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Abstract 

The paper considers two approaches to the 
study of the impact of national cultures on the 
structure of organizations; viz: culture free and 
culture bound approaches. Af ter a discussion 
of the problems of obtaining comparable data 
in cross-cultural research, the preliminary re
sults of a comparative study of large manufac
turing organizations in six countries in Europe 
are presented. The results suggest that while 
formal organizational authority structures ap
pear to be culture free reflecting the impact of 
strategic contingencies, use of coordination 
techniques, such as regular top management 
meetings and task forces, is more affected by 
cultural factors. 

Introduction: the convergence debate 

The debate on the impact of national or regio
nal cultures on the behaviour of people within 
organizations has long been a concern of or
ganization theorists. Initial attempts were 
made to document and explain varia ti ons in 
management practices (e.g. Granick, 1962; 
Haire et al. , 1966; Dore, 1973) and despite con
siderable theoretical and methodological diffi
culties (Roberts, 1970; Child, 1981; Adler, 1984; 
Cl ark and Mallory, 1992) comparative research 
using a variety of approaches and instruments 
has flourished (e.g. Lammers and Hickson, 
1979; Hickson and MacMillan, 1980; Hofstede, 
1980; Martin and Glisson, 1989; Calori and 
Lawrence, 1992). Much ofthis work has cen-
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tered on the degree of influence exerted by cul
ture on the structure of organizations and the 
behaviour of people working within them. 

Cross-cultural organizational research is 
concerned with two basic questions: (1) wh at 
are the similarities or differences between or
ganizations 10cated in different countries?, and 
(2) why are they similar or different? Attempt
ing to provide answers to these fundamental 
questions necessitates the progression through 
three stages (Child, 1981): (1) the identification 
of similarities and differences between organi
zations located in different countires, (2) the 
isolation of those cultural attributes which ac
count for the observed likenesses and varia
tions, (3) where cross-cultural differences are 
discovered offer an explanation for the transfer 
of national cultural to organizations so that 
they become ' infused with national distinctive
ness' (p. 305). 

The theoretical de bate surrounding the im
pact of culture on organizations has become 
polarised around two basic approaches - cul
ture free (similarities) and culture bound (dif
ferences). Child and Kieser (1979) have sum
marized the de bate in terms of the following 
basic questions: 

'do countries at approximately the same 
stage of industrial development, and hav
ing similar industrial structures, adopt the 
same approach to the organization and 
management of their institutions? Or are 
their distinctive cultural heritages suffi
ciently entrenched to mean that each so
ciety fashions its own unique administra
tive philosophy'. 

The culture free approach is grounded in the 
convergence debate inaugurated in the 1960's 
by Clark Kerr and his colleagues at Harvard 
University (Kerr et al., 1960). They argued that 
industrialism is world wide. It is based on 
science and technology which speak a universal 
language. Science is supranational, indepen
dent of the form of government or the culture 
of a people. Technology spreads out so that the 
world is apparently divided into countries 
which are industrialized and those in the proc
ess of becoming so. In Kerr's view, this is a 
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major transition and all countires will partici
pa te in the inevitable industrialization. The 
world-wide diffusion of advanced technology 
creates a 'logic of industrialism' since it sets up 
a range of tasks and problems. The pressures 
towards efficient production will ensure that 
the most effective ways of tackling these com
mon tasks will inevitably become adopted 
world wide. As this process continues, organi
zations tackling the same tasks, in whichever 
culture, will become more and more alike. 

Hickson et al. (1974) have developed the 
theme of technological imperatives into a cul
ture free contingency theory of organizational 
structure. Using the Aston Group measures 
(Pugh and Hickson 1976) they investigated the 
relationship between structure (specialization, 
formalization, and centralization) and context 
(size of organization, operating technology, 
and dependence on other organizations) in sev
eral countries. They found that whilst there 
were variations in the levels of the scores be
tween countries, the relationships were similar. 
This lead to an argument that structure-context 
relationships will be stabIe across countries. In 
other words, 'whether the culture is Asian or 
European or North American, a large organi
zation with many employees improves effi
ciency by specializing their activities but also by 
increasing controlling and coordinating speci
alities' (Hickson et al., p. 64). Thus, whatever 
the country and culture, bigger organizations 
are more specialized and formalized in struc
ture. In addition, organizations which are more 
dependent on others in their environment take 
decisions centrally. Pugh (1988) has written ' the 
general tendencies are c1ear: increasing size and 
scale is everywhere monotonically related to 
increasing bureaucratic structuring of activ
ities' (p. 17). 

