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CULTURE AS A MITIGATING FACTOR IN THE PERCEPTION OF PATH-
GOAL LEADERSHIP STYLES AND WORKGROUP EFFECTIVENESS

Alison Rampersad

Abstract

Sustaining a competitive edge in today’s global business environment depends
upon highly effective levels of teamwork from within an organization. During the last
few decades, there has been a continuing trend of flattening or compressing the
organizational hierarchy and depending on groups of employees working together as
units, or workgroups, in a variety of industries. Corporate stockholders and stakeholders
tend to consider workgroups an effective way to improve various aspects of
organizational performance.

With the advent of the borderless organization, the workgroup has emerged as a
significant entity involved in decision-making; project planning, design and
implementation; inter-departmental endeavors; and other corporate activities. This is not
to imply, however, that workgroups operate autonomously or without some type of
leadership. Whether a leader is appointed by management, chosen by peers, or simply
emerges due to strong character or personality, there is always someone responsible for
the group’s effectiveness. As challenges and personality conflicts arise, leadership style
plays a pivotal role in group members’ perceptions, interactions, and levels of
Collabo_ration‘

Culture is a unique variable that helps to determine levels of interaction of team
members, and to what extent they consider their own interactions effective relevant to the

strategic plan of their corporation. Culture can be a uniting or a dividing factor for teams
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and groups, and it appears that culture also influences team members’ perceptions of their
leader’s effectiveness and that relationship to the workgroup’s general effectiveness.
Cultural differences within workgroups can have a direct effect on key aspects of overall
profitability performance such as effective resource allocation and management, turnover
and training cost reductions, and decisions to outsource. Culture, and its relationship
with leadership style and workgroup effectiveness, is crucial in the success and long-term
sustainability of an organization.

This research focused on the relationship of culture with workgroup members’
perceptions of the style their leader uses to accomplish established goals, as well as
workgroup leaders’ perceptions of their own leadership styles as they interact with
workgroup members. This investigation also examined workgroup members’ and

leaders’ perceptions of workgroup effectiveness based on their cultural backgrounds.
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Organization of the Study

Chapter I of this research study provides an overview of the relevant topics to be
examined and discusses the issues and purpose of the study. The chapter also includes
definitions of key terms, assumptions, and justification for and delimitations of the research. In
this chapter, the experimental, co-relational, and causal design is introduced.

Chapter II reviews existing theoretical and empirical literature regarding culture,
perceptions, leadership styles, and workgroup effectiveness. Also included in this chapter are
findings from the critical analysis of the literature about the relationship between and among
culture, perceptions, leadership styles, and workgroup effectiveness. The hypothesized
conceptual model has been developed from the core findings in the literature.

Chapter I1I provides a complete accounting of the proposed methodology for this
research. The chapter includes the study design, population and sample, survey instruments,
procedures and ethical concerns, and plans for analysis and evaluation of the data collected. The
instrument design section includes discussion of the conceptual model and the scales,
questionnaires, and additional metrics used to evaluate the proposed relationship between and
among culture, perceived leadership styles, and perceived workgroup effectiveness. The data
analysis section includes justification for the assessment of construct validity for all measures
addressed in the study.

Chapter IV reveals the test results of this research and provides a more in;deptl1
investigation into the hypothesized relationship between and among culture, perceived leadership

styles, and perceived workgroup effectiveness.



Chapter V provides a discussion of the results reported in Chapter IV. This study
presents the first examination and exploration of the relationships between and among culture,

perceived leadership styles, and workgroup effectiveness.
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CHAPTER I
Introduction and Background to the Problem

This chapter commences with an overview of leadership and leadership styles. This
section also provides the theoretical foundation, research question, and hypotheses researched in
this study.

Leadership

Literature about leadership roles, behaviors, and styles began to appear as far back as the
early 1900s. Early theories assumed that certain physical, social, and personal characteristics are
intrinsic in leaders, and that a leader interacted with group members in a particular manner
(Robbins & Coulter, 2007). Moving beyond trait theory, researchers began to classify leaders
into various behavioral roles, assigning “styles”, in order to provide further understanding as to
the nature of leadership. Behavioral theorists identified influencing factors of leadership with an
eye on developing leaders through training programs, behavioral change models, and choice of
the “best” style of leadership for the individual.

Frederick Fiedler’s (1993) theory suggests that there is not “one best way” to manage or
lead, and that leadership style is contingent upon various ad hoc factors that may dictate a given
managerial situation. In short, one leadership style may garner the best performance in a static
work environment, while the same leadership style may produce poor results in a dynamic work
environment. He therefore deduced that in a given situation, a manager with a particular style
might be more effective or, a manager who could switch styles to suit the situation, might be
equally effective. Thus a manager or leader could manipulate the work environment according
to the appropriate leadership style.

There are four leadership styles:



1. telling - low follower maturity; high leader direction
2. selling - moderate follower maturity; leader encouragement to build confidence and
impart responsibility

3. participating — increased follower maturity; less leader direction, and

4. delegating — highest follower maturity; lowest leader involvement.
Accordingly, the choice of appropriate leadership style is determined by follower maturity level
relative to the task set being attempted. As maturity levels increase, the leader should gradually
cut back on task direction, as well as on relationship behavior (Hersey & Blanchard, 1974).

The Path-Goal leadership theory was developed by Robert House (1996) and is based, in
part, on Vroom’s (1964) expectancy theory of motivation and Fiedler’s (1993) contingency
model. Unlike Fiedler’s 1993 model, Path-Goal leadership allows for flexibility in leadership
behavior. Accordingly, a manager is seen as a coach who guides employees to select the best
way to achieve their goals while, at the same time, achieving the goals of the organization. The
theory suggests that environment and follower characteristics will dictate how goals are set and
the use of different leadership styles as required. Subordinates’ personal characteristics control
how the environment and leader are interpreted.

Culture

In the early 1980s, scholars began to analyze culture to better understand human
motivation. One of these researchers was Geert Hofstede. In his 1980 book, Culture’s
Consequences. International Differences in Work-Related Values, Hofstede defined culture as
“collective programming of the mind” and spoke of these “mental programs™ specifically in
relation to values and culture (Hofstede, 1980). He recognized that these mental programs could

be universal, collective, or individual. Further, he formulated and applied four dimensions of



culture - Power Distance Index (PDI), Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI), Individualism (IDV),
and Masculinity (MAS) — to his research.

Hofstede’s research showed that culture is deeply rooted in value systems and that, over
time, these value systems stabilize. He was one of the first to point out that groups within
societies can form subcultures. Researchers have concluded that there are multiple aspects of
culture that contribute to the cultural make-up of an individual (Hofstede, 1980 & Trompenaars,
1994).

Hofstede (1980) noted distinct variations in perceptions of leadership styles from country
to country and reported that American theories and participative approaches that were acceptable
in the United States were considered inappropriate elsewhere. According to Maier & Hoffman
(1962), British managers were more accepting of an authoritarian style than American managers.
These findings coincide with Hofstede’s (1980) categorization of countries into groups like
Asian, Mideastern, and Western, but are not supported by Heller & Porter’s (1966) conclusions
regarding similarities in the operational practices of American and British managers.

Schein, in his 1985 research, found that culture and leadership performance are
inseparable. Negandhi (1983), on the other hand, contended that leadership styles differ by
culture, but that technological and economic discrepancies were the cause of such variances.

Hundal (1971) found that leadership principles are universal, but that the manner in
which they are adapted by individual cultures dictates success or failure. In 1983, Anderson
compared various effective leadership behaviors to the cultural composition of workgroups in
New Zealand and deduced that a workgroup’s cultural makeup in no way affected leadership
behavior. Bresnen, Bryman, Ford, Beardsworth, & Keil (1986), however, stated that linking

relationships to leader orientation more likely would improve overall performance than



emphasize behavior. They also noted that there is a scarcity of literature pertaining to leader
orientation and its relationship to effectiveness in complex organizations, and even less when

culture is added to the equation.

Workgroup Effectiveness

During the early 1990s, many organizations began to move toward team-based
management. Fisher (1994) touted this paradigm shift as the “second industrial revolution”;
Fortune (1990) magazine referred to teams as “the productivity break-through of the ‘90s”; and
Tom Peters (1995), renowned management expert, labeled teams “a basic organizational
building block”.

The underlying significance of team-based management, also referred to as self-managed
teams, is empowerment. Employees acquire a substantial amount of involvement and ownership
which enables them to make decisions,. thereby fostering motivation and productivity (Pett &
Miller, 1994). The mathematical formula Empowerment = f (Authority, Resources, Information,
Accountability) identifies and integrates four variables (included in the formula) that must be

present for empowerment to occur (Fisher, 1994).

Self-Managed work teams are divided into two types: permanent work teams performing
daily activities, and temporary problem-solving teams with specific assignments. They generally
include from 5 to 12 employees who have varying degrees of technical abilities and the power to
manage themselves (Stokes & Stewart, 1991). These teams often are responsible for innovative
products or services -and for saving their organizations huge amounts of money (Brucker, 1995
and Barry, 1991).

Culpan and Kucukemiroglu (1993) compared Japanese and U.S. management styles and

unit effectiveness and found significant differences based on six dimensions of supervision style.



Although their conceptual model does not mention “culture”, their findings do align with
Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimensions. For example, American managers use a more non-
participatory style of decision-making than do the Japanese. This would indicate an Individualist
attitude on the part of the American managers and a Collectivist attitude from the Japanese.
Examples such as this can be identified throughout Culpan and Kucukemiroglu’s (1993) study.

Smith, Peterson, and Misumi (1994) studied event management and effectiveness of
work teams in British, Japanese, and U. S. electronics assembly plants. Their findings support
their theory that work teams’ performance is directly linked to supervision rather than training or
experience, regardless of country. This would seem to support Smith and Tayeb’s (1988) theory
that organizational structures tend to be universal, while leadership styles and workgroup
practices vary. Tayeb (1988) also found that even formal technological structures would be
affected differently by dissimilar cultural environments.

A hypothesized model (Figure 1-1) was used to guide this research of culture, perceived
leadership styles, and perceived workgroup effectiveness and to establish the parameters of this

study.



Purpose of the Study

The topics of culture, perceived leadership styles, and perceived workgroup effectiveness
are relevant to a variety of industries around the world. Given the trends of globalization,
consolidation, mergers and acquisitions, and escalating competitiveness in various U.S. industrial
sectors, coupled with the infusion of cultural diversity into organizational workgroups,
evaluating leadership styles and measuring workgroup effectiveness have become increasingly
important to executives and to scholars who study these topics.

As more and more organizations compress their hierarchies and move to team
management, or increase the number of workgroups responsible for project implementation and
completion, the perceptions of leadership style and its direct relationship to perceived workgroup
effectiveness become key components to long-term organizational strategies.

