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MANAGEMENT STYLESIN A GLOBAL
MARKET ECONOMY

Luchien Karsten

Globalization is the intensification of the spatial organization of
social relations and transactions, which put distant localities and local
activities at a level of worldwide range, consequence and significance.
These activities cluster into new reality like a globally operating market
system and a globally devel oping technoscience. The question is to what
extent aglobal civil society will comeabout too. At thelevel of internation-
ally operating firms management styles will have to be developed to
enhancetheunder standing of cultural heterogeneity withinthisglobal civil
society. Cultural complexity will increase due to the intensification of
interactions and transactions. Within and between inter nationally oper at-
ing firms. Communicative rationality in terms of dialogue and conver sa-
tionsshould bereinforcedto deal adequately with thiscompl exity. Commu-
nicative rationality perceiveslanguage not only as a mere representation
of an objective reality but also as a human practice in a social context.
Firms operating as communities of practice will enhance through proper
management styles the reciprocal understanding we need in a world
economy.
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I ntroduction

Fifty years ago a well-known Dutch
historian, Jan Romein, visited the Gadjah
Mada University and gave a lecture (4
Feb. 1952) on the unification of theworld
and the voice of Asia. He was impressed
by the political and economic develop-
ment of the Asian societies and thus, in
1956, he published a book reflecting his
fascinationfor thesedevelopments.t Inhis
second lecture, he depicted the peculiar
European development, which was initi-
ated duringthe 16th century, asadeviation
fromageneral human pattern of behavior.
Hedid not clearly describewhat hemeant,
but he seemed to refer to an original
Arcadian condition where the human race
till livedinharmony with nature. Romein
was convinced that Europe inherited cer-
tain traditions and organizational capa-
bilitiesfromthe Greeksand theRomansto
build a society focused on striving for
profit. Instead of enjoying one'slifeat the
present, individuals had to postpone plea-
suresor benefitsfrom hard work to alater
moment. This statement beard reminis-
cences to the well-known Weber thesis
stating that Protestanti sm, morein particu-
lar Calvinism, had been one of the essen-
tial sourcesfor the development of indus-
trial capitalism. Romeinbelievedthat Asia
stood on the brink of awakening and it
might somehow copy the western world,
deviating from the general human pattern
of behavior too. “The process of western-
ization of Asia has just begun and could
only begin now after the liberation from
thedominion by theWest” (Romein 1952:
145).

Duringthe 1950s, it wasacommonly
shared view that the industrialization of
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nations should take place according to the
ways the West had developed. A process
of imitation and adaptation was seen asa
secureway to promoteeconomic devel op-
ment, and the knowledge required was to
be transferred to the rest of the world.
Therefore, inthispaper, | wishto question
this perspective, for | do not agree that
thereisone socioeconomic model accord-
ing to which economic devel opment will
be guaranteed, even if there is one com-
mon global market. Furthermore, thereis
no one universal business model, which
will support suchaview. Instead, wehave
to respect that there are different systems
of management, which exist withavariety
of (multi) cultural traditions. Within these
systems, different management stylescan
be pursued based upon the specific busi-
nesscontext firmsareoperating. Doesthis
imply that there are no common features
amongst human kind for us to be able to
understand these varietiesin management
styles?1 believethat weareall endowedto
understand and respect each other, espe-
cially intoday’s multicultural societies.

Globalization of the Markets

Any society that has not closed its
borders or protected itself from outsiders,
but showed willingness to cross borders,
demonstrates an international focus. As
such, the phenomenon is not of a recent
date, but anintegral part of many societies.
According to Frank (1998), the economic
center of theworld until theyear 1800 was
located in Asia due to the fact that trade
within the Indian Ocean was larger and
more important than the trade between
Asiaand Europe or the United States and
Europe.

1 “De eeuw van Azié opkomst, ontwikkeling en overwinning van het modern-aziatisch nationalisme,”

Leiden 1956.
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Thefirst society that experienced its
international orientationintermsof cover-
ing the globe, however, was the Spanish
Kingdomof Philipll. After theannexation
of Portugal and his overseas empire, in
1580, Philip Il becametheruler of thefirst
empirein history where the sun never set.
“Although its core —and its king— re-
mained in Europe, issues concerning Af-
rica, Asia, and Americaregularly flowed
across Philip’s desk and required count-
less decisions’ (Parker 1998: 3). Philip's
purposewasto conguer theworld by mili-
tary force, reap the fruits of gold and
spices, andimposethecatholicreligionon
al its subjects. Throughout history we
have seen several empires, which strove
forthesamepurpose, but failed. Thesingle
phenomenon that did not disappear, how-
ever, was the market. Since the 16" cen-
tury, we have seen the increasing impor-
tance of global markets. The remarkable
principleof alocationwithitspricemecha
nism finally created markets as a spin-off
from military societies that strove for do-
minion.

