of the socially
- Shift, dynamic constructed categories of differences
- Does not reflect any real, unique - Relates with peoples’ need to have a
essence positive working identity for the self;

to reduce uncertainty; and to add value
They are shaped by Other & context: to the self

- Relational nature
- Contextual nature

6.4 Reflexivity

An important feature of qualitative research ise“fprocess of reflecting critically on the self
as researcher” (Guba and Lincoln, 2005, p. 21Q)ishealledreflexivity. Reflexivity plays an
important role in the constructivist grounded thyeapproach since this approach views the
researcher not as an objective or neutral obsdoueras part of the world that studies
(Charmaz, 2005). The constructivist grounded theaminowledges the subjectivity of the
researcher — the researcher co-constructs realitythhe people who participate in the study
(Charmaz, 2006) — and encourages the researcheflé¢ot on the effects she/he might bring
in the study (Neill, 2006). According to Etheringt¢2006) the researcher even by “simply

[...] being there [...] influences the research thdiasg carried out” (p. 77).

6.4.1. My self-reflection

My reflexivity starts with the understanding of mgsumptions and values that | bring in the
research process. In the introduction of the théshepter 1), | reflected on how my

ontological and epistemological assumptions infagehthe way | view the phenomenon
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under study (i.e., workgroup diversity) and howategorized diversity literature. The section
2.1.2 in chapter 2 of thesis includes a brief sefiection concerning the role and use of
extant knowledge in grounded theory studies, andenspecifically how my previous
knowledge of extant research and theories on diyeasd identity might influence the study.
Initially | was concerned regarding how group mershaight feel about the presence of the
tape recorder in the middle of the table. My wamibowever, soon dissolved, because not
only group members did not seem to be botheredptiem they took the initiative to move
the tape-recorder closer to the member that waaskspgin order to tape what he or she was
saying and help me to capture as many things aslpes

During my participant observation | tried to beVisible” as possible in order not to affect
the meeting and make them feel uneasy that | teapard everything they were saying. | was
surprised at some cases, when during the meetingtbe breaks (usually after a big debate)
they were joking saying to me that “you will havéoaof data!”. Although they did not seem
to notice me during their meeting, they were stiVare of me and included my role as
observer in their jokes.

Regarding the process of data collection | feel ta gender (female), ethnicity (Greek), and
my affiliation (PhD candidate) might have influedcthe research process in a number of
ways. During the interview process | felt that sol@male group members were more open
with me because they felt as belonging to the sgemeler category. During my field work |
also became aware that being a PhD candidate waspaat that made some group members
to “connect” with me connected me and find similas between me and them. That
happened mostly with members that had a PhD or steavi@ducation. They understood the
importance of the study for me and my professiat@telopment and often they shared
experiences and stories from their own PhD and éiastdies.

My ethnicity was an “easy/salient” frame of refezerused by group members in categorizing
me. Specifically, my Greek ethnicity entered in tkeearch process with two ways: a) by
creating a bonding among me and some members abpistinguishing me with group
members. | felt that my Greek ethnicity served aemmon bond not only between me and
the Greek members but also with the Romanian andgélian members. Romanian and
Hungarian members often categorize themselves andarthe “South” people. During her
interview a Romanian member said to me “you knowatnhmean” implying that we had
“common” understanding due to our national similaderived from our belonging to South
Europe. Often | felt that the intersection of mynder and ethnicity made the female

Romanian and Hungarian members to be more operetduring the field work. At other
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cases however, my ethnicity functioned on a differgay. Often, during the interview
process and field work, members referred to megecaitang me in terms of my Greek
ethnicity and used that categorization for coningstheir own ethnicity in order to give me
an example of what they wanted to say about ndtitigarsity.

Overall group members made me to feel that | wasember of their group and did not kept
me in distance in informal social activities, brisat, dinners. Often | was worried whether
and how my feeling of being a member of their growgs influencing my perceptions, ideas,
thoughts and notes | was taking during field wgu&sticipant observation, and data analysis.
| found helpful to write my thoughts and feelings a research diary as a way of self-
reflection that would helped me to be aware of oiyjectivity.

6.5 Reliability and Validity

The decision to make a qualitative instead of angjtsive study is not “a soft option”
(Silverman, 2005, p. 209). Researchers who do tqtigk research have to show “the
procedures [they] ... used to ensure that [their] .ethuds were reliable and that [their] ...
conclusions are valid” (Silverman, 2005, p. 209gli&bility and validity are two central
concepts in qualitative research. Hammersley (1€@@pes validity as the “truth: interpreted
as the extent to which an account accurately reptssthe social phenomena to which it
refers” (p. 57). Hammersley (1992) refers to relipbto “the degree of consistency with
which instances are assigned to the same catedodyfferent observers or by the same
observer on different occasions” (p. 67).

In order to ensure validity in the study, during thnalysis | took into consideration and
included deviant-cases (such as the narrativesasfiMin which he offered a construction of
their differentiation that challenged my initialtdaanalysis). Additionally, in the reporting of
research findings | included many exemplary inganSilverman, 2005). My detailed self-
reflection of my role as researcher, which diffuffes thesis in several sections (chapter 1,
chapter 2) also ensures the reliability and validif the research. Finally, the detailed
presentation of the procedures followed both iradatllection and analysis enhances the
reliability and validity of the study since | offexr detailed account of the whole research

process enabling the audience to follow my “redepath”.
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Part Il

Research Findings and Conclusions

113



Introduction of Research findings

In the second part of the thesis | introduce thenntlaeoretical category “differentiation
work” that emerged as an insight from the overathdanalysis. Then, | present in detail the
core categories (members’ perceptions, meaningd, umes of their differentiation) that
constitute differentiation work in order to furthfacilitate its understanding.

First, | introduce the proposed theoretical ternffédentiation work”. Then, | present the core
category “perceptions of differentiation” in founapters in order to demonstrate the multiple
perceptions of members regarding their differemmatin chapter 6, | present the perceptions
of group members regarding their national diffei@min, and the professional differentiation
is presented in chapter 7. In chapter 8, | pre@niperceptions about expertise differences
and finally in chapter 9 | explain how the groupmiers intersect those differences.

Then, | move on to the presentation of the coregmaly “uses of differentiation”. In chapter
10 I present the several ways members use théareliices drawing on them as a discursive
resource.

At chapter 11, | refer to the core category “megsinf differentiation” and describe the
multiple meanings that members ascribe to theicqgieed differences. After the detailed
presentation of the three core categories (pexmeptimeanings, and uses of differentiation) |
move on to establish the proposed theoretical teifferentiation work” in chapter 12. In
this chapter | also explain the process of diffaegion construction (differentiation work)
and refer to the functions that this process serves

Finally, | briefly summarize the research findingfsthe study and then proceed to discussing
the findings that are the next part of the theSigure | outlines the findings of the study in a

nutshell.
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Figure I: The structure of research findings
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Data analysis, presented in chapter 5, facilitdtesl development of grounded theoretical
knowledge regarding the process of diversity caomsion in an EU-funded project group.
The main theoretical category that emerges from datlysis is differentiation work that
reflects the on-going process of forming and repsigamembers’ perceptions, meanings and
discursive uses of their differentiation. Membeosdifferentiation workduring their project
life as they construct and re-construct their paioes about the content of their
differentiation, as they shift themeaningsascribed to their differentiation, and as tladter

the use of their differences. The next six chappeesent in detail members’ perceptions,
meanings, and uses of their differentiation, arel dbventh chapter explains thoroughly the

differentiation workconstruct.
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Chapter 7 Doing differentiation work: perceptions d national
differentiation

7.1 Introduction

The term “national” rather than “ethic” is used describe the particular type of their
perceived differentiation, because members categaach other not only in terms of their
ethnicities, but also in terms of their nationalfor citizenship) and in terms of the country
they represent. Therefore, the term “national” Ercpived to be broader in order to
encompass the type of their perceived differemtmati

National diversity is the most salient categorydiferentiation in members’ interviews. The
comparison of members’ interviews with their gralipcussion during the project meeting,
however, shows a contradiction. In their interviegioup members construct national
diversity as a salient type of differentiation, bl¢y do not refer to their national differences
during their group meeting. National differencepegr to be a taboo to talk about during
their group meeting.

In their interviews all group members emphasize ithportance of being aware of the
national differences in EU-funded projects. Mostmbers speak openly about their national
differences in the specific project but few avoeferring on specific national or ethnical
differences. The members that speak more spedtyfieddout national differences are the
Romanian, Hungarian, and Greek members. In th@nirews, those members construct their
national diversity as differences between broadorey groups, but they do not articulate
those regional groups with the same way.

Hungarian and Romanian members, similarly, creat@mal diversity as differences between
people fromSouthandNorth. They perceive that nationality informs the workikentity of
people but not their quality to be “reliable” pats in EU-funded projects. Greek members
create national diversity as differences betweeapleefromEastandWest Greek members —
contrary to the Hungarian and Romanian memberdater@ationality with the quality of
people to be “professional” in EU-funded projedtable 7.1 gives a brief outline of the ways

that the Hungarian, Romanian and Greek member&ghamational diversity in their group.
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Table 7.1 Constructing national diversity as deéfaces between broad regional groups

Perceptions of Hungarian and Perceptions of Greek
Romanian members South)* members*
Defining self and South VS. North East vs. West
others
Countries . :

: Romania Germany Romania, Germany
belonging to the . :
regional groups Greece VS. Finland Greece VS.  Finland

Hungarian Estonia Hungarian Estonia
Poland Poland
Differences | The way people do their work | The quality of people to be
between the “professional” in EU funded
regional groups projects

Both SouthandNorth people are

“reliable” partners People fromEastcountries are

“not so professionals” as the
Westpeople

* Camelia, Margit, Marku, Lajos
** Dimitrios, Michalis

7.2 Creating national differences between the Souttind North regional
groups

7.2.1 The South and North

Romanian and Hungarian members shape the workiagtiig of the South peoplein
comparison with the working identity of tHéorth people As Southregional group they
categorize the Romanians, Greeks, Hungarians, ahdhP while asNorth they refer to
Germans, Finish, and Estonians. The constructiothege regional groups is relational and
context bounded. They define tB®uthregional group in terms of how it differs from the
North group.The existence of th8outhgroup has meaning only through the comparison with
the North. One member points out in her interview that treemin-group similarity of people
belonging to the South group is their differentatirom the North group:

“our feelings [...] approach to things is differembrin, for example Finland,

Estonia, and Germany, Western Germany”.

The political history and the religion, additionate also perceived as in-group similarities of

Southgroup and used to support the in-group similanitghin the Southgroup. Hungarian
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and Romanian member argue that the “same histogigagrience...shapes the people the
same somehow”. They note that Polish, Hungarian Rochanian people share “common
past...in terms of politics”; and add that Greeks Radnanians have the “same religion” and

that “culturally... [they] are not so different”.

The main construction of teouthgroup, however, is based on h8weuthpeople distinctly
differentiate from theNorth people. The existence of tl@outhgroup has a meaning only
through the inter-group comparison with tidorth group. Through this inter-group
comparison, Hungarian and Romanian members, canston their perceived in-group
(South)a positive working identity in aspects they consitte be better than thBorths
Romanian and Hungarian members, for example, maihthat theNorth peopleare “hard
working” but are willing to “make extra effort” oplif they are getting extra paid for their
efforts. On the other hand, they perceive that3beth peoplare keen to do overload work,
guided by the need to “make it work” and not by th@ney. As one Hungarian member said:

“This is working culture. We are doing like, itm®t a big deal, come on, we
are doing it. My first question in my mind is nétl iam getting paid; my first
reaction is, let'’s do it, let's make it work”.

A Romanian member says that tRerth peopledo not need many reminders as Swuth
peopleand further comments about tNerth people
“I don’t even need to worry if | don't get a meseafyjom them until the

deadline. Because | know before the deadlinerddkive the outcome”.

However, he does not construct a negative worldegtity for theSouth peoplealthough he
perceives thaSouth peopleneed constant deadline reminders. Later, in hervrew, he
argues thaBouth peoplenay “have a different way” of working but still there reliable.
Additionally, he points out thaSouth people are easy to communicate with, whereas
“communicating with them [North] it's not easy”. Hadds that théNorths “don’t accept
easily that things could be done sometimes diffyerand that he experiences often
“difficulty in convincing them to do things diffengly”.

The perceptions of the Hungarian and Romanian mesrddgout national differences affect

also their future expectations. When they work vitbrth peoplethey expect them to be
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“very rigid”, “very army” and not very cooperativéhey are surprised when they see mis-
confirmation of their expectations.
“...to my biggest surprise | found that they were weaym, very friendly and very
cooperative eververy hard working -which was not a surprise- Inat first thing, the

first thing about the warm and the welcoming thsag..”

When then Hungarian and Romanian members work pétple from theé&outh they expect
that will “communicate and work very well”. One Ramian member illustrates this in her
interview:
“I found out how nicely we work with people thatitueg to the Romans language
family [...] It was a short of confirmation that weesn to have common roots,

which is interesting, which is interesting, anchiéikes us feel nice definitely.

The Romanian and Hungarian members overall créafe national diversity in terms of the
differences in the working identity of th8outh and North people They perceive that
nationality affects the way people work, but it sio¢ affect the quality of their work. As one

member put it:

“we all perform at an appropriate quality level.o $e outcome of each
partner is the desired one. But the way in whichre&ch that outcome is

sometimes very different”.

Hungarian and Romanian members create botlsthehand theNorth peopleas “reliable”
partners in EU-funded projects but having differewairking identities. A reliable partner is
perceived as someone who does the assigned jbb project and performs well in her or his
role in the project group. Table 7.2 outlines hdw Romanian and Hungarian members
create national diversity as differences betweenrygional groupsSouthandNorth.
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Table 7.2 Perceptions of the Romanian and Hunganembers regarding the South and
North regional groups

Perceptions of the Romanian and Hungarian members
about the South and North regional groups

South North
(Romanian, Hungarian, Polish, and Greeks) (Estonian, Finnish, and Germans)
They do extra work even if they don't gethey are hard working; but willing
paid for it to do extra effort only if they are
getting paid for it
They may need more deadline remindersThey don’'t need deadline reminders
than theNorths but they are reliable and

they do their job

Communicate and work nicely together Very rigidrystrict, not flexible in
accepting to do things differently

Easy to communicate with them Not easy to commu@iaath

Reliable Reliable

7.2.2 The East and West

The Greek members construct national differencetelims of the people’s quality to be
professionals in EU-funded projects. As “profesaldrthey define someone who keeps
deadlines and who performs well in the assignek. thke two Greek members shape the
national diversity as differences between the BadtWest regional groups. Asastregional
group they categorize the Romanian, Greek, Hungama Poland people, while ¥testthey
refer to German, Finish, and Estonian people. Tdrestruction of these regional groups is
relational and context bounded. They defineBEhstregional group in terms of how it differs
from the Westgroup Table 7.3 outlines the construction of nationalegsity by the Greek

members.

Table 7.3 Perceptions of the Greek members regatdamWest and East regional groups

Perceptions of the Greek members
regarding the West and East regional groups
Regional groups TheWestgroup TheEastgroup
Ethnicities Estonians, Finnish, and Germans Romanian, Hungarian, Polish, and
included Greeks
They don’t need deadline They need deadline reminders
Working identity of reminders
people in these
groups They are professionals They are not professionals
(compared to thgVest)
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The Greek members embrace the national stereotiipggerceive as dominant for tBast
andWestpeople:people from theEastare not so professionals as iMest Greek members
construct théNestpeople as “professionals” (my translation) whoretleough ask a lot of
money for their work, they worth it because theywlaat they promised. In his interview
Michalis notes, vatolkéc [...] ydpeg yw vo Oeilelc ag movpe GtV KOWwOTNTA OTL
amevfvivesal Kot 6 aVTovS. AALA TO KAvelg Tavta pe oo 0t o cuvepyaoteic pe Popeig ot
omoiot dev Ba eivar avtd mov Oa mepipeveg, dev Ba gival TO6G0 TVMIKOL 660 o1 gyyAélol, ot
I'eppovoi mov givar ydpeg mov EEperg Ot eiva professionalpnradn avtd mov Ha movve Ba to
K@vouve. Oa T0 K06TOAOYNGOVV aKPLPAE adAd Ba To Kdvovve pe Tandl pov”.
Greek members often refer to thWest people using the categorization “they are not
Balkanians” (my translation) to drawn the distimetiess of West people from tligast
people. For the Greek members the term “balkanian” is synmwus with not being
professional. In his interview Michalis illustratedis clear when he refers to the Estonian
member, who is categorized to &estgroup:

“Tov EcBovd tov néepa. I'evikd ot EcBovol éxm v aicbnomn ot sivon ko

aVToi 6TN dOVAELL TOVS KOO, INANOT EYOVV £TGL UKL COGT AVTILETOMTION,

dev givan Baiidvior”.

The Greek members ascribe the quality of beinggssibnal and keeping deadlines to
peoples’ national culture. As one member said:

“AnNAadn €101KAE 0TV WAGLE Y10 QOPEIC OV deV €lval GTNV KOVATOLPO TOVG

Ko y®peG Tov dgv €lval TNV KOLATOVPO TOVG TO VO €IG0L EMOYYEANATIOG VO,

TOVG KUVNYNGELS, VO Tovg Bupioels nuepopunvieg kot OAa ovtd [...]".

He argues thapeople from theEast need constant deadlines reminderspvijyr oe
npocmniko eninedo” and therefore a different project management @ggin compared to the
Norths

“avatolMKkég, ot pecoyelol, Olot avtoi. Bolkdvior edkd [...] Béhovve Tov

TpOmo T0vG. No Tovg vaevOLUIGES, KUVAYL G TPOocOTIKO eminedo. No

aoBavetal o GALOC OTL ameLOHVESUL TPOCOTIKA GE AVTOV Kol TOV AeG EEPELG

oVt Kol avTo” .

Michalis justifies his perception that people i tastcountries are not professional due to

the economic situation in these countries. He asesxample, the university professors in the
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Eastcountries. He ascribes their lack of professi@maland their interests for gaining money
that he perceives as salient, to the low salahieg get in their home countries. He notes that
the East university professors have low salaries and atbae they perceive it as a lack of
acknowledgement to their achievements. He perceéhastheEastuniversity professors use
the money they get from the EU-funded projects, aasvay to gain the desirable

acknowledgment. Hence, their interest in EU-fungdegjects is mainly the pursuit of money.

Similarly, with the Hungarian and Romanian membérs, perceptions of Greek members
about the national differences, influences theiure expectation. The two Greek members
have different expectations when they work withgdedrom theEast than when they work
with people from theNest Dimitrios says that he communicates in a diffeneny with a
German compared to a Romanian. He expects that wheking with awestmember “things
are more solid, more politically correct” (my tréateon) than when working with akast
member

“Na, yrati vo unv givar 1060 eroyyehpotiec 6co ot 'epuavoi (referring to

Romaniany ondte Préneic ag movue [...] otav wkdc pe évav I'eppovo, ta

npdypoto ivat Aiyo o ovykekpipéva, o solid, o politically correctevo

Eépelg Ot pe Toug Povpdvoug kat Alyo Ayotepo politically correction dev

0o £Blamte, aALG aLTO gival évo assumptionemote il emavatonobeteioan

avaAoYo LE TIC TEPIOTACELS”

However, the expectations of both Greek memberardayy theEast-Westifferences are
mis-confirmed in the MULTI project. They argue ththe national differences they have
constructed in terms of the East — West dichotomgy reot salient in the MULTI project.
Instead, they perceive that the Romanian and Hiarganembers in this project are very
professional. As Michalis says:

“Kou opwg exel drayevodnka. Aniadn vopile 6t ot dvBpomor givar mov

etvar péosa oto MULTI sivon emayyehpatiec, EEpOVV TO OVTIKEILEVO TOVG.

Avtamokpivovtat, eival 6moTol.. dNAad EEPOuV yia o TPAYO LAGUE”.

Dimitrios also constructs tHeastmembers of MULTI as professionals and adds that
all people in EU-funded projects¢ avto to eninedo teivel vo givar emayyelpatiog”

“Ee vopilm 0Tt amd v por eivol avamoQeukto va @EPOVVE Kot €1da 4L
eépave. Amo v dAAN Opoc PAETD OTL VIAPYEL Ho. CVYKALGN OAMV TV
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xopdv ¢ Evponaikhg Evoong og avtd 1o emimedo va gival opoloyevég 1o

vAko. Anhadn eite Teppavog, site Ghavode, eite Povpdvog, site Ovyypog

™G petovotntag tg Povpavia, gite EXinvag s.. ” (Dimitrios)
Although the two Greek members construct the warkichentities of theEast and West
people with similar ways (i.e., people frdgastare not as professional as people from the
Wesj, they differentiate in whether they include theiwn ethnicity (Greeks) to thEast
regional group. Dimitrios forms national differesces differences betwe&astandWestbut
he does not refer to the Greek working identitglatOn the other hand, Michalis categorizes
the Greek people to thEast regional group and constructs them as not praieats
comparing to theWest Michalis embraces the negative stereotypes tkapdrceives as
dominant for the Greek working identity. As he says

the ‘Eévor” perceive that Greeks aremd miow, mo yolepoi ue 7o

deadlines. Ziydtepo professional’s

Michalis adds that when he works with a Greek iosti he expects that people from this
institute will not be professionals:
‘.. Ko ey €xo avtiv v aicOnon ot sivar eddyiotol ot popeig oty EALGSQ e
tovg omoiovg EEpw Ot Bo cuvepyaotd kot o Exm professionalavtipetdmion.
ANhadN OTIC TEPIOCOTEPEG TEPUTTOOELS TEPUEVD AVTILETOTION TOL B givat mo. ..
av Kot oav eopeig ot EAAnvikol popeig etvar evepyol kau sivor og didpopa mpdypota,
dgv pumop®d va mo Ot EEPEIS Elplan KAVOTOMUEVOS Atd aVTA OV £X® OEl amd TN

ovvepyocsio poall Toug”.

The differentiation between the two Greek membeadlyp lies to the way they define
themselves in terms of their ethnicity. Dimitriosesd not dis-identify with his ethnicity and he
chooses not to refer to the Greek working iderdityhe Greek national stereotypes at all. On
the other hand, Michalis dis-identifies with hisiitity and the Greek working identity that
he perceives; he defines himself in terms of thekimg identity of theWest In his interview
Michalis notes:

“Nopilw 611 doviedbm —vopilm- 0Tt dovhed® TEPIGGATEPO LE Eval
EVPOTATKO GTLA TTApa pe Eva EAANVIKO GTUA. Agv OV apEGEL Vo £X® O.C TOVUE
ekmANEelg ot SoVAELG LoV Kol TPAYUATO OV B0 GKAGOVY TEAELTAIN GTIYUN Kot
0. omoiot Ba WPEMEL VAL TO AVIYETOMIGOVUE YOt KATL OV OV TEPIUEVEC
TpoEKvyE, Kol Oa apnoelg OAa To GAAL TOL KAVELS YTl TPETEL VO KAVELS QVTO.
M’ apéoel va pmopd vo kve oxédto. Na mpoypappatico motol dvBpomrot Ha
dovAéyouve, T Ba Parovpe, Tt Ba kooticel. No gival éva mepipdAlov dnAaadn
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67t0 omoio Ba eivon peTpnuéva To TPAYUATO. Xiyovpa Bo £Yovpe TAVTA Kol TO
ampocdOKNTO aAAG dev givar avtdg o TpOmog mov dovievovps €. EEm
dovAevovpe cuykekpluéva e Eva oxéoto, Ba mapel 1, 2, 3ypovia”.

