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BOUNDARIES: RESULTS OF A CLUSTER ANALYSIS

Catherine T. Kwantes
University of Windsor

Cheryl A. Boglarsky
Human Synergistics International

ABSTRACT

The recent increase in global business has resulted in new challenges for
organizations. One of these challenges is to create a strong global culture while
simultaneously adapting to local cultural expectations. This research explored
how both globalization and local adaptations of organizational cultures may
coexist by using cluster analysis. Organizational culture data were used to cluster
organizations from ten different nations: Australia, Canada, Germany, Hong
Kong, Italy, New Zealand, Singapore, South Africa, the United Kingdom and the
United States. Two solutions were generated using hierarchical clustering. In the
first solution, four clusters emerged, but two of them were single item clusters
(organizations in Germany and South Africa). Following recommended proce-
dure, organizations from these countries were removed from analysis and the
cluster analysis was re-run. Two main clusters then emerged: one with Asian
countries, and one with European, North American, and Australasian countries.
Cluster profiling suggests that significant differences between the clusters were
found in each of the organizational culture aspects used to form the cluster var-
iate.

INTRODUCTION

International management has experienced a rapid growth associated with an
increasingly complex and global business environment (Adler, 2002: Robert,
Probst, Martocchio, Drasgow, & Lawler, 2000), and has led to new dilemmas in
the workplace. The dilemma that has been termed the “tension between differen-
tiation and integration’” (Brewster, 2002, p. 130) reflects the decision making that
a large organization must make in terms of imposing standardized practices
across international business units versus allowing local variations in practice
within a single organization. This dilemma also extends to the degree to which an
organization attempts to create a single, global organizational culture as opposed
to having wide variations in organizational culture as the result of factors related
to geographical location. It has been suggested that industrialization has led to a
standardization of business practices across nations (Pugh & Hickson, 1997), and
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as a result, organizations are similar everywhere. However, a large body of empir-
ical work also suggests that organizational culture is strongly affected by its
context, including national culture (see for example, Kwantes & Boglarsky, 2004,
Adler, 2000; Hofstede, 1997, 2001; Laurent, 1983) and that an interaction bet-
ween differentiation and integration where both global and local practices are
incorporated into an organizational unit may reflect the true state of affairs
(Brewster, 2002; Khilji, 2002). Organizational culture is affected by many factors
— from within the organization and from the context in which the organization
exists. This research project is an initial attempt at exploring how globalization
and localization can co-exist by conducting a cluster analysis on organizations
from ten different countries.

Organizational Culture

Definitions of organizational culture abound, however all include the core
components of relatively stable beliefs, attitudes, and values that are held in
common among organizational members (Williams, Dobson, & Walters, 1993),
shared normative beliefs and shared behavioral expectations (Cooke & Szumal,
1993; 2000), or a particular set of values, beliefs, and behaviors that characterize
the way individuals and groups interact in progressing toward a common goal
(Eldridge & Crombie, 1974). Edgar Schein (1992) defined organizational culture
as: ‘A pattern of shared basic assumptions that the group learned as it solved its
problems of external adaptation and internal integration, that has worked well
enough to be considered valid, and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the
correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems’’ (p.12).
Inherent in this definition is the idea that organizational culture reflects attitudes
and behaviors that, as a group, are unique to an organization, and yet develops
through interactions with others and in the context of a particular environment.

Research has highlighted several contextual influences that can impact organi-
zational culture. For example, Phillips (1994) used ethnographic research to
examine differences in mindset between individuals employed in two different
industries. She investigated the responses of individuals employed in fine arts
museums and California wineries and found distinct differences between them in
assumptions related to both the meaning of work and the nature of work. Addi-
tionally, organizational culture has been found to be affected by nationality of
employees (Hofstede, Neuijen, Ohayv & Sanders, 1990) and preferences for
organizational culture has been found to be affected by occupational choice
(Kwantes & Boglarsky, 2004). These environmental influences comprise a por-
tion of the unique set of factors that help to mould particular perspectives, or
expectations, as each setting — national, industrial, or occupational — narrows
the ranges of experiences an individual has in a given organization. Employees
then draw on the knowledge and experiences that they have been exposed to, and
come up with attitudes, expectations, and beliefs that may be uniquely related to
the setting in which they operate. These attitudes, expectations, and beliefs affect
organizational behaviour (Adler, 2002) and contribute to unique organizational
cultures (Kilmann, Saxton & Serpa, 1986; Ott, 1989; Sathe, 1985; Schein, 1990).

