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Abstract

This research project explores the perception ohbes of a multicultural working
group to communication relating to organisatiorferge, and their response to it. For the
analysis the impact of cultural dimensions suctpasver distance” and “uncertainty
avoidance” on this perception were investigatetbrédadly qualitative approach using a case
study methodology within a tertiary educationalamgation in New Zealand was chosen to
address the complex nature of intercultural comeation issues implied in this goal.

A mixed-methods two phase design was planned ittt phase, quantitative data
were collected through an exploratory survey to/gl® a general overview of how change
communication was perceived, and an indicationoskfble trends relating to culture. This
phase helped conceptualise the second qualitatiasep in which in-depth data were
collected through a focus group and individual nvews.

The findings of the study indicate that nationdtune may play a role in people’s
attitude towards hierarchy and their perceptionsiahagers’ and staff members’
communication style and cultural dimensions appe#e partly relevant. But the findings
also illustrate that ethnic culture is not the aniyuence on an individual’'s perception and
behaviour during change. Organisational culturejrfstance, can positively influence
whether employees voice their opinion amongst dherand whether they give feedback to
their superiors. Moreover, the findings indicatatthariations in communication style can
lead to differing perceptions of a behavioural cesge to change. For example, voicing a
critical opinion straightforwardly may be viewedaspropriate or inappropriate depending
on the cultural background of the receiver. Addiéithy, the findings show some agreement
between members of a multicultural working grouphsas what is important information
during change, which management level should peothds information, and in what way
communication should be managed in order to effelstiengage organisational members.
Importantly, national culture was not viewed asadditional barrier to communication during
change implementation. Finally, the findings shbat talthough intercultural communication
competence is valued for all members in a multicaltorganisation, including managers,
other culturally independent characteristics lki@ipersonal competence were assessed as
similar or more important.

The outcomes of this study point to the need fdah&r research to address the
complexity of culture in its interplay with otheragor factors for efficient communication in

multicultural settings.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The globalisation of business and increasing imatign has intensified the
internationalisation of the work environments wheeeple from different cultural
backgrounds work together. Multicultural workingpgps or teams have long being common
in international companies and in countries withhimmigration, as for instance New
Zealand. Many organisations value the higher le¥skills and creativity in multicultural
settings as an important factor for innovation viahean be a large competitive advantage
(Otztiirk & Wheatley, 2000; Pless & Maak, 2004). Bulturally diverse teams also bring
challenges as values and beliefs emerge that fieeetit to homogeneous teams and that
therefore need to be addressed by managers aretdg@uztirk & Wheatley, 2000; Pless &
Maak, 2004). Research particularly accentuatesifferences in communication style across
cultures (Gudykunst et al., 1996; Hall, 1989; TreMdulej, & Lynn, 2008) where cross-
cultural communication can cause misunderstandingsmisperceptions (Adler, 2002).
Therefore effective intercultural communicatioroften discussed as the key to successful
interpersonal relationships (Connerley & Peder2805; Thomas & Inkson, 2009).

A further driving force which intensifies the chalige of multicultural group settings
is continuous organisational change (Liu & Lee,@00he crucial importance of
communication during organisational change has beasstigated in research on
organisational change management (Barrett, 200@n&h Christensen, Zorn, & Ganesh,
2011; Elving, 2005; Liu & Lee, 2008; SavolainenPZD The change intent needs to be
communicated to ensure that the reason for thegeh@raccepted and understood well and to
reduce resistance to change (Goodman & Truss, Z#Alainen, 2007)n contrast, poor
internal communication can increase resistancéange (Proctor & Doukakis, 2003), result
in rumours (Elving, 2005), and can lead to frustratand insecurity (Langer & Thorup,
2006).

Many researchers (Harzing & Hofstede, 1996; Micka2®10; Treven et al., 2008)
emphasis¢hat national culture plays an additional influahtole on the success of planned
change initiatives when change is implementeddroas-cultural setting. Differences in
communication style and the perception on commuioicas well as different levels of
resistance to change may vary between cultureziitp& Hofstede, 1996; Treven et al.,
2008). Additionally, research also recognizes d#ifiees in the response to organisational
change depending on the cultural background ohdividual or group (Michalak, 2010;

Treven et al., 2008). Behavioural differences magten regard to various levels of



participation during change (Savolainen, 2007)fdd&nces can also become apparent for the
way employees finally commit to change, in paréewhen job satisfaction is low. These
contrasting behavioural patterns might result theziactive support of, or destructive
reaction to the change initiatives (Martinsons &tpel, 2001; Thomas & Au, 2002).

Although common agreement about the importancewincunication during change
exists, research on organisational change in & aasural setting is limited. This is
particularly apparent in a multicultural settingevé more than two cultures are presented in a
team or working group. The present study aims fagr the impact of culture on
communication related to organisational changethadbehavioural response of members

from a multicultural working group in order to cabute to this important research field.

Rationale and Purpose

The purpose of this research project is to exgloegole of ethnic culture on
communication during the implementation of a maj@anisational change in a multicultural
work setting and the influence of culture on mersblehavioural responses to this change
related communication. The review of the literatueeals a lack of relevant studies in the
areas of organisational change in a cross culsatéihg particularly in a multicultural
working group or team setting where more than tultuces are presented among team
members. Although extensive research exists otothies of multicultural teams and the
importance of communication during a change impladen in general teams, a gap exists
in the combination of both areas. Therefore, monpigcal research needs to be conducted to
examine communication during a major change impfeat®n in a multicultural setting.
Another observation in reviewing the literatureéhat a gap exists in regard to the evaluation
of change communication from a subordinate perspeas most research concentrates on
the leader and management perspective. For tresmethis research is focused on the staff
members’ perspective only.

In detail, this research project seeks to answefdliowing research question:

How do members of a multicultural working groupgave and respond to
communication relating to organisational change?

The following sub-questions guide this research:

What is the impact of culturally dependent dimemsiie uncertainty avoidance,
power distance, and future orientation on the pptioa of change communication?

Are there culture based differences in the typeebfavioural response (active,

passive, constructive, destructive)?



Operational Definitions

Multicultural working group

According to Cheney et al. (2011, p. 232) the noteamrefers to “a small number of
people with complementary skills, who are commitied common purpose, set of
performance goals, and approach, for which theg ttdmselves accountable”. In contrast, a
groupdescribes “simply a collection of people with sdinireg (often temporary) in common”
(Cheney et al., 2011, p. 232). Arking groupcan be placed between these two definitions
and refers to a group that is characterised byiddal accountability where the group
purpose is the same as that of the overall orgamisand they typically have strong leaders
(Cheney et al., 2011). This research uses themofiavorking groups because the majority of
staff members in the organisation EDU are lectundrs contribute mainly on an individual
basis to the organisation.

In the literature the termethnicandnationalappear to be used interchangeably. Adler
(1996), for instance, definesnaulticultural team as a team where three or neihaic
cultures are represented among members. Howevegusliat and Horvath (2001; as cited in
Liu & Lee, 2008, p. 140) refer to a multiculturabim as a team which is composed of
members from multipleationalities Because New Zealand is a country with high
immigration and is therefore characterised by thistence of different ethnicities this
research refers tethnicculture and adopts Adler’s (1996) definition ahalticultural team
in the following way: A multicultural working grougefers to a group where three or more

ethnic cultures are represented among members.

Per ception

“Perception can be defined as a social and cagnitiocess in which people assign
meaning to sensory cues” (Stewart, Zediker, & Vidra, 2009, p. 197). The definition of
culture as “a shared system of meanings” as sugdjést Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner
(1994) implies that this assigned meaning can dééeoss cultures. Moreover, “perception is
shaped by the perceiving person’s experience addratanding of his or her place in the
world” (Stewart et al., 2009, p. 197). Perceptiterefore, can vary across cultures and is
important in the context of multicultural workingagips and organisational change as it has

an impact on staff members to deal with the chaitgation and to respond to it.



Cultural dimensions

“A dimension is an aspect of a culture that camieasured relative to other cultures”
(Hofstede, 2003, p. 14). “A dimension groups togethnumber of phenomena in a society
which were empirically found to occur in combinatigHofstede, 2003, p. 14). The idea of
the construction of a cultural dimension is to difgghe complex nature of culture and to

provide a framework for distinguishing cultures.

Uncertainty avoidance

This research project uses the definition for thiéucal dimension ofincertainty
avoidancegiven by Hofstede (2001, pp. Xix-xx): Uncertaiatyoidance refers to the “extent
to which a culture programs its members to feélezitincomfortable or comfortable in
unstructured situations. Unstructured situatiomsrenvel, unknown, surprising, different from
usual.” In particular in the context of change thismiension plays an important role on the
acceptance for change (Harzing & Hofstede, 1998) #rerefore, is applied in this study for

the analysis of the results.

Power distance

Power distancelescribes “the extent to which the less powerfehrbers of
organisations and institutions accept and expettgbwer is distributed unequally” as
suggested by Hofstede (2001, p. xix). Differentlewf power distance lead to different
understandings on whether someone expects toipateéand to be consulted by managers
(Hofstede, 1984). Participation of staff memberthmprocess of organisational change is
discussed in the literature as an important conwepgduce uncertainty and resistance to

change. For this reason, the dimension power distanapplied for the analysis in this study.

Future orientation

Javidan, Dorfman, de Lupe, and House (2006) ddéfinge orientationas “the extent
to which individuals engage (and should engag@&)ture-oriented behaviours such as
delaying gratification, planning, and investinglie future” (p. 69). As change is future-
oriented the degree of future orientation of anviddial may influence the understanding for
the need of and openness to change. This cultumagion is, therefore, used to analyse the

results of this study.



Organisational change

“Organisational change involves moving from theamigation’s present state to a
future or target state. The future state can irecludew strategy, changes in the
organisation’s culture, introduction of a new teglogy, and so on” (Champoux, 2010, p.
455). Change differs on a variety of dimensiorig the degree of change (minor or large),
the type (technology, administration) and intergidy (planned or unplanned) to mention
only a few (Cheney et al., 2011). In this caseystg@lanned major organisational change

which led to a significant restructuring procesexplored.

Resear ch Framework

An overall qualitative research approach was chtsewldress the complex nature of
intercultural communication issues. A case stugyagch was conducted in order to gain an
in-depth assessment of the role of multiple etlenitures in the change. Therefore this
research is evaluative and descriptive in natuceifBa, 1994). Because the existing research
in cross cultural differences in change communaceis limited this is also an exploratory
case study.

The case study for this project was undertakent@rteary educational organisation in
New Zealand which will be referred as EDU in thisgis as an acronym for “education”.
This research investigated one of the three faaylivhich were created after the last major
restructuring at the end of 2008. The staff membreesch of the eight departments represent
a multicultural working group in order to fulfil ghdepartment’s and faculty’s goals. The unit
of analysis, therefore, was a working group whigbresents a department within this faculty.

Due to significant financial issues, EDU has unalezh several restructuring changes
over the last nine years. The change implementati@DU can be divided into two major
phases. In the first phase (between 2007 and 2088yctural change was implemented to
introduce a faculty organisational structure. Teeosid phase, which started in 2009, has
been characterised by numerous organisational astnaition change projects to implement
centralised organisational processes. This inclsdeemes to determine staff workloads,
increase the student-staff ratio, and centraligeimidtration. This study and the questions
referring to change issues focused on the latieoghdecause it was the more recent stage of
this organisational change. EDU employs more th@@0d.people from several cultural
groups and cultural diversity exists on every org@tional level at EDU.

Data collection was divided into two parts. In fhist part, quantitative data was

collected through an exploratory survey to cregteodile of staff members and to identify



trends in terms of perceptions of the implementethge. These results formed the basis for
the conceptualisation of the second phase. Ingbensl part, qualitative in-depth data was
collected through a focus group and individualivieaws.

