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Executive Summary

This report presents the findings of a study comparing managers’
perceptions of effective leadership in Europe and the U.S. Specifically,
perceptions of the work-related values of effective leaders and team members
in Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Spain, U.K (European Union countries),
and the U.S. were measured and analyzed for similarities and differences. The
study was jointly conducted by the Center for Creative Leadership and
SYMLOG Consulting Group, using SYMLOG®, a group-level assessment
tool developed by Robert F. Bales, a social psychologist and professor emeri-
tus at Harvard University.

The results support previous research, which indicates that managers in
some E.U. countries perceive distinct value patterns in effective leaders from
the perspective of their national work settings. Most significant, however, are
new findings that show a striking consensus on what will be required of
leaders and members of cross-national teams in the E.U. in the future. A
value profile reflecting a delicate balance of approachable, democratic, and
moderately dominant leadership that blends stability with creativity and
fosters meaningful member participation in the workplace is perceived to be
most effective for leadership across the E.U. in the future.

The report is written for a research-oriented human resource practitio-
ner audience or for anyone who is interested in understanding cross-national
similarities and differences in managers’ perceptions of the values of effec-
tive leaders.
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I ntroduction

The globalization of business is creating new demands on individuals,
organizations, and nations to work together in more and different ways.
Consider, for example, the challenges that the new economic communities
like the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the European
Union (E.U.) confront in accommodating historically disparate views of how
to do business.! The members of these communities have agreed to cooperate
in a number of areas including the establishment of a single market for trade,
the joint formation of foreign policy, mutual recognition of educational
diplomas, and the exchange of criminal records. Through these joint efforts,
they have created a new form of social organization that challenges old
notions of teamwork, integration, and cooperation among people from differ-
ent cultures.

As ways of doing business change significantly, the demand for manag-
ers who can perform effectively in cross-national environments increases. But
what is effectiveness in the global sense? Researchers have probed exten-
sively for the answer to this question. One particularly important area that has
been investigated by Hofstede (1980a) and Trompenaars (1993) is the impact
that differences in values held by individuals across cultures has on their
abilities to work together effectively. For instance, how would individuals
from a culture that values individualism work out business problems with
individuals from a society that values collectivism?

What we don’t know much about is how perspectives on effective
|eader ship differ across national boundaries and how national differences
affect the practice of leadership. The purpose of this paper, therefore, is to
report on a research project, conducted jointly by the Center for Creative
Leadership (CCL) and the SYMLOG Consulting Group, that aimed to iden-
tify similarities and differences in perceptions of effective leadership and
teamwork between U.S. managers and managers from six E.U. countries
(Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Spain, and the U.K.).

SYMLOG, or the System for Multiple Level Observation of Groups, a
group-level assessment tool developed by Robert F. Bales, a social psycholo-
gist and professor emeritus at Harvard University, was used to explore three
sets of research questions:

1 The European Union came into existence in 1993. Member states to date include:
Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, Portugal, Republic of Ireland, Spain, Sweden, and the United
Kingdom.
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1. E.U.and U.S. Perceptions of Effective Leader ship: Do the values
that managers associate with effective leadership differ among E.U.
countries? How do the values that U.S. managers associate with
effective leadership compare with those in the E.U. countries?

2. E.U.and U.S. Comparison of Effective Leadersto Team
Members: Are there differences between the values managers
associate with leadership and the values they associate with effec-
tive membership on a team? Is there a greater difference between
what is desired of leaders and members in some countries than in
others?

3. E.U. Country Comparisons of Effective L eader ship in Europe:
Do the values managers associate with effective leadership within
each of the E.U. countries differ from what those same managers
feel would be most effective in working outside their own country
on a team comprised of members from across the E.U.? To what
extent will individual leaders have to change in order to be more
effective in an E.U. context?

Before discussing methods and results of this study, we will first take a
look at some previous research that helped guide our thinking.

A good deal of research is currently available on attitude and value
differences across cultures. Some of this research (the most relevant of which
is summarized in Appendix A) focuses on cross-cultural differences in
managers’ attitudes and values. Although these studies are important to
understanding cultural differences, they do not focus on differences in how
people view effective leadership.

More recent work, however, explores how value differences relate to
varying perceptions of effective or desired leadership. In the next section, we
will present a brief summary of some of this research on leadership across
national and cultural boundaries.

Previous Resear ch on L eader ship
Across National and Cultural Boundaries

Until recently, very little research could be found that focused on how
people from different nations or cultures view leadership or on how national
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or cultural values differences relate to differing views of effective leadership.
Published studies in this area are still relatively difficult to find.

In one study, conducted by Yeung and Ready (1995), 1,200 managers
from ten major global corporations in eight countries were surveyed to
identify areas of similarity and difference in their views on core leadership
capabilities required for effectiveness, the role of national culture in percep-
tions of the relative importance of these capabilities, and the best ways to
develop each of the key competencies. Respondents in their study agreed that
the ability to articulate a tangible vision, values, and strategy is the most
important leadership capability of those listed in their questionnaire. Other
key capabilities considered important by managers in most countries were
“being a catalyst for strategic change,” “being results-oriented,” “empowering
others to do their best,” “being a catalyst for cultural change,” and “exhibiting
a strong customer orientation.” They also found significant differences among
countries in their assessments of the importance of most factors, with no two
countries selecting identical priorities for their top five leadership capabilities.
“Being a catalyst for change,” for example, was seen as significantly more
important in Australia than in Japan or Korea and more important in France
than in Germany, Japan, or Korea. These authors conclude that there are both
universal and unique aspects to leadership competency and that organizations
should develop the leadership capabilities of their managers with respect to
both of these needs.

Wallace (Wallace, Sawheny, & Gardjito, 1995) is one of a very few
researchers who has compared valued leader characteristics across national
boundaries.? Using mixed-gender panels of different nationalities and reviews
of indigenous academic and historical literature pertaining to leader character-
istics, Wallace identified 47 characteristics that incline people to willingly
follow leaders. Questionnaire surveys conducted in Japan, India, Indonesia,
and the United States with 409 business employees indicated that there are
important national differences in characteristics that incline people to will-
ingly follow a leader. For example, Japanese employees are significantly
more inclined than employees from any of the other countries to follow a
leader who is seen as profound; Indians are significantly more inclined to
follow a leader who is seen as ambitious or as pragmatic; Indonesian employ-
ees are significantly more inclined to follow a leader who is seen as religious

2 Another promising project, now underway, is The Global Leadership and Organiza-
tional Effectiveness Research Program (GLOBE), led by Robert J. House of The
Wharton School.
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or as having an authoritative bearing; and American employees report more
inclination to follow leaders seen as openly and directly expressing opinions.

With respect to the relationship of desired leadership characteristics to
work-related values and other social phenomena, Wallace found that 42
leader characteristics (89%) are related to national indices of work-related
values, 18 (38%) are related to national economic indicators, 13 (28%) are
related to religious beliefs, 7 (15%) are related to industry, 5 (11%) are
related to gender, and 11 (23%) are related to family structure, ethnicity, or
education. Wallace’s work suggests that specific leadership characteristics
that most incline people in some countries to willingly follow do not neces-
sarily generalize to people in other countries. It also suggests that specific
combinations of work-related values and economic variables may explain
most of the variance in desired traits of leaders.

Methods

Research Sample

This report is based on data from middle- to upper-level English-
speaking managers from Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Spain, the U.K.,
and the U.S. (See Appendix B for demographic data.) Companies accepted as
research sites were Fortune 500 (or equivalently large) multinational and
national companies, representing diverse industries in both Europe and
the U.S.

The largest percentage of the European sample (N=1,108) are Belgian
(17%) and British (17%). The remainder are German (16%), Italian (16%),
French (12%), and Spanish (9%). The majority of the sample is male (90%),
with a modal age range from 40 to 49 (44%). Seventy-five percent achieved
at least a university level of education. Most of the European managers
sampled are upper-middle-level managers (45%) and have been practicing
management for more than ten years (46%). All but 12% of the European
managers have some experience working with other managers from E.U.
countries.

The U.S. sample (N=793) was collected from CCL programs. The
typical CCL program participant is male (70%), aged between 40 and 49
(40%), with at least a college degree (40%). During the time that these data
were collected, participants were middle- (34%) to upper-level (33%) manag-
ers, who worked primarily in large (10,000 or more employees, 34%) indus-
try (51%) or service (25%) organizations. Because we do not have compa-
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rable biographical data on U.S. and European managers, no additional analy-
ses of these data were conducted. We can, however, say with confidence that
the U.S. and European samples are similar in percentages of managers who
are male, in the age range of 40 to 49, in educational level, and in managerial
level.

