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ABSTRACT

This paper reviews analyzes, and crificizes the various approaches of the
cross-cultural/comparative management research. Although the field of cross-cultural and
comparative management research involves many approaches, this paper limits the
review and critique of the approaches fo six key approaches : (1) the socio-economic
approach ; (2) the environmental approach ; (3) the behavioral approach ; (4) the
organizafional theory ; (5) the open system or eclectic approach ; and (6) the systems
model approach. The crifique perspectives, perhaps to some extent, will provide insighfs,
vision, and future directions for strategic actions and decisions for MNCS as well as

internafional management researchers and strategic planning and management.
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INTRODUCTION

Cross-cultural management research
is the research that involves and aftempfs
to explain and analyze the relafionship
between management and culture, infe-
grate the growing body of organization
theory literature (research conducted within
one country, usually the U.S.) with the
comparative management literafure
(research conducted in more than one
country), and inform people working in
organizations whose employees or clienfs
span more than one culture. Cross-culfural
management focuses on the studies of the
behavior of people intferacting within and
between organizations around the world
and trains people to work with employees
and client populatfions from various culfures.
It describes organizational behavior within
countries and cultures, compares organi-
zational behavior across countfries and
cultures, and seeks to undersiand and
improve the inferaction of colleagues or
co-workers from different countries and
cultures. Cross-cultural management thus
expands the scope of domestic manage-
ment knowledge and practice to encom-
pass the international, global, and multicul-
fural spheres.

Comparative management research
aims at idenfifying those aspects of social

behavior in work settings which are culturally

specific and those which are universal. Gene-
rally, comparative management research is
complex. Given the complexity, comparative
research is usually more time-consuming, more
expensive, and more difficult fo make rigorous
than domestic research or some of the other
types of international management research.
Lack of rigor has been one of the major
criticisms of comparative research (see :
Roberts, 1977 ; Sekaran, 1981; Adler, 1983).
Research that focuses on comparisons
between countries (comparative manage-
ment) and/or cultures (cross-cultural manage-
ment). The comparative approach has many
variations because so many countries or
cultures can be compared (Adler, 1983). The
variety of comparative studies is actually
diverse to readily summarize here. For the
most part; therefore, this article will concen-
trate on reviewing the key approaches that
are the foundation of the field of compara-
tive/cross-cultural management research.
Comparative studies are designed to
identify the similarities and differences across
two or more cultures. For managers, compara-
tive studies answer the questions: “How s
Culture A different from Culfure B? In which
areas can our organizational policies and
strategies be similar across all culfures, and in
which areas must they be different?” For the
management researcher, comparative studies

are designed to distinguish between those
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aspects of organizational theory which are
truly universal and those which are culturally
specific. Using cross-cultural similarities, com-
parative studies are designed to identify
and emergent universality. In comparative
studies, universality exists through attempting
to define patterns which emerge from all
cultures studied. Thus, comparative studies
search for both similarities and differences.
They label the emergent similarity as univer-
sality and the emergent difference as
cultural specifics (Adler, 1983).

To conduct comparative studies,
researchers must assume that no culture is
dominant. As stated by Hesseling (1973,
p.129): “"Cross-cultural sfudies must start with
the assumption that there is no, a priori
dominant culture which is superior in coping
with reality in any situation. If this assump-
tion is not made. fair comparisons are
impossible. © Methodological issues involved
in conduction sophisticated comparative
management research are numerous and
complex. The primary focus Is comparison
being able to distinguish between culturally
specific and universal behaviors (Adler,
1983).

By definition, researchers adopting
the extreme position of cultural uniqueness
cannot do comparative studies. In contrast,
researchers who adopt the extreme, culfure-

general approach are in danger of missing
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many of the important, unique aspects of the
phenomenon being studied. The approach to
comparative management research accepts
the possibility of there being both culture
-specific and culture-general aspects fo a
phenomenon. In any parficular study. one
aspect may clearly dominate. But, in compa-
rative management research, the balance
between culture-specific and culture-general
elements is a research finding. not a prestudy
assumption (Adler, 1983).

The purpose of this paper is to iden-
tify, review, analyze, and criticize various
approaches fo the study of cross-cultural and
comparative management. However, there
are many problems, limitations, and weak
nesses associated with many approaches of

comparative management, most of which
can be attributed to the lack of a compre
hensive or conceptual framework for conduct-
ing research in the field and has not resulted
in any policy and strategy action which
benefit greatly for international manager in
practices. The critique perspectives of the
comparative management approaches will be
discussed in details. Generally, researchers
have continued to study various aspects of
managerial practices and atfifudes in different
countries in the absence of a conceptual
framework which would allow for systematic
analysis of the phenomenon under investi-

gation. It is important to note that there are
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two major groups of researchers In the field
of cross-cultural studies related fo organi-
zational behavior (Roberts, 1977) :

1. A group inferested in the effect of
culture on individual aftitudes or behavior in
organizafions (i.e. Micro-oriented approach);

2. A group preoccupied with the
effect of culture on organization, structural,
environmental, and fransaction variables (i.e.
Macro-oriented approach).