Hofstede’s (1994) cultural dimensionsusfcertainty avoidancandpower distance
and GLOBE'S cultural dimension ofuture orientationwere applied for an analysis of the
impact of national culture on the perception argpomse to change related communication.
These dimensions are critical components in a ghanglementation in a cross cultural
setting (Bowen & Inkpen, 2009) and hence importanhvestigate in a multicultural setting.

The response of staff members to the change wéagsadahrough the Exit-Voice-
Loyalty-Neglect (EVLN) model developed by Rusb#arrell, Rogers, and Mainous (1988).
This model provides the possibility to classify Beioural responses in relation to job
dissatisfaction (Thomas & Au, 2002). Because lomeotment is strongly related to low job
dissatisfaction (Farrell, 1983) and research irtd#hat cultural groups respond differently
to low job satisfaction (Thomas & Au, 2002) this sebwas used to examine culture-based

behavioural responses to the change communication.

Outline of the Thesis

This thesis is divided into six chapters. Chaptex provides an introductory overview
about organisational change in a cross culturéhgetand the purpose and research
framework of this study. Chapter two presents &rewf the current literature on
multicultural teams, organisational change in gah@nd the impact of national culture on
organisational change. Additionally, gaps are idieqttin this research area. Chapter three
discusses the research design and methodologyesadluks the selected data collection
methods, analysis of the data, limitations, anicatltonsiderations of this research. Chapter
four presents the research results from the suf@eys group, and individual interviews. In
chapter five the research findings are analyseddawlissed in the context of the relevant
literature. Finally, chapter six ends with a cosahm and suggestions for further research.

! GLOBE is the acronym for Global Leadership Orgatiimal Behaviour Effectiveness and refers to an
extensive research program to examine the intatioglships between societal culture, organizaticolure,
and organizational leadership (Javidan et al., R00Ge dimension dfuture orientationis one of nine identified
cultural dimensions which were identified by the @RE study.



Chapter 2: Literature Review

This chapter reviews the relevant literature fos tesearch project. The first section
provides a definition of multicultural teams andriiog groups and their specific
characteristics with regard to leadership and dréqular role of communication. Further, a
brief overview about the general research on osgdimnal change and the factors which need
to be considered are described. An investigati@mutthe specific role of ethnic culture when
it comes to organisational change follows. Finadly,overview of theoretical approaches in

cross cultural settings and applied methodologidhis field is provided.

Multicultural Teamsand Working Groups

Multicultural teams are often investigated in reskan order to differentiate team
outcomes from cultural heterogonous teams and henmg teams (Joshi & Lazarova, 2005;
Stahl, Maznevski, Voigt, & Jonsen, 2010). A clemtidction exists in the literature between
the termgeamandgroup. This study is not concerned with specific teartcomes but
investigates perceptions of individuals with vasawltural backgrounds who are working
together in a working group. To provide a bettedenstanding of the terminology, the terms
group, team andworking groupare defined first, followed by a definition of ture.

Cheney, Christensen, Zorn, and Ganesh (2011, p.d23ide aeamas “a small
number of people with complementary skills, who @mmitted to a common purpose, set of
performance goals, and approach, for which theg ttdmselves accountable”. In contrast, a
groupdescribes “simply a collection of people with stinrgg (often temporary) in common”
(Cheney et al., 2011, p. 232).0/king groupscan be placed between these two definitions
and refers to groups “which typically have a strégager, individual accountability, a group
purpose that is the same as that of the organmsatial individual work products” (Cheney et
al., 2011, p. 232). Multicultural teams are chagdsed through an additional component, the
diversity of national cultures (Marquardt & Horva001; as cited in Liu & Lee, 2008, p.
140). Similar to Adler’s (1996) definition of a ntigultural team, anulticultural working
group refers to a group where three or more ettulicires are represented among members.

Several definitions of culture exist which show tduenplexity already on this level
(Treven et al., 2008). Geert Hofstede (1984) defindture as “the collective programming
of the mind, which distinguishes the member of caiegory of people from another” (p. 21).
Another definition of culture is provided by Saffi®85, as cited inTreven et al., 2008, p. 28)

where he defined culture as a “series of imponahies and beliefs that are characteristic for



the members of a particular society and are reletatieir view of the world as well as to the
ideals worth to strive for”. This research usesdégnition of culture as “a shared system of
meanings” (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 19944jp.\lalues, beliefs, norms, and
behavioural patterns are shared by people witmati@nal group (Leung, Bhagat, Buchan,
Erez, & Gibson, 2005). Differences of these charastics between various cultures imply
possible communication barriers for both the comicator and the receiver. Many
researchers emphasise that culture also includesssand behaviours which have an impact
on team work (Liu & Lee, 2008) and organisatioffal in general (Erez & Gati, 2004;
Fagenson-Eland, Ensher, & Burke, 2004; Harzing &sktmle, 1996; Leung et al., 2005).

Three types of multicultural teams are examinetthénliterature: local teams and
dispersed teams (Otzturk & Wheatley, 2000), anchgaahich are partially or totally
dispersed but meet regularly face-to-face (Makitm004). The present case study
investigates the perceptions of a multicultural kimg group where all members live and
work in one country (New Zealand). Therefore, thiesature review focuses only on local
teams with regular face-to-face meetings. The teamwill be used instead aforking

groupbecause research focuses mainly on teams.

Characteristicsin Multicultural Teams

This section provides an overview of charactegsiticmulticultural teams in order to
provide a better understanding of how culture iefices several levels of organisational life.
Because leadership, management and communicatigraignificant role during
organisational change a brief overview about thstiexg research with regard to multicultural

teams in these fields is provided.

L eading and managing multicultural teams

Research on leadership of multicultural teamangtéid, which is in contrast to the
extensive research on single-culture teams (Jodlazarova, 2005; Makilouko, 2004;
Zander & Butler, 2010). It is noticeable that msistdies undertook a cultural-focused
approach where each culture is discussed in isolét.g. Hannay, 2009; Mékilouko, 2004;
Ochieng & Price, 2009). Therefore, a generalisatioa mixed multicultural team setting is
not possible. One exception is the study from JasHiLazarova (2005) where the
researchers identified multicultural leadership petencies. They conducted a qualitative
study in a multicultural team environment, and imi@wved not only leaders and managers,

but also team members. Joshi and Lazarova (2008yfthat both, leaders and staff



members, agreed about the importance of commuaicaiin the other hand, they also
observed that competencies like empowering teambaesyand managing cultural diversity

were identified as important by the leaders rathan by the staff members.

L eader ship and management practice

A controversy exists in the literature about timéversalityof leadership and
management styles (Cheney et al., 2011; MakiloBRO4; Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner,
1994). Many authors (e.g. Jackson, 2011; OtztuwI&eatley, 2000; Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 1994) argue that most researchd®s undertaken from a Western
perspective. A general agreement exists amongachiblat leadership style and practice is
cultural dependent, and thus differs across cut(@ellard, 2007; Connerley & Pedersen,
2005; Hannay, 2009; Jackson, 2011; Ochieng & P2@89; Prabhakar, 2005; Thomas & Au,
2002; Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1994). In paldr, Collard (2007) emphasised
“contemporary scholars have alerted us to the lbgts/een cultural values and leadership
practice and warned of the dangers of continuingpirate from monocultural assumptions
and frameworks” (p. 744). For example, various igtsiéxamine specific leadership styles for
their effectiveness in a cross-cultural or multictal environment (e.g. Mékilouko, 2004;
Matveev, 2004; Ochieng & Price, 2009; Prabhakad520Although some researchers
identify styles that are particularly appropriateai cross-cultural environment such as the
participatory (Matveev, 2004) or the transformatibstyle (Prabhakar, 2005), these authors
accentuate the importance of being adaptive amthfteto switch or adapt styles if necessary.

Other studies investigate the appropriatenessradrgé categories of leadership styles
in a multicultural environment. For example, Méakiko (2004) clusters the leader’s
perception of foreign cultures into styles, andidguishes between an ethnocentric (task-
oriented), a synergistic, and a polycentric (relahip-oriented) style. His results confirm
that the synergistic and polycentric styles areensarccessful as they are able to maintain
team cohesion (Makilouko, 2004). However, Thom#&9& argues that the examination of
the two dimensions of leadership behaviour, taskratationship orientation, ignores the
influence of subordinates and situations. As a egusnce, some scholars stress the need to
analyse a specific team composition and projegasdn (Thomas, 2008; Zander & Butler,
2010) where the selection of a particular stylelbaseen as a strategic choice (Zander &
Butler, 2010). “Leadership should be appropriatthopeople, time, place, and cultural
context” to be successful (Connerley & Pedersefi52f. 152). Moreover, Collard (2007)

emphasises the mediating role of managers wheondgests leaders should be viewed as
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cultural agents who mediate between different ceftun order to “build bridges at cognitive,
individual and institutional levels” (p. 751).

In sum, although a vague tendency towards a mtagaeship oriented leadership
style seems to be recommended for an effective gesment in a multicultural setting, most
researchers emphasise the need for a flexible @daqutise style depending on the context and

the cultural composition.

L eader ship communication skills and competencies

A general agreement exists that specific challefgelgadership of multicultural
teams arise through the differences across culam@linguistic borders (Ochieng & Price,
2009; Prabhakar, 2005; Stahl et al., 2010; Tho2@@3; Zander & Butler, 2010). Therefore,
important skills for managing multicultural teanre ¢he ability to motivate people through
leading by example, the development of trust amdidence in the team (Ochieng & Price,
2009; Prabhakar, 2005; Zander & Butler, 2010) dredsketting of direction and goals (Joshi &
Lazarova, 2005). More applied business studiessstiee importance of an open and flexible
management method accompanied by ‘a good commioncgtyle’ to achieve these goals
(Miller, Fields, Kumar, & Ortiz, 2000), but alsoaemic research stresses the importance of
flexibility and intercultural competence as essargkills for today’s leaders (Irving, 2010).

An enhanced level of multicultural awareness, kralgke and skills to successfully
lead in a multicultural setting combined with cactfinanagement as it varies across cultures
are necessary (Connerley & Pedersen, 200%yk within any team demands a high level of
communication, whereas communication in a multigaltteam is a particular challenge.
Thus, the role of cultural competence is an impdrtc@mponent to build up interpersonal
relationships (Connerley & Pedersen, 2005).

Further, Joshi and Lazarova (2005) observe that teambers as well as leadership
and management consider communication as a majdeiship competency. Thus,
intercultural communication competenagercultural competengéntercultural sensitivity
andcultural intelligenceare important concepts which are discussed inuheiat literature
on effective leadership and management in glolaahse(Alon & Higgins, 2005; Irving,

2010; Liu & Lee, 2008; Matveev, 2004; Ochieng &deri2009). Knowledge about country,
culture and language, together with the recognitiba cultural complexity and the
acceptance of these cultures, the understandioged$ own culture, as well as interpersonal
and communication skills to interact with othertatgs, are central to effective leadership. In

short the three major components of a leader'si@allcompetence are awareness, knowledge
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and skills (Connerley & Pedersen, 2005). Intergsfithe importance of managing cultural
diversity is valued as important only by leadersdmo management but not by team members

in Joshi and Lazarova’s (2005) research.