7.3 Summary

The chapter presented members’ perceptions abeit tlational differences, how they
construct their national differentiation in theimterviews and during the group meeting.
Although in their interviews all group members eragilze the importance of being aware of
the national differences in EU-funded projects, begr few members avoid referring on
specific national or ethnical differences. The Raraa, Hungarian, and Greek members did
speak openly about their national differences andsttuct their national diversity as
differences between broad regional grouf®uth/Eastvis-a-vis North/West Although
Hungarian and Romanian members categorize the samdries in these regional groups
like the Greek members did, yet they articulate wloeking identity of people belonging to
these regional groups differently. Hungarian andnBoian members construct a positive
working identity for themselves and their perceivedional group, th&ouths The Greek
members articulate a negative working identity tfee people belonging to theast (South)
countries. Although they construct a different wogkidentity for the East/South people, the
process underlying these constructions is the samambers’ need to have a working identity
for the self. The Hungarian and Romanian membeapesta positive working identity for
themselves by identifying with their nationalitycaforming a positive working identity for
their national group. The Greek members, contrarysue to shape a positive working
identity for themselves by dis-identifying with thenationality and the negative working
identity they perceive as associated with it. Merabdifferentiation work apart from this
function that serves (i.e., members’ need for atpessense for self) is also informed by
contextual factors (such as the context in whi@hrtlocial interaction takes place, dominant

discourses like national stereotypes) and whoa<ther.
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Chapter 8 Doing differentiation work: perceptions d professional
differentiation

8.1 Introduction

Professional diversity is another salient categirgifferentiation in the MULTI project. The
professional diversity construct, however, is noth@mogenous one — group members
perceive differently their professional differencdsvo members shape their professional
diversity in terms of the different way members aa@king: they perceive their professional
differentiation to be between thpgactitionersand theacademics Most members, however,
create their professional differences in termshefdifferent goals that members pursue in the
EU-funded project, and yet, they do not articuldieeir professional differences in the same
way. Some members discuss the differences betwestemics and business, while others
focus on the differences between NGO, SME and usitves. The construction of their
professional differences takes three different farutlifferences between (a) academics and
business, (b) universities, NGO and SMEs, and (agtgioners and academics. A common
process that seems to partly underlie the creadiothe different forms of professional
differentiation is members’ identity work and theieed to create a positive sense for their
self.
Although in their interviews members construct thaiofessional diversity as differences
between the academics, practitioners, businessN&ts, during the group discussion, the
salient professional differences were between Maitusiness/SME) vs. others members.
The different interests and goals that Martin arideo members pursue in the project
informed many debates during their group discussidre main topics of their debates are
two:
(1) Who is their target group, and
(2) How to design the exercises. This topic entails issues:

(2.1) whether they will design simple (that will clnde only vocabulary) or

sophisticated (with introductory text, etc) exeesis

(2.2) whether the main body of the language exescigould be in English or it would

be translated to all partners’ languages.

In order to gain a better understanding of the wiaysvhich members construct their

professional differentiation, | briefly explain tigeals and interests of members in the project.

125



Their first topic of debates (who is their targebup) is partly informed by their different
interests. Martin wants a product that will be &mile for many users because a “big
market” will ensure profits. During the meeting, Ma comments to the rest members that he
contacted two Estonian communities in Finland ideorto see who their “real target group”
Is. He perceives that — contrary to what is writtenthe proposal — there are not many ICT
teachers living in Estonia interested to move inldhd. Hence, they should expand the
project’s scope and add other types of users tbe debate emerges because the NGO
members (Margit, Camelia, Marku) want to desigmrapct that will be useful for the users’
category with whom have already conducted the aeatl/sis — and which are their users too.
Academic members (Michalis, Jan, Teresa) are &sptisal and do not agree with Martin’s
suggestions.

The second topic of their debate concerns the desfighe language exercises. Martin is the
only members suggesting and arguing in favor ohgldsimple exercises” (i.e., including just
vocabulary) while all the other members are in fasfodoing more “sophisticated exercises”
(that will include learning scenarios).

Martin perceives that the sustainability plan fogit product is a more difficult and important
task than the design of their language exercisesddds not see any value in putting a lot of
effort for making “sophisticated exercises”. Moreoy if they design “sophisticated
exercises” then their product will not be appli@atd many users and hence he will not have
a big market for the product that will ensure psofFigure 8.1 illustrates Martin’s argument

during the group meeting.

Figure 8.1 The argument of Martin for doing simeiercises

Simple Applicable for A “big market” Sustainability
exercises many users & profits

The suggestions of Martin to add new user groups tandesign simple exercises in all

partners’ languages, are infused by his interestane a big marker for their product and
hence profits. However, the results from the usee®d analysis shows that Romanian and
Hungarian users are interested to learn profedsiteraninology in English language.
Camelia, Margit and Marku (NGO members) want tagtes product that will be useful for
their users and hence they are arguing to desiginistaated exercises in English. Figure 8.2

illustrates the argument of the NGO members duteggroup meeting.
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Figure 8.2 The argument of NGO members for doimghsticated exercises

Results of
needs analysis

Users’ needs:
“Professional
terminology in
English”

Need for: Not simple
“more exercise in all

sophisticates partners’
exercises” in language
English

The academicmembers, like Klaus, are also interested in désggrimore sophisticated
exercises” because this type of exercises meetsathdemic requirements for doing a
“researchable” product (Figure 8.3). Figure 8.4 swarizes the perceptions of group members

regarding their professional differentiation in greup.

Figure 8.3: The argument of Klaus (academic) fang@ophisticated exercises

Researchable Simple Need for: Not simple
output exercises is “more exercise
not sophisticates
researchable exercises”
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Figure 8.4 The perceptions of members regardiag grofessional differentiation in the

group
Klaus, Martin Margit, Marku,
Group Camelia, Camelia Mary
members Marta
Dimitrios,
Defining self | Academics — SME — NGO SME — NGO Practitioners
and Others Business — Universities — Universities —Academics
. Way of working

Constructing Interests and goals in EU-funded projects and approaching
differentiation in things
terms o

Comment:Camelia’s accounts have been used both in acadearid in NGO’s constructions of professional
differences since she defines herself both as atadand as NGO. Members have the freedom to define
themselves as they want and not to be constraimede identity. Instead of categorizing her in ofi¢the two

professions, | choose to encompass the partidelaiit her self-definition.

8.2 Academics’ perceptions: focus on differences tweeen academics and

business

Members with academic affiliation (Camelia, Klauglichalis, Teresa, and Dimitrios)

perceive their professional diversity as differenbetween thacademicsand thebusiness

people. In his interview, Klaus, atademianember explains the academics interests:

“people coming from an academic culture [...] thegmivto have some project run

in a good way, but they also want publications @ut, because that's how we are

measured. So that’'s clearly something which is rmelaill our activities. We need,

we want to do research. That's why we are academdind we need to get an

appropriate research output. And well, that's dedig the point which is common

to us”.

Klaus ascribes and justifies the interest to haae appropriate research output” to their

profession, being “academics” and not to the typmstitution they may work — for example

a university or a research institute. He emphadizas some members in the project group
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belong to the same professional group (i.e., dbademick and construct their in-group
similarity in terms of their common interest to idsearch.
Camelia, Klaus, Michalis, Teresa, and Dimitriosgalithemselves with the academics
although two of them do not represent a univeiisityqe MULTI. They crafbusinessas their
out-group, in which they categorize only Martintgiguishing between their academics and
his business interests.
The academiecnembers articulatacademicsandbusinessas two different worlds in terms of
the different interests and goals they pursue eénBb-funded projects. They perceive that the
academicursue to have a “researchable output” in ordelot@ublications, whiléusiness
people pursues a sustainable “sale-bone” produetuse they want to sell it and have profits
out of it.
Academicdorm thebusinesdnterests in contradistinction with theicademicinterest. One
member argues that “business” is “not interestecegearch but is interested to “to sell the
platform” and “make money with educational matérigdhnother member notes in her
interview:

“it’s Martin who is business person and he wantsdibthe platform, and he wants

to makes it sale-bone, and he wants to make iasadtle and interesting for him,

to earnfrom this. [...] and | remember that in the firstetiag Martin for example

he said “well | am a partner of this projedtwe worked this with my platform

then | am devoted partner, if we work with a diéer platform | am a partner”.

As Michalis said”
“Eival dopopetikég emdidEelg ovdloyo pe 1o €idog tov @opéo. (there are

different goals depending the type of institutidn).

Academicgdo not challenge their professional differencé$ee the nature of their interests.
They construct their own working identity throudte tcomparison of academics and business
interests. They infuse to their working academieniity a sense of creativity and adding
value: Academicgor researchers) aoing research, while thbusinesspeopleexploit the
work of theacademics

Their different interests are reflected on theircpptions of the EU-funded projects and their
role in them. In his interview Jaradademi¢ perceives the EU-funded projects to be
“common political program for research exchanged #mt their role is to do and exchange
research — which entails to do publications. Onatiner hand, Martinbusineskcharacterizes
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the EU-funded projects as “project business” andegees that their role is to do business. As
it is discussed in the next section, for Martinndpbusiness entails to pursue profits. Table

8.1 outlines how thacademicsonstruct the professional diversity in their patjgroup.

Table 8.1 The construction of professional diffeesby theacademics

Perceptions of the “academics”

Professional Academic people Business people
differences between

Interests and goals in Research and publication Profits

EU funded projects

[

“Researchable outcome” “Salebone”

8.3 Practitioners’ perceptions: Focusing on differaces between academics
and practitioners — “it is two different ways”

Two members (Marku and Mary) create the professidneersity of the project group as
differences betweeracademicsand practitioners They argue thatcademicsand non-
academics fractitioners) have a different way of working. Marku works forNGO and
Mary works in a university, but they both align rtigelves with the “practitioner” way of
working and differentiate themselves from the “aratts”.

In her interview Mary points out:

“What | mean is that in working environments | thirs something very
obvious to me. That there’s definitely an acadewutiure and there is a
culture of practitioners, and it affects processmsd how they approach

problems, and problems solving. It's two very diéfiet ways”.

Mary and Marku shape the working identityprhctitionersin comparison with the working
identity of theacademicsAs practitionersthey categorize Margit, Camelia (NGO members)
and Martin (SMEs), while ascademicsthey refer to Klaus, Teresa, and Irena. In his
interview, Marku describes Mary also pisactitioner, although she works in an educational
and research institute:

“On the other hand, let's say our Greek partneSgrEdu partners- they
seem to have a more practical approach on thingd.is the same with the
Estonians partners. | mean, what is needed and/fiom — we need this for
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the target group. So let’s do it that it meetsriradly needs of the target group,
not for the academic requirements we envisage”

Mary — although she categorizes the research anchgdnal institute she works as

university — describes herself as having the same bf thought with the

practitioners
“Like working in the universities. [...] The Fifis the Polish, and | guess
AgriEdu [...] And is certainly like there is a diffence between. Well, I'll give
an example. This literature review that we're wogkon? | think a lot of the
academics are like ‘Oh, this is a big literatureiees is a big — you know —
thing and it has to be... You have to make sure yaelreferences that are
relevant]...] just like the Polish reaction [...] and | thinkoim the Romanians
was more like ‘We don’t quite understand what ithat you want’ and then
they were like ‘Oh, so it's pragmatic’ [...] They ambatically saw this
pragmatic and sort of simple [...]".

In her account she distinguish herself fromdbademiovay and aligns herself more with the
practitionersline of though who view things more “pragmatic gnd] simple”. Through the
inter-group comparison between tpeactitioner and academicway of working, Mary and
Marku construct a positive working for their in-gp (practitioner9 but also for themselves.
They distinct their working identity from theecademicsand the perceivesatademic or very
elaborated approachthat requires more time, and they define themeelas having more
“practical approach; seeing and approaching things asdgmatic and [...] simple
In his interview Marku points out thacademicsusually forget the “real needs” of user,
while they focus on their academic requirements:

“Academic people of course, when they work theyadeery elaborated work.

But sometimes it’s not the best thing. | meantits best, it's of course desirable

to have something that it's high, high quality. Badmetime in the academic

world, as — | think that is a general rule — esalgciin the field of languages,

they seem to forget who their target really is. yHe things more academically

than needed and tend to forget the most importaritqd [...] that is the final

user. [...] And doing things very, very elaborathohgjs, takes time. So it needs

to be a careful planning in terms of time, resosi@ed outcome.”
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Marku acknowledges thacademicslo “elaborate work” of “high quality” but adds tithey
also tend to “forget [...] the final user”. He penges that the aim of academics when doing
“highly quality” and “elaborate work” is not to amer the users’ needs but their own

“academic requirements”:

“I mean, what is needed and for whom — we needfthishe target group. So let’s
do it that it meets the really needs of the targetup, not for the academic
requirements we envisage” (Marku)

During the meeting Marku refers to the professioddferences in terms of members’
different way of working. The following vignettekias place in the last session of their first
day of the meeting. Marku uses the example of Em@m book to explain his suggestion that
they don’t need to make their exercises “very agadein order to show that they have
worked a lot in the project:

“Have a comparison in mind. When we look at a tegibor a book for

children aimed at teaching them something, it i®owdul, it is full of

drawings, full of all these things that are app®alio children. This doesn’t

mean that it's not a serious product, because tbadology behind it is

huge”.

Then Marku continuous:
“It's the same with our exercises. We don’t needntake somethingery
academidmy emphasjsand sophisticated let's say, because this igptweer
play of the day... in order to present somethingonter to show that we’ve
worked a lot in this project, because it can bdarpd in the guide”.
“And we need to make it as appealing as possibla fstudent that has a low
level, because we assume that they have a low lgivébreign language

knowledge. Because if they don’t, probably we adgsittem in vain”.

In that previous vignette Marku distant himselfnfrdhe “very academic” approach. His
account reflects his concern — that has also egedeis his interview:
[academics] “especially in the field of languaggey seem to forget who their
target is. They do things more academically thaadrend tend to forget the most

important part [...] that is the final user”.

132



The professional diversity construct, however, @& static but dynamic and changes. The
comparison between the interviews and the grouptingeedata shows that members’
perceptions about their professional differentiatiare not static but dynamic. In their
interviews Mary and Marku categorize Martin as theigroup membergractitioner, during
the meeting, however, they have a constant disagmeewith him about the product design
and they do not seem to share a same line of tholmglheir interviews Marku and Mary
reflect to their overall cooperation to the projaod create professional differences in terms
of the different way of working. They categorize Mfia as their in-group member
(practitioner), but only in terms of the perceived similarity timneir way of working when
compared to thacademicway. The context in which the professional divigrsonstruction
takes place, however, is different. During the nmggtthe topic of discussion is the product
design and the discussion is intense. The goalsvihey and Marku pursue are different than

Martin. Table 8.2 outlines the construction of gsdional differentiation by the practitioners

Table 8.2 The perceptions of Marku and Mdpyactitioners)regarding their professional
differentiation in the group

Perceptions of Marku and Ma(gractitioners)

Professional Academics Practitioners
differences between

Have anf‘academic or very Have a practical
elaborated approachi.e. | approach i.e., view things
they do ‘things very, very | as ‘pragmatic and [...]

Differences in the | €laborated things, [which] simplée
way of working takes time
Often they forget [...] the | Focus onWhat is needed
final usef and and for whorh

focus on their own
“academic requiremerits

8.4 Universities — NGO — SME

Three members (Martin, Margit, and Camelia) cretteir professional diversity as
differences betweeuniversities SMEandNGQO. This construction of professional diversity,
however, is not homogenous: Margit and Cameliec@adte differently their professional

diversity than Martin.
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8.4.1Focusing on differences between SME and universige

Martin creates their professional diversity in termaf the different goals and interests
members pursue in EU-funded projects: he pointstiuait there are different “reasondy
people join the project”, what group members “neallant to get out of this project” and
ascribes those differences to the type of institugpeople represent. Martin recognizes as
salient the differences between NGO, universities @MEs. He notes that the NGO interest
is “to improve the world”, while the interest ofetSMEs is to have profits and a sustainable
project product. Although Martin discusses abow thfferences between the NGO, the
universities and the SMEgis focus is mainly on the differences betweBRWEs and
universities
Professional diversity becomes a relational coostrn of universitiesin terms of SMEs.
Martin contrastsSMEs interests with those of theniversities He constructs th€MEs as
“putting most of the gun powder in creating thingegfile universities as focusing more on
“evaluation and piloting”, imbuing in th&MES identity a sense of creativity. Martin,
however, does not clarify what he perceives toHeeinterests of theniversities He only
constructsuniversitiesinterests in contrasts with his interests:

“Universities for example don’t care much about grefits and how to put

this project work after the project time is overdaso on. | mean on

commercial level”.

Martin portrays the SMES’ (and his own) interesgsuBing a metaphor of a “good tree” that

will give “fruit after the project”:
“Let’s put it in like a picture. [...] If | want to lant a tree, it would be an olive
tree and if | have to plant it in Estonia. And thave to do that because it is my
contractual obligation, Ok, | can plant this trBeit | won't contribute much my
own energy and time, | won’'t go and water it byhigecause | know this olive
tree won't grow in Estonia. [...] But if | see th&k, this project is really going
to take off, this can be used somehow and so bei it is another story. Then |
can wake up at night and | won't ask for anothatitamhal funding whatsoever.
And also | am responsible for paying salaries #®vesal people, so it has to
bring somehow [profits]. [...] Also if it is used atiids beneficial for users, then

there has to be some kind of mechanism which stppustainability. So, in
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one or another way, they will pay you or governmeititpay you or it has to be

some sustainability model.”

Martin explains that he is willing to put a lot effort if he perceives that the product —they
will create in the project — will be sustainableheT motive for him is the product’s
sustainability — i.e., that someone will “pay” theéor using the product after the project is
over. Martin also justifies his interest for havipgfits by arguing that he is “responsible for
paying salaries for several people”. He is the owoethe SME and has to ensure the
sustainability of his organization. Table 8.3 awtk the construction of professional
differences by Martin (SME).

Table 8.3 The construction of professional diffeesby Martin

Perceptions of Martin (SME)

Professional Business - Universities - NGO
differences between

Interests and goals  Profits and Not interested in| Improve the world —
they pursue in the product’s profits they are not interested
EU funded projecty sustainability in profits

Martin creates their professional differences noltyan his interview, but also during the
group meeting. The following vignette illustrate®wh Martin crafts his interest for
sustainability during their group discussion.
Klaus and Martin are discussing how they would gieshe exercises. Martin argues that their
main work in the project is not the exerciges se but the sustainability of the project’s
product:

“If we want to go into more sophisticated scenabielieve me, we will end up

with a quite difficult trouble, because languagereises are like basic exercises

and the main work [...] is for us to find how we cstart to use them. So, it's the

real situation, how we connect those people whaeaky willing to take those

exercises and if we focus not only on this smakesis.”

He continuous by using as example the product eb@la for supporting his argument:
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“Coca-Cola is actually crap, its two cents a litteut the main money is how to
get people to drink it; that's the main money. Aaldo in this project the
language exercise itself is easy to do, but itesywdifficult to show and to
deliver all these networks how to find the langudagning programs and how

to figure out all the rest”.

The coca-cola example that Martin uses, reflecsplerspective for the role of the language
exercises. In his narrative he makes salient tisainkerest is where “the main money” is and
not to design a necessarily good product, but e hlaofits from the project. For him, the

“main money” is to design a good sustainabilityrnpfar their product, not to design good

exercises. Furthermore, according to Martin theyugh not focus so much on the exercises
per se His interest is different and contrary both toawviMargit and Camelia pursues — to
design good language exercises that will answer tieeds of their users — but also to the
academics’ interests — to design exercises in athatythey could be “researchable”.

8.4.2 Focusing on differences between NGOs and SMEs

Margit and Camelia, also create professional difiees in terms of the different interests and
goals members pursue in the project. Their inteydsbwever, are slightly different from
Martin’s (SME) interest to have a “big marker” ftreir product, rather than to answer the
users’ needs. The interest of Margit and Cametiad¢t a product that will be useful to their
users) is informed both by the type of their orgation and their role in the project. They
represent NGOs that work with students; and asarg@mnizations their primary concern is to
do a product that will answer the users’ needs.
Both of them are the presidents of the NGOs tlegyasent in the project. Although they
recognize the differences between the NGO, SMEuakrsities, they focus mostly on the
differentiation between NGO and SMEs. In her inw Margit, for example, refers to
professional diversity as differences between N@GRlyersities and SMEs and the adding
value that each offers to the project:

“You bring something to the project which nobodgescan bring. Those who

work in universities bring something. Those who éavivate enterprises bring

something. Those have very small organizations witferent type of people

bring something. So | think it’s... just positivettee whole”
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Although in her interview, Margit refers toniversities NGO and SME yet she does not
perceive thabcademicsinterests are in conflict with her interests as N®rgit, similarly
with Camelia, perceives that her interests are Ipalifferent from theSME’sinterests, not

theacademics

The following vignette from their group meeting slshow Margit constructs her interest in
the project as informed both by the type of hetituson and her role in the project. The
vignette takes place at the beginning of the mgetithen the coordinator invites members to
be “open and explicitly state” their interests dmav they see the whole project. After his
request, each member speaks up in turn accordithge tvay they seat around the table. When
it is the turn of Margit, she says:

“From the learning, from the target group poinvaw and as user organization and

piloting a course | think at this moment I'm vemyriobus. How this is going to be

working for us. The reality is not exactly what Weught in terms of Romanian

agriculture professionals immigrating to Greecs. \ery challenging and lets leave

this challenging quite there because | don’'t wanhave any negative or skeptic

approach to this but [...] try to do our best in terofi the project”.

Margit defines her role in the project in termshefr relationship with their users. She does
not categorize herself only as “user organizatibat identifies herself with “the learning,
from the target group point of view”. In her intesw also she defines herself in terms of her
relationship with the users:

“The idea [of the project] has to match......mmnea need, if this is something or

somebody’s. Because then the satisfaction fromahget group makes you feel

very well and very good. That's also somethingyverportant for me and for us,

as an organization”.
Margit defines her role in the project in terms hedr relationship with the users. Their
satisfaction is what makes her feel good, and tbexeher role in the project is to design a
product that will be useful for the users.
Camelia is the second member who focuses on theraliices between NGO and SMEs.
Although in her interview, Camelia focuses on thefg@ssional differences between
academics and business, during the meeting sheahstructs differences between NGO and

business.
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Camelia is president of the NGO that she representse project but also is a university
professor #cademig (her identities intersect). The following vigreethat takes place at the
beginning of the meeting and illustrates the irgetisn of Camelia’s identities. Klaus invites
all members to be open and “explicitly” state whibkir interests are. When it is the turn of
Camelia to speak, she defines herself and heesttéy the project to be informed by both her
academic and NGO identity. She starts her narratorementing that “it is an interesting
project from our perspective” and it “also meetsghyi..very important points on the agenda
of our organization”. She continues that they are intecksh the “research directions” but
adds that “the research is going to be relevatiie¢meeds analysis”.

In her account, Camelia emphasizes that her intexye®t only to do “research” but specifies
that their research will “be relevant to the neadalysis” they have conducted. Her interest is
not only informed by the type of organization shpresents (NGO), but also by their role in
the specific project (being a “user organizatioiBhe is interested to design a “researchable”
product that will also be useful for their useranilia is interested to have a “researchable

outcome” therefore she does not perceive any abnfith the academic interests.

The NGOs' interest — to design a useful productlieir users — appears to be in conflict with
the interests of Martin (SME). During the projeateting, there is a constant debate between
the NGO members and Martin. The following vignedteows how Camelia articulate their
different interests with Martin.
Camelia discusses with Martin regarding the languagercises. She responds to his
insistence for translating the exercises in alltrpas’ languages by raising her voice and
reminds him that they had “exactly the same disioms in their kick-off meeting andalls to
have “a little progress with the discussion that ave having” in the second meeting. She
emphasizes that at end of the kick-off meeting tlegided to design exercises in “foreign
language for professionals who need to use theubaggyin their profession”.
In her account, Camelia reflects her interest enpiloject and the criterion for designing the
language exercises. She emphasizes that exertisakl e designed in a way that would
satisfy the users’ needs, i.e. designing exeromés specific professional terminology in
English.
Camelia comments:

“it seems that here in Greece at this moment tinguage needs is English,

because AgriEdu teaches in English”.
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She adds that “nobody in Romanian knows Greek” lagnice it will be really difficult to
teach them highly level of Greek. She points ot tivhat their users need is some basic
Greek words, as “goodbye, hello, thank you”.

Then Camelia asks Martin:

“Then why we need the same exercises in Romaniar®Xercises which we will create will
be in English, which is professional English, pssienal English for computing. Who is
going to need professional Romanian info in comquénd agricultural sector?

“The idea is just for example if there are somedkaf interactive exercises, then for example
Romanian is needed because this is like”, Marnties.

“Martin is needed only for instructions”, Camelianements to him.

“No, no”, Martin answers.

Camelia insists: “For instructions”.

Martin tries to explain: “For example, the exersisklaybe the exercises would be: ‘the word
this is in the Romanian word. What's the answeEmglish?”

Camelia with a tense voice says to Martiviou want bilingual multilingual dictionary” [my
emphasis]

Martin tries to explain that those languages aedad for the interactive exercises. He says
that “Romanian is necessary [...] because you needkdhe words Romanian what's would
you ask in Greek”.

Even though Martin disagrees with Camelia’'s commémdt he wants to design a
“multilingual dictionary”, later he says so himséiNo, no...If we really do it as simple, it's
like the dictionary style of thing...There’s no plem to translate this dictionary words into
whatever languages”.