Procedure

Research proposals were sent to CCL and SCG client companies who
indicated an interest and willingness to participate. Following consent,
research packets were mailed to a designated company contact person, or in
some cases directly to the participant. Each contained a cover letter, a letter of
confidentiality, a respondent demographic form, a SYMLOG Individual and
Organizational Values Rating Form, and an addressed return envelope. From
Greensboro, North Carolina, 3,665 research packets were mailed to European
destinations. Additional telephone and written correspondence was often
necessary to ensure return of these data.

SYMLOG was used to compare similarities and differences in the
perceived value orientations of effective leaders and team members within
seven nations. Although SYMLOG does not measure the cultural value
dimensions covered in the work of Hofstede, Trompenaars, or Hampden-
Turner and Trompenaars (see Appendix A for research summaries), it does
what those frameworks do not do, namely to provide a model of the values
associated with effective leadership.

In our study, managers were asked to fill out a form describing their
demographic characteristics and to complete the English-language version of
SYMLOG. (See Appendix C for a copy of the survey.) On the SYMLOG
Individual and Organizational Values Rating Form, European managers were
asked to rate 26 items that would yield information on the three sets of
research questions:

 In general, what kinds of values does the M ost Effective LEADER
of a task-oriented group that you have actually known show in his or

her behavior? (Image code in tables = MEL)

 In general, what kinds of values does the M ost Effective MEM BER
of a task-oriented group that you have actually known show in his or
her behavior? (Image code in tables = MEM)
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 In general, what kinds of values would be ideal for a person to show
in his or her behavior in order to be M ost Effective as a LEADER
of a task-oriented team composed of individuals from various
European Union countries? (Image code in tables = EML)

U.S. managers in CCL programs used only the “Most Effective Leader” and
“Most Effective Member” images.

Description of SYMLOG. SYMLOG, under development at Harvard
University for the last 45 years, is a comprehensive synthesis of findings,
theories, and methods from psychology, social psychology, sociology, eco-
nomics, political science, and several related disciplines. The theory underly-
ing this instrument is both a “field theory” and a “systems theory.” It is a
systems theory in that empirical measurements are designed to take into
realistic account the assumption that every pattern of behavior of an indi-
vidual or a group is organically interlinked with other patterns and with a
larger context. The interlinked processes have the properties of a “dynamic
field” of interacting and competing tensions (Van Velsor & Leslie, 1991).

SYMLOG has been used in a wide variety of contexts and situations
throughout the world. The instrument has proven reliable and valid for use by
managers in the U.S. (see Leslie & Fleenor, 1998) and in many countries in
Europe. Ongoing research in a variety of cultures is helping to further demon-
strate its generalizability and reliability.

SYMLOG is based on a model of group dynamics that measures
conflicting tensions that may enhance or inhibit effective leadership and
teamwork. According to the theory, people unify around similar values and
polarize around dissimilar ones. Three bipolar dimensions characterize values
that can be inferred through behaviors (the instrument’s 26 items). Each
descriptor pair represents opposite ends of a single dimension: (1) Dominance
vs. Submissiveness; (2) Friendliness vs. Unfriendliness; and (3) Acceptance
of vs. Opposition to the Task-orientation of Established Authority.

The Values on Dominance vs. Values on Submissiveness dimension
represents the value or importance perceived to be attached to prominence,
power, status, and personal influence of an individual in relation to other
group members (Bales, 1970). Dominant members tend to be active partici-
pants and tend to impose their views on the group. The more submissive
members tend to be quiet and passive.

The Values on Friendly Behavior vs. Values on Unfriendly Behavior
dimension is described by Bales (1970) as the value placed on an individual’s
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attitude toward the group and its goals. Friendly behavior is perceived as
egalitarian, cooperative, and protective of others. Unfriendly behavior is
associated with individuals who are perceived to be individualistic, self-
interested, and self-protective.

The Values on Accepting the Task-orientation of Established Authority
vs. Opposing Task-orientation of Established Authority dimension refers to
values associated with promoting/following, or creating/changing, rules and
procedures (for example, customs, norms, work demands, written rules, laws,
and regulations) set up by authorities external to the work group and who will
be responsible for evaluating the work group’s performance.

Use of therating form. The 26 items on the rating form (see Appendix
C) are designed to measure six specific directions out from the center of the
cube. The three-dimensional SYMLOG space can be visualized graphically
with the aid of a cube model (see Figure 1, next page). Figure 1 shows the
SYMLOG model as a large cube divided into smaller cubes. The cube model
is a spatial representation of the three dimensions seen all at once. Out from
the center, there are three double-pointed arrows that represent the six bipolar
main directions: U (Upward—values on dominance), D (Downward—values
on submissiveness), P (Positive—values on friendliness), N (Negative—
values on unfriendliness), F (Forward—values on acceptance of authority),
and B (Backward—values on nonacceptance of authority).

In addition to measuring the six main directions, the 26 items measure
the portions of space between the endpoints of the arrows (see the smaller
cubes in Figure 1). These smaller cubes, representing the intersections of the
six directions, can be labeled using the codes for the six bipolar dimensions
(U, D, P, N, F, and B). Thus, the intermediate direction between the main
directions U, P, and F is labeled UPF in the upper right-hand block of the
cube. The intermediate direction between F and N is labeled NF (left-middle
block of the cube), and so on, all around the cube.

Each cube represents the location of a specific value type, with a
corresponding type description. For example, the SYMLOG normative
profile for the most effective leader and member is located in the UPF part of
the space. Its corresponding value type description (based on the instrument
author’s empirical and theoretical work) is “often inferred from behavior
perceived as purposeful democratic task leadership; correlated characteristics
may include identification of self with an idealized authority, acceptance of
the tasks given by authority, feeling of liking others; may be reluctant to
recognize any dislike; may depend upon the power of over-idealized positive
feelings to submerge, deny, or transform negative feeling and dislikes within
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the group; may struggle to be super-competent in spite of feelings of wanting
to quit, or to show rebellious independence” (Bales, 1983).

Although these value types are derived quantitatively (by averaging a
group’s ratings on each of the three dimensions: U-D, P-N, F-B), the types
represent a more qualitative or integrative look at the data in that they show
how the three dimensions interact, resulting in different countries being in
qualitatively different locations in the SYMLOG space.

Rather than go into detail here about the statistical methods used to
analyze the SYMLOG data, we have placed this discussion in Appendix D.

Results and Discussion

This section is organized by research question. Within the discussion
section for each question, we will present the results of several analyses of
variance, allowing us to look at the degree of difference between countries on
each of the three dimensions independently, and we will also present the
SYMLOG type differences among countries to provide an integrative look at
these data.

1. E.U. and U.S. Per ceptions of Effective L eader ship
Do the values that manager s associate with effective |eader ship differ among
E.U. countries? How do the values that U.S. managers associate with
effective leadership compare with those in the E.U. countries?

In general, we have found that the legitimacy of grouping E.U. coun-
tries together when thinking about leadership depends on the value dimension
considered. The same can be said for grouping together European countries
and the U.S. Therefore, in order to answer the above two questions most
effectively, we will first record the results of each country on each of the
three value dimensions and comment on these results; second, we will report
on the results from the value type information.

Specific Country Comparisons of Effective L eader ship
Figures 2, 3, and 4 present, in simplified format,3 the results of analyses
of variance (ANOVA-Tukey’s Studentized Range Test), which compared

3 See Appendix D for a more detailed description of the statistical analyses.
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differences in means for European and U.S. managers on the “most effective
leader” (MEL) image for the three SYMLOG dimensions (dominant-
submissive, friendly-unfriendly, accepting-nonaccepting [opposing]
authority).

Values on Dominance vs. Values on Submissiveness. This dimension
represents the prominence, power, status, and personal influence of an indi-
vidual in relation to other group members. Dominant members tend to be high
participators—active, engaged, and involved in the group. The more submis-
sive members tend to be quiet and passive.

Figure 2 illustrates the three country clusters that resulted from a
pairwise comparison of mean differences among the seven countries on the
dominance-submissiveness dimension. As can be seen in Figure 2, all of the
countries’ means are positive, reflecting an overall dominant orientation to
leadership.