Communication among Members of a Multicultural Team

Agreement appears to exist that a diversity ofucalenriches team effectiveness but
only if the culture related challenges are appaiply andeffectivelymanaged (Adler, 2002;
Liu & Lee, 2008; Miller et al., 2000; Ochieng & Bei, 2009; Stahl et al., 2010; Zander &
Butler, 2010). Moreover, according to the literat{¥iller et al., 2000; Ochieng & Price,
2009), the existence of a variety of cultures team can turn into a serious disadvantage for
the organisation if this management fails. Effeetbommunication and communication skills
play a major role between team members to creditesteeness and to manage team
dynamics efficiently for a team’s overall perforngar(Cheney et al., 2011; Liu & Lee, 2008;
Miller et al., 2000; Ochieng & Price, 2009; Thoma808; Zander & Butler, 2010). However,
cross-cultural communication can cause misundedstga and misperceptions as people
from different countries assess and interpret sdoa differently (Adler, 2002) which might
result in conflicts within the organisation. Stahlal. (2010) explored in their meta-analysis a
clear impact of effective communication betweemteaembers on processes like conflict
resolution and cohesiveness. Consequently, a gignifamount of literature examines the
role of intercultural communication between teammhers as an important factor for positive
team outcomes (e.g. Arasaratnam, 2009; Liu & L&682Lloyd & Hartel, 2010; Matveev,
2004).

It is important to note that in many studies then®intercultural andcross-cultural
are used interchangeably in the field of commurooadcross cultures which can often lead
to misunderstandings (Varner & Beamer, 2011). Boifyl the difference, cross-cultural
communication involves a comparison of culturesm@he intercultural communication takes

place when “people from two or more cultures int€r@/arner & Beamer, 2011, p. 28)

Intercultural Communication Competence

This section provides a closer insight into theasgt ofintercultural communication
competencélCC) because this skill is discussed in the ditere as important for leaders,
managers and team members of a multicultural team.

Intercultural communication competence has beeoneaqanalised in a variety of ways

(Wiseman, 2002). Matveev (2004) stated “an intéocal and communicatively competent
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member of a multicultural team establishes intespeal relationships with other team
members through effective and appropriate intesattip. 56). Whereas this definition
outlines the strong relationship to interpersomathmunication the following definition
concentrates on behaviour: “A competent communidateffective in that she is able to
engage and manipulate her social environment tonaglish her goals and appropriate in that
she is able exhibit behaviour that is both expeaed accepted, in any given interaction”
(Arasaratnam, 2009, p. 1). Wiseman (2002) sumnthtls#t a general consensus derived in
the last two decades on a conceptualisation ofdaligiral communication competence,
which can be identified in the following way: “imtailtural communication competence
involves the knowledge, motivation and skills ttenact effectively and appropriately with
members of different cultures” (Wiseman, 2002, @8)2 However, the meaning of effectively
and appropriate depends again on cultural peraeptiad shows the complexity of this
concept (Arasaratnam, 2009; Matveev, 2004; Wiser2@d?).

Different frameworks of intercultural communicatioompetence exist and what ICC
encompasses (Sinicrope, Norris, & Watanabe, 200@saratnam and Doerfel (2005)
developed a model of intercultural communicatiompetence which is based on
interpersonalcommunication competence to emphasise the stedaganship between both
competenciesThey conducted a study with cultural diverse pgréints to identify important
dimensions of intercultural communication compegefitom a multicultural perspective to
create a culture-general conceptualisation. Theirnveas to compose a definition of ICC
proposed by these individuals with different cudduyackgrounds in order to provide a
vernacular meaning of ICC which is valid acrossurels (Arasaratnam & Doerfel, 2005).
Their model encompasses the following five variabMotivation, experience, empathy
towards other cultures, global attitude and thé&tgho listen well in conversations
(Arasaratnam, 2006)

General Research in Organisational Change Communication

This section provides a brief overview about timgliings of organisational change in
homogenous teams before the influence of natianalre on organisational change will be
illustrated.

According to Cheney et al. (2011) the extentlzdngediffers on a variety of
dimensions, like the degree of change (minor aydarthe type (technology, administration)
and intentionality (planned or unplanned) to membtoly a few. Moreover, it is not easy to

determine whether a change is successfully implésdenr not (Cheney et al., 2011). A
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change could be accepted by all stakeholders angaals of the change intention could be
reached, but often many unintended consequencesis@be a result of a change process and
need to be taken into account (Cheney et al., 2BEdause of this complexity Cheney et al.

(2011) concluded it is not possible to describangle guide for change management.

Communication

The crucial importance of communication during oigational change is commonly
emphasised by general research on organisatioanbelmanagement (Barrett, 2002; Cheney
et al., 2011; Elving, 2005; Liu & Lee, 2008; Savokn, 2007). The change intent needs to be
communicated to ensure that the reason for thegeh@sraccepted and understood, which in
turn helps to reduce resistance to change and waréads to a general contribution to the
change implementation (Savolainen, 2007). But alsontinuous communication during
change with direct two-way face-to-face communarato create feedback (Barrett, 2002) is
central to overcome resistance to change (Savola@7). The prevailing view is that
communication should build up trust of managemendtr@duce uncertainty to increase
control over personal circumstances (Elving, 26B&odman & Truss, 2004; Peus et al.,
2009; Nelissen & van Selm, 2008). It should cregtenness for change (Peus et al., 2009;
Long & Spurlock, 2008), increase motivation (Proe&dDoukakis, 2004) and finally induce
commitment to the change initiatives (Davidson,20 is generally acknowledged that
organisational change is a sensitive process wan#reroughly planned communication
strategy is necessary in order to reduce resisiamdereate readiness for change (Barrett,
2002; E. Jones, Watson, Gardner, & Gallois, 20GlisNen & Selm, 2008).

Resistance to change

Many researchers emphasise that resistance to €limagnajor obstacle which needs
to be overcome (Bruckmann, 2008; Kotter, 2008; Bsomn, 2002; Proctor & Doukakis, 2003;
Peus et al., 2009; Long & Spurlock, 2008; Goodmafrdss, 2004). They categorise this
resistance as a given natural human characteaisticesponse to uncertainty, anxiety and
ambiguity (Michalak, 2010), which a leader and nggmaneeds to address with the help of
effective communication. Therefore, poor intermaincnunication can increase resistance of
employees to change (Proctor & Doukakis, 2003yltéis rumours (Elving, 2005), and lead

to frustration and insecurity (Langer & Thorup, B0
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L eader ship and management

Although no universal definition of leadership eégjghe majority of scholars agree
that the role of leadership involves the aim tduefce followers (Cheney et al., 2011;
Hannay, 2009). A controversial discussion existsuathe question oirhatleadership
influences: The achievement of organisational goatbe realisation of a major
organisational change which would lead an orgaisisan a new direction (Cheney et al.,
2011). However, it is also commonly accepted thaponsibility for organisational change
cannot be managed by a small number of managerse(B2002; Elving, 2005; Goodman &
Truss, 2004; Proctor & Doukakis, 2003; Stroh & treat, 2001). Instead, the role of
leadership in a change process is to facilitatéggaation through dialogue and includes the
provision of networking structures with the suppafrtnanagement (Langer & Thorup, 2006;
Stroh & Jaatinen, 2001). Therefore, bhders and managers constitute the organisational
change agents who decide and retain responsifalityg successful implementation of an
organisational change process (Cheney et al., Zl$éy & Leung, 2004; Savolainen, 2007).
These agents guide, support and motivate persamsdirstand and accept the changes, and
finally help to implement them in the organisat{@fsey & Leung, 2004; Savolainen, 2007).
Also often stressed in the change managementtiiterand by practitioners are the ideas of
participation, empowerment and further educatioaroployees to create commitment to
change (Cheney et al., 2011).

National Culture and Organisational Change

Many researchers (Harzing & Hofstede, 1996; Micka®®10; Treven et al., 2008)
emphasise the need to investigate the role of reuts an additional influential component on
the outcomes of organisational change. Accordinfyéven (2008) change becomes more
challenging because the typical obstacles to osgéiohal change increase. Harzing and
Hofstede (1996) highlight the specific challeng®ajanisational change in a different
culture when they stated “changing an organisatiiin one's own national culture is
already problematic, changing an organisation wttaer national culture is like black magic”
(p. 298).

Communication
Intercultural communication occurs when individuai¢h different cultural
backgrounds meet and communicate (Kim, 1988). &chalgree that there is a strong

influence of culture on communication (Adler, 2083plegate & Sypher, 1988; Hsu, 2010;
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Kim, 1988; Miller et al., 2000; Treven et al., 200Blessages are shaped by the sender’s
cultural views, norms and beliefs and also peraklwethe recipient’s cultural views, norms
and beliefs. Consequently, the process of shareohimg during communication can be
complex if the sender and recipient are from défeercultures. Differences occur in the verbal
style of communication as well as in the excharfggoaverbal messages (Adler, 2002;
Treven et al., 2008).

Research accentuates differences in the commuoricstyyle with regard to the level
of directness, which differs significantly betweartures (Gudykunst et al., 1996; Hall,
1989; Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2001; Treven et alQ&0 The characteristic of directness is
influenced by the level of individualism within alture but also by the fact whether a culture
is rather low or high context oriented (Gudykuristle 1996; Hall, 1989; Ting-Toomey &
Oetzel, 2001). More precisely an individualisticddow-context individual tends to be more
direct in his or her communication style compaed person from a culture which is more
collectivistic and high-context oriented (Gudykuastl., 1996; Hall, 1989). These
differences with regard to directness and openimessmmunication style are also discussed
in the context of conflict situations. According@udykunst (1998) and Ting-Toomey and
Oetzel (2001) people in individualistic cultureadeo follow an open communication style,
whereas people from collectivistic cultures tendddal closeness during conflict situations.
Therefore, an individualist prefers to confrontamitict in a low-context conflict style (Ting-
Toomey & Oetzel, 2001), whereas a collectivistwmtlial prefers to avoid the conflict with a
high-context mode (Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2001).

Another culture based difference occurs with nobakecommunication and a higher
risk of misunderstanding exists as every ethnigitggs its own standards and norms (Norris,
2009; Prince & Hoppe, 2000). Because usually thevexdbal message wins over the verbal
one (Larson & Kleiner, 2004; Remland, 1981) nongedommunication is an important
factor in the communication process.

Even differences exist in the meaning of certaimdsaon one language and people
who are from different countries but speak the skamguage experience misunderstandings
(Treven et al., 2008).

Only a few cross-cultural studies (Hsu, 2010; Rancer, & Trimbitas, 2005;
Richmond, McCroskey, McCroskey, & Fayer, 2008) exad communication traits such as
communication apprehension, willingness to commateicand self-perceived
communication competence for instance as a fudifil@rence between people from different

cultures. Lin et al. (2005) argue that further e#sh on communication traits could enlarge
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the knowledge of intercultural communication beydimel existing research on Hofstede’s
cultural dimensions and the concept of low-contsd high-context cultures. In his
quantitative study he examined the relationshigvbeh ethnocentrism and the
communication trait ointercultural-willingness-to-communicatés a result he found that
Romanian students tend to be more ethnocentri@aankéss willing to communicate

interculturally compared to US American students.

Resistance to change

Because it is likely that leadership and managemeed to address resistance when it
comes to organisational change it is important tthey understand the source for this
resistance. Research analyses a possible impaatiohal culture on resistance and the
general outcomes of organisational change. HarugHofstede’s (1996) presumed that
their work was the first investigation on the impatnational culture on organisational
change. According to the authors, prior investmaihave been undertaken about the impact
of culture in the field of organisational developrhbut not in the field of organisational
change. The authors believed that resistance togehlaas not only a universal and personal
aspect but also a cultural one. This assumpti@astfong influence of culture on the level of
resistance to change is based on an earlier résedich has been undertaken by Geert
Hofstede (1984). His comprehensive study examihedlegree of influence which culture
has on values at a workplace. Hofstede conductedjar survey at IBM in more than 40
different countries. As a result of this study dentified four cultural dimensions which
describe “aspects that are statistically distimectlifferent nations (Harzing & Hofstede,
1996, p. 309). These dimensions posver distanceuncertainty avoidance
individualism/collectivisnandmasculinity/femininityln a later study he added a fifth
dimensionjong-term orientationPower distance refers to the extent to which nembf
organisations accept and expect an unequal disbibaf power (Hofstede, 1984).
Uncertainty avoidance describes the extent to wbiganisational members do not tolerate
unpredictability and ambiguity (Hofstede, 1984diindualism illustrates the degree to which
people think they are responsible for themselveoirirast to collectivism which emphasises
the goals of the group (Hofstede, 1984). Harzing ldafstede (1996, p. 315) suggested that
“both power distance and uncertainty avoidanceeia®e resistance to change while
individualism reduces it”. They could not identdpy relationship to masculinity.