Some questions to be answered through this critical analysis of the literature are:

1. What are the key theories of leadership behavior and style?

2. What are the key theories of culture?

3. What research has been done regarding the relationship between and among culture,
perceived leadership style, and perceived workgroup effectiveness and what results have
been yielded?

Available literature about Hofstede’s (1980) five cultural dimensions is not equally
dispersed. Individualism/Collectivism (IDV) and Power Distance (PDI) are the two most
popular; Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) and Masculinity/Femininity (MAS) are the next most
widely studied; and Long/Short-Term Orientation (LTO) is the dimension with the least

available research.



Although a sizeable quantity of literature exists regarding the relationship between
culture and leadership styles, there are no studies in which all five of Hofstede’s (1980) cultural
dimensions are measured. There is considerable literature available which examines the
relationship between leadership styles and workgroup effectiveness, but there is less available
regarding the relationship between culture and workgroup effectiveness. There is no literature
available that analyzes the relationship between and among Hofstede’s five dimensions of
culture, perceived leadership styles, and perceived workgroup effectiveness.

The researcher has thus identified a gap in the literature and proposed that this
experimental study will make a sizeable contribution to the literature regarding these topics. The
specific purpose of this experimental, correlational quantitative and causal comparative study
was to:

1. Determine if, and to what degree, culture influences one’s perception of leadership style
from a workgroup member’s viewpoint.

2. Determine if, and to what degree, culture influences a workgroup leader’s perception of
his/her own leadership style in comparison to workgroup members’ perceptions of same.

3. Determine if, and to what degree, culture influences one’s perception of leadership style
relative to perceived workgroup effectiveness.

The study took place over a three to four-week period and was conducted with university
students in South Florida (U.S.). Study participants, working in workgroups, completed a
business-related case, answered socio-demographic questions, and filled out a questionnaire with

sections about culture, leadership style, and workgroup effectiveness.



Definition of Terms

This study contains two dependent variables: perceived leadérship style and perceived
workgroup effectiveness. Culture is both an independent variable and a mediating variable.
Culture

Theoretical Definition: “Culture is the shared beliefs, social behavior, practices, and
customs of a particular society or people” (Hofstede, 1980). House et al. (2004) state that,
generally speaking, culture is used by social scientists to refer to a set of parameters of
collectives that differentiate each collective in a meaningful way”.

Operational Definition: The operational definition of culture is (House et al., 2004, p.
15): “shared motives, values, beliefs, identities, and interpretations or meanings of significant
events that result from common experiences of members of collectives that are transmitted
across generations”. Culture was measured by grouping related responses from study
participants to various statements reflecting each of Hofstede’s (1980) five cultural dimensions.
Geert Hofstede™ Cultural Dimensions'

Power Distance Index (PDI)

Theoretical Definition: Power Distance Index (PDI) is the extent to which the less
powerful members of organizations and institutions (like the family) accept and expect that
power is distributed unequally. This represents inequality (more versus less), but defined from
below, not from above. It suggests that a society's level of inequality is endorsed by the followers
as much as by the leaders. Power and inequality, of course, are extremely fundamental facts of
any society and anybody with some international experience will be aware that 'all societies are

unequal, but some are more unequal than others’ (http://www.geert-hofstede.com).

" http://www.geert-hofstede.com/



Operational Definition: The operational definition of Power Distance (PDI) is the
measurement of perceived, expected distance between social classes affecting decision-making,
opinions, social interactions, delegating, and disagreement with others.

Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI)

Theoretical Definition: Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI) deals with a society's
tolerance for uncertainty and ambiguity; it ultimately refers to man's search for Truth. It indicates
to what extent a culture programs its members to feel either uncomfortable or comfortable in
unstructured situations. Unstructured situations are novel, unknown, surprising, different from
usual. Uncertainty avoiding cultures try to minimize the possibility of such situations by strict
laws and rules, safety and security measures, and on the philosophical and religious level by a
belief in absolute Truth; 'there can only be one Truth and we have it'. People in uncertainty
avoiding countries are also more emotional, and motivated by inner nervous energy. The
opposite type, uncertainty accepting cultures, are more tolerant of-opinions different from what
they are used to; they try to have as few rules as possible, and on the philosophical and religious
level they are relativist and allow many currents to flow side by side. People within these
cultures are more phlegmatic and contemplative, and not expected by their environment to
express emotions (http://www.geert-hofstede.com/).

Operational Definition: The operational definition of Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) is
the knowledge of instructions, operations, standardized procedures, details and expectations.
Individualism (IDV)

Theoretical Definition: Individualism (IDV) is on the one side versus its opposite,
collectivism, that is the degree to which individuals are integrated into groups. On the

individualist side we find societies in which the ties between individuals are loose: everyone is



expected to look after him/herself and his/her immediate family. On the collectivist side, we find
societies in 'which people from birth onwards are integrated into strong, cohesive in-groups, often
extended families (with uncles, aunts and grandparents) which continue protecting them in
exchange for unquestioning loyalty. The word 'collectivism' in this sense has no political
meaning: it refers to the group, not to the state. Again, the issue addressed by this dimension is
an extremely fundamental one, regarding all societies in the world (http://www.geert-
hofstede.com).

Operational Definition: The operational definition of Individualism (IDV) is an attitude
of sacrificing self-interest, group cohesiveness, group welfare relative to success and rewards,
and group loyalty. The focus is on the group rather than on the individuals in the group.
Masculinity (MAS)

Theoretical Definition: Masculinity versus its opposite, femininity, refers to the
distribution of roles between the genders which is another fundamental issue for any society to
which a range of solutions are found. The IBM studies revealed that (a) women's values differ
less among societies than men's values; (b) men's values from one country to another contain a
dimension from very assertive and competitive and maximally different from women's values on
the one side, to modest and caring and similér to women's values on the other. The assertive pole
has been called 'masculine’ and the modest, caring pole 'feminine'. The women in feminine
countries have the same modest, caring values as the men; in the masculine countries they are
somewhat assertive and competitive, but not as much as the men, so that these countries show a

gap between men's values and women's values (http://www.geert-hofstede.com).
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Operational Definition: The operational definition of Masculinity is the importance and
levels of career, approaches to problem-solving, behavioral issues, and questions regarding how
males and females accomplish the same or similar tasks.

Long-Term Orientation (LTO)

Theoretical Definition: Long-Term Orientation versué short-term orientation: this fifth
dimension was found in a study among students in 23 countries around the world, using a
questionnaire designed by Chinese scholars. It can be said to deal with Virtue regardless of
Truth. Values associated with Long Term Orientation are thrift and perseverance; values
associated with Short Term Orientation are respect for tradition, fulfilling social obligations, and
protecting one's 'face’. Both the positively and the negatively rated values of this dimension are
found in the teachings of Confucius, the most influential Chinese philosopher who lived around
500 B.C.; however, the dimension also applies to countries without a Confucian heritage
(http://www.geert-hofstede.com).

Operational Definition: The operational definition of Long-Term Orientation is reflected
in styles of money management, perseverance in the face of opposition, personal stability, short
or long-term planning, and sacrifice and hard work for some future benefit.

Transactional Leadership

Theoretical Definition: Transactional leadership is a leader’s primary use of social
exchanges, rewards, or transactions “that reciprocally affect or influence” others
(http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/transactional ).

Operational Definition: The operational definition of Transactional Leadership is the
behavior of a leader in directing or motivating subordinates to achieve established goals and the

use of rewards for productivity (cite).
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Transformational Leadership

Theoretical Definition: Transformational leadership is leaders who can “articulate(d) an
ideological message, set personal examples of the values inherent in their message, convey(ed) a
sense of strong confidence in themselves and in their followers, and (were) in turn highly
respected and trusted by their followers” (House et al., 2004, p. 66).

Operational Definition: The operational definition of Transformational Leadership is the
behavior of a leader in acknowledging the concerns and developmental needs of subordinates, in
encouraging subordinates to see problems in a new light, and in exciting énd inspiring
subordinates to give extra effort to achieve stated goals.

Leadership Style

Theoretical Definition: Leadership style is “a (leader’s) distinctive manner or custom of
behaving or conducting oneself <the formal style of the court>; a particular mode of living <in
high style>; a particular manner or technique by which something is done, created, or
performed” (http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/style).

Operational Definition: The operational definition of Leadership Style is the ability of
one person within a group to inspire, influence, motivate, and manipulate, in a positive manner,
another member of that group.

Workgroup Effectiveness

Theoretical Definition: Work group effectiveness is the level of efficient potential,
solutions, and innovative ideas among organizational subgroup members that produces profitable
organizational results. Workgroups’ effectiveness provides measures of organizationai success

and value-added benefits (Knouse & Dansby, 1999).



Operational Definition: The operational definition of Workgroup Effectiveness is the

evaluation of various work-related duties and tasks within the consfraints of time and scope.
Justification for the Study

The gap in the literature about the relationships among culture, perceived leadership
styles, and perceived workgroup effectiveness is considerable. Although a substantial number of
studies have been conducted using Hofstede’s (1980) Individualist and Power Distance (PDI)
dimensions as independent variables, no individual study has paired those dimensions with
Hofstede’s other three cultural dimensions to study the relationship of the five dimensions with
perceived leadership styles and perceived workgroup effectiveness. This study proposed to
analyze the relationships between and among culture, perceived leadership styles, and perceived

workgroup effectiveness within the framework of Hofstede’s five cultural dimensions.



CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW, THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK, RESEARCH QUESTION,
AND HYPOTHESES
Introduction to the Literature Review

This section of the literature review concentrates on Hofstede’s five cultural dimensions:
Power Distance Index (PDI), Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI), Masculinity (MAS),
Individualism (IDV), and Confucian Dynamism, also known as Long-Term Orientation (LTO).

Culture: A Theoretical Review

Joyce Jenkins (2006) equates culture to an iceberg with the “tip” being the obvious -
language, customs, and food - and the hidden remains of the iceberg being the ethereal - beliefs,
values, and attitudes. Beer (2003), when commenting on culture and managerial harmony within
the realm of multinational joint ventures, pointed out that when two distinct cultures, one
collectivistic and long-term oriented, and the other individualistic and short-term oriented unite,
the results could jeopardize the organizational culture of the home entity. He also questioned
which set of cultural determinants will overcome and influence the way business is conducted
internationally.

Much of the existing research about culture was fomented by Geert Hofstede, and other
researchers have built upon his original work. From 1967 to 1973, Hofstede studied the cultural
values of employees from more than 70 countries working at IBM?. He mined data from
company employees in the 40 largest countries, then augmented the scope of his study to include
results from 50 countries organized into three regions. Hofstede has since improved upon,

reproduced and validated his initial study by including data from 74 countries and regions, using

? initially wished to remain anonymous
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data from airline pilots, students, civil service managers, and other groups of individuals
(Hofstede, 1980).

Hofstede’s initial research identified four fundamental cultural dimensions. They were
Power Distance (PDI), Individualism (IDV), Masculinity (MAS), and Uncertainty Avoidance
(UAI) (Hofstede, 1980). Long-Term Orientation (LTO) was later added to his model after
further research using a survey tool which Hofstede co-developed with Chinese employees and
managers and used in 23 countries (Hofstede, 1984).

