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Foreword by Professor Spang

Since the 1980s, project management has increasingly developed into a
widespread management approach for dealing with problems and tasks that
cannot be covered by standard procedures in organizations. More and more
companies have discovered project management as an adequate approach to
solve unique tasks, special tasks or new problem definitions. Thus, in addition
to the exclusively project-oriented sectors, such as the construction industry,
software development or management consulting, a project management
culture of its own has also developed in companies with standard organizations,
l.e. in the consumer goods industry, mechanical engineering and the automotive
industry, insurance companies, banks and public authorities. However, this
culture is neither standardized nor uniform — which in turn is system-dependent
and determined by the specifics of the industry and company. The increasing
globalization of markets and companies has brought a further dimension to
these special characteristics, which already exist in domestic projects, and the
resulting requirements for projects in an international environment. This
international dimension includes a multitude of partial aspects, such as
contractual, logistical and above all cultural — to name only a few. The question
as to which special characteristics must be taken into account in international
projects is therefore more urgent than ever, and with it, of course, the question
of the boundary conditions for decisions in international projects. On the one
hand, the national culture and on the other hand — in close connection with it —
the way of decision making in the national and international environment are in

the focus.

Therefore, Mr. Sohail Aslam, doctoral student at the Chair of Project
Management and former scholarship holder of the German Academic
Exchange Service (DAAD), has made it his dissertation's main objective to link

decisions in projects with the topic of national cultural characteristics. For this
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purpose, he chose the obvious way to compare two very different worlds,

namely Germany and Pakistan.

Mr. Aslam is very well qualified to deal with this challenging intercultural topic,
as he is well acquainted with the two worlds that he has brought together in his
dissertation topic. One, Pakistan, because it is his home where he grew up,
studied until he obtained a Master's degree in "Commerce" and was able to gain
first teaching experience as a "Lecturer" at The Islamia University of
Bahawalpur. He first got to know the other, Germany, through his two-year
course of study for the European Master of Project Management in Dortmund
and then, from 2010, as a DAAD-funded doctoral student at the University of
Kassel. These two worlds have certainly retained their differences in many
aspects despite Pakistan's economic and industrial development in recent
years, and probably even deepened them due to the very different political
developments of the past years. Nevertheless, well-known German companies

are active in Pakistan and thus also connect these two worlds.

In this mainly explorative work, Mr. Aslam has explored these two very different
worlds in the field of project management and control of projects by examining
the different decision-making behavior in Pakistani and German companies and
projects installed there. Even though it is difficult in itself to reach relevant
persons in companies for the purpose of interviews, this is certainly even more

difficult in Pakistan and in the current very tense situation.

Although Mr. Aslam promises a processing time of 30 minutes in the
introduction to his questionnaire, this is a very extensive survey, which has thus
also led to a truly comprehensive and revealing exploration of the comparative

decision-making behavior of these two cultures.

The strength of this thesis lies in the intensive analysis of the topic of decision
making in an international and Pakistani context. On the one hand, the good

literature base serves this purpose, on the other hand, a field study was carried
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out which is quite unique with regard to the realistic possibilities, as Mr. Aslam
was able to gain an astonishingly large number of experts due to his own (bi-
national) experience and competence in the topic under investigation. The
question of the thesis itself is of particular practical relevance and answering it

brings a clear progress and gain in knowledge.

This dissertation by Mr. Sohail Aslam from Pakistan represents a further
contribution of the research work at the Chair of Project Management at the
University of Kassel to project management in an international environment and

| am pleased that Mr. Aslam has successfully completed this thesis.

Prof. Dr.-Ing. Konrad Spang Kassel, August 2020
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Abstract

Abstract

This study presents the investigation about the decision making styles of Ger-
man and Pakistani managers in national cultural context who have been
working on projects. It becomes very important to understand the national cul-
ture when doing the international projects. Different studies have shown that
national culture has significant impact upon managerial practices especially de-
cision making. Germany is a developed country and various German
companies perform projects in developing countries like Pakistan. In projects,
the results are the output of the effective and efficient work of project teams.
Understanding the cultural values and decision making styles of one another
may be a catalyst for productivity in international projects. This understanding
enhances the mutual cooperation and reduces the likelihood of potential con-

flicts.

In this study, the decision making styles of both German and Pakistani individ-
uals involved in project activities have been investigated in social and cognitive
context. The cultural differences have been estimated and compared for the
managers belonging to both countries. The project work is generally performed
through project teams. Therefore, the relationship of decision styles in social
context has been estimated with dimensions of national culture using an etic
approach to study national culture. These decision styles are: autocratic;
pseudo-consultative; consultative; participative; pseudo-participative; and dele-
gative. The dimensions of national culture are: power distance; uncertainty
avoidance; collectivism / individualism; masculinity / femininity; and long term /
short term orientation. Decision styles in cognitive context are: directive; analyt-
ical; conceptual; and behavioral. For estimation of these decision styles and
cultural dimensions three already developed scales have been used. Regarding
the analysis of the data, two softwares (SPSS 21 and SmartPLS3) have been

used.
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Pakistanis have been found more autocratic as compared to Germans. For
other styles, Pakistanis are more pseudo-consultative and more pseudo-partic-
ipative. Germans are more participative and delegative as compared to
Pakistani managers. The analysis of relationship of cultural dimensions with de-
cision styles in social context has also revealed that power distance (PD) and
masculinity (MAS) have the ability to strongly influence the decision making
styles autocratic, pseudo-consultative and pseudo-participative in a positive di-
rection for Pakistani managers working in projects. Power distance (PD) has
shown a significant and negative relationship with participative decision making
style. Whereas, in the German sub-sample power distance (PD) does not show
a very dominant role. This dimension has a positive relationship with consulta-
tive decision style only. It means that these people consult others in decision
making process. Among the other cultural dimensions, masculinity (MAS) has
shown a positive relationship with pseudo-consultative and delegative styles.
This positive relationship of masculinity and delegative style among Germans
pretends that although they might be more masculine yet they have propensity
to delegate the decision authority. Structural equation modelling has been per-
formed to evaluate the relationships of cultural dimensions and decision styles

in social context.

Regarding the decision styles in cognitive context, Pakistani managers demon-
strate more dominance as compared to German managers in directive and
behavioral decision making styles. Whereas for the other two styles the German
managers present their dominance as more analytical and conceptual. These

differences have been found significant by applying independent sample t-test.

This study also presents some qualitative data and its analysis. Different factors
at personal and organizational level as well as factors related to general envi-
ronment have been also explored and discussed in qualitative section. The
findings of this study propose that when German and Pakistani managers have
to work jointly in common projects then differences in decision making styles in

cultural context should be considered. For the tasks, where less consultation,
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participation and analysis is required, speedy and routine decisions are to be
taken and need for creativity is low, Pakistani project managers may be suitable.
German managers will be appropriate on those managerial positions where
more consultation and participation is requisite, the need for creativity and in-
novation is high, and the tasks to be decided are composite and need more

analytical and conceptual analysis.
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Zusammenfassung

Diese Dissertation beschaftigt sich mit Entscheidungsstilen deutscher und pa-
kistanischer Manager, die Projekte bearbeitet haben, in ihrem jeweiligen
nationalen kulturellen Kontext. Fur eine erfolgreiche Abwicklung internationaler
Projekte ist ein Verstandnis der betreffenden nationalen Kulturen von hoher Be-
deutung. Verschiedene Studien haben gezeigt, dass die nationale Kultur
erheblichen Einfluss auf die Managementpraktiken und insbesondere auf die
Entscheidungsfindung hat. Deutschland ist ein entwickeltes Land, und ver-
schiedene deutsche Unternehmen fuhren Projekte in Entwicklungslandern wie
Pakistan durch. Projektergebnisse sind das Resultat einer effektiven und effi-
zienten Zusammenarbeit der Projektteams. Das Verstandnis der kulturellen
Werte und Entscheidungsstile des jeweils anderen kann ein Katalysator fir die
Produktivitat in internationalen Projekten sein. Dieses Verstandnis verbessert
die gegenseitige Zusammenarbeit und verringert die Wahrscheinlichkeit mogli-
cher Konflikte.

In dieser Studie wurden die Entscheidungsstile sowohl deutscher als auch pa-
kistanischer Personen, die Projekte bearbeitet haben, im sozialen und
kognitiven Kontext untersucht. Die kulturellen Unterschiede wurden fur die Ma-
nager beider Lander bewertet und verglichen. Projektarbeit wird von
Projektteams geleistet. Daher wurden die Entscheidungsstile im sozialen Kon-
text betrachtet. In den einzelnen statistischen Modellen wurden die
Dimensionen nationaler Kultur — die mittels eines etischen Ansatzes untersucht
wurden — als unabhangige, die Entscheidungsstile als abhangige Variablen ver-
wendet. AnschlieBend wurden Vergleiche bezuglich der Entscheidungsstile
gezogen. Die Entscheidungsstile sind: Autokratisch, pseudo-konsultativ, bera-
tend, partizipativ, pseudo-partizipativ und delegierend. Die Dimensionen der
nationalen Kultur sind: Machtdistanz, Unsicherheitsvermeidung, Kollektivis-

mus/ Individualismus, Maskulinitat/ Femininitat und Lang-/ Kurzfristorientierung.
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Entscheidungsstile im kognitiven Kontext sind: Direktiv, analytisch, konzeptuell
und verhaltensbezogen. Zur Schatzung dieser Entscheidungsstile und kulturel-
len Dimensionen wurden drei bereits entwickelte Skalen verwendet. Fur die
Analyse der Daten wurden zwei Softwareprogramme (SPSS 21 und Smart-
PLS3) verwendet.

Pakistaner wurden im Vergleich zu Deutschen als autokratischer befunden. Bei
anderen Stilen sind Pakistaner pseudokonsultativer und pseudopartizipativer.
Die Deutschen sind im Vergleich zu pakistanischen Managern partizipativer
und delegierender. Die Analyse der Beziehung zwischen kulturellen Dimensio-
nen und Entscheidungsstilen im sozialen Kontext hat auch gezeigt, dass im
Falle der pakistanischen Manager, die in Projekten arbeiten, ein positiver Ein-
fluss der Kulturdimensionen Machtdistanz (PD) und Maskulinitat (MAS) auf die
Entscheidungsstile autokratisch, pseudokonsultativ und pseudopartizipativ be-
steht. Die Machtdistanz (PD) hat eine signifikante und negative Beziehung zum
partizipativen Entscheidungsfindungsstil gezeigt. In der deutschen Teilstich-
probe hingegen spielt die Machtdistanz (PD) keine sehr dominante Rolle. Diese
Dimension steht nur in positiver Beziehung zum beratenden Entscheidungsstil.
Das bedeutet, dass diese Personen andere im Entscheidungsfindungsprozess
konsultieren. Unter den anderen kulturellen Dimensionen hat die Maskulinitat
(MAS) eine positive Beziehung zu pseudo-konsultativen und delegativen Stilen
gezeigt. Dieses positive Verhaltnis von Maskulinitat und delegativem Stil unter
Deutschen tauscht vor, dass sie, obwohl sie vielleicht mannlicher sind, dennoch
die Neigung haben, die Entscheidungsautoritat zu delegieren. Die Technik der
Strukturgleichungsmodellierung wurde angewendet, um die Beziehungen von
kulturellen Dimensionen und Entscheidungsstilen im sozialen Kontext zu be-

werten.

Was die Entscheidungsstile im kognitiven Kontext betrifft, so zeigen pakistani-
sche Manager im Vergleich zu deutschen Managern eine groere Dominanz in
direktiven und verhaltensbezogenen Entscheidungsstilen. Bezuglich deutscher

Manager sind hingegen die beiden anderen Stile — analytisch und konzeptuell
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—dominant. Diese Unterschiede wurden durch die Anwendung eines t-Tests fur

signifikant befunden.

Im Rahmen des empirischen Teils des Forschungsvorhabens wurden ferner
auch qualitative Daten erhoben, deren Analyse ebenfalls Gegenstand dieser
Dissertation ist. Verschiedene Faktoren auf personlicher und organisatorischer
Ebene sowie Faktoren, die sich auf das allgemeine Umfeld beziehen, wurden
ebenfalls untersucht und im qualitativen Abschnitt diskutiert. Die Unter-
suchungsergebnisse legen nahe, dass, wenn deutsche und pakistanische
Manager in gemeinsamen Projekten zusammenarbeiten mussen, die Unter-
schiede in den Entscheidungsstilen im kulturellen Kontext berucksichtigt
werden sollten. Fir die Aufgaben, bei denen weniger Beratung, Beteiligung und
Analyse erforderlich ist, schnelle und routinemafige Entscheidungen getroffen
werden sollen und der Bedarf an Kreativitat gering ist, kdnnten pakistanische
Projektmanager geeignet sein. Fur Aufgaben, bei denen mehr Beratung und
Beteiligung erforderlich ist, der Bedarf an Kreativitat und Innovation hoch ist,
und die zu entscheidenden Aufgaben zusammengesetzt sind und mehr analy-
tische und konzeptionelle Analyse erfordern, eignen sich deutsche Manager im

Lichte der Ergebnisse dieser Untersuchung eher.
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Chapter 1 — Introduction

1 Introduction

Business has become increasingly more global during the last couple of
decades (Hill, 2009). This increased globalization has raised demand for under-
standing the national cultures and their impact on project management
practices, particularly decision making. When doing a project in a country,
understanding about the culture of that country may be of immense help to set
up realistic expectations (Hofstede, 1984; Neman &Nollen, 1996, p. 1). Quanti-
fiable differences may help in the decision on where and how to do projects

which might bring in an advantage for the organization.

In this era of globalization it becomes more important to develop the cultural
understanding among partners belonging to different cultures. Germany is a
major business partner of Pakistan in the European Union. Many German com-
panies are running their projects in different sectors in Pakistan, for example
Siemens, Bosch and Bayer. Understanding of decision making styles in cultural
context of Pakistani and German business and project managers will help to
enhance mutual cooperation and reduce chances of potential conflicts. This
may ultimately help to improve and maximize the economic and social gains for

these both countries.

1.1 Research gap, research problem, and research

questions

Most of the research regarding organizations, management and decision
making is being conducted in developed countries and developing countries are
ignored. As more and more companies from Europe and other developed coun-
tries are now expanding their business in third world countries, the need to
understand the cultural differences with respect to different aspects is

increasing to enhance the mutual collaborations. The decision making behavior
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of managers is an important phenomenon to be understood in cultural context.
Weber et al. (2005) describe that there are distinctions found among individuals
on the basis of demographic factors, for example their ethnicity, their gender,
and their age and these also include the culture to which they belong. Weber et
al. have further presented that during decision making process, these individu-
als use different approaches regarding thinking processes. The individuals
utilize unique intellectual measures due to above mentioned distinctions exist-
ing among them. The most influential factor is culture affecting their cognitive

approaches to make the best choice out of available alternatives.

Pakistan is an Eastern while Germany is a Western country. There are differ-
ences in thinking and approaches to arrive at decisions between persons
belonging to these two different origins (Kaufmann, 1970). Burchell and Gilden
(2008) measured cultural perceptions of Western project managers operating
in Asian countries to report perceived differences in particular cultural dimen-
sions. In their study, the Western project managers had to report about the
orientation of their own culture and they had to demonstrate their perceptions
about the cultural values of Asian members of the project teams. Burchell and
Gilden mainly traced significant difference regarding the power dimension of
culture between Asian and Western project team members on the basis of per-
ceived data reported by Western managers. The cultural values of Asian team
members were not measured by obtaining data directly from them. Instead the
results about their orientation about cultural values were based on the data col-
lected from Western project team members. This approach could provide an
unrealistic and biased depiction about cultural context of Asian project team

members.

Muller et al. (2009) studied cultural differences between German and Swedish
project teams on the basis of the cultural framework by Hofstede (1980). They
described that there were differences concerning cultural dimensions and deci-
sion styles of project managers of the two countries. They further described that

differences in decision making styles of Swedish and German project team
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members and managers were linked to dimensions of national culture. They
separately collected the data from the project team members of both countries

about the culture oriented decision styles.

In the present study, for the purpose of framing research problem and data col-
lection, the later approach by Mdller et al. (2009) has been used to avoid the
perceived biasness of Pakistani and German managers about differences re-
garding cultural dimensions and decision styles of individuals belonging to other

country.

Cultural awareness helps us to understand our working environment and the
work behavior of individuals. In collectivist cultures decision making will be
based on consensus while in authoritative cultures decisions will be taken by
top authorities (Sagie & Aycan, 2003). The differences can be observed be-
tween specific and diffused cultures, e.g. concerning boss and subordinate
relationships. In diffused culture the relation of boss and subordinate does not
change even outside the work environment while in specific culture individuals
keep work and personal life separate from each other (Trompenaars & Hamp-
den Turner, 2006). In time orientation, people with monochronic culture place
each task in different timeslots considering time as a straight line. In polychronic
cultures people think of doing multiple tasks and consider time as more liquid
for scheduling of their tasks (Hall, 1976). Previous research has shown strong
impact of culture on management practices including decision making (Hof-
stede & Minkov, 2011; Muller et al., 2009; Miller et al., 2001; Dimitratos et al.,
2011; Dabic et al., 2015; Bala et al., 2012). Majority of the cultural studies used
etic approach to study impact of culture (e.g., Hofstede, 1980; Denison,1984;
House et al., 2002; Hofstede and Bond, 1988). Some studies have used emic
approach to overcome limitation of etic approach (Gannon, 1994; Miller et al.,
2001; Gannon, 2004), while some studies have used both emic and etic ap-
proach simultaneously in their studies (Sinha, 1990; Gannon et al., 2005). Many

researchers have developed tools and scales to measure and study cultural
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attributes at the individual level to contribute in the body of knowledge (Yoo et
al., 2011; Sharma, 2010; Maznevski et al., 2002).

Decision making is a vital project management practice. Researchers have
shown that cultural attributes have significant influence on decision making be-
havior (Hofstede & Minkov, 2010; Muller et al., 2009; LeFebvre & Franke, 2013;
Kazi, 2012; Dimitratos et al., 2011; Dabic¢ et al., 2015). The study of LeFebvre
and Franke (2013) showed that societal and individualistic cultural attributes are
involved in decision making. The cultural values were found to be a contingent
factor in making decisions, as claimed by Dabic et al. (2015). Their work was
based on Hofstede’s cultural dimensions. Khairullah and Khairullah (2013) ex-
plored out the impact of the social estimations of the senior chiefs of

multinational organizations on decision making behavior in China.

For the present study, following research problem has been framed after re-

viewing literature. The detailed literature review is presented in Chapter 2.
1.1.1 Research problem

The main research problem is to describe and differentiate the decision making
styles of managers associated with project management activities with ref-
erence to dimensions of national culture in Pakistan and Germany, in social and

cognitive context.

To deal with this research problem following research questions have been es-
tablished.

1.1.2 Research questions

The main research questions are as follows:

1. How can the decision making styles of managers associated with

project management activities in Germany and Pakistan be described?
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2. What are the differences in decision making styles of managers
associated with project management activities in Germany and Pakistan
both in cognitive and social context?

3. What are the differences in dimensions of national culture in Germany
and Pakistan at present?

4. Are there any relationships between decision styles in social context
and dimensions of national culture in Pakistan and Germany?

5. What are personal, organizational and environmental factors which may
influence decision making of project managers in Germany and

Pakistan?

The scope for this research is clearly defined. It is quite narrow, though, and —
as has been explained in the previous subchapter — it is a white spot in the field
of management research. Therefore, the first research question (1.) looks at the
decision making styles of German and Pakistani managers in an exploratory
and descriptive manner, and is setting the stage for the remaining research
questions. On the basis of this, the second research question (2.), which is com-
parative in nature, looks at the differences between German and Pakistani
managers concerning decision making in a social context, i.e. the way and the
degree to which the managers consult, or involve others in their decisions, re-

spectively.

Research question three (3.) looks (again in a comparative way) at the differ-
ences between the two groups concerning dimensions of national culture,
before the two objects of inquiry, i.e. decision making styles and dimensions of
national culture, are brought together in terms of the fourth research question
(4.). The third research questions (3.) offers the chance to compare the findings
of this research with the results from Hofstede’s work. As will be seen and com-
mented on later, there are substantial to drastic differences between German
and Pakistani people concerning the majority of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions.
It is intriguing to investigate whether and — if yes — how exactly these translate

to differences in the decision making behavior (cf. research question four (4.)).



Chapter 1 — Introduction

The question whether dimensions of national culture and decision making styles
are somehow associated at all, will very likely be answered positively, as extant
research has drawn a link between the two. Both conceptual and empirical work
can be found in this regard. Triandis (1994) has described the chain from ecol-
ogy and culture over socialization and personality to behavior (decision making
style may be conceived as a special type of behavior). Further conceptual work
has been done by, e.g., Vitell et al. (1993). There is a bulk of empirical studies
that deal with (national) culture’s association with decision making (e.g., Roxas
& Stoneback, 1997; Chu & Spires, 1999; Brew et al., 2001; Fong & Wyer, 2003).
In turning our attention towards the field of general management, we may look
at the work of Schneider and De Meyer (1991) who were able to show that
national culture influences the way managers respond to strategic issues. In the
area of project management, Muller et al. (2009) (in a qualitative, empirically
informed article) shed light on certain associations between dimensions of na-
tional culture and decision making behavior (also cf. Fitzsimons, 2004, in this
regard). Consequently, this research attempts to extend our knowledge about

the distinct relations between the two objects of inquiry.