Treven (2008) confirmed Harzing’'s and Hofstede®9@) results that cultures vary on

the level of resistance to change and he emphabiseged to appreciate the role of culture
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as an influential factor on organisational behaviawrder to obtain a better management.
He argued that some cultures value traditional nelna more than other cultures and,
therefore, change more slowly and seem to actresigt change. Other cultures tend to
welcome change and some are ambivalent toward ehaitiy the result that they welcome,
resist and fear the change at the same time (Tretval, 2008). Treven (2008) referred to
Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1994) for a passiglanation of these variations in the
response to change who identified a culture deperateentation toward time. Treven (2008)
argued, past oriented cultures view tradition aistbhy as very important whereas other

cultures are present or future oriented and haveraalues in regard to traditions.

L eader ship and management

Some researchers (Harzing & Hofstede, 1996; Jaci8dri; Michalak, 2010)
criticise the use of universal approaches and esgh#he need to develop cross-cultural
management strategies for organisational changs.cfiticism refers to the common
approach of managers from multinational organisatioho apply a successful change
strategy from their home country to another countngre a subsidiary of the organisation is
located. Michalak (2010), for instance, identifeethck of understanding of how change
could be successfully managed in different cultsedtings when he stated that “culture and
its influence on change management performance ratvieeen systematically explored in
current economic literature” (p. 34). Moreover,dudlined the importance of understanding
the relationship between organisational culturéipnal culture and organisational change in
order to effectively manage organisational chaAgmther example is illustrated by Rees and
Hassard (2010) who pointed out the existence afdifresearch in the field of organisational
change in AsialFurthermore, Jackson (2011, p. 534) emphasisestitext in general and he
stated that “the relevance for cross-cultural ngengent theory is the need to incorporate
context-specific insight in a multi-cultural andghlized world”. These suggestions of taking
the contextual and cultural needs into accountraliae with the proposition of other
researchers in the general field of leadershipranlticultural teams towards an adaptive and
flexible management style which allows an inclussdrcontextual and cultural factors for an

appropriate choice of a management style.

Behavioural response
As mentioned above, commitment to change from stafinbers and management is

emphasised in the literature in order to suppadtsuccessfully implement a change
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initiative. Research recognizes differences in bl@lsavioural response in the context of
organisational change depending on the culturdtdracnd an individual or group belongs to
(Michalak, 2010; Treven et al., 2008). As Micha{@R10) outlined: “Individuals or groups
can react very differently to change: fromsgeely resisting it, silencing its advocates,
refusing to engage in joint problem-solving, refigsto seek common ground, sabotaging,
and aggressively trying to undermine it, to sinyeeenbracing it” (p. 28). Some research
indicates that people from different countries cegpdifferently to a change initiative in
terms of participation (Savolainen, 2007) but atsthe way they finally support a change
initiative in an active or passive manner (e.g. fvtdons & Hempel, 2001).

Moreover, Treven (2008) argued that also the afitwwards conflict varies
depending on the culture. This is noticeable bezauganisational change often leads to
conflict situations and, therefore, it needs tabesidered how different cultures respond and
deal with conflict. According to Hofstede (1984)taves with a high uncertainty avoidance
prefer to avoid conflict situations in organisasoBased on Hofstede’s (1984) cultural
dimensions and Hall's low-and high-context appro&iella Ting-Toomey has developed a
“face-negotiation” theory which helps to explainahoulture influences conflict style (Ting-
Toomey & Oetzel, 2001). One argument of this thesthat individualistic cultures tend to
be more “self-face oriented” whereas members décovistic cultures tend to have more
group-oriented values and are more “other- or mifa@e oriented” (Ting-Toomey & Oetzel,
2001, p. 48). Further, people from low-context uxds react actively and are more action
oriented which often results in a “direct and confational response to conflict” (Treven et
al., 2008, p. 35). In contrast, high-context cidturespond to conflict in “evasive” and “non
confrontational” ways and therefore react passiwdlich often results in avoiding the
conflict (Treven et al., 2008, p. 35).

Finally, research shows that organisational chafigs leads to a higher level of
uncertainty which leads to higher stress levelsragrstaff members and, therefore, increases
job dissatisfaction and decreases commitment torth@nisation (Parlalis, 2011). Moreover,
cultural groups respond differently to low job s&dction (Thomas & Au, 2002). Thomas and
Au (2002) used the Exit-Voice-Loyalty-Neglect (EV).Model developed by Rusbult,
Farrell, Rogers, and Mainous (1988) as a framewmekamine cultural differences on
responses to low job satisfaction. This model mtesia possibility to classify behavioural

responses in relation to job dissatisfaction (Th®&aAu, 2002).
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EVLN (Exit-Voice-Loyalty-Neglect) model

The ELVN-model is illustrated in figure 1 and enquasses four typical response
categoriesExit resides in the Active-Destructive quadrant. lersfto leaving an
organisation, but also to thinking of leaving colkong for other work opportunitie¥.oiceis
characterised through an active discussion abaliggms with either management and/or
colleagues and is, therefore, considered as areamtnstructive response. It also includes
asking for help from outside like unions for examployalty describes an inactive but
positive attitude of waiting and hoping for improvent. FinallyNeglectdescribes a passive
and destructive response which results in a redeffed, chronic lateness or an increased

error rate for example.

Active

EXIT VOICE

Destructive Constructive

NEGLECT LOYALTY

Passive

Figure 1 EXxit, Voice, Loyalty, and Neglect Typology of reses
to Job Dissatisfaction (Rusbult et al., 1988, pl)60

Thomas and Au’s (2002) study investigated the arilte of culture in the four
behavioural responses as suggested by the EVLNImduey conducted a quantitative study
with Hong-Kong and New Zealand employees in ordendplore the influence of culture on
these behavioural responses. The authors buildaipttypotheses mainly on the influence of
the cultural dimension individualism-collectivism these reactions, where Hong-Kong
represented the collectivistic and New Zealandribdesidualistic culture. Thomas and Au
(2002) argue that the concept of individualism eoliectivism describes the way individuals
see themselves as part of a larger organisationtlamckfore, have a particular influence on
job satisfaction. According to several researchiadiyidualism and collectivism is the most
powerful dimension of cultural variation to deserithfferences in social behaviour across
cultures (Gudykunst et al., 1996; Gudykunst & Tingpmey, 1988; Thomas & Au, 2002).
Thomas and Au’s (2002) study suggests that culgmalps respond different to exit, voice,
loyalty, and neglect in a situation of low job sédction.
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However, Ting-Toomey and Oetzel (Ting-Toomey & @&t2001) take the view that
the interpretation and the meanings of the fountified forms of behaviour reflect an
individualistic and Western orientation. They argytigat what is perceived as constructive
versus destructive and active versus passive ues@lready cultural based assumptions

which bias the categorisation.

Theoretical Approachesin Cross-Cultural Business Settings

A controversial discussion exists in the literatab®ut how culture should be
conceptualised. The traditional approach of cultdiraensions is often criticised by
researchers who stress the importance of a conapléxnulti-layer approach on culture. For a
more holistic picture both approaches are illusttah this section which is accompanied by

critics of researchers in this field.

Approaches based on cultural dimensions

Probably the most known and influential study imangement of global business is
the work by Geert Hofstede (Collard, 2007; Fagerisiamd et al., 2004; Kirkman, Lowe, &
Gibson, 2006; C. L. Pearce & Osmond, 1996) whereeatified five primary cultural
dimensions to distinguish cultures. Hofstede (19843 the first researcher who developed a
cross-cultural framework based on his study insirimss context (Collard, 2007). This
framework describes the prevailing concept of caltualues in organisational behaviour
(Erez & Gati, 2004) and many researchers havesetilHofstede’s dimensions in a wide area
of empirical research (Fagenson-Eland et al., 2B@4man et al., 2006; Rapp, Bernardi, &
Bosco, 2011). Many studies have confirmed Hofswfietlings (Treven et al., 2008), in
particular large-scale studies which were publishitel Hofstede have not only confirmed
but also amplified his results (Kirkman et al., 8R0The strong influence of Hofstede’s
(1984) work on research and business is widely @aeledged and his work was
“instrumental in kick-starting the field” (Leung aL, 2005, p. 374). It is noteworthy that also
some critics of his approach recognize his contidiou‘to critique the universal nature of
Western management and organisational principldgeactices” (Jackson, 2011).

Additionally, other researchers used this appradaonceptualising culture on the
basis of dimensions in their own research. Tromaenand Hampden-Turner (1994), for
instance, identified a set of seven cultural din@mmsbased on an extensive database with
around 30.000 survey results from 28 countries.tAerodimensional approach built upon

Hofstede’s work is the GLOBE study (see study otisgy Hanges, Mansour, Dorfman, &
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Gupta, 2004), which examined the effect of culimedesired leadership characteristics and
identified nine primary dimensions. Finally, basgubn the GLOBE study Javidan and
colleagues of the Thunderbird School of Global Mpmaent have developed the construct of
a ‘global mindsetas an “essential key to successful global leag&rghving, 2010, p. 5).
Leung et al.’s (2005) review about research orucelin international business shows
that most research uses a cultural dimensions appro examine the influence of culture on
organisational research problems. However, pragsearchers claim that traditional
approaches using cultural dimensions underlie gthomtations for gaining in-depth
understanding because they reduce culture to aif@ensions (Jackson, 2011; Jacob, 2005;
Leung et al., 2005; C. L. Pearce & Osmond, 199@)zihg and Hofstede (1996), argued that
their approach of constructing “artificial dimenss3 is helpful in order “to simplify a whole
that is too complex to be understood (p. 309).Harrhore, they emphasised that the
significant correlations which Hofstede (1984) fasd between the IBM survey data and
culturally relevant data confirm that an analysisnational level is valid. Many critics
(Collard, 2007; Jackson, 2011; Jacob, 2005) poiatedhat the positivistic approach used by
Hofstede (1984) and Trompenaars and Hampden-T(t@86d) is not questioned by many
researchers, although the approach of “describiagps and nationalities in essentialist terms
of contrasting beliefs and values as a form of gdisation should be treated with
scepticism” as Collard (2007, p. 745) argued.

Multilayer approacheson culture

Many scholars emphasise the complex nature ofrewtthere culture is a factor
among others which are all interwoven, and whelhgi@icannot be examined separately.
Jacob (2005), for instance, stressed the importahobserving the “complex interplay
between culture and management in terms of a aahs&volving dynamic, because both are
constantly evolving” (p. 2). Likewise Jackson (2D&@iggested a focus on both organisational
and individual level as the main unit of analyssopposed to a concentration on cultural
differences only. Also less critical researchersals the cultural dimensions approach
suggest a more complex approach on culture fordutsearch. For instance, Fagenson-
Eland et al. (2004), confirmed an impact of Hofsted1984) cultural dimensions on
organisational development and change practicd®instudy. But at the same time, they
outlined that others factors like organisationdture and an interaction of both could

influence organisational development and change.
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Many researchers claim that the cultural dimensjgoroach is too static and does not
consider other contextual variables and cultuaingints (Fagenson-Eland et al., 2004;
Jackson, 2011; Leung et al., 2005). Consequentyaftproach lacks consideration of a
multi-layered, multi-influenced and multi-culturantext (Jackson, 2011). The need to
conceptualise culture in a more complex way isssed by many researchers (Erez & Gati,
2004; Fagenson-Eland et al., 2004; Jackson, 2@tbp) 2005; Leung et al., 2005; Craig L.
Pearce & Osmond, 1999) in order to respond to ¢jkdiaon which has a strong impact on
society and organisations (Erez & Gati, 2004; CtaiBearce & Osmond, 1999). Culture
must be viewed as dynamic, always changing and+aykred as opposed to a static reality
(Collard, 2007; Jackson, 2011; Jacob, 2005; Letrad,€2005). According to Collard (2007)
a multi-level approach on culture “acknowledges #ibcultures are constantly subjected to
pressure for change from both internal and extdawabrs” (p. 745). Therefore, present
research highlights the importance of consideritigioexternal influential factors on the
concept of culture like socio, economic, and padditivariables (Fagenson-Eland et al., 2004;
Jackson, 2011; Leung et al., 2005; Rees & Hasg8i); Treven et al., 2008). Fagenson-
Eland et al. (2004) suggested that future resestrohld investigate concurrent influences of
factors like national and organisational cultuiremics, and politics. Further, research
should also explore whether some factors are nmbiteential than others (Fagenson-Eland et
al., 2004).