Adam Smith in his famous ‘Wealth
of Nations' (1776) defended the proper
functioning of the market mechanism. In
his chapter about internationa trade, he
argued strongly against restrictions on
imports, and the merchants and manufac-
tures who supported such restrictions.
Domestic monopolies are advantageous
for specificindustries, but not for the* gen-
eral industry of the society” (Smith 1976:
Book V).

In afree market, merchantswill sup-
port domestic industries in the interest of
their own security. Any merchant will
thereby promotetheinterest of thesociety:
“heisinthis, asin many other cases, led
by an invisible hand to promote an end

whichwasno partof hisintentions’ (Smith
1976: 462; 471). Smith was not precisely
clear onwhat hemeant with the concept of
theinvisiblehand. Accordingto Rothschild
(2001), Smith used about adozen different
interpretationsof theinvisiblehand, butin
her view, the overarching topic for Smith
wasthat theinvisible hand requires, “ both
good ingtitutions and norms, whereby in-
dividuals pursue their interests within the
rules of well-defined games and not by
seekingtoinfluenceinstitutionsandrules’
(Rothschild 2001; 127).

Since the 18" century, we have seen
a continuous struggl e between the devel-
opment of free market and concomitant
ingtitutions to prevent the ideology of
market to downplay theinterest of society.
Wecan neverthel essseethat the processof
internationalization continued.

After the Second World War theglo-
bal market concept expanded further, but
was dominated by two superpowers, who
divided the world into two hegemonic
blocks, the first and second world. Those
not participating in either were reduced to
being categorized asthethird world coun-
tries. With the disappearance of the Iron
Curtainin 1989, the cold war period ended
and countries started to trade with each
other, which prior to 1990 had been im-
possible. The command/control era
changed into one of command/connect.
Every nationwillingto participatecanjoin
the world economy. Due to the growing
influence of multinationals, the process of
internationalization turned step by step
into globalization, which is nothing more
than the “intensification of economic, po-
litical, social, and cultural relationsacross
borders’ (Braithwaite and Drahos 2000:
8). Globalization, therefore, canbeseenas
the achievement of amarket-orientedness
i.e. where the sun never sets.




Globalization of Firms

Tooperateintheseinternationa mar-
kets and to devel op trade, West European
countries started to develop new forms of
economicorgani zations. Oneof thesesuc-
cessful trading companies wasthe United
East India Company (Verenigde Oost-
Indische Compagnie —VOC). The VOC
was set up in 1602 and the 400" anniver-
sary will largely be commemorated in
2002. The VOC was supported by the
Dutchgovernmenti.e. StatesGeneral. The
States General conferred upon the VOC
“the delegated, sovereign rights to main-
tain troopsand garrisons, fit out warships,
imposegovernorsuponAsian populations,
and conduct diplomacy with eastern po-
tentates, aswell as sign treaties and make
aliances’ (Israel 1995: 322). The double-
edged sword of military and economic
interestsmadethefunctioning of theVOC
acomplicated matter.

The success of European business
organizations in overseas commerce be-
tween the 16" and 19" centuries has nev-
erthelesslargely been dueto aremarkable
combination of long-distance trade and
colonization. Europeanscreated new forms
of partnership and joint stock companies
asaresult. “Theseformsdidinstitutional -
ize a new degree of separation between
companiesand itsowners, and in doing so
facilitated unified management of trading
voyages and cargo too big for a single
investor (Pomeranz 2000: 171). Thesetrad-
ing companieswerefirmsthat specialized
territorially and aimed to exclude every-
oneel sefromtheir geographicnicherather
than specializing in a particular range of
products or services across many places’
(Pomeranz 2000: 192).

What these firms failed to do was to
develop abody of knowledge fromwhich
managers could learn how to coordinate
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and control these large-scale organiza-

tions. Itisgenerally believed that manage-

ment knowledge rooted in American soil
andwascultivatedintoorgani zationtheory.

The essence of organization theory liesin

the classification of the relationships be-

tween organized structuresand processes,
and contracts and environments.

The American business historian,
A.D. Chandler, arguesthat the practice of
management emerged among American
engineers and managers in the railways
andthemechanical industriesaround 1880-
1900. He explainsthis sudden appearance
of management practiceby referringtothe
introduction of large size companies in
thesefields, which forced businessmento
devel op specific management approaches.
As a consequence:

e Owners became separated from man-
agers.

e Leadingfirmsestablished largemana
gerial bureaucracies to coordinate a
wide variety of activities and transac-
tions.

e Large-scale production became inte-
grated with mass marketing policies.

e Competition becamedriven by econo-
mies of scale and scope.

Engineers and managers began to
mobilize their professional interests by
setting up professional associations, pro-
fessional journal sand professional courses
at American colleges and universities.
“Such societies, journals, and courses ap-
pearedfirst for thefunctiona middleman-
ager infinance, marketingand production,
andthenfor general top managers’ (Chan-
dler 1977: 464). Such professional institu-
tionshardly existed inthe United Statesin
1900, but begantoflourishby 1920.“Even
then they were still uniquely American
and did not appear in any strengthin other
economiesuntil after WorldWar 11" (Chan-
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dler 1977: 468). A growing professional-
ism gave the corporate managers a sense
of self-identification.