Donaldson (1986) conducted the first valid
ity generalization study of the Aston data. 
Using the Hunter-Schmidt meta-analytic tech
nique for correcting correlations, he found that 
the global correlation between size and func
tional specialization, based on thirty-five 
studies in thirteen countries, is r = 0.61. This 
showed no statistically significant variation in 
the relationship across Western, Middle East 
and Far Eastern countries. The relationship of 

size to overall formalization of 0.51 was sim i
larly unaffected by nationallocation, whereas it 
did vary from 0.60 to 0.43 for manufacturing 
and service organizations. Donaldson (1986) 
concludes that increasing organizational size 
leads to greater bureaucracy and this pattern 
does differ not according to nationallocation. 

Those researchers who have argued th at cul
ture has no influence on organizations have 
tended to focus on the macro-level variables: 
structure-context relationships- rather than the 
behaviour of people within organizational 
structure (Child, 1981). Crozier (1964) poses the 
counter argument 

'Intuitively, however, people have always 
assumed that bureaucratic structures and 
patterns of action differ in different coun
tries of the western world and even more 
markedly between East and West. Men of 
action know it and fail to take it into ac
count. But contemporary social scien
tists . .. have not been concerned with such 
comparisons' (p. 210). 

Whereas the macro-level variables, such as or
ganization structure, appear not to be highly 
influenced by organizationallocation, other 
studies suggest that managers report th at cul
ture does affect the day-to-day running of their 
organization. For in stance, Axelsson et al. 
(1991) summarize the culture bound argument 
as follows: 

'human preferences and decisions which 
are shaped by the values within society are 
refracted through individual personalities. 
Therefore, the organization and the 
behaviour of those associated with it must 
reflect the characteristics of the surround
ing culture. There may be structural regu
larities across national cultures, but they 
are relatively unimportant in the face of 
the substantial differences in the ways that 
individuals interact and in the views they 
hold ofthe organizations place in its en
vironment' (p. 68). 

There have been numerous studies indicating 
that the behaviour of people in organizations 
varies across cultures (Hofstede, 1980; Laurent, 
1983; Maurice, 1979; Ouchi, 1981). We shall 
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briefly present the Hofstede (1980) findings and 
use them in our subsequent analyses. 

Hofstede's (1980) findings are based on two 
questionnaire surveys which produced a total 
of over 116,000 questionnaires from over sev
enty countries. The respondents were all sales 
and service employees of IBM. This design en
ables a number of factors to be controlled. All 
respondents were doing the same task (selling 
and servicing IBM products) within the same 
general overall framework. Thus the technol
ogy, job content and some formal procedures 
were the same. Only their nationalities differed. 
The differences in attitudes and values could 
therefore be said to be related to cultural dif
ferences rather than organizational ones. In
deed, Hofstede argues that the national cultural 
differences found within IBM are likely to be 
conservative under-estimates of those existing 
within the countries at large. 

Hofstede identifies four basic dimensions of 
the differences between national cultures. Each 
of the national cultures investigated can be 
rated from high to low on each of the four 
scales, and is thus given a distinctive c1assifica
tion. The four dimensions are: 

1. power-distance is the extent to which 
members of a society accept that power is 
distributed unequally. 

2. uncertainty-avoidance measures the extent 
to which people feel threatened by ambig
uous situations and create beliefs and in
stitutions that try to avoid uncertainty. 

3. individualism measures the extent to 
which people believe that their primary 
concern in life is themselves and their im
mediate family. 

4. masculinity-femininity measures the ex
tent to which achievement, as measured by 
money and material standards, is given 
priority over more caring values of nur
turing and sharing. 