Figure 2
Country Groupings:
Dominant L eader ship Orientation

Spain u.sS Germany
x=289 x=2.74 x=2.73

X =mean

In Figure 2, countries located within the same circle show means that
are not significantly different from each other. The overlap in circles indicates
that some countries had mean values on dominance that were not different
from a larger number of countries, some of whom were different from each
other. For example, in Figure 2, the U.S. mean of 2.74 on dominance lies
within both the circle labeled B and within the circle labeled C. That indicates
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that the U.S. mean is not significantly different from the means of Spain,
Germany, or Italy (others co-located with the U.S. in the C circle) and it is
also not significantly different from the means for France or Belgium (others
co-located with the U.S. in the B circle). But the mean on dominance for
France (which is in the B circle but not the C circle) is significantly different
from the mean for Italy (which is included in the C circle but not the B).

Overall, the E.U. countries studied here are more alike than different on
the dominance-submissiveness dimension. There are, however, a couple of
variations on this theme. As can be seen in this figure, the U.K. mean for
dominance is significantly different from the means of all the other countries
and so the U.K. is in a circle by itself. Managers from the U.K. (3.89) view
values related to dominance as more characteristic of effective leaders than do
managers in most other European Union countries or in the U.S. This finding
is noteworthy, since several other studies (see Ronen & Shenkar, 1985) have
found a high degree of commonality between the U.S. and the U.K. on a
variety of dimensions.

A second national difference in our research pertains to Italy, with
Italian managers (2.26) appearing to view values related to dominance as less
characteristic of effective leaders than do managers in most other European
Union countries. Other countries that are close to Italy in their relatively
lower valuing of an active, involved orientation among leaders are Spain, the
U.S., and Germany, represented in the figure by the C circle.

Valueson Friendly Behavior vs. Values on Unfriendly Behavior.
The friendly-unfriendly dimension is descriptive of values relating to an
individual’s attitude to the group. Friendly behavior is perceived as egalitar-
ian, cooperative, and protective of others. Behavior labeled as unfriendly is
characterized as individualistic, self-interested, and self-protective.

As can be seen in Figure 3, managers in all the countries sampled
perceive effective leaders to exhibit values in favor of friendly behavior. And
again, managers in E.U. countries appear to be more alike than different. Yet
managers in the U.S. have views that differ significantly from those of
managers in the E.U. countries in that U.S. managers place the highest
importance on egalitarian and cooperative values (5.53). Italian managers also
differ from managers in most other E.U. countries in that they place a lower
emphasis on egalitarian, cooperative values (2.93). Figure 3 shows graphi-
cally the similarities and differences on the friendly-unfriendly dimension.
This finding supports the work of M. Cristina Isolabella (1992), who com-
pared SYMLOG results of 200 North American managers to 255 Italian
managers from comparable manufacturing industries. Isolabella’s comparison
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of the value orientations of effective leaders found Italian managers to place
significantly lower value than North Americans on friendly behavior.

Figure 3
Country Groupings:
Friendly L eader ship Orientation

France Germany [ UK. Belgium
x=4.03 x=3.79 | x=3.65 x =3.34

X =mean

Values on Accepting the Task-orientation of Established Authority
vs. Values on Nonacceptance (or Opposing) Task-orientation of Estab-
lished Authority. This SYMLOG dimension refers to valuing the rules and
procedures (for example, customs, norms, work demands, written rules, laws,
regulations) set up by authorities external to the work group who will be
responsible for evaluating the group’s performance.

As can be seen in Figure 4, managers in all countries place a positive
value on accepting the task orientation of established authority. When
pairwise comparisons of the countries’ means were made, three overlapping
clusters of countries emerged. The group placing the highest value on accept-
ing authority consists of the U.S., Italy, and Belgium. Isolabella (1992) also
found no statistically significant difference in her study of Italian and North
American managers’ ratings on this dimension. The second country grouping
consists of Italy, Belgium, France, and Spain. The group placing the lowest
emphasis, relatively speaking, on accepting authority contains Belgium,
France, Spain, Germany, and the U.K. It is noteworthy that, on this value
dimension, the U.S. and the U.K. are the two countries most distant from
each other.
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Figure 4
Country Groupings:
Accepting the Task-Orientation of Established Authority

A

France Spain
x =4.59 x =443

Germany U.K.
x=4.12 x =4.07

X = mean

Summary of Countries Perceptions of Effective L eader ship

As described earlier, the SYMLOG value type offers a general descrip-
tion of the behaviors associated with an overarching value orientation for a
group (in this case, a country or national group). The final value type for each
country, along with a summary descriptor, is listed in Table 1. The value type
data presented here are based on the overall responses of managers to all three
dimensions (dominance-submissiveness, friendly-unfriendly, accepting-
nonaccepting or rejecting authority) regarding the values demonstrated in the
behavior of the most effective leader they had ever known.

Although the similarity across countries lies in their placing a high
value on task-oriented acceptance of authority in leaders, the variation in
value type derives from the degree of joint valuing of the other two dimen-
sions. When the three SYMLOG dimensions are considered simultaneously,
it becomes clear that Belgian, German, and Italian managers are alike in that
they perceive effective leaders to value, above all, the task-orientation of
established authority (type F). These perceptions are probably derived from
behavior that is seen as analytical, task-oriented, and problem-solving.
Correlated characteristics of a task-orientation value system may include an
unquestioning acceptance of the task as given and the authorized way of
doing it; a serious and searching attitude toward truth or the best precedents; a
constrained, persistent, and impersonal manner; continuous attention to the
task with a relative lack of tolerance for diversion; and a desire to have things
highly organized, well defined, and under control.
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Managers from the U.K. also perceive effective leaders to value the
task-orientation of established authority but favor, in addition, a dominant
orientation toward leadership (type UF). A strong, dominant leadership
orientation may often be assumed from behavior perceived as assertive,
businesslike, and impersonal. Affiliated characteristics may include emphasis
on loyalty independent of personal feelings among members; identification
with an impersonal plan; a right and correct way of doing things in order to
realize the plan, goal, or task prescribed for the group by higher authority; a
tendency to look beyond individual differences; and a preference to adhere
literally to a charted course.

Spanish and North American managers in our database are similar in
that they value a task-oriented acceptance of authority in leaders along with a
value system of equality and democratic participation (Type PF). Their
perceptions have most likely been inferred from behavior viewed as working
cooperatively with others without any obtrusive status concerns, optimism
with regard to task success, and altruism with regard to others. Additional
characteristics of the effective leader may include a tendency to deny or
overlook domineering or unfriendly behavior in others, to feel admiration for
others and see the good in them, and a tendency to agree with and to attract
interaction from others in order to achieve consensus.

French managers, like other E.U. members, value task leadership, but
they also prefer a balance of the other two dimensions, which in turn enhance
active teamwork toward common goals (type UPF). Those valuing this
leadership orientation may enjoy identifying themselves with an idealized
authority, tend to accept the tasks given by authority, and demonstrate in their
behavior a feeling of liking others.

Figure 5 (next page) represents a pictorial view of the SYMLOG value
type differences, as well as the descriptive adjectives used to characterize the
different positions of the SYMLOG space. As noted earlier, effective French
leaders are perceived to fit the profile of the ideal leader (UPF); they are
highly integrated, inspirational, multitalented, and well balanced. Effective
leaders from Spain and the U.S. are both located in the PF part of the
SYMLOG space, which typifies perceptions of effective leaders who are
agreeable, attentive, cooperative, idealistic, and altruistic. The most forward
country in the space, or most accepting of established authority, is the U.K.
Perceptions of effective U.K. leaders would suggest individuals who are
businesslike, impersonal, managerial, organized, and decisive. Findings from
the remainder of the European countries—Belgium, Germany, and Italy—
indicate that their managers perceive effective leaders similarly. That is, they



A Cross-National Comparison of Effective Leadership and Teamwork

16

Koyiny paystjqerss

JO uoneUdLIO-YSE ]

Suisodd() uo sanjep /

JoiAeyog
Alpuaur] -

/

uo sanjeA

/|
4
L/

SSOUDAISSILUGNG
Uo sanjeA

A

sty
. onst[eap]

1bpesj pazijeapl Uy

ayI|-ssauisng

ansijeuoneyf 1l
fen3o9))aju]
n aanesadooy  (Susajos-wviqoid | YO
2AnuANY [ean4]
s|qesardy PpaIUSLIO-YS o8 I01ABYOg
— 3 Ajpusiyju
\ padue[eq []OM QAISIOA(] :.M mo.zwm\ﬁ_
pajuajei-Aue]y paziuedin
Jeuonesdsuj [e11aSeuepy
dd pojeiSoiur A)y3iy jeuosioduwi| Rl

S S
S LS
A a—

diys jopes 79A1109}}3 JO SUO1100 Jod

Y

soueuIWO(
O SONJEA

/ Awoyiny paystjqeisg
JO uoneuaLIo-ySe |

Sundadoy uo sanjep

:gPoedS [eUOSUBWIP-89 Y L DO TINAS 8y} Ul

S

aIn3Ly

'S'N 3yl pue ado.in3 buizieioe rey) seanme py aandiiossg



Results and Discussion 17

may be described as task-oriented, analytical, problem-solving, intellectual,
and rationalistic.