Many of the comparative manage-
ment studies and models have one of the
major limitations to the extent that they over
emphasize on one particular variable. This
means that many studies seek to account
for differences in management styles and
organizational effectiveness on the basis of
one particular set of variables, such as pace
of economic development (Harbison and
Myers, 1959), macro environment (Farmer
and Richman, 1965), or managerial atfifudes
(Haire, Ghiselli and Porter, 1966; Hofstede,
1980). Such one-sided approaches are not
able to capture the complexities of the
phenomenon under investigation.

This article, therefore, will summarize,
discuss, and criticize the literature in each of
these areas. Since it Is not possible to
identify all of the literature in all of these
fields given the space constraints, the
purpose is to review and criticize six key

approaches : (1) the socio-economic

approach; (2) the environmental approach ;
(3) the behavioral approach; (4) the organi-
zational theory; (5) the open system or clectic
approach;and (6)the systems model
approach, so that the reader can be guided
towards what can be researched in order to
obtain the depth of understanding desired.
CRITIQUE OF COMPARATIVE AND CROSS-
CULTURAL MANAGEMENT RESEARCH

. The Critique of the Socio-Economic
or Economic Development Approach

Many literature of comparative
management realized the importance of
culture in affecting managerial behavior and
practices. For example, Harbison and Myers
(1959) proposed that managerial beliefs are
correlated with the stages or levels of
industrial development. This suggests that
managerial beliefs and practices should
become more similar as differences in the
level of industrial development diminish.
Therefore, the implication here is that
researchers and practitioners must consider
and recognize both the sources of cultural
influence and the processes which determine
managerial behavior and affect managerial
and organizational effectiveness.

Harbison and Myers’ study (1959) seeks
to account for variations in managerial prac-
tices in 23 counftries on the basis of dif-
ferences in the stage and pace of eco-

nomic development. While it is important to
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understand the differences in socio-
economic systems as they affect manage-
ment practices in a given country, this study
still has two major limitations. The first one is
that the study or model which emphasizes
broad economic and sociological forces or
patterns does not lend itself to the formu-
lation and testing of specific hypotheses
relating different aspects of management
styles and practices to organizational effec-
tiveness. The second limitation is that the
model does not describe inter organizational
differences in a given country. This means
that the model implicitly assumes that firms
operating at the same level of industriali-
zation will share similar management
practices and output. However, there is
sufficient evidence to indicate that such is
not the case in practicality and reality.
Several studies (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967;
Duncan, 1972; Tung. 1979) have illustrated
that management styles in different organi-
zations within the same locality, characte-
ristics and conditions do differ.

To sum up, Harbison and Myers’
model postulated four stages of economic
development and fried to identify manage-
ment style that is congruent with each
stage. Though this type of research has
provided useful insights, the framework
developed is too general and simplistic. An

attempt is made to force fit a given

o

management style info one and only one
stage of economic development.This simplistic
approach; therefore, tends to mask simila-

rities among management practices between
societies that at different stages of economic
development, because the basic thesis is that
each stage of economic development
requires a unique management system. A
second serious difficulty with this research was
that it failed to provide any policy guidelines
about changing the management system. In
fact, the underlying assumption was that one
needs to change the stage of economic
development first and the change in manage
ment system would follow. Another fallacy of
this approach is the implication that there is
an historical inevitability abouf the manage-
ment system developing in parallel with the
economic development. For example, under
this framework it would be unlikely that a
developing economy could have a rather
sophisticated management system because
the economy, according to this thesis, would
have to evolve to adeveloped state before
a fruly modern management system could be
installed. From the stand point of the manage
ment development in a given developing
country, the only guideline this framework
provided was a negative policy recommen-
dation, i.e., not fo do anything fo change the
management system, but to wait until the

economy improves to a better stage (Nath,
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1988). Last, the work reported in Harbison
and Myers was guided by the logic of an
industrialization hypothesis developed by U.S.
scholars. Therefore, the concepts them
selves are seldom tested to determine
whether they are relevant to the ofher
cultures (Nath, 1988)

Il. The Critique of the Environmental
Approach

According to Farmer and Richman’s
(1965) model, culture is a major variable in
determining both managerial and organi-
zational effectiveness. This model views
culture as well as external constraint (educa-
ional, sociological, legal-political, and
economic) that affect the management
process. The cultural variables that detfer-
mine managerial behavior and style include
risk-taking preferences, attifudes toward
achievement, and needs. Farmer and
Richman’s model is pertinent o a micro and
macro-level.The model can assist in improv-
ing a firm’s recognition of the cultural
effects on the performance of individuals
and groups which, in turn, can assist the
firm to reduce the impact of cultural
constraints.This suggests that this model can
help in systematically analyzing and iden-
tifying pertinent cultural factors and
investigating the impact of such factors on
managerial and organizational effectiveness.

