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“Not all multilingual teams are created equal”:
Conceptualizing language diversity management

Abstract:

Language diversity is an inherent aspect of intgwnal work, and multinational
companies have been described as multilingual camtras by definition. Recent research
has made progress in demonstrating the ways inhwlaiiguage diversity can affect teams
and organizations by significantly influencing coomcation and knowledge-sharing, group
dynamics, and power relations, all pointing to mieeessity of organizations taking a strategic
approach to language management. However, curesearch does not tell us much about
which team language management practices are mifsttiee for specific team
configurations and organizational contexts. The afnthis paper is to contribute to fill this
knowledge gap through a review of literature inesrth build a conceptual model which lays
groundwork for studying the connections betweenudtiimgual team’s characteristics, the
processes by which the team overcomes or deals lanmdjuage barriers, and the team’s
performance.

Language diversity can be compared with other kifddiversity, differences among
individuals which can play a role in organizationatcomes. We first examine the concept of
language diversity and language management thrihgglens of diversity literature.

Teams can differ significantly in terms of theirpase, their composition, the ways in
which they interact, the duration of their colladtoon, the institutional context in which they
are embedded. Specific to multilingual teams isrtbgon of team language configuration, a
secondary contribution of this paper, that is tg, dhe number of native and “foreign”
languages present, team members’ proficiency amgkrence in using them, and their
attitudes toward language use. We suggest that stgaenform better when language
management practices are aligned with team chaistate and contexts.

Anchored in diversity theory as well as in reseasohmulticultural teams and in the
growing body of work on language diversity in imational management, this article then
proposes a conceptual model. We have aimed toaeeeiodel that, when followed up with
empirical studies will lead us to better understabjdwhether certain language management
practices are best suited to particular typesarhte in particular institutional contexts 2) how
it is that some teams handle language diversityeneffiectively and with a greater degree of
satisfaction than others. This knowledge is impuri&research is to support team leaders
and organizations in effective management of ngfilal teams.

Key words: teams, language management, language diversijtilingual, international

management



1. INTRODUCTION

Language diversity is an inherent aspect of integwnal work, and multinational
companies have been described as multilingual camties by definition (Luo & Shenkar,
2006). Recent research has demonstrated the wayhiah language diversity can affect
teams and organizations by significantly influegcocommunication and knowledge-sharing
(Welch & Welch, 2008; Buckley, Carter, Clegg & T&05), group dynamics (Henderson,
2005; Lauring & Selmer, 2010) and power relatioviagra, Tienari, Piekkari & Santti, 2005;
Neeley, 2013). International business scholars ,havehe past 15 years, provided rich
descriptions of the practices individuals and orz@tions put into place to overcome
language barriers at work (Feely & Harzing, 20@3se studies have brought to light some
of the strategic approaches to language diversapagement that multinational companies
have used from a laissez-faire approach which allemployees to adapt their choice of
language to the task at hand (Fredriksson, BarasrfRssen & Piekkari, 2006; Barmeyer &
Mayrhofer, 2009) to the policy of adopting a comn{oational) language to be used in an
organization, a policy whose implementation can stitute a complex process of
organizational change which fundamentally influendbe institutional context and the
relationships within it (Vaara et al, 2005; Neel@@13). At the level of the team, recent
research results have promoted the benefits oftedpa common language, often English, in
the interest of team cohesion (Lauring & Selmerl@®@0and the formation of team trust
(Tenzer, Pudelko & Harzing, 2014).

While the adoption of a common language perhaps apggar as the only feasible
option for a highly language diverse group workiogether long-term on a regular basis,
there are other cases in which team characteristick organizational contexts make the
adoption of one language, such as English, as ensxe common language a less obvious
managerial option. This could be due to the dispami language skills (as demonstrated in a
guantitative study by Barner-Rasmussen & Aarnid,130to the linguistic make-up of the
team or the organizational context. Consider, faangple, an international marketing team
comprised of a majority of native French speakeds@ne native English speaker. According
to the state of the art of international managemesearch on language diversity, what
recommendations would we have for this team aagdanguage management? Should team
members adopt a common language for all written@atlcommunication, no matter what
the context? And if so, which one, French or Emdli$f the correct answer is “it depends”,

our response, and the main focus of this papenisyhat does it depend?



Teams can differ significantly in terms of theirj@ttives, their ways of interacting,
the duration of their collaboration, the institutad context in which they are embedded, and
their language configuration, that is to say, thenher of native and “foreign” languages
present and the team members’ proficiency and exper in using them. Current research
does not yet tell us much about which language gemant practices both at the
interpersonal and organizational level are bededuo a particular team configuration. This
knowledge is important if research is to suppoairitdeaders and organizations in effective
management of multilingual teams.

Anchored in diversity theory as well as in reseasohmulticultural teams and in the
growing body of work on language diversity in imational management, this article
proposes a conceptual model which lays the groundvior studying the connections
between a multilingual team’s characteristics, d#hganizational context in which the team
works, the processes the team uses to navigataidgegdifferences, and the team’s
performance. We are interested in developing a itbdé when followed up with empirical
studies which lead us to better understand: 1) dnetertain language management practices
are best suited to particular types of teams, aritb@ it is that some teams handle language
diversity more effectively and with a greater degod satisfaction than others. A secondary
contribution is the development of the notion dntelanguage configuration as one of its
characteristics.

The paper is organized as follows. First, we revieww distinct bodies of literature
which both include key concepts related to mulglial teamwork: literature on team
diversity (1) and literature on multilingualism anganizations and language management (2).
Then, we connect these bodies of literature ansiepteour model of multilingual teams (3).

1. LITERATURE REVIEW ON TEAM DIVERSITY

In our effort to conceptualize multilingualism amtjuage diversity, we first propose a
review of some of the key contributions to divergheorizing in management science and
organizational behavior research. Over the laste¥0s, the topic of diversity has grown into
an expansive area of management as much for acadeseiarch as for practitioners. Central
to investigations in this area of research is thenection between diversity and performance
in an organization.