2. E.U. and U.S. Comparison of Effective Leadersto Team Members
Are there differences between the values managers associate with leader ship
and the values they associate with effective member ship on a team?
Isthere a greater difference between what is desired of leaders and members
in some countries than in others?

The difference between perceptions of the values demonstrated by
effective leaders and the values demonstrated by effective members can tell
us something about the dynamics of work teams in different countries. This
knowledge is important with respect to the increasing opportunity to work on
or lead cross-national teams.

In this section we begin with a comparison of SYMLOG value types for
most effective team members by country. We then address whether there is
more similarity or dissimilarity between U.S. and European managers’
perceptions of effective leaders and their perceptions of effective members of
task-oriented groups. That is, are effective leaders seen as showing different
values than effective team members and do countries vary with respect to
these leader-member differences?

Overview of Countries Perceptions of Effective Member ship

SYMLOG value types for European and U.S. managers’ perceptions of
effective task-oriented group members are presented in Table 2. Figure 6
presents the descriptive adjectives that correspond with those final locations.
U.S. managers perceive effective team members to be idealized leaders,
highly integrated, inspirational, many-talented, and well balanced. As you
may recall, this value type, according to the SYMLOG theory, is most reflec-
tive of those who contribute to effective leadership and teamwork. German
perceptions of effective team members occupies the P, or friendly, side of the
space, alone. According to the SYMLOG model, perceptions held of effective
German team members might be described as friendly, egalitarian, informal,
approachable, and reasonable. Our other European countries are grouped
together within the PF cube. Managers’ perceptions of task-oriented team
members from Belgium, France, Italy, Spain, and the U.K. may be described
as agreeable, attentive, cooperative, idealistic, and altruistic.
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If one compares Figure 6 on the value types of effective team members
to Figure 5 on the value types of effective leaders, it is clear that there are
some leader-member differences within countries and that these differences
may vary across countries. To explore this further, we now turn to a discus-
sion of the analysis of variance results, comparing leader and member data by
country.

Specific Country Comparisons of Effective Leadersto Team Members

Tables 3, 4, and 5 present the results of the ANOVAs using Tukey’s
Studentized Range Test comparing differences and similarities between the
U.S. and European Union countries’ value orientations toward effective
leadership and team membership for each SYMLOG dimension.# The coun-
tries are listed from the greatest to the least difference in their perceptions of
the “most effective leader” (MEL column) and the “most effective member”
(MEM column) of a task-oriented group. The number in the Difference
column indicates the level of statistical difference between the means on the
two images.

Again, we can say overall that the results vary by SYMLOG dimension
and that they support similar research (Isolabella, 1992) comparing leadership
and teamwork value orientations of Italian managers and North American
managers.

Values on Dominance vs. Values on Submissiveness. As can be seen
in Table 3, in every one of the European countries surveyed in this study,
managers perceived that effective leaders are significantly more active,
engaged, and involved than effective team members. In the U.K., where
effective leaders are seen as most dominant (3.89), there is also a high value
on dominance among effective team members (2.20), although the difference
between leaders’ and members’ value on dominance is a significant differ-
ence. Managers from France report the largest difference in the values on
dominance of effective leaders and team members. Although French
managers gave the second highest value to dominance in the behavior of an
effective leader (3.03), on average, they rated effective team members as only
0.86 for dominance. And on this dimension, the results for U.S. managers are
directly contrary to the European results. Among U.S. managers, effective
team members are perceived to be more active, engaged, and involved (3.08)
than are leaders (2.74), suggesting a very egalitarian vision for teamwork in
the U.S.

4 See Appendix D for a more detailed description of the statistical analyses.
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Table 3
M ost Effective Leader Compared to Most Effective Member:
Values on Dominance vs. Values on Submissiveness

Country MEL MEM Difference Prabability
France 3.03 0.86 2.17 <.05
U.K. 3.89 2.20 1.69 <.05
Germany 2.73 1.21 1.52 <.05
Spain 2.89 1.53 1.36 <.05
Belgium 2.94 1.84 1.10 <.05
Italy 2.26 1.23 1.03 <.05
U.sS. 2.74 3.08 (.34) <.05

Valueson Friendly Behavior vs. Values on Unfriendly Behavior.
Table 4 presents the results of the ANOV As (using Tukey’s Studentized
Range Test) comparing differences and similarities between the U.S. and
E.U. countries’ value orientation toward leader friendliness.

Table 4
M ost Effective Leader Compared to Most Effective Member:
Valueson Friendly Behavior vs. Values on Unfriendly Behavior

Country MEL MEM Difference Praobability
U.K. 3.65 5.64 (1.99) <.05
Germany 3.79 4.81 (1.02) <.05
Italy 2.93 3.84 (91 <.05
U.S. 5.53 6.21 (.68) <.05
Belgium 3.34 3.97 (.63) <.05
France 4.03 4.60 (.57 ns
Spain 4.05 4.29 (.24) ns

ns = a nonsignificant difference

In five of the seven countries (the U.K., Germany, Italy, the U.S., and
Belgium), managers see effective team members as placing more emphasis on
egalitarian, cooperative values (in their behaviors) than do effective leaders.
Several aspects of these differences are worthy of note. First, the differences
between the valuing of cooperative behaviors for leaders and team members
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among managers in the U.K. and Germany are greater than the differences in
any other country. Second, although the difference between U.S. managers’
perceptions of leader and member values on friendliness differ significantly,
the U.S. managers rate a value on friendliness among team members higher
than do managers in any other country (6.21). This would suggest that U.S.
managers value cooperation and mutuality among team members.

Values on Accepting the Task-orientation of Established Authority
vs. Values on Opposing (or Nonacceptance of) Task-orientation of Estab-
lished Authority. On this SYMLOG dimension, there are statistically signifi-
cant differences in only two countries (see Table 5). German and Italian
managers in our sample assign more value to an acceptance of authority
among effective leaders than among effective team members. In the remain-
ing countries, there seems to be no difference between values on this dimen-
sion among effective leaders and team members. Among managers in these
countries, the value placed on acceptance of authority for members tends to
parallel the value placed on acceptance of authority for leaders. That is, both
are relatively high in France, Belgium, Spain, the U.K., and the U.S.

Table 5
Most Effective Leader Compared to Most Effective Member:
Values on Accepting the Task-orientation of Established Authority vs.
Values on Opposing (or Nonacceptance of) Task-orientation of
Established Authority

Country MEL MEM Difference Probability
Germany 4.12 2.96 1.16 <.05
Italy 5.15 4.47 .68 <.05
France 4.58 4.20 .38 ns
Belgium 4.80 4.57 23 ns
Spain 4.43 4.53 (.10) ns
U.K. 4.07 4.39 (.32) ns
U.S. 541 5.70 (:29) ns

ns = a nonsignificant difference
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3. E.U. Country Comparisons of Effective L eadership in Europe
Do the values manager s associate with effective leader ship within each of the
E.U. countries differ from what those same manager s feel would be most
effective in working outside their own country on a team comprised of mem-
bers from across the E.U.? To what extent will individual |eaders have to
changein order to be more effective in an E.U. context?

The question of whether the leadership values that managers see as
important within individual E.U. countries differ from what they feel would
be most effective in working across the E.U. can have important ramifications
for cross-national teams.

Overview of Countries Perceptions of Effective L eadership When
Working Across Europe

When managers are asked what values typify the behavior of effective
leaders of a cross-E.U. team, their responses parallel the responses related to
the values shown in the behaviors of effective team members. In addition,
there is a great deal of agreement across countries on both the value type and
the value dimensions of leaders who are effective across national boundaries.