However, Farmer and Richman’s

model sfill has some limitations. The critique
here is that the model views the tirm as
adapting passively fo external constraints
(Schollham- mer, 1969). Another crifique of this
model is that the management practices of
comparable industrial firms in @ culture would
tend to resemble each other if environmental
and cultural factors were the main detfer-
minants of management practices (Negandhi
and Prasad,1971). Nevertheless, this is nof so.
For example, compare two American retail
chains-Montgomery Ward and Sears Roebuck.
Both are basically in the same business and
confronted with similar market and environ-
mental conditions, but they have adopfed
and utilized different managerial practices.
Another possible critique of Farmer and
Richman’s model is that the model is stafic,
that is, it does not take the environmental
factors (e.g.. legal and cultural factors) that
industriglization may influence info account.
According to Kelley and Worthley
(1981), Negandhi and Prasad’s (1971) model
does not seem to accord as much impor-
tance to culture as it does to management
philosophy even though it incorporates culture
as a variable. By management philosophy,
Negandhi and Prasad mean management’s
attitudes and beliefs regarding consumers,
suppliers, stockholders, government, commu-
nity, and employees. The possible critique is

that Negandhi and Prasad’s model does not
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incoporate competitors in the industry in the
management philosophy. The competitors as
well as potential entrants and substitutes are
basically competitive forces that determine
the strategy formulation (competitive
strategy) which, inturn, influence the
management practices e.g., strategic
planning, diversification sirategy, and the
profit potential which are the important
measures of management and organi-
zational effectiveness or success (Porter,
1980).

Further, since Negandhi and Prasad
(1971) have proposed the combination of
micro-and macro-oriented approaches to
cross-cultural/comparative management
studies, the theoretical concept expressed in
their model may be criticized as not being
comprehensive, as being arbitrary in the
selection of the various factors included in
the model, and as being superficial in the
sense that the focus is simply on overt
managerial behavior as it manifests itself in
a few seemingly randomly selected relation-
ships with the internal and external environ-
mental factors. Negandhi-Prasad’s model
may also be criticized as not expressing
concern about the causes of a given
behavior.

Kelley and Worthley (1981) designed
a study to test the Farmer and Richman

model against the Negandhi and Prasad
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model by comparing similarities and
differences in the managerial attitudes of
Japanese, Japanese-American, and Cauc-
asian-American managers working in financial
institutions. The results and conclusion of Kelley
and Worthley's study support Farmer and Rich-
man’s position (1965) on the role of culture in
the formation of managerial attitudes. The
Negandhi and Prasad's model is not sup-
ported by their results because Negandhi and
Prasad’s do not accord culture as much im-
portance as Farmer and Richman'’s.

Further, it emerges that the role of
management philosophy as an independent
variables has not been explicitly tested even
though the study of Farmer and Richman
certainly supports the presence of both
cultural and national differences in the
formation of managerial beliefs and attitudes.
From the critique viewpoint, Negandhi and
Prasad’s model considers management philo-
sophy as the important variable which Is
confrary to Kelley and Worthley's. Kelley and
Worthley's study illustrates the importance of
culture but does not sufficlently differentiate
the effects of culture and those of manage-
ment philosophy even though the study has
utilized and innovated research design to
separate the effects of culture from other
environmental factors.

It should be suggested that culture is

the primary variable from a theoretical point
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of view, but its role or impact in compara-
five management depends on the match
(or fit) between the management philoso-
phy and culture. This suggests that if should
be viewed from contingency approach
/perspective. In a general sense, the Farmer
and Richman and Negandhi and Prasad
models may be anticipated to vary from
country to country.