Moreover, Leung et al. (2005) argue if cultureas@eptualised as a more complex
model it will also expand the investigations on éfiects of culture. That implies a view of
culture as “an antecedent, a moderator or a medetd a consequence, and its effects may
be domain-specific and are subjected to boundanglitons” (Leung et al., 2005, p. 374).
According to Leung et al.'s (2005) possible modersabr amplifiers of cultural impacts in a
work environment are social identification, staggmup development, and technical
uncertainty. Social identification, for examplefers to the extent to which an individual
identifies herself as being a member of her nationure. If culture is viewed as an
important factor in one’s self-concept then cultwi have a strong influence on this
person’s beliefs as Leung et al. (2005) argued tAercexample of an amplifying the
influence of culture can be identified on groupdlem the sense that the stage of group
development can either amplify or mitigate the ictpe culture on a member in a group
(Leung et al., 2005). More precise, Leung et &08) suggest that national culture may play

a more important role for a member of a group ag ks the characteristics of this group are
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not manifested. Once, the group characteristicerneanore valuable for group members, the
role of culture may become less important the asthogue.

The conceptualisation of culture where nationaluselis viewed as a dimension
among others which affect behaviour and situatisrifustrated in the multi-level approach
of Erez and Gati (2004). These researchers dewtl@peulti-layer model within a work
context which emphasises the dynamic nature ofiitind the fact that culture itself

changes over time (see figure 2).

Cslobal Colture

Top-
Ihown

Individual

Cultural self-
reproseniation

Figure 2 The Dynamic of Top-Down-Bottom-Up Processes
across Levels of Culture (Erez & Gati, 2004, p.)688

Erez and Gati's (2004) model illustrates the higmgrof cultural levels nested within
one another, whereas the most internal is the ichaia level. This layer is nested within the
group culture, followed by organisational, natiqraaid the global culture. The dynamic
nature of culture is characterised by the inteti@i@hips among the levels which are
described by top-down or bottom-up processesustithte their mutual influence.
Socialisation, for instance, describes a top-dovatgss and stimulates a process of
adaptation (Erez & Gati, 2004). Behavioural chargethe individual level can influence the
group level by a process of interacting and shaitirgz & Gati, 2004).

Additionally, Leung et al. (2005) suggest that enptex and multilayered view on
culture would also lead to a multi-method approacdtesearch of culture. The authors
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emphasise the need towards more experimental obsieathe field of international business
in order to gain a better understanding about daaseelations between various factors.

Crossver gence and acculturation

Another critique of the cultural dimension appro&that it fails to deal with a
multicultural context (Jackson, 2011; Jacob, 2008)s is noticeable as often many sub-
cultures exist even within one nation which oftemmis a greater variation within single
cultures than across cultures (Kirkman et al., 200éven et al., 2008). For instance, Jackson
(2011) refers to the difficulty of identifying culte in cities like Hong Kong, which is
strongly influenced by Western and Chinese cultusescriticized the approach of
“divergence” which believes that national cultusehe primary influence on values, beliefs
and attitudes. Crossvergence, in contrast, descalfesing process where management
practices from various cultures become mergedderaio offer a practice appropriate for a
heterogeneous culture (Jacob, 2005). Jackson (20@d¢d that globalisation cannot be
ignored and, therefore, this view is no longerdidin contrast, crossvergence theory suggests
a tendency towards cultural convergence for aliss@s and emphasises the importance of
several factors interacting at different levelslaskson (2011) argued. Furthermore, this
interaction produces “hybrid social forms of orgation and multiple forms of individual
cultural identity” (2011, p. 538). Similarly, Jac¢®005) suggests that a “hybridisation of
management practices” (p. 2) , which describes@bamation of successful management
methods from several cultures, is a holistic apgnda face a complex cultural environment.

Another possibility for how an individual’s cultungalues, beliefs and behaviour can
change is demonstrated by Hsu’s (2010) work. Tésgarch in the field of acculturation
explored how sojourners and immigrants from Chutepa to their new host environment in
America. According to Hsu (2010) acculturation def a process of change within
individuals who adapt to a new cultural environmever time. Hsu explored change in the
communication trait “willingness to communicate” @amg Chinese people who work in
America. The researcher found that the longer Geimeople worked and lived in America
the more they identified with the American cultared became more willing to communicate
as a consequence. As Erez and Gati (2004) pointedery little research recognises that
culture underlies change itself over time in patac when one culture comes into contact
with other cultures. They argued that acculturatoours when people open up to other

cultures and they are willing to loosen their owattwral identity.
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Finally, Leung, Bhagat, Buchan, Erez, and Gibs¢2395) review of research in the
field of international business confirmed that cergence in some domains like in consumer
values and lifestyles exists, but at the same himstates that significant divergence of
cultures continues. Furthermore, according to Leetra. (2005) it is noticeable that some
Western countries develop toward cultural convergewhereas other countries have a
tendency to reject globalisation. Therefore, thinans concluded that “the assumption of
cultural stability is valid as long as there areemvironmental changes that precipitate

adaptation and cultural change” (Leung et al., 200361).

Resear ch on Organisational Changein a Cross-Cultural Environment

Although the major role of communication during e is highlighted in the
literature and the particular challenges of conidgothange in a multicultural setting are
acknowledged, very little research addresses #lots In the identified studies many
researchers use cultural dimensions to either ex@on develop management practices or
leadership styles appropriate to the investigatdie. Elsey and Leung (2004), for example,
conducted an action research study in an intemmatimcompany which illustrates the
successful application of Hofstede’s dimensions the practical management concept to
implement a change strategy. Another example isvtiv& undertaken by Bowen and Inkpen
(2009) who applied GLOBE attributes and Javidatodal mindset to a completed change
process in an international company to explaisutscess.

Other studies explored participation and commitnterhange in different countries
where cultural based differences are explainedutiirahe application of cultural dimensions.
For instance, Savolainen (2007) examined Hofstediei®nsions and observed a
contradiction to his power distance dimension mnsults of her study. She observed that
Chinese managers emphasised feedback from thardiohtes during a change project,
which is in contrast to Hofstede’s large poweratise noted in Chinese culture. On the other
hand, Martinsons’ and Hempel’s (2001) study of ange implementation in a global bank in
the United States and China confirmed that Chistsf members participated significantly
less compared to staff members in the Americandbrafsnother difference the researchers
observed was that on the one hand the level cftegsie was much lower in the Chinese
branch but on the other hand the realisation otHange initiative took more than double the
time in the Chinese branch compared to the subygitidhe United States. Martinsons and

Hempel (2001) concluded that factors like powetattise and uncertainty and a preference
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for explicit or implicit communication (low versusgh context), for instance, need to be
considered during organisational change.

Another interesting study has been undertaken lduylaimi and Sailan (2012) who
investigated the impact of Hofstede’s five dimension commitment and readiness to
engage with organisational change. In their quatintg study the researchers conducted a
survey with around 1000 employees of Qatar’s putniganisations. Aldulaimi and Sailan
(2012) suggested that power distance, individuaésch masculinity have a significant
relationship with commitment to change. Accordiaghtdulaimi and Sailan (2012)
uncertainty avoidance increases the fear of chatgeh is in line with Hofstede’s (1984)
suggestion.

Also Rowlinson’s (2001) study confirmed that Hotié&s power distance and
individualism clearly have an impact on the chapgeess. They conducted a questionnaire
followed by interviews in a government departmenitiong Kong. As a result, the authors
suggested that the concept of “face” as a deepademaditional cultural value could be the
underlying element of power distance and individunal They based their arguments on the
fact that “face” is a strong issue in Hong Kong ethwas also confirmed in their research.
Similar, Fagenson-Eland et al. (2004) referrecheouvalue of “face” in Taiwan which is more
“powerful than the value of receiving feedback freabordinates” (Yang, 2002; as cited in
Fagenson-Eland et al., 2004).

Finally, Raz (2009) identified several cultural @nsions as relevant in the context of
organisational change. These dimensions also iadlpdwer distance, uncertainty, and
collectivism and individualism, which were idengdi as influencing factors during
organisational change by Harzing and Hofstede (L9®&z’s (2009) findings suggest that
many cultural dimensions are relevant on the omel hlaut at the same time they are “loaded
with ambiguity, being multifaceted and connotatigéher than clear-cut and denotative”
which is in contrast to the attempt to measureucaltdimensions with objective scales (Raz,
2009, p. 299). As a consequence, Raz (2009) douledhlidity of measuring cultural
dimensions through standard questionnaires andiygssc scalesRaz (2009) concluded
“that cross-cultural [change] acts as an arenadgotiating a work-place culture that

mediates between global corporate culture and matiultures” (Raz, 2009, p. 286).

Research in the field of change implementationssoultures is generally
investigated in cross-cultural rather than intexgall environments. This means, the different

cultures that are affected by the change are ieshtaind analysed to assess the
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communication and change strategy. No single stodid be identified which explored a
change initiative in a multicultural team or worgigroup.

Often a case study of a multinational company winiebds to implement a change
process in one or more of its international sulesids examined (e.g. Bowen & Inkpen, 2009;
Geppert, 2005; Martinsons & Hempel, 2001; Raz, 2@2&olainen, 2007). Savolainen
(2007) for example identified in her qualitativedy that national culture (Finnish and
Chinese) has an impact on the local change impl&tien as people are influenced by
values and beliefs of their culture which also digeinfluences the organisation’s activities
(Savolainen, 2007). Likewise Martinsons and Hen(pe01) examined differences between
parallel change implementations within a multinaéiborganisation in China and the United
States. Raz (2009) investigated the change appinashorganisation in Israel and its
subsidiary in South Korea. Finally Bowen and Inkf2009) analysed a case study of a US
company with subsidiaries in Brazil where a majoargge was implemented to address
economic issues in Brazil. Other researchers cdaduxcase study but focused on one
country only and applied cultural dimensions inesrtb verify the influence of the
investigated cultural dimensions on the overalingfgaprocess (see studies of Aldulaimi &
Sailan, 2012; Rowlinson, 2001).

As already mentioned earlier in this review, reskam culture often isolates national
culture from other factors and, therefore, mucleaesh focuses on the main effects of culture
only (Leung et al., 2005). One earlier study froeafee and Osmond (1996) could be
identified which approached culture on severalle@eot only national) as an influence on
organisational change. The researchers illustateeétaphorical approach to change
management with thekccess Leverage Point&LP) model. This three-step model suggests
the creation of an overarching metaphor to dest¢hbdarget culture for the creation of a
fresh perspective. The next step identifies poa¢ptwerful opportunities to support the
change process. The last step specifies the clsirajegy depending on the results in step
one and two. This model helps to understand tahupla cultural mindset according to
Pearce and Osmond (C. L. Pearce & Osmond, 1996).

