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ABSTRACT

Research paper

Purpose. To explore whether differences in leadership dimensions can be attributed to the
leaders’ cultural origins.

Design/methodology/approach. Data from 1,748 middle, and top management executives
collected via the Global Executive Leadership Inventory (GELI; Kets de Vries, 2005), which
measures global leadership behavior across twelve dimensions, were analyzed using
multilevel modeling to derive insight into whether ratings of global leaders differ on the basis
of their cultural origins.

Findings. While global leaders across the world display similar patterns of leadership
behavior, there are significant differences in some leadership dimensions that can be
attributed to the leaders’ cultural origins.

Research Implications. While significant differences in some leadership dimensions across
cultures exist, and can be attributed to the leaders’ cultural antecedents, it is not clear how

these differences emerge, or can be mitigated. Future research can focus on these aspects.

Keywords: global leadership, cultural leadership, GELI, 360-degree assessment
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INTRODUCTION

While it is generally accepted that there are global leadership behaviors that
characterize successful leaders in a global context, discussion is on-going as to what the
definition of ‘global leadership’ should encompass. This is due to the multidisciplinary
origins of theories of the concept (Osland, 2013a) and the existence of multiple theories that
highlight a wide array of global leadership competencies (Bird, 2013). Most of these can be
categorized as business and organizational acumen, managing people and relationships, and
managing self (Bird, 2013). The Global Executive Leadership Inventory or GELI (Kets de
Vries, 2005), which integrates these competencies, has been successfully used in the
coaching and development of global leaders (Kets de Vries, Florent-Treacy, Guillen, &
Korotov, 2010). We review how it measures global leadership behavior with a 360-degree
feedback approach and use data collected via the GELI to analyze whether a multinational
sample leads in the same way. Thus, our research question is: Do executives who have global
responsibilities and who have different cultural origins deploy the same global leadership
behavioral patterns?

In this research, we explore how leaders from different cultural backgrounds rate their
own global leadership behavior and are perceived by people stemming from different
cultures. Thus, our focus is on exploring comparative leadership as we study leaders from
various cultures. We do not study ‘global leadership’ as our sample did not solely include
leaders that lead globally across cultures. Global leadership is different from comparative
leadership as it explores how executives lead across cultures rather than leading people in
different cultures. In other words, global leadership competencies are those that enable to
perform leadership outside one’s own national and organizational culture and that enable a
person to work across cultures, i.e. globally (Jokinen, 2004), thus, global leadership is

characterized by a context of complexity, flow, and presence (Mendenhall, Reiche, Bird, &
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Osland, 2012). This chapter focuses on comparative leadership: We explore differences and
similarities of leadership styles of different cultures (Osland, 2013a). Our exploration and
analysis also does not deal with transformational or transactional leadership (Waldman, Bass
& Yammarino, 1990). We contribute to the literature by testing comparative leadership on
the dimensions as enunciated by GELI. This analysis does not tell us about the effectiveness
of one leadership style over another; rather we contribute by pointing out differences due to
cultures in a very wide sample of leaders and followers.

There is a rich history of comparative leadership research that provides evidence of
the impact of culture on leadership. Leadership behaviors and what is seen as effective
leadership varies amongst cultures. The GLOBE study is one of the most extensive
comparative leadership research projects. In GLOBE 3 (Dorfman, Javidan, Hanges,
Dastmalchian, & House, 2012) it was shown that while the ideal characteristics are the same
in all countries, some globally endorsed leadership styles varied in the magnitude of their
endorsement across cultures: “Leaders behave in a manner consistent with the desired
leadership found in that culture” (Dorfman et al., 2012, pp.. 511). The ideal of visioning, for
example, is less important for Russians than for Americans (Dorfman et al., 2012). There are
however universally preferred leadership behavior and characteristics such as being
motivational, communicative, trustworthy (Hartog et al., 1999) or having the capacity to
articulate tangible vision, values, strategies, or to be a catalyst for strategic and cultural
change, to achieve results, to empower others, and to exhibit strong customer orientation
(Yeung & Ready, 1995).

Comparative leadership studies (such as GLOBE) can contribute to the field of global
leadership by outlining that national leadership styles commonalities and differences emerge
due to national cultures (Osland, 2013a). Complementing these studies, we analyze a large

pool of data on global leadership capacities from leaders across the world to explore whether
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leaders who have followers from different cultures do in fact adapt their leadership behavior
to the situation and people, and whether nationality influences the behavioral patterns of
leaders.

Overall, we first explore what effective global leadership behaviors are, how global
leadership behaviors can be developed, and how global leadership behavior is measured with
the GELI. We then outline our methodology, and finally explain our results and their
implications. Our findings are relevant for leadership development of global organizations

that aim to enact effective leadership globally and nationally.

