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Abstract
From a constructivist perspective, this Master’s thesis in Culture, Communication and Globalization aims at providing insight into what it realistically takes to ensure requisite variety in the area of cultural intelligence at Radiometer ApS.
Due to the globalization of the business world the context of doing business has changed dramatically and working cross-culturally often is perceived as extremely challenging. The same notion was found to be present at Radiometer Medical ApS. According to one of its employees, intercultural collaboration, both within the organization’s boundaries and across its boundaries, generates quite some problems, which cost the company both time and money.
In order to better understand these “issues”, and to obtain a deeper understanding of the concept of cultural intelligence in practice in relation to the needs of individual managers, semi-structured interviews with ten leaders within Radiometer Medical ApS were conducted. The statements given provided an insight into how the managers and leaders in question experienced cross-cultural encounters, whether they played a role in their daily business life, and which importance they ascribed to culture in general.
To make sense of the statements made by the interviewees, the theoretical frameworks of Cultural Intelligence as outlined by Elisabeth Plum along with Gareth Morgan’s conceptualization of an organization as a holographic brain were employed. By this means, insight is provided into which aspects play a role in cross-cultural encounters and how possible issues can be avoided.

The data generated through the interviews disclosed that the employees had experienced challenging cross-cultural encounters at different levels of the organization: between different nationalities, professions / departments, and between Danaher and Radiometer. Explanations given as to why problems in cross-cultural collaborations arise included notions of insufficient language skills, deficient face-to-face contact, and lacking awareness of cultural differences. Implicitly addressed causes of less successful cross-cultural encounters are stereotyping and Radiometer’s organizational structure which seems to support silo-thinking.
Ways to improve the outcome of cross-cultural encounters are partly suggested by the interviewees themselves. For example, they proposed that Radiometer’s corporate language, English, should be used throughout the company, including production, because using a common language is experienced as helping to integrate non-Danish speaking personnel. In addition, increased cross-functional and cross-departmental collaborations are mentioned as a means to knowledge-sharing which also would break down communication barriers currently present between Radiometer’s different departments. 
Other recommendations for enhancing Radiometer’s requisite variety in the area of cultural intelligence are varied, including, for example, the necessity for strong cultural awareness, additional cross-cultural contacts by utilization of networks, and  appropriate cultural, language and communication training. Also, the implementation of an information system with relevant information on culture, which could include simple reminders or ‘checklists’ for all employees, could be an asset in order to better understand the influence culture can have on business effectiveness.
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I. Introduction

Even though the concept of culture has been dealt with in business literature for quite some time (Schein, 1985; Hofstede, 1991; Trompenaars, 1993; Bjerke, 1999; Søderberg & Holden, 2002; Early, 2002; Plum, 2007b; Thomas 2008) it is still an issue which causes difficulties, as it is multi-facetted. One approach to grasping the concept, employed by scholars such as Hofstede - whose understanding of culture dominates business literature to date – is based on a functionalistic view on culture. This view, according to other scholars like Søderberg, “helps to reinforce a dominant cultural stereotype while denying legitimacy to other value orientations and alternative ways of being.” (Søderberg & Holden, 2002: 109).

Due to the globalization of the business world the context of doing business has changed dramatically. Companies not only have sales- and production sites outside their home-market, they also have to compete with companies from other countries in their home-country. Moreover, companies’ workforce has become more diverse, as has their customers, suppliers and other stakeholders. Thus, almost every company today is part of a multi-cultural network comprised of its diverse stakeholders. Within this context, an essentialist culture concept, a variation on functionalist thinking that understands culture to be territorially bound, seems to have outlived its usefulness.
It appears then, that in order to better understand cross-cultural settings, business leaders should embrace a more complex view of culture,  i.e. regarding culture “as based on shared or partly shared patterns of meaning and interpretation” (Ibid: 112). These patterns are constantly shaped and re-shaped in ongoing negotiations; hence, culture is understood as a dynamic concept in which boundaries are fluid and context bound.

Such a conceptualization of culture, which is employed in this thesis, arguably makes it more difficult for any leader to deal with culture, as no clear-cut categories exist outlining stereotypical ways of doing business like e.g.: “Chinese are like this”, and “when doing business with Brazilians, you have to behave like this.” Additionally, business leaders as parts of a multi-cultural network not only have to handle various national cultures but diverse organizational and professional cultures as well. As a consequence, leaders in today’s business world need the competencies to work effectively within a constantly changing field/network of multiple cultures which is supported by an ever growing system of technology. But how are the leaders to build these competencies and which competencies are needed in order to explain and possibly better understand the ever more prevalent cross-cultural interactions?

As outlined above, the concept of culture is highly contextual. The competencies asked for in a leader to handle the given cross-cultural encounter are thus also dependent on the context. Therefore, a given leader should be able to understand the processes behind cultural interactions than merely dispose of a set of various competencies. Moreover, it seems reasonable to ask whether it is feasible for a human being to continually learn new concepts, realize them, and adapt them to the context at hand while at the same time being occupied with his or her daily work.

Regarding what one needs to deal successfully with people from diverse cultural backgrounds, different concepts have been discussed in business literature with the concept of intercultural or cross-cultural competence (CCC) (e.g.: Gullestrup & Lorentsen 1996; Byram et al. 2001; Deardorff 2006), and the concept of global mindset (GM) (e.g.: Paul 2000; Gupta & Govindarajan 2002; Beechler et al. 2004) being the most central ones.  In the year 2004, a new concept emerged and has been discussed in management literature: the concept of cultural intelligence (CQ/CI) (e.g.: Earley 2002; Thomas 2008; Plum 2008). As is the case with the conceptualization of CCC and GM mentioned above, there are different definitions and approaches to the concept of cultural intelligence as well. The latest conceptual orientation within this field emerged in 2007 in Denmark. In her book “Kulturel Intelligens” Elisabeth Plum offers another conceptualization of cultural intelligence, which is based on a broad and constructivist understanding of culture. This understanding of culture is in contrast to the essentialist view of culture that is represented by the other concepts mentioned above. In this thesis, Plum’s conceptualization of cultural intelligence (CI) is chosen over the related ideas of understanding cross-cultural encounters mentioned above. 

The reason for employing CI is threefold: First, both the concept of cross-cultural competence and global mindset are comprised of a huge variety of different competencies a given person should have in order to deal effectively across borders (Gertsen, 1990: 68ff), which leads to various definitions of both concepts in question. Second, it has been argued that the competencies asked for in the context of CCC and GM are highly culturally bound. As such, they can only be applied successfully in one culture and thus, most likely are to fail in other cultural settings (Aarup Jensen et al., 1995: 15). Finally, the concept of CI is based on a definition of culture, which in comparison to the descriptive definitions used in the concepts of GM and CCC, is a constructivist one. Plum (2008: 59) understands culture as “a practice among people in a community and as a process [,] [t]he group’s culture is a matter for negotiation among its members in different situations, and therefore under constant change.” Such an understanding of culture implies that every individual is part of a variety of cultures simultaneously, since he or she belongs to several groups in terms of for example profession, function, gender, and nationality. Moreover, by understanding culture as a process, a given group’s culture, for example the culture of a production unit at a given company, is subject for negotiation among the individuals comprising the group in question. Central to the constructivist understanding of culture is the unpredictability persons’ actions belonging to a particular culture. The focus becomes the contextuality of any cross-cultural encounter. Every encounter, therefore, even with persons one is fairly familiar with, may develop in a way one has not expected, as several cultural differences may be at play. The concept of CI takes all these differences into account by employing a broad and constructivist view on culture.

Moreover, even though the concept of CI predominantly addresses the individual and his or her development of CI, Plum also accounts for how CI can be developed on an organizational level.

Furthermore, it is important to remember that an organization is comprised of many individuals. As already outlined above, any leader will find himself or herself in a (multicultural) network, not only inside his or her company but also across the organizational border(s) – which arguably, due to globalization, have become quite fluid as well. In other words, the leader does not stand alone when facing various issues as he/she most likely is part of a team, project group, department or other form of ‘group’ within the entire organization.

Thus, regarding situations of intercultural encounters in businesses, two possible settings can be assumed: For one, several people from organization A interact with several people from organization B. Second, not groups but individuals or combinations of both meet across borders. Even though cross-cultural interactions on an individual basis are most likely part of an employee’s daily work, it can be argued that the person in question is part of a group or network which may assist him or her in handling the cross-cultural encounter in various ways.

In order to work successfully across borders, the composition of the group facing a given issue has to be in such a way that all competences asked for in order to deal with the very issue are available, i.e. not each and every employee has to possess all competencies needed, but the variety of problems posed by the issue have to be ‘mirrored’ in the competencies held by the members of the group. This principle is known under the expression ‘requisite variety’ which was coined by Morgan in 1997. In short it states “that the internal diversity of any self-regulating system must match the variety and complexity of its environment if it is to deal with the challenges posed by that environment“ (Morgan, 1997: 112). In other words, a given system like e.g. an organization or part of an organization can only manage something to the extent that it has sufficient internal variety (diversity) to represent it.
While this idea is known to be common practice when it comes to cross-functional teams working on a complex issue, there has not been a focus on this in terms of combining people with different levels of cultural intelligence in order to match or exceed challenges posed from outside the group.
If this principle would be suitable in order to ensure CI in a given firm, the pressure on each and every leader in terms of developing his or her cultural intelligence to its fullest would be lessened.

The considerations outlined so far lead me to the following problem formulation:
What does it ‘realistically’ take to ensure requisite variety for a given company in the area of cultural intelligence?

In order to answer this question, the role of culture within organizations will first be briefly stated in order to account for how ‘culture’ is conceptualized in the thesis. Within the theoretical part, the focus will lie on the concept of cultural intelligence (CI) as understood by Plum (2007; 2008).  In addition, in this section, an overview on research conducted within this field will be provided. In this context, the main differences and similarities between Plum’s approach (CI) and closely related approaches to cultural intelligence (Earley et al., 2006; Thomas, et al., 2008) will be discussed. Furthermore, the concept of requisite variety (RV) will be explained by looking at organizations as brains; thus, the idea of a holistic organization will be briefly outlined as well.
The empirical part will consist of a case study with Radiometer Medical ApS.
 It is an example of a global company, in which, according to one of its directors, intercultural collaboration, both within the organization’s boundaries and across its boundaries, generates quite some problems, which cost the company both time and money. In order to better understand these “issues”, semi-structured interviews with ten leaders within Radiometer will be conducted. These data will offer insight into the current situation for leaders at Radiometer that have to work across cultures. Thus, the data will present information on what kinds of problems arise, for whom they arise, and how they are dealt with by the leaders in question. Hence, the answers to these questions should provide relevant information concerning the development of requisite variety in the area of CI.
All interviews will be transcribed verbatim and analyzed with a focus on meaning-extraction by help of coding and interpretation (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2008: 201ff) of emerging topics in the light of the theoretical considerations outlined above.

II. Research considerations

In this thesis I attempt to answer the question how requisite variety in the area of cultural intelligence can be ensured at Radiometer Medical ApS. As outlined above, working cross-culturally has been pointed out by several leaders as being the most challenging part of their job at the moment. Thus, in this thesis I address the issue of developing requisite variety (RV) in the area of cultural intelligence (CI) at a globally operating company. As one of the leaders who pointed out this issue currently works at Radiometer, this company will serve as a case for investigating CI in practice.

In order to investigate the concept of CI in practice I will draw on existing knowledge in this field, including the field of RV; as a consequence this research takes point of departure in the existing theory. On the basis of this theory and a literature review I will develop a conceptual framework which will serve as a guide for the questions put forward in the interviews of employees from various hierarchical levels at Radiometer. The empirical findings from these interviews will be compared and contrasted to existing theory in the discussion section of the analysis in order to obtain a better understanding of CI in practice.

Traditionally research on the role of culture in organizational settings has been done with a predominant focus on quantitative research methods and a mostly positivistic understanding of culture (Adler & Bartholomew, 1992; Arora et al., 2004; Paul, 2000). Cultural intelligence, both as a concept as well as a research field, can be regarded as a new field as only few studies have been conducted on this issue, all of which apply a positivistic approach to culture (e.g., Ang et al., 2006; Kittler et al., 2009). However, one bigger study momentarily in progress at Copenhagen Business School in collaboration with Aalborg University (www.talkculture.dk) applies the constructivist view on culture by employing Plum’s conceptualization of CI (Plum, 2007; 2008). Therefore, there is much room left for studies within this field especially when employing a constructivist approach to research in order to further develop the concept as well as the theory of cultural intelligence. This is why in this thesis a qualitative in-depth study of requisite variety in the area of cultural intelligence will be conducted.
The Relationship between theory and research

In this thesis, I will approach the empirical world from a conceptual framework which will be developed on the basis of existing theory. In this respect a deductive approach to research is applied. However, the analysis is conducted with an emphasis on the empirical findings by abstracting away from the theory on CI as far as possible. By seeking to remain as unbiased and reflective as possible throughout the information gathering and analysis process, emergent themes and categories not present in the existing literature and theory can be detected - thus an inductive approach will be applied as well. In this thesis the issues identified by the social actors (the interviewees) in their relevant contexts are believed to be important in relation to the understanding and application of the theoretical context. The interviewees’ understanding of and experiences with cultural encounters will, in turn, shape my understanding of the concept of CI in action.

In order to accommodate the statements above, inductive and deductive approaches to the relationship between theory and research are not regarded as clear-cut ‘one-way roads’ of doing research, as both influence each other in a complex way (Bryman, 2004: 11). In this thesis the relationship between theory and research is two-fold and thereby dialectic: The empirical data that derive from questions based on existing theory will be analyzed in order to extract the interviewees’ meanings of their social world and thus trying to gain access to the interviewees’ ‘common-sense thinking.’ In other words, the approach to research in this thesis is mainly deductive; however there is also an inductive approach in the way that the findings are meant to contribute to a greater understanding of the concept of CI in action.
Research Traditions
This research builds on a theoretical stance, that of CI (Plum, 2007a, b; 2008) and that of RV (Morgan, 1997). It should however be noted that theory will not be treated as an absolute truth but rather will serve as a guide on how to approach the area of interest. In addition, the empirical findings and the understanding provided by the interviewees on CI will be utilized to ‘challenge’ the current theoretical notion of the concept in order to gain new insights. This approach is related to how the researcher makes sense of the world, as the researcher understands the ‘truth’ to be an outcome of a negotiation between social actors. In that respect, the ontological position of constructivism is embraced. Following this line of thought, the empirical findings are understood as negotiations by the interviewees and the researcher alike, or as Bryman (2004: 16) puts it: “(…) the researcher always presents a specific version of social reality, rather than one that can be regarded as definitive”. As a consequence, the findings are not intended to depict a static situation but rather a provisional one that is affected by the context. Hence, the picture to be presented is a presentation of what the researcher understands at that particular point in time.
In this thesis the epistemological position of interpretivism will be applied where an ”[…] understanding of the social world through an examination of the interpretation of that world by its participants […]” (Ibid:266) is aimed at. In this relation, the method of hermeneutics will be employed, as it focuses on the interpretation and understanding of social actions (the interviewees’ stories and understanding of cross-cultural encounters as stated in the interviews) by analyzing the meanings these actions possibly have had for the interviewees in question. By doing so, an improved understanding of the concept at hand can be reached, which then in turn can be employed as the point of departure for once again to analyze the interviewees’ statements, which yet again lead to an even more enhanced understanding of the concept. As a consequence, hermeneutics has to be understood as an ongoing process that is not meant to lead to final/ultimate results. This process is known as the ‘hermeneutic spiral’ and is depicted in exhibit 2.1.
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Exhibit 2.1: The hermeneutic spiral

Following this line of thought, the objective of this research is to conduct a direct meaning description of the interviewees’ understanding and experiences of cross-cultural encounters. The statements given will be understood and described from the interviewees’ perspectives while putting pre-understandings of the concept in question aside as much as possible (Kvale 2008). By doing so, required elements in order to achieve RV in the field of CI at Radiometer can be detected in the interviewees’ statements. In the discussion section an interpretive framework will be applied as the findings will be related to theory in order to gain new insights in relation to the concept and to disclose how RV in the area of CI can be further developed within Radiometer. It has to be born in mind though that the researcher’s understanding of the social phenomena in question has to be regarded context-bound and as the hermeneutic spiral indicates the findings made cannot be considered as final but rather lead to a post-understanding of the situation. This new knowledge may then be used as a pre-understanding for a new problem formulation. As such, the hermeneutic spiral is to continue forever and its findings have to be understood as ‘provisional’. This is also true for the findings this thesis may offer.  As such, this thesis has to be understood as an attempt to better understand the situation global leaders find themselves in rather than a final answer to the problem formulation outlined above.
As this thesis is aimed at obtaining a deeper understanding of the concept of CI in practice in relation to the needs of individual managers, a qualitative research approach will be applied. However, I do not reject the applicability of a quantitative measurement but when wanting to obtain a deeper understanding of social phenomena, qualitative research methods are suggested to be more appropriate due to their emphasis on the subject, context and social reality (Silverman, 2001: 32). Therefore, by applying a qualitative research approach a deeper insight into the complex concept of CI can be reached and factors influencing the development of CI inside Radiometer can be examined.

III. Methodology

In this chapter it is described how the research question will be approached in order to disclose what it realistically takes for Radiometer to ensure requisite variety in the area of cultural intelligence and how it could be further developed. This section includes a short reflection of the theoretical framework, and elaborations on the chosen research design as well as the applied research method.
Theoretical approach

The theoretical framework in this thesis is divided into three sections: Culture, Cultural Intelligence, and Requisite Variety. Even though the emphasis in this thesis lies on the concept of Cultural Intelligence the other concepts are also included within this framework. In order to understand the concept of cultural intelligence it is deemed necessary to understand some of its underlying aspects. Ideas suitable for explaining how a necessary ‘design’ of CI can be ensured at Radiometer will be discussed as well.
The section Culture serves as a general introduction to how culture is understood in this thesis and thus functions as a foundation for the conceptualization of CI. The second section, Cultural Intelligence, provides an overview on this very concept, including a literature review combined with a discussion of the different approaches and findings within this field. In order to understand how cultural intelligence can be achieved on an organizational level, in the following section the concept of Requisite Variety will be discussed, which will offer an insight into the holistic organization. 
The theoretical understanding of CI and RV will finally lay the foundation of the interview guide (Appendix I) and the theoretical discussion in the analysis section.
Case Study Design

This thesis is conducted as a case study as it allows exploring the concepts of CI and RV within its relevant context. In social science case studies have been a debated research design. Conventionally, it has been criticized because of its characteristic as a detailed description of one case, which leaves little room to generalize on the findings. The findings from such research methods have been identified as context specific, and because of this, its scientific value has been argued to be of no or little value. At best, case studies have only been seen applicable in pilot studies (Campell & Stanley, 1966; Abercrombie et al., 1984; Diamond, 1996). However, arguing for the applicability of case studies, Flyvbjerg (2006: 221) points out that “in the study of human affairs, there appears to exist only context dependant knowledge”. This view correlates to the philosophical considerations outlined previously as it is believed that in the study of social phenomena the context can never be ignored, since it is a study of entities in constant revision, continually attained by people and their beliefs and actions. Yin (2003) makes a strong argument for the excellence of case studies in investigations of social phenomena where “[…] (a) the context is hypothesized to contain explanatory information about the phenomenon or (b) the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” (Yin, 2003: 319). Thus, arguments which have been used against case studies are, according to Yin and Flyvbjerg, exactly what excel the design in social research. Furthermore, Flyvbjerg (2006: 221f) emphasizes, “[i]t is only because of experience with cases that one can at all move from being a beginner to being an expert”. What makes a person an expert or able to gain extensive knowledge about a phenomenon is the person’s collection of knowledge of a wide range of concrete cases within the relevant field (Flyvbjerg, 2006). Even though a single case study does not provide material that allows for statistical generalizations, a collection of cases studied allow context specific phenomena to be compared. And thus an individual case study is a contribution to a wider theoretical understanding of social phenomena because it can develop, refine and test theories. In this thesis it is not attempted to make any generalizations, but merely to study CI within a relevant context, and as such gain a greater understanding of the theoretical and practical issues related to it. Therefore, in order to obtain an understanding of the particular cross-cultural situation Radiometer’s mangers find themselves in, a case study design was applied.
Selection of case