As Axelsson et al. (1991) suggest: 

'The de bate between culture free and cul
ture bound explanations has reached the 
stage at which it is more constructive to 
regard them as complementary rather than 
competing explanations.' (p. 68). 
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The present study 

This paper presents evidence from a cross
national study of organization structures in a 
way that uses the complementarity of these ap
proaches in th at it examines the structuring of 
manufacturing organizations in six European 
countries from these two perspectives. 

First, it presents data on the types of struc
tures found in these organizations. This essen
tially uses the familiar categorization scheme of 
functional, divisional, hybrid etc. used from 
Chandler (1962) onwards to characterize struc
ture. 

Structure, however, is not static, and is 
changed in response to changes in the con tin
gencies faced by its managers and the choices 
that they make in efforts to realize strategy. 
Data are presented on the frequency of struc
tural change and how and why structures have 
changed. Ifthe convergence view holds then it 
could be hypothesised (following Hickson et al. 
(1974) 'bold hypothesis') that the organizations 
across the sample will be converging to the 
same form, given the same context. 

Secondly, the structure of an organization is 
not just the pattern of reporting relationships 
depicted by an organigram. It embodies not 
only the way in which organizations differenti
ate their task, by function , product, market 
etc. , but how the differentiated tasks are inte
grated and controlled. Data on the mechanisms 
that organizations use to integrate their activity 
at the first level bel ow the CEO will be pre
sented. It is hypthesised, following the culture 
bound thesis, th at major differences will be 
found in the ways in which tasks are integrated 
since this is more characteristic ofthe value 
system of a culture. 

Methods 

This paper uses data drawn from the Interna
tional Organizational Observatory Project 
(100) on the characteristics of manufacturing 
companies in Europe. The 100 is a group of 
organizational researchers based in seven 
European business schools. The group was in
augurated by CRORA [Centro di Ricerca 
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sull'Organizzazione Aziendale] ofthe leading 
Italian business school, Bocconi University. It 
currently consists of dedicated research teams 
based at: CRORA , Milan; ESSEC, Paris; ESADE, 

Barcelona; Saarland, Saarbrucken; Limburg, 
Maastricht; Uppsala, Sweden and the Open 
University School of Management, Milton 
Keynes. (See Appendix I for a list of individual 
participants) 

The methodological difficulties associated 
with cross-cultural organizational research are 
considerable and should not be under
estimated. Indeed, it is our experience that 
within the 100 discussions concerning metho
dology are as frequent as those which focus on 
the interpretation of the results. 

The population from which the samples were 
taken is defined as the largest 1,000 firms in 
each country, as ranked by sales turn over, pro
vided they have a production facility in the 
country of study. The industries covered in
clude: chemical, pharmecutical, electronics, 
mechanical engineering, automobile produc
tion, food and drink. Data are presented from 
six of the participating countries viz the UK, 

France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and 
Spain. The data were collected byeach national 
team through structured interviews and /or 
through questionnaires with 4- 6 senior man
agers (e.g., directorial heads offunctions). In 
addition, detailed information on various as
pect of each organization was obtained from 
the HR department and published material in 
company reports, press reports, stockbroker 
reports, previous studies etc. 

The use of the 'key informant' technique to 
collect data on organizations requires care to 
reduce the potentialof measurement error. 
Huber and Power (1985) suggest four reasons 
as to why informants provide inaccurate or 
biased data: 

I. They are motivated to do so. 
2. Their perceptual biases result in inadver

tent errors. 
3. They are unfamiliar with every aspect of 

the situation being investigated. 
4. The question is inappropriate. 

Below we briefly report how we approached 
each interview taking account of their sugges
tions for improving the accuracy of reports eli
cited from key informants in addition to the 
procedural measures outlined by Podsakoff 
and Organ (1986). In this way the data are free 
from informant specific-measurement error to 
the extent pos si bie. 

I. If on/y one informant, attempt to identify the 
most know/edgeab/e person. 
The instrument was divided into sections 
with those questions carefully targeted to 
the most relevant functional head, i.e., all 
R&D issues were discussed with the R&D 
director. 

