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Abstract

Teaching multicultural student bodies in variousalitons creates a pedagogical challenge to
ensure that students get a consistent curriculuspitevarious diversity factors. Using a
paper-and-pencil survey of 371 students’ feedbaskaostandardized course delivered
simultaneously in 3 languages to 27 nationalit@®ss 3 integrated campuses of a European
business school, we surprisingly find a no-divgrsiffect suggesting homogeneous learning
style preferences despite the multifaceted divwethat characterizes the students cohort. Our
research contributes to the literature on inteamati management education, by pointing
towards a possible convergence of management gidearning expectations in a context
of increased globalization.
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Introduction

Education is increasingly international, along witke growing interconnection of
national economies: The number of internationadletis enrolled in foreign universities has
increased from less than one million in 1975 tomiBion in 2011 (OECD, 2013; Zhang et
al., 2016) with a strong trend to offer integraprdgrams at various locations (“International
branch campuses”, Wilkins et al.,, 2012). This depeient particularly applies to
management education, requiring students to gettprgpared for international
responsibilities and careers.

In this vein, recent research posits that “help@igDI [culturally and linguistically
diverse international] students to achieve bothusion and academic success is one of the
major obligations for universities and businesostdi (Zhang et al. 2016, p. 377), and that
“[m]any faculty members have not yet aligned thericulum and teaching practices well to
the needs of the increasing number of CLDI studefitsid.). From a pedagogical
perspective, the key issue is how to design a eoursa fashion that the “inclusion” of
students from various national backgrounds is guaes in business schools curricula by
addressing foreign students’ interests along wétiping them socialize with onshore students
curricula (Zhang et al., 2016). Inclusivity mearmstt all students learn and are taught
together, following a curriculum that typically mporates ethnic or cultural groups’
knowledge and perspectives on management and titlsusafunctional areas. Almost by
definition, such a reality requires extensive adtisensitivity inside the course content (i.e.
an approach based an orientation towards cultuffdrehces or ethnorelativism, Bennett,
1993), along with a “one size fits all” course dgsifor a consistent multicampus course
delivery.

Extent literature generally acknowledges that celtwsually defined at the country
level by nationality, plays an important role inysastudents and teachers interact, as their
teaching and learning styles depend on their allonigin (Hofstede, 1986; Bennett, 1986).
Culture-bound learning styles are also acquired &mction of successive socializations to
different subcultures, such as age, gender, or @repecialization, which may have more
impact than culture on learning styles (Joy andbK@&009). However, to the best of our
knowledge, empirical investigations on course fee#ls (one key component of learning
experience), especially in terms of learning styteferences, of a highly diverse student
body to a standardized teaching format are rage {aras et al., 2013; Ramsey and Lorenz,
2016).

We thus use a natural experiment developed at ldyhigternational business school
with organically grown integrated campuses in 5 andturopean cities (namely ESCP
Europe) for a multicampus compulsory course thathesefore annually delivered across
campuses, using the same pedagogical materialdiffeatent teachers and also different
languages. This particular educational contextwallais to offer the following research
contributions:

Q) We empirically explore how culturally diverse state embedded into a
multicampus learning environment respond a “one dits all” approach promoted in
multicampus curricula. More specifically, we anaywhether or not a multicultural student
body shows converging (i.e., reasonably homogendeasning styles preferences towards
such a course format.

(2) The multicampus (and in particular, multi-countndanulti-language) context
allows us to directly compare students of the saat®nality who can be sorted depending
on their study journey across campuses, as ngteakig local language student (e.g., when



a French student is studying in Paris, in Frenab)pative/speaking foreign language student
(e.g., when a French student is studying in Pamig:nglish), or as non-native/speaking
foreign language student (e.g., when a French studestudying in Berlin, in English).
Hereby, our investigation will be able to uncovee importance of ‘student nationality’ as a
diversity dimension, and compare it to other dinn@ms of diversity (such as gender; the
students’ pre-experiences related to and theirestan the course topic; language groups;
location of study).

The remainder of this article is structured asofe. The next section reviews the
international management education literature edlab teaching a multicultural student
body, from the perspective of both the course oftefresponses of business schools and
management universities to their students bodynatenalization challenge) and the course
taking (students’ perspectives on their learningegience in such mixed classes). We then
present the context and methods of the empiricalystfollowed with a detailed presentation
of the results. We finally discuss the findings dheir limitations, and suggest avenues for
future research.

Literature review

International management education literature edlato teaching a multicultural
student body looked at how business schools andersgiiies have responded to the
internationalization of their students (i.e., ae theed to develop courses targeting an
internationally diverse audience). It also ideetifichallenges, from the student perspective,
related to inclusivity they could expect when sindyabroad in a highly international
context.

Teaching perspective: The adaptations of businesstwols to an increased diverse
student body

In response to the increased internationalizatiostwdent cohorts, certain academics
have called for internationalizing the curriculabasiness schools (Zhang et al., 2016), to (1)
stimulate foreign and home students’ internatiakdl set (Ang, Van Dyne, and Koh, 2006),
and (2) foster inclusivity by addressing foreignd&nts’ interests along with helping them
socialize with onshore students. Three solutionsteat the level of courses offered to
address an increased diverse student body: Engfidhmultilingual courses, cross-cultural
courses, and offshore campuses mixing multicultstedent body.

English (asa Medium of Instruction, EMI) and multilingual courses

English-speaking countries have traditionally baedffrom the rise of English as a
Medium of Instruction (EMI) in higher education attract international students. However,
continental European countries including France @ednany also boast a significant share
of international students (Wilkins et al., 2012)ahhgement education institutions in these
countries have developed different learning stiate@o attract international students and
create the linguistic conditions of inclusivity. i&&n institutions have been particularly keen
to adjust their medium of instruction in order tract more international students. This trend
is especially visible in continental Europe wherggksh has become the language of higher
education in non-English speaking European cows)tparticularly in management education
(Coleman, 2006; Lueg and Lueg, 2015). It is fumhare supported by the strategies of non-
native English speaking students in management whmose EMI as a reflection of



belonging to higher social strata: relative Englsbficiency provides a cultural capital and
better gaming and positioning in career orientaflareg and Lueg, 2015).

However, from the point of view of CLDI studentse \wnow that their language skills
do not always significantly improve over the timgest in a university abroad (Peelo and
Luxon, 2007). Besides, the development of course&nglish has produced ambivalent
results in terms of inclusivity of internationaudents. On the one hand, it aims to bolster
students’ employability across linguistic bordeds the other hand, it leads to the diffusion
of Anglo-American values and practices, particylarl management disciplines (Engwall,
2004), which may be interpreted as the oppositaadtisivity. As the medium of expression
of one’s experience, language limits what can bgressed (especially when there is no
English equivalent), thereby forcing the recipientesort to the closest concept in English to
convey it (Joy and Poonamalle, 2013). This can leadn “imposed etic” perspective that
impedes multiples perspectives (e.g., the Frencleamt of “métier” — strongly embedded in
the technical savoir-faire - does not exist in Eigland is “unequivalently” translated by
“business lines”; D’lribarne, 2009). Offering theermiine possibility to choose between
different languages of instruction for the same rseuremains a pedagogical and
organizational challenge for business schools anwetsities, and only a handful of
institutions offer such curricula (e.g., Paris Sombe University has two campuses providing
courses in French and English: Paris and Abu DHa8CP has 6 campuses: Paris, Berlin,
London, Madrid, Turin, and Warsaw, providing cosrge French, English, German, Spanish
and Italian).