Concerning the selection of a case, de Vaus (2002: 239) underlines that “[T]he strategic selection of cases means that we know something of the characteristics of a case before the case study proper begins”. A case is strategically selected based on features, which allow a proposition to be tested, or researchers to see how theories work in certain conditions. Therefore a case is typically selected after one has gained insight into a theoretical area one would like to investigate further. This has to great extent also been the case in this thesis. As the role culture plays within an organizational setting has been of utmost interest to the researcher for the last year, the concept of CI became extremely tempting to investigate in practice. This has been even more so, as the last project I worked with indicated that a related concept – Global Mindset – had been found to be difficult to realize in practice. Moreover, as outlined earlier (see introduction) many concepts concerned with intercultural encounters seem unsuitable to realization in business life. Thus, companies seem to be in need of a concept applicable to practice, which is why it seems to be relevant to investigate how far CI – the most recent concept concerned with the issue of working effectively across cultures - can be realized at a global company in practice.
The decision to investigate what it realistically takes to ensure RV in the field of CI within Radiometer was based on several considerations. First, the researcher knew two contact persons at Radiometer prior to the research and through conversation with them had been made aware of the two leaders’ “struggle” with cultural encounters. Thus, cultural differences are experienced as hindrances rather than as opportunities – at least by these two leaders within Radiometer. Second, Radiometer presents itself as a globally operating company (www.radiometer.com) which sells its products in more than 100 countries around the world. Its headquarters are in Copenhagen, Denmark but 12 subsidiaries are to be found around the world. Moreover, the company is owned by the US-based Danaher Corporation (www.danaher.com) which follows the Japanese management philosophy of ‘Kaizen’.  According to Radiometer’s homepage, “Kaizen is Japanese for “continuous improvement” and a major part of our everyday life at Radiometer.” (www.radiometer.com) Following this line of thought, a company like Radiometer will have to deal with people from different cultural backgrounds on a daily basis. Moreover, when Radiometer wants to take its philosophy of constant improvement seriously, not only product improvement should be asked for but the outcome of intercultural encounters should be enhanced as well. In other words, when leaders of Radiometer indicate that they have/experience problems when working cross-culturally, their ability to do so should be improved, i.e. their CI has to be further developed.  In addition, one of the leaders contacted prior to this thesis indicated that the actual issue may lie in the fact that most of the employees who now have to work cross-culturally have been hired for other reasons, namely their professional competencies and not for their intercultural competencies. Therefore, Radiometer arguably can be viewed as a workplace, where cultural issues may not have been taken so seriously.
In sum, Radiometer provides a suitable context for this research. The focus area of CI was indicated by two leaders working at the company as an issue. This was due to new collaborations across borders where some personnel not only had to work with technical but cultural issues as well.  These situations were experienced as quite challenging and resulted in extra costs for Radiometer. In addition, the need for a global company to have culturally intelligent employees is underlined by theory as being one of the most important issues for working effectively across borders. Thus, with Radiometer being a globally operating company that strives to improve constantly, the presence of CI would be highly relevant. This case emerged from a dynamic between company information, and company access alongside theories concerned with cultural intelligence and RV. The selection of this case, thus, follows De Vaus’ argument “[…] that case study involves selecting cases for theoretical and targeted purposes” (de Vaus, 2002: 239).
Data collection

In order to answer the research question of what it realistically takes to ensure RV in the area of CI and thus describe the leaders’ understanding of and their behavior within their ‘reality’ at Radiometer, in this thesis the qualitative method of semi-structured interviews is employed. The statements given should provide an insight into how the managers in question experience cross-cultural encounters, whether they play a role in their daily business life, and which importance they ascribe to culture in general. In the following the method of data collection alongside the selection of the respondents and the interview setting will be outlined.
Semi-structured interviews
Kvale (1996: 6) defines a semi-structured interview as ”[…] an interview whose purpose is to obtain descriptions of the life world of the interviewee with respect to interpreting the meaning of the described phenomena.” The advantage of a semi-structured interview lies in its possibility for opening up for descriptive answers, and its opportunity for flexibility when generating data. Bryman argues that these types of interviews can “inject a sense of process into our understanding of social life” (Bryman, 2004: 281) and moreover that it gives the interviewer the opportunity to make the participant “[…] reflect on the processes leading up to or following from an event […]” (Ibid.). These aspects not only enable the researcher to better understand how the leaders of Radiometer interpret their ‘reality’ but also allows for following up on emerging topics given by the reflection on the processes discussed with/by the interviewee. This kind of flexibility is reached by a certain interview-technique. Even though the interviewer has a series of questions in an interview guide, the semi-structured form allows for altering the sequence of the questions, and thus to follow up on emerging topics. As one of the aims of this thesis is to give a thorough description of how the concept of culture is understood by the interviewees and furthermore how the intercultural encounters are perceived and handled, individual semi-structured interviews with ten different leaders in Radiometer were conducted. Before the interview guide had been applied at Radiometer, a pilot interview had been conducted with a CEO of a small company working within the field of engineering.  The interviewee has been working in multicultural settings for about 30 years. Following this pilot interview, the interview guide was altered so that some questions were erased and the sequence of the questions was partly changed.  

Selection of respondents
The unit of analysis (de Vaus, 2002) in this research is Radiometer Medical ApS. This unit is comprised of multiple employees on different organizational levels. In order to obtain a thorough understanding of the case, several employees were interviewed. According to De Vaus insight gained from these individual employees “[…] when taken together, provide a much fuller, more complex understanding of the whole than would the perspective provided by any particular element of the case. The whole is greater than the sum of its parts“ (de Vaus, 2002: 221). It is thus advisable to gather data from as many employees as possible. However, the practical constraints in terms of time and space resulted in the empirical data being gathered from only ten employees with different cultural backgrounds who hold various positions at diverse levels within Radiometer. The reason for choosing both managers, leaders and employees not holding a managerial position is found in literature concerned with cultural intelligence, as scholars working within this field argue that all employees working cross-culturally should possess a sufficient level of cultural intelligence (see e.g., Plum, 2008).
The first contact to Radiometer has been in form of a phone call to two of the researcher’s acquaintances who both work at Radiometer. In one of these correspondences it was agreed upon that the researcher would send a mail to her contact person who in turn would send it to a person, who was in charge of gathering interview consent. In the correspondence with this person the wish to interview up to eight employees from different cultural backgrounds holding various positions at Radiometer was expressed. It was stressed that these persons should have cross-cultural contact on a daily basis and should agree to the interview being taped. Concerning the approximate time for each interview, an estimate of one hour was given.  The confidentiality of the employees’ statements was assured. Based on this information, interviews were set up. Given the time restraints on both sides – the company’s side as the economic crisis showed to put even more pressure on the employees still employed by Radiometer, and the researcher’s time as all interviews had to be transcribed and analyzed – letting one person of Radiometer decide on which interviewees would be available was deemed the best option at that point in time. All in all ten people from 3 different organizational levels were interviewed.
The interview setting
The interviews were conducted in the participants’ working hours and in a venue of their convenience. This means, all interviews took place in-house and at a time fitting to the interviewees’ working schedule. In case urgent meetings came up, the length of the interview or its scheduled time could be changed in a flexible way. Re-arrangements of time concerning the day of the interview or its length took place for 4 of the 10 interviews. All interviews were recorded with permission given by the interviewees, who furthermore were ensured about the confidentiality of the research and their responses. Since employees from various national backgrounds were interviewed, all interviews were conducted in English, Radiometer’s corporate language.
The strategy was to ask into topics, which theory had identified as relevant in relation to CI and RV. Based on this, an interview guide (Appendix I) was prepared. As the interviews were semi-structured and lasted one hour, careful attention was paid not to cut off long statements made by the interviewees. On the other hand, it was important that all topics stated in the interview-guide were covered. Therefore, at times the researcher changed the subject in order to cover all topics which were deemed necessary to answer the research question. Furthermore, the interview guide was designed in such a way that the topics identified as being the most ‘relevant’ were asked into first, thus, assuring that these topics were covered in all of the interviews. This decision proved to be of great value when three of the interviews were cut short because of urgent meetings.
At the outset of the different interviews, a brief introduction of the project and the researcher were made. This provided the interviewee with some background information and was intented to create an atmosphere of trust which would motivate the interviewee to speak freely.
Data-Analysis

In order to make the analysis of the interviews tangible, all interviews were transcribed (Appendix II). According to Kvale (1996: 163), every transcription entails a level of interpretation and thus, the transcriptions are not the original empirical data since the spoken language has been converted into written language. However, in this thesis the purpose of transcribing the interviews is to extract meaning of the participants’ assertions, rather than a linguistic analysis. Yet, in order to stay as close to the spoken language as deemed necessary to extract the employee’s meaning, communicative characteristics such as longer pauses made along the spoken word were transcribed. The codes used in the transcripts are depicted in the following exhibit.

	Code used
	Meaning of code used

	Q
	The interviewer

	A
	The interviewee

	…
	Short pause, less than 3 seconds

	[x sec. break]
	Longer break of x seconds

	Bold print of a word or part of a word
	This word or part of a word is emphasized

	BOLD AND CAPATILIZED word or part of a word
	This word or part of a word is emphasized strongly

	[? 45:33]
	The words spoken at recording time 45:33 have not been understood

	[A slight laugh]
	The content of squared brackets explains what movements or other audible incidents happened during the interview


Exhibit 3.1.: Overview on codes used in the transcripts to be found in the appendix

To analyze the vast amount of data generated through the qualitative interviews, an interpretive framework was employed, as this method of interpretation assists to generate meaning from the interviewees’ statements in relation to the broader theoretical framework on CI and RV. In the analysis a method is used that Kvale (1996: 187-204) refers to as ‘ad hoc meaning generation’ method. In brief, this means that a combination of different methods of analysis is used: 1) Meaning condensation, in which the transcripts are analyzed by searching for natural meaning units, thus explicating their main themes as a result, 2) Categorization, in which certain patterns of association in the statements of the participants will be detected from which categories can be drawn. This will enable a structuring of the extensive and complex data and simultaneously, it will provide an overview on the most important reoccurring concepts/themes. Finally, 3) Interpretation, in which the researcher attempts to go beyond what is directly said in the interviews in order to work out structures and relations of meaning that are not immediately apparent in the texts. By doing so the deeper meanings of the expressed statements may be uncovered and put in an overall theoretical context.
The case and the interviewees

This section provides an overview of how this case – Radiometer Medical ApS - is placed within the entire Radiometer Group and how Radiometer Medical ApS itself is organized. Moreover, it provides relevant information about the interviewees.
According to its homepage, Radiometer is “the world leader in the development, manufacture and distribution of technologically advanced acute care testing solutions” (www.radiometer.com/organization). It consists of three product companies that develop and manufacture acute care testing instruments and accessories:
· Radiometer Medical ApS, Denmark
· SenDx Medical, Inc., US
· Radiometer Basel AG, Switzerland
As outlined on Radiometer’s website and depicted in exhibit 3.2, Radiometer has companies in 13 countries that are responsible for the worldwide sales and distribution of its products and services. 
[image: image3.png]Radiometer

Product companies Sales companies
Radiometer Radiometer -
Madical Aps Danmark I
Radiomater Radiometer

SenDx Medical Inc America, Inc.

EEr Radometer
SieiRs [+ | Canaia

Radiometer
KK

Radiometer
China

Radiometer
GmbH

Radiometer
Ltd,

Radiometer
Ireland Ltd,

Radiometer
Nederland ..

Radiometer
SCH GmbH

Radiometer
Sp.z00
Radiometer

Radiometer
SAS.

Radiomster
Thérica, 5.4

Radiomster
Thérica, 5.4

Radiometer
Pacific Ltd.

Radiometer
Pacific Pty. Ltd

RERLSTLEHEETNEE

Radiometer
Internstionsl Ssles Div

Radiomater Representative
Offica - Latin Amencs

Radiomater Representative
Offica - Moscow





Exhibit 3.2.: Group structure of Radiometer (source: www.radiomter.com)
In total, almost 2000 employees work for Radiometer worldwide, with about 1000 from 20 different nationalities being employed at its head office in Copenhagen, Denmark alone.  Radiometer, moreover, is part of the US-based Danaher Corporation.
The Case
In this thesis, Radiometer’s head office, Radiometer Medical ApS, serves as a case in order to investigate what it realistically takes to ensure requisite variety in the area of CI. This company is divided into six departments, all of which are located at one address in Copenhagen, though in different buildings. Radiometer Denmark’s organizational structure is visualized in exhibit 3.2.
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Exhibit 3.3.: Radiometer Medical ApS: Management (source: www.radiomter.com)
Whereas the departments of R&D and AQT are to be found in quite old and somewhat dark buildings, all other departments are located in rather new and light-flooded offices. It has been in this fairly new building where all interviews were conducted in two different conference rooms.
The Interviewees
In this thesis, 10 employees from Radiometer Medical Aps were interviewed. Concerning the 10 interviewees, five of them are Danish, three of them non-Danish, of whom one interviewee has a multicultural background. The remaining two interviewees are multicultural with one parent being Danish.
In order to assure the interviewees’ confidentiality, neither their names nor abbreviations indicating their position within Radiometer will be stated. However, in order to be able to reference quotes, all interviewees will be assigned a random letter. Thus, statements made by, for example, employee C (I-C) can be found in the interview transcript of employee C in the appendix of this thesis. 
As previously mentioned, the respondents are from three different hierarchical levels within Radiometer. All of them have been working at Radiometer for several years except one Danish manager who was hired only a couple of months prior to this research.
IV. Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework will firstly account for what is understood by culture in this thesis as many different conceptualizations concerning this concept can be found in literature. Secondly, it will be outlined how the concept of cultural intelligence is understood by the researcher and to which extent this very concept of CI differs from a related concept within this field, the idea of CQ. As it is the aim of this thesis to help Radiometer to expand its cultural intelligence – which to great extent is regarded as an individual “trait” – throughout the entire organization, the notion of Requisite Variety will be introduced, as this theory enables an explanation for how “an intelligent organization” can be achieved. 
Culture and its role in organizations
When talking about culture, scholars within the field of management and leadership often turn to the conceptualization of culture as outlined by Hofstede (1980) or Trompenaars (1993), which is a positivistic approach to culture.  As mentioned in the introduction, the concept of culture can be understood in differing ways and as such the positivistic approach to culture has been challenged by the constructivist approach towards culture as suggested by Geertz (1973), Kleppestø (1993), and Alvesson (1995) and others. 
As this thesis is based on a constructivist understanding of social ’reality’, the concept of culture is understood as outlined by Kleppestø (1993) and Geertz (1973). Another reason for turning to a constructivist understanding of culture is that a conceptualization of culture based upon functionalistic assumptions has shown many shortcomings, which result in giving a deficient picture of any culture in question. The implications these shortcomings have are formulated by Geertz. 

Cultural analysis is intrinsically incomplete. And, worse than that, the more deeply it goes the less complete it is. […] There are a number of ways to escape this—turning culture into folklore and collecting it, turning it into traits and counting it, turning it into institutions and classifying it, turning it into structures and toying with it. But they are escapes. (Geertz, 1973: 29; Italics in original)
According to Geertz, the concept of culture has been tried to operationalize by turning it into something countable. Culture as such has not been viewed as a system but rather as a conglomerate of different – and not necessarily connected – aspects or clear cut categories. Geertz on the other hand, views culture as a system or a context (Ibid: 14). He thinks of culture as "a system of inherited conceptions expressed in symbolic forms by means of which people communicate, perpetuate, and develop their knowledge about and attitudes toward life" (Ibid: 5). In other words, culture functions as a concept utilized by people in order to make sense of the world but also to establish meaning in the world. All human beings are thus influenced and shaped by a given culture which in turn they themselves have shaped/molded. Geertz puts this as follows:
The concept of culture I espouse […] is essentially a semiotic one. Believing, with Max Weber, that man is an animal suspended in webs of significance he himself has spun, I take culture to be those webs, and the analysis of it to be therefore not an experimental science in search of law but an interpretative one in search of meaning. It is explication I am after (Geertz, 1973: 5).
Following this line of thought, one has to understand the meanings a certain culture attributes to its distinctive symbols. It is not nearly enough to understand the symbols alone. In order to understand those subsequent meanings, one has to interpret a culture’s web of symbols by a) isolating its elements; b) specifying the internal relationships among those elements and c) characterizing the whole system in a somewhat more general way (Ibid: 17). Concerning the step of ‘generalization’, Geertz talks about a characterization according to the core symbols around which the whole system is organized. Moreover, the underlying structures or the ideological principles on which the whole system is based upon have to be depicted. It is important though to be aware of not simply “arranging abstracted entities into unified patterns” (Ibid.). By this Geertz means that while systems as such must have a certain degree of coherence in order to be systems; coherence is also a somewhat overestimated measurement since it can be regarded as a limited one. He outlines that an ‘hermetical’ analysis of culture “run[s] the danger of locking cultural analysis away from its proper object, the informal logic of actual life” (Ibid.). Thus, cultural theory is situated in an area of conflict: on one hand, access to the conceptual world in which individuals live has to be gained, which means that any cultural study is highly contextual and as such cannot be generalized across cases. On the other hand, in order to call a theory a theory a certain amount of generalization and as such categorization and structure should be applicable. Therefore, one finds oneself in a dilemma. Culture in this thesis is understood as an outcome of negotiations between social actors and as such, a socially constructed phenomenon and a process. On the other hand, however, a certain amount of structure – a more functionalistic concept – can be found within any given culture.  Are these contradicting statements? According to Kleppestø, both phenomena – process and structure – are to be found within the concept of culture. In the words of Kleppestø, “är det inte någon lösning att förneka de fenomen vi kallar sturkturer. Det måste finnas plats för strukturerna, de skall bara inte sättas i högsätet och de bör förstås som kommunikativa produkter med lokal permanens (Kleppestø, 1993: 53f). 

