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ABSTRACT 
The aim of this paper is to apply linguistic and international management theories to team interactions 
and effectiveness in cross-cultural settings. First, in relation to language, we draw on pragmatics and 
politeness theory, notably with regard to relational practice (Brown & Levinson 1987, Holmes & Marra 
2004) in English as a lingua franca (Pullin 2010, 2013). Second, we build on social identity theory (Tajfel 
& Turner, 1979, 1986), and cultural intelligence (CQ; Earley & Mosakowski, 2004). We studied multicul-
tural teams (MCTs) with Chinese and Swiss students taking part in a Sino-Swiss Summer University in 
Business Administration (SSSU).  
The linguistic part of the study is qualitative. The main analytical tool is discourse analysis, based on the 
identification of patterns in audio-recorded data and interpretation of how and why these patterns occur. 
Initial findings show that the team members use a range of linguistic strategies and practices both in 
nurturing relations and solidarity, in adapting to each other, and in ensuring effective communication. 
The data reveal sensitivity to face, for example in negotiating misunderstandings that originate in non-
standard language use, without referring to ‘mistakes’ in language, or the use of humour such as teas-
ing, and the exploration of common ground, for example through social talk. Finally, linguistic practices 
and strategies of the SSSU participants reveal a shared identity as well as some aspects of CQ. 
As for the quantitative part, a questionnaire was submitted to the SSSU participants to assess their 
identification with their home university and the SSSU, and their level of cultural intelligence. Moreover, 
they rated effectiveness and interactions in their sub-teams in terms of satisfaction, quality of outcomes, 
meeting expectations, and fulfilling roles and responsibilities. Results show a positive association be-
tween identification with the SSSU and team effectiveness, which is in line with the existing literature. 
Furthermore, we found a significant correlation between cultural intelligence and the quality of team 
interactions as perceived by the respondents. Thus, just as relational practice, CQ helps improving 
team interactions. In that sense, high levels of CQ can make relational practice more effective. 
 

1 INTRODUCTION  
1.1 ELF and Relational Practice in multicultural teams 
 
Nowadays, 80% of interactions worldwide in English are between non-native speakers 
(Graddol, 2006), so English can be considered to be the modern “lingua franca”. Lingua fran-
ca usage can be defined as involving languages used between speakers who do not share 
the same lingua-cultural backgrounds. English as lingua franca (ELF) is of particular interest 
in studying multicultural teams (MCTs) in that users demonstrate considerable adaptability 
and sensitivity towards different others, despite a lack of shared socio-cultural norms and 
linguistic diversity.  



 
 
 

In the early stages of globalisation, ELF researchers already showed an interest in the use of 
ELF in corporate settings (e.g. Firth, 1996). Since then, ELF has become a flourishing field of 
research (Ehrenreich, 2010; Kankaanranta & Louhiala-Salminen, 2010; Kankaanranta & Lu, 
2013; Kankaanranta & Planken, 2010; Louhiala-Salminen & Kankaanranta, 2011, 2012; 
Pullin, 2009, 2010, 2013). More recently, management scholars have begun to focus on Eng-
lish as a corporate language (e.g. Lauring, 2008; Reiche et al, 2015; van der Born & Pel-
tokorpi, 2010).  
In the management literature, Lauring (2008: 347) notes that in anthropological theories, 
identities are constantly constructed and reconstructed in interactions and emphasises the 
central role of language in this. As such, he distances himself from an essentialist view of 
culture and identity construction, but views them rather as an emergent phenomena in situ. 
This is the approach taken in relation to language in this study, where analysis of authentic 
interaction allows the unfolding of dynamic, co-constructed relations to be explored at a mi-
cro-linguistic level. In particular, the individual is seen to have a number of identities and be-
long to a number of social groups, each of which may be more or less salient in a particular 
context. 
Of central importance in this emergent process is the concept of relational practice. Holmes & 
Marra (2004: 377) use the term to encompass a wide range of supportive and collaborative 
work that helps nurture relationships in the workplace and improve effectiveness. They identi-
fy two basic dimensions that underlie the realisation of relational practice. Firstly, it functions 
in constructing and nurturing good workplace relationships, in establishing and maintaining 
solidarity between team members and in creating new relationships. Secondly, relational 
practice helps to construct and maintain workers’ dignity, reducing the likelihood of offence, 
minimising conflict and negotiating consensus. Spencer-Oatey and Franklin use the terms 
rapport and rapport management, which are similar to relational practice (Spencer-Oatey & 
Franklin, 2009). However, they underline the fact that these terms can cover any behaviour 
that has an impact on interpersonal relations, whether this is positive, negative or neutral. 
Locher (2004: 322) also uses the term relational work, which she defines as “the process of 
shaping relationships in interaction by taking face into interaction”. The concept of face is of 
central importance to relational practice and can be related to people’s need for respect and 
being valued, on one hand, and their need for autonomy, on the other hand, Scollon et al. 
(2012) call these respectively involvement face and independence face. 
  