Cross-cultural courses

Management schools have incorporated internatiooatents through cross-cultural
(that is comparative) functional courses (e.g.ermational marketing, International finance,
or International supply chain management), and siams (in schools or universities with an
“international business” department or alike) tlglounore systematic consideration of the
international business dimensions embedded in thesd#ional domains (that is how these
functional domains are developed in the internatidirm). Schools have also proposed
dedicated courses (called Cross-Cultural ManagementCCM, courses) looking at
intercultural management situations aiming at imprg the intercultural competences (such
as intercultural communication or leadership skifstheir multicultural student body.

For the latter, however, the positive effect of C&€burses on students’ international
skills is only moderate (Eisenberg et al., 2018m8 scholars have thus proposed to increase
international exposure of students through inneeattechnologically supported CCM
courses in an experiential learning approach. Retance, Erez et al. (2013) implemented
virtual multicultural projects to test studentsblgll and local identities in culturally diverse
virtual teams. Similarly, Bartel-Radic et al. (20 xamine global teaming from the point of
view of student learning and the development oértultural competence to show that
students learned from the teaming experience, &gdlyethose with more prior international
experience. In the same vein, Taras et al. (20&8¢ldped a course (the X-project) based on
globally distributed multicultural teams throughtual means, offering significant cognitive
and attitudinal learning gains.

Unfortunately, such projects entail heavy technalalginvestments and do not easily
apply to large student cohorts. More importantigse studies suffer from an inherent bias of
positive course feedback as students proactively topundertake cross-cultural-related
courses. These learners are already aware of theriamce of such competencies and will
consciously work towards developing these crossiall skills. In other words, studies on



the impact of cross-cultural projects likely suffesm endogeneity. Moreover, students who
score high on cultural intelligence (CQ; “the capgb of an individual to function
effectively in situations characterized by cultyr&an Dyne et al. (2008), p. 3) are more
satisfied with and committed to cross-cultural sasr (Ramsey and Lorenz, 2016), which
translates into improved cross-cultural skills.

Offshore campuses mixing multicultural student body

Another emerging trend at Western universities aodiness schools has been to
develop internationalization strategies by esthbig campuses in foreign countries (Wilkins
et al., 2012). These strategies are using diveastry modes”, from wholly owned campuses
reflecting organic growth, to more (e.g. double réegoffering) or less (e.g. summer courses
abroad) sophisticated international agreements foitbign local institutions reflecting an
export perspective. For instance, in 2010, moreriational students from non-European
Union countries were taking U.K. higher educationgnpams outside than inside the U.K.
(Wilkins et al., 2012). More than half of all fogei students are located in Australia, Canada,
France, Germany, the United Kingdom and the UnB¢ates (OECD, 2013). The main
directional flows of students have been from EasVest and South to North, complemented
more recently with East to East flows thanks to melwcational “hubs” such as Singapore or
Malaysia (Knight, 2011) and more recently the U.A&(g., Paris Sorbonne University Abu
Dhabi, or New York University Abu Dhabi, among atble

However, we do not know much about the perspeativetudents on multicampus
learning. First, there is a limited number of sagdihat look into students’ choice to study in
an international campus of a Western universitkesasons for undertaking higher education
studies abroad include enhancing their foreign uagg skills and employability profile,
pursuing career opportunities, and increasing thaifal status (Lueg and Lueg, 2015). Few
studies discussing offshore campuses are concevitedVestern universities’ international
branches in remote locations that identify a sesfgsush and pull factors underlying student
destination choice (Wilkins et al., 2012; WilkinedaHuisman, 2011). Second, only a few
studies look at the impact of different learningrienments experienced in multicampus
education by students on their perceptions of legrmpproaches. Wierstra et al. (2003)
found evidence for the influence of aspects of ngay environment (whether student-,
conceptualization- or reproduction-oriented) on tearning approaches (constructive with
importance given to critical thinking, or reprodwet focusing on memorizing and stepwise
information processing). In particular, a learniagvironment characterized as student-
oriented (oriented to active learning and importdagree of self-regulation) discourages
reproductive learning and promotes constructivernieg. However, the learning
environment preferences of the students were pegthted to their learning orientations at
home university, but they were strikingly similaor fstudents from different countries.
Finally, there was a strong preference for thoseniag environment aspects that promote
constructive learning.

Learning perspective: The responses of students whestudying abroad in a highly
international context

Despite the adaptations of business schools anengities in their course offering to
cohorts of increased international students, shglym several campuses abroad remains a
challenge and suggests that mere cultural divenrssigle the classroom is simply not enough
to guaranty inclusivity students could expect. Fany students, unfortunately, there is a gap
between their expectations and the reality of th@wn in terms of academic-language,



social, culture-value and travel-cultural experesa short term studying abroad periods of
time, such expectation gapes being one contriiatadjustment stress (Pitts, 2009). Sawir et
al. (2008) even identified cultural loneliness @&vred by foreign students studying in
Australia in the absence of cultural and linguisti@red environment.

For students, studying management abroad (andrpenig well) implies to rapidly
adjust to potential differences between home argigo learning environments. Two factors
concerned with barriers for “periphery” studentplai why studying abroad may not lead
to appropriate effective learning: the largely Westcentric course contents and
multicultural classrooms with heterogeneous leaysityles.

Western-centric course content

A first reason why cultural diversity inside theassroom is simply not enough to
enhance students’ comprehension of internationainkss realities and appreciation of
inclusivity in curricula relates to the largely Wes-centric character of course contents
delivered at many (all?) business schools. Theranisncreasing popular recognition that
American and European business schools and otlgleieducation institutions deliver
curricula encompassing a Western bias that mayagrnot, meet the needs and expectations
of non-Western students (Eisenberg et al., 20\8add Poonamallee, 2013).

In this respect, a 2014 student-led campaign ahigdisity College in London (“Why
is my curriculum so White?) asked why there is such a dagtween inclusivity or diversity
policies and the content of their curricula, whathl reflects a Western-centric postcolonial
viewpoint of the world and education. In the fi@limanagement, education institutions in
Europe have been keen, everywhere, of imitatingAarerican teaching and management
style (being themselves actors involved in intdrgal management situations). Management
is seen as a discipline with a strong normativeéucalthat is diffused through powerful role
models, research impacts, students study trip©sPof faculty, accreditations, or rankings.
This is the “Americanization” of management edumat{Engwall, 2004) where conceptual
integration of cultural analyses in curricula i€Kmg so as to critically reflect about the
cultural assumptions and universalist pretentib@as tinderpin many mainstream concepts in
economics and management (Blasco, 2009). Thistacatibn of business school, notably in
Europe, is not a recent observation (e.g. in Fravitte contributions from Berry twenty-five
years ago; 1992; 1995).