Table 6 presents the value type profile of the European Union countries
on the SYMLOG three-dimensional model, and Figure 7 lists the descriptive
adjectives that correspond with those SYMLOG types. Belgian, French,
Italian, and Spanish managers indicate effective E.U. team leaders would be
those individuals whose behavior reflects cooperation toward others, respon-
sible idealism, altruism with regard to others, and optimism with regard to
task success. German managers differ from Belgian, French, Italian, and
Spanish managers in that German managers perceive effective leaders work-
ing across Europe to value, above all, friendly, collaborative behavior. The
preference for a friendly, value-oriented leader would encourage equality and
democratic participation in decision making among a culturally diverse team.

On this particular question, the U.K. moves into the “ideal” part of the
SYMLOG space (type UPF). In other words, managers in the U.K. perceive
effective leaders working across the E.U. to be more like the SYMLOG most
effective profile for leaders and members. A U.K. leader of an E.U. team
would need to show support for active teamwork toward common goals. To
get a better sense of the kinds of values inferred from the behavior of effec-
tive leaders locally versus globally, see the results below.
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Specific Country Comparisons of Effective L eader ship When
Working Across Europe

The results from the statistical comparison, again, appear to differ by
SYMLOG dimension. Tables 7, 8, and 9 present the results of ANOVAs
(using Tukey’s Studentized Range Test) that compare the values managers
see underlying effective leadership in their own experience (MEL column) to
the values managers see as critical to the effective leadership of a cross-
national E.U. team (EML column).

Values on Dominance vs. Values on Submissiveness. Managers
across Europe tend to value dominance in effective leaders they have known
and in what they see as required when working with others across national
(E.U.) boundaries. Spanish, Belgian, and French managers place significantly
less importance on values reflecting dominance for effective leaders on an
E.U. team than they do for leaders whom they perceive to have been effective
locally. German and Italian managers follow a similar pattern, but not as
distinctly as the other European managers sampled. Only British managers in
this research perceive effective leaders as needing greater personal influence,
prominence, and power over members of an E.U. team than when working
within national borders.

Table 7
Most Effective European Leader Compared to E.U. Team Leader:
Values on Dominance vs. Values on Submissiveness

Country MEL EML Difference Probability
Spain 2.89 2.16 73 <.05
Belgium 2.94 2.30 .64 <.05
France 3.03 2.52 Sl <.05
UK. 3.89 3.45 (.44) <.05
Germany 2.73 2.38 35 ns
Italy 2.28 2.10 18 ns

ns = a nonsignificant difference

Valueson Friendly Behavior vs. Values on Unfriendly Behavior.
The results on valuing friendly behavior are clear and unidirectional. Across
the board, all managers surveyed seem to agree that a high value on friendli-
ness is important in working on a cross-national team. Of the six countries
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surveyed, all indicate that effective leaders of an E.U. team would need to be
more open, cooperative, and egalitarian than are the effective leaders within
their own countries (see Table 8).

Table 8
Most Effective European Leader Compared to E.U. Team Leader:
Valueson Friendly Behavior vs. Values on Unfriendly Behavior

Country MEL EML Difference Prabability
Italy 2.93 542 (2.49) <.05
Germany 3.79 5.61 (1.91) <.05
UK. 3.65 5.52 (1.87) <.05
France 4.03 5.65 (1.62) <.05
Belgium 3.34 4.56 (1.22) <.05
Spain 4.05 5.15 (1.10) <.05

ns = a nonsignificant difference

Values on Accepting the Task-orientation of Established Authority
vs. Values on Opposing (or Nonacceptance of) Task-orientation of Estab-
lished Authority. The results for the value on acceptance of established
authority are more of a mix (Table 9) than the results for the dominance-
submissiveness dimension were. For half of the countries, there are no signifi-
cant differences between ratings of the characteristics of most effective
leaders locally and most effective leaders of an E.U. team. Only British and
Spanish managers believe it necessary for effective leaders of a European
team to show more value for the acceptance of authority than is needed by
effective leaders within their own countries. Conversely, German managers
believe leaders of a European team should place less value on task orientation
than at home.
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Table 9
Most Effective European Leader Compared to E.U. Team Leader:
Values on Accepting the Task-orientation of Established Authority vs.
Values on Opposing (or Nonacceptance of) Task-orientation of
Established Authority

Country MEL EML Difference Prabability
U.K. 4.07 5.29 (1.22) <.05
Spain 4.43 5.12 (.69) <.05
Belgium 4.80 5.16 (.36) ns
Italy 5.15 5.14 .01 ns
France 4.59 4.50 .09 ns
Germany 4.12 3.40 a2 <.05

ns = a nonsignificant difference

General Discussion and Conclusions

This research indicates that although differences do occur across the
three dimensions measured by SYMLOG, these differences are more a matter
of degree than of kind. That is, managers in all countries surveyed see at least
moderate amounts of dominance, friendliness, and acceptance of authority as
important aspects of effective leadership and teamwork. Yet important and
subtle differences occur in the relative valuing of all three SYMLOG dimen-
sions of teamwork when it comes to perceptions of known effective leaders,
known effective team members, and the leadership required of an effective
leader of an E.U. team.

The following remarks relate the findings from our three sets of re-
search questions to findings in the field.

Most Effective Leaders: Similar and Different

1. E.U. and U.S. Per ceptions of Effective L eader ship
Do the values that manager s associate with effective leader ship differ among
E.U. countries? How do the values that U.S. managers associate with
effective leadership compare with those in the E.U. countries?

Middle- to upper-level managers in six E.U. countries (Belgium,
France, Germany, Italy, Spain, and the U.K.) and in the U.S. are both similar
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and different in their perceptions of the value orientations of effective leaders.
European and U.S. managers are similar in that they perceive effective
leaders to value personal influence over the group, cooperation among the
work group, and acceptance of the rules and procedures set up by authorities
external to the work group. They differ in that efficiency and strong, impartial
management is more highly valued among British managers, while teamwork
and collaboration on the part of leaders is more highly valued among French,
Spanish, and U.S. managers.

This finding points us in a similar direction as the one Yeung and
Ready (1995) concluded from their study on national views of effective
leadership. There are both universal and unique aspects to leadership. We
found agreement among key values that managers across the E.U. and the
U.S. perceive effective leaders as showing in their behavior. The magnitude
of these values, however, differed across countries.

L eader-M ember Differences

2. E.U. and U.S. Comparison of Effective Leadersto Team Members
Are there differences between the values manager s associate with leader ship
and the values they associate with effective membership on ateam? Isthere a

greater difference between what is desired of |leaders and membersin some
countries than in others?

Comparisons of European and U.S. managers’ ratings of the values of
effective leaders and effective team members show few differences by
country. Effective leaders of task-oriented groups are perceived to place more
value on active involvement (dominance) than do effective team members in
almost all of the E.U. countries sampled. However, in the U.S., managers
value active involvement even more in team member behavior than they do in
leader behavior. This U.S.-European difference suggests a belief in less
hierarchical models of working relationships among U.S. managers and
supports Hofstede’s higher ranking of many of the E.U. countries on the
power distance dimension. According to Hofstede (1980), hierarchical
management styles tend to be more likely in countries characterized by larger
degrees of power distance. And, as our research shows, more judicious use of
personal prominence and power, greater openness to the ideas and interests of
others, and mitigation of tough-mindedness may be more acceptable in team
leaders than in members in Europe, but not in the U.S.
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Values for friendliness (for example, responsible idealism and collabo-
rative work) and acceptance of authority are seen as important in the behavior
of both effective leaders and effective team members across E.U. countries.

Comparing the difference between perceptions of the values of effective
team leaders and team members is an important contribution to the literature.
Wallace (Wallace et al., 1995) is one of few researchers who has examined
national differences in leader characteristics people willingly follow. Al-
though Wallace’s and his colleagues’ research addressed “follower” expecta-
tions of leaders, our research examined perceptions of both effective leaders
and followers. Our research suggests that to be effective, team members and
leaders need to show similar friendly, task-oriented, work-related values in
their behavior. However, expectations of team-leader dominance may vary by
country.

Working Together Acrossthe E.U.

3. E.U. Country Comparisons of Effective L eader ship in Europe
Do the values managers associate with effective leadership within each of the
E.U. countries differ from what those same manager s feel would be most
effective in working outside their own country on a team comprised of
members from across the E.U.? To what extent will individual leaders have to
change in order to be more effective in an E.U. context?

Potential conflicts on cross-national teams. Small but meaningful
differences in value orientations can create conflict, reduce productivity, and
block effective leadership on cross-national teams. Our findings suggest that
subtle but definite differences do exist in the perceived values of effective
leaders, among the E.U. countries and between the U.S. and E.U. countries,
and that there may be some subtle shifts in behavior or value orientations
required of some individuals desiring to be maximally effective on cross-E.U.
teams.