1.2 Multicultural teams: identity, cultural intelligence and team effectiveness 
 
As we have seen above, language plays a key role in social interactions and in constructing 
and constantly redefining social identities in in-groups. As for multicultural teams, the litera-
ture builds predominantly on theories of cross-cultural management and remains mostly de-
scriptive. To address this gap, we introduce the concept of identification in MCTs, which may 
allow the bridging of cultural differences (Janssens & Brett, 2006), but which is still under-
explored in cross-cultural settings.  Identification with a team or an organization is based on 
social identity theory (SIT) (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and self-categorization theory (Turner, 
Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987; Turner, 1985). It is highly relevant in exploring 
MTCs because these confront different cultures which are, in essence, social groups. Accord-
ing to social identity theory, individuals define themselves in terms of their membership in 
social categories. In contrast to a personal identity (“how am I different from him/ her?”), such 



 
 
 

 

social identities refer to shared attributes (“how are we different from them?”). Essential for 
self-categorization processes are the needs to enhance self-esteem (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) 
and to reduce uncertainty (Hogg & Terry, 2000). Thus, individuals particularly identify with 
groups that provide a distinctive and positive identity. When a particular social identity is sali-
ent, an individual’s self-perception tends to be based on attributes shared with other group 
members rather than individual characteristics (so called depersonalization; Turner, 1985). 
Thus, in MCTs cultural differences may be bridged if a shared identity develops. Shared iden-
tity is typically conceptualized as both content: perception of a common in-group identity 
(Gaertner, Dovidio, Anastasio, Bachman, & Rust, 1993), and process: the degree of identifi-
cation with the new organization (Haslam, Postmes, & Ellemers, 2003; van Dick, Ullrich, & 
Tissington, 2006). Research demonstrates that highly identified employees choose behav-
iours which contribute to their organization´s success (Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994; 
van Dick et al., 2004) and they show more positive work-related outcomes such as the inten-
tion to remain in the organization, job satisfaction, work motivation, and cooperative behav-
iour (Riketta, 2005).  
In a working context, relational practice helps in building and nurturing good relationships, 
showing respect to others and managing conflicts. Relational practice is even more relevant 
in cross-cultural settings where interpersonal and social interactions are made difficult by 
cultural distance. In this context, those able to adjust to a given cultural context may have 
more effective relational practices and strategies. This ability to adjust refers to cultural intelli-
gence (CQ), which is defined as “outsider’s 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” (Earley & Mosakowski, 2004: 140). CQ positively informs good 
personal adjustments, and the development and maintenance of good interpersonal relation-
ships with culturally different others (Thomas et al., 2008).  
Cultural intelligence (CQ) has four dimensions (Ang et al., 2007). First, metacognitive CQ 
refers to the individual's awareness of existing cultural differences and his/her ability to plan, 
monitor and adjust their own mental models during and after cross-cultural interactions. Sec-
ond, cognitive CQ relates to knowledge acquired from education or personal experience 
about norms, practices and procedures in a given cultural context. Thirdly, motivational CQ 
reflects the extent to which an individual is interested and willing to adapt in a given cultural 
context as well as beliefs in his self-efficacy in cross-cultural interactions. Fourth, behavioural 
CQ focuses on the ability to adapt speech acts, verbal and non-verbal behaviours in cross-
cultural interactions (Ang et al., 2007). Expatriates’ cultural intelligence has been shown to 
significantly influence their cross-cultural adjustment and job performance (Kumar, Che Rose, 
& Sri Ramalu, 2008).  
Summing up, CQ may make relational practice more effective in a cross-cultural context. 
Furthermore, existing research stresses the importance of CQ in work-related tasks and per-
formance. 
 