Hofstede’s Model

Some of the foremost influential research pertinent to the relationship of cultural
dimensions and workplace values, impacting international business and management,
organizational performance, communication, intercultural training and other disciplines, has been
conducted by Geert Hofstede (1980, 1984, 1994, 1997, 1998, 2001, 2002, 2004), Professor
Emeritus at Maastricht University in the Netherlands. Hofstede contends that, contrary to our
instinctual belief that all humans are profoundly the same, cultural influences guide our
perceptions, information processes, decision-making, and resulting behavior.

From 1967 to 1973, Hofstede evaluated an IBM? database of the work values of
employees from more than 70 countries. He extracted data from the 40 largest countries and
later expanded his investigation to include results from 50 countries and three regions. He has
since enhanced and replicated his original study to include data. from 74 countries and regions,
involving airline pilots, students, civil service managers, and other international groups. These
secondary results served to validate his previous work (Hofstede, 2001).

The initial outcome of Hofstede’s research was a model identifying four principal

dimensions of culture.

” The company initially wished to remain anonymous.
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Power Distance Index (PDI) is the extent to which the less powerful members of
organizations and institutions (like the family) accept and expect that power is distributed
unequally. This represents inequality (more versus less), but defined from below, not
from above. It suggests that a society's level of inequality is endorsed by the followers as
much as by the leaders. Power and inequality, of course, are extremely fundamental facts
of any society and anybody with some international experience will be aware that all
societies are unequal, but some are more unequal than others' (Hofstede, 1980).
Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI) deals with a society's tolerance for uncertainty and
ambiguity; it ultimately refers to man's search for Truth. It indicates to what extent a
culture programs its members to feel either uncomfortable or comfortable in unstructured
situations. Unstructured situatioﬁs are novel, unknown, surprising, different from usual.
Uncertainty avoiding cultures try to minimize the possibility of such situations by strict
laws and rules, safety and security measures, and on the philosophical and religious level
by a belief in absolute Truth; 'there can only be one Truth and we have it'. People in
uncertainty avoiding countries are also more emotional, and motivated by inner nervous
energy. The opposite type, uncertainty accepting cultures, are more tolerant of opinions
different from what they are used to; they try to have as few rules as possible, and on the
philosophical and religious level they are relativist and allow many currents to flow side
by side. People within these cultures are more phlegmatic and contemplative, and not
expected by their environment to express emotions (Hofstede, 1980).

Masculinity (MAS), versus its opposite femininity, refers to the distribution of roles
between the genders which is another fundamental issue for any society to which a range

of solutions are found. The IBM studies revealed that (a) women's values differ less
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among societies than men's values; (b) men's values from one country to another contain
a dimension from very assertive and competitive and maximally different from women's
values on the one side, to modest and caring and similar to women's values on the other.
The assertive pole has been called 'masculine’ and the modest, caring pole 'feminine'.
The women in feminine countries have the same modest, caring values as the men; in the
masculine countries they are somewhat assertive and competitive, but not as much as the
men, so that these countries show a gap between men's values and women's values
(Hofstede, 1980).

Individualism (IDV) on the one side versus its opposite, collectivism, that is the degree
to which individuals are integrated into groups. On the individualist side we find
societies in which the ties between individuals are loose: everyone is expected to look
after him/herself and his/her immediate family. On the collectivist side, we find societies
in which people from birth onwards are integrated into strong, cohesive in-groups, often
extended families (with uncles, aunts and grandparents) which continue protecting them
in exchange for unquestioning loyalty. The word 'collectivism' in this sense has no
political meaning: it refers to the group, not to the state. Again, the issue addressed by
this dimension is an extremely fundamental one, regarding all societies in the world
(Hofstede, 1980).

As a result of further research, Hofstede added a fifth dimension to his model:
Long-Term Orientation (LTO) versus short-term orientation: this fifth dimension was
found in a study among students in 23 countries around the world, using a questionnaire
designed by Chinese scholars (employees and managers). It can be said to deal with

Virtue regardless of Truth. Values associated with Long Term Orientation are thrift and
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perseverance; values associated with Short Term Orientation are respect for tradition,

fulfilling social obligations, and protecting one's 'face’. Both the positively and the

negatively rated values of this dimension are found in the teachings of Confucius, the
most influential Chinese philosopher who lived around 500 B.C.; however, the dimension

also applies to countries without a Confucian heritage (Hofstede, 1984).

Ensuing research by others, since Hofstede’s initial findings, has resulted in two distinct
schools of thought. Those agreeing with Hofstede have adopted his work and applied it to
subsequent related and topic-specific research. His opponents have strongly refuted his findings
or sought to dismiss them as inconsequential or non-causal or even disrespectful. Among the
most widely accepted alternative theories of culture is the one created by Fons Trompenaars. In
his book, Riding the Waves of Culture (1994), Trompenaars promoted the beliefs that differing
interpretations influence the interactions between individuals and groups.

Trompenaars' Model

Fons Trompenaars, also from the Netherlands, grew up in a multi-cultural home where
his family spoke French and Dutch. He attended the Free University of Amsterdam where he
studied Economics. He later earned his Ph.D. from the Wharton School of Business at the
University of Pennsylvania with a dissertation addressing the “differences in conceptions of
organizational structure in various cultures”.* He then collaborated with Charles Hampden-
Turner, and together they espoused the need to understand individuals rather than country
stereotypes. In August 1999, a leading Business magazine, The 75 Greatest Management
Decisions Ever Made (author: Stuart Crainer), named Trompenaars one of the top five

management consultants, along with Michael Porter, Tom Peters and Edward de Bono.

Trompenaars” cultural model has three “layers™

" http://www.igbnetwork.com/3_THT htm
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1) outer layer - explicit, based on artifacts and products

2) middle layer - based on norms and values

3) core — implicit, basic assumptions.

He introduced five basic preferred value orientations: relational orientation, time
orientation, activity orientation, man-nature orientation, and human-nature orientation.

Fons Trompenaars and Charles Hampden-Turner became a team in 1990. Hampden-
Turner is a British national who received his masters and doctorate degrees from the Harvard
Business School. He has conducted research throughout Europe and North America and is the
author of nine books including, Charting the Corporate Mind (1990) and Maps of the Mind
(1981). Together with Fons Trompenaars, he has co-authored several books and as a team,
Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, like Hofstede, conducted research over a 14-year period
deciphering questionnaires respor_lded to by over 50,000 managerial respondents.

Unlike Hofstede, however, their questionnaires were distribw_uted to executives from
various organizations and asked participants to specify favored behaviors for leisure, as well as
work situations. Although Trompenaars and Hofstede were both focused on the same goal -
identifying the core values of certain behaviors - they differed as to how they classified the
dimensions they identified. Hampden-Turner’s & Trompenaars’ (1993) theory posits that culture
can be segmented into: 1) our relationships with others, 2) our relationships to the passage of
time, and 3) our relationships to the environment.

Trompenaars’ model pinpoints seven basic dimensions of culture:

o Universalism vs. Particularism - Universalism is about finding broad and general rules.

When no rules fit, it finds the best rule. Particularism is about finding exceptions. When
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no rules fit, it judges the case on its own merits, rather than trying to force-fit an existing
rule.

Analyzing vs. Integrating - Analyzing decomposes to find the detail. It assumes that God
is in the details and that decomposition is the way to success. It sees people who look at
the big picture as being out of touch with reality. Integrating brings things together to
build the big picture. It assumes that if you have your head in the weeds you will miss the
true understanding.

Individualism vs. Communitarianism - Individualism is about the rights of the
individual. It seeks to let each person grow or fail on their own, and sees group-focus as
denuding the individual of their inalienable rights. Communitarianism is about the rights
of the group or society. It seeks to put the family, group, company and country before the
individual. It sees individualism as selfish and short-sighted.

Inner-directed vs.AOuter-directed- Inner-directed is about thinking and personal
judgment, ‘in our heads’. It assumes that thinking is the most powerful tool and that
considered ideas and intuitive approaches are the best way. Quter-directed is seeking
data in the outer world. It assumes that we live in the 'real world' and that is where we
should look for our information and decisions.

Time as sequence vs. Time as synchronization - Time as sequence sees events as
separate items in time, sequenced one after another. It finds order in a serried array of
actions that happen one after the other. Time as synchronization sees events in parallel,
synchronized together. It finds order in coordination of multiple efforts.

Achieved status vs. Ascribed status - Achieved status is about gaining status through

performance. It assumes individuals and organizations earn and lose their status every



day, and that other approaches are recipes for failure. Ascribed status is about gaining

status through other means, such as seniority. It assumes status is acquired by right rather

than daily performance, which may be as much luck as judgment. It finds order and
security in knowing where status is and stays.

e Equality vs. Hierarchy - Equality is about all people having equal status. It assumes we
all have equal rights, irrespective of birth or other gift. Hierarchy is about people being
superior to others. It assurﬁes that order happens when few are in charge and others obey
through the scalar chain of command.

Trompenaars' and Hampden-Turner’s communitarianism/individualism and
achievement/ascription dimensions are the equivalent of Hofstede’s Individualism/Collectivism
(IDV) and Power Distance (PDI) indices, respectively. However, the latter is not an exact match
in that Hofstede’s Power Distance Index (PDI) conveys the manner in which status is accorded,
as well as acceptable categories of Power Distance (PDI) within a particular social order, an area
not addressed by Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner.

Trompenaars' and Hampden-Turner’s other dimensions tend to be more behavioral in
nature (Dahl, 2004). Their neutral/emotional dimension concentrates on the scope of feelings
that are candidly articulated which is, in and of itself, an aspect of behavior rather .than a cultural
value. Their universalism/particularism value appears to be a hybrid of Hofstede’s Uncertainty
Avoidance (UAI) and collectivist/individualist dimensions, while their diffuse/specific value
does not seem to be related to any of Hofstede’s dimensions. Their Human-Time relationship
looks very much like Hall’s (1959; 1969) monochronic and polychronic time perceptions, while
their Human-Nature relationship seems to be closely related to Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck’s (1969)

Human-Nature relationship.
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Edward T. Hall (1959, 1969) was a predecessor of Geert Hofstede (1980) in the study of
cultural attributes. Hall’s work dealt with high cultural contexts, where much is taken for
granted, and low cultural contexts, where very little is taken for granted. He also posited the
concepts of monochronic time (planning and scheduling, the early form of time management),
polychromic time (less structure; getting things done in one’s own time), and high/low-
territoriality (dealing with the concept of one’s personal space). In effect, Hall’s high/low
cultural contexts correspond to Hofstede’s Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) dimension, his
monochromic/polychromic time identifies with Long/Short-Term Orientation (LTO), and
high/low territoriality is linked to Power Distance (PDI).