As it was pointed out eairlier, these
models incorporate the issue of the role or
the importance of culfure by attempting to
understand managerial behaviors. However,
there are other approaches that focus on
the importance of macro-organizational level
variables (e.g., tachnology and organi-
zational structure) in determining manage-
rial behaviors. For example, Child (1981)
considers the pertinent question not only
whether culture is important but also when it
is important. Child (1981) suggested that
macro-level variables {e.g., fechnology and
organizational structure) are becoming more
and more similar while micro-level variables
(e.g..the behavior of people in work set-
tings) continue to retain their cultural iden-
fity. This implies that leadership behaviors will
remain culturally specific in spite of the con-
vergence of organizational structures.

As stated earlier, Farmer and Rich-
man’s study is a macroapproach which

focuses on the impact of the broad societal

environment on managerial effectiveness. The
underlying assumption in this approach is that
managerial effectiveness is a function of the
external environmental factors such as socio-
cultural, legal-political, economic, and educa-
tional. Whereas Harbison and Myers’ was
primarily focused on economic factors, Farmer
and Richman conceptualized environment in
a broader framework. These authors also tried
to operationalize environmental variables
through the use of a delphi process, but this
quantitative approach has not yielded any
useful findings. This approach attribufes
variations in managerial practices and firm’s
efficiencies in different countries fo the given
set of environmental factors and constraints
under which the firm operates.

To reiterate what previously stated, the
Farmer-Richman model represents the first
systematic approach toward the conceptua-
lization of external environmental variables
which may have a significant bearing on the
similarities and differences in management
styles and practices across countries. In spite
of its obvious contribution to the field of
comparative management, the major draw-
back of this approach s its over-emphdsis
on external variables to the complete exclu-
sion of internal organizational variables. As
Child (1981) stated, the increasing conver-
gence of organizational structure and techno-

logy across national setfings has implied that

a

n



the explanatory role of culture is decreasing
in importance at the macro level, while it is
still very significant at the micro level, i.e., in
explaining managerial behavior.

The environmental approach, like the
socioeconomic rhodel, Is unable to accout
for inter-organizational differences in a given
country. It implicitly assumes that manage-
ment is a passive agent which responds to
environmental constraints, and does not
make provision for the fact that in practice,
management also seeks fo manipulate or
control certain environmental variables;
hence, the variations in strategies and orga-
nizational processes pursued by different
organizations within a given country or envi-
ronmental setting.

Another possible critfique cited here is
that both the socio-economic and environ-
mental approaches seek fo account for
managerial practices and effectiveness on
the bases of explanatory variables or factors
(l.e.,societal environment) that are fairly
remote. They do not state explicitly how
socio-economic and environmental factors
are able to influence behavior. Indik (1965)
discussed the dangers of focusing on inde-
pendent variables (in this case, the societal
environment) that are remote from the
behavior of interest (in this case, managerial
practfices and effectiveness) because such

analysis can obscure meaningful relation-
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ships or confound explanations for significant
results. As Boddewyn (1966) stated, a real
danger exists of letting environment crowd the
comparative analysis.

In summarizing the critique of the
model of comparative management deve-
loped by Farmer and Richman, Nath (1988)
stated fho.'r the framework suffered from
basically the limitations; that is, the general
and global perspective, Inabllity to pin down
specific factors for policy recommendations,
and a deterministic approach whereby
management style was determined by the
state of environmental factors. In this frame-
work, recommendations for management
development were of a negative type, that
is, the thing to do would be to wait for an
improvement in the environmental conditions
and the management development would
follow.

Ill. The Critique of the Behavioral
Approaches

The basic assumption of this approach
is that managerial practices and effectiveness
depend on cultural variables such as beliefs,
value systems, attitfudes, perceptions, beha-
vioral patterns, management philosophies and
so on.This approach attempts to explain beha-
vioral patterns of individuals and groups, and
performance in organizational settings. That s,
it focuses on the psychological charac-

teristics of individuais as they relate to group
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behavior and performance in organizations
(Haire, Ghiselli, and Porter, 1966; Hofstede,
1980). This is basically a micro approach
and can be classified into three different
aspects:

1. National character profiles, which
are linked with certain organizational beha-
vioral variables (Davis, 1971).

2. Attitudes and perceptions of
managers concerning key management
concepts and activities (Barrett and Bass,
1970; Haire, Ghiselli, and Porter, 1966; Nath,
1986; Ryterband and Barrett, 1970; Thiagara
jan, 1968).

3. Prevalent beliefs, value systems,
and need hierarchies in a given society
(Davis, 1971).

It should be noted that significant
differences exist among cultures in ferms of
attitudes, beliefs, value systems, need hierar-
chies, and managerial practices. In addition,
differences also exist among the various sub
groups (ethnic or occupational) within a
given society. The important implication of
these studies is that care must be executed
when managerial practices are transferred
from one culture to another.

