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ABSTRACT

The present study investigated differences in the conceatuah of teamwork and
leadership in two countries with culturally diverse backgs, Romania and the United States.
We expected to find between-culture differences in theemnalizations of teamwork and
leadership based on cultural antecedents (collectivistiet®l and in-group values). We also
investigated a potential cultural shift in the Romaniaronatiased on age. The
conceptualizations of teamwork and leadership were exaramgdompared using Pathfinder.

The Romanian sample displayed higher collectivistic \watban the U.S. sample. A
cultural shift was observed in the Romanian nation, shaththe younger participants reported
lower collectivistic in-group values and higher collecticisocietal values when compared to
the older Romanian participants. Unexpectedly, the yaudd® participants reported higher
collectivistic in-group values than the older U.S. pgéats.

The older Romanian participants’ teamwork schemas gisgliower coherence than the
older U.S. participants’ teamwork schemas. Howeveonaparison of the younger groups’
(Romanian and U.S.) teamwork schema structure reveaethtir average coherences did not
differ.

A comparison of leadership schemas revealed that thgggo&omanian’s schema
structure was less coherent than that of the yound®rparticipants. Similarly, the older
Romanian participants’ leadership schema displayed lowerence than that of the older U.S.
participants’.

In the present study, collectivistic societal and inegrgalues did not correlate

significantly with either teamwork or leadership schexmlaerence.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Due to a shift to team-based operations and the trenddsw#nbalization, a myriad of
studies are being performed on cross-cultural differemcesmmunication (e.g., Gudykunst,
2004; Gudykunst, 1997; Gudykunst, Matsumoto, Ting-Toomey, & Nishi@26; Sanchez-
Burks, Lee, Choi, Nisbett, Zhao, & Koo, 2003; Sugimoto, 199illjams, Hardwood, Giles,
Pierson, Gallois, Ng, et al., 1997). The Global LeaderstipCGrganizational Behavior
Effectiveness (GLOBE) Project has made significéndess in understanding leadership
conceptualizations in cross-cultural settings (House. €2002; Javidan & House, 2001;
Scandura & Dorfman, 2004). However, a search of thalilee revealed very few studies
investigating teams in cross-cultural settings (e.glefat994; Erez & Earley, 1987; Kirkman,
1997), and cross-cultural cognition in teams has virtuallggorexplored to date. Moreover, |
am aware of no studies exploring teamwork and only thtekes (Hanges Higgins, Dyer,
Smith-Major, Dorfman, Brodek, Howell, & Prieto, 2001; idas, Lim, & Duan, 2004; Nishii,
Gelfand, Ang, Lange, & Taveesin, 2004) exploring leadersmpeqatualizations using the
connectionist model of information processing. Therefthre purpose of the present study is to
investigate cross-cultural differences in schemasarhiteork and leadership.

Stewart and Bennett (1991) noted, “Americans frequently défieulties in
communicating and cooperating with their foreign countéspdihe original obstacles to cross-
cultural understanding may be conceptualized as differenaesdtural assumptions and values.
The American’s values and assumptions prevent them flgactively perceiving and

understanding the underpinnings of the behavior of their cqparts. Their performance



overseas would be enhanced if they understood bothoteiculture and that of their
counterparts” (p.174). Without understanding the meaningshatieto teamwork and leadership
by members of different cultures, the ability to work widople from different nations would be
greatly impaired and team effectiveness would be limited.

In search of the meaning attached to teamwork and leagenskarious cultures, the
present study endeavors to ascertain the conceptualipdtieamwork and leadership in two
nations, the United States (U.S.) and Romania. Romaasacthosen due to the fact that,
according to Hofstede’s accepted cultural classificatimed, 2006), the Romanian culture has a
distinct and different classification as comparedhvhie U.S. Romania has traditionally been
described as a collectivist society, and the U.S. hagionally been described as the apogee of
individualism. Romania can also be seen as representdtother countries going through
significant cultural changes, because the country i®itly undergoing a transition from
communism to democracy. Additionally, there are prakteasons for studying the U.S. and
Romanian populations. As the U.S. Census Bureau reflogteconomic ties between the two
countries are growing rapidly (see Table 1 for detalsage note that all Tables are located in
Appendix G). Furthermore, the Romanian population represefartile ground for research
because, to my knowledge, there are no teamwork stuttiesrdy one leadership study (Smith
et al, 2002) to date in this specific culture.

Stevens (1998) explained the condition of Romanian psychollnd 982, due to the
political regime and ideology, and being fearful that pelmists could undermine public order,
the country’s head of state completely rejected #ld Hf psychology. Academic departments

were abolished, most psychologists were reassignetsainrelated to psychology, jailed, or



3
exiled, the psychological literature was removed frdoraties, and even the word ‘psychology’
was removed from dictionaries. After the People’sdReion of December 1989, the field of
psychology has slowly been resurrected. However, ®gay, a closer look into Romanian
psychology exposes a vulnerable field in which most peid@als are skilled generalists but,
unfortunately, lack specialized expertise. Consequentyfi¢ld of psychology has not been
widely studied within this country.

In order to shed more light on Romanian psychology arttidr global comparative
psychology, in the present study, teamwork and leadershgeptualizations are mapped and
compared in the Romanian and U.S. populations. Additiorthiyfollowing antecedents of
schemas are measured: in-group and societal collectiVisenantecedents should shed some
light on the possible differences between the conedipations of teamwork and leadership in
the two cultures.

Moreover, evidence of a shift in cultural orientatiorsvexpected in the Romanian
population due to the change in mentality following the 198@oRition. In other words, in the
Romanian population, collectivism was expected to be infleey age such that younger (30
years of age or under) Romanian individuals would be madreidualist than older (31 or over)
Romanian individuals.

The present paper first addresses knowledge representatiscisemas, followed by
discussions of cognition in teams, the proposed antecedetgam schemas, leadership

conceptualizations, leadership and culture, and the detdiie study, respectively.



CHAPTER TWO: TEAM COGNITION

Overview of Cognition Literature - Schemas

Traditionally, schemas have been described as comptexlédge structures developed
through experience (direct or indirect) and communicafliney are stored in memory, organize
information (hierarchically), influence perception andate@nd direct behavior (Ashforth &
Fried, 1988; Lord & Kernan, 1987; Rentsch & Hall, 1994). Theyareidered discrete and
separate memory structures that can be modified andsattendependently of one another with
different schemas being stored in different locationmémory.

Hanges et al. (2000) and Hanges et al. (2006) have utilizexnbtimectionist model to
explain schemas. Within the connectionist model, schamea&listributed representations over
a connectionist network. [...] Connectionist networks &ire concepts called ‘units’ or
‘nodes’. The units are connected to varying degrees, arsirémgth of a connection is indicated
by an activation weight” (Hanges et al., 2006, p. 14).dries can be activated either by
something in the environment or by other units in the né¢was learning occurs, the network
connections between units may be reinforced or disappeandiegen the number of times
they are activated. Therefore, the network build&itowledge by modifying the associations
between the units and, eventually, after repeated exptusareertain input, a stable pattern of
links (i.e., a schema) develops within the network. Evémeifunits (schema content) are the
same for multiple individuals, the associations betw#ose units may be different, and thus the

individuals’ schemas may differ in their structure.



In the connectionist model, schemas are conceivedasépatterns of activityhat
emerge among the units in a network. The structure dfensx, therefore, emerges from the
activation pattern of a network’s units” (Hanges et2006, p. 15-16) (emphasis added). Thus,
different schemas are represented by different aitivagiatterns over theameunits in a
network. Moreover, “connectionist models assumeittffatmation is processed inparallel and
holistic fashion” (p.17) (emphasis added).

Schema structure can be measured by determining a sclemaality and its
coherence. Centrality refers to the number of adenected links each unit has with other units
in the network. Thus, as Hanges et al. (2006) affirngcteema can be described by identifying
the most central (i.e., the attributes that are mwengly activated) units” (p. 16).

The coherence of a schema refers to its internalist@mcy. In other words, it refers to
“the extent to which units of a network go togethefoton a meaningful whole” (p.16). These
schema structure aspects (centrality and coherencégeaaniained by using Schvaneveldt’s
(1990) Pathfinder algorithm.

Schemas have been explored in the leadership literatefeorts to understand the
effects of culture on leadership (e.g., Hanges, Dorfigsateynberg, & Bates, 2006; Hanges,
Lord, & Dickson, 2000; House, Hanges, Ruiz-Quintanilla, Bar, Javidan, Dickson, et al.,
1999). Several researchers have tested the connectiardst of leadership and culture (Hanges
et al, 2001; Nishii et al., 2004; Hanges et al., 2004). Howéwaen, aware of no studies that have
endeavored to do the same in cross-cultural team cagniext, the prevalent research on

cognition in teams is explored in more detail.



Cognition in Teams

Culbert and McDonough (1988) theorized that people may imgh@reabilities to work
with one another once they become skilled at cdyracierstanding one another’s views of the
world. They believed that people find a unique way of atigitheir own self-interests with the
demands of their job. This alignment affects how peppleeive events and assign meaning,
and how they interact and perceive one another. Intiese effects significantly affect the
product of people’s work together.

There are two broad types of team schemas relatedno functioning: teamwork
schemas and taskwork schemas. Teamwork schema retaes‘team’s efforts to facilitate
interaction among team members in order to successfuthplete taskwork” (Rentsch and Hall,
1994, p. 230). Taskwork refers to understanding the task recnterand the way in which the
task should be approached, getting familiar with the asailequipment, exchanging task-
related information with team members, and developing sedmtions to problems (Salas et al.,
1988).

Individuals think about, or understand, the process of teaknsamewhat differently
from one another. In other words individuals’ teamwotkescas differ either in content or in
structure or both. Schema content refers to the chiefenformation, and schema structure
refers to the connections between these clusterexXaonple, schema content includes
knowledge for enhancing the quality of team members’ ioteras and communication, and
refers to interdependence, cooperation, and communicatiother equally essential elements
of teamwork. However, the connections between thieseesits may differ from one individual

to another. For example, experts develop abstract, teuél; well-articulated knowledge



structures for teamwork, and novices develop shallow,reten&nowledge structures (e.qg.,
Rentsch, Heffner, & Duffy, 1994). However, there is as@ence that schema similarity may
develop among individuals, particularly among individuals wieract with one another (e.g.,
Rentsch, 1990).

Cognition in teams has repeatedly been shown, thealigtaond empirically, to be
related to team effectiveness (Cannon-Bowers et al., X9@3pski & Mohammed, 1994,
Rentsch & Hall, 1994; Rentsch et al., 1999; Walsh et al., 1888 .approach has focused on
the similarity of schemas among team members.

Schema similarity, defined as, “the common understgsdamong team members that
occur when there is a substantial overlap [...] in th@ent and organization of their team-
related knowledge” (Rentsch and Hall, 1994, p. 232), enhaeassrocesses in several ways.
It is expected to improve communication among team menalmer$o be related to high levels
of team cooperation, collaboration, and coordinatibis. éxpected to improve the quality of task
performance, because team members are in agreemenmlimgggach others’ roles. Taskwork
schema similarity is expected to be related to a hightywdltask performance because
members agree on task strategy and performance stand#@sddsd expected to increase team
efficiency, because team members will be able to gumddch agreement on how to define and
complete the task, thus reducing the time, energy, aodirees needed to complete the task.

Rentsch and Hall (1994) developed a model of the relatiobstipeen teamwork and
taskwork schema similarity among team members and tdaatieéness. Schema similarity was
related to team effectiveness through quality of teamgsses and task performance. The

researchers concluded that “schema similarity amomg teambers is predicted to play a
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significant role in team effectiveness as it fadi#sagroup process and task performance” (p.
256). Rentsch and Klimoski's (2001) study provided evidence éablove mentioned assertion.

A method similar to that employed in the connectiomistle! (the Pathfinder algorithm),
multidimensional scaling (MDS) has been applied by Réntdeffner, and Duffy (1994) in
schema research in teams. In their study, the @s&arendeavored to ascertain the connections
between teamwork schemas and team experience by usingaMDffeehand generated
schemas. The researchers demonstrated that individitiala lot of experience working in
teams (experts) tended to organize knowledge systematicallyo chunk more information in
memory than individuals with limited team experiencevices). Experts were able to acquire
information more quickly and easily than novices, drrtschemas were characterized as deep
and multileveled with many connections between and wigwels. Novices, however,
developed shallow schemas consisting of many details ceuect few general ideas and tend
to categorize problems based on concrete surface fedtusesnmary, these researchers did
show that experts tended to converge on concepts anceaaie not.

The above mentioned study employed an MDS analysis im tirdepresent participant
teamwork knowledge; however, the study did not focus ondhtality and coherence of each
of those representations. The coherence of teamwhéetst structures will, however, be
measured in the present study by using Pathfinder; mordbeerentrality of the schema
structures will also be discussed.

Thus, several studies examining cognitions in teams ekisinwhe U.S. culture.

However, a search for peer reviewed articles reveaegfew cross-cultural team research
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studies (e.qg., Earley, 1994; Erez & Earley, 1987; Kirkman, 1868@)the cross-cultural research

on cognitions in teams has been even scarcer.

Antecedents of Teamwork Schemas

Several antecedents of cognitions in teams have been bygpaith Kraiger and Wenzel
(1997) proposed four categories of determinants of teamahmaotels. These categories were
environmental, organizational, team, and individual. ReraschKlimoski (2001) tested several
of these antecedents of team member schema agreamehea effects on team effectiveness.
These researchers showed that “demography, team expetegrwemember recruitment, and
team size were significantly related to team membUdegrsa agreement, which in turn was
significantly related to team effectiveness” (p. 107).

In line with Rentsch and Klimoski's (2001) study and follogKraiger and Wenzel's
(1997) classification, in the present study, environmentgtiu(@l) factors are investigated as
antecedents of teamwork schemas across cultures.ddecdically the environmental (cultural)
factors refer to societal and in-group collectivist catwrientations. The organizational, and
team determinants of team schemas are not included due farct the proposed study does not
focus on preexisting teams. The only individual factored@kplored here is age. However,
gender and the other generally recorded demographic datalsembected. Next, the

environmental (cultural) antecedents of team schemadeargibed in more detail.
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Environmental Antecedents - Collectivism

According to Herskovits (1955), culture includes everything ithhtiman made. Geertz
(1973) defines culture as a system of shared meanings.19&8) equates culture with
communication, “culture is communication and communicais culture” (p. 169). Culture
affects our behavior and influences the way we commteniebowever different all of the
definitions may seem, “the common theme [...] is thdtuce has been conceptualized as the
shared knowledge and meaning systems for a group of peopled¢blat al., 2000, p. 142).
Hanges et al.’s definition of culture was adopted lierpgurpose of the present study.