Resear ch M ethods and M ethodologies
Most studies of change communication in a cross#allenvironment reviewed for
this research are qualitative research analysesy Mesearchers evaluate case studies where

data are collected through in-depth interviews witinagers from the affected national
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cultures (e.g. Bowen & Inkpen, 2009; Geppert, 20z, 2009; Savolainen, 2007) or key
informants (Raz, 2009). The study of Rowlinson (Roson, 2001) used a mixed-method
approach and, therefore, he implemented qualitaineequantitative data collection methods.
Only a recent study (Aldulaimi & Sailan, 2012) adile identified which used a quantitative
methodology where data was collected through aesurv

It is noticeable that often subordinates are nduched in the data collection. Thus the
effectiveness of the change communication is asdessinly from one part of the
communication flow. One exception is the study ofMRnson (2001) who applied a
triangulated methodology and who conducted sewerdépth interviews with respondents
from the previously undertaken questionnaires. Aapexception is the work of Aldulaimi
and Sailan (2012) who distributed a survey to eyges of a public organisation in Qatar.

Many researchers use cultural dimensions, oftéreelofstede’s or GLOBE’s
dimensions, to identify cultural differences andgegtions for the analysis of a change
implementation. They identify dimensions like powlétance, uncertainty avoidance, future
direction, individualism, masculinity and futuraemtation as critical components which need
to be considered for implementing change (Aldulagn8ailan, 2012; Bowen & Inkpen,
2009; Martinsons & Hempel, 2001). Some scholars atsphasise other cultural based
concepts like low-high context (Martinsons & Hem#£01) and the concept of “face”
(Rowlinson, 2001) as crucial factors on the sucoésschange implementation. But also
some research explores contradictions to the agsmepnade by Hofstede (e.g. Savolainen,
2007). However, Bowen and Inkpen (2009) arguertiae case studies where both
successfuand unsuccessful change processes are included néedexplored to allow

generalisation of research results.

Need for Further Research

The importance of communication is highlightedhe general research of
organisational change and the specific challenfesramunication between staff members
and management with different cultural backgrousdscognised. Research has also
explored differences in the behavioural responstémge with regard to resistance, the role
of participation and the level of support for amhe initiative. Although culture is identified
as an important factor which needs to be considierea successful change initiative,
research on organisational change in cross-cultun@imulticultural settings is limited.

A further outcome of reviewing the literature ogamisational change in a

multicultural environment is that research appéafecus on monocultural teams where
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either two or more different countries are comparethanagers face another culture than
their own when processing a change initiative. €fuee, the literature reveals a clear lack of
studies which explore a change initiative in a multural team or working group where
three or more ethnic cultures are represented areamy members.

Most studies apply cultural dimensions in ordeexplain differences in the
investigated cultures. Although there is no doudatua the value of the cultural dimensions
developed by Hofstede and others it remains questie whether they can be applied in a
multicultural team setting, where multiple cultueee combined within one team.

Most studies concerning leadership and commungatiange appear to be
gualitative. Thus quantitative approaches may cempht research in this area.

Finally, the available research mostly does nduihe data collected from team
members. Therefore, a focus on this group wouldigeoa more comprehensive overview of
leadership and effective change communication itticaltural teams.

Due to a lack of sufficient research on organiseti@change in a multicultural setting,
particularly on multicultural teams or working gpsy this research project aims to provide
rich and in-depth data in this field where the ®auill be on the perception of staff members.
This study also applies the concept of culturalafisions as defined by Hofstede which
might provide valuable insights with regard to threievance in a multicultural working

group.

This chapter has focused on reviewing the releManature in the context of
organisational change in a cross cultural set@wgaling several gaps. These gaps address a
lack of studies on organisational change in a rcuitiral setting where two or more cultures
are presented among team members, and a focusacfakection on staff members. The
relevance of the application of cultural dimensiona multicultural team setting reveals
another lack in the literature review. Finally, pféw studies include quantitative data
collection methods.

The next chapter will focus on the way the resededign for the presented study
aims to address the identified gaps. For this,vamaew of the purpose and rationale,

methodological approach, and the methods of ddkaction and analysis will be presented.
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Chapter 3: Research Design

This chapter presents, evaluates, and discussebdlsen methodological approach
for this study and provides a description and figstiion of the research methods selected.
The procedures for analysis of results, limitatiarsd ethical considerations as they pertain

to this investigation are also discussed.

M ethodology

Research describes a process of investigation vidichplemented in a systematic
and methodical way with the purpose of increasimd) generating knowledge (Collis &
Hussey, 2009, p. 3). The nature of this researojegr, its purpose and the advantages and
disadvantages of the different research paradigime heen considered for the choice of an
appropriate methodology and these will be illugidan this chapter.

Two frameworks exist to conceptualise researchpds#ivistic or quantitative, and
the phenomenological or qualitative approach (€@liHussey, 2009). Each arises from
different philosophical understandings of the wavkiich include diverse ontological and
epistemological assumptions and, therefore, theg déferent implications for the
implementation of research design. The ontologasalmption of a positivistic view, for
example, is that there is one external objectiaditiewhich needs to be investigated.
Therefore, quantitative research methods identtfyeary or theoretical framework first
(Bryman & Bell, 2007; Collis & Hussey, 2009), arest this theory by collecting large
volumes of numerical data to allow for a generélisafrom the sample to the population
(Bryman & Bell, 2007; Collis & Hussey, 2009). Thiegmomenological perspective, in
contrast, implies that reality is socially constaetand is, therefore, subjectively understood
as well as contextually and environmentally depahd&s a consequence, qualitative
research methods are concerned with collectingsudfjective data and a theory is developed
from observations of empirical reality.

The positivistic and phenomenological approachesbeaviewed as the two extreme
points of a continuum, which exist simultaneousid differ in their preferred methods and
methodologies (Collis & Hussey, 2009). Along thismtnuum various approaches for
research methods and methodologies are possilole asua mixed-method approach, a
combination of qualitative and quantitative methdds example. Similar to Collis and
Hussey (2009), Bergmann (2010) argues that mamarels questions can be investigated
using either qualitative or quantitative, or bo#rgpectives. This research project was
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conducted from a broadly phenomenological perspecHowever, data collection includes
both quantitative and qualitative methods. The sextions of this chapter provide detailed

discussion of the rationale behind this approach.

M ethodological Considerations

The decision to conduct this research from a phemmhogical perspective aligns
with the currently observed paradigm shift awayrfra positivistic approach in the field of
intercultural communication (Martinez, 2008; Shemkaio, & Yeheskel, 2008; Yoshitake,
2004). Positivism is often criticised for its seg@on of people from their social context. As
this is naturally not possible in the social scen(Collis & Hussey, 2009), people’s
perceptions need to be taken into account to olat&iti picture of what is examined. In
particular, in the field of intercultural communiima the social context of communication
between cultures constitutes complexity in thigaesh area and, therefore, cannot be ignored
(Yoshitake, 2004). For this reason, the positigisttercultural communication model limits
the outcomes because it fails to acknowledge thleatic nature of communication as well as
the dynamic nature of culture (Yoshitake, 2004 )cdntrast, a phenomenological approach
accentuates the context of intercultural commurooand aims to achieve an in-depth
understanding of social phenomena (Martinez, 2008).

Another major difference between the two approachésat qualitative research aims
to explain outcomes of individual cases (Cochrabddan, 1984; Mahoney & Goertz, 2006;
Reinard, 2008). A qualitative analysis is explomtin nature (Cochran & Dolan, 1984)
where theories ideally explain the outcome of ezade within the examined population. In
contrast, quantitative research describes an ‘ssHelecauses” approach (Mahoney & Goertz,
2006, p. 230) following a confirmatory analysis (@an & Dolan, 1984). For this reason a
qualitative approach was chosen in the preseny stuexplore possible underlying cultural
values and beliefs of participants on their periogpof and response to change related
communication.

This research uses a case study approach to exjasséble culture-related
perceptions on change for several reasons. Fiesthgrding to Yin (1994), case studies are
often used in social science as they contributeunique way to our knowledge of
organisational, social, and political phenome®econdly, a case study is a method that
investigates a single phenomenon in a naturahgetthere the context is of particular
importance (Collis & Hussey, 2009). On the othardianany researchers (Cheney et al.,

2011; Goodman & Truss, 2004; Pettigrew, 1987) stties importance of analysing the
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organisational context as a crucial parameteriferoutcome of change communication.
Therefore, implementation of change cannot be s¢géifrom the organisational context and
the case study method is particularly suited testigations in the framework of change

implementation.

Limitations of the chosen methodology

According to Collis and Hussey (2009), one limaatof case study research can be
that access to suitable cases is difficult to natgmtand this form of research is very time-
consuming. The latter can be confirmed as an outaointhe present study. The initial time
frame was to conduct the focus group and individhigrviews before the end of the
academic year but this could not be achieved. Hteydn the conduct of the survey, the aim
to finish analysing these data before the statt@fualitative data collection, and the fact
that staff were stressed out at this time duedo tleavy work load shifted the process to the
beginning of the new academic year. The focus gesupindividual interviews were
arranged at the end of January and beginning aluepp2012 and conducted within two
weeks until the 2% of February.

A further limitation is that it is impossible to geralise from one single case (Wisker,
2001). This necessitates a careful descriptioh@tbntext of the given case to allow its
usefulness to be evaluated in other contexts (WigK©1).

Another limitation is the fact that it is usual imany employees to leave the
organisation during a major change implementatiamch did happen in the EDU case study
setting). This results in a restricted range oiwadrom the remaining staff members being

accessible to the researcher.

Data Collection

In this research project, a mixed-methods sequatdgggn was applied, which
implies the collection and analysis of quantitatawvel qualitative data in two consecutive
phases within one study (lvankova, Creswell, & 8be| 2006). In the first phase quantitative
data were collected through a survey and analystdthe start of the second phase. In the
second stage qualitative data were collected thraufpcus group, followed by individual in-
depth interviews using the results of the quarnigpart as a guideline.

When a case study is undertaken, a variety ofddlaction methods should be used
not only to obtain in-depth knowledge, but alsg&in credibility and evidence for the

examined phenomenon (Collis & Hussey, 2009; YirQ4)9Therefore, data triangulation, a
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combination of multiple data collection method®ire study, was used. Triangulation allows
a broader range of investigation and facilitatesgbssibility of developing a better
understanding of the research problem (Ilvankowd. €2006). Another advantage of using
multiple collection methods is that cross-checlahgndings from all collection methods
allows more confidence in the results (A. Jonesugyde, 2006).

Because multiple methods for data collection agratteristic in case study research
(Collis & Hussey, 2009), both quantitative and gative methods were used in this research.
This also allows the conception of a more detaiésdarch design throughout the study by
using results from one data collection to defirertlbxt steps in detail (Benoit & Holbert,
2008). In this study the results of the surveydthle basis for the conceptualisation of the
second part which explored the participants’ viend investigated trends in the survey in
more depth through focus-groups and interviewstheamore, according to Benoit and
Holbert (2008), the possibility of combining bottethods leads to an enhancement and a
clarification of outcomes, which generates a highelity research compared to the use of
either qualitative or quantitative methods only.

Many authors (Benoit & Holbert, 2008; Levine, Pa8kKim, 2007; Mahoney &
Goertz, 2006; Yoshitake, 2004) argue that this ttan8ve collaboration between both
paradigms enriches not only the understandinggiwen phenomenon but also enhances the
credibility of qualitative research notably in theld of intercultural communication. In this
research, use of quantitative data collection éfitst step enhanced the potential to identify
trends with regard to the perceived change reled@dmunication. The aim of the survey was
not to create generalisations from the samplea@iamined population, which is the
approach from a positivistic perspective, but &nidfy trends for the conceptualisation of the
second qualitative part of data collection. Fos tl@iason, this quantitative method can be used

also in an overall phenomenological approach (€d&llHussey, 2009).