The study by Haire et al. (1966) was
the primary example of the studies which
were based on a social-psychological orien-
tation. The basic methodology in this type

of work is survey research involving a

representative sample from each country or
nation in the study. Though several scholars
have tried to follow the same methodology.
the study by Haire et al is probably the most
comprehensive in terms of the represenfatives
of the sample drawn from each nation. The
strongest aspect of this type of research has
been the careful delineation of the sample as
well as considerable time spent in developing
instruments that can be administered across
cultures. Therefore, these studies have gene-
rally provided useful insights info differences
among nations interms of affitudes, beliefs,
value systems, need hierarchies and manage-
ment practices. The major weaknesses has
been that, having identified the significant
differences, this type of research has neither
been able to outline the reasons why these
differences exist nor recommend action
strategies to bring about the desired changes.
Most of the social-psychological research has
also suffered from this weakness of not having
a policy or action orienfation (Nath, 1988).

In a critique of Hofstede’s results
(1980), the employees of a single organization
may povide a highly aberrant representation
of the values current within a particular
country. Furthermore, the findings are based
upon responses fo attifude questionnaires,
which may bear little relation fo the actual
experience of leaders and followers in a given

culture, Although Hofstede had made a major
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contribution to the study of organizations
within culturalist approach, he did not
empirically investigate the relationships
between the four dimensions of work-
related values and attitudes and the struc
tures of the organizations whose managers
participated in the study. The relationships
are conceptual and speculative. Hofstede
arrived at the conclusions about the over
whelming influence of cultural factors on

organizational structure on the basis of these
speculations rather than “hard” evidence.
Further research is needed to explore the
extent of the accuracy of his speculations
and conclusions (Tayeb, 1988, pp. 39-40).
Moreover, Hofstede tried to overcome a
problem of disentfangling organizational
culture from the sociefal culture which
surrounds it by conducting his study suffered
from an inevitable bias; that is, American
ownership and types of job. As a con-
sequence, his samples are not representative
of their respective countries. Instead, his
findings map out the relative positions of
different countries and occupations. In con-
trast, the results of Tayeb (1988) study, which
was carried out within English and Indian
organizafions are, fo some degree, represen-
tative of their respective societies. Moreover,
Tayeb's study exposed some of the pro-

blems with Hofstede's measurement tools,

which render them inappropriate for use in
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most cross-national studies, certainly smaill
scale projects (Tayeb, 1988, pp. 154-155).

Further, Hofstede’s (1980) method
brings up another weakness in comparative
research: When studying the cultural values
and affitudes of individuals in an organization,
there is the need to study the cultural values
and affitudes of a sample of ordinary people
external to the organization which is being
examined.The Iinternal and the external
samples can then be matched to ascertain
the coherence between the cultural values
and the organizational atftifudes and values
(Tayeb, 1988-cited in Rodrigues, 1989, pp.
21-22).

Nath (1988) also stated that most of
the research in comparative management has
been focused at a rather simplistic level. For
example, the frequently cited work by
Hofstede (1980) has focused on only four
dimensions of culture. This four-dimension
culture theory omifs significant aspects of the
cultural milieu. In addition to the cultural
milieu, other aspects of history, environment,
and the business and management system
need fo be considered in order to develop
an adequate understanding of a given region
or country. (p.294)

Further, studies of the behavioral
approaches did not consider broad societal
variables in any explicit way. It should be

suggested that a conceptual framework has
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to Incorporate factors or variables both
internal and external to the organization
under investigation and provide for ftheir
interactions. Another possible critique of the
behavioral approach is that it has had
several shorfcomings. A major drawback has
been that most studies in this area have
disregarded the measurement of organi-
zational effectiveness. Most of the research
instruments were developed and validated
in the United States. Research In this area,
except for a few studies, has used these
instruments without validating them for
different cultures. Moreover, culture has
never been explicitly defined in many of the
studies; nevertheless, the differences found
are attributed to cultural differences. In fact,
these differences may be due to ofther
confextual or environmentfal variables such
as technology. size, location, economic,
market, legal and political conditions.

Generadlly, there are shortcomings
associated with the use of either the micro-
or macro-approach tfo comparative manage
ment study. In assessing the state of cross-
cultural/comparative management research,
Peterson (1986), fhe Chairman of the
Academy of Management’s Infernational
Management Division has given a long list
of the shortcomings of much of research in
the field. It includes :

a. Lack of the theoretical base-

Neglect to test theoretical or
conceptual models fo put the
stfudy results in a broader frame-
work.

Ethnocentrism-Tendency to adhere
to the assumption that companies
in other nations should be com-
pared to the Western industrial
model..