The account of Camelia that Martin wants a “biliagumultilingual dictionary” reflects
Camelia’s comment in her interview that Martin @asbusiness person wants to makes [the
platform] a sale-bone [...] to earn from this”. Likéher members, she perceives that Martin
wants the exercises to be simple because it widdser for him to sell it after. At the same
time, Camelia through her account articulates ven mterests in the project which are in

alignment with Margit's (NGO), i.e. to design a guzt that would be useful for their users.
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8.5 Summary

This chapter presented members’ perceptions ragarthieir professional differentiation.
Members shape their professional differentiatiotieirms of two criteria: (a) most members
create their professional differentiation focusiog the different interests and goals that
members pursue in the project. These members latectheir professional differentiation as
differences between academics and business, anddietNGO, SME and universities; (b)
other members, however, focused on the differenyisved working and not in the goals that
members pursue in the EU-funded projects; these baem portrayed professional
differentiation in the group as differences betwepeactitioners and academics. Although the
construction of their professional differences &ldferent forms, yet a common process that
seems to partly underlie members’ differentiaticorkvis members’ need to create a positive

sense for their self.
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Chapter 9 Doing differentiation work: perceptions d expertise
differentiation

9.1 Introduction

Expertise diversity is the third category of diffatiation that members perceive as salient in
their project group. The creation of expertise Bitg partly entails members’ relational
identity work; members define their expertise imte of who the other is and the field of
expertise they perceive as out-group. Although growembers recognize three field of
expertise in MULTI (“IT specialists”, “agriculturspecialists” and “language experts”), they
create their expertise diversity focusing on th#edénces between “ICT” and “language
experts”. These sub-groups, however, are not honoage members articulate them
differently.

Camelia, Marku, Margit, Teresa and Irena percdmnay belong to the same field of expertise
(language education) compared to the field of eigeeiof other members. These members
also categorize themselves aducators’ or “language experts’As their out-group perceive
the “ICT people’, in which they categorize Michalis, Jan and Mar#though educators
categorize Michalis, Klaus and Martin d€T peoplé, these three members do not define
themselves as belonging to the same ICT expent@gpgMichalis, Jan and Martin construct
their group expertise diversity without focusingtbaeir own field of expertise.

Jan and Michalis define themselves as belongintpeosame “not language experts” group,
while as “language experts” they categorize Tersaa and Camelia. Michalis and Klaus
define who they are in in contradiction to whana their field of expertise: they are “not
language experts”. Martin, both in his interviewdaturing the group meeting, does not focus
on expertise differences and does not make claahieodefines his expertise to be.

In the thesis | use the broad term “ICT” (the categation thateducatorsuse) to refer to
Michalis, Klaus, and Martin although they do notgaeve themselves as ICT; | avoid to use
the label of “not language experts”, because ites/ broad and could possibly lead to an
incorrectly inference that includes other membdss,dike Mary, Dimitrios, or Lajos, who
are not language experts either. Table 9.1 prebeietty the perceptions of theducatorsand

theICT experts for their group expertise diversity.
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Table 9.1 Expertise differences according to gnmgmbers

According to the According to the ICT people™*
“educators*

Defining self Educators vs. ICT Language experts vs. not

and others language experts
Different definition of what [Nothing mentioned]

Expertise the term “exercise” means

dnfferences ar®  Different perspective on Different leverage in decision
in terms of

how they should design the making regarding how they
exercises should design the exercises

* Camelia, Margit, Teresa, Irena, and Markuraferred as “educators”.
** Michalis, Klaus, and Martin are referred a€T people”. | use the categorization tlemucatorsgave to
these three members

9.2 Expertise differences from the “educators” pergective

The label tducators is used by Camelia during her interview, andeet$ her perceived in-
group similarities: they are all involved in langgaeducation. In her interview Camelia
discusses her perception about the creation ofreseliversity during the group meeting:
“It was very interesting to see that accordinghe field of expertise that people
have...little [...] emotional empathetic teams werenfed. It was obvious, for
example the educators: the Polish ladies, and mngsdll could see that Margit as
well, because she manages an educational centeénesindanagement definitely
have a feeling on the emphasis put on teachingaNfeore or less, felt somehow
together, understanding in the same way, the s¥ewh, it was interesting in this
point of view [...] But definitely there were peoplewho thinking along the same
lines probably. So they were somehow more gluedthesy”.
This perception is shared by all the members wHmeleéhemselves as belonging to the
language expertise group. Margit, for example, in her iaiew forms their in-group

similarity in terms of their common engagementanduage education:
“Polish are experts in creating the language egesc|...]. And we are, let’'s say

experts or we have 14 years of experience in wgrlaith students, which is the

target group [...] they have adult learners and veeaative in this area”.
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In his interview Marku shapes their educators @nty, and identifies who belongs to the
language expertise group:
“We, Romanians and the Polish people are [...] inedhin language
education: education, language teaching and legarnAmd we share the

same values, Polish and Romanians partners”.

Members shape their expertise differences alsonguthe project meeting. Camelia
comments, for example, during their group discussio

“we haven't heard good of people who are lingusstiénd we haven't heard good

of ICT people. | suggest that we do some a litdenorrow when we have more

decision making on the product. That we do somalilghmwork, perhaps”.

In her account, Camelia constructs their expedisersity in terms of the “linguistics” vs.
“ICT peoplé. When she refers to the fact they haven't hedrhe linguistic and ICT people
indirectly she constructs them as having two défifierperspectives that they should both be

heard in the decision making process for theirquitg product.

The language expertform expertise diversity in terms of the differaxgnceptualization of
the term “exercises” and the different knowledgat tmembers have for designing a good
exercise. For théanguage experts or educatoran ICT member is not a “specialist” in
languages, which means that it does not understakdow what should be done to design a

good exercise. Markweflucatoy illustrate this in his interview:

“and the only specialists in the partnership agettho Romanian partners and the
Polish University. So we presented our vision oratearning materials mean,
and it was definitely differently from the Estoniand the Finnish and probably

the Greek partners”.

Marku (educato} in his account does three things: first, he ocwmmtss the expertise
differences in terms of the different conceptuaiaa of what an “exercise” means, second,
he constructs himself and other educators as thé “specialists”, and third, he ascribes

special status on the language field of experisepared to other fields.
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Camelia, similarly, creates the expertise diversityhe project group partly in terms of the
different conceptualization of the term “exerciséii her interview, she refers to the
misunderstanding that existed during the group mgeégarding what an “exercise” means:

“So | expect to be as it is seems now [...] thatowvd be ten at least ten lessons

or units which are developed according to the tdastsategy of lesson of a unit

in a foreign language, and the ladies in Polandragself know very well [...]

So, | am happy that today the definitions of theacapt happened, you know”.

[...] Yes, exactly the definitions that Klaus clarifiys point of view. Because

yesterday | was not very sure where his point eiwwas, you know. And | was

just thinking that he would not being a speciakgh foreign languages, he may

not be well aware [...] we were went some very, v@fiematic exercises, and

in the same time | was amused reflecting on my edurcator experience”.

Camelia describes Klau(T) as someone who “is not aware” of how to desidanguage

exercise, and simultaneously remarks how she “wagsad reflecting on [her] educator
experience”. Camelia enhances her self-esteem @ftarth by constructing herself as an
expert in language who knows “very well”, just likee two content developers the “classic

strategy of lesson of a unit in a foreign languade”

Both in their interviews and during the group megtitheeducatorsmake salient that they
share a common understanding and perspective ragate design of the language
exercises. In her interview Teresad(cato) reflects how she felt after she finished her
presentation regarding the design of the exerciSles.notes that the “Romanians” [referring
to Camelia, Marku and Margit] understood “correcitgm the very beginning” what she
presented “as something they expected”. Teresatgant that acceepting someone’s
perspective as something natural is different tlamply understanding someone’s
perspective. The former emphasizesharedunderstanding andommonperspective. In her
account she points out that these members notsjogtly understood her perspective on
language exercise, but furthermore they were atpeaing that her perspective would be
like that.

! That is in one of the processes that underlietimstruction of expertise diversity in the groupeTcreation of
expertise diversity is not randomly constructedibuiriven by the need to have a positive workuhentity for
the self. Through my findings | show how the prasssunderlying the identity construction comes th&eo
construction of the diversity.
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During the meeting, theducatorsshow that they share the same perspective onesigrdof
the language exercises. In most debates duringrtject meetingeducatorswvere supporting
and supplementing each other’'s arguments as thmviol vignette illustrates. The vignette
takes place in the second session of their meetthgre members are discussing how they
should design the language exercises. Martin descudth Teresa about the design of the
language exercises. Teresa interrupts him and cowsrtigat in order:

“to create the exercises we need some resourceriedavhich should be very

relevant and it needs to have copyright. So we @aproduce, you know just

taking some knowledge from the internet and makingst together.”

Martin replies with a comment that reflects hisgpexctive regarding the way an exercise is
designed:

“Gather it up. Terminology is not copyright”.

Teresa, slightly surprised and annoyed repliesrno h
“we can't take, you know, some words from heaverd #nen just say, ‘well, this

is the exercise you have to do’. It must be teidrded, or whatever”.

“A text”, adds Camelia complementing Teresa, ante3& continuous “a text, and what we

will expect from partners”.

After a while, Camelia clarifies that they will re€‘an authentic text”, and Teresa
complements Camelia:

“An authentic, sensible text, which will includestliocabulary.”

Some minutes later another member argues thateif tlse text then they will “be into
grammar” and adds that “you want to avoid grammar”.
Camelia and Irena replies to him simultaneouslgdoying “no”.
Irena tries to explain that they can neglect gramama they need the text as a way to “have
something to start on, to make your words...".
Marku interrupts her to illustrate Teresa’s argutvaard offers an example:

“For example, ‘identify the trees in the followingvo paragraphs’. And you

provide the text, where you...”, he clarifies.
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Camelia joins in the discussion and supports lenderesa’s and Marku's previous
arguments:
“No, we need text. Because when you develop a mafer a language, it starts a

text”.

“So we can, you know, make the text easier. Howeseme crucial text from

different departments would be really, really helpfl mean...” Teresa

complements.

That previous vignette shows how members form teapertise differences during their
group discussion regarding the design of the laggwxercises. Theducator§Camelia and
Marku) support and complement the arguments ofwizelanguage developers. They have a
shared understanding on how they should desigexéecises and what is the role of the text
in the exercise.

The continuity of the vignette illustrates the diffint perspectives between &I and the

educatorson how language exercises should be designed.

Martin and Teresa are discussing when Jan intesviernthie discussion and comments:
“I am sorry, but I think we are now again, like twteps ahead, because | am not

sure whether text, for example, is the right wayus’.

Camelia and Teresa answer simultaneously thatsaefitext in the exercises is “definitely”
the right thing.
“Definitely. From the linguistic point of view, digiitely”, Teresa adds and
Camelia agrees with her.
Jan argues:
“Sorry, again we are aiming at providing new corepetes for work professionals, so
there might be a different approach than havingxa tMaybe, we might, we really
need to look at the target groups and analyze atteathe work situations, where they
use this stuff. And then...”.
Teresa interrupts him,:

“But still, you have to introduce the vocabularyainvay”.
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The ICT members (Klaus and Martin) have a different passpe than theeducatorsabout
the design of language exercise understandinghdétbieginning of the last vignette (3.2)
Martin, although he is not a language expert, ssigg® Teresa how she could design the
exercises. For him, designing the exercises ismaple task” (as he says in another part of the
meeting) and that reflects in his suggestion tce3&rto “gather it up”. Klaud@T) who is
interested to have “innovative solutions” perceiviest having “a text” is somehow a less
innovative solution than he has envisioned. €dacatorsreply to Klaus by supporting their
own suggestion and arguing that using a text ghttifrom the “linguistic point of view”.
They construct their expertise differences in teainwho knows what is “right” for designing

a linguistic exercise.

The language expert®r educatorsthrough the comparison between themselves and ICT
people, construct a positive working identity fbemselves. They enhance their self-worth
stressing that they are the “only specialists” whow how they should design the exercises.
In the project group all members are experts anecigfsts in their fields. However,
educators do not distinguish between the diffeesipierts or specialists that are in the project
group. When they use the term “specialists” thegrrenly to their field of expertise, the

educators

9.3 Expertise differences from the “ICT” perspectie

9.3.1Defining self as “not a language expert”

The broad termiCT that is used in this section refers to Michalitaus, and Martin. Those
three members have been categorized@§ peoplé by theeducators although they did not
define themselves as belonging to the same expentip (ICT).
Klaus and Michalis refer to their expertise diffeces by defining themselves in terms of
what is not their expertise. For example duringirtlggoup meeting Klaus comments to
Camelia:

“I mean, | am just asking to understand how youisaaed how you, as language

experts, see it, because | am an expert languagegelebut not a trainer at all”.
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In other vignette from their group meeting, Miclsatefers to Martin categorizing both of
them as “not language experts”:

“...and | understand also that in my way of thinkingrevf | am not an expert,

even say ‘hello’, or ‘goodnight’ would very goodhi$ is my understanding and

your understanding, and we’re not language teachers

Klaus and Michalis define themselves as belongintpé same “not language expert” group,
while as “language experts” they categorize Tergsma and Camelia. However, the term
ICT is used in this section rather than the “not lagguexperts” label, because the latter is
very broad and could possibly lead to an incoryectference that includes other members
also, like Mary, Dimitrios, or Lajos, who are nahbuage experts either.
Michalis and Klaus shape their expertise differsnteterms of the different leverage that
language expertbave, compared to the “not language experts”,eicision making for the
design of the language exercises. The followingeite from their group meeting shows how
Michalis articulates their expertise diversity grrhs of members’ different perspectives of
what an exercise means. The vignette is from thteskession before the meeting ends. We are
in the meeting room and later the project groud wibve to the computer lab in which
Martin will present his web portal and the typeeskrcises that it supports. Michalis at the
beginnings addresses to all the members:

“Then we can discuss about what an exercise is thenexpert side of view”.
Then he address to the two content developers:

“If you have some example to show us or find onlgaene example. You can

show us ‘This is the exercise that we have in mamdi then we will discuss about

how the two worlds, the exercise from the expete sif view and the interactive,

let's say side of view can come together”.

Although both the “language®t@ucator$ and the “interactive”ICT) are fields of expertise,
Michalis categorizes as “experts” only the languaygerts. He acknowledges that the
language experts have special status in the sp@cdject, since it is highly related with their
core aspect of their expertise.

During their meeting thdCT members point out that their misunderstanding with
educators(regarding the term “exercise”) was due to théiecent field of expertise. Klaus,

for example, comments during their meeting:
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“Yeah, but | think we have all different things aur minds when we are talking
about exercises. Maybe you mean something diffetleah you would mean
(referring to Teresp When | talk about, providing workplace learniagd
providing scenarios, probably | have somethingedéht in mind than you do. So,
we really need to see which the situations areofar learners or our targeted
groups”.

In their interviews, however, th€T members do not refer to the “what an exercise nieans
misunderstanding, neither to the wrong term theadus the project proposal they wrot€T
members refer ttanguage expertas having a special leverage in decision makiroyathe
design of the exercises, and further point out ¢aaicatorsuse that leverage. Klaus notes in
his interview:

“you can observe that in any project meeting thahe beginning, there’s always

a lot of people trying to position themselves ahdvang their strengths. [...]

Every partner tries this. And if you have partnef® are special in this project.

[...] [for example, a] linguistic department. Of cearthey are unique and they

also really show that they are unique. And theyp alsow that they have unique

ways to handle things. And this sometimes alsoddadhe fact that they don't

accept other opinions on how to do things, becabsy are by nature the

specialists in these fields”.

In his account, Klaus categorizes the languageréexjs “by nature the specialists in these
fields” acknowledging their special status. He atsonments that using “their strengths” is
something that all members do. Through his accd{ats constructs the language experts as
having special leverage in their project becausthaf field of expertise, but also articulates
the use of the expertise differences as a meandibign self in the group. However, this is a
use of expertise differences and it is discusseldemext section.

9.3.2 Defining self both as “we have thousands aftercises” and “not good in language”

Martin is the third member thaducatorscategorized a$CT expert and he has different
perceptions about their expertise differences ians and Michalis have. In his interview,
Martin does not make any reference to their experdifferences. During the meeting —

contrary to Michalis and Klaus — Martin seems thatdoes not acknowledge that educators
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have special leverage in the decision making fergiheng the language exerices. That partly
derives from his self-perception that he is alsoe&pert in language learning. During the
meeting, Martin defines himself as having expermernc “lingua projects” through his
organization and therefore language expertise. filewing vignette from their group
discussion shows how Martin defines himself as lagg expert although he does not
categorize himself directly as such. The vignedt&)(takes place in the third session of their
project meeting. Group members discuss their iddamit several, potential occasions in
which their users may use the language exercisksisKpresents his scenario of what he
understands as an exercise:

“a learning situation where people can create skimé of knowledge and get

some background information for a specific situatioAs an example of

“situation” proposes the job interviews, job cocifi, etc. He perceives that these

issues could be the “learning situations” in whilksy “could provide background

materials and vocabulary and terminology to de#hwi

Teresa makes an attempt to comment to Klaus, aneplies:
“Well, | don’t know how many [exercises] we creabeit they also have learning

situations which | would understand as one exercise

“Yeah, but....”, Teresa tries to comment to Klaug, Martin who perceives that the design of
an exercise is a simple task, interrupts her:

“But if it is 100 words each, it is not that hugelon’t think 20 exercises”, Martin notes.
Teresa seems a little disturbed and interruptsiNaith intense voice:

“Have you ever prepared any linguistic....?".
She feels slightly annoyed by Martin’s comment whimplies that her task is a simple one.
Her question emphasizes her field of expertise lagdexperience in designing language
exercises. By asking him if he has ever prepargdaguage exercise she makes salient who
is the expert in those issues.
“l have participated...we have thousands of exertidéartin replies. However, he responds
using the experience of his organization and rnfetreg to his own. Then he continuous:

“We may think differently, what we mean under “exise” and notes that for him

an exercise includes grammar and that it is a sapghtary activity for language

learning courses. He argues that an exercise ‘@l@sson and not a set of lesson”

and that it can be done in “fifteen, twenty minttes
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In another vignette from their project meeting, Maalso defines himself as having expertise
in languages while he discusses with educatormember, Teresa. Teresa is a language
teacher and her role is to design language exsrasel to teach foreign languages in

university students. The vignette takes place endbmputer lab where Martin presents the
web platform that his SME will provide to the prajdor uploading the online language

exercises.

Teresa argues that language exercises should ndioilieg, and notes that the type of

exercises which Martin have shown in his platfosaeéms to be very boring”.

Martin argue to Teresa:

“...as | wrote in one article, if the thing is alreadyry interesting in visual, then
this means that it is sometimes, also be carefuis inot education, because

education, learning, is never integrated”.

In his account, Martin articulates himself as soneewho knows what is and therefore what
iIs not education and hence, as someone who hastisgpe language learning. Martin
although he discusses with a language expert assdeme perceives that he has the
knowledge and the experience to argue what is ‘@iu® and how they can design the
exercises. Although Martin does not directly catego himself as a language expert, he
defines himself as having experience and knowl@d¢gnguage education.
There is, however, an exception to how Martin caess himself as language expert during
their group discussion. In the next vignette Mart@tegorizes himself as “not good in
languages”. That happens during the first breakefproject meeting, when Teresa, Camelia,
Irena and Martin were discussing the language esescMartin was arguing to the content
developers (Teresa and Irena) that they shouldhohide grammar in the language exercises
because grammar will make difficult to translateeathe exercises.
Teresa and Camelia replied that the passive vaic@milar in English and Romanian, and
Teresa asks him how the passive voice is in Estol@iaguage. Martin do not answer but
instead replies:

“I'm not good in languages” and adds that they hakinitely to consult”.

That self-categorization of Martin as “not goodiamguages” is the exception in the way he

defines himself during the whole project meetingafl self-categorization as “not good in
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languages” partly facilitates Martin to avoid tosaer Teresa’s question. Martin is not
interested to include grammar in their language@ses and possibly he does not see any
reason for discussing the differences between shenian and English grammar.

Interestingly though, during the project meeting @ Martin’s main arguments is that their
languages are very different and hence includingmgnar would make difficult the
translation of exercises. When he was asked abeutstonian grammar, however, he avoids
answering by replying that he is “not good in laages”. Martin partly uses that self-
categorization to avoid discussing grammar evemghoat the same time argues about the

grammar’s big differences in members’ languages.

9.4 Summary

This chapter presented members’ perceptions abeut éxpertise differentiation. Although
there are several fields of expertise in the granpmbers focus on the differences between
the “ICT” and the *“language experts”. The memberbowcategorize themselves as
“educators” or “language experts’perceive as their out-group thE€T people”, in which
they categorize three members. These three mentimxgver, do not define themselves as
belonging to the same ICT expertise group. Michahd Klaus, although acknowledge the
distinction between thECT andlanguage experighey define who they are in contradiction
to what is not their field of expertise: they aret language experts”. Martin does not focus
on expertise differences and does not make clearhiedefines his expertise to be. In the
few cases in which he does refers to the expediféerences, he portrays himself as either
havingexperience in languages as not.

The findings presented so far, in overall show lgopaup members construct their diversity in
three inter-related categories of differences ¢(metl, professional, and expertise) and how
they create each of their perceived diversity aateg. Group members, however, do not
always form their differentiation as separate tidct categories of differences. In many
cases members create their diversity to consishtefsecting categories of differences. In
many cases both in interviews and during the ptajeeeting, members define themselves
and others intersecting their various identitielse hext chapter illustrates the intersectional
nature of members’ differentiation and how it udilin their interviews and during their

group meeting.
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Chapter 10 Doing differentiation work: intersecting the categories
of differences

10.1 Introduction

The previous sections discussed how group membeaseceach of their perceived categories
of diversity in their group. Group members, howewer not always form their differentiation
as separate or distinct categories of differenbes,also form their diversity to consist of
intersecting categories of differences. In manesaboth in interviews and during the project
meeting, members define themselves and others ghrtloe intersection of their various
identities. The construction of their identity atiteir differentiation is partly a relational
process. How they define themselves and othersffasedit (both in type of difference and
the content of each difference) is influenced byughthe other and the situation.

The intersection of their differences leads to mpl@x group dynamic, either diminishing or
enhancing the in-group —out-group dynamics (sucheiaween South vs. North or between
ICT vs. language experts). Apart from the natiopahfessional, and expertise differences,
other types of differentiation enter in the intets@nal construction of their differentiation,
such as the gender. The intersection of genderexertise, nationality and profession either
enhances the in-group and out-group dynamics bettesl anguageandICT experts (e.qg.

in the group the language experts are female WhddCT experts are male);, or it creates in-
group differentiation in thé&cademicge.g. Finish academics with ICT expertise areedéht
than Polish academics with expertise in languagenieg).

In his interview Klaus portrays the complexity dietr group diversity. His narrative

illustrates the intersection of nationality, ethtyicprofession, and organization.

[...] I think we need to distinguish here and — waflicourse — we can also see
aspects on the national culture, as the projednger from Estonia, Romania,
Greece and Poland [...]

But of course even within the countries — as yoavka- we have partner which
comes from the Hungarian minority in Romania. Sohage people from very
different national cultural contexts and also regiccultural contexts...

Additionally, we can observe a lot of differencegderms of professional cultures,
organization cultures. We have academic partnenselisas business partners.
And well additionally there are those differencesnorking cultures, in different
institutions. So this is kind of mixture betweere thational culture and the
professional one [...]
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10.2 Intersecting professional, national, and expése differences

All members form their group diversity to considt iatersecting various categories of
differences. This intersection however does nolovola single direction or pattern. The
intersection of differences both enhances the auygrsimilarity and creates in-group
differentiation within a category of difference. ére are, however, other cases in which
members form their intersecting differences astaadddifferences. It appears that the type of
differences itself is not so important, but rattiex process that the intersection serves. That
draws attention to the process of differences meato the way members intersect their

different identities.

10.2.1 Enhancing homogeneity within a category ofifference: “what [...] we have in
common here a number of us”

Some times the intersection enhances the percéivgup similarity. For example, during
their group discussion members who héareguage expertisand also teach in a university
(academick use their profession in intersection with theipertise. These members often do
not distinguish between their two identitiggdfessionabndexpertis¢ but define themselves
in terms of the profession-expertise intersectibhe following vignette from the project
meeting is an example of how members enhance pesteived in-group similarity with
other members. The vignette illustrates the intditse of expertise with profession and
specifically shows how Cameliaequcatof academi¢ NGO) negotiates her intersected
identities towards Martinbyusiness The vignette takes place in the third sessiorthef
meeting. Klaus explains his understanding of whateaercise means, and a discussion
between Teresa, Martin and Klaus follows. Cameliarvenes in the discussion:

“What | think that we have in common here a numitifeus, is that we've been
doing theteaching professiom languagedor a long time and we know what the
profession requires in terms of quality standaaiswhat good unit in teaching
foreign languages mean, is like. So, that's why chearly see that there is no
similar understanding of the process of how weoihtice the product... and what
the product is like” fny emphasjs

Martin tries to argue to Camelia, but she contirsiou

“But we need to know... We amgrofessionalsn thedidactics of teachindoreign
languagesin foreign languagesso we can’t...we have to process the information
that comes to meYou are the external worlthat has tdoenefit fromthe product
that we create,but we need to keep the benchmarks which we knave o be
there. So, you understand what | am saying”, Camatidress to Martin.nfy
emphasip
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In this vignette Camelia categorizes herself aral ttho Polish content developers as the
“professionals in the didactics of teaching forelgnguages” and distinguishes themselves
from the rest members. Camelia shapes their diffex@ion in terms not only of their
expertise but also of their professional difference&She perceives Martin as the
“businessman” (as she categorizes Martin in harwgw) who will benefit from the project
by selling the product that the “professionalshia teaching foreign languages” will “create”.
Camelia uses both her profession as a teachereamnexpertise in language to gain leverage
towards Martin. She stresses that “we need to keeenchmarks which we know have to
be there” emphasizing that they are the ones wloavkmow the exercises should be done.
Camelia through the use of her intersecting exgerénd professional identities tries to
enhance both her position in the group and therdgee of academics who are language

experts.