Parker (2000) argues that organizational culture ““is a term which should be
understood as involving both the everyday understandings of members and the
more general features of the sector, state and society of which the organization is
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a part’’ (p.1). In this research, we focussed on the social cultural context within
which organizational culture exists. The focus on national or social culture as the
environment in which organizational culture exists reflects the fact that individu-
als carry with them a lifetime of learned ways of thinking, feeling, and behaving.
This has been termed the ‘‘software of the mind” (Hofstede, 1997) — social
culture’s programs that have affected humans to the deepest level. Indeed, it has
been noted that “culture influences the way humans select, interpret, process, and
use information” (Triandis, 1994, p.15).

Social Culture

Culture theorists have made numerous attempts to find dimensions of culture
that can be both accurate for any given culture, but are also broad enough to
provide a basis for comparing across cultures. Three major models have been
proposed. The first was proposed by Hofstede (1980, 2001), and was developed
from the results of a survey in a large, multinational organization. Data collection
took place over six years, using personnel from IBM in 72 countries (Hofstede,
1980). He found that cultural value systems can be delineated along four dimen-
sions: individualism/collectivism, power distance, uncertainty avoidance, and
masculinity/femininity. Individualism/collectivism refers to the degree to which
culture teaches a person to identify himself or herself primarily as imbedded in
different social networks, or primarily identifies himself or herself as individual,
or separate from the groups to which he or she belongs. Power distance is a
dimension of culture that captures the extent to which inequalities in society are
accepted, while uncertainty avoidance captures the extent to which cultures teach
individuals to be comfortable with ambiguity. Masculinity/femininity refer to the
degree to which individuals in a given culture are oriented more toward approach-
ing the world around them in a way that seeks to impose order (masculine) versus
seeking to find harmony between different forces that may exist in the world
(feminine). Any given culture varies on each of these dimensions, and the unique
patterns of these value systems can vary from geographical region to geographical
region.

In the late 1980s, Schwartz and Bilsky (1987) proposed a model of culture that
is based on the values held by members of any given culture. This model is
comprised of ten value groups: Power, Achievement, Hedonism, Stimulation,
Self-direction, Universalism, Benevolence, Tradition, Conformity, and Security.
The stated goal of this endeavor to map culture was to find a set of universal
values that could describe all cultures. This cultural value system has received
considerable support, and has been linked to outcome variables as diverse as
willingness to interact with out-group members (Sagiv & Schwartz, 1995), and
the types of worries individuals have (Schwartz, Sagiv, & Boehnke, 2000).

A more recent approach to describing cultures focuses on belief systems that
individuals learn from their culture rather than value systems. The Social Axioms
Survey has been administered in over 40 countries, and the data suggest that there
are five axioms which are consistently found in different cultures, and that indi-
vidual culture profiles on these axioms are unique (Leung et al, 2002). These
axioms, or beliefs, are related to the degree to which an individual has control
over his or her own fate (Fate Control), the degree to which hard work is reward-
ed (Reward for Application), the degree to which there are supernatural forces at
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work in the world (Spirituality), the extent to which the world is viewed as
complex and inherently somewhat ambiguous (Social Flexibility) and Social
Cynicism.

National culture

While national boundaries have often been deemed poor proxies for cultural
boundaries, as social cultures do not always follow national boundary lines, some
theoretical basis exists for their use. Culture is basically a group-level phenome-
non (Triandis, 1994). Yet, culture also encompasses individual-level phenomena,
and reflects how individuals within a given culture try to make sense of how the
systems operate (Harris, 1994). An important component of this sensemaking is
the use of symbols and symbolic processes, argue Gioia, Thomas, Clark, and
Chittipeddi (1994), who also point out that the most consistent use of symbols in
human experience is the use of language. Words are symbols that have meaning
directly related to constructs, concepts, and experiences, and therefore, frequently
have specific cultural associations. To the extent that individuals in a nation share
language, therefore, it may be appropriate to speak of a national culture. Addi-
tionally, individuals within a nation share common experiences such as national
traditions and holidays, and common norms such as the number of hours worked
per day and the amount of vacation given in a year. Smith, Peterson, and
Schwartz, (2002) point out that “each individual operates within a cuitural envi-
ronment in which certain values, norms, attitudes, and practices are more or less
dominant and serve as shared sources of socialization and social control” (p. 192)
and that national cultures perform these functions.