An early finding in the research is that the dinedationship, whether it be a positive
or negative one, between diversity and companyeamt performance is impossible to
establish. Milliken and Martins (1996) reviewecktdture published from 1989 to 1994 on

4



diversity and its consequences. They came to thelasion that various types of diversity
have short and long term consequences for indilsdggoups and organizations (Milliken
and Martins, 1996).

After Milliken and Martins’ seminal article, a fivgear study conducted by the
Diversity Research Network set out to test businesse arguments in four large firms
(Kochan, Bezrukova, Ely, Jackson, Joshi, Jehn, &ebi& Levine, 2003). The findings 1)
confirmed the idea that a direct relationship betwdiversity and organizational performance
was difficult to establish and 2) affirmed that thelationship was moderated by the
organizational context, that is to say, organizatloculture, business strategy and human
resource policies and practices. Their input-preesutput model of the effects of diversity
has become the basis for a considerable amountbseguent research on diversity, including
the model of language diversity in this paper, ipgtforward the idea that whether diversity
has positive or negative outcomes for an orgaminadr team depends on the organizational

culture and how diversity is managed. Their framewe represented in figure 1.

Figure 1: The framework of analysis of the effectsf diversity by Kochan et al. (2003)

Organizational Context

Organizational Culture
Business Strategy
Human Resource Policies and Practices

Diversity »  Group/ Team Processes > Qutcomes
Cultural Communications Performance

Demographic Conflict Satisfaction
Technical Cohesion Turnover
Cognitive Information

Creativity

The two seminal articles cited above (Milliken & Nlas, 1996; Kochan et al. 2003)
made fundamental contributions to our understandinthe relationship between diversity
and performance in organizations. In addition, ttaey other authors, have furthered work on
types of diversity with the assumption that varidirsds of diversity will affect functioning

and ultimately performance differently.



Milliken and Martins (1996) make the distinctiontlveen two types of diversity:
observable attributes and underlying attributesis Tdtistinction is later referred to by
Harrison, Price and Bell (1998) as surface- angpdeec! diversity. They look at the impact
over time of these two types of diversity on soaiégration and find that “the length of time
group members worked together weakened the effettsurface-level diversity and
strengthened the effects of deep-level diversitygemip members had the opportunity to
engage in meaningful interactions” (Harrison, Péc&ell, 1998: 96). We will discuss this
distinction with regard to language diversity irctsen 2.

Horwitz and Horwitz (2007) make a similar distimctiin a meta-analysis on diversity
outcomes in teams, conceptualizing diversity dseeibio-demographic (similar to observable
or surface-level diversity) or task-related diverssuch as differences in functional expertise,
education, and organizational tenure. Their findsthat task-related diversity plays a larger
(and positive) role in group functioning and menitore managerial attention that bio-
demographic diversity.

The concept of diversity addresses various asp#ctiifferences between team or
organizational members. Scholars rarely give aigeedefinition of diversity. To improve
clarity of further research, Harrison and Klein @Z) proposed a three-part diversity
construct: diversity as separation, variety or digg. Definitions are given for these in the
table below and these constructs are examinedeiurth our characterization of language

diversity.
Table 1: Diversity constructs (Harrison & Klein, 2007)
Diversity Type Description
Separation Composition of differences in position or opinian@g unit members,
P primarily of value, belief, or attitude; disagrearer opposition
: Composition of differences in kind, source, or gatg of relevant knowledge or
Variety . : o T .
experience among unit members; unique or distiaétiformation
Di . Composition of differences in proportion of sogralalued assets or resources
isparity

held among unit members; inequality or relativeceriration

In the interest of anchoring the concept of langudiyersity in the extensive extant
academic work on diversity in general, we have eeed some of the key contributions,

including the elements that mediate and moderaterdhationship between diversity and



performance and the distinction among the varioumlsk of diversity that exist. These

contributions are highlighted in the table below:

Table 2: Summary of several key contributions on diersity

Article Contribution

Diversity has short-term consequences including ecdiffe,
cognitive, symbolic and communication-related efeand to long-

- _ term consequences on performance at individual,ugrer
Milliken & Martins, 1996 organizational levels.

Differentiation between types of diversity: obsdneaattributes vs.
underlying attributes

The length of time a group works together lessémseffects of
Harrison, Price & Bell, 1998 surface-level diversity and increases the effedtsdeep-level
diversity on social integration.

Study by the Diversity Research Network, demonisigatthe
moderating effects of organizational context and thediating
effects of team processes on the relationshipsd@twliversity and
performance.

Kochan et al., 2003

SWOT analysis of literature, providing multilevehimework for

Jackson et al., 2003 understanding the dynamics of diversity

Study on diversity in teams demonstrates that takited diversity
Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007 is more significantly related to performance tham-demographic
diversity.

Conceptualization of diversity as one of three $ypseparation,

Harrison & Klein, 2007 . . .
variety, disparity

2. LITERATURE REVIEW ON MULTILINGUALISM IN ORGANIZATIO NS
We will now turn to the second body of review whighl help us answer our research
guestion, which is literature on multilingualism @amganizations. In a first sub-section, we
relate multilingualism to the literature on divéysiand define multilingualism as language
diversity. In a second subsection, we review litg@ on language management in

organizations.

a. MULTILINGUALISM AS LANGUAGE DIVERSITY
The notion of “language diversity” merits some ifleation for several reasons. First,
language diversity often refers ambiguously to differences in native languages and/or
differences in languages used in an organizatieco&dly, the notion of language diversity
does often but not always refer exclusively or exiy to national languages. Finally, it is
7



important to note that not all academics interestethis area of research employ the term
“diversity” to describe a multilingual group. Foorae, the terms “language differences”
(Welch, Welch & Piekkari, 2005) or “multilingual’re@ used without mention of “diversity,” a
term that carries with it an implicit reference lerge body of writing in academia (in
management and organizational sciences but alsb beslond in law, human rights,
environmental sciences). Here we take a closer ddhese semantic issues.