Survey

At the beginning of the research project an expioyasurvey in the form of an
electronic questionnaire was distributed by entaihe whole faculty consisting of 311
employees of whom 64 participated. This survey &y insights on the staff members’
perceptions of change communication at EDU anchdication of their behavioural
response. The aim of the survey was to achieveargkeoverview of how change

communication has been perceived at EDU and tdifggossible culture-related trends.
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The survey constitutes the quantitative part oadatlection of this research and its results
form the basis for the conceptualisation of theoadgart, the qualitative data collection.

Survey conceptualisation

According to recent literature several factorsratevant to the issue of creating
readiness for change, such as communication, menag@ act as change agents,
commitment, and participation. For this reason sineey was conceptualised to reflect these
factors and was divided into the following sectio@emmunications/Information,
Management Support, Commitment, and Participafrestions were asked about people’s
perception of communication during the change irmgletation and the expectations of
leadership and management as change agents te radiness for change. Further,
respondents’ level of participation in the changecpss and their degree of willingness to
support the change implementation was asked. Isgbton “Attitudes towards Change” the
Exit-Voice-Loyalty-Neglect (EVLN) model developed Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers, and
Mainous (1988) (as explained in the previous chaptas used as the basis of questions with
the aim of examining whether participants’ respartsethe change communication tended to
be passive, active, constructive, or destructivesiture. The last general section of the
questionnaire, the “Individual Profile”, gathereghaographic information such as the
participant’s ethnic background and period of emipient at EDU.

Information relevant to culture was gathered usjungstions and statements which
focused on cultural aspects in each section. Tétadements are derived from a detailed study
of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions oificertainty avoidancandpower distancavhich
according to Bowen and Inkp€R009) describe critical components in a change
implementation in a multicultural settingofstede (1984) identified additional charactecssti
which he linked to either low or high uncertaintyoalance and power distance. These
characteristics were used to create statemenit®isurvey in order to examine the relation
between the participants’ cultural background dregé cultural dimensions. Data about
participants’ level of tolerance of uncertainty wHacing organisational change and a
possible relationship between this and culturalffuenced views of leadership and
management (power distance), for example, weredelll. The objective in collecting this
information was to obtain valuable clues about fds<ulturally based perceptions of

change.
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The questionnaire included mainly closed questroaasured by a five point Likert-
type scale. A few open-ended questions were indltd®ffer the participants the possibility

of bringing in their personal opinions

Survey procedure

All guestions and statements were integrated irothi@e questionnaire tool Survey
Monkey.

Before the survey was sent to all staff membetherfaculty a pilot was conducted in
order to test the clarity, logic and suitabilitytbe questions and statements. The pilot was
undertaken in two steps. In the first phase, thglemic staff not included in the sample
checked the statements in terms of clarity, sitghband logic. After this stage was
complete, four staff members of the faculty whée ¢ase study took place filled in the
online survey and gave feedback in terms of thaghg and clarity of statements. They
constituted a mixture of academic and administeasiaff, where for some English was not
the first language. Both pilot groups provided adille feedback and the survey was refined
and rephrased several times until the survey waxted at the beginning of November
2011.

An email with an introduction letter about the mcjincluding a link to the survey
was sent from an administration support staff memihin the faculty to all staff members
in the EDU faculty. The introduction letter alsmtained information about the
confidentiality of the project and a note that doenpletion and submission of this survey is
taken as informed consent (see Appendix B). A watk a reminder was sent to the staff
members with the objective of increasing the respaate. Because the response rate of 10%
was still low after 11 days, hard copies were thated in the internal mailboxes in the
departments to all staff members. A sealed droppo%ffor responses was provided on top of
the letter boxes. In view of the fact that thefstaémbers had their busiest time of the
semester at this point in time and they were at&ed to fill in a couple of other surveys
recently, the willingness to respond was not vegi hit was hoped this medium would be
accepted as more convenient by the staff membeérsharease the response rate sufficiently.
Because this was not the case and many staff memobefirmed that the timing of the initial
survey was not perfect due to a strong work overhtahis time, a final reminder for the
online survey was sent at the beginning of Decepdrer month after the initial launch of the

questionnaire with a request to fill in the survathin one week.
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The survey was finally closed 5.5 weeks after tigai launch. The response rate was
20.6%, 64 respondents out of 311, fifteen partitipdilled in the hard copies, and 49 filled in
the survey online. Five online responses couldoeatonsidered valid because the
participants did not finish the survey and cruaiébrmation about the cultural background

was not filled in.

Survey analysis

The survey data were analysed with the software/sisaool SPSS 18.0 immediately
after the survey was closed and before the quabtaiart of data collection started. The data
collected with Survey Monkey were coded and expbatgtomatically into Excel by Survey
Monkey. The data collected via the hard copies weded identically to the Survey Monkey
coding and the data were filled into the Excel sinegnually. In the online survey most
statements were mandatory and could not be skibpedparticipant. In case a hard copy had
a missing answer this field was left empty whichame“missing” for the analysis tools in
SPSS. The Excel file was loaded into SPSS usingrthert feature of SPSS to avoid typing
errors. However, because the data of the hard sepeee coded and typed in manually all
data were checked several times in order to valittem.

According to Hofstede (1984) cultural values arenifested early in childhood.
Therefore, an additional variable, “CULTURE”, wamstructed in order to identify cultural
groups and to examine potential differences betvileese identified groups. This variable
was set to the country in which a participant gugwHowever, the characteristic of a cultural
dimension is based on a cultural group and doesewdssarily represent each individual of
this group (Hofstede, 2003). Therefore, the vaddblULTURE” was set to “others” if only
one participant of the survey represented a coumtrg size of these defined cultural groups
varied between three and 36 participants.

The choice of an appropriate statistical test ddp@m the nature of the collected data,
the design of the research, and the research qné&taul & Colin, 2010). The present study
is undertaken from a phenomenological point of véewl asks about perception and
behavioural response, the aim is not to generhilse the sample to the examined
population. The researcher concluded that the mseful approach would be to summarise
and describe data in a compact form where theifcehgroups can be compared with each
other with the aim to identify trends, patternsdiferences within these groups. This
approach of summarising and presenting data in fifrgraphs like charts and tables can be

categorised as descriptive statistics (Collis & $&ys 2009).
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Every single statement and question was summasiséioht frequencies of answers
were demonstrated as a percentage for every igghtitiltural group, and also for the data as
a whole. Results from these groups were compartitdesich other and with the total result to
identify possible differences and trends. Howelbegause the response rate was not as high
as anticipated the relatively low numbers of the tdentified cultural groups “Indian” and
“Australian” with three and four members made ipossible to identify trends that could
conceivably be linked to culture rather than indial differences. Nevertheless the survey
findings gave valuable insights into how the chahge been perceived generally, which in
turn influenced the way the interviews have beearceptualised.

The statements in the survey were measured withikest scale from “strongly
disagree”, “disagree”, “undecided”, “agree”, tortsigly agree”. For the analysis the number
of answers of “strongly disagree” and “disagree® smmmed together and displayed as “Sum
disagree”. Likewise the answers of “agree” andoisgdy agree” were summed up and
displayed as “Sum agree”. The reason for this suimomés that no clear significant results
can be observed between the cultural groups fointtieidual scales because the number of

responses was not high enough for this detailezboaisation of the scale.

Survey limitations

A limitation for the conduct of online surveys gt it may take a considerable
amount of time to obtain sufficient responses dnedrésults may be biased towards people
who are available and willing to answer the questim an electronic way (Collis & Hussey,
2009). It can be confirmed that it took double @n@ount of time to accomplish data
collection using the survey to what was initiallgmned. Another problem is the non-
response rate of surveys which may limit the regrtdion of views because strong views
may dominate (Collis & Hussey, 2009). But an unéiasample for this survey is not crucial
(Collis & Hussey, 2009) because this research ptagean interpretivist study aiming to gain
insights from individuals. Therefore a generalsatio general populations is not the aim of
this study, thus removing the necessity for an asdil sample.

Another restricting factor is the timing of the tdilsution of the survey, which had a
significant impact on the response rate. Becauséatinch of the survey fell in a high work
peak, the response rate was not as high as therchse had anticipated. This was
unsatisfactory as a higher response rate might tx@ated bigger numbers of responses for
each cultural group, which in its turn might hawedped identifying clearer trends. However,

as the aim of the survey was not to generalised@kamined population, but to identify
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trends and to conceptualise the subsequent quadidta collection, this restriction was not
critical to this study.

Focus group/individual interviews

According to Yin (1994), interviews are one of thest important sources of case
study information. Unstructured and semi-structurgerviews are appropriate to gain an
understanding of the interviewee’s world view aed biased context, which formulate the
basis for the interviewee’s opinion (Collis & Hugs2009). In this study semi-structured
interviews were conducted in form of a focus grangd 11 individual interviews with staff

members.

Focus group

The group interaction is highlighted in the litena as a facilitator of an open and
honest discussion of the examined phenomenon (Rki2@08; Wisker, 2001) because
participants are often willing to voice their ogniwithin a group (Collis & Hussey, 2009;
Reinard, 2008). Additionally, focus groups allownadlexibility because unexpected views
can arise (Reinard, 2008). These advantages o$ fgaup effects were of particular
importance to this research project. The group ohyosof the focus group led to vital and in-
depth discussions on the topic which also broughinexpected issues. At the same time the
group discussion clarified the significance of thessues through the fact that all participants
commented on it in a reflective and critical wayrthermore, it was certainly the case that
some perspectives and perceptions which might ane been presented on an individual
base came up in particular through the comparistmtive other participants’ views.
Therefore, the expression of culturally influenegtitudes from one participant exposed new
views and ideas from another participant. This jghed the researcher with most useful
insights into participants’ underlying values amdidfs. [See Appendix G for the question
guideline for the focus group.]

Individual interview

In-depth interviews were conducted in order to whtketailed information about the
staff members’ perceptions. The aim of the indigidaterviews was particularly to focus on
the more sensitive topic of behavioural responsghémge related communication. This
encompasses information about whether interviewsreted to think of leaving the

organisation during the change, to voice their mpinto respond in a quiet but loyal way to
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the organisation, or to react in a way which cdaddseen as neglecting the change initiatives.
Because an interviewee may be unwilling to be hioalesut this topic in a group, a
confidential one-to-one interview might create meifecient and open expressions of the
participant’s reaction to the change (Collis & Hexgs2009; Savolainen, 2007). Furthermore,
an openly expressed opinion about this sensitipie twould create confrontations between
group members. Hence, individual interviews areevappropriate than group interviews to
examine the behavioural response to the change ooination. The experiences in the
interviews and focus group confirm that intervies/@eere more likely to comment more
openly in a one-to-one interview when it came tbawoural response.

Additionally, the researcher expanded the individni@rviews to include the whole
guideline questions applied in the focus groupdabag many cultural views as possible. This
was also important because the findings from timeesudid not clearly display differentiated
trends.

Another advantage of an individual interview isttihallows the interviewee to add
further information if she prefers to add more p®ito a topic in a one-to-one conversation.
This can be confirmed for this case, as the indiaidnterviews provided more room for extra
topics in contrast to the focus group which wagy¥ene limited and focused.

In retrospect, it can be said that both intervigpets were appropriate for this sensitive
study and the researcher was able to use the adyenof both methods. Therefore, the
interviews supported the focus group results andliged further in-depth information about

the influence of culture on participants’ percepsipviews, and behavioural response.