This means that the structures the interviewees see as given are not fixed but rather debatable. Therefore, by negotiating perceived cultural differences a new culture can be moulded, which is based on the agreement of all partners involved in its making. Most likely, this new agreement results in new structures which again can be changed. The concept of CI as such can thus be employed in order to understand why cross-cultural issues arise, and how they could be dealt with in order to enable all partners in question to create a ‘new’ common culture – including its structures.
   In her conceptualization of CI, Plum (2007; 2008) employs a constructivist understanding of culture which is also the case in this thesis. Culture thus, has to be understood as a process rather than as a concept certain groups or individuals possess. Therefore, it is not possible to predict certain social actions as they have to be understood as an outcome of negotiation of social actors – and this negotiation can hardly be predicted. However, structure does play a role and it is not denied in this thesis as being present in any social group – in family, organization or nation (Kleppestø, 1993: 54). However, since culture is understood as being a process rather than a clear-cut structure, organizations are in this thesis perceived as fairly open systems as well, since they in the light of a constructivist understanding cannot be regarded as possessing certain cultures. Moreover, organizations have to be understood as also being a part of society, which means cultural aspects of society most likely will also be part of the organization located in the society in question. In other words, the outside world of any organization should also be attended to when doing research in organizations. This in turn asks for a broader understanding of culture or as Alvesson (1995: 119) puts it: “A pragmatic view of culture which can inform managerial action must to some extent consider culture’s complexity; oversimplification may mislead.”
Such a complex view of culture is also applied in Plum’s conceptualization of CI, whereas representatives of the closely related concept of CQ work within the functionalistic paradigm, which arguably can only provide a limited description of cultural issues at hand, as will be outlined in the following section.
Cultural intelligence

Within the last couple of years there has been emergent focus on the concept of cultural intelligence and its role for organizations in the global marketplace. Dyadic relationships in which differences in for example language, ethnicity, and politics play a role have become a major part of an ever more complex business environment. This neccesitates employees and organizations being capable of dealing effectively with people or groups of people from different cultural backgrounds.
The question to why some people seem to be more successful in dealing fruitfully with people from diverse cultural backgrounds has be debated in a variety of disciplines for some while now. Theories concerned with explaining and at times predicting the effectiveness of cross-cultural interactions range from cross-cultural communications (e.g., Ting-Toomey, 1999) to international management (e.g.., Govindarajan & Gupta, 1998). The outcome of these discussions has been multi-facetted and thus has been the concepts with which the scholars tried and continue to try to explain what it takes to leverage cultural differences. Three major concepts have been introduced into the business literature dealing with this issue: Intercultural or Cross-Cultural Competence, Global Mindset and Cultural Intelligence. 
As mentioned earlier, the concepts of intercultural competence and global mindset are comprised by a myriad of different competencies which is why scholars differ in their definitions. For the term ‘global mindset’ there is no agreement amongst scholars of its essential elements (Levy et al., 2007). Moreover, when taking into consideration that today’s business world is in constant change and thus the work environment becomes more and more complex, holding various competencies arguably seems not sufficient enough to work effectively within ever changing settings as the requirements needed for optimal performance may change with the context. In other words, one cannot rely on intercultural competencies alone when entering unknown/new intercultural encounters since the competencies one has at his/her disposal may no longer be sufficient enough to handle the situation at hand.  Thus, whereas the person in question most likely has not lost any knowledge, skills or abilities he or she may still be unable to perform effectively within the new context since the requirements have changed and once useful approaches may no longer be effective. 
In order for the intercultural encounter to be successful new steps have to be taken. It is within this context, the advantage of a concept in form of intelligence becomes obvious, as intelligence within the field of psychology can be defined as 
eine bestimmte Form der Begabung, die sich als Fähigkeit (oder eine Gruppe von verschiedenen Fähigkeiten) äußert, anschauliche sowie abstrakte Beziehungen zu erfassen, herzustellen und zu deuten und dadurch sich an neue Situationen anzupassen und sie ggf. durch problemlösendes Verhalten zu bewältigen. (Brockhaus (1986-1994), Zehnter Band: HERR – IS, p. 556) 
In this sense, intelligence enables a person to adapt to as well as select and shape the environmental context with help of problem-solving actions. Such an understanding of intelligence is in line with Sternberg et al.’s conceptualization of intelligence as being “the abilities to learn from experience and to adapt to the environment” (Sternberg et al., 2008: 5). However, Sternberg et al. point out that the concept of intelligence is difficult to define, which is why their working definition of intelligence is somewhat broad. Moreover, they view intelligence as a multifaceted construct leading to an understanding of intelligence as being a system of interacting abilities (Ibid: 23). These abilities are according to Sternberg (Sternberg, 1997: 1030) “applied to achieve external correspondence to the world and internal coherence among various knowledge and belief structures.” In other words, human beings have to understand a certain phenomenon, and their knowledge and beliefs concerned with the phenomenon in question should not contradict each other. In order to solve a given problem, Sternberg outlines seven core mental processes reaching from “recognizing the existence of a problem” to “evaluating one’s solution to the problem” (Ibid: 1031). It is important to note though, that being intelligent not necessarily leads to intelligent behavior. Sternberg outlines a variety of aspects that may hinder people in acting intelligently such as for example lack of motivation (Ibid: 1032).
In line with Sternberg’s thoughts on intelligence is Plum’s conceptualization of cultural intelligence (CI). She argues that the concept of CI inspires the individual or the group to try out new approaches to intercultural encounters – approaches that are based upon and activate all three dimensions of CQ (the emotional, the cognitive and the action-oriented dimension) which “are all equally important and form the structure which helps us to gain a deeper understanding of the intercultural encounter and give us some options for improving the outcome” (Plum, 2007a: 3). According to Plum, hence, cultural intelligence is “something else, and more than, intercultural competence” (Plum, 2008: 11). In other words, Plum conceptualizes the concept of CI in line with Sternberg’s concept of intelligence, namely as a system of interacting abilities. Plum points out that such a system enables the individual and the group to transfer knowledge and understanding from one cultural background to the other (Ibid: 236). This transfer is possible since CI as conceptualized by Plum is based on a broad understanding of culture, which in turn means that the three components CI is comprised of also relate to such a broader conceptualization of culture and therefore can be utilized to all contexts where culture in one form or the other may play a role. 

In the following section different conceptualizations of cultural intelligence will be accounted for based on a literature review. In addition, the different concepts of cultural intelligence will be discussed and thus, the researcher’s choice of Plum’s concept of CI over related concepts of CQ will be argued for.
Cultural intelligence – a literature review
The concept of cultural intelligence (CQ) has been introduced into the international business literature by Earley (2002) and Earley & Ang (2003).  Earley et al. understand cultural intelligence as “a person’s capability to successful adaptation to new cultural settings, that is, for unfamiliar settings attributable to cultural context” (Earley et al., 2006: 5). Since the introduction of CQ in 2002, a number of different scholars have dealt with this concept, which has lead to a variety of different definitions and applications of CQ. Thomas et al. (2008: 126) have summarized in table form these variying defintions, and thereby give a thorough account for all definitions of CQ to be found in business literature to that date. Thomas et al.’s presentation has been modified though in order to incorporate definitions made by scholars not using English as their working language.
	Source
	Definition of

Cultural Intelligence
	Constituent Elements
	Outcomes/applications

	Earley, 2002;

Earley & Ang, 2003
	“[…] a person’s capability to adapt effectively to new cultural contexts.”
	· Cognitive -including metacognitive

· Motivational

· Behavioral
	· Global assignment success

· Diversity assignment

· Training methods

	Thomas & Inkson, 2004
	“[…] involves understanding the fundamentals of intercultural interaction, developing a mindful approach to intercultural interactions, and finally building adaptive skills and a repertoire of behavior so that one is effective in different intercultural situations.”
	· Knowledge

· Mindfulness

· Behavioral

· Skills
	· Cross-cultural decision making

· Cross-cultural communication

· Cross-cultural leadership

· Multicultural teams

· International careers

	Earley & Mosakowski, 2004
	“[…] a seemingly natural ability to interpret someone’s unfamiliar and ambiguous gestures in just the way that person’s compatriots and colleagues would, even to mirror them.” 
	· Cognitive

· Physical

· Emotional/ motivational


	· Appropriate behavior in new cultures 

	Earley & Peterson, 2004
	“[…] reflects a person’s capability to gather, interpret, and act upon these radically different cues to function effectively across cultural settings or in a multicultural situation.”
	· Metacognitive/ Cognitive (e.g., learning strategies and cultural sense making)
· Motivation (e.g., cultural empathy and self-efficacy)
· Behavior (e.g., acceptable behavior in culture and mimicry


	· Intercultural Training

· Multinational Teams

	Earley, Ang & Tan, 2006
	“[…] a person’s capability for successful adaptation to new cultural settings, that is for unfamiliar settings attributable to cultural context.”
	· Cultural strategic thinking

· Motivation

· Behavior
	· Diversity assignments

· Global work assignments

· Global teams

· Global leadership

	Thomas, 2006
	“[…] the ability to interact effectively with people who are culturally different.”
	· Knowledge

· Mindfulness

· Behavior
	· Development Assessment

	Ang et al., 2007
	“[…] an individual’s capability to function and manage effectively in culturally diverse settings.”
	· Cognition

· Metacognition
· Motivation

· Behavior
	· Cultural judgment and decision making

· Cultural adaptation and performance

	Plum, 2007b
	“[…] evnen til at handle passende i situationer hvor kulturforskelle har betydning, og evnen til at gøre sig forståelig og etablere et konstruktivt samarbejde på tværs af kulturforskelle.”
	· Interkulturelt Engagement
· Kulturforståelse

· Interkulturel Kommunikation
	· Fælles forståelse hen over de forskellige kulturer, så partnerne kan komme videre med deres arbejde
· Organisations-fusioner

· Tværfagligt team

· Internationalt arbejde

· Mangfoldighedsledelse (alder, fag, køn og etnisk baggrund)

· Udstationeringer

	Thomas et al., 2008
	“[…] a system of interacting knowledge and skills, linked by cultural metacognition, that allows people to adapt to, select and shape the cultural aspects of their environment.”
	· Cultural Knowledge

· Cross-cultural Skills

· Cultural Metacognition
	· Effective intercultural interactions (personal adjustment, interpersonal relationship development, task performance)


Exhibit 4.1.: Definitions and applications of cultural intelligence (Adapted and altered from Thomas et al., 2008: 126)

From exhibit 4.1 it becomes obvious that the various definitions of CQ and its constituent elements outlined above show quite some similarities. Also, it is interesting to note that to this date only a fairly small number of scholars have been working within the field of CQ. Furthermore, Earley and Ang’s understanding of CQ has so far been the most dominant one in terms of its application in empirical studies, of which however only a few have been conducted to this date (Earley & Peterson, 2004; Ang et al., 2006; Templer et al., 2006; Ang et al. 2007). 
It has only been recently that two quite different conceptualizations of CQ were coined: the concept of CQ by Thomas (2006) and the concept of CI by Plum (2007; 2008). Thus, arguably the conceptualizations of cultural intelligence can be broadly divided into three different approaches: the approach of Earley & Ang, the concept of Thomas et al., and the conceptualization of Plum. On basis of these different approaches to cultural intelligence a brief overview on the literature concerned with this subject will be presented.
Earley et al.’s conceptualization of CQ

As mentioned earlier, the concept of CQ was introduced into the business literature by Earley et al. The scholars define CQ as “[…] a person’s capability for successful adaptation to new cultural settings, that is for unfamiliar settings attributable to cultural context” (Earley et al., 2006: 5).
As becomes evident from this definition, adaptation to new contexts is the most important part of CQ according to Earley et al. They argue that for a person to be able to adapt to new cultural settings, a certain way of thinking, feeling and behaving has to be developed. Earley et al.’s model of CQ is comprised by three parts, “including what you think and how you solve problems (cultural strategic thinking); whether or not you are energized and persistent in your actions (motivation); and whether you can act in certain ways (behavior)” (Ibid.).
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Exhibit 4.2.: Model of Cultural Intelligence as described by Earley et al., 2006: 23

According to Earley et al. (2006: 22ff), the areas of CQ mentioned above are somewhat related to each other, but, as also depicted in exhibit 4.2, they are not understood as an interrelated system (see also Earley & Peterson, 2004: 109). Thus, arguably, it is assumed that the three areas of CQ are distinct from each other.  This notion seems to be rather functionalistic as for example the exchange of business cards (a facet of behavior) includes both an aspect of motivation (one is interested in getting to know the other’s name, position and so on) and cultural strategic thinking, as one so may know how to address the other properly. Therefore, it can be argued that CQ conceptualized as a system of interrelated areas seems to be better suited to explain why some people are more successful in cross-cultural encounters than others. 
One important concept concerning cultural intelligent behavior is according to Earley et al. the notion of mimicry. They (Earley et al., 2006: 34) argue that 

[M]imicry […] has generally positive effects in a social encounter. A high CQ-person is a talented mimic. By talented, we emphasize that this is not savant duplication, but a judicious use of similar actions and gestures to put another person at ease […].  
It can be argued, however, that high levels of adaptation may lead to unwanted results, as they could be perceived as artificial or even deceitful. According to Thomas (2006: 88), research indicates that some adaptation often is perceived positively (Byrne, 1971), whereas high levels of mimicry have shown negative results (Giles & Smith, 1979; Francis, 1991).
Concerning the concept of culture Earley et al.’s conceptualization of CQ is based upon, they (Earley et al., 2006: 20) point out that “[C]ulture can be thought of as patterned ways of thinking, feeling and reacting to various situations and actions.” Moreover, they argue that even though “one country might consist of many subcultures [for example the United States and Switzerland], […] in both the United States and Switzerland there is an overarching common view of the world inside and outside the country” (Ibid.). Such an understanding of culture can be categorized as being essentialist, since culture here is perceived as a group’s fixed system of norms and opinions, which means that a person’s culture regulates his or her behavior. Consequently, Earley et al.’s goal of CQ is to overcome barriers between cultures rather than creating a new ‘in-between-culture’ that accommodates several cultures. Thus, Earley et al.’s approach to culture arguably may even be regarded as a hindrance to successful intercultural collaboration as understood by the researcher of this thesis.

Nevertheless, of the few empirical studies on CQ released in business literature to date, all utilize Earley et al’s conceptualization of CQ (Earley & Peterson, 2004; Ang et al., 2006; Templer et al., 2006; Ang et al. 2007; Kittler et al., 2009). Possibly, by dealing with well-defined and not too interrelated categories of CQ and by employing an essentialist understanding of culture the actual complexity can be handled more easily. Yet, such an approach could be considered as being somewhat meaningless as outlined by Alvesson (1995: 119): 
[O]verlooking all the cultural manifestations which exist beyond […] [the] understandings, meanings, values, and symbols shared by the majority of a normal company’s personnel and managers […] is counterproductive even in management’s own terms.
Thomas et al.’s conceptualization of CQ
When comparing Earley et al.’s concept of CQ with Thomas et al.’s conceptualization some similarities can be found. First, even though Thomas et al. do not explicitly conceptualize what they mean by culture, in their examples that are found in both their articles on CQ (Thomas, 2006 and Thomas et al., 2008), their approach to culture seems to be predominantly positivistic. For example, concerning the component of cultural knowledge Thomas (2006: 82) suggest that “a cultural map can be formed using one or several of the dimensions of cultural variation presently available (e.g., Hofstede, 1980; Schwartz, 1994; Trompenaars, 1993)”. Arguably, this quote indicates that Thomas et al.’s understanding of culture is in line with Hofstede and Trompenaars’ conceptualization of culture, which is an essentialist one. This view of culture is furthermore stressed by an example given concerning content knowledge of culture in which according to Thomas et al. all Chinese are expected to hold collectivist value orientations. This might possibly be true for many Chinese; but taking into consideration that many different ethnic groups, people from different social, religious and professional backgrounds live in China, such an approach to culture may rather foster stereotyping instead of allowing for an unbiased intercultural encounter. On the other hand, Thomas (2006: 92) argues that “[i]ndividuals who are culturally intelligent are able to see past the stereotypes that a superficial understanding of cultural dimensions (e.g., Hofstede, 1980; Schwartz, 1994; Trompenaars, 1993) provide.” Thus, he acknowledges that not all members of a given nation are alike. However, similar to Earley et al., Thomas also conceptualizes culture as a descriptive concept, given that he as well understands a person’s values and beliefs cause a given person’s behavior. Thomas (2006: 92) explains:
For example the Kurds, Shia Muslims, and Sunni Muslims in Iraq share a significant amount of cultural background. However, an understanding of the history of their interactions over the centuries is necessary for a truly accurate understanding of the values, attitudes, and beliefs that underlie their behavior toward each other and the outside world.
As Earley et al. before him, Thomas also points out that the conceptualization of CQ is a multidimensional one including different components. When looking at Thomas’ definition of CQ from 2006, CQ was comprised of cognitive and behavioral components. However, in his latest definition of CQ cultural intelligent behavior is regarded as an outcome of CQ rather than a component of the very concept. Therefore, the former understanding of CQ as an interrelated system of the three components knowledge, mindfulness and behavior had been altered in 2008 in such a way that the interaction of the three elements Knowledge, Skills and Metacognition results in the emergence of cultural intelligence as depicted in exhibit 4.3. But even though changes to the concept have been made, the model of CQ is still understood as an interrelated system with cultural metacognition (mindfulness) playing an important role as also described in Thomas et al.’s definition of CQ:

We define cultural intelligence as a system of interacting knowledge and skills, linked by cultural metacognition, that allows people to adapt to, select, and shape the cultural aspects of their environment. (Thomas et al., 2008: 127; emphasis in original)

As such, the concept of CQ is comprised by three interrelated components: Cultural Knowledge; Cultural Skills, and Cultural Metacognition. In comparison to earlier conceptualizations of CQ this one does not include the component of behavior in its definition; appropriate cultural behavior is rather seen as an outcome of CQ as pictured in exhibit 4.3. 
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Exhibit 4.3: Domain of cultural intelligence (Source: Thomas et al., 2008: 128)

In Thomas et al.’s conceptualization of CQ, the component of Metacognition functions as a kind of “[…] control system over and knowledge of a person’s thinking and learning activities” (Thomas et al., 2008: 131). In other words, cultural metacognition has to be understood as active monitoring and regulation of mental processes. As such, not only attention to cognitive experiences is part of cultural metacognition but also attention “[…] to affective and personal-motivational states with regard to the cultural milieu” (Thomas et al., 2008: 131). Therefore, this component arguably incorporates similar aspects as the component of Intercultural Engagement as outlined by Plum and described subsequently.

Similar to Earley et al., Thomas et al.’s goal of a given cross-cultural encounter is to adapt to a new cultural context. Though, in contrast to Earley et al., Thomas et al. suggest that the cultural aspects of a given environment can be changed – however, no example of such an alteration is provided. Anyhow, one could imagine that for example the way how meetings are conducted might be altered in order to suit several cultures present.
In comparison to Earley et al., Thomas et al. give an example of how CQ may manifest itself as depicted as follows. 

	Dimension
	Example

	Cultural knowledge

· Content

· Process
	I know that in general, Americans enjoy and Chinese dislike adversarial debate
 I know that my attitudes and those of others toward specific behaviors are influenced by cultural norms and values

	Cultural skills
· Perceptual

· Relational

· Adaptive
	I can adapt my behavior (suppress my tendency, as an American, to debate when in a culture that considers it to be negative)

	Cultural metacognition
· Monitoring

· Regulation
	I actively reflect on available knowledge and skills regarding debate, how these relate to desired outcomes, in a cross-cultural setting to formulate alternative courses of action


Exhibit 4.4: Cultural intelligence manifested in cultural knowledge, skills, and cultural metacognition (Source: Thomas et al., 2008: 133)

In sum, Thomas et al.’s concept of CQ shows quite some similarity with that of Earley et al. However, two major differences can be found: First, Thomas et al. conceptualize CQ as an interrelated system of three different components thus, indicating that CQ only can be present when all three components are developed sufficiently. Moreover, the component of metacognition allows for generating new behavior that is suitable to the cross-cultural context. According to Thomas et al. (2008: 130), “this is an important difference in the conceptualization of cultural intelligence presented here versus other conceptualizations […].”
It is interesting to note though, that even though Thomas et al. understand the concept of intelligence in line with Sternberg, the component of Motivation is absent in their conceptualization. However, according to Sternberg et al. (2008: 384), “it barely matters what talents people have if they are not motivated to use them.” In other words, CQ can only be expressed if the person or group in question is motivated to do so.
The importance of motivation is expressed in the following conceptualization of CQ, Plum’s concept of CI.
Plum’s conceptualization of CQ: CI
In comparison to Thomas et al., Plum’s definition of cultural intelligence does not focus on the conceptualization of the concept as such, but rather on the outcome of holding a high level of CI when she defines CI as:

[…] evnen til at handle passende i situationer hvor kulturforskelle har betydning, og evnen til at gøre sig forståelig og etablere et konstruktivt samarbejde på tværs af kulturforskelle. (Plum, 2007b: 19)
In order for a person to be able to act appropriately across cultural borders, he or she has to hold a high level of intercultural engagement and cultural understanding. Moreover, the person or group in question should be able to communicate cross-culturally. As such, Plum’s model of CI is as Thomas et al.’s model comprised by three interrelated components. However, as indicated earlier, Plum (2008: 23) accounts for the importance of motivation, since to her “Motivation implies a desire to create results together with people who are different from oneself.”  Thus, a person needs to be motivated in order to be able to realize a successful cross-cultural encounter. Plum’s conceptualization of CI is depicted in exhibit 4.5.
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Exhibit 4.5: Model of Cultural Intelligence adapted from Plum, 2007b: 33