Overemphasis on culfural Variance-
Tendency to lose sight of the simi
larities across nations and neglect
to look at variances within a cul-
ture (nation).

Study limited to one nation-Incli
nation to look at the situation in
one country without relating the
findings to those of other nations.
Reliance on a single research
method-Heavy reliance on one
method of gaining information
(i.e.questionnaires) without the
use of supplementary methods
such as interviews, participant
observation, behavioral scena-
rios, and so forth,

Imbalance in tferms of areas of
studies-Abundance of studies in a
small number of Western coun-
tries and Japan, but few elsew-
here, especially in East Asia where

we are virtually “babes in the
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woods” in understanding both

the diversity and commona-

ity of organized behavior.

IV. The Critique of the Organiza tional
Theory

In recent years, many comparative
management scholars have begun to look
to the field of organizafion theory that has
itself borrowed heavily from the social
psychological approach. Negandhi (1973)
and Nath (1975) have both argued for
greater utilization of this approach. An
advantage of this approach is that it
enlarges the domain of variables that will
be covered in a study beyond the attitu-
dinal and motivational variables that were
the primary focus of pure socialpsycho-
logical research. According to Scholl
hammer (1970) and Negandhi (1975), the
organization theory /approach would
include such factors as size of the organi-
zation, structural variables, performance
indicators, task environment and so forth,
The advantage of including these variables
is that strategic managers can better relate
to them.

However, most of the research
conducted to date has not resulfed in and
policy action on the part of the manage-
ment, probably because of the aggregation
problem. Most of the studies in this area

have tended to interview a handful of
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people from a few organizations in each

couniry. These data are then aggregated at
the national level, thus making it difficult for
management of a given organization to sort
out what is relevant to thelr organizations.
Hence, no management action has followed.
National governments; on the other hand,

have been preoccupied with political
processes and; therefore, have paid little or
no attention to the results of comparative
management studies (Nath, 1988).

V. the Critique of the Eclectic
Approach (The Open System Perspective)

This approach uses an open systems
model in conceptualizing the organization and
its interaction with the environment. Several
frameworks/models (Schollhammer, 1969;
Estafen, 1970; Negandhi and Prasad, 1975)
have been proposed to seek to incorporate
variables from the societal, organizational and
individual levels. Negandhi (1983) describes
three kinds of environments; task, organiza-
tional, and societal.

The task environment includes suppliers,
employees. stockholders, consumers, govern-
ment, and community. Estafen (1970) con-
ducted cross-cultural study which dealt with
the interchange between the organization
and the task environment in Spain, Chile and
Sweden.The Negandhi-Prasad madel (1975), as
previously described, hypothesized that

management philosophy and environmental
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nagement prac- fices adopted in a
particular organization. In detfails, the
contributions of this model are primarily
twofold. First, the model makes a distinction
between management effec- tiveness and
enterprise effectiveness. This distinction s
important because economic measures of
organizational effectiveness are determined
by a variety of conditions which are
external fo the organization and which may
be beyond the firm’s control, such as rate
of inflation, exchange rate policies,
etc.Hence, it is imperative to use both
economic and non-economic measures of
performance. Second, the model empha-
sized the importance of managerial percep-
tions of events, rather than objective reality
in determining managerial behavior and fim
performance. This is consistent” with the
findings of many researchers in the field of
organizational theory and behavior (Weick,
1969; Duncan, 1972; Tung 1979). Conside-
ration of percepfual measures would allow
for inter-organizational differences in a given
counfry.

The organizational environment
includes such variables as size, technology,
organizational climate, and human and
capital resources of the firm. This kind of the
environment is considered to be generally
under the control of the managers.

The societal environment, as previously

stated, is the macro environment as identified
by Farmer and Richman (1965).

In brief, this type of research (l.e..
Estafen,1970; Negandhi, 1983) has tended to
treat the organization as a unit of analysis.
Nevertheless, the major shortcoming of this
approach is that variables are vaguely
defined and; therefore, results have not had
much credibility or predictive validity. For
example, the Negandhi-Prasad model (1975)
has failed to examine the inferrelationships
among these sets of variables. The study only
examined the unidirectional relafionships that
may exist among these variables.

In addition, most existing models of
comparative management lack a concep-
tual framework which posits the relationships
between the sets of variables under inves-
tigation. These models, with a few excep-
tions, presented a host of variables en bloc
with little or no attempt to explain or accounf
for the causal linkages between such varia-
bles and organizational effectiveness (as
previously discussed in the cases of the
Negandhi-Prasad model). Therefore, specific
hypotheses concerning the relafionships
between these different sefs of variables can
not be generated nor tested.