While rarely defined explicitly in the literaturhe notion of “language diversity” in
international management research is most oftetidithp consistent with one or both of the
definitions. Lauring and Selmer put forth in th2@10 article on common language and group
cohesiveness. For the purposes of that study, cbageptualize language diversity as “the
presence of a multitude of speakers of differenional languages in the same work group”
(Lauring & Selmer, 2010: 269). They give a secormdinition of language diversity as
“associated with the number of languages spokeherorganization” (2010: 270). This is an
important distinction to clarify. This means thahg§uage diversity is both a function of the
number of native languages represented by the treambers, and, as people can speak more
than one language, as a function of the numbeamjuages that are actually used among
those members in the context of their work in #ent.

Some authors, such as Henderson (2005) and Geo2691) argue that the
challenges that language diversity poses to comgation and building team rapport are
rooted in the fact that we have expectations aboguistic performance that are related to
our native languages, and that, according to Lguaind Selmer’s (2010) first definition, a
common language does not indeed reduce the langligysity of a group or the difficulties
associated with it. However, in the case that laggudiversity is conceptualized according to
Lauring and Selmer’'s (2010) second definition, las mumber of languages actually used,
organizations or teams that adopt a common languaged thereby reduce the degree of
diversity in a group. The notion of greater or égsgegree of diversity is important to keep in
mind when we consider one element of diversity mgangent to be the deliberate design of
work groups with a requisite level of diversity fitre task at hand (Bartel-Radic & Lesca,
2011).

The focus of these two definitions is on natiormduages. There are other types of
language diversity which researchers have takem ¢onsideration. In the same way that
Cheuvrier (2012) describes layers of culture inarteas national/political, culture related to
one’s profession, and corporate culture, languagebe defined by other categorization than

national languages. For example, in a paper onukgg and international management
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processes, Welch, Welch, and Piekkari (2005) detbnly with “foreign languages” but also
three layers of language: everyday spoken/writaagliage, technical language, and company
speak. Other researchers have taken a closer tothle dorm the company language takes,
regardless of the national language in which xpressed. In this vein, Brannen and Doz
(2012) describe a company’s language in terms sofiégrees of contextual specificity or
conceptual abstraction, linking it to a companyiategic agility. While much of the research
on language diversity focuses on national languagés useful to keep in mind these other
notions of language difference as they may be &ayntderstanding how diversity of national
languages constitute more of a challenge for seams$ than for others.

For the purposes of this paper we note four netiaated to language diversity or
differences in language that can be observed iamzgtions and groups:

Table 3: Notions of language diversity or differene

Authors

Language diversity as the presence of a multitudepeakers of

different national languages in the same work group Lauring & Selmer, 2010

Language diversity as associated with the numbemaifonal Lauring & Selmer, 2010
languages spoken in the organization

Differences in various layers of language: everysagken/written \ye|ch, Welch, & Piekkari, 2005
language, technical language, and company speak

Differing degrees of contextual specificity or ceptual abstraction Brannen & Doz, 2012
in an organization’s corporate language

With these four definitions, we now turn to thektasf anchoring the concept of
language diversity in the larger context of divierdheory as it was reviewed in section 1.
Research on language diversity in management ssehas been criticized as being “a-
theoretical and fragmented” (Harzing & Pudelko, 201Anchoring work on language
diversity in the larger context of diversity thepgs we make an effort to do in this paper,
might very well be key to providing interesting apcbductive avenues for future research
which will inform not only the work on multilinguarganizations but also, in turn, contribute

to diversity theory.



The central question we might ask is, what kindigérsity is language diversity? Let
us return to Millikin and Martins’ (1996) distinotn of diversity as observable diversity or
underlying attributes.
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Table 4: Observable and underlying attributes of dversity (Milliken & Martins, 1996)

Description

Visible differences, particularly likely to evokesponses that are
Observable attributes due directly to biases, prejudices, or stereotypes, nationality,
gender, age.

Differences in values, in skills and knowledgecamort

Underlying attributes membership

The authors state that some kinds of diversity immlerlap these categories, and
language diversity is an example of a kind of ditgrthat does not fit neatly into one
category or the other. Language differences areepéible as soon as someone communicates
in speaking or writing. Listeners will notice whitiinguage a person is speaking and, with
varying degrees of accuracy, whether a persométige speaker or not and what their degree
of proficiency depending on their accent and lefejrammatical and syntactical mastery. At
the same time, language can certainly be considerde a skill, one that is connected to
one’s professional and personal background, andynaspects of the speaker’'s language
experience can only be observed over a period tehebed interaction, such as the mastery of
vocabulary in a particular subject area. Also hi ¢xtent that a language can be connected to
a particular way of thinking and seeing reality dhdt people can have values related to the
use of particular languages, it can also be corsiden underlying attribute.