To date, there have been numerous studies examiningedités across cultures. One of
the most influential cross-cultural studies has been healiby Geert Hofstede in his 1980 book
titled Culture’s Consequenceble organized cultural differences into overarching pagter
Namely, he differentiated countries based on theid lefvimdividualism and collectivism, power
distance, masculinity, and uncertainty avoidance. Hiepw® of cultural differences facilitated
comparative research and were largely responsible daiaghdly expanding body of cross-
cultural research that began in the 19&0g., Chan, 1994; Hui, 1988; Kitayama, Markus,
Matsumoto, & Norasakkunkit,1997; Schwartz, 1990).

Individualism and collectivism have been some of thetrpoevalent and influential
factors in the classification of cultures, as caséen by the multitude of research studies on this
topic (e.g., Kagitcibasi, 1997; Triandis, 1989; Triandis, 199®yeover, Triandis (1989)
believed that individualism/collectivism is the mospmntant dimension of cultural diversity.

Therefore, the present study addresses only the indivsduabllectivism continuum.
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The fundamental characteristic of individualism is teguanption that individuals are
independent of one another. In individualist culturesgthphasis is placed on individuals’
goals over group goals (Triandis, 1988). Individuality isenomportant than group membership.
Members of individualist cultures promote self-realizatiOyserman et al. (2002) presented
Hofstede’s (1980) definition of individualism as a “focus myhts above duties, a concern for
oneself and immediate family, an emphasis on persamtahomy and self-fulfilment, and the
basing of one’s identity on one’s personal accomplishsiép. 4).

The fundamental characteristic of collectivism isféne that groups unite and obligate
individuals. Group goals have precedence over individuaklsgo collectivist countries
(Triandis, 1988). Collectivist cultures require that induals fit into their groups. They are
characterized by mutual obligations and expectations basstétois (Schwartz, 1990). In
individualist cultures, “people are supposed to look after takmas and their immediate family
only” and in collectivist cultures “people belong to in-groopgollectivities which are
supposed to look after them in exchange for loyalty” @tede and Bond, 1984, p. 419).

Following Hofstede’s individualism and collectivism orgatiza of cultures, the U.S.
and Romania are classified as having different cultura@htations. The U.S. has traditionally
been described as the pinnacle of individualism, wheReasania has traditionally been
classified as a collectivist society. The U.S haditi@nally been the country where each
individual grows up knowing he or she is different, uniqué, gpecial due to his or her
distinctiveness. The Romanian population is expectedow shmore collectivist orientation
than the U.S. population (i.e., citizens born ancedhia the U.S. culture). Romania has been a

communist country until December of 1989. Therefore, histlly, the Romanian culture has



12
placed more of an emphasis on group identity and cortfptomgroup norms. Geert Hofstede, in
an interview given to the Romanian press in February 2088sified Romania as a collectivist
culture that respects hierarchy (Luca, 2006). Additionalythe Institute for Training in
International Management (ITIM) web-site, based onskémle’s cultural dimensions, Romania
is shown to have an estimated individualism score of &fpaced to a 91 for the United States.

A further breakdown of individualism/collectivism has beketineated by Project
GLOBE, namely societal and in-group collectivism. Sagiebllectivism refers to the extent to
which society encourages individuals to belong to groups thrinaggallocation of resources or
through economic incentives. Javidan and House (2001) expé&tinn this type of society,
group membership and cohesion are highly valued, group goaistarests are more important
than individuals’, “important decisions are made by groufigerahan individuals, and
organizations take responsibility for employee welfg§pe"297). Countries like South Korea,
Sweden and Japan value group harmony and cooperation artdghmk this type societal
collectivism. Countries like Greece, Italy, and Argeatualue autonomy and individual freedom
and rank high in individualism.

In-group collectivism “refers to the extent to which nters of a society take pride in
membership in small groups such as their family and airfctdose friends, and the
organizations in which they are employed” (Javidan & HpA681, p. 297-298). Cultures
ranking high on in-group collectivism, such as China andalndilue being a member of a
family and of a close group of friends and members oirtfggoup have very high expectations
of one another. In such cultures, taking care of insgneeeds and satisfying in-group

expectations is critical and “it is not unusual to forgo diligence or equal employment
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opportunity, and to favor a close friend or family memhbeecruiting or in allocating rewards
and promotions. Making regular references to one’s faamtl especially one’s father is quite
acceptable and can go a long way in opening doors” (Javidan &Hp081, p. 298). However,
in countries high on individualism, such as New Zeakmd Denmark, people do not feel an
obligation to take care of close friends and they alsnad@xpect any form of special treatment
from those close to them.

The fact that the population of one country scores bighocietal collectivism does not
mean that same population will also have a high in-grolipctivism score. One interesting
result of the Javidan and House (2001) study is the facBthatlen is among the highest
socially collectivist countries while at the same tibeeng the lowest family collectivist country

studied in Project GLOBE.

Collectivism and Teamwork Schemas

According to Vygotsky (1978), the culture in which people gugwplays a vital role in
their cognitive development. He believed that adultavai# in children the particular skills and
abilities valued by their cultural group and that the regulaiod guidance of the child’s
behavior by others is gradually replaced by internalizedreglilations. Cognitive skills may be
transmitted directly by parents, teachers, or othershén environment. They may also be
transmitted more indirectly through the types of prolsleand tasks with which children are
confronted. According to Vygotsky, this was why children'gmtive skills are seen to vary

across different cultures.
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Vygotsky’s claims have been supported by cross-culturdiest that demonstrate
differences in cognitive skills, such as organizing inforomaand memory, depending on where
individuals grow up. Most developmental psychologists ngre@with Vygotsky that at least
one critical process for children’s cognitive developmsithé way adults convey particular
cognitive skills as they engage in cognitive activities problem-solving tasks with children
(Rogoff, 1989).

Researchers studying memory, classification, and otwgrittve skills among children
from diverse cultures have shown that, although there@nmon features of children’s
thinking, there are some notable differences. For exarRolgoff and Waddell (1982) compared
Mayan children living in rural Guatemala with Americanldtén on a memory test that required
the reconstruction of an organized spatial scene. Tagtaups of children showed no
differences in performance on this task. When menmaryneaningful, spatially organized
information was tapped, children of both cultures perfaregually well. However, Mayan
children performed poorly on memory tasks they had litfeedence with, such as learning lists
of unrelated words. Studies such as this suggest that p@tamt to consider the activities that
are valued and common within a culture in trying to explagnemergence of cognitive skills. In
other words, children ultimately show different cognitit@iaments depending on the skills and
abilities that are promoted in the context in whiagytigrow up.

As discussed above, cognitive growth must be understood totitext of culture. Just
as some cultures value literacy and others value slatle some cultures value independence
and others value interdependence. People born in indhigtoaltures, where the ties between

individuals are loose, are expected to look after theras@nd their immediate families only.



15
Conversely, according to Hofstede and McCrae (2004), pesigkdrin collectivist societies,
however, “are integrated from birth into strong, cohesivgroups, often extended families [...],
protecting them in exchange for unquestioning loyalty” (p. 63).

Because people in collectivist societies are sociali@dgroups at birth, they are more
likely to belong to more numerous groups/teams througheirtlifespan than those born into
individualist societies. Also, they are more likely tavelep highly, complex cognitive networks
and schemas regarding groups/teams and teamwork relatidividluals born and raised in
cultures that value individualism.

Furthermore, borrowing from the leadership literaturehiiet al. (2004) demonstrated
that participants from an individualist society (il8.S) have fewer central leadership schema
attributes (or units) and more coherent schemas as cednfmamore collectivist participants
(i.e., Thailand). Their study is presented in more tetai later section of this paper.

The current literature on cross-cultural teamwork cogmitias not been developed
enough to warrant a truly informed prediction of the retathip between individualist-
collectivist orientations and teamwork conceptualizatidowever, with the above issues in
mind, it is rational to assume that the teamwork scherhdmse individuals born and raised in a
collectivist society will differ from those of indiduals raised in an individualist society. In
addition, based on the Nishii et al (2004) study, the teaknaahema structure of individuals in
collectivist societies (i.e., Romania) is expected ttebs coherent as compared to participants
from an individualist society (i.e., U.S.) when assignsimilarity ratings to team attributes

common in the two cultures.
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Cultural Orientation and Age

No age effects on cultural orientation are expecteédar.S. population. However, in
the Romanian population, | expect cultural orientatiobeganfluenced by age. Although
traditionally Romania has been classified as a colistisociety, | believe that nowadays age
has an effect on the cultural orientation of Romamalividuals due primarily to the 1989
Romanian Revolution which produced a dramatic conversmon €ommunism to democracy.
According to Schwartz and Sagie (2000), democratizatioeases the importance of
independent thought and action, openness to change, amtbisddgfence, and decreases the
importance of tradition, conformity, and security.

The age of 31 was chosen to be the demarcation in tiolg dtie to the fact that 31 (or
over) years old individuals would have been 13 or overedtiitte of the Revolution. According
to Selman’s Stages of Social Perspective Taking (1976, 1986a8& Byrne, 1974), at around
12 to 15 years of age children demonstrate societal amhelpitit perspective taking. Societal
conventions are seen as means of attempting to rest@dwenths. Personal/individual values are
respected, but if a dilemma cannot be resolved, the svaluie larger societal or cultural group
become the authority.

Because individuals’ attitudes would have been molded durgigdhildhood/formative
years, by the time they were 13 or 14 the influence ofultere would have left an imprint on
Romanian individuals as they would have already intee@lsocietal rules. Consequently, |
expect that the younger (under 31 years of age) individullleave a more individualist
orientation than the older individuals (31 or over yedrage) whom will have a more

collectivist cultural orientation. The young Romanian papah, however, is not expected to be
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as highly individualist as the U.S. population, due in garesidual communism effects in the
Romanian culture.

Due to this expected difference in cultural orientatianticipate to see a difference
between the younger and older Romanian participant’s sceamnrcture. | expect the younger
Romanians’ teamwork schema structure to be similapéethe older Romanians’ schema
structure to be similar. However, the younger and tderdRomanian participant’s schema

structures are expected to differ.
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CHAPTER 3: LEADERSHIP COGNITION

Leadership Conceptualizations

As Campbell (1977) stated, there is no single correanitiefi of leadership. The
definition we choose to adopt in research depends aeskearcher’s purpose. For the purpose
of the present paper, | will use the definition agreed ugyoroject GLOBE. GLOBE defined
leadership as “the ability of an individual to influence tivaie, and enable others to contribute
toward the effectiveness and success of the orgamizatiwhich they are members” (House et
al., 2002, p. 5).

Although numerous leadership theories have been propodddsied (i.e., trait,
behavioral, participative, contingency, charismatic aadsformational theories), the present
paper will not describe them in detail. What leaders dovany they do it is influenced by what
is customary in their organization, industry, or countityerefore, in the present paper the focus
is placed on the way leadership is conceptualized intbgopulations of interest, Romania and
the U.S. Consequently, a few leadership studies (impe@dership theories) and the major
project that has examined leadership in a cross-cultongéxt (Project GLOBE) are succinctly
described.

Implicit leadership theories are beliefs and assumptiegarding the characteristics of
effective leaders (Lord, Foti, & Devader, 1984; Rush, Tho&dxyrd, 1977). Implicit theories
involve stereotypes about leadership relevant traits, ,sillbehaviors whose primary purpose is
to differentiate between various types of leaders (efigctive versus ineffective). These

stereotypes are developed over time, through experieneg.aré influenced by individual and
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cultural values (Gerstner & Day, 1994; Keller, 1999). Diffess in leadership stereotypes are
likely to exist between countries with different cullwalues and traditions (Yukl, 2004).
Cultural values “are reflected in societal norms alvoeitway people relate to each other. These
norms specify acceptable forms of leadership behavior” I(@04, p.414).

GLOBE researchers have studied the relationships betwegemal culture and
leadership in more than 60 countries. More than 150 sciefriien all over the world are
currently part of the GLOBE Project and are engageldarstudy of cross-cultural leadership.
Some of their major objectives are determining whettenetare any universally accepted leader
behaviors and attributes, determining how culture afféet«inds of leader behaviors that are
accepted and are effective, and whether leader behasioisecexplained in terms of an
underlying theory that accounts for systematic differsr@@®oss cultures. According to House et
al. (2002), “the theoretical base that guides the GLOBEareh program is an integration of
implicit leadership theory (Lord & Maher, 1991), value/éttheory of culture (Hofstede, 1980),
implicit motivation theory (McClelland, 1985), and strueticontingency theory of
organizational form and effectiveness (Donaldson, 1993;dditkHinings, McMillan, &
Schwitter, 1974)” (p. 8).

The research project consists of four phases: 1) detmtbd development of research
instruments, 2) devoted to the assessment of nine dimermdisasietal and organizational
cultures and tests of hypotheses relevant to the neddijos among these cultural dimensions
and cultural level implicit theories of leadership, 3)aed to investigating the impact and

effectiveness of specific leader behaviors and stylesubordinates attitudes and job



20
performance on organizational effectiveness, and 4) detofexd and lab experiments
designed to confirm, establish causality, and extend prefiimiiags.

Although GLOBE is making great strides towards understandauglrship
conceptualizations across the world, | believe the ptesedy contributes vastly to this field of
knowledge. One of the reasons for this assertion istthaty knowledge, there is only one
published study that investigated leadership in Romania (Smih, 2002). Additionally,
because it is a developing country, Romania has a stbog force and has a vast potential for
multinational business ventures (Tiriteu, Ettkin, & Hg|rh998). Understanding the similarities
and differences in leadership conceptualizations betvwsetwb countries would help in
establishing better patterns of communication and coldioor between two countries with vast
cultural differences.

There are nine cultural dimensions studied by GLOBE: uaicgytavoidance, power
distance, societal collectivism, in-group collectivisrmdger egalitarianism, assertiveness, future
orientation, performance orientation, and humanentai®n. Most of these dimensions were
developed based on the work of Hofstede (1980) (i.e., unagrtaioidance, power distance),
and others based on the work of Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck ({i961Juture orientation) and
McClelland (1985) (i.e., performance orientation). As tiwered earlier, only societal and in-

group collectivism are of interest in the present study

Leadership and Culture
According to the implicit leadership theory, individubésve implicit beliefs, convictions, and

assumptions about the attributes and behaviors thaigligth leaders from others and effective
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leaders from ineffective ones. Implicit leadership theinfluence the values that individuals
place on selected leader behaviors and attributes (Hb@$e1999). Hunt, Boal, and Sorenson
(1992), and Lord and Maher (1991) proposed that culture haspantant impact on the content
and development of leadership prototypes and implicit leagetisbories. Values and ideologies
are expected to act as a determinant of culture spesafitetship prototypes. In other words,
there should be shared beliefs within a culture about arnaffective leader is like. House et al
(1999) referred to these shared beliefs as culturally erdlorgeicit leadership theories (CLTS).