Heterogeneous learning styles

A second reason why cultural diversity inside thassroom is not a warranty to
enhance students’ comprehension of internationainkess realities and appreciation of
inclusivity in curricula relates to learning styldmat can be defined as “the individual, natural
and preferred way of a person to treat informataoml feelings in a certain (learning-)
situation which will influence his decisions andhbeiors” (Barmeyer, 2004, p. 578). They
refer to cognitive strategies to acquire and udermmation which differ across cultures
(Hofstede, 1986; Bennett, 1986) and impact teachasgwell (e.g., the influence of
Hofsfede's Power distance and Uncertainty avoidandénis can affect the learning
experience of certain students in case of mismiagttveen home and host country learning
styles. For instance, Chinese students displayihigla power distance index tend to be less
comfortable in front of their teachers, which ledadsa lack of participation (Wang et al.,
2009). This is a practical problem of inequivalpetformance evaluation across students, as

! https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Dscx4h2l-Pk (aseeison November 29th, 2017).



participation is often considered as a pillar ofmgican) business schools. Hence,
multicultural teaching might not be optimal for @n students’ learning experience.

While Joy and Kolb (2009) found that culture doesséh an impact on students’
learning styles, they also show that this impaabriy slightly more significant than other
demographic variables (age, gender, level of edutatrea of specialization). They also
found that first year international students temdbé significantly influenced by their culture
of origin, while last year international studenémnd to be more influenced by their study
discipline. Wierstra et al. (2003) studying SouthBuropean students at a Dutch university
found that the learning environment has an impachow students approach the learning
process (reproductive vs. constructive) despite tearning preferences inherited from their
country of origin.

Study purpose and context

Our literature review discussed three respons&¥asitern (mostly but not exclusively)
higher education institutions to attract foreigndgnts and foster inclusivity (English and
multilingual courses; cross-cultural courses; affeh campuses mixing diverse students
body). However, from a pedagogical perspective, maor research issues have not been
addressed so far. First, we still know very litienpirically, of whether such policies have
any impact at all on students’ learning experieticethnocentric curricula have clearly (and
logically) been identified by the international dg&nts community as a barrier to inclusivity
when studying abroad, learning style preferencegrésenting a key pedagogical aspect of
learning experience) of a multicultural studentyoesponding to an inclusive curricula have
not been empirically studied. Second, previousae$seon the effectiveness of international
curricula is scarce (e.g., Taras et al., 2013; Rgmnasd Lorenz, 2016), and tends to generally
admit the effect of cultures (national and subaek)i on learning styles. Studies investigating
the impact of multiple determinants on studentsnlieg experience, including nationality,
language of instruction, and campus mobility, hage been, to the best of our knowledge,
conducted yet.

Therefore, this study investigates whether cultyrdiverse students fundamentally
display different learning preferences accordinthslanguage of instruction and the campus
location for a core course, concretely: (a) Doesudticultural student body show converging
(i.e., reasonably homogeneous) learning styles epates towards a standardized
multicampus course? (b) What is the relative impdatulture compared to other diversity
factors on the multicultural multicampus learningerience?

In order to address these questions, we use the afaan integrated multicampus
business school, ESCP Europe. Hence the contettteoftudy encompasses three related
aspects (the school’s strategy, the course devenpprocess, and the course topic) which
altogether contribute to create an inclusive candéxeducation.

A compulsory course in the second semester of iteeyear in a general Master in
Management program served as an object of analysis.core course in marketing (entitled
“International Marketing Decisions”, IMD) was dewupkd at the level of the European
Department of Marketing (EDM) to diffuse ESCP Ewgpinclusivity agenda (the ‘Culture
for Business’ [C4B] visiof). It is delivered annually on five campuses inethtanguages
(English in particular; plus French and Spanisk)ng the same pedagogical material in these
languages (syllabus, slides, cases, assessmenéxamgles), but different teachers and also

2 http://www.escpeurope.eu/nc/media-news/news-néteslieews-single/article/escp-europe-
reaffirme-sa-strategie-interculturelle-cultures-fursiness-c4b-1/



different languages (English, French and Spanistxnfan and Italian are not used for
organizational reasons).

Two professors from two campuses but from the saliseipline and academic
department affiliation (the EDM), developed the ms®y) using an integrative and
decentralized process, with successive validatant input brought over the years by the
faculty teaching the course (fourth year of exiseeas of 2017-18). Teachers have also been
given the possibility to adapt up to 20% of the reeucontent, be it in terms of examples
found in the country of study or in terms of assemss e.g. due to minor local legal
requirements. The course development process usggeamatic feedback system to monitor
from year to year the integration of the feedbgukwided by the stable teaching team spread
over the five campuses, ensuring shared meanimgssathe European teaching team.

The course contents (“IMD”) aimed at opening studeio the multiple impacts of
cultural variables on consumption and buying prece® resulting adaptation and
standardization decisions of mix marketing abrotids within organizational contexts
(depending on the internationalization level of pamies) also shaping those decisions
(Prime and Usunier, 2015). In addition, a centmalpkasis was systematically placed to
discussing these aspects considering internatibusiness relations from/between mature
Triad and emerging markets at a worldwide scale.

Data collection: Sample and measure

Our data set was collected using a natural expeatidesign were students were
exposed to experimental (the IMD multicampus couasel other factors outside the control
of the investigators. Unlike a descriptive study,.experiment is a study in which a treatment
is intentionally introduced and a result or outcamebserved. Data were collected through a
paper-and-pencil survey in class, at the end ofcthese (i.e., at the end of the™ree-
hour long session), in Spring 2017. Although dekdeat five campuses in 17 groups, out of
organizational constraints the survey was resttitbe3 campuses, 11 groups, and 3 teaching
languages (2 groups in Berlin [both English], 3Madrid [2 English, 1 Spanish], and 6 in
Paris [4 English, 2 French]).

The sample size was N = 371, and 27 nationalitieeewepresented altogether (see
Table 1). For the subsequent analyses, we decmddctus on the four biggest national
groups (French, German, Iltalian, Chinese) and talyaa the remaining students
(nationalities with minor representation; no naélity indicated) as one group. This
approach also enabled us to check whether theo(raditly-wise) homogeneous groups
(French; German; Italian; Chinese) respond moredgameously to the questions than the
(culturally mixed) heterogeneous group, so thatae enrich our investigation into diversity
issues of a student cohort that follows a standadicourse format.