2. Choose informants whose /ack of know/edge 
is /ike/y to be offset by other informants. 
Additional information was sought where 
questions might elicit particular interpre
tations, e.g., description ofthe organiza
tional strategy. Furthermore, issues with 
an interpretive element were covered with 
more than one informant in order to verify 
the accuracy. 

3. Attempt to motivate informants to co-oper
ate with the research study 
All information was collected in complete 
confidence. Where appropriate summaries 
of the interim research were presented and 
its applicability to the operations of the 
particular organization highlighted. 

4. Minimize the e/apsed time. 
Informants we re requested to provide data 
on general rather than specific events. 

5. Consider how the framing of questions im
pacts on informant responses. 
This was resolved at the pilot stage. 

6. Use pretested and structured questions. 
This was resolved in the early stages of the 
instrument development. 

7. Use tandem interviewing interviewing 
The majority of interviews were conducted 
by two researchers. 

Adler (1984) identifies two techniques for 
translating research instruments. Brislin et al. 
(1973) suggest the material, once translated, be 
back-translated by several bilinguals. The dif
ferent versions can then be compared, differ-
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ences noted and adjustments made. Hofstede 
(1980) used expert bilingual translators who 
were familiar with the linguistic and cultural 
backgrounds of the populations involved as 
weil as with the survey subject matter. We 
adopted an approach which has similarities to 
each ofthose previously described. The original 
Italian instrument was translated into English. 
This translation was then checked by our bilin
gual Italian researchers. In addition, the 
French, German and Spanish translations of 
the ltalian instrument we re translated into 
English. Any variations were noted and adjust
ments were made following discussions with 
our research COlleagUeS in each country. 

However, back-translation is a technique 
which is closely associated with ethnographic 
approaches to cross-national research. Adler 
(1984) has defined this as the replication of a 
research study conducted in one culture in a 
second culture. The main methodological goal 
of these studies is replication through the 
standardization of the research design and im
plementation. The research is conducted in the 
same way, with identical units of analysis and 
instrumentation (except for language). Back
translation supports this since the objective of 
the process is standardization. As Adler writes 
'The two versions must be the same. The rule 
guiding the translation of ethnographic re
search is not that the two versions have the 
same meaning in each ofthe target popula
tions' (p. 39). In contrast, our aim was to 
achieve the collection of comparative data by 
ensuring the greatest equivalence between the 
instruments used in each country. Thus, at the 
higher level of abstraction each instrument 
item was conceptually identical, but at the level 
of operationalizing these concepts (i .e., the 
question wording), equivalence only was pur
sued in certain cases. To achieve this the re
search group graded the questions in the fol
lowing way: 

1. Strictly equivalent - the direct translation 
of the question was used in each country's 
version of the instrument. 

2. Conceptually equivalent - the underlying 
concept was specified. Each country was 
free to develop a question, or series of 
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questions, which elicited the necessary in
formation to test the concept. For exam
ple, information was collected on how or
ganizations classified their various types 
of employees. The use of an identical 
scheme in each country would have caused 
problems since the ltalians and Germans 
both operate within a legislative frame
work which defines the management hier
archy. British, Dutch, French and Spanish 
managers are not subject to such legal 
structures. 

3. Recommended - these were non-core ques
tions and related to specific research agen
das in each country. These were included 
at the discretion of each research team. 

Results and discussion 

1. Organizational structures 

The structure of participating organizations 
was characterized by the use of a scheme de
rived from the ways in which organizations dif
ferentiate their overall task at the level bel ow 
the eEO. This approach was a modification of 
the work of Galbraith and Nathanson (1979) 
particularly with the addition of matrix struc
tures. 

There were no 'simpie' organizations in the 
study as the sample was drawn form the 1000 
largest companies in the respective countries. 
The following structural types were derived 
from the organigrams collected during the in
terviews. 

A 'pure functional" form is an organization 
in which alllike administrative activities are 
grouped within one department. So, say, all the 
marketing activities for the organization are the 
responsibility of a single department. 

A 'predominantly functional" organization is 
a hybrid type comprising functions and au ton
omous units such as regional marketing divi
sions. The majority of the units are however 
functionally organized. 