What makes a Successful Global Leader?

For several decades now leadership scholars have been attempting to outline crucial
global leadership skills. A full review of empirical research on global leadership skills is
beyond the scope of this chapter and has received excellent treatment in previous publications
(e.g. Bird & Osland, 2004; Jokinen, 2005; Osland, 2013b). According to Kets de Vries and
Mead (1992), a number of leadership qualities are recurrent in the literature, which seem to
apply to global leaders: envisioning, building relationships with others, inspiring others based
on living one’s values, the ability to build and maintain an organizational network, and
hardiness, i.e. resilience. In general, most effective leaders simultaneously fulfill two roles:
one charismatic, the other architectural (Kets de Vries, Florent-Treacy, Vrignaud, & Korotov,
2007). Recently, Bird (2013) reviewed research spanning from 1993 to 2012 to identify
commonalties in order to establish what crucial global leadership skills might be. They found
160 skills and clustered these into 15 competencies that can be grouped into the three
categories of business and organizational acumen (visioning and strategic thinking, leading
change, business savvy, organizational savvy, managing communities), managing people and

relationships (valuing people, cross-cultural communication, interpersonal skills, teaming
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skills, empowering others), and managing self (inquisitiveness, global mindset, flexibility,
character, resilience).

In this book chapter we focus on one set of empirical research that identified global
leadership skills based on the behaviors of successful global leaders who participated in
leadership development at one of the top international business schools. Kets de Vries and his
colleagues developed a program of research that focused first on identifying aspects of global
leaders, which resulted in the GELI, and second on development methods. Using empirical
case studies of three global leaders who are acknowledged as being highly successful —
Richard Branson from Virgin, Percy Barnevik from ABB, and David Simon from British
Petroleum — they identified several common leadership characteristics (Kets de Vries &
Florent-Treacy, 1999). These global leaders all had a vision that was expressed with
enthusiasm and confidence. They could connect to their employees with empathy and address
their concerns. They created an environment or organizational culture with shared values,
open communication, commitment, and learning. And they kept the organizational structure

flat.

Developing the GELI

The GELI was developed with the aim of furthering the understanding of what successful
global leaders really do. Kets de Vries and colleagues studied top executives who participated
in a program at INSEAD entitled “The Challenge of Leadership.” Executives who attend the
program can be considered as global leaders because they either work for global or
transnational organizations or for organizations that focus on domestic markets but are
attuned to the global context in which their competitors operate (Kets de Vries, et al., 2010).
While there exist many approaches to identify global leaders (e.g. Mendenhall, Reiche, Bird,

& Osland, 2012), we use an occupation-based identification of global leaders.
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The GELI gives a clinical orientation to the exploration of leadership, by using findings
from psychoanalysis, cognitive theory, developmental psychology, and family systems theory
to arrive at a more complete understanding of the relations that exist between leaders and
followers (Kets de Vries, 2008). In deconstructing the dynamics of leadership, it looks at the
triangle of a person’s mental make-up consisting of emotion, cognition, and behavior. It is
important to understand a person’s ‘inner theatre’ (Kets de Vries, 2008) or the dramas and
scripts that play out from birth onwards. Understanding the inner theatre facilitates a holistic
understanding of behavior and character attributes and thus helps us to understand the basis
of a person’s leadership style and how to change it where necessary (Kets de Vries, 2008).

Exploratory semi-structured interviews were conducted with over 300 senior
executives for the development of the instrument. Each of them were asked what issues were
most important to them in their day-to-day work, what kind of behaviors contributed to their
effectiveness, and what issues they are facing in their personal lives. Items of the GELI were
created based on these interviews and from data derived from observations of executive
teams in their work settings (Kets de Vries, Vrignaud, & Florent-Treacy, 2004).

The results revealed the underlying drivers of successful leaders (Kets de Vries, et al.,
2010), which show some complementarity with universal motivational need systems (Kets de
Vries & Florent-Treacy, 2002). In general, successful leaders enact two roles. First, the
charismatic role encompasses envisioning, empowering, and energizing, which helps
followers find direction, inspiration, and motivation. Second, the architectural role
encompasses, for example, designing and aligning. World-class executives combine these
roles and focus on twelve main behaviors — the GELI leadership behavior dimensions,

described in Table 1.
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Insert Table 1 about here

Developing Global Leaders with a 360-degree Leadership Measurement

Assessing the skill sets of leaders is a central part of leadership development. Therefore, the
GELI is utilised in leadership development programmes, particularly in executive coaching,
where it is used to help identify the operational modes of individual executives. The
instrument enables the user to determine areas of leadership behavior where improvement is
needed. The multi-rater process, and in particular, group coaching that involves the
discussion of peer feedback from multiple perspectives in a group coaching environment
where feedback is given by several other participants, triggers self-reflection and awareness
of one’s own leadership beliefs and enacted leadership behavior (e.g. Ward, 2010; Palevsky,
2010).