2 RESEARCH CONTEXT 
In this study, we consider MCTs with participants in a Sino-Swiss Summer University 
(SSSU). This program in Business administration is co-organized by the School of Business 
and Engineering of Canton of Vaud, University of Applied Sciences and Arts - Western (Swit-
zerland), and the School of Management, Shanghai University. The SSSU program started in 



 
 
 

2014; 8 Chinese and 8 Swiss students were selected separately from each University in 
2014, and 10 Chinese and 10 Swiss students were selected in 2015. The objective of this 
program is to provide students with both insights into internationalization processes in West-
ern and Eastern multinational corporations (MNCs) and into challenges faced in multicultural 
teams.  The four-week program involves Chinese and Swiss participants with 2 weeks in 
Switzerland and 2 weeks in China. Courses were delivered through team-teaching with Swiss 
and Chinese instructors. The program was composed of a variety of lectures, seminars, and 
workshops. Insights into cultural differences were provided through shared experiences such 
as class discussions, group projects, and joint field trips. A series of company visits were also 
organized to facilitate the development of students’ global mindset and their embracing of an 
ambicultural mode of management based on the “best-of-both” in host and local cultures 
(Chen & Miller, 2010, 2011). 
In order to encourage interaction between students of the two different cultural backgrounds, 
the participants were divided into different MCTs (mixed teams of two Swiss and two Chinese 
students) from the beginning of the program. During the program, they were asked to work 
together in groups on various course-related activities (e.g., observation exercises, and 
summaries of company visits). For the final group project, they were asked to discuss and 
finish an internationalization business strategy report for one of the corporations visited.  
 

3 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES 
 
In building on existing research, the linguistic strand of the study seeks to answer the follow-
ing questions: 
 
1. What linguistic practices and strategies do users of ELF, in this case the Chinese and 

Swiss participants of the SSSU, deploy in: 
a. building, nurturing, maintaining and if necessary repairing relations  
b. achieving effective communication? 

 
2. In what ways might these practices and strategies: 

a. reflect dimensions of CQ 
b. contribute to the creation of a team identity? 

 
As for the quantitative part of the study, the literature shows that a common identification with 
the organization contributes to improving work-related outcomes. Thus, we assume that: 
 
Hypothesis 1:  A shared identity within the Summer University positively predicts team effec-

tiveness in MCTs. 
 
Moreover, identification has been shown in various contexts to lead to positive intergroup 
relations (Richter, West, Van Dick, & Dawson, 2006). Thus, 
 
Hypothesis 2: A shared identity within the Summer University positively predicts team interac-

tions in MCTs. 
 



 
 
 

 

Regarding cultural intelligence, individuals able to make better adjustments to people who 
have a different cultural background will have a higher performance on the job (Kumar et al., 
2008). Therefore we propose that: 
 
Hypothesis 3: Cultural intelligence positively predicts team effectiveness in MCTs. 
 