In Chandler’s view, management
became a functional response to the new
demandsasaconsequence of thedevel op-
ment of mass markets and new technolo-
gies. He saw “the appearance of manage-
rial capitalism as an economic phenom-
enon” andtheUSasthe seedbed for mana-
geria capitalism due to the size and the
nature of its domestic market (Chandler
1977: 498).

What the Chief Executive Officers
(CEOs) of these large-scale American
firms created was a visible hand. Instead
of waiting to see how markets respond to
their products, they begantoinfluenceand
even rule the markets.

Visible Hand

Inthe 1960sand 1970s, it wasgener-
aly believed that there was an “industrial
logic” in the development of societies,
which gave the professional managers
hegemony and changed the old fashioned
ways of running industry and society
(Badham 1986). Management wasseen as
a hierarchy of functions occupied by en-
trepreneurs, managers, administrators,
engineersand professional specialistswho
holdthetop positionsinenterprises. It was
believed that management was crucial to
thesuccessof business(Kerr 1960). Itwas
the task of political leaders to facilitate
market development through the provi-
sion of the proper institutions, rules and
the development of industrial-relations
systems, aswell as the propagation of the
right management expertise (Kerr 1960).
Kerr believed that, “the general direction
of management development in all ad-
vanced industrial societies is the same”
(Kerr 1960: 121).

Scientific discovery, technological
innovation, and economic progress con-
stitute the major force for development. It
is also believed that the management
knowledge developed in the US consti-
tuted the basis for the promotion of the
inter nationalization of firms. Large-scale,
mass-producing enterpriseswith adecen-
tralized international focus became the
major units of the American business
model, which was initially transferred to
Europe. The consultancy firm McKinsey
and Co. ‘sold’ decentralizationtoitsEuro-
pean clients to strengthen their interna-
tional development. “In Britain, where
McKinsey had the greatest impact in per-
suading companiesto decentralize, 72 out
of the 100 largest businesses adopted the
multidivisional structure by 1970”
(McKenna 1977: 228).

However, since the 1970s, the domi-
nationsof the American businessmodel as
the universally applicable approach lost
its spell even though the ‘industrialists
believed that the ‘industrial logic’ forced
other nations to adopt this model as the
most advanced approachtowhichall large-
scale firms would converge. Companies
operating in the global market became
increasingly faced with ‘cultural’ prob-
lems. It turned out to be complicated to
deal with the institutional context within
which these firms were operating. Inte-
grating many national valuesystemsintoa
competitiveorganizational culturewasstill
largely ignored (Segallaet a. 2000). Sev-
eral cross-cultural perspectives on man-
agement appeared, focusing on noticeable
differences refuting the belief that man-
agement systems converge along with the
process of modernization.

Threedifferent perspectivescontested
the negligencefor the environment (insti-
tutions, rules, norms, values, cultures)
within which organizations are operating:




(8 TheUScentered new institutionalists
(b) The European societal effects
(¢) The business system theorists

TheUSCentered New| nstitutionalists

Themajor contribution of theinstitu-
tional school isthe emphasis on the envi-
ronment. It details for specific organiza-
tions and their recent history, “the close
interaction of organizations and their en-
vironment.” Organizations are seen as
“constantly adapting and improvising to
keep afloat and to find goals and values
that are consistent with their basic depen-
dencies, sources of financial support, le-
gitimacy, personnel and technologies’
(Perrow 1986: 166). According to the in-
stitutional school, organizations respond
to pressures in their environment to con-
form the accepted ways of doing business
so that they will appear legitimate to in-
vestors, customers, employees, etc. with
whomthey haverel ationships. Perrow con-
cludes, however, that this approach has
failed in perceiving society as adaptiveto
organizations.

The neo-institutionalists doubted the
presenceof clear-cut goal s, which defined
organizations. According to this new ap-
proach, organizations do not have identi-
ties. Thefocus, therefore, switched to the
problem of how organizations construct
their identity in order to legitimate them-
selvesintheir relevant environments. Neo-
institutionalismfocusesmuchmoreonthe
process of spreading organizational ideas.
A mainlineof argumentisthat isomorphic
forces in the environment influence the
formal aspects of organizations through
coercive, normative or mimetic processes
(Powell and DiMaggio 1991). This per-
spective has been used to understand the
process of diffusion of management con-
cepts. The attention was drawn to the ex-
istence of organizational fields and the
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mechani sms through which managers ob-
tain information to manage and control,
rather than to focus on the nature of the
S0Ci 0-economi cenvironmentsthemsel ves.
Neo-ingtitutionalism, however, till em-
braces the conviction that there is a ten-
dency of convergence athough they ex-
plain this no longer in terms of socio-
economicforces, but cultural ones. Never-
theless, thereisconvictionthat firmsoper-
ating within organizational fields reflect
processes of standardization in terms of
organizational forms and coordination
acrossorganizational fields. Thelong-term
result could be a homogenization across
organizational fields. Theneo-ingtitution-
alists are convinced that the same kind of
management conceptswill bediffusedand
adopted inthe most devel oped parts of the
world.