With research question four (4.), specifically, the author intends to adopt an
isolated perspective on the relationships between dimensions of national cul-
ture and decision making behavior. However, decision making processes are
complex in nature and multi-facetted. Research question five (5.) leaves the
highly focused view and looks at the broader picture of decision making and its

environmental influence factors, instead.

This research has used Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimensions to study their
impact on decision making styles of German and Pakistani project managers.
The influence of these cultural dimensions on six decision making styles pro-
posed by Ali (1985, 1989 and 1993) in social context have been studied by
applying structural equation modeling (SEM) / path analysis approach.
Whereas, four decision styles and further basic decision patterns proposed by

Rowe and Mason (1987) in cognitive context have been measured and com-
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pared by using descriptive approach. The results of the study is expected to
provide productive information about differences in the decision making styles
of German and Pakistani project managers in both social and cognitive context

with respect to national cultural dimensions.
1.2 Research contribution and significance

This study will mainly help to provide understanding of differences in decision
making styles of German and Pakistani project managers both in social and
cognitive context. This study is also an attempt to recognize the relationship of
different cultural dimensions with different decision styles. There exists no such

information in extant literature as per searched and reviewed literature sources.
1.3 Layout of this thesis

This thesis is mainly reporting about different types of decision styles and dif-
ferences in these styles for German and Pakistani project managers in
relationship of dimensions of national culture as per cultural framework of Hof-
stede (1980). The personal, organizational and environmental factors which

may affect decision making are also part of a qualitative analysis.

The remainder of this thesis is organized as follows: Chapter 2 provides an
overview of the relevant concepts and constructs; the research methodology
employed for this thesis and more specifically the research model and scales
used in terms of the quantitative study are explained in Chapter 3; this is fol-
lowed by the analysis of data and interpretations of results (Chapter 4); finally,
results are being discussed on the foreground of the extant literature as well as
the practice of international (project) management, and an outlook on future

research is provided (Chapter 5).
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2 Literature review

2.1 National culture

Culture is a Latin word which is derived from the word “colere” which means “to
inhabit”, or “to cultivate”. Culture is a complex phenomenon to be defined. Late
in the 1980s the term culture was familiarized in business life in order to mention
the behaviors and attitudes conducted by the people in an organization. There
exist many definitions for it. Hofstede (1991, p. 262) has provided culture’s def-
inition as, “the collective programming of the mind which distinguishes the
members of one human group from another.” According to Trompenaars and
Hampden-Turner (2011) “culture is the way in which people solve problems.”
National culture is a very important factor that influences organizational behav-
ior, i.e. the way people do business and make policies (Hofstede & Minkov,
2011).

Cultural theories covered many cultural aspects and highlighted its impact re-
lated to very small to very big dimensions. The awareness of these cultural
attribute helps us to understand work environment behavior and different styles
of working. For example, in an authoritative culture normally decisions will be
made by top authority and chances to get criticism on the decision by sub-
ordinates will be minimal. On the other hand, in a society with more equality
decisions can be criticized by the subordinates and normally consensus is made

in order to take a decision.

Many researchers like Hofstede, Trompenaars, Hall, and Schwartz studied cul-
ture as a phenomenon and theoretical construct, and proposed different

dimensions.
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2.1.1 Hofstede

On national culture, Geert Hofstede is portrayed by numerous as the most fa-
mous scholar. His examination was in view of workers of IBM (the information
technology company). He began to investigate in 1960 and continued his study
for a very long time. His study covered 72 countries with more than 116,000
workers responding from IBM. He used an inventory of 33 questions in order to

illustrate individual belongingness from the group into cultural aspect.

Hofstede relate culture with mental programming and identified three layers
which are individual, group and universal. Individual level is the inherited or
learned mental programming of the individual which is reflected by his/her per-
sonality. The group level is associated with culture of a specific group or
category mostly learned behavior which is taught by other explicit to a group of
individuals. The universal level reflects the human nature which is a mental pro-
gramming mostly inherited from one generation to another (Hofstede et al.,
2010). Culture is characterized as a “collective programming” (Hofstede, 1980),

or as a “group being” (Ralston et al., 1994).

Cultural dimension Research studies

Farh et al. (2007); Javidan et al. (2006); Kirkman et al.

Power distance (2006); Tang and Koveos (2008)

Individualism/ Oyserman et al. ( 2002); Peterson and Castro (2006);
Collectivism Sinha et al. (2001); Heine et al. (2002)
Masculinity/ Spence (1985); Francesco and Gold (2005); Furrer et al.
Femininity (2000)

Uncertainty Singh (2006); Ramirez and Tadesse (2009);
avoidance Gannon et al. (2005)

Long term orientation Nakata and Sivakumar (1996)

Table 2:1: Hofstede cultural dimensions studies in literature
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Cultural dimensions and culture are viewed as the aggregate skyline speaking
to a particular social reality. The cultural dimensions proposed by Hofstede
which are being used for this study have also been used by many researchers

in the past. Some studies are mentioned in Table 2:1.
Power distance

The degree of acceptance and expectance of uneven distribution of power in
the society by the less powerful members of this society is named as power
distance (Hofstede, 1980). Power distance demonstrates the level of inequality
in a nation. Inside of an organization the expression "power distance" is alluded

to as the veneration of the level of centralization of power.

This uneven distribution can be associated with wealth, reputation, and power
(Hofstede, 2001). The value of power distance level represents “how the culture
tolerates and fosters pecking orders, and how actively members try reduce
them” (Mead, 2003, p. 36). The societies with high power distance are con-
sidered to accept inequality and the fellows of these cultures admit that sharing
of the power should be unequal. Several rights are given to the people having
high position in society and this is believed as something fair and natural. In-

equality is less accepted in the societies with low power distance.

High power distance values are generally linked with the features of top-down
fashion of decision-making, hierarchy in associations, and command on work-
ers in an organization (Sagie & Aycan, 2003). The standard of the cultures with
high power distance is to validate the variances in the decision making power
of those having a position of high power and of those having a position of low
power (Hofstede, 2001). Whereas, the rule of the cultures with low power dis-
tance is to reduce the variances in the decision making power of those who
have position of different levels. In the cultures with low power distance, the
people who are lower in terms of their positions are being likely to share the

power of decision making with high power positions.

10
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Individualism/ Collectivism

The individualism and collectivism measurements really constitute conditions of
characteristics that separate cultures. The ties between people are free and
individuals care for their own particular self-interest, in the individualist society
(Hofstede, 1984b). The values of collectivist society are linked with each other.
Team oriented environment is more preferred in such cultures because people

prefer to work in a joint effort and show stronger commitment.

In individualist societies, the individual has a tendency to see itself as a free
individual who only considers his/her own advantage and ventures; on the other
hand in collectivist cultures, the individual tends to see itself in a linked relation-
ship with the society (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). In individualist societies,
individual objectives tend to take significance over objectives of the group;
whereas in collectivist societies, group objectives are more liable to have sig-
nificance (Triandis et al.,, 1988). In individualistic societies, verbal
communication is more important rather than non-verbal for example body lan-
guage etc. as opposed to the collectivist societies where non-verbal

communication is meaningful and important (Taras et al., 2011).

The significance of individual convictions and states of mind concerning group
standards and obligations differs with individualism/collectivism culture. In col-
lectivist societies, group customs and obligations have a tendency to be more
critical in decision making than are individual convictions and rights (lwao &
Triandis, 1993). At long last, in individualist societies, individuals tend to put
more prominent significance on accomplishing tasks than on keeping up agree-
able connections. In collectivist societies, individuals are more expected to
surrender task accomplishment for the purpose of good associations with others
(Triandis, 1995). Furthermore, in the collectivist societies, a well-recognized,
prominent job is a source of higher satisfaction. People want to preserve face

and want to be more respectful for their peer group (Lu et al., 2012).

11
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Uncertainty avoidance

The third Hofstede cultural dimension analyzed is uncertainty avoidance, which
measures the level of instability and nervousness amongst individuals in a gen-
eral public about what is to come. This implies that in societies with lower level
of uncertainty avoidance, individuals have a characteristic inclination to think
generally secure, whereas in the societies with strong uncertainty avoidance,
individuals attempt to escape from the risk and make security. Such social
orders have for instance, religions set up, and are searching for the total truth
(Hofstede, 1983). Cultures having higher level of uncertainty avoidance try to
minimize the possibility of any unstructured or uncertain situations by complying

with the strict laws and rules (Lu et al., 2012).

Hofstede describes uncertainty avoidance as the tendency among the individ-
uals of a society to refrain from facing any uncertain, misty, erratic
circumstances. They subsequently attempt to avoid it by keeping up structured
rules of conduct and have a confidence in outright truths. The strong uncertainty
avoidance cultures are dynamic, forceful, enthusiastic, urgent, looking for secu-
rity, and bigoted; societies with a feeble uncertainty avoidance are unemotional,
less aggressive, thoughtful, casual, tolerating individual risks, and generally tol-
erant (Hofstede, 1986).

High uncertainty avoidance may result in making strategies where true potential
of doing business cannot be utilized. For example, organizations working in a
high uncertainty avoidance culture incline to conduct more trade in cash than
organizations which are operating in low uncertainty avoidance cultures. The
belief in such societies is that cash transaction is more safe because future is

uncertain and therefore not safe (Ramirez & Tadesse, 2009).

Similarly, this can be compared in contentment level in the use of products or
services, people in lower uncertainty avoidance cultures are more contented in

case the intended satisfaction level is not achieved. On the other hand, people

12
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with high uncertainty avoidance cultures are extremely dissatisfied if the in-
tended objectives are not achieved (Reimann et al., 2008). People with high
value of uncertainty avoidance consider their society as better and look after
conventions. They have a tendency to be intolerant of views not quite the same
as their own. At the point when individuals feel undermined by future uncer-
tainty, they deal with this pressure by searching for standard approaches
applied in the organizations so that the future actions become predictable (Hof-
stede, 1980).

Masculinity/ Femininity

The fourth cultural dimension is “Masculinity versus Femininity” which
manages the issue of the level of assertiveness or nurture-ness in the public
arena. Mas-culinity represents a culture in which roles of social gender are
visibly separate (Hofstede, 2001). In a masculine society there is a sharp
division in those roles which a man and lady need to perform. On the other
hand, feminine is a society where there is a moderately little division of role
based on gender. Masculine society is more achievement and performance
oriented. In feminine societies, values such as thinking about others and

service orientation are important (Hof-stede, 1983).

Masculine people's inclinations are accomplishment, bravery, and material ac-
complishment. While feminine people focus on accomplishments in the form of

social relationships and modesty (Hofstede, 2001).

A person’s gender identity indicates the extent that people view themselves be-
ing as feminine or masculine, i.e. it intends to be a woman or a man in a culture
(Burke et al., 1988). Masculinity and femininity are more rooted in the gender
(social) and not in the sex (biological). Societal individuals choose what being
female or male means (prevailing or inactive, daring, or enthusiastic). In gen-
eral, male members of the society will by and large react by characterizing

themselves as masculine but females will for the most part characterize them-

13
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selves as feminine. Since all of this is defined socially, nevertheless, it is likely
that a masculine behavior observed by a female and a feminine behavior is
observed from a male in a society. It is essential to differentiate gender identity,
as mentioned above, from other concepts related to the gender like role of the
gender, which are shared desires of conduct specified for a gender. For exam-
ple, roles of the gender may incorporate domestic role of females and worker

role of male (Eagly, 1987).
Long term/ Short term orientation

The cultural dimension dealing with long term versus short term orientation was
included later in Hofstede'’s cultural dimensions. Not much research has been
done applying this particular cultural dimension. Long term orientation consid-
ers dynamic work style, with positive attitude which is orientated to future
prospects. On the other hand, short term orientation is characterized by inflexi-

ble, static, and past orientated culture (Hofstede, 2001).

Organizations which are long term oriented focus on the future of the business.
They may sacrifice immediate benefits and success in the hope of getting higher
levels of success in the future. These organizations follow a path to achieve
higher profits in the future. In this context success of the managers is not judged
on their immediate performance but on achievement of long term business
goals. Such managers are given more resources and flexibility to contribute to
higher success. The situation will be just reverse in short term orientated organ-
izations as immediate success is more important for such business.
Accordingly, managers are given less flexibility and short deadlines. Success is
generally measured in such organizations on monthly, quarterly, or yearly basis.

Managers are believed to be successful only based on theirimmediate success.

A large number of researchers has used Hofstede’s model to study culture and
the influence of culture on business practices (Browaeys & Price, 2008; Hill,

2009). This research also focuses on Hofstede ‘s cultural dimensions because

14
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of their wider acceptability among the scientific community. Nevertheless, a
brief overview of some of the other major research contributions in cultural stud-

ies are highlighted in the next sections.
2.1.2 Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner

Based on the work of Hofstede, Trompenaars and Hampden Turner (2006) de-
veloped seven cross-cultural competence dimensions. The seven cultural
dimensions are universalism versus particularism, individualism versus commu-
nitarianism, neutral versus emotional, specific versus diffuse, achievement

versus ascription, attitudes to time, and attitudes to the environment.

The dimension of universalism and particularism is referred to “rules versus re-
lationship”. Adherence to the rules is the attribute associated with universalistic
cultures. The definition of right and wrong is derived from universally agreed
upon rules. On the other hand, obligations based on relationship are more im-
portant in particularistic cultures. They may have other priority over agreed upon
rule. Individualism and communitarianism describe the role of a person as an
individual and as a group in the society and how they are related to each other.
This division is very similar to Hofstede’s individualism vs. collectivism. The di-
mension neutral versus emotional is linked with the expression of feelings and
emotions in dealing with other people. Neutral societies separate emotions from
their expressions and interact with other people based on objective com-
munication. On the contrary emotional cultures extensively use emotions
through gestures. The communication is centered on emotional aspects and not

impartial.

The dimension, specific versus diffuse is mainly about “the range of involve-
ment” of an individual in the particular relationship (Trompenaars & Hampden-
Turner, 2006, p. 29). People in specific cultures keep individual relation with
someone separate in each specific situation. For example, the boss and sub-

ordinate relation will only be limited to office and outside they meet and deal like
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normal people. While in the diffused cultures the relationship in two situations
is not isolated from other relations. A boss and subordinate relationship will re-
main same even if boss and subordinate are meeting outside e.g. during
shopping. The dimension of achievement versus ascriptions is mainly con-
nected to “how status is accorded” (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 2006,
p. 29). The success and achievements of the people can be attributed to per-
sonal effort which means people achieve success or failure based on what they
have done. Alternative perspective is that the success or failure can be at-
tributed to individual personal circumstances. The factors of kinship, personal

relations, age, or education determine individual status in a particular situation.

The dimension attitude to time is highlighting individual's perception regarding
time. Based on this, attributed people can be differentiated by the level of im-
portance they attribute to their present, past, or future. Cultures focusing on
present mainly do not give importance to traditions or even future. The persons
focusing on the past give high importance to living with traditions and history
connections. On the other hand, the persons focusing on the future care less
about the past and present. They have a vision to pursue long term objectives
and they view their success in achieving certain positions in the future. The
other view of considering time is sequential or chronic. The people following
sequential orientation view time in a straight line while people having chronic
orientation relate past, present, and future and consider them as interde-
pendent. People perform multiple tasks and many things can be done at the
same time. Lastly, the dimension attitude to the environment connects people
and nature relationship. Environmental orientation can be inner-directed where
a person, and how this person can influence the environment is important. Peo-
ple believe that they can generally control the nature in some way. The
contrasting view is outer-directed where people believe nothing can be done to
change the nature which is very powerful. People believe themselves as small

parts of nature and they must move according to the nature force.
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2.1.3 Hall

Edward T. Hall worked for decades and his work includes four main cultural
dimensions named high and low context, space, time, and fast and slow mes-
sages. In a high context communication little information is communicated and
it is believed that no background information is required. In a low context de-
tailed information including the background information is communicated in
order to ensure that the message is properly communicated. In high context the
background is believed to be already known. In low context cultures on the other
hand, there is a clear separation between work and other relationships, ensur-
ing effective communication. In this kind of cultures it is important to
communicate full messages explicitly. The space dimension is mainly related to
ownership or personal space (Hall & Reed Hall, 1990). This is an association of
someone with something or description of a space as my own. This space can
be a bedroom, car or area surrounding a person. This perceived personal space
varies from culture to culture. In time dimension people are attributed to mono-
chronic and polychronic culture. In monochronic time people perceive time as
a straight line. The individuals have to put their activities in different timeslots.
On the other hand, in polychronic time orientation people have more liquid ap-
proach to time and more activities can be scheduled in one time slot. The
dimension dealing with fast and slow messages is connected to the speed at
which message can be decoded. Fast messages are associated with fast un-
derstanding (e.g. headlines) and slow messages are associated with slow
understanding and interpretations (e.g. books). In order to operate effectively a
reasonable speed is required. According to the authors this can be related to
each and everything, for example a person can be regarded as slow if it takes
long time to understand another person. In contrast, another person can be
regarded as fast if the person is quickly able to understand another person.
Clear differentiation can be observed in different cultures related to speed di-

mension.
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2.1.4 Schwartz

Schwartz (2009) looks at culture in a different way because he believes culture
is outside of an individual and not related to people’s action or mind. In his opin-
ion culture can be measured with the help of cultural manifestations. He also
believed that some common problems of the societies can be solved through
increased understanding of the cultural values. Schwartz presented seven cul-
tural values namely, embeddedness, affective autonomy, intellectual autonomy,
hierarchy and egalitarianism, harmony, and mastery (Schwartz, 1999, 2009;
Fischer et al., 2010).

The dimension autonomy has further classification as affective and intellectual
autonomy. Embeddedness is related to boundaries and relationship among in-
dividuals. Autonomy is mainly related to independence of an individual within a
group and embeddedness is dealing with state of collectiveness in a group or
society. These can be related to Hofstede’s dimension where the classification
is based on collectivism and individualism. In the dimension hierarchy and egal-
itarianism, the main subject is related to future behavior of people for mutual co-
existence. In egalitarianism, individuals are believed to be equal and have com-
mon interest. The importance is given to social welfare, mutual cooperation,
honesty and equality. The cultures following hierarchy on the other hand are not
considered as equal. The people assume different roles which they take for
granted and everyone follow rules associated with the role. The distribution of
power, wealth and authority is not equal but divided in different hierarchical lev-

els.

The dimension on harmony and mastery primarily focused on the relationship
of people with nature. Particularly it highlights the human view regarding natural
resources and the power of the nature. The harmony dimension is associated
with the people in a culture who believe natural force to be supreme. They try
to harmonize their life by accepting their part as the distribution of nature. On

the other hand, people following mastery principle believe that they can identify
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certain goals and in order to achieve them they can challenge the natural forces.
Basically, they have strong ambitions and want to align nature with their goals.
This concept is closely related to the “attitude to environment” dimension pre-

sented by Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (2006).
2.1.5 GLOBE Project

The research program referred to as GLOBE project (House et al., 2002), or
GLOBE Culture and Leadership Study 2004 (https://globeproject.com/studies)
was a large-scale multi-phase, multi-method, international research endeavor
with the objective to “predict the impact of specific cultural variables on leader-
ship and organizational processes and effectiveness of these processes.”
(House et al., 2002, p. 4) It was initiated by Robert J. House in 1991 (Hofestede,
2010). The project involved researchers from 61 countries and its main source
of data are approximately 17,000 questionnaires that have been collected from

middle managers of 825 organizations (House et al., 2002).

Concerning the construct of culture, the GLOBE research employs dimensions
from Hofstede (1980). Moreover, it builds upon the work of Kluckhohn and
Strodtbeck (1961), as well as McClelland (1985), and Putnam (1993). Note-
worthy, survey participants were asked each question twice. One time they
were supposed to describe their organization’s current state (“as it is”); another
time to judge and describe how it should be (“as it should be”). The development

of the scales is described in Hanges and Dickson (2006).

The second construct in the center of GLOBE research is leadership, which the
GLOBE researchers define as the “ability to influence, motivate, and enable
others to contribute to success of their organization.” (House et al., 2002, p. 7)
The respective questionnaire items were formulated based on extant leadership
theories as described in House and Aditya (1997). The GLOBE research looked
at leadership attributes and behaviors and the effectiveness of leadership as

well as the degree to which leaders were accepted. The research was supposed
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to reveal on the one hand whether there are leadership behaviors that are uni-
versally accepted/effective, and on the other hand the role of national culture

regarding leadership acceptance/effectiveness (House et al., 2002).

Regarding the relevance of the GLOBE project for this research, two things can
be said: First, one of the main variables of the GLOBE project’s research model
was leadership effectiveness. The research at hand deals with decision making
in particular, which can be considered one specific aspect of leadership. It is
therefore difficult to derive direct implications for the design of the present re-
search from the GLOBE project. Likewise, a latter discussion of this research’s
results in the light of the results of the GLOBE project seems to be of limited

value.

Second, despite the participation and contribution of a broad international com-
munity of researchers to GLOBE, Pakistan was not among the countries with a
team of Country Co-Investigators (CCl), i.e. there are no results available for
Pakistan from the GLOBE Culture and Leadership Study 2004.

