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METAPHORS AND MEANING:
AN INTERCULTURAL ANALYSIS OF THE CONCEPT OF TEAMWORK

ABSTRACT

This paper develops a conceptual framework to explain variance in the concept of teamwork
across national and organizational cultures. Five different metaphors for teamwork were derived
from team members’ language used during interviews in four different geographic locations of
six multinational corporations. The frequency of the use of metaphors was then analyzed.
Significant interaction effects obtained with MANCOVA indicated that use of teamwork
metaphors varies across countries and organizations after controlling for gender, functional
background, and total words in an interview. Logistic regression analyses of specific
relationships between national cultural values and metaphor use, and between dimensions of
organizational culture and metaphor use, revealed several important patterns. We discuss the
implications of this variance for future research on teams and the management of teams in

multinational organizations.



An extensive literature in international management has demonstrated that effects of various management
practices differ across cultures. In this paper we go further and investigate the possibility that the very
meaning of certain practices may be culturally contingent. Specifically, we concentrate on work teams,
and seek to demonstrate that the basic concept of "teamwork” varies systematically across national and
organizational cultures. We focus in this manner given the prevalence of work teams in multinational
organizations and evidence from the intercultural literature that team processes vary across cultural
contexts (Earley, 1994; Gibson, 1999). Existing literature suggests these processes play an important role
in attitude formation and organizationally relevant behaviors (Hutchins, 1991; Rentsch, Hefner and
Duffy, 1994; Walsh, Henderson and Deighton, 1988; Weick and Roberts, 1993). However, no current
research examines national and organizational differences in the basic concept of teamwork. If variance
in the concept of teamwork does exist, scholars will be challenged to build specific theories of teamwork
for specific cultural and organizational contexts, and practitioners will need to adapt teaming practices to

become congruent with the prevailing conceptualizations in a cultural setting.

In this paper we develop a unique perspective — that conceptualizations of teamwork can be identified by
examining the metaphors that members use to describe their teams. We argue that these metaphors are
developed based on national and organizational culture, that they include knowledge about the structure
of teams, interpersonal routines, and authority relationships, and that they have important implications for
expectations, preferences and behaviors in teams. In the most basic sense, a metaphor states one thing in
terms of another. Metaphors are central to our understanding of experience and to the way that we act on
that understanding, and metaphors may be culture-specific (Lakoff, 1993; Gannon et al. 1994). Our
objectives are to identify metaphors for teamwork, investigate how these metaphors vary, and understand
what this implies for teamwork. In doing so, we integrate theory regarding metaphor, cultural

categorization, and intercultural management.

We accomplish our objectives by first reviewing existent literature on work teams, metaphor, and culture.



As we do so, we identify a series of hypotheses regarding the variance in teamwork metaphors across
cultural settings. Next, we examine these hypotheses using a combination of rich qualitative and
quantitative analyses of team members’ language about teamwork with a sample of team members across
national cultures and organizations. Based on our findings, we conclude with implications for team

processes, and the management of teams across cultural settings, both for research and practice.

WORK TEAMS ACROSS CULTURES

Understanding how teamwork varies across cultures has become increasingly important, since
organizations have become progressively more global over the past few decades, and have continued to
increase their use of work teams (Lawler, Mohrman and Ledford, 1992). This increase in use of teams
reflects a belief that they are an appropriate mechanism to deal with the dynamic global business
environment (e.g., Myer, 1993; Mohrman, Cohen and Mohrman, 1995; Osterman, 1994). Teams help
multinational organizations respond to performance pressures for speed, cost control, quality and

innovation (Lawler, Mohrman and Ledford, 1992).

At the same time, intercultural theories of organizational behavior argue that multinational organizations
face special challenges implementing teams across global facilities (Erez and Earley, 1993; Earley, 1994;
Earley and Mosakowski, 2000; Kirkman and Shapiro, 1997). Despite this recognition, only a handful of
empirical studies on teams have documented intercultural differences. For example, sensitivity to group
norms was a more important element of leader behavior in Iran and Mexico than in the United States
(Ayman and Chemers, 1983); the same goal setting intervention produced markedly different group
interaction in Israeli versus US teams (Earley and Erez, 1987), Chinese, Israeli and American team
members exhibited different tendencies to engage in social loafing (Earley, 1994). Others have found
that resistance to working in teams appears to vary depending upon the cultural orientation of employees,
and respondents with higher levels of individualism reported higher levels of resistance to working in

teams than respondents with high levels of collectivism (Kirkman and Shapiro, 2000). Specifically



examining cognition in teams, Gibson (1999) found that the relationship between team beliefs and team
performance differed in American and Indonesian work teams. In teams with members who had high
levels of collectivism (typical of Indonesia), strong positive beliefs enhanced team performance. In teams
with members who had high levels of individualism (typical of the U.S.), strong positive beliefs had no
relationship or inhibited team performance. Taken together, these studies suggest the danger in ignoring
cultural context in teamwork theory, research, and practice. What they do not explore is the more

fundamental question of whether the very definition of teamwork varies across cultures.

Looking across decades of basic theory and research regarding groups and teams (e.g., see reviews by
Cohen and Baily, 1997; Sundstrom et al. 1999), it seems likely that conceptualizations of teamwork vary
regarding at least four key areas: what a team does (activity scope), who is on the team (roles) and why
(nature of membership), and why the team exists (objectives). For example, when some people think of a
team, they may picture a project team whose activity is limited to the time during which members work
on the project, whereas others may picture a team more like a family whose activity is broad and extends
across a number of domains in life (McGrath, 1984). Likewise, some concepts of teamwork may include
clearly differentiated roles such as leaders and members, whereas others may be less structured (Cohen
and Bailey, 1997). When some people think about teamwork they picture voluntary membership,
whereas for others it is not necessarily a matter of choice (Bar-Tal, 1990). Finally, some people define
teamwork by clear outcomes, others have argued that interdependence of action is critical (McGrath,
1984). Thus, any given conceptualization of teamwork is likely to contain expectations regarding scope,
roles, membership and objectives. In the next section, we explore the manner in which metaphors for

teamwork capture expectations regarding these elements.

METAPHORS AND CULTURAL CATEGORIES
Metaphors allow us to understand abstract subject matter in terms of more concrete or familiar terms. In a

technical sense, metaphors are "mappings across conceptual domains" (Lakoff, 1993: 245) and metaphor



is evoked whenever a pattern of inferences from one conceptual domain is used in another domain. In this
way, metaphors are a key mechanism through which we comprehend abstract concepts and perform

abstract reasoning. Our everyday behavior reflects our metaphorical understanding of experience.

Consider the following metaphorical statements we documented in U.S. teams:

"Among the sales people on our team, Jack is the star quarterback.”

"Our team leader acts more like a coach than a referee.”

“If our sales team is going to get a first down, we had better make some progress fast."

"Coach suggested we bench those ideas for the next team meeting."
One can understand these statements to the extent that he or she identifies with the metaphor "Work-
Team-As-Sport-Team.” The Work-Team-As-Sport-Team metaphor involves understanding one domain
of experience (work teams) in terms of a very different domain of experience (sports teams). More
technically, the metaphor can be understood as a mapping from a source domain (sports teams) to a target
domain (work teams). The mapping is tightly structured. There are ontological correspondences between
entities in the domain of work teams (e.g., the leader, the team members, their progress, their objectives,
their roles, their priorities, their process) and entities in the domain of a sports team (the coach, the
players, their field position, the score, players’ positions, the line-up, a huddle, etc.). The Work-Team-as-
Sports-Team Mapping can be summarized as follows:

The team members correspond to players on the football team.

The team leader corresponds to a coach of a football team.

The team objective corresponds to scoring points by moving the ball down the field.

Prioritizing ideas corresponds to deciding who will be on the field and who will sit on the bench.

It is via such mappings that an individual in the U.S. is likely to apply knowledge about sports teams to
their experience in work teams. Furthermore, when the mapping is activated, the individual is likely to

project source domain inference patterns (e.g., expectations about sports teams) onto the target domain



(e.g., work teams) (Lakoff, 1993: 245). The metaphor is not just a matter of language, but of thought and
reason. In fact, the language is secondary, and the mapping is primary, in that it sanctions the use of
source domain inference patterns for target domain concepts (Lakoff, 1993). The mapping is a fixed part
of some peoples’ conceptual system, i.e. it is one of their conventional ways of conceptualizing teamwork
in the United States. Again, consider the following examples, this time taken from the U.S. popular press.
At Eastman Chemical, leaders are called "coaches" and their main role is to help teams set performance
goals, assist teams in resolving personnel problems, and manage upsets and emergencies. At Wilson
Corporation, during the annual rewards and recognition dinner, gold, sliver, and bronze achievement
medals are awarded to winning teams based on process improvements. At Sabre, Inc. North America,
team training is administered through the "Tour de Teams" program in which teams progress along a
route of programs, pass various milestones, and receive a "yellow jersey" if they are ahead of other teams.
Each of these practices is consistent with the Work-Team-as-Sports-Team metaphor. We understand them

if we make sense of our work team (target domain) in terms of a sport team (source domain).

Beyond the simple existence of metaphors as tools for understanding, linguistic theory also asks why we
have the conventional metaphors that we have (Lakoff, 1993). Linguistic theorists argue that there are
many ways in which conventional metaphors can be made real: forms of discourse, literary works, social
institutions, and laws for example. Over the course of our lives, each of us acquires a sizable bank of
exemplars for given features of the world. The linguistic experience serves to remove candidates from our
bank of exemplars that are too idiosyncratic. The requirements for spoken communication foster such
selectivity, forcing us to more frequently use metaphors that have cultural currency, so that their meaning
- what they stand for - will be intersubjectively shared with those to whom we talk, and hence useful in
clarifying our point (Quinn, 1997). Over time, like ideas are stored together in categories. The usage
pattern of metaphors reflects an underlying category that people share, and the category guides their

selection of metaphors (Quinn, 1997).



Similar theories of categorization have been identified in previous organizational research on cultural
categories (Porac and Thomas, 1994), mental models (e.g., Klimoski and Mohammed, 1994) and
knowledge schemas (Rentsch, Heffner, and Duffy, 1994), and in linguistic research on cultural models
(D’Andrande, 1995), and cultural schema (Strauss and Quinn, 1997). Cognitive categorization theory
(Larkey, 1996; Porac and Thomas, 1994; Shaw, 1990), for example, proposes that culturally based
categories in minds of organizational members predispose them to interpret the communication of others
according to culturally bound expectations. This research has demonstrated that many aspects of internal
organizational functioning have cognitive roots that are shaped by how actors categorize and make sense
of their organizational worlds (cf. Porac & Thomas, 1994; Rush, Thomas, & Lord, 1977; Salancik &
Pfeffer, 1978; Green & Mitchell, 1979). For example, Porac & Thomas (1994) studied cognitive
structures underlying perceived competitive relationships among retailing firms. Results suggested that
cognitive categories of firms are largely independent, and that middle-level categories (moderate

generality) differentiate rivals from non-rivals.