When comparing Plum’s model of CI with Thomas et al.’s and Earley et al.’s concept of CQ, several major differences are to note: First, Plum bases her concept on a constructivist understanding of culture, whereas other scholars working within the field of CQ embrace a positivistic approach. These different ontological approaches to culture result in differing understandings as to how cultural intelligence can be developed and how or whether it can be measured. While scholars such as Earley, Ang and Thomas seek to operationalize the concept of CQ so as to make it measurable, Plum on the other hand argues that due to her approach to culture, which is “en proces mellem mennesker” (Plum, 2007b: 284) and her understanding of CQ as being “faktiske handlinger i et kulturmøde” (Ibid.), an individual’s or a group’s CI can only be assessed in a situation of dialogue or interaction of some sort (Ibid.). Plum’s constructivist approach also implies that people’s views and reactions cannot be predicted as they are understood as being context bound. Secondly, Plum’s concept of CI can be ascribed to individuals, groups, and organizations (Ibid: 51), while the concepts of CQ outlined above are predominantly aimed at the individual level (Thomas et al., 2008: 124). Thirdly, due to Plum’s broad understanding of culture which includes several cultural fields (professional, organizational, national) her concept of CI can be employed in order to understand a wide range of cultural encounters, including both cultural encounters between group members but also encounters between different groups. The concepts of CQ on the other hand are somewhat restricted in this sense, as they mainly deal with national differences. Finally, the objective of CI and CQ differ fairly substantially. Whereas CQ is aimed at overcoming barriers between cultures which is mainly national cultures, CI aims at generating “a shared bridge-building culture between several cultures” (Plum, 2008: 50).
Taking these differences into account and bearing in mind that the aim of this research is to provide Radiometer with ideas concerning the enhancement of CI on the organizational or at least team-level, Plum’s conceptualization of CI will be employed in this thesis. Moreover, the researcher’s understanding of culture as a social construction derived from communication between different social actors is more in line with Plum’s understanding of culture than Thomas et al.’s or Earley et al’s understanding of the same concept.
In the following section the three dimensions of Plum’s approach to cultural intelligence will be outlined in more detail. It is advisable to keep in mind that all three dimensions are intertwined and thus difficult to differientiate, particularly in which dimension a certain cultural encounter failed to be successful.
Intercultural Engagement
This dimension comprises emotional and motivational aspects important for improving contact and cultural bridge building. As indicated previously, one has to be interested in the other and motivated to create results together with the other. This in turn asks for a certain emotional maturity as embarrassing situations may arise during the cultural encounter. In these situations one should be able to handle one’s emotional reactions as well as those of the other. Moreover, one should appreciate “that the reactions may be culturally conditioned, and not mean the same thing to both parties” (Plum, 2008: 24). This very quote also indicates the overlapping nature of the three dimensions employed by Plum, as knowing that a given reaction may be caused by certain culturally influenced preferences arguably is an aspect of cultural understanding as well. The same is true for the aspect of mental flexibility as cross-cultural encounters may change a person’s own cultural understanding of him- or herself. Thus, one should be open for change which means that one should show a “learning attitude, curiosity and the courage to allow [oneself] to be changed by the intercultural encounter” (Plum, 2008: 237). In order to be able to learn from an unfamiliar cultural context one has to be fully present and pay special attention to the situation at hand in order to realize signs indicating that steps have to be taken to improve the cross-cultural communication in question as it otherwise may lead to confusions. 
Cultural Understanding

The second dimension is understood as “the knowledge and mental dimension” of CI (Plum, 2008: 26). The main aspects within this dimension are cultural self-awareness, general knowledge of cultural differences, and the talent to transfer experiences made in one cultural encounter to another cultural encounter, which may take place in another cultural field. Thus, Plum takes the stance that one has to conceptualize oneself and the other as cultural beings whose worldviews and behaviors can be caused by culture.  Even though the actions of the culturally other cannot be predicted, some detailed knowledge of the other person’s culture may help to better maneuver in the situation in question. However, in order to handle the cultural encounter successfully, one should be able to sense and notice the cultural differences at hand. This implies that one should be aware of not overestimating the influence of culture on possible misunderstandings as these just as well could be caused by differences in personality or other aspects. Therefore, one should be able “to look at the situation in a broader perspective and not to exaggerate the importance of cultural differences” (Ibid: 29). 
As indicated above, cultural differences play a role in different cultural fields such as professional, organizational or national areas. According to Plum (2008: 28), experiences made in one cultural field can be transformed into general knowledge of cultural mechanisms. This knowledge in turn enables a person to better understand situations in other cultural field as “the cultural mechanisms at play are comparable” (Plum, 2008: 28f). Therefore, the dimension of cultural understanding as outlined by Plum presents a frame of reference for understanding, “which can prepare us for all sorts of cultural encounters” (Ibid: 29).
Intercultural Communication

In Plum’s conceptualization of CI, Intercultural Communication is the third dimension of interest and it comprises more aspects than merely communication. She understands this component as one of “cultural practice” and as such it is the most important one to her (Plum, 2008: 29f). As already indicated above, Thomas et al.’s definition of CQ no longer incorporates a component of “action”, since culturally intelligent behavior is viewed as the outcome of CQ. However, to Plum this dimension is of utmost importance as 
[I]t is the intercultural communication which brings the other two dimensions of cultural intelligence into the cultural encounter and creates contact between the parties. Cultural understanding which is not brought into play, or intercultural engagement which is not demonstrated, does not create results but remains unfulfilled.
Moreover, as this dimension includes verbal and non-verbal communication along with written and potential other means of expression, in any encounter communication in one way or the other will be expressed. Or as Plum (2008: 29) puts it: “It is impossible not to communicate […].”

In order to interact successfully, one has to be aware of one’s own mode of communication, meaning that one should be able to stop some of one’s routine expressions and reactions with the aim of improving the contact to the other by establishing common patterns of communication. In other words, cultural intelligent communication asks for the ability to turn off one’s cultural autopilot. In order to establish common patterns of doing things, one firstly has to be aware or made aware of one’s actions. Therefore, at times one should be able to move the conversation to meta-level to discuss how the conversation is conducted. Moving to the meta-level may also help to change one’s perspective on certain issues discussed.  Arguably, not all persons dare to take such a step, but it is an important part of intercultural communication that one has “the courage to experiment and take a new approach to the situation, to feel [one’s] way and find ‘new steps’” (Ibid: 31).  At times, the steps taken may fail, but in order to communicate successfully across cultural borders, one should be persistent in trying out different approaches to the situation at hand. In this context, it is significant to ask for feedback in order to alter one’s actions appropriately, which in turn asks for one’s capability to apply a variety of communication tools in a given situation. 
As the literature review shows, there have been three quite different approaches to the concept of cultural intelligence to date. As shown in exhibit 4.1, both definitions and the construct of CQ vary extensively throughout the research as well as the level of analysis and the operationalization of the concept. Concerning empirical studies within this field, only few have been conducted hitherto and all of them more or less embrace Earley et al.’s approach to CQ. However, on April 1, 2008 a 3-year research project, called ”Cultural Intelligence as a Strategic Resource” with 20 scholars from the humanities and social sciences at Copenhagen Business School and Aalborg University was initiated.
 Apparently, the scholars to work within this project will employ Plum’s conceptualization of CI.
Requisite Variety

The concept of requisite variety (RV) has been coined by Gareth Morgan (Morgan, 1997; 2006) in relation to how organizations can be perceived or understood. In his book “Images of organization” he views organizations amongst others as brains or to be more precise as ‘holographic brains’.  It is in this regard, the principle of requisite variety comes into play.
According to Morgan certain principles have to be in place in order to create a flexible and intelligent organization which is able to tackle any obstacles, which is understood as THE most important asset a given organization should possess in order to face the challenges posed by globalization.
An important point in this regard is to “adopt an appropriate management philosophy that views and encourages the capacity of learning to learn as a key priority” (Morgan, 2006: 97). As already outlined, the management philosophy of KAIZEN encourages exactly this very capacity and it is KAIZEN that is utilized at Radiometer.
According to Agyris & Schön (1978: 2f) the ability of learning to learn can be described as double-loop learning which implies that one would question the principal variables that are in place in order to subject them to critical inspection. In an organizational context double-loop learning thus would take place when errors are “detected and corrected in ways that involve the modification of an organization’s underlying norms, policies and objectives” (Agyris & Schön, 1978: 3). The following exhibit illustrates the difference between single-loop and double-loop learning.
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Exhibit 4.6: A model of double-loop learning 
But even though the philosophy is in place, Morgan stresses that “It [the realization of double-loop learning] also rests in encouraging organizational principles and designs that can support this process” (Morgan, 2006: 97). It is within this set of principles the concept of RV is to be found.
In order to develop organizations as holographic brains, meaning the “whole” is to be found in the parts, five key principles are mentioned by Morgan. These principles are illustrated in exhibit 4.7.
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Exhibit 4.7: Principles of holographic design (Source: Morgan 2006: 100)
In order to develop organizations as holographic brains, meaning the “whole” is to be found in every employee, RV amongst others is one of the five principles important for a ‘holographic organization’ to thrive.  As not all employees are able to become skilled in all possible tasks and activities (which to some extent is what the principle of Redundancy asks for), the principle of requisite variety comes into play. This principle originated from the field of cybernetics and roughly speaking it “suggests that the internal diversity of any self-regulating system must match the variety and complexity of its environment if it is to deal with the challenges posed by that environment” (Morgan 2006: 108f). When one transfers this principle originally formulated by Ashby in 1956 to the organizational setting, it implies that
[…] all elements of an organization should embody critical dimensions of the environment with which they have to deal so that they can self-organize to cope with the demands they are likely to face. (Morgan 2006: 109)
Following this line of thought, variety has to be built into the organizational system where it is needed and as the quote indicates it is especially the boundary relations between organizational units and their environments one should give special attention to. In order to be able to achieve RV within an organization Morgan suggests a variety of questions (Ibid: 109) to be dealt with in order to better understand the boundary relation at hand. In regard to this thesis which focuses on the issues derived from cross-cultural collaboration the questions asked by Morgan could be formulated as follows:
· What are the problems the leaders in question are facing when having to work cross-culturally? Which individuals, teams, or organizational units have to deal with other cultures?
· Can all the skills for dealing with a culturally different environment be possessed by every individual? 
· If not, can the company draw from a pool of diverse highly qualified personnel in terms of meeting the cultural complexity it has to face when working cross-culturally?

· Is requisite variety built at the local level, i.e. at the point of interaction with the environment? If not, could it be ‘transferred’ to the place of interaction? What is the nature of these places of interaction?
In order for a business unit or entire organization to answer these questions the ability to actually recognize, absorb and deal with the variations in its environment must exist. This in turn asks for a certain amount of RV within the business units in question. According to Morgan, “[T]he principle of requisite variety can play a vital role in developing evolutionary capacities throughout an enterprise” (Morgan, 2006: 110). 
However, for RV to be ensured in a given business unit, a company’s objectives should be defined in a way that generates a space in which a variety of potential actions and behavior can emerge including those that can challenge the restrictions being imposed (Ibid: 92).

Following this line of thought, if a company was to ensure RV in the area of CI it should encourage cultural heterogeneity, involvement and communication among its workforce in order to counteract conformity. Concerning the issue of cultural heterogeneity, it is important to bear in mind that according to Plum’s conceptualization of culture, a given workforce can be considered diverse once it is comprised of a variety of professions, functions and departments alongside different ethical groups and nationalities. Thus, RV in the field of CI can even be ensured in a nationally homogeneous environment. Hence, a diverse workforce in terms of nationality is not prerequisite for the assurance of RV in the area of CI. 

Krefting et al. (1997) hold a similar view in regard to diversity management. In their view, strategies to enhance a workforce’s diversity, such as affirmative action for example, may cause the employees’ interactions to become less respectful which in turn may be a hindrance for RV to be established. They state that “[…] requisite variety seems tenable only when organizations draw on the full available labor force and generate respectful interaction without imposition of artificial requirements” (Krefting et al., 1997: 377).
V. Analysis

The following analysis is divided into 4 sections; in each section one of the main emerging topics addressed by the interviewees will be outlined and discussed. Criteria for identifying these topics are somewhat in line with Strauss & Corbin’s approach of open coding, which refers to “the process of breaking down, examining, comparing, conceptualizing and categorizing data” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990: 61, cited in Kvale & Brinkmann, 2008: 202). In this thesis reoccurring statements made by several interviewees who address one and the same broad category such as for example ‘hierarchy’ are considered to be emergent topics. 
As mentioned in the methodology section, the interview guide has been comprised by questions based on the theoretical examination of the concepts of Cultural Intelligence (CI) and Requisite Variety (RV). As such, the topics addressed by the interviewees are on one hand an outcome of the questions asked and on the other hand the answers given are a result of the interviewee’s own interpretation and understanding of his or her work-environment, since the utilization of semi-structured interviews enabled the interviewees to change the researcher’s agenda and elaborate more freely on issues identified by them. In this respect, topics both expected and unexpected emerged throughout the interviews. Thus, whereas topics such as language and communication, the understanding of culture and to some extent stereotyping and generalization were expected to come up, the surfacing of topics such as organizational structure and identity were quite unexpected. However, information given by the interviewees concerning their position and area of responsibility derived directly from the questions posed during the interviews. 
As the purpose of the analysis is to answer what it realistically takes to ensure requisite variety in the area of CI at Radiometer, statements made concerning the interviewees’ motivations and emotions regarding cross-cultural encounters, their knowledge about or understanding of culture and their way of interacting with different cultures will be focused upon. Other statements that play a vital role in answering the research question concern where and for whom cross-cultural encounters play a role are of importance as well as aspects concerning learning about cultural issues.
Topics addressing aspects of CI and RV will be addressed and discussed first. These topics are: Language and Communication; Culture and to some extent Stereotypes and Generalization, as the latter contains statements indicating the interviewees’ understanding of culture and its role in doing business. Lastly, the quite unexpected topic of ‘Organizational Structure & Identity’ will be taken up. Concerning all topics, their significance in regard to CI and RV will be discussed.
Statements regarding these topics resulted either directly or indirectly from the themes of the questions asked during the interviews. 

Concerning the first expected topic, ‘Language and Communication’, all statements and sub-categories emerged when the interviewees started telling stories about challenging meetings and the main aspects they had learned from these encounters. Thus, these findings can be considered being only conditionally a result of the questions asked. However, the issue of ‘communication problems’ was part of the interview guide.

Regarding the second expected topic, ‘Culture’, all accounts made concerning the interviewees’ understanding of this concept derived directly from the questions asked. However, the notion about whether certain behavior may be caused by cultural or personal aspects was brought up by the interviewees in question.
Concerning the topic ‘Stereotypes & Generalization’, the researcher did not ask into it as such. However, since the expression of cross-cultural encounters dominated the interview guide, it was expected that the interviewees would address national, functional or professional differences in one way or the other.  Yet, which areas these generalizations would relate to could not be predicted. Nonetheless, the fields addressed by the interviewees (hierarchy, management style, and meetings) resulted from statements made in relation to the questions if and how culture may play a role when solving tasks.
The topic of ‘Organizational Structure & Organizational Identity’ emerged somewhat unexpected and was a result of story-telling by the interviewees. Accounts concerning this topic could be found throughout the interviews in one way or the other and these accounts indirectly indicate how well organizational learning can be facilitated throughout Radiometer.
Language and communication

Language is often conceived of as merely being a tool comprised by words which have to be used in order to communicate. However, any language is not only a set of words, but also a means to interpret the world with. Moreover, words and expressions found in a given language have been shaped because of the surroundings. Every language thus is very much a part of a given group’s culture.  In other words, “language […] is not about how people use language to accomplish goals as much as how language constitutes the identity of groups, their relations and their priorities” (Alvesson & Willmott, 2003: 19).
When asked about challenges in cross-cultural encounters a number of interviewees addressed issues combined with the aspect of language, some of which not necessarily addressed challenges as such but Radiometer’s whole situation concerning language use. These issues were: language as a means of communication, the feeling of belonging, establishing of a common culture, power of getting heard and as such power of decision-making, the possibility of employing the most-skilled professionals, and the likelihood of staying global.

In addition, the issue of language plays on different levels: For one, there is the question of which language(s) Radiometer Denmark should expect its employees to master: Danish and English or Danish or English? Secondly, which level of proficiency of any language is useful or even required in each individual department? As such, aspects of RV as well as CI were addressed which will be discussed below. 
As every language is used to communicate with each other, the aspect of communication is closely related to the aforementioned language, which also became evident in the interviewees’ statements concerning either the aspects language or communication. Therefore, the subject communication will also be discussed in this section. In regard to communication as such, the following aspects were most common:  First, the tools used for communication, and second, the influence of culture on the content of communication. 

English as the corporate language vs. Danish as the working language

All interviewees - except I-F
 - approached the researcher in Danish no matter their national backgrounds. This was also true for one non-Danish manager (I-I) whose level of Danish the researcher experienced as being relatively low.  This detail alone may indicate that Danish has to be regarded as the language mainly spoken at Radiometer, despite the fact that Radiometer’s corporate language is English. On the other hand, all interviewees most likely knew that the researcher could express herself in Danish, because she had informed Radiometer about the purpose of her thesis by sending an Email in Danish, which was forwarded to the interviewees in question. Yet, the fact that almost all interviewees approached the researcher in Danish arguably illustrates that this is the manager’s favored language when being at Radiometer in Denmark.

This impression is confirmed by all non-Danish managers, who are either able to speak Danish or who at least are able to understand the language to the extent that the Danes can speak their local language while the non-Danish manager speaks English. The following quotation
 illustrates this:

A:
And I can follow a little bit Danish but I cannot really speak it [okay].

Q:
So, also on your daily basis you will speak English to .. to your colleagues [Yes] or do you try in Danish?

A:
Yes, English to my colleagues, [hmhm] but they uhm can speak Danish and I would understand about [hmhm] 80 percent if I know the subject [okay]. (I-F: 45)
Like all other non-Danish managers this manager had been offered Danish courses. However, he never finished them due to intensive travel activities. Yet, he is quite able to follow a conversation in Danish. Being able to speak and understand Danish seems to be of great importance to Radiometer, arguably because “a large proportion of the workforce here doesn’t speak English” (I-H: 78). Moreover, some of the documentation dating back more than 6 years is available in Danish only, since Radiometer prior to 2004 has been 100% Danish. It is interesting to note though, that in a brochure (Radiometer Medical ApS. Skal dit liv handle om liv?: 18) displayed and freely available at Radiometer the importance of being able to speak English is stressed as the following statement shows:
Arbejdssproget skifter alt efter, hvilken funktion du arbejder i. Nogle steder taler man kun dansk, andre steder mest engelsk, men det er vigtigt, at du kan læse og forstå engelsk, uanset hvilken jobfunktion du har. (Appendix III)
On the other hand, this quote indicates that in some departments Danish is the only language spoken. Arguably, thus, language barriers between Danish-only speakers and non-Danish speakers must exist, which in turn inhibit proper intercultural communication. According to Plum (2008), the dimension of Intercultural Communication is the most important aspect of CI as it brings people together and thus, allows for negotiating a joint culture in the first place. Even though Plum does not highlight the importance of speaking the same language, it seems obvious that not being able to speak a common language not only obstructs communication but also may hinder creating a common identity and thus, a feeling of belonging. Therefore, it seems reasonable for non-Danes living and working in Denmark to learn Danish.
However, even though non-Danish speakers learn Danish, the level of Danish they have to master may differ a lot, as expressed by one interviewee who suddenly had to deal with judicial texts in Danish:

And now I have a new job and in that job I actually have to use a system I’ve never used before and it’s very much related to complaint handling cases and there the written Danish, it’s not it is at a different level it’s much uhm higher level. […] Sometimes I just sit and read this complaint issue cases in Danish [3 sec break] 4 or 5 times before I’m SURE that I know what I’m reading [ja, ja]. That’s a problem. I never.. I haven’t had that for a long time. (I-I: 95)
As indicated in the statement above, it takes some time for a foreigner to learn Danish at a high level. In the meanwhile, the manager in question had to struggle with different obstacles as demonstrated by the following statement:

In the early years I had great difficulty in understanding some Danes because they didn’t they weren’t Copenhagen Da they wouldn’t speak Copenhagen Danish [okay] maybe speak .. Aalborg Danish or Fynsk Danish [ja] with an accent that was so strong [yes] and some would use more slang than others [ja] or would speak faster [ja] or mumble [indicating mumbling sounds] and if you combine those three things [ja] there are some that you can’t [hm] as a new beginner learning Danish, it just means there is a certain percentage of people you don’t understand at all [hm]. (I-I: 93)
Obviously, this non-Danish manager experienced some Danes that would not adjust their communication-style to meet the relatively low level of Danish mastered by this manager.  This behavior was explained as follows:

Q:
Did you make them aware of that?

A:
Ja, but they can’t do anything about it. [They can’t?] Well, they [They could try.] They could try, but do you think they are going to remember? They don’t remember. 