Nevertheless, the results for the sub-sample Germanic Europe, i.e. Germany,
Austria, Netherlands and Switzerland, shall be briefly introduced here. Figure
2:1 shows the scores for the nine cultural dimensions used within the GLOBE
project. Figure 2:2 shows the scores of leadership attributes that are considered
to be associated to outstanding leadership by GLOBE researchers of the same
sub-sample. Concerning Figure 2:1, the “Practice Scores” reflect the analyses
of the “as it is” items, while the “Value Scores” reflect the analyses of the “as it

should be” items (cf. above).
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Figure 2:1: Cultural practices and values in the Germanic Europe group (retrieved from

https://globeproject.com/results/clusters/germanic-europe ?menu=listi#list, on 28" June 2020)

Concerning a brief comparison of the results from the GLOBE project with Hof-
stede’s research, only the three dimensions uncertainty avoidance, power
distance, and individualism are considered, as the respective scales used in
terms of GLOBE research were intended to measure the same variables as
Hofstede did (House et al., 2002). Hofstede’s scores for uncertainty avoidance
range from 53 (Netherlands) to 70 (Austria) out of 100 maximum. The results
from GLOBE seem to confirm this. The results from GLOBE show a huge dis-
crepancy between the actual expression of power distance in the organizations
on the one hand (“as it is”; relatively high) and the desired state on the other
(“as it should be”; relatively low). The Hofstede scores rather seem to reflect the
latter perspective as they range from 11 (Austria) to 38 (Netherlands; Switzer-
land and Germany showing almost equal scores with 34, and 35, respectively).
Finally, Hofstede’s results show medium (55, Austria) to high (80, Netherlands)
scores for individualism, with Germany (67) and Switzerland (68) being located
in the middle (i.e., relatively high; all values above retrieved from
https://www.hofstede-insights.com/country-comparison/austria,germany,the-

netherlands,switzerland/ on 29" June 2020). The dimension institutional collec-
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tivism from the GLOBE project uses the scale in the opposite direction, i.e. low
scores reflect high individualism while high scores are a sign for collectivist so-
cieties. The values from GLOBE range from medium to relatively high, so one

could argue that the results rather contradict Hofstede’s results in this regard.
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Figure 2:2: Leadership Scores for Outstanding Leadership in the Germanic Europe Group
(retrieved from https.//globeproject.com/results/clusters/germanic-europe ?menu=list#list, on
28" June 2020)

There has been much discussion on the GLOBE Culture and Leadership Study
2004 among scholars, e.g., on the question what the scales applied did actually
measure, and on whether the differentiation between the actual state and the
desired state of a cultural dimension is actually help- or useful (cf. Hofstede,
2010, for a summary). Nevertheless, the project was succeeded by the GLOBE
CEO study 2014 which explored leadership behaviors and leadership effective-

ness in 24 countries.
2.2 Cultural measurement approaches

As to define culture is a complex matter, the measurement of cultural values
and dimensions is also complicated. Taras et al. (2009) describe that there are
two approaches to study national culture which may be used to define and

measure national cultures. These are emic and etic approaches. The emic ap-
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proach is limited to describe only one culture of one country and cannot be used
to describe and compare cultures of two different countries. The etic approach
on the other hand follows the assumption that there are some cultural dimen-
sions which are universal and can be relevant to any culture. The vast majority
of researchers followed etic approach in culture oriented research. However it
also has some limitation, for instance long term orientation scores are not ho-
mogeneous and do not reflect eastern or western culture suggesting a limitation
of the etic approach alone to provide proper justification (Bala et al., 2012).
Gannon et al. (2005) used a set of questionnaires to conduct a study in six
countries. In order to include the emic aspect, they used metaphors. Some of
the cultural studies can be categorized as etic (Denison,1984; Hofstede, 1980;
Hofstede & Bond, 1988; House et al., 2004) and some as emic (Miller et al.,
2001; Gannon, 1994, 2004). Some studies also used a combination of emic and
etic approaches (Sinha, 1990; Gannon et al., 2005) as described in the work of
Bala et al. (2012).

Hofstede (1980) has stated that due to the universal nature of the cultural di-
mensions, different societies can be compared with each other. Figure 2:3
presents a comparison of scores of cultural dimensions for Germany and Pa-
kistan. These scores are meaningful only when compared with each other.
Hence, in a short digression, the following three paragraphs will compare the

two cultures.

Brodbeck et al. (2002) stress the high level of uncertainty avoidance of Ger-
mans. Similar to other countries of middle and Northern Europe, German
society scores high on long term orientation as well. Gender inequality is a topic
that is being discussed with increasing frequency and the relatively high score
on masculinity reflects a society dominated by masculine values. In the man-
agement arena, Germans strongly focus on performance and technical ability
(Foster, 2015). What is more, effective German managers “are attributed with
low compassion, low team orientation, high autonomy, and high participation.”
(Foster, 2015, p. 18)
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Figure 2:3: Comparison of cultural dimensions of Germany and Pakistan (based on scores
from Hofstede, 1980)

The comparison of scores in this figure shows that Pakistan has a high score
for power distance, and a low one for individualism (which means high tendency
towards collectivism) as compared to Germany. Pakistani society is scoring
high for long term orientation in comparison with Germany. There are not high
differences between two countries regarding masculinity and uncertainty avoid-
ance. Nazim and Wajidi (2016) have mentioned that Pakistani culture is in
consistence with scores of Hofstede (1980) regarding high scores for uncer-
tainty avoidance and power distance, low score for individualism and medium

ranged score for masculinity.

Salman (2015) has stated that due to high power distance, organizational mem-
bers at lower level in organizational hierarchy are not involved in the decision
making by the higher authorities until and unless they are asked by upper level
managers to do so and decision making then is centralized in Pakistani society
especially in business organizations. Islam (2004) has mentioned Pakistan as
an autocratic society with reference to their conduct of decision making style in
businesses and these decisions are most of the times made at superior levels
in organizations. Islam has concluded that in contemporary managerial prac-

tices, different practices and traditions; adherence for hierarchal levels,
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centralization, autocracy, gender discrimination, favoritism and corruption have
emerged in Pakistani society due to high power distance, high inclination to-
wards uncertainty avoidance and masculinity and strong orientation towards

collectivism.

There are other different researchers who used etic approach to develop their
models to evaluate cultural orientations of different countries, for example
Trompenaars (1993) and Schwartz (1994). A recent attempt in this regard is the
GLOBE project by House et al. (2004), presenting nine cultural dimensions and

developed by using framework of Hofstede (1980).

Different researchers put their efforts to develop instruments to measure cultural
values and dimensions at the individual level. Yoo et al. (2011) developed an
individual level scale to compute the five dimensions of Hofstede’s cultural val-
ues. Sharma (2010) developed and validated a scale consisting of ten cultural
orientations. Maznevski et al. (2002) also developed an individual level cultural

values measurement scale.

Kamakura and Novak (1992) have argued that to observe the cultural orien-
tations of managers, it is more imperative and pertinent to study the culture at

individual level.

In terms of this research endeavor an etic approach to study national culture

has been adopted.
2.3 Decision making and national culture

Decision making is one of the major tasks that managers have to perform in
order to carry out their daily obligations for their organizations. Decision making
is considered to be a cognitive phenomenon in which assessments of potential
consequences and uncertainties are made for a complicated process of consid-

eration (Muller et al., 2009). A good quality decision may provide competitive
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advantage to a company. Due to its prime importance, Robbins et al. (2009)

have stated that, “management is decision-making.”

Different researchers have developed instruments to measure the decision
styles of individuals. Scott and Bruce (1995) developed a new measure to as-
sess decision patterns of individuals and they identified five styles: rational,

intuitive, dependent, and avoidant.

The pervasiveness of culture in the process of decision making can be realized
from a number of research studies in this context (Hofstede et al., 2010; Maller
etal., 2009; LeFebvre & Franke, 2013; Kazi, 2012; Dimitratos et al., 2011; Dabi¢
et al., 2015). A field survey was conducted to show the differences in culture
and decision making style adopted to take business decisions. The results of
the study showed that the choice of the decision making style is subject to the
values and convictions of the individuals who are part of the process of decision
making (Yousef, 1998).

Muller et al. (2009) studied German and Swedish culture to highlight differences
in decision making styles. They found Swedish teams make decisions based
on consensus. On the other hand German teams’ decisions are based on expert
opinion. They also found that decision making in mixed international teams is
critical and needs to be studied for better decision making in projects. Hofstede
(1983) describes differences in national culture as specific challenge for the
managers operating in projects across international borders. Pannavalee and
Rafique (2007) highlighted in their study conducted in Thailand and India that
team acceptance of the decision also varies from culture to culture and con-
sequently also has an impact on decision implementation. The importance to
study national culture in the context of decision making has also been explored
by many other researchers, for instance Henrie and Sousa-Poza (2005) and
Hoffmann (2004).
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LeFebvre and Franke (2013) studied the decision making process and found
involvement of individualistic and societal cultural attributes in decision making.
Dabic et al. (2015) studied Hungary, Croatia and Slovenia and found differences
concerning the influence of cultural values on decision making behavior. Hof-
stede et al. (2010) concurred that the circumspect and tolerant administration
way is well dealt with in feminine societies. Culture is a standout amongst the
most essential determinants of business in today's reality and additionally is an
essential determinant of drawing decisions in an ethical manner. Culture influ-
ences how man sees moral issues, decision, and outcomes. “Culture impacts
ethical decision making fundamentally in two ways: direct and indirect inter-

facing with different variables” (Christie et al., 2003).

Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (2006) compared communitarian cultural
attributes with the individualistic cultures to find out decision making behavioral
differences. They found that people that live in individualist cultures take quick
decisions, while members of communitarian cultures take more time to achieve
a consensus and form decisions. Dabic¢ et al. (2015) studied the impact of na-
tional culture on decision making styles in four countries with reference to
Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimension framework. They argued that cultural val-
ues are a contingent factor in decision making. Fong and Wyer (2003) also
observed the influence of cultural variations on the behavioral differences in
decision making. They also pointed out that the type of decision is the main

contributor in drawing the decision in both American and Chinese culture.

Khairullah and Khairullah (2013) explored out the impact of social estimations
of senior chiefs of multinational organizations on decision making behavior in
China. Another research inspected the administrative decision making styles in
India, Finland and Bangladesh (Kazi, 2012). Freitas (1997,1998a, 1998b) stud-
ied the relationship of national culture and decision making and developed a
qualitative-quantitative tool to explore their mutual relationship. Guss et al.
(2012) dissected the impact of instability shirking on the process of decision

making in different cultures. Kohun and Skovira (2011) investigated decision
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making and its socio-cultural environment. Srnka (2004) found in his study that
particular cultural measurements do not have the same effect on the different
phases of the process of decision making. It is assumed that the more extensive
social environment has a predominant impact on the stages in or near the ef-
fective part of the procedure, such as moral perception, values and ethical
thinking; while the closer environment, especially small scale society, appears

to fundamentally impact the behavioral part of making decisions ethically.

Javidan and House (2001) studied the cultural dimensions by GLOBE project
and showed linkage of these dimensions with decision making behavior. They
showed that in cultures with low power distance individuals tend to actively par-
ticipate in decision making processes. They also concluded that high long term
orientation increases decision making time. Similarly, Dimitratos et al. (2011)
concluded in their study that long term strategic decision making is strongly in-
fluence by national culture. They showed power distance and its association
with decentralization and hierarchical positions, linkage of lateral communi-
cation with individualism and connection of formalization with uncertainty

avoidance.

The interpretations of the strategic issues in an organization and managers’ re-
sponse in dealing and making decision were also found to be strongly
influenced by national culture (Schneider & De Meyer, 1991). Project portfolio
management which is a vital aspect in long term strategic decision making was
found to be different in different cultures (Killen and Kjaer, 2012). Other studies
were conducted by Ali and his colleagues (Ali, 1993; Ali et al., 1997). They fo-
cused on approaches to decision making in Arabian cultures. They found
decision styles are strongly affected by the cultural attribute of collectivism or
individualism. The Arab society is collectivist and they are engaged in participa-
tive decision making. Sagie and Aycan (2003) also found that there is a strong
linkage of participative decision style with cultural attributes of power distance

and collectivism.
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Mdaller et al. (2009) have reported that the decision making process of project
managers is influenced by culture and project managers belonging to different
cultures may reflect their cultural differences through their varied decision mak-
ing behavior. They reported differences in decision making styles of project
managers in German and Swedish project teams. Rowe and Mason (1987) de-
veloped the Decision Style Inventory (DSI) which provides four decision making
styles; directive, analytical, conceptual and behavioral (Figure 2:4). This inven-
tory is developed on the basis of cognitive complexity, individual’s tolerance for

ambiguity and task structure.

Left brain Right brain
Analytic Concepdtual
Tolerance logical, broa’ ,
for ambiguity abstract spatial
: creative
thinker thinkar
Cognitive
Complexity
Directive Behavioral
Need for focused, ehaviora
structure rapid support,
empathy, listens
results

Technical Social

Environmental Values

Figure 2:4: The Cognitive-Contingency Decision Style Model (adapted from Rowe &
Boulgarides, 1983, p. 5)

Ali and Swiercz (1985) developed a scale measuring six decision making styles:
autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative, participative, pseudo-participa-

tive and delegative. The details are provided in next chapter.

Review of literature suggests relationships between national culture and deci-
sion making styles. This phenomenon is also important to consider when
making decisions in projects in a multicultural environment. In this research six
decision making styles as proposed by Ali and Swiercz (1985) and four decision

styles proposed by Rowe and Mason (1987) are studied in the context of Hof-
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stede’s (1980) cultural dimensions. The structural equation modelling (SEM)
technique is applied to study the influence of culture on the above mentioned
decision making styles. Four decision styles as proposed by Rowe and Mason
(1987) in cognitive context have been measured and compared by using a de-
scriptive approach. The details of the study and adapted methodology is

described in methodology chapter.
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3 Research methodology

3.1 Research plan

This study is both descriptive and explanatory in its nature. The descriptive re-
search permits to recognize and depict the variability in diverse phenomena and
explanatory research provides the ability to observe and elucidate relationship
among variables of interest (Saunders et al., 2012). It is further indicated by
Saunders et al. (2012) that questionnaires are compatible with this category of
research for data collection. A field survey has been conducted to collect the

data from Germany and Pakistan.
3.2 Constructs and instruments

The decision making styles have been measured both in social and cognitive
context. Regarding social context, these styles have been assessed in both
countries by using the scale developed and used by Ali (cf. Ali & Swiercz, 1985;
Ali, 1989; and Ali, 1993). The DSI developed by Rowe and Mason (1987) has
been used to assess the decision styles in cognitive context. These both scales

have been adapted for this purpose

Ali and Swiercz (1985) developed a scale to measure the decision styles in
social context. This scale can differentiate the individuals on the basis of six
decision styles: autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative, participative,
pseudo-participative and delegative. This is a single item scale in which each
style has been measured by one item response. Yousef (1998) used this scale

to measure the decision styles of managers in the United Arab Emirates.

Boussif (2010) used these decision styles to identify the decision making be-
havior of Tunisian managers belonging to different organizations. Naz et al.
(2015) used the decision styles proposed by Ali (Ali & Swiercz, 1985; Ali, 1989,
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1993) to study the relationship of organizational culture and decision making
styles of managers in the textile industry of Pakistan. Podrug (2011) also used
the framework of Ali (Ali & Swiercz, 1985; Ali, 1989, 1993) to study impact of
national culture on decision making of managers in Croatia, Slovenia, Bosnia

and Herzegovina and Hungary.

Ybema et al. (2010) used a single item scale to measure job satisfaction. The
range of the scale was from 1 to 4, indicating “not at all satisfied” to “very satis-
fied”, respectively. Nagy (2002) also used single item scale for measurement of
job satisfaction. The study of Wanous et al. (1997) has also confirmed the use
of single item scales to be reliable and valid. Sporrle and Bekk (2014) have

provided support for single item constructs in their meta-analysis.

Drolet and Morrison (2001) have strongly favored single item scales due to their
quality of occupying less space in the questionnaire and requiring less time to
record the responses from participants. Single item constructs can be used
where small sample size is expected and in order to keep the overall number of

items in the questionnaire at a low level.

The DSI measures the styles of respondents using a form consisting of twenty
questions. Each one question has four likely answers associated to one of the
subsequent decisions styles (directive, analytical, conceptual, and behavioral,
respectively). The four alternatives for each one question are to be ranked ac-
cording to their matching with the respondents’ attitudes by using the numbers
1, 2, 4, and 8 respectively. None of these response rakings may be repeated
for all four possible options against one question. Numbers ranging from 1, 2, 3
and 4 have been used as an alternative to avoid the difficulty for the respondent.
Afterwards in the data sheet these numbers 1, 2, 3, and 4 were translated as 1,
2,4, and 8 as were used in original format of DSI. This technique was also used
by Jacoby (2007). After development of DSI different researchers have used it
in their studies and have reported it as a reliable and valid instrument (cf. Al-
Omari, 2013; Algarni, 2003; Bei, 2006; Jacoby, 2007; Mech, 1993). Fox (1999)
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used this inventory to describe the decision styles of project managers. Misra
and Srivastava (2012) also used this instrument to measure four decision mak-
ing styles of managers. These styles included behavioral, conceptual, analytical
and directive. They used categorical scale to measure these styles and men-

tioned that Cronbach’s alpha was not needed for such type of scale.

To measure the cultural dimensions at individual level a scale was formed by
Yoo et al. (2011) known as Individual Cultural Values Scale (CVSCALE). Yoo
et al. (2011) have claimed that results of Hofstede (1980) measurement of cul-
ture are at national level and cannot distinguish the specific groups from their
respective national populations. Hofstede’s scores for national culture are al-
ready older than thirty years (Hofstede et al. 2010). Moreover, itis also assumed
that changes in national culture have occurred with the passage of time (Bas-
kerville, 2003; Johnson & Turner, 2010; Needle, 2010).

The CVSCALE scale has both strong reliability and validity (Yoo et al., 2011).
This scale was developed on the basis of Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimensions
which are power distance, uncertainty avoidance, collectivism/individualism,
masculinity/femininity, and long term/short term orientation. This scale
measures the above mentioned dimensions at individual level by using a five
point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5). To
assess each dimension multiple items were used in this scale. The total number
of items in this scale is twenty six. Each five items are measuring power dis-
tance and uncertainty avoidance, whereas each six items were used to
measure responses for individualism/collectivism and long term/short term ori-
entation. The remaining dimension masculinity/femininity has been measured

by using four items. This scale has also been adapted for this study.
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3.3 Development of questionnaire

Mayer (2004) and Saunders et al. (2012) consider the reliability and validity to
be an important matter which a questionnaire should exhibit. To address this

issue, in this study, previously tested tools have been adapted.

For the face and content validity, the questionnaire was discussed with two sen-
ior professors of management sciences. Sekeran and Bougie (2016) have
described that if an instrument (items used for measurement of a variable) is
capable of measurement of a concept (variable of interest) then it holds content
validity. They have further discussed that if the experts could validate that in-
strument used for measurement of a concept appears to reflect appropriately
the intended concept then it has face validity. Saunders et al. (2012) have de-
scribed that if the questionnaire is making sense to be able to measure the

intended concepts then it holds face validity.

Both countries Germany and Pakistan are culturally diversified. In addition, the
native language of these both is not English. Whereas, the language of the
questionnaire used in this study is English. This could lead to ambiguities re-
garding the understanding of statements and questions used in the
measurement tool. Therefore, one professor from Germany and another from
Pakistan were selected as experts to obtain content and face validity of the
questionnaire. These professors were Prof. Dr. Dr. Peter Reusch and Prof. Dr.
Hayat Muhammad Awan. Prof. Reusch was German while Prof. Awan be-
longed to Pakistan. Both professors were selected because of their vast
experience related to managerial and administrative positions, projects plan-

ning and implementation and academic and research activities.

Prof. Reusch had been dean and head of business department for almost ten
years at the University of Applied Sciences and Arts, Dortmund, Germany. He
also managed the master program “European Master in Project Management

(Euro MPM)” for more than five years at the same university. He had supervised
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different students in that program. He had also worked as PhD supervisor for
the doctoral program in the subject of project management at the University of
the Basque Country, Bilbao, Spain. He was well familiar with project man-
agement concepts. He had also been involved in major decision making

activities being dean and head of department.

Prof. Awan had served more than ten years as head of department of business
administration and also as dean of the faculty of management sciences at Ba-
hauddin Zakariya University, Multan, Pakistan. He also held the position of
acting Vice Chancellor there for some time. Moreover, he was director of Air
University Multan campus and also served as head of department of business
administration there. He had planned different projects and was involved in top
level decision making in both universities. He also served as a supervisor of
students at both Master and PhD level. He was a well-known researcher in

Southern Punjab in the fields related to management sciences.

Both professors described that the questionnaire had been understandable and
could be used for data collection regarding cultural dimensions and decision
styles of German and Pakistani individuals associated with project management
activities. Minor improvements were suggested by them. Prof. Awan suggested
to use some simple and easy to understand synonyms of some English words
used in the questionnaire. These synonyms were provided in parentheses along
with original words. For example, in part two, table A, in item number nine and
seventeen, the words “awareness” and “nervous” have been used respectively
to explain “intuition” and “anxious”. Prof. Reusch suggested mentioning some
words in part five, section A, as for example to add clarity about required infor-
mation. For example, under the heading, “Personal Factors” in the second
column of the table there, the words “personality”, “morality”, “experience” and
“attitude” had been written. Both professors confirmed and validated the content

and face validity of the instrument in general.
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The major part of the questionnaire developed for this study is quantitative in
nature; however, there is a small qualitative section as well. The demographic
information and data about the decision making styles of Pakistani and German
individuals who are working in the organizations in which project management
activities are carried out has been collected. The information about dimensions
of national culture in both countries has also been collected in the context of
Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimension framework. The information about de-
cision styles and dimensions of national culture has been used for quantitative

purpose.

The information about personal, organizational, and general environmental fac-
tors have been collected for the qualitative purpose which may affect the

decision making process and styles of the respondents.