Business definitions and competitive categories held by managers serve as cognitive reference points for
managers. Underlying conceptualizations of "teamwork" are likely to play similar roles for team
members. These conceptualizations, we argue, are evidenced by the metaphors team members use when
they converse within, or about, their team. They reflect organized knowledge and individuals’ tendencies
to categorize what they “know,” in essence capturing what people think they ought to do about what they
see or comprehend (Weick and Roberts, 1993) regarding team work. In this view, metaphors are similar
to internalized behavioral routines, or "scripts," and the mental models that team members hold reflecting
understandings of problems, goals, information cues, strategies, and member roles (Cannon-Bowers,
Salas and Converse, 1993; Orasanu and Salas, 1993). Often drawing upon metaphor, these team member
understandings provide a context for interpreting directions or information requests, and guide
information sharing and actions at appropriate times. They also aid members in predicting behavior or

needs of other members. In a critical way, metaphors for teamwork provide team members with a



structure for working together as a team. In particular, it is likely that the understandings communicated
through teamwork metaphors contain essential information about the key elements of teamwork described
earlier: activity scope, roles, nature of membership, and objectives. Take for example, the Work-Team-
As-Sports-Team metaphor described above. In terms of the four elements, sports teams tend to be limited
in scope. Activity in a sports team is limited to the time during which players practice and compete (and
perhaps an occasional social event). Sports teams have fairly clear roles, but typically little hierarchy, and
membership is highly voluntary. Finally, objectives are specific, with clear consequences (win versus
lose). People who use the sports metaphor to describe their work team are likely to hold expectations for

the team that are similar to those they hold about sports teams.

This implies that understanding the use of a given metaphor hinges on clarifying the expectations about
scope, roles, membership and objectives that the metaphor represents, and identifying the context in
which such expectations are likely to be held. For example, in what contexts might a person hold
expectations about their work team that are similar to those embedded in the sports team metaphor, in
which scope is limited, hierarchy is minimal, membership is voluntary and objectives are clear and
consequential? To answer this question, we must integrate linguistic theory and cross-cultural

psychology to make specific predictions about sources of variation in the use of teamwork metaphors.

VARIATION IN THE USE OF TEAMWORK METAPHORS

Some experiences may be widely shared by members of a national culture, while other experiences may
be limited to members of a restricted group, such as members of an organizational culture.
Correspondingly, empirical studies of metaphor conducted over the last decade (see Ortony, 1993 and
Quinn, 1997 for reviews) provide evidence that metaphorical mappings vary in the degree to which they
are culture-specific. In this section we review two potential sources of variation in teamwork metaphors:

national culture and organizational culture.
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National Culture

Individuals bring "cultures of origin" to work (Brannen, 1994) that reflect their particular ongoing
histories in various cultural contexts, such as national, regional, ethnic, familial, and occupational
cultures. Cross-cultural research has established that national culture explains between 25 and 50 percent
of variation in attitudes (see Gannon and Associates, 1994 for a review). Research also indicates that
national culture is related to social behaviors such as aggression, conflict resolution, social distance,
helping, dominance, conformity, and obedience (see Triandis, 1994 for a review), as well as decision-

making and leadership behaviors (Hofstede, 1980; Schneider and De Meyer, 1991; Shane, 1994).

In cognitive terms, national culture is viewed as a set of shared meanings, transmitted by a set of mental
programs that control responses in a given context (Hofstede, 1980; Shweder and LeVine, 1984). The
basic thesis of a cognitive approach to culture is that processing frameworks acquired in one culture
persist and influence behavior even though contextual circumstances change. In this manner, culture
guides our choices, commitments, and standards of behavior (Erez and Earley, 1993). Team collaboration
requires information exchange and collective information processing (Gibson, 2001) and is therefore rich
in cognitive content; however, since cultural contexts around the globe are infused with very different
cognitive frameworks, teamwork metaphors are likely to vary across national cultures. Based on this
theory, we propose the following general hypothesis:

H1I: The frequency of use of given metaphors for teamwork varies across national cultures.

Contemporary cross-cultural theory argues that it is not enough to observe that behaviors differ across
national cultures; we must be able to understand how and why they differ (Earley and Singh, 1995).
Cross-cultural researchers commonly argue that most cultural differences are due to variations in cultural
values. Although variations within countries do exist, people within a given country often share common
values and these values can be utilized to distinguish one country’s culture from another (e.g., Hofstede,

1980; Shweder and LeVine, 1984; Triandis, 1989). Two key cultural values have received the most
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attention in the organizational literature and are likely to influence teamwork: power distance and
individualism. Power distance is the degree to which members of a culture accept and expect that power
in society is unequally distributed (Hofstede, 1980). Cultures low in power distance minimize
inequalities, favor less autocratic leadership, and favor less centralization of authority. Cultures high in
power distance are characterized by greater acceptance of inequalities and preference for
authoritarianism. Power distance is likely to influence peoples’ expectations about roles in teams.
Specifically, in high power distance cultures, team members are likely to use teamwork metaphors
containing clear information about roles, including hierarchy and authority relationships, more frequently
than metaphors containing relatively less such content. The following hypothesis captures this argument:
Hla: The higher the level of power distance in a cultural context, the more likely the use of teamwork

metaphors with clear role content.

A second important element of national culture for teamwork is the value of individualism, defined as the
social connectedness among individuals (see Hofstede, 1980; Earley and Gibson, 1998 for reviews). Ina
highly individualistic society there are weak connections among individuals, the self-concept is defined in
"individual" or trait terms, and personal identity is derived from individual achievement. In contrast, in
less individualistic (i.e., collectivistic) societies, there are many, varied strong connections among people,
self-concept is defined with reference to a societal and cultural context, and personal identity is derived
through the in-group and its successes (Earley and Gibson, 1998). Furthermore, those high in
individualism tend to view group membership as task-specific and transitory, whereas those low in
individualism view group membership as more long term, permanent and far reaching. When
individualism is absent, work group membership is highly integrated into a person's life. For instance,
workers with extremely low individualism in Asia tend to eat evening meals together as a team and will
often vacation together as an extension of their life within an organization (Earely and Gibson, 1998).
Based on research regarding individualism, we argue that higher levels of individualism will be related to

less frequent use of teamwork metaphors involving broad activity scope:
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H1b: The higher the level of individualism in a cultural context, the less likely the use of teamwork

metaphors that are broad in scope.

Organizational Culture

A second important force that might shape teamwork metaphors is organizational culture. Just as nations
have qualities that transcend the qualities of individuals within them, so do organizations. A collective
programming of the mind occurs at both levels (Peterson and Hofstede, 2000). Organization and national
cultures are distinct, and have distinct influence. Hofstede et al. (1990) found evidence for this distinction

in a combined qualitative and quantitative study across 20 Danish and Dutch organizational units.

Organizational culture is commonly defined as an identifiable set of values, beliefs and norms shared by
members of an entire organization or subunit (Schein, 1993; Trice and Beyer, 1993). Organizational
culture is a source of shared understanding and sensemaking, and organizational culture shapes the
beliefs, expectations, and behaviors of organizational members (Schein, 1993; Trice and Beyer, 1993;
Smirich and Calas, 1987). There is empirical evidence that organizational cultures differ in terms of both
practices and orientations (e.g. Barunek, 1984; Hofstede et al., 1990; Kabanoff, Waldersee, & Cohen,
1995; Kabanoff & Holt, 1996; O’Reilly, Chatman and Caldwell, 1991; Sackman, 1992). Even
organizations that appear to be highly similar, such as large public accounting firms, vary in their

underlying orientations (Chatman and Jehn, 1994).

Language is an element of organizational culture (Trice & Beyer, 1993), thus, organizational culture is
likely to play a role in the development of common teamwork metaphors in an organization. Empirical
evidence also indicates that organizational culture affects meaning structures in the form of perceptions
about behavioral norms held by organizational members (Gundry and Rousseau, 1994). Without
common language and cognitive views among at least some members of the organization, the link

between apprehension and action would have to be continually renegotiated (Langfield-Smith, 1992;
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Laukkanen, 1994). Given that organizational cultures are likely to vary in significant ways that influence
members’ beliefs and meaning structures, we pose as our second general hypothesis:

H2: The frequency of use of given metaphors for teamwork varies across organizational cultures.

Again, we argue that it is not enough to simply suggest that concepts vary across organizational cultures,
it is important to examine systematic variation. Espoused values, also referred to as orientations
(O’Reilly, Chatman & Caldwell, 1991; Kabanoff, Waldersee, & Cohen, 1995; Kabanoff & Holt, 1995)
and practices (Hofstede et al. 1990) have been the focus of most measurement efforts in organizational
culture research. These researchers have demonstrated that patterns of orientations and practices can be
used to explain differences in organizational cultures. Kabanoff and colleagues, for example, identified a
set of nine orientations (performance, reward, authority, leadership, teamwork, commitment, normative,
participation, and affiliation) that can be discerned from organizational documents such as annual reports
(1995; 1996), and demonstrated that different patterns of orientations were associated with different ways

of portraying and communicating change.

Here we focus on two orientations identified by Kabanoff and colleagues -- performance and rewards --
that have strong implications for the elements of teamwork that are embedded in metaphors. In addition,
these two dimensions have the least conceptual overlap with national cultural values as portrayed in the
intercultural literature, and thus allow clear distinctions between the two constructs. The first dimension,
performance, captures the degree to which an organization emphasizes achievement, service, and
efficiency, and has been related to differences in attitude toward change across organizations (Kabanoff
and Holt, 1996). This dimension is likely related to the extent to which members of the organization will
define teamwork in terms of clear consequences of activity in teams, thus we propose the following:

H2a: The more the emphasis on performance in an organization, the more likely the use of teamwork
metaphors that imply clear outcomes.
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The second dimension, rewards, captures the degree to which an organization emphasizes inducements to
participate and perform, including remuneration, bonus, compensation, and salary (Kanbanoff and Holt,
1996). Like performance orientation, Kabanoff et al. (1995) found different levels of emphasis on rewards
across the organizations in their sample, and reward emphasis was related to the tendency to view change
as positive. Specifically, we argue that in organizations that emphasize rewards, team members will use
metaphors that imply membership as induced by rewards, as opposed to voluntary membership. The
following hypothesis captures this idea:

H2b: The more the emphasis on rewards in an organization, the less likely the use of teamwork
metaphors that imply voluntary membership.