Q:
Okay, so it’s a kind of autopilot [Of course] and then they just [Of course] 

A:
Of course, because they are not culturally aware. They [hm] don’t know the way of trying to speak so that everybody can understand. (I-I: 94)
This non-Danish manager explained the Danish behavior as a result of absent cultural awareness on the Danish side. Based on the theory of CI, this very issue may have arisen due to several shortcomings on both sides. For one, the motivation to generate results and an attitude of sincere interest in the other person (Intercultural Engagement) may have lacked on both sides which may have led to the Danes not sensing the cultural differences that were at play even though the same language had been spoken (Cultural Understanding). Arguably most important in this case has been the lack of aspects of Intercultural Communication on both sides. Whereas the Danes possibly had not been able to turn off their own cultural routines, which hindered them in establishing contact with the other, the non-Danish manager seemed not be able to go beyond his threshold of discomfiture in order to try new approaches to the situation at hand. There appears a lack of persistancy in the manager’s approach. Thus, a lack of CI on both sides seem to have caused the situation stated above.
Concerning the language use at Radiometer two other non-Danish mangers pointed out that because Radiometer is perceived as being a Danish company, Norwegians and Swedes would expect those employees who do speak Danish to understand their languages as well. That this is not always the case is illustrated by the following statements of two non-Danish managers:

[…] the latest one [marketing manager] is actually Swedish [Okay]. Which is also interesting, he likes to speak Swedish. [Oh, now you have to adjust to that?] He forgets, he forgets he’s not speaking to to [ja] somebody who understands [ja]. The majority of Danes understands Swedish, not all. [No] And the ones that don’t won’t say anything [hm]. They just sit quiet in the meetings and not .. [Q: laughing] “Excuse me; I do not know what you’re talking about.” [Okay] Speak English or Danish, those two I can understand. [Okay] I had to learn Danish [yes], why can’t you? [ja, ja] Why should you have that expectation I should understand Swedish? (I-I: 87)
That’s like the only objection I make, because that’s exactly as you say [hmhm], they have the assumption that I understand Swedish and Norwegian [hmhm], because they are calling a Danish company, but I don’t, so I just tell them that [okay], instead of trying to decipher what they say [A and Q laughing]. […]Well, I do understand some but when it’s work wise, I have to really be [ja] sure what it is [ja] we’re talking about. So I have to have it in English so I don’t misunderstand anything. (I-G: 67)
These statements indicate that not only Danish but also related Scandinavian languages are to some extend employed as ‘working languages’ at Radiometer, even though some employees – especially the non-Danish speaking part – may not be able to follow a conversation in these languages.  Therefore, some employees may feel excluded as according to a Danish manager (I-H: 79) Radiometer’s “current culture doesn’t really support … non-Danish speakers.” Once more, lack of cultural understanding alongside a lack of sincere interest in generating results together with the cultural other seem to be at play.
 Similar shortcomings of CI in Radiometer as a whole are articulated by two non-Danish managers in relation to hiring and promotion as following statements exemplify:

I still feel that [ja] that uhm much, I mean if we stood with .. an English speaking person [hmhm] and a Danish speaking person [hmhm] uhm with the same qualifications [ja] [ja], if you’d ask the department again [hmhm] not saying HR, if you look, [hmhm] if you’d ask the department [hmhm], I think that still today they’d choose [ja] the Dane anytime  then then [ja], because ach, then it would mean speaking English in the lunch-breaks uhm [hmhm] and communication in the department would also have to be [ja] [ja] in English. (I-G: 71)
So, prove yourself and then [ja] expect some effect of that [ja] eh and I don’t know whether it’s jantelov whether it’s you’re not a Dane you don’t speak Danish well enough, I think there is a language barrier [hm] but proving yourself and then getting promotion or further advancement of opportunities [yes] has been very, very difficult [ja]. (I-I: 86)
Taking these statements into account, it seems that Radiometer does not facilitate a diverse workforce in terms of nationalities and languages spoken, which in turn according to Plum (2008) can be one factor hindering the development of CI. According to her theory on CI, being exposed to a culturally heterogeneous environment may enhance an individual’s CI, because he or she may be better prepared to deactivate his or her autopilot in order to better handle the differences at play (Plum, 2008: 235).

Moreover, concerning the working language at Radiometer, it seems to be safe to argue that the expectations of non-Danish speakers concerning their working-language may be influenced by Radiometer choosing English as its corporate language. In addition, as evident from Radiometer’s corporate website, Radiometer defines itself as a company “of global presence” (www.radiometer.com). These might be indicators for a non-Dane to presume that English will be spoken throughout Radiometer. On the other hand, the same website provides links to all local entities opening up for the opportunity to learn about Radiometer in 26 different languages. Thus, a visitor to Radiometer’s website may as well get the impression that besides English also the local languages are part of the working language in a given country. Nevertheless, Radiometer’s website arguably indicates that English is spoken throughout Radiometer and thus also by its Danish employees.

That this is not the case and which implications are connected to this issue is exemplified by following statement given by a Danish manager:  

So, but but you got to understand that a large proportion of the workforce here doesn’t speak English. [Oh, they don’t?] No. [Do think about production, mostly?] Yes. [ja] I mean, with all due respect, that is a problem. [hmhm] […]And if you don’t try to move into English as the corporate language [hmhm] you’re gonna be alienating a large group. […] I’m trying to push that our employee magazine that I’m responsible for [hmhm] is published in both Danish and English. But that’s a lot of struggle [ja], just doing that is [hmhm]: Why do you have to do and why do you have to do that? [hmhm] So, uhm of course it’s a problem [hmhm] for uhm [hmhm] non-Danish speakers. [hmhm] […] So, it’s a fine line and there’s no right or wrong answer here [hmhm]. (I-H: 79)
However, even though it might be a ‘fine line’ to draw, assuring English – or some other corporate language - being spoken and understood throughout Radiometer would enable all employees to speak together, which is a basic aspect of intercultural communication. Moreover, speaking a common language arguably assists in the development of a joint culture as well. Arguably, Radiometer promotes English being spoken throughout the company as indicated previously and outlined in its brochure “Skal dit liv handle om liv.” Nevertheless, one non-Danish manager explained the way how Radiometer deals with the language issue as follows:  

I mean, the directors and everything give allowances that you have local language [hmhm] at production level, where you have like persons seeing instructions and [hmhm] stuff and things like that [ja] and then it’s in your local language [hmhm]. (I-G: 70)
When taking the theory of CI into consideration, eventually it may not matter which languages are spoken at Radiometer as long as one would be able to see and understand when which language, the local one or the corporate one, should be spoken in order to enable a fruitful cross-cultural communication to take place. However, to assure the possibility of successful intercultural communication, the employees have to master either English or Danish as Radiometer does employ several non-Danish speakers.
As already outlined above, people having experienced heterogeneous environments in terms of different cultures may possess a higher level of CI as people mostly exposed to homogenous surroundings. Therefore, it would be advisable for Radiometer to increase its workforce diversity; this means not only people of different professional and educational backgrounds should be hired – which is the case in every company anyhow – but also employing professionals from different ethnic and national backgrounds would be an asset in terms of opportunities for cultural learning.
Such a step seems however fairly difficult to take as according to one Danish manager a somewhat xenophobic culture can be found in some of Radiometer’s areas, which may result in the company not being able to hire highly skilled foreign personnel:

I don’t know how many non-Danish speaking we are [ja, okay], but it’s a number that I would like to know. Uhm but it’s probably not more than a couple of hand-fulls. [ja] But uhm the really issue is then can we actually attract those because we have a maybe a bit a Pia Kjærsgaard’s kind of uhm culture [hmhm] in some areas. (I-H: 79)
To summarize, it can be argued that Radiometer allows all languages to be spoken which surely can be considered an asset. However, with a large part of its employees not being able to speak the corporate language, Radiometer to some extent alienates its non-Danish speaking workforce. The reality at Radiometer as experienced and vocalized by several interviewees is that Danish is the most widely used language at this company. Nevertheless, the importance of being able to speak English is realized by all interviewees in question. The issue at hand is the balancing between Radiometer’s working language(s), Danish and Swedish alongside many other languages employed by sales, and its corporate language, English. It would be advantageous for Radiometer if all employees were able to speak and understand both Danish and English, especially in light of rapid changes such as out-sourcing and the constant development of new products. Furthermore, hiring non-Danish speaking personnel in all departments may even lead to production people being able to speak English on a fairly high level.
Understanding the many versions of English 

Whereas the written and spoken local language is perceived as being a barrier for non-Danish speakers working in Denmark, the many different accents and pronunciations of English in other local communities is viewed as an issue for some of the Danish-speaking interviewees. However, it is outlined that possible misunderstandings are dealt with in different ways: Either one sends an Email containing the most important points and results agreed upon or one gets the help of a native speaker during the cross-cultural encounter in question as exemplified by the following quotes:

Ja, it’s a bit difficult to hear what they [the Indian subcontractors] say but as we have other ones up here [oh yes], we always [that’s very practical] have uhm or you have to ask [ja] if they can repeat that or talk a little bit slower [ja]. And uhm some of them is quite easy to understand, some talks fast and but ja [it’s different] I don’t think it’s a big problem. [hmhm] There is always an Email, if there is something [yes] I didn’t really got that [yes] then I just write an Email. (I-L: 136)
I think that’s the biggest challenge with the Japanese. […] But we have a a really good group out there. [ja] People that are also .. we have one that is half Japanese and half German and speaks perfect English, so he often helps [ja] if there is any [ja] issues. [ja, ja, okay] and a general manager that speaks Japanese, so…(I-E: 41)
Thus, a clear motivation to generate results alongside the ability to apply various communication tools seem to be evident. As the second quote indicates, if the skills to handle the cross-cultural encounter are lacking, they are transferred to the place of interaction. Such steps taken are in line with building RV at the area of interaction. A similar approach was employed concerning the teleconference with Japan, since a Dane who has been working with the Japanese unit for years and who knew all of them personally was invited to take part in the conference even though his technical knowledge was not of interest in that situation.
Even though communicating by Email is perceived as being easier, difficulties in interpreting them arise. One interviewee pointed out own experience, as a native speaker, with interpreting English Emails sent from non-English speakers, especially Asian people, differently from Danish colleagues. The following quote is illustrative:

I mean when I read a Chinese mail with the English level that it is [hmhm] [ja], uhm I can sometimes get something totally different from it than my colleagues can [hmhm] and then I go: Where did you read that? [Q laughing] But anyway … there are issues like that sometimes [ja] and that’s worked out by several different [hmhm] people reading the Email and I would say: Okay. (I-G: 65)
In sum, it can be argued that the different versions and levels of English spoken throughout the world not necessarily hinder effective communication across borders as solutions to certain problems have been identified.
Communicating with the ‘Others’: long-distance vs. total immersion 

 As already indicated above, there are several ways of communicating with each other, such as face to face, by Email, telephone or videoconference, with the latter rarely used. In this context, it is interesting to note that especially the regional sales and project managers prefer having a personal face-to-face contact with their customers as this has shown to be very successful. The following quotation is a typical example of a regional managers’ experiences concerning face-to-face contacts:

It’s [the face-to-face contact to people] very important the first time you talk to them [ja]. It’s very important but uhm not so much when you follow up and keep your relationships. […] But at least every time you start a project since there are things, we have to see them in person, it’s very important.[ja], […] because you will waste a lot of time if you don’t have this first contact [ja]. Even just settings and everything surrounding it uhm I just think the time that you are spending, you’re investing some time in the beginning [hmhm] and you’re going to make it up, instead of misunderstandings and this and that going [hmhm] in the long run. So, there is no doubt about that being important [ja]. (I-D: 19)
Apart from the notion that the time invested in the first contact is worthwhile, another regional manager referred to the importance of establishing special connections to the locals in question. In this manager’s understanding these ‘special ties’ can be considered as Radiometer’s competitive advantage as described in following statement:

But for me, that’s the special thing I have [yes] that I’m going out there to meet people [hm] in in their country [hmhm] and make new acquaintances, every time. […] and that I think is very interesting. [ja] Of course, I also have a chance to get closer to some people out there, which is also quite interesting [hmhm]. Because many people that are in in my shoes for example dealing with a certain territory [ja] maybe then they go there let’s say maybe every .. every six months or so [ja]. And I found out når I go that, if you want to make some things stronger [hmhm] it’s not enough, because you won’t create any special ties [ja, ja] if you see somebody at at the annual exhibition [hm] and then maybe next year you meet again. [hmhm] I have the chance, because I’m coming so frequently to Moscow [hmhm] and to different people and places that I I get to know people [ja] actually. It also makes actually a big advantage [ja] also in terms of let’s say when you look at the competitors. You know we have competitors in our field obviously [ja] and we are fighting for the attention of of of the different customers [yes]. Then you may get this little edge that you know somebody personally. [ja] It makes a difference. (I-J: 104)
One can argue that these regional managers have experienced that a fruitful collaboration can only be established when based on trust and mutual understanding. As becomes evident from the quotes above, building a relationship with the ‘Other’ is understood as being the most important step before engaging in any cross-cultural encounter. Arguably, by investing as much time as possible in the ‘Other’, not only a sincere interest in the Other is signaled but also that mutual cultural understanding may be enhanced, which in turn may lead to a fruitful intercultural communication. Thus, at least two of the three aspects of CI would be enhanced by employing more time in any local culture. However, the statement above also indicates that this only rarely is this case, “because many people that are in in my shoes for example dealing with a certain territory [ja] maybe then they go there let’s say maybe every .. every six months or so” (Ibid.) 

Obviously, many managers are pressed for time which is why they see themselves unable to spend more time on cross-cultural encounters, even though they are very aware of the advantage any personal meeting offers. This notion is outlined in the following quote of a Danish manager:

I certainly [?] have not been in India, yet. [Okay] It’s been in the planning, but I have not been there, yet. I started in this position first of January and I haven’t had time to do it, because we have some [hm] very important launches to do before that [hm]. But the meetings have been mostly by teleconferences [hm] and this is not very effective .. I mean to have exactly this interaction [hm]. You need to be face-to-face [ja]. I still need to go there and have a face-to-face meeting [hm] with all the people. (I-K: 121)
Apart from the notion how important a face-to-face contact is, this manager also pointed out that in his opinion teleconferences are quite ineffective. A similar statement was made by a Danish manager when he pointed out that even though you may be able to ‘put a face on people’ when using videoconferences still, valuable information about the other may get lost since there a certain signs that only can be detected when meeting in person. This notion is illustrated in the following quote:
So, these conferences also telephone conferences we do it sometimes let’s say with our own people [hmhm] you can say. [hmhm] It it it’s been used. But still, uhm it’s not the same. Even even having such a conference, it’s not the same as being as being in a direct meeting [ja], because you are missing out on very important issues. [hm] You cannot feel you know, you cannot see the emotions of people for example [ja]. You don’t really see .. those small reactions you will not catch. [hmhm] So, I think it’s hard to replace personal meetings with a videoconference [ja] or telephone conference [ja, ja ..yes]. Ja, I think so. (I-J: 105)
This Danish manager referred to small reactions of and emotions in other people that only can be detected when ‘being in a direct meeting’. According to the theory on CI, it is those micro-level signals, that if discovered may help us to understand the other culture. However, merely adjusting to these signals is not sufficient, as Plum (2008: 28) outlines that, “to understand the new culture and get along with it in the long term, we must discover the patterns underlying the details and the significance attached to rituals and jargon.”

In order for a person to discover underlying patterns, giving and receiving feedback seems to play an important role as outlined in the following section.

The importance of feedback 

As already indicated above, feedback is important to enhancing a person’s understanding of a certain culture and as such it is one of the tools to improve one’s CI. As outlined by Plum, feedback is regarded as a method to develop intercultural communication (Plum, 2008: 246). Arguably, by employing the method of feedback the understanding of each other’s codes may be enhanced. Moreover, by receiving feedback one could be made aware of one’s own filters, or as Plum (2008: 198) puts it “the blindness caused by our own preconceptions and preferences.”

Therefore, if feedback is not provided a person may run into severe difficulties when trying to ‘decipher’ the culture at hand. How such difficulties are experienced and dealt with is exemplified by the following statement by a non-Danish manager:
[…] there was no feedback. […] Sometimes I would go and ask other people: “Look, I’ m thinking of doing this or saying that. What do you think, is that considered normal [hmhm] in Danish culture? What will some .. this other person think of me if I do that?” [ja, it’s interesting I do the same, because otherwise you] you always don’t know when you make a mistake. […](I-I: 93)

So at work, […] if you disagree on something, they may not even tell you that they didn’t like the way you discussed a problem [ja, ja]. They may never tell you. [A’s voice gradually dieing away.] (I-I: 99)
Not getting proper feedback meant that this manager had great difficulties in finding out what was ‘considered normal’ in a given context. This manager provided the following explanation for why many Danes did not give feedback concerning ‘what is considered normal’:

If you grow up in a society then [hm] you learn everything [hm], as somebody coming in hasn’t learned what’s normal in society [ja] so, and there are things that people forget they need to explain. (I-I: 88)
When comparing this statement with theory on CI and the understanding of the concept of culture as employed in this thesis, possibly this manager referred to the preferences and codes more or less unconsciously used by every human being. As outlined by Plum, Geertz and Kleppestø, these preferences are highly dependent on the culture a person belongs to.  This notion is also shared by the manager in question. 

Thus, according to theory on CI, preferences of acting are a result of the culture one grew up in. Hence, the tool of feedback is also highly culture-bound, that is, how feedback is given and dealt with differs across cultures. 

That this is the case was experienced by another non-Danish manager who noticed that Danes very often would perceive this manager’s critique as being very negative, which was entirely unintented:

[…] the example is like more like: when is it critique and when is it when is it [hmhm] it’s help. [hmhm] And and critique it’s not always necessarily negative [hmhm] it can be [ja] very [ja] helpful sometimes and critique is not you personally [hmhm] but we’re talking about ...about work, I mean, it’s got nothing to do with you [hmhm] or your abilities but it’s got something to do with this area and maybe your lack of experience in this area [hmhm] […] I think it’s also very typical Danish, unfortunately [A starts to laugh] culture [hmhm]. (I-G: 66)
In this manager’s opinion, the reaction of the Danes is not due to the mode of giving feedback but rather lies with the Danes inability to understand correctly, as the following quote demonstrates:

[…] like I’m saying something and they hear something totally different. [hmhm] And it’s not being arrogant, [hmhm] when I say this, but at the end of the day I decide, that’s because they have their own issues, so, [hmhm] instead of hearing what I’m [hmhm] saying [hmhm] and listening, they hear it, then it’s interpreted into a whole bunch of things in their own head, and then and then it’s like stored as something else. [hmhm] Because when it comes out like: Uhm, I didn’t’ say that. (I-G: 65f)
From the manager’s perspective this direct mode of giving feedback is unproblematic. According to the manager’s own understanding, this feeback style is influenced by the manger’s particular cultural background where “we are very open uhm and we are very direct uhm you tell it as it is” (I-G: 66).
The importance of giving feedback in order to establish a fruitful cross- cultural communication is also outlined in the theory on CI. Since the codes and patterns of how to give feedback are a part of ones cultural background, it is mandatory to agree on a mutual way of giving feedback in order to avoid upsetting one’s partner. Arguably, the non-Danish manager‘s way of giving feedback mentioned above does not match the Danish way which is why most of the Danes perceive of it as critique and not as help.

The role of culture 

 As already indicated above, there are certain preferences and codes that each person uses which are closely related to the person’s culture. These codes and preferences to great extent can be regarded as being ‘hidden knowledge’ since people are not conscious of them. Thus, when cultural routines are applied no matter which culture one deals with, issues like the one outlined above may arise. In other words, in order to act culturally intelligent, “the ability to turn of your cultural autopilot and revert to manual control – that is, to stop some of your own cultural routines and act to establish contact with the other party on common ground” (Plum, 2008: 237f) is of immense importance.