In what is perhaps a clearer distinction, we can to the diversity constructs of
Harrison and Klein (2007), evoked in section 1¢xamine the ways in which language
diversity functions as variety, separation andiepdrity. Harrison and Klein assert that
“diversity of age, sex, race, tenure, and educatamall be, and have been, conceptualized as
separation, variety, or disparity” (2007: 1215)eVlyive the example of how gender as one
kind of diversity can be construed as 1) separatiarihen researchers imply that gender
differences reflect opposing beliefs about teantgss, 2) variety — when researchers
suggests that men and women hold differing cachksawledge, and 3) disparity — when
researchers focus on the power differences amomgame women. We follow in this
example, asserting that language diversity caridzbesi from each of these three
perspectives. In the table below, we summarizedmstruct according to Harrison and Klein,
propose a corresponding description for languagersity, give a description of what this
might look like in teams, and finally suggest a fexamples of research in which we consider
that the scholars conceptualize language diveirsityis way, perhaps not exclusively but at

least in part.
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Table 5: Diversity constructs (based on Harrison &Klein, 2007) applied to language diversity

Examples of research

Diversity . ) ) Description and g _
T Meaning and Synonyms Language diversity constructs _ addressing this language
ype examples in teams diversity construct
N _ _ ) Degree of language diversity is a
Composition of differences in attitudes function of difference in attitudes )
and values related to language use (eXabout language use. Ex. Group Lauring & Selmer, 2010
attitudes about multilingualism, members have differing attitudes ~ Lauring & Selmer, 2012
common language adoption, the use ofahout the de facto or explicit Steyaert, Ostendorp, &
specific languages, and language imposition of a particular common G aibrois. 2010 ’
prOflClel:’lcy as a reflection of |anguage or about the use of !
Composition of differences in position Professional competency). “foreign” languages in general in the Vaara et al, 2005
. or opinion among unit members, workplace.
Separation T ; _ ) _
primarily of value, belief, or attitude;  composition of differences consideringThe greater the difference among the
disagreement or opposition languages as structuring mental represented languages in a team, they | i1 o Capdevila, 2012
frameworks through which reality is ~ greater the degree of language
viewed. diversity. Difference between Henderson, 2005
languages can be considered as Brannen & Doz, 2012
“I|_ngwst|c Q|stance” or as the Zander, Mockaitis & Harzing,
difference in language structure and 2011
its influence on communication
practices.
Degree of language diversity is a
function of the number of native and
secondary languages represented in
Composition of differences in kind, = Composition of differences of the group and the varying degrees OfWe|Ch & Welch. 2008
L . . proficiency. A group of people each '
source, or category of relevant proficiency in particular languages asa, __ . . !
. . . . having a different first language and Barner-Rasmussen &
Variety knowledge or experience among unit category of knowledge, skill and

members; unique or distinctive
information

varying degrees of proficiency in Bjorkman, 2005
other language = high degree of Grin & Faniko. 2012
diversity; a group sharing the same '
native language and a similar level of

a secondary language = low degree

of diversity.

experience in a language diverse
context.
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Disparity

Degree of language diversity is a

function of the difference in status or

resources held by team members

according to their language
Composition of differences in languageproficiencies. High degree of Neeley, 2013
proficiency in particular languages (or disparity = post-acquisition situation Vaara et al, 2005
lack thereof) as a means of gaining, in which engineers who speak fluent pjekkari, Vaara, Tienari &
losing or maintaining power and statusEnglish are retained and promoted  Santti, 2005
in a language diverse context. over those who do not. Low degree of

disparity = group members may have

varying degrees of language skills but

this plays little or no role in power or

resource distribution.

Composition of differences in
proportion of socially valued assets or
resources held among unit members;
inequality or relative concentration
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We make this connection between language diveasitidiversity constructs as a way
of strengthening the connections between languagersity and diversity theory and
exploring the ways in which both streams of literatmight benefit from the comparison.

b. LANGUAGE MANAGEMENT

If we consider language diversity as one kind ofedsity, we might also consider
language management as a kind of diversity managiembe term “language management”
while often referred to in the literature is rarelgfined explicitly. Language management has
been defined in one study as “the extent to whithdompany is able to satisfy its language
needs through prudent deployment of a variety nfjlage management tools including for
example language training and expatriation” (Fé&ehVinslow, 2005 : 13). This definition is
specific to the question of national language dilgr whereas language management may
very well be used in a monolingual setting, suchihesdeliberate choice of metaphors and
wordsmithing efforts used in strategy developmentacollective effort to follow certain
communication and linguistic guidelines for writiegail or dealing with conflict. Language
can be considered one of the many human, matendl symbolic resources that an
organization mobilizes strategically in pursuit it objectives (Girin, 2005). We adopt a
broad definition of language management, propothaf) language management is: strategic
awareness and/or intervention as to the use otilsgeys) within an organization.

What practices does “language management” actuaflyr to? The first notion to
consider is determining which language or languamyesto be used on the organization.
Cheuvrier (2013) outlines three basic approachdsctirapanies take: 1) Using “globish” or an
internationalized form of English as a lingua fran@) relying heavily on translation for
overcoming language barriers, 3) multilingualism vilnich members can speak and be
understood in their native languages, what sheritbescas an ideal solution that is difficult to
put into practice.

This first option is the center of much of the deban language management. While
the term “corporate language policy” could simplgan strategic language management at
the organizational level, it is often used to meatop-down initiative at the level of upper
management to use a particular language, oftendbndbr all company activity. A corporate
language policy may be a stand-alone manageri&@idacsuch as in the case of a merger and
acquisition (Vaara et al., 2005) or it may be tedaas a complex process of organizational

change with employees being accompanied over thiesemf years to bring it about (Neeley,
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2012; Neeley, 2013). The choice of which languamyeise may also be done through an
emerging strategy, with companies leaving it upngloyees to figure out how best to adapt
their language choice to particular contexts (Rksgdon et al., 2006). While there is debate in
the literature about whether or not it is benefiaiad feasible to adopt a common language
and how best to do it, the two points of consensubat language is a complex and game-
changing aspect of business deserving of both feignt academic attention and strategic
managerial consideration within organizations ahdt tlanguage audits are beneficial,
providing clear vision as to the linguistic needs aesources in an organization.