A 360-degree instrument is particularly valuable for assessing the leadership behavior
of a person because many top executives are surrounded by people who tell them what they
want to hear. Some leaders tend to be narcissistic: “70% of executives believe they are in the
top 25% of their profession in terms of performance” (Kets de Vries, et al., 2007: 76). Thus,
it can be is difficult for executives to reflect on their leadership styles and personality
characteristics in order to change their behavior, especially if they have an inflated opinion of
their competence.

360-degree feedback systems give a much more accurate picture than a mere self-
assessment of what executives do and how they behave. The strengths and weaknesses of
their leadership behaviors can then be evaluated and developed with this information. A

multiple feedback approach gives managers a more accurate view of themselves (Church &
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Bracken, 1997; London & Beatty, 1993; Yammarino & Atwater, 1993, 1997; Carlson, 1998;
Bland, Edwards, & Kuhi, 1994). It minimizes the social desirability factor and sets the stage
for greater acceptance of other people’s views (Mohrman, Resnick-West, & Lawler, 1989).
The 360-degree format of the GELI questionnaire allows input from all life domains,
including non-work settings. This, in our opinion, helps us get a fuller picture of an individual
in a world where distinctions between work and non-work have become increasingly blurred
(e.g. Major & Germano, 2006). It also helps us avoid some of the possible pitfalls associated
with using 360-degree measurements in organizations such as inflated ratings or Halo error
(Peiperl, 1999). The feedback from the GELI helps executives understand how they manage
their public and professional selves and illustrates the level of consistency between
presentations of the self. Responses also show differences in how people interact with

superiors and subordinates (Kets de Vries, 2005).

The Effect of Culture on Leadership

Despite the cross-cultural nature of global leadership behaviors, some scholars argue
that there are differences in how cultures perceive what effective leadership is. Cross-cultural
leadership research such as the GLOBE study (e.g. House, et al. 1999; Dorfman, et al., 2012)
or Hofstede (1980) have sought to predict the impact of cultural variables on organizational
processes and leadership. Hofstede (1980) identified four broad dimensions of national
culture based on extensive analysis of survey data conducted at IBM from 1967 to 1973,
which sampled approximately 11,600 people across 40 countries. These four dimensions are
collectivism-individualism, power distance, masculinity, and uncertainty avoidance. Hofstede
(1980: 25) defines culture as “the collective programming of the mind which distinguishes
the members of one human group from another”. He emphasizes that culture is shared among

a human group, for example, a nation. This definition reflects norms and values, beliefs and
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attitudes, and mentalities (Wuthnow & Witten, 1988), with the assumption that the implicit or
informal aspects of the organization can be understood by unraveling the psychological
processes that give meaning to surface manifestations of culture (Ouchi & Wikins, 1985).

According to Hofstede (1980), values and cognitive functions are heavily influenced
by national identity and therefore have an impact on behavior and cognition in organizational
life. However, some scholars criticize this approach for its failure to take into consideration
“how the dynamics of leadership shape and determine cultures that supposedly shape and
influence leadership. (...) both leaders and followers exert considerable, sustained and often
very strategically intentional influence over the contextual factors that can also be looked at
as a dynamic social process rather than a static characteristic” (Guthey & Jackson, 2011:
166). These authors further argue that while it is dangerous to ignore the importance of
national culture, it is also dangerous to overstate it. For example, Denison, Kotrba, and
Castano (2012) explored the utilization of 360-degree feedback leadership assessment across
cultures and found that the observed differences between cultures were minimal.

Overall, our aim is to discover whether self-ratings of global leaders and ratings of
their peers, subordinates, and superiors differ in a significant way depending on their culture.
We use the self- and observer- ratings of leaders measured via a 360-degree feedback tool
(GELI) over several years to assess whether leaders in different cultures deploy global

capabilities in different patterns.

METHODOLOGY
Sample
The data were gathered from 1,748 middle, and top management executives who
attended leadership development programs at INSEAD between 2001 and 2007. The sample

of executives (self-raters or selves) consisted of 81% men (n = 1416) and 19% women (n =
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332) who were on average 40.71 years old (SD =7.76, Min = 24, Max = 72) and were from
diverse industries in the private and public sectors such as banking, consulting, and
telecommunications. The sample executives and their 13,166 observers represent 128

nationalities in the ten national clusters identified by the GLOBE study (see House, et al.,

1999). These are displayed in Table 2.