The European Societal Effects

The European societal effects school
aims to show how the capacities of firms
relate to the organization and interaction
of occupational groupsthat constitute the
firm. The capabilities or competence of
these productive agents are socially pro-
duced and formed through socialization
processes in different fields in society.
Through international comparisons this
approach strives to indicate similarities
anddifferences(Mauriceand Sorge2000).
It placesemphasison: “(a) thevaried ways
in which social groups are constituted in-
side and outside organizations; and (b)
their continuous competition for control
of resources (Whitley 1999: 12-13).” The
soci etal approachtriesto show how differ-
ent societal institutions and agencies gen-
erate different kinds of economic actors
pursuing different strategic approaches.

Duetothedivergent educational sys-
tems for example, dlitist in France and
egdlitarian in Germany, French and Ger-
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man managersdiffer intheir power bases.
The French educational system promotes
values such as, authoritarianism and re-
spect, and students of grandes écoles are
socialized with theideaof a‘natura’ dis-
tance between top and bottom. In Ger-
many only 16 per cent —in contrast to 46
per cent in France- of thetop managersin
1982 had university degrees, but 42 per
cent of the middle managers in Germany
have university degrees compared to only
20 per centinFrance(Mauriceet al. 1982;
186). This leads to different leadership
styles.

The Business System Theorists

The business system theorists do not
believe in the march to industrialism, but
admit that the capitalist sphereisof funda-
mental importance in structuring social
relations. There is a more diversified de-
velopment within capitalism and the
Fordist system of mass production for
example, cannot be the predominant pro-
duction system (Albert 1991; Whitley
1999). This approach is critical to the
assumption that one organizational form
and management style isinherently supe-
rior in al kinds of contexts. Their key
argument is that a great variety of eco-
nomic institutions and organizations are
equally viable and that different kinds of
management systems and styles may be
developed and survive as functional
equivalents (Calori and de Woot 1994).

Eventhoughthethreeaforementioned
approaches differ in their analyses, they
share a common concern about the pro-
cesses of divergence within and amongst
organizations. Although certain manage-
ment concepts and policies can be trans-
ferred from one country to another and
from afirmin one nation to firmsin other
nations, business practices still manifest a
high degree of heterogeneity and diver-

sity. Furthermore, ingtitutional and cul-
tural differences will have a very large
impact on the constitution of this diver-
sity, and studies have to be undertaken
aggressively in order to understand this
heterogeneity.

L eader ship Approaches

Cross-cultural researchintheorgani-
zational sciencematured duringthe 1980s.
Major studies by Hofstede (1980),
Trompenaarsand Hampden-Turner (1998)
and otherscontributed substantially tothis
process. It is now conventional wisdom
that search for universal characteristicsis
unrealistic and the meaning of cultural
phenomenaiscontext-dependent. Hofstede
(1983) underlined that management ap-
proaches will never fully converge and
argued nationality influencesmanagement
for three reasons:

e Nations are historically rooted politi-
cal entitieswith their own institutions
and legal, educational and labor mar-
ket systems.

e Informal organizationsareusually cul-
turally based.

e Psychologica factors and the way of
thinkingareinfluenced by national cul-
tura factors, formed by early family
relations and educational systems,
which differ from country to country.

Cross-cultural studies focused ini-
tially on differences between nations and
their specific national cultures to deduce
specific management behaviors. The cul-
tural focus led to studies in which the
unique qualities of the leader seemed to
create an organizational culture. Schein
(1985) warned that the unique and essen-
tial function of leadership seemed to con-
sist in the manipulation of the organiza-
tional culture. Transformationa leaders
had to change organizational culturesasa

7



prerequisite for radical strategic change.
L eadership became a kind of value engi-
neering. This vision fits neatly with the
new |leadership approach Bryman (1996)
has identified. Reviewing the prevalent
literature about leadership, he draws the
conclusion that it isdifficult these daysto
differentiate between the leader and man-
ager for both are seen as actors who make
decisionsand givedirectionsto organiza-
tions. Leadership isthen perceived as the
process of influencing the activities of an
organized group in its efforts toward goal
setting and social achievement. Bryman
nevertheless identified four different ap-
proaches, which since the 1950's have
been developed —the trait approach, the
styleapproach, thecontingency approach,
and the leadership approach.

The trait approach seeks to deter-
minethe personal qualitiesand character-
istics of leaders. This orientation became
very popular in the 1950s and entails a
belief that leaders are born rather than
made. Researchers have examined a host
of different traits such as, physica fea
tures, abilities, and personality character-
istics. This research, however, has not
been able to identify the relationship be-
tweentraitsand successful leadership. Nev-
ertheless the approach was revived in the
eighties due to the interest for entrepre-
neurship. It became clear, however, that
thetrait-anal ysisisnot sufficient tounder-
stand the qualities of a good leader or
entrepreneur.