The determination of which language to speak happen only at an organizational
level, but also at an interpersonal level. Onehefdignificant contributions in recent literature
has been a rich description of how co-workers digtug about negotiating this. In a two-
case study approach, Steyaert, Ostendorp, and dgaif2010) describe the ways in which
Swiss employees negotiate the language to be msadparticular setting. The table below

summarizes their findings:

Table 6: Six discursive practices to negotiate thgosition of English
(Steyaert, Ostendorp, & Gaibrois, 2010)

Practices

Adapting to the language of a certain location ok a particular language should be spoken

Adapting to the language of the other, of the persith whom one is interacting

Collective negotiation of the use of common languag

Al W N P

Simultaneous use of different languages in whiabpfgecan use their own native languages as a
rule

Compromise using a third language

Spontaneous mix of languages when it is not passibfind a common one

In addition to a closer look at how organizatiomsl andividuals determine which
language they will use, one of the significant cdotions of recent literature on language
diversity management has been the rich descrigifowhat employees in international and
multilingual contexts actually do to overcome laage barriers whether between co-located
employees (Steyaert et al., 2010) or in the comoatimn between headquarters and
subsidiaries (Harzing, Koster & Manger, 2011).

Researchers have used case studies to describentheage management tools and

solutions that can be put into place at the orgdimral, team and interpersonal level. The
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results of two such papers are summarized beldabiles 7 and 8. The results overlap but are

not identical.

Table 7: Language Management Tools (Feely & Wilsor2005)

Tools

Description

1 Language training:

The use of company-funded training programmes frdwe the
language skills of employees.

2 In-house departments:

The maintenance by the company of a team of largguag
professionals who provide translation and interpgeservices.

3 External providers:

The contract employment of external language spstsiao
provide translation and interpreting services dh ca

4 Selective recruitment:

The recruitment of language skilled personnelltodentified gaps
in the language skills possessed by the company.

5 Acculturation:

The training of both international and domestic agars to
understand and respond sympathetically to the ralitlifferences
they encounter. This may or may not include sonsicdanguage
training.

6 Expatriation:

The transfer of headquarters personnel to workerstibsidiaries
(in another country) to serve as a communicatiotesfiace between
the two.

7 Inpatriation:

The transfer of subsidiary personnel to work athaffice to serve
as a communications interface between the two.

8 Language buddies:

The establishment of a formal scheme whereby laygakilled
personnel within the organization have an obligatmassist their
colleagues even though they may be in differenadegents.

9 Machine translation:

The use of computer-based systems to translateatecktsometimes
voice, from one language to another.

Table 8: Language Barrier Solutions

(Feely & Harzing, 2003; Harzing, Koster & Manger, 211)

SOLUTION

DESCRIPTION

Informal day-to-day solutions

Building redundancy in
communication

Asking your partner to repeat information, checking
understanding by asking your partner to reformulateat has
been said, providing illustrative examples, buitdim frequent
summaries, especially in meetings.

Adjust mode of
communication

Strategically adopting a mode and format of commation to
improve understanding, whether this be a choiceroéil over
phone calls, for example for partners who are woebcated or a
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choice of drawings and numbers over words

* Code-switching

Second language users reverting to talking amoamsklves in
their native language, often understood in inteomal business as
a negative phenomenon leading to a deterioration thef
relationship quality.

* Functional multilingualism

The use of a cocktail of languages, switching ®ldnguage that
IS most appropriate for the situation and the spesagresent.

Bridge individuals

* Bilingual employees

Employees speaking two or more languages who sews/e
language nodes, intermediaries, or “translationhimas” within
the organization.

* Expatriation

Expatriates from headquarters working in subsidgari

* Inpatriation

Employees from subsidiaries working at headquarters

¢ Non-native locals

Employees hired locally but who are originally froamother
country, for example the country of the headquastaith the
language skills that accompany it.

¢ Parallel information
networks

Information channels based on language skills rétran official
responsibilities or the organizational charts. Fample, an
employee will be contacted because he shares the sative
language as the person looking for information, metause he is
officially in charge of a project.

Structural solutions at organizational level

Corporate language

Establishing a corporate language and officiallyomiohg a
common language to be used throughout the org@mzalhis
language is most often and increasingly English Imat
exclusively.

* Controlled language

A corporate language policy that consists of lingti the
vocabulary that can be used in official communaratiThe high
cost of design and implementation of such a polestricts its
use. Ex. Caterpillar Controlled English — 8000 veyrohcluding
product terminology.

¢ Machine translation

Used to glean a very basic understanding of theskated
material. Generally understood to be very ineffectbeyond this
particular use.

e External
translators/interpreters

The services of professional translators and ingg¢eps. The high
cost associated with this solution limits its use significant
documents and events (ex. contracts and importadrdb
meetings). Translators are often unfamiliar witle tompany’'s
specialized vocabulary.

* Language training

Training offered by companies with varying condigo(voluntary
or compulsory, paid for by the company or not, igkplace on
employees work or free time, evaluation requireda)
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These lists of practices are by no means exhaustnd further case studies may
contribute additional ones. We have elaborated thera in the interest of including them in
a model that helps us understand which practieebest suited for which kinds of teams. We
can also point out here that these practices magohsidered, in terms of Schein’s (1991)
model of organizational culture, as the top levfehe culture pyramid. It would be interesting
to see, in an embedded case study, the extentith whese practices are similar throughout
an organization or significantly different and sifiedo each team.

3. AMODEL OF MULTILINGUAL TEAMWORK

As stated in the introduction, the objective ofstipiaper is to provide a model for
multilingual teams which is anchored in diversibeory and takes into consideration the
various elements of team characteristics that easstwell as the language management
processes that multilingual teams employ. We waitdy the foundation for empirical studies
that will explore whether certain language manag#rpeactices are best suited to particular
types of teams, in particular institutional conggxand how it is that some teams handle
language diversity more effectively and with a geealegree of satisfaction than others. In
this section, we first explain the foundation o tinodel (a) and then present each element of
it further detail (b).

a. TYPOLOGIES OF MULTILINGUAL TEAMS

To gain a full understanding of how multilinguabibes deal with language diversity
with varying degrees of satisfaction and effecte®s) it is important to look at the various
kinds of teams that exist. While existing reseaoch language diversity looks at teams
throughout organizations and details the instihalacontext and country environment, little
research has as yet considered the specific cleasits of individual multilingual teams to
generate a typology and to study how language nemegt practices are more or less
suitable for a particular one.