Further, Nath (1988) has ouflined an
open-systems framework that includes
organization in dynamic interaction with its

environments. This framework considers
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environment in terms of six subsystems; that
is, cultural, sociopolitical, economic, techno-

logical, legal and informational. Organization
is considered In terms of management

philosophy. organizational structure, organiza-
tional processes, union-management rela-
tions and various policies (e.g., human
resource, financial and marketing policies).
In this framework, environment is divided into
two categories, that is, general and task
environment. While the general environment
is considered In terms of the six subsystems
outlined above, the task environment is
studied from the stakeholders’ perspective.
Nath’s (1988) interactive and dynamic frame
work also has implications for research,
theory building, and managerial action.

VL. A Systems Model of Comparative
Management (The Organizational Climate
Construct)

Unlike the aforementioned approaches,
Tung(1986) proposed the organizational
climate construct which is served as a
linking pin to integrate the various theore-
fical approaches currently available and
thus providing a basis for development of a
conceptual framework that would allow for
systematic analysis of the interactive relation-
ships between different sets of variables. This
model utilizes the organizational climate
construct as the critical variable in analyzing

the inferactions between extra-organizational

@0

and infra-organizational variables, and the
impact of such interactions on organizational
effectiveness. The model also delineates
specfic causal linkages which can be
empirically tested and verified. This systems
model of comparative management seeks to
capture the phenomenon under investigation
in its true multivariate complexity, involving the
examination of bidirectional relationships and
simultaneous investigation of organizational
and psychological processes. This helps
eliminate some of the limitations associated
with existing models of comparative manage-
ment discussed previously. So, this is more in
accord with individual and societal reality
than existing frameworks which utilize simple
predictor-criterion linear models.

Eventhough this systems approach has
the advantage of integrating functionally
relafed components, the task of analyzing is
more complicated because the researcher is
decling with a whole multitude of variables,
some of which do not operate on the same
level of analysis. Consequently.the researcher
must be clear about the level of the research
question so that the data collected corres-
ponds to the level of phenomenon being
predicted (Weick, 1969, p. 96). This means
that the researcher must determine before-
hand whether the causal linkage under
investigation is direct, indirect, or nonexistent.

Once these variables are placed in their
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proper perspective, the formulation of
specific hypotheses testing such relationships
and the task of :electing the appropriate
statistical techniques to analyze their
interrelationships would be facilifated.

Tung (1986) concluded that research
utilizing such a conceptual framework would
be more complicated, time-consuming and
costly. Fortunately, certain of the problems
are surmountable. The advances made in
the field of multivariate analysis have facili-
tated the study and investigation of com-
plex interrelationships among variables. The
costs of such research can be reduced
considerably through the collaborafive
efforts of researchers in different counfries
who would agree to the use of a uniform
framework of comparative management
and cross-culturally valid instruments.

Tung’s conclusion (1986) seem fo be
rational, practical, pragmatical since the
results of such studies will have widespread
implications for organizational functioning
and effectiveness in different countries. First,
it can extend knowledge and undersfanding
of why certain management sfyles are
effective in one culture buf not in ofhers.
This can lead fo prescripfions for the best
management style and strategy given
certain situational variables. Second, it can
explain and account for interorganizational

differences within a given culture. Unlike

most models of comparative management, it
does assume uniformity of management styles
and practices within a given country. This is
more consistent with practicality because
research has shown that management styles,
strategy and structure do vary among organi-
zations with in a given locality (Lawrence and
Lorsch, 1967;: Duncan, 1972 :Tung. 1979).
Finally, results of such studies can also benefit
organizational theory research that are con-
ducted solely within one culture because of
the systfems model of comparative manage-
ment investigates the interactions between
societal environment variables, organizational
environment variables, personal variables, and
outcome variables.

Finally, Nath (1988) proposed some
suggested criteria for conducting policy-
oriented comparative and cross-culfural
management research. The policy oriented
comparative management research, at the
minimum, should meet the following criteria :

1. A comprehensive framework involving
three levels of variables should be developed.
The three levels are organizational, enviren-
mental and the linkage between the two.

2. In addition to the general environ-
ment, the specific task environment should be
considered.

3. Objectives performance-related
measures such as market share, profits, and

return on investment should be included in

@

(8

®

L 4



addition to subjective variables such as
culture, climate, attitudes, management
philosophy, etc.

4. Cross-cultural effects should be
segregated from the effects of personal and
organizational factors,

5. The research should be action-
oriented, i.e., the research should include
variables that the target group can under-
stand and relate fo. Also, a few variables
should be included that can be mani-
pulated and changed by the target group.