Insert Table 2 about here

Data

The participants and their seven to ten observers completed the GELI survey
electronically. The instrument employs a 7-point Likert scale to indicate how well the scale
items describe the participant. The continuum of responses ranges from “does not describe
me at all” to “describes me very well.” As an example, one item on the scale reads “I
establish a sense of direction in the organization.” The GELI has good reliability ranging

from a = .77 to a =.91 for the subscales (Kets de Vries et al., 2004).

Analysis

To explore our research question we used data collected from the 360-degree
instrument (GELI). Analysis of data collected from a 360-degree instrument presents a
multitude of challenges. The responses are from the leaders (the ‘selves’) and their raters. The
first challenge is that the raters are related to the particular participants that they are
evaluating. Therefore the dataset is a hierarchical one, where we need to control for the
effects of the nesting between the raters and the selves. The second challenge is that the

selves are rated by four kinds of observers: superiors, subordinates, coworkers, and other
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external/internal stakeholders such as suppliers, buyers, family, and friends. This
heterogeneity presents assessment challenges for cultural research in the arena of leadership.
For example, there can be differences in the cultures from which the selves and the observers
come — the self may be German but a superior may be Indian, while a subordinate may be
Chinese. We had to control for these effects in addition to variables such as age, sex, or the
industry in which the selves and the observer raters operate.

Since raters are clustered in selves, observations for the same self are likely to be
correlated because of unobserved self-level effects. To adjust for this we used multilevel or
hierarchical modeling of data (Goldstein, 1995). The unobserved self-level effects were
considered as fixed parameters. In order to analyze the data, we used fixed-effect estimates
for the variance-component model of leadership for each of the twelve dimensions. (The
Hausman test statistic was greater than the critical value of Chi-squared for all dimensions.
Given this result, the preferred model is the fixed-effects model.) Thus, we have twelve
different equations, one for each of the 12 leadership dimensions in GELI, and these
dimensions are our dependent variables. The coefficients of all raters other than the selves
were significant for most of the dimensions, indicating that a 360-degree analysis of data was
called for.

We analyzed the data in two stages. In the first stage we focused on a broad
categorization — we tested the twelve dimensions of leadership from the GELI for significant
differences between the East and West metaclusters. We divided the countries for all selves
and all observers into two metaclusters East and West, based on the categorization followed
in the GLOBE studies. We coded a dummy variable selfeast for clustering between the selves
— this binary variable was coded 1 if the leader (self) is from the East metacluster, and 0
otherwise. The variable selfeast was our primary independent variable. We tested whether

selfeast was significant for the 12 dimensions of leadership when we controlled for age, sex,
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industry background, and respondent type (i.e., whether the respondent was self, superior,
coworker, subordinate or belonged to the others category). We also added additional control
variables, one each for the four types of respondents from the East metacluster (the variables
were named superior_east, coworker_east, directreport_east and others east — these
controlled for the cultural effect of the rater). Table 3 (on the following pages) presents this
first stage model.

In the second stage we analyzed the cultural differences at a lower level than the two
metaclusters. We used the cultural clusters identified in the GLOBE project and subdivided
the metaclusters as follows: West: Latin America, Latin Europe, Germanic Europe, Anglo,
Nordic Europe; East: Eastern Europe, Middle East, Sub Saharan Africa, Southern Asia,
Confucian Asia. We allocated observations to a cluster based on the country of the
respondent in the database. While the GLOBE project was based on only 61 cultural
societies, we added countries to the clusters based on the clustering of similar and
neighboring countries. For example, Pakistan was added to the Southern Asia cluster, based
on the fact that India was in the cluster and Pakistan has very similar cultural antecedents to
India. (Before 1947, the two countries were a single entity and the subcontinent was a British
colony.) Similar to the denomination in the GLOBE project, French-speaking Swiss
respondents were classified under Latin Europe, whereas the other Swiss respondents were
classified under Germanic Europe. In the second stage, our unit of analysis is the individual
manager, and the cluster from which he/she comes from.

To add the cluster dummies to our model, we first replaced the dummy variable
selfeast with a set of dummy variables indicating the cultural clusters of the participants.
Subsequently, we replaced the variables others east, superior_east, directrep_east, and
coworker_east with a set of dummy variables, replacing these variables one at a time. We

used hierarchical modeling, similar to the earlier analysis. All the control variables from the
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earlier analysis were retained so that we could analyze the variance due to clusters. Table 4
(on the following pages) details the matrix of coefficients for the twelve dimensions of
leadership for these clusters for selves.

We also included covariates. Similar to cultural norms, leadership behavior is also
influenced by the organizational and even departmental context in which the individual is
working or leading (Jepson, 2009). In order to make sure that the differences could be
attributed to the culture of the leaders, we controlled for the industries the leaders were
working in, as well as their age and gender (Vaerenbergh & Thomas, 2012). We report
standard errors that have been adjusted for intra-self correlations, thus taking care of not only
the heteroscedasticity of residuals but also ensuring that these residuals can be correlated

within each self.