Throughout the interviews different accounts for not being able to turn of one’s cultural autopilot could be detected.  The following quote is a typical example made by a non-Danish manager. This manager indirectly pointed out that modes of communication are highly cultural bound and therefore cannot be transferred to other cultures without causing some disturbances:

Cultural sensitivity, because different countries they behave [hmhm] I can give you a simple example [hmhm]. One of my distributors asked me about one of my Danish colleagues that is he generally angry person? Not that I know, no. He is okay. [hmhm] uhm and the reason was very simple. Let’s say in the Middle East when somebody calls you, you know, the first question: How are you? [hmhm] Very often they are asking: How is your family? [ja] They have no idea about my family and I’m asking the same: Thank you and how is your family? [hmhm] and so on. It’s just standard start of [ja] procedure. [ja] When they’re calling, my colleague: Hi it’s me. They’re asking: Ah, how are you? And so on. “I’m okay. What’s your problem?” [hmhm] So, it’s a very small thing [yes], but uhm .. [has quite some effect] ja [if you don’t know that] ja. Or, the same with Emails. [hmhm] In many cases you need some introduction [ja]: Hi someone, hope you’re okay [ja] and business is going good and then going on. It’s just one sentence which kind of loosens up things. [ja] Scandinavian style is uhm when I’m getting Emails from Sweden or Norway [hmhm], they say: Hi, can you confirm this? (I-F: 50)
It is interesting to note that, especially in regard to Emailing and the language and/or wording used in written texts, most of the non-Danish managers described their Danish colleagues as acting ‘too direct’. The following quote is an example of how another non-Danish manager perceived Emails written by Danes:

[…] that is just like a classic example: you look at an Email written by a Dane [hmhm] to an American or an English-speaking person [ja] and you look at an Email written by an English-speaking person written back, […] the wording [hmhm] and and that’s again cultural because uhm words like could, should, would [hmhm] are very rarely used in a Danish [hmhm] in an Email originated from a Danish-speaking person [ja] [ja]. Uhm and and Emails from if I take myself [yes] as example or another English speaking person [ja] they’re [ja] FULL with ‘woulds’ and ‘should’. So you get the Danish Emails [hmhm] seeming so harsh and […] commanding [hmhm] where else the [hmhm] English, I mean it’s still it’s not a question of would you, you know that, yes I have to do this [sure, sure], but it just sounds so much more polite. (I-G: 64)
Apart from the notion of the different wording, it is interesting to observe that this manager seems to be aware that the actual meaning of a given Email is the same, no matter whether the ‘more polite’ English code or the ‘harsher’ Danish code is used. However, choosing the wording according to the culture one communicates with may lead to better results as indicated by the following statement, again made by the same non-Danish manager:

Why do they even bother saying ‘would’ because you know you have to [hmhm] you have to do it. [hmhm] But then like: That is much nicer, I mean [hmhm] uhm … THAT is just much nicer and you’re more willing to do it, [hmhm] and the meaning might be exactly the same [hmhm] but it just makes it much easier. (I-G: 64)
The feeling of ‘niceness’ uttered by this non-Danish manager arguably mirrors this manager’s (unconscious) preferences and codes concerning language use.  Moreover, by agreeing to a common style of communication it seems possible to work more effectively across borders as one moves on common ground so to say. This notion is indicated in the following statement made by a Danish manager: 

[…] you need to have mutual respect [hmhm], and if you know people and you know how they are and you treat them so they feel comfortable then, I don’t know, whether it’s me who’s moving or them whose moving [hmhm] and frank, actually I don’t care [ja] just as long as I get my points through. […]. I mean, to write you know peoples last name, mister, doctor I mean [ja] if it’s that what it takes then it’s what it takes, it’s no problem. (I-C: 11)
In addition to the statement about the wording, this manager makes a linkage to an important issue of communication by mentioning that, in order to achieve a fruitful collaboration, one has to be willing to ‘move’. Arguably, this manager addresses several of the central ideas of CI: This manager seems to be motivated to generate results with people who are different from the manager, which is an aspect of Cultural Engagement. Moreover, this manager shows cultural understanding and the ability to communicate cross-culturally, because in this statement the manager indicates a persistence and ablility to turn off one’s cultural autopilot.

Culture – what is it?

When asked about cross-cultural encounters, cultural differences were addressed to be present at different levels, reaching from differences in functions, and departments within Radiometer Denmark over differences between the various daughter companies of Radiometer to the cultural differences between Radiometer and Danaher. Moreover, national cultural differences were addressed when describing Radiometer’s different subsidiaries, many of which will be accounted for in a subsequent section of this analysis. Thus, in the following the most typical statements concerning the interviewees’ understanding of culture in general will be taken up.

Throughout the interviews, cultural issues were addressed in one way or the other, simply due to the fact that the expression ‘cross-cultural encounters’ often was used when asking questions. The way how these issues were articulated presumably signify how the concept of culture is understood by the managers in question. Moreover, depending on the course of the semi-structured interview, the researcher at times would ask how the manager in question would notice that a given person was culturally different from him or her.
The manager’s conceptualizations of culture reached from culture being a rigid and clear-cut unit expressed in a certain language, behavior and dress-code to culture as being a somewhat open concept allowing for changes.

The following quotes are typical examples of an inflexible understanding of culture, which could be detected in several statements made by various managers interviewed:

Ja, first uhm external [hmhm] then uhm speech [hmhm] probably, and behavior; people smell differently, meaning not smell smell but uhm [ja] you get a feeling [hmhm] […] Ja, foreigners are quite easily identifiable in Denmark, [hmhm] even in the street. [hmhm] because Danes tend to dress uniformly [hmhm] more or less [hmhm]. I didn’t notice before, but […] you find that things are very uniform. (I-F: 55)
We’ve got two books. [ja] We’ve got one for Egypt and one for Uganda because [ja, really] that’s mainly where we’re sending [ja] people [ja]. Uhm .. it’s kind of a guide book [hmhm] and and it states all the differences. It states for example when you go to the airport and you take a taxi to town [hmhm] how much would you normally pay. (I-D: 29)
The two conceptualizations of culture stated above indicate that culture is something a person owns and which most probably will not change over time. Thus, it is possible for a non-Danish manager with a multicultural background to state the main differences between Danish and ‘African’ culture. Moreover, in these statements the managers implicitly indicate that certain characteristics of a given culture can only be described when compared with some other culture, in this case the Danish culture.

While the managers quoted above hold a very functionalist view on culture, other Danish managers interpreted culture as a concept leaving space for divergences. Nevertheless, culture once again is understood as something belonging to a certain person as the following quote is an example of:

If I meet a person uhm who is Russian than you .. I know more or less there is a frame you can say from the beginning of the meeting [hmhm] and that this person might differ a little bit [hmhm] from what I think. [hmhm] But still I know I know more or less the frame [hmhm]. So, so I won’t be that surprised. (I-J: 111)
The notion that culture can be understood as a kind of frame that holds people together is also found in the following statement:

I tend to [?] have my own theory, that [hmhm] ja, people from the Asian-Pacific Area they have a lot of these you need to have a status before you can [hmhm] talk to them, also for German people especially if you’re acting in the southern part of Germany [hmhm] but, … ja sort of just a median you know [hmhm] people are like this [using his hands to describe the Gaussian distribution] and these are this and these are formal and you can read all sorts of reports about how people are in [hmhm] what culture and how acting used to be [hmhm] and then I always say: well the standard deviation of people [Q: slight laugh] is broader than the actual deviation between cultures. (I-C: 8)
In this Danish manager’s understanding the distribution of cultural characteristics in people follows the Gaussian distribution, thus indicating that people even though they are perceived as belonging to one culture may differ extremely across this culture. Furthermore, he pointed out that the differences between cultures most likely are less important than the differences between individuals. 

Following this line of thought, some managers wondered if some of the difficulties they had experienced arose due to differences in culture or merely differences in personality.

Do we talk culture or personality?

Several interviewees at times asked themselves whether the problems they had been experiencing at work were due to cultural or personal differences, as the following quote of a non-Danish manager exemplifies:

So, if you begin an argument with somebody [hmhm] why did the argument arise? Due to different views or we just didn’t understand each other, was it cultural or was it personality? […] Was it what you said or the way you said it. Was it personality or was it culture? (I-I: 99)
According to this manager, cultural differences are expressed by ‘different views’ leading to a certain way of behavior, whereas differences in personality lead to ‘not understanding each other’, because the content of the message could have been misunderstood. Arguably, in this manager’s view the content of a message is not influenced by culture. A similar notion could be found in some managers’ statements concerning the content of Emails, as has been outlined in a previous section. 

Another account for what is considered personal and what cultural provides the following statement by a Danish manager:

I think ehm [hm] you interact on a human basis [hm]. And then you know that there is differences in the perception of ehm of issues that you are discussing. [ja] so, it’s not so much whether this is another culture, it’s just the perception that is different [hm] on on .. So that’s where [Ja?] And when you see that this perception or or way of understanding or discussing relates to a particular entity that you’re discussing with, then it becomes in my head something that must be in the culture. [hm] But of course, people are different, I mean we are all from different surroundings [ja]. (I-K: 119f)
It is interesting to note, that this manager understands the way how people perceive their surroundings as not being cultural determined as long as he cannot detect any particular entity standing behind this perception in question. On one hand, this statement may indicate that this particular manager first and foremost understands every cross-cultural encounter as an encounter between humans where cultural differences are rather unimportant. On the other hand, the quote indicates that a certain culture only exists if several people – a particular entity - have agreed on its characteristics, its codes and certain preferences. Arguably, as a consequence this manager may treat all communication partners the same no matter their cultural background, as long as he is not aware of that very background. According to theory on CI, cultural differences should not be overstated when being in a cross-cultural encounter; nevertheless, they should not be underestimated either.

It seems safe to state, that most of the mangers interviewed had difficulties judging whether a certain reaction was caused by cultural or personal differences. This could be the reason for one non-Danish manager to embrace the view that culture does not matter at all, when stating: “People are basically the same, if you are kind to them; they are kind to you” (I-F: 52).  

When looking at aspects of CI such as curiosity, flexibility and persistence (Plum, 2008) one could argue that these are certain characteristics of personality. However, since according to Plum all human beings have to be understood as cultural beings, personality and culture are somewhat interrelated concepts. Arguably, every action may be a result of a unique combination of cultural and individual facets a given person may enact in a given situation. However, concerning the concept of CI, it seems safe to argue that personality characteristics can be understood as antecedents or underlying causes of CI, meaning that personality conceptualized as “relatively stable, enduring patterns of how individuals feel, think, and behave” (Rose et al., 2008: 508) has some influence on how well the three dimensions of CI can be realized.  Concerning the question to what extent certain personality traits may hinder or enhance a person’s CI, two different studies have been conducted (Rose et al., 2008; Kittler et al., 2009) both of which come to the same results as outlined by Plum (2008). As a result, flexibility and openness are positively related to all three dimensions of CI. Although personality seems to play a role as antecedents of CI, other aspects of CI such as motivation, cultural understanding and the ability to move a conversation to meta-level appear to be only loosely caused by personality traits. Hence, all individuals should be able to develop CI to a certain extent.
Stereotypes and Generalization

In the narratives of the managers interviewed several versions of stereotyping could be found, of which national stereotyping was the most prevalent one. One reason for emphasizing the national differences over other cultural differences may lie in the interviewees’ functions at Radiometer, as almost all of them are required on a daily basis to deal with people from different countries. 
Stereotypes are in this thesis understood as outlined by Søderberg & Vaara (2003: 65; footnote 2) who define them as “shared cultural categorizations of social groups that help to create order in an otherwise complex social universe.” 
Stereotyping others and oneself assumingly makes communication easier as it gets less complex. On the other hand, stereotypes are usually only partially correct, and thus employing them may lead to a false judgment of the other. Moreover, according to Bennett (1998: 6) “stereotypes may become self-fulfilling prophecies, where we observe others in selective ways that confirm our prejudice.”
Following this line of thought, it is also conceivable that intensive stereotyping may lead the person being stereotyped to consciously or unconsciously embrace the label imposed on him or her. 
National stereotypes and decision making
When asked about cross-cultural encounters, all interviewees addressed the issue of cultural differences that very often involved stereotyping of the other and oneself. In this respect, national stereotyping was more prevalent than functional or departmental stereotyping. This is insofar of importance, as it indicates that culture predominantly is understood as belonging to a certain nation. This notion is furthermore indicated when Radiometer’s or Danaher’s corporate culture is described as following a certain national culture. Moreover, when being asked which aspects might indicate cultural differences, several mangers pointed at differences in language and appearance as the first indicators. Thus, arguably they perceive ‘culture’ primarily as something affiliated to a nation, country or ethnic group.  
Throughout the interviews various kinds of national stereotyping could be found. In the following, the most frequently mentioned stereotypes will be discussed.
Danish egalitarianism
An ongoing issue throughout all interviews was the difference in hierarchical systems of companies the interviewees have to work with including the importance of knowing whom to talk to and in which way. These differences were perceived as one of the most challenging part in cross-cultural interactions. One Danish manager with a multicultural background described these differences as follows:

And then uhm [hm] .. ja … I think uhm I think the biggest difference is how are the … hierarchy structures in the countries your dealing with [hm] so that in some countries you should not put some persons in a bad light [hmhm] or push some persons to much in a meeting while their superiors are there [okay] and that that’s [hm] one of the things you have to be aware about that [ja] you don’t force through a decision in a meeting that puts somebody in a bad light [ja] or makes them loose their uhm honor or something like that [ja, ja]. (I-E: 35)
Obviously the manager experienced that patterns of communication to some extent vary with the hierarchical structure prevalent in a country.  Arguably, this manager equalizes culture and country with structures or in other words, to him a certain culture which belongs to a certain country is mirrored in the structures found in this country. When taking Plum’s and thus Kleppestø’s and Geertz’ understanding of culture as point of departure for explaining the relationship of culture and structure, it can be argued that eventually every structure can be understood as “en produkt av aktörernas kommunikativa handlingar och tolkningar” (Kleppestø, 1993: 52). Thus, any given hierarchical system is the outcome of negotiation and as such it can be changed.
The notion of the hierarchical system as being “the actually existing network of social relations” (Geertz, 1973: 145) and thus moldable by the social actors in question is not present in the interviewees’ statements. Rather they seemed to embrace an essentialist understanding of culture which led to the notion that certain countries per definition possess specific hierarchical systems as the following quote indicates:

In India there is a whole set of rules of how to interact [hm] with the customer [hm] that is different. So they have to go through a certain uhm certain persons before [hm] being able to ask your questions [ja]. (I-K: 120)
In comparison to the impression that communication in India is dominated by hierarchy, the ability to solve issues ‘head-on’ by discussing them openly with employees from various hierarchical levels is expressed throughout all interviews as being a typical Danish characteristic. The following quotes are typical examples of Danes praising their egalitarian way of working together:
My experience is that they uhm here we have a it’s more free [hmhm] I think people I also think about the people on the floor [A slightly laughing] [ja] are always questioning decisions [ja] they say: Why do we do that? Is that important? (I-L: 134)
When we work together in a project team here, we can walk directly from uhm the team member to the manager to ask questions [hm]. (I-K: 120)
These quotes seem to mirror a common auto-stereotype on decision-making in Danish companies, as according to Søderberg & Vaara (2003), Schramm-Nielsen (2000: 203) offers following summary of Danish management:
[…] Danish managers are action- and outcome-oriented. The management style is distinctive in being more egalitarian than in most other countries and in stressing cooperation and consensus. Employees are expected to make independent assessments of situations and issues, and one consequence of this is that management decisions are not automatically accepted and acted upon by lower levels.
While this characteristic of openness and equality could be appreciated by all interviewees, especially by those of Danish origin, it was also represented as a problem.  One non-Dane indirectly asserted that some people get positions within the company without being qualified. This lack of qualification is indirectly compensated by egalitarianism, because the appointed Danes would ask others for help no matter their hierarchical position, as following quote illustrates:
[…] and uhm it’s funny sometimes to see that people who have no knowledge and no qualification in this area, they are appointed as [ja] responsible and from day one acting [ja] as uhm experienced professionals [ja, ja] in this area. [Okay] And uhm as again in Danish culture it’s not considered bad that you don’t know something and ask [hmhm], they don’t feel uncomfortable to ask very, very basic questions [Yes]. It’s still to be responsible for it [ja], sometimes this surprises me [ja]. (I-F: 53)
The manager’s notion of being surprised by this style of management indicates that even though the manager has been “here for the last 15 years [hmhm] in Denmark [ja]; in Radiometer for [A repositioning the chair] since 2000 so it’s 9 years” (I-F: 43), this manager still has not gotten used to this.
Arguably, this manager seems to be somewhat unable to make sense of the so-called typical Danish management style. According to Plum’s theory on CI, this behavior can be understood as a result of the manager’s socialization (Plum, 2008. 197) which took place outside of a Danish context, which is why his preferences concerning how businesses should be run differ from that of most Danes. Thus, what is considered to be ‘normal’ and acceptable behavior also differs between this non-Dane and Danish colleagues. Possibly, this non-Danish manager despite working in a Danish context has not paid that much attention to exploring how important processes are handled in a Danish context. Instead of trying to engage in and understand the Danish preferences of doing business, this manager appears to apply own cultural perspective in order to makes sense of the Danish work-environment.
Whereas this manager more or less seems to apply only one perspective in order to make sense of certain behaviors, several other managers - including Danes and non-Danes – explained certain specifications of hierarchy and decision-making from different perspectives. This very aspect is outlined by Plum as a facet of Cultural Understanding which enables a better understanding of the other party. The following quote is an example of attempts to understand other cultures by changing one’s perspective and employing the other culture’s view:
[…] but I mean [ja] you can go down 500 kilometers south into Germany and if you .. if you really, you know, classical the door is shut for a boss and that’s the way in Germany and they perceive it as opportunity [hmhm] because, what is behind a closed door is an opportunity and we perceive it as an obstacle [hmhm]. (I-C: 9) 
Indirectly, this quote suggests that there are as many interpretations of the world around us as there are cultures, meaning that there is no right or wrong understanding of our surroundings. This notion is illustrated by a non-Danish manager as follows:

I have lived in a lot, I have lived at least for the last 25 years [clearing his throat] knowing that there are huge cultural differences [ja] and my expectations aren’t necessarily going to be accepted. [ja] Right or wrong is irrelevant. [ja, ja] It’s not relevant. What you think is right, is somebody else’s wrong. [hmhm] So, there is no right or wrong; it’s just different. (I-I: 98)
Regarding the interviewees’ understanding of non-Danish specifications of hierarchy, which, in comparison to the Danish one, is outlined as being fairly steep, it is arguable that all interviewees tried to comprehend and adjust to these conditions. One could put forward though, that if the company is to sell products on the global market its employees have to adjust to other companies’ systems in order to work successfully.
However, hardly any adjustment to foreign people’s realization of hierarchy is made when these people happen to work in a Danish context. In other words, there seems to be a tendency that Danish managers and leaders expect foreign employees to immediately adapt to the Danish management style, as illustrated by the following statements made by Danish leaders:

Actually they [employees from an Indian subcontractor] uhm I have an example from what last year [hmhm] there was uhm a young engineer a young girl [hmhm] who was up here and at that time we had a couple of experienced people from there also [ja]. And uhm at a point in time she had to ask me about something [ja] but she didn’t dare to approach me [oh, really]. So she was asking her companion [ja] it was okay then that he asked me what to do [really]. Ja. So, that’s a little bit of [ja] the way they are. [ja] […] I also, what I tried, maybe that’s not the way to go for all of them, but I said [hmhm]: Just ask me, don’t be humble [hmhm] let’s do the Danish way [A slightly laughing] [ja]. (I-L: 134)
In India there is a whole set of rules of how to interact [hm] with the customer [hm] that is different. So they have to go through a certain uhm certain persons before [hm] being able to ask your questions [ja]. So we have had discussions about when they are here that this rule should not play in, because [hm] we need to have this more direct interaction and we uhm we are more focused on the speed [ja] than on the formalities of these uhm [ja] these uhm hierarchy that uhm are in the system in India [ja]. (I-K: 120) 
Both quotes indicate that the Danish leaders are aware of the cultural differences at hand that can be understood as differences in handling central processes, which according to Plum (2008: 218) “differ from company to company and from culture to culture.” Moreover, both leaders point out that they would like the Indian employees to take over the ‘Danish way of doing things’ as an attempt to solve this problem. From a Danish perspective, such a solution would be the most convenient one, especially when taking into consideration that the company is “more focused on the speed than on the formalities”.  However, both leaders had to experience that only some of the Indian employees were capable of fully adapting to the Danish management style. Arguably, trying to make the Indians fully adapt to the Danish working style takes the company more time and effort as expected, let alone the fact that this approach has proven to be quite unsuccessful. Arguably, both leaders understand the structures given by the Danish and the Indian system respectively as more or less unchangeable; at least no efforts seem to be made to create a new in-between culture or, as Plum puts it, a “shared bridge-building culture” (Plum, 2008: 50) that would accommodate both the Danish and the Indian preferences of working together.
According to theory on CI, it would be advisable to spend more time face-to-face in order to firstly, open up for exploring the various cultural codes and preferences that may be at play, and secondly, based on the aforementioned, to agree on how to work together in the group or team in question. Moreover, according to Plum (2008: 221ff) it would be desirable to agree on a common language, i.e. certain rules of intercultural communication, some of which have been outlined in a preceding section.  In addition, the group members in question have to be given time to reflect and evaluate the group’s way of communicating with each other.
In general, it can be argued that in order to establish a fruitful collaboration all parties involved have to move and try to establish common practices, a common language, and thus common codes. 
The image of consensus-oriented Danes and order-obeying Others