National and Organizational Culture

Hofstede (1980) conducted some of the earliest work on the interaction
between organizational and national cultures in his landmark study. Within the
single, albeit multinational, organizational context from which Hofstede gathered
his data, he concluded that national culture could explain half of the variance in
employee values and behaviors. Adler suggests that the idea that “organizations
can operate "beyond nationality’ remains, in reality, a myth” (p.69). Other empir-
ical findings support this, as in a 47-nation study, where Smith et al. (2002) used
national boundaries as ihe delineators of social culiures, to examine managerial
behavior. They were particularly interested in the way culture affects the
guidance sources used by managers in different countries, and their data suggest
that culturally related values do affect the extent to which managers take organi-
zational hierarchy into account when deciding from whom to seek advice.

Despite this, there is also evidence that suggests that some aspects of organiza-
tional culture do transcend national boundaries. For example, Hofstede et al.
(1990) studied organizational cultures in ten organizations from the Netherlands
and Denmark. In addition to examining the organizational culiures themselves,
they also collected data related to organizational practices in each of the partici-
pating work units. They found that the way in which employees viewed the
customs, traditions, and work practices of their organization was a stronger pre-
dictor of the core organization’s culture than any demographics, including nation-
ality.
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Given the empirically supported idea that national culture can affect organiza-
tional behaviour and culture, and the empirical support for the contrasting stance
that local culture affects organizational behavior and culture, it appears that the
relationship between national and organizational cultures is compleX; and one that
is not simply a matter of which is more dominant. Indeed, it is more likely that
there is interplay between the two, and that situational and/or contextual factors
might play a role in determining which is dominant at any given point in time.
Geppert, Williams, and Matten (2003) examined organizational behaviour in
three large multinational organizations (MNC), and the tension between the prac-
tices of the headquarters of these organizations (in Finland, Germany, and the
US) and their subsidiaries located in Germany and the UK. They found similari-
ties in the subsidiaries that could be explained by the home country effect — that
is, the culture of the location of the headquarters affected organizational behavior;
but also differences, indicating that the host country of the subsidiaries also af-
fected organizational behavior. Specifically, they concluded that globalization
strategies are strongly affected by the culture where the headquarters of the MNC
is located, and that the decision making at the local level is affected by that same

- culture as decision making power related to strategy is often kept at the MNC

headquarters. On the other hand, the methods by which the global strategies were
actually carried out were most strongly affected by the culture of the subsidiary,
suggesting that an interaction between the cultures of the headquarter nation and
the subsidiary nation in determining organizational behavior.

Further empirical evidence comes from a study that explicitly compared the
degree to which human resource management practices are affected by globaliza-
tion and localization. Khilji (2002) found that both globalization and localization
effects could not be isolated from each other. Five multinational organizations
from the banking industry in Pakistan were compared with respect to the extent
that their HRM practices could be considered divergent (provoking culturally
based differences in organizational practices) or convergent (provoking culturally
based similarities in organizational practices). Khilji points out that both diver-
gent and convergent influences co-exist concurrently. For example, management
education from the United States was found to be a convergent influence in that
managers who had this sort of background shared certain management perspec-
tives, but the social environment exerted a more divergent influence, as egalitari-
an policies of the organization were often not implemented in Pakistan as they
contradicted traditional local values and customs.

Research Questions o

Given the evidence that forces exist for both integration and differentiation in
organizational cultures, and little theoretical guidance to suggest when and how
these different approaches are used, we opted to use cluster analysis to explore
differences and commonalities in organizational cultures in several countries.
Cluster analysis is an analysis tool that creates groups based on relationships
within the dataset. By creating these clusters and finding the commonalities
within, and the differences between, the clusters, we hope to describe how these
clusters might differ with respect to both organizational and social cultural in-
fluences. If, for example, we find clusters that closely correspond to theories
related to national cultural dimensions, such as those proposed by Hofstede
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(1980), Schwartz and Bilsky (1987) and Leung et al., (2002), we have indications
that underlying socio-cultural values or beliefs have the strongest effect on organ-
izational cultures. On the other hand, if we find clusters that do not fall into line
with these theories, then it would suggest that international business practices or
some other factor has, instead, had a greater effect on organizational culture than
national culture.