RESULTS

The data show that there are differences between the self and observer ratings among
the East and West metaclusters in many dimensions (see Table A1). On average, observer
ratings are lower than self-ratings for all dimensions for both metaclusters. Our interest is in
exploring whether these differences are significant even when we control for other variables
that can affect the ratings for these leadership dimensions.

In the following paragraphs, the results are outlined first for the metaclusters
according to self-ratings and observer ratings (stage 1). Then the results of the more detailed

analysis of the national clusters according to the self-ratings are reported (stage 2).
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Stage 1: Differences between ratings of global leadership dimensions in East and
West Metaclusters.
General Results. There are no significant industry effects on any self-rated leadership
dimensions. Gender effects are significant in only five dimensions. Male leaders’ self-ratings
are significantly (p < 0.001) higher for five dimensions of leadership (Visioning, Energizing,
Designing & Aligning, Global Mindset, and Outside Orientation). Ratings for the remaining
dimensions of leadership are not significantly affected by the gender.

The results are outlined in detail in Table 3, which details the coefficients of gender,
age, industry, observer raters, and selves for the twelve dimensions of leadership for East and
West metaclusters. The twelve dimensions of leadership are reported in columns, and the
explanatory and control variables are detailed in rows.

Results for selves for East versus West. The results for differences of self-ratings
between East and West are displayed in detail in Table 3. The variable selfeast is significant
for four dimensions of leadership. Eastern leaders rate themselves higher (p < 0.001) on the
dimensions of Designing & Aligning, Outside Orientation, and Emotional Intelligence and
Resilience to Stress. There are no significant differences for the other eight dimensions of
leadership. Therefore, we can assert that there are significant differences between the ratings
of leaders from the East and West metaclusters in these four leadership dimensions. Note that
these differences exist when we control for confounding factors such as gender, ratings from
self or observers, ratings from observers belonging to either the East or the West metacluster,
and whether the observers are superiors, subordinates, coworkers or other stakeholders.

Results for observers for East versus West. In general, the observers (coworkers,
superiors, and direct reports) rate the leaders lower in all dimensions. Higher ratings are
reported in some dimensions but these effects are not significant. We expand on the

significant effects related to observers belonging to the East or West metacluster below.
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Direct reports from the East. Direct reports from the East metacluster rate their leaders

higher, and this effect is significant (p < 0.01) in eight dimensions: Visioning, Empowering,
Energizing, Designing & Aligning, Rewarding & Feedback, Team Building, Outside
Orientation, and Emotional Intelligence. The effect on leader ratings in the other four
dimensions is not significant.

Superiors from the East. Superiors from the East metacluster rate the leaders lower in

the Tenacity and Resilience to Stress dimensions but higher in the Life Balance dimension (p
<0.01). The effect on leader ratings of a cultural change from the East to the West
metacluster among superiors in the other nine dimensions is not significant.

Co-Workers from the East. Co-Workers from the East metacluster gave a higher

rating in four dimensions: Empowering, Designing & Aligning, Rewarding & Feedback, and
Emotional Intelligence. The effect on leader ratings in the other eight dimensions is not
significant.

Others from the East. Other stakeholders (such as a supplier) of a leader in the East

metacluster gave a higher rating in the Outside Orientation dimension. The effect on leader

ratings in the other eleven dimensions is not significant.

Insert Table 3 about here

Stage 2: Analyzing differences in leadership behavior between national clusters
based on self-ratings.
The results of analysis of leadership behavior for different cultural clusters are

outlined in Table 4, which details the coefficients of selves for the twelve dimensions of
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leadership for the ten cultural clusters. The twelve dimensions of leadership are reported in
columns, and the cultural clusters are in rows.

Our analysis shows that leadership is culturally sensitive. We saw in the stage 1 analysis
that there was a significant difference in leadership ratings for leaders from the East
metacluster in the Designing & Aligning, Outside Orientation, Emotional Intelligence, and
Resilience to Stress dimensions. However, these are merely group level effects, and finer
analysis at a cluster level shows that other dimensions are also culturally sensitive. Indeed,
there is at least one cultural cluster which accounts for significant differences (at p < 0.001-
levels) in leadership ratings among all the dimensions of leadership except Energizing. The
Energizing dimension of leadership is not culturally sensitive even at a national cluster level.
In the following paragraphs, we detail how leadership differs in the ten cultural clusters.

Visioning. Leaders from South-East Asia are likely to be rated higher, while a leader
from a country of the Anglo-cluster is likely to be rated lower.

Empowering. Leaders from Anglo-countries are likely to be rated lower in this dimension.
Leaders from East European countries are rated higher on average for Empowering.