One area of potential conflict might be in the different perspectives
people take on the extent to which an effective leader is actively involved in
group work and decision making. Groups that favor leadership that is active
and dominant might perceive a leader who places a lower value on active
involvement as distant or unconcerned with the group. Conversely, a group
that generally places less value on the active involvement of the leader is
likely to see a leader who values dominance as pushy, interfering, or not
trusting of the group’s ability to get the work done. In this research, managers
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from the U.K. are more likely than most other managers to value active
individual involvement of the leader in group work and decision making. On
the other hand, managers from Italy put the least emphasis on dominant,
active participation in the behavior of an effective leader.

Similarly, there could be significant conflict on a team comprised of
members from the U.S., where active involvement (dominance) of team
members is even more highly valued than active involvement for leaders, and
others from countries where the active involvement (dominance) of team
members is not expected or desired. Conflict with the team leader might also
be heightened if the leader does not place the same value on active involve-
ment by members.

Differing values related to friendliness and equality can cause conflict,
as well. For example, a team comprised of some members who value egalitar-
ian leadership and cooperative work would most likely suffer a loss in pro-
ductivity and innovation when led by a person who saw a more hierarchical
style of leadership as appropriate.

Unifying cross-national teams. The SYMLOG model offers insight
into values that can unify managers within and across nations. Organizations
interested in developing leaders effective in both Europe and the U.S. might
want to emphasize the importance of several shared values, while realizing
that the ways in which those values play out may be country specific.

Overall, this research found a synergy in work-related values (friendli-
ness and task orientation) that can be used as a framework to unify a team. An
emphasis on cooperation, group cohesiveness, and task orientation on the part
of the leader or manager is a valued commodity among members of all these
nations and can lead to high team performance in a cross-European or
Europe-U.S. cross-national team.

Although most European managers do not appear to strongly believe
that effective leadership across countries within the European Union will
require different value emphases on two of the SYMLOG dimensions
(dominance-submissiveness and acceptance-nonacceptance of authority),
most managers agree that, regardless of their country of origin, a high value
for friendliness (more egalitarian, cooperative, protective of others) is neces-
sary to be effective on a cross-European team. A stronger emphasis on group-
oriented values would be indicated through behaviors seen as: collaborative,
less individualistic, trusting in the goodness of others, protecting less able
members, providing help, and involving participative decision making.

The countries that comprise the E.U. are culturally heterogeneous. They
differ historically, religiously, politically, and linguistically, and, as this



32 A Cross-National Comparison of Effective Leadership and Teamwork

research supports, they differ moderately in their perceptions of leaders’ and
team members’ work-related values. Effective cross-national teamwork
among this group of powerful nations does not require extensive value
changes; it can be achieved by capitalizing on the synergy already present in
their understanding of how to work together. If these culturally diverse
sovereign nations can use their common understanding to work effectively
across borders, there is little doubt that the E.U. will provide a model of
cooperation and a beacon of hope for the rest of the world.
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Appendix A:
Previous Resear ch on Attitude and Value Differences

As people of different cultures have come into closer and more frequent
contact as a result of economic, technological, and political changes over the
past quarter century, researchers interested in work-related cross-cultural
differences have turned their attention to differences in managers’ attitudes
and values. Most of their work has focused on and found differences across
national boundaries. Although cultural and national boundaries are not
identical by any means, knowledge about cultural value differences has
enhanced the interest of researchers and practitioners in cross-national differ-
ences in effective leadership.

Cummings, Harnette, and Stevens (1971) were among the first to
examine differences in attitudes of managers, focusing their attention on
comparing managers from Central Europe, Spain, and the United States.
Their research found that, in comparison to other managers, Americans
tended to be more belligerent, risk-taking, and trusting. Americans were also
found to have a higher internal locus of control.

Gerte Hofstede’s research (1980a, 1980b; Hofstede & Sami Kassem,
1976) on the primary ways on which national cultures differ led to four
criteria he labeled dimensions of culture: power distance, uncertainty avoid-
ance, individualism-collectivism, and masculinity-femininity. Power distance
is defined as the extent to which a society accepts the unequal distribution of
power. Uncertainty avoidance describes the extent to which a society feels
threatened by uncertainty and ambiguity. Those cultures characterized by a
strong uncertainty avoidance would tend to create stability by establishing
formal rules, not tolerating deviant ideas and behaviors, and believing in
absolute truths. Individualism-collectivism primarily refers to in-group, out-
group relations. Those societies with individualistic relations are character-
ized by loose-knit relations where immediate families are of utmost concern.
Collectivism is characterized by a tight social network of in-group relations
(relatives, clan, organizations) who look after each other and who in turn feel
that they owe absolute loyalty to the group. Finally, a masculine society refers
to one in which the values are assertive, and the acquisition for material
things high. Feminine societies, on the other hand, are characterized by caring
for the quality of life and others.

Hofstede’s conclusions were based on an examination of data from 372
managers from 15 nations attending management-development programs in
Switzerland and from a second sample of 60,000 respondents from a large
multinational business organization in 40 countries.



36 A Cross-National Comparison of Effective Leadership and Teamwork

André Laurent (1983) administered a 56-item management question-
naire, in English, to upper-middle-level managers attending INSEAD (the
European Institute of Business Administration) programs between 1977 and
1979. This sample was comprised of 817 respondents from ten Western
countries. The questionnaire was designed to test the hypothesis that the
national origin of European managers significantly affects their view of what
proper management should be. A factor analysis of the data produced four
dimensions in which collective managerial ideologies differed: organizations
as political systems, organizations as authority systems, organizations as role-
formalization systems, and organizations as hierarchical-relationship systems.

Schwartz’s work has played a dominant role in sorting out individual-
level versus cultural-level differences in work-related values (Schwartz, 1992,
1994). His work has resulted in a circumplex model of ten universal value
domains at the individual level and seven at the cultural level. Schwartz’s
cultural-level value types include: (1) conservatism, (2) hierarchy, (3) mas-
tery, (4) affective and intellectual autonomy, (5) egalitarian commitment,

(6) harmony, and (7) autonomy.

Trompenaars (1993) argues that people everywhere are faced with three
kinds of dilemmas having to do with (1) relationships with people, (2) rela-
tionship to time, and (3) relationships between people and the natural envi-
ronment. Culture, for Trompenaars, is the manner in which groups resolve
these dilemmas. In his view, seven dimensions of culture are universalism-
particularism, individualism-collectivism, affective-neutral, specific-diffuse,
achievement-ascription, sequential-synchronic, and internal-external (the first
five dimensions relate to the dilemma of relationships with people, while
the sixth relates to time and the last relates to relations with the natural
environment).

Trompenaars makes the point that favorite American solutions (typi-
cally based, for example, on preferences for universalism, individualism,
neutrality, specificity, and achievement in relation to people) will not be seen
as solutions to these dilemmas in other cultures. Because at least five of
Trompenaars’ dimensions relate to relationships among people and because
leadership is primarily about relationships, it may be that cultural values have
an impact on the leadership orientations that people perceive as effective.

In addition, Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars (1993) identified seven
fundamental valuing processes upon which they believe wealth-creating
organizations are based: (1) universalism-particularism, (2) analyzing-
integrating, (3) individualism-group, (4) inner direction-outer direction,

(5) time as a sequence-time as synchronization, (6) achieved status-ascribed
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status, and (7) equality-hierarchy. Their research on 15,000 managers having
international responsibilities from around the world indicates that national
differences are significant even among this population.