Beyond differences in organizational orientations, a separate stream of research has identified
organizational differences in practices. For example, Hofstede et al.’s (1990) study identified six
fundamental practices in organizations: process orientation, degree of control, employee orientation,
degree of professionalism, openness of systems, and normative orientation. We focus on two dimensions
— openness of systems and employee orientation -- that are clearly distinct from national cultural

characteristics, as well as distinct from the two Kabanoff dimensions described above.

Degree of control captures the extent to which people take organizational membership seriously and with
reverence, the degree to which members of an organization are expected to follow rules and procedures,
the extent to which punctuality is emphasized, and the degree to which the organization is cost-conscious
(Hosftede et al. 1990). We argue that these practices are related to concepts of teamwork that contain
clear role information. Stated another way:

H2c: The more an organization emphasizes tight control, the more likely the use of metaphors with
clear role content.

Employee orientation concerns the degree to which the organization decentralizes decision making,
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focuses on the employees as people, and shows concern for people beyond simply the organizational
roles they play or the specific jobs they hold (Hofstede et al. 1990). We suggest that in organizations with
higher employee orientation, members will utilize teamwork metaphors that emphasize involvement
beyond a limited role. Thus we hypothesize:

H2d: The more an organization emphasizes an employee-orientation, the more likely the use of
metaphors emphasizing broad scope.

In addition to the independent effects of national and organizational culture, it is important to
acknowledge that national culture and organizational culture do not exist in isolation of one another. We

address the interaction in the next section.

Interaction Among National And Organizational Cultures

Many researchers have pointed to the complicated embeddedness of organizational cultures (e.g. Myerson
and Martin, 1987; Alvesson 1993). Indeed, research indicates that national culture and organizational
culture are related (Gibson, 1994, for a review). For example, examining "hybrid" organizations (i.e.,
Japanese business organizations in the United States) Lincoln and his colleagues concluded that the
characteristic values of the Japanese are tied to specific features of organization structures (Lincoln,
Olson, & Hanada, 1978). Drazin and Van de Ven (1985) also allude to this in arguing that organization
members adopt structural patterns that reflect their particular national culture circumstances. According to
these authors, "no matter what level of organization is examined, there is usually a more macro-level that

imposes, at least in part, uniform practices and prescriptions on the more micro-level” (p.517).

As organizations become global, the national culture of the headquarters clearly shows at the

organizational level in a multinational’s facilities overseas (Peterson and Hofstede, 2000). However, it is
also true that organizational cultural practices that originally reflected a particular set of values from the
home country are often reinterpreted in light of local values when these practices are transferred abroad.

National culture often represents a tool kit from which people select both institutionalized ends and the
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strategies for their pursuit (Swidler, 1986). Along these lines, Freidland and Alford (1991) have argued
that individuals manipulate or reinterpret the symbols and practices that constitute a given culture. Their
studies have demonstrated that sometimes the rules that constitute a given national culture are "resources

manipulated by individuals, groups, and organizations" (Freidland & Alford, 1991: 254).

Thus, subsidiary employees across various geographic locations will not necessarily adopt the underlying
national values of the headquarters. Instead, they often adapt the practices in ways reflecting their own
country’s values. Indeed, the cultural contingency argument made in the international management
literature is that managerial initiatives must be implemented in a manner consistent with the cultural
context in which each of the multinational organization’s facilities are embedded (Hofstede, 1980;
Shackleton and Ali, 1990; Newman and Nollen, 1996). In support of this argument, Newman and Nollen
(1996) found that work units managed in a manner consistent with the values of the external culture are
more profitable than work units in which this fit is less well achieved. If this is true then we might expect
that organizations will differentially utilize teamwork metaphors across the various national contexts in
which they operate. Thus, although national culture and organizational culture are likely to have direct,
independent effects on teamwork metaphors, there may be an interaction beyond these direct effects.
The following hypothesis captures this idea:

H3: Metaphors for teamwork vary based on the interaction of national culture and organizational
culture.

With these hypotheses in mind, we set out to further explore teamwork across cultures in a series of

empirical investigations, which we describe below.

METHODS
The first step in our investigation was to identify metaphors for teamwork that are used by members of

organizations. In this section we describe this process. We detail the development of our textual database
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and steps taken to identify teamwork metaphors within the texts. Next, we describe the development of a

quantitative database to test our specific hypotheses.

Sample

We selected the national contexts for our research, Puerto Rico, the Philippines, France, and the U.S. to
maximize differences on power distance and individualism (Erez and Earley, 1993; Earley and Gibson,
1998). Previous research (see Hofstede, 1980; and also see Erez and Earley, 1993 for a review of
research examining these countries), indicates that Puerto Rico is high on power distance and very low on
individualism. The culture is characterized by strong familial ties, extended family, common values, and
recognition of tradition. The Philippines is also high on power distance and low on individualism, but the
key affiliation is to one’s entire village or barrio, and social ties are often regional. Filipinos are also more
formal, emphasizing respect for elders and authority figures. The French are unique in that they are more
individualistic than workers in Latin or Asian countries, focusing on individual achievement, but like
Puerto Ricans or Filipinos, they are high on power distance, and have a strong sense of hierarchy and
adherence to the chain of command. Finally, although the U.S. is comprised of many subcultures, the
dominant values are individualism and egalitarianism, with a strong tendency to circumvent hierarchy and
tradition. A long history of research provides evidence of these characterizations; however, we conducted

analyses to verify that this was also the case in our particular sample, as described below.

We selected organizations based upon three principles: (1) all shared the same general industry
classification to control for potential industry-related effects; (2) all organizations had facilities in each of
the countries identified above; and (3) the organizations contrasted in terms of the organizational culture
dimensions we identified as important in our review. We selected the pharmaceutical and medical
products industry because production of pharmaceuticals is geographically dispersed around the world.
We consulted the Corporate Families and International Affiliates Directory to identify pharmaceutical

organizations and the countries in which these firms operated. The decision rules above yielded a total of
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ten organizations. We contacted human resource professionals in each of the organizations, provided a
brief introduction to the research, and screened for their use of teams. Six of the organizations used teams
across a number of functional areas, including human resources, sales, marketing, manufacturing, and
research. All of these functional areas in each organization in each country were involved in the research.
Each team in the sample was homogenous in terms of function, organization, and nationality (i.e., they
were not cross-functional or multicultural teams). For example, one team consisted of five Puerto Rican

sales people, all of whom were employed by Organization A.

As demonstrated in the descriptions taken from the popular press and summarized in Table 1, the six
organizations varied in terms of performance and reward orientations, and in terms of tight control and
employee focus. However, we also conducted additional analysis (described below) to verify that this

was the case in our sample.

Insert Table 1: Organization Descriptions

Procedure

A written project proposal was submitted to each organization, followed by phone contact with human
resource professionals in each firm to identify team members for the interviews. We asked that they
identify individuals from a variety of functional team types, levels in the organization, and from teams
that were both poor performers and high performers. These requests resulted in interviews with teams
ranging from manufacturing teams, product management teams, sales teams, and executive project teams.
Individuals ranged in rank from hourly manufacturing employees to general managers. Approximately

half the interviewees were women. Average age was approximately 36 years.

We interviewed 107 individuals representing 52 teams. Between one and five individuals were
interviewed from each team. These interviews were broken down by country and organization

respectively as follows: US (44); France (16); Puerto Rico (23); Philippines (24); Organization A (30);
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Organization B (6); Organization C (32); Organization D (13); Organization E (8); and Organization F
(18). There were no significant differences in age, gender or hierarchical level of respondents across

countries or organizations.

We traveled to each region of the world and conducted in-depth personal interviews. We posed a series of
questions pertaining to concepts of teamwork, the function of the teams, team motivation, leadership in
the teams, feedback and reward systems, sharing of knowledge and practices across teams, mental images
of teams, and the impact of culture on teams. Interviewees were also asked to discuss which factors they
felt were the most important facilitators and inhibitors of team effectiveness. A complete list of the
interview questions is contained in the Appendix. Interviews were conducted in the native language of

the interviewees, with the assistance of a team of bi-lingual interviewers.

Rather than focusing directly on teamwork metaphors in our interview protocol, we examined the
interview texts for the language that our subjects naturally used in the process of answering our general
questions about teamwork. As a result, the data can be considered more “natural” than evoked (Kabanoff,
1997). Evoked qualitative data is described by Kabanoff (1997) as data whose source is direct and
typically transparent questioning. Alternatively, natural data comes typically from secondary data sources

in which the “subjects” have no way of knowing how the text data will be used.

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

Overview of Analysis Plan

Our analysis addressed five objectives. First, we identified metaphorical language used by our
interviewees to describe their understanding of teamwork, using computer-assisted text analysis to
facilitate data exploration (Jehn and Doucet, 1997). Second, before exploring variation in the use of these
categories across countries and organizations, we had to ensure that the countries and organizations in our

sample differed in terms of national cultural values and dimensions of organizational culture as we had
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anticipated in our sampling. Third, we developed a quantitative database from our interviews and
explored whether the frequency of metaphors differed as expected based on our general hypotheses.
Fourth, we utilized the data base to examine relationships among specific features of national culture and
metaphor use, and among specific features of organizational culture and metaphor use. We then utilized
our interview excerpts and statistical findings to develop implications for theory and future research

concerning the managerial and performance implications of teamwork metaphors.

Text Preparation

We conducted our analyses consistent with recommendations of Strauss and Corbin (1990), Gephart and
his colleagues (Gephart, 1993; Wolf, Gephart, and Johnson, 1993), and Kabanoff (1997). Interviews
were tape recorded and transcribed by professional transcriptionists who were native speakers in the
languages used in the study. As they transcribed, they translated the interviews into English. Any words
that were not readily translated were left in the native language. This resulted in a text database
consisting of over 1,000 pages of single-spaced text. Two content analysis programs -- QSR*NUDIST
(Qualitative Solutions and Research, 1997) and TACT (Bradley, 1989; Popping, 1997) -- were utilized to
comprehensively analyze text, allowing examination of very large amounts of text in a relatively efficient

manner. In particular, computer-aided searching facilitated comparison of texts from various interviews.