Energizing. This is the only dimension where the coefficients are not significant for any
cultural cluster. We can infer that the Energizing dimension of leadership is not significant
from a cultural perspective.

Designing & Aligning. The Western clusters of Anglo, Germanic Europe, and Latin
Europe have significant negative coefficients, indicating that, on average, leaders from these
countries are likely to be rated lower in this dimension. In contrast, the coefficient for the
South-East Asian cluster is positive and significant.

Rewarding & Feedback. Leaders from the Anglo-cluster have lower ratings on average,

while the Middle East leaders have higher ratings on average.
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Team Building. Only leaders from the Anglo cluster have lower ratings on average. There
are no other clusters that have significant ratings.

Global Mindset. While this dimension is not relevant at a metacluster level, at the cultural
cluster level we see that Nordic European leaders are rated higher in this dimension on
average.

Outside Orientation. This dimension is one of the four that differentiate between Eastern
and Western leaders at the metacluster level. The Middle East and Southern Asia clusters
have significant positive coefficients in this dimension, signifying that for these clusters
outside orientation is a more manifested/practiced leadership dimension and that leaders are
likely to be rated higher on this dimension. This coefficient is negative and significant for
Anglo, Germanic Europe, and Latin Europe, which means that for these clusters outside
orientation is a less manifested/practiced leadership dimension and that leaders are likely to
be rated lower on this dimension.

Tenacity. The coefficients in this dimension are only significant for the East European
cultural cluster. Further, there are no clear trends at the cluster level (the clusters in both the
East and West metaclusters have positive and negative coefficients), indicating that this
dimension permeates the East-West boundary.

Emotional Intelligence. The coefficients in this dimension are also significantly different
between the Eastern and Western clusters. Anglo and Germanic Europe have negative
coefficients, while the Middle East cluster has positive significant coefficients.

Life Balance. This dimension presents a deviation. Only the Middle East cluster results
are significant; it has a significant negative coefficient, indicating that leaders from the
Middle East cluster are likely to be rated lower compared to leaders from any other cluster.

Resilience to Stress. The leaders from the Western clusters of Latin Europe, Germanic

Europe and Nordic Europe have lower ratings on average. The Middle East cluster has a
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significant and high positive coefficient, signifying that this dimension is culturally
significant. The South-East Asian cluster also has a significant positive coefficient. Therefore
we can assert that this behavior is more manifest in the managers from the Middle East &

Southern Asia clusters.

Insert Table 4 about here

DISCUSSION

We wanted to find out whether leadership styles in global executives differ between
cultures by examining whether global leaders from the ‘East’ are perceived as having
different leadership behavior patterns than their Western counterparts. The multilevel
modeling analyses of self-ratings and observer ratings showed many similar patterns of
global leadership behavior. However, significant differences in some leadership dimensions
across cultures exist, and we can attribute these differences to the leaders’ cultural
antecedents.

Our analysis focused on isolating the differences among cultures in these leadership
dimensions. While responses from individuals cannot provide reliable estimates about
cultures, they can supply information about differences among these cultures if we have
matched samples or alternatively if we control for factors such as industry, age, and gender.
Controlling for these factors, as well as for the cultural antecedents and the roles of observers,
we found that global leaders from the ‘East’ are perceived as exhibiting higher levels of
leadership traits on the dimensions of Designing & Aligning, Outside Orientation, and

Emotional Intelligence, and having a higher level of Resilience to Stress.
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We also explored the leadership dimensions at the level of cultural clusters and found
that some leadership dimensions are sensitive at the cultural cluster level. Leaders from
South-East Asia are likely to be rated higher on the dimensions of Visioning. Leaders from a
country of the Anglo-cluster are likely to be rated lower on Visioning, Empowering,
Rewarding & Feedback, and Team Building. Leaders from East European countries are likely
to be rated higher on average for Empowering and Tenacity, whereas Nordic European
leaders are likely to be rated higher on the Global Mindset dimension. Leaders from the
Middle East are likely to be rated higher on Emotional Intelligence but lower on having a
better Life Balance. Overall, we find that there are significant differences in some leadership
dimensions that can be attributed to the leaders’ cultural origins. Note that we control for the
nationalities of the respondents when we analyze differences in leadership dimensions, and
therefore our results are robust to respondents’ culture.