The questionnaire consists of six parts. In the first three parts there are items
which are measuring cultural dimensions and decision styles of individuals.
These items have been adapted from scales already used in research to meas-
ure cultural dimensions and decision styles at individual level. The quantitative
data is to be collected through these parts. The fourth and fifth part of the ques-
tionnaire will mainly be used to obtain qualitative data about decision criteria
and different factors affecting decision behaviors of individuals. The final part of
the questionnaire will be used to acquire demographic information of the in-

dividuals, for example their age, education, gender, experience etc.
3.4 Sampling and unit of analysis

In the research design process, the last step is to develop an approach for data

collection (Saunders et al. 2012).

For the purpose of data collection for this research, a field survey was con-
ducted. Non probability sampling technique was used regarding sample

selection for data collection. In both countries Germany and Pakistan, personal
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contacts were used to access the individuals who had been working at man-
agerial positions and were involved in project related activities. The individuals
approached through these contacts helped to gain further access to other per-
sons who would eventually become respondents. Saunders et al. (2012) have
described that use of known contacts may be used in ethnographic research
strategy. This study focuses on cultural aspects and decision styles of individu-
als of two countries and may be considered related to ethnographic research.
Saunders et al. (2012) have further explained that this type of strategy can be
used for purposive or snowball sampling where research has to be focused on

a small sample in which respondents are selected for some specific purpose.

Overall, fifty five questionnaires from Germany and eighty eight from Pakistan
have been included into the final set of data after sorting out, e.g., incomplete
responses. The German respondents came from twenty companies, while the
Pakistani respondents came from thirty companies. This data was collected
during the years 2013 and 2014.

In Germany, questionnaires in Microsoft Word format were sent through email
and were provided in person in flash drive. Sixty questionnaires were received
back and five responses were not included in data because of almost fifty per-

cent incomplete part.

In Pakistan, the same technique was used for data collection with an additional
method, which was personal visits. One hundred and four questionnaires were
collected back and sixteen responses were rejected due to majority incomplete

entries (these were the respondents who have not been contacted personally).
3.5 Software tools and statistical techniques

Different software tools have been used to address the research questions pre-
sented in this study. For presenting the descriptive statistics and to perform the

t-tests SPSS 21 has been used. To report the differences in decision styles both
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in social and cognitive context; independent sample t-test technique has been
used with the help of the same software. The same technique has also been
used to assess the differences in cultural dimensions in both countries. T-test
is an appropriate technique to compare the mean value scores for two groups
(Sekaran & Bougie, 2016; Saunders et al., 2012).

To trace out the relationship between decision styles and cultural imprint, SEM
technique has been applied, using SmartPLS3 software. Nonetheless, it has
been performed only for decision styles in social context and not for the DSI
due to different and categorical nature of that scale. All the cultural dimensions
(i.e., power distance, uncertainty avoidance, collectivism/individualism, mascu-
linity/femininity and long term/short term orientation) and the decision making
styles in social context (i.e., autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative, par-
ticipative, pseudo-participative and delegative) have been taken and measured
as latent and reflective variables, respectively. The relationships of all the cul-
tural dimensions with all the above mentioned decision styles have been
explored by taking cultural dimensions as independent and decision making
styles as dependent variables. The statistical discussion about, e.g., reliability
and validity of these measures will be presented in Chapter 4, which deals with

data analysis.

3.6 Definitions of terms in scales

3.6.1 Decision styles as per Decision Style Inventory

In the following, the definitions and description of four styles of this inventory

are presented as mentioned by Rowe and Boulgarides (1983, p. 5-6):

Directive: “These individuals have a low tolerance for ambiguity and tend to
focus on technical problems. They have a high need for power and prefer tan-
gible to intrinsic rewards. They emphasise speed and action and thus use
limited information and few alternatives. They tend to be aggressive and au-

thoritarian and focus internally to the organisation with short-range and tight
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controls. They are very effective at achieving results.” (Rowe and Boulgarides,
1983, p. 5)

Analytic: “This style is typical of the abstract thinkers who have a high tolerance
for ambiguity and thus use considerable information and are very careful in the
examination of alternatives. They tend to optimise problem solutions and enjoy
challenges. They often reach top posts in their companies and are innovative in
their solution to problems. They prefer written reports and look for variety in their

work.” (Rowe and Boulgarides, 1983, p. 5)

Conceptual: “Because of their high cognitive complexity and people orienta-
tion, they tend to want elaborate treatment of problems and want to consider
many alternatives. They are generally broad thinkers who take a systems per-
spective and are future oriented. They value quality and prefer openness and
shared goals with subordinates. They are highly creative and have a high or-
ganisational commitment. They are high achievers who need praise and
recognition. They tend to be very independent and refuse to be pressured. They
prefer loose control to power and enjoy interacting with others.” (Rowe and
Boulgarides, 1983, p. 6)

Behavioral: “This style has a deep concern for their fellow employees and have
a strong need for affiliation. They are supportive, are good listeners, receptive
to suggestions and communicate easily. They exhibit warmth and will accept
loose control. They prefer meetings to reports and do not use much data in
arriving at decisions. Their focus tends to be people oriented with short-range

goals.” (Rowe and Boulgarides, 1983, p. 6)

For a more detailed description of these styles Rowe and Boulgarides (1983),

and Rowe and Mason (1987) may be consulted.
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3.6.2 Decision styles in social context

These decision styles are defined as per framework of Ali (Ali & Swiercz, 1985;
Ali, 1989, 1993).

Autocratic: As per this style, the individuals make decisions on the basis of
information they have and there is no consultation with subordinates. This style
is strongly linked with organizational hierarchy and structure. The managers at
higher managerial positions possess authority due to their legitimate positions.
Most of the time they exhibit authoritarian behavior. They do not confer with
their subordinates and impose the decision which they make to solve the prob-

lem.

Pseudo-consultative: In this style, the feeling of consultation with subordi-
nates is created, but decisions are actually drawn individually. Managers
discuss about the problem and possible solutions with people lower in hierar-
chy. They do, however, not make a real consultation. They give an impression
to their subordinates that they are listening to them and they want opinions from
them to arrive at a decision. These managers gather ideas and suggestions
from subordinates and make the decision as per their own thinking. It is not true
consultation like the concept of consultation which prevails in Western coun-
tries. The intention of the manager is just to create a false feeling of consultation

for the subordinates.

Consultative: As per this style, consultation with subordinates is made but final
decision may or may not reflect the impact of that consultation. The manager
conducts discussions with subordinates prior to the decision implementation.
Then it is the discretion of the manager that the ideas and suggestions provided
by the subordinates may or may not be considered and included in final deci-

sion.

Participative: In this style, the decision is made in a group on the basis of ma-

jority opinion. The manager who adopts this style shares the problem with
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subordinates. They all together analyze it as a group. The possible solutions
are discussed mutually. The alternatives are developed and evaluated in a par-
ticipative way. Finally, a decision is made which represents the ideas and
suggestions of the majority. It may therefore be considered a majority decision.
In this style there is equalization of power and influence between subordinates

and managers while involved in discussions and decision making process.

Pseudo-participative: As per this style, information is shared, and the decision
problem is transparent. Prior discussion is also made but the final opinion of the
manager is communicated in advance to others and then decision voting is per-
formed. The shared information and problem are analyzed mutually in group.
The alternatives for solution are developed and discussed with subordinates as
a group. The group opinion is obtained about right decision but the final decision
may not be true representative of suggestions of subordinates because of ear-
lier knowledge of intended decision of their boss. The managers using this style
declare to the subordinates that manager’s choices finally will have to be en-

dorsed.

Delegative: In this style, subordinates are allowed to make decisions on the
basis of their own judgment and opinion. The manager asks the subordinates
to analyze the problem and to develop and evaluate those alternatives on their
own. The choices are made, implemented and communicated to manager. The

subordinates have delegated authority in this decision style.
3.6.3 Cultural dimensions as per Hofstede

Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) define the cultural dimensions as follows:

Power distance (PD) is defined as “the extent to which the less powerful mem-
bers of institutions and organizations within a country expect and accept that

power is distributed unequally.” (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005, p. 46)
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Uncertainty avoidance (UA) is defined as “the extent to which the members
of a culture feel threatened by ambiguous or unknown situations.” (Hofstede &
Hofstede, 2005, p. 167)

Masculinity (MAS) in a society is defined as “when emotional gender roles are
clearly distinct: Men are supposed to be assertive, tough, and focused on ma-
terial success, whereas women are supposed to be more modest, tender, and
concerned with the quality of life.” (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005, p. 120)

Long term orientation (LTO) is defined as “the fostering of virtues orientated
toward future rewards—in particular, perseverance and thrift.” (Hofstede & Hof-
stede, 2005, p. 210)

Collectivism (COLLEC) is implied as “societies in which people from birth on-
ward are integrated into strong, cohesive, in-groups, which throughout people’s
lifetimes continue to protect them in exchange for unquestioning loyal-
ty.”(Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005, p. 76)
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4 Analysis of data and interpretation of

results

4.1 Descriptive statistics

This section presents the descriptive statistics for German and Pakistani partic-
ipants. Table 4:1 presents information about minimum, maximum, mean and
standard deviation values for age, job experience, managerial experience and
project experience of German participants. The average age, job experience,
managerial experience and project experience are 47.9, 21.3, 13.3 and 11.573

years, respectively.

Descriptive statistics (German sub-sample)

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. deviation

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic
Age 55 29.0 64.0 47.982 8.4951

Job experience 55 4.0 36.0 21.3909 8.26062

Managerial expe- 55 25 28.0 13.3091 6.73609

rience
Project 55 1.0 27.0 11.573 7.2460
experience

Table 4:1: Descriptive statistics of the German sub-sample

Table 4:2 describes frequencies and percentages of gender types, education
and managerial levels of German participants. 92 % of all participants were
men. The highest education level of 70.9 % of the participants is the diploma
degree, while 7.3 % held a master’s degree, and another 18.2 % had a PhD.
3.6 % of the respondents had degrees other than those mentioned above. Re-
garding the managerial level, 52.7 % are at middle and 47.3 % at lower level of

management in their organizations.
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Frequency Percent
Gender

Male 51 92.7

Female 4 7.3
Education

Diplom 39 70.9
Master 4 7.3
PhD 10 18.2
Other 2 3.6

Managerial Level

Middle Level 29 52.7
Lower Level 26 47.3

Total 55 100.0

Table 4:2: Frequencies and percentages of types of gender, education and managerial

levels of German participants

Descriptive statistics (Pakistani sub-sample)

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. deviation
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic
Age 88 24.0 59.0 41.432 8.5067
Job 88 50 35.0 17.1733 8.09084
experience
Managerial 88 2.0 31.0 11.7926 7.30004
experience
Project 88 1.0 28.0 8.358 5.7064
experience

Table 4:3: Descriptive statistics of the Pakistani sub-sample

Table 4:3 presents information about minimum, maximum, mean and standard
deviation values for age, job experience, managerial experience and project
experience of Pakistani participants. The average age, job experience, mana-
gerial experience and project experience are 41.4, 17.1, 11.7 and 8.3 years,

respectively.
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Table 4:4 describes frequencies and percentages of gender types, education
and managerial levels of Pakistani participants. 94.3 % of all participants were
men. The level of education of 6.8 % of the participants is the diploma degree,
while 13.6 % had a bachelor and another 68.2 % had a master’s degree. There
are 11.4 % who had other types of educational certificates. Regarding the man-
agerial level, 15.9 % belong to the top, 72.7 % to the middle, and 11.4 % to the

lower level of management in their organizations.

Frequency Percent
Gender
Male 83 94.3
Female 5 5.7
Education
Diploma 6 6.8
Bachelor 12 13.6
Master 60 68.2
Other 10 11.4
Managerial Level
Top Level 14 15.9
Middle Level 64 72.7
Lower Level 10 11.4
Total 88 100.0

Table 4:4: Frequencies and percentages of types of gender, education and managerial

levels of Pakistani participants

4.2 Comparison of decision styles of Germans and

Pakistanis in social context

This section presents the comparison of decision styles of project managers in

Germany and Pakistan.

Table 4:5 presents the group statistics, mean, standard deviation and standard

error mean for all the decision styles for both Germany and Pakistan.
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Group statistics

Std. Std. error

Country N Mean deviation mean
) Germany 55 2.109 7116 .0960

Autocratic
Pakistan 88 3.193 1.3118 .1398
Germany 55 2.145 .8259 1114

Pseudo-consultative

Pakistan 88 2.750 1.0854 1157
Germany 55 3.545 .8989 1212

Consultative
Pakistan 88 3.500 .8442 .0900
o Germany 55 3.491 1.0160 1370

Participative
Pakistan 88 3.102 1.0288 .1097
o Germany 55 2.636 1.0429 .1406

Pseudo-participative

Pakistan 88 3.011 1.1295 .1204
Germany 55 2.527 1.1198 .1510

Delegative
Pakistan 88 1.784 .6856 .0731

Table 4:5: Group statistics; mean, standard deviation and standard error mean for the

decision styles for both Germany and Pakistan

Table 4:6 presents the results of independent sample t-test for decision styles

for Germany and Pakistan. The comparison of mean values in Table 4:5 and of

p-values in Table 4:6 describe that Pakistani project managers are more auto-

cratic, more pseudo-consultative and more pseudo-participative as compared

to German managers. The p-values for these three comparisons are less than

.05 in all cases which is an indicator of significant differences between the mean

values for above three styles for both countries. Regarding the participative

and delegative styles, German project managers have higher mean values with

sig-nificant p-values. This implies that Germans are more participative

and delegative as compared to Pakistani project managers. For consultative

style, the p-value is higher than .05, which means there is no significant

difference in this decision making style.
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Independent samples test

Levene's test
for equality of t-test for equality of means
variances
. Sig. (2-
F Sig. t df tailed)
Equal variances assumed 56.239 .000 -5.628 141 .000
Autocratic .
Equal variances not .6.392 | 138.680 | .000
assumed
Equal variances assumed 13.875 .000 -3.538 141 .001
Pseudo- .
consultative Equal variances not -3.764 | 135.502 | .000
assumed
Equal variances assumed 234 .630 .306 141 .760
Consultative :
Equal variances not 301 109.319 764
assumed
Equal variances assumed .004 947 2.208 141 .029
Participative :
Equal variances not 2215 | 115851 | .029
assumed
Equal variances assumed 1.202 275 | -1.989 141 .049
Pseudo- .
participati\/e Equal variances not -2.026 121.628 045
assumed ' ' '
Equal variances assumed 25.540 .000 4,926 141 .000
Delegative :
Equal variances not 4.430 79.560 000
assumed

Table 4:6: Results of independent sample t-test for decision styles for Germany and

Pakistan

4.3 Differences between German and Pakistani
project managers with reference to Hofstede’s
cultural dimensions

Table 4:7 presents the mean values and standard deviations of the cultural di-

mensions power distance, uncertainty avoidance, collectivism, masculinity, and

long term orientation for both countries Germany and Pakistan.
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Group statistics
Country N Mean de\?it:{.ion Strc:l.e(:\r;or
Germany 55 2.033 .6144 .0828
PD Pakistan 88 3.018 .9982 .1064
UA Germany 55 3.756 .6437 .0868
Pakistan 88 4.468 4157 .0443
COLLEC Germany 55 3.403 .6726 .0907
Pakistan 88 4.165 4890 .0521
MAS Germany 55 2.2318 .72625 .09793
Pakistan 88 3.6420 1.06323 11334
LTO Germany 55 3.879 .3986 .0538
Pakistan 88 4.343 4109 .0438

Table 4:7: Group statistics; mean, standard deviation, and standard error mean of cultural

dimensions for Germany and Pakistan

Table 4:8 presents the results of independent sample t-test of cultural dimen-

sions for both countries Germany and Pakistan. The p-values are equal to 0.000

for comparison of all the mean scores indicating that the differences regarding

cultural dimensions between these two countries are statistically very signif-

icant.

For all

the dimensions power distance, uncertainty avoidance,

collectivism, masculinity, and long term orientation, Pakistani project managers

show significantly high mean score values.

Independent samples test

Levene's test for

equality of t-test for equality of means
variances
. Sig. (2-
F sig. t df tailed)
Equal variances 33.458 000 -6.579 141 .000
PD assumed
Equal variances -7.308 140.981 .000
not assumed
Equal variances 11.054 001 -8.040 141 .000
UA assumed
Equal variances -7.304 82.341 .000
not assumed
Equ:gsvlfrzzgces 7.487 007 | -7.824 141 .000
COLLEC Equal variances
q -7.282 89.514 .000
not assumed
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Independent samples test
Levene's test for
equality of t-test for equality of means
variances
. Sig. (2-
F Sig. t df tailed)
Equal variances 10.703 001 -8.650 141 .000
assumed
MAS Equal variances
qu -9.415 139.831 .000
not assumed
Equal variances 007 934 | -6.645 141 000
assumed
LTO Equal variances
qu -6.692 117.392 .000
not assumed

Table 4:8: Results of independent sample t-test of cultural dimensions for both countries

Germany and Pakistan

4.4 Relationship of cultural dimensions and

decision styles in social context

In this section, the relationships of cultural dimensions and decision making
styles in social context have been explored by using SEM in SmartPLS3. This
analysis has been performed by taking cultural dimensions as independent and
decision styles as dependent variables for all the cultural dimensions with all

the decision styles for both countries Germany and Pakistan respectively.

The validation of this analysis can be assessed through the estimation of meas-
urement and structural models which are also known as outer and inner models
respectively. Path modeling approach has been used to estimate the appro-

priateness of these two models.

441 Acceptable statistical criteria for measurement or

outer model

In measurement model the reliability, composite reliability, convergent validity
and discriminant validity are checked for the appropriate fitness of the model as

per statistical standards.
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For internal consistency, to measure the reliability, the value of Alpha (a) should
be greater or equal to 0.6 (Cronbach, 1951; Hair et al., 2011). Composite relia-
bility is also a measure of internal consistency and is considered to be a better
criterion to assess the reliability of the model (Werts et al., 1974). A value higher
or equal to 0.6 is statistically satisfactory for composite reliability (Werts et al.,
1974; Tenenhaus et al., 2005). It is also suggested by Nunnally and Bernstein

(1994) that 0.6 is an acceptable standard for composite reliability.

Campbell and Fiske (1959) describe that convergent validity is a measure of
relationship of different items of a constructs with each other. For convergent
validity, the value of average variance extracted (AVE) should be equal or
greater than 0.4 (Henseler et al., 2009; Hair et al., 2013). This value is sug-
gested to be greater or equal to 0.5 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988).

Campbell and Fiske (1959) explain that discriminant validity of the model en-
sures that the measures of one construct are less related to the measures of
another construct. For discriminant validity a new measure — Heterotrait-Mono-
trait (HTMT) ratio — has been used in this study. The statistical standard for this
ratio may range from 0.85 to 0.90 (Henseler et al., 2015). Kline (2011) has sug-
gested its value up to 0.85; also Clark and Watson (1995) presented the same
standard. Gold et al. (2001) suggest its value up to 0.90. Henseler et al. (2015)
have described the value of 0.85 as conservative and the value of 0.90 as a
comparatively liberal standard to assess discriminant validity. If the value of
HTMT is greater than the threshold standard of 0.90 then there would be low
discriminant validity (Gold et al., 2001; Teo et al., 2008).

4.4.2 Acceptable statistical criteria for structural or inner

model

The structural or inner model describes the relationship between the independ-

ent and dependent variables. In SmartPLS, three algorithms are used to
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validate this model, which are named as PLS algorithm, bootstrapping and

blindfolding algorithms respectively.
PLS-SEM - factor loadings

The empirical output of SmartPLS is explained in two separate steps: First, the
output of the measurement model, and, second, the output of the structural
model. In the former, potential relationship existence between constructs and
items used to reflect those constructs is presented. Whereas, the potential re-
lationship existence is presented by later model. There are two further
categories of this model which are known as reflective and formative measure-
ment models respectively. For the purpose of this study the reflective model has

been applied.

There are different steps and techniques used, which are involved in evaluating
the output of a reflective model. Initially, individual indicators are evaluated
based on factor outer loadings. These loadings describe the strength of asso-
ciation existing between the variable and items used for its reflection. Different
researchers (Hair et al., 2017a; Hair et al., 2017b; Hair et al., 2011; Sarstedt et
al., 2017) have described this concept and they explain that the values of outer
loadings are considered acceptable when higher than 0.708; it means indicators

are explaining the 50 % construct theme.

Researchers from the field of social sciences may obtain weaker factor loadings
(i.e., less than 0.708) many times, specifically, when the scale is newly devel-
oped or used in new settings (Hulland, 1999). In this context, it is suggested
that the loadings between 0.4 and 0.708 are also accepted conditionally
(Hair et al., 2017b; Hulland, 1999). Different considerations are made for the
items that have loadings less than 0.708. First, the author should account the
issue of content validity. If the deletion of an indicator leads to affect content
validity, then that indicator must not be dropped. Second, if the removal of

weaker indicators does not lead to an increase in composite reliability, then it
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should not be deleted. Hence, the researchers should be cautious in deleting

indicators that have loadings less than 0.708.
R square (R?)

R? explains the variance in the dependent variable and it indicates the power of
prediction of a particular model. The value higher than 0.6, of R? is statistically
considered to be stronger. Whereas, a value lesser than 0.20 is considered to
be weak (Chin 2010; Hair et al., 2014; Henseler et al., 2009; Gotz et al., 2010).
For the estimation of path coefficients, PLS algorithm is used which provides
the approximate calculations for positive or negative signs and magnitude of

path coefficients.
Bootstrapping

It is assumed that in PLS-SEM the data used is not normally distributed (Hair et
al., 2017b; Sarstedt et al., 2017). Johnson (2001) has described that due to this
violation, researchers are unable to apply parametric tests (used in a regres-
sion) to check the significance of path coefficients, outer loadings and weights.
However, PLS-SEM depends on a non-parametric technique called a bootstrap

to check the significance of coefficients (Davison & Hinkley, 1997).