Focus group and individual interviews conceptualisan

The same question guideline was used for the fgougp and individual interviews
and was derived directly from the results of thevey. As recommended in the literature
(Collis & Hussey, 2009) this guideline opened vathroad and open question where the
participants were asked what could have been detterbn terms of communication during
the change process at EDU. The question guidelasesiructured in a similar way to the
survey and covered most sections developed fasuheey. The “commitment” section was
not included in the interview guideline and notestigated further in the interviews and focus
group because it became apparent that the statemehe survey overlap with other sections
like communication, behavioural response, and @p#gtion and, therefore, were covered in

these sections.
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Depending on the survey results, questions wedenido either follow up results in
more depth, or to explore possible cultural inflcesin perception and behavioural response
to change related communication. Participants \w&sked whether they have experienced
differences in communication styles and reactiohelwthey would associate to culture. [See

Appendix G for the question guideline for the intews.]

Focus group interview and individual interviews predure

The recommendation for an appropriate group siza focus group is typically five
to ten participants (Bryman & Bell, 2007; Collisussey, 2009). But, if the participants
might be emotionally preoccupied with the topic aadh participant is likely to contribute
extensively, smaller groups are recommended (Bry&nBell, 2007). According to Bryman
and Bell (2007) also four participants per focusugr can be seen as sufficient, in particular if
the topic is complex and needs to allow for in-tiefiscussion. Therefore, the size of the
focus group was planned to be four to six partitipao allow the collection of more in-depth
data.

A self-selected sampling method was applied foréoeuiting of volunteers for the
interviews. The survey contained a question reggrdihether participants are interested in
volunteering to take part in a focus group andidniidual interview and provide their
contact details if this was the case. Additionathg recruitment process involved the supply
of flyers which were distributed in two departmefitst. The flyers gave information about
the research project, the topic, location, datetameline, and provided the researcher’s
contact details. As this method was not very eifecthe researcher made a couple of phone
calls in order to inform staff members about thegjgut and ask them for participation in a
more personal way. Because staff members appeateddver surveyed during the change
period and, therefore, were reluctant to parti@pateither a focus group or individual
interview, the researcher decided to not furth@ragch people randomly. Instead of
following this method of recruitment, the researciaplied the technique of “snowball
sampling” and used established personal contattsnEDU to recruit staff members to
increase the numbers of potential volunteers flioensurvey. Participants in the individual
interviews were asked whether they knew someotigein department who might be
interested to be part of an interview and who #s=archer could approach. This was a very
useful approach because the interviewees knewniptloe cultural background of their
colleagues but could also assess who of theiragiles might be willing to participate. In

particular, the number of participants could bangigantly increased for the cultural groups
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other than New Zealand Pakeha (Pakeha describeZBalanders who are of European
descent). This approach also ensured that it wesille to conduct at least one individual
interview with a staff member representing onehefidentified cultural groups in the survey.

Initially it was planned that the focus group regaets a working group within the
faculty, e.g. a department that would compriseast three different ethnic cultures.
However, not enough staff members volunteered witime department to follow this
approach. Also the sensitivity of the topic becarear when one volunteer mentioned that
his willingness to participate depends on who egmarticipating in the focus group. For
these unforeseen reasons the focus group doespretent a single working group in this
study. Nevertheless, the results of the focus gpropided valuable data about possible
cultural variations in the participant’s perceptmirand response to change related
communication.

In order to avoid any concerns and prejudice, ésearcher invited only one staff
member from one department and made sure alsorhoipant has either a management
position or worked closely with management. Althluigs recommended in the literature to
invite and get acceptances from more participadtdli€ & Hussey, 2009), only five staff
members were asked to take part in the focus goeapuse of the above mentioned
reluctance of staff to participate in a focus grolipe researcher made sure every participant
confirmed the appointment for the focus group djea reminder for the focus group with
an additional request to be on time was sent opddore the scheduled appointment and
was also confirmed by the participants. Only ongig@pant could not attend because an
urgent short notice meeting meant he would comg ke and he did not want to interrupt
the session. However, the remaining “mini focusugfowith four people was sufficient and
in retrospect it can be said that not all sectmirthe guideline-questions could have been
covered with additional participants.

The individual interviews were arranged with théwieers by email or phone. They
were conducted after the focus group took place@dor one interview, which was
accomplished before the focus group took placederato pilot the focus group. Time, date,

and location were arranged with every interviewehvidually to suit the participant.

Focus group and individual interviewee composition
The focus group was composed of two administragiadf members and two

academic staff members. All participants were fenaaild none of them were New Zealand
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European or New Zealand Pak&hahich forms the biggest ethnic group in New Zadldn
retrospect, the fact that only female and non Neal&hd Pakeha participated in the focus
group turned out to be ideal as sensitive issuesgad with regard to gender and minorities
in New Zealand.

Four male and seven female staff members partegipatthe individual interviews, of
these four members hold an administration posifiea,an academic position, one an
academic and management position, and one a purag®aent position.

In order to ensure confidentiality for the parteniyps only broad information about

their cultural background can be provided as disggdan the following table 1.

Table 1:Background of Interview Participants
Ethnic/cultural affinity Management role Gender

New Zealand/ Pakeha No female
New Zealand/ Pakeha partly male
New Zealand/ Pakeha No male
South Africa No male
UK partly female
Central Europe No female
India Yes female
Central Europe No female
South-East Asia No female
India No male
Australia No female

Conduct of focus group and individual interviews

All participants in the focus group and individuaterviews were asked to read the
information sheet and sign a consent form befoeddhus groups and the individual
interviews started (see Appendices D, E, and\F)participants gave their consent to be
audio-taped during the focus group and individatgrviews and the audio records were
transcribed in the days after the interviews wemagleted.

At the beginning of the focus group the researdaee a brief introduction to the
research, the change related context within EDUaamdutline of why culture is in particular
examined in this study. Then each participant enfttus group and interviews was asked to

introduce themselves to give information aboutrtpersonal background, how long they

2 pakeha is the Maori language word for New Zealesdéo are of European descent.
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have been in New Zealand, and how long they hav&egiofor EDU. The researcher asked
the participants to see themselves as a representdtheir cultural group and to answer the
questions also for their cultural group as a whaliégough they might not perceive
themselves as typical in terms of perception arwieur for their cultural group. During the
interviews the researcher asked clarifying questtorunderstand whether a participant’s
view could be related to her cultural backgroungoparticipants noted that they cannot put
themselves fully in one cultural group anymore lbiseathey were exposed for many years to
other cultural environments. Furthermore, someedgtheir idea about their cultural views
and values is not up to date because they havihéfthome country many years ago.
However, as Hofstede (2003, p. 238) points outiuaifferences between nations described
by authors centuries ago are still present todagpite of continued close contacts. For the
next few hundred years countries will remain cualliyrvery diverse”.

The focus group and individual interviews were agstdd in the form of a controlled
group discussion with open-ended questions to ghieleliscussion. Careful planning of the
focus group and individual interviews and a thotoogtline of guideline questions was
crucial for this study. For this reason, the resaftthe survey were examined prior to the
focus group and interviews and the findings weedus conceptualise the question
guidelines for the in-depth interview®n the one hand, the questions were semi-struciared
the sense that they provided a strong focus. Onttier hand, the researcher added or
adapted questions to obtain more detailed infoonaind questions were utilised to clarify
issues, which were raised during the interviewdifAahally, the researcher provided the
interviewees with examples in case a question wakear or very sensitive. For instance, in
the section of behavioural response interviewees asked about typical reactions by
members from their cultural group in case the gisfaction went low during the change. It
clearly helped some interviewees to get over tindial reluctance to answer this question
when the researcher gave an indication from her@vitaral group as an example.

The questions were piloted with another researtstito test the clarity, logic and
suitability of the guideline questions. Additionalbne individual interview was conducted as
a pilot prior to the focus group, which helpedualier clarify the questions. Moreover, this
earlier conducted interview created a realistiovestion about the time span which would be
necessary to cover all areas of the question go&lduring the interviews and focus group.
This was particularly important as a preparatiartfie focus group to ensure all parts of the

question guideline would be covered in the plar@@dinutes.
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Focus group and individual interview analysis

The qualitative data were analysed as soon asrtivess of data collection started and
has been continuously carried out until the enthefresearch project. Analysis of qualitative
data is challenging in so far as no clearly defisgdtegies and techniques for this process
exist (Collis & Hussey, 2009; Yin, 1994). AccorditigYin (1994), data analysis
encompasses examining, categorising, and tabulditehgase study evidence. The data were
immediately transcribed after the collection frdme focus group and individual interviews,
and therefore available in an electronic form. phampt transcription of the data allowed the
researcher to become familiar with the data andpeeted topics of relevance could be
identified and verified in the remaining interviews

The next step in data analysis is to reduce, retsire, and de-textualise the data if
applicable (Collis & Hussey, 2009). Because therinews followed a guideline which
worked along categories identified by the undemakerature review, all data were well-
arranged in the sense that relevant informationalr@ady bundled within these defined
categories. Therefore, the amount of data seemied toanageable and the researcher
abandoned the original idea of using a softwarelido® NVivo for the analysis of qualitative
data. Moreover, the researcher wanted to makeo$uraving detailed knowledge about the
original data and according to Collis and Huss&®p@ relying on a software tool often leads
to a mechanical approach of interpreting data wharhbe a typical pitfall for inexperienced
qualitative researchers.

Because the emphasis of this research projeavtiesphenomenological approach,
only non-quantifying methods of data analysis wesed for the data. In qualitative research,
analysing data is the process of identifying theares categories and how they relate to each
other (Collis & Hussey, 2009; Keyton, 2006). Acdagito Keyton (2006), one analysing
technique for qualitative data is to reread therditure that guided the research which will
suggest themes or broad categories. The concegatiafh for the interview guideline
guestions derived directly from the survey struetwhich itself was based on the literature

and the emerging categories. Therefore, the keagoaes “communication”, “management”,
“intercultural communication competence”, “partiain”, and the four dimensions of the
EVLN model “exit”, “voice”, “loyalty” and “neglect’formed pre-categorie¥he cultural
dimensions “uncertainty avoidance”, “power distdnead “future direction” which are
crucial in the context of organisational change eamication (Bowen & Inkpen, 2009) were

used for the interpretation of data as part ofahalysing process. However, it became clear
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during the interviews that also the cultural dimensindividualism/collectivism” needs to
be used for the interpretation of the data.

The data were reduced by summarising each answh&nwine category from each
participant and themes were immediately identiiad coded. After the summary for every
question of each interviewee, a concentrated susnmaar all answers was undertaken to
identify key themes. Furthermore, personal intdgirens from the researcher for a tentative
first analysis followed immediately after this summy

The findings were compared with each other in otdedentify potential similarities
or differences by applying cultural dimensions. llean iterative process of reading and
rereading the summarised data but also raw dataimdestaken. This allowed a cross-
checking of results and to establish emerging tiserdditionally, the findings of the
qualitative data were used to revisit the quanNiatiata to cross-check initial results of the
survey with the qualitative results. Finally, thedings are discussed in the context of

relevant literature.

Limitations of interviews (individual and focus gups)

One limitation can be seen in the researcher’s awitairal background and
experiences, and the chance that data might bgiated in a subjective way. This aspect is a
clear limitation in any intercultural research tady of “culture” cannot be value-free and
objective (Yoshitake, 2004). However, to address|timitation, the researcher repeated
questions and asked for clarification until ther@sva mutual agreement what the interviewees
were saying. In fact, this was a vital part of teBective discussion between the researcher
and the participants in order to understand viewdsgerceptions potentially related to
culture. Additionally, the review of the researostruments, pilot testing of the interviews
and focus group, the process of ethical approval,cdose supervision were used to mitigate
subjectivity.

Another limitation can be identified in the facatlonly one focus group has been
undertaken and comparisons between the groupsneepossible. However, this aspect is
not crucial for this study, because the aim forftieis group is not to compare groups but