6. The target group must be clearly
identified. For example, if the target group
is the multinational corporation, then varia-
bles which multinational corporations can
confrol and manipulate ought to be
included in the research. On the other
hand, if the target group is the government,
then variables that can be manipulated by
the national government ought to be
included in the research.

7.1n order to make sense to the
target group. Instruments ought fo be in a
language that the target group can under-
stand.

8. Finally, results of the study should
be published in such a way that these are
read able by the target group.

These criteria have integrated key
and relevant variables to be considered

which is beneficial to practical implications
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for Infer- national manager. The criteria also
considered both quantitative (objective)
variables (market share, ROI, etc.) and
qualitative (subjective) variables (culture,
management philosophy) which influence and
defermine the organizational and manage-
ment behavior and effectiveness. This is
consistent with the new directions of research
and literature that incorporates many
variables/criteria/dimensions under investi-
gations and considerations such as Doktor
(1990), Shackleton and Newell (1991).Reddings
(1992),Hampden and Trom penaars(1993),
Hodgetts and Luthans (1993), Trompenaars
(1993). Smith, Peterson, and Mismumi (1994),
Janssens, Brett, and Smith,(1995), Ralston, Holt,
Terpstra, and Yu(1997). In addition, the criteria
can be useful for general guidelines/directions
for both managerial practices and compa-
rative management research.
CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

As should be clear from the six
research areas reviewed and criticized, it is
important to realize that the review and
critique was selective and cursory. The review
and crifique does suggest that the research
approaches have been relativelly incom-
pleted, both in terms of scope and depth of
inquiry, to explain the phenomena under
investigation. The review and critique of the
research approaches also suggests that the

issues being examined are increasingly
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recognized as being complex. No longer is it
sufficient to either ignore complexity or
simplify it by making unrealistic assumptions
regarding a particular phenonenon's bound-
aries and its relationships to other pheno-
mena.

The critique perspectives focus on
the concepts or the conceptual frameworks
which is contrasted among the existing
research in the comparative management
field. However, each approach has its own
advantages and limitations. There are also
many problems, limitations, and weaknesses
associated with many approaches, most of
which can be attributed to the lack of a
system conceptual framework for conduct-
ing research in the field and has nof
resulted in any policy and strategy acfion
and decision which benefit greatly for
international manager in practices.Moreover,
most of the researchers in cross-cultual and
comparative management fields have
followed ethnocentric orientation. This type
of research, for the most part, has com-
pletely ignored the role of culture in mana-
gement systems. Therefore, it would be
significant contribution to consider the
geocentric and synergistic orientafion or
study which requires the development of a
common framework by integrafing inputs
from different cultures or nations. This is what

effective MNCs do in developing fheir

global strategies. They gather data from
different countries in which they operate. After
analyzing these data, a unifled strategy is
developed that provides a common frame-
work for operations and control of subsidiary
operations in different countries. Thus, the

appropriate comparative research or

approach should provides the cultural aware-
ness, sensifivity, tolerance, empathy, and
flexibility as well as the global vision for
intfernational managers of MNCs and provides
the relevant and information needed fo select
and exploit the global market opportunities
and reduce or avoid the global market
threats, and even to fully ufilize and develop
the organizational resources, structure, and
culture in consistent with organization's short-
and long-term strategic objectives and goals,
mission and vision.

The overall contention is that the
appropriate or well-conceived approach
should provide insights and vision for bofh
theoretical and practical implications. The
approach should also consistent with and
beneficial for both the organizational and
managerial effectiveness. This means that in
this dynamic and furbulent environments,
comparative and cross-cultural management
research approach should provide insights as
well as needed information for international
strategy planning, implementation, and

control. That is, for the future directions of
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international management practices and
MNCs, it should be advantageous and
make signif'lccn’r contributions to integrate
both the approaches of the comparative or
cross-cultural management and the strategic
planning. or even, the strategic manage-
ment to create the new concepts and
more appropriate conceptual framework for
developing global strategic planning, global
strategy and strategic vision in the global
context. The integration will provide a much
needed both guidance for International
management researcher and strategic
actions and decisions for global managers
which are imperative for the fulfilment and
accomplishement of global vision, mission,

goals, and objectives. These can be effec-

060

tively performed by bringing compara-
tive/cross-cultural management conceptuali-
zation and research intfo the realm of the
practicing manager, by increasing interaction
and seeking out commonalities between
comparative/cross-cultural management
research and global strategic management,
and by cooperating among compara-
tive/cross-cultural management scholars which,
in furn, can be done by establishing team
research cmd. joint projects through an
effective dissemination of information
pertainining to ongoing research as well as
promoting research collaboration among
scholars across national and cultural

boundaries. ag
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