10.2.2 Creating within-category differentiation: “Observing [...] how different academic
professional cultures are”

In other cases, however, the intersection of tlfierénces creates a heterogeneity within a
category of difference. For example, experti€&l(vs. language is used as a way to stress
the heterogeneity among tleeademicsmembers. In his interview Klaus, categorizes the
Polish members, himself and Michalis as differentarms of their country, ethnicity, and
expertise. Klaus notes that all azeademicsout also points out they are not a homogenous
group. He creates their in-group academic diffeagionh in terms of their expertise
(Language- Agriculture— Information Systein

Well just observing [...] how different academic ms$ional cultures areike [...]

we deal with thelanguage departmenin a Polytechnic, and then we have the
Agriculture Universityin Greece, and then we have the University of dAAID,
with the Information System Departmeand | can see that things are handled in
different way. (ny empasis

In his interview, however Klaus focuses in differea between ICT and language experts,
and creates their differences in terms of the \kay publish and share the language teaching
materials that will develop in the project.

So, the way how you publish, how you would sharéenms. So that’s quite a good
example | think. Soye are in Finlandvery free and very cooperative regarding our
teaching materials. In this project we are develggeaching materials. So for me
it's totally clear that things should be sharedttshould be published openly, that
we receive even critical reviews to make our matsribetter. Uh, in other
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professional cultureshere are more focusing on keeping their rights k@eping
their materials for themselves. Which is totallydarstandable. So of course there’s
always intellectual property issues. But that’s stining which comes out of the
tradition of an academic culturbut also of thgrofessional cultureLet’s say for
us, forInformational Systemersud_anguage Departmenfmy emphasis]

Klaus creates a positive identity for the ICT expeas free and very cooperatitgnterested

in publishing openly their teaching materials iderto get review and make them better. At
the same time, he refers lmnguage expertas ‘keeping their materials for their selves
concerned with intellectual property rights. Klanakes an inter-group comparison (ICT vs.
language) positive for his in-group (ICT); he stmpepositive working identity for the ICT
group and partly enhances his self-esteem andsstatu

In his account Klaus intersects not only expert{i€T — language) with profession
(academics), but also inserts in the above intésetheir national differences. He uses the
country he represents to compare with Poland ahdia@thnicity (German). Contrary to this
comparison, when he refers to Michalis he usesethsicity to form their intersectional
differentiation:

And then you have of course partners who have &rearked together long, like
us and Michalis. [...] where we have already deveadopdind of common working
base which has developed in the last 8 years oetbong like that. So, that's again
different. You cannot say that this is still theltate of my German background
from Information Systeror MichalisAgriculture Sciencéackgroundn Greece So
that’s already, again the different. You need thi@ge this common working base.
You need to clearly reflect on what background @opgte have in terms of an
national culture, organizational or professiondture. [my emphasis]

In his narrative Klaus points out that previous rd aspecially long-term — cooperation
develops a “common working base” among members thakes less important their
differences (national, professional, expertise) eetices the effects of their differences. The
creation of differences is dynamic — perceiving somne as different is not a static perception
but changes. Klaus notes that he and Michalis hdifferent expertise and national
“backgrounds” but he does not perceive Michaligléiferent from him, since through time
they develop a shared, mutual understanding awdnanon working base.

In other cases the intersection of professpadtitioner vs. academig with expertise creates
heterogeneityamong thelanguage expertsMarku, for example, perceives the two Polish
content developers as having the same expertisehivit (anguageexperts) compared to the
agriculture andCT expertise of the rest members expertise. He cdassg them as in-group

members, sharing the same “values”.
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We are not very [different]... We are different défty, but the variation is not
very big. Because if you look at the partnershimposition... We have Greek
partners; we have Romanian partners... then Polishjgh and Estonians.

And Finnish and Estonianseem to have theame behavioand thesame culture
And we Romaniansand thePolish people are... but only because of the profile of
the partners. Becausse are involved in language educatioBducation and
language teaching and learning... Am@& share the same valuesPolish and
Romanians partners — ... and please don't forget weatare part of the same
whatever communist bla, bla... you name it.

Additionally, Marku perceives that contrary witretRorth members, he shares more with the
Polish members as belonging to Beuthregional group. In these occasions, Marku creates
his in-group similarity with Teresa and Irena, ¢reg a positive working identity for himself
and his perceived in-group through the comparisih ather members he perceives as out-
group.
In the case of the profession, however, Marku categs Teresa and Irena as out-group
members because of their “very academic” workingragch. Marku constructs a positive
working identity for himself by contrasting his appch with theacademics

a “serious product” doesn’t need to be “very acadgm.] in order to show that

we worked a lot in the project”.
For Marku practitioner), the most important is to remember the final wesed to design a
product for the users’ needs, not for the acadeegairements of thacademicsHe creates a
positive working identity for himself — and his peived professional in-group (practitioners)

— compared to the perceived out-group,abademics

10.2.3Intersecting differences as additive: “We are quitemixed in this project”

In other cases the intersection of categories @ferénces does not enhance in-group
similarity, neither creates within category diffeti@tion. Members articulate the intersecting
differences as additive differences that shapengpbex differentiation in the project group. In
his interview Martin points out that he does natidk members according to their nationality
or profession, but he perceives others as “a weell®f information”.
We can’t overestimate those [national differencésjlepends also on the human
situations and on the situation which organizatibay are working in and |
normally don’t divide. I look more organization 8 plus the country they come
from, plus what are their interests, so it is l&kevhole set of information, then |

see what kind of partner.
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In his interview Martin describes their differeriitan as context depended. The categories of
differences and the creation of their overall défd@iation are influenced by the “human
situations” members confront with within the EU-flad projects. As Michalis explains in his
interview, the context of an EU-funded project ighty dynamic. Michalis points out how
both the “Other” and the situations that membets fahange throughout time:

Anhadn oe kdbe o@don tov £pyov, Eavakdbeoar, PAEmelc.. ywti E€peig
aAlalovve... etvan duvopkd to mepPdirov. Otav WAGS Yo Eva £pYo TOV KPOTAEL
tpia xpdvia, ot opyavicpoi alhalovve, ot Tpotepaldtnteg oArdlovve, ol AvOpwmot
eevyovv, épyovtar, arldalovve moota. Eivar éva dvvapukod mepiBdilov. Eivon
avTo...

The intersection of differences is influenced bbthwho is the Other and the context. The
intersection is ongoing, constant and illustratesv hidentity work and differentiation
construction processes are dynamic and relatideinbers’ perceptions, self-definitions and
categorization of others are not static or fixed.

An example of the dynamic process in which memb&man their intersectional
differentiation is the following vignette from mems’ project meeting. The vignette takes
place at the beginning of their meeting. In hisrai@re Klaus forms their professional
diversity as differences between two groups: resess and business. He creates specifically
their differentiation in terms of their differentterests: research vs. exploitation of research.

“[...] we still need to work on common ideas, commwsion and common perspectives
[...]. So it's clear that we are all have some kind ddférfocuses and maybe different
interests, whether it is research or whether itpleitation of those activitiesSo let’s
just make that very explicit and very open in timeeting here. For every work package
when we run an activity, when we promise an agtjyilease also state what do we
expect, and what we want to do. [my emphasis]

In the continuation of his narrative, Klaus categes himself as “researcher” and notes that
as a researcher he wants to find “new innovativetisns to publish about it”.

So in fact, in our term, of course we are reseaschr us it's extremely important
to find newinnovative solutionso publish about itfmy emphasis]

Although his interest is informed both by his exserin e-learning and his profession as a
researcher, Klaus shapes their interests as intbonky in terms of their professions.
“So for us thebusiness interestsf course it's not so focused but more innovation

and related to this partnership interests of cdyrag emphasis].
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At the certain time of the meeting, Klaus shapesr thifferentiation as differences between

the academicsand the businessmembers. Later, however, when the project meeting
discussion evolves around the design of the languagercises, Klaus re-forms his

perceptions about their differentiation and pomsayheir differences in terms of between

expertise.

“I mean, | am just asking to understamolv you see it anthow you, as language

experts see it becausd am an expert language learner but not a trai¢rall

[my emphasis]. So, this means we say, ‘Ok, theexdns a work situation, there

is certain knowledge which we know the learnersaliguhave and we train

additional stuff'. “Is that how you would imagin&1, Klaus asks.
Klaus with his comment introduces again the experdifference to their discussion. In his
account, Klaus construct their differentiation @ation of their expertise. He defines himself
as not an expert in teaching languages, and categathers as “language experts”. He refers
to their expertise differentiation in the groupanother part of the meeting when he presents
the evaluation task — for which his organizationresponsible. Klaus says to the group
members:

“We don't see evaluation as something one partnes(...]. We see evaluation as
a kind of a service that we try... to work togethed &valuate our own worléd\nd
we can’t do that on our own...because you are Kpees for the language learning
[my emphasis] this is on us. [...] So this is why | am mentionitigs in the
beginning, so that we just see evaluation not smars¢e, but very closed and
attached to the work-packages and working in... ¢éyge cooperation”.

10.3 Intersecting national, professional, expertisdifferences with other
differences

The detailed exploration of the intersectional ¢arion of members’ differentiation allows
for the emerging of other types of differencest(thare less salient in members’ perceptions),
like gender and the size of their institutions.

10.3.1lInserting gender in differentiation work

Gender is a category of difference that is not gigerl as salient by all members. Gender
enters in the process of differentiation work tlglouthe intersection with expertise,
nationality and profession. Its intersection witiede differences in some cases enhances the

in-group and out-group dynamics, while in otheresais creates in-group differentiation.
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10.3.1.1intersecting gender: enhancing in-group similarityith some members

In her interview, Camelia intersects expertise wggander. On the one hand, Camelia
categorizes herself and other three female mendweia-group members in terms of their
same expertise “educators”:

It was very interesting to see that according &figld of expertisehat people
have little little emotional empathetic teams was formiedvas obvious for
examplethe educatorsthe Polish ladies, and myself and | could seeNeagit
as well, because she manages an educational emdtéler management
definitely has a feeling on the emphasis put onftea. We all more or less, felt
somehow together, understanding in the same waysame. Yeah, it was
interesting in this point of view.

At this point, during her interview, | remember ralfghinking that | was expecting Camelia
to point “the ICT people” as the expertise out-grafi educatorsBut to my surprise | realize
that differentiation is much more complex thandught. Camelia continue her interview and
forms their out-group to be “men”. Gender is useddinforceeducators distinctiveness
from thelCT but also therheri group:

“I could also see for example thaten stacked together more obviously, you
know.

| wouldn’t think that thePolish ladies and ugrefers to herself and Margit as
Romanianshre stacked together because we are females

| am thinking Klaus, Michalis, and Martin... [pausahd | think that Dimitrios
was somehow neutral | think. That's how | felt it..[fhy emphasis]

Nevertheless, after some seconds of small pauselZactomments that Dimitrios and Marku
were neutral and notes that maybe was not a “nfaleyt as she was thinking at the
beginning.
Dimitrios, probably he somehow was more neutraltkdd think that Marku [...]
So, I don’t know if this was a male thing... Bufidaely there were people who are
thinking along the same lines probably. So theyewsermehow more glued now
together.
Camelia defines herself, the Hungarian female membe the two Polish female members as
intersecting their gender and expertise. The ccastsag of gender, expertise (but also
nationality — although not referred in this quoie)overall enhance Camelia’s perceptions
about her similarities with the specific female niems of educators. Although Marku (a male
member of her team) works in adult education (h&X) she does not refers to him as an in-
group expertise member. Having the same gender Matgit and the two Polish members

intersects and informs the creation of the languageerts group. Camelia infuses gender in
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her accounts also during their project meetingnbst of the cases, when Camelia refers to
the two Polish, females, and language experts ség the term “ladies in Poland” or “Polish
ladies” or “the ladies”:

So | expect to be as it is seems now, is goingetarbund in this idea that it would
[...] at least ten lessons or units which are dewedopccording to the classic
strategy of lesson of a unit in a foreign langufthat] the ladies in Polandand
myseltknowvery well...

10.3.1.2 Intersecting gender: creating in-group flifentiation

Although gender enhances the in-group similaritghimi a category of difference (such as the
language experts), in other cases the interseofi@ender with other differences creates an
in-group differentiation within a category of difece (e.g. the academics). An example is a
narrative from the interview of Klaus, in which hetersects gender, nationality and
profession to articulate the identity of a fematademic. Indirectly, Klaus creates a within
category heterogeneity imcademicsbetween women and men, but also between equal vs.
less equal societieadtional differences

Why you change your working style or why you dotfiange it. Sometimes [...]
its the environment. Sometime, | mean...They can dm® many different
motivations. It can be for example. Agenda relassdie. We had a discussion that
when you have a female professor in her fiftiessairse she has a totally different
background, because in the time when she was egttns academic world it was
much harder for a woman to be successful. And sblegbly at that time had to be
much more strict, much more straightforward. Andcmtiougher in a way than,
let's say maybe it's today in a very equal socidiiye Finland. That's totally
different.

Klaus uses the phrase “much more strict, much rewegghtforward” to refer to the working
style of a middle age, woman, academic. Klaus @uliy compares &male academito
otheracademicgwomen and menfrom “more equal societies”. In comparison he ey
the “much more strict, much more straightforwardtempared to other academics men or
women — working style of a female, academic wonmamiddle age in her experiences when
she entered the academic profession. In this casgmhowever, he does not use his country
(Germany) but the country he represents (Finland).
A closer examination of his narrative shows thaaiés a double, simultaneous comparison
between:

e Women (in equal societies) vs. women (in not ecga&ieties): comparing the same

gender across different countries
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e Women vs. men (in the same country): comparingedbfit genders in the same

country

From one hand, his account involves the comparisbmvomen academicén different
countries A woman academit moreequal societiesloes not face the same difficulties that
anotherwoman academidaced before many years inrt equal societyThis indirect
comparison portrays theational differencegin terms of equal societies) intersecting with
profession(academics) and creatinghaterogeneityvithin the profession chcademicsNot

all women academics share the same working stydepantly this is due to their different
countries and consequently their experiences whtarieg academia.

On the other hand, his narrative also entails tmaparison ofvomenwith men academics
When Klaus notes that “it was much more harder&owoman to be successful” when
entering in the “academic world”, he portrays tliffedences betweewomenandmenin the
same professiora¢ademig not necessarily in different countries. A mandassaic (both in
equal and less equal societies) does not faceatie slifficulties that a woman might face
when entering in academi/omenandmenacademics do not share the same working style,
and partly this is due to differegender rolesn their countryand consequently their different
experiences when entering academia.

In the above narrative Klaus intersects gender natonality through the comparison of the
differentgenderroles across different equal vs. less eqoaintries He ascribes the working
style of the academics to the intersection of tlyginder and their country. Through this
intersection of profession, gender and nationdigus shapes the identity of a middle age,
woman, and academic from a not-equal society aschmmore strict, much more

straightforward”.

In his interview, Klaus argues that gender’'s radeperceived differently across different
national contexts and can affect the professiorpeeences of women. In his account, he
compares the working style and gender roles ofcthentry he represents (Finland) with the
working style of a woman academic, middle aged frmot “equal society”. Hence, it is

perceived that in order for a woman to be succéskiihad to strict and straightforward.
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10.3.2Inserting the size of institution in differentiation work

Another category of difference that members udbeir differentiation work is the size of the

institution that members represent in the projstrtin categorizes AgriEdu as a university
in terms of the interests and goals it pursues Whflthded projects and as an out-group
member, distinctively different from himself as SM&s it discussed in chapter 8, Martin
creates professional diversity as differences betweiversities and SMEs in terms of their
different interests and goals they pursue in EWadhprojects.

When, however, Martin discusses members’ way ofkiagy although he still portrays the

differences between universities and SMEs, he dmangys perceptions about who is
categorized as university. Specifically, Martin rbas his perception about AgriEdu and
categorizes AgriEdu as “not that much working a®raversity” when compared to the

working cultures of PolishEdu and FinishITD:

Sometimes we feel that. For example, AgriEdu is thet much working as a
University. AgriEdu seems much more flexible or tmaysmall University. In
PolishEdu case it's quite somehow, it's feasiblatti’'s a University, also in
FinishITD, how the management goes and so on, Bedhey have to get approach
to the lawyers and you know, this takes alwayseqaitnumber of time. So, its
organizational life is quite similar to PolishEdudaFinishITD.(Martin)

Martin categorizes AgriEdu as “small university’daascribes its perceived flexibility to the
size of the institution. Martin argues that thexildity differences in decision making

processes between academics and universities aetadihe size and structure of the
institutions. He categorizes SMEs as having flditybin decision making because of their
small size and the fact that the decision is maerally [by] the one who represehts

And a very important part is also the size of tbenpany, because the SMEs, one
small company, you can get decisions made verykbyjuand flexible. So, it's not a
problem to make changes or “OK, | got a new ideel],vitomorrow morning, we
start to implement that.

[In SMEs] is much more quicker, because normally ®he who represents is very
quickly able to make decisions, it is five minugesl it is done.

Martin notes that university’s big structure is abstacle in deciding and implementing
quickly the necessary changes in EU-funded prajects

In universities you have to go through very higll aactorate level and so on. It
takes maybe 2-3 months before the idea is turnedsimmething in action, because
organization is bigger, you are just not that féei And in small equations it

affects quite a lot sometimes.
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Mary also refers to theize of institutionsShe relates, however, the institutional size with
whether the members of each institution perceieesipecific project a high or low priority.
She further connects the degree of institutionabripy with members’ “efforts” in the
project:

There’san obvious differencéo me between themaller organisationsand the
larger universitiesand what their involvement is ahdw they perceive the project
For theRomaniansfor example, this is big projectfor them and its something that
they put a lot of effort towardswhereas maybe PolishEdu and FinishITD and to a
certain extent [AgriEdu] as well, it'sqot such a big part oftheir overall
organisationand not such a priority and thsbrt of shows up in the warkmy
emphasis]

10.4 Summary

The findings presented in this chapter illustraig diversity is not just the sum of members’
perceived national, professional, and expertisierdihces. Members create their diversity by
negotiating their multiple identities (like ethrticior profession) and intersecting their various
categories of differences (professional, natiomaipertise). Group members intersect the
perceived most salient differences (professiongpedise, national) with less perceived
differences — like gender and the size of institutihat members represent in the EU-funded
project. There is not a single or unique patterrhow members intersect their differences.
The intersection at some cases enhances membensup similarity in a diversity category,
while in other cases it creates in-group differaindn, or even in other cases it was described
as adding differences that make members’ divensdye complex.
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Chapter 11 Doing differentiation work: Using differentiation as a
discursive resource

11.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the various ways in which begmuse their differentiation. Members’
differentiation takes multiple shapes, content, mrags, and uses. Differentiation work — the
process of differentiation construction and re-tautdion — involves not only the shifting
perceptions of members regarding their differeimatout also the ways they use their
multiple, shiftinh, dynamic differentiation durintiheir everyday project life, such as: to
justify their communication problems, a requesttf@ involvement of other members, and to
legitimate their goals in the project. Table 11utlines how members use their categories of
differences during the group meeting and in theierviews. Each way of discursive use is
presented in the next sections.

Table 11.1: How group members use their differdiotiain their interviews and during the
project meeting

Differentiation as a discursive resource to: Type foperceived differentiation
that is used
Justity - Communication problems National differences
usti
- Request for involvement of other | Expertise differences
members in a task
Supporting members’ arguments National differences
Legitimate goals and interests in the project Rgitmal differences
Gain leverage in decision making Expertise diffessn

Professional/expertise intersection

Positioning self in the project Expertise differeac
Professional/expertise intersection

11.2 Using differentiation as an excuse to justify

Although in their interviews all members relate@ thational diversity with communication
problems, during their group discussion they did use their national differentiation to

justify any communication problem. National diffeces, contrary to the other categories of
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perceived differences, seem to be a taboo and mierdba’t speak openly about them during

their group meeting.

11.3 Justifying communication problems

In their interviews members use their national edghces to justify their communication
problems. They perceive that if they are aware atiomal differences they can reduce
communication problems in multinational contexts.

When you go out, when you communicate you needhwkhow to behave so as
not to interfere with the culture, both of the ctyrand the behavioural culture of
the individuals. It is very important to know iremeral how to approach
representatives of various cultural backgroundeightly.

As it was discussed in chapter 7, members ascoberwnication problems to the national
differences.

Yeah, | mean...Because it's the communication likeas saying before. Because
they are all from different countries and differgmofessional cultures they have
different ways of seeing things, so you add ontt thaybe a limited language
ability and then communication becomes extraordinatifficult because you
know, it's not only like different perspectives lmdw you're talking about... like
the ability to express those different perspectisedso somewhat limited

This use of national differences to justify comnuation problems reflects also the meaning
of “orientation” that members ascribe to nationakdsity.

Martin: And nationality plays also role, of course...

Me: In which manner?

Martin: The Mediterranean people are much more opeach more....they
express much more actively than people from thetiNofFhe Swedes are very
calm, they discuss a lot; Italians normally disagmeith everything in the
beginning.

11.4 Justifying request for involving others in wok task

Members use their expertise differences to jusifyequest to involve other members in a
work task.They used their self-categorization as “not exparta field to justify their need

for theexperts contribution.

TheICT andagriculture expertsategorized themselves rast being experts in languagad
uses this categorization when asking other memigeesctively participate in a work task.

During the project meeting Klaus uses the categbidm of others as “experts for the
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language learning” to justify his request for inMal them in the evaluation process, which is
a task of his organization:

“So, we see evaluation as a kind of a service wmttry to work together and
evaluate our own world. And we can’'t do that on own because you are the

experts for the language learnihngmy emphasis]

In another vignette from the meeting, Mary, an @gture expert categorized herself as not an
expert in language learning, and further usedgbitcategorization to justify her request for

help from “people who have this expertise”: “I wahé content to be valuable. So | want to

make sure that this is what you guys really wanhétude. And in addition my expertise here

Is not language learning. So we need the content the people who have this expertise”.

The educatorsalso use their self-categorization as “not expedgustify their request for
contribution by other members. For example, Irerteo vis responsible for designing the
exercises for the ICT users, during the projecttmgeasks ICT experts to “think out” areas
which she could use for designing the exercises: faék as IT is concerned, | also think that
we should come up with certain areas, as in the cdsagriculture. For example, like
computer architecture or web creating, hackinggesipherals or some other things. | am not

an expert, so | am just making some hints for yothink it out as experts on IT”.

Other educatorsuse their self-categorization as “not experts” foe same purpose. The
following vignette from the project group discussishows how Teresa and Marku (both
educator$ construct themselves ast experts in ICTand agricultureand how they use this
for asking help by others. The vignette takes placthe computer lab. Martin presents his
web portal and the type of exercises that suppéiter Martin’s presentation a discussion
starts between the group members. Teresa has smewtians regarding the type of exercises
that Martin’s web portal imposes. Michalis askseBerto explain how she has envisioned the

design of the exercises.

Teresa responds by referring to her role as a ézanha university. She explains that they
don’t teach their students just the English langu&gt they design language exercises which
are always connected with some introductory texk ianthat way they help their students to
learn new things in their fields. Then, she ex@anhat she perceives as the adding value of

their exercises. She quotes what their students say
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“Uh, you know, we haven't learned it during ourdits and we are referred here.
[...] English classesre the places where we learn something new from ield”f

[her emphasis]

After Teresa refers to their good practice as lagguteachers, she adds that she and Irean
were thinking that it will be a good idea to dostlype of exercises in this project. Then she
clarifies that they need the introductory textsnirthe partners. While Teresa means the
agriculture and the ICT experts, she doesn’t erplaiich partner she means, as something

that would naturally be understood by others.

“Especially sincave are not specialistand we don’t have any experienoeagriculture, IT,
neither do yoli Marku complements Teresa.

Expertise differences are used by all membersstifyurequests for help. They feel the need
to justify and ground their request in somethingt ttannot be challenged. For example, the
language experts could have asked for those compsere texts without mentioning their
expertise differences. However, they use theireddfitiation to justify their request and
possibly to prevent a negative answer by othengeswhat they request implies more work

for thelCT andagriculture experts.

11.5 Supporting members’ arguments

Martin uses their national differentiation to sugpbis argument about the design of the
language exercises. The following vignettes show Martin shapes their national diversity

in terms of their different languages and how hesusis differentiation in order to support

his suggestions. Martin constructs national difiees in terms of members’ different

languages. Martin articulates these differencdseeias a salient, as less important or not
existing differences among them depending to howsdes their language differentiation to

support his suggestions.