In bootstrapping, sub-samples are generated by using the original data set, and
these sub-samples are used to calculate the significance of the estimates. This
procedure is continued until the maximum number of sub-samples has been
generated. These sub-samples should be in large numbers to establish the sta-
bility and reliability of the results. Hair et al. (2011; 2017b) have described that
it is generally recommended to use 5,000 sub-samples for appropriate signifi-
cance. Furthermore, the parameter estimates calculated by using these sub-
samples are utilized to calculate the standard errors of the estimates. Then the
p and t values are estimated for assessment and significance of measurement

and structural model (Sarstedt et al., 2017).
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According to Wood (2005), the bootstrapping technique has various benefits for
the researchers. Firstly, this technique is simple and demands a low-level
knowledge of probability theory and mathematics. Secondly, the bootstrapping
technique is broadly applicable and acceptable. It provides a solution to the
situation where traditional methods may not be applied easily. Thirdly, the as-
sumptions on which this technique relays are non-restrictive. Researchers can
use this technique on data sets that violate multivariate assumptions such as

normality and it can provide valid results.
Blindfolding algorithm

Blindfolding algorithm is used to estimate the value of Stone Geisser (Q?). A
value greater than 0 for Q? is a predictive indicator that the model will be able
to regenerate the similar relationships among the variables (Geisser, 1974;
Stone, 1976).

4.4.3 Relationship of power distance with decision styles

in Germany

Figure 4:1 presents the relationship between the cultural dimension power dis-
tance and the decision styles autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative,
participative, pseudo-participative and delegative, respectively, for the German

sub-sample.
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Figure 4:1: Relationship of power distance with decision styles in Germany

In Table 4:9, the results of the internal consistency, reliability and convergent
validity are shown. The table presents the results of the outer model for first
order and reflective constructs. The loading of the items for power distance are
.808, .733, .537, and .589 for PD1, PD2, PD3, and PD4, respectively. The value
of alpha for power distance is 0.603. This value of alpha is acceptable at = 0.6

level.
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Construct Items Loadings Alpha CR AVE
PD1 0.808
Cultural dimension PD2 0.733 0.603 0.766 0.457
power distance PD3 0.537 ' ' '
PD4 0.589
Decision styles
Autocratic
Pseudo-consultative
Consultative Single item constructs

Participative

Pseudo-participative

Delegative

Table 4:9: Measurement model: power distance — decision styles (Germany)

The composite reliability of the dimension power distance is 0.766 which is also
significant. The level of significance of composite reliability value is = 0.6. The
value of AVE of power distance is 0.457, which is acceptable because it is
higher than 0.4. All variables of the decision styles are single item constructs,
their values for reliability and validity measures are calculated equal to 1.00 by
SmartPLS3. These single items constructs are autocratic, pseudo-consultative,

consultative, participative, pseudo-participative, and delegative.

Discriminant validity can be described through cross loadings and HTMT ratio
criteria. Table 4:10 represents the values of HTMT ratio for all the constructs.
All the values of HTMT ratios are lower than 0.9. If the value of HTMT is greater

than this threshold then there would be low discriminant validity.

Pseudo- | Pseudo-
partici- consul-
pative tative

Auto- Consul- Partici-

Constructs cratic | tative | Delegative|  PD pative

Autocratic

Consultative 0.066

Delegative 0.159 0.059

PD 0.243 0.180 0.072
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Auto- | Consul- Partici- Pseudo- | Pseudo-
Constructs . ) Delegative PD . partici- consul-
cratic tative pative X .
pative tative
Participative | 0.229 | 0.015 0.175 0.152
Pseudo- 0.295 0.022 0.326 0.119 0.067
participative
Pseudo- 0.319 0.009 0.256 0.474 0.090 0.020
consultative

Table 4:10: Discriminant validity: Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio; power distance — decision styles

(Germany)

Table 4:11 describes the relationship between independent variable power dis-

tance and dependent variables, i.e. the decision styles.

Construct relationships g:i?n::?[;; t-value p-value R square Q square
PD -> Autocratic 0.198 1.023 0.306 0.039 -0.087
PD -> Pseudo-Consultative 0.383 2.799 0.005 0.147 0.094
PD -> Consultative 0.004 0.021 0.984 0.000 -0.135
PD -> Participative -0.066 0.307 0.759 0.004 -0.084
PD -> Pseudo Participative 0.016 0.098 0.922 0.000 -0.044
PD ->Delegative 0.053 0.327 0.743 0.003 -0.066

Table 4:11: Structural model: power distance — decision styles (Germany)

The relationship of power distance with participative style is negative but it is
insignificant because the p-value is higher than .05. On the other hand, the re-
lationship of power distance is positive with other decision styles but that is also
insignificant for all of those because of p-values higher than .05 except for
pseudo-consultative style. The p-value for this relationship is lower than .05 and
its t-value is 2.799. The beta coefficient is .383, the R? value is 0.147 and the

value of Q square is greater than 0.
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4.4.4 Relationship of masculinity with decision styles in

Germany

Figure 4:2 presents the relationship between cultural dimension masculinity and
decision styles autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative, participative,

pseudo-participative and delegative, respectively.

1.000— Autocratic

Autocratic

1.000 — Pseudo-Co...

0.299 Pseudo-
Consultative

0493
—1.000 — Consultative

-0123 Consultative
Masl
Mas2 ———

0.154

1.000 — Participati
Mas3 Participative
MAS
0128 Participative

0455
—1.000 —Pseudo Part...

Pseudo
Participative

@»1.000 — Delegative

Delegative

Figure 4:2: Relationship of masculinity with decision styles in Germany
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Construct Items Loadings Alpha CR AVE
MAS1 0.656
Cultural dimension
. MAS2 0.557 0.501 0.750 0.510
masculinity
MAS3 0.888
Decision styles
Autocratic
Pseudo-consultative
Consultative Single item constructs

Participative

Pseudo-participative

Delegative

Table 4:12: Measurement model: masculinity — decision styles (Germany)

In Table 4:12, the results of the internal consistency, reliability and convergent
validity are shown. The loading of the items for masculinity are .656, .557 and
.888 for MAS1, MAS2 and MAS3, respectively. The value of alpha for mascu-
linity is 0.501, which is slightly lower than the level of significance which is
acceptable at = 0.6. The composite reliability of masculinity is 0.750 which is
significant (the level of significance of composite reliability value is = 0.6). The
value of AVE of masculinity is 0.510 which is acceptable. The value of average
variance extracted (AVE), which is used to measure convergent validity should

be = 0.5. All variables of the decision styles are single item constructs.

Discriminant validity can be illuminated through cross loadings and HTMT ratio
criteria. Table 4:13 represents the values of HTMT ratio for masculinity and all

the other constructs. All the values of HTMT ratios are lower than 0.9.
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. Pseudo- Pseudo-
Constructs Auto- | Consul- | Delega- MAS Partici- partici- consul-
cratic tative tive patlve . .
patlve tative
Autocratic
Conlsul- 0.066
tative
Delegative 0.159 0.059
MAS 0.468 0.296 0.654
Participative | 0.229 0.015 0.175 0.258
Pseudo- 0.295 0.022 0.326 0.167 0.067
participative
Pseudo- 0.319 0.009 0.256 0.651 0.090 0.020
consultative

Table 4:13: Discriminant validity: Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio; masculinity — decision styles

(Germany)
Construct relationships fl:i’:itc:‘n::?[f;) t-value | p-value | Rsquare | Q square
MAS -> autocratic 0.299 2.398 0.017 0.089 0.059
MAS -> pseudo-consultative 0.493 4.892 0.000 0.243 0.195
MAS -> consultative -0.123 0.787 0.432 0.015 -0.022
MAS -> participative 0.154 1.166 0.244 0.024 -0.023
MAS -> pseudo-participative 0.128 1.005 0.315 0.016 -0.007
MAS ->delegative 0.455 3.915 0.000 0.207 0.130

Table 4:14: Structural model: masculinity — decision styles (Germany)

Table 4:14 describes the relationship between independent variable masculinity

and dependent variables which are decision styles. The relationship of mascu-

linity with consultative style is negative, while the relationship of masculinity is

positive with other decision styles but that is also insignificant for all of those

because of p-values higher than .05 except for autocratic, pseudo-consultative

and delegative styles. The p-values for these relationships are less than .05 and
t-values are 2.398, 4.892 and 3.915 respectively. The beta coefficient is 0.299,
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0.493 and 0.455 respectively. R? values are 0.089, 0.243 and 0.207 respectively

and the values of Q? are greater than 0 for these decision styles.

4.4.5 Relationship of uncertainty avoidance with decision

styles in Germany
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Figure 4:3: Relationship of uncertainty avoidance with decision styles in Germany

Figure 4:3 presents the relationship between the cultural dimension uncertainty
avoidance and decision styles autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative,

participative, pseudo-participative and delegative, respectively.
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Construct Items Loadings Alpha CR AVE
UA1 0.786
UA2 0.652
Cultural dimension
) . UA3 0.645 0.732 0.823 0.486
uncertainty avoidance
UA4 0.592
UA5 0.786
Decision styles
Autocratic
Pseudo-consultative
Consultative Single item constructs

Participative

Pseudo-participative

Delegative

Table 4:15: Measurement model: uncertainty avoidance — decision styles (Germany)

In Table 4:15, the results of the internal consistency, reliability and convergent
validity are shown. The table presents the results of the outer model for first
order and reflective constructs. The loading of the items for uncertainty avoid-
ance are 0.786, 0.652, 0.645, 0.592 and 0.786, respectively. The value of alpha
for uncertainty avoidance is 0.732. The level of significance is acceptable at
= 0.6. The composite reliability of the uncertainty avoidance is 0.823 which is
also significant. The level of significance of composite reliability value is = 0.6.
The value of AVE for uncertainty avoidance is 0.486 which is acceptable. The
value of average variance extracted (AVE), which is used to measure conver-
gent validity should be = 0.5. All the dependent variables are decision styles

and are single item constructs.
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. . Pseudo- Pseudo-
Constructs Auto | Consul- | Delega- | Partici- Partici- consul- UA
-cratic tative tive pative X .
pative tative
Autocratic
Consultative 0.066
Delegative 0.159 0.059
Participative 0.229 0.015 0.175
Pseudo- 0.295 | 0.022 0.326 0.067
participative
Pseudo- 0.319 | 0.009 | 0256 | 0.090 0.020
consultative
UA 0.230 0.400 0.178 0.277 0.250 0.253

Table 4:16: Discriminant validity: Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio; uncertainty avoidance —

decision styles (Germany)

Table 4:16 represents the values of HTMT ratio for all the constructs. All the
values of HTMT ratios are lower than 0.9. If the value of HTMT is greater than
this threshold then there would be low discriminant validity. The exact level of
threshold may be 0.85 and 0.9.

Table 4:17 describes the relationship between the independent variable uncer-
tainty avoidance and a number of dependent variables which are the decision
styles. The relationship of uncertainty avoidance with autocratic and delegative
styles is negative and insignificant, while the relationship of uncertainty avoid-
ance is positive with other decision styles but that is also insignificant for all of
those because of p-values higher than .05 except for consultative decision style.
The p-value for this relationship is less than .05 and its t-value is 2.496. The
beta coefficient is 0.334, the value of R? is 0.112 and the value of Q square is

greater than 0.
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Construct relationships g;?nf:?;') t-value p-value R square | Q square
UA -> Autocratic -0.205 1.197 0.231 0.042 -0.013
UA -> Pseudo-consultative 0.172 0.990 0.322 0.030 -0.039
UA -> Consultative 0.334 2.496 0.013 0.112 0.065
UA -> Participative 0.252 1.516 0.130 0.064 -0.007
UA -> Pseudo-participative 0.209 1.508 0.132 0.044 -0.017
UA ->Delegative -0.053 0.279 0.780 0.003 -0.159

Table 4:17: Structural model: uncertainty avoidance — decision styles (Germany)

4.4.6 Relationship of collectivism with decision styles in

Germany

Figure 4:4 presents the relationship between cultural dimension collectivism
and decision styles; autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative, participative,

pseudo-participative and delegative respectively.
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Figure 4:4: Relationship of collectivism with decision styles in Germany

Construct Items Loadings Alpha CR AVE
COLLEC1 0.678
COLLEC2 0.643
COLLEC3 0.769

Cultural dimension

0.832 0.875 0.542
collectivism

COLLEC4 0.629
COLLEC5 0.870
COLLECS6 0.798
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Construct Items Loadings Alpha CR AVE

Decision styles

Autocratic

Pseudo-consultative

Consultative Single item constructs

Participative

Pseudo-participative

Delegative

Table 4:18: Measurement model: collectivism — decision styles (Germany)

In Table 4:18, the results of the internal consistency, reliability and convergent
validity are shown. The table presents the results of the outer model for first
order and reflective constructs. The loading of the items for collectivism are
678, .643, .769, .629, .870 and .798 for COLLEC1, COLLEC2, COLLECS,
COLLEC4, COLLECS and COLLECS, respectively. The value of alpha for col-
lectivism is 0.832. The level of significance is acceptable at =0.6. The
composite reliability of collectivism is 0.875, which is also significant. The level
of significance of composite reliability value is = 0.6. The value of AVE of col-
lectivism is 0.542, which is acceptable (should be = 0.5). All the decision styles

are dependent variables and are single item constructs.

Auto- Consul- Dele- Partici- | Pseudo- | Pseudo-

Constructs ; COLLEC : . : partici- consul-
cratic tative gative pative . )
pative tative
Autocratic
COLLEC 0.141

Consultative 0.066 0.104

Delegative 0.159 0.307 0.059

65




Chapter 4 — Analysis of Data and Interpretation of Results

Auto- Consul- Dele- Partici- Pseudo- | Pseudo-
Constructs ; COLLEC . . : partici- consul-
cratic tative gative pative . ;
pative tative
Participative 0.229 0.355 0.015 0.175
Pseudo- 0.295 0.203 0.022 0.326 0.067
participative
Pseudo- 0.319 0.106 0.009 0.256 0.090 0.020
consultative

Table 4:19: Discriminant validity: Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio; collectivism — decision styles

(Germany)

Table 4:19 describes the values of HTMT ratio for independent variable collec-
tivism and all the dependent decision styles variables. All the values of HTMT
ratios are lower than 0.9. If the value of HTMT is greater than this threshold then

there would be low discriminant validity.

Construct relationships :2:::::&; t-value p-value | Rsquare | Q square
COLLEC -> autocratic -0.148 0.906 0.365 0.022 -0.155
COLLEC -> pseudo-consultative 0.081 0.489 0.625 0.007 -0.061
COLLEC -> consultative 0.037 0.260 0.795 0.001 -0.034
COLLEC -> participative 0.353 2.221 0.026 0.125 -0.051
COLLEC -> pseudo-participative 0.131 0.694 0.488 0.017 -0.046
COLLEC -> delegative -0.261 1.447 0.148 0.068 0.027

Table 4:20: Structural model: collectivism — decision styles (Germany)

Table 4:20 explains the relationship between the independent variable collec-
tivism and the dependent variables aufocratic, pseudo-consultative,
consultative, participative, pseudo participative and delegative decision styles.
The relationship of collectivism with autocratic and delegative styles is negative
but it is insignificant because the p-value is higher than .05 however, the rela-

tionship of collectivism is positive with other decision styles but that is also
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insignificant for all of those because of p-values higher than 0.05 except for
participative style. The p-value for this relationship is higher than 0.05 and its t-
value is 2.221. The beta coefficient isO .353, the R? value is 0.125 and the value

of Q?is greater than 0.

4.4.7 Relationship of long term orientation with decision

styles in Germany

Figure 4.5 presents the relationship between cultural dimension long term ori-
entation and decision styles; autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative,

participative, pseudo-participative and delegative, respectively.
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Figure 4:5: Relationship of long term orientation with decision styles in Germany
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Construct Items Loadings Alpha CR AVE
LTO4 0.812
Cultural dimension
i ) LTO5 0.739 0.622 0.799 0.571
long term orientation
LTO6 0.712

Decision styles

Autocratic

Pseudo-consultative

Consultative

Participative

Pseudo-participative

Delegative

Single item constructs

Table 4:21: Measurement model: long term orientation — decision styles (Germany)

In Table 4:21, the results of the internal consistency, reliability and convergent

validity are shown. The table presents the results of the outer model for first

order and reflective constructs. The loading of the items for long term orientation
are .812,.739 and 0.712 for LTO4, LTO5 and LTOG. The value of alpha for long

term orientation is 0.622. The level of significance is acceptable at = 0.6. The

composite reliability of the long term orientation is 0.799 which is also signifi-

cant. The level of significance of composite reliability value is = 0.6. The value

of AVE for long term orientation is 0.571 which is acceptable (should be = 0.5).

All the decision styles are single item constructs and are dependent variables.

.. Pseudo- | Pseudo-
Constructs Auto- Consul- | Delega- | | o | Partici- partici- | consul-
cratic tative tive pative . .
pative tative
Autocratic
Consultative 0.066
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. . Pseudo- | Pseudo-

Constructs Auto- Consul- | Delega- | | o | Partici- partici- | consul-
cratic tative tive pative . ;
pative tative

Delegative 0.159 0.059
LTO 0.422 0.222 0.157
Participative 0.229 0.015 0.175 0.554
Pseudo- 0.295 0.022 0.326 | 0.401 | 0.067
participative
Pseudo- 0.319 0.009 0.256 | 0.069 | 0.090 0.020
consultative

Table 4:22: Discriminant validity: Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio; long term orientation — decision

styles (Germany)

Table 4:22 represents the values of HTMT ratio for LTO and all the other con-
structs. All the values of HTMT ratios are lower than 0.9 showing that significant

discriminant validity exists for this model.

Construct relationships :i’:it:nfsoa;; t-value | p-value R square Q square
LTO -> autocratic -0.331 2.221 0.026 0.109 -0.035
LTO -> pseudo-consultative 0.044 0.419 0.676 0.002 -0.015
LTO -> consultative 0.183 0.986 0.324 0.033 -0.065
LTO -> participative 0.429 2.780 0.005 0.184 0.088
LTO -> pseudo-participative 0.325 2.131 0.033 0.105 0.073
LTO -> delegative -0.124 0.824 0.410 0.015 -0.046

Table 4:23: Structural model: long term orientation — decision styles (Germany)

Table 4:23 describes the relationship between independent variable long term
orientation and dependent variables which are different decision styles. The re-
lationship of long term orientation with autocratic style is negative and significant
but the value of Q? is negative, whereas, the relationship of long term orientation

is positive and significant with participative and pseudo-participative decision
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styles. The p-value for these relationships is less than .05 and t-values are
2.780 and 2.131 respectively. The beta coefficient is 0.429 and 0.325. R? value
is 0.184 and 0.105 respectively and the value of Q? is greater than 0 for these

both relationships.

4.4.8 Relationship of power distance with decision styles

in Pakistan
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1.000 — Pseudo-Co...

0.639

Pseudo-
Consultative

0.640

PD1 =
L / 0.006 1.000 — Consultative
22 -0.079

PD3 Consultative

PD4

-0.454
PD5
——1.000 — Participative
0.336
Participative
-0157
1.000 —Pseudo Part...
Pseudo
Participative
G 1.000— Delegative
Delegative

Figure 4:6: Relationship of power distance with decision styles in Pakistan
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Figure 4:6 presents the relationship between cultural dimension power distance
and decision styles; autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative, participative,

pseudo-participative and delegative, respectively.

Construct Items Loadings Alpha CR AVE
PD1 0.835
PD2 0.728
Cultural dimension
) PD3 0.772 0.784 0.853 0.539
power distance
PD4 0.683
PD5 0.636
Decision styles
Autocratic
Pseudo-consultative
Consultative Single item constructs

Participative

Pseudo-participative

Delegative

Table 4:24: Measurement model: power distance — decision styles (Pakistan)

In Table 4:24, the results of the internal consistency, reliability and convergent
validity of power distance and decision styles autocratic, pseudo-consultative,
consultative, participative, pseudo-participative and delegative are presented.
The loading of the items for power distance are .835, .728, .772, .683 and .636
for PD1, PD2, PD3, PD4 and PD5, respectively. The value of alpha for power
distance is 0.784 which is higher than the acceptable level of significance = 0.6.
The composite reliability of the power distance is 0.853 which is also significant.

The level of significance of composite reliability value is = 0.6. The value of AVE

71



Chapter 4 — Analysis of Data and Interpretation of Results

of power distance is 0.539 which is acceptable. All the dependent variables

which are decision styles are single item constructs.

Auto- | Consul- | Delega- Power Partici- Pseudo- Pseudo-

Constructs ; : . . : partici- consul-
cratic tative tive distance pative . ;

pative tative

Autocratic

Consultative 0.234

Delegative 0.158 0.010

Power 0718 | 0.107 | 0.200

distance

Participative 0.483 0.324 0.113 0.504

Pseudo- 0.425 | 0.380 0.092 0.373 0.120

participative

Pseudo- 0.511 | 0.050 0.228 0.705 0.481 0.293

consultative

Table 4:25: Discriminant validity: Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio; power distance — decision styles
(Pakistan)

Table 4:25 represents the values of HTMT ratio for cultural dimension power distance
and decision styles; autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative, participative,

pseudo-participative and delegative. All the values of HTMT ratios are lower than 0.9.