Some of the leadership dimensions identified by Proje@BE seem to vary by culture
(e.q., self-protective and autonomous leadership). Socretiggliffer in what they consider
effective leader behavior thus leading to different lehedaviors and leadership practices. For
example, Brodbeck et al. (2000) employed 22 European saroplest the assumption that
conceptualizations of leadership differ as a functiooudtural differences. Their research
findings supported the assumption that leadership concepiimhiz are culturally endorsed, as
nations that have similar cultures were shown to lads@ similar leadership conceptualizations.

In their 2002 study on 47 nations concerned with culture anehgerial sources of
guidance, Smith et al. found that the participation ¢egtype of guidance is more prevalent in
Western Europe, and managers in countries such as ClarRoamania rely more strongly on
widespread beliefs as a source of guidance. Den Haradg(é897) compared Polish and Dutch
managers on characteristics they considered impodanutstanding leadership. The results of
their study showed that Dutch managers valued attribusesiated with integrity and

inspirational leader behavior but Polish managers valygdrdacy and administrative skills.
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In collectivist cultures leaders need to communicateapsahat increase group
cohesion, therefore the language tends to be indirecainy type of communication that could
lead to conflict is generally avoided. In individualist cudtsiteaders are not as concerned with
group cohesion and the process of communication tendsdimipler (Javidan & House, 2001).

Because leadership is a collective process, Triandis (1i##@yed that leadership
behaviors may differ in individualist and collectivistuntries such that in collectivist cultures
leaders are more supportive and paternalistic and inichailist cultures they are more
achievement oriented and engage in more participatidedship behaviors. What is referred to
as a paternalistic style of leadership reflects a praber for a leadership style that is high on
status orientation, high on involvement in non-workdivand is highly directive (e.g., Dorfman
& Howell, 1988; Dorfman et al., 1997). In collectivist cuégr subordinates expect personalized
relationships, close guidance, and supervision, and leadevgilling to assume responsibility in
return for followers’ loyalty. Den Hartog and Dicks(2004) list other types of paternalistic
behaviors such as “attending congratulatory and condotareenonies for employees as well as
their immediate family members (e.g., weddings and &lsgrproviding financial assistance
(e.g., donations or loans) to employees when in n@eexpenses such as housing, health, and
children’s education expenses” (p.267-268). In contrastdimidualist cultures such as U.S. the
values that are endorsed imply striving for uniqueness, indepeaedautonomy, and self-
reliance. Therefore, in these cultures, a high le¥@volvement in subordinates’ personal lives
would be regarded as an invasion of privacy.

As seen above, there are numerous differences inrfapeonceptualizations across

countries. However, researchers have also identif@dadl set of attributes that seem to be
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universally endorsed. House et al. (1999) claim there asgadelimensions of leadership that
have been shown to be universally endorsed, such as caacisaiue-based leadership and
team-oriented leadership. The humane and particip&adefship dimensions are also nearly
universally endorsed.

Dorfman, Hanges, and Brodbeck (2004) list several univexadelship attributes, such
as being trustworthy, just, honest, encouraging, dynanatiyational, dependable, intelligent,
decisive, informed, excellence oriented, etc. Based esethniversal attributes, three studies
have researched leadership schema structure acrosssUtoine@a connectionist model
perspective.

Hanges et al. (2001) tested the connectionist model ofridadeand culture proposed by
Hanges et al. (2000) and presented in the beginning of this. Jd@eresearchers held the
schema content (i.e., universal leadership attributestant and measured differences in
participants’ schema centrality in three different ¢aen (the United States, Germany, and
Mexico). In addition to cultural value measures, respondeets asked to provide similarity
ratings for 17 universal leadership attributes. The culuaiale measures were aggregated to
societal culture level of analysis and Pathfinder was umsettler to measure the participants’
schema structure. The results of their study providedlistipport for the Hanges et al. (2000)
connectionist model of leadership and culture. Leadershgnszistructure differed significantly
across the three countries. Moreover, the centirébattes in these schemas were related to
societal cultural values.

Additional support for the relationship between culture the structure of a leadership

schema was provided by the Nishii et al. (2004) study. Tlarelsers maintained that, in
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individualist societies, cognitive consistency is acaitfeature within analytical systems of
thought. In collectivist societies, however, indivickibave to switch between multiple schemas
depending upon the contextual situation in which the individuabedded. Given that,
depending on context, the schemas may be contraditherguthors proposed that “the
leadership schemas in these cultures would have lowerexate and subsequently more
attributes would be central in their leadership schema.Thhis type of leadership schema
structure was hypothesized to allow individuals in collestiwisocieties to quickly switch
behaviors depending upon the social context that theydidhemselves in” (Hanges et al 2006,
p.24). The hypotheses were tested with samples fromrhedStates, Germany, Singapore,
and Thailand and the study results supported the original igged. Leadership schemas in the
U.S. and Germany (individualist cultures) were moreivaky consistent compared to the
schemas in the more collectivist cultures (i.e., &ouge and Thailand) and leadership schemas
for the U.S. and Germany participants had fewer ceatiabutes when compared to those from
Singapore and Thailand.

A third application of the connectionist model was undenicby Hanges et al. (2004). In
this study, the researchers tested the final step ddahges (2000) model, namely the
relationship between attribute centrality and behavibe results of this study provided support
for the final link in the connectionist model. The celittyaf schema attributes was significantly
related to behaviors in a combat assessment exefaken together the three studies mentioned
above provide initial support for the Hanges connectionigdel of leadership.

The present study tested the connectionist model in aurexplored, culture.

Specifically, | expected to find differences in leadershblpesa structure between the two
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cultures. Pathfinder was used in order to obtain spatiadseptations of participants’ schemas. |
expected that the Romanian population’s leadership schemstuse would have a greater
number of central attributes and would be less cohdnantthe U.S. population’s leadership
schema structure. Moreover, due to expected differencedtimad orientation, | anticipated the
leadership conceptualization in Romania to differ dependirgger(i.e., below or above 31
years of age). Younger Romanian participants’ schema steustas predicted to be more

coherent than the older Romanian participants’ leadesshipmas.
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CHAPTER FOUR: PRESENT STUDY

In this chapter, | will present the study hypotheses, Idstaeral of the more problematic
methods issues, and present the characteristics siuthg participants, the specific analyses
employed, and the results for each of the study hypahese

Study Hypotheses

Culture Hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: The Romanian participants will display more colledt\sstietal and in-
group values than the U.S. participants.

Hypothesis 2: Age will be positively associated with colledtivssicietal and in-group
values in the Romanian sample.

Teamwork Hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3: The teamwork schema structure of the younger Romaniaippatsiovill be
less coherent than the teamwork schema structure of the younggadi§@pants.

Hypothesis 4: The teamwork schema structure of the older Romanianpaantscwill be
less coherent than the teamwork schema structure of the oldguautiSipants.

Hypothesis 5: The teamwork schema structure of the younger Romaniaippatiovill
show more coherence than the teamwork schema structure of th&®oldenian
participants.

Hypothesis 6: Collectivistic societal and in-group values will be neglgtrelated to the

coherence of teamwork schema structures.
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Leadership Hypotheses:

Hypothesis 7: The leadership schema structure of the younger Romaniaippatsiavill be
less coherent than the leadership schema structure of the younger UiSpaats.

Hypothesis 8: The leadership schema structure of the older Romanianpaartscwill be
less coherent than the leadership schema structure of the older UiSippats.

Hypothesis 9: The leadership schema structure of the younger Romaniarppatsievill
show more coherence than the leadership schema structure of the otdanian
participants.

Hypothesis 10: Collectivistic societal and in-group values will be negjgtrelated to the

coherence of leadership schema structures.

Methods Issues

In general, biased results can be obtained due to extesmending and due to social
desirability. Social desirability effects on respondamg usually measured in studies using self-
report measures. Usually social desirability is considemed and its effects are eliminated
during data analysis. However, in the present study, |stesarability is of interest because it
may be a facet of cultural orientation. Smith (2004) pared acquiescence response biases from
six large scale cultural surveys. The results of hadyais showed that “national indicators of
acquiescence have substantive cultural meaning and shoudd atninated from national level
analyses” (p.50). Therefore, these biases should nghbesd as mere artifacts of measurement.

In the present study, because social desirability manblustration of cultural orientation and
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not measurement error, its effects did not need tmabi#alled out of participants’ responses and

therefore this construct as not measured.

Lachman (1997) pointed out that many of the reported cudes-al research studies
“examine the cultural context after they find that ‘atdf may be a useful interpretation for
obtained results. Many do not even do that: they simgfjbute results to ‘culture’ without
examining the concerned cultural setting or showing hatuie affects their findings” (p. 320).

Even when culture is measured, according to Scandura anch&o(2004), one of the
major problems in cross-cultural research has beefa¢héhat some researchers have accepted
Hofstedes’ country rankings without confirming that thosiray were still valid for their
research samples. Keeping in mind that Hofstede’s slapaite old and due to the fact that |
believe Romania is changing from a collectivist to aenodividualist cultural orientation, in
the proposed study, individualism/collectivism is measuretyus questionnaire originally
developed by Project GLOBE in order to ascertain the fvedllectivism in the two cultures of
interest. Thus, in the present study, the cultural tat@m isdirectly measured in the two
populations of interest, the United States and Romanader to map the relationship between
culture and teamwork and leadership conceptualizations.

Cross-cultural studies should attempt to ascertainaiiiigls and differences between
cultural groups through relying on sound statistical meadstaf collection. As Van de Vijver
and Leung (2001) affirm, “a blind ‘exportation’ of Westerrtinments to other cultures without
any concern for the appropriateness of the measuresuislikely to lead to major theoretical
advancements” (p.1008). As a consequence, the present selti@sses some of the measures

taken in order to deal with several common concerns.
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Method bias “can result from sample incomparabilitytrumment characteristics, tester
and interviewer effects, and the method (mode) of adgination” (Van de Vijver and Leung, p.
1015). Because cultural orientation should be apparentagesd and in all occupations, the
samples in this study will be compared based on thecipantits’ national origin. The instrument
characteristics should be appropriate for the Romaaiauple, tester/interviewer effects will be
eliminated due to the fact that the instructions wilghen on paper and the interaction with the
test administrator will be kept to a minimum. Additiogathe mode of administration will be
identical in the two cultures.

A series of steps have been taken in order to avoid sbthe prominent biases that
come to light in the use of monocentered tests. Fameile, a poor translation of items makes
the scores on a particular item incomparable (item bi@sh bias refers to “anomalies at the
item level, such as poor translations or inapplicabditgn item in a specific culture” (Van de
Vijver & Leung, 2001, p.1015). Great care was taken in testation of all of the instruments
in order to avoid item bias.

Test Translation Proces#n order to avoid some of the more prominent problems that

arise from the use of monocentered tests in crosgraustudies, several steps were taken in the
translation of the scales. The tests were trarsiate the Romanian language by the primary
investigator. The researcher has learned Romanianrss rfiguage and, accordingly,
attempted to convey the same meaning (as in EnglishgiRdémanian versions. In order to
check for any grammatical mistakes, a native Romaniarkepe@ho was not familiar with the
English version of the tests, inspected the instrun@rmdanade any necessary adjustments.

Subsequently, the instruments were back-translated&imgéish by a third person - also blind to
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the purpose of the tests - and who has never beferetise English versions. The back-
translated and the original tests were compared in tvdescertain whether the two versions
were equivalent (in meaning), and in order to make satentime of the critical information was

lost during the translation process.

Methods

Participants

The sample consisted of 282 participants pertaining to bio&iogroups: younger
Romanian, older Romanian, younger U.S., or older U.8teltvere 69 younger Romanian
participants, of which 56.5% male were male, had a me&8.48 years of formal education, a
mean of .34 years of managerial experience, and had patédiin an average of 2.32 work
teams in the past five years. The older Romanian gmogp/g) was predominantly female
(74.3%), with an average formal education of 15.57 yeargaa of 4.24 years of managerial
experience, and reported having participated in an avefdaygé3teams during the past five
years.

The younger U.S. groum €& 72), consisted predominantly of female participants
(65.3%), had a mean of 15.47 years of formal education, 1.54 gemanagerial experience,
and a mean of 3.40 for the number of work teams thecpatits had been involved with during
the past five years. Finally, the older U.S. group 66) consisted of 51.5% males, with a mean
of 17.33 years of formal education, 6.51 years of manageqierience, and the participants had

participated in an average of 5.73 work teams in the pasydaes.
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One-way ANOVAs were computed to evaluate differencéb@arsame-age samples on
the following variables: age, years of formal educati@ayy of work experience, years of
managerial experience, and number of work teams. Thes@nlificant differences observed in
the two younger groups was years of formal educafiQiiss)= 36.19,p < .01, and years of
managerial experienck, 138 = 18.43,p < .01. The younger U.S. group displayed higher levels
of both education and years of managerial experiergedia the younger Romanian group. The
two older groups differed significantly in terms of yeaffoomal educationf (1 137y= 11.24p <
.01, and the reported number of work teams they had patecipn during the past five yeaFs,
1128)= 6.74,p <.01. The older U.S. group had higher levels of formal edutaind reported

participating in more work teams than did the older Ronmagiaup.

Procedure

Each participant received a questionnaire packet comprisediotroductory page (see
Appendix A) and all of the scales mentioned below. Th®ductory page was included because
the administration of the questionnaires did not takeepin a structured setting. The page
explained the purpose of the study and included a passiventetsment. The packet
materials were presented in the following order: Introolygbage, Teamwork Schema Structure
Questionnaire, Leadership Schema Structure Questionrfar€uttural Orientation
Questionnaire, and the Demographic Questionnaire. A résggesented participants with a
guestionnaire packet and asked that they complete and rtetwtinin 5-7 days. Some of the data

collection took place in a structured environment (e.g., gndduate class setting). In such
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cases, the participants were asked to complete and shiengi¢stionnaires during the time
allotted (approximately 1 hour).

Data Collection Issuesin order to analyze the participants’ teamwork anddeship

schemas, we proposedasiget sample size in the Romanian population of 120 particig&ots
participants under 31 years of age, and 60 at or above 31 yeges)oThe target sample size for
the US population was also 120 (60 participants under 31 yeage ocand 60 at or above 31
years of age).

Because the data collection usually did not take plaaestructured environment, one
phenomenon became apparent after the packets were detBaomee of the schema scales
included in the questionnaire packet were returned blank ompantially completed. The order
of the two schema scales did not have an effect ooadimpletion/ partial completion of the
measures. The partially completed questionnaires could nadokin our analyses. Therefore,
in order to attain our target of 60 participants per sulpgaradditional data had to be collected.

The entire dataseN(= 282) is presented in Table 2.