Matrix structures are used when there is a 
need to maximize the coordination ofboth 
functions and some other form of differentia
tion i.e. product, project or client. These forms 
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of organization have an explicit dual authority 
structure with both functional and the 'other' 
managers jointly coordinating activities. 

A 'predominantly divisional' structure, an
other hybrid, has the majority of units organ
ized by product, market etc. but retains a 
minority which are functionally organized. 
Such as Finance or HRM. 

Organizations are fully divisional when all of 
the activities are organized according to prod
uct, product group, geographic region, markets 
or customers/cIients, with no functional spreci
alisms at the top level. 

One other category was used by some of the 
research groups in that some companies were 
still holding companies as weIl as operating in 
their own right. 

Table 1 presents the data collected through
out Europe between 1988 and 1990 expressed 
and percentages of the samples. The data show 
that the dominant form of organization is 
either functional or divisional ifthe 'hybrids' 
are incIuded, with one or two exceptions. The 
Dutch report no divisional types within their 
sample. The French sample is dominated by 
Divisional structures and the Spanish by Divi
sional and 'others' which in this case are pre
dominantly holding companies. The Italians 
report a significant proportion of functional 
types or derivatives and all the countries report 
the existence of matrix types with the exception 

Table I. Structural type by country 

Country 

GB NL D F* E* 

Functional 33 65 23 30 33 50 
Predominantly 13 15 0 3 0 11 
Functional 
Matrix 8 20 10 8 0 7 
Predominantly 29 0 16 0 0 17 
Divisional 
Divisional 16 0 24 47 45 15 
Other 0 0 3 12 22 0 
Missing Data 0 0 24 0 0 0 
Number 24 15 61 60 95 115 

• 1988 Data 

of Spain. However the proportions are not par
ticularly high, between 7 and 10% of the re
spective samples. The exception to this is the 
case of the Netherlands where matrix struc
tures account for some 20% of the albeit small 
sample, it is 3 organizations. 

Using Hofstede's characterisations of the 
national culture in relation to work, it is possi
bIe to set up a simple hypothesis in the culture 
bound approach with regard to these differ
ences. 

Let us posit that: 
[i] divisional structures are set up in order to 

all ow a greater degree of decentralization of 
decision-making than is possible in functional 
structures 

[ii] that decentralization is more likely to be 
congruent with those cultures who score low on 
Hofstede's Power-Di stance Index (HPDI) than 
with those countries whose cultures score 
highly; 

then Hypothesis 1 may be set up: 
that countries with a low power-distance index 

wil! have a greater preponderance of divisional 
structures over functional structures, compared 
with those cultures with a high PDI. 

The results are shown in Table 2. Hypothesis 
I has to be rejected. It is cIear that the occur
rence of both types of structure appears to be 
equally likely across the whole range ofthe POl 

cultural dimension. 
The data indicate an apparent similarity of 

structural types across the 6 countries and thus 
support in a rough and ready fashion the con
vergence approach. But they do not give any 
indication of the processes of convergence. To 
capture this a section of the research project 
asked for data on recent structural changes 
taking place within the previous year in the 
sample of organizations and the reasons why 
such changes took place. 

2. Structural changes 

One view, perhaps best exemplified by Chand
Ier and subsequent researchers in th at tradition, 
is that structural change is triggered by an or
ganization's inability to fully realize strategy 
owing to administrative deficiencies caused by 
amismatch between the new strategy and the 
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Table 2. Overall structure of finns characterised from the 

organization chart abbreviated from Table I 

PDI 

% 

GB 

35 

46 

D 

35 

23 

NL 

38 
80 

50 
61 

E 

57 

33 

Functional and predominantly functional structure 

F 

68 
33 

% 45 40 0 32 45 59 

Divisional and predominantly divisional structure 

N 24 61 15 115 95 60 

existing structure. Thus structure follows strat
egy. This argument was taken to its furthest ex
tent in regard to the growth of the Global cor
poration, by Galbraith and Nathanson (1979) 
who indicated how different growth strategies 
resulted in different stages of organizational 

Simple 

forms. This is reproduced in an abbreviated 
form here as Figure 1. We could thus hypothe
size that any changes in form will be related to 
these strategies. For example a switch to a 
holding company from say a divisional form 
would be indicative of a strategy of unrelated 
diversification. 