In addition, those capable of adopting culturally intelligent behaviours, and showing motiva-
tion and knowledge of cultures might ensure positive team interactions. Thus, we argue that 
similar to mindfulness in intergroup settings, which allows speakers to overcome identity con-
flict and ensure positive intergroup interactions (Lupina-Wegener, Schneider, & van Dick, 
2015), CQ will improve team interactions:  
 
Hypothesis 4: Cultural intelligence positively predicts team interactions in MCTs. 
 

4 METHODOLOGY 
4.1 Qualitative data collection 
The linguistic part of the study is qualitative in nature and data driven. Data collection was 
carried out during lectures and team activities whilst the students were in Switzerland in 2014 
and 2015. It took the form of audio and video recordings and non-participant observation. 
Within the framework of intercultural and interpersonal pragmatics, defined by Locher & Gra-
ham (2010:10) as “ways social actors use language to shape and form relationships in situ”. 
The main analytical tool is discourse analysis. The foundation of this is detailed description, 
based on the identification of patterns in the data, which are meticulously transcribed, and 
interpretation of how and why these patterns occur. Cameron (2001:5) states that ‘A distinc-
tive feature of discourse analysis … is its overt concern with what and how language com-
municates when it is used purposefully in particular instances and contexts, and how the 
phenomena we find in ‘real language’ … can be explained with reference to the communica-
tive purposes of the text or the interaction.’ The methodology also draws on Grounded Theo-
ry (Strauss & Corbin, 1998) in allowing theory to evolve during on-going data collection and 
analysis. To draw credible meaning from such qualitative research, it is important that meth-
ods of analysis are practical and communicable. As such, findings should be well-grounded in 
rich descriptions and explanations of processes that are identifiable in local contexts (Miles & 
Huberman, 1994). 
 

4.2 Quantitative data collection 
In order to study shared identity and effectiveness, the SSSU participants were asked at the 
end of the program to complete a questionnaire on their identification with their university and 
the SSSU. Moreover, they rated effectiveness of their sub-teams (2 Swiss, 2 Chinese) in 
terms of satisfaction, quality of outcomes, meeting expectations, fulfilling roles and responsi-
bilities. The questionnaire contains the Four Factor Cultural Intelligence Scale (CQS) includ-
ing 4 items for meta-cognitive (Cronbach’s α = .78), 6 for cognitive (α = .83), 5 for motivation-
al (α = .88) and 5 for behavioural (α = .80) cultural intelligence (Ang et al. 2007). In addition, 
the Chinese and Swiss students were asked about their identification with their own universi-
ty/school and the Summer University, and their perception of team effectiveness and quality 



 
 
 

of team interactions within their multicultural team during the program. All scales range from 1 
(“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”) building on the questionnaire on organizational 
identification (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Team effectiveness was measured by the following 
two questions: “I am satisfied with our overall team performance” and “Our team outcomes 
were of high quality” (Cronbach’s α = .89). Quality of team interactions has four items: “I 
would enjoy working with the same team again”, “Overall, my partners have effectively ful-
filled their roles and responsibilities concerning our assignments”, “Overall, my partners’ per-
formance have met my expectations” and “My partners have performed their tasks the way I 
would like them to be performed” (α = .87). Participants were 36 in total (16 in 2014 and 20 in 
2015), with Chinese and Swiss students in equal numbers, 24 males for 12 females and an 
average age of 23.1 years. 
 

5 FINDINGS 
5.1 Qualitative results 
At this stage, findings show that speakers use a wide range of linguistic practices and strate-
gies to accomplish goals and nurture relations. In addition, it is clear that relational work 
emerges from the discourse and is interactively constructed. Face is frequently addressed in 
clarifying matters and in negotiating tasks, and softeners are frequent (cf. Pullin, 2013). Lan-
guage is a source of interest and comment, but never in terms of ‘correcting’ or commenting 
on non-standard use.  
 
Table 1.  Linguistic practices and strategies 
    Impact and  

effectiveness 
CQ Shared 

Identity 
Linguistic 
Practices 

Social devices: 
ways of project-
ing or  
interpreting talk. 