Measures

Teamwork schemd he Teamwork Schema Structure Questionnaire was dedelope

based on a pilot study. Twenty-one Romanian participaete asked to provide general
teamwork descriptors. Of these participants, seven werefthe older (31 years old or above)
Romanian group. In addition to the descriptors provided by ter phrticipants, the descriptors
provided by seven younger (below 31 years of age) participanesnandomly selected for

further analysis. This was done in order to have an eguaber of representatives from the two
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age groups of interest in the study. On the averageattiieipants provided approximately nine
attributes each, resulting in a final set of 128 descispibine number of descriptors was reduced
using several elimination rules. Two individuals sortexl188 attributes in categories of
synonyms and assigned a label to each category (e.qg., dfastuick” were combined into one
category labeled “fast”). Only those categories/laldeds ¢ontained at least two descriptors from
two different participants were retained. A further stefs womparing the categories of
descriptors from the two individual sorters. Only thoagegories for which the two sorters
agreed were retained. This process resulted in 32 desagiegories (e.g., beneficial,
collaboration, creativity, efficient, fast, friendshigelp, ideas, progress, responsibility, safety,
satisfaction).

These descriptive categories were then compared to larsyngienerated list of 100
teamwork descriptors provided by U.S. citizens (see Ref&tstbwe, 1990; Rentsch et al.,
1994). After comparing the two lists, thirteen common dpsar categories were found.
Although more evidence is required in order to consideettescriptors universal, they are
common in the two populations of interest in this stddye common teamwork descriptors were
included in the final Teamwork Schema Structure Question(seee Appendix B). The
descriptors were randomly presented in the questionnaire.

The Teamwork Schema Structure Questionnaire was adengdsto all participants. The
participants were asked to rate pairs of descriptors irstefrtiheir meaning relatedness. In other
words, this questionnaire required that each participant pr@@idifferent ratings of relatedness

(the lower half of a 13x13 matrix). Each pair of teamkaitributes (descriptors) was rated on
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an 11-point Likert scale, ranging from “1” (highly unrelatealy11” (highly related). The
relatedness ratings were analyzed using Pathfinder.

In order to test whether the way information was preskwould have an effect on the
ratings provided by participants, a second pilot study wadumed. We were concerned that the
matrix format may be too cognitively complex and pgrtcits may prefer a more intuitive type
of questions. Four participants (one young Romanian, @hBRainanian, one young U.S., and
one old U.S.) were asked to complete the questionnatine imatrix/grid format. Three days
later, the same individuals were asked to make the pairesl comparisons. The second time,
however, the paired comparison terms were presented sgldegis opposed to being presented
in a matrix form. After completing the second questiampgarticipants were asked which one
of the formats they preferred. Three out of the f@sponded they found the second (side by
side) questionnaire to be too long. The responses to dotiats correlated significantly for all
four participants. The correlation coefficients wet®, .68, .83, and .84, for the younger
Romanian, older Romanian, younger U.S., and older UrS8cipants, respectively. Because the
obtained ratings were so highly correlated, the maitofan deciding which format to adopt
rested on the participants’ preference. Thereforegviatig the participants’ preference, the
matrix format was adopted for the purpose of the presadiyy.

In the present study, analyses revealed the followigigs) interrater reliability
coefficients for the teamwork scale: .95 in the oldem@&nian group, .96 in the younger
Romanian group, .97 in the older U.S. group, and .95 in theggr U.S. group.

Leadership schemahe Leadership Schema Structure Questionnaire was developed

based on the universal leadership attributes listed byraoret al. (2004). Thirteen of the
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attributes listed by these authors were incorporatétkiguestionnaire (see Appendix C). The
number of attributes was restricted to thirteen for teasons. In order to minimize fatigue, we
decided that the number of attributes in the scale needsédyt at or below 15. Additionally,
because only 13 common attributes were found and incorponaise teamwork schema
measure, we decided to incorporate the same numb#rib@ites in the leadership scale. Each
leadership dimension noted by Dorfman et al. (2004) is septed in the scale. However, within
each dimension, the attributes to be incorporatelderstale were chosen at random. Therefore,
for example, the primary dimension of “charisma 2: ireg@nal’ is represented in our
guestionnaire by the following randomly selected attribiffessitive”, “encouraging”, and
“confidence builder”. These attributes were also rangigrésented in the scale.

The same pilot study described for the Teamwork Scherat&te Questionnaire was
also performed for the leadership scale. Four participa@its asked to rate paired comparisons
in two different formats. The responses resulted metations of .64, .54, .83, and .69, for the
younger Romanian, older Romanian, younger U.S., and Ol&rparticipants, respectively.
Again, due to the participants’ preference, the matrix/gnichét was adopted for the purpose of
the present study.

Therefore, the Leadership Schema Structure Questionnagr@awministered to the study
participants in grid format. The participants were askqurdoide 78 different ratings of
relatedness (the lower half of a 13x13 matrix). Eachgfaattributes (descriptors) was rated on a
scale consisting of eleven Likert-type steps, rangiomftl” (highly unrelated) to “11” (highly

related). The relatedness ratings were analyzed usih§rieiatr.
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In the present study, analyses revealed the followigigs) interrater reliability
coefficients for the leadership scale: .90 in the olden&nian group, .96 in the younger
Romanian group, .95 in the older U.S. group, and .85 in theggr U.S. group.

Collectivism.The Cultural Orientation Questionnaire measures si@et in-group
collectivism and was adapted from Project GLOBE- Form.B2tdy those items pertaining to
societal and in-group collectivism were retained (see AgigdD). These items measure both
practices and values at the societal level. Values (SHIOBE) are of primary importance in the
present study; however, practices (AS IS) were alsounedi$or exploratory purposes.

Hanges and Dickson (2004) reported interrater reliabiligffenents for the cultural
practices and cultural values scales. The coefficintsll four scales were above the .85
marker considered favorable for developed instruments (Nlyravad Bernstein, 1994). Gupta,
DelLugue, and House (2004) presented appropriate discriminanbiavergent validity
coefficients for the societal cultural practices (K3 and the societal cultural values (SHOULD
BE) scales. Commonly, validity estimates are in 8feto .50 range, and rarely do they exceed
.50. The validity estimates for the Cultural OriergatScale were within or exceeded the normal
range.

Theryg interrater reliability coefficients obtained in theesent study are presented in
Tables 3 - 6.

DemographyThe Demographic Questionnaire was adapted from ProjecBGE®0rm
Beta. Only those questions deemed pertinent for the stedy netained and additional items,

pertaining to teamwork, were added (see Appendix E).
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Results

Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for &llh@ study’s variables are shown in
Table 2.

Tests of Culture Hypotheses

The entire dataset was used for testing Hypothesis 1 gpolthésis 2. All other
hypotheses were tested on sub-sets of data in ordezderpe an equal number=£ 60) of
participants in each group, younger Romanian, older Romayoanger U.S. and older U.S.

Hypothesis 1: The Romanian population will display more collectigsticetal and in-
group values than the U.S. population.

Collectivism scores were obtained from all participaiitee mean scores for the entire
sample on the collectivism scales are presented ireRaldllhe observed mean societal and in-
group values for the Romanian sample were 4.77 and 6.02, tresjyed he mean collectivistic
societal and in-group values for the U.S. sample wereah0®.50, respectively. Higher values
indicated higher collectivism. Planned t-test comparisewsaled that both societal4ze)=
6.99,p < .01) and in-group values s9)= 4.87,p < .01) varied as a function of nation. The
correlation coefficients for societal and in-group edlivism with nation are presented in Table
2.

Hypothesis Wwassupportedbecause the mean collectivism scores of the Romanian
sample were shown to be statistically significantbhler than that of the U.S. sample. These

findings are consistent with the available body sesech which portrays the U.S. culture as the
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apogee of individualism, while portraying Romania as a ciiistic society (Luca, 2006; ITIM
Website).

Exploratory analyseddditional analyses indicated that in-group practices @dsied as

a function of nationF (1, 280)= 190.69p < .05, as did societal practic€Sg, 2g0)= 14.54,p < .05.
These results indicated that Romanian individuals repdmaddollectivistic practices in small
groups M = 5.44) to be higher than those reported by U.S. iddals M = 4.08).
Unexpectedly, however, at the societal level, the. ihdividuals M = 4.12) reported higher
collectivistic societal practices than did the Romamiaividuals M = 3.71). The correlations of
societal (r =.22, p <.01) and in-group practices (r =, 64 .01) with nation were statistically
significant (see Table 2).

Hypothesis 2: Age will be positively associated with colledtivssicietal and in-group

values in the Romanian population.

The means on the value scales of the younger (les8ihgears of age) Romanian
participants were compared to those of the older (31 areajmars of age) Romanian
participants. The observed mean collectivistic socigthies were 4.95 and 4.60 for the younger
and older samples, respectively. The observed meartoaéc in-group values were 5.84 and
6.20 for the younger and older samples, respectively.

The results of planned comparison t-tests indicatedctiigctivistic societal values vary
as a function of age in the Romanian populatignrz) = 2.35,p < .05. The observed mean
differences in the two populations are statisticaifynificant. However, the younger Romanian

sub-sample’s observed societal values’ score was hilgherthat observed in the older
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Romanian sub-sample. Therefore, the relationship nvgiopposite direction than that
expected.

For in-group values, results indicated that the scores gignificantly different between
the two sub-samples42) = -2.62,p < .01. The mean difference was in the expected @rect
The older Romanian sub-sample’s score was higheittieaone observed for the younger
Romanian sub-sample.

The correlations of collectivistic societal (r = -,20< .01) and in-group values (r = .22, p
< .01) with age group in the Romanian sample were bdtikt&tally significant (see Table 3).
As depicted by the above stated analyses, the coorelatiage and societal values is negative,
and the correlation of age with in-group values is pasiti

Taken together, these results provyidetial supportfor Hypothesis 2

Exploratory analysed he results of additional analyses (one-way ANOViaAdjcated

that, in the Romanian population, collectivistic in-grqupctices also differed as a function of
age,F (1, 142= 4.59,p < .05, with the older sub-sample’s mean score beirfgehithan that of the
younger Romanian sub-sample.

For collectivistic societal practices we also obsevasgynificant mean difference
between the youngeM(= 3.92) and olde\ = 3.51) groupF (1, 142= 8.04,p < .05. However,
in this case, the difference was in the oppositectior than expected, with the younger
Romanians presenting more collectivistic societal prestiban the older Romanians. The
correlations of collectivistic in-group practices (r18,. p < .05) and collectivistic societal
practices (r = -.23, p < .01) with age group for the Ronmasganple were both statistically

significant (see Table 3).
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Additionally, even though we did not expect to find anyndigant differences, we also
tested to see if any age effects were apparent in thesbhiple. Unexpectedly, in-group values
were significantly different as a function of agehe U.S. sample; (1,136= 6.51,p <.05. The
younger U.S. group’s mean collectivism score for in-graalpes (h = 5.69) was significantly
higher than that observed in the older U.S. gronp 6.27). The correlation of collectivistic in-
group values with age group for the U.S. sample wastatatig significant, r =-.21, p < .01
(see Table 4).

Post-hoc exploratory analysé3ue to the results of Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2, we

decided to also test whether collectivism differed betwkeryounger Romanian and younger
U.S. groups, and between the older Romanian and oldegtd&s. The observed means for
the younger Romanian group for societal values, in-group sjadeeietal practices, and in-group
practices were: 4.95, 5.84, 3.92, and 5.29, respectively. yotimger U.S. group, the observed
means were: 4.16, 5.69, 4.09, and 4.10, respectively. ThesreSole-way ANOVAs indicated
that the younger sub-samples differed significantlyamesal valueskF (1, 139)= 28.74,p < .05,
and in-group practices;, (1, 139)= 78.2,p < .05. The younger Romanian group displayed higher
levels of collectivistic societal values and in-groupcpcas than the younger U.S. group. The
two younger groups did not differ significantly in theirdés/of collectivistic in-group valueg,
@, 139)= 0.73,p > .05, or collectivistic societal practicéS, 139y= 1.27,p > .05. The correlations
of all collectivism scores with nation for the younggoups are presented in Table 5.

The older Romanian group’s societal valugis{ 4.60), in-group value$ = 6.20),
societal practicedM = 3.51), and in-group practicdd & 5.57) were compared to those reported

in the older U.S. group: societal valudés € 3.95), in-group valued = 5.27), societal practices
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(M =4.15), and in-group practicelgl & 4.06). For the older groups, the results of our anslyse
indicated that they differed significantly on all fowllectivism scales: societal valué€s, 139)=
22.56,p < .05, in-group values; (1, 139)= 39.39,p < .05, in-group practices, (1, 139y= 113.03p
< .05, and societal practicess, 139)= 18.03,p < .05. The older Romanian group reported higher
levels of collectivistic societal values, in-group valussd in-group practices, but lower
collectivistic societal practices than the older y®up. The correlations of all collectivism

scores with nation for the older sub-samples are pteden Table 6.

Tests of Teamwork Hypotheses

The sample for the teamwork analyses was compris2d®individuals. Half of the
participants it = 120) were Romanian, with 60 participants under 31 yeaage(56.7% males)
and 60 participants at or above age 31 (25.4% males). ThenRomparticipants had a mean of
14.34 years of formal education, a mean of 2.42 years cddgeaial experience, and the mean
reported number of work teams the participants had beart af in the past five years was 2.21.

The U.S. participanti(= 120) also consisted of 60 participants under 31 years of age
(30% males) and 60 participants at or above age 31 (51.7%)mEte years of formal
education 1 = 16.41), years of managerial experiende=4.01), and the reported number of
work teams {1 = 4.55) were slightly higher than those observed irRibianian sample.

Hypothesis 3: The teamwork schema structure of the younger Romanian glé-\sdinbe
less coherent than the teamwork schema structure of the youngsub-&mple.
Hypothesis 4: The teamwork schema structure of the older Romanian splle-galirbe less

coherent than the teamwork schema structure of the older U.S. sukesampl
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Hypothesis ZandHypothesigt were tested by analyzing the Romanian and U.S.
responses to the Teamwork Schema Structure Questionhidméthe variable intercorrelations
for the younger and older sub-samples are presentegbie 5 and Table 6, respectively.

The relatedness ratings provided by participants were zathlysing Pathfinder.
Pathfinder transforms relatedness ratings into distaand graphically maps these distances.
Each participant’s Pathfinder network (PFNET) was firsppeal individually and the coherence
of each PFENET was computed. The network coherences tef¢he internal consistency of the
network and Pathfinder automatically computes it. Tieer® set standard for a network’s
coherence; different networks can differ dramaticallierms of coherence. However, very low
coherence values (less than 0.20) may indicate thas iitenot (or could not) take the rating
task seriously or that they had no well formed scherag (iovice) (Schvaneveldt, 1990).