The questionnaire was simple and had two pagesHskibit 1: The structure of the
guestionnaire). The first page asked for demograpaind course-related information, which
in the following analyses represent the set of prethelent variables. These variables relate to
different dimensions of diversity in class (“divigydfactors”) and hence are potential sources
of heterogeneous feedback to a standardized ctomrsat. Of particular interest is whether
the student’s country-of-origin (nationality) repeats a bigger challenge for courses targeted
at an internationally mixed student body than otte&sons for heterogeneous expectations
and perceptions in such a mixed class. The lasgwestions point towards possible positive
(preferences) and negative but constructive (supges feedback that came to the students’
minds when thinking about what the course has #Hygtdalivered to them. Preference and



suggestion measures generated on this basis wiksent the dependent variables in our

following analyses.
Table 1: Sample description (N=371)

Diversity factor | Sub-groups
Nationality Chinese : 39
French : 153
German : 41
Italian : 72
Others : 53
Unknown : 13
Campus Berlin : 132
Madrid : 118
Paris : 121
Gender Female : 201
Male : 170
Teaching English: 290
language French: 28
Spanish: 53
Language Very low — average : 42
proficiency Good : 67
Very good : 100
Excellent: 96
Mother tongue: 66
Internship in No: 276
marketing Yes: 93 (2 missing)
Interest in Below average: 57
marketing Average: 146
Above average: 168

To measure preferences and suggestions, the angwtrs two open questions were
content-coded, using an inductive approach. The 8tep included the formulation of a
short-cut for any aspect that was provided as porese to either question. For example, the
answer “I liked the many examples presented instlagas coded as “examples”. If the
answer was already concise, such as “the groupgtoihen we defined the category “group
project”. This procedure led to 23 codes for prefiees and 54 codes for suggestions. Using
two independent coders, the second step involves fdrmulation of superordinate
categories, in an attempt to cluster the codesdategories. The two coders discussed their
respective suggestions for category labels, ana dpplied these labels to the 23 (resp. 54)
codes. This step led to nine (eleven) preferenagggstion) categories. It is interesting to
note that the labels for both the positive and hegaourse feedbacks were essentially the
same, except for two additional categories thay apbeared in connection with suggestions.
The ultimate set of feedback categories are theowiolg: ‘application’, ‘assessment’,
‘content element’, ‘contents’, ‘illustration’, ‘ieraction’, ‘material’, ‘organization’, ‘rules’
(suggestions only), ‘speaker’, and ‘support’ (sigjgms only). Short explanations and
examples for each one of these feedback categgisitive and negative) are displayed in
Table 2.

On the basis of this coding scheme, we were abladasure the absolute number of
comments per student with respect to each oneeohitie (eleven) preference (suggestion)
categories. Hence, we measured how a specific @mategas represented in a student’s
positive and negative course feedback, i.e. hovmprently this category was reflected in
this student’s feedback thoughts. We also calcdléte absolute number of comments per



student with respect to preferences (suggestionstal, summing up the associated numbers
in the nine (eleven) categories. These overall oreascan be considered as an indicator of
the richness of any student’s positive and negaimngse feedback.

Table 2: Feedback categories, explanations, and sample code

Category Explanation: comments related to... Sample cte for positive Sample code for
feedback (preference) negative feedback
(suggestion)
1. Application ... course elements intended to appigtudy of cases More praxis like
concepts / theories to a new example or inventing a product
case (requiring students’ contribution)
2. Assessment ... the various grading elements Quizzes Mid-term  exam, oral

defense instead of group
project report

3. Content ... specific topics of the course Glocalization Dadjinarketing
element
4. Contents ... the contents as a whole Wideness ofgopic More depth
5. lllustration ... course elements intended to claafy Short videos More numerical examples

concept / theory (without requiring
students’ contribution)

6. Interaction ... the interaction in class (betwee®pen discussions Debates instead of case
students, between students and professor) discussions

7. Material ... the pedagogical material (slides, linkQuality of slides Less readings
additional readings)

8. Organization ... administration of the course Stadidation across Shorter courses

campuses

9. Rules ... all measures applied to incentivize & No mandatory attendance
specific behavior of students

10. Speaker ... the way the instructor behaved in clasgssiBn of the prof Invite famous employees

11. Support ... all measures taken to support the Guidelines for group
learning experience and outcome of project
students

Results

We begin with some descriptive statistics and cemmgnt them with ANOVAS,
considering that age (the only metric variables@s homogeneous in our sample that we
ignored it in all further analyses, and that ahest variables that potentially impacted the
(metrically-scaled) dependent variables were notrimén each one of these ANOVAs, we
use a specific preference or suggestion categoityeagdependent variable, and one item from
the first page of the questionnaire as factor (pifw “identifying language”, which we have
refrained from using, as it coincided in more tB&%6 with nationality).

In a second step, we run regression analyses, asspgcific preference or suggestion
category as the dependent variable, and a set wimiks to represent the categorical
independent variables (“diversity factors”), to wira more complete picture than that
produced by the (separate) ANOVAs. Note that itned our intention to test specific
hypotheses. In contrast, any insignificant relatlop (effect of a “diversity factor” on
positive and negative course feedback) means hiea¢ tis no indication to believe that this
diversity factor represents a barrier when offeringtandardized course to a heterogeneous
student body. In other words, insignificant modéds insignificant relationships) point
towards a relatively homogeneous perception ofaadsirdized course format, despite the
diversity in class.



Descriptive Statistics and complementing ANOVAs

As noted earlier (see Table 1) 153 (41, 72, 39evirench (German, Italian, Chinese);
the remaining 66 students were merged into theu@lly mixed group. Students followed
the course on three campuses: Berlin (132), Madrid8), and Paris (121). Regarding the
distribution of course languages, 290 (28, 53) aisl followed the course in English
(French, Spanish). We are aware of the fact thatdilstribution is quite imbalanced; still, we
will not ignore this potential source for heterogeus course evaluations in the subsequent
analyses. Proficiency in the course language wgls ¢m average: only 42 students indicated
proficiency levels between very low and averagethst the remaining 329 students have at
least good proficiency (67 “good”, 100 “very good6 “excellent”, 66 “as my mother
tongue”). Gender-wise, the sample split into 20hdkes and 170 males. Regarding students’
link to the course topic, 276 had never done agrmship in marketing, and the remaining 93
students (data from 2 was missing) had an avergggerience of 4.67 months. Last, 57 (146,
168) students expressed a below-average (averbges-average) interest in the marketing
discipline. In conclusion, perhaps except for gentlee independent variables all follow a
somewhat skewed distribution, which needs to bet kepmind when interpreting and
discussing the results.

Regarding the dependent variables, we provide giser statistics (means and
standard deviations), complemented with the resdlSNOVAs, in Tables 3 and 4. Table 3
considers overall preferences (i.e., the numberesponses per student across all nine
preference categories) and overall suggestions the number of responses per student
across all eleven suggestion categories). We 8mitdescriptive statistics by sub-groups,
according to nationality, campus, teaching languggeficiency in the teaching language,
gender, internship in marketing, and interest imkaing.

Some observations are interesting to note. Filtstpagh preferences are clustered into
nine categories and 23 codes (compared to eleegarées and 54 codes for suggestions),
the answers are altogether richer with respectdteences (mean of 1.37) than suggestions
(mean of 1.09). This points towards an altogethmsitive overall feedback of the course,
albeit on a highly aggregate level. Second, ofgéeen diversity factors, five significantly
impact the richness of feedback regarding prefa®n(except campus and teaching
language), whereas teaching language is the ordtorfahat impacts the richness of
suggestions. Although all effect sizes are smait peyond 0.25, the conventional threshold
for medium size), this result is quite interestagywell, as it points towards heterogeneous
answering behavior of students when asked to peopdsitive feedback, and more
homogenous behavior when it comes to negative tedbrhird, analyzing the significant
diversity effects, we note that the richness ofgrences is highest for German students (as a
side note, the more heterogeneous “Other” grouqi€haracterized by the highest standard
deviation); for students on the Paris campus; fodents studying in French; for students
with increased levels of teaching language prdficye for male students; for students who
have done an internship in marketing; and findlbly,students with above-average interest in
marketing.