Kluckholn and Strodtbeck (1961), even before Hofstede (1980) introduced the Human-
nature, Man-nature, time, activity, and relational cultural concepts. They brought forth the idea
that man is inherently good and responsible; their individualistic and group relationships within a
society reflect many of the same constructs as Hofstede’s Individualist/Collectivist dimension.

Culture has been defined based on certain characteristics, like nationality or place of
birth, that appear to be cultural in nature. Some researchers, including Hofstede (1984) and
Steenkamp (2001), support the use of acceptable proxies of culture based on within-country and
between-country distinctions. Soares et al. (2007) point out that the words culture, country,
nation, and society are often substituted for one another, and that culture has even been confined
to sub-levels: group, organizational, and national. They also maintain that culture is a
somewhat nebulous concept that raises definitional, conceptual, and operational issues related to
its research and influence on consumer behavior.

Emily Slate, in her 1993 article entitled, Success Depends on an Understanding of

Cultural Differences, stated “Cultural traditions, particularly those in daily business interactions,
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should not be dismissed as quaint examples of local color” (p. 16). She also noted that, above
and beyond certain national differences, issues of courtesy, time, and work ethic differentiate
blocs of countries from each other.

In a more recent attempt to develop another theory of culture, House et al. (2002) have
undertaken research and analysis across the globe. In their study of culture and leadership, they
excluded culture as an indicator of a good leader. They believe that, culture notwithstanding, if a
leader is considerate, he or she will be accepted and vice versa. They pointed out that human
beings share common bonds and that while culture may be a uniting factor for groups, it also
very often serves to disunite.

As part of the GLOBE? study conducted by House et al. (2002), along with other
members of GLOBE, nine cultural dimensions were studied. Of these, the first six (Uncertainty
Avoidance (UAI), Power Distance, Collectivism I, Collectivism II, Gender Egalitarianism, and
Assertiveness) were originally identified by Hofstede (1980). House et al. (2002) divided
Hofstede’s (1980) Individualsim (IDV) dimension into two components. Collectivism I reflects
individualistic/collectivistic behavior in terms of laws, social programs, and institutional
practices. Collectivism II reflects in-group behavior, as in family or organizational cohesiveness.
From Hofstede’s (1980) Masculinlity (MAS) dimension, they extracted Gender Egalitarianism
and Assertiveness. Their Future Orientation, Performance Orientation, and Humane
Orientation dimensions have been adopted and re-characterized from previous work done by
Kluckholn & Strodtbeck (1961), McClelland (1985), and Putnam (1993).

Table 1 shows a comparison of Hofstede’s, Trompenaars’, and House et al.’s models of

culture.

® GLOBE (Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness) - a research program focusing on culture
and leadership in 61 nations.



Table 1

Comparison of Hofstede’s, Trompenaars’, and House et al.’s Cultural Dimensions

Hofstede’s Five Cultural Dimensions

Trompenaars’ Seven Cultural Dimensions

House et al.’s Nine Cultural Dimensions

Power Distance Index (PDI)

e extent to which less powerful members of
organizations & institutions accept and expect
that power is distributed unequally

e represents inequality
e defined from below, not above

® society's level of inequality endorsed by
followers as much as by leaders

Achieved status vs. Ascribed status

e difference between those who value
achievement as the primary dimension of
success, and those who value not only
achievement, but also the background of the
colleague, his or her education, other
attainments, and even the reputation of the
family or extended family itself

Power Distance

e the degree to which members of an organization
or society expect and agree that power should be
unequally shared

Individualism (IDV)

Individualist

e ties between individuals are loose

e everyone is expected to look after him/herself &
immediate family

Collectivist

e people from birth onwards are integrated into
strong, cohesive in-groups

e those with extended families continue protecting
them in exchange for unquestioning loyalty

e ‘collectivism' in this sense has no political
meaning;: it refers to group, not to state

e fundamental issue, regarding all societies in the
world

Individualism vs. Communitarianism

e very similar to Hofstede's work

Collectivism I — Societal Collectivism

e the degree to which organizational and societal
institutional practices encourage and reward
collective distribution of resources and collective
action

Collectivism II — fn-Group Collectivism

e the degree to which individuals express pride,
loyalty, and cohesiveness in their organizations
and families
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Hofstede’s Five Cultural Dimensions

Trompenaars’ Seven Cultural Dimensions

House et al.’s Nine Cultural Dimensions

Masculinity (MAS)

e women's values differ less among societies than
men's values
e men's values from one country to another
e contain a dimension from very assertive and
competitive and maximally different from
women's values on the one side, to modest and
caring and similar to women's values on the
other
e gassertive pole has been called 'masculine' and
modest, caring pole feminine'
e women in feminine countries
o have the same modest, caring values as the
men
o in masculine countries they are somewhat
assertive and competitive, but not as much
as the men
o these countries show a gap between men's
values and women's values

Equality vs. Hierarchy
Equality

e all people have equal status
e all have equal rights, irrespective of birth or
other gifts
Hierarchy
e about people being superior to others
e order happens when few are in charge

e others obey through the scalar chain of
command

Gender Egalitarianism

e extent to which an organization or a society
minimizes gender role differences and gender
discrimination

Assertiveness

e the degree to which individuals in organizations
and societies are assertive, confrontational, and
aggressive in social relationships
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Hofstede’s Five Cultural Dimensions

Trompenaars’ Seven Cultural Dimensions

House et al.’s Nine Cultural Dimensions

Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI)
e deals with a society's tolerance for uncertainty
and ambiguity
e ultimately refers to man's search for Truth
e indicates to what extent a culture programs
members to feel uncomfortable or comfortable
in unstructured situations
e uncertainty avoiding cultures
o strict laws and rules, safety and security
© more emotional; motivated by inner
nervous energy
e uncertainty accepting cultures
O are more tolerant of different opinions
o as few rules as possible
o on the philosophical and religious level
they are relativist and allow many
currents to flow
o these cultures are more phlegmatic and
contemplative, and not expected by their
environment to express emotions

Inner-directed vs. Outer-directed

Inner-directed

e about thinking and personal judgment, ‘in our
heads’

e assumes that thinking is the most powerful
tool

e considered ideas and intuitive approaches are
the best way

Outer-directed

e seeks data in the outer world

e assumes that we live in the 'real world' and
that is where we should look for information
and decisions

Uncertainty Avoidance

e extent to which members of an organization or
society strive to avoid uncertainty by reliance on
social norms, rituals, and bureaucratic practices to
alleviate the unpredictability of future events

Long-Term Orientation (LTO)

e deals with Virtue regardless of Truth

e values associated with Long Term Orientation
are thrift and perseverance

e values associated with Short Term Orientation
are respect for tradition, fulfilling social
obligations, and protecting one's 'face’

e both dimensions are found in the teachings of
Confucius

e dimension also applies to countries without a
Confucian heritage

Universalism vs. Particularism

Universalist

e follow societal or work rules in life and work

Particularist

e concerned about whether or not needs of
people, particularly those people closest to
him or her, are being met

Future Orientation

e the degree to which individuals in organizations
or societies engage in future-oriented behaviors
such as planning, investing in the future, and
delaying gratification

Humane Orientation

e the degree to which individuals in organizations
or societies encourage and reward individuals for
being fair, altruistic, friendly, generous, caring,
and kind to others

Performance Orientation

e the extent to which an organization or society
encourages and rewards group members for
performance improvement and excellence

e includes the future oriented component of the
dimension called Confucian Dynamism by
Hofstede and Bond (1988)

e similar to the dimension labeled Kind Heartedness
by Hofstede and Bond (1988)
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LAVLAREL VA BT JTenisions

House et al.’s Nine Cultural Dimensions

Analyzing vs. Integrating
Analyzing
e decomposes to find the detail
e assumes that God is in the details and that
decomposition is the way to success

sees people who look at the big picture as
being out of touch with reality
Integrating

brings things together to build the big picture

assumes that if you have your head in the
weeds you will miss the true understanding
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Among the school of academics refuting or dismissing Hofstede’s (1980) findings is
Brendan McSweeney. In 2002, he published an article in Human Relations, vociferously
criticizing Hofstede’s work and questioning the quality and accuracy of his findings, as well as
the validity of any conjecture. Human Relations, in the interest of fairness, then solicited a retort
from Hofstede (2002). Although McSweeney took Hofstede to task regarding the latter’s
research and results, Hofstede had strong countering arguments(’..

e McSweeney stated that the surveys Hofstede used in his research were not suitable for
measuring cultural differences.‘ Hofstede agreed in that surveys should not be the only
tool.

e McSweeney said that nations are not the best entities for studying cultures. Hofstede
agreed, but stated that nations are usually the only entities available for comparison and
they are, indeed, better than nothing.

e McSweeney pointed out that a subsidiary of one company cannot presume to represent an
entire national culture. Hofstede declared that he had measured the “differences”
between national cultures, citing his own work for country scores and valid representative
samples.

e McSweeney stated that the original data from IBM were obsolete. Hofstede replied that
the dimensions have ancient roots, but they remain valid against external measures, and
constant across two successive surveys.

e McSweeney concluded that four or five dimensions are insufficient. Hofstede declared
that additional dimensions should be conceptually and statistically distinct from those

contained in the existing model (validated with significant correlations).

% See Table 3
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In his article, McSweeney (2002) states that Hofstede’s (1980) failure “...to show a
causal link between his dimensions of a particular national culture and a specific national action
is not surprising, given the earlier critique of his construction of his national cultural cameos.”
McSweeney (2002) goes on to ask why the reader should assume the sole influence of national
culture, when Hofstede himself recognized the presence of “sub-cultures” within nations. He
reinforces his arguments using Anderson’s (1991) description of nations as “imagined
communities”, and points out that Wallerstein (1990) belittled the idea that the concept of culture
can stand up in a substantive argument. Despite his fierce criticism of Hofstede’s (1980) work,
McSweeney (2002) failed to offer either a concrete counter-theory or any recommendations.
Hofstede’s work remains the cornerstone of cultural studies.

Javidan et al. (2006) take on Hofstede for his 2006 critique of GLOBE and their research
related to culture in the Journal of International Business Studies. Their argument is simply the
following:

e researchers now have more options when executing cross-cultural studies,
e GLOBE identified a set of nine dimensions (measured twice, isometrically, as practices
and respective values),
e 1o rules exist as to the use of any particular cultural dimensions or set of dimensions, and
e Hofstede (1980) provided a good basis for cross-cultural studies, but there is still much to
be revealed
Culture: An Empirical Review

In a study conducted by Dolan et al. (2004), significant differences regarding the

relationship of culture to work and life values between males and females were identified. They

found that the females put more emphasis on self-fulfillment and the working environment,
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while the males valued greater power and status. Pallarés (1993) found that most women
managers attaining senior positions within their organizations have to make more sacrifices than
their male counterparts when it comes to family.