If the GELI is designed to measure truly global capabilities, why do we find differences
between cultures? To answer this, we have to ask another question: What do we mean by
global? Indeed, Mendenhall et al. (2012) alert us that some existing definitions of global
leadership lack rigor, precision, and similarity. Furthermore, global leadership is often
conflated with comparative leadership. Global leaders need an understanding of cultural
leadership styles to lead multicultural followers effectively, and global leadership
encompasses skills that are necessary to lead a global company across cultural boundaries.
However, when leading people from multicultural backgrounds, not all global leadership
behaviors are perceived by the leaders and their observers as practiced to the same extent. In
some countries certain capabilities are more practiced than others by successful leaders
depending on the person or situation they are interacting with. Furthermore, perceptions of
leadership are influenced by culture. The GLOBE 3 study (Dorfman, et al. 2012: 510) found

that “national culture values do not directly predict CEO leadership behavior. Instead, we
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[GLOBE authors] demonstrate that national culture values are antecedent factors which
influence leadership expectations.” Indeed, implicit leadership theories (e.g. Lord & Maher,
1991) propose that people evaluate leaders based on how they fit their leader prototype.
Effective leadership, therefore, would be based on the leader’s ability to understand different
prototypes and to match their behavior to them (Gentry & Eckert, 2012). The context in
which the GELI was completed, however, may have cued the answers. The GELI is
completed in preparation for INSEAD coaching programmes to which global leaders from all
over the world are invited, and the coaching takes place in a multicultural environment. In
anticipation of the program, the self-raters may have been less influenced by culture than the
observers, who did not anticipate the multi-cultural environment but completed the GELI in
their usual working environment.

The differences may also stem from cultural differences that influence cognition.
What resembles leadership effectiveness is seen somewhat differently in different cultures.
The early GLOBE studies looked at the attributes rather than the behaviors of leaders, so we
cannot determine whether the same attributes were associated with the same behavior
(Dorfman, et al., 2012). For example, integrity is a universally desirable leadership attribute,
but does integrity mean the same to a Chinese person as it does to an American (Guthey &
Jackson, 2011)? The GELI looks at enacted attributes, i.e. observable behavior. However,
even using behavioral items in a questionnaire may not ensure an objective description of
what leaders actually do. This is because there are cultural norms regarding questionnaire
completion (Bachman & O’Malley, 1984; Harzing, Brown, Koester, & Zhao, 2012). The
Japanese, for example, show less extreme response behavior than Americans (Harzing,
2006). Cultural values not only influence questionnaire answering behavior but also what is
seen by the person who receives the rating as important feedback (Denison, et al., 2010). It is

likely that the values of the countries are reflected even in ratings of actual behavior due to
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the social desirability factor when completing a questionnaire. For example, if emotional
intelligence is not seen as very important in one culture, then leaders might not enact that
behavior as much but also might not tend to rate themselves as highly in this capacity.
Beyond cultural influences, other factors are likely to have an influence on perspectives on
leadership behaviour. Caligiuri and Tarique (2009) found, for example, that extraversion
moderates the effect of cross-cultural leadership development on global leadership
effectiveness. Particular job demands of different industry sectors or job types are also likely
to influence what kind of leadership behaviors are required and therefore valued and shown
by leaders.

In terms of stereotypes, it is important for global leaders not only to recognize cultural
preferences of leadership styles in different nations, but also to pay attention to the individual
uniqueness of people beyond their culturally determined cognitions and behaviors. Holt and
Seki (2012) highlight that successful global leaders did not use generalizations or stereotypes
in their global assignments. They approached other individuals with a curious and holistic
perspective on the person, looking beyond their cultural identity.

For future research it would be fruitful to look more closely at why there are cultural
variances in enacted global leadership behaviors and what this means when considering
leadership evaluations and development in multi-cultural contexts. The GELI data does not
capture the working environment of leaders, and also does not capture the leadership
dynamics (or changes over time). Future work can focus on exploring if leaders from various
cultures behave differently in different contexts and with different people. Indeed leadership
behavior can change even when leaders come from the same culture: We do not address this
with our data. One could also look at cultural differences amongst observers of the same
participant. For example, when doing leadership evaluations or leadership development in a

multicultural company, what would the implications be for participants valuing feedback and
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using feedback for their own development if Eastern raters rate a participant higher in some

dimensions than Western raters do or vice versa?

CONCLUSION

This chapter reported on data collected via the Global Executive Leadership Inventory
(GELI), which measures global leadership behavior across twelve dimensions, to derive
insight into whether ratings of global leaders differ on the basis of their cultural origins. One
of the contributions of this chapter is that it provides evidence that the twelve global
leadership capabilities are in fact demonstrated (according to self- and observer-ratings) by
effective global leaders in countries across the world. Another contribution is that global
leaders apparently have to adapt their behavior to the country in which they are doing
business or engaging in leadership since cultural differences are present. For example,
visioning is an important leadership capability in all countries, but leaders from South-East
Asian countries showed visioning behavior more than leaders from a country of the Anglo-
cluster, which seems to indicate a greater expectation for this behavior. Indeed, the global
business environment poses specific criteria for effectiveness of leaders in order to deal with
the global environment characterized by complexity, change, and ambiguity. However, as
also outlined by the GLOBE study, different cultures place different values on certain
leadership behaviors and styles. Therefore it seems that cultural sensitivity and a holistic
approach to individuals are necessary qualities, in addition to enacting the twelve global