On one hand, Martin highlights the differences leetw partners’ languages to point their
national differentiation and to support his arguiém design simple exercises without

grammar; he argues that their huge language difteiewould make difficult the translation.

Martin infuses their national differences to thgmoup discussion for the design of their

product by using them to support his arguments.
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On the other hand, Martin suppresses the natioifidrehces between Hungarian and
Romanian by diminishing the language differentiatbetween them. The following vignette
from their project meeting shows how Martin ovekeahe national differences between
Romanians and Hungarians. The vignette takes placeg the second session of their group
meeting. Margit presents the results from the usersds analysis that her organization has
conducted. When Margit finishes her presentatioayt asks if she has “tried the labor
market pool in the region” and explains that bybtia market pool” he means “the
organizations who hires”. Martin ascribes Margdifficulty to find Romanians interested to
move in Greece for work, to the fact that thosernedted are already working in Greece. He
explains that it is possible there are already Roamin Greece working either in agriculture
sector, or in other sectors like the tourist indust
Martin uses the results of Margit's need analysismmopportunity to introduce his suggestion
to broaden the scope of the project and includerdilpes of user groups. He says that “I had
this idea in Estonia but | didn’t wan to press anighITD too much because that's definitely
a new idea”. Then he invites the members to “seatwan be done, because...that's 30.000
Estonians in Finland”. He mentions that he didraimivto “press on FinishITD too much”, but
he doesn't refer to other partners.
“The labor immigration is very close going on withe language knowledge”, Margit
replies to Martin and she adds:

“In our region all Hungarian speaking people gaitogary. All professionals go to

Hungary. Well, ok maybe not 100% but much percegitag
As “region” she refers to the region in which shee$ and in which she has conducted the
needs analysis. “It seems 2 Romanian in our hotdéytin tries to argue, but Margit
interrupts him. She distinguishes between the Huagaand the Romanian speaking people
in Romania. She seems a little frustrated and arthat “Hungarian speaking people” goes to
Hungary. She continuous that for the Romanian spgaleople

“I guess they go to Italy or Spain. Because oflgmguage again... The Romanian

with Italian and all those things”.
She emphasizes that language is a very importamitean in choosing the country for

immigration:

“the language issue is crucial when you want teuge work abroad”.
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However, Martin insists on his suggestion to cantiae labor markets in Greece and looking
for Romanians who are already in Greece:
“There’s definitely has to be done, there’s deéihjita need for Romanians to go to
Greek language. Even if it doesn’t in the localioeagWe may search from an other
perspective, from a Greek perspective and I'm thueee’s quite a lot of Romanians

earning money in here.”

The two previous vignettes show that national défifieiation and language differences have
different meanings and uses during the group mgeNational and language differentiation

becomes a useful social construct; Martin arti@ddheir language and national differences
either as a salient, as less important or notiegistifference among them depending to how

he uses their language differentiation to suppigrshggestions.

11.6 Legitimating their interests

Members speak openly about their professional rdiffees in their interviews, but not during
their group discussion. Even though their professialifferences are infused to their group
discussion (see, chapter 7), there are few vignéttevhich members use their professional
differences during their meeting. Specifically, ythese their professional differences for
justifying their goals and interests in the proje&h example of such use of professional
differences is in the narrative of Klaus (the pecbjeoordinator) at the beginning of the
meeting. The following vignette shows how Klausaugee perceived professional differences
(between researchers/academics and business)tify prsd legitimate the interests and the
goals that members pursue in the project ascrithiag different interests to the professional
differences he perceives as salient.
The vignette takes place at the beginning of theaeting. Klaus, who is the coordinator
constructs their different interests as a continuwith two extremes (research and
exploitation of research) that are informed by rthdfessional differences, i.e., researchers
vs. business. He further categorizes himself aseacher” and notice that as a researcher he
wants to find hewinnovative solutions to publish about it”.
Later, Klaus asks the other members to be

“very explicit and very open in this meeting heesid to “state what we expect and

what we want to do [...] for every work package whenrun an activity, when we

promise an activity, please also state...what doxpe&, and what we want to do.”
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Klaus further comments:
“let’s just say and make it explicit ‘we are goitaydo this way, because we would
like to achieve this. Because we would like to dmsthing in the future’ and then

we can align our [interests]... a little bit better”.

The coordinator constructs as salient and legigchathat researchers pursue to do
publications, while business people exploit theeagsh that academics do. He invites the

other members to be open and “explicitly” statarthnterests.

Klaus raises as salient that members pursue diffesge of interests and tries to make
members feel comfortable and “state” their reaknests in the project. Klaus uses their
professional differences to legitimate that theyspe different type of interests. Their
professional differences become a useful discursdg®urce that members’ can draw on

during their group meeting to legitimate their goahd interests in the project outcome.

11.7 Gaining leverage in decision making

During the meeting theducatorsuse their expertise to support their suggestieganding
the design of the language exercises. Specificddgy use their self-categorization as
“specialists in foreign languages” to enhance tleierage in the decision making process on
the design. The following vignette during the graligpcussion illustrates how educators try to
gain more leverage in the decision making procgsssing their expertise. The vignette also
follows from when Teresa asked Martin if he hasrg@repared any linguistic exercise. After
the short discussion between Martin and TeresayK|ains the project group discussion
regarding what “exercise” means. He suggests thay tcould “introduce some more
scenarios [in which users could use our exercidesjause we will get many more other
opinions. And | think you have prepared like moetailed scenario, where we also can get a
better understanding how an exercise, what an iseecould be”. “So, my opinion... might
be totally stupid also, so | don’t know”, Klaus add

Camelia replies and comments to him:

“No, it is not stupid, only that we haven’t readr& common vision on what we have to do,
what we have to prepare as a final deliverablés hot clear for any of us, what we have

really... | mean the ladies (she refers to the twateat developers) and then we, ourselves.”
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Teresa comments that they talk for different thittgen they were expecting and from what
their team leader has prepared them. She asks evhétty have to “imagine the whole
situation” (e.g. a job interview) or if they wiljust introduce more vocabulary” and “one or
two exercises” in which they will “put vocabulany use”.

“That is why we are here, to discuss this”, Klaeplies to Teresa. “Maybe you can also
explain later on your scenario of what you envismio be”, he adds.

Camelia intervenes in the discussion:

“What | think that we have in common here a numiseus, is that we've been doing the
teaching profession in languages for a long tingk\@a know what the profession requires in
terms of quality standards for what good unit iacteng foreign languages mean, is like. So,
that's why we clearly see that there is no similaderstanding of the process of how we
introduce the product... and what the product is’Jike

Matrtin tries to argue to Camelia, but she contirmudhe uses her language expertise towards
Martin, underlying that the language experts aeedhes who know the quality standards for
having a good unit in foreign languages:

“But we need to know. We are professionals in tliactics of teaching foreign languages.
So we can’t, we have to process the informatioh¢benes to me. You are the external world
that has to benefit from the product that we crdaié we need to keep the benchmarks which

we know have to be there. So, you understand wéuat $aying”.

Camelia doesn’'t give Martin the opportunity to ¢bage the leverage aducatorsin the
decision making process on the design of the laggeaercises. She uses her expertise in not
only to gain more leverage, but also to increasddtierage of all theducatorsn the project
group. Camelia constructs tlenguage expertsr educatorsas the ones who know how to
design a quality language exercise. Through hestoaction she enhanceslucators’status

in the project and she uses that enhanced statigpfmrt the arguments and the position of
educatorsin the group. Camelia also distinguishes Martin frdma e€ducators and positions

him as an out-group member of the language expgeutsp.

11.8 Positioning self in the group

Group members use their expertise to justify whgytare in the MULTI project, but also “to

position themselves and show their strengths” asi&kaid. In his interview Klaus notes:
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“you can observe that frequently in the meetingd #he kick off meetings that the
partners are trying to position themselves. You cae that in discussions,
discussions of them not longer only about the tdpit it's about positioning the

person, of positioning the organization in this smmium”.

Their expertise differences rather than any otiipe of differences is perceived to be more
related with their role in the project. The followi vignette shows how Klaus, himself
justified his role in the project in terms of higpertise. The vignette takes place at the
beginning of the meeting. Klaus who is the coorttinhas taken the lead and comments that
the first session of the meeting is for “setting tontracts of the meeting, what we are trying
to figure out, what we would like to achieve”. Thha directs the attention towards their
different expectations on the project and positibmsself in the project group. He justifies
his role in the project through his field of expeetin “designing e-solutions in the field of e-
learning”.
“So this is why we are in this project and whyparticularly interesting for us to

find interesting solutions and some innovative’ad adds to the rest members.

Their project is an e-learning project and as greexin e-learning he is enrolled to be in the
project. Klaus not only positions himself in theojeict, but also constructs which are his
interests in the specific project. He is interested‘find interesting solutions and some
innovative solutions”.

During the group meeting members define themsehastly in terms of their expertise while

they communicate it to others. Expertise appeab®tan important identity in members’ self-
concept and Mary illustrates this in her intervielwmean a lot of the meeting was ‘this is
who we are, and this what our expertise is’ forhea¢ the partners, just to give an

introduction about what, why. [...] we wanted to getidea who was the expert in whatever
areas and sort of where they were coming from awl they fit to the whole view of the

project”.
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11.9 Summary

This chapter presented how members draw on thearslty using their differentiation as a
discursive resource in various ways throughoutrtegeryday working life. Both in their
interviews and during the project meeting membesg their national and expertise
differentiation as an excuse to justify their conmication problems but also to justify a
request for involving other members in a task. Memaluse their national differences also for
supporting their arguments during the project nmgetiThey use their professional
differentiation to legitimate their goals in theojact. Finally, members use both their
expertise and an intersection of their professiemxipertise differentiation to gain leverage in
decision making and to position themselves in tiogept group.

The findings discussed in the present section dagguthe multiple ways members use their
differentiation as a discursive resource empincallustrate that diversity is not an
independent variable that passively influences |gedput people that are actively construct
their differentiation and use it in various wayseTfindings of the study complement the
findings of Barinaga (2007) who showed how the merslof the EU-funded project group
she studied, used their national diversity as dgwee resource to excuse communication
problems and other conflicts arising in the groot, also to position themselves and others
along the line of “cultural constructs” and therst#ypical labels attached to the cultural

constructs.
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Chapter 12 Doing differentiation work: the various meanings
ascribed to differentiation

12.1 Introduction

Members’ differentiation is a social constructiomdapart of this construction refers to the
meanings that members ascribe to their differerides.creation of differentiation is an active
process of meaning making. This chapter preseetydhous meanings that members create
for their differentiation. Members refer to natibrnifferences as an “orientation” that helps
them to guide themselves in multinational contekits, also as adding value to themselves.
This added value derives from their perceptiond trational differences help their self-
development both in personal and in professionadlléMoreover, members note that national
diversity is one of the reasons that the EU-funpiegect exists. They perceive that one of the
higher goals of the EU Commission is to “reducerithgéonalism” in Europe. Each of these

meanings is presented in the following sub-sectansbriefly outlined in Table 12.1.

Table 12.1 The meanings that members ascribe topbeeeived differences

The meaning ascribed to their peeived differentiation
Orientation National differences
Professional differences
Source for learning National differences

Expertise differences
Opportunity for self-development| National differesc

Serving a higher goal National differences
Professional differences
Imposed and pain Professional differences

12.2 Differences as an “orientation”

All members perceive national differences as anetdation” that is important to have in
order to be prepared of what to expect, how totremed communicate. The following
account from Jan’s interview, illustrates the magrof “orientation” that members ascribe to
their national differences:

“Well, if we related this to cultural models, yoave these very abstract models of
Hofstede for example. [...] And for the first timeoe abstract high level models
are very good orientation. That you see how theahthies are handled differently,
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that you see that people deal differently with utaiaty and those typical categories
that you have. So, in the beginning those modelseapugh, because they reduce
the complexity of cultural issues. But then, whew yet more involved to projects
you see many differences [...] So, with every projemi do, you see, you notion of
how different... and then you should try to incorgero your own activities and to
your own actions because you need to react.”

In his account, Klaus makes salient the need fduamg “the complexity of cultural issues”
and the need to “be able to react to those [culissaies]”. He is familiar with the cultural
models of Hofstede and notes that these are a “goedtation” which “in the beginning [...]
are enough”. However, the diversity in the EU-futhg@ojects is much more complicated
than the simple taxonomy that Hofstede’s model iokes: He argues that those models are
not so helpful because there are “many differengbgh are more complicated. In his
account, Klaus articulates the awareness of ndtidifeerences as arorientation. This
orientation reduces the uncertainty that someong feel about what to expect when he
enters in a multicultural group.

All members portrayed the awareness of nation&@ihces as a way to orientate themselves
in the complex diversified context of EU projects,be prepared of what to expect when
entering to a EU-funded project and how “to reabldt being aware of national differences
gives rise to negative feelings of uncertainty angiety. As one group member said, she felt
“very nervous” when she first participated in an-kldded project, because she wasn't
“aware very much of the huge cultural differences”.

Another member notes that the awareness of thenatdifferences helps becausgcitn
KAm®¢ TPosTolacpuévos yio to Tt vo tepuévels”. Being prepared for what to expect also
reduces potential communication problems in muiomel groups, since they know “how to
approach representatives of various cultural baxkuts differently”. Another member notes
that it is “very important” to be aware of diffei@s in order to “find communicational
channels that makes everybody happy [...] to avomdtk like an elephant in a China Shop

thinking that is only your truth that is valid bes this doesn’t work”.

The construction of the awareness of national kiffees as having the meaning of
orientation serves the members’ need for uncertainty redudtig also it enhances their self-
efficacy. Members use their perceived orientatmednstruct a positive working identity for
themselves: they are able to work and communicateeply both in EU-funded projects and

in other multinational working contexts too. In heterview Mary notes:
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“The same thing that happens with this projecat lor some reason | have the
ability, because I've worked so much with peoplenirdifferent backgrounds, |
have learned how to really understand when two lpeape coming at the same
thing from different perspectives and are not comicating properly, and 1 find

myself bringing attention to that point

Members perceive their orientation as an “abilityat enhances their competence to work in
multinational environments. As Klaus comments, Ise “used to all those European
differences” and therefore he is “well prepared’vi@rking in “Asian contexts” with Korean
people, although this is a different context thamdpe:

“‘we are still already well prepared because we wwed to all those European
differences so we are quite in a good situation”

Members perceive that they gain this orientation dzyually experiencing the national
differences, and not just by learning about themhis interview Marku emphasizes the
importance of the awareness of national differen¢és explains how he perceives that
someone can gain this orientation (which derivemfthe national difference awareness):
“Cultural aspects are not something that you leawould learn about the Greek
culture and know everything about it, but when meoto Greece | make a mistake
because | don't know how to approach them, suchase an appointment or plan a
business meeting at 7.30 am. | could get killedthat of course! Planning a
meeting with a Swedish colleague at 7.30 am wotld@’a crime. You understand

what | mean?”

Marku points out that this cultural awareness isng@ only through experiencing the
differences:
“Culture isn’t something that you learn; it's somaththat you experience and you

only learn these things by being directly exposetthém” [my emphasis]

The meaning of orientation that members createdhfgir national differences is also formed
for their professional differences. Members pereeiliat thisorientation regarding their
professional diversity helps them to be preparedaoat to expect and how to act. Martin
argues that it is important to “keep in mind” thatofessional differences may affect
workgroup processes and create some misundersg@gndtie adds that he doesn't perceive as
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salient their professional differences in this pobjbecause “a lot of partners have taken these
kinds of things into account, including us. So, ave already prepared for such things, but
normally these kinds of issues appear when the@asttip is new and when the organizations
are new in this project business, so to say”.
In his account Martin forms the awareness of pteml differences as an orientation which
helps them to be “prepared for such things”. Hecg@ees that when someone has this
orientation reduces the potential misunderstandimgjse group.
Other members also articulate on this awarenesa pserequisite for building a better
working base between the group members. As Klays sa

“We try to found out what the partners really wemget out of this project. This

is much more concrete than the values. But if yod the similarities there you

have much better basis on working together whenkysw that people coming

from an academic culture or they want to have sprogect run in a good way,

but they also want publications out of it”.
Klaus does not focus on their professional diffeemper se but on the awareness of the
professional differences in EU-funded projects:fggsional differences become a useful
orientation.
Even though members perceive that “these cultutessnbss versus academics sometimes
clash”, all members (except Martin) do not consities “clash” as something negative. Klaus
notes that the important is “to know before thejgrbwhich the strategic interests are, what
are they key issues for people and what are tdeas and their personal motives behind it”.
Klaus perceives that the negative effects of tipeafessional differences may be reduced
when they are aware of their professional diffeesn@t the beginning of their meeting which
has discussed in chapter 8, Klaus after he cortsttheir professional differences in terms of
their different interests between the researchedgstlae business, he invites the rest members
to “state” openly their interests. Klaus infuses His project management approach the
meaning of orientation for their professional diffieces.
Camelia constructs the professional differenceseness both as a necessary orientation and
as legitimating their interests. In her intervigwe s10tes:

“So | think that it's important from the very beging to try to have very open

discussions everybody to see where you meet with And if you remember

yesterday when Klaus spoken he said ‘well, we lthifferent visions and lets see

how we all come to meet to one. There are resemtehests here, there are

pragmatic, business interests here, so let's seé€s ltalk the same kind of
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language at the moment’. And this is running, tisiswhat makes a project

interesting. Because there are universities, whot W@ publish, they want to do

research [...] its Martin who is business person laadvants to sell the platform,

and he wants to makes it sale-bone, and he wantsate it sustainable and

interesting for him, teearn from this. So everybody has to... and | remembat t

in the first meeting Martin for example he said fMieam a partner of this project,

if we worked this with my platform then | am devotsttner, if we work with a

different platform | am a partner’.
In her narrative Camelia highlights the importancke the awareness on professional
differences: it is important to be aware of othargerests in order to see how they can
“meet”. When Camelia refers to different intereatsdl goals that exist in the project she
constructs as salient and implicit that universitfevant” research and publications, while
business “want” to “earn” and have profits. Shesdtechallenge those interests either she
relates them with another perceived difference® I8bitimates the interests they pursue in
the project but also perceive that being awarénefdifferent interests is required in order to

see where they can “meet with” and hence to bugdad working base in their project.

12.3 Source for learning

Members construct national differences as an oppityt not only for their personal
development, but also for their professional. Theyceive national diversity as a source for
learning new management and communication practidstin notes in his interview:
“...you can really learn different positive activepasts of the project management and also
on the working culture. So, that’s one really pregtbsitive thing”.
As Michalis said,

“100% xdbs pépa pobaiveo amd v ema@n Hov HE TOVg GAAOVS. AnAadr ot

dovAeld pe Tov TPOTO OV KAV® KATL, Oo TAp® 10€eg amd 10 TAOS TO KAVOLuV Ol

aAhot, Ba dm Tmg To avtipetomilovy dAlot Aaoi”.
In their group meeting Michalis applied a practibat aims to create group bonding and to
facilitate the construction of a shared visionha group. In his interview he notes that he has
learned this practice from another project, andsatdt he always learns new things from his
contact with other people who have studied in otfaional contexts:

“Ilpaypato o omoia eyd dev o’ paba, OV oL T H10AEAVE GTO TOVETIGTNLUIO, dEV
dovAeVOLE EUELG £TOL GTO TAVETICTNUIO OTMS EIVOL VO KAVELS 110 OpAd0 EPYOTTaG,
va Advelg kamow mpoPAnuata kamolo Oépata. To €ida va 1o gpapudlovve yo

179



TOPAdEYIO - aLTd OV €10eg KOl €60 - G KATOWL GUVAVTNOT, TO dOVEIGTNKA, TO

doxipaca, pov dovAieye. To TPOGAPHOGH GTOV TPOTO LE TOV OTOI0 UTOPD EYD Vo

TO YPNOYLOTOIG® KOl TO XPNOLOTOLD 6T dovield pov (Michalis)”
Camelia perceives as source for learning the espedifferences. In her interview she
explains how she views the expertise differenceth@f group as a source for learning both
new management practices and new things in fielfisrent from her own. She argues that
their project is “different” and “interesting” fdrer, because “it offers me new perspectives on
project management”. Camelia ascribes the projestagement of their coordinator to his
field of the expertise (ICT): “it is a project maggnent system which is very close, I think, to
the procedures which make the IT system [...] whdiré¢ha procedures are recorded, and
codified, and explained and standardized. So, | reoh surprised because | think the
coordinator [...] himself has studied and producd®h®, | think, in that king of things. So
now he is implementing the findings and the worlhhe produced in his PhD to real life.”.
Camelia explains how she perceives that the praje@bagement approach of Klaus is
“different”™

“it is not a simple approach [...] it's involves atlof dedication and time to

procedures and things that otherwise in other ptejiey wouldn’t have happen in

that format”. Camelia perceives that this differeptoject management is

“interesting” but she is also curious to “see howill go”.

Camelia adds that other members in the projectghawe the same “curiosity” with her, and
comments that “there is some “anxiousness [in tbe about this approach”. She explains
that the “anxiety” is related with the project mgament approach of Klaus, which Camelia
characterizes it as “let's focus more on forms”.nt@da is worried about his project
management approach that focuses more on “forntsérdon content”. Although Camelia
discusses her anxiety about the “different” appnoaicKlaus, she repeats that she perceives
also “interesting” his management approach:

“this is what makes differential interesting andiiéely it is reflection of the way

in which management sees all these procedures”.
She quotes what she has told to Marku and theoféwsr team in her organization:

“Well this is an interesting lesson, this is arenessting initiative and we have to pay

a lot of attention and try to learn things thatea@ also perhaps implement”.
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In another part of her interview Camelia againcaftites the expertise differences as a source
for learning things from different fields of exped than her own. She notes that she has
learned many things regarding “platforms, e-leagniand about distance education [...]
simply by participating in projects”, and that ste: “very comfortably [talk] about such kind
of issues” with ICT experts at her university. Céimemphasizes that to her “big surprise”:

“ [people in the university] who were the experts the level of other co-

departments have no idea about these things. Tident cknow things which we

knew from projects you know. They are not partitiggain such kind of projects.

And this is good feeling to see that how much yearhed by participating in

projects you know, because we are not ICT people”.

Camelia compares hersedducatoy with ICT experts in her university and realizbattshe
has learnt things in the field of ICT, that the 1€Xperts in her university don’t know. She
emphasizes that she has learned these things feoticipating in projects. The expertise
diversity that exists in EU-funded projects is géved as a source for learning things in
different field of expertise than hers. Camelia amndes her self-esteem through the
comparison with “[ICT] experts” at her universi#s she says, she feels “good” realizing that
she learns new things that enables her to “talkfodable” with others experts.

12.4 Self-development

Members portray their national differences as goodpinity for self-development. Dimitrios
articulates national differences as a frame in fwiie has the opportunity to compare and
evaluate himself with other nationals. Dimitrioste® in his interview that if he wasn't
exposed to many different others, he couldn’t He &b “tap on the shouldérand assess his
achievements, since he wouldn’t know what othepfeedo.

Noat, QUOIKA... Yot TAAL ¢ TOVUE OTO TEAOG LLOG YPOVIAC, AEC «ylol V. HOVUE TTOV
TNYAUE.., TU KAvape, TAOC TOMOOETOVUAL GTO YMOPO oav  AvOpomog, Gov
emoryyeAOTiog, ooV Gmoyn Yo TG OYXEGELS.. YO TO TOCO OVOLXTOC Elpal 6TO va
CLVOVACTPAP® e AAAOVS avOPOTOVG» AV Gg avT TN covua dev eiyeg ektebel Kot
dev émaupveg epebicpata amd TOG0VE TOAOVGS, SOPOPETIKOVE avOp®ITOVS UE To
avtiotoyyo. backgrounddev 6o Moovv wavoc vo kavelg tap on the shouldeftt
TYOUE KOAG glpaote KaAd, og TpapfnEovpe po ypoppun yio o mov 0o whpe omd £3m
Kot eunpds. Oa €Ppaleg oto Lovpl cov ywpig apyn Kot oG yopig va EEpelg
aKpLPOS TOV TAEL O KOGUOG... EVAD TOPa 0g TOVUE EYELS TOGO epediopata. ..
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Dimitrios pursue the comparison that multinatiooahtext offers him, because through this
comparison he is able to self-evaluate. He pereetiaat self-evaluation is very important
since it is one of the prerequisites for developingself, both personally and professionally.

Eivat évo amd avtd mov pov apécetl mhpa Todd [...] eivar 1o moAv-toMticukd |[...]

[Moti propeic va emavatomofetnOeic o id10¢ dtov icol péca og £vo TETO0 [TOA-

moMTIGKO] TEPPAALOV... yraTi dpo eivor OAot id1ot [...] dev umopeig va cuykpideic

ue dapopetikd otabud, evd aua [...] Ppebeic kar va epyaoteic o€ éva epyactako

nepifardiov mov [...] yiverar éva brainstormingumd 6lo tov kocpo. [...] To pétpo

oVYKPLONG EIVOIL AVTOG TTOL £XEL LEYOADGEL OE TELEIMS SLoPOPETIKO TTEPPaAlov. [...]