In 1997, Barkema and Vermeulen built on Hofstede’s (1980) five dimensions relative to
international joint ventures to determine which distinctions in national culture might affect the
longevity of these associations. They were particularly interested in Hofstede’s (1988) Long-
Term Orientation (LTO) (also known as Confucian Dynamism) dimension. Their hypothesis
was that cultural differences could lead to misunderstandings, serious rifts, and possible
dissolution of the joint venture. They also believed that some differences in cultural
backgrounds might be easier to merge and would be less disruptive than others. In earlier
empirical work, logit models and event-history analysis were used to test for incidence and
hazard rate of international joint ventures, respectively. Both types of analyses were used in this
study to provide complementary information regarding cultural disruptions which makes this
study unique.

Between 1966 and 1994, Barkema and Vermeulen (1997) collected longitudinal data
from 828 international joint ventures (“IJV™) and wholly-owned subsidiaries. Their hypotheses
addressed the roles of Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) and Long-Term Orientation (LTO) as
negative forces relevant to [JV survival and as inhibitors of IV start-ups. Power Distance (PDI)
and its relationship to long-term stability also came under their scrutiny.

The hypotheses were tested on longitudinal data about 8§28 foreign country entries of
twenty-five non-Dutch multinational corporations in seventy-two countries. The database, which
spans almost three decades, also was used to provide new evidence on a key assumption of

Hofstede’s (1988) work: that cultural values are stable over time. Study variables were longevity



(the number of years an 1JV lasted) and cultural distance (Hofstede’s distance in cultural
backgrounds from host country and home country). The authors controlled for local experience,
differences in GNP, firm profitability and size, and country risk.

The authors found that great differences in Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) and Long-Term
Orientation (LTO) negatively affect the survival of the IJV (more so than for Hofstede’s other
three dimensions) — these findings supported their first two hypotheses. With respect to their
third and fourth hypotheses, they discovered that larger gaps in Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI)
and Long-Term Orientation (LTO) cause firms to be reluctant to establish IJVs. The study
revealed no decrease in the effects of cultural distance with time.

Barkema and Vermeulen (1997) did state that political factors (not revealed by their
country risk and GNP-difference control variables), firm-specific effects, and host country
experience might have affected the choice of entry and the survival rate of IJVs in their study.
However, after re-estimating and tweaking their models, they continued to find no decrease in
support of their original hypotheses. Their work is further restricted by their singular reliance on
Hofstede’s (1980, 1988) work, their acknowledgement that cultural differences do not respect
borders, and their realization that surveys are not indicators of abstract cultural values.

An exploratory study done by Girlando et al. (2004) examined Hofstede's theory of
national cultures and his argument that culture stabilizes over time. Italy was selected for
possible sub-culture investigation and these two issues were, in fact, the research qﬁestions in
their study:

R1: Is it valid to use student populations in general and more specifically for research,
based on Hofstede’s paradigm that was based on adult IBM employees?

R2: Is it valid to treat a nation as a unit of culture?



Hofstede’s original scores for Italian and U.S. employees from his IBM study were
compared against participant sample scores. The authors obtained an Italian-language version of
the questionnaire used in Hofstede’s research and it was examined closely for language
discrepancies. They worked with convenience samples of university students from Rome,
Naples, Salerno, and Pavia. In the U.S., the student sample came from a Virginia university and
a Maine university. In both countries, faculty administered the surveys during class time. The
authors weeded out questionnaires that were incomplete or filled out by nationalities other than
Italian or U.S. The resulting sample produced 162 Italian and 78 U.S. valid questionnaires. Of
these, only students aged 19 through 21 inclusive, were involved so as to be able to compare the
samples for age, gender, and level of education completed. The final samples included a total of
80 students: 38 from the U.S. and 42 from Italy. In his 1994 work, Hofstede stated that a
minimum sample of 20 participants per country was needed for use in cross-cultural studies
using his instrument.

No significant cultural differences resulted related to gender (Chi square = .469, d.f., p >
.05), or age (Chi square = .895, d.f=2, p >.05), but there was a significant difference based on
educational level (Chi square = 5.081, d.f. = 6, p, .001), possibly due to national differences in
educational systems. The comparison between U.S. and Italian score levels showed stability of
their cultures relative to three of Hofstede’s original four dimensions. The results for Power
Distance (PDI) shifted from “medium” to “low” for both countries. Excluding the anticipated
similar modifications in Power Distance (PDI), the results of their study showed no differences,
thereby supporting Hofstede’s (2001) theories.

To address the second question regarding sub-cultures, Girlando et al. (2004) asked

participants to state their region of origin. They then analyzed each of Hofstede's five
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dimensions among 47 northern Italian and 111 southern Italian students and found no differences
in the proposed "sub-cultures". There were no differences between the two groups on all five of
Hofstede’s dimensions, adding credence to Hofstede’s (2001) national culture theory.

Regarding Power Distance (PDI) differences between countries, Hofstede commented,
“Impressionistically at least it seems that dependence on the power of others in a large part of
our world has been reduced over the past two generations...we have seen that Power Distance
(PDI) scores within countries decrease with increased education level. This does not mean,
however, that the differences between countries...should necessarily have changed. Countries
could all have moved to lower Power Distance (PDI) levels without changes in their mutual
fanking” (Hofstede, 2001).

Since there were no differences from north to south among the Italian students in the
study, the findings supported consideration of a nation as a unit of culture and the concept that,
overall, national culture remains stable over time. The authors’ findings showed limited
justification for using student samples and they suggest further investigation. Other limitations
relate to the small sample size, different versions of the measurement survey, and the disparity in
the sample’s comparison (student respondents to managerial respondents). The authors suggest
replicating their study using Italian managers and doing more in-depth work related to sub-
cultures.

Robertson & Hoffman (2000) explored the relationship of Confucian Dynamism to
Hofstede’s four original cultural dimensions to find out whether:

e individual scores on Confucian Dynamism would be positively related to Power
Distance (PDI), negatively related to Individualsim (IDV), and unrelated to

Masculinity (MAS)



e individual scores on the present and past values of Confucian Dynamism would
be negatively related to Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI), and

¢ individual scores on the future values of Confucian Dynamism would be
positively related to Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI).

Their sample of 255 volunteers was made up of upper-level undergraduate business
students from large universities in the southeastern United States. These respondents accounted
for more than 80% of the number of surveys distributed. The sample was 52% male and 48%
female with a median age of 21.5 years.

Robertson & Hoffman (2000) justified their use of students as appropriate for their study
because the research objective was to comprehend how individuals identify ordinary cultural
values, therefore executive-level participants were not required. Research shows that students
may be truly representative of an organization’s employee population (Wyld et al., 1993) and
appropriate to develop a cultural construct (Triandis et al., 1985, 1988).

The survey instrument uséd by Robertson & Hoffman (2000) was developed to measure
individual beliefs aligned with each of Hofstede’s four cultural dimensions and Confucian
Dynamism. The first 22 items of the survey instrument were developed by Dorfman & Howell
(1988) and produced consistent Cronbach’s alphas in earlier studies with Mexican and Chinese
managers. Robertson & Hoffman (2000) achieved the following Cronbach’s alphas when
measuring the scales: Individualsim (IDV), .72; Masculinity (MAS), .87; Power Distance (PDI),
.85; and Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI), .86. The last eight items on the scale also were
developed to measure Confucian Dynamism (4 for Future, 4 for past/present) by Hofstede &

Bond (1988). The overall objective of the research was to measure the relationship of the four



cultural dimensions (independent variables) to Confucian Dynamism (dependent variable); one
model for each hypothesis was constructed.

The authors ran ordinary least-squares regression on the cultural variables that were
measured using a Likert-type scale. In the first model, Confucian Dynamism (LTO) items were
regressed on Individualism (IDV), Masculinity (MAS), Power Distance (PDI), and Uncertainty
Avoidance (UAI) scores. In the second model, Confucian Dynamism (LTO) perceptions of the
past were regressed on Individualism (IDV), Masculinity (MAS), Power Distance (PDI), and
Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) scores. The third model showed Confucian Dynamism (LTO)
perceptions of the future as regressed on scores from the original four cultural dimensions.

Confucian Dynamism (LTO) was found to have a significant correlation coefficient with
PDI (p<.05), future (p<.001), and past (p<.001). There was also a significant correlation
between future and IDV (p<.01) and UAI. Furthermore, past was linked to UAI (p<.05) and
future (p<.05). Significant correlations were also found between IDV and UAI (p<.01) and
between MAS and PDI (p<.01).

The authors used the omnibus F-test to determine the statistical significance of the overall
model, (F=1.697; p<.10). The correlation between PDI and LTO also was statistically
significant (standardized=.124; p<.05). There was no significant relationship between MAS and
LTO, but there was a negative correlation for IDV, albeit insignificant. Therefore, their first
hypothesis was supported partially. Their results indicated LTO societal levels consistent with
Hofstede & Bond’s (1988) findings. Their results also reinforce support for Hofstede’s other
dimensions at the individual level by researchers Triandis et al. (1988), and Dorfman & Howell
(1988). In short, they found that Confucian characteristics also exist in parts of the world other

than Asia.
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The results of their omnibus F-test was not signiﬁcanf for their second hypothesis, but the
relationship between UAI and past perceptions of LTO was negative and significant, as they had
predicted (B=-.105; p<.10), thereby marginally supporting the first half of their hypothesis. The
second half of their hypothesis received the strongest support. The significance here is that this
level of individual analysis goes beyond what Hofstede & Bond (1988) found at the cultural
level.

The results of the F-test for their third hypothesis was significant (F=4.765; p<.001) and
so was the correlation between UAI and future perceptions of LTO (=.257; p<.001), alluding to
higher UAI scores in those who tend to be future-oriented. The authors processed three
regression models using the four cultural dimensions to control for other independent variables,
while using controls like gender and age to minimize error variance resulting from correlations
among variables.

Robertson & Hoffman (2000) cited several limitations to their study:

e self-reported data can sometimes be confused by various biases

e an entirely U.S. sample cannot be generalized because of laws and social norms that
might influence personal and cultural values

e Hofstede & Bond’s (1988) assertion that Confucian Dynamism evaluates time orientation
may be better stated by classitying the future-based values as work-oriented, and the
present and past-based values as socially-oriented.

¢ factors such as nationality, race, religion, or economic status might have affected
individual responses.

Some of the managerial implications of this research study, as stated by the authors, are:

gaining a better understanding of diverse values within the workplace, evaluating individual



value sets when developing policies and determining negotiators for certain trade dealings, and
re-evaluating similarities and differences in value sets between expatriates and their counterparts.
The authors also suggested evaluating Confucian Dynamism at the individual level, by analyzing
the variables of age, gender, religion, etc. within Asian countries.