Humour  
 
 

Bonding  
Solidarity 

Building and 
nurturing relations 

√  

Small Talk Finding common 
ground 

Building and 
nurturing relations 

√ √ 

Linguistic 
Strategies 

Interactive and 
relational func-
tions of  
language 

Suggesting 
Supporting 
 
 
Negotiating 
tasks 
Conceding  
Finding  
compromises 
 
Use of inclusive 
pronouns 

Addressing 
Involvement Face 
 
 
Addressing  
Independence 
Face 
 
 
 

Solidarity and 
effective  
communication 
 
Building and 
maintaining  
relations 

√  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
√ 

  Overcoming lan-
guage ‘problems’ 

Avoiding face 
threat 

Ensuring effective 
task achievement 

√ √ 



 
 
 

 

Speakers show the ability to be flexible both in terms of language and concessions needed to 
achieve goals, adapting to each other and working through differences of opinion with regard 
to action.  
A broad summary of findings is given in Table 1, which considers linguistic practices and 
strategies, their functions in terms of relational practice and effective communication. In addi-
tion, ways in which they may reflect CQ in relation to personal adjustments and the mainte-
nance of good interpersonal relationships in task related goals are also included. Finally, the 
question of shared identity is also touched on.  
At the time of writing, data collection and analysis were still ongoing and addressing all of 
these points is not possible at this stage. The example given and analysed below illustrates 
some of these findings. 
The quite lengthy excerpt below from the 2015 data illustrates a number of strategies the 
students used and the way in which they negotiated the task, ensured they understood each 
other and showed flexibility and adaptability. The team were beginning to work on a report 
they had to jointly write on a company. The team comprised one female Chinese student 
(15_C_F_1), one male Chinese student (15_C_M_1), and two male Swiss students 
(15_S_M_1 and 15_S_M_2). Most of the interaction here is between the Female Chinese 
student and the first Swiss male student. The analysis is given below: 
 

 

1 15_C_F_1 two pages 
2 15_S_M_1 do you think it’s enough do you think it’s too much 
3 15_C_F_1 I think we can uh firstly we can um maybe make a draft you know {yeah} 
4  organise it and if we think it’s too much we can cut {yeah} {yeah} 
5  but if we yeah just uh accurately make them five pages and uh maybe 
6  () we will meet some problem you know () something we need to  
7  add something  I think it’s better if we write more it’s easier to cut 
8  than add what do you think 
9 15_S_M_1 I think I think it’s easier to [add than cut]  
10 15_C_F_1 [add thank cut]  
11 15_C_M_1 yeah ((laugher)) ((some Chinese input)) 
12 15_S_M_1 yeah because like this= 
13 15_C_F_1 =yeah because it’s hard to uh gi give up something 
14 15_S_M_1 yeah and when you cut for example you write something and you cut 
16  and then the [other]  
17 15_C_M_1 [okay I got it] 
18 15_C_F_1 oh yeah yeah yeah 
19 15_S_M_1 doesn’t work any more 
20 15_C_F_1 okay so so then we stay so [so] 
21 15_S_M_1 [then] we can have a marge like we can say we can write we can say 
22  we can write maximum one pages per person {uh hu} so it will be a  
23  more it will be more {uh hu} we can say maximum if you want we 
24  can uh we say the ideal ((French pronunciation)) length is three quarter 
25  () {eh okay} it’s ideal but we can have one pages if you feel like {okay} 
26  and so we can cut {yeah} 
27 15_C_F_1 yeah yeah okay okay  



 
 
 