Table 4:26 describes the relationship between independent variable power distance
and dependent variables which are decision styles; autocratic, pseudo-consultative,
consultative, participative, pseudo-participative and delegative. The relationship of
power distance with consultative and delegative styles is negative but it is insignificant
because the p-value is higher than 0.05. The relationship of power distance with par-
ticipative style is negative and significant. The p-value is less than 0.05, t- value is
5.423 and value of R? is 0.206. The beta coefficient for this relationship is -0.54. The
relationship of power distance is positive with autocratic, pseudo-consultative, and
pseudo-participative styles. The p-values for these relationships are lower than 0.05
and the t-values for autocratic, pseudo-consultative, and pseudo-participative styles

are 9.035, 11.021, and 3.225, respectively. The beta coefficients of autocratic, pseudo-
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consultative, and pseudo-patrticipative styles are 0.639, 0.640, and 0.336 respectively.
The R? values of autocratic, pseudo-consultative and pseudo-participative styles are
0.409, 0.409 and 0.113 respectively. The values of Q2 for all these relationships are

greater than 0.

Construct relationships :sit:nfsofgi t-value p-value R square Q square
PD -> autocratic 0.639 9.035 0.000 0.409 0.380
PD -> pseudo-consultative 0.640 11.021 0.000 0.409 0.388
PD -> consultative -0.079 0.738 0.461 0.006 -0.018
PD -> participative -0.454 5.423 0.000 0.206 0.150
PD -> pseudo-participative 0.336 3.225 0.001 0.113 0.089
PD ->delegative -0.157 1.546 0.122 0.025 0.010

Table 4:26: Structural model: power distance — decision styles (Pakistan)

4.4.9 Relationship of masculinity with decision styles in

Pakistan

Figure 4:7 presents the relationship between the cultural dimension masculinity
and the decision styles autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative, participa-

tive, pseudo-participative and delegative, respectively.
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Figure 4:7: Relationship of masculinity with decision styles in Pakistan

Construct Items Loadings Alpha CR AVE
MAS1 0.848
Cultural dimension MAS2 0.870
o 0.853 0.900 0.694
masculinity MAS3 0.860
MAS4 0.747
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Construct Items Loadings Alpha CR AVE

Decision styles

Autocratic

Pseudo-consultative

Consultative Single item constructs

Participative

Pseudo-participative

Delegative

Table 4:27: Measurement model: masculinity — decision styles (Pakistan)

In Table 4:27, the results of the internal consistency, reliability and convergent
validity for the relationship of cultural dimension masculinity with different deci-
sion styles. The table presents the results of the outer model for first order and
reflective constructs. The loading of the items for masculinity are .848, .870 .860
and .747 for MAS1, MAS2, MAS3 and MAS4, respectively. The value of alpha
for this model is 0.853. The level of significance is acceptable at = 0.6. The
composite reliability of the model is 0.900 which is also significant. The level of
significance of composite reliability value is = 0.6. The value of AVE is 0.694
which is acceptable. All the decision styles are dependent variables and are

single item constructs.

Table 4:28 represents the values of HTMT ratio for cultural dimension mascu-
linity and decision styles; autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative,
participative, pseudo-participative and delegative. All the values of HTMT ratios

are lower than 0.9 which presents high discriminant validity of the model.
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. . Pseudo-
Constructs Auto- | Consul- | Delega- | ..o | Partici- Pseudo- consul-
cratic tative tive pative | participative ;
tative
Autocratic
Consultative 0.234
Delegative 0.158 0.010
MAS 0.478 0.190 0.276
Participative 0.483 0.324 0.113 0.345
Pseudo- 0.425 | 0.380 0.092 | 0.399 | 0.120
participative
Pseudo- 0511 | 0.050 0.228 | 0634 | 0.481 0.293
consultative

Table 4:28: Discriminant validity: Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio; masculinity — decision styles

(Pakistan)

Table 4:29 describes the relationship between independent variable masculinity

and dependent variables autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative, partici-

pative, pseudo-participative and delegative decision making styles.

Construct relationships :ca:it:n(t:so?[;; t-value p-value R square | Q square
MAS -> autocratic 0.451 5.251 0.000 0.203 0.194
MAS -> pseudo-consultative 0.600 10.868 0.000 0.360 0.347
MAS -> consultative -0.180 1.824 0.068 0.032 0.019
MAS -> participative -0.335 3.800 0.000 0.112 0.103
MAS -> pseudo-participative 0.363 3.604 0.000 0.132 0.102
MAS -> delegative -0.257 2.203 0.028 0.066 0.027

Table 4:29: Structural model: masculinity — decision styles (Pakistan)

The relationship of masculinity with consultative style is negative but it is insig-

nificant because the p-value is higher than 0.05. The relationship of masculinity

with participative and delegative styles is negative and significant. The relation-
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ship of masculinity is positive with autocratic, pseudo-consultative and pseudo-
participative styles. The p-values for these relationships are lower than 0.05 and
the t-values for autocratic, pseudo-consultative, participative, pseudo-participa-
tive and delegative styles are 5.251, 10.868, 3.800, 3.604 and 2.203,
respectively. The beta coefficients for these relationships are 0.451, 0.600, -
0.335, 0.363 and -0.257 respectively. The values of R? are 0.203, 0.360, 0.112,
0.132 and 0.066, respectively. The values of Q? for all relationships is greater
than 0 which is showing the predictive capability of the model for the discussed

relationships.

4.4.10 Relationship of uncertainty avoidance with decision

styles in Pakistan

Figure 4:8 presents the relationship between cultural dimension uncertainty
avoidance and decision styles; autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative,

participative, pseudo-participative and delegative, respectively.
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Figure 4:8: Relationship of uncertainty avoidance with decision styles in Pakistan

Construct Items Loadings | Alpha| CR | AVE
UA2 0.586
Cultural dimension
) ) UA3 0.911 0.612 | 0.766 | 0.531
uncertainty avoidance
UA5 0.647
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Construct Items Loadings | Alpha| CR | AVE

Decision styles

Autocratic

Pseudo-consultative

Consultative Single item constructs

Participative

Pseudo-participative

Delegative

Table 4:30: Measurement model: uncertainty avoidance — decision styles (Pakistan)

In Table 4:30, the results of the internal consistency, reliability and convergent
validity have been presented for the relationship of cultural dimension uncer-
tainty avoidance and decision styles. The table presents the results of the outer
model for first order and reflective constructs. These constructs are uncertainty
avoidance, autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative, participative, pseudo-
participative and delegative decision styles. The loading of the items for uncer-
tainty avoidance are .586, .911 and .647 for UA1, UA3 and UAS5, respectively.
The value of alpha for uncertainty avoidance is 0.612. The level of significance
is acceptable at = 0.6. The composite reliability of uncertainty avoidance is
0.766 which is also significant. The level of significance of composite reliability
value is = 0.6.The value of AVE for uncertainty avoidance is 0.531 which is ac-

ceptable. All dependent variables are decision styles and are single item

constructs.
. Pseudo- Pseudo-
Constructs Auto- | Consul- | Delega- | Partici- partici- consul- UA
cratic tative tive pative . ;
pative tative
Autocratic
Consultative 0.234
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. . Pseudo- Pseudo-
Constructs Auto- | Consul-| Delega- |  Partici- partici- consul- UA
cratic tative tive pative . ;
pative tative
Delegative 0.158 0.010
Participative 0.483 0.324 0.113
Pseudo- 0425 | 0380 | 0092 | 0.120
participative
Pseudo- 0.511 0.050 | 0.228 0.481 0.293
consultative
UA 0.235 0.219 0.218 0.157 0.257 0.102

Table 4:31: Discriminant validity: Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio; uncertainty avoidance —

decision styles (Pakistan)

Table 4:31 represents the values of HTMT ratio for all the constructs. Uncer-
tainty avoidance is the cultural dimension and autocratic, pseudo-consultative,
consultative, participative, pseudo-participative and delegative are decision
styles. All the values of HTMT ratios are lower than 0.9 indicating high level of

discriminant validity for this model.

Construct relationships :2::;:?5; t-value p-value R square | Q square
UA -> autocratic 0.234 1.351 0.177 0.055 0.026
UA -> pseudo-consultative 0.084 0.634 0.526 0.007 -0.001
UA -> consultative 0.027 0.149 0.882 0.001 -0.024
UA -> participative -0.020 0.116 0.908 0.000 -0.030
UA -> pseudo-participative 0.234 1.673 0.094 0.055 0.031
UA ->delegative -0.093 0.516 0.606 0.009 -0.013

Table 4:32: Structural model: uncertainty avoidance — decision styles (Pakistan)

Table 4:32 describes the relationship between independent variable uncertainty
avoidance and dependent variables; autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consulta-

tive, participative, pseudo-participative and delegative decision styles. The
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relationship of uncertainty avoidance with participative and delegative style is
negative but it is insignificant because the p-value is higher than 0.05. The re-
lationship of uncertainty avoidance is positive with other decision styles but that

is also insignificant for all of those because of p-values higher than 0.05.

4.4.11 Relationship of collectivism with decision styles in

Pakistan
1.000— Autocratic
Autocratic
1.000 — Pseudo-Co...
0134
Pseudo-
Consultative
-0.038
Collecl / 1.000 — Consultative
e '\0.580\ 0.259
O  M—o0503 :
Consultative
Coles 021
9 0.667
-0.076
Collec COLLEC
AL 1,000 — Participative
0.093

Participative

-0.292

1.000 —Pseudo Part...

Pseudo
Participative

1.000— Delegative

Delegative

Figure 4:9: Relationship of collectivism with decision styles in Pakistan
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Figure 4:9 presents the relationship between cultural dimension collectivism
and decision styles; autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative, participative,

pseudo-participative and delegative, respectively.

Construct Items Loadings Alpha CR AVE
COLLEC1 0.580
Cultural dimension COLLEC2 0.593
0.599 0.761 0.447
collectivism COLLECS 0.811
COLLECS6 0.667
Decision styles
Autocratic
Pseudo-consultative
Consultative Single item constructs

Participative

Pseudo-participative

Delegative

Table 4:33: Measurement model: collectivism — decision styles (Pakistan)

In Table 4:33, the results of the internal consistency, reliability and convergent
validity are shown. The table presents the results of the outer model for first
order and reflective constructs which include cultural dimension collectivism
and six different decision styles. The loading of the items for collectivism are
0.580, 0.593 0.811 and 0.589 for COLLEC1, COLLEC2, COLLEC5 and
COLLECS, respectively. The value of alpha for COLLEC is 0.599. The compo-
site reliability of the collectivism is 0.761 which is significant. The level of
significance of composite reliability value is = 0.6. The value of AVE of collec-
tivism is 0.447 which is acceptable. All dependent variables are the decision

styles and are single item constructs. These single items constructs are; auto-
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cratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative, participative, pseudo-participative and

delegative styles.

. . Pseudo- Pseudo-
Constructs Auto- | oo gc | Consul-| Delega- | Partici- partici- consul-
cratic tative tive pative X ;
pative tative
Autocratic
COLLEC 0.214
Consultative 0.234 0.318
Delegative 0.158 0.352 0.010
Participative 0.483 0.160 0.324 0.113
Pseudo- 0.425 0.184 0.380 0.092 0.120
participative
Pseudo- 0.511 0.246 0.050 0.228 0.481 0.293
consultative

Table 4:34: Discriminant validity: Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio; collectivism — decision styles

(Pakistan)

Table 4:34 represents the values of HTMT ratio for all the constructs collectiv-

ism and autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative, participative, pseudo-

participative and delegative decision styles. All the values of HTMT ratios are

lower than 0.9.

Construct relationships :2:::::?5; t-value | p-value | R square Q square
COLLEC -> autocratic 0.134 0.747 0.455 0.018 -0.015
COLLEC -> pseudo-consultative -0.038 0.196 0.844 0.001 -0.031
COLLEC -> consultative 0.259 2.100 0.036 0.067 0.013
COLLEC -> participative -0.076 0.475 0.635 0.006 -0.013
COLLEC -> pseudo-participative 0.093 0.618 0.537 0.009 -0.010
COLLEC -> delegative -0.292 1.901 0.057 0.085 0.053

Table 4:35: Structural model: collectivism — decision styles (Pakistan)
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Table 4:35 describes the relationship between independent variable collectiv-
ism and dependent variables which are decision styles; autocratic, pseudo-
consultative, consultative, participative, pseudo-participative and delegative.
The relationship of collectivism with pseudo-consultative, participative and del-
egative is negative but it is insignificant because the p-value is higher than 0.05.
The relationship of collectivism is positive with other decision styles but that is
also insignificant for all of those because of p-values higher than .05 except for
consultative style. The p-value for this relationship is lower than 0.05 and its t-
value is 2.100. The beta coefficient is 0.259, the value of R? is 0.067 and the
value of Q square is greater than 0. The low value of R? shows limited capacity

of independent variable to explain the variance in dependent variable.

4.4.12 Relationship of long term orientation with decision

styles in Pakistan

Figure 4:10 presents the relationship between cultural dimension long term ori-
entation and decision styles autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative,

participative, pseudo-participative and delegative, respectively.
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1.000— Autocratic
Autocratic
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Figure 4:10: Relationship of long term orientation with decision styles in Pakistan

Construct Items Loadings Alpha CR AVE
LTO1 0.501
Cultural Dimension LTO2 0.686
) ) 0.506 0.727 0.403
long term orientation LTO5 0687
LTO6 0.648
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Construct Items Loadings Alpha CR AVE

Decision styles

Autocratic

Pseudo-consultative

Consultative Single item constructs

Participative

Pseudo-participative

Delegative

Table 4:36: Measurement model: long term orientation — decision styles (Pakistan)

In Table 4:36, the results of the internal consistency, reliability and convergent
validity are shown. The table presents the results of the outer model for first
order and reflective constructs. The cultural dimension long term orientation is
the independent variable while the decision styles autocratic, pseudo-consulta-
tive, consultative, participative, pseudo-participative and delegative are the
dependent variables. The loading of the items for long term orientation are
0.501, 0.686 0.687 and 0.648 for LTO1, LTO2, LTO5 and LTOG6, respectively.
The value of alpha for long term orientation is 0.508. The level of significance
is adequate at = 0.6. The composite reliability of long term orientation is 0.727
which is also significant. The adequate level for its value is = 0.6.The value of
AVE for long term orientation is 0.403 which is acceptable. All dependent vari-

ables are decision styles and are single item constructs.

. . Pseudo- Pseudo-
Constructs Auto- | Consul- | Delega- LTO Partick- partici- Consul-
cratic tative tive pative . .
pative tative
Autocratic
Consultative 0.234
Delegative 0.158 0.010

86




Chapter 4 — Analysis of Data and Interpretation of Results

.. Pseudo- Pseudo-
Constructs Auto- | Consul- | Delega- | o | Partici- | "o 0 | consul.
cratic tative tive pative . .
pative tative
LTO 0.207 | 0.314 0.410
Participative 0.483 | 0.324 0.113 0.278
Pseudo- 0.425 | 0.380 0.092 0.254 0.120
participative
Pseudo- 0511 | 0.050 0.228 0.243 0.481 0.293
consultative

Table 4:37: Discriminant validity: Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio; long term orientation — decision

styles (Pakistan)

Table 4:37 represents the values of HTMT ratio for all the constructs. Long term
orientation is cultural dimension and decision styles are; autocratic, pseudo-
consultative, consultative, participative, pseudo-participative and delegative. All
the values of HTMT ratios are lower than 0.9 representing high discriminant

validity of this model.

Construct relationships :i’:it:nfsoa;; t-value p-value R square Q square
LTO -> autocratic 0.119 0.729 0.466 0.014 -0.007
LTO -> pseudo-consultative 0.162 1.150 0.250 0.026 -0.001
LTO -> consultative 0.232 1.684 0.092 0.054 0.041
LTO -> participative -0.192 1.536 0.125 0.037 0.007
LTO -> pseudo-participative -0.062 0.350 0.726 0.004 -0.014
LTO -> delegative -0.297 2.619 0.009 0.088 0.067

Table 4:38: Structural model: long term orientation — decision styles (Pakistan)

Table 4:38 describes the relationship between independent variable long term
orientation and dependent decision style variables; autocratic, pseudo-consul-
tative, consultative, participative, pseudo-participative and delegative. The

relationship of long term orientation with participative and pseudo-participative
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styles is negative but it is insignificant because the p-value is higher than 0.05.
The relationship of long term orientation is positive with other decision styles
but that is also insignificant for all of those because of p-values higher than 0.05
except for the relationship of long term orientation with delegative style which is
negative and significant. The p-value for this relationship is lower than 0.05 and
its t-value is 2.619. The beta coefficient is -0.297.The value of R square is 0.088
and the value of Q square is greater than 0. This very low value of R?is an
indicator of very low power of LTO to explain variance in delegative decision

making style.

4.5 Significant relationships of cultural dimensions

with decision styles (Germany)

In statistical evaluations the relationship of independent and dependent variable
can be understood by three main parameters which are effect size represented
by beta value, significance of the relationship which is represented by p-value

or t-value and coefficient of determination represented by R2.

Beta (B) value represent how much changes in the dependent variable is
caused by 1 unit change in individual independent variable e.g. the beta value
of 0.20 represent that increase of 1 mean value in independent variable in-
creases the mean value of dependent variable by 0.20. Higher the value of beta
higher is the effect size, positive value represent increase in independent vari-
able value causes increase in the dependent variable while negative beta value
represent increase in independent variable causes decrease in the value of de-
pendent variable. Any value of beta can be relevant and important as long as
the relationship is significant. Hair et al. (2011) described that a beta value of
0.02 can be viewed as weak effect size while the beta value of 0.15 is consid-
ered as medium effect size and beta value of 0.35 is regarded as large effect

size. It is generally observed if the B values are 0.2 or > 0.2 then the relationship
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most probably is significant. And if the value is less than 0.10 more chances are

that relationship will not be significant, however this is not always true.

In order to judge the reliability of the beta value, it is important to consider the
significance of the relationship. The authenticity of the beta value is determined
by significance of the relationship which determines the confidence on the ob-
tained results. The relationship is believed to be significant if the confidence
level on the obtained value is 95 % or more (Craparo, 2007). The significance
of a relationship is represented by p-value or t-value. Both of these values cor-
respond with each other, e.g. at 95 % confidence interval p-value is 5 % or 0.05
and its corresponding t-value is 1.96. This means that results are significant if
p-value is equal to or less than 0.05 and corresponding t-values are equal to or
greater than 1.96; otherwise the results are not significant. Non-significant or
insignificant relationship represent that the gained results may be by chance or

random and do not properly explain an underlying phenomenon.

The coefficient of determination R square is a statistical tool which measures
the closeness of data to the fitted regression line. R square values range from
0 to 1 or in terms of percentages from 0 % to 100 %. The higher the value, the
higher is the data closely packed on the regression line. High value of R square
is always good because they represent higher quality of the data and a good
model fit. Chin (1998) described the R? value of 0.67 as substantial, R? value of
0.33 as moderate, and R? value of 0.19 as weak. A regression model fits the
data well if the differences between the observations and the predicted values
are small. The R square values below 0.20 are generally considered as weak
(Hair et al., 2014).

Table 4:39 presents the significant relationships of cultural dimensions with de-
cision styles in social context for German managers. These relationships are

discussed individually in the following.
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Power distance is showing positive and significant relationship with pseudo-
consultative style. The value of B coefficient is .383 which means 1 unitincrease
of power distance value will increase pseudo-consultative style by 0.383 .The
p-value is 0.005 and t-value is 2.799 showing the results are highly significant.

The value of R square is 0.147 which is very nominal showing a weak model fit.

Masculinity is showing positive relationship with autocratic style but the value of

R square is 0.089 here which is very low, the value of 3 coefficient is 0.229.

With pseudo-consultative style the relationship of masculinity is positive and
significant and here the value of B coefficient is 0.493 and R square is 0.243.
This is also not very high but as compared to previous two relationships it is
exhibiting stronger connection. Furthermore, masculinity is having significant
and positive relationship with delegative style, although the value of R square

0.207 is not prominent. The value of 3 coefficient is 0.455 which is good effect

size.
Construct relationships :i,zit:n?sofg; t-value p-value | R square Q square
PD -> pseudo-consultative 0.383 2.799 0.005 0.147 0.094
MAS -> autocratic 0.299 2.398 0.017 0.089 0.059
MAS -> pseudo-consultative 0.493 4.892 0.000 0.243 0.195
MAS ->delegative 0.455 3.915 0.000 0.207 0.130
UA -> consultative 0.334 2.496 0.013 0.112 0.065
COLLEC -> participative 0.353 2.221 0.026 0.125 -0.051
LTO -> autocratic -0.331 2.221 0.026 0.109 -0.035
LTO -> participative 0.429 2.780 0.005 0.184 0.088
LTO -> pseudo-participative 0.325 2.131 0.033 0.105 0.073

Table 4:39: Significant relationships of cultural dimensions with decision styles in social

context for German managers
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The relationships COLLEC -> patrticipative and LTO -> autocratic have signifi-
cant p-values and values of 3 coefficients are 0.353 and -0.331, respectively,
but due to the negative value of Q? there is an issue of predictive validity in

these relationships.

Uncertainty avoidance is showing a significant and positive relationship with
consultative decision style. The value of 8 coefficient is 0.334. The value of R

square is 0.11.

LTO -> participative and LTO -> pseudo-participative relationships are signifi-
cant and positive where values of [ coefficient are 0.429 and 0.325,
respectively. R square values are 0.184 and 0.105.