In her research on multicultural teams, Chevridd1@ developed a typology of
multicultural teams to take into account the féaett tmulticultural teams cover a wide variety
of configurations and contexts. The typology inesd

» strategic coordination teams
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* managing mixed nationalities in a single businest u
« interaction between headquarters and subsidiaries
e project teams
» teams sharing same profession
* one ‘diverse’ member submerged in an otherwise lygmeous team.
She arrives at this grouping by first considerimge fteam characteristics and the
repercussions that they might have on the dynaaiitee multicultural teams.

Table 9: The repercussions of team characteristiaan team dynamics (Chevrier, 2013)

Team Characteristics Repercussions on team dynamics
Objective or task Coordination versus shared Degree of integration required
production

Participants’ profile Number of cultures represented Degree of the team’s diversity, eventual
polarization between cultures with the
most members

Awareness of differences

Ways of interacting Face-to-face or at a distance  Degree of risk of misunderstanding and
frequency opportunities for mutual adaptation

Duration Permanent or temporary Opportunities for experimentation and
learning from other team members

Institutional context =~ Homogeneity or heterogeneity Degree of convergence around a mission

of participants contexts, e.qg. Intercultural climate
organization, job, department

Here we adapt Chevrier's model for multiculturadms to the multilingual teams,
making use of the five characteristics: languagefigaration (team members’ language
competencies), objective or task, ways of inteamctiduration, and organizational context.
We organize these elements both according to tieeaiure on language diversity and
according to Kochan and colleagues’ (2003) inpoepss-output model on the effect of

diversity on teams.

b. A MODEL OF MULTILINGUAL TEAM FUNCTIONING
We propose a model here of multilingual team fuorgtig that includes four elements:
team characteristics, team processes, organizationgext, and team performance, each of

which is described more fully below.
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I. TEAM CHARACTERISTICS

In the same way that we can consider the degremilairal diversity of a team by
looking at the profiles of the team members, weaan consider the degree and the nature of
the language diversity and language skills of gaart, which we group here in the notion of
team language configuration. The notion of languegefiguration includes: the number of
native languages in the group and the linguiststagice between those languages, the levels
of language proficiency group members have in otheguages, as well as the values or
attitudes that group members might hold about lagge (ex. speaking a particular language
is a source of stress vs. a source of pleasurstandlation, etc.)

Following Chevrier (2012) and others, the “inpat’a multilingual team also includes
the team'’s task or objective. The type of teamsk tmay influence the degree of information-
sharing and collaboration required. The localizatad team members (the co-located vs.
dispersed nature of the team) is also an aspéatmit” that will affect the way in which the
team members interacts (Klitmoller & Lauring, 2013)

li. TEAM PROCESSES

Team processes include language management pgaeiicghey were explained in
detail above (Feely & Wilson, 2005; Steyaert et2810; Chevrier, 2013). Additionally, we
know from recent research on communication in disgek teams (Klitmoller & Lauring,
2013) that media richness plays a role in a mogual team’s ability to communicate
effectively, media richness meaning the level afiteat that a particular medium allows its
users to communicate. (Ex. Video-conference isidensd to be a richer media than email).
We propose including here a look at the team’safiseedia.

Finally, the duration of the team’s collaborati@nalso an important element of team
processes, as this duration plays a role in themppity that a team has to learn to adjust to
one another and develop practices related to diyearsanagement at an interpersonal level
(Chevrier, 2013).

iil. ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT
Teams are embedded in organizational contexts thad greater or lesser extent,
shape and inform the groups’ ways of working. Tvepexts of the organizational context
seem to particularly influence multilingual teamworThe first is the institution’s

internationalization strategy, trajectory and piiphy (Barlett & Ghoshal, 1989; Perlmutter,
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1969). The needs of an organization in terms ofjuage competency and the language
resources it possesses via the language competeasfciis employees will be related to the
company’s present degree of internationalizatienyell as its history and its strategy for a
future trajectory.

The second of organizational context that highfluences multilingual teamwork is,
corporate culture with respect to language managenidat is to say, we are interested in
knowing the extent to which there is a common setpmctices, attitudes, and basic
assumptions about language management within tgaenmation and how it could be
characterized (Schein, 2010). For example, doesdhmany have a laissez-faire approach or
is there a conscientious effort to address theeisfulanguage management as a strategic
element, as it was done in the Renault-Nissan mdBgrmeyer & Mayrhofer, 2009). To
what extent does professional competency tend tguthged by the quality of language
expression (Tenzer et al., 2014)? Here we mighsidened larger societal views that include
certain languages like English (Hagége, 2012) cedish (Vaara et al., 2005) as languages of
political domination.

Iv. TEAM EFFECTIVENESS

Research in management and organizational scienceslerpinned with the question
of what works. The dominant thinking about teameetifveness is guided by so-called
« input-process-output » models (West & Richte7dike the ones presented in section 1.
We include the notion of effectiveness in the modeth the understanding that the
connections researchers have been able to makesdretdiversity and performance are
tenuous, often contradictory, and moderated by rozgéional context (Bruna & Chauvet,
2013; Jackson et al.,, 2003; Kochan et al, 2003)anTeeffectiveness includes three
components (Hackmann, 1987): the productive outc(bgective fulfilment), the extent to
which a team develops as a well-functioning perfagrunit (including the team members’
level of satisfaction with the group’s language agement), and the extent to which
individual members become more knowledgeable oHeskias a result of their team
experiences. This last aspect, in the context dfilimgual teams, also recovers the extent to
which the team members consider language divetsitppe an obstacle to their group

collaboration.