Table 1. Illustrative Organizational Culture Inventory®© (OCI) Major

Normative Styles and Corresponding Items*

Please think about the behaviors that
are expected and encouraged in your
organization to maximize its
effectiveness.

Using the response options to the
right, indicate the extent to which
members are expected to:

RESPONSE OPTIONS:
1. Not at all

2. To a slight extent

3. To a moderate extent
4. To a great extent

5. To a very great extent

Constructive items

help others grow and develop
Humanistic-Encouraging

deal with others in a friendly way
Affiliative

pursue a standard of excellence
_____Achievement

think in unique and independent ways
Self-Actualization

Passive/Defensive items

“go along” with others

please those in positions of authority

point out flaws
Oppositional

build up one’s power base
Power

Approval Dependent
always follow policies and practices wait for others to act first
Conventional Avoidance

Aggressive/Defensive items

turn the job into a contest
Competitive

do things perfectly

_____ Perfectionistic

*The illustrative items are presented in an order that is different from the order in which
they are presented in the OCI. Scale names and numbers are indicated in italics.

From Cooke, R.A. and Szumal, J.L. (1993). Measuring normative beliefs and shared
behavioral expectations in organizations: The reliability and validity of the Organization-
al Culture Inventory. Psychological Reports, 72, 1299-1330. Copyright © 1987, 1987
Human Synergistics, Inc. Adapted with permission.
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METHOD

Instrument

The Organizational Culture Inventory(c) (OCI, Cooke, 1989) was used to
describe organizational cultures in this study. This instrument focuses on norma-
tive beliefs and behavioral expectations that reflect an organization’s culture (see
Table 1 for sample items). According to this viewpoint, organizational cultures
are defined by two underlying dimensions. The first dimension differentiates
between a focus on people and a focus on tasks, and the second between higher
order needs and security needs.

These two dimensions provide the foundation for 12 sets of norms (see Table
2) divided into three general aspects or major normative styles of organizational
cultures labelled Constructive, Passive/Defensive, and Aggressive/Defensive
(Cooke, 1987; Rousseau, 1990; Cooke & Szumal, 1993; Cooke & Szumal, 2000).
A Constructive culture (characterized by Achievement, Self-Actualizing, Human-
istic-Encouraging, and Affiliative behaviors) reinforces and encourages organiza-
tional members to “interact with people and approach tasks in ways that will help
them to meet their higher-order satisfaction needs’ (Cooke & Szumal, 2000, p.
148). A Passive/Defensive culture (characterized by Approval, Conventional,
Dependent and Avoidance behaviors) reinforces or implicitly requires organiza-
tional members to relate and behave with people in ways that will not threaten
their own security — whether real or imagined. Likewise, an Aggressive/Defen-

Table 2. Descriptions of the Major Normative Styles Measured by the
Organizational Culture Inventory©*

Major Normative Style Description

Constructive This major style includes cultural norms that reflect
expectations for members to interact with others and
approach tasks in ways that will help them to meet their
higher-order satisfaction needs for affiliation, esteem, and
self-actualization.

Passive/ This major style includes cultural norms that reflect

Defensive expectations for members to interact with people in ways that
will not threaten their own security, such as avoidant,
approval and dependent.

Aggressive/ This major style includes cultural norms that reflect

Defensive expectations for members to approach tasks in forceful ways
to protect their status and security, such as competitive,
power-oriented and perfectionistic.

*From Organizational Culture Inventory by R.A. Cooke and J.C. Lafferty, 1983, 1986,
1987, 1989, Plymouth, MI: Human Synergistics. Copyright 1989 by Human Synergis-
tics, Int. Reproduced by permission.
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sive culture (characterized by Oppositional, Power, Competitive and Perfec-
tionistic behaviors) reinforces or drives organizational members to manage
tasks in forceful ways to protect their status and security.