Ee avtd eivar éva mpdypa mov og kdvel va enavatomobeteicat Kot va feATidvesat.

Yvv ta dAho Tov BéPara [...] Tov eivor Tpoen Yo TO HVAAD. ..
Michalis also perceives national differences as agportunity for his personal self-
development. As he saysus0avopor 0t £xo aAldtel mhpa Told. Eidikd kot cov dvOpmmog
Exm oAldEel. Xav mpoowmikotnTta dniadn’. He perceives that through his participation in
multinational project groups and his contact withess he developed his communicational
ability and increased his “social intelligendeiy translation).

Aev glya KaB0lov gvkoMa oV emKkovovia e Tovg dAlovs. H xowovikny pov
vonuoovvn eival, Nrov below zeroKoat emmhéov 6Ao avtd 10 £xm KoAAepyNoeL
Kot HECA 0o OVTEG TIG OOVAELEG

Members, however, perceive national differencesnagpportunity not only for their personal

development, but also for their professional. Theyceive national diversity as a source for

learning new management and communicational pexctidartin notes in his interview:
“...you can really learn different positive activepasts of the project management
and also on the working culture. So, that's ondygaetty positive thing”.

Michalis points how he develops professional froorking in multinational contexts:
“100% xéBe pépa pobaiveod amd TtV €maen MOV HE TOVG GAAOLG. AnAadn ot
JOVAELd e TOV TPOTTO OV KAV® KATL, B0 TAP® 1€ amd T0 TOS TO KAVOLV Ot GAAOL,

0o d® TS o avTeTOTIlovY dALOL Aaoi”.

12.5 Serving a higher goal of the EU Commission

Many members perceive that national diversity i® @h the reasons that the EU-funded
projects exist. They perceive that through paréiti in such projects they serve one of the
higher goals of the EU Commission which is beyohd project scope. In her interview

Camelia notes:
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“I think that one of theveryimportant things for which all of these money spent

is to show all of us how similar we are. Of couitsis a product, of course we can

do for other people who are not directly in thejgeq but touswho are directly in

the projects is just to see how well you can comoaia with other people. And |

think that's why European Commission wants peapleg offerednobility.

Because by moving around you learn this. The lesstyavel, the less you think

that you are the center of the universe. [...] Yoa\ary ignorant about everything

else. [...] And you learn all these things and yomkHyes, it is acceptable to be

different and yowenjoy to see differences, that's why you travel, to ged these

different thingsexist and you are one dhem You are one of the very many

examples of different things.

That's why it's interesting. Otherwise it would bery boring to findexactlythe

same things. You wouldn’t have the effort of tréiwgl, to find out that is exactly

like home. So, you know... you appreciate the diffiees and you embed the

differences into to you, and you finf out that yane one of those items that makes

the differences interesting.”
In her narrative Camelia articulates nationalisnd g@nejudice as the main reason for the
creation of EU-funded projects. Camelia distingasskhis goal of EU Commission from the
apparent goal which is the product of the proj8tie portrays national diversity as one of the
main reasons why the EU Commission crated thesduBted projects at the first place.
Camelia rationalize the funds for doing projects &ravelling, to EU Commision’s goal to
make people from different nationalities to trawegrk and communicate, and to make them
realise they “are not the centre of the universée’her interview, Mary also constructs the
EU-funded projects as a way of EU Commission taucedthe nationalism and prejudice in
Europe:

“...If the objective of the EU is to develop projectam@rrnational level thereally

doingthese cross-cultural relationships, | mean... It sbdn added value to things

that have be on the project itself. Beyond the abjes that are written in the grant

is that, you know. | think the EU does suffer #ddibit from too strong nationalism.

And maybe there are nations too strong and resulssome prejudice and close

mindedness about other cultures. And by havingetipesjects [...] they're actually

working on something that people coming intereséed, most of the individuals are

involved in language learning, so they have commtarests in work area and then
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the added value is that they come from differertuces and they learn about the
history of [each other]".

The perception that national diversity is the mesason of the existence of EU-funded
projects is salient by many members. Members perctiiat through their participation in
these projects they serve the higher goal of EU i@imsion: to bring together people from
different nationalities. Through this meaning the@mbers create for national diversity, they
also enhance their status and their self-esteemy @hiculate their self as serving a higher
goal than simply design a product. Their feelirfyst tontribute to a higher goal, such as the
reduction of nationalism in Europe, enhance thein gelf-esteem since they become part of
this higher goal. Martin notes in his interview:

“The rationale is quite on the higher level. [...Ielel this is one of the way how

Europe keeps different cultures in Europe togetfibat’'s the highest rationale |

see, that this kind of let's say requirements areip the European international

projects. Because if you can get an Irish man amtitssh guy to sit around the

table and drink beer even in frames of an educatiproject, that's already a big

leap forward, towards common Europe. That’s, | khine rationale we get from

putting different organizations and different caied together.”

In his account Martin intersects national and si@nal differences. For him, professional
differences are a very important aspect of EU-fanpie®jects and he perceives that there is a

higher reason why the EU Commission wants busisesgh universities to cooperate.

12.6 As “imposed” and “pain”

Although Martin perceives professional diversityttb@s legitimating their interests in EU
projects and as an orientation for himself; he glecceives professional diversity to be a
“pain”. He constructs professional diversity as @aih” that has to take and which is
“imposed” by the EU Commission.

Although in interviews | was asking general questiabout the differences they perceived as
salient in their group, Martin during his interviefecuses mostly to their professional
differences and the negative implications that eéhddgferences have for the project. Martin

perceives that professional diversity is a “reguieat” imposed by the European Commission
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which however makes more difficult for the partnéosreach a common vision. In his
interview he emphasizes that:
“But if there was no such requiremefiom European project side or European
Commission side to put as possible diversified neag together and if we focus
only on the project’s results that we want to dmsthing, then definitely | don’t
see any rationale in putting very different parsn@nd organization types together. |
think it is finally more difficult to achieve the common, Etay tangible output of
the project with different partners and differenganizations, than having more or

less same organizations and same markets together.”

Martin in another part of his interview again amtetes diversity asmposedarguing that
“same type goes together in nature normally”. Hesio
“Because it’s really difficult to... when we have feifent goals. [...] and if we put
this all together it's possible to work, but it'such more difficult, because same

type goes together in nature normally”.

Martin does not perceive that their diversity addaething to their project product, but the
opposite:
“So, if you were asking about how it is good foe fbroject or the project output that
different cultures and different partners are tbggetl don’t see any justification in
that field”. He perceives that if “only universisiegather together or only small
companies or big companies and so on, who shargathe vision” gather together,
then they could create “a new service or new soimgtha new kind of platform or

whatever”.

Later Martin explain further that as “vision” herpeived the economic interests that the
partners pursue in the EU-funded project:
“it is just communicating and working with peoplén@vshareyour vision even on

the economical ways or so on.”

The “pain” that Martin perceives from their profeswl diversity partly is due to the different
interests and goals from the partners. Martin 8 tmly “businessman” (as academics
categorize him) and other members (both from NG@ aniversities) don not share his

interest to profit from the project. During the meg most of the debates were mainly

185



between Martin vs. the others members. Martin wgag to convince them for two things:
first, to broaden the scope of the project (to add/ user groups), and second, to design
language exercises that include only simple vo@lu{because in this way it would be
applicable to many potential users and it woulcuemgrofits).
His narrative in the following vignette from theroup discussion shows the “pain” and the
frustration that Martin felt in their meeting. Calmlmeand Martin are discussing regarding the
design of the language exercises. Camelia commamtdlartin that if they design the
exercises like Martin suggests then “nobody is goia use it”. Martin disagrees with
Camelia’s argument and replies by redirecting tbeicussion towards the topic “who are our
users”. Martin argues to the rest group members:
“there’s a lot of market, but just we have defiroenl target groups in a wrong way”.
Martin argues that they can be “focused on 35.00ritans who are in Finland, and who
are now for example in construction business aeg #re loosing their jobs in Finland,
they’re coming back home, they are looking for regportunities in Finland”.
He continues by saying that “for those people, whow already a little bit Finish, these
exercises can be very much used, if there is apgortunity”. Then, Martin calls the other
members to consider that there is “a market for weercises” if they broaden the scope of
the project:
“this is now” and “now we have to take this intonsaeration of course because we
won’t change the partnership and so on, but thera market if we broaden the
scope a little better”.
Martin continues to raise his concerns regardimgrétationship between their users’ profile
and the market size for their product. He argues ifhthey define their target group to be
only “highly educated people”, then they will hasrmall number of people as users.
“My suggestion is we still keep the target groupt to say we open the scope and
we found out that there’s much more need also tberouser groups”, Martin
suggest to the other members.
“So we [...] still focus on the main small target gpoin Romania and teachers in
Estonian, but we found out also that there areratleeds and other target groups
and so we open the same door to all the otherttgrgeips. That will make us a

little bit more safe, and we can demonstrate a"alslartin continuous.

Martin feels frustrated by the possibility of natding new target groups and he declares his

frustration to the group:
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“Frankly if this is only, if this would be the ontarget group it's very difficult to

make at least viable exploitation plan, I'm sorltys | have to drink 10 beers as

minimum to make exploitation plan for such a nartavget group”.
The vignette takes place at the half of the firgy of their meeting, in which Martin was
having constant debates with Camelia, Marku, andgiaegarding the design of their user
groups and the decision on who will be their usénshis narrative Martin construct his
interest to ensure a big market for their proddis. suggestion to add new target groups is his
interest to have a big market which will “make” théa little bit more safe”. Martin seems
that he is frustrated by the negative answers kefgan the other members to his suggestion
for broading the project scope. He expresses histration by emphasizing to the rest
members that he has to be drunk “to make a vialpéoation plan for such a narrow target
group”.
In his interview, Martin notes that MULTI entailsrae ideas that are not applicable to his
organization since those ideas serve different sgaahd interests than his interest.
Nevertheless, he has to compromise as he saydpeagcept influences from others in the
design of the project product: “It contains someass which are important to us. But of course
it's a compromise, because some parts of the pabaosl activities they are brought by other
ideas and other influences, which are not thaiquaairly, 100% our way to go but this is the
name of the game, it's a compromise”.
For Matrtin, professional diversity “is one of tpainsbut is still worth taking this pain and
proceeding with the project, because it's just oh¢he things which you have to solve as
good as possible.”

“So, | am very positive to it, even though...becaukehere is one of the

requirements, one of the high requirements | knbeytwant to get the different

partners, different countries and so together ithis this is one of th@ainsbut is

still worth in taking this pain and proceeding witie project, because it’'s just one

of the things which you have to solve as good asipte”

Martin perceives that professional and nationdediinces affect negatively the project
outcome, but as national diversity he refers to“thi#ferent markets” for the product of
the project and not to the national differentiatimiween the group members:

| think it is finally more difficult to achieve the common, EBay tangible output of
the project with different partners and differengganizations, than having more or
less same organizations and same markets togdthé¢rBut | do support the
Commission decisionto mix European projects, different cultures and differen
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partners in areas because it is good for Euroggemeral. Because it unites Europe
and it creates common understanding
Martin points out that it is important to be awarethe organizational, professional, and
national differences and the problems that mayansommunication and understanding:

| can’t that quickly remember, but in general yd®re are things related to the
different organizations and different institutiomsd different cultures to put
together. There is a reason, anyway, to keepnhisind in MULTI, as in any other
project. So, there definitely have been quite sonagbe, miscommunications or
misunderstandings, but | don’t think it's much imgamt. (Martin)
However, Martin does not distinguish between thiect$ of national and professional
differences. He perceives them as equal and jusaraming the overall complexity and
diversity in the project:

A little bit. It is different cultures. There aréfdrences between different countries,
but another part of the difference is there aredifferent organizations and | can’t
even say which plays the bigger role Ma(tin)

Let's say there are some differences in culturesnormally in project world [...]
quite a lot depends on not just the culture orcnentry originally, but also a lot of
things depend on the type of the organizationspestare in...

12.7 Summary

Members create various meanings for their diffeesn@and do not perceive their
differentiation as having either positive or negateffects. Group members perceive and
describe their professional and national diveragyanorientationthat helps them to navigate
themselves in the complex and ambiguous conteiteoEU-funded projects. They perceive
their national and expertise differences asoarce for learningand anopportunity for
developingthemselves. Members describe their national diyees the reason for the EU-
funded project existence. They perceive their mafidifferentiation to be the higher goal of
the European Commission, i.e. to bring togetherpjgdrom different nationalities and
reduce nationalism in Europe. They view their ggstition in the project as serving a higher
goal than the creation of the project’s producte@member, however, perceives their national
and professional differentiation as “a pain” — amposed requirement by the EU Commission
that someone has to take in order to participatEUrfunded projects.

The creation of these various meanings is througkgsses related with members’ identity

work process. The meaning of “orientation” that rbens ascribe to their diversity partly
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relates with members’ need teduce uncertaintyenhance theiself-efficacy and create a
positive sense of self as capable to work, comnat@i@and cooperate in multicultural
contexts. Through the articulation of their diffietiation as a source for learning and self-
development memberadd value to themselvedlthough Martin describes national and
professional differences as an “imposed” “pain”nfreghe European Commission, the same
time — like all members — Martienhances his self-esteem and stéitwmsugh his perceptions
that he serves a higher goal than the creation gfoaluct. Barinaga (2007) similarly
demonstrates how the members of an EU-funded progfered to their national diversity to
define and enhance their individual worth but atsqustify the existence of the group and its
worth. In addition, the meaning ofientation that emerged in this study is also present in
Barinaga (2007) and specifically on the ways thatniers use their national diversity as “a
sensemaking device [...] to make sense of each ofper329) and to position themselves

along a line of “cultural constructs” and the staypical labels attached to the those.
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Chapter 13 Constructing group diversity through “differentiation
work”

The findings illustrate that in the examined projgoup diversity is dynamic and changes
over time during the project life: diversity takesultiple shapes (chapters 7, 8, 9, 10),
meanings (chapter 11) and discursive uses (chd@er What is important in diversity
creation is the process of forming and re-shapimgnbers’ differentiation and not just the
labels (categories) of differencpser se | propose that this process of diversity congiounc—
which | call “differentiation work”— is ongoing, complex, and involves the formingl ae-
shaping of the content, shape, meanings, and disewses of members’ differentiation.

| propose that group members construct and re-earstheir group diversity through
“differentiation work a process that is contextual and relational: mensibperceptions,
meanings, and discursive uses of their differemcesnformed both by contextual factors (e.g
historic relationships) and who is the “Other”. Wtsppear to be important in members’
differentiation workare the functions that the creation of their défeiation serves — what
members accomplish throughfferentiation workin the EU-funded project. Through their
differentiation work members reduce their uncetiaand situate themselves in the complex
context of the EU-funded project; they create aitp@sworking identity and add value to

themselves.

13.1 The dynamic nature of group differentiation awl the process of doing
differentiation work

Members’ differentiation workpartly involves members’ perceptions abeuto and how
someone is different from another. Their differatitin is not a natural quality, static and
fixed, but socially constructed and dynamic. Mermsbehange their perceptions regarding
how they differ in the group, both in terms of caxit and type of differentiation. This
ongoing process of constructing and re-constructmggnbers’ differentiation in the group
reflects the essence of the proposed concept fdiffmation work”. The next sections
illustrate the dynamic, shifting nature of membeddferentiation. The critical presentation
and discussion of narratives (some of them areepted in previous chapters) within
members shifts their perceptions, meanings, ansd ofstheir differentiation, and shows how

the group members enagedifferentiation workduring the project life.
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13.1.1 Doing differentiation work: shifting the sel-definition

Members’ differentiation is dynamic and fluid: meen alter not only theneaningsascribed
to their differentiation and the ways in which these their differentiation, but also their
perceptionsof how someone is different than them. An exangfléhe dynamic, shifting
ways members define themselves as different otasinm relation to other members, is found
in Michalis’ interview. In his interview Michalis escribes the working identity of people
sharing his Greek ethnicity as negative and wigbedistinct himself from that negative
working identity. Michalis constructs his own wanki identity by dis-identifying with his
ethnicity and identifying with the working identitf Westermpeople.
“Nopilw 6t doviedm — vouilm — 6Tt S0VAEL® TTEPIGCOTEPO UE EVOL EVPOTOIKO

GTLA TTAPa 1E £VOL EAANVIKO GTULA.

Later in his interview, however, Michalis shiftshperceptions about his working identity and
his ethnicity; he chooses to distinguish himsetfrirthe Western way of work in aspects he
considers himself to be “better” than téesternpeople. Michalis argues that contrary to the
Western people he has the ability to adjust in peeted situations and ascribes this ability to
his Greek ethnicityln his interview Michalis explains:

“Av Bec avtd mov Bewpd YD cav €Bvikd oToryelo, TOV £xEl Vo KAvel Le TO TOG Oa
TPOCUPLOCT® G€ piot SVOKOAN kaTdotaon Oa aAlGE®m KATL Yo Vo TO PEPM KATL TTLO
KOVTQ 0T0 g elvar ta Tpdypata. .. Towg 10 eépvm Kot 10 kovPardm poli pov -
Kot glvar éva amd o KaAd TPAypoate To 0moio PEPVM- OTL UTOP®D KATL TO 0010 TO
Exm oyedAoEL PE Evay AAP TPOTO VO TO ETAVAGYEOICH MGTE VO TO TPOGUPULOCH
ot0 oG sivol ta mpdypoto onuepa. Towg, icwg AMéw, évac Eyyiélog M évag
['eppavdc va cov €heye «OyL aLTO VIOGYEONKALLE, TEPLYPAYALLE GTNV apYN, LE AVTO
Ba koA GovpE péEYPL TOo TEAOC» Tl pévar dev oyvel avtod. Tlpoomabd cuvéyeio va
TO TPOGAPLOCH, VO TO BEATIOC®. €€.. VO, EKEL IGMG 0 TPOTOS SOVAEAS LOV VO, UnV
gtvat 1660 ayyAKAC, YEPLOVIKOS. AALG YeVIKA OEAm va Aé®, va. VORIL® OTt S0VAEL®
O EVPOTATKA”

The perceptions of Michalis regarding his natioddferentiation from other members are
dynamic and fluid. His need to have a positive wagkdentity partly informs the shift of his
self-definition. The way Michalis shapes his diéfetiation from others partly also depends
on who is the Other, the situation of comparisornd the need of a positive comparison for
himself. At one point he chooses to define himsaslfbelonging to th&/estregional group
shaping a positive working identity for himself cpaned to the working identity dastern

people that he perceives to be negative. At angtbiit Michalis changes his self-definition
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and points that he carries some influence frontaistern (Greek) ethnicity that distinguishes
him from the Western people in aspects he perceéosbs better.

A second example of the multiple and shifting waysmbers define themselves as different
in relation to Others, is offered by Martin duritige group meeting. Martin shapes his
expertise diversity with two controversial ways:saime point he defines himself as having
experience in developing language exercises, whilether cases defines himself as “not
good in language”. In his narrative, the expertikierentiation acquires both different
contents and meanings.

During the meeting, Martin does not acknowledge apgcial leverage in the decision
making process regarding the design of the langeagecises in relation to members who are
language experts (like Teresa and Irena). He pagset at least partly — that there are not any
expertise difference between him and the members avh language experts. The vignette
from their group discussion between Teresa andiiviahiows how Martin defines himself as
language expert although he does not categorizedifiraxplicitly as such. Teresa teaches
foreign languages in a university and her role he project is to design the language
exercises. Teresa, who is slightly annoyed by g@ipus comment of Martin implying that her
task is a simple one, asks Martin:

“Have you ever prepared any linguistic [exercised]’..

The question that Teresa address to Martin empdmdier field of expertise and her
experience in designing language exercises. Ténesagh her question — asking Martin if he
has ever prepared any language exercises — wastsefs who is the expert in those issues.
Martin replies:

“I have participated...we have thousands of exertises

However, Martin responds using the experience sfdnganization and not referring to
his own. Then he continuous:

“We may think differently, what we mean under exsst.
Martin notes that for him an exercise does notudelgrammar and that grammar is a
supplementary activity for language learning cosirs&e argues that an exercise “in one

lesson and not a set of lessons” and that it caiohe in “fifteen, twenty minutes”.

In another vignette from their project meeting, Maragain defines himself as having
expertise in languages while he discusses with skerdhe vignette takes place in the

computer lab where Martin presents the web platfibran his SME will provide to the project
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for uploading the online language exercises. Teaegaes that language exercises should not
be boring and notes that this type of exercisesMaatin presents in his platform “seems to
be very boring”.
Martin replies to Teresa:

“...as | wrote in one article, if the thing is alreaddry interesting in visual, then

this means that it is sometimes, also be carefuis inot education, because

education, learning, is never integrated”.

In his narrative, Martin articulates himself as same who knowsvhat isand thereforevhat
iIs not educationand hence, as someone who has expertise in lgadearning. Martin
although he discusses with a language expert assdemhe perceives that he has the
knowledge and the experience to argue what is ‘@iu® and how they can design the
exercises. Martin makes salient that he does naepe any expertise differences between
him and the Polish members who are the languageresxm the project through the way he
portrays himself as having experience in languages.
During most of the project meeting, one of the maiguments of Martin is that the languages
of the group members are very different and hehdkely would include grammar in the
language exercises, then it would make difficudt ttanslation of those later. Martin, through
that argument, implies that henows which the language differencesre (thus, he has
knowledge on languages) and based on that he ssgg®do include grammar.
In another vignette of their group meeting, howeeentrary to the above vignettes in which
Martin define himself as having experience in laagges, Martin changes his self-definition
and the way he shapes their expertise differeatiatartin now defines himself as “not good
in languages” shaping a different expertise diffiéiegion between himself and the others. The
next vignette is from the first break of the prdjeteeting when Teresa, Camelia, Irena and
Martin are discussing about the language exercidastin argues to the content developers
(Teresa and Irena) that they should not includengrar in the language exercises because
grammar will make difficult the translation of tegercises. Teresa and Camelia reply that the
passive voice is similar in English and Romaniarg deresa asks Martin how the passive
voice is in Estonian language. Martin do not andwerinstead replies:

“I'm not good in languages” and adds that they hHakfinitely to consult”.

The self-categorization of Martin as “not good amdguages” is the exception in how defines

himself during the whole project meeting. That -salfegorization also partly helps Martin to
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avoid answering the question of Teresa since he doe appear to be interested to include
grammar in their language exercises.

On the one hand, Martin argues that he knows dhogtiages and their language differences,
while on the other he argues that he does not kaveledge regarding the grammar in his
native language. The comparison of the above intsdshows that language knowledge
regarding the design of language exercises andxpertise differentiation in the group does
not have a static content, neither meanings, nes.usxpertise differentiation is a dynamic,
relational and context specific social constructidhone point Martin portrays himself and
the Polish members as having the same expertised-hance same leverage in decision
making —countering the expertise differentiationoagh members. At another point Martin
portrays a totally different image of their expsetidifferentiation by distancing himself from
the language expertise in order to avoid a disonssn a topic (grammar) that he wants to
take the focus off. Expertise differences becomeseful discursive resource that members

draw on, depending the situation they confront with

13.1.2 Doing differentiation work: changing percepbns about others

The dynamic and shifting nature that group difféieion has is illustrated not only in the
ways members define themselves as different from amother, but also in the way they
perceive and categorize the other members. An eeawipthe shifting perceptions and
categorization of others as different is found ienmbers’ narratives about their national
differentiation. Group members are aware that infeted project groups it is typical to
have a disparity between a member's ethnicity &edcbuntry this member represents in the
project. In the MULTI project, the difference amomgmbers’ ethnicity and the country they

represent existed for four members (Klaus, MaryrditaLajos) (Table 13.1).
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Table 13.1 The ethnicity of group members and thentry these members represent in the
project

Name Member’s The country the member
of the member ethnicity represents in the project
Klaus German Finland
Martin Estonian Estonia
Michalis Greek Greece
Dimitrios Greek Greece
Mary UuS Greece
Teresa, Irena Polish Poland
Camelia Romanian Romania
Marku Romanian Romania
Margit Hungarian Romania
Lajos Hungarian Romania

As one member said,

“Well sometimes is like here. Mary for example, fiiom AgriEdu Greek

institution), but actually she is American. So also in anotheject | met 2-3

French people, but most of them were Canadianotiher ladies were British. But

actually they worked for a French institution ahéyt represent French people.”
However, members categorize each other mostlyrms@f the country they represent rather
than in terms of their ethnicity. As a group memeatr it:

“We did know that the Finish guy is German. Hen$yamne year or one and half he

is in Finland. So, he is German.