Figures 2 to 5 depict graphically the shifts in 
organizational forms of those organizations 
that changed. 

Figure 2 gives the results from the UK data 
set. While 17 firms changed structure, only 5 
actually shifted structural type. One shift from 
matrix to predominantly divisional was under
taken by 2 firms. 

The first organization changed in order to 
emphasise the product lines and to encourage 
customer focus and to downplay regional dif
ferences; the dimensions of their matrix were 
geographic and product and as the developing 
literature on matrix structures indicates even if 

~ Growth 

Functional 

~ 
Holding 

Global 
holding 

Unnllated 

dlversIfication 

Growth by 
acquisItIon 

Intemal Related 

growth dlversilic:atlon 

Divisional 

International 
expansion 

~ 
MuHi-national ~ 

Fig. 1. A summary of stages model (based on Galbraith and Nathanson, 1979, Fig. 5.10, p. 279) 
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Centralized 

functional 

1 
Global 
functional 

231 



Fig. 2. Change in structure Great Britain 

there is an equal balance of power between the 
managers along each dimension a tendency 
exists for one to gain power at the expense of 
the other. The introduction of product di vi si ons 
was a clear attempt to redress this. 

The second organization to shift from matrix 
to predominantly divisional again aimed to get 
closer to its customer. This was also the reason 
given for the one firm that shifted from divi-

Fig. 3. Change in structure The Netherlands 

DIVISIONAL 

sional to functional. A similar reason accounts 
for the other company that switched from divi
sional to functional. The final company's 
switch from a divisional to functional was a re
sult of rapid and dramatic downsizing of its 
operations. This is a reverse move along the 
Galbraith and Nathanson model. It shows the 
impact of changes in contingency on structure 
via strategy. 

"OTHER' 
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FUNCTIONAL 

Fig. 4. Change in structure Germany 

PREDOMINANTL Y 
FUNCTIONAL 

MATRIX 

Unfortunately such data do not exist except 
at a very generallevel for the other countries in 
the study. For example in The Netherlands (Fig. 
3) only 2 companies switched structural type. 
The first structural shift reflected a change in 
product market strategy, i.e. to divisional. The 
second structural shift reflected changes in 
product and distribution technology. 

FUNCTIONAL 

MATRIX 

Fig. 5. Change in structure France 
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"OTHER" 

DIVISIONAL 

The German organizations in the study ex
hibited a very complex picture of structural 
change with a c1ear shift away from the func
tional type (see Fig. 4). In France the picture is 
also confused but does indicate a general shift 
to the divisional form (see Fig. 5). Changes in 
both these countries would both appear to be 
characteristic of an expanding economy. At this 

PREDOMINANTL Y 
DIVISIONAL 

DIVISIONAL 

"OTHER" 
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Table 3. Relative importance of change drivers 

Reasons Country 

GB NL D 

Change of Ownership LO LO LO LO 

Change of Management Hl LO Hl MED 

Change ofStrategy Hl MED Hl Hl 

Increased Diversifica- Hl LO Hl LO 

tion 

New Market Entry MED LO Hl LO 

Change in Manufactur- MED LO Hl MED 

ing Technology 

Change in Distribution MED Hl Hl MED 

Methods 

Other LO Hl Hl LO 

point in time this is the limit ofthe explanations 
we can offer. More careful analysis of the full 
data set is required following to exploratory 
nature ofthe hypotheses derived for the current 
paper. 

Table 3 gives in very general terms an assess
ment of the importance of several drivers of 
structural change as perceived by our respond
ents. A weighted average was constructed from 
responses to a question asking managers to rate 
the importance of a number of factors affecting 
the recent structural change. The data inc1udes 
changes which are both inter and intra type 
shifts. 