Participants

A group of 3641 respondents was selected from a larger population of em-
ployees whose forms were scored by the publisher of the inventory. The cases
selected for analysis were those that had been processed most recently (post
2000) and that had no missing data. Respondents came from ten countries,
and identified themselves as being employed in thirteen different industry
settings (communication/publishing, construction, consulting, energy, finan-
cial, healthcare, hospitality, insurance, manufacturing, not-for-profit, public
sector, retail, and transportation/distribution) with the modal category being
manufacturing (31%). All respondents completed the survey in English. Other
than country of origin, no other demographic information was available for
the respondents

RESULTS

The level of analysis for this research was at the group, or national, level
rather than the individual level. Therefore, individual responses were col-
lapsed across country prior to conducting the cluster analysis by calculating
means for each major normative style of organizational culture within each
country (see Table 3 for means, standard deviation, and reliabilities). A hier-
archical cluster analysis was performed, using average linkage, with mean
scores on the Constructive, Passive/Defensive and Aggressive/Defensive
styles of organizational culture for each nation as the variables used to form
the clusters. The data were not standardized, as the variables used to form the
clusters were based on the same scale. The correlation matrix for all variables
used may be found in Table 4.

The number of clusters was determined on the basis of the results of hier-
archical clustering using the average linkage method. This method forms
clusters on the basis of the average distance between all pairs of observations
in the different clusters, and was selected because it may be viewed as a
“middle of the road” approach to clustering, avoiding the extremes of both
the single linkage and complete linkage methods (Aldenderfer & Blashfield,
1984). Both single and complete linkage methods rely on the distance bet-
ween a single pair of individuals within each cluster. While single linkage
defines the distance between clusters as the minimum distance between the
nearest members of each cluster and complete linkage defines the distance
between clusters as the distance between the furthest apart members of clus-
ters, the average linking takes into account all pairs of members within the
cluster. This method is considered to be robust, and takes cluster structure into
account (Everitt, Landau, & Leese, 2001).

As the goal of cluster analysis is to find the simplest cluster solution where
both the similarity of the within cluster items and the between groups dif-
ference is maximized (Hair & Black, 2003; Nunnally & Bernslein, 1994), we
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Table 4. ANOVA Results

Sum of Mean
Squares df | Square F Sig.

Constructive | Between Groups 9585.996 3 ]3195.332 | 114.435| .000
Within Groups | 100800.953 | 3610 27.923

Total 110386.949 | 3613
Passive/ Between Groups 2607.648 3 869.216 37.406 | .000
defensive Within Groups | 83863.679 | 3609 | 23.237

Total 86471.326 | 3612

Aggressive/ | Between Groups 3172.176 3 | 1057.392 | 53.712| .000 |
defensive Within Groups | 71008.147 | 3607 | 19.686
Total 74180.324 | 3610

| Australia

Canada :I_-
New Zealand
USA -
UK
Italy

Hong Kong
Singapore ———J
S Africa

Germany

Figure 1. Dendogram using average linkages.

univariate analysis is dependent on the specific research question (Huberty &
Morris, 1989). In this case, both were used to address two different questions. In
order to profile the cluster solution and determine an effect size, a multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted using the full data set (see
Figure 2). A significant difference was found, using Wilk’s Lambda (Lambda
= .82, F(9, 8771.34) = 81.86, p < .001). The univariate approach was also used, as
it is recommended in exploratory research (Huberty & Morris, 1989) when the
relationship between constructs is less established. Accordingly, an ANOVA was
conducted. The results indicated that, while significant differences were found for
all of the variables used to cluster the data (See Table 4), two of the three types of
organizational culture emerged as pivotal in differentiating between the cluster
that was formed and the outliers. Post hoc analyses using a Scheffe adjustment
indicated that organizational members in Germany reported significantly lower
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levels of the Constructive aspects of organizational culture than did organizational
members from all other countries, while South African organizational members
reported significantly higher levels than all other countries. Additionally, South
African organizational members indicated that they perceived highet levels of the
aspects of organizational culture that lead employees to feel that they must inter-
act with people in particular ways so as not to jeopardize their security
(Passive/Defensive) than did the organizational members from other countries.