The average coherence for each sub-sample of inteasstamputed. The teamwork
coherences were: .56 for the younger Romanian group, r.8efyounger U.S. group, .52 for
the older Romanian group, and .62 for the older U.S. group.

Planned comparison t-tests indicated that the diffemccoherence between the
younger Romanian and the younger U.S. groups were natistdty significant}t 1e=-1.12,p
> .05. The younger Romanian and the younger U.S. groupsimeik schemas were equally
coherent. Thereforéjypothesis 3vasnot supportedThe correlation of nation with teamwork
coherence for the younger groups was not significant10=p > .05 (see Table 5).

For the older groups, the Romanian groups’ mean cohereefficient was lower than
that observed in the U.S. group. A planned comparisesttridicated that this difference in

teamwork coherence was statistically significapt7) = -3.02,p < .01. Thereforelypothesis 4



43
wassupported The correlation of nation with teamwork cohereraretiie older groups was
statistically significant, r = .27, p < .01 (see TableTis result is consistent with the findings
available in the (leadership) literature which state tbdlectivistic societies display lower
schema coherence as compared to schema coherendwimhuialistic societies.

Post-hoc exploratory analysétathfinder was used to obtain one teamwork schema

structure for each of the four groups (younger Romaniamger U.S., older Romanian, and
older U.S.), resulting in four distinct PENETSs. The gro6fNET coherence coefficients were:
.81 for the younger Romanian group, .81 for the older Romag@up, .79 for the younger U.S.
group, and .83 for the older U.S. group.

In order to further explore Hypothesis 3 and Hypothediketsimilarity of younger
Romanian and younger U.S., along with the similaritpldér Romanian and older U.S.
PFENETS was computed. For an example of the analysdaldgan Pathfinder for comparing
PFNETS, see Appendix F. Succinctly stated, howeversith#arity between two networks is
determined by the correspondence of links in the two netwdHessimilarity is the number of
links in common divided by the number of links that areiiher network. The results of the
similarity analyses are presented in Table 7. The casgraof the younger sub-sample showed
that the two schema structures have eight structutia pacommon and have a similarity of
44,p <.01. In comparing the older sub-samples, the reshtig/ed that the two have eight
paths in common and have a similarity of .p&; .01.

The comparison of the sub-sample PENETS, howevereqesnly a limited amount of
information. In order to further investigate the teakvstructure of the four sub-samples, the

central attributes were inspected for each PFNET.r@légtrefers to the number of
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interconnected links each unit has with other units im#te/ork. In other words, the attribute
that is the most strongly activated, or the attritvitd the most links in the network, is
considered the central attribute. However, a networkhear multiple central attributes.
Centrality represents another way of investigating seh&mucture. The teamwork PFNETS for
the four sub-samples are illustrated in Figures 1 througltedse note that all Figures are
located in Appendix H). The similarities and the cdrdataaibutes for each sub-sample’s PENET
are examined in more detail in Chapter Five.

Hypothesis 5: The teamwork schema structure of the younger Romanian glé-\sdim
show more coherence than the teamwork schema structure of th&®oldanian sub-
sample.

Hypothesis Svas tested by comparing the mean teamwork schema ocbdue the
younger M = .56) and olderNl = .52) Romanian participants. A quick inspection of therivl
consistency (coherence) of the younger Romanian populgohema structure appears to
confirm our hypothesis, in that the average coherentieeofounger sub-sample appears to be
higher than that of the older Romanian Sub-sample. Meryéhe results of a planned
comparison t-test showed that the two sub-samplegreabes do not differ significantly,i17
= 1.27,p > .05. ThereforelHypothesis @ppeared not to be supported. However, as Table 3
illustrates, the correlation of age and teamwork coleerénthe Romanian population was
statistically significantr(=-.17,p < .05). Together with the results of the above ong wa
ANOVA, this finding implies that indeed the younger Romammaiividuals’ teamwork schema
coherence is higher than that of the older Romaniimiduals, however not for our designated

cut-off point for younger versus older participants (age 31).
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Post-hoc exploratory analysés.the U.S. population, the teamwork schema structure of

the younger U.S. sub-sampM € .59) appeared to be less coherent than that ofdlee OIS.
sub-sampleNl = .62). However, a one way ANOVA revealed that thitedence was not
statistically significantF (1, 118y= .66,p > .05. The correlation of age and teamwork coherence in
the U.S. sample (see Table 4) was also not statigtgignificant ¢ = .07,p > .05). Therefore,

no age effects were apparent in the U.S. population.

The results of similarity analyses for the youngem@nian and older Romanian
PFNETs and the younger U.S. and older U.S. PFNETs aesenied in Table 7. The analyses
indicated that the younger Romanian (Figure 1) and older RiaméFigure 3) PFNETS share
nine links in common and have a great degree of similaft;p < .01). The younger U.S.
(Figure 2) and older U.S. (Figure 4) PFNETSs share eigks in common, and have a similarity
of .44,p < .01. These similarities and the central attribubeséch sub-sample’s PFNET are
examined in more detail in Chapter Five.

Hypothesis 6: Collectivistic societal and in-group values will be neglgtrelated to the
coherence of teamwork schema structures.

Hypothesis Gvas tested by correlating the teamwork schema coteiefficients with
the scores obtained on the collectivism value sc@leserence and cultural
orientation/collectivism coefficients were obtairfed all participants (younger Romanian, older
Romanian, younger U.S., and older U.S.). Teamwork eoigercoefficients did not correlate
significantly with either in-group (r = -.04, p > .05) orcsdal (r = -.01, p > .05) collectivistic

values (see Table 2). Therefokypothesis Gvasnot supported
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Exploratory analyseAdditionally, the correlations of teamwork schemaerehce with

collectivistic societal (r = .03, p > .05) and in-group &0G8, p > .05) practices were also not

statistically significant (see Table 2).

Tests of Leadership Hypotheses

The sample for the leadership analyses was comprisgtDgfarticipants. The Romanian
sub-sampler(= 120) was comprised of 60 participants under 31 years obage2f males) and
60 participants at or above age 31 (30.5% males). The pantieiggported a mean of 14.78
years of formal education, a mean of 2.05 years of maiahg&perience, and a mean of 2.29
number of work teams they had been involved in during teefpa years.

The U.S. sub-sampla& & 120), was comprised of 60 participants under 31 years of age
(36.7% males) and 60 participants at or above age 31 (50.0%)nTdle reported years of
formal educationNl = 16.52), years of managerial experieride<3.81), and number of work
teams M = 4.44) were higher than those observed in the Romaniassample.

Hypothesis 7: The leadership schema structure of the younger Romanian glé-sdinbe
less coherent than the leadership schema structure of the youngeul)sansple.
Hypothesis 8: The leadership schema structure of the older Romanian Spile-galirbe

less coherent than the leadership schema structure of the olderu-Sasple.

In order to tesHypothesis @andHypothesis 8the Pathfinder algorithm was applied to
the responses obtained on the Leadership Schema StrucesgoQnaire. The coherence of
each participant’s leadership schema was computed and tsarsplie means were analyzed

using planned comparison t-tests.
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For the younger sub-samples, the Romanian coherenffeieoe (M = .41) was lower
than that observed in the U.$ € .50). The planned t-test comparison revealed that this
difference was statistically significatta17) = -3.29,p < .01. Thereforel{ypothesis ivas
supported The correlation of nation with leadership coherdncehe younger sub-samples was
statistically significant, r = .29, p < .01 (see Table 5

For the older sub-samples, the observed Romanian cakereafficient M = .40) was
lower than that observed in the U.Bl € .48). Again, the planned comparison revealed that this
difference was statistically significanta14)= -2.34,p < .05. ThereforelHypothesis &as also
supported The correlation of nation with leadership coherecehe older sub-samples was
also statistically significant, r = .21, p < .05 (sebI€ 6).

Post-hoc exploratory analys&fith the use of Pathfinder, one PFNET was computed for

each group of interest and the coherence of each wgsuted. The group PFNET coherence
coefficients were: .68 for the younger Romanian grdafpfor the older Romanian group, .78
for the younger U.S. group, and .78 for the older U.Sugro

In order to further explore the group leadership schethasimilarity of younger
Romanian and younger U.S. PFNETSs along with the simyilaf the older Romanian and older
U.S. PFNETs was also computed. The results of thdif@eh similarity analyses are presented
in Table 8. The comparison of the younger groups showedhigé&wvo leadership schema
structures have eight structural paths in common anddawrilarity of .50p < .01. In
comparing the older groups’ leadership PFNETS, the reswultaler ten common structural

paths and a similarity of .7p,< .01.



48

Additionally, in order to further investigate the leadgssdthema structures of the four
groups, their corresponding PFNETs were mapped using PathfssgeFigures 5 through 8)
and the central attributes were inspected for eachauple’s PFNET. Additional description of
these results will be presented in the Discussionosect

Hypothesis 9: The leadership schema structure of the younger Romanian glé-\sdim
show more coherence than the leadership schema structure of the otdanian sub-
sample.

In order to tesHypothesis 93he mean coherence for the younger and older Romanian
participants were compared. The observed average leadeo$i@ience of the younger
Romanian group’s schema structure was higller (41) than that observed in the older
Romanian groupM = .40). A planned comparison t-test revealed that thisrdiftee was not
significant,t (114y= .38,p > .05. ThereforeHypothesis Qvasnot supportedThe correlation of
age group and leadership coherence in the Romanian saagpl®tsignificant, r =-.04, p > .05
(see Table 3).

Post-hoc exploratory analysés.the US population, the younger sub-sample displayed

higher average leadership schema coherévice .60) as compared to the older sub-samle (
=.48). A one-way ANOVA revealed that the differenbeswveen the two sub-samples’
leadership average coherences were not statisticgtiifisant,F (1 118)= .44,p > .05. The
correlation of age group and leadership coherence in.tBesdmple was not statistically
significant, r = -.06, p > .05 (see Table 4).

Similarity analyses were also performed for youngem&uaian and older Romanian

PFNETs and for the younger U.S. and older U.S. PFNEEEsTable 8). The Pathfinder
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similarity analyses indicated that the younger Romafiagure 5) and older Romanian (Figure
7) leadership PENETS share ten links in common and dgveat degree of similarity (.74<
.01). The younger U.S. (Figure 6) and older U.S. (Figure&)drship PFNETSs share eight links
in common, and have a similarity of .50« .01. Additional description of these results wél b
presented in the Discussion section.

Hypothesis 10: Collectivistic societal and in-group values will be negjgitrelated to the
coherence of leadership schema structures.

Hypothesis 1Qvas tested in the same manner as Hypothesis 6, Bjatorg the
leadership schema coherence coefficients with theesabtained on the value scales.
Coherence and cultural orientation/collectivism coeffits were obtained for all participants.
Leadership coherence coefficients did not correlatafgigntly with either in-group (r =-.01, p
> .05) or societal (r = -.05, p > .05) collectivism valualss (see Table 2). Therefore,
Hypothesis 1@vasnot supported

Post-hoc exploratory analysdésadership coherence was not correlated significantly

with societal practices. However, the correlatiothvim-group practices was significamt< -
.15,p < .05) (see Table 2). Upon further investigation, it lbee® clear that this correlation is

apparent in the younger groups=-.16,p < .05) (see Table 5).



50

CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The primary purpose of this study was to advance the undeénsgeof teamwork and
leadership cross-cultural cognition by testing the cognitieeels in two countries and testing
several proposed antecedents: collectivistic societaésaln-group values, societal practices,
and in-group practices. In addition, a potential colleativihift in the Romanian population was
examined. The conceptualizations of teamwork and leadershgpexamined and compared

using Pathfinder. The implications of the present studdgslts are discussed below.

Collectivistic Culture

The results revealed that indeed the two cultures ddfsignificantly, with the
Romanian sample displaying significantly higher collestigiscores on the following measures
of collectivism: societal values, in-group values, s@atipractices, and in-group practices. The
results confirmed that the U.S. participants reporte@tawllectivistic values than the
Romanian participants. These findings were consistgéntall of the available body of research
which portrays the U.S. culture as the apogee of individualikile portraying Romania as a
collectivistic society (Luca, 2006; ITIM Website).

Strong forces such as a shared language, educational sgst&so on, influence a
nation towards shared, integrated cultural values. Howtwere are also forces that can lead
one sub-group in the population to shift away from traddiovational cultural values. A
political system is such a force. We expected one sufthdsie to the Romanian Revolution of

1989 which prompted the transformation of Romania from anoamist to a democratic society.
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We expected this transition had influenced the developmehegfounger generation such that
the younger generation would have internalized lower aolistic societal and in-group cultural
values as compared to the older generation.

Romanian sampléhe results from the present study revealed that chtteeyounger

Romanian sample differed significantly from the oldenfRaian sample. Unexpectedly,
however, not all of the differences were in theestpd direction. In terms of collectivism, the
younger sample displayed higher societal values and lomgroup values as compared to the
older sample. In other words, the younger individuals appea appreciate group membership
and cohesion more than the older individuals, and find ggoajs and interests to be more
important than individual ones (societal values). Atshme time, the younger group did not
value family and close in-groups (in-group values) as highlha older sub-sample. It is not
unusual for a nation (or sub-population) to have diffesestetal and in-group collectivistic
values. High collectivistic societal values do not awtbecally imply high collectivistic in-group
values (Javidan and House, 2001).

U.S. sampleUnexpectedly, in the U.S., the younger group alsewitf from the older
group in their level of collectivistic in-group values.elyounger participants displayed
significantly higher collectivistic in-group values as @ared to the older participants,
indicating that the younger generation takes more pritleein small group memberships, such
as their family and close circle of friends than dibesolder generation.

This finding may simply reflect a cohort effect. Ityr&mply be indicative of cultural
generational differences. Alternatively, howeves timding could represent a cultural shift. To

my knowledge, there are no published studies to date thatéaeded data demonstrating a
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cultural shift in the U.S. population. However, in thE996 article, Matusmoto, Kudoh, and
Takeuchi suggested that a cultural shift was taking place i 8. as a “result of the increased
role of women in society, and their generally morkectivistic nature” (p. 84) and due to “the
increasing diversity of a U.S. population that essemtialbors more collectivistic cultural
values” (p. 84) . The authors reported different colesan means for different ethnic
subgroups within the U.S. culture and reported that thisbiléyiwith culture “also allows for
cultural differences across generations” (p. 90).

In addition to the reasons listed by Matsumoto etl&96) for a cultural shift, it is
important to note that there has also been a growingdthfhasis placed on teams/small groups
in the industry and in the classroom (Hollenbeck, DeRug Guzzo, 2004). This team and
teamwork emphasis may promote more collectivist valuéise younger individuals who have
had more exposure to the phenomenon. Also, as menfweedusly, there is an optimal time
at which an individual’s cultural values can be molded, (@eor to young adulthood). As one
grows older, cultural values are harder to change due tadhthat individuals have already
internalized a particular set of values.