leadership skills, when a global leader has followers from different countries.
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Means and standard deviations of ratings by selves and observers for the twelve dimensions

of leadership for the East and West metaclusters

Total Data East Waest
Self Observers Self Observers Self Observers
Visioning 45.82 43.84 46.36 44.39 45.69 43.70
(4.64) (6.71) (5.01) (7.04) (4.53) (6.62)
Empowering 44 .49 41.65 44 .82 42.35 44 .41 41.48
(5.19) (7.4) (5.60) (7.57) (5.08) (7.35)
Energizing 45.23 44.12 45.79 44.58 45.09 44.01
(5.11) (7.18) (5.79) (7.62) (4.91) (7.05)
Designing and 36.77 36.76 38.31 37.66 36.39 36.52
aligning (5.78) (6.51) (5.71) (6.77) (5.74) (6.52)
Rewarding and 43.54 41.35 44.79 42.39 43.23 41.08
feedback (5.78) (8.03) (6.09) (8.3) (5.66) (7.94)
Team building 60.52 57.34 61.94 58.65 60.17 57.01
(7.13) (10.19) (7.42) (10.66) (7.01) (10.03)
Global mindset 44.13 43.50 43.90 43.44 44.19 43.49
(6.93) (7.54) (6.86) (7.63) (6.95) (7.52)
Outside 27.48 27.56 28.35 27.87 27.26 27.49
orientation (3.97) (4.51) (4.19) (4.606) (3.88) (4.47)
Tenacity 29.47 28.90 29.06 28.29 29.57 29.06
(341 (4.30) (3.67) (4.6) (3.33) (4.21)
Emotional 64.69 62.13 66.70 63.77 64.19 61.69
intelligence (8.58) (11.87) (8.9) (11.95) (8.4) (11.81)
Life balance 49.29 55.59 48.90 20.50 49.39 17.65
(7.61) (24.55) (8.02) (25.03) (7.5) (24.42)
Resilience to stress 33.40 38.86 37.38 60.7 32.40 60.55
(10.9) (23.91) (11.64) (23.37) (10.48) (24.04)

Notes: N=14914, Standard Deviations are in parentheses.
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TABLES

TABLE 1

GELI leadership behavior dimensions

(adapted from Kets de Vries, Florent-Treacy, Vrignaud, & Korotov, 2007, pp. 83-84)

Dimension

Description

Visioning

Empowering

Energizing

Designing and Aligning

Rewarding and Feedback

Team Building

Outside Orientation

Global Mindset

Tenacity

Emotional Intelligence

Life Balance

Resilience to Stress

Articulating a compelling vision, mission, and strategy with a
multi-country, multi-environment, multi-function, and gender-
equality perspective that connects employees, shareholders,
suppliers, and customers on a global scale.

Giving workers at all levels voice by empowering them through
the sharing of information and the delegation of decisions to the
people most competent to execute them.

Motivating employees to actualize the organization’s specific
vision of the future.

Creating the proper organizational design and control systems to
make the guiding vision a reality and using those systems to align
the behavior of employees with the organization’s values and
goals.

Setting up the appropriate reward structures and giving
constructive feedback to encourage the kind of behavior that is
expected from employees.

Creating team players and focusing on team effectiveness by
instilling a cooperative atmosphere, building collaborative
interaction, and encouraging constructive conflict.

Making employees aware of their outside constituencies,
emphasizing particularly the need to respond to the requirements
of customers, suppliers, shareholders, and other interest groups,
such as local communities affected by the organization.

Inculcating a global mentality in the ranks; that is, instilling
values that act as a sort of glue between the regional and/or
national cultures represented in the organization

Encouraging tenacity and courage in employees by setting a
personal example in following through on reasonable risks.

Fostering trust in the organization by creating, primarily through
example, an emotionally intelligent workforce whose members
know themselves and know how to deal with others with respect
and understanding.

Articulating and modeling the importance of life balance for the
long-term welfare of employees.

Paying attention to work, career, life and health stress issues, and
balancing appropriately the various kinds of pressures that life
brings.
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TABLE 2
Nationalities of participants (self-raters and observers; N = 14,914)

National cluster N Self Observers
Anglo 3728 436 3292
ConfucianAsia 956 109 847
EasternEurope 424 53 371
GermanicEurope 3086 353 2733
LatinAmerica 505 60 445
LatinEurope 2,918 348 2570
MiddleEast 733 93 640
NordicEurope 1,778 200 1578
SouthernAsia 712 86 626

SubSaharanAfrica 74 10 64