32

30

28

——t— Cluster
——&—- Germany
---&--- S Africa

26

22

21 7] — 1
Constructive Pass/Def Agg/Def
Organizational Culture Type

Figure 2. Cluster Profiles — Solution 1.

Solution Two: An inspection of the countries represented in each cluster
indicated that socio-cultural boundaries were different in each of the two groups,
with one group comprised of organizations in Asian countries, and the other
comprised of those from Western cultural backgrounds:(see Figure 3). A t-test
examining the differences in the cluster variate between the organizational
members from Asia and those from countries from Europe or with a European
cultural heritage resulted in significant differences found in each of the three
variables in the cluster variate. Organizational members from Asia perceived their
organizational cultures as lower in the aspects of that promote job satisfaction and
productivity (the Constructive aspects) (t(3107) = 3.02, p < .01), higher in the
aspects that promote behaviors that encourage employees to be defensive in the
way they approach other people in the organization (Passive/Defensive aspects)
(t(3106) = -10.26, p < .001), and higher in the aspects that promote behaviors that
encourage defensiveness in the task-related realm (Aggressive/Defensive aspects)
(t(3104) = -4.56, p < .001) than did the organizational members from the Euro-
American-Australasian organizations. Profiles of the two groups were therefore
quite different (see Figure 4).

As an archival dataset was used, it was not possible to collect data related to
the social culture models of Hofstede (1980), Schwartz and Bilsky (1987) or
Leung et al (2002). However, an inspection of the clusters of nations formed
using these organizational culture data did not match well with any of the pub-
lished findings relating to these models.
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Table 5. Correlation Matrix

Constructive | Passive/Defensive | Aggressive/Defensive

Australia Constructive - 24%* -.16
P/D TR
P/A

Canada Constructive - 44¥* -.26%*
P/D 78
P/A

Germany Constructive -.26%* 06
P/D ST
P/A

Hong Kong  Constructive - 23%% -04
P/D A4x*
P/IA

Italy Constructive .08 435
P/D 66%*
P/A

New Zealand  Constructive - 23x - 09**
P/D JI5%*
P/A

Singapore Constructive -24 00
P/D 80**
P/A

South Africa  Constructive =32k - 1 4**
P/D T5%*
P/A

UK Constructive - 40** - 19%*
P/D JFEE
P/A

USA Constructive -.36%* =20
P/D J6##
P/A

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) within each country.
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) within each country.

DISCUSSION

While culture may refer to meanings, norms, and beliefs that are held in
common by a group of people, organizational culture has a very different nature
than national culture by virtue of the fact that organizations are very different
social systems than nations or societies (Hofstede, 1997). The results of this study
highlight the complexity of examining both national that organizational cultures
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Australia

Canada :l

New Zealand -
USA :l '

UK
Italy

Hong Kong I
Singapore

Figure 3. Dendogram using average distances without entropy group.

—&— EuroCluster
—— AsiaCluster

‘Constructive Pass/Def Agg/Def
Organizational Culture Type
Figure 4. Cluster Profiles — Solution 2.

in the German and South African organizations are unlike organizational culture-
sin the other geographical areas of this study. Profiling the cluster analysis sug-
gests that this difference is to be found mainly in the degree to which the Con-
structive aspects of organizational culture are perceived in organizations, with
Germans indicating a significantly lower level and South African a significantly
higher level of the Constructive aspects of organizational culture. The reasons for
these organizations standing along and not clustering with any others are unclear.
One possibility may be sampling error — that the organizational cultures in each
country were somehow unique. In examining the industries represented in each
country, the German sample was heavily weighted in favor of manufacturing
organizations, while the South African sample had a higher proportion of organi-
zations in the service industry. The results may, therefore, be due to an industry
factor rather than a national factor.

The second cluster analysis, conducted without the entropy group, lent itself
more easily to an understanding of the similarities and differences between the
clusters. The results suggest that national or regional culture does, indeed, have a
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strong influence on organizational culture. The largest clusters that emerged were
delineated along cultural lines — East Asian and European or those with Euro-
pean background. An examination of the linkages suggests that organizational
culture in Italy is distinct from organizational cultures in the English speaking
parts of the world. Furthermore, the perceived organizational cultures in the UK
are different from the perceived organizational cultures in the former colonies of
the UK: Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and the US. While cluster analysis is
descriptive in nature, non-theoretical, and to an extent subjective (Hair & Black,
2003) these results are still intriguing as they suggest that both international
management practices and national culture affect organizational cultures.