This model of multilingual teamwork with its fouleenents is represented below.
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Figure 2: A model of multilingual team functioning

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT

Internationalization strategy, trajectory and psdphy

Organizational culture

M ULTILINGUAL TEAM TEAM PROCESSES TEAM EFFECTIVENESS

CHARACTERISTICS

—— —
Objective fulfilment

Language diversity (task performance)

Language configuratior management practices

Team functioning

Objective or task Ways of interacting (context performance)

(media richnes:

o Skills development
Localization Duration of collaboration (team member view of

language as batrrier)

RESEARCH AVENUES AND MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

This paper highlights that multilingual teams ace all created equal. We assert that
in order to understand how multilingual teams fiorciand how it is that some teams handle
language diversity with greater satisfaction thatmeos, it is necessary to take into
consideration the specificities of each team. Thainmcontribution of this paper is a
conceptual model that is based on a well-estaldlishedel of diversity in teams and that
includes four main elements: the team’s charadiesisnotably its language configuration,
the organizational context in which the team is edued, the team’s work processes, notable
language management practices, and the team’die#ieess, or its ability to fulfill its tasks
and create a context that is favorable to collaimraThis paper also makes contributions by

1) further conceptualizing language diversity, ashas been presented in international
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management literature, with the help of diversityngtructs in research on diversity
management and 2) advancing the notion of “langeagéguration” as a team characteristic.

The primary limitations to this paper are relatedtlie interdisciplinary nature of
research on language management. Research irre¢hisals on knowledge housed not only
in management science and organizational behavipalbo in linguistics, sociology, literary
theory, educational sciences, and communicatiansame a few. The conceptual model can
go further in its inclusiveness of the principabdees and findings in these areas, disciplines
themselves in which academics are taking increasitgyest in language and languages
within organizations. Another limitation is the fabat this model has not yet been tested
empirically, a process which will reinforce or qties the connections we make here. We
hope that this model will be the groundwork foruiet empirical research on the specificities
of multilingual teams and perhaps even a typology.

An empirically-tested framework of language divrsand team functioning and
performance can provide support to managers ofilmglial teams by: 1) drawing attention
to the different ways in which teams can be langudiyerse, not just in the number of
language they speak but also in the attitudestélaam members have about language use and
the degree to which language skills are valued emources, 2) developing increased
understanding of how the organizational context arattices with respect to language may
influence attitudes and practices at the team |8)ehelping to evaluate the ways in which
language diversity enhances and hinders team paaiftre, 4) increasing awareness about the
language management options available with advi¢e which options might be best suited

for a particular team language configuration arghaizational context.

23



REFERENCES

Barmeyer, C. and U. Mayrhofer (2009), Managemetartulturel et Processus d’Intégration:
une Analyse de I'Alliance Renault-Nissdlanagement & Avenjr22 : 2, 109-131.

Barner-Rasmussen, W. and C. Aarnio (2011), ShittregFaultlines of Language: A
Quantitative Functional-Level Exploration of LangeaJse in MNC Subsidiariedournal of
World Business46 : 3, 288295.

Barner-Rasmussen, W. and |. Bjorkman (2005), Suntiiog Interunit Barriers Factors
Associated with Interunit Communication Intensitythe Multinational Corporation,
International Studies of Management and Organizatib : 1, 28—46.

Bartel-Radic, A. and N. Lesca, (2011), Requisiteiéts and Intercultural Teams: To What
Extent is Ashby’s Law UsefulManagement International5 : 3, 89-104.

Bartlett, C. A. and S. Ghoshal (200R)anaging Across Borders: The Transnational Solution
Cambridge, Harvard Business Press.

Brannen M.Y. and Y. Doz (2012), The Languages ddt8gic Agility: Trapped in your
Jargon or Lost in TranslationCalifornia Management Reviewb4 : 3, 77-97.

Bruna, M. G. and M. Chauvet (2013), La Diversité Levier de PerformancePlaidoyer
pour un Management Innovateur et Crédiénagement International 7 : numéro spécial,
70-84.

Buckley, P. J., M. J. Carter, J. Clegg and H. T2006), Language and Social Knowledge in
Foreign-Knowledge Transfer to Chirlaternational Studies of Management and
Organization 35 : 1, 47-65.

Cheuvrier, S. (2012)érer des Equipes Internationales: Tirer Parti deRencontre des
Cultures dans les Organisatign@uebec : Presses de I'Université de Laval.

Chevrier, S. (2013), Managing Multicultural Teanms).-F., Chanlat, E. Davel, et J.-P.
Dupuis,Cross-Cultural Management: Culture and Managemerrbss the WorldNew
York: Routledge, 203-223.

Dumitriu C. and Capdevila, I. (2012), L'entreprigeiltinationale & La Croisée de la
Mondialisation et du Management Interculturel: CoemtrRelever Le Défi Posé par la
Distance Linguistigue™anagement & Avenjis5 : 5, 103-124.

Ely, R. and D. Thomas (2001), Cultural Diversitwébrk: The Effects of Diversity
Perspectives on Work Group Processes and Outc@dasnistrative Science Quarterlg6,
2 :229-273.

Feely, A.J, and Harzing, A.W. (2003), Language Mgamaent in Multinational Companies,
Cross Cultural ManagementO : 2, 37-52.

Feely, A.J and D Winslow (2005), Talking Sense—A&ach Study of Language Skills
Management in Major Companies, United Kingdom: GIN&tional Centre for Languages.

Fredriksson R., W. Barner-Rasmussen and R. PieKk@@6), The Multinational Corporation
as a Multilingual Organization: The Notion of a Qman Corporate Languag€prporate
Communications: An International Journdll : 4, 406-423.

Geoffroy, C. (2001)l.a Mésentente Cordiale Voyage au Cceur de I'Espateedulturel
Franco-Anglais Paris : B. Grassel_.e Monde de I'Education.

24



Girin, J. (2005), La Théorie des Organisationaéliestion du Langagie, A. Borzeix et B.
FraenkelLangage et Travail: Communication, Cognition, Anti®aris: CNRS Editions,
167-183.