All these analyses could now be repeated with the feleven) preference (suggestion)
categories. This would lead to 20 models, eachvatieseven diversity factors. For the sake
of clarity of presentation, and as we will provideore comprehensive insights (i.e., by
considering the various diversity factors simultausy) with regression analyses, we
decided to select two diversity factors: natiowaltf students (this factor is the most
prominent in previous literature) and campus (tkishe main organizational factor of the
specific context of our school). Note that on tlggragate level of overall preferences and



suggestions, only nationality, not campus, madeifference, and only with respect to
preferences. Consequently, the following additioaahlysis will perhaps uncover more
differentiated insights that have remained hiddernh@ aggregate level. Table 4 presents the
ANOVA results.

Table 3: Descriptive statistics on overall preferences awerall suggestions by subgroumighest
andlowestsubgroup means [the latter in case of more thanldéwels] are highlighted; significant [p
< 0.05] and non-negligibley[> 0.1] effectshighlighted)

Variable Overall preferences Overall suggestions
mean s.d. mean s.d.
Nationality
French 1.37 1.02 1.02 1.05
German 1.68 1.01 1.44 1.27
Italian 1.17 0.84 1.13 1.09
Chinese 1.21 0.61 0.85 0.96
Others 153 0.97 ... 126 098
ANOVA F=2.65,p < 0.0%,n=0.17 F=2.13, p = 0.08=0.1F
Campus
Berlin 1.35 0.74 1.02 0.81
Madrid 1.31 1.05 1.14 1.16
Pais 147 0.98 ... 140 121
ANOVA F=0.98, p = 0.38y=0.07 F=0.42, p = 0.66=0.04
Teaching language
French 1.68 1.22 0.54 0.69
English 1.38 0.92 1.11 1.05
Spanish 121 095 ... 124 124
ANOVA F=2.25, p = 0.11y=0.11 F=4.49,p < 0.0%, n=0.1¢
Language proficiency
Average or below 1.05 0.91 1.14 1.30
Good 1.13 0.85 1.06 1.23
Very good 1.41 0.82 1.12 0.91
Excellent 1.49 1.06 1.15 1.01
_As my mothertongue ie61 .04 ] 094 104
ANOVA F=3.76,p < 0.0], n=0.2C F=0.45, p = 0.7=0.07
Gender
Female 1.28 0.92 1.02 1.04
Male 150 098 16 110
ANOVA F=4.88,p < 0.0%, n=0.11 F=1.47, p = 0.23=0.06
Internship in marketing
No 1.32 0.92 1.03 1.02
Yes ] 156103 126 117
ANOVA F=4.46,p < 0.0%,1=0.11 F=3.13, p = 0.08;=0.09
Interest in marketing
Below average 1.11 0.84 1.23 1.23
Average 1.34 0.99 0.99 1.02
Aboveaverage 150 094 ... 113 105
ANOVA F=3.90,p < 0.0%,1=0.1¢ F=1.25, p = 0.28;=0.08
Overall 1.37 0.95 1.09 1.06

In total, 13 models are insignificant. Hence, tbearse feedback in these categories is
quite homogenous with respect to where the studemse from or where the course is
taught. Across the various nationalities and acaasspuses, the frequencies of feedback
statements pertaining to this category are sim#ar.when analyzing course feedback on a
more fine-grained level (i.e., on the level of feadk categories), offering a standardized
course to a (national and teaching location-wiseg¢rde student body does not emerge as a
big problem.

In the remaining seven significant models, of tbeeptial 21 (7*3 factors) effects, only
nine are significant, and six pertain to “campudiis result is interesting for three reasons.



Table 4: ANOVAs with preference or suggestion categorieB¥sand nationality, campus, and their

interaction as factors (significant [p < 0.05] arah-negligible § > 0.1] effectshighlighted)

Preferences Suggestions
Nationality Campus Nat x Cam Nationality Campus Natx Cam
Application Model insignificant Model insignificant
Assessment Model insignificant Model insignificant
Content element Model insignificant Model insignéfit
Contents Model insignificant p=0.11 p<0.01 p=0.12
1=0.15 1=0.25 1=0.19
Illustration p=0.17 p <0.05 p=0.10 Model insignificant
n1=0.14 n1=0.14 n=0.19
(B highest}
Interaction Model insignificant Model insignificant
Material p<0.01 p<0.05 p=0.35 p<0.01 p<0.01 p<0.01
n1=0.25 n1=0.14 n1=0.16 n=0.21 1=0.16 1=0.26
(G highestf (P highest} (O highestf (P highest} (IxP
highest)’
Organization Model insignificant p=0.63 p<0.01 p=0.96
n<0.10 n=0.23 n<0.10
(B highest}
Rules J. p=0.16 p<0.01 p=0.20
n=0.14 n1=0.18 n1=0.18
(B highest}
Speaker Model insignificant Model insignificant
Support A. p=0.23 p =0.06 p=0.13
n=0.13 n=0.13 n=0.19

Notes: 1 — B=Berlin; M=Madrid; P=Paris; 2 — G=Gem®=others; 3 — IxP=ltalian students in Paris

First, in contrast to the aggregate level preseptatier, this time the picture is more
differentiated for the negative course feedbackgestions). Consequently, the differentiated
(category-level) analysis does uncover some spé®EB (in particular, with respect to
negative feedback and hence areas for potentiatomement of the course) that have
remained hidden on the aggregate level of analysis.

Second, whereas the “campus” factor remained irfgignt with respect to positive
and negative aggregate feedback, on the disaggrémat! it seems to play the major role,
relatively speaking. To understand why the Berampus receives a relatively high number
of positive feedback regarding illustrations woudgjuire an additional characterization of
the teaching methods employed by the professdurin many comments on “organization”
and “rules” were expressed by students on the B&dimpus, probably due to the large
groups in Berlin and the fact that rules were o#tgplicitly mentioned in class (the necessity
of reminding students to stick to some rule mag alsve been due to the group size).

Third, the only two significant effects of studémationalities relate to material (see
Table 3, line “material”; in all other lines p >08). Whereas German students praised the
course material most, the culturally mixed groupdeamost suggestions for further
improvement. The codes pertaining to this categoey‘less reading” (perhaps these students
did not fully understand that the extra readingsewet mandatory but instead intended as an
add-on), “slides to recap” (these were not missingincluded in every single slide set, so
this critique was without justification), and “dticloser to slides” (perhaps these students
were not acquainted so much with the fact thastitkes support but do not replace a lecture).
In conclusion, the fact that the culturally mixexhd thus presumably most heterogeneous)
group mentioned the highest average number of stigge regarding material is the only
case where this group responded more heterogenetmsthe course than any other
monocultural group.