The style approach became popular
during 1960s, placing emphasis on the
behavior of leaders. Since the behavior of
theleader isnot fixed but capabl e of being
changed, this approach focused on the
training of leaders instead of selecting
them. Training programsshould make(fu-
ture) leaders aware that they have to be
concerned about their subordinates as hu-
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man beings and thus, they should be re-
sponsivetothem. Leadershipqualitieswere
studied by analyzing what subordinates
expected from them. Employee and task
orientation were studied to improve the
proper behavior of leaders. Within this
approach, research isbeing undertaken by
differentiating, for example, six different
|eadership styles: coercive, authoritative,
affiliated, democratic, pace-setting and
coaching and analyzinginwhich situation
it is appropriate to apply a specific style
(Bakhtari 1995).

The third approach was introduced
during the 1970s when it was discovered
that identifying leadership qualities of an
individual actor was not sufficient for a
company to achieve its goals. Initiatives
|leaderswastaking aswell asthe outcomes
of their actionsturned out tobesituational ly
contingent. Proponentsof thecontingency
approach placed situational factors to-
wards the center of any understanding of
leadership. They were seeking to specify
the situational variables, which will mod-
eratethe effectivenessof aleader. Contin-
gent or situational studies of leadership
showed that effective leaders used an ap-
propriate style to deal with managerial
issuesinspecificsituations. Thisapproach
parallelsthedrift away fromuniversalistic
theories of organizations from the 1960s
and 1970s, and the gradua option of a
more particularistic framework that re-
flects away of thinking which Lawrence
and Lorsch (1967) assumed as “it all de-
pends.” Dichotomies such as, task ori-
ented versus relational oriented, demo-
cratic versus autocratic, and employeere-
lated versusjob centered, became popular
schemes to identify the position a leader
could take depending upon how favorable
a specific situation was for him/her.

Whileidentifyingthreecategories(i.e.
interpersonal, information oriented and
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decision taking), Mintzberg (1973) stud-
ied behavior of leaders and drew the con-
clusion that 10 different roles could be
played according to the situation.? How-
ever, taking situational factors into con-
sideration asan explanation of actual lead-
ership resulted in quite some disillusions.

The fourth approach was initiated
during the 1980’ sunder the heading of the
new leadership approach. Instead of fo-
cusing on situational circumstances, lead-
ershaveto be ableto identify the mission
of thefirm and transform the organization
accordingly. The transforming leader is
capableof raising theaspirationsof subor-
dinates and to merge them with his/her
own aspirations. Peters and Waterman's
[In Search of Excellence (1982)] highly
popularized this predominant position of
the transforming leader, who as a charis-
matic actor has a passion for excellence
and knowswhere heisgoing and can state
it clearly and concisely (Petersand Austin
1986). Stories about heroic Chief Execu-
tive Officers (CEO’ s) were published and
it was underlined that |eaders are capable
tocommunicatetheir vision, aprocessthat
entails depicting the status quo as unac-
ceptable and generating arhetoric, which
aidsthe understanding of thevision (Con-
ger 1989). Leaders with these qualities
werebeing depi cted asmanagersof mean-
ing. Asleaders, they have the capacity to
|ead otherstolead themselves. Collinsand
Porras(1997) haveillustrated how vision-
ary companies develop training and pro-
motion programstoensurethat their CEO’'s
reflect the mission of thefirm. Firmswith
truthful and authentic missions are called

clock builders because they have a solid
sourcedinternal mechanismtoupholdtheir
mission. In these organizations, there are
no leaders of firms, but leaders within
firms operating with teams.

Since the introduction of the New
Leadership approach, a certain eclectic
useof different perspectiveson|eadership
hasbecomeacommonfeature. Thediffer-
ence between |eadership and management
has been obliterated although Zalenik
(21977) had differentiated them clearly.
Burton and Obel, for example, simply
equate management with leadership and
define a leader as the actor who “makes
decisions, handlesinformation, buildsre-
lationships with other people and moti-
vates and controls subordinates’ (Burton
and Obel 1995: 96). One of the man
qualities of these |leaders/managersisthe
ability to deal with different values at the
sametime. “ Theart of leadership requires
the simultaneous pursuit of several val-
ues’ (O'Toole 1993: 7).

To prevent future studies from ex-
ploding into al kinds of directions and
analyzing a pastiche of behaviors, how-
ever, Cdori and de Woot (1994) have
proposed to contrast the American, Japa-
nese and European systems of manage-
ment (at | east) and to detect different lead-
ership perspectives within these systems.
Thesethree systemsaredepicted below in
Figurel.

Whitley (1999: 33), however, doubts
whether a specific European management
systemisyet present. Thesingle European
market itself “has so far not resulted in
standardized norms and rules governing

2 Interpersonal rolesinclude those of the figurehead, leader and liaison:
- the informational category includes the roles of monitor, disseminator and spokesperson;
- thedecisional category consists of therole of the entrepreneur, disturbance handler, resource allocator

and negotiator.