In line one CF1 suggests two pages for the length of the text. SM1 isn’t sure about this (line 
2). CF1 shows flexibility in the subsequent turn by suggesting they write a draft, writing more 
rather than less and then adjust it by cutting if necessary (lines 3-6). In lines 7 and 8, she 
concludes by saying ‘I think it’s better if we write more it’s easier to cut than add what do you 
think’, finishing with a question that offers the others the opportunity to come up with other 
suggestions. Despite SM1’s apparent agreement through the use of backchannels ‘yeah’ 
when CF1 confidently presented her approach, he actually disagrees with her. In line 9, he 
begins to do so using softeners ‘I think I think’ to avoid face-threatening directness. As he 
completes his utterance ‘it’s easier to add than cut’, CF1 overlaps with him, simultaneously 
saying ‘add than cut’. Such overlap can indicate the nurturing of solidarity through a reflection 
of the ability to quickly grasp different viewpoints.  At this point, eye contact was apparent 
between all the team members and they all laughed together. This was probably because it 
was only at this point that they realised that their ideas were diametrically opposed. What 
follows shows their flexibility in showing that they understand each other’s points of view as in 
line 13 CF1 says ‘yeah because it’s hard to uh gi give up something’ and refers to ‘the other’ 
in the following line. Finally, in lines 21-26 SM1 suggests a compromise, to which they all 
agree. This involves writing three quarters of a page each, or one if they wish, and they can 
cut! In terms of relational practice, they addressed both involvement face in respecting each 
other’s professional ability and views, and independence face in allowing for a degree of au-
tonomy. As such, elements of CQ are evident in terms of adaptability and the ability to see 
other points of view in a way that is sensitive to the others. In addition, aspects of the interac-
tion can also be related to a shared identity, for example, throughout the exchange, the inclu-
sive pronoun ‘we’ is used.  
The students understand each other despite non-standard usage, but do not focus on lan-
guage per se. Doing so would perhaps be face threatening, whereas they use language here 
effectively as a professional tool. For example, in line 5 CF1 uses the word ‘accurately’, 
where she probably means ‘precisely’. Similarly, in line 15 SM1 says they can have a 
‘marge’. This is a reflection of the French term ‘marge de manoeuvre’, meaning they have 
leeway or flexibility. He also pronounces ideal the French way. However, the students show 
their adaptability in gleaning the meaning from the context and in doing so they negotiate the 
task effectively. 
 

5.2 Quantitative results 
Using SPSS 23, we ran several simple linear regressions to predict team effectiveness based 
on shared identity (Hypothesis 1). We observed a significant relationship between SSSU 
identification and team effectiveness (F (1, 34) = 6.7, p = .014, R2 = .140). In other words, the 
stronger one identifies with the SSSU, the more one perceives his/her team as being effec-
tive (increase of 0.65 for each point in the SSSU identification scale). As for Hypothesis 2, our 
assumption that identification with the SSSU will predict the perceived quality of team interac-
tions was not supported by the data. In line with the main literature, these findings suggest 
that shared identity is more closely correlated with task-related success (team effectiveness) 
than with “social-related” success (team interactions).  
As for Hypothesis 3, regression analyses revealed that none of the four dimensions of CQ 
(metacognitive, cognitive, motivational and behavioural) is significantly correlated with team 
effectiveness as perceived by the participants. However, some significant results were found 
regarding team interactions (Hypothesis 4). The regression equation was significant with 



 
 
 

 