Regression Analyses

To get a more complete picture of how the set eémdiity factors potentially influenced
course feedback, we calculated 20 regression m@aetach one of them using the number
of feedback statements pertaining to one of thee rpreference or eleven suggestion
categories as dependent variable) with elevenenfiing factors: three nationality dummies
(German, Italian, and Chinese; French being the bas nationality), two campus dummies
(Madrid and Paris, Berlin being the base line cashptwo teaching language dummies
(French and Spanish, English being the base linguiage), proficiency in the teaching
language (O=below or at average, 1=above averggejler (O=female, 1=male), internship
in marketing (0=no, 1=yes), and finally interest nmarketing (O=below or at average,
1=above average). Table 5 summarizes the results.

Of the 20 regression models, only nine are sigaificHence, in more than half of the
cases, the various diversity factors taken togetloarot explain the variation of feedbacks
regarding a specific preference or suggestion oayedPut differently, feedbacks in these
categories are quite homogeneous and thus similaarnticular across nationalities, teaching
languages, language proficiency, gender, as welht@sest and experience in the course
topic.

Of the nine significant models, the model fit isywéow (between 2.9 and 6.9%), and of
the potential 9 [models] * 11 [factors] = 99 effecbnly 23 are significant. The picture of
course feedback that can be explained by diveiattyrs (including nationality and language
proficiency which have been highlighted by previdsrature) is thus very scattered and
hence only a collection of “tiny” individual effext

Analyzing these few significant effects carefullye realize that 12 (and hence more
than half of all significant effects) relate to fepus” (Madrid and Paris, as compared to
Berlin). In consistency with the ANOVA results, theampus differences regarding
suggestions related to the organization of andsrafglied during the course stand out (see
the interpretation above). Conversely, very fevee§ relate to students’ nationalities.

In conclusion, administrative aspects of the coufse., offering the same
‘environment’ on all campuses — e.g., similar clgiges; or communicating and applying the
same rules everywhere — e.g., computer use in)ckl®s a more important source for
heterogeneous course feedbacks than factors ttatp® the students’ cultural background
(nationalities; language skills). These “little @iét” of the course administration relate, using
a marketing of services approach (Lovelock and 2Vi&016), to the “service physical
environment” (one the “7Ps” specific to marketingservices). In and across the campuses
of the education service delivered by the managéswhools and universities, these emerge
as the most pertinent area for further improvenoénihe course learning experience. In sum,
however — given that the standardized course forsnataluated quite homogeneously — the
teaching concept seems to be able to addressdifigeent aspects of potential benefit for a
multicultural student body and as such is alread\aldogether sound “all-rounder”: Every
student (independent of nationality, teaching lawg) language proficiency, gender,
marketing interest and experience) seems to likentthing” about the course, an aspect that
he/she thinks is worth mentioning in response tndasked for positive course feedback.
From the students’ perspective, the course ammbitents seem to be perceived as inclusive.



Table 5: Overview of regression analyses (columns: independeariables; lines: dependent
variable); only significant beta coefficients appéagular: p < 0.05pold: p < 0.0J)

_ ] e
£ é 3 g E 2 5 2 é %é_) é g
¥ 8§ s &5 £ § § & & § 2 ¢

Preferences

application n.s.

assessment n.s.

content element 3.7 0.21

contents 3.2 0.16 0.24

illustration 3.5 0.16 -0.16

interaction n.s.

material 53 0.21 0.15 0.15

organization n.s.

speaker n.s.

Suggestions

application n.s.

assessment n.s.

content element n.s.

contents 5.0 0.15 0.28 -0.12

illustration n.s.

interaction n.s.

material 5.4 0.14 -0.14 0.14 0.14 0.17

organization 5.8 -0.27 -0.28

rules 6.9 0.13 -0.29 -0.20

speaker n.s.

support 29 0.18 0.15

Conclusion

Summary and discussion: “One size fits all”?

This study investigated a multicampus standardaeticompulsory course delivered to
a cohort of international students. To the studwbéther or not a multicultural student body
shows compatible (i.e., reasonably homogeneoun)itepstyles preferences towards such a
course format (research question 1), our empirigults suggest an overall quite
homogeneous course feedback, across a varietyvefsity factors discussed in literature
(nationality, language, gender) and specific to thstitutional context (multicampus
education, internship and interest in marketindjje ieterogeneity in course feedback, albeit
considerably small in total, mostly relates to adistrative factors of the learning
environment (e.g., the course organization in eachpus) and much less to diversity-related
factors (nationality, language skills, gender), nalijng that the intrinsic student
characteristics did not impact much on course faekibconfirming a “one size fits all”
perception.

To the study of the relative impact of culture camga to other diversity factors on the
multicultural multicampus learning experience (sesl question 2), we find a surprising
result: nationality (used as a proxy for culturees not have a more significant impact on



students’ preferences and suggestions. Howevedonend a relative impact of culture on
two specific yet not essential points: the matepedvided (German students praise the
course material) and the suggestions (culturallyeshigroup made most suggestions for
further improvements). As a consequence, offeristpadardized course to a nationality and
teaching location-wise diverse student body dodsengerge as a big pedagogical problem
for students’ preferences (positive and constregtiv

Overall, the results seem to signal that withiis fharticular institutional context and for
a specific cohort of students, the course was dedignd perceived in a pretty standardized
and inclusive way. These results are highly coeststvith the context of the empirical study
in terms of offering-related factors: (a) the sddC4B strategy is promising high
inclusiveness, (b) the specialization (businessraadagement) is very normative and tends
to impose an American culture (for teaching andniea), (c) the organizational design
process of the course is inclusive (it was purposkEsigned to address various diverse
expectations or predispositions, using elements almost everybody would perceive as
beneficial — preferences - and not-so-beneficiguggestions), (d) the perspective taken in
the course contents is inclusive (it is not a mankgecourse with an international flavor, but
aninternationalmarketing course strongly embedded inrdarnationalbusiness perspective
where marketing is considered as the engine ofriat®nalization of firms in a globalizing
economy).

However, in interpreting these surprising resulis, need to consider demand-related
effects, due to the profile of the students. Owults bring forward a contradiction to one
stream of literature on differences in learningestyacross culture suggesting that the study
discipline (Joy and Kolb, 2009) or the learning iemwvment (Wierstra et al., 2003) impact
more on students’ lerning styles than their leagnstyles preferences inherited form their
country of origin. Even if our study does not irddudirect measures of learning styles, we
see that the unprecedented cultural heterogensigng students in management (here 27
nationalities altogether) reflecting the internatibzation of management education, has led
to the development of converging learning prefeeend his could possibly be best explained
by relying on a sociological Bourdieusian perspection business schools studying
population. The social background and cultural temf the students play an effective, but
hidden, role in generating convergence, with higtuamnal strata being more likely to choose
EMI (Lueg and Lueg, 2015). These students wouladesgnt “global cosmopolitans” or a
kind of modern “offshore elite”, sharing a similsocial status across countries engaged in
international business, speaking a “Globish” Engl{€alvet, 1999), being rather urban,
wealthy, mobile and internationally exposed, angddnyconnected (like educated Millenials
worldwide). This profile is consistent with the elbpgation that economic globalization has
created higher demands, especially from multinali@empanies, for high-profile and high-
paying careers that both Western and non-Westadests logically both want to capitalize
on (Joy and Poonamallee, 2013). Overall, this Al diversity (especially that measured
by nationality) effect on learning preferences nhigiflect the idea that management students
altogether represent a subculture community thatpnagressively embraced the values and
learning style associated with the highly interoiadilized Western business schools learning
style and environment.