Leadership and Leadership Styles

Webster’s New World Dictionary of the American Language, Second College Edition
(1974) defines leader as:

1. a person or thing that leads; directing, commanding, or guiding head, as of a group or
activity,” and leadership as: the position or guidance of a leader 2. the ability to lead 3. the
leaders of a group.®

A leader is considered a person who has an authoritative presence and the influence to
inspire or motivate those around him/her to some degree of action. According to Teven et al.
(2006), the relationship between supervisor and subordinate is influential if one person perceives
having something of value to the other. Leadership is, therefore, the process or series bf actions
a leader uses to get those around him/her to achieve goals and objectives. The leader plays a key
role in the early stages of a process or movement and is generally viewed as a charismatic
symbol of that process or movement.

Leadership & Leadership Styles: A Theoretical Review

Throughout history, as people have assembled to accomplish goals as a unit/team/group,
various leadership theories have emerged. Early theories assumed that certain physical, social,
and personal characteristics are intrinsic in leaders, and that a leader interacted with group

members in a particular manner. Seven traits associated with leadership, identified by

7_ Webster’s New World Dictionary of the American Language, Second College Edition, 1974
¥ Webster’s New World Dictionary of the American Language, Second College Edition, 1974
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Kirkpatrick & Locke (1991) and J nge et al. (2002), and compiled for use by Robbins & Coulter
(2007), include drive, desire to lead, honesty and integrity, self-confidence, intelligence, job-
relevant knowledge, and extraversion. These characteristics separate leaders from those not
considered leaders.

Moving beyond trait theory, researchers began to classify leaders into various behavioral
roles, assigning “styles”, in order to provide further understanding as to the nature of leadership.
Behavioral theorists have identified influencing factors of leadership with an eye on developing
leaders through training programs, behavioral change models, and choice of the “best” style of
leadership for the individual
Fiedler's Contingency Model

For forty years, Frederick Fiedler studied leadership and organizational effectiveness and,
in 1967, he introduced his book, A Theory of Leadership Effectiveness. Fiedler’s theory suggests
that there is no “one best way” to manage or lead, and that leadership style is contingent on
various ad hoc factors that may dictate a given managerial situation. In short, one leadership
style may garner the best performance in a static work environment, while the same leadership
style may produce poor results in a dynamic work environment. He therefore deduced that in a
given situation, a manager with a particular style might be more effective or, a manager who
could switch styles to suit the situation, might be equally effective. Thus a manager or leader
could manipulate the work environment according to the appropriate leadership style. Chemers
and Ayman (1993), in editing Fiedler’s work, reinforced Fiedler’s principal theory that leader
qualities in conjunction with situational demands dictate the leader’s effectiveness. These

findings rendered obsolete the earlier basic "one best way" approach.
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Fiedler considered conditions such as the relationship between the leader and
subordinates; the structure, or lack thereof, of the task(s); and the degree of power possessed by
the leader, and hypothesized that these factors would dictate a leader’s degree of situational
control. Loyalty, dependability, and degree of support from employees measure the leader-
subordinate relationship. When the relationship is positive, a leader/manager has a higher task
structure, can reward or punish employees accordingly, and has a higher degree of situational
control than in a less positive or a negative relationship. Positioning power is measured in terms
of the amount of authority perceived by the leader to have been received from the organization in
order to direct, reward, or discipline as he/she sees fit.

Hersey-Blanchard Situational Leadership

The amount of task direction and the relationship provided by the leader in a given
situation, along with the "level of maturity" of those in the group, are the basis for the Hersey-
Blanchard Situational Leadership theory. There are four leadership styles: telling (low follower
maturity; high leader direction), selling (moderate follower maturity; leader encouragement to
build confidence and impart responsibility), participating (increased follower maturity; less
leader direction), and delegating (highest follower maturity; lowest leader involvement).
Accordingly, the choice of appropriate leadership style is determined by follower maturity level
relative to the task set being attempted. As maturity levels increase, the leader should gradually
cut back on task direction, as well as on relationship behavior (Hersey & Blanchard, 1974).

Transformational leadership contains elements of both trait and behavioral theories.
Transactional leaders clarify role and task requirements in order to guide followers in the
direction of established goals, while transformational leaders, generally enigmatic and visionary,

motivate followers to put the good of the organization before all else by influencing their ideals



and ethical values and encouraging them to view problems in a different light. Leaders influence
their followers by using vision, framing, and impression management. Vision is a leader’s
ability to unite followers by convincing them to own or invest in an idea. Framing is using
important terminology to delineate goals and objectives. Impression management portrays the
leader as more attractive and appealing by controlling impressions. Research results indicate
that, of the two, transformational leadership is associated with lower turnover rates, higher
productivity, and higher employee satisfaction (Podsakoff et al., 1996).

Transformational leaders are the essence of flexibility and innovation. Leaders who are
able to define tasks and manage interrelationships are important within the organization, but
transformational leaders are the core of an organization’s competitive advantage.

Charismatic leadership is fundamental to the process of transformational leadership in its
use of influence and referent power (Bass, 1985). It transcends traditional leadership models by
incorporating enthusiasm, vision, self-confidence, sensitivity, and influence over followers
(Rowden, 2000). Charismatic leaders are visionaries who are articulate risk-takers, operating
within environmental boundaries, and meeting followers’ needs (Conger & Kanungo, 1998).
Many believe that charismatic behaviors can be learned through training in both verbal and non-
verbal behaviors. Charismatic leadership is at its best when the leader embodies an ideology, or
when anxiety and indecision prevail (Hunt et al., 1999; House & Aditya, 1997).

Vroom, Yetton, Jago Leader-Participation Model

In the early 1970s, Victor Vroom and Phillip Yetton (1973) developed their leader-
participation model which links leadership activities and participation to decision making by
using rules to determine how much participation should be used in a given situation. Five

leadership styles were identified by Vroom & Yetton (1973):
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e decide — the leader decides and informs group members
e consult individually — the leader interacts with group members individually and, based on
their input, decides
¢ consult group — the leader speaks with the group and, based on their input, decides
e facilitate — the leader poses a problem to the group then facilitates problem definition and
decision boundaries
e delegate — the leader allows the group to decide within limits.
Although the model has changed over time, the current version speaks to how decisions are made
anq by whom, and incorporates variations of the original five leadership styles and the
determination of which is most effective (Vroom, 2000).
House's Path-Goal Model
The Path-Goal leadership theory was developed by Robert House (1996) and is based, in
part, on Vroom’s (1964) expectancy theory of motivation and Fiedler’s (1993) contingency
model. Unlike Fiedler’s 1993 model, Path-Goal leadership allows for flexibility in leadership
behavior. Accordingly, a manager is seen as a coach who guides employees to select the best
way to achieve their goal(s) while, at the same time, achieving the goals of the organization. The
theory suggests that environment and follower characteristics will dictate how goals are set and
the use of different leadership styles as required. Subordinates’ personal characteristics control
how the environment and leader are interpreted.
The leader is responsible for directing and supporting followers to ensure alignment with
the organization’s goals, and for facilitating and rewarding effective performance. Path-Goal

theory classifies four leadership styles:



e achievement-oriented - the leader challenges followers to set goals, expects high-level
performance, and shows confidence in their ability,

e directive - the leader tells followers what is expected and how to perform,

e participative - the leader consults with followers and asks their opinions before arriving at

a decision,

* supportive - the leader is accessible and concerned for followers' psychological well-
being.

Most of the early leadership theories saw leaders as transactional, effecting change by
exchanging rewards for output, in contrast to transformational leaders, stimulating followers and
inspiring high achievement (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Research supports the evaluation of
transformational leaders as more effective, more promotable, and more sensitive than
transactional leaders (Rubin et al., 2005; Judge & Bono, 2000; Bass & Avolio, 1990; and Hater
& Bass, 1988). Furthermore, there is strong substantiation that links transformational leadership
to employee satisfaction and overall well-being, as well as to high levels of productivity and low
turnover rates (Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006; Epitropaki & Martin, 2005; Bono & Judge, 2003; Dvir
et al., 2002; Sivasubramaniam et al., 2002; Howell & Avolio, 1993; and Keller, 1992).

Leadership & Leadership Styles: An Empirical Review

Kurt Lewin (1939) and other researchers at the University of lowa studied three
leadership styles:

1. autocratic —centralized authority, dictated work methods, unilateral decisions, limited

employee participation,
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2. democratic —involvement of employees in decision-making, delegated authority,
encouraged participation in deciding work methods and goals, use of feedback as a
coaching tool,
3. laissez-faire —complete freedom to make decisions and complete work as seen fit by
group members.
The results of their work showed that the most efficient and superior group results came from
those who had more democratic leadership. Since everyone had the opportunity to participate
and be identified as a member of the group, there was a propensity to more easily accept change.
Groups with more authoritarian leadership, on the other hand, tended to be more inflexible, less
creative, and generally involved in dysfunctional decision-making. Groups whose leadership
exhibited the laissez-faire style were, for the most part, inefficient and unproductive (Daniels,
2003). Inconsistent results were revealed, however, when continued research comparing the
autocratic and democratic styles sometimes produced higher levels of performance while, at
other times, yielded lower or equal performance levels, prompting investigation into levels of
subordinate satisfaction, where they found that higher levels generally existed under a
democratic leader.

At Ohio State University, research by Andrew W. Halpin (1957) on leader behavior was
also ongoing. Tlﬁs research identified two important dimensions:

1. initiating structure — the extent to which the leadership role and the roles of group

members are delineated when working toward a goal,

o

consideration — the extent to which job relationships are characterized by mutual trust and

respect for group members’ ideas and feelings.
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Halpin’s research showed that a leader who received high evaluations in both behavioral
dimensions generally attained higher group task performance and higher satisfaction. The
research instruments used by Halpin were later revised by Ralph M. Stogdill (1965).
Concurrent research being conducted at the University of Michigan by Rensis Likert

(1961) advanced four leadership styles built around degrees of involvement of decision-making:
exploitive-authoritative, benevolent-authoritative, consultative and participative. Likert and his
colleagues also identified two leadership behavioral dimensions:

1. employee-oriented — emphasized interpersonal relationships, personal interest in group

members’ needs, accepting individual differences,

o

production-oriented — emphasized technical or task aspects of the job, accomplishing the

group’s tasks, regarding members as a means to an end.

Blake et al. (1964) based their managerial grid on the dimensions distinguished by the

University of Michigan’s research. Their grid pinpoints five leadership styles made up of

varying degrees of concern o.n a scale with people at one end to production at the other. The five

leadership styles and their locations on the managerial grid (9x9)° are:

e impoverished (lower left — 1, 1) - low regard for people and production; managers
keep a low profile and try to stay out of trouble,

e country club (upper left — 1, 9) - high regard for people; low concern for production;
create an atmosphere of trust for subordinates’ positive response,

e team (upper right - 9, 9 - high regard for people and production alike; create structure

and solidity to foster commitment among team members,

’ (See Appendix C)
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¢ middle-of-the road (middle - 5, 5) - balance between workers' and organization's
needs; maintain a sufficient level of employee morale to accomplish the
organization's goals,

o task (lower right - 9,1) - high concern for production; low regard for people; achieve

the organization's goals without considering employees' needs.
Culture and Leadership Style

This section of the literature review examines the relationship between Hofstede’s (1980)
individual cultural dimensions as they relate to leadership and leadership style.