Theimportanceandintensity of each rolevarieswiththelevel of the organisation, thetypeand thesituation

of the organisation.
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Figure . Different Systems of Management
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economicactivitiesacrossEuropeletaone
theemergenceof distinctly Europeanfirms
which operate quite differently from na-
tional ones.” Despite the existence of the
European Economic Community, thereis
no clear identifiable European manage-
ment style other than the recognition that
thediversity amongst national institutional
arrangements and national business sys-
tems have a strong influence on manage-
ment practices within Europe (Lawrence
and Edwards 2000).

Calori anddeWoot’' s(1994) analysis
offers an interesting perspective to ques-
tion ourselves when a specific Asian, Af-
rican or South American system of man-
agement will break through. Propositions
in that direction will have to be studied
critically. Sen (2000: 36) warnsthat some-
times*" by selective citations of Confucius
and by selective neglect of many other
Asian authors, the view that Asian values
emphasize discipline and order has been
givenapparent plausibility.” Hefearsarti-
ficial distinctions, whichwill not be effec-
tive for the improvement of a reciprocal
understanding. In order to reach the goal
of reciprocal understanding, however, we
will have to study how in the context of
different systems of management, manag-
erswill develop astylethat enables coop-
eration within and between different man-
agement systems. Otherwise companies
operating in the global market will face
seriousproblemsbased on misunderstand-
ing and alack of respect for cultural diver-
Sity.

Management Styles

Pascale and Athos published ‘The
Art of Japanese Management’ in 1982, in
which they used thefamous 7S model asit
was jointly developed with Peters and
Waterman (1982) of the McKinsey

consultancy firm. They defined manage-
ment style as*the characterization of how
key managers behave in achieving the
organization’sgoals. [.....] Stylerefersto
the patterns of behavior of the top execu-
tive and the senior management team” (p.
81). Pascale and Athos (1982) did not
described the essential pattern of behavior
they hadin mind, but their book illustrated
how good managers have the capacity to
properly communicate and establish a
shared meaning. This indicates that man-
agement is above all arelational notion.
The CEO of Motorola, Bob Galvin, for
exampl e, discardedthetraditional concept
of the CEO in favor of the concept of a
Chief Executive Office, occupied by team
members. Heenvisioned an office held by
multipleteammembers(Collinsand Porras
1997: 178).

Katzenbach and Smith (1993) envi-
sion the same by underlining the role of
teams as groups of people with comple-
mentary skills who are committed to a
common performance purpose, for which
they hold themselves mutually account-
able. Members of the team build commit-
ment, confidence, remove barriers, create
opportunities and are part of the team
themselves. Even if there are individuals
with leadership qualitieswithintheteams,
they only facilitate those who have the
organizational skill to network and trans-
mit a shared organizational culture. This
transmissiontakesplacethroughlanguage,
but language itself should not simply be
perceived“ asasimplemeansfor thetrans-
portations of standardized meaning”
(Alvesson 1996: 33). Instead, the purpose
of ateam of managersisto communicate
their experiences, share their views and
talk about them in order to create ashared
meaning. Communicativeactionisaform
of socia interaction in which the plans of
actions of the team members are coordi-
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nated through the use of language, and are

oriented toward understanding and con-

sensus building.

The focus is no longer on isolated
managers. Instead the focus is on the so-
cial constitution of each individual man-
ager through the relationships of mutual
recognition into which he/she enters on
the basis of hislher involvement in pro-
cesses of communicative action. Team
members, therefore, will have to adopt
different attitudes toward the elements of
three ‘worlds' —the objective, the social
and the subjective. According to the Ger-
man philosopher, Habermas (1984, 1987),
human beings relate to three different
‘worlds’ with three different attitudes:

- when they adopt an objective attitude,
they relatetotheobjectiveworld of facts
and existing states of affairs;

- when they adopt a norm-confirmative
attitude, they rel atetothesocial world of
normatively related interactions; and

- when they adopt an expressive attitude,
they relate to the subjective world of
inner experience.

@ ahMal rterneti ond Journdl of Bsi ness, Jaeary 202\ 4 \b. 1

These three attitudes are the funda-
mental sources to express propositional
truth, normative rightness and subjective
truthful ness. Habermas believesthat with
his pragmatic analysis of language as
speech acts, we are able to distinguish
three types of validity claims, which al-
though distinct, interact in complex ways.
For example, team members jointly have
to agree on ameaning given to a specific
state of affairs within the firm. Organiza-
tional change raises the question how to
copewithitinnormativetermsand how to
implement the agreed meaning into ac-
tionsin expressiveterms. Theteam mem-
bers may have differencesin opinion, but
they will at least acknowledge the right-
nessof aparticular choice, which hasbeen
made to realize an organizational change.
Toreach anagreement, team membersuse
a language (game), in which the three
validity claims will be dealt. With these
validity claims, correspond three struc-
tural componentsof speechacts: thepropo-
sitional, theillocutionary and the expres-
sive.