In his interview Martin categorizes Mary — an Angcan who represents a Greek institute —
both as “Greek” and as “not Greek”. Martin at orwnp notes that Mary has “a lot of US
background” which “makes her not very Greek onehijlevat another point he categorizes
Mary as a Greek:
“Mary, yes [...] If we say our standard limits, hovormally Europe and other
countries treat, they are Greeks”

Lajos and Margit are usually categorized by otleer$§Romanians” although they belong to
the Hungarian minority of Romania. In his intewikajos acknowledges that other members
perceive himself and Margit as “Romanians” and ibassr this categorization in their
Romanian citizenship. He points, however, that ytrel know” that his ethnicity is

Hungarian.
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The categorization of a member in terms of the trguhat this member represents —instead
of her or his ethnicity — reduces the complexitgttnembers feel in EU-funded projects and
makes easier their categorization process. Furibrernm the project’s proposal it is typically
mentioned the institution’s country of origin andtnthe ethnicity of the person who
represents that particular institution. In the MUIpFoject, the partners are institutions from
five countries. However, the members who parti@gah the project meeting at Chania, are
of eight different ethnicities. It is easier for mieers to categorize each other in terms of the
country they represent, since this sometimes fanstas an indirect reflection of the partner
institution which the member represents. Duringirtheeeting and also later in their
interviews, members refer to other members usiagtiuntry that the member represents as a

way to refer to the partner organization.

13.1.3 Doing differentiation work: when “us” become “they”

The sense of belonging to the same in-group assggpim an out-group (that interrelates with
members’ perceptions about their differentiatios)diynamic, relational and contextual. An
example of the shifting nature of members’ diffdiaiion is offered by Marku. In his
narratives, Marku intersects the national, expertend professional differences between
himself and the Polish members offering an illusteaexample of the differentiation work
process. In his interview Marku points that the falish content developers share the same
expertise with him (languagexperts), while the rest of the project group agecalture and
ICT experts. Marku categorizes the Polish membsrsm-@roup members, sharing the same
“values” both in terms of their national and exsrisimilarities compared to other members.

We are not very [different]... We are different défhy, but the variation is not
very big. Because if you look at the partnershipnposition, we have Greek
partners, we have Romanian partners, then Polisimigh and Estonians. And
Finnish and Estonianseem to have theame behavioand thesame cultureAnd

we Romaniansand thePolish people are... but only because of the profile of the
partners. Becausee are involved in language educatidducation and language
teaching and learning... Ande share the same valuesPolish and Romanians
partners — ... and please don’t forget that we amt phthe same whatever
communist bla, bla... you name it.

At another part of his interview, Marku points dus similarity with the Polish members
because of their common expertise:

...the only specialists in the partnership are the Romanian partners and the
Polish university. So we presented our vision omtearning materials mean and
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it was definitely differently from the Estonian attte Finnish and probably the
Greek partners.
During the meeting Marku often supported the Poisbmbers as experts in language

learning.

Marku: [....] this [is] linguistic component and thePolish members] are
specialists and they know what works best when yeed to teach a foreign
language, even if it is ESP language for a studemit’s my opinion, we should
allow more freedom to the creators, because litas job!

Margit: Exactly.

Marku perceives and categorizes himself and thestPahembers as sharing the same
expertise in language learning and therefore bahgnp the same expertise group compared
to the expertise of other members. When, howevearkiM intersects expertise with
profession, he differentiates himself from the aagh that the Polish members have
regarding the design of the language exerciseskiMeategorizes Teresa and Irena as out-
group members because of their “very academic” wmgrlapproach. During the meeting,
Marku comments that they should not have to desay “academic” and “sophisticated”
language exercises, but rather focus on the pedatigeds of their users. Marku uses as an
example a teaching book for children.

“Have a comparison in mind. When we look at a teatbor a book for children
aimed at teaching them something, it is colourtuk full of drawings, full of all
these things that are appealing to children. Thesd’'t mean that it's not a serious
product, because the methodology behind it is huge”

And he adds later,

“It's the same with our exercises. We don’t needntake something very
academic and sophisticated, let's say — becausaestiiie power play of the day —
in order to present something, in order to show Wave worked a lot in this
project, because it can be explained in the guldel we need to make it as
appealing as possible for a student that has ddwoel, because we assume that
they have a low level of foreign language knowledge

For Marku practitioner), it is most important to focus on the needs oirthsers and design a
product for these needs, rather than to desigrukageexercises that could meet the academic
requirements of thacademicsAt this part of the meeting, Marku distinguistsself from

the approach that the Polish members — as acaderh@ge regarding design of the language

exercises.
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13.2 Functions of “differentiation work”

The presentation of the findings in the previouaptars shows that the two main functions
that members’ differentiation work serves, is utaety reduction and the construction of a
positive working identity for the self. The nextciens illustrate in detail these two functions

of differentiation work.

13.2.1Creating a positive working identity through differentiation work

Members create their differentiation as having aasi forms (national, professional,
expertise) and shape each diversity category diftey. It appears, however, that a common
process underlying members’ differentiation (eitirethe form of national, professional or
expertise differences) is members’ need to havesitipe and distinct sense for self. The
need of people for a positive working identity isalissed by many scholars (Alvesson and
Willmott, 2002; Alvesson et al., 2008; Ashforthadt, 2008; Dutton et al., 2010) who point
out that identity construction is not accidentagitimer “neutral or benign process. It is
invariably colored by emotions, moral judgments apgrobations” (Ybema et al., 2009, p.
307). Scholars studying identity work (e.g. Alvassand Willmott, 2002; Alvesson et al.,
2008) argue that people need to have a coherestinadive and positive sense of self.
Alvesson and Sveningsson (2011) note that people 4e achieve a feeling of a positively
valued self-identity as well as basis for socidtiens, necessary for coping with work tasks
and social interactions” (p. 161). The various waysvhich the members of the project
shaped their national, professional, and expedifferentiation while pursuing to have a
positive working identity for the self, empiricalsupports the argument raised by Ybema et
al. (2009) that there are “various and sometimesuitous discursive routes and differential
mechanisms through which [the construction of aitpmes validation of self] may be
accomplished” (p. 313).

Members of the MULTI project group created a pwesitivorking identity for themselves
through various and different paths. For examplemBnian and Hungarian members
articulate their national differences creating aifiee working identity for their perceived in-
group (South) challenging the dominant stereotypleat Southern people are not
professionals compared to the Northern people. R@naand Hungarian members identify
with their nationality and form a positive workindentity for their nationality and their

perceived regional group. On the contrary, Michalsates a positive working identity for
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himself through his dis-identification with his athbity. Michalis embraces the negative
stereotypes he perceives as salient for his ethiracid the rest Southern/Eastern people and
distinguishes himself from this negatively perceéiweorking identity by dis-identifying with
his ethnicity. Michalis repeatedly emphasizes treatvorks like “Norths”.

The need of people to have a positive identity &l Wwocumented in organizational studies
(Dutton et al., 2010) and there are many studiestrating the construction of positive
identities in organizational contexts (e.g. Ashicahd Kreiner, 1999; Gibson and Papa, 2000;
Lamont, 2000; Lucas and Buzzanel, 2004). The aeatf positive identity — that group
members accomplish through their differentiatiorrkve is supported theoretically both by
the self-categorization theory (SCT) (Turner et B987), and the social identity theory (SIT)
(Tajfel, 1974; Turner, 1982; Tajfel and Turner, 287Both theories have been criticized for
adopting a functionalist stance viewing identityfiaed (Zagefka, 2009). However, Alvesson
et al. (2008) argue that SCT and SIT should nothsracterized as static models since they
are “amenable to situational and processual ind&spons” and have “the capacity to
accommodate structure as process and productydin@gzuous and contradictory texture of
meaning, ongoing social construction processescandtant contextual shifting” (Alvesson
et al., 2008, p. 14). One basic principle of selfegorization theory is the belief that
“individuals seek to achieve or maintain positivdfgsteem by positively differentiating
their in-group from a comparison out-group on sowaued dimension” (Haslam and
Ellemers, 2005, p. 43). This becomes apparenteénsaty group members constructed their
categories of differences. Klaus, for example, te®a positive working identity for himself
and ICT-academics through the inter-group comparibetween the language and ICT
academics in aspects he perceives that are faeofablhim. Specifically, Klaus forms
differences in terms of the different perspectivegarding sharing teaching materials and
intellectual and copyright issues. He creates #@ipesvorking identity for ICT academics as
open sharing, while he portrays language expette@ging materials for themselves.

The need of members to have a positive workingtitfenharacterizes the construction of
their professional diversity too. Martin, for exalepcreates professional differences through
the inter-group comparison between academics-SMEcndates a positive working identity
for the SMEs as interesting to “create” things, was he portrays academics as focusing

mostly on “piloting” rather than creation.
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13.2.2 Reducing uncertainty through differentiationwork

A second function that differentiation work serves the members of the MULTI project
group is uncertainty reduction that is related vp#doples’ need to situate self (Weick, 1995;
Collinson, 2003; Ashforth et al., 2008). The cortagfpuncertainty reduction is also discussed
in social identity theory (Tajfel, 1974; Turner, 88 Tajfel and Turner, 1979), self-
categorization theory (Turner et al., 1987), andeutainty reduction theory (Hogg, 2000).
The need to reduce uncertainty partly informs idigmonstruction (Ashforth et al., 2008) and
the interrelated construction of peoples’ differatbn. Ashforth et al. (2008) note that “every
entity needs to have a sense of who or what wi& or what other entities are, and how the
entities are associated. Identities situate estisiech that individuals have a sense of the
social landscape” (p. 326).

The need of group members to reduce uncertaintgitoyating themselves in the “social
landscape” of the EU-funded project is salientha meaning of “orientation” that members
ascribe to their national and professional diffees; but also to the way members use their
expertise difference to position themselves ingtmup. According to SIT and SCT, people
have the tendency to classify themselves and othesscial categories (Turner, 1984). The
members of the project classified themselves ahdrstinto several social categories, such as
national, professional, expertise categories thsat mtersect with gender. These constructed
categories of differences “operate as cognitivéstdor the group members “for ordering the
social environment” (Karreman and Alvesson, 200164) of their project. Group members,
furthermore, use these constructed categoriesff#reinces as “devices” that help them to
make “sense both [of] the social environment” ameirt position “within it” (Karreman and
Alvesson, 2001, p. 64).

Ashforth et al. (2008) writes that through identtynstruction people shape “a sense of order
in their world, not only by establishing in-groupad out groups (SIT/SCT) but [also] by
reducing uncertainty through the deeper meaningsiged by the collectives they associate
with. These deeper meanings help provide a sensmrmoiection as well as a source for
defining” and redefining self (Ashforth et al., ). 336). What Ashforth et al. (2008) write
about identity construction, appears to apply dlsothe findings of the present study
describing how the members of the project consttheir group differentiation. In the
examined project, group members through their difféation work, create in-groups and
out-groups (e.g South vs. North, ICT vs. educat@sademics vs. business) shaping

categories of differences (e.g. national, expertm®fessional) in a way that facilitates
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uncertainty reduction both by defining themselvad aategorizing others. The creation of
their differentiation, however, also serves otherctions such of adding value to the self. In
a similar vein, Barinaga (2007), illustrates thag tmembers of the EU-funded project she
studied, construct and use their national diveragya discursive resource in a way that was
also adding value to themselves.

The function of uncertainty reduction, that diffetiation work serves, is salient in the
meaning of “orientation” (chapter 11) that membasxribe to their differences. In their
interviews, members emphasized the importance iofylewvare of national and professional
differences, explaining that this awareness ortestthemselves — prepares them for what to
expect and thus reduces their feelings of anxidétyioat to expect. Klaus, for example,
explains in his interview:

“Well, if we relate this to cultural models, youeathese very abstract models of
Hofstede for example. [...] And for the first timeoe abstract high level models
are very good orientation. [...] So, in the beginnithgpse models are enough,
because they reduce the complexity of culturalass8ut then, when you get more
involved to projects you see many differences [...]

Camelia, another member, pointed that she felty‘varvous” when she first participated in
an EU-funded project, because she was not “awarg wauch of the huge -cultural
differences” and did not know what to expect anas bow approach others.

The function of uncertainty reduction characteripe$ only the way members understood
their differences as an “orientation”, but also thay Romanian, Hungarian, and Greek
members create their national differentiation imm& of two broad regional groups
(East/South compared to West/North). In multinadlazontexts, such as the setting of an EU-
funded project, the creation of two broad regiogedups partly serves the need of the
members to reduce uncertainty because it is m@®y”eand “simple” to categorize others by
choosing between two broad categories instead wérake The construction of national
diversity based to a regional division of Europevio part, facilitates the categorization of
others since it make more simple the categorizgirocess. This is also illustrated in chapter
7 that presents how the group members often categbtary, Margit, Lajos, and Klaus in
terms of the country these members representedhainoh relation to their ethnicities. The
most salient example of this categorization isdage of Mary who although is from the US,

she is categorized by others as “Greek” becauseepinesents a Greek partner in the project.
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Summary of the Research Findings

The present part of the thesis presented the w@sdardings deriving from members’
perceptions, uses, and meanings of their diffeméoti. The findings jointly illustrate the
ongoing process of constructing group diversityracess that | refer to as “differentiation
work”.

Members’perceptionsabout their differentiation are presented in chapte7, and 8. These
chapters show that members construct their grouprglty as a multi-dimensional concept.
Members shape their group diversity in terms oée¢hinter-related categories of differences:
national, professional, and expertise. Althoughugranembers perceive as salient the same
categories of differences, yet, they articulateséhdifferences differently. Each category of
difference (national, professional, expertise)asmomogenous but has a variation within.
The findings presented in chapter 10 illustrate thaersity construction appears to be much
more complex than the sum of the three categofiekfferences. Group members construct
each category of difference both as separate frioen ather categories and also in an
intersectional way. In many cases (both in therurevs and during the project meeting)
members define themselves and others through teesaction of their various identities and
shape their group diversity with intersecting categs of differences.

Chapter 11 described the various ways in which growembers used their perceived
differences as discursive resource: to justify communicationbgbeans during the project
life, to legitimate their goals in the project,jtstify a request for involving other members in
a task, to gain leverage in decision making, amabgition themselves in the project group.
Finally, chapter 12 shows that over time group memlascribe multipleneaningdor their
diversity. The meaning of diversity is not singlesénsional or in the dichotomous terms of
positive or negative, neither is fixed. Membersivaty portray their differentiation as an
important “orientation” for guiding themselves inutincultural contexts as well as a source
for learning and self-development. Finally, memhdgscribe themselves as serving a higher
goal than the simple fullfilment of the project.

Differentiation work involves the negotiation of ethsocially constructed categories of
differences, it is informed by who is the Other ahd broader context in which the social
interaction takes place, and serves peoples’ ngetb (have a positive working identity for
the self, (b) to reduce uncertainty, and (c) to aedidie to the self. Overall the findings show

that group diversity consists of multiple, sociatlgnstructed categories of differences that
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intersect, shift, and at the same time do not ceth@y real, unique essence. The next chapter
offers a discussion of the research findings.
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Chapter 14 Discussion, Limitations, Contribution, and Future
research

In this chapter | discuss the research findingss@nt the limitations of the study and propose
recommendations for future research. Finally | réfethe contribution of the study in the

organizational research literature.

14.1 Discussion

The present section is the discussion of the rekefindings in relation to the research
question of the study — how the group members &@sfunded project group construct their
group diversity. The discussion is divided in satsi according to what the findings show
with respect to: (a) the nature of group diversityd (b) the process of diversity construction
in a multicultural group. In the first sub-sectibmliscuss the multiple, intersectional, anti-
essentialist nature of group differentiafiena term | use instead of group diversity as atgue
in chapter 13. In the second sub-section | dis¢hesestablished concept “differentiation
work” presented in chapter 13, along with the refel, contextual processes that are part of
the differentiation work process. The discussiorbofh sub-sections positions the research
findings in extant diversity research, and showw hbe findings connect, contradict, and

converge with existing research and theoreticah&aorks.

14.1.1. Discussing the multiple, intersectional, &ressentialist nature of group
differentiation

14.1.1.1 The multiple nature of group diversity

The findings presented in the chapters 7, 8, amég@rding the national, professional and
expertise differentiation of group members, chakenhe traditional approach treating
diversity assynonymous to national diversity (e.g. Hofstede8Qt9House et al., 2004;
Brannen and Salk, 2000) and the positivistic assiampegarding the monolithic identity-
l.e., people mostly define themselves in terms atfomality. Members’ multiple, shifting
perceptions regarding their national, professicenadl expertise differentiation empirically

supports the arguments of many scholars that diyerannot be reduced to national diversity

% The terms group differentiation and group diversite used interchangeable
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(Nkomo and Cox, 1996; Litvin, 1997, 2000; Zanoniakt 2010) since people have multiple
identities. In their interviews the group membenspbasize that in their group (but also in
EU-funded projects in general) there are additiaadégories of differences, other than the
national differences, that are also important - &tample professional and expertise
differences. Members themselves point out that theeye multiple identities and that they
created their group diversity by intersecting theseltiple identities. These findings

complement the well grounded recognition — botisaniology (Burke, 1937, 1980; Stryker,

1987, 2000; Jenkins, 1996) and psychology (MeaB419ajfel and Turner, 1979; Hogg,

1996) — that people have multiple identities siraeh person is member of multiple social
groups. The research findings also offer empinycalpport for Collinson (2003) and

Ashforth et al. (2008), that people “appear capaiflsimultaneously and even holistically

defining themselves in terms of multiple identitig&\shforth et al., 2008, p. 347) and

therefore conceiving diversity as a concept witkirggle nature ignores “other, potentially
important features of self that may intersect imptex ways” (Collinson, 2003, p. 534).

The present study is not the only study showind people create their differentiation in

terms of socio-demographic characteristics othan thationality or ethnicity. Tartas and

Mirza (2007) show that the members of an intermaii@roject group defined themselves and
others in terms of their expertise differences leetwthe “pedagogical’ and “technical”

teams. Mahadevan (2009) in her ethnographic stddgnolndo-German cooperation in a
global high-tech company, illustrates that the esdli category of differentiation was

professional differences between “engineers” andrfagement”, not national differentiation

between Germans and Indians. The present studyeveswexplores three categories of
differences in the same workgroup showing how matio expertise and professional
differences interchange in salience, dependindghercontext. Members’ differentiation is not
static but changes over time during their meeting aence group diversity emerges as

having a multiple, dynamic and shifting nature.

14.1.1.2 The intersectional nature of members’ diféntiation

The findings presented in chapter 10 illustrate theersity is not just the sum of members’
perceived national, professional, and expertisierdihces. Members create their diversity by
negotiating their multiple identities (like ethrigi profession, expertise, gender) and
intersecting their various categories of differesic€he intersection of members’ identities
creates a complex picture for their differentiatibrat cannot be reduced on a simple
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dichotomy such as the enchantment (Lau and Murnigh898) or the reduction (Brewer,
1991, 1993) of the “boundaries” between the growgmivers. Faultlines theory (Lau and
Murnighan, 1998) postulates that a convergenceviersity categories enhances the creation
of sub-groups within a workgroup creating anxietg @roblems (see for example, Earley and
Mosakowski, 2000; Li and Hambrick, 2005; Homan let 2007; Homan et al., 2008). The
cross-categorization approach (Brewer, 1991, 1988}Yhe contrary, suggests that the cross-
cutting of people’s identities and categories dfedénces tends to reduce conflicts and in-
group bias within a workgroup because it contribute the reduction of the in-group — out-
group boundaries.

The findings of the present study, however, shaoat there is not a single or unique pattern
on how members intersect their differences. At sorases, the intersection enhances
members’ perceived in-group similarity in a diveyssategory. The intersection of expertise
(for example, language), with the same gender (f@eand sense of belonging to the same
national regional group (South) enhances the fgeliof belonging to the same expertise
group (educators) between Camelia, Margit, Irend, Beresa. At other instances, however,
the intersection of categories of differences @=at differentiation within a category as in the
case of expertise and professional differentiattbe: language experts who are practitioners
differ from the language experts-academics. Simgilathe ICT academics differ from
language academics. Finally, in other cases tleesettion is described by group members as
adding differences and thus make members’ diveesign more complex.

The findings regarding the intersectional naturegiup differentiation align with the idea
supported by many scholars that peoples’ multigdaiities are not separate, neither distinct,
but negotiate and intersect (Butler, 1990; Collmst®92, 2003; Crenshaw et al., 1995; Hall,
1996). The notion of diversity’s intersectionalapd multifaceted identity that emerges from
the data is a central aspect in intersectionalrth@renshaw, 1989, 1993) which is grounded
in critical paradigm. Scholars employing the ingetsonal theory illustrate the intersectional
nature of diversity, i.e. how people create thédfetentiation through the negotiation of their
identities (e.g. Holvino, 2010; Atewologun and $ing010; Boogaard and Roggeband, 2010;
Essers and Benschop, 2009). Holvino (2010) exantimesntersections of race, gender and
class, institutional, and social practices. Atewolo and Singh (2010) explore the
intersection of ethnicity, gender, and professiodahtity, while Essers and Benschop (2009)
explore the intersection of ethnic, gender andegméneurial identities in relation to religion.
Similarly with these studies, my findings also offan empirical illustration of the

intersectional and complex nature both of diversatyd identity. My study, however,
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differentiates with studies adopting intersectiotimaory in whether intersectionality emerges
from the data analysis or informs data analysisnt@oy to mya posteriori research
approach, the majority of studies exploring intetmality follow ana priori direction.
Intersectionality is the framework that guides thstudy, i.e. researchers focus their research
inquiry in the exploration of many — but yet preciied — categories of differences. Recently,
Tatli and Ozbilgin (2012) criticized this tendenof researchers to pre-determine the
categories of differences under study and calledafdifferent approach that will enable to
“capture the dynamism in the workforce diversisldi’ (p.187) by exploring “the multiplicity

of salient forms of differences in social and oigational life” without drawing on a
predetermined set of differences (Tatli and Ozhijlg012, p. 187). According to Tatli and
Ozbilgin (2012) the categories of diversity “areezgent and situated ex post, as embedded
in a specific time and place” (p. 180) and therefcannot ba priori determined.

The intersectional nature of diversity emergingnfrony finding is not a pre-established
assumption or a pre-determined theoretical framkwioat guided my study and the way |
looked into my data. Tha posterioridirection of my study enabled the emergence nbt on
of the various categories of differences but alseirtinterlocking relationship. Thus, the
intersectionality of group diversity that emergasmy findings is not a preliminary or an
priori assumption that guided my data analysis, but rali@ding by itself.

14.1.1.3 The anti-essentialist nature of group @iféntiation

The findings show that contrary to what researchermainstream research assume (e.g.
Hofstede, 1980; Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner7;18¢hn et al., 1999; House et al.,
2004), social categories (such as nationality, gesibn or expertise) do not carry an essence,
and the differences of group members in these Isoatagories do not reflect or carry real
differences; differences are rather socially carcsgd. Michalis uses the perceived money-
motive of "East" academics to shape the nationtiéréntiation between theEast and
“West” regional groups, creating a negative working idgrior “East” academics compared
to the ‘West”. On the other hand, when the discussion movesdfegsional differences,
Michalis ascribes his perceived money-motive of Bstonian member to his profession
(being abusinessmagnand justifies the money-motive as something rahtior “a business”.
The same motive (pursue for money) which Michaésatibes as a negative characteristic in
the case of Romanian academics, is perceived #figdsand legitimate in the case of an

Estonian businessman. In the first case, Michalisises on peoples’ nationality, while in the
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second he focuses on the profession. Members'reiftees in terms of nationality and
profession do not reflect any real or unique essetite same aspect (money motive) is
perceived as legitimate or negative depending erf‘akher” with whom Michalis compares
himself.

The comparison between Camelia’s and Marku’'s naasitoffers another example of the
anti-essentialist nature of members’ differenceame€lia ascribes the project management
approach of Klaus to his ICT expertise, while Magarceives that the management approach
that Klaus follows is affected by his nationalifjhe same aspect (the project management
approach of Klaus) is perceived differently by Caamand Marku who use it as a criterion to
shape two different categories of differences — €lanshapes expertise differences, whereas
Marku creates their national differentiation. THewae examples illustrate that the expertise
and national differentiation in the group does reftect or carry unique essence but are
socially constructed by the group members.

A third example regards the differences and siitigs between the project partners
PolishEdu and FinishITD. Martin (owner of a SME wisonot affiliated with a university),
views the two universities (PolishEdu and Finish)T&®s having similar organizational
cultures and decision making processes as oppased SME. Martin, thus, categorizes
PolishEdu and FinishITD as similar in terms of thacision making processes. If someone,
therefore, views professional differences from heéstpoint of view, then she could argue
that universities share a common decision makirgggss and hence differences between
universities and SMEs reflect “real” differencestire decision making processes. On the
other hand, Klaus (who is an academic) articul&®eishEdu and FinishITD as having
different decision making process and ascribesetlug$erences in peoples’ nationality and
more specifically to the national context in whithe universities were founded and
developed. The comparison between these two p&rospiegarding the differences between
PolishEdu and FinishITD show that these differerdesot reflect a unique essence that each
university carries, but depend on members’ subjegierceptions.