A first implication of our research relates to hbusiness schools and universities can
improve inclusivity in their curricula. Being thesiges actors of international business and
cultural socialization agents of the managemenid fitheir capacity to develop more
inclusive curricula, pedagogy, and assessment igaés seems conditioned by their capacity
to be themselves more inclusive in their identitgorporate culture pillar of the



internationalization strategy). Reflexivity, intpection and multicultural training for
teachers are ways to get there (Joy and Poonam2(l&a).

A second and related implication relates to thaghesf management courses for a
multicultural student body and a multi-country ealimnal journey. Following one direction
(the convergence view), we could predict that tearithallenges (related to a “diverse”
class, and in particular culturally diverse andetée reg. language proficiency [between
native and non-native]) will become gradually I@&stinent in management education. On
the other side, it could be argued that such “dlebd’ (i.e. standardized) teaching would be
putting more emphasis on similarities than on d#fees and ultimately would put at danger
the many opportunities provided by multiculturahne diversity (Stahl et al., 2010) and
opportunities to engage in interactions with aratrifrom each other (Joy and Poonamallee,
2013). The design of such courses should therd&iiaclusive itself, requiring multicultural
and multilocation collaborating faculty to avoidsjuinfusing” international elements in the
course, generally from a Western-centric posturectiasing standard pedagogical packages
in English (typically from the USA) and re-sellindpem to the own students, is not
appropriate if one wants to promote more inclugiuit the course design and contents for
business schools and universities in their grommudticultural environment.

Limitations and suggestions for future research

This study has some limitations. First of all, anay ask whether course feedback is an
appropriate means to capture and evaluate thesinithy of a given curriculum. Filling a
course feedback requires students to thoroughlgatebn the overall course, their teachers,
the material, the methods, and assessments. Evibe ifjuestionnaire was based on open
guestions to minimize this risk, the complexity what leads to such and such course
feedback may not have been properly addresseddditian, the fact that course feedback
forms were circulated at the end of the last sessmght not have been conducive to
providing accurate feedbacks, especially by meéonpen answers.

Second, we have used nationality as a proxy fauil This is of course debatable
(Fisher, 2009), all the more so as, taking intooaot international mobility of students,
nationality might not always (and less and lesseanzkrtain social backgrounds) reflect
where (in the proper and figurative meanings) sttsléave grown up. Our country level
analysis of culture may not be sufficient to intetp our no-diversity effect to reflect culture.
For the purpose of this research (a first empiriegbloration), we defined culture very
simply (we use the “nationality” country-level pgoxo measure culture), and probably not
without sufficient nuances: Is nationality the bgsbxy when we look at international
management education and learning styles prefesenck international students?
Could/should we use other definitions of culturehared meaning systems- related to
disciplinary subcultures (“business studies”)? Thisitation calls for future research to
explore possible within-nations variability of learg styles depending on discipline
subcultures (e.g. management).

Third, we could not investigate the impact of irstke policies set up on students’
international skills set enhancement. Instead, @eeided on students’ feedback with respect
to one particular course embedded in a specifigituti®nal arrangement. Still, the
compulsory feature of the course under investigasbould have removed an endogeneity
bias that would have been more likely with electioarses.

Future research could first analyze in detail guesiearning expectations relative to
course designs of mixed student bodies (in our @k@anthis seemed to have been the case
already). This would require identifying mixed stmdl bodies to explore within national



subgroups of those mixed student bodies possibliividual level more nuanced
expectations. Second, future research could alsterbdocument the current students’
dominant culture (or educational subculture) inibess schools. Direct measures should be
made to test the Bourdieusian analysis of sociglicaion of converging learning styles
expectations from high social classes due to higberal and cultural capital. In the same
direction, as the national identity of internatibneanagement students can be challenged in
the learning experience, a research on culturatidiglation of business school’s students
identity (as did Raltson, 2008, and Raltson et1#97, with international managers) could
analyze the impact of national culture and econadeology on management learning styles,
especially that of students from emerging market® wend to exhibit multiple layers of
cultural identity (whether being at home or abroathird, future research should study
whether an inclusive integrated course is facéifaat schools offering integrated programs,
compared with schools where the clear distinctietwken local native-speaking students
and foreign non-native speaking students describest its reality. This requires a
comparison between an integrated (e.g., multicapmpudti-language business school) and a
more conventional institution that welcomes “intranal” students. Finally, a promising
area of research would be to study teaching stylelsusiness schools across the world
(supply side of the internationalization of studéiody) in order to better understand of the
evolution of management education under strongajitodtion pressures.

References

Ang, S.; Van Dyne, L.; Koh, C. (2006). “Personaldgrrelates of the four-factor model of
cultural intelligence”Group and Organization ManagemeRfl 31, No 1, p. 100-123.

Ang, S.; Van Dyne L. (2008. “Conceptualization of cultural intelligence: Detiioin,
distinctiveness, and nomological network”, in S.gAand L. Van Dyne, (Eds.),
Handbook on cultural intelligence: Theory, measugatrand applicationsp. 3-15.

Barmeyer, C. I. (2004). “Learning styles and thiempact on cross-cultural training: An
international comparison in France, Germany andb@cie International Journal of
Intercultural relations Vol 28, No 6, p. 577-594.

Bartel-Radic, A., Moos, J. C., Long, S.K. (2015)ro€s-cultural management learning
through innovative pedagogy: an exploratory studyglobally distributed student
teams pedagogy: an exploratory study of globalsgriiuted student tearh<Decision
Sciences Journal of Innovative Educatidol 13, No 4, p. 539-562.

Bennett, M. J. (1986). “A developmental approachr&ining for intercultural sensitivity”,
International Journal of Intercultural relationd/ol 10, No 2, p. 179-196.

Bennett, M. J. (1993). “Towards ethnorelativism:davelopmental model of intercultural
sensitivity”, in R.M. Paige (Ed.Education for the intercultural experiencéarmouth,
ME: Intercultural Press.

Berry, M. (1992). "Que faire de I'Amérique®érer et ComprendreNo 27, Juin.

Berry, M. (1995). “From American Standards to Croskural Dialogues”,Handbook of
International Management Reseay@ualckwell Publishers, July, p. 463-483.

Black, J. S.; Mendenhall, M.; Oddou, G. (1991). Wezd a comprehensive model of
international adjustment: An integration of muléigheoretical perspectivesfcademy
of Management Reviewol 16,No 2, p. 291-317.



Blasco, M. (2009). “Cultural pragmatists? Studeptspectives on learning culture at a
business school’Academy of Management Learning and Educat\éol 8, No 2, p.
174-187.