We determined a coding scheme for the text data base that allowed us to distinguish interviewees’ gender,
age, functional area, team, organization, and nation. As a result of this input process, the software created
a special data file called a “personal database” that contained information about the position and structure

of every word in the database. The total number of words in our database was 266,905 words.

Identifying Metaphorical Language
For any qualitative analysis, a key challenge is the development of a word list to capture the constructs of

interest (Gephart, 1993; Gephart and Wolfe, 1989; Jehn and Doucet, 1997). Thus, our first step in



21

identifying teamwork metaphors was to develop a list of words that are thought to capture how people
conceptualize teamwork. If there is adequate theoretical background, such a list may be derived from
previous research, extant scales, dictionary lists and thesaurus lists. For the teamwork metaphors, we
avoided deductive list creation for two reasons. First, little extant research exists concerning teamwork
metaphors. Second, and more importantly, our sample is multi-cultural, and our research question is
whether such metaphors vary across cultures. Therefore, developing word lists from U.S.-based theories,
dictionaries and thesauruses would be inappropriate. These sources may miss important culturally-
embedded terms. Furthermore, the sources may apply alternative or inappropriate meanings to words

other than those intended by non-U.S. English speakers.

We therefore used a process designed to develop word lists that captured cultural nuances in meaning.
First, we created an alphabetical list of every unique word in the interview database. This list contained
6,661 unique words. Copies of the list were given to two raters from each country in the sample. The full
word list contained many words that were clearly irrelevant (e.g. the word “the” or “a”’) and also many
intonations (e.g. “um” or “aaah”) because the database was transcribed verbatim from interviews. Thus to
remove all irrelevant terms, raters were asked to independently circle all terms they felt were entirely
irrelevant to the question being asked in the interview. When the raters had completed their task, a
complete list of all relevant terms identified across raters was developed from these individual lists. This
list contained 1,740 words. Eliminating spelling variants of the same word root (e.g., “family” also

occurred in the word list as families) resulted in a list containing 589 words.

Next, we printed the words onto cards and asked five raters from each country involved in the study to
sort them into groups they felt represented metaphors for teamwork. The raters had themselves been
members of work teams in their native countries, had some work experience together, were similar to

each other in terms of demographics, and resembled the interviewees in terms of demographic
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characteristics. They were told to broadly define “teamwork” and were not given a definition of
teamwork. We emphasized that they were to work collectively as a team in the following instructions:
"Your job is to read a number of words and work together to sort them into piles or groups, each
of which represents a different metaphor for teamwork. We do not have prescribed groupings
for you, so please create the necessary piles on your own. Please sort the words into piles in such
a way that the words that seem similar to each other are in the same pile, words that seem
dissimilar are in different piles. In case of doubt, you should create more piles rather than fewer.
You can redistribute the words and develop a new pile whenever necessary. When you have
arrived at your final set of piles, please develop a name for each pile that captures the content.”
The raters worked collaboratively for 8 hours to sort the words. Our observations of their sorting process
suggested no one person dominated the discussion. They posed questions to each other about why a
given word was placed into a pile, and expressed unique ways in which a term could be used in their
native culture. Through a process of discussion, negotiation, and elimination, the raters arrived at five

piles, each representing a different metaphor. They developed the following names for each pile: (1)

family; (2) sports; (3) community; (4) associates; and (5) military.

These five metaphor piles contained an average of 100 unique words per pile, as designated by our raters
from each country. The raters defined the metaphors broadly and placed words in them that they felt
elaborated the metaphor from their native language point of view. Before running our main analyses,
however, we needed to determine if these same words were being used to describe teamwork in the

context of our interviews, a process referred to as "in-context verification" (Gephart, 1993; Gibson, 1994).

TACT allows the creation of search routines with multiple words. Each of the five metaphors was
defined with the words identified by the raters as representing that metaphor. Five search routines were
created. In each search, TACT was instructed to pull excerpts from the text database containing each
term representing the metaphor. We extracted five lines of text before, and five lines of text after, the
term was used. This created a *“subtext database” consisting of approximately 400 pages of single-spaced
excerpts. We read each excerpt to verify the manner in which each term had been utilized. In some cases

it was very clear that the term was not being used in conjunction with teamwork. For example, the word
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“depends” had been selected for the family metaphor by the raters. In the database, “depends” was used
only in phrases like “it depends on...” to denote contingency. These comments did not relate to
teamwork. For this reason, the word “depends” was removed from the metaphor set, as were other words
that were clearly not being used to describe teamwork in our interview database. A sample of words

representing each metaphor after screening for in-context verification is displayed in Table 2.

Insert Table 2: Final Metaphors

After verifying the metaphor terms, we next determined the occurrence of each metaphor set in each
interview, each organization, and each country. We used TACT to create five “metaphor databases”
containing excerpts of text that included any word that represented a metaphor set. From the list of text
excerpts, several representative passages for each metaphor were selected to illustrate how the metaphors

were used with respect to teamwork. These sample excerpts are listed in Table 3.

Insert Table 3: Excerpts

By way of illustration, one respondent in the Philippines drew a hut on a piece of paper when asked what
mental images come to mind regarding his team and then said the following:

"The hut illustrates community. It's called a nipa hut. Sometimes you do require that the hut be
moved from one location to another. And in the old days, nipa huts would probably be located
along the safe side of a river because there's water there, fish would be there. Some erosion could
happen and you would need to relocate the hut to a safer ground. In the Philippines, you would
gather your neighbors, call them and you would put handles and literally lift the house--in one,
big haul, the house as one big piece, and move it to a new location. And that's called the
bayanihan spirit. Ithink that would best describe in my culture, how teams can work."

This excerpt is an example of the community metaphor. The respondent utilized three words from the

community word list: "community," "neighbors," and "bayanihan" (literally, a Filipino word for "team").

As a final step, we read each of the excerpts pertaining to a given metaphor to better understand the
expectations being expressed about roles, scope, objectives, and membership within that metaphor.

Based on our inductive reading of the excerpts, the family and military metaphors contain more
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information about roles (and specifically about hierarchical roles) than do the community or associates
metaphors. The family and community metaphors are broader in scope than the sports and associates
metaphors. The sports and military metaphors contain more information about objectives and
consequences than do the family, associates or community metaphors. Finally, the sports and associates

metaphors imply more voluntary membership than do the family, military, or community metaphors.

Confirming National and Organizational Differences in Culture

Before examining whether the use of the five metaphors we identified varied as suggested by our
hypotheses, our second set of analyses verified that the nations and organizations in our sample differed
along the dimensions of culture we had anticipated. Although no previously developed lists of search
terms exist for national cultural values, there is a long history of research examining these values (e.g.
Hofstede, 1980; Earley and Gibson, 1998; Triandis, 1995). We utilized this literature, including survey
measures of the values, to develop terms representing power distance and individualism (see Table 4 for
examples of the terms). For example, we included “authority” in our search for words indicating power
distance. To verify that the words were being used in context in a manner consistent with the intended
definition of the value, we examined text segments that included two lines before and after the occurrence
of each term. For example, in one instance, the word authority was used in the phrase "authority is very

well respected,” reflecting high power distance.

Insert Table 4: Search Terms for Culture Values

We coded the frequency that excerpts indicating each value occurred in each country. Higher numbers
indicate greater power distance and greater individualism. Because the total number of text segments
differed across countries, we divided the frequency of finds for each dimension by the total number of
text segments in each database. Rank ordering the number of excerpts for each dimension per total
number of excerpts, this analysis demonstrated that coinciding with previous research cited earlier,

interviewees expressed greatest power distance in the Philippines, followed by Puerto Rico, France and
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the U.S. Interviewees expressed greatest individualism in the U.S., followed by France, the Philippines,

and Puerto Rico.

To verify differences in organizational cultures, following prior research (Kabanoff, Waldersee & Cohen
1995; Kabanoff & Holt, 1996), we conducted a content analysis of annual report data for each
organization. We obtained electronic copies of the annual reports for each firm from Lexix/Nexis
Academic Universe for the three years up to and including the year we conducted our interviews,
removing all purely financial sections of the reports. We obtained the value definitions and search terms
for performance and rewards from Kabanoff, and developed search terms for employee orientation and

tight control from the survey items reported in Hofstede et. al. (1990) (see Table 4).

We again used content analysis software (QSR*NUDIST) to search for the terms in each organization’s
annual report database, and reviewed text segments to verify that the terms were used in the way
suggested by the organizational culture dimension. For example, when we searched for the term
"performance”, we excluded cases where the term was used to describe loan performance in capital and
financial descriptions. To control for differences in the number of text units in each organizational
interview database, we divided the frequency of finds for each dimension by the total number of text
segments in each database. Rank ordering the number of excerpts for each organizational culture
dimension per total excerpts in the organization, this analysis demonstrated that employees in our sample
expressed organizational culture orientations and practices consistent with press reports regarding the
cultures of the organizations (as summarized in Table 1). For example, interviewees expressed the
greatest emphasis on rewards in Organization C, and the least in Organization B; interviewees expressed
the greatest emphasis on performance in Organization D, and the least in Organization E; interviewees
expressed the greatest emphasis on tight control in Organization C, and the lest in Organization E; finally,
interviewees expressed the greatest emphasis on employee orientation in Organization C, and the least in

Organization F.



26

Next, we produced a frequency distribution for each metaphor across all interviewees. This frequency
represented how many times a word representing that metaphor occurred in the transcripts for that
interviewee. With this information, we created a database with entries for each of the 107 interviewees.
We entered the number of times each metaphor set was used by each interviewee, with each metaphor

considered a single variable.

Variation in Teamwork Metaphors

Our third set of analyses used this quantitative database to provide an initial examination of our general
hypotheses. A 4 x 6 MANOVA with five dependent variables was conducted. The analysis is a study of
the role of country (the first factor) and organization (the second factor) on the frequency of occurrence of
each of the five teamwork metaphors. The country factor is a four-level fixed effect contrasting Puerto
Rico, the Philippines, France, and the U.S. The organization factor is considered a six-level fixed effect

contrasting the six different organizations in the database.

SPSS General Linear Models Procedure was utilized to compute Wilks’ A , F-test approximations,

degrees of freedom, and multivariate n2 associated with the country main effect, the organization main
effect, and the country by organization interaction. Results appear in Table 5. The country effect (Wilks’
A =.67,F=2.52,df = 15,12 = .33 p < .01), organization effect (Wilks’A = .51, F = 2.54, df =25, 12 =
49 p < .001), and their interaction (Wilks’ A = .45, F = 1.88, df = 40, nz =.55 p< .001) were all

significant beyond the .01 level.