4.6 Significant relationships of cultural dimensions

with decision styles (Pakistan)

Construct relationships fl;’;t;\n:::t(e;-) t-value p-value R square | Q square
PD -> autocratic 0.639 9.035 0.000 0.409 0.380
PD -> pseudo-consultative 0.640 11.021 0.000 0.409 0.388
PD -> participative -0.454 5.423 0.000 0.206 0.150
PD -> pseudo-participative 0.336 3.225 0.001 0.113 0.089
MAS -> autocratic 0.451 5.251 0.000 0.203 0.194
MAS -> pseudo-consultative 0.600 10.868 0.000 0.360 0.347
MAS -> consultative -0.180 1.824 0.068 0.032 0.019
MAS -> participative -0.335 3.800 0.000 0.112 0.103
MAS -> pseudo-participative 0.363 3.604 0.000 0.132 0.102
MAS -> delegative -0.257 2.203 0.028 0.066 0.027
COLLEC -> consultative 0.259 2.100 0.036 0.067 0.013
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. . Path coef-
Construct relationships ficients (B) t-value p-value R square | Q square
LTO -> delegative -0.297 2.619 0.009 0.088 0.067

Table 4:40: Significant relationships between cultural dimensions and decision style of

project managers in Pakistan

Table 4:40 describes the significant relationships between cultural dimensions

and decision style of project managers in Pakistan.

Power distance is showing positive and significant relationship with autocratic,
pseudo-consultative and pseudo-participative styles. The p-values are < 0.05.
The value of 3 coefficients are 0.639, 0.64 and 0.336, while the values of R
square are 0.409, 0.409 and 0.113, respectively. Power distance is showing a
negative relationship with participative decision style. The value of 8 coefficient
is -0.454. The positive values of Q square greater than 0 for these relationships

assure predictive validity as well.

Masculinity is showing a positive and significant relationship with autocratic,
pseudo-consultative and pseudo-participative styles. The p-values are < 0.05.
The value of B coefficients are 0.451, 0.6 and 0.363, and the values of R square
are 0.203, 0.360 and 0.132, respectively.

With consuiltative and participative decision styles the relationship of masculinity
is negative and significant and here the values of (3 coefficient are -0.18
and -0.335. The values of R square are 0.032 and 0.112. R square is 0.243.
This is also not very high but as compared to previous two relationships it is
exhibiting stronger connection. Furthermore, masculinity is having significant
and positive relationship with delegative style, although the value of R square

0.207 is not prominent.

Masculinity is also showing negative relationship with delegative style but the
value of R square is 0.089 here which is very low, the value of B coefficient
is -0.257.
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COLLEC -> consultative relationship is appearing as positive and significant.

The value for B coefficient is 0.259 and the value of R square is 0.067.

Long term orientation is having negative and significant relationship with dele-
gative decision style. The value of B coefficient is -0.297 and the value of R

square is 0.08 which is very low.

It appears from the analysis of the data presented in the above table that the
cultural dimensions; power distance and masculinity have the ability to strongly
and positively influence the decision making styles autocratic, pseudo-consul-
tative and pseudo-participative of Pakistani managers working in projects. The
values of R square for these relationships are higher than 0.20, whereas, in
other relationships the R square values are lower than 0.20. Higher values are
describing the higher power of independent variables to explain the variance in

dependent variables.

4.7 Comparison of cognitive decision styles on the

basis of Decision Style Inventory

This section presents the description and differentiation of decision styles of
German and Pakistani project managers, on the basis of DSI developed by
Rowe and Mason (1987).

Rowe and Mason (1987) have presented four basic decision making styles, i.e.
directive, analytical, conceptual and behavioral. The typical scores provided for
each style or to describe the typical person using these styles are 75 for di-
rective, 90 for analytical, 80 for conceptual and 55 for behavioral respectively.
This typical person is that who is obtaining these scores as per average score
of the population for any particular of these styles. The main four styles are
further subdivided into four categories for each style as per preferences and
variability of the individuals regarding use of these styles. These are least pre-

ferred, backup, dominant and very dominant. The variation in scores of the
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respondents for each category may be due to intensity or dominance in using
of that particular style. For the assessment of this dominance or intensity, aver-
age scores and standard deviation for each style have been used. Rowe and
Mason (1987, pp. 39-43) presented that the standard deviation for the range of
scores to determine a typical directive style as per their data was fifteen. They
used this same score of fifteen to explain the variability in all four styles. These
categories as per Rowe and Mason have been explained in following according

to the level of dominance and intensity of use:

1. Least preferred: This is the style category which is rarely used. The
style is called least preferred if the score obtained by the individual is
below the average more than seven points. These seven points are
almost half of the standard deviation which was fifteen.

2. Backup: This style is used as per some demand by occasion. If the
score obtained by the individual is seven points higher or lower than the
average then the style category is known as backup.

3. Dominant: The dominant style category is associated with an individual
scoring minimum seven but not exceeding fifteen points higher than the
average. An individual obtaining score in this category uses this style
very often.

4. Very dominant: This style is used very exclusively by an individual in
most of the situations. The style is known to be dominant when an

individual obtains fifteen points higher than the average.

The range of scores to interpret particular category for each style is presented
in Table 4:41.
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Least preferred Backup Dominant Very dominant
Directive 20 to 67 68 to 81 82 to0 89 90 to 160
Analytical 20 to 82 83 to 96 97 to 104 105 to 160
Conceptual 20to 72 73 to 86 87 to 94 95 to 160
Behavioral 20 to 47 48 to 61 62 to 69 70 to 160

Table 4:41: Decision making styles and corresponding scores by Rowe and Mason (1987,
p. 44)

Table 4:42 presents the mean values for German and Pakistani participants for

all the four decision making styles directive, analytical, conceptual and behav-

joral.
Group Statistics
Country N Mean Std. deviation Std. error mean
Germany 55 74.236 11.5277 1.5544
Directive

Pakistan 88 84.818 14.6402 1.5606

Germany 55 82.145 17.1350 2.3105
Analytical

Pakistan 88 73.705 15.3863 1.6402

Germany 55 76.600 15.0057 2.0234
Conceptual

Pakistan 88 65.602 10.8443 1.1560

Germany 55 67.018 16.9110 2.2803
Behavioral

Pakistan 88 75.875 20.3039 2.1644

Table 4:42: Group statistics for decision styles of Pakistani project managers as per DS/

These mean values are higher for directive and behavioral styles in Pakistani
project managers. For analytical and conceptual styles the mean values are
higher for German Project managers. The mean score value for directive style
of Pakistani project managers is 84.8 which is higher than typical score of 75
for this style. This is indicating that Pakistani project managers are typically of
directive style. Regarding the behavioral style, both Pakistani and German pro-

ject managers are typically of behavioral style. The mean score values for both
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countries are 67.018 and 75.875 respectively which are higher than typical

score of 55 for this style.

Table 4:43 presents the results of independent sample t-test to compare the
mean scores of German and Pakistani project managers for all the four decision
styles as per DSI. The p-values less than 0.05 for all these styles are indicating
that the project managers from one country are significantly different from the
managers belonging to other countries. The comparison of mean score and
significant p-values are indicating that German project managers exercise more
analytical and conceptual style as compared to Pakistani managers while in-
volved in decision making. Pakistani project managers use more directive and

behavioral approach of decision making as compared to German managers.

Independent samples test
Levene's test
for equality of t-test for equality of means
variances
. Sig. (2-
F Sig. t df tailed)
Equal variances assumed 4.016 .047 -4.549 141 .000
Directive Equal variances not
9 -4.804 133.525 .000
assumed
Equal variances assumed .052 .819 3.054 141 .003
Analytical Equal variances not
q 2.979 105.508 | .004
assumed
Equal variances assumed 2.806 .096 5.077 141 .000
Conceptual Equal variances not
q 4.719 89.113 .000
assumed
Equal variances assumed 1.858 A75 -2.701 141 .008
Behavioral Equal variances not
q 2817 | 129.760 | .006
assumed

Table 4:43: Results of independent sample t-test to compare the mean scores of German

and Pakistani project managers for all the four decision styles as per DSI

Table 4:44 presents the frequencies and percentages of the least preferred,
backup, dominant and very dominant categories for all four decision styles of

German project managers, as per DSI. The highest percentage (52.7 %) is ob-
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servable in backup category for directive style and 5.5 % are very dominant in

using analytical style.

Germany
Directive Conceptual
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Least
12 21.8 24 43.6
preferred
Backup 29 52.7 19 34.5
Dominant 8 14.5 5 9.1
Ve
i 6 10.9 7 12.7
dominant
Total 55 100.0 Total 55 100.0
Analytical Behavioral
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Least
27 491 6 10.9
preferred
Backup 18 32.7 17 30.9
Dominant 7 12.7 10 18.2
Ve
i 3 5.5 22 40.0
dominant
Total 55 100.0 Total 55 100.0

Table 4:44: Frequencies and percentages of the least preferred, backup, dominant and very

dominant categories for all four decision styles of German project managers

Table 4:45 presents the frequencies and percentages of the least preferred,
backup, dominant and very dominant categories for all four decision styles of
Pakistani project managers, as per DSI. Regarding the analytical and concep-
tual styles, 69.3 % and 75 % Pakistani managers respectively are in least
preferred categories of these two styles. There is no participant in very dominant
category of analytical style and only 1.1 % in this category for conceptual style.
Regarding very dominant category for directive and behavioral styles the per-

centage score is 35.2 % and 58 % respectively.
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Pakistan
Directive Conceptual
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Least
10 11.4 66 75.0
preferred
Backup 28 31.8 19 21.6
Dominant 19 21.6 2 2.3
Ve
i 31 35.2 1 1.1
dominant
Total 88 100.0 Total 88 100.0
Analytical Behavioral
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Least
61 69.3 3 3.4
preferred
Backup 19 21.6 20 22.7
Dominant 8 9.1 14 15.9
Ve
i _ . 51 58.0
dominant
Total 88 100.0 Total 88 100.0

Table 4:45: Frequencies and percentages of the least preferred, backup, dominant and very

dominant categories for all four decision styles of Pakistani project managers

Rowe and Mason (1987) have described that some basic or style patterns can

also be derived by using DSI. These basic patterns can be calculated by differ-
ent combination of four pure decision styles; directive, analytical, conceptual
and behavioral. There are two hundred and fifty six possible patterns. In this
study, four prominent basic style patterns have been calculated. These are left
brain, right brain, idea orientation and action orientation. Fox and Spence (1999)
have also used these four patterns for evaluation of decision styles of project
managers to observe how these styles are related to decision making activities
in projects. The brief description of these patterns as per Rowe and Mason is

given below:

1. Left brain: The score for left brain is obtained by adding scores for ana-
lytical and directive styles. These people think in logical way and they

possess a strong ability to focus on technical issues.
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2. Right brain: The score for right brain is obtained by adding scores for
conceptual and behavioral styles. These people are creative minded.
They exhibit strong concern for other people and their thinking style is
broad.

3. Idea orientation: The score for idea orientation is obtained by adding
scores for analytical and conceptual styles. The people using this style
have orientation towards ideas and thinking.

4. Action orientation: The score for action orientation is obtained by adding
scores for directive and behavioral styles. These people feel delight in
dealing with people and they have inclination towards taking quick

actions.

Table 4:46 presents the results of mean score values and standard deviations
for use of left brain, right brain and idea orientation and action orientation atti-

tudes of German and Pakistani managers.

Group Statistics

Country N Mean d S.td: Std. error
eviation mean
Germany 55 156.38 18.742 2.527
Left brain
Pakistan 88 158.52 20.223 2.156
Germany 55 143.62 18.742 2.527
Right brain
Pakistan 88 141.48 20.223 2.156
Germany 55 158.75 20.218 2.726
Idea orientation
Pakistan 88 139.31 19.455 2.074
Germany 55 141.25 20.218 2.726
Action orientation
Pakistan 88 160.69 19.455 2.074

Table 4:46: Results of mean score values and standard deviations for use of left brain, right
brain and idea orientation and action orientation attitudes of German and Pakistani

managers
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The results presented in this table are showing that the mean values for use of
left brain and action orientation for Pakistani managers are 158.2 and 160.69,
respectively. These are higher than mean values of 156.38 and 141.25 for the
same styles respectively for German sample. Whereas, German managers are
having higher mean values of 143.62 and 158.75 in use of right brain and idea
orientation styles respectively as compared to mean values of 141.48 and
139.31 for Pakistani sample. These results are showing that Pakistani manag-
ers have higher tendency in use of left brain and action orientation styles, while
German managers have higher inclination towards use of right brain and idea

orientation styles.

Table 4:47 presents the results of independent sample t-test to compare the
mean scores of German and Pakistani project managers to analyze their be-
havior regarding use of their left brain and right brain for decision making. The
score for left brain is obtained by adding scores for analytical and directive
styles, whereas, the score for right brain is obtained by adding scores for con-
ceptual and behavioral styles. This table is also presenting the comparison of
their attitude regarding idea orientation and action orientation. The score for
idea orientation is obtained by adding scores for analytical and conceptual
styles, whereas score for action orientation is obtained by adding scores for

directive and behavioral styles.

Independent samples test

Levene's tes_t for equality t-test for equality of means
of variances
. Sig. (2-
F Sig. t df tailed)
Equal variances 042 837 -.633 141 528
Left assumed
brain Equal variances - 645 121.310 520
not assumed
. Equal variances 042 837 633 141 528
Right assumed
brain Equal variances 645 121.310 520
not assumed
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Idea Equal variances 002 963 5.726 141 000
. assumed
orien- Equal variances
tation 9 5.675 111.425 .000
not assumed
Action | EFQualvariances 002 963 5726 141 000
\ assumed
oren- Equal variances
tation 9 -5.675 111.425 .000
not assumed

Table 4:47: Results of independent sample t-test to compare the mean scores of German
and Pakistani project managers to analyze their behavior regarding use of their left brain and

right brain for decision making

The results of this table for t-test are showing that there are no significant dif-
ferences between both German and Pakistani samples in use of left brain and
right brain styles, although there are differences in mean values of these two
styles as discussed previously in interpretation of Table 4:46. Whereas, regard-
ing idea orientation and action orientation, the values of t are higher than 5 and
highly significant at the level of .000 for both these styles. This on the basis of
mean values discussed in Table 4:46 implies significant preference of use of
idea orientation style of German managers over Pakistani managers. Regard-
ing action orientation style, Pakistani managers have shown significant
preference over German managers in use of this style, again on the basis of

mean values presented in Table 4:46.
4.8 Qualitative data analysis

This section presents the factors other than cultural dimensions influencing the
decisions making in Germany and Pakistan. These include personal, organiza-

tional, environmental and other miscellaneous factors reported by participants.
481 Germany

In the following, factors that influence decision making in Germany are dis-
cussed. Table 4:48 indicates the personal factors that affect the decision
making. Among the sub-categories, “attitude and behavior” is affecting the de-

cision making more frequently, which is followed by “education and experience”.
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In the category of “attitude and behavior’, morality and personality are fre-

quently mentioned influencing the decision making. While in “education and

experience”, experience has been frequently pointed out to affect decision mak-

ing.

Personal factors

L Attitude and Education and .
Motivation . . Miscellaneous
behavior experience
Motivated employees Trust-ness Logic (2) Resources
Fair and m_otlvatmg Attitude (3) Ability Communication
superiors
C . . Social network
Dedication Morality (4) Skill level (2) 2)
Success Personality (4) Work progress Complexity (2)

Social relationship

Ethical behavior

Culture (2)

Team spirit Expertise (2)
Satisfaction Experience (4)
Integrity code (2) Practicability
Safety (2) Economic feasibility
Ability to understand Personal qualification
people (2)

Ability to accept
different opinion (2)

Time (2)

Flexibility regarding
personal time
management

Mental flexibility

Personal environment
(Family, friends and
social contacts)

Moral values

Attitude against black
labor and corruption

Table 4:48: Personal factors affecting decision making (Germany)
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Among the three tables related to Germany, organizational factors are the most

quoted factors which affect decision making. We observe more entries and di-

versified factors in Table 4:49.

Organizational factors

procedures (2)

Environment and Rules and Resources
. (financial and Expertise Miscellaneous
culture regulations h
uman)
Good and working
company . .
infrastructure (IT, Policies (4) Financial budget Techn!gal T'T“.e for
! . feasibility decision (3)
purchase, financial
department)
Culture (2) Rules & Economics Different tasks | Or9anizational
regulations (8) form
Values Company Growth Involved parties

Intercultural

Type of

Economic ability

Number of
involved

Occupational safety

compliance (2)

competence organization stakeholders
. Freedom of .
Behavior decision (2) Funding (2)
Workers council (2) | Company strategy Man power (2)
Decisions from
plants of our Procedure Economic
production network feasibility
(2)

Structure (2) Guideline Capacities
Responsibility Hierarchy Budget
consequences

Compliance with
Schedule the guidelines of
the city of Kassel
Available tools Priority
Company

Hidden competition

Data protection
rules (2)

Workload of
associates

Table 4:49: Organizational factors affecting decision making (Germany)

Among the sub-categories “environment and culture” along with “rules and reg-
ulations” are the most important factors influencing decision making, which is

followed by “financial and human resource factors”. Here again, just like in Table
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4:50 related to environmental factors, policies are most of the time mentioned

which affect decision making.

Environmental factors
Law and policies Economic Indust_rl_al Miscellaneous Norms
factors competition
Collective
Government . : International - agreement
. Oil and gas prices ; Politics (3) among
policies reputation :
different
stakeholders
Research .
. Currency N Common Growing up as
Compliance competition in
exchange factors . sense German
industry
Company HSE Energy Competition Social
) ) between Safety X
regulations consumption (2) . o environment
universities
Operator of choice Cost competition Unions (2) General
for NOCs (3) framework
Laws (5) Custom_er Norms
expectation
Legal restriction Customer
(2) specification
Legal standard Best practices

Table 4:50: Environmental factors affecting decision making (Germany)

Table 4:50 shows environmental factors that affect decision making. “Law and
policies” and “industrial competition” are shown to be affecting the decision
making equally and significantly. The factor law is mentioned five times showing
its importance influencing decision making. Norms is the third significant factor

which plays a part in decision making.

4.8.2 Pakistan

In the following, factors that influence decision making in Pakistan have been dis-

cussed.
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Personal factors

Education and

Miscellaneous

Motivation Attitude and behavior .
experience
. Professional qualification Salary &
Team player Behavior 2) benefits
Quick at uptake Hard work Leadership skills Communication

Blessxlgrsig;QILLAH Honesty (4) Interpersonal skills Self-respect
HALAL Rizq Attitude (19) Experience (26) opg&‘j’mies
Leadership Dedication (2) Education (20)

Adoptability Morality (9) Training (2)
Loyalty to task Skills (6)
Commitment 1Q
Hardworking Expertise

Punctuality

Professional wisdom

Supportiveness

Knowledge diversification

Personality (4)

Technical skills

Flexibility

Power to influence

Instantaneous decisions

Discipline

Work comfortable under
stress

Convincing power

Prayers schedule

Being good/Helpful

Diligence

Vision

Temperament

Integrity

Devotion

Punctuality

Balance decision

Table 4:51: Personal factors influencing the decision making for the case of Pakistan

Table 4:51 table shows personal factors found out to be influencing the decision
making for the case of Pakistan. As compared to Germany there are more fac-

tors influencing the decision making as was enumerated. In both the tables,
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“attitude and behavior” is the strongest factor followed by “education and expe-
rience”. Attitude was reportedly said to be the highest factor affecting decision
making. In case of “education and experience”, experience is again shown to
be a major contributing factor for decision making followed by education. In case
of Pakistan, we clearly see some respondents mentioning divine factors for per-

sonal motivation, for example; blessings of Allah Almighty and halal rizq.

Among the organizational factors affecting decision making as shown in Table
4:52, environment and culture are the leading factors followed by rules and reg-
ulations. For case of Germany both were given almost equal importance, while
in case of Pakistan, rules and regulation seem to be lagging behind. Organiza-
tional culture is mentioned multiple times by respondents as to show its impact
on decision making. In case of rules and regulations, regulation law has been
most frequently mentioned. Corporate policy is another factor, after rules and

regulations, which may affect the decision making process.
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Organizational factors

. Resources
Environment and Rules and . . . .
. (financial Expertise Miscellaneous
culture regulations
and human)
Independence in HR policies (3) Infrastructure Technical Organization
decision making P (3) operations growth trend
Career growth Corporate policy . - -
options availability (11) Man power Quick decision Vision
. . Facilities for - .
Job security HSE policy the task Training Behavior
Standard o
CBA-Interaction Win-win policy Growtl_w. operations Organlza_tlonal
opportunities domains
procedure

Structure (11)

Reward policy (5)

Clear objectives

Organizational

Client satisfaction

culture (14) policy Balance
. Safety regulations Top management
Quality assurance ) behavior
Past history of
Perks Safety standards deliverable and
performance
Management Regulation law o
support (13) Recognition
Organizational Organizational
environment (3) policies (2)
Compensation Decentralization
package (2)
Posting/Reward Penoc_hg pay
policies
L Benefits
Communication .
instruments
Long term
perspective

High up support

Information culture

Justices

Guidance

Interaction

Religious cultural
trends

Attitude of own
departments

Planning

Ensure quality and
diversity

Table 4:52: Organizational factors affecting decision making
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Environmental factors

Economic

Industrial

Law and policies f o Miscellaneous Norms
actors competition
Current Provide
Government direct taxes economic favorable Job availability | Security/ terrorism
on salary condition of environment in industry (8)
country (2)

interference (3)

Enerav crisis Industry Relations with
Law and order (2) g(;;/) competition neighboring Security threats
(3) countries
. Economy/ Competition Team -
Global monitoring inflation 7) significance Equal opportunities
. Pricing Positive Political
Government policies (14) mechanism competition stability (5) No fraudulence(2)
Environmental Protection Meaa proiects
Agency (EPA) Inflation (3) Not cut throat ga proje Welfare
\ of electricity
regulations
. Financial -
Tax policy (3) matter Electricity To ensure safety
Government Ecoqo_mlc Latest changes Ethics
activity
- . Political .
Safety policies Opportunities Behavior

Government policies for
international affairs

Environment

Ways of work

Policies (2)

Political
influence

Job security

Government regulation

Table 4:53: Environmental factors affecting decision making

It is shown in Table 4:53 that the sub-category of “law and politics” is largely
affecting decision making among the categories related to environmental fac-
tors. Government policies seem to be a major contributing factor in this

respective category. “Norms” is the second sub-category followed by “economic
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factors” affecting the decision making. In case of Pakistan, energy factors are
mostly quoted as to its impact on decision making. Pakistan is experiencing
energy shortages thereby making it an important factor in decision making. In
addition, other factors (miscellaneous reasons) may also largely affect the over-

all decision making.