Figure 2. Habermas Framework for a Pragmatic Speech Act Theory

Words Attitudes Validity Structural Categories of
claim component speech acts
of speech acts
Objective Objectivity Propositional | Propositional Constative
truth (asserting)
Socid Norm- Normative [lluctionary Regulative
Conformative rightfullness (promissing/
reguesting)
Subjective Expressive Subjective Expressive Expressive
truthfullness (avowing)
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In addition, with the three validity
claims, relate three categories of speech
acts:

- constative speech acts, which raise a
claim to propositional truth;

- regulative speech acts, which raise a
claimtonormativerightness. A speaker
claimstheright to say what he saystoa
hearer;

- expressive speech acts, which raise a
claim to subjective truthfulness. The
hearer can ask for example, ‘what rea-
sons do you have for expecting me to
believe you mean that!” (Cooke 1994:
60).

Habermas' framework (seeFigure?2)
is useful to distinguish between a cogni-
tive use of language, which focusesonthe
propositional content of an utterance and
theinteractive use of language (regulative
speech acts), which focuses on the rela-
tionship that an utterance establishes be-
tween the speaker and the hearer. The
cognitive use of language preventsaprac-
tical discourse about the meaning of cul-
tural diversity within an organization. In
this context, leaders are only perceived as
the ones who engineer cultural values.
With Habermas framework, we can focus
on the interactive use of language. The
communicative actions of ateam havethe
purposeto reach an agreement with regard
to all threevalidity claimsand coordinate
plans of actionsto realize a specific goal.

This framework can effectively ex-
plain how specific management stylesin
firms are established. If acertain topicis
raised within the team that has to do with
normative or cultural aspects, regulative
speech acts will prevail. Direct claims
about normativerightfulnesswill thenpre-
vail and only indirect claims to truth and
truthfulness will be expressed. In situa-
tionswhere many different value systems
haveto beintegrated in an organizational

culture, these regulative speech acts will
dominate. Compani esoperatingintheglo-
bal market will haveto promoteamanage-
ment style where persons with different
cultural backgroundsaresensitiveenough
to understand each other’s utterances in
terms of normative rightfulness and sub-
jectivetruthfulness, and not only in cogni-
tiveterms (Segallaet al. 2000). Managers
haveto assumetheresponsibility tolisten
carefully and to use their cognitive, nor-
mativeand emotional imaginationtograsp
what is being expressed and said in tradi-
tionsthey might not befamiliar with. They
have to resist “the dual temptation of ei-
ther facilely assimilating what others are
saying to their own categories and lan-
guage without doing justice to what is
genuingly different [....] or smply dis-
missing what the* other” issaying asinco-
herent nonsense (Bernstein 1991: 66).

Conclusion

In the 1950s, Romein believed that
the unification of the world would come
about. As| have tried to highlight in this
paper, itisnot the unification of theworld,
but that of the global market, which is
becoming a reality. Within that market
system, it isnot theinvisible hand (Adam
Smith) but the visible hand of manage-
ment, which has obtained a dominant po-
sition. This visible hand has been por-
trayed asthe hand of leaders, coordinating
and controllinglarge-scaleinternationally
organized firmswith divisional subsidiar-
iesor networked conglomerates. TheNew
L eadershipapproach, however, hasshown
that leadership of firms is beginning to
change into leadership within firms and
within teams. Within those teams, leaders
become invisible while their views be-
comepart of thevision of ateam of execu-
tivemanagerswho haveestablishedacom-
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monly shared meaning. The creation of
such a shared meaning is not the result of
free floating individual managers, but is
congtituted by a specific system of man-
agement that reflects the society within
which firmsare operating. Today, organi-
zations that operate in the global market
are being confronted with an intensive
cultural diversity. In order to be able to
cope the problem, they will have to im-
prove their communication manners.
Based uponthepragmatic anaysisof
language as developed by Habermas, we
canunderstand how different management
stylescan bedevel oped whichincludethis
diversity as an integral part of company
practice and establish commonly shared
meanings. Communicativerationality will
makeit possibleto perceiveandtreat other
people, other cultures, and other claimsin

References

@ ahMal rterneti ond Journdl of Bsi ness, Jaeary 202\ 4 \b. 1

an appropriate way. With communicative
rationality, wecancultivatea' moral imagi-
nation’ (Sen 2000: 38) based upon prin-
ciples of ‘universal mora respect’ and
‘egalitarian reciprocity’ (Benhabib 1992:
32). Thisisprobably an appropriatetrans-
lation of what Romein had in mind when
hetalked about the general human pattern
of behavior, which will make it possible
for participantsin teamsto fully take part
in conversations, question any assertion,
and introduce new topics and novel con-
cepts. Communicativerationality will pro-
mote and visualize the development of
management styles, which will demon-
strate flexibility to deal with thevolatility
of theglobal market, integratemulticultural
phenomenain theteambuil ding of manag-
ers, and focus on the appropriate use of
knowledge in language and action.