Insert Table 5: Multivariate and univariate statistics

Given that gender and function may also impact how we think about teams, we were concerned that

effects of country and organization could be confounded by the effect of gender and function.
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Furthermore, individual interviews varied in length, and we were concerned that results may be
influenced by the overall number of words in an interview. In order to investigate these possibilities, a
MANCOVA was performed in which country and organization were treated as the independent variables;
gender, function, and number of words per interview were entered as covariates. The five teamwork
metaphors were treated as the dependent variables. After adjusting for gender, function and number of

words per interview, a significant main effect was still obtained for country (Wilks’ A = .67, F =2.31, df
=15,m2 = .33 p< .01), organization (Wilks’A = .57, F= 1.97, df = 25,11 2 = .43, p < .01), and their

interaction (Wilks’ A = .48, F = 1.71, df =40, n2 =.52 p < .01). These findings support H1 and H2 about
direct effects of national and organizational cultures on metaphor use respectively, and support H3 about

the interaction effect between national and organizational cultures on use of metaphors.

Upon obtaining significant interaction effects, we next ran tests of contrasts for country and organization
to determine the relative contribution to each of the five teamwork metaphors. The interaction of country
by organization accounted for a significant portion of the variance in frequency of use of the military
metaphor (E (8, 107) = 2.25, p <.05), the community metaphor (F (8,107) = 2.00, p< .05), and the
associates metaphor (F (8,107) = 3.09, p<.01). Results appear in Table 5. This indicates that beyond the
main effects described above, organizations tend to emphasize these teamwork metaphors to a greater or
lesser extent in different countries. For example, Organization B utilized the associates metaphor
significantly more in France (M=4.50) than in Puerto Rico (M=.75). Organization D used the military
metaphor significantly more in the Puerto Rico (M=1.00) than in the U.S. (M=.29). Organization F used
the community metaphor significantly more in the Philippines (M=4.33) than in the U.S. (M=.44). Mean

frequencies for each metaphor by country and organization appear in Table 6.

Insert Table 6: Means by country and organization

Dimensions of National/Organizational Culture and Metaphor Use
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Our final set of analyses explored relationships between specific features of national culture and metaphor
use, and among specific features of organizational culture and metaphor use. Specifically, these sub-
hypotheses concerned the relationship between cultural dimensions and the use of metaphors containing
certain expectations about breadth of team scope, clarity of roles, the nature of membership, and
objectives. To test these hypotheses, we first categorized the metaphors that, based on our inductive
analysis, contained similar expectations about scope, those that contained similar expectations about
roles, those that contained similar expectations about membership, and those that contained similar
expectations about objectives. The variable “scope” represented any occurrence of the community and
family metaphors, since these metaphors contained more information about broad scope of domain. The
variable “roles” represented any occurrence of the military and family metaphors, since these metaphors
contained the most information about roles. The variable “voluntary” represented any occurrence of the
sport and associates metaphors because these metaphors contained more information about voluntary
membership. Finally, the variable “objectives” represented any occurrence of the sport and military
metaphors since these metaphors contained the most information about clear objectives and outcomes. To
measure the hypothesized dimensions of culture we used the text search scores described above. These
scores represent the extent to which cultural dimensions were expressed in either interviews (for national

culture) or annual reports (for organizational culture).

We used logistic regression to test the hypotheses.! This procedure considered each occurrence of a
metaphor category (scope, roles, membership, and objectives) as an event, with the total number of
metaphors as the number of observations possible. The regressions estimated how particular cultural
dimensions changed the likelihood that the respondent chose specific metaphor category rather than other
possible metaphor categories. The equations thus tested whether each cultural dimension was related to
the likelihood of use of certain metaphor categories in the predicted way. For example, the first equation

used “roles” as the dependent variable and regressed roles on the six cultural dimensions (two national
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and four organizational) detailed in our hypotheses. The logistic procedure estimated whether these
cultural dimensions increased the likelihood of occurrence of the role category (either the military or
family metaphors) compared to use of any category. Statistically significant coefficients in the predicted

direction provide support for hypotheses.

Hla and H1b examined relationships between specific elements of national culture and metaphor use.
Hla predicted that higher levels of power distance would relate to more use of metaphors containing clear
role content. This hypothesis was not supported. The coefficient for power distance was negative and
statistically significant, contrary to the hypothesis (-1.23, p <.01). H1b predicted that individualism is
negatively related the respondents’ use of metaphors broad in scope. This hypothesis was supported. The
coefficient for individualism was negative and statistically significant in the equation using scope as the

dependent variable (-57.24, p < .001).

H2a through H2d examined relationships between specific elements of organizational culture and
metaphor use. H2a predicted the emphasis an organization places on performance is positively related to
respondents’ use of metaphors containing clear objectives and outcomes. This hypothesis was supported.
The coefficient for performance emphasis was positive and statistically significant in the equation using
objectives as the dependent variable (.27, p <.05). H2b predicted that an organization’s emphasis on
rewards is negatively related to the use of metaphors concerning voluntary membership. This hypothesis
was supported. The coefficient for rewards was negative and statistically significant (-.84, p <.10). H2c
predicted that the extent to which an organization emphasizes tight control positively is positively related
to respondents’ use of metaphors containing clear role information. This hypothesis was supported. The
coefficient for tight control was positive and statistically significant in the equation using roles as the

dependent variable (15.18, p <.05). Finally, H2d predicted the extent to which an organization has an

! Special thanks to Professor Philip Bromiley, University of Minnesota, for suggesting this procedure.
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employee orientation is positively related to respondents’ use of metaphors containing information about

broad scope. This hypothesis was not supported.

Insert Table 7: Logistic Regression Results

ILLUSTRATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
Intercultural research on teams has demonstrated that cultural context relates to differences in team
processes. Our study extends intercultural theory by specifically examining the very definition of
teamwork and the ways in which cultural contexts are related to such conceptualizations. Our results
point to four major findings. First, our process of using multiple raters from the four countries resulted in
the identification of several metaphors used to describe teamwork. While likely not exhaustive, they do
represent a set of distinct metaphors used by teams in our sample. As such, they provide a useful starting
point to examine the phenomenon of teamwork metaphors. Second, we conducted a qualitative analysis of
the cultural contexts for our team members and found that these settings differed on the cultural
dimensions in predictable ways based on the previous literature. Third, text analysis tools allowed us to
quantify the frequency of occurrence of teamwork metaphors and compare their use across cultural
contexts. We found that certain metaphors are more prevalent in certain organizations and cultures.
Fourth, we found links between specific national culture values and metaphor use. For example,
individualists demonstrated less frequent use of metaphors with broad scope (e.g., family and communi;y)
and greater use of metaphors pertaining to a narrow scope (e.g., a single domain such as with sport and
associates). Illustrating the use of such a narrow-scope metaphor (i.e., sports) in a high individualism
context, one respondent in the U.S. said,
"And maybe, too, just our culture. Just a lot of competition, a lot of star players, somebody who
supposedly has risen above or something, proven excellence. Yeah, everybody likes to be
individual. Everybody has their own individual...you know, say I'm a Bulls fan, you know, a
Mavericks fan. So there goes that individualistic thing again, right there!"
Finally, we found links between specific organizational culture dimensions and metaphor use. For

example, in organizations with a strong performance focus, team members used metaphors that imply
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clear objectives and consequences (e.g., sport and military) more frequently than other metaphors. This is
illustrated by the use of the military metaphor in the following quote from a respondent in Organization F,
which has a strong performance focus:

"I am supposed to be an active shooter in terms of assisting and liasoning with the people and
making sure that [the organization’s] kinds of problems are run at sort of a management level. At
the moment its very [prevalent in the] rank and file, but not really with the staff. We have not
really gone to the reduction of a lot of employees. So I'm helping to do that. Right now we're
having to think in terms of manpower in the trenches..."

We interpret our findings to suggest that metaphors concerning teamwork developed and used by team
members are related to cultural and organizational contexts. An important implication of these findings is
that managers can look to the cultural dimensions prevalent in their national and organizational contexts
for guidance regarding which teamwork metaphors will resonate most with employees. If the national
context is individualistic, for example, then the sports and associates metaphors are likely to resonate. As
a second example, if the organization emphasizes tight control, then a military or family metaphor is

likely to resonate.

Equally as important, the metaphors most likely to resonate with employees in a given context provide
excellent clues as to the expectations employees have about how teams should be managed and which
practices are most effective. For example, employees who use the family or community metaphor are
likely to expect that team involvement will be broad in scope, extending beyond a particular task or job to
include their various roles in the organization, social activities, personal support, and family life.

Ilustrating this, one Filipino respondent said:

"Yes, the familial society. The Filipino is very, very family-oriented. Absolutely. It’s our
religion, you know. Um, the Holy family and all. That, in itself, you know having respect...yeah,
that says something about cooperation in the workplace..."

Similarly, using the community metaphor, a Filipino respondent said,
"At work, I think most Filipinos have a tendency to be very regionalistic. I think that most

Filipinos would tend to clump together with co-town mates or barrio mates or province mates.
Then, I think, it is a natural thing to just open up to just anyone on the team."
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On the other hand, employees who use the military or sports metaphor are likely to have strong
expectations around clear objectives and indicators of performance. Ilustrating this, one U.S, respondent
said:

"Obviously, it’s about how do I win the battle in this society. How do I survive, as

opposed to, you know, what it is that I need to do to benefit everybody. [The team is]

carefully measured on whether we meet objectives. Every year the company sets an

annual objective and this is something that I'm going to do battle with soon."
Based on comments such as these, we recommend that future research gather additional evidence for the
proposition that when family and community metaphors are used, teams are most effective when designed
to be broad in scope. Likewise, future research should gather additional evidence for the proposition that

when military and sports metaphors are used, teams will be most effective when performance

management processes emphasize clear objectives.

In addition, it is important to note that we saw different patterns of teamwork metaphors within
organizations across country locations. For example, the dominant metaphors in Organization F were the
sports and military metaphors. This is congruent with their focus on performance. However, the
community metaphor was also evidenced in Organization F. In fact, Organization F used the community
metaphor more frequently in the Philippines (where it likely appealed to low levels of individualism),
than they did in the U.S. (which is high individualism). Based on our preliminary evidence, we suggest
that future research should confirm the proposition that team effectiveness will be higher in multinational
organizations that adjust their use of organizationally dominant teamwork metaphors to be congruent with
the national cultural tendencies in a given facility. Stated another way, an important proposition for future
research is that team effectiveness will be lower in multinational organizations that consistently use the

same organizationally dominant teamwork metaphor across all national cultural contexts.