Euwema et al. (2007) hypothesized that in those strongly Individualistic (IDV) societies
with lower levels of Power Distance (PDI), there existed a negative correlation between the
directive style of Path-Goal leadership and group organizational citizenship behavior (GOCB),
and a positive correlation between the supportive style of Path-Goal leadership and group
organizational citizenship behavior (GOCB). Their findings indicated that culture, specifically
Hofstede’s (1980) Individualist (IDV) and Power Distance (PDI) dimensions, is a mediating
factor between leadership and such outcomes as job satisfaction, workgroup productivity, and
turnover, and group organizational citizenship behavior (GOCB) as a whole. Paine and Organ
(2000) agree that these same two cultural dimensions influence both “the perception of...and the
likelihood of demonstrating”'’ organizational citizenship behavior (OCB).

The Collectivist/Individualist dimension has received the most attention in the literature
(see Kagitcibasi & Berry, 1989; Schwartz, 1994; Earley & Gibson, 1998; Oyserman et al., 2002;

and Gelfand et al., 2004, for reviews). Theorists Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck (1961), Schwartz

10 As quoted in: Euwema, M.C., Wendt, H., & Van Emmerik, H. (2007). Leadership styles and

group organizational citizenship behavior across cultures. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
28(8), p. 1039,
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(1994), Triandis (1995), Hofstede (2001), House and Global Leadership and Organizational
Behavior Effectiveness Research Program (2004) have spent much time analyzing the
individual-group relationship. Triandis (1990) suggested that of all the world’s cultures, the
most significant cultural dimension is that of Individualsim (IDV)/Collectivism.

Su et al. (1999) and Tsui & Gutek (1999) found that members of collectivist societies
self-associate with fewer social identity groups and that group membership is more likely to be
relevant and permanent. According to Smith & Long (forthcoming), in collectivist societies,
group attachments are more inflexible, connections to core characteristics less fluid, and self-
classification will fluctuate less.

Triandis (1986) found that members in collectivistic cultures make clear differentiations
between in-group and out-group members. Chen et al. (1998) proposed that the need for
personal self-enhancement is the basis for in-group favoritism in individualist cultures while, in
collectivist cultures, in-group favoritism is inevitable. Triandis (1994) contended that within
collectivist cultures, conflict with out-group members is common since those members are
generally exploited. In/out-group comparisons in individualist cultures generally are less
aggressive because individuals have greater possibilities for feeling included and unique
(Brewer, 2001). Chrobot-Mason et al. (2007) point out that collectivist cultures most often
evolve in countries of homogeneous populations that give rise to homogeneous associations.

Robertson & Hoffman (2000) reveal that reliable individuai-level metrics exist for
Hofstede’s (1980) dimensions of Individualism/Collectivism (IDV) and Uncertainty Avoidance
(UAI), but that almost nothing has been devised for Confucian Dynamism. They suspect,
however, that since Hofstede’s other four dimensions of culture subsist at the individual level, so

then must Confucian Dynamism.
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Hofstede & Bond (1988) suggest a coincidence of certain values found within the
Confucian Dynamism dimension and the other four dimensions of culture. They derive the
following correlations: high Confucian Dynamism countries will have a high Power Distance
Index (PDI), be low in Individualsim (IDV), and moderate in Masculinity (MAS). They drew no
correlation between Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) and Confucian Dynamism possibly due to its
present/past and its future orientations.

Culture and Leadership Styles: A Theoretical Review

Hofstede’s (1980) research identified as one of his cultural dimensions, Individualsim
(IDV) and its polar construct, Collectivism. Schwartz (1994) believes that each construct can
stand alone and that it is possible for an individual, even a society, to have varying degrees of
both. Triandis & Gelfand (1998) proposed that measuring Individualsim (IDV) and Collectivism
against Power Distance (PDI) would yield four diverse dimensions — horizontal collectivism,
vertical collectivism, horizontal Individualsim (IDV), and vertical Individualsim (IDV).

In his earlier work, Triandis (1995) points out that values influence the individual who, in
turn, is influenced and also influences. This indicates that leadership style is most often
perceived according to one’s individual value set. Walumbwa et al. (2007) suggest that these
particular differences will affect critically how individuals respond to various leadership styles.
They also view transformational leadership as a complex model and caution that different facets
could produce distinctive results depending on their interaction with varying value sets.
Walumbwa et al. point out that their research is important relative to explaining individual
perceptions of leaders in cross-cultural settings.

According to House et al. (2002), available cross-cultural literature alludes to a clear-cut

link between culture and leadership style. The essential theme embodied in House et al.’s
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theoretical model is that “the attributes and entities that distinguish a given culture from other
cultures are predictive of the practices or organizations and leader attributes and behaviors that
are most frequently enacted, acceptable, and effective in that culture” (p. 8, sec. 3.1).

The culture-specific viewpoint advocates that many North American leadership theories
may be un-generalizable due to orientations rooted in Western cultures, clearly implying that
individuals of different cultural backgrounds may have different perceptions of leadership
(Hofstede, 2001).

Hofstede (1984b), Hall (1983), and Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961) have all been
instrumental in formulating conceptual frameworks for the macro-comprehension of cultural
differences. But which behavior works well, and in which cultural setting? Michael (1997)
suggested that the successful result of a link between cultural values and managerial behavior is
improved managerial effectiveness.

Miroshnik (2002) stated “According to experience the national origin of Asian and US
managers significantly affects their views on how effective managers should manage”. Hofstede
(1 98651, b) identified significant managers’ and employees’ behavioral and attitudinal differences
that have endured across countries and over time. Hofstede (2001) points out that, in collectivist
cultures, employees tend to act with the interest of their fellow in-group members in mind
whereas, in individualist cultures, the focus of the employee falls to the leader. Expected
leadership behavior tends to reinforce positive employee response.

Culture and Leadership Styles: An Empirical Review

When reviewing various leadership styles and their acceptance in Asian countries,

specifically China and India, the first reaction is to negate transformational leadership as being

(=]

compatible with either of these cultures (Walumbwa et al., 1999). Upon further examination,
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however, it becomes apparent that both societies are steeped in Power Distance (PDI) and
Collectivism (Hofstede, 1980). The collectivist society is hierarchical and generally autocratic in
nature, with top-down management practices.

The Confucian philosophy all but disappeared from China as a result of government
suppression during the revolution but still underlies societal standards of respect and reverence
for superiors (Hwang, 2001). Today paternalistic leadership, instituted toward the end of the
Chinese revolution, is the norm within many Chinese organizations (Chen, 1995) and it
incorporates aspects of benevolence and moral example, as well as the autocratic style,
producing leaders who inspire and who are considerate and charismatic, the embodiment of the
ideal “Confucian gentleman”, according to Walumbwa et al. (2004).

In India, comparable contradictory but compelling energies are shaping today’s
managers. Sinha (1997) noted that left-over bureaucracy from the days of British colonial rule,
coupled with traditional Hindu values and conventional Western business values are driving
various aspects of leadership. Power Distance (PDI), based on the Hindu caste system, plays a
pivotal role in the superior-subordinate relationship, but authority is based on moral integrity.
Therefore a leader is kind and caring, as well as inspirational and directional (Sinha, 1997).
These characteristics also tie in with the transformational style of leadership which is promoted
by proponents of the Western value system.

Both theoretical and empirical findings suggest that transformational leadership works
well in both individualist and collectivist societies. This is not to say that transformational
leadership is the norm within Chinese or Indian organizations, but simply that various aspects of
transformational leadership are reflected directly in leadership styles within the two societies and

that transformational leadership would be relevant in China and India (Walumbwa et al., 2004).
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Walumbwa et al. (2004) studied the role of collectivism in the relationship between
transformational leadership and work-related outcomes of Chinese and Indian followers in the
financial sectors in those countries. Their principal hypothesis said that there was a positive
correlation between transformational leadership and collective efficacy; their second and third
hypotheses dealt with collective efficacy as a mediator between transformational leadership and
organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and withdrawal behaviors.

The authors administered a confidential survey to 208 Chinese and 194 Indian
employees. The survey was developed in English then translated into Chinese and back-
translated. Survey participants were 41% female; of that number 74% were Chinese and 26%
were Indian. They generally were well educated, the majority were married or living with a
partner, and the mean ages were 32 years in China and 34 years in India.

The survey used by Walumbwa et al. (2004) to evaluate leadership style was based on the
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) developed by Bass & Avolio (1995); it contained
20 items, used a 0 to 4 scale, With 0 being “Not at all” and 4 being “Frequently, if not always”.
To evaluate collective efficacy, the authors used a 7-item scale taken from Riggs et al. (1994),
using a scale for responses from 1 (Very inaccurate) to 6 (Very accurate).

The authors also measured organizational commitment [9-item scale adopted from
Mowday et al. (1979)], job satisfaction [18-item scale adopted from Smith et al. (1969)], and
withdrawal behaviors - job withdrawal and work withdrawal — [6 items and 8 items, respectively,
adopted from Hanisch & Hulin (1991)]. They controlled with the dummy-coded variables of
country, gender, education, and job level. They established scale validity and reliability using a
combination of mean, covariance, and factor analysis. They also controlled for common

method/source variance by using factor analysis with varimax rotation.
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The results of the research conducted by Walumbwa et al. (2004) were that
transformational leadership significantly contributed to collective efficacy ( = .36, p <.001), as
well as to organizational commitment (B = .36, p <.001), supervisor satisfaction (f = .67, p <
.001), work satisfaction (§ = .40, p <.001), job withdrawal (f = -.14, p <.01), and work
withdrawal (B =-.11, p <.05). Collective efficacy also predicted significantly the work-related
outcomes of organizational commitment, supervisor satisfaction, work satisfaction, job
withdrawal, and work withdrawal, but only partially mediated the effect of transformational
leadership on organizational commitment, supervisor satisfaction, and work in general. The
authors did find, however, complete mediation of collective efficacy of transformational
leadership to withdrawal behaviors. Effectively, their hypotheses 1 and 3 were supported totally
and their hypothesis 2 was supported partially.

According to Walumbwa et al. (2004), these findings are the first step in determining
how transformational leadership impacts work-related outcomes and why followers have higher
levels of job satisfaction and commitment, and lower levels of withdrawal intentions, than those
v-vho do not experience transformational leadership. They also indicate that there may be other
factors that might mediate the relationship of transformational leadership and work attitudes.
They cite realistic implications for leadership development programs and using collective
efficacy to reduce withdrawal behaviors.