In the VK (GB) changes in both management 
and strategy are the most significant change 
drivers. In The Netherlands (NL) it is predomi
nantly changes in distribution and in Italy 
strategy. Germany (0) scores highlyon all ex
cept change of ownership which seems to have 
little impact across the sample as a whoIe. 

From the convergence approach, Table 3 
shows that all the reasons investigated are rele
vant to organizations under study with differ
ent degrees of strength. The change drivers can 
be regarded as contingencies affecting the 
structures. The table underlines how inap
propriate it is to regard all national differences 
in organization structures as being due to the 
effects ofnational cultures, without taking ac
count of the particular contingency changes. 

3. Integration mechanisms 

In the survey top managers are asked to char
acterise the organization's use of various inte
gration and co-ordination mechanisms at the 
top level. Is the use of different types of such 
mechanisms affected by cultural differences? 

Let us posit that: 
[ij the use of recurrent regular co-ordination 

mechanisms will reflect a greater need to re
duce uncertainty than the use of ad hoc mech
anisms, called into action only irregularly 

[iij that regularity of use is more Iike1y to be 
congruent with those cultures who score highly 
on Hofstede's Uncertainty-Avoidance Index 
(VAl) than with those countries whose cultures 
score low; 

th en Hypothesis 2 may be set up: 
that countries with a high uncertainty-avoid

ance index wil! have a greater preponderance of 
use of regular co-ordination mechanisms com
pared to ad hoc ones than in those cultures with a 
[ow UA I. 

Thus, for example, high VAl cultures will 
make relatively more use of regular weekly and 
monthly meetings for co-ordination, whereas 
low VAl cultures will make more use of ad hoc 
meetings. 

The results are shown in Table 4 which lists 
the percentage of organizations where top 
managers rate a number of integration mech
anisms as "widely used". 

It appears th at some aspects of Hypothesis 2 
are supported. There is c1early a trend in the 
wide use of ad hoc meetings which occur in a 
greater percentage of organizations in cultures 
with lower VAl scores. On the other hand the 

Table 4. Intergration mechanisms used at C E level per-

centage offirms responding 'widely used'. 

GB NL D D F 

U AI 35 53 65 75 86 86 

ad hoc meetings 75 53 47 47 42 47 

weekly meetings 92 58 40 60 80 n / a 

monthly meetings 84 46 62 23 21 10 

task forces 33 54 51 22 9 16 

N 24 15 61 115 95 60 
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wide use of regular weekly meetings appears to 
range across the whole spectrum. For example 
most firms in both the low and high UAI cul
tures of Great Britain and Spain used them 
widely. 

Wide use of monthly meetings though, ap
pears to be related to POl scores rather than 
UAI ones. Many more firms in Great Britain, 
Germany and the Netherlands widely use these 
mechanisms than firms in Italy, Spain and 
France. It may be surmised th at the wider use 
of monthly meetings in low power distance 
cultures could be related to their size and scope. 
If monthly meetings are larger, taking in a 
wider range of managers, then this greater 
openness would be more congruent with a low 
POl culture than a high one. 

Task forces also appear to be widely used by 
many more firms in low POl cultures, and this 
again may be due to their inevitable tendency to 
open out issues to a wider range of involved 
managers. 

Conclusion 

This paper identified two approaches to under
standing the impact of culture on organiza
tions: culture free (similarities) and culture 
bound (differences) approaches. Although 
characterised as the extremes of a continuum, it 
was also suggested th at these two approaches 
focused on different levels of organizing. Cul
ture free researchers consider macro-level vari
ables - structure-context relationships - whilst 
the culture bound focus more on the behaviour 
of individuals with organizations. This paper 
sought to adopt a combined approach in which 
changes to organization structure were consid
ered (macro) as well as the mechanisms which 
integrate the structure (behaviour). The results 
and subsequent discussion, suggest that global 
contingencies cause structural changes whilst 
cultural effects are found to influence the dif
ferent uses of co-ordination mechanisms. 
Current evidence would thus seem to show 
th at existing organizational structures and co
ordinating mechanisms are an outcome of the 
interaction between contingencies with global 
impact and culture specific imperatives. 

Oerek Pugh, Timothy Clark and Geoft Maliory 
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