Taken as a whole, our findings suggest the importance of developing more explicit theory concerning the

implications of metaphors for managing teams in diverse contexts. Our research sheds new light on the
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cultural contingency argument in the international literature and the construct of “person-organization fit
in the organizational literature, both of which have demonstrated relationships with organizational
commitment, job satisfaction and turnover (e.g., Newman and Nollen, 1996; O’Reilly, Chatman and

Caldwell, 1991).

DISCUSSION

We began with a question, asking whether the meaning of teamwork varies across cultural contexts. Our
analyses indicated that the metaphors team members use to describe teamwork vary across both national
cultures and organizational cultures. Given these findings, we expanded our focus to illustrate the
potential implications of teamwork metaphors. Interview excerpts suggested, for example, that teamwork
metaphors carry information about scope and performance management for teams, and this has

implications for behavior in teams as well as for the effectiveness of managerial techniques.

Our findings extend theory in at least three specific ways. First, our research advances theory concerning
the concept of teamwork metaphors and cultural categories. Teamwork metaphors are language-based
knowledge structures consisting of what each member understands about teamwork. They are developed
from past experience and used to organize new information and facilitate understanding. They can be

grouped into categories that have predictive value and practical implications.

Second, our research extends the literature concerning work teams. The teams literature has been
criticized for lack of attention to the cultural context of teams. Our research directly addresses the
influence of context, proposing and empirically investigating phenomena (e.g. cultural values and
orientations) that act as mechanisms through which context influences teams. Our results emphasize that
teams researchers need to expand their perspective and consider modifying theories developed in one

cultural context before application in other cultural contexts.
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Third, our research has implications for intercultural management theory. Our findings indicate that
members of multinational organizations have different conceptualizations of teamwork across geographic
locations. While this could be a source of conflict, tteamwork metaphors may also help facilitate greater
understanding among co-workers when they are discussed and explained, and can be used to manage

effectively in multinationals as discussed above.

In terms of practice, our findings suggests that managers may need to match practices and actions with
dominant metaphors. For example, if the dominant metaphor suggests that performance management is a
focus in teams, management practices need to address these expectations. Our results do not suggest that
any given metaphor is “good” or “bad,” but rather that metaphor use varies across cultural settings, and
should be considered explicitly by managers and researchers. Having teams define teamwork prior to
beginning their work together to create a concept map may be helpful. The team can refer to the map as
they work and modify their shared teamwork knowledge structures over time. Future research should

investigate these propositions and techniques more explicitly.

Our findings are strengthened by the methods employed. Our use of in-depth interviews covering a
variety of topics concerning teamwork broadened our analysis. Furthermore, we made every attempt to
be sensitive to intercultural variation. Had we not conducted our analyses with the assistance of
researchers from each country, our results would have represented a bias that we hold as North American
researchers. Instead, through a careful, culturally-sensitive process, we were able to develop metaphors
that are relevant across cultures and organizations. Furthermore, we used an iterative process combining
the interview results with previous theory to illustrate more specific implications of variation in teamwork
metaphors. Such an approach of moving back and forth between qualitative and quantitative data,
between theory, empirical results and theory development, has been recommended by several researchers

(e.g., Eisenhardt and Bourgeois, 1988; Kabanoff et al. 1995).
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The strengths of our study must be tempered with recognition of its limitations. Conceptually, a frequent
criticism of attempts to capture the gestalt of a phenomenon as rich and full as national or organizational
culture is that the researchers may be “guilty” of using or promoting stereotypes. From the perspective
of cognitive psychology, applying the concept of stereotypes to our understanding of the impact of culture
is indeed appropriate (Gannon et al. 1994); more recently, however, the term stereotype has been used in
a pejorative way. Adler (1991) argues persuasively that it is, in fact, legitimate to use stereotypes in
cross-cultural contexts, if they are descriptive rather than evaluative, substantiated, and subject to change
when new information merits it. Thus, while this study is generally supportive of the linguistic approach
to describing the impact of culture, clearly culturally determined metaphors should be used with caution.
They do not pertain to every individual or even every subgroup within a society. Rather they highlight

cultural differences in an easily understood way that provides a rich vocabulary for discussion.

On a related note, we add a caveat to the interpretation of metaphors, in that a given metaphor is likely to
convey complex meaning that can be best comprehended along side a rich understanding of the context.
For example, we found no empirical support for a relationship between power distance and metaphors
that imply hierarchical roles (e.g, family). This may be because these metaphors imply much more than
just roles. For example, in some contexts, the family metaphor may imply a long term commitment, a
trait that could be an emphasis in both high and low power distance cultures. Similarly, we received no
support for the relationship between employee orientation and broad scope metaphors (e.g., community).
This may be because these metaphors are complex bundles of meaning that have multiple implications.
Finally, we reasoned that in reward-oriented organizations, metaphors implying voluntary membership
would be less prevalent. We obtained some support for this relationship; however, a potential explanation
for the low level of statistical significance is that our reasoning assumed an emphasis on extrinsic rewards
as the primary inducement to join teams. It may be that in organizations emphasizing intrinsic rewards,
such a focus is more consistent with metaphors capturing involuntary membership. Thus, metaphors

within a given context need to be carefully examined for the meaning they convey in that context.
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Another limitation is that our sample of interviewees was relatively small and restricted to a narrow set of
organizations. This is a common trade-off in qualitative research. The methods we used were appropriate
given that our intent was to capture depth of understanding rather than breadth at this exploratory phase.
Despite the restrictions of the method, our sample of words generated by the interviewees (266,905
words) was large, and thus helped to increase the robustness of metaphor analyses. A related limitation
is that we collected data from only four geographic areas. We did attempt to sample from diverse
cultures; however, future research should test the research questions in a more extensive sample of
countries using additional languages. We focused on two national cultural values. A potential
explanation for our lack of stronger support for the specific links between national cultural characteristics
and metaphor use is that we need to expand our focus to include additional national cultural dimensions
such as uncertainty avoidance or universalism-particularism (see Erez and Earley, 1993 for a review of
these dimensions). Finally, we acknowledge that although our sample contains a diverse set of teams, we
did not include an exhaustive variety of organizations, functional areas, and team types. Our sample may
have limited the number and variety of metaphors we uncovered. Future research should include teams

from organizations in other industries and with non-U.S. ownership.

In conclusion, our research challenges the assumption that the meaning of teamwork is commonly held
across contexts, and represents a first step in developing a cultural contingency framework for the
meaning of teamwork. Due to the lack of empirical research regarding teams across cultures, leaders
within multinational organizations have been forced to make educated guesses about the most appropriate
methods to manage teams across their various geographic facilities. The results of this research provide
insight into variation in teamwork metaphors that can help team members, managers and researchers

identify their common understandings as well as their cultural differences.
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TABLE 1

Organizational Descriptions

Reward | Perform. | Employee [ Tight

Description

Mod.

High

Mod.

Low

The mission of Organization A is to become a world-class, results-
oriented organization providing consumers and customers with many
options in terms of their core products, bringing differentiated, cost-
effective solutions to market quickly and with flawless quality through a
diverse team of energetic employees. The organization has been
struggling for several years, and is fragmented as a result of divesting and
downsizing. The focus has been on cost reduction and reinforcing the
traditional, established excellence of a long standing product line.

Low

Low

Mod.

High

Organization B follows a theme of continual improvement and
reorganizing to do things better, quicker. Their mission is discovering,
developing, and bringing to market health care products that fulfill unmet
medical needs. They have achieved a steady increase in sales for half a
century, and attribute these results to long-term investments in people and
processes. They claim their "unrelenting attention to focus, innovation
and effectiveness” enables them to "navigate successfully through
challenging times in the short term, while simultaneously strengthening
our position for the long term."

High

Mod.

High

High

Organization C describes the source of their competitive advantage as the
energy and ideas of their people. Their strength lies in what they value:
customers, innovation, integrity, and people. In corporate
communications, they describe themselves as "people with a purpose,
working together to make the lives of people everywhere healthier,
striving in everything we do to become simply better as judged by all
those we serve: customers, shareholders, employees and the global
community.” Their focus is personal commitment and team spirit, and the
creation of a strong common culture around that world.

High

High

High

High

Organization D is a leading research-driven company whose mission is to
provide society with superior products and services, innovations and
solutions that improve the quality of life and satisfy customer needs.
They also strive to provide employees with meaningful work and
advancement opportunities and investors a superior rate of return. They
view their ability to excel at competitively meeting customer’s needs as
dependent upon the integrity, knowledge, imagination, diversity and
teamwork of employees.

Mod.

Mod.

Organization E is the most comprehensive and broad-based manufacturer
of health care products in the sample, as well as a provider of related
services for the consumer, pharmaceutical, and professional market. Their
credo is focused on ethics, social responsibility, local responsiveness, and
flexibility. They are managed by franchise, or groups of product
categories, such as skin and hair care, endosurgery and wound care.
Operating management of each franchise is led by a president, general
manager who reports directly to a company group chairman.

Mod.

Mod.

Low

Low

Organization F is focused on learning, excellence, and striving for new
frontiers. They are intolerant of bureaucracy. They strive to act in a
boundaryless fashion, always searching for and applying the best ideas
regardless of their source. They prize global intellectual capital. They
purposely build diverse teams to maximize innovation and have a
decentralized structure. Corporate communications describe the "right”
leadership teams as those with "the agility and speed to seize the big
opportunities we know this changing world will present us."