Closely related to the aspect of hierarchical differences is the aspect of decision-making. When asked if culture plays a role when solving simple tasks such as holding a meeting almost all interviewees argued that national backgrounds influence the way meetings are held and how decisions are made.
From a Danish perspective, the way how meetings are conducted and decisions are enacted and implemented in non-Danish environments is considered to be a top-down process where the people of highest hierarchical status hold the decision-making power.  As the following quote indicates, this Danish manager experienced the top-down approach as being more effective in the Swiss entity than in the Danish entity, where his decisions were not acted upon immediately:
[…] and I would say perhaps the cultural part when I look at Basel and at Copenhagen, that was ehm much more visible is that when implementing the tools and and ehm obeying to I would say the orders from the manager [Hm] is much more effective in Switzerland [ja] than it was here [hm]. Things really happened when I said we need this and that. I received this and that on the date, at the time and so on from the Basel entity [hm] whereas here, this is my basic location, it was always: “Hi, we can just wait”, or “after lunch” or “tomorrow. (I-K: 127)
As mentioned earlier, the reluctant reaction of the Danish workforce towards the implementation of decisions made by management can be understood as acting out a widespread auto-stereotype, which implies “that management decisions are not automatically accepted and acted upon by lower levels.” (Schramm-Nielsen, 2000: 203) Since the Danish manager in question pointed out that his ‘basic location’ was in Denmark, he most likely expected the Danish workforce to behave in the way he experienced it. Moreover, his general way of managing would meet the Danish context, which means he usually adapted a less hierarchical approach. Such an approach seemed not to show effects in Switzerland though, therefore, in order to make the Swiss entity to ‘obey his orders’, he had to change his management style “because you can feel that the responses is different [hm]. So, I have to adapt to responses, see what works here [in the Swiss entity] and what doesn’t work [hm]. So, yes” (I-K: 127). This quote also shows that this manager was aware of the cultural differences at hand, which may has been the reason for him to not transfer the Danish management style to Switzerland.
As already outlined above, structures can be understood as the form that social action takes, action that is based on a framework of meaning which in turn can be conceptualized as the interpretation of an individual’s experiences (Geertz, 1973: 145). In other words, every structure is a result of culture and thus it is a result of negotiation. Therefore, arguably hierarchical structures but also structures concerning processes such as meetings may differ from culture to culture. In terms of CI, these differences - but also similarities - have to be realized; its underlying patterns have to be understood and finally, by help of a proactive and flexible approach these differences have to be bridged in order to “establish a constructive partnership across cultural differences” (Plum, 2008: 19).
Such differences were also perceived by several Danish managers – some with multicultural background, some without – in regard to Americans who often were portrayed as arrogant and commanding. The following quotes are typical examples of how Danes perceived US-citizens:
So, uhm a week before, I was in the US with one of the marketing people [ja], we visited the American company [hmhm] and that’s a totally different culture, because they are more arrogant [hmhm]. We are we are for them [hmhm] [indicating with his hands a low position] […] There you feel like they acted a little bit like they are the master. […] the American, they are [hmhm] here [indicating a high level with his hands] and the others, Chinese and they are the people who are [indicating low standard with his hands] [ja, ja, interesting]. And it has nothing to do with that they are more skilled as such [hmhm] they just fill more [ja] they maybe have higher confidence in themselves [ja]. (I-L: 142f)
A more broader experience is the relationships for instance with the US [hmhm] is that they are very, you know, they want to be master in their own house [hm] so even though we are the mother the mother ship so to say [hm] they want to do things themselves [ja] so that’s just a long-term discussion and struggle to [ja] make them do what we want here. But they have that in their, you know, [ja] they know how things work, they know best. (I-E: 33)
Except from the feeling of being patronized which becomes quite evident from the second quote, both Danes felt treated unfairly since they perceived themselves to be as knowledgeable as the ‘Americans’. Apparently, the managers in question were fairly unable to change their cultural perspective in order to better understand the ‘American’ actions. Also, it seems that a stereotyped view of the Americans led to simple and undifferentiated explanations for certain behaviors on the American side, which may be why both managers referred to the Americans as ‘arrogant’.
What is more, the second quote illustrates that even though Radiometer Medical since 2004 is part of the US-based Danaher Corporation,
 Radiometer is viewed as the ‘mother ship’. As a consequence, the Danish manager experienced the collaboration with the US as a constant struggle, since in his eyes Radiometer Medical should be in charge. Arguably, this notion indicates that the process of acquisition has not led to the feeling of belonging on the Danish side, but rather the process seemed to have created a sensation of being oppressed by Danaher. Moreover, Danaher is linked with a fairly negative stereotype concerning ‘Americans’ which arguably hinders a fruitful collaboration. This notion has been indicated by a Danish manager with a multicultural background as outlined earlier. As pointed out above, this manager experienced the collaboration with the US as a constant struggle and thus arguably as rather difficult and time-consuming as indicated in the following quote:

[…] they [employees from Danaher, the US-based owner of Radiometer] want to do things themselves [ja] so that’s just a long-term discussion and struggle to [ja] make them do what we want here. But they have that in their, you know, [ja] they know how things work, they know best, so [ja] that’s a generality, so, I wouldn’t say we have done anything wrong [ja] but it’s just a constant struggle to make it work. (I-E: 33)

This notion seems to be widespread throughout Radiometer. According to a non-Danish manager with a multicultural background Danish colleagues often perceive visits from Danaher as surveillance, which in turn stirs up the ‘normal’ way of doing business at Radiometer, as following quote indicates:

Every time [hmhm] Danaher comes here, whichever .. whichever area they’re gonna look in or have meetings with [hmhm] I think everybody perceives it as an audit [okay] or an inspection of some kind. […] I mean everything is like: OOH and then I remember them: She is just coming for a meeting. [ja] I mean, [ja] uhm and that’s the only time I [hmhm] uhm … the company culture changes to [hmhm] something else than I’m used to. [hmhm]. (I-G: 68f)
 Thus, this manager arguably perceived a change in some of the business-related processes, such as meetings and decision-making. An explanation to why these changes occur may be that with the American representative’s prescence, Radiometer’s employees are reminded of their belonging to an American-based company. This in turn may lead them to behave according to their stereotypes concerning Americans, of which obeying orders from the superiors may have been one aspect. 

However, in the interviewee’s view the American EVP is “just coming for a meeting” and not in order to control Radiometer’s compliance to Danaher rules. This difference of perception may indicate that the Danish colleagues tend to judge the American EVP on basis of their stereotypes about Americans, some of which have been outlined above.  By employing such a perspective, the conversation partner can no longer be perceived in a neutral light, because one may no longer be motivated to sense possible cultural differences at play, as one probably is convinced to already know the cultural differences at hand.
When looking at stereotypes used by non-Danish managers concerning decision-making in a Danish context, two main images of the Danes were produced: First, the consensus-driven Dane versus the straightforward other; secondly the Dane as a person blindly believing in the Danish system. Once again these notions indicate that structures and systems are perceived as being quite fixed and unchangeable. Moreover, they are understood as an outcome of a certain national culture rather than resulting from a corporate culture. Arguably, such conceptualizations of systems my result in accepting them rather than to challenge them. These notions are exemplified by the following quotes concerning decision-making at Radiometer Denmark:

I think the uhm New Zealand Australian culture when you get into a discussion is […] to argue back and forth until you come to an agreement [ja]. The argument is like a discussion [ja] putting forward all your ideas but pushing your own ideas until everybody sort of comes to a consensus. […] In Denmark it’s more that you discuss: What do we’ve got? […] They talk very nicely [ja]. Nobody argues for a couple of, so at the end you have a very nice list of 20 different options [hmhm] and everybody agrees that you got the right options on the board [hm] and you’ve written down all of the attributes. No decision’s been made. [No] So, it’s a different style. [hmhm] That’s a cultural difference. (I-I: 100)

[…] if I start arguing for something, then for me that’s normal like I’ll fall into that by … mistake because that doesn’t work here. [ja] But I had to learn that. That was normal to me. That is not normal here. [Okay] I can easily fall into that. (Ibid.)
As the quotes indicate, certain habits are hard to break. According to theory on culture as outlined in Plum (2008), one can conceive of habits as actions based on certain preferences. These preferences can be understood as “emotional experiences, a sense of what is right and wrong, what is best and what not to like” (Plum, 2008: 197) all of which have been learned in early socialization. Therefore, what is considered normal differs across cultures and so do the structures in which social actions are performed.
As mentioned in the introduction to this section, all three topics discussed above have been expected to be addressed by the interviewees in question. The following topic of ‘organizational structure & organizational identity’ emerged quite unexpectedly however. Since the focus of this study was on culture-related issues, the organization chart played only a role insofar as it was important to detect departments where cross-cultural issues were prevalent and thus RV in the field of CI would be advisable. Therefore, prior to the interviews, the researcher had familiarized herself with the organizational structure of Radiometer, which also enabled her to better understand the interviewee’s position within Radiometer and thus, she felt  better prepared to build rapport. However, even though this topic was not expected to come up, issues addressed by the interviewees concerning Radiometer’s structure tap into aspects of CI and especially RV as they offer indications as to how far CI most likely can be developed throughout Radiometer.
Organizational Structure & Organizational Identity
Statements made regarding Radiometer’s organizational structure indicate that cultural differences were also perceived across departments, even though statements regarding national differences were by far more prevalent as has been outlined above.  In this regard, many interviewees identified themselves with a certain department within Radiometer, Denmark, whereas only a few identified themselves with the US-based Danaher group that acquired Radiometer in 2003 (www.radiometer.com).
An explanation offered was the notion that ‘geographical separation hinders to establish a common culture’ (I-K: 123). Moreover, the language-use of “us” vs. “them” was outlined as a hindrance for establishing a common identity.
In the following the most prevalent and ‘culture-loaded’ aspects in regard to organizational structure and identity will be taken up.

Who is “we” and who is “they”? Silo-thinking and Identity
Except two managers with a multicultural background (I-D; I-G) who would freely choose between their different national and/or regional cultural backgrounds respectively, all interviewees not only constructed themselves as belonging to a certain nation, but also as being part of a certain profession or function. The main tool that was utilized by the interviewees to construct their identity was language, as the binary opposition “we vs. them” was employed in order to outline and to re-inform cultural differences in question. This particular language-use was experienced as being a major obstacle for the creation of a sense of unity, as the following quote by a Danish manager indicates:
We are one team. [ja] So, my job has been mostly to try to erase this [this] ehm mindset that typically comes, because us and the others. Because this is typically […], because there is development and there is production, the others. Or there is development and there is marketing, the others. [hmhm] They do things this way, they don’t have, you know [hm] and so on [ja]. So, the managers typically try to to not add petrol to that .. line of thinking [ja], because that they so prevent to keep people in boxes or such [ja, ja]. But the more people work together, I mean, jointly around the table [hm], the less problems there are. (I-K: 129)
Arguably, a language-use as experienced in the quote above may lead to the isolation of certain groups, which is arguably also this Danish manager’s perception, when talking about ‘keeping people in boxes’ due to a certain ‘line of thinking.’ As indicated by the manager, Radiometer’s employees do not tend to view themselves as part of an overall ‘we’. Instead, they rather identify themselves with ‘smaller entities’, such as a department or project within Radiometer. This notion is also expressed by another Danish manager in regard to Radiometer’s production units:

If you go to the production facilities [hmhm], they have a different subculture. They don’t uhm … […] they have a relationship to the production facilities and their colleagues [ja] and [ja] that’s [ja] that’s their their home turf [yes]. (I-H: 75)
Arguably, with production workers not feeling to belong to Radiometer Medical as a whole one could say that a common culture in terms of coherence of meaning among Radiometer’s employees may be lacking which may complicate the establishment of a constructive collaboration across Radiometer’s departments. As stated by Alvesson & Sveningsson (2008: 40) it is fairly often though that employees rather identify themselves their department than the whole organization, which would indicate that the latter is perceived as a “more abstract and ambiguous entity”.

Which kind of consequences such a ‘lack of unity’ may have has been experienced by a Danish leader as follows:

We are at this time we now, we have been isolated more or less [hmhm]. It’s because of the structure they have at Radiometer, [ja] it’s all uhm allways uhm silo uhm [ja, I know] and we have been .. well and the prob because .. the problem or the culture is that: “This is our product and we don’t want to share our resources with [hmhm] other groups” [ja] […] [In] this project they only want their own recourses [ja] and they don’t want to borrow [ja okay] and they don’t want to share them [ja] with any others in the same company [yes] and that … that is one thing that prevents to have more contact with others .. of course there are other contacts, […] but it’s not very it’s not very often we meet and uhm [hmhm] exchange [hmhm] or solve problems together [ja, ja] so uhm. All of the time it’s [long exhale] [it’s what you wanted to say earlier: silotænkning] Ja, exactly. [hmhm] There are some attempts now trying to bring people more together to make it a little bit more cross-functional [ja] but I think it ..there is still people who resist, managers who resist to broaden it up [okay]. (I-L: 145)
According to this leader, the structures momentarily prevalent at Radiometer are perceived as a hindrance for knowledge exchange and learning. What is more, the isolation of some groups and as such the constant reconstruction of structures with help of a discourse based on binary oppositions arguably may lead to a kind of alienation of groups by ascribing them an identity different from ones own. Thus, language used in such a way as experienced by these interviewees may lead to a reconstruction of already existent stereotypes, that is, perceived differences between certain groups or departments in question become somewhat manifest and ‘real’ which in turn may hamper these groups to be integrated into the whole organization.

How language-use may hinder integration was experienced by another Danish manager in regard to the Indian subcontractors currently working at the Danish facility. From this manager’s view, the Indian subcontractor and Radiometer constitute a team, even though some of its team members may work several thousand kilometers apart from each other:

Actually I started discussing how to deal with the cultural elements between the Indian company and [hmhm] the work that we are doing here. Are there .. ways of doing things so that we actually perceive their work ehm in the right context [hmhm] […] So, you have to or my role has been to continuously try to remove in the mind of people [hm] that we are two separate entities. We are one entity and this is a team [hmhm] member, and he is located in Bangalore and this is a team member, he’s located in Copenhagen [hmhm]. (I-K: 129)
Once again, the notion of a certain mindset is articulated in relation to the perception of certain differences and as such also in relation to identity construction. 
As became evident throughout the interviews, the vast majority of the managers explicitly or implicitly uttered the whish for a change in Radiometer’s mindset. However, such a change arguably meets resistance from groups of workers but also managers that rather seem to favor the established ways of doing things, as stated by another Danish manger:

So, the seniority here in general [ja] in areas [ja] is very high. [ja] [hmhm]. And that’s a big, that’s a big culture. [hmhm] They have a big mark, [knocking with his knuckle on the table] footprint on the comp on the culture. [ja] But that’s gonna change but it takes .. a long time [yes]. So uhm it’s learning and it might not might not change as fast as I would like to uhm [hmhm] but uhm it’s a it’s an oil tanker … [meaning going very slow] Ja, you can’t just, you can’t just turn it, [ja] you can’t just stop it. And you gotta respect that [hmhm]. There is solidity and value in having an oil tanker that moves [stretching the pronunciation of this word] [ja] steady on [ja]. But you also need to have the small boats [hmhm] that can do the .. the quick attacks [yes] and find out what’s after the next turn uhm so you kind of support both of them [ja].But, you can’t sink the ship, that’s fairly important. (I-H: 79f)
In other words, whereas younger employees would like to have a far more open-minded and flexible workforce, which is able to identify itself with Radiometer as a whole, the seniority is described as being rather reluctant to change. 
Thus, both inflexible ‘mindsets’ as well as inflexible structures seem to hinder the company in developing according to the wishes of the managers interviewed. In other words, silo-thinking complicates cross-departmental collaborations. Since the different departments/units of Radiometer are perceived as having different cultures, joint projects conducted by a group of employees from different departments have – according to CI as outlined by Plum - to be understood as cross-cultural collaborations. So, even though Radiometer’s workforce is quite homogenous in terms of nationality, experiences with cross-cultural encounters could take place throughout the company, if people from different departments would work together. But this seems to be only conditionally the case. Hence, regarding the development of CI, Radiometer is blocking itself.  Its organizational structure and work processes as they are currently applied hinder people from different cultural backgrounds to interact with each other. According to Plum (2008: 242f), 
[w]hen culture is viewed as a process between people, and cultural intelligence as actual actions in a cultural encounter, the only sensible way to assess a person’s or a group’s cultural intelligence is via dialogue and interaction. […]  Such a mutually engaging process of analysis will in itself contribute to the development of the group’s cultural intelligence […].
Following this line of thought, the interviews conducted with the managers in question may have contributed to the interviewees’ but also the researcher’s development of CI. Arguably, during the cross-cultural encounter both partners have become aware of the significance of culture, simply by reflecting over its role in business. Moreover, the importance of a shared language might have become evident and by sharing experiences from different cultural encounters, new knowledge about and a new understanding of the processes at hand may have been developed. Thus this notion is in line with Carr & Kemmis’ (1986: 162) definition of action research as being 
[…] simply a form of self-reflective enquiry undertaken by participants in social situations in order to improve the rationality and justice of their own practices, their understanding of these practices, and the situations in which the practices are carried out.
VI. Conclusion - On the assurance of requisite variety in the area of cultural intelligence at Radiometer Medical ApS 

In this thesis the concept of CI as outlined by Plum (2008) in combination with the concept of RV as conceptualized by Morgan (2006) were adopted in order to disclose what it ‘realistically’ takes to ensure requisite variety in the area of cultural intelligence at Radiometer Medical. 

Thus, in this thesis CI is understood as “the ability to act appropriately in situations where cultural differences are important, and the ability to make yourself understood and to establish a constructive partnership across cultural differences” (Plum, 2008: 19). Moreover, culture is here understood as “a practice among people in a community and as a process” (Plum, 2008: 59). Thus, a constructivist view on culture is embraced. Further, such a broad conceptualization of culture indicates that people may at the same time identify themselves with different cultural fields (e.g., organizational cultures, professional cultures and national cultures) depending on the context. This notion became also evident in the interviews as sometimes one and the same interviewee with a multicultural background (I-D; I-G) would switch from one nationality to the other or would identify himself or herself as belonging to Danaher, Radiometer or simply his/her department.

Following this line of thought, one could argue that cultural differences play on various levels at Radiometer as not only different nationalities and professionals are with the company but also the organizational culture seems to vary across Radiometer’s different departments. Thus, all ‘communities’ identified by the interviewees (the different departments within Radiometer as well as the various national and professional groups) should be able to act culturally intelligent in order to work constructively across these cultural differences. Hence, Radiometer can be understood as being comprised of groups belonging to various cultural fields that all have to work together successfully to realize a beneficial outcome for Radiometer as a whole. 

To ensure such a positive outcome, the cultural groups in question have to be able to adjust to the special circumstances met at the boundary of other cultural groups. In other words, “all elements of [a given group] should embody critical dimensions of the environment with which they have to deal so that they can self-organize to cope with the demands they are likely to face” (Morgan, 2006: 109), which by Morgan is understood as the principle of RV. 
As becomes evident from the findings previously discussed in the analysis, a variety of demands come into play when having to face cross-cultural encounters. Thus, for one, all interviewees stressed the importance of being able to speak English - Radiometer’s corporate language - in order to engage with non-Danish speakers both within the company’s boundaries but also across its borders. Concerning the latter, the regional mangers interviewed indicated the need to be able to speak and understand a high level of English, and if possible some of the local languages spoken in the areas they are dealing with. Regarding the former, non-Danes working at Radiometer in Denmark who have to collaborate with Danes who are unable to speak English should try to learn Danish. One the other hand, non-English speaking Danes that have to team up with non-Danish speakers ought to learn English to establish a constructive partnership with their non-Danish speaking team-members. Nevertheless, in order to ensure RV in this area it would suffice if some of the team-members could function as interpreters. Thus, meaning sharing could be facilitated even though not all members of the two cultural groups in question share a common language. Admittedly, such a process is more time-consuming though, leaving bare the notion that realizing a corporate language can be regarded as an initiative to integrate diversity across Radiometer.