Grin, F. and F. Faniko (2012), Foreign Languagéiss&nd Intercultural Abilities:
Operationalization with a Large Populatidfanagement & Avenirl68—184.

Hackmann, J. R. (1987), The Design of Work Teamkorsch, JHandbook of
organizational behaviorEnglewood Cliffs, NJ, Prentice HaB15-342.

Hagége, C. (2012), Imposer Sa Langue, C’est ImpBadtenséé,’Express.fr publié le
28/03/2012.

Harzing, A.-W., K. Kdster and U. Magner (2011), Bhim Business: The Language Barrier
and its Solutions in the HQ-Subsidiary Relationsdqurnal of World Businesd6 : 3, 279—
287.

Harzing, A.-W.and M. Pudelko (2013), Language Corapeies, Policies and Practices in
Multinational Corporations: A Comprehensive Revigwd Comparison of Anglophone,
Asian, Continental European and Nordic MN@syrnal of World Businesd8 : 1, 87-97.

Harrison, D. A. and K. J. Klein (2007), What's théference? Diversity Constructs as
Separation, Variety, or Disparity in OrganizatioAsademy of Management Revi&R : 4,
1199-1228.

Harrison, D. A., K. H. Price and M. P. Bell (1998gyond Relational Demography: Time
and the Effects of Surface- and Deep-Level Diversit Work Group Cohesio®cademy of
Management Journg#il : 1, 96-107.

Heikkila, J.-P. and A. Smale (2011), The Effectdl@inguage Standardization’ on the
Acceptance and Use of E-HRM Systems in Foreign i8idrees,Journal of World Business
46 : 3, 305313.

Henderson, J.K. (2005), Language Diversity in Imdional Management Teams,
International Studies of Management & Organizatid@3s: 1, 66-82.

Horwitz, S. K. and I. B. Horwitz, (2007), The Eftscf Team Diversity on Team Outcomes:
A Meta-Analytic Review of Team Demographlgurnal of Managemen83 : 6, 987-1015.

Jackson, S., A. Joshi and N. L. Erhardt (2003) grReResearch on Team and Organizational
Diversity: SWOT Analysis and Implicationdpurnal of Managemeng9 : 6, 801-830.

Klitmgller, A. and J. Lauring (2013), When Globaltdal Teams Share Knowledge: Media
Richness, Cultural Difference and Language Comniyndburnal of World Businesd8 : 3,
398-406.

Kochan, T., K. Bezrukova, R. Ely, S. Jackson, AhioK. Jehn, J. Leonard. and J. D. Levine,
(2003), The Effects of Diversity on Business Parfance: Report of the Diversity Research

Network,Human Resource Manageme#? : 1, 321.

Lauring, J. (2008), Rethinking Social Identity Theo International Encounters: Language
Use as a Negotiated Object for Identity Makilmernational Journal of Cross Cultural
Management§ : 3, 343361.

Lauring, J. (2011), Intercultural Organizationalr@aunication: The Social Organizing of
Interaction in International Encountedsurnal of Business Communicatje8 : 3, 231255.

Lauring, J. and J. Selmer (2010), Multicultural @mgations: Common Language and Group
Cohesivenesdnternational Journal of Cross Cultural Managemel® : 3, 267—-284.

25



Luo, Y. and O. Shenkar (2006), The multinationajpooation as a multilingual community:
Language and organization in a global contéatjrnal of International Business Studigg :
3, 321-339.

Milliken, F. J. and L.L. Martins (1996), Searchifty Common Threads: Understanding the
Multiple Effects of Diversity in Organizational Qups,Academy of Management Revj@i
: 2, 402-433.

Neeley, T. (2012), Global Business Speaks Engdhistnvard Business Revig®O0 : 5, 116—
124,

Neeley, T. (2013), Language Matters: Status LogscBieved Status Distinctions in Global
OrganizationsQrganization Science4 : 2, 476—497.

Perimutter, H. V. (1969), The Tortuous Evolutiorntleé Multinational CorporatiorColumbia
Journal of World Businesd,: 1, 9-18.

Piekkari, R., E. Vaara, J. Tienari, and R. SA2QI06), Integration or disintegration? Human
Resource Implications of a Common Corporate Langu2erision in a Cross-border Merger,
International Journal of Human Resources Managenit 3, 330-344.

Schein, E. H. (20100rganizational Culture and Leadershifan Francisco: John Wiley &
Sons.

Steyaert, C., A., Ostendorp, and C. Gaibrois (20Qijtilingual Organizations as
‘Linguascapes’: Negotiating the Position of Englislough Discursive Practice®urnal of
World Business46 : 3, 270-278.

Tenzer, H., M. Pudelko, and A.W. Harzing (2014)eTimpact of Language Barriers on Trust
Formation in Multinational Teams, in press Jmurnal of International Business Studies

Vaara, E, J. Tienari, R. Piekkari, and R. Sanid&), Language and the Circuits of Power in
Merging Multinational Corporatiordournal of Management Studjel : 3, 595-623.

Welch, D. E. et L.S. Welch (2008), The Importantéanguage in International Knowledge
Transfer Management International Revigd8 : 3, 339-360.

Welch, D.E., L.S. Welch and R. Piekkari (2005), &peg in Tongues: the Importance of
Language in International Management Proced$stsnational Studies of Management and
Organization, 35 : 1, 10-27.

West, M. and Richter, A. (2008), Team Performaimt&. Clegg, & J. Bailey (dir.),
International Encyclopedia of Organization Studi€sousand Oaks, CA: SAGE
Publications, Inc., 1523-1528.

Zander, L., Mockaitis, A. I. and Harzing, A.-W. (D, Standardization and
Contextualization: A Study of Language and Leadprabross 17 Countriedpurnal of
World Business46 : 3, 296-304.

26