14.1.1.4 The heterogeneity of categories of diffeces

Group differentiation refers to the perceived categs of differences. The findings show that
— contrary to the positivistic assumptions — thesestructed categories of differences are not
homogenous but dynamic and heterogenous. The ketezily within categories of
differences partly derives from the intersectiorntlod multiple identities and the negotiation

of social categories (such as nationality, profeassexpertise, gender). Social categories are
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interconnected and inter-depended, and the catsgofi differences are not homogenous,
neither unified nor fixed, but rather heterogenedaliferential, and shifting (Connel, 1995).
The social category of academics, for exampleptsfurther homogenous. Klaus distinguish
academics in terms of their field of expertise goahts out that there is a variation within the
academic group in intersection with their expertlseersity. Expertise diversity itself is not a
homogenous category either. For example, the $pcanstructed category “language
experts” is not homogeneous but has a within vianaMarku, points out for example on the
differentiation between the language experts whe academics and those who are
practitioners. The intersectional way in which gromembers shape their differentiation
supports previous theorizations on gender (Bull®90, 2004) and race (Litvin, 1997, 2002)
that reject the view of race, gender, ethnicity menogenous, separate and essentialist
categories.

Another source for the within category heteroggnestthe dynamic way in which group
members define themselves. Members may share the sacio-demographic characteristic
(e.g. nationality, profession, expertise) but et same identity. For example, Michalis and
Dimitrios share the same Greek ethnicity but thefing themselves differently in terms of
their ethnicity. Michalis — contrary to Dimitrios dis-identifies with his Greek ethnicity and
creates his working identity through his identifioa with the “West” working identity,
where “West” is articulated as opposite to “Grealentity. Another example of the
heterogeneity within a category of differentiaticegards the professional diversity. Mary,
who works and represents a university is categorimeother members as someone working
and representing that university, and thus an awedeéMary, however, defines herself as a
practitionerand distinguishes herself from theademicsand theacademiovay of working.

The way members define themselves is thereforefinet but dynamic how andwho is
different from another is not a natural quality @n inherent characteristic. Members’
perceptions, for example, about their expertiséedhtiation differ and shift. During their
meeting Martin at one point defines himself as hgwxpertise in languages and therefore
capable to make suggestions about the design olatigpiage exercises. In other vignette,
however, Martin changes his self-definition andegatizes himself as “not good in
languages”. The findings of the study showing erogily the heterogeneity within categories
of differences are consistent with the findingsspreed by Pratt and Rafaeli (1997) who also
illustrate the heterogeneity in social categoridghough the two authors focused on a single
category of difference (profession) and their stigdlgn a different organizational context (a

hospital), yet their findings are significant besauhey unravel the complexity of profession,
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which is usually perceived as a homogenous cateddwir findings further illustrate how
people define themselves with their professionanous ways and the heterogeneity in the
category of profession. The heterogeneity of caiegoof differences illustrates that the
construction of group diversity is a complex pr@&ekhe next sub-section discusses what the
findings of the present study show regarding thgoomy process of group differentiation
construction, the established concept of “diffeis@mn work”, and the complex processes

involved in members’ differentiation work.

14.1.2. Discussing the process of group differentian construction and the
“differentiation work” construct

The process of diversity construction is the foofisseveral studies (e.g. Barinaga, 2007,
Ahonen and Tienari, 2009; Janssens and Zanoni,)200& present study aligns with the
findings of these studies showing the socially tmmsed, fluid, and complex nature of
diversity, but differentiates in the examinationtleé diversity construction process. Whereas
most studies explore diversity construction focgsin the discursive construction (Barinaga,
2007) or contextual production (Janssens and Zar&fifl5) focusing on power relations
(Ahonen and Tienari, 2009), the present study appres group diversity construction
exploring three interrelated facets of diversitg) ¢he content and structure (shape of
diversity) (chapters 7-10), (b) the use of diversis discursive resource (chapters 11), and (c)
the meanings ascribed to perceived differencegptel®12). In chapter 13, | explained how
these three interrelated facets are combined iegtablished concept “differentiation work”.
What the “differentiation work” concept attempts daéfer in diversity research is a more
thorough understanding of the complex, ongoing ¢sec of group differentiation
construction. Differentiation work addresses diitgras a three-fold construction and enables
the examination of this three-fold construction. eThindings show that members’
differentiation work (the process of differentiatioonstruction) is partly related with the need
of group members to have a positive working idgndihd to reduce uncertainty. The two
basic functions that differentiation work servdgyrawith Ybema et al. (2009) who argue that
identity and diversity construction are neitherreetitral or benign process ... [but] ... is
invariably colored by emotions, moral judgments apgrobations” (Ybema et al., 2009, p.
307). Members do not just do differentiation workit bthrough their differentiation
construction and re-construction achieve a positingeking identity for the self, reduce
uncertainty, and generally add value to the séilese functions of differentiation work are
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discussed by theories such as self-categorizatieary (Turner et al., 1987), social identity
theory (Tajfel and Turner, 1979), and uncertaingduction theory (Hogg, 2000).
Furthermore, empirical research on identity comsiom shows peoples’ identity work is
linked with their need to shape a positive workidegntity (e.g. Ashforth and Kreiner, 1999;
Gibson and Papa, 2000; Lamont, 2000; Lucas anddetz2004).

Members’ differentiation work in the MULTI projeds informed by the need of group
members to have a positive working identity andetduce uncertainty. These two functions,
however, are not the only important processes walin the construction of group
differentiation. Differentiation work also partlyvolves relational and contextual processes:
who andhow someone is perceived as different is shaped bptivho is the Other and the

contextual setting.

14.1.2.1 The relational process involved in memilgkfierentiation work

The findings of the study demonstrate the relatipnacess of differentiation work: members
define who they are in relation to who is the Othkr the case of their national
differentiation, some members define themselvedeadsnging to the same South regional
group in contradiction to the North regional grotipe creation of the South regional group,
thus, acquires existence and meaning when it atintsawith the North regional group.
Margit illustrates this aspect in her interview jginting out that people iBouthcountries
are very different from people iNorth countries. The relational process of members’
differentiation work is apparent in professionalffeiences too. Members create their
professional identity and shape their professiosiatilarity in juxtaposition to Others’
profession. Academics for example, define their professional identitiirough the
juxtaposition to thébusinesgpeople. The same pattern emerges in the creatiomlembers’
expertise differences. Members define themselvdaragiage expertsr educatorsthrough
the contrast with the “ICT experts”.

The relational processes involved in members’ difidiation work is theoretically supported
by Bucholtz and Hall (2005) who argue that identgy'never autonomous or independent”
(p. 598); identity is constructed through the sbo&eraction and relationships with other
people and “acquire[s] social meaning in relationother available identity positions and
other social actors” (Bucholtz and Hall, 2005, 8% People form and reshape their sense of
self and articulate their differentiation througmhdawithin their relationships and interactions

with others. As Hogg et al., (1995) put it: “peopleme to know who they are through their
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interactions with others” (p. 256). The study oflokFSouday and Kunda (2003) also
demonstrates empirically the relational facet oéniity construction that underlies the
creation of national differentiation. In their syudf an international Israel-American merger,
Ailon-Souday and Kunda (2003) show how lIsraeli eagpes constructed their sense of self
in terms of what they are not. Specifically, Israshployees formed their national identity in
a way that expressed detachment from their Amengarger partners, but also to show that
they were better employees than the Americans. fildings of the present study
demonstrate the relational process involved in grdifferentiation construction and the
relational nature of identity, supporting numersghlolars who argue that identity should be
viewed as “the social positioning of self and o#fiefBucholtz and Hall, 2005, p. 586),
constructed “in response to others” (Josselsor4,19982), “formed by social processes [...]
maintained, modified, or even reshaped by soclatioms” (Berger and Luckmann, 1966, p.
194).

14.1.2.2 The contextual process involved in merhbd#fsrentiation work

Another significant insight from the study regardise contextual nature of group
differentiation. In the MULTI project group, the engence of national, professional, and
expertise differences is influenced by contextw@altdrs such as the type and topic of the
specific EU project, historical relations betweestions, the time and place of the group
meeting, and the “meta-narratives” (Ybema et al09) or “macro-systemic discourse”
(Alvesson and Karreman, 2000, p. 1133) that groembers perceive as dominant, such as
the national stereotypes.

The findings demonstrate that group diversity atextual phenomenon. People live, work
and interact in real social contexts, not in araigal setting of a laboratory or experiment
(Blomberg et al., 1993) (e.g. Walther, 1997; Spearal., 1997; Kelly, 2011). The context in
which people live, interact and work influence tay they define themselves and others
(Kyriakidou, 2011). Furthermore, the relationshgivileen people and their context is mutual
(Kyriakidou and Ozbilgin, 2006) - “people may se¢land make their contexts or they may
adapt to their contexts by changing themselves'rigkydou, 2011, p. 574). Giddens (1979)
stresses the importance of social context and Isaaetions in the construction of identity,
arguing that “society” and “individual” are intemwoected. The context in which social

interaction emerges “shapes the meanings, expatsaand roles that particular identities
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carry” (Adib and Guerrier, 2003, p. 415); identignd diversity construction, thus, is
“grounded in specific contexts at specific timeaskforth, 1998, p. 268).

The type and topic of the EU project informs mersbguerceptions regarding their
differentiation. In a different EU-funded projeatogp, other categories of differences might
become salient, or even the same categories (ahtipnofessional, expertise) could be
created differently by group members. Members slibpe expertise difference describing
the language experts as the “only specialists”hi@ project, since the language field of
expertise is relative to the project’s goal - ite.develop language exercises. The goal of the
project informs members’ perceptions: the creatibgroup’s expertise diversity is based on
the relativeness of members’ expertise with theeotogoal. The findings of the study
complement what Janssens and Zanoni (2005) dematmstegarding the dynamic and
context-specific nature of diversity. Janssens Zaxabni (2005) in their comparative study of
four service companies, illustrate that each ommion has shaped a context-specific
understanding of diversity.

Other contextual factors that influence memberst@gtions regarding their differentiation
are the historical relationships between countileag with the place and time that the social
interaction takes place. For example, the placda(fl) and time that the interview with
Klaus (German) was conducted (the anniversary efitkiasion from the Nazis) informs the
way Klaus created their differences. In his intewiKlaus avoids to compare directly Poland
with Germany. When he creates the differences letviemself and the Polish members, he
does so by choosing as his frame of referencedbiety he represents (Finland) which lacks
any negative memories from WWII. At another poifthes interview, however, when he
refers to a Greek member, Klaus uses his ethn{@Brman) as his frame of reference to
compare himself with the Greek member. The way &lareates his differentiation in the
group is partly influenced by contextual factorgtsas the historical relationships between
Germany and Poland, the time and the place in wihielproject meeting was held. Historical
relations are a contextual factor discussed by nsahplars who emphasize its importance in
the process of creationing peoples’ identity anabidiity. Alvesson et al. (2008) argue that the
way people “understand ourselves is shaped by rlazgktural and historical formations,
which supply much of our identity vocabularies, mer pressures and solutions, yet which do
so in indirect and subtle ways” (p. 11). Davis et(2000) argue that identity cannot be
understood without understanding historical coodsi because they are a central feature of

the context in which identity is constructed. Mussmd Duberley (2007) similarly suggest
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that identity entails a retrospective nature: pedptly on what has happened in the past to
make sense of present and future events, and eisa'v(p. 147). Ybema et al. (2009) also

claim that identity work “involves processes” notly“between social actors and institutions,

between self and others, between insider and @itbiat also “between past and present” (p.
303).

Another contextual factor that informs membersfadiéntiation work is the dominant meta-
narratives (Ybema et al., 2009; Esser and Bens@@f]9; Clarke et al., 2009; Watson, 2009)
or macro-systemic discourse (Alvesson and Karrer2@00, p. 1133) in which people draw
in order to shape their identity and form theirfeléntiation. Group members create their
national differences in a way that brings to mined point raised by Ybema et al. (2009) about
“whether actors constitute themsehtesough discourse or are choreographsddiscourse”

(p. 308) (original emphasis). Ybema et al. (200@tHer argue that people attempt “to
differentiate themselves from the ‘other’ in thentxt of meta-narrative discursive
structuring” (p. 308). People draw “on discursivesaurces to enact identities while
simultaneously appearing to be subject to thoseeqa@)sources” (p. 308). Greek members,
for example, shape national diversity by drawinglmnegative stereotypes they perceive as
dominant for people frontEastern Europe. The marco-systemic discourse (Alvesson and
Karreman, 2000) that Michalis uses (e.g. “theyraefrom the Balkania”) as synonymous to
“they are not from East — they are professionalsistrates how Michalis draws on a specific
discourse that he perceives as dominant to cresitenal differences in the group.

The findings of the study, also illustrate peoplfedom to define themselves and others
outside these macro-systemic discourses. Group ewndo not always draw on macro-
systemic discourse (Alvesson and Karreman, 200@)ata-narratives (Ybema et al., 2009) to
shape their identity and their group differentiatid-or example, Romanian and Hungarian
members create their working identity and shapentgonal differentiation in the group
without drawing on dominant meta-discourses, sigltha negative stereotypes for people
from Southern countries. Romanian and Hungarian lbeesnarticulate a positive working
identity for themselves and their perceived in-grdue. South), contrary to what the Greek
members did.

My study complements with the findings of otherds&s (e.g. Essers and Benschop, 2009;
Clarke et al., 2009; Watson, 2009; Down and Revel®9) that empirically demonstrate
that although meta-narratives “are a permanentpmvekrful ingredient of everyday sense-

making ... [that] set distinctive limits on individudiscretion in constructing identity”, yet
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there “is always the possibility of self-defined anengful escape through agential choice”
(Ybema et al., 2009, p. 311). Thomas and Linst&&®Z) contribute in the discussion on
meta-narratives, arguing that people do not “mepétk off an identity from a shopping list

of discourses — consciously selecting and manipgjdtom a 'menu’ of discursive recourses”
(p. 75).

14.1.3 Summary of discussion

The present section discussed the findings angrihygosed theoretical framework of doing
differentiation work, for understanding diversitgnstruction in an EU-funded project group,
along with extant research and theories. The skvemtegories of differences (e.g.
professional, national, expertise) that emergetht@srelated facets of group differentiation,
show the multiple nature of diversity that contcasli with the dominant approach that
identifies diversity as synonymous to national dsity (e.g. Hofstede, 1980), while is in
agreement with other scholars who argue that diyeiss a multidimensional construct (e.g.
Nkomo and Cox, 1996; Litvin, 1997, 2000; Zanoniakt 2010) and therefore should be
approached from aa posterioridirection (Tatli and Ozbilgin, 2012). Intersectidity theory
(Crenshaw, 1989, 1991) facilitated the interpretaf the complex, intersectional nature of
members’ differentiation, while at the same timépkd to position the present study along
with the other studies using intersectionality &®otetical lens (e.g. Holvino, 2010;
Atewologun and Singh, 2010).

The discussion of the findings further illustratd® anti-essentialist, socially constructed
nature of members’ differentiation countering thesifivistic assumption that social
categories carry an “essence” and therefore memb#éisrences in these social categories
reflect real differences (e.g. Hofstede, 1980; Tpenaars, 1993; Jehn et al., 1999; House et
al., 2004). The empirical illustration of the camsted, anti-essentialist nature of members’
differentiation supports previous theorization msipg that social categories are not
homogenous, but heterogeneous, as well as diffaterid shifting (Connel, 1995; Butler,
1990, 2004; Litvin, 1997, 2002). The discussiorhaf shifting nature of group differentiation
illustrates the relational and contextual procesbas are part of the differentiation work
process, and support both theorization (BergerLarmtmann, 1991; Josselson, 1994; Ybema
et al., 2009; Bucholtz and Hall, 2005; Alvessoralet 2008) and empirical research (Ailon-
Souday and Kunda, 2003; Janssens and Zanoni, 280k relational and contextual nature

of identity and diversity. The discussion proceedsthe next section that offers the
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acknowledgment of the limitations of the study gmdpose recommendations for future

research.

14.2 Limitations and recommendations for future regarch

This study has several limitations. The first liatibn regards my role as researcher during the
field work and my potential impact in the reseapbcess. | have discussed in detail my
concerns regarding this limitation in sections dntl 5.4, where | offer my self-reflection on
my role as researcher. Another limitation regatasrather small duration of my field work,
which was five days in total. Future research canttlde a research design with a long-term
immersion of the researcher(s) in the field: stgrtirom the first stages of its creation and
extending to the last stage of the project comphetA long-term study of a multicultural
workgroup could offer more insights on how the grauembers perceive, use, and sense-
make their group differentiation during time. Arthilimitation is that research took place in
the setting of a specific EU-funded project grobpttmay differ in terms of purpose and
structure from other multicultural workgroups. Thiedings are not easily transferable to
other settings although they could offer usefuights in studying diversity in other EU-
funded project groups or multicultural workgroupsgeeneral. This last limitation produces a
recommendation for future research to include &utid EU-funded project groups in the
single study. The comparison between different icwltural workgroups could enable a
more fruitful exploration of the role that the cextual and relational settings play in the
construction of group diversity. A fourth limitaticegards issues like power relations that are
not addressed in the study. Future research sheylcitly take them into consideration
since power relations could further enhance ouretstdnding of diversity construction

process in a workplace (Zanoni et al., 2010).

14.3 Contribution of the study

The present study attempts to make a contributiothe field of workforce diversity in the
organizational studies literature. Taking into ddagtion the suggestions of several scholars
(Sackkman et al., 1997; Sackmann and Philliphs42Mannix and Neale, 2005; Barinaga,
2007; Ahonen and Tienari, 2009) who point out teedhfor additional research on diversity
in the setting of multicultural workgroups, the dyuattempts to contribute to the existing

literature surrounding diversity in multiculturalovkgroups. To the best of my knowledge,
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the present study is one of the few studies stupgiversity in EU-funded projects groups — a
particular and unexplored type of multicultural gps (Barinaga, 2007; Ahonen and Tienatri,
2009).

The research question of the study addresses tleegbof diversity itself — something that is
often neglected or taken for given (Nkomo and C®96; Litvin, 1997; Janssen and Zanoni,
2005; Tatli and Ozbilgin, 2012). The study attempusaddress a gap in group diversity
literature that derives from the traditiorealpriori identification of the concept of diversity
that has dominated diversity research. Thigriori approach characterizes studies that view
diversity either as static or dynamic concept (Jathd Ozbilgin, 2012). Several scholars
criticize the predetermination of categories ofeténces and suggested to approach diversity
as an emergent rather as a predetermined phenonfleihon, 1997; Nkomo, 1996; Nkomo
and Cox, 1996; Osland and Bird, 2000; Garcia-Préttal., 2003; Bodenhausen, 2010; Tatli
and Ozbilgin, 2012; Zanoni et al., 2010; Mahadez#9; Janssens and Zanoni, 2005). The
study attempts to address this gap employing @osterioriapproach that enables a fruitful
exploration of the complex nature of group diversivithout focusing on specific,
predetermined categories of differences.

The a posteriori direction in the exploration of group diversityfers significant insights
regarding the complex and constructed nature cdrdity in a workgroup. Group members
themselves emphasized that they differ not onlyeinms of nationality or ethnicity, but
repeatedly referred to the intersection of theitiamal, professional, expertise, and gender
differences. The study offers, thus, significamidings and insights regarding the multiple
and intersectional nature of diversity, showing emoglly how the group members of a
workgroup intersect their several constructed caieg of differences.

Furthermore, the study approaches the construdivefsity not only in terms of the content
and structure that diversity has (intersection ategories of differences) but also addresses
how the group members used their perceived diftexgon and the meanings they created for
their differences. The study, therefore, addressesilitaneously several facets that a social
constructed concept (as group diversity) could hdveexplores the content, structure,
discursive uses, and meanings of a construct (grbugrsity) offering a more thorough
understanding of the diversity’s construction psseThe findings of the study further
highlight the role of the contextual and relatiosatting in diversity construction, along with
the social psychological functions that this camdion serves.

The study further offers empirical support to thellvestablished critique towards the

positivistic assumptions of diversity and identityat addresses them as static and given. The
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research findings position the present study alothgr studies in the literature of diversity
that also emphasize the multiple, intersectionaratter of diversity (Atewologun and Singh,
2010; Adib and Gueerier, 2003; Boogaard and Roggeli2010; Essers and Benschop, 2009)
and its contextual and relational nature (Ely amdnias, 2001; Janssens and Zanoni, 2005;
Barinaga, 2007; Mahadevan, 2009; 2012). Finallg, ¢reation of the main theoretical term
“differentiation work” that reflects the dynamicqmess of diversity construction, contributes
to diversity research by drawing the focus in fnecessrather to thdabels of categories
(Nkomo and Cox, 1996; Litvin, 1997).

14.4 Final conclusions

The study offers significant insights regarding finecess of diversity construction in an EU-
funded project group, which although are not diyettansferable to other organizational
settings, they can nevertheless offer useful insifdr future research on diversity in similar
settings, such as international research teamenetional management teams (Henderson,
2005), and R&D teams (von Zedtwitz and Gassman®220Vhat this study mainly offers is
first, an empirical demonstration of the multiglgersectional, constructed nature of diversity
and the ongoing process of group diversity constsacand second, an attempt to contribute
in the relevant diversity literature with the irdiection of a new theoretical term —
“differentiation work” — as the lens for future essch exploring diversity construction in

workplace.
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Appendix

Interview protocol

/Prompts to be used when appropriate: \

Tell me more about....

Can you think of a specific example of that?

What did you do then?

What makes you say that?

| don’t understand what you mean there. Could yqulagn it
in another way?

Whatever you can remember is fine...

e Take your time...I'm just going to give you some titoe

\ think... /

Introduction questions
Do you want to talk a little about yourself? (Whare you from - where have you studied -
where have you worked)

Have you ever worked in contact with Greeks, Polishish, Estonians, Hungarians, in the
past?
e How was your cooperation?

What were your perceptions about the charactesisfipeople from those nationalities?
e How this has been created?
e Can you tell me a story?

Role in the Project Team
What is your role in the project?

Objectives of the project
What are the aims of the project?

How did the project got into existence?
e Who patrticipated in the idea development?

How is the work coordinated within the project go8u
What are the procedures in terms of formal and \aelal rules that everyone has to follow

as the project proceeds?
e How well do they seem to work?
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Expectations regarding the project meeting
Have your expectations about the meeting in Chanéhthe work progress of this WP been
fully met?

° Why’?

What is your impression about the meeting?

Do you feel that there are some problems in thgeptgroup?
e If yes, which ones?
e How do you think those have been created?

Critical incidents
During your experience in the MULTI project whicheathe incidents that you remember
more vividly?

Could you tell me some critical experiences dutimg ' and 2¢ work packages that were
important, surprising or problematic?

e What led to this situation?

e What did you do?

Understanding of group diversity (types of perceived diversity)
What kind of different backgrounds / cultures daiymerceive that we have in the MULTI
project?

What are the characteristics of each partner tlaienhim/ her unique, and in what ways it is
similar to other partners?

What are the differences and similarities you fietiween the partners?

Working in the MULTI project with people from uniksties, people from private
organizations like Martin, and from organizatione lyours. Which are they differences and
similarities you find?

In which manner do you think that her/his natiotygtirofession affect her/his work/
behaviour/cooperation in the project?

Rationale of diversifying
What is the rationale of diversifying in this prci€in projects general)?
Do you think that there is any value from the maitltural diversity from the project?

What do you view as the benefits and costs of vingrkvith people from different ethnicities,

professions?
° Why’?
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Do you think that the project group would have aped differently if it was less cultural
diversified?
° Why’?

What are the differences between a multiculturajgmt and a project in national level?

Cooperation during the work-packages
Who was the partner that you worked more closelypa and wp2?

How would you describe your cooperation with thpagners?

Who was the partner that you had good cooperation?
° Why’?
e Could you give me an example of good cooperation?

Any partner that you didn’t had a good cooperation?
° Why’?
e Could you give me an example of a not good coojmerat
e How did you handled it?

With which MULT]I partners would you prefer to wowkith in another project?
° Why’?
e Or why not?

Role expectations and meaning ascribed to differemdentities
What does it mean to be an “expert”?

¢ What characteristics (qualities) do you have asxqert?

e What characteristics (qualities) do you think thieeo partners show?

What do you think being a “professional” means? Yiwees it mean to be a “professional™?
e What characteristics (qualities) do you express pofessional?
e What characteristics (qualities) do you think tlieeo partners express?

What do you think being an academic/ researchesinbasman in a multicultural project
means?

e What characteristics (qualities) do you express ams academic/ researcher/
businessman?

¢ What characteristics (qualities) do you think thieeo partners express?
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Self
Do you feel that you have changed (as a profeskiasaa researcher, as a person), that you
have become a little different from your experiemceultinational projects?
What have you learnt in this MULTI experience?
e Professionally?
e Personally?

Did it ever happen in a project to refine your gaad motives?
e If yes, when did this happen?
e Why did that happen?

Closing questions
What do you expect to happen (workgroup developjneriil the next project meeting?
Do you have anything else you would like to add?
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