TABLE 2
List of Metaphors and Sample Terms Used in Frequency Analyses

Metaphors

Military Family Sport Associates Community
alliances brother baseball circle Barrio

battle clannish Basketball clannish Baya
brigades compadre Championship clique Bayan
campaign familial Coach cliques Bayanihan
charged families Competition council buddies
congress family Football councils community
manpower family-oriented game crews fraternity
mobilize father home run entity friend
survival mother players franchise neighborhood
survive sister soccer franchises neighbors




*SOATIBIUASAIAAI IO
Inoj Jo WNWIUI & Jo Sunsisuod usy) pue ‘Jioswry raSueur Jiun ssauisng ay) Aq paydrd-puey 1o £q payurodde “run
ssaursnq 9y} Sunussaidar Apoqawos ‘oAneussaIdar sofes [edIuyoa) € 9q p[nom 9s9Y) Jo Yoed ur uordureyd ures) 9y J,

"pesy Jusunredap a9y 01 9[qisuodsar ‘dnoid sy Jo 1opes] suo ‘dnois yoes ur uordureyd QU0 9AeY Ady) puy -dnoid
18 Jo 1red aq 01 s)IYs JuaIolyIp oy} woij ojdoad aaey 01 oI p[nom pue ‘sdnoil 9aIy) ‘oAey O) pajuem A3 ‘AeO

uordureyo

“wred} A} ul Iouroyiad

doj ® mowy no£ ‘do e Aes ‘o1 pjnom A9y Jey) OS[e MOJ[O] ALIBSS90aU 1, Us30p 18yl Ing "edp! puru Jo doj Axoa

11e s, yeq1 Yyury) | swrexSoxd Sururern Sunonpuod Wi, ] USYM W} 2UO Je ‘Yn puy "SISEISNIuD [eqioyseq ‘ore sourdifny
JO10] ® 918 910y} ‘JO 10] © ‘UeomI | 219 Wed) Suons AI9A © S Jey} ‘UONeIoosSY [[eqioyseq suiddiyyd oy ‘vdd 4L

[1eqIoYseq

sprodg

*JOISEO YONUI ST 9AN[3q | ‘U J0J ‘SUIes}
u SunjIom 0S "I9YI0 YB3 O} ISO[D 31, A3y ], "PAUSLIO A[rure] axow axe sourdi[L] Apeaife pres 9Aey om YuIy) [ ‘[loM

Aprureq

« 24pDdwio? 10  un3vI, 3UIdq JIY) JO Pesisu] “UIed) Sy} 0) 3uLlq UBD A3} JBy) dnjeA
Q) JO 9SNEIIq AISY) SSI[ JO IOU 9IE ‘SIQUISW ) ‘Taed) ) Jey ], "ures) o) Suneurwop jou are snbipd Jo 1os 1By
pue sundpo 9y 1Y) 9Ins Sunyew Jo AJISSI0U A} Os[e ST 219Y) ‘eoejdyrom oY) Ul ST 2u0 J1 10 Juruuioprad st suo J1 ing

arpedured

JYIomuied) I0J poos 9q p[noMm ey [SO1ISLIdIdeIRYD] [eINI[Nd
‘Mot NOA ‘are I YuIy) | pue ‘ApfoInb A19A SresrunuIod noA pue 19y3a801 JIoM nOK UurIoym SUuINas JIoMm e ul
dnoa8 e ur ‘moN -amnssaid 100d JO 10] ®© S, 2101} ‘MOW] NOA ‘AIA OS[E S, ‘1Y) JO 9sNBO3q PUE ‘YSIuue[d AI9A S JI pue

"JOU19501 JoNS oM 0§ “USTUURD JIq & oIe om ‘mouy nok ‘ng

YsIuue[d

“dnoi3 smy) Jo 3urpuoq 3y}
Pa1BIS[999® ‘[[om ‘1snf 11 pue Jeuruas Jo 9dA)-0IMUIAPE UR Sem JT 9SNEBIq ANV A10A A[[eal sem Jey], "doysyiom
Suruuerd pue Sup[ing wres) 9y} 10 PuUOIIS PUEB UOHIBIUSLIO ) JOJ--APBAI[E 90IM] 19U JARY [Wred) o)) am ‘Ajenioy

Surpuoq

Apare g

*SJUNOJI® UMO JISY) 9ARY Ued A3Y) OS 9]qIsuodsal uosiad Y3 Juj
PUE 9[qeIoW) B SOpN[OUI Yorym ‘ue[d uonoe Jo uoniuSooar J0J WAy} YSY “9[OIO Y} 9ZI[IqOW O Jwi) S 1 ssang | oS

azi[Iqow

*~dox sofes & ‘JoSeuewl 901AI9S € ‘ToFeUrU S9[ES B UIE9) SIY) UO JARY [[IM 9A) SIOIDQIIP
JO pIeOQ 3} JO SSAITUOD IYI] JO PUN ST YOTYM ‘Ures) AIOSIAPE UE [[€D OM JeyMm ST QI9Y) "SYI0Mm 11 Kem oY) AfTeordL T,

$5918U09

“udredures oy youne[ 03 Jnoqe w,] ‘uo Juro3 uonneduwiod aq [[IM 1Y) ‘S9X

ugredured

*s399f01d 19430 are 219y} pue - sopeSLIq SI1J SWOS IABY IM PUY "9IBUOISSIOUO0D Aueduiod
3y} Jo doueuriolrad 2y oyur Yoo oym ojdoad SuIOS 9ARY oM JRY) QABY A\ "UOISSTUILIO)) K19JeS pue yI[esy
PUR [RIUSWIUONAU 21| ‘SuLmioejnuew Ul Os[e ‘pres [ 9] Inq “YE Ul AJUO JOU pUE ‘QI3Y SUIBI) AWOS JABY IM

sopesuq

Axeyi

1dT30x7 I1X3],

UL,

JoYde)dA

syd1aoxy X9, djduwneg
€ H'TdVL




9%

*IOIOUE QUO 0} JNSIUOSEIUE OIE Jel) SIUUWISINSEUI Op 0) SUIAL} JJO SUIOS WAY) OAEY J,UED oM pUy UOISIAIP

90IAISS ‘UOISIAIP SO[ES B 9ARY NOA 9SNeI3q “JusuwaInseaur jurof 9aey 03 paau Aoy ], "S[Ips reuosiodiojur ‘Surpying
urea}--210Jaq pey 9AeY J0u JYITw A9Y) eyl S[IYS JO 0] & Ul pauren aq 0} paau Aoy, "uo Surod sjeym puejsiopun

0] paou A9y, “ured) ay) 103 20e[d ur aq 03 paau sSury Jo K3oueA opoym e ‘uaddey sSury) 9soyl oxyew 0) I9pIO Ul puy
"[9A9] [£O0] Y JB SUOISIOAP SYewr 0) ‘ued A[qissod om se JusuLramodurs pue WOPaaI) pue AWOUOINE YONW SB USAIS
are Aoy ], "uoneziueSIo oSIYoURy € 9Xom A9Y) JI Se UOIIOUNy 0) [Ures)] yoea YSse am Yorym ‘yn ‘soniiqisuodsar oy,

asmyouely

“ured) 9y} 0} SuLIq ued Ady) Jey) d[oy pappe 9y} JO In[eA Y} JO ISNEBIA U]

$SJ] 1O QIO X ‘SISUIALU ) “UTES) JY) ey ], "Ures) ) Suneurwiop jou aIe anbio Jo WOS ey 16y} 2Ins Surjewr

Jo Kssaoou ay) os[e St 219y} ‘9oe[dyIoM 9 Ul ST 2uo JI J0 Suruzoyrod S 9UO JI Ing “POZIWIUN JSBI[ & JO pajedou oq
Kew 24ppdwoo e poddns 3snl 0y Ansuodoid ourdiyr] oy uay) ‘s1ayourered JO SOUI[OPING UQAS SN[ 2q P[NOM ‘MOYSWOS
pnoo uonerjiye Jo diysioqurowr yormym £q siojeurered swos aaey nok ures) 9y Suruwioy ut Ji ‘ureSe uoy) Jnq poos s,I|

anbipo

S3)BIIOSSY

“424p]d Wed) 2AISSIIZZe U 2q ISnu
noK pue ‘ssoussojArepunoq st Auedwod STy} Ul SAN[BA 210D Y} JO UO Jey) ST 2ANUOUI SIq oY) ‘Ing "YSed JO SULI)
ul ‘wrex3o1d SATIULOUI [BULIOJ OU ST 219Y) ST [wres) 9y} uo dyedronted 0) Juem pnoys A3y Aym 03] Jomsue 9U3 Juryj |

“JOWIOJISd ‘QUO POOS AIA B IO 9ILIOARJ 3 ‘MOID NOA ‘OS[e ST oym Apoqawios ST 219y s1oke[d
asoy) Suoure pue ‘s1oe[d asoy) [[& 1€ 2IOU) pue ‘T80T © SI Iy ], "OSTe JO Sun[uIy) ure [ Jeym s Jeyl ‘Jeym s Jeyl,

1oferd

**90URI] Ul AGSNI ST YITYM - [[eqI00J “MOU NOK ‘SIOIISIIP ) 2I9Ym UOIII SUO 3q JY3TW I3y ],

1169100}

‘wojqoId J1q B 9ARY oM ‘SIQIO 9} WOI) JUAIYJIP SAOUEP JUO J] “Aem duues oy}
Jouep 03 9Aey A3y, "s103e1ado oY) JO 1591 S} WIOI] Seap! oY) [[e 108 03 9ARY AU, "SIJIYS 921y} 9ARY 9\ “WIYS Yora
woIj s10jex19do oMm) 9ABY [ WES) oY) UQ STenpIAIpUI 9y} Jo adA10019)s 9y} uo spuadap [[e 1 Inq ‘wes) ayy Isnn Ay,

aouep

“PAreIdUSS-J[aS 2q P[NOMm JSe} oy} JO AJuofew

oY) ‘g ‘194 10U K[qeqoId--pajoaxrp-J19s AJ9[0S Se I Je Sun{oo] ‘Um “Ind ‘0§ [9A9] dnoid fensnun oY) JO IPISINO
parsanbai oq 01 aaey pnom jey; ‘yey) spodar Jo 3509 JO SULI) Ul pue ‘AjAnoe ‘Sururen ‘Sumyorod ‘mowy nok ‘Jo Isuas
9y} ur 90uepINg pUB UOTIJRIIP UTELIID SIATIIAI OS[E 9Y 9SINOD JO Ing "PAYOAUIP-J[os ST oY “yses ayy SurSeuewn Jo SwiI)
ut 0§ “Arexount Ayrep sty yam dn sourod oy ‘sa08 9y ‘10300p 9y} ‘Ueaul | pue 03 s203 9y Jey) 9jdoad ot smowy| oY

"IULIOLIdd ‘OUO POOS AISA JO QJLIOAE] ‘MO NOA ‘OS[e ST OYm ApOqomios
ST 219y ‘sxokeid osoy) Suowre pue ‘sxofejd asaY) [[e oIe 2ISY) PUE ‘YorOD € ST AIY], OS[e JO Sunyury) wr, J jeym s Jey],

yorod

syr0dg

341X IX3],

W,

JoydudAl

§)d 19X IX3,
panunuoy) € H14dV.L




*pOO3 Uey) peq SIOUI ST SIY) [39] | S, oY ‘FUOIM JO WS OS ° unapo, AUl SI 3y JI UIAS ‘SUOIM 3q