Appendix B:
Demogr aphic Data

Table B1
Number of European Respondents Used in Data Analysis

Country N % of Total
Belgium 221 17
U.K. 215 17
Germany 209 16
Italy 202 16
France 148 12
Spain 113 9
Missing 5 0
Table B2

Sex of European Respondents

Sex N % of Total

Male 1143 90

Female 130 10

Missing 2 0
Table B3

Age of European Respondents

Age N % of Total
20-29 59 5
30-39 367 29
40-49 559 44
50-59 262 20
60+ 24 2

Missing 4 0
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Table B4
Educational Level of European Respondents

Education N % of Total

High School 186 15

Gymnasium 111 9

University 679 53

Post-university 284 22

Missing 15 1
Table B5

Organizational Level of European Respondents

Organizational Level N % of Total
Top (senior or CEO, managing 74 6
director)

Director (VP, executive or 262 21

board professional)

Upper-middle (dept. executive, 578 45

plant manager, senior professional)

Middle (office manager, 332 26
professional staff, middle-level

administrator)

Other 24 2

Missing 5 0
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Table B6
Y ears of Managerial Experience Among European Residents

Yearsof Managerial Experience N % of Total

Less than 2 years 94 7

2-5 years 256 20

6-10 years 345 27

More than 10 years 574 46

Missing 6 0
Table B7

Level of Experience Working with Other European Managers

E.U. Experience N % of Total
None 158 12
Some 123 10
Moderate 508 40
High 239 19
Very High 246 19

Missing 1 0
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Appendix C:
SYMLOG Individual and Organizational Values Rating Form

ANSWER SHEET

§

clia e cfa efs sha
Raiers Code Hame: [3 veriical leibers)

cAs cBa ©Ca =02 cEz of2 oz cHo ci2 ©Ja cKa cLa cib cho oo cfa elo cfis eSa eT= el cva did eXa c¥a efa
cAs ch3 cCo eba cfs ofs oo cHo clo cJo cEs cla okt che e0s sPs slo ofs cSa sTs sl Vs oW eXs 2Ys els
eA3 ch2 ofo cho cEa ofa oo oMo cla cia oK cla chkb che =02 ofs clo R cfa e7a cliby £Vs & eX3 £¥a 22
Code Namu ol Pyrsons or Candapls Raled: |3 vertical lelter code names)

cAa cBa oo cla sEa ofs oG oMo cla cJo cho cla BEG cMa el ePs e0s eRs eSa eTs el eVa o cXa c¥a cia
A3 cB3 £Co clo MEb cFa ofo oo cla £J3 £X0 £La ohb oho o0a &Ps s cfs o83 oTa cls eVs cWs eMa e¥a els
£As EE% ECH DS £E% £F3 PGS M3 E0S £)% EXS S kB oA o0o oFa 0o cfis cSa £T3 clo cva oWs c¥a c¥a efa

DESCRIPTIVE ITEMS—Individual and Organizational Values
1 Indlividual fnancial success, personal prominence and power .
2 Popularity and social success, being liked and admired
3 Active tearmaon Mowand COMMON goals, onganizational unity
4 Efficiency, strong impartial management . .
5 Active reinfarcement of authority, rulies, and regulations
6 Tough-minded, seif-orienvied assertivensss .
7 Rugged, seif-oriented indnadualsm, resistance to authority
B Having & good time, releasing tensian, relaxang controd. .. .
9 Protecting hss able members, prviding help when needed
10 Equality, democratic parbipation in dectson making. .
11 Besponsible idealism, collaborative wark .
12 Conservative, established, “‘cormect” ways of doing things . . .
13 Restraining individual desires for organizational poals
14 Sell-protection, seflinterest first, self-sufficiency
15 Rejection of established procedures. rejection of conformity . .
16 Change to new procedures, diffenent values, creatraty ..
17 Friendship, mutual pleasure, recreation .
18 Trust in the goodness ol others. ... ... ...
19 Dedcation, fathfuiness, loyalty to the arganization .
20 Obedience 1o the chain of command, complying with authority
21 Self-sacrifice if necessary to reach organizational goals
22 Passhve rejection of populanty, going it slons
23 Admigsion of failure, withdrawal of effort . .
25 Quiet contertment, taking it easy . =
2 Giving up personal needs and desines, passivity, ..., ...
A = RARELY 5+ SOMETIMES O = OFTEN

i H Q
SYMLOG comourg oo e 1k
1BSE Pobvera O, = o 2
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Research Survey

You will answer FOUR (4) questions on this form. It is NOT necessary to complete the identification
section on the other side of this form.

Focus: Please consider your experience with very effective LEADERS of task-oriented work groups in a
business setting. Think about a person that represents the "Most Effective” LEADER of a work group you
have actually known. Reflect on how this person interacted with other members of the work group,
particularly when they were together as a team. Keep this person in mind as you answer the gquestion
below.

Question 1. In general, what kinds of values does the Most Effective LEADER
of a task-oriented group that you have actually known show in his
or her behavior?

To answer this question, turn this page over and locate the column labeled CODE NAME 1 MEL. Mark
your responses with a Mo, 2 pencil.

Go down the column marking R = Rarely, 5 = Sometimes, or O = Often for each of the 26 descriptive
items. NOT ALL OF THE ITEMS MAY SEEM TO GO TOGETHER. IF EVEN ONE ITEM FITS,
USE IT AS YOUR GUIDE.

When you have finished marking all 26 items in column 1 (MEL) please answer the following:

Focus: Please consider your experience with very effective MEMBERS of task-oriented work groups in a
business setting. Think about a person that represents the "Most Effective™ MEMBER of a work group

. Reflect on how this person interacted with other members of the work group,
particularly when they were together as a team. Keep this person in mind as you answer the question
beiow.

Question 2. In general, what kinds of values does the Most Effective MEMBER
of a task-oriented group that you have actually known show in his
or her behavior?

When you have finished marking all 26 items in column 2 (MEM) please answer the following:

Focus: Please consider your organization and the way members interact with you, each other, and with
customers. Reflect on the organizational philosophy, policies, and procedures as these are played out on a
daily basis over time. Keep these reflections in mind as you answer the question below.

Question 3. In general, what kinds of values are CURRENTLY shown in the culture
of your organization?

When you have finished marking all 26 items in column 3 (CUR) please answer the following:

Focus: Whether or not you have actually worked on such a team, please consider a task-oriented team
composed of individuals from various European Community countries. Reflect on how this work team
might be culturally diverse in its make-up and how these group members are likely to interact, particularly
when they are together as a team. Keep these reflections in mind as you answer the question below,

Question 4. In general, what kinds of values would be ideal for a person to show
in his or her behavior in order to be Most Effective as a LEADER
of a task-oriented team composed of individuals from various
European Community countries?

{Mark your responses down the column labeled CODE NAME 4 EML.)

When you have completed the form, please return it to the appropriate person. Thank youw
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Appendix D:
Statistical Analyses

To answer questions about most effective leadership (MEL) and most
effective membership (MEM), respondents indicated for each of the 26
descriptive phases whether the phrase is associated with the question rarely,
sometimes, or often. The 26 descriptive phases are probes for the 26 vectors
that can be mathematically combined to measure three bipolar SYMLOG
dimensions. For our analyses of responses among countries, we analyzed the
three dimensions separately using a One-Way ANOVA! (SAS statistical
software—General Linear Models for unbalanced designs) and used Tukey’s?
Studentized Range (HSD) Test to cluster responses according to each of the
three SYMLOG dimensions. Figures 2-4 present the results of these tests
graphically in a nontraditional academic manner. For a more traditional
display, see Tables D1-D6 on the following pages.

I Hayes, W. L. (1988). Statistics. Chicago: Holt Rinehart & Winston, Inc.
2 SAYSTAT User’s Guide (Version 6, 4th ed.). Cary, NC: SAS Institute.
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Table D1
Dimension Means by SYMLOG Image
MOST EFFECTIVE LEADER

Country Dimension N Mean Std Dev
Belgium Dominance/Submissiveness 221 2.94 3.06
Friendly/Unfriendly 3.34 4.25
Accepting/Nonaccepting 4.80 3.39
France Dominance/Submissiveness 148 3.03 3.11
Friendly/Unfriendly 4.03 4.10
Accepting/Nonaccepting 4.59 3.79
Germany Dominance/Submissiveness 209 2.73 2.83
Friendly/Unfriendly 3.79 3.92
Accepting/Nonaccepting 4.12 3.34
Italy Dominance/Submissiveness 202 2.26 2.99
Friendly/Unfriendly 2.93 3.99
Accepting/Nonaccepting 5.15 3.78
Spain Dominance/Submissiveness 113 2.89 3.08
Friendly/Unfriendly 4.05 3.83
Accepting/Nonaccepting 4.43 3.20
UK. Dominance/Submissiveness 215 3.89 3.04
Friendly/Unfriendly 3.65 4.09
Accepting/Nonaccepting 4.07 3.56
U.S. Dominance/Submissiveness 793 2.74 3.07
Friendly/Unfriendly 5.53 3.47

Accepting/Nonaccepting 5.41 343
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Table D2
Dimension Means by SYMLOG Image
MOST EFFECTIVE MEMBER
Country Dimension N Mean Std Dev
Belgium Dominance/Submissiveness 221 1.84 2.90
Friendly/Unfriendly 3.97 4.00
Accepting/Nonaccepting 4.57 3.77
France Dominance/Submissiveness 148 0.86 2.98
Friendly/Unfriendly 4.60 3.48
Accepting/Nonaccepting 4.20 3.70
Germany Dominance/Submissiveness 209 1.21 3.01
Friendly/Unfriendly 4.81 4.07
Accepting/Nonaccepting 2.96 3.42
Italy Dominance/Submissiveness 202 1.23 3.32
Friendly/Unfriendly 3.84 3.57
Accepting/Nonaccepting 4.47 3.75
Spain Dominance/Submissiveness 113 1.53 3.54
Friendly/Unfriendly 4.29 3.50
Accepting/Nonaccepting 4.53 3.30
UK. Dominance/Submissiveness 215 2.20 3.08
Friendly/Unfriendly 5.64 347
Accepting/Nonaccepting 4.39 3.37
U.S. Dominance/Submissiveness 793 3.08 2.82
Friendly/Unfriendly 6.21 3.45
Accepting/Nonaccepting 5.70 3.52
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Table D3
Dimension Means by SYMLOG Image
EFFECTIVE LEADERSHIP WORKING ACROSSTHE E.U.