Calvet, L. J. (1999Pour une Ecologie des langues du Maréen.

Coleman, J. A. (2006). “English-medium teachindeuropean higher education”’anguage
Teaching Vol 39, No 1, p. 1-14.

Eisenberg, J.; Hartel, C. E.; Stahl, G. (2013). 0%3rcultural management learning and
education: Exploring multiple aims, approaches, amipacts”, Academy of
Management Learning and Educatjdrol 12, No 3, p. 323-329.

Engwall, L. (2004). “The Americanization of Nordimanagement educationJpournal of
Management InquiryvVol 13, No 2, p. 109-117.

Erez, M.; Lisak, A.; Harush, R.; Glikson, E.; NquR.; Shokef, E. (2013). “Going global:
Developing management students’ cultural intellgeeand global identity in culturally
diverse team”Academy of Management Learning and Educatiol 12, No 3, p.
330-355.

Fisher, R. (2009). “Where is culture in cross-cdtuesearch? An outline of a multilevel
research process for measuring culture as a shmesthing system”|nternational
Journal of Cross-Cultural Managemeol. 9, Nol, p.25-49.

Hofstede, G. (1986). “Cultural differences in teaghand learning”|nternational Journal of
Intercultural relations Vol 10, No 1, p. 301-320.

D’lIribarne, P. (2009). « Entre francais et angl#entreprise se met en scéneLangage et
Sociéten°129, pp. 101-118.

Jackson, T. (1995). “European management learngross-cultural interpretation of
Kolb’s learning cycle” Journal of Management Developmevibl 14, No 6, p. 42-50.

Joy, S.; Kolb, D. A. (2009). “Are there culturaffdrences in learning stylesdhternational
Journal of Intercultural relationsVol 33, No 1, p. 69-85.

Joy, S.; Poonamallee, L. (2013). “Cross-culturahcteng in globalized management
classrooms: Time to move from functionalist to pokinial approaches?Academy of
Management Learning and Educatjorol 12, No 3, p. 330-355.

Knight, J. (2011). “Education hubs: A fad, a braard innovation?” Journal of Studies in
International EducationVol 15, p. 221-240.

Lovelock, C. H.; Wirtz, J. (2016%ervices Marketing8" ed., Upper Saddle River, New Jersey:
Prentice Hall.

Lueg, K.; Lueg, R. (2015). “Why do students cho&sglish as a medium of instruction? A
Bourdieusian perspective on the study strategiesarf-native English speakers”,
Academy of Management Learning and Educatim 14, No 1, p. 5-30.

OECD (2013). “How many students abroad and wheréhelp go?”, inEducation at a glance
2013: Highlights OECD Publishing. (Accessed on December 4, 2016).

Peelo, M.; Luxon, T. (2007). “Designing embeddedrses to support international students’
cultural and academic adjustment in the UKpurnal of Further and Higher
Education Vol 31, No 1, p. 65-76.

Pitts, M. J. (2009). « Identity and the role of eggtions, stress, and talk in sohrt-term
student sojourner adjustment: An application ofe tintegrative theory of



communication and cross-cultural adaptatiotnternational Journal of Intercultural
Relations Vol 33, p. 450-462.

Prime, N.; Usunier, J.-C. (2019larketing international, marchés, cultures et orgations
2" edition, Pearson Village mondial.

Ralston, D.A. (2008). “The crossvergence perspectigflections and projectionslpurnal
of International Business Studiagl. 39, p. 27-40.

Raltson, D.A., Holt D.H., Terpstra R.H. and Kai-@beY. (1997). “The impact of national
culture and economic ideology on managerial woltkes a study of the United States,
Russia, Japan and Chindurnal of International Business Studi&®l. 28, no 1, p.
177-207.

Ramsey, J. R.; Lorenz, M., P. (2016). “Exploring impact of cross-cultural management
education on cultural intelligence, student satiséem, and commitment’Academy of
Management Learning and Educatjorol 15, No 1, p. 79-99.

Sawir, E.; Marginson, S.; Deumert, A.; Nyland, Ramia, G. (2008). “Loneliness and
international students: An Australian studyJournal of Studies in International
Education Vol 12, No 2, p. 148-180.

Stahl, G. K.; Mékela, K.; Zander, L.; Maznevski, M.(2010). “A look at the bright slide of
multicultural team diversity”Scandinavian Journal of Managemgeiol 26, p. 439-
447.

Taras, V.et al. (2013). “A global classroom? Evaluating the efifeeness of global virtual
collaboration as a teaching tool in management aduc, Academy of Management
Learning and Educatigrivol 12, No 3, p. 414-435.

Wang, M.; Shen, R.; Novak, D.; Pan, X. (2009). “Timpact of mobile learning on students’
learning behaviours and performance: Report frdarge blended classroomByitish
Journal of Educational Technologyol 40, No 4, p. 673-695.

Wiestra, R. F.A.; Kanselaar, G.; Van der Linden.,.J.Lodewijks, H. G.L.C.; Vermunt, Jan
D. (2003). “The impact of the university context &uropean students’ learning
approaches and learning environment preferenéigher EducationVol 45, No 4, p.
503-523.

Wilkins, S.; Balakrishnan, M. S.; Huisman, J. (201&tudent choice in higher education:
Motivations for choosing to study at an internaéiboranch campus”Journal of
Studies in International Educatipiol 16, No 5, p. 413-433.

Wilkins, S.; Huisman, J. (2011). “International dgat destination choice: The influence of
home campus experience on the decision to consiclerch campus”Journal of
Marketing in Higher Educatigrnivol 21, No 1, p. 61-83.

Zhang, M.; Fan, D. Z.; Jiuhiua, C. (2016). “Managstudent diversity in business education:
Incorporating campus diversity into the curriculdenfoster inclusion and academic
success of international student&tademy of Management Learning and Education
Vol 15, No 2, p. 366-380.



Exhibit 1: The structure of the questionnaire

We asked the following questions (note that exckpt age, all variables are
categorical or ordinal in some cases):
(1) What is your age? [open question; in years];
(2) What is your gender? [male, female];
(3) What is your nationality? [open question; wgiseered the first nationality only, in case
of multiple citizenship];
(4) Which language do you identify most with? [opgrestion];
(5) On which campus did you study the IMD courdgérfin, Madrid, Paris];
(6) In which language did you study the IMD courfieffglish, French, Spanish];
(7) How would you assess your language proficierfeg?y poor, poor, moderate, average,
good, very good, excellent, as my mother tongue];
(8) Have you ever done an internship in marketijmg?? yes; they altogether cover a period
of ... months];
(9) How would you describe your level of interestthe marketing discipline? [very low,
low, average, high, very high]

The second part asked two open questions, to gighits into the learning experience of
students as of how they perceived the learning siéreby, we deliberately refrained from
asking closed-ended questions, to be able to dnasvmgreconceived, multi-faceted picture
of students’ course perceptions and recommendations

(1) What did you like most in the course? [studemtsferences];

(2) What could be done differently? Provide conemeiggestions, if possible. [students’
suggestions].