Another aspect addressed by the interviewees in relation to cultural issues was the importance of face-to-face contact including the significance of feedback. As the discussion has shown, what is considered to be an appropriate communication style depends on cultural preferences. Thus, in order to ensure RV in the area of CI in a group in question, for example the Danish software developers that have to collaborate with their Indian colleagues, some of the group members should be able to understand that certain behaviors may be culturally determined. Therefore, it would be desirable if some of the group members would be able to switch of their cultural autopilot if certain habits on their side show to inhibit a constructive collaboration. Moreover, at least one group member should possess excellent communication skills in terms of being able to move a conversation to meta-level and thus facilitating room for discussing new ways of dealing with each other. Such a discussion should then result in common rules for a variety of actions such as meetings or giving feedback.

In order to establish common ways of acting one should also be able to show a sincere interest in getting to know the other. This means, that the group or some members of the group should be aware that stereotypes of the other only partially are correct and may lead to observing the other in selective ways that confirm possible preconceptions. Thus, within a given group of employees there must be present some individuals who understand that certain preferences prevalent in another group are open for change, and not something that is possessed by each and every member of the group in question. Thus, the ‘others’ would not be forced into boxes which in turn leaves room for an impartial encounter to take place which more likely results in a beneficial collaboration for both sides.

However, as implicitly indicated by the interviewees and supported by the theory of RV, certain structures have to be in place in order to facilitate double-loop learning which enables a critical analysis of a given  groups’ underlying preferences such as for example ‘doing it the Danish way’ (I-L; I-K). Thus, if a group or members of a group would scrutinize the strategies employed when working cross-culturally, governing variables that have shown to be problematic - such as the one outlined above - could be modified to better fit ‘reality’. According to Morgan (2006: 99), “by focusing on corporate culture, information systems, structure, and roles” a group’s or organization’s ability to double-loop learning as well as self-organization, which in turn are aspects of RV, can be realized in practice. In Morgan’s view, corporate culture can be utilized as a means of assisting every employee in understanding the mission and challenge of the entire company, thus uniting the company’s members. However, as stated by Alvesson & Sveningsson (2008:39):

There are good reasons to be a bit sceptical towards the idea of an overall and uniting organizational culture. Indeed, the concept of culture is often used to refer to top management beliefs of organizational culture […] that marginalize the (sometimes contrasting) meaning creation of other groups in an organization.

This notion should be taken seriously, since a unifying organizational culture which is imposed on organizational members may be experienced as an act of control and patronization from the side of top-management as several interviewees (I-E; I-G; I-H) indicated in regard to the change of Radiometer’s corporate culture after having become a member of the US-based Danaher group. At any rate, the management philosophy of Kaizen which is currently employed throughout the Danaher group arguably encourages the possibility of double-loop learning and therefore can be considered an asset for the assurance of RV in the area of CI.

Furthermore, according to Morgan (2006: 99ff) the development of appropriate information systems that can be accessed from almost anywhere enables every organizational member to participate in the creation of organizational intelligence. Even though the development of CI is based on cross-cultural encounters in action, aspects of the very concept, such as for example the ‘Checklist for the three dimensions of CI’ suggested by Plum (2008: 238ff) could thus be made available to everybody.

Lastly, in the context of CI, Morgan’s notion of broadly defined roles within teams may be of use. In other words, concerning CI the individuals comprising a given team should be “trained in multiple skills so that they are interchangeable and can function in a flexible, organic way” (Morgan, 2006: 103). Following this line of thought, all group members should be given the possibility of enhancing his or her cross-cultural skills by, for example, attending training courses on culture, language or communication. On the other hand, in order to ensure multiple skills relevant in the context of CI being displayed on group level, individuals with particular skills that the group might be lacking could be incorporated into the group in order to deal with the cultural situation at hand. According to three managers (I-D; I-E; I-J), at times such an approach is chosen by Radiometer in order to match its cultural environment’s complexity.

As indicated by one of Radiometer’s managers prior to this thesis, and several managers during the interviews, cross-cultural encounters are experienced as challenging and at times cause misunderstandings which may lead to rather negative results. Thus, it would be more than desirable for these managers to “be familiar with the dynamics of cultural encounters in order for them to handle challenging encounters and to promote constructive relations among different cultures” (Plum, 2008: 54).
In sum, on basis of the analysis there are several recommendations that can be given in order for Radiometer to ensure RV in the area of CI, which is enabling the  company to draw from a pool of diverse highly qualified personnel in terms of meeting the cultural complexity it has to face when working cross-culturally.

First and foremost, culture should be taken more seriously; the awareness of the importance culture plays in the work environment should be enhanced. Thus, it should be acknowledged that employees who work across cultures not only ought to have particular professional or technical skills, but also sufficient cultural skills. Consequently, concerning personnel that most likely have to engage in cross-cultural settings, it would be advantageous to examine their CI by identifying - very broadly speaking - how culture is spoken about, how cultural differences are understood, how motivated they are to achieve a constructive partnership across cultures, and what communication skills they dispose of. All these aspects are of great importance in detecting and addressing problems caused by cultural differences.

Second, it is important to identify the areas where cultural differences may play a role. In this regard, it is quite obvious, that employees in Sales, Global R&D, and Marketing have to collaborate across (national) cultures. However, as cultural differences are also to be found across professions and departments, in any cross-professional team or project-group issues resulting from cultural differences could come up.  

Third, if individual employees or a group of employees that have to work cross-culturally lack cultural skills, such as cultural understanding, language or communicative skills, courses should be offered in order to enhance the given group’s abilities to work successfully across cultures. In regard to a course on culture, it is important to hire consultants who understand culture as a process of negotiation between social actors. Consultants who employ a stereotyped based approach to this concept will most probably be of hindrance to Radiometer’s ability to encourage beneficial cross-cultural encounters. 

Fourth, concerning communication in general, Radiometer should invest more time and money in face-to-face contacts, including videoconferences, as such approaches to cross-cultural encounters have shown to pay off in the long run. Following this line of thought, it would be advisable to enhance personal contact within Radiometer as well. Work routines should leave room for employees to learn from each other’s cultures, thus encouraging new thinking in the organization. As a consequence, working in cross-professional teams or cross-cultural networks will enhance the employees’ CI.

Last, as not all employees who work cross-culturally can dispose of every skill necessitated by the particular context, Radiometer should encourage the mobility of particularly culturally skilled employees throughout the company.  These individuals could assist a given group with a cross-cultural encounter in the event this group lacks sufficient cultural skills. However, such a step would imply that a) the person in question is aware of his/her skills, b) management or the group in question is aware of the group’s insufficient cultural skills, and c) management, the organizational structure and the person in question support such a step.

All in all, Radiometer should facilitate the learning of CI, as cross-cultural encounters have been shown to take place throughout Radiometer. With the exception of production, employees in all other departments could be found who work across national cultures. However, as the findings indicate even some of the production workers have to be able to act across cultures since they are in collaboration with other departments, such as R&D and Marketing for example. Based on the findings, it would therefore be advisable to ensure the development of CI for those employees, project-groups or teams that can be identified as working cross-culturally. Steps that could be taken may include, but are not restricted to, hiring a CI consultant, enhance cross-cultural contacts by utilization of networks, job exchanges, and other forms of cross-cultural collaborations. In addition it is advisable to provide appropriate cultural, language and communication training as well as the availability of an information system with relevant information on culture, which could include simple reminders or  ‘checklists’ for all employees.

As this thesis indicates, it would be advantageous for Radiometer to ensure requisite variety in the area of CI. Therefore a re-prioritizing of resources and subsequent focus on CI could result in an enormous pay-off in the long run. 

VII. Perspectives

This study reveals the role that culture plays at Radiometer Medical ApS, and how the company’s employees experience cross-cultural encounters in their daily work. To gain insight into the employee’s experiences, the fairly new concept of Cultural Intelligence (CI) as conceptualized by Plum (2007; 2008) was applied.

According to Plum (2008: 19), “Cultural intelligence (CI) is the ability to act appropriately in situations where cultural differences are important […].” In her theory she employs a rather broad understanding of culture which is based on a constructivist paradigm (Plum, 2008: 55). This approach to the concept of culture alongside the conceptualization of CI as an interrelated system of three dimensions are the strengths of the theory, in my opinion.

The greatest advantage to applying this conceptualization of culture is that it opens up for the awareness that misunderstandings in communication not only arise due to cultural differences in nationality but also profession, age and gender, for example. In the context of this study, however, Plum’s approach has limited practicability in spite of or merely because of its broad concept of culture. If one were to conceptualize Radiometer’s entire workforce as one ‘community’, each time Radiometer hired a ‘foreigner’ Radiometer’s culture would have to be negotiated again. Such an approach I consider to be unfeasible.

Nevertheless, when investigating smaller entities and their ability to work cross-culturally the concept of CI as outlined by Plum offers new perspectives in terms of understanding the underlying dynamics of cultural encounters. Also, it offers guidelines for the successful handling of such encounters.

Concerning the research process, it would have been advantageous to choose an additional method of data collection – one that better allows for the observation of CI in practice. Thus, data based on participant observation would have made an excellent contribution to answer the research question of what it takes to realistically ensure RV in the area of IC. 

In order to better understand the challenges employees of international companies have to face in terms of cross-cultural interactions, field work should be conducted. As research pertaining to CI has yet to enter business literature, this study can be seen as an early contribution to the knowledge of CI in the context of a globally represented company.
VIII. References

Encyclopedias:

· Brockhaus Enzyklopädie in vierundzwanzig Bänden. Neunzehnte völlig neu bearbeitete Auflage. Mannheim: F.A. Brockhaus

Books:

· Aarup Jensen, A. (1995) “Defining Intercultural Competence: a discussion of its essential components and prerequisites” in: Sercu, L. [eds.] Intercultural Competence: a new challenge for language teachers and trainers in Europe, Aalborg: Aalborg University Press, pp: 41-52
· Abercrombie, N.; Hill, S.; & Turner, B. S. (1984) Dictionary of sociology. Harmondsworth, UK: Penguin.

· Argyris, C.; & Schön, D. (1978) Organizational learning: A theory of action perspective, Reading, Mass: Addison Wesley.

· Adler, N.; Bartholomew, S. (1992) “Globalization and Human Resource Management” in: A.M. Rugman and A. Verbeke (eds.) Research in Global Strategic Management: Corporate Response to Change, Greenwich, CT: JAI Press, pp: 179-201.
· Alvesson, M. (1995) Cultural Perspectives on Organizations. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
· Alvesson, M.; Sveningsson, S. (2008) Changing Organizational Culture: Cultural change work in progress. London & New York: Routledge.
· Alvesson, M.; Willmott, H. [eds.] (2003) studying management critically. London: Sage.
· Ashby, W.R. (1956) An Introduction to Cybernetics. London: Chapman & Hall.
· Beechler, S.; Levy, O.; Taylor, S.; Boyacigiller, N. (2004) “Does It Really Matter If Japanese MNCs Think Globally?” in: A. Bird and T. Roehl (eds.) Japanese Firms in Transition: Responding to the Globalization Challenge. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press, pp: 265-292.
· Bennett, M.J. [eds.] (1998) Basic Concepts of Intercultural Communication. Selective Readings. Boston: Intercultural Press.
· Bjerke, B. (1999) Business Leadership and Culture. National Management Styles in the Global Economy. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.
· Bryman, A. (2004) Social Research Methods. 2nd ed. New York: Oxford University Press.

· Byram, M.; Nichols, A.; Stevens, D. [eds.] (2001) Developing Intercultural Competence in Practice. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.
· Byrne, D. (1971) The attraction paradigm. New York: Academic Press. 

· Campbell, D. T.; Stanley, J. C. (1966) Experimental and quasi-experimental designs for Research. Chicago: Rand McNally.
· de Vaus, D. (2002) Analyzing social science data 50 key problems in data analysis. London: Sage
· Earley, P.C.; Ang, S.; Tan, J.S. (2006) Developing Cultural Intelligence at Work. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
· Earley, P.C.; Ang, S. (2003) Cultural Intelligence: Individual interactions across cultures. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
· Geertz, G. (1973) The interpretation of cultures. New York: Basic Books
· Gertsen, M.C. (1990) Fjernt fra Danmark. Interkulturel 
kompetence i teori og praksis. København: Handelshøjskolens 
Forlag

· Giles, H.; Smith, P. (1979) “Accommodation Theory: Optimal Levels of Convergence” in: Giles, H; St. Clair, R.N. [eds.] Language and Social Psychology, Baltimore, MD: University Park Press, pp: 45-63
· Gullestrup, H. & Lorentsen, A.[eds.] (1996) Interkulturel kompetence – bidrag fra et forskningsseminar. Sprog og Kulturmøde 16. Aalborg: Center for Sprog og Interkulturelle Studier
· Hofstede, G. (1980) Culture’s Consequences: International Differences in Work-Related Values. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage

· Hofstede, G. (1991) Cultures and Organizations: Software of the Mind. London: McGraw Hill

· Kleppestø, S. (1993) Kultur och Identitet vid företagsuppköp och fusioner. Stockholm: Nerenius & Santérus
· Kvale, S., & Brinkmann, S. (2008). InterViews. Second Edition: Learning the Craft of Qualitative Research Interviewing. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications
· Kvale, S. (1996) Interviews. London: Sage
· Morgan, G. (2006) Images of Organization. London: Sage

· Morgan, G. (1997) Images of Organization. London: Sage

· Plum, E. (2008) CI: Cultural Intelligence: The art of leading cultural complexity. London: Middlesex University Press.
· Plum, E. (2007b) KI: Kulturel intelligens. København: Børsens Forlag 
· Schein, E. (1985) Organizational Culture and Leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

· Schramm-Nielsen, J. (2000) “Management in Denmark“ in: Warner, M. [eds.] Management in Europe. UK: Thomson Learning Business Press

· Sternberg, R.J.; Kaufman, J.C., & Grigorenko, E.L. (2008) Applied intelligence. Cambridge : Cambridge University Press

· Strauss, A. M., & Corbin, J. (1990) Basics of qualitative research. Newbury Park, CA: Sage
· Søderberg, A.-M.; Vaara, E. (2003) Merging across borders: People, Cultures and Politics. Copenhagen: Copenhagen Business School

· Thomas, D.C.; Inkson, K. (2004) Cultural Intelligence: People skills for global business. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler

· Ting-Toomey, S. (1999) Communicating across cultures. New York: Guilford

· Trompenaars, F. (1993) Riding the Waves of Culture: Understanding Culture and Diversity in Business. London: Nicholas Brealey

· Yin, R. K. (2003) Case Study Research: Design and Methods. London: Sage

Journals:

· Arora, A., Jaju, A., Kefalas, A.G., Perenich, T. (2004) “An exploratory analysis of global managerial mindsets: a case of US textile and apparel industry”, Journal of International Management, 10(3): 393-411
· Ang, S.; Van Dyne, L.; Koh, C. (2006) ”Personality Correlates fo the Four-Factor Model of Cultural Intelligence”, Group & Organization Management, 31(1): 100-123
· Ang, S.; Van Dyne, L.; Koh, C. ; Ng, K.Y.; Templer, K.J.; Tay, C. et al. (2007) “Cultural Intelligence: Its Measurement and Effects on Cultural Judgement and Decision Making, Cultural Adaptation and Task Performance”, Management and Organization Review, 3(03): 335-371
· Deardorff, D. K. (2006) “The Identification and Assessment of Intercultural Competence as a Student Outcome of Internationalization”, Journal of Studies in International Education, 10(3): 241-266
· Diamond, J. (1996) “The roots of radicalism”. The New York Review of Books, 43(18): 4-6.

· Earley, P.C. (2002) “Redefining interactions across cultures and organizations: Moving forward with cultural intelligence”, Research in Organizational Behavior, 24: 271-299.
· Earley, P.C.; Mosakowski, E. (2004) “Cultural intelligence”, Harvard Business Review, 82(10): 139-146.
· Earley, P.C.; Peterson, R.S. (2004) “The Elusive Cultural Chameleon: Cultural Intelligence as a New Approach to Intercultural Training for the Global Manager”, Academy of Management Learning and Education, 3(1): 100-115. 
· Flyvbjerg, B. (2006) “Five misunderstandings about Case- Study Research”, Qualitative Inquiry, 12(2): 219-245.

· Francis, J.N.P. (1991) “When in Rome? The Effects of Cultural Adaptation on Intercultural Business Negotiations”, Journal of International Business Studies, 22(3): 403-428

· Gupta, A. K. & Govindarajan V. (2002) “Cultivating a global mindset”, Academy of Management Executive,16(1): 116-126

· Kittler, M.G.; Rygl, D.; Puce, T.D. (2009) “Kulturelle Intelligenz, Distanz und Anpassung von Führungskräften im Ausland“, Zeitschrift für Management, 4: 29-52

· Krefting, L.A.; Kirby, S.L.; & Krzystofiak, F.J. (1997) “Managing Diversity as a Proxy for Requisite Variety: Risks in Identity-Conscious Inclusion and Pressures to Conform”, Journal of Management Inquiry, 6(4): 376-389.
· Levy, O., Beechler, S., Taylor, S., Boyacigiller, N. A. (2007) “What we talk about when we talk about 'global mindset: Managerial cognition in multinational corporations”, Journal of International Business Studies, 38(2): 231-258.
· Paul, H. (2000) “Creating a mindset”, Thunderbird International Business Review, 42(2): 187 - 200.
· Rose, R.C.; Kumar Subramaniam, N. (2008) “A Review on Individual Differences and Cultural Intelligence”, The Journal of International Social Research, 1(4): 504-522

· Sternberg, R.J. (1997) “The concept of intelligence and its role in lifelong learning”, American Psychologist, 52: 1030-1037.
· Søderberg, A.-M.; Holden, N. (2002) ”Rethinking Cross Cultural Management in a Globalizing Business World”, International Journal of Cross Cultural Management, 2(1): 103-121.

· Templer, K.J.; Tay, C.; & Chandrasekar, N.A. (2006) ”Motivational Cultural Intelligence, Realistic Job Preview, Realistic Living Conditions Preview, and Cross-Cultural Adjustment”, Group & Organization Management, 31(1): 154-173.

· Thomas, D.C.; Stahl, G.; Ravlin, E.C.; Poelmans, S.; Pekerti, A.; Maznevski, M.; Lazarova, M.B.; Elron, E.; Ekelund, B.Z.; Cerdin, J.-L.; Brislin, R.; Aycan, Z.; & Au, K. (2008) “Cultural Intelligence: Domain and Assessment”, International Journal of Cross Cultural Management, 8(2): 123-143

· Thomas, D.C. (2006) “Domain and Development of Cultural Intelligence: The Importance of Mindfulness”, Group & Organization Management, 31(1): 78-99
Online References:

· Carr, W. and Kemmis, S. (1986) Becoming Critical. Education, knowledge and action research. Lewes: Falmer IN: Smith, M. K. (1996; 2001, 2007) 'Action research', the encyclopedia of informal education, www.infed.org/research/b-actres.htm.

· Silverman, D. (2001) Interpreting Qualitative Data – Methods for Analyzing Talk, Text and Interaction, Sage Publications, online.
· Plum, E. (2007a) Cultural Intelligence - A concept for bridging and benefiting from cultural differences. Retrieved online at:
http://iloapp.culturalintelligence.org/blog/www?ShowFile&doc=1237224822.pdf [15.5.2009]

· www.danaher.com

· www.radiometer.com
· www.radiometer.com/organization

· www.talkculture.dk

Newspaper article 

· Govindarajan, V., Gupta, A.K. (1998) Success is all in the mindset. , Mastering Global Business supplement Financial Times, February 27, p. 2. Retrieved online from Proquest

http://proquest.umi.com.zorac.aub.aau.dk/pqdweb?did=26700693&sid=2&Fmt=3&clientId=11561&RQT=309&VName=PQD



Can I do the right thing?





Am I motivated to do something here?
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Principle 2: The Importance of Redundancy
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� In the following abbreviated with Radiometer.


� More information about this project can be found at http://www.talkingculture.aau.dk/index.php


� For abbreviations of interviewees see section III: The Interviewees


� Exhibit 3.1 in section III: Data Analysis provides an overview on the codes used in the transcripts and thus in the quotes stated in this section.


� When investigating Radiometer’s website, this fact only becomes obvious when one accesses the link called ‘organization’ at http://www.radiometer.com/organization. 
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