With all of the above mentioned issues in mind, the ptassults should be interpreted
cautiously. Future studies should try to replicate thesdtsegnd explore any other potential
causes for this phenomenon.

Within age cohort Because we observed within nation cultural differencéoth

countries, we were interested to see how the twogeusub-samples and the two older sub-
samples compared. For the older groups, as expected ansteangith the available literature,

the older Romanian group displayed higher collectivistwetal and in-group values as
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compared to the older U.S. group. Similarly, consishattit the available body of literature,
when compared to the younger Romanian group, the youngegtdip displayed significantly
lower collectivistic societal values. In-group values, be&r, were not different for the two
younger groups.

It is important to note that, taken together, the alamadyses suggest that, even though
the older sub-samples differ dramatically on in-group@s| the younger sub-samples do not.
The results suggest that the past two decades may hawenirdld the younger Romanian
population to hold lower collectivistic in-group values, whak the same time the younger U.S.
population’s collectivistic in-group valu@sayhave increased. Even though coming from
opposite directions, the two younger sub-samples sediave now reached the same level of in-
group collectivism. Because national boundaries are, figetg disappearing very rapidly due
to the rapid pace of globalization, these results goihbpefully easier or better cross-cultural
communication patterns. In this case, the younger popudahiave the same values for close in-
groups. They have the same understanding and expectationsfoféeto a certain extent and
depending on the situation, we would expect communicatitynele® the two younger sub-
groups not to suffer from problems that usually plague crosgraltommunication.

To explain in more detail, one of the multiple exaregécross cultural communication
difficulties concerns the general focus of communicatin individualistic cultures, the
communication generally focuses at the inter-individesa!|, people tend to communicate in a
direct fashion, and they are open, clear, and straigtdfal. In collectivistic cultures the focus is
placed on the group, and an emphasis is placed on indoeenunication in order to preserve

group harmony (Ting-Toomey, 1992). The results indicatettieatommunication between the
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two younger sub-samples would not be reduced or weakenedhi®perspective, because both

groups could communicate in a similar manner.

Teamwork Schemas

The teamwork schemas were compared at the group lexaral) we expected to
observe lower schema coherence in the Romanian grougsaced to their corresponding U.S.
groups. The literature suggests that individuals in colletitvsocieties must shift among
multiple schemas depending upon the contextual situatishich they find themselves. In
different situations, the schemas of highly collectigistdividuals may be contradictory because
the individuals may change their behavior depending ondhtext. Therefore, their PENETS
should present lower coherence coefficients (Hanggak 2006), which indicate a high number
of paths in the cognitive structure. A high number ohgaiffords individuals agility in
traversing (i.e., restructuring) their schema contdihierefore, individuals with PFNETSs of
lower coherence (i.€oh=.50) are better able to switch between schemas due tagher
number of paths present in the network. Depending onttragisn, different paths might be
activated, thus changing the schema. A high PENET coter@e.,coh=.90) suggests that
there are very few paths between the nodes in theonietind that these paths are activated in
the same manner the majority of the time.

The results indicated that for the older groups, the Ingsited relationship was
supported. The older Romanian group’s PFNETSs displayed sgmiifclower coherence than

the older U.S. group’s PENETs. However, a comparisdheofounger groups’ PENETs
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revealed that the younger Romanian’s average coheredg@manger U.S. groups’ average
coherence did not differ.

The result for the younger sub-samples is puzzling. Bteatly, because teamwork
refers to relationships in small, close in-groups, weazgne that the two younger groups’
teamwork schema coherence did not differ due to thetatthey have the same level of in-
group collectivism. However, when tested directly, tbereation of teamwork schema
coherence with in-group values for the younger groups wasigraficant, r = .07, p > .05 (see
Table 5). Thus, perhaps factors not measured in our studgnicBuboth teamwork schema
coherence and in-group values, without the two conceptg lo@iectly correlated.

PENET comparisonsNext, we decided that the hypothesized relationslenesated only

part of the picture concerning teamwork conceptualizaimtise two cultures of interest.
Therefore, several additional analyses were perforPathfinder was used to obtain one
teamwork schema structure for each of the four groups ggvudRomanian, older Romanian,
younger U.S., and older U.S.) These four PFNETs wegghgthand subsequently compared
using Pathfinder. We believe this comparison provides ahvehinformation that is of great
importance for the training of multicultural teams.

For the younger groups’ PFNETSs, Pathfinder analyses revealedlarity of .44. The
two groups’ PENETSs have eight structural paths in commsea Figures 1 and 2). In the
younger Romanian group, efficiency, organization, collation, and cooperation emerged as
central teamwork attributes (see Figure 1). Each ofolneabove mentioned central attributes
had three interconnected links with the other nodeshatitss) in the network. In other words,

these four central attributes are the most strongdyraost frequently activated nodes in the
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network. They represented the core of the younger Romianiaderstanding of teamwork. The
younger U.S. group’s central teamwork attributes (reféfigure 2) were leadership (5 links),
collaboration (4 links), cooperation (3 links) and organma(B links). As can be seen,
leadership is the most frequently activated node (attjilitine younger U.S. group’s
conceptualization of teamwork, with collaboration, caafien, and organization also being
frequently activated. Therefore, a brief glance atttto younger sub-samples’ PFNETS reveals
that they both have collaboration, cooperation, agdmzation as common central attributes.

In order to understand the above mentioned results mongehe teamwork schema
central attributes it is important at this point tket@a step back and review one of the premises of
our study. It is important to remember tkath of the teamwork attributes included in our
teamwork schema scale was common between the twoesilin other words, the odds of the
two groups having the same central attributes are quite Hamliever, what the above results do
tell us is that even given the same teamwork attribtiteswo cultures teamwork schema
structure is different. Indeed, as reported above, the relationglaitis between the teamwork
attributes are only 44% similar in the two younger groups.

For the older sub-samples’ PFNETS, Pathfinder analysealesl a similarity of .50. The
two groups’ PFNETS have eight structural paths in comnmes Eggures 3 and 4). In the older
Romanian sub-sample (see Figure 3), the observed laeatmavork attributes were efficiency
(6 links) and cooperation (3 links). For the older U.S. sulpéals teamwork PFENET (see
Figure 4), the observed central attributes were cooper@itmks) and organization (3 links).
Therefore, cooperation was the one attribute thatgedesis central in both of the older sub-

samples.
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Again, it would be incorrect to tie each teamwork attritiateulture, because all of the
attributes are common in both individualistic and ailastic cultures. We can affirm that, in
people’s conceptualization of teamwork, depending on thareylsome attributes are more
central than others.

Implications of teamwork result§he above mentioned results have practical

applications for the training of multicultural teams. Ursi@nding differences in
conceptualizations of teamwork is important so thatareunderstand how to tailor
interventions for teams comprised of multi-culturalnibers. Future training programs should
take into consideration the way each group understanasvie& and capitalize on those
connections (structural paths) and schema centrald#sitthe two groups have in common. In
other words, when attempting to form a successful nultitical team, one should keep in mind
each group’s definition of teamwork and attempt to actitteéenost central attribute/node for
the groups of interest.

Within culture analyses of the teamwork PFNET cohereagealed that the younger and
older sub-samples’ schema coherence was not sigttifiadifferent in either of the two cultures
of interest. In other words, the younger Romanian (.8d)odader Romanian (.81) teamwork
PFNET coherences were the same, and the younger I8%afd older U.S. (.83) teamwork
PFNET coherences were the same.

As with the between culture analyzes reported abowdjsnnstance we also investigated
the similarity of the PENETS of interest. The youngmed older Romanian PENETs were shown
to have a similarity of .60. The two PENETSs had nine stirattinks in common. Efficiency and

organization emerged as common central attributes betiied¢wo sub-samples’ PFNETS.
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Correspondingly, the younger and older U.S. teamw&BETs showed a similarity of .44 and
had eight links in common. Cooperation and organizatio@rged as the common central
attributes between the two U.S. sub-samples’ teamRBMNETS.

It is important to note here that, even though the indivedc@ampared belonged to the
same culture, their teamwork schema structure stiktiditf dramatically, as was the case
particularly within the U.S. culture.

In the present study, the within culture comparisons welseperformed based on age. It
would be worthwhile to see whether future studies obta&rsitilar schema structure
differences for comparisons based on other demograplhriaatbastics such as geographic
location, race, native language, or religious orieotatAny demographic characteristic that
could potentially be considered an antecedent of teamvamdeptualizations could provide a
plethora of information regarding the way in which tsgpe individuals’ teamwork schema
structure and lead to a better understanding of teamwoeknschtructure differences.

Teamwork schemas and collectivistic valuésnegative relationship between the

coherence of teamwork schemas and collectivistic ®d@ad in-group values was
hypothesized. The available literature hints at a direegdtive) connection between
collectivism and schema coherence (e.g., Nishii €2@04) as reported in Hanges et al., 2006)
Indeed, the results of several hypotheses (e.g., 4, 7, @a@B)to support this connection.
However, when tested directly, all of the correlatoefficients in the present study proved not
to be statistically significant. These results mayptn other variables, not measured in our
study, that influence both collectivism and schema coberemithout there being any direct

connection between the two. Because of the lackosfsecultural teamwork studies to date, we
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can only speculate regarding potential variables respensibthese results. The relationship
above could potentially be explained by individuals’ lewslsother cultural values not measured
in the present study, such as power distance, masculimtgrtainty avoidance, and future
orientation. Future studies should try to examine thigiosiship in more detail and try to unveil

any potential moderators.

Leadership Schemas

With respect to leadership schemas, based on the stuydlieteceby Hanges et al.
(2006), we expected the coherence of the younger RomaRBNET to be lower than that of
the younger U.S. group’s PFNET and the coherence ofdbe Romanian’s PFNET to be lower
than that of the older U.S. group’s PFNET. The obtaresdlts confirmed our predictions
because they were consistent with those reported leddership literature. In other words, the
Romanian sub-samples’ leadership schema coherencefowerehan that of their U.S.
counterparts, indicating that Romanians’ schemas wiktl@rgiven leadership network have the
potential to adapt more readily than that of the (geBticipants, depending on the context in
which the individuals find themselves.

PENET comparison®s with our teamwork analyses, we realized that hypabes

relationships between the PFNET coherences provideaosiyall amount of information
compared to the wealth of information Pathfinder is capabproducing. Therefore, the
PFNETS for all four sub-samples were mapped (see Figur8% &d their similarity was

explored.
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A comparison of the younger sub-samples revealedhib@odmanian and U.S. PFNETs
have a similarity of .50, and share eight structural pathemmon. A closer inspection of the
younger Romanian leadership PENET (refer to Figure 5) lexv¢le following leadership
central attributes: plans ahead (5 links), and team-buiBlEnks). For the younger U.S. PENET
(refer to Figure 6), the central attributes were: tearder (4 links), coordinator (3 links), and
communicative (3 links). Overall, even though the two sabgdes’ PENETS differ in their level
of coherence, their level of similarity is high. Addrtally, both sub-samples share the attribute
of “team builder” as a central node.

A comparison of the older Romanian and older U.S. lehgiePFNETS revealed that the
two have a similarity of .71, and share ten structunéklin common. The central attributes for
the older Romanian leadership PFENET (refer to Figure 7¢ veam builder (3 links) and
confidence builder (3 links), while for the older U.S. leatdl@ PFNET (refer to Figure 8) they
were team builder (4 links) and plans ahead (3 links).imAg@&en though the coherence of the
two sub-samples’ PFNETSs was significantly differehg two sub-samples’ conceptualization of
leadership was remarkably similar (71%). Moreover, théate of “team builder” represents a
central node in both sub-samples’ conceptualizatioaawfdrship.

Within culture leadership PFNET analyses revealed tbatrary to our expectations, the
younger (.68) and older (.69) Romanians’ leadership PFNET exates did not differ.
Additionally, the younger (.78) and older (.78) U.S. leaderBfNET coherences also did not
differ.

PENET similarity analyses revealed that the youngdrader Romanian leadership

PENETS were highly similar (.71) and shared ten strucpatdis in common. The two sub-



61
samples also shared “team builder” as a centrabaté&i The younger and older U.S. leadership
PFNETSs also displayed a similarity of .50 and sharekt ssiguctural paths in common. The two
sub-samples’ common central attribute was also “tieaitder”.

An earlier study by Hanges et al. (2001) reported “teamdétiito be one of the
leadership attributes that was more central in sosiatiech held more collectivistic values. In
the present study, overall it appears that the attribitieam builder” is central in both cultures,
for all participants (younger and older). Future leadershiping should capitalize on this
commonality. For example, training should incorporate teghes and teach team building
behaviors leaders could practice. Because team buildangastral leadership attribute for all of
the groups in the present study, the individual that disglae most team building behaviors will
likely be perceived by everyone as a successful leader.

Leadership schema and collectivistic cultufénally, we tested to see whether, as

hypothesized, we could find a negative correlation betwebectivistic societal and in-group
values and leadership schema coherence. The hypothesiz&shsbias proved not to be
significant in our samples. Considering the fact tima previous study has already found a
correlation between these variables (e.g., Nishil. §2804) as reported in Hanges et al., 2006),
and the fact that several of our results seem to pwiatcorrelation between collectivism and
schema coherence, the non-significant results ofdhelation may point to moderators not
measured in our study.

Although not hypothesized, the correlation between inygmaractices and leadership

coherence was significant. Interestingly, the sacaéeqin-group practices) did not correlate
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significantly with teamwork schema coherence. Furshadies should explore this relationship

in more detail.

Study Limitations

The most evident limitation of the present study issdm@ple size employed. Obviously,
a larger sample size would allow us to make broader geraiah of the results. Additionally,
one could argue whether the obtained U.S. sample issesgegive of the U.S. population at
large.

Great care was taken in the collection of the ddte.J.S. data were collected in two
geographical locations. The younger U.S. sample was ¢sedpof 18 to 30 years old
individuals, with 12.7 % identifying themselves as African Aigagn. This is consistent with the
U.S. Census Bureau’s 2006 estimates which report a percerithgs % of individuals in the
United States identify themselves as African American.

Due to the age restrictions placed on the younger sathplepajority of the participants
were college students. However, knowing this limitatwwe,tried to ensure they were enrolled in
various institutions. Their years of formal educatiomged from 12 to 24. The older U.S. sample
was comprised of individuals varying from 31 to 78 yeargyef @hey reported widely different
career fields (i.e. journalism, nuclear engineeringatypiscience, photography, and agricultural
education) and their years of formal education ranged f@to 29 years. The U.S Census

Bureau reports that 80.4% of U.S. individuals have at &&gih school education.
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The U.S. sample was comprised of mostly females (57.Phig statistic is only slightly
higher than the estimate given by the U.S. Census B(5€arfs) for percentage of females in
the population (U.S. Census Bureau. State and County Quitk) Fa

Similarly, the Romanian data was collected in two geogedphbations. The younger
participants ranged from 18 to 30 years of age and had betesnd 20 years of formal
education. Their career tracks were extremely diverse, (ourism, computer science,
psychology, European studies, etc). The older Romanianesaap comprised of individuals
ranging from 31 to 69 years of age, with a range of 8 to arsya& formal education. Their
career tracks included medicine, art, psychology, and law

The education level for the Romanian sample was densiwith the statistics reported
for the literacy rate in the country (97.3%). The Romasample was comprised of mostly
females (59.4%). The preponderance of females in our savaglenly slightly higher than the
percentage of females in population (52.2%) reported in theaRian Census of 2002
(Recensamant 2002).