Country Dimension N Mean Std Dev
Belgium Dominance/Submissiveness 221 2.30 2.82
Friendly/Unfriendly 4.56 3.26
Accepting/Nonaccepting 5.16 3.04
France Dominance/Submissiveness 148 2.52 2.83
Friendly/Unfriendly 5.65 297
Accepting/Nonaccepting 4.50 2.85
Germany Dominance/Submissiveness 209 2.38 3.00
Friendly/Unfriendly 5.61 341
Accepting/Nonaccepting 5.42 3.24
Italy Dominance/Submissiveness 202 2.10 2.66
Friendly/Unfriendly 5.42 3.24
Accepting/Nonaccepting 5.14 3.36
Spain Dominance/Submissiveness 113 2.16 3.31
Friendly/Unfriendly 5.15 3.21
Accepting/Nonaccepting 5.12 3.26
UK. Dominance/Submissiveness 215 3.45 2.53
Friendly/Unfriendly 5.52 3.25
Accepting/Nonaccepting 5.29 3.33
Table D4

ANOVA Comparing European Countries and U.S. Managers
Value Orientations Toward M ost Effective Leader for
Dominance vs. Submissiveness

Country Mean Tukey Grouping
U.K. 3.89 A

France 3.03 B
Belgium 2.94 B

Spain 2.89 B C
U.S. 2.74 B C
Germany 2.73 B C
Italy 2.26 C
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Table D5
ANOVA Comparing European Countries and U.S. Managers
Value Orientationstoward Most Effective Leader for
Friendly Behavior vs. Unfriendly Behavior

Country Mean Tukey Grouping

uU.S. 5.53 A

Spain 4.05 B

France 4.03 B

Germany 3.79 B

UK. 3.65 B C

Belgium 3.34 B C

Italy 2.93 C
Table D6

ANOVA Comparing European Countries and U.S. Managers
Value Orientations toward Most Effective L eader for
Acceptance vs. Nonacceptance

Country Mean Tukey Grouping
U.S. 5.41 A

Italy 5.15 A B
Belgium 4.80 A B C
France 4.59 B C
Spain 4.43 B C
Germany 4.12 C
U.K. 4.07 C

To answer questions comparing team role most effective |leader ship
(MEL) to most effective membership (MEM), and effective |eader ship work-
ing across the E.U. (EML), we analyzed the three dimensions separately
using a repeated measures One-Way ANOVA (SAS statistical software—
General Linear Models for unbalanced designs) and used Tukey’s
Studentized Range (HSD) Test to cluster responses according to each of the
three SYMLOG dimensions. Tables D7-D12 report the results of the models
for MEL & MEM and MEL & EML comparisons.
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Table D7
Most Effective Leader Compared to Most Effective Member:
Values on Dominance vs. Values on Submissiveness

Country MEL Mean MEM Mean DF F Value F

France 3.03 0.86 1 54.97 <.0001
U.K. 3.89 2.20 1 50.10 <.0001
Germany 2.73 1.21 1 48.61 <.0001
Spain 2.89 1.53 1 15.44 <.0001
Belgium 2.94 1.84 1 22.66 <.0001
Italy 2.26 1.23 1 14.78 <.001
uU.S. 2.74 3.08 1 8.26 <.05

Table D8

Most Effective Leader Compared to Most Effective Member:
Valueson Friendly Behavior vs. Values on Unfriendly Behavior

Country MEL Mean MEM Mean DF F Value F

UK. 3.65 5.64 1 35.38 <.0001
Germany 3.79 4.81 1 10.61 <.001
Italy 2.93 3.84 1 7.58 <.01
U.S. 5.53 6.21 1 15.34 <.0001
Belgium 3.34 3.97 1 4.80 <.05
France 4.03 4.60 1 2.39 ns
Spain 4.05 4.29 1 .55 ns

ns = a nonsignificant difference
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Table D9
Most Effective Leader Compared to Most Effective Member:
Values on Accepting the Task-orientation of Established Authority vs. Values
on Opposing (or Nonacceptance of) Task-orientation of Established Authority

Country MEL Mean MEM Mean DF F Value F

Germany 4.12 2.96 1 19.84 <.0001
Italy 5.15 4.47 1 5.06 <.05
France 4.58 4.20 1 92 ns
Belgium 4.80 4.57 1 .64 ns
Spain 4.43 4.53 1 .14 ns
U.K. 4.07 4.39 1 1.34 ns
U.S. 541 5.70 1 2.81 ns

ns = a nonsignificant difference

Table D10
Most Effective European Leader Compared to E.U. Team Leader:
Values on Dominance vs. Values on Submissiveness

Country MEL Mean EML Mean DF F Value F

Spain 2.89 2.16 1 5.45 <.05
Belgium 2.94 2.30 1 10.61 <.001
France 3.03 2.52 1 4.10 <.05
U.K. 3.89 3.45 1 443 <.05
Germany 2.73 2.38 1 2.69 ns
Italy 2.28 2.10 1 49 ns

ns = a nonsignificant difference
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Table D11
Most Effective European Leader Compared to E.U. Team Leader:
Valueson Friendly Behavior vs. Values on Unfriendly Behavior

Country MEL Mean EML Mean DF F Value F

Italy 2.93 542 1 7291 <.0001
Germany 3.79 5.61 1 39.30 <.0001
UK. 3.65 5.52 1 35.44 <.0001
France 4.03 5.65 1 25.13 <.0001
Belgium 3.34 4.56 1 17.15 <.0001
Spain 4.05 5.15 1 10.15 <.01

Table D12

Most Effective European Leader Compared to E.U. Team Leader:
Values on Accepting the Task-orientation of Established Authority vs. Values
on Opposing (or Nonacceptance of) Task-orientation of Established Authority

Country MEL Mean EML Mean DF F Value F

U.K. 4.07 5.29 1 20.10 <.0001
Spain 4.43 5.12 1 6.26 <.05
Belgium 4.80 5.16 1 2.37 ns
Italy 5.15 5.14 1 .05 ns
France 4.59 4.50 1 .06 ns
Germany 4.12 3.40 1 8.80 <.01

ns = a nonsignificant difference
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Appendix E:
Limitations

This research was based on a survey of managers’ perceptions. While
this type of research has value, it can offer little understanding of causality. In
other words, these data offer a snapshot of what E.U. and U.S. managers
perceive to be values for effective leaders and team members, but they can do
little to explain why or how.

The survey form itself presents several problems. First, it was not
translated into the native language of the respondents. We can assume that in
some cases the fact that English was not the primary language caused diffi-
culty. Second, some of our respondents may have been unfamiliar with the
process of completing scannable questionnaires like SYMLOG. In fact, we
received an inquiry from a French company as to what was meant by a
number-2 pencil. These managers’ responses may have been affected by their
confidence in completing the form.

Finally, our samples were based on voluntary participation. Because we
were unable to randomly sample the countries of interest, these data lack
generalization beyond our samples. We do not know, for example, if the
views of those who chose not to participate are drastically different from
those who did.

The reader might also note that it is not our intent to stereotype cultures
or people. The results presented here are based on people’s perceptions of
values underlying behavior; it is not meant to say that this is the way people
from a particular culture will act.

In general, these data can be used to refer to general perceptions within
the countries where we collected data. Through the SYMLOG leadership and
teamwork model, this research offers a guide into the kind of development
necessary for teams working within and across nations.
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