An examination of the findings across the clusters of the second solution
suggests that the differences found, while statistically significant, are in many
ways differences in degree rather than in kind. An examination of the profiles (see
Figure 4) clearly indicates similar patterns of organizational culture in both clus-
ters, with the more constructive aspects of organizational culture, that is, those
aspects that reinforce and encourage organizational members to “‘interact with
people and approach tasks in ways that will help them to meet their higher-order
satisfaction needs” (Cooke & Szumal, 2000, p. 148) most strongly. Lesser
emphasis was placed on the aspects of organizational culture that encourage
organizational members to relate and behave with people in ways that will not
threaten their own security (Passive/Defensive) and those aspects that encourage
employees to manage tasks in forceful ways to protect their status and security
(Aggressive/Defensive). Past research has suggested that if the Constructive
aspects of organizational culture are emphasized most strongly in an organization,
there may be unique cultural variations in the degree to which other aspects of
organizational culture are emphasized without affecting employee job satisfaction
(Kwantes, Boglarsky, & Kuo, 2005).

We would suggest that the search for integration, then, in the globalization
versus localization of organizational culture begin with examining the extent to
which different behaviors are considered normative. For example, it appears that
an emphasis on norms for behaviors consistent with the Constructive aspects of
organizational culture is globalized. The search for differentiation factors, howev-
er, is most likely to lead to how behaviors associated with these norms are actual-
ly exhibited in each national context. That is, achievement (i.e., goal setting) is
consistent with those aspects of organizational culture that stress productivity, and
may be considered globalized. The process by which the goals are set, however,
(for example if goal setting is participative or not, public or not, etc.) may be
shaped by the local culture. Additionally, how given behaviors become normed,
that is how they are actually reinforced, may be localized. For example, in a one
context individuals may work better with group bonuses while in another, with
individual bonuses.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

While cluster analysis is an excellent tool for exploratory research, caution
should be made when interpreting and attempting to generalize the cluster solu-
tions, for several reasons. First, since this is a data driven procedure, the clusters
formed are entirely dependent on the cluster variate used. In this study, we used
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an instrument that provides a comprehensive, quantitative method for measuring
organizational culture, but certainly there are other means of inquiring into, and
measuring organizational culture (Martin & Frost, 1999). It is possible that these
approaches could result in differing cluster solutions, since the cluster variate
would be different. Second, the data used in this research were self-reported. This
limitation is important to note, as we did not have absolute measures of organiza-
tional culture, but rather, aggregated measures of perceived organizational cul-
ture. Additionally, it is important to note that the organizational members whose
responses were used in this research were employed at organizations that were
currently focussing on issues of organizational culture, hence the survey of
employees. It is unknown whether these organizations are representative of other
organizations in their geographical location, so while the clusters hold within this
dataset, the extent to which they may be generalized to organizations that are less
concerned with paying attention to their organizational culture has yet to be
determined.

The contribution of this study is to provide a starting point for examining
organizational culture as a way of synthesizing the effects of both context (na-
tional culture) and international business practices on organizational culture
across the globe. This research highlighted some areas where organizational
culture was stable across national boundaries, and some areas that were more
malleable to external influences. Additionally, groupings across nations provide a
glimpse into where commonalities in organizational culture lie. As this research
included organizational members from only ten countries, further research should
extend these findings by including organizations from a larger number of nations
with more geographical diversity, and then re-visiting the question of which
variables might be involved in promoting similarities within, and differences
between, organizational cultures around the world. Research suggests that percep-
tions of effectiveness at the organizational, leadership, and personal levels, are
tied closely together in the minds of employees with aspects of organizational
culture (Kwantes & Boglarsky, 2004). Finally, if organizational culture does in-
fluence the effectiveness of organizations, leaders, and employees, then it is
imperative for managers in multinational organizations to be cognizant of not
only organizational goals, missions and philosophies, but also pay attention to the
context of organizational members, and how that affects their goals, missions and
philosophies.
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