Even though the sample was small, we attempted to eagioged representation in each
group by collecting data in several locations and attegpdimeach a variety of different
individuals. However, because in most cases participatitdre study was voluntary, the sample
may not be representative of the population at largerdar to appease these concerns, the
present study should be replicated.

An additional limitation was the fact that the majpof data collection did not take
place in a structured environment. However, this was dtlettact that we wanted to get a fair

representation of the population in all of the four groipsther words, by imposing a very
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structured data collection we would not have been alieach such a wide variety of
individuals.

Furthermore, the questionnaire packet contained numeroes seal it could be argued
that some of the scales were complex. Although thetigneaire packet appeared voluminous,
based on the pilot study we estimated that the scaldd be completed, on average, in
approximately 30 minutes. Moreover, the order of the questi@snaas predetermined and the
more difficult or more complex scales were admemstl first. The complexity of the scales
could potentially have led to subjects not understanding ingtnscand answering haphazardly.
Fortunately, however, for the two most complex scéles the teamwork and leadership scales)
we measured individuals’ schema coherence. An extrelmelgchema coherence (i.e., below
.20) is a good indicator of the fact that perhaps the iddatidid not or could not understand the
instructions and thus answered the questions arbitrarithelpresent study, only 10 (or 4.2%)
of the 282 patrticipants displayed schema coherenceslgligiow .20 in one (not both) of the
guestionnaires. However, we were confident that thesieipants understood the directions due
to the fact that 8 of these participants displayed h baherence in their first (i.e., teamwork)

schema structure questionnaire.

Contributions and Directions for Future Research
Despite of the above listed limitations, the prestmdy makes several significant
contributions to both the applied and the theoretic&dierhe study implications and

contributions are enumerated below.
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First, in order to map schema structures, two questionna@esdeveloped: the
Teamwork Schema Structure Questionnaire (see Appendixdiharleadership Schema
Structure Questionnaire (see Appendix B). One of the nom¥toversial topics in the cross-
cultural research pertains to the origin of the insamis used in the studies. The problem is that,
“imported [...] instruments are more likely to run into b@eblems because they may be
inadequate in tapping the underlying [...] constructs outside ¢hé&urre of origin” (Van de
Vijver and Leung, 2001, p. 1012). The most useful type ofunsnt in cross-cultural studies is
a multicentered one, a test developed based on ak @uttures incorporated in the study. In the
present study, all of the questionnaires were either aleedlusing multiple cultural samples
(i.e., through Project GLOBE) or by obtaining descriptorsftoth samples in the study.
Additionally, all of the instruments underwent a rigagsdranslation process.

Second, most of the cross-cultural studies to date hese performed, due to
convenience, with U.S., Western European, Korean, grahdae samples. Van de Vijver and
Leung (2001) expressed a need for more studies involving otlharesuthat have not been as
infused with western influences. In the present sttidy,issue is addressed through the choice
of an Eastern European nation, Romania. Romania wagichio order to appease even the
harshest of critics because the nation has only rigd@mta historical sense) been infused with
western influences. Additionally, due to the troubled p&BRamanian psychology, the nation
offers a fertile ground for specialized research.

Third, the present study measured cultural orientatiooth bations of interest and
observed evidence suggesting a cultural shift not only in dimeaRian population (as was

anticipated) but also possibly in the U.S. population. feustudies are needed in order to
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determine if a cultural shift has occurred or if the firgdis reflective of a cohort effect. We
speculate that this change was due to the relativelytreogrhasis placed on teams and
teamwork in the United States. However, to our knowledgather studies to date have
reported a change in in-group collectivistic values in ti& Population. In conclusiothe
findings underscore the importance of measuring culaur@htation each time it is of interest
and not accepting the preset cultural orientation squoegded by past research.

Fourth, the present study mapped leadership schema strunf@ewloying the
connectionist model. These types of analyses havebeely applied in three cross-cultural
studies so far involving the following five nations the Udiftates, Germany, Mexico,
Singapore, and Thailand (Hanges et al., 2001; Nishii €2@04; Hanges et al., 2004). There is
still a need for testing the connectionist model of lestuip posed forth by Hanges et al. (2000)
and the present study accomplishes this goal. The purpgsedftesearch is to test existing
models in an effort to disprove them. The present stested the relationship between
collectivism and leadership and teamwork schema in a eutiatraddressed in previous research
(i.e., Romania). Although a direct correlation betweelfectivism and schema structure was not
apparent in our data, a number of our results are imbcat the results obtained in previous
studies. While the current study does not disprove the rsetd&rth by Hanges et al (2001), it
does present results that conflict with those obtayedishii et al. (2004).

Fifth, leadership research in Romania has been sparsay knowledge there is only
one such research study published examining managerial psa(@imith et al., 2002).

Moreover, leadership cognition has not been studied froomaectionist perspective in this
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country. Therefore, the present study provides some insighleadership cognition in the
Romanian nation.

Sixth, no teamwork studies to date provide both coheremefficients and a description
of central teamwork schema attributes. Thereforeptlsent study enriches the existing body of
literature on teamwork cognition. It presents the deggreehich individuals change or shift their
teamwork schema depending on situations. Additionally, bierstanding others’ central
teamwork schema attributes, we can capitalize on therder to facilitate teamwork.

Seventh, there are no cross-cultural teamwork schardas published to date. The
existing body of literature has so far compared tearkwolnemas of individuals within the same
nation, mostly U.S. Therefore, the present study eesitbam cognition theory and research by
mapping and comparing the teamwork schemas of two distitiohaaDue to the fact that the
workplace is becoming increasingly heterogeneous, itpsitant to understand how individuals
with different values come together in a work teamadion. The Romanian and U.S. military
have begun working together to a greater extent in thdgagears. Understanding others’
frame of reference can lead to better cooperation tingately to better results.

Eighth, there are no identified universal teamworklaitas in the literature to date.
While the present study does not provide universal attrilmiteesamwork, it does make an initial
first step towards their discovery. As part of our goestaire development process, several
common teamwork attributes were found in the two countrfenterest.

Ninth, the results of our study should have extensiydigations for future team
research and the training of multicultural teams. Thalt® underscore the importance of

understanding the way schema nodes are connected (btthriowork and leadership),
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understanding schema centrality, schema coherence, amdacsimilarities, and designing
training programs accordingly. Moreover, even though theemtestudy was mostly concerned
with schema similarity, future investigations shouladtsecus on PENET differences as these
could also provide valuable insight into teamwork and leadecsignitions.

Tenth, the present study also has implications fonteaining in general. In the present
study, age effects were apparent within both national sniipe., both in Romanian and in the
U.S.). Consequently, even though these differencesomalye to a variety of different factors,
e.g., experience, cultural orientation, etc), age tffsloould be investigated when trying to

understand teamwork and leadership cognitions.

Conclusions

In the present study we examined teamwork and leadership dxaslee connectionist
model originally proposed by Hanges et al. (2000). We believalibve results present a
powerful description of both teamwork and leadership quioedizations in two considerably
different cultures.

Effectively managing and leading groups requires a clear uaddisg of the manner in
which individuals think about these concepts. In orderdatera successful team, one must
understand the team members’ beliefs of what constituesaand behave in ways that trigger
the most compelling common central teamwork attribBimilarly, in order to be effective, a
leader must act in a way that is consistent withhkisfollowers’ idea of leadership. The present
study underscores the importance of understanding notlentharacteristics attributed to

effective teamwork or to effective leadership, but alsouhique connections between those
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characteristics. The world is moving towards globalizatiad it is now becoming progressively
more critical to develop training programs which will faatle work across national boundaries.
Understanding both the content and the structure of ohais’ schemas is a first step towards

better training programs, and ultimately towards efficiprdductive multicultural teams.
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Hello,

My name is loana Mot and | am a Doctoral Candidateéenindustrial Organizational
Psychology Program at the University of Tennessee, Kliexi/iam working under the
supervision of Dr. Joan Rentsch.

You have been invited to participate in a research projasajmkd to examine how people from
different nations think about teamwork and leadership.qligstionnaires that follow are part of
my dissertation research and will be administered tocgeants in the United States and
Romania.

Any information obtained about you during the study wilkbet strictly confidential, and will

be stored in locked cabinet in a locked room at a Unives$ifyennessee location. No reference
will be made in oral or written reports that coulcklyou to the study. You will not have to
supply your name on any of the survey materials.

If you have questions at any time about the study or theeguoes, you may contact me at (865)
946-7804 oimot@utk.edu You may also contact Dr. Joan Rentsch at (865) 974-16&tl or
jrentsch@utk.eduf you have questions about your rights as a particigamtact Research
Compliance Services of the Office of Research at (8988)3466.

Please note that by completing the questionnaires ipé#liset, you are providing informed
consent for using your responses as part of this respeott.

The completion of all questionnaires should take less time hour. Please take your time and

respond as accurately as possible to all of the questions

Thank you!
loana Mot



APPENDIX B

Teamwork Schema Structure Questionnaire
Adapted from the UTK, Organizational Research Lab,
Teamwork Schema Structure Questionnaire
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Teamwork Questionnaire

This is a survey of your perceptionsteamwork. Think about what teamworkeans to youT hink
aboutteamwork as_it may occur on any teaim other words, try not to think about any specifiaiiea

but rather think about teams and teamwork in gen€trahking about teamwork in this way, please read
each of the following descriptors and rate how similar #reyin terms of the meaning they have for you.
Ask yourself: “What do these descriptors mean to me negrds taeamwork?” and “Do these
descriptors mean the same thingtEamwork?” Use the chart on the next page to compiiref the
descriptors to one another. For each pair of descripssigraa number that best indicates their degree of
similarity.

PLEASE READ EACH ITEM CAREFULLY and respond using thddaling scale:
Very Dissimilar | Very Similar
1 | 2 ] 3] 4] 5] 6] 7] 8 | 9] 10] 11

If the descriptors mean the same thing to you, rate thepdirl” to indicate “very similar”. If one
descriptor means something different to you than the désariptor, you should rate the pair with a
number that indicates the degree of that dissimilarity.

Attention: Please compare each descriptor on the legide of the chart with each descriptor listed at
the bottom of the chart.

EXAMPLE:
a) In the following chart, numbetl1” indicates the fact that the pair of descriptongiative ” and

»devlopment’ are very similar with regards to teamwork.
Development

Initiative 11

Safety 4

Harmony 6
=
£
s | o g
o = > o
¢ |8 |8 | E
v | E | ® ©
Q| £ |wn | I

b) In the following chart, numbefl” indicates the the fact that the pair of descriptsedety’ and
»initiative ” are very dissimilar with regards to teamwork.

Development
Initiative
Safety
Harmony

N
Developmento| =2

Initiative
Safety

c) Following the same logic, number ,4” in the above chmticates the degree of similarity between
.safety” and ,development”; number ,6” indicates the degresimilarity between ,,harmony” and
.development”; number ,7” indicates the degree of simyapitween ,harmony” and ,initiative”;
number ,9” indicates the degree of similarity betweeswrphony” and ,safety”.



87

Please fill inALL BLANK (UNSHADED) spaces in the chart below.
Attention: Please compare each descriptor on the legide of the chart with each descriptor listed at
the bottom of the chart.

Ask yourself: “What do these descriptors mean to me regards taeamwork?” and “Do these
descriptors mean the same thingtEamwork?”

PLEASE READ EACH ITEM CAREFULLY and respond using thddualing scale:
Very Dissimilar | Very Similar
1 | 2 ] 3] 4] 5] 6] 7] 8 | 9] 10] 11

Organization

Creativity

Competition

Collaboration

Efficiency

Dedication

Leadership

Help

Cooperation

Responsibility

Conflict

Unity

Fast

Organization
Creativity
Competition
Collaboration
Efficiency
Dedication
Leadership
Help
Cooperation
Responsibility
Conflict

Unity

Fast

Developed based on the UTK, Organizational Research Lab, TMSS



APPENDIX C

Leadership Schema Structure Questionnaire
Developed based on Dorfman et al., 2004.
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Leadership Questionnaire

This is a survey of your perceptionsl@adership Think about what leadershipeans to youThink
aboutleadershipas_it may occur in any situatiolm other words, try not to think about any specific
leader, but rather think about leadership in gen@taihking about leadership in this way, please read
each of the following descriptors and rate how similar #reyin terms of the meaning they have for you.
Ask yourself: “What do these descriptors mean to me negards tdeadershig?” and “Do these
descriptors mean the same thingléadership?” Use the chart on the next page to compiiref the
descriptors to one another. For each pair of descripssigraa number that best indicates their degree of
similarity.

PLEASE READ EACH ITEM CAREFULLY and respond using thddaling scale:
Very Dissimilar | Very Similar
1 | 2 ] 3] 4] 5] 6] 7] 8 | 9] 10] 11

If the descriptors mean the same thing to you, rate thepdirl” to indicate “very similar”. If one
descriptor means something different to you than the désariptor, you should rate the pair with a
number that indicates the degree of that dissimilarity.

Attention: Please compare each descriptor on the legide of the chart with each descriptor listed at
the bottom of the chart.

EXAMPLE:
a) In the following chart, numbet1” indicates the fact that the pair of descriptonsigpendent and
»ambitious” are very similar with regards to leadership.
Ambitious
Independent
Intuitive
Sensitive

Independent|—|F

Sensitive

Ambitious
Intuitive

b) In the following chart, numbefll” indicates the the fact that the pair of descriptamtijjive” and
»independent are very dissimilar with regards to leadership.

Ambitious
Independent
Intuitive 1
Sensitive 6 7
|5
(%) S o
S g |2 |z
2183 |¢
2| |E |

c) Following the same logic, number ,4” in the above chmticates the degree of similarity between
»intuitive” and ,ambitious”; number ,6” indicates the degrafesimilarity between ,sensitive” and
»-ambitious”; number ,,7” indicates the degree of similabtween ,sensitive” and ,independent”;
number ,9” indicates the degree of similarity betweesntgive” and ,intuitive”.



Please fill inALL BLANK (UNSHADED) spaces in the chart below.
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Attention: Please compare each descriptor on the legide of the chart with each descriptor listed at

the bottom of the chart.