Albert, M. 1991. Capitalisme Contre Capitalisme. Paris. Seuil.

Alvesson, M. 1996. Communication, Power and Organization. Berlin: Walter deGruyter.
Badham R.J. 1986. Theories of Industrial Society. London: Croom and Helm.

Bakthari, H. 1995. Cultural effects on management style: A comparative study of
American and Middl e Eastern management styles. International Sudiesof Manage-
ment and Organization 25 (3).

Benhabib, S. 1992. Stuating the Self. London: Routledge.

Bernstein, R.J. 1991. The New Constellation: The Ethical—Political Horizons of Moder -
nity/Postmoder nity. London: Polity Press.

Braithwaite, J., and P. Drahos. 2000. Global Business Regulations. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Bryman, A. 1996. L eadership in organizations. In Clegg S.R. ea. Handbook of Organiza-
tion Studies. London: Sage.

Burton, R.N.,and B. Obel. 1995. Srategic Organizational Diagnosisand Design. Boston:
Kluwer Academic Publishers.

14



Kar st en-Minagenent Syl esi naG obal Mrket Econony

Calori, R., and Woot de Ph. 1994. A European Management Model. New Y ork: Prentice
Hall.

Chandler, A.D. 1977. The Visible Hand. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
Coallins, J.C., and J.I. Porras. 1997. Built to Last. New Y ork: Harper Business.

Conger, JA., 1989. The Charismatic Leader: Behind the Mystique of Exceptional
Leader ship. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Cooke, M. 1994. Language and Reason. Cambridge: MIT Press.
Frank, A.G. 1998. Re-orient: Global Economy in the Asian Age. London.
Habermas, J. 1984, 1987. The Theory of Communicative Action 1. Beacon Press.

Hofstede, G. 1980. Culture’s Consequences. International Differences in Work-Rela-
tional Values. London: Sage.

Hofstede, G. 1983. Thecultural rel ativity of organizational practicesandtheories. Journal
of International Business Studies (Fall).

Hollingworth, J.R., and R. Boyer. 1998. Contemporary Capitalism. Cambridge.
Israel, J.I. 1995. The Dutch Republic. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Katzenbach, J.R., and D.K. Smith. 1993. The Wisdom of Teams; Creating the High
Performance Organization. Boston: Harvard Business School.

Kerr, C. 1960. Industrialismand Industrial Man. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Lawrence, P.R.M., and J. Lorsch. 1967. Organization and Environment. Cambridge:
Harvard University Press.

Lawrence, P.,and V. Edwards. 2000. Management in Western Europe. London: McMillan
Press.

McKenna, Ch.D. 1997. The American challenge: McKinsey company’s role in the
transfer of decentralization to Europe 1957-1975. Academy of Management Pro-
ceedings.

Maurice, M., F. Sdllier, and J.J. Silvestre. 1982. Politique d' éducation et organisation
industrielle en France et en Allemagne. Paris : Puff.

Maurice,M.,and A. Sorge. 2000. Embedding Or ganizations. Amsterdam: JohnBenjamins
publishing company.

Mintzberg. 1973. The Nature of Managerial Work. New Y ork: Longman.

O'Toole, J. 1993. The Executive's Compass. Business and The Good Society. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Parker, G. 1998. The Grand Strategy of Philip I1. London: Yae University Press.
Pascale, R.T., and A.G. Athos. 1982. The Art of Japanese Management. Penguin Books.
Perrow, Ch. 1986. Complex Organizations. New Y ork: Random House.

15



@ ahMal rterneti ond Journdl of Bsi ness, Jaeary 202\ 4 \b. 1
Peters, T.J., and R.H. Waterman. 1982. In Search of Excellence. New York: Warner
Books.
Peters, T.J., and H. Austin. 1986. A Passion for Excellence. London: Collins.

Pomeranz, K. 2000. The Great Divergence; Europe, ChinaandtheMaking of TheModern
World Economy. Princeton University Press.

Powell, W.W., and P.J. DiMaggio (eds.). 1991. The New I nstitutionalism Within Organi-
zational Analysis. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Romein, J. 1952. In de Ban van Prambanan: |ndonesische Voordrachten En Indrukken.
Amsterdam: Querido.

Rothschild, E. 2001. Economic Sentiments. Adam Smith, Conclorect and the Enlighten-
ment. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Schein, E.H. 1985. Organizational Culture and Leader ship. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Segalla, M., L. Fisher, and K. Sandner. 2000. Making cross-cultural research relevant to
European corporate integration. European Management Journal 18 (1).

Sen, A. 2000. East and west: The reach of reason. New York Review of Books (20 July).
Smith, A. 1976. Wealth of Nations. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Trompenaars, F., and C. Hampden-Turner. 1998. Ridingthe Wavesof Culture. New Y ork:
McGraw-Hill.

Whitley, R. 1999. Divergent Capitalisms. New Y ork: Oxford University Press.

Zaeznik, A. 1977. Managers and leaders: Arethey different? Harvard Business Review
(May-Jdune).

16