metacognitive cultural intelligence (F (1, 34) = 4.5, p = .041, R2 = .117). Respondents’ per-
ceived quality of team interaction increases 0.54 for each point in metacognitive CQ (scale: 1 
to 5). Another significant result relates to behavioural cultural intelligence (F (1, 34) = 5.5, p = 
.025, R2 = .115). We observed an increase of 0.45 in participants’ perceived quality of team 
interactions for each point in behavioural CQ. Finally, the regression equations with the other 
two predictor variables, cognitive and motivational CQ, were not statistically significant. 
These findings can be interpreted in relation to attitudes and behaviours. Attitudes are mental 
predispositions which are precursors to behaviours. Therefore, measures which reflect actual 
behaviours rather than just attitudes are more likely to correlate with a behavioural dependent 
variable, which is here the team interactions. Cognitive and motivational CQ questions begin 
respectively with words like “I know…” and “I enjoy…” or “I am confident that…” which relate 
rather to attitudes. In contrast, behavioural and metacognitive CQ deal more with behaviours: 
“I use…”, “I change…”, “I alter…” (behavioural CQ) and “I adjust…”, “I check…”, “I interact…” 
(metacognitive). Hence, behavioural and metacognitive CQs have a stronger impact on the 
quality of team interactions than cognitive and motivational CQs. 
Our results for Hypotheses 3 and 4 show also that a high CQ improves the perceived quality 
of social interactions in the group, but not necessarily the quality of outcomes and the overall 
team performance. This could be due to the fact that the first concern of the Chinese and 
Swiss students during the program was to establish a good relationship in the team, rather 
than or even before considering the team work-related outcomes. 
 

6 DISCUSSION 
First, the quantitative data show that a shared identity predicts team effectiveness in MCTs. 
This finding is in line with the literature. However, we found no significant correlations be-
tween dimensions of CQ and team effectiveness. Instead, CQ, and namely behavioural as-
pects of it, was positively associated with the perceived quality of team interactions. It could 
be that SSSU participants were more concerned about building good interpersonal relation-
ships in their MCTs than striving to produce the best possible academic outcomes. In other 
terms, the SSSU participants used mostly their CQ to facilitate relational practice, which sug-
gests that CQ could be a variable moderating the effect of relational practice on team interac-
tions.    
Second, the qualitative data indicate that the students had a number of shared identities from 
the outset, which might result from their being the millennium generation, who are the first 
truly global digital natives, in addition to being business students. Indeed, their small talk of-
ten related to technology, but also to what programmes they watched on the BBC! Another 
area where the students share common ground is in the use of ELF. Although they come 
from very different cultural backgrounds, the use of ELF means that they need to constantly 
negotiate meaning and understanding, relying less on specific social norms derived from their 
own cultures. This may seem to be a disadvantage, but in fact it may be an advantage in that 
they have fewer fixed expectations as to what ‘should’ happen in the interaction. In line with 
ELF findings (e.g. Pullin, 2013), the students show considerable openness to using English 
with other non-native speakers. In fact, users of ELF may have an advantage over monolin-
gual native speakers, in that they have a wider repertoire of both linguistic and cultural expe-
rience, which appears to help them to communicate effectively whilst nurturing relations. 
 



 
 
 

7 CONCLUSION 
This paper was a first attempt in applying linguistic and international management theories 
and concepts to team interactions and effectiveness in a cross-cultural context and in bridg-
ing the gap and finding communalities between them. We emphasized the role of English as 
lingua franca in the construction of a shared identity in MCTs as well as the role of cultural 
intelligence in facilitating relational practice.  
Key limitations result from the pilot nature of the study aiming to design larger scale studies 
on Sino-Western teams. Thus, this paper builds on a small data set both for qualitative and 
quantitative analysis captured at one point in time only. However, the aim of the mixed-
method approach was to explore potential convergence between applied linguistics and in-
ternational management/psychology literature. We believe this has been very effective and 
allowed us to finalize the qualitative and quantitative methods for our future longitudinal stud-
ies. In addition, this study opened up many potential areas of joint research between applied 
linguists and management scholars.  
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Appendix: transcription conventions extract 
 
For full details of transcription and mark up conventions, see Dressler & Kreuz (2000). 
 

 

= Latched talk (lack of temporal gap between two speakers – typically 
used at end of 1st speaker’s line and at beginning of next speaker’s 
utterance) 

{ } Backchannel {S:OK} 
[ ] Overlapping speech 

We missed the callback  
[again, I really am] 
[Oh okay,] that’s all right. 

((behaviour)) Transcriber’s comments (e.g. whispers, coughing, laughter) 
( ) Unclear or intelligible speech (unclear/questionable words appear with-

in the parentheses) 
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