The results obtained from the qualitative data have been summarized as fol-

lows:

Regarding personal factors; in both countries; Germany and Pakistan, The pro-
ject managers reported education and experience as the factors more
frequently affecting their decision behavior. The other most commonly reported
factor was the attitude and behavior of the decision maker. In this category,
Germans mentioned personality and morality more frequently. In case of Paki-
stan, managers mentioned some religious and divine factors as motivators for
their decision styles. For example; blessings of Allah Aimighty and Halal Rizq
(legitimate earnings as per Islamic principles) were mentioned as factors of con-

sideration while making decisions.

Concerning the organizational factors; in countries, organizational culture and
environment is most frequently reported and then are rules and regulations.
Corporate policy has also been mentioned by managers of both countries as an
important influential factor regarding decision making. German project manag-
ers especially mentioned availability of financial and human resources at the

time of decision making in projects.

Regarding environmental factors; the project managers from both countries re-
ported policies of governments as a major determinant of their decision making
behavior. German managers mentioned industrial competition as an important
factor for their decision considerations. They also mentioned their social norms;
for example; Growing up as a German, as a prominent factor affecting their

decision behavior. Pakistani managers mentioned economic conditions of the
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country and also factors related to availability of energy resources like electricity

which could generally affect their decision behavior.
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5 Conclusion and discussion

In this chapter, primary results, theoretical and managerial implications and lim-

itations of this study and proposals for future research are being presented.

5.1 Primary results

First of all, the main results of the data analysis have been discussed in this
chapter. Regarding the first and second research questions, decision styles of
Pakistani and German managers working in projects have been described and
compared. To address third question the dimensions of national culture for both
German and Pakistani participants have been compared (cf. Table 4:7 and
Table 4:8). For the purpose of answering the fourth question, structural equation
modelling (SEM) / path analysis has been performed by taking cultural dimen-
sions as independent variables and decision styles in social context as
dependent variables. It has been traced that with reference to decision making
styles in social context (autocratic, pseudo-consultative, consultative, participa-
tive, pseudo-participative and delegative) Pakistanis are more autocratic as
compared to Germans. For other styles, Pakistanis are more pseudo-consulta-
tive and more pseudo-participative. Germans are more participative and
delegative as compared to Pakistani managers. These differences are also sta-
tistically significant. The independent sample t-test confirms the significance of
this comparison (cf. Table 4:5 and Table 4:6). Regarding the consultative style,
t-test is not reporting a significant difference between the two countries yet the
comparison of the mean values 3.54 and 3.50 for German and Pakistani sample
is showing that Germans are more tilted towards consultation while making de-

cisions.

The analysis of relationship of cultural dimensions with decision styles in social

context has also revealed important results. It appears from the comparisons of

111



Chapter 5 — Conclusion and Discussion

the discussion results of Table 4:39 and Table 4:40 that the cultural dimensions
power distance and masculinity have the ability to strongly influence the deci-
sion making styles autocratic, pseudo-consultative and pseudo-participative in
a positive direction for Pakistani managers working in projects. Power distance
has shown a significant and negative relationship with participative decision
making style. The values of R square are also higher than .20 for all relation-
ships except for pseudo-participative. Whereas, in the German sub-sample
power distance does not show a very dominant role. This dimension has a pos-
itive relationship with consultative decision style only. It means that these
people consult others in terms of the decision making process. Among the other
cultural dimensions, masculinity has shown positive relationship with pseudo-
consultative and delegative styles. For these two relationships, the value of R
square is higher than 0.2. For all the other relationships, the values of R square
are lower than 0.2 which means that the cultural dimensions have the ability to
explain variance in decision styles lower than twenty percent. This positive re-
lationship of masculinity and delegative style in Germans pretends that although
they might be more masculine yet they have tendency to delegate the decision

authority.

Regarding the decision styles in cognitive context, Pakistani managers show
more dominance as compared to German managers in directive and behavioral
decision making styles (see Table 4:42 and Table 4:43). Whereas for the other
two styles the German managers present their dominance as more analytical
and conceptual (see Table 4:42 and Table 4:43). These differences have been

found significant by applying independent sample t-test.

Furthermore, regarding basic style patterns, the results of Table 4:46 and Table
4:47 suggest that German managers have significant preference in use of idea
orientation style as compared to Pakistani managers. Whereas, regarding ac-
tion orientation, Pakistani managers have shown significant preference in use

of this style in comparison with German managers.
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To address the fifth research question, different factors at personal and organ-
izational level as well as factors related to the general environment have been

explored and discussed in terms of a qualitative analysis.

It is conceived from the analysis of qualitative data that Personal, organizational
and environmental factors are important factors to be considered by German
and Pakistani project managers. There are some similarities in sub categories
of these maijor factors; for example experience and education in personal fac-
tors, organizational culture and corporate policies in organizational factors and
government policies in environmental factors have been mentioned by project
managers from both countries. Besides these similarities there are also a few
differentiating factors. For example religious considerations for Pakistani man-
agers is a prominent point of difference regarding personal factors. Regarding
environmental factors; economic conditions and energy related issues were
mentioned by Pakistani managers. German mangers mentioned that being part

of German society itself was a distinctive factor for their decision behavior.
5.2 Implications for theory

The primary implication of this study is that the cultural dimension power dis-
tance is the most important dimension to be addressed in the Pakistani sub-
sample. This result is consistent with findings of Burchell and Gilden (2008).
Power distance is a determinant of autocratic, pseudo-consultative and pseudo-
participative decision making styles for Pakistani project managers. The other
important cultural dimension is masculinity which also has positive and signifi-
cant relationships with above mentioned three decision making styles for
Pakistani participants. The negative and significant relationship of power dis-
tance with participative decision making style demonstrates that the persons
who score higher on power distance scale do not involve others in their decision

making process and for those persons power distance dominates collectivism.
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The results of DSI analysis suggest that the dominant decision making styles of
Pakistani project managers are directive and behavioral as compared to Ger-
man project managers, whereas, Germans adopt more analytical and
conceptual styles when making decisions in projects. This should be noted that
these preferences for decision making styles of managers in both countries are

in comparison with each other.

The results of DSI analysis suggest that the dominant decision making styles of
Pakistani project managers are directive and behavioral as compared to Ger-
man project managers, whereas, Germans adopt more analytical and
conceptual styles when making decisions in projects. In addition, German man-
agers are more idea oriented and Pakistani managers are more action oriented
with respect to basic decision patterns. This should be noted that these prefer-
ences for decision making styles of managers in both countries are in

comparison with each other.
5.3 Managerial implications

The results of this study suggest that when German and Pakistani managers
have to work together in common projects then differences in decision making
styles in cultural context should be considered. For those tasks, where less con-
sultation, participation and analysis is needed, quick and routine decisions are
to be made and need for creativity is low, Pakistani project managers may be
appropriate. German managers will be suitable on those managerial positions
where more consultation and participation is required, the need for creativity
and innovation is high, and the tasks to be decided are complex and need more

analytical and conceptual analysis.

From the conclusion of qualitative data analysis, it is further recommended that
as most of the times, German companies work on projects in Pakistan, there-
fore, German project managers should keep in considerations these factors

while making project related decisions: religious feelings of individuals in project
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teams, organizational culture and environment, policies of Government, eco-

nomic conditions and energy and electricity related issues.
5.4 Limitations of this study

The major limitations of this study are related to the sample that has been used.
Instead of random sampling, convenient sampling technique has been used in
this study. The data was required from professionals involved both in project
management related activities and decision making in their organizations.
These both requirements decreased the chances to access a larger number of
participants. This limitation may reduce the chances of generalization of the re-
sults of this study. The data had to be collected from Germany and Pakistan. It
was very difficult due to cultural and financial constraints. There were no addi-
tional funds available for field study of this research project. In Pakistan, high
risks were associated to travel across different cities due to multiple terrorist’s
activities. It has been a situation like civil war for last many years. Furthermore,
the poor infrastructure for communication and travelling added difficulties to
reach the potential participants. These factors limited the sample size. None-
theless, a reasonable sample size was obtained despite all these difficulties
which was appropriate to be used for data analysis purpose in SPSS and
SmartPLS3 software.

For the qualitative part of the study, there might exist biasness and subjectivity
because the participants allocated the factors to all the categories of decision
affecting factors as per their own perceptions and no statistical technique has
been used to allocate those factors to already mentioned and to any other ad-

ditional group of factors.
5.5 Proposals for future research

It is proposed for future studies to use a larger sample size from other types of
organizations. It will add more ability of generalization of the results to other
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fields of business. Further studies may also validate the results of this present
study. There are different scales available to assess the decision styles and
cultural orientations of the individuals. The use of these diverse tools and other

statistical tests may add more understanding to these researched phenomena.
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Appendix

General Guidelines to Fill in this Questionnaire

. The participation in this survey is voluntary. The identification of the

respondents will be kept confidential and no individual responses will be
reported.

The main objective of this survey is to develop some understanding about
cultural orientation and decision making behavior of project managers.

This questionnaire has been designed to collect responses from individuals.
Therefore, it should be filled in individually and instinctively and not in a group

form.

4. The questionnaire will take approximately half an hour to be filled in.

5. The specific instructions to respond each part have been given at the start of

9.

that part. Please read the instructions related to part 2 of the questionnaire
carefully.

All the questions and items should be responded. The questions may be left
un-replied which are mentioned as optional.

The questions with check boxes can be responded by clicking on the boxes
and then you can shift to next box or field by clicking there.

There are some questions for which you can write in the space given below or
in front of them.

Please do not edit the questionnaire form.

10.Please send the filled questionnaire at the email address;

sohailaslam14@hotmail.com

Thanks for your participation!



Appendix
Part 1:

A). Please mark the level of agreement or disagreement in the following

statements.
People in higher positions should make most decisions without consulting people in lower
positions.
1 Strongly Disagree O O O O O Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5
People in higher positions should not ask the opinions of people in lower positions too
frequently.
2 Strongly Disagree U U U U U Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5
People in higher positions should avoid social interaction with people in lower positions.
3 Strongly Disagree O O O O O Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5
People in lower positions should not disagree with decisions by people in higher positions.
4 Strongly Disagree U U U U U Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5
People in higher positions should not delegate important tasks to people in lower positions.
5 Strongly Disagree O O O O O Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5
It is important to have instructions spelled out in detail so that | always know what | am
expected to do.
6 Strongly Disagree O O O O O Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5
It is important to closely follow instructions and procedures.
7 Strongly Disagree U U U U U Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5
Rules and regulations are important for me because they inform me what is expected of me.
8 Strongly Disagree O O O O O Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5
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Standardized work procedures are helpful.

9 Strongly Disagree O O O O O Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5
Instructions for operations are important.

10 Strongly Disagree U U U U U Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5
Individuals should sacrifice self-interest for the group.

11 Strongly Disagree O O O O O Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5
Individuals should stick with the group even though difficulties.

12 Strongly Disagree U U U U U Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5
Group welfare is more important than individual rewards.

13 Strongly Disagree U U U U U Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5
Group success is more important than individual success.

14 Strongly Disagree O O O O O Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5
Individuals should only pursue their goals after considering the welfare of the group.

15 Strongly Disagree O O O O O Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5
Group loyalty should be encouraged even if individual goals suffer.

16 Strongly Disagree U U U U U Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5
It is more important for men to have a professional career than it is for women.

17 Strongly Disagree O O O O O Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5
Men usually solve problems with logical analysis while women usually solve problems with
intuition.
18 Strongly Disagree O O O U U Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5
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Solving difficult problems usually requires an active, forcible approach, which is typical of

men.
Strongly Disagree U U U U U Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5

There are some jobs that a man can always do better than a woman.
Strongly Disagree U U U U U Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5

| tend to avoid to talking to strangers.
Strongly Disagree O O O O O Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5

| prefer a routine way of life to an unpredictable one full of change.
Strongly Disagree U U U U U Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5

| would not describe myself as a risk-taker.
Strongly Disagree O O O O O Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5

| do not like taking too many chances to avoid making a mistake.

Strongly Disagree O O O O O Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5

B). Please mark the level of importance or unimportance in the following statements.

Careful management of money (Thrift).
Very Unimportant O O O O O Very Important

1 2 3 4 5

Going on resolutely in spite of opposition. (Persistence)
Very Unimportant O O O U U Very Important

1 2 3 4 5

Personal steadiness and stability.

Very Unimportant O O O O O Very Important
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Long term planning.
4 Very Unimportant O O O O O Very Important

1 2 3 4 5
Giving up today’s fun for success in future.

5 Very Unimportant U] U] U] U U Very Important

1 2 3 4 5
Working hard for success in future.

6 Very Unimportant O O O O O Very Important

1 2 3 4 5

Part 2:

Please rank your preferences in the statements in each section mentioned in the Table
A on next page. Each value must be inserted in the column |, II, Il or IV, following the
answers to each statement. You can only use the value 1, 2, 3, and 4 once for each
statement. Each response in any set of four options must be ranked differently. It

means you cannot record the same value twice for each statement.

To make it simple, you may first assign the most like you (4) and least like you (1)

values and then you may insert the remaining values 2 and 3 in empty columns.

The score values are defined as follows:

Score Values

When the question is least like you
When the question is slightly like you
When the question is moderately like you
When the question is most like you

AWIN—
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The wrong answer: Two or more responses in one set are having same score value.

Section | Il 11 \Y%
My Have a Achieve
: o o Feel
prime position Be the best recognitio
o ) . . 2 1 secure 4
objectiv | with in my field n for my . .
o in my job
eisto: | status work
4| |
In Columns | and IV, must be ranked differently
The correct answer: Each response in each set is having different score value.
Se
ctio I I 1l v
n
My prime Have a Achieve Feel
1 | objective is | position with | 4 !Be the.best 1 recognition | 2 | securein 3
; in my field )
to: status for my work my job

Your answers should reflect how you see yourself and what you choose to do,

not what you consider is correct or desirable.

Table A
Sec | I |
No. | | Vv
My_ prime. Haye: a Be the best ACh'eV?. Feel secure
1 objective is position with . ) recognition ; .
: in my field in my job
to: status for my work
| eniov iobs Are technical Have Allow Involve
2 thatj' vyl and well considerabl independen cople
) defined e variety t action peop
| expect ;
3 people Productive Highly gﬁ(;nmltted Receptive to
working for and fast capable . suggestions
. responsive
me to be:
Inmyjobl | Practical The best New Good
4 . : approaches working
look for: results solutions ! :
or ideas environment
I . On a direct By having a In an
communicate " .
5 . one-to-one In writing group informal
best with . . . .
) basis discussion meeting
others:
In my. Current Meeting Future Develo,plng
6 planning | e people’s
= problems objectives goals
emphasize: careers
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When faced Rely on Apply Look for
. . . Rely on my
7 with solving a | proven careful creative d
. . feelings
problem I: approaches Analysis approaches
. Accurate Broad Limited data
When using . X
. . o and coverage of which is
8 information | | Specific facts | i
refer: complete many easily
P data options understood
When | am Rely on .
not sure intuition Search for Look for a Wait before
9 possible making a
about what to facts . .
. compromise decision
do, I: (awareness)
Whenever Using . .
10 | possible | Long debates Incomplete numbers or Conflict with
. work others
avoid: formulas
lam Rememberin Solving Seeing Interactin
11 | especially g dates and difficult many . 9
A with others
good at: facts problems possibilities
When time is | Decide  and Follow plans Refuse to Se_ek
12 | . . ; and be guidance or
important I: act quickly S
priorities pressured support
In social Speak  with Think about Observe Listen to the
13 | settings | P what is what is conversatio
others . . .
generally: being said going on n
| am good _at People’s Places we People’s People’s
14 | remembering .
. names met faces personality
The work | do The power to Challenging Achieving Acceptance
15 ] . | influence : my personal
provides me: assignments by the group
others goals
I v_vork well Energetic and Self- Open Polite and
16 | with those Iy ) ) )
) ambitious confident minded trusting
who are:
Become
17 When under anxious Concentrate Become Am forgetful
stress, I: on problem frustrated .
(Insensible)
(Nervous)
Others . . o .
18 consider me: Aggressive Disciplined Imaginative Supportive
My decisions | Realistic and Systematic Broad and Sensitive to
19 . ) . . the needs of
typically are: | direct or abstract flexible
others
20 | ldislike: Losing control Boring work Following Bgmg
rules rejected
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Part 3:

Please mark the level of agreement or disagreement in the following statements.

Most often, | solve the problem or make my decision using information available, without
consulting my subordinate(s).
1 Strongly Disagree U U U U U Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5
Most often, | consult with my subordinate(s), but that does not mean that | give consideration to
his/their ideas and suggestions (not a real consultation, but rather to create its feeling).
2 Strongly Disagree O O O O O Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5
Most often, | have prior consultation with subordinate(s). Then | make decisions that may or may
not reflect my subordinates’ influence.
3 Strongly Disagree U U U U U Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5
Most often, | share and analyze problems with my subordinate(s) as a group, evaluate
alternatives, and come to a majority decision.
4 Strongly Disagree O O O O O Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5
Most often, | share and analyze problems with my subordinate(s) as a group, evaluate
alternatives to determine the right decision, but | inform them in advance of what | think is the
right one, and then come to decision vote.
5
Strongly Disagree U U U U U Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5
Most often, | ask my subordinate(s) to make decisions on his/their own.
6 | Strongly Disagree O O O O O Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5




Part 4:
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A). Please mark the level of importance for the following criteria in your job

related decisions?

No.

Cost

Very Unimportant

Very Important

Schedules

Very Unimportant

Very Important

Quality aspects

Very Unimportant

Very Important

Complexity level

Very Unimportant

Very Important

Risk aspects

Very Unimportant

Very Important

Safety aspects

Very Unimportant

Very Important

Technical feasibility

Very Unimportant

Very Important

Stakeholder’s satisfaction

Very Unimportant

Very Important

Profitability and Performance

Very Unimportant

Very Important
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B). Please mention other criteria, which are important for your job related decisions.

Part 5:

A). Please identify the most important factors which influence your job related

decisions in following categories.

Personal Factors Organizational Factors Environmental Factors
No.

° (e.g., Personality, Morality, | (e.g., Organizational Culture, | (e.g., Government policies,
Experience, Attitude, etc.) Rules, Policies, etc.) Industry competition, etc.)

1

2

3

4

5
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B). Please list some tools and techniques which are used in your job related
decisions (e.g., checklists and also related to IT, e.g., Internet, MS Office,
MS Project & etc.).

1 4
2 5
3 6

. In which kind of decisions are you generally involved when performing your job.
Non-routine /Non-programmed decisions
[] [] [] (] (]

1 2 3 4 5

. Do you use computer in your job related activities?
Rarely [] [] (] (] (] Frequently

1 2 3 4 5

Do you use information technology (IT) tools, for example internet, Microsoft office
and other soft wares to help your job related decision making process?

Rarely [] [] L] L] L] Frequently

1 2 3 4 5




Part 6:

Personal and Organizational Data

Name: ..........

(Optional)
E-mail: ..........

(Optional)
Gender: Male [ Female [J

Age (in years): ..........

Nationality: ..........

Have you ever been outside of your country for study or living?

Yes U Noll If yes then where and approximate duration?..........

Highest education that you have completed or in Progress:

Diploma [1Bachelorld  Master [ PhD OOther :..........

Main area (e.g., engineering) of your education: ..........

Any qualification or certification related to Project Management:

Your Job Title in your organization: ..........

Your area of function which your job position in your organization represents:
Accounting/Finance [0  Production [  Research and Development (R&D) []
Sales/Marketing [0  Purchasing [1  Administration/Human Resource [

Computers (IT) C1Other: ..........
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Your work position in Organization:

Top Management [C1Middle Management [] Lower Management []

Your job experience (in years): ..........

Your managerial experience (in years): ..........

Your experience as managing project related activities (in years): ..........

Which type of projects have you been involved in?

Domestic [ International [J Both Domestic and International I

How many employees do you have under your direct responsibility? ..........

How many employees are working in your organization?

Lessthan 100 O 100to 500 O  More than 5000 Other, specify: ..........

Type of your organization:

Public 0  Private O Mixed OOther: ..........

The capital (ownership) of your organization is:

Domestic [1  Foreign [  Mixed [J

The main activity area of your organization:
Construction Industry[]  Automobile Industryl]  Electric & Power ]
Processing Industry [ Service Industryl] Communication Industry[]

Oil and Gas Industry [10ther: ..........