Walumbwa et al. (2004) recognize that further empirical research is necessary in this
arena based on their use of surrogate rather than actual behaviors. They also cited the possibility
of common method/source variance, as stated earlier on, and suggested using multiple sources
for data collection. They suggested too the use of a longitudinal design for future studies and

comparison across both collectivist and individualist cultures.
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Empirical researchers in Colombia, India, and the Middle East have found that, unlike
transformational leadership styles of Western countries, satisfactory leader behaviors generally
are less directly involved with followers and more command-oriented (Pillai et al., 1999).
Researchers at the Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness (GLOBE)
program compared Iéadership styles in various cultures - South Asian, Anglo, Arabian,
Germanic, Eastern European, and Latin European — and found significant disparities (Gupta et
al., 2002; Ashkanasy et al., 2002; Kabasakal & Bodur, 2002; Szabo et al., 2002; Bakacsi et al.,
2002; and Jesuino, 2002).

Casimir & Li (2005) undertook research based on the hypotheses that Australians would
prefer receiving support prior to experiencing pressure in a work situation, and Chinese would
prefer receiving support after experiencing pressure in a work situation. Their method of data
collection involved having participants answer 2 pressure statements and 2 support statements
(taken from Misumi & Peterson’s (1985) instrument) and respond according to their preferences,
using 1 of 4 predetermined leadership styles, as to whether they would like to work in a
particular workplace scenario vignette. All responses were anonymous and confidential and
each participant was asked to complete all questions (by a researcher in the event of unanswered
questions).

The authors’ research instrument was translated into Chinese and back-translated to avoid
discrepancies. Research organizations were chosen randomly in Beijing, China, and Melbourne,
Australia, along with an MBA program at a Melbourne university with a large number of
Chinese nationals enrolled. Using SPSS software, the researchers ranked the frequency of each
of the 4 leadership styles (After, Before, Either, Delayed) and computed the Friedman’s Rank

test. Results showed that the Australians ranked the Before style first and the Delayed style
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fourth, with 78% of Australians liking the Before style and 55% of them liking the Delayed style.
Fourteen percent of Australians ranked the Either style fourth and 15% of them ranked the
Before style fourth. These findings partially supported the authors’ first hypothesis.

The Chinese ranked the Before style first and the Delayed style last most often. Seventy-
three percent of the Chinese like the Afier style and 68% like the Before style, and additional data
showed a division between the Affer and Before styles (51% placed the After style higher). The
After style was the most popular of the 4 styles. These finding supported partially the authors’
second hypothesis.

Because there were 2 sub-samples of Chinese participants, the authors segregated the
respondents and ran separate Friedman’s tests for each group (Chinese MBA: ¥=125df=3,
P <0.01), (Chinese managers: X° = 7.4, df = 3, P < 0.05). The rankings were similar for both
groups; the Before and After styles were the most popular and the Delayed style was the least
popular.

Casimir & Li’s (2005) research was limited since they used vignettes rather than actual
workplace settings and they used followers’ leadership style preferences as their dependent
variables. The authors recommended further research to examine the effects of gender and stress
levels within the work environment.

Other assessments of the literature about cross-cultural leadership underscore results that
link transformational behavior to both the culture-specific and the simple universal ideologies
(Dickson et al., 2001; Hunt & Peterson, 1997). Dortman and Howell (1997) uncovered
commonalities and discrepancies in leadership effectiveness across two Western and three Asian
cultures. Their study confirmed Bass’s (1990) assertion regarding the soundness of several

leadership behaviors found in the simple universal and the culture-specific views. In all five



countries, the transformational behaviors, leader supportiveness and charisma, were endorsed,
while participativeness and directiveness, also transformational techniques, were endorsed only
by the Western countries.

Additional commonalities and differences were noted in a study of U.S., northern and
southern European, Latin-American, Far Eastern, and Commonwealth executives which led
Boehnke et al., (2003) to suggest that, although transformational leadership behaviors may be
uﬁiversal, their applications may be nationally adapted. Their supporting arguments were:

1. team building behaviors were used more often by Americans than by their Far Eastern
counterparts, and
2. other stimulating behaviors were used more often by Americans than by their southern

European colleagues.

According to Jung et al., (1995), transformational leadership is generalizable since it
focuses on a collective undertaking, responsibilities and objectives, and identifies with cultural
values in collectivist societies more so than individualist societies. Spreitzer et al., (2005), in
building upon previous work by Chen & Farh (1999), Den Hartog et al. (1999), and Dorfman &
Howell (1997), propose that transformational leadership behaviors are significant in Eastern and
Western cultures, but that performance varies. They refer to this concept as variform universal.

Variform functional universality asserts that a relationship exists between two variables
across cultures, but the extent of the relationship also differs across cultures (Bass, 1997,
Dickson et al., 2001; and Lonner, 1980). Spreitzer et al., (2005) subjectively examined
transformational leadership’s variform functional universality using cultural values rather than
culture itself, unlike the routine practice of associating cultural values with nationality or country

of origin, as successfully done by researchers including Hofstede (2001), Triandis (1995), and

54



Trompenaars (1997). The method for their research built upon work by Lytle et al., (1995) and
Dickson et al., (2001) who pointed out that numerous values and cultural norms can coexist
within a particular country. Therefore Spreitzer et al., (2005) stated that no one individual is
necessarily representative of an entire country’s median score.

Whyte & Williams (1963) undertook a comparison study of leadership styles in the
United States and Peru. Both blue and white-collar workers, within one division of the electric
power industry in both c'ountries filled out anonymous surveys containing personal background
information (company rank, seniority, age, experience, etc.), questions about their immediate
supervisor, the nature of their work and workgroup, pay and promotions, policies, and
communication. Survey participants numbered as follows: 308 blue-collar and 599 white-collar
workers in the United States; 364 blue-collar and 202 white-collar workers in Peru.

In Peru the “real” powef exists at levels higher up within the organization. Therefore
Whyte & Williams (1963) found that workers’ responses about supervisors at the same level did
not compare supervisors with the same degree of power. Conversely, workers’ responses about
supervisors with similar levels of power did not compare supervisors in the same positions.

White-collar workers in Peru, in general, were satisfied with their supervisors and with
the training they themselves had received. They also reported less pressure to perform, but were
not satisfied with the amount of responsibility they held, nor with the levels of communication
between management and employees. Nearly two-thirds of the Peruvian office workers did
report, however, that top management’s attitude toward them had markedly improved in the past
several years prior to the study.

Resulting responses from the U.S. workers were fairly comparable to those of their

Peruvian counterparts except that the Peruvians felt they were less informed about departmental
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issues and more likely to receive information from their fellow workers than from their
supervisors.

The blue-collar workers in Peru were not as satisfied with their supervisors as their fellow
white-collar workers or as the blue or white-collar workers in the U.S. The Peruvian blue-collar
workers, like their white-collar co-workers, also felt that they received less information regarding
their department from their supervisors. Both groups of workers in the US. had similar
responses, while both Peruvian groups reflected the social rift that is prevalent throughout Latin
America.

Whyte & Williams’ (1963) study found that workers in Peru more highly regard the
supervisor who provides closer supervision and who emphasizes production, while the U.S.
workers report higher levels of satisfaction with those supervisors who provide more general
supervision and who put less emphasis on production. These results conform to both of
Hofstede’s (1980) Power Distance (PDI) and Individualism/Collectivism (IDV) dimensions,
where stark delineations are drawn between societal levels and where closer supervision signifies
support for the group rather than for the individual.

As for the issue of downward communication within the organization, both U.S. and
Peruvian responses showed that those supervisors who communicate with their subordinates are
more highly evaluated, albeit at lower correlations in Peru. Similar results were found relating to
the frequency of supervisor-employee group discussions and whether or not these meetings were
productive. These results show a tendency on the part of the Peruvian workers to consider their
relationship with a supervisor as more “personal”, than group-related. Whyte & Williams (1963)
did acknowledge that the omission of productivity information from the Peruvian component

was a limitation of their study.
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Byrne & Bradley (2007) conducted a study involving styles of leadership in international
firms. Their findings supported all four of their hypotheses, three of which are pertinent to this
research (numbers 1,3, & 4). Their hypotheses were:

1. “successful leadership style is pluralistic,

2. pluralistic successful leadership styles contain a spectrum of decreasing
successful firm performances,

3. personal and cultural-level values differ in their mediation effect on leadership
style, and

4. personal values are less dominant quantitatively than cultural-level values in
their separate mediating roles on manager leadership style!!

Byrne & Bradley (2007) identified Danish, Finnish, and Irish firms with open economies
and dependence on international trade. They used Pearson bivariate analysis for each country,
and also used Leadpval (leadership style mediated by personal values) and Leadcval (leadership
style mediated by cultural values), to identify links between the 57 Schwartzian'* personal values
and 45 cultural values (independent variables) (Schwartz, 1992), and overall and international
performance (dependent variables), measured by the average annual increase over a continuous
five-year period.

One-hundred and fifty-nine completed questionnaires were used in their research — 34
from Denmark, 58 from Finland, and 68 from Ireland. The results for the authors’ first
hypothesis revealed a pluralistic style for Irish managers, with a higher ‘openness to change’

component than that of the Danish and Finnish managers. In addition, successful Irish and

Finnish managerial styles were the opposite of the average Irish and Finnish country styles. The

"' Byrne, G.J. & Bradley, F. (2007). Culture’s influence on leadership efficiency: How personal and national
cultures affect leadership style. Journal of Business Research, 60(2), 168-185.
2 Universal set of individual personal values developed by Schwartz (1992)
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average Irish style is higher in ‘conservation” when compared to the successful managerial style
which shows more ‘openness to change’. Conversely, the average style in Finland demonstrates
more ‘openness to change’ when compared to the ‘conservation’ style of the successful Finnish

manager.

Research results supported the authors’ third hypothesis by identifying ‘protecting the
environment’, as the common correlate between the 45 cultural values and international
performance, and also between the 57 personal values and international performance. However,
only three of the covariates of ‘protecting the environment” also were identified in both the set of
personal values and the set of cultural values, reinforcing the proposition that personal values
and cultural values influence ‘international performance’ differently, and have different
mediation effects on leadership style.

As for the authors’ fourth hypothesis, the results of logistic regression analysis showed
that Leadcval was more influential as a variable than Leadpval by approximately 70% in the
mediation of leadership style. Simply put, cultural values are more significant than personal
values in their effect on leadership style.

The authors concluded that the effects of personal and cultural values on sustained
competitive advantage and management strategies of international and global firms differ among
world cultures. They noted that the plurality of leadership styles would be significant to inter-
cultural strategic alliances such as joint ventures, and recommended that since national culture is
a prevailing element to the success of international/global business, key leadership roles in these
types of organizations should be designated to indigenous executives. They reported a
confidence level of 95% or higher but gave no detailsras to how they measured that percentage,

implying a limitation to the study.
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Culture and Workgroup Effectiveness

Workgroup effectiveness can be achieved if members are encouraged by the probability
of success, the appreciation for quality service, the acknowledgment of team recommendations,
and the appropriate compensation for team performance (Wheelan, 1999). Research shows
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