1,Ued 9y 0s ‘, 24pvdwos Aw s 9y, N [[ed OS[e Ued NoA Ing "UONRIDOSSE POOYIOQUSION "UONEIOOSSE Ue J1 [[Bd Ued nok
10 ‘JIA9 ey ‘JO SUONBIOUUOD SII [[B YIIM  uns,, & II [[ed Ued nok 0} Suo[eq 0} J9Ja1d 0) pus) oym OS[e ‘aImni[nd Ino ur
ardosq -eanisod uey) saneSou azour s 31 usy) puy [roydejowr €] ouo s Jey) yuryy [ ‘sioqySiou moA 03 019y e Surog

pooyioqysou

*a1doad 19110 10 sjusuuredap
I9YJO 9AJOAUL O] ULIEM ], UOP NOA pue ‘AIISIeI] B SUIOI3q NOA PUB SLSAOIIUL JW093q NOA ‘pud) nok “9so[d
K194 Apeaire o1,no4 uaym 18y SI [pprov.q se 10y1e3o) Surdnoid 10y Louopua) 93] INOQe WN ‘9AESIU ISYIOUR Uy

Auiojery

JIoMUIEd) JOJ ULIS)
Sorede], mo s1jey], yiomurea], ‘uoneradood ‘stiey], -uonerodoods ‘djay ‘MO ‘Surdiey Jo s1ow SI S} ‘Uuvyrundng

*MOWY NOA ‘[[eJ P[nOM 3snoy a3 uay) ‘[[oJ uosiad auo J1 -dnoas 9[oym JuO JO IIP[NOYS JISY) UO 1
K1xes pnom A3y) os ‘sasnoy Yons 9AeY P[nom am saduraold oy ut ‘oXI| ST upyuvdng ‘uvyuvdnq ‘qesx ‘uvyupiovg

*$90uIA0Id 9Y) UI Sjny Y] ‘[[BwUS 91 A9, ) I9JSUBI) O) PISU NOA JI pUE ‘asnoy [[BWS & MOUW|
noK ‘st 919Y) AYIT “10Y1a50) SunjIom sueow _ ‘upyrupdpq,, [[ed 9M YOTYMm STY) ST 219} ‘AIoA ST o1mind ourdi[ig oyl ‘qyn

ueyqiueleq

oy} JoJ aredard 03 ‘yn 03 Juem [ ‘O[dwiexd I0J Juem [ “surdjay
‘Burdjay st ‘qaoA oy s1 upylupAng -0I1aY sueowl pAng °A[[enioe 0IoY suedwl PAPg ‘Undpg STy} 0} INQLIUOD O} |
PJ MO "dioy moA pasu | ‘o] Surpowog "d[oy [;ures) JI0OM € Ul 9IoM NoA J] ;PUIU JI9Y) O) SWO0D P[noM Jeym ]

eAeq

Aunumuo)

"A[oans ‘aur[dIosIp 9A1II9[[0 Y3 Aq Uey) oueuiojrad [euosiod Y} AQ PIJBATIOW QIOW ST $IIVIIOSSD JO
212412 K]\ -oAn021Ip A10A “[s108u1j ynm Suofe Sumyoreur sayedipur] A1oA ‘Aes p[nom | ‘ST 21nnd Youaxy ay) JuIyl [ ‘4O

SOJBIOOSSE
Jo 9[ox1d

‘Aem e} ssaxgoxd

nok Jt AJuQ “Aem sIy) ‘ures) & U0 YIom noK Ji 93ueyd ,use0p AIe[es oA A[SNOTAGQ) "SSAOW [BITIA 9y} J0] ATUQ
"SOAOW [RISIR] 10 PSPIEMAI JOU JL,NO0A “AJNIQOW [BIDOS Y], "OPISUl Ing "puUnoOIe U3aq SKBM[E S8y} WSS oY) YIIm

op 0} Suryiou sey Jey) SUTYISWIOS S1 ‘AUIT) JUIES ) I8 pUY "SAem 959y} 0) SUIpI0ode AJI[IqOUT [RID0S UIRIqO NOA pue
‘uonisod urelIRo ‘{99 UTead B AdNooo noA Jo asmuold oY) Uo paysIqe)se Uoaq SABMIe Sey WAISAS ) USYM [IOUN0d
SNOWOUO)NE U 9ARY 3,UBD NOA ‘WLIOJAI JO UIAISAS SWIOS 9ARY 01 dAey noA ‘Y3 'dnois e Yim op 01 9AeY pinom

1ey) Sunyiou “jou 1nq ‘Aousredwod 03 Surprosoe oess oYy dn SurssorSoid Jo Aem e S YO "Aem STY) POUIULIANIP UIQ
sey 3urI£I1oA9 ‘Aepol [un dn ‘0 [9A] ISYIOUR O} SAOUW 0} LB]S NOK 2I9YM [9AI] 9Y) WO 0w 0} sewrofdip ureprad
Surureqo £q 10 ‘xoy31y [9A3] I9YjouE 1o 03 ARY JOYIIO NO X "[eIIYOTRIANY AI9A ST I8y} A19100s Jo 2dK) e o1 om ‘Apearyy

[1ounod

S3)BII0SSY

34X0K7 31X,

W],

Joyden

Ly

$)dI130xXH IXaL,
panunuoy) € H'T4V.L




TABLE 4

Search Terms for Cultural Values

Value

Definition

Search Terms

Power Distance

Individualism

Employee Orientation
(based on survey items
from Hofstede et al.
1990)

Tight Control (based
on survey items from
Hofstede et al. 1990)

Rewards
(Kabanoff, et al. 1995)

Performance
(Kabanoff, et al. 1995)

The degree to which members of a culture
accept and expect that power in society is
unequally distributed. (Hofstede, 1980)

The degree of social connectedness (Earley
and Gibson, 1998).

A concern for people (p. 303)

Amount of internal structuring in the
organization.

Concern with organizational rewards

Concemned with performance

e.g. Hierarchy, respect, control, rank, subordinate,
superior, authority, stratified, reverence

e.g. Individual, self-interest, own, personal
freedom, independence, self-reliance, self-
emphasis, alone

e.g Employees, individuals, union, community,
personal

e.g Tight, cost conscious, punctual, well-groomed,
serious

e.g. Bonus, compensation, salary, reward

e.g. Achievement, performance, service, efficiency




Results of Multivariate Analysis of Variance:

TABLE 5
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Wilks’A, F-Test Approximations, Degrees of Freedom and Multivariate n2
for Country, Organization and Country x Organization

Effect Wilks’ A F(A) df(A) n2 Univariate
F-testst
Country .67 2.52%* 15 33
Sport 1.88
Military 99
Family .83
Community 3.69**
Associates 2.68*
Organization 51 2.54%** 25 49
Sport 3.27%*
Military 2.58*
Family 2.42%*
Community 43
Associates 6.28***
Country x Organization 45 1.88*** 40 .55
Sport 1.53
Military 2.25*
Family .98
Community 2.00*
Associates 3.09**
*p<.05 **p<.01 *** p < .001

Tdf=3 for country; df = 5 for organization; for interaction tests of between subjects effects df = 8



TABLE 6

Mean Frequency of Occurrence of Metaphors by Organization and Country

Organization °

Metaphor AL dlii e S TR R
Sport

Puerto Rico || .00 50 .00 2.33 NA! NA

Philippines 1.50 NA 33 1.33 75 1.33

France .00 .00 NA NA 3.25 2.33

U.S. .64 NA 1.06 .86 NA 2.44
Military

Puerto Rico .00 50 .00 1.00 NA NA

Philippines 13 NA 17 33 25 1.33

France 25 .00 NA NA .00 .00

U.S. 27 NA 12 29 NA .67
Family

Puerto Rico .00 2.50 33 33 NA NA

Philippines .50 NA 1.5 1.33 75 3.67

France .00 1.50 NA NA 1.75 .50

U.S. .18 NA .76 .57 NA 1.33
Community

Puerto Rico .14 50 .56 .67 NA NA

Philippines 1.13 NA 2.33 3.0 .50 4.33

France .00 .50 NA NA 1.75 .83

U.S. 1.09 NA 1.23 29 NA 44
Associates

Puerto Rico .29 75 11 .00 NA NA

Philippines 13 NA 1.0 1.33 3.50 1.67

France 1.50 4.50 NA NA 1.25 1.33

U.S. 91 NA .53 1.14 NA 4.56

2 Total number of interviewees:

Org. A=30
Org.B=6
Org.C=32
Org. D=13
Org. E=8
Org. F=18

INA means there were no interviews in that cell.




Table 7

Logistic Regression Results

Broad Clear Voluntary Clear
Scope Roles Membership Objectives
Variable Estimate SE |Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE
National Culture
[Power Distance -97 42 -1.23 51 1.31 A2 Vil 45
(o1 (.01) (.00) (.06)
Individualism 5724 12.7Y -2797 13.67 58.44 12.55] 2037  13.37
(.00) (.02) (.00) (.06)
Organization Culture
Performance Emphasis -.04 .12 -.16 14 -.02 12 27 .13
(.36) (.13) (.44) (.02)
|Reward Emphasis 1.07 54 -71 .59 (-84 54 29 .65
(.02) 11) (.06) (.33)
Tight Control 13.19 6.6 15.18 7.23 -13.41 6.72 -19.23 8.51
(.02) (.02) .02) (.01)
[Employee Emphasis -.80 74 -24 .86 .80 73 .70 75
(.14) (.39) (.14) 17)
Likelihood Ratio .00 .01 .00 .02
471 471 471 471

All p-values are one-tailed.

p-values in parentheses.
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APPENDIX

Interview Protocol

1.] Could you tell us a little about what you do and the teams you work with?

2.] Who is on the teams? How are these members selected? How are responsibilities divided?
3.] What is the function of the teams [what outputs do they provide]?

4.] Who is the team’s “customer” [internal or external]?

5.] Who receives the teams’ work [who is directly downstream in the process]?

6.] How is performance monitored and rewarded?

7.] What kind of feedback do teams receive about performance?

8.] How do you know when you have done a good job?

9.] Do you believe the teams are effective? Why or why not?

10.] Do the teams have leaders? What are the responsibilities of the leader?

11.] Who does the team report to? Does it interact with other teams?

12.] Would the teams benefit from more direction? Who should provide it? In what format?
13.] What are the key factors that contribute to and/or inhibit the success of the teams?

14.] How are practices shared in this organization?

15.] To what extent does headquarters dictate practices?

16.] Is individual achievement or collective achievement more important in this organization?
17.] Is individual achievement or collective achievement more important in this country?
18.] What facets of the culture here impact teams, either positively or negatively?

19.] What mental images do people use for teams in this country?

20.] Do you have anything else you would like to add?
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