Ask yourself: “What do these descriptors mean to me refjards tdeadershipg?” and “Do these
descriptors mean the same thingléadership?”

PLEASE READ EACH ITEM CAREFULLY and respond using thdduling scale:

Very Dissimilar Very Similar
1 | 2 ] 3] 4] 5] 6] 7] 8] 9] 10] 11

Trustworthy

Honest

Plans ahead

Encouraging

Confidence builder

Positive

Decisive

Effective bargainer

Administratively skilled

Communicative

Team builder

Coordinator

Excellence oriented

Trustworthy

Honest

Plans ahead

Encouraging

Confidence builder

Positive

Decisive

Effective bargainer

Administratively skilled

Communicative

Team builder

Coordinator

Excellence oriented

Developed based on Dorfman et al. (2004) and the UTK, Organizational Re&edrcTMSS



APPENDIX D

Cultural Orientation Questionnaire
Adapted from Project GLOBE—- Form Beta
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Cultural Orientation Questionnaire

THE WAY THINGS ARE IN YOUR SOCIETY
Instructions
In this section, we are interested in your beliefs abminorms, values, and practices in your
society. In other words, we are interested in the yoay societyiS—not the way you think it
should be. There are no right or wrong answers, andesigslon’t indicate goodness or badness
of the society. Please respond to the questiorsrtling the number that most closely
represents your observations about your society.

1. In this society leaders encourage group loyalty eveniifdividual goals suffer.
strongly agree neither agree nor disagree stronglygreis
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

152

2. In this society, children take pride in the individwal accomplishments of their parents.
strongly agree neither agree nor disagree stronglygreis;
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

&

3. The economic system in this society is designed to nraxie:
individual interests collective interests
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. In this society, parents take pride in the individuabccomplishments of their children.
strongly agree neither agree nor disagree stronglygreis;
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

&

5. In this society, aging parents generally live at home wittheir children.
strongly agree neither agree nor disagree stronglygreis;
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

&

6. In this society, being accepted by the other members afgroup is very important.
strongly agree neither agree nor disagree stronglygreis;
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

&

7. In this society:

group cohesion and

group cohesion is more valued individualism individualism is more valued
than individualism are equally valued than group cohesion
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8. In this society, children generally live at home with thir parents until they get married.
strongly agree neither agree nor disagree stronglygreia:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

&
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THE WAY THINGS GENERALLY SHOULD BE IN YOUR SOCIETY
Instructions
In this section, we are interested in your beliefs abdatt the norms, values, and practishsuld bein
your society. Again, there are no right or wrong ansvaamd,answers don’t indicate goodness or badness
of the society. Please respond to the questiomsrtiing the number that most closely represents your
observations about your society.
1. | believe that in general, leaders should encourage gneloyalty even if individual goals suffer.

&

strongly agree neither agree nor disagree stronglygreis;
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. In this society, children should take pride in thendividual accomplishments of their parents.

&

strongly agree neither agree nor disagree stronglygreis;
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. In this society, | believe that the economic systernauld be designed to maximize:
individual interests collective interestg
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. In this society, parents should take pride in the idividual accomplishments of their children.

strongly agree neither agree nor disagree stronglygreis;
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

&

5. How important should it be to members of your society tht your society is viewed positively
by persons in other societies?

it should be moderately
it should not be important at all important it should be very important
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. Members of this society should:

take no pride in being a take a moderate amount of pridetake a great deal of pride in being
member of the society in being a member of the society a member of the society
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. In this society, most people prefer to play:

some individual and some team
only individual sports sports only team sport
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

n

8. | believe that:

group cohesion and
group cohesion is better than individualism are equally individualism is better than
individualism valuable group cohesior
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Adapted from Project GLOBE— Form Beta



Scoring Key:

Cultural Practices (ARE):
Societal practices: 1%, 3, 6*, 7*.

In-group practices: 2*, 4*, 5* 8*.

Cultural Values (SHOULD BE):
Societal values: 1*, 3, 7, 8*.
In-group values: 2* 4* 5, 6.
Note: *items are reverse scored
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APPENDIX E

Demographic Questionnaire
Adapted from Project GLOBE- Form Beta
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Demographic Questionnaire

Following are several questions about you and your backgrdimede questions are important because
they help us see if different types of people respond tquhstions on the other questionnaires in
different ways. They ardOT used to identify any individual.

Personal Background & Family Background

1. How old are you? years

2. What is your gender? Male Female (circle one)

3. What is your country of citizenship/passport?

4. What country were you born in?

5. How long have you lived in the country where you currentg?| years

6. Besides your country of birth, how many other countrige lyau lived in for longer than one year?

countries. Which countries?

7. What is your ethnic background?
8. Do you have a religious affiliation? YES  NO (erohe)

If YES, please indicate the name of the religion.

9. What country was your mother born in?

10. What country was your father born in?

11. What language(s) were spoken in your home when you werlgla chi

Work Background & Educational Background

12. How many years of full-time work experience have yol had years
13. How many years of management/leadership experience havheg@ years
14. How long have you been with your current employer/ school? _ars ged months.

15. Have you ever worked for a multinational corporation? YE® (circle one)

If YES, for how long? years

16. Approximately, of how many teams have you been a membie past five years?

17. Approximately, of how many work teams have you been a ereimbhe past five years?
18. How many years of formal education do you have? years

19. Do you have an educational major or area of spexi@i?”? YES NO (circle one)

If YES, what is it?

20. Have you received any formal training in Western mamagepractices? YES NO (circle one)

21. What language(s) do you use at work/school?

Adapted from the Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Bfégwss Project - Form Beta
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Pathfinder Teamwork PENET Similarity Example
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Pathfinder Teamwork PENET Similarity Example

Network 1:
cormpetition cooparation
creat‘iviTY'—’—I'T
deditatio
efficikncy
respansibility leadersh 8%
Network 2:
collabaration dedigation

cooperation

leadetship

* Note: the two networks are representations of randomidptit.
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Network description:
Network 1: 13 nodes, 18 links.
Network 2: 13 nodes, 20 links

Network coherence:
Network 1: 0.16998
Network 2: 0.13368

Networks and data comparison

Links in common: 6

Links in common corrected for chance: 1.3864
Similarity: 0.1875

Similarity corrected for chance: 0.0465
Probability of links in common by chance: 0.2869

As you can see in the example above, the coherdrm®ionetworks is very small. This is to be
expected in this case, however, because the relatediegs on which these networks are
based were randomly input into the dataset. If the caberef a network is smaller than 0.20, it
usually denotes the fact that the participant giving tlseehess ratings either did not pay
attention or could not understand the instructions.

The similarity of the two networks is also extremsfyall. Two identical networks will have a
similarity of 1 and two networks that share no linkB yeeld a similarity of 0. In this case, since
the number of links in common corrected for chance is 1.38684imilarity corrected for
chance is also minimal (0.0465).

The last statistical test of the similarity of tfe networks reveals the fact that the two
networks’ communalities are due to chance. The probabiiithe links in common occurring by
chance is extremely high (0.2869). Ideally, we would wantstiaigstic to be as small as possible
(e.g., 0.001).
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APPENDIX G

Tables



Table 1: U.S. Trade with Romania

Year Exports Imports
2008* 129.3 187.0
2007 680.4 1,054.2
2006 554.0 1,119.0
2005 608.9 1,207.6
2004 525.4 853.0
2003 366.9 730.2
2002 248.2 695.2
2001 374.3 519.9
2000 232.8 472.7
1999 176.1 442.4
1998 336.7 393.2
1997 258.0 339.8
1996 265.6 248.6
1995 253.2 222.3
1994 339.6 194.7
1993 323.5 69.2
1992 248.3 87.4

Note: Yearly total reflects only those months for which theretnads.
All figures are in millions of U.S. dollars. * = reflectsmly January and February trade
Adapted fromhttp://www.census.gov/foreign-trade/balance/c4850.html
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Table 2: Sample Intercorrelation Matrix
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Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Age 33.79 13.83 -
2. Gendeffemale=0, male=1) 42 49 - 12 -
3. Age Groupl=younger, 2=older)  1.50 .50 .85** -.08 -
4. Nation(1=Rom., 2=U.S.) 1.49 .50 -.02 .02 -.04 -
5. Societal Value§SSHOULD BE) 4.42 92 -16** .03 -14*  -.38** -
6. In-group Valueg$SHOULD BE) 5.76 .95 .02 -.30** .00 -.28** .30** -
7. Societal Practicga\s I1S) 3.91 94  -.06 .04 -.10* 22%* -.00 -.08 -
8. In-group Practice@s 1S) 4.77 1.06 .09 -.02 .08 -.64** .36** 31** -.07 -
9. Teamwork Coherende .57 17 -.05 -.03 -.02 J19%* -.01 -.04 .03 -.08 -
10. Leadership Coherente 45 16 -.04 -.03 -.05 .25%* -.05 -.01 -.03 -.15* .09

Note: For cultural variables higher means denote higbléectivism;N = 282;* n = 240; One tailed correlationgp ¥ .05; **p < .01.



Table 3: Romanian Sample Intercorrelation Matrix
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Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 g
1. Age 34.02 14.10 -
2. Gendeffemale=0, male=1) 41 49 - 27 -
3. Age Group1 =younger, 2 = older) 1.52 .50 .85* -.31%* -
4. Societal Value§SHOULD BE) 4.77 92 -.16* .02 -.20%* (.79)
5. In-group Value$SHOULD BE) 6.02 84 21% .27 22% 26 (.82)
6. Societal PracticeasS IS) 3.71 .88 -.20** .13 -.23** .16* -.10 (.81)
7. In-group Practice@\S IS) 5.44 g7 .18 -.09 .18* 24** 31+ .03 (.85)
8. Teamwork Coherende .54 A7 -7+ .01 -.12 .09 -.04 -.05 .05 -
9. Leadership Coherenée A1 A5 -0 -.01 -.04 .07 .04 .01 -.01 -.04

Note: For cultural variables higher means denote higbléectivism;N = 144;% n = 120; One tailed correlationgp ¥ .05;

coefficients appear on the diagonal.

**p < .01;ryg interrater reliability



Table 4: U.S. Sample Intercorrelation Matrix
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Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 g
1. Age 33.56 13.58 -
2. Gendeffemale = 0, male = 1) 43 .50 .05 -
3. Age Group1 = younger, 2= older) 1.48 .50 .84** A7 -
4. Societal Value§SHOULD BE) 4.06 79 -.21% .06 -.14 (.85)
5. In-group Value$SHOULD BE) 5.49 99 -16%  -33% 21 19w (.76)
6. Societal Practicgas IS) 4.12 .95 .09 -.05 .03 .02 .05 (.77)
7. In-group Practice@S 1S) 4.08 .87 .02 .08 -.03 .08 .06 15* (.81)
8. Teamwork Coherende .61 .16 .07 -.08 .08 .05 .09 .02 .05 -
9. Leadership Coherenée .49 17 .00 -.05 -.06 .02 .08 -.16 .04 11

Note: For cultural variables higher means denote higbléectivism N = 138;* n = 120; One tailed correlationsp & .05;

coefficients appear on the diagonal.

**p < .01;ryg interrater reliability
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Table 5: Younger Sample Intercorrelation Matrix

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 g
1. Age 22.13 3.72 -
2. Gendeffemale = 0, male = 1) .45 50 -.05 -
3. Nation(1 = Romania, 2 = U.S.) 1.51 .50 .15* -.22%* -
4. Societal Value§SHOULD BE) 4.55 96  -.16* 12 - 41%* (.77)
5. In-group Value$SHOULD BE) 5.76 92  -.06 -.24** -.08 29%* (.79
6. Societal Practicgas IS) 4.01 92 -12 .10 .10 .18** -.06 (.79
7. In-group Practice@\S IS) 4.69 99  -.07 12 -.60** .34** A1 .09 (.75)
8. Teamwork Coherende .58 16 -.05 -.19* .10 .07 .09 -.06 -.03 -
9. Leadership Coherenée 45 .15 .03 -.10 29%* -.18* .08 -.02 -.16* .01

Note: For cultural variables higher means denote higbléctivism N = 141;%n = 120; One tailed correlationgp ¥ .05; **p < .01;ryq) interrrater reliability
coefficients appear on the diagonal.



Table 6: Older Sample Intercorrelation Matrix
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Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 g
1. Age 45.46 9.79 -
2. Gendeffemale = 0, male = 1) .38 .49 -.13 -
3. Nation(1 = Romania, 2 = U.S.) 1.47 .50 -.00 27** -
4. Societal Valueé$SHOULD BE) 4.29 .87  -.07 -11 -.37** (.81)
5. In-group Value$SHOULD BE) 5.76 .98 .08 -.35** - AT 33 (.76)
6. Societal PracticeasS IS) 3.81 .95 12 -.03 .34** -.22%* -.10 (.77)
7. In-group PracticegAS 1S) 486 113 .07 -13 6T 42% AT - 10% (.68)
8. Teamwork Coherende .57 18 -.07 A1 27 -.09 -.13 A1 -.12 -
9. Leadership Coherenée A4 18  -.01 .02 21* .04 -.09 -.04 -.14 .15

Note: For cultural variables higher means denote higbléctivism N = 141;%n = 120; One tailed correlationgp ¥ .05; **p < .01;ryq) Interrater reliability

coefficients appear on the diagonal.



Table 7: Cross National Group Level Teamwork PFNET Similaity Analyses
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Sub-Samples Com Ccom Sim Csim Tprob
Younger Romanian PENET & Younger U.S. PFNET. 8 5.85 44 .35 .00004
Older Romanian PFNET & Older U.S. PFNET. 8 6.15 .50 41 .000008
Younger Romanian PENET & Older Romanian PENET 9 7.15 .60 51 .0000002
Younger U.S. PENET & Older U.S. PENET 8 5.85 44 .35 .00004

Note: Com= links in common{com= com corrected for chanc8im= similarity; Csim= sim corrected for chanc&prob = probability of com by chance



Table 8: Cross National Group Level Leadership PFNET Similaty Analyses

108

Sub-Samples Com Ccom Sim Csim Tprob
Younger Romanian PENET & Younger U.S. PENET 8 6.15 .50 41 .000008
Older Romanian PFNET & Older U.S. PENET 10 8.15 71 .63 .000000003
Younger Romanian PFENET & Older Romanian PENET 10 8.15 71 .63 .000000003
8 6.15 .50 A1 .000008

Younger U.S. PENET & Older U.S. PENET

Note: Com= links in common{com= com corrected for chanc8im= similarity; Csim= sim corrected for chanc&prob = probability of com by chance
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APPENDIX H

Figures
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Figure 2. Teamwork PFNET for the Young U.S. Group
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Figure 6. Leadership PFNET for the Young U.S. Group
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Figure 7. Leadership PFNET for the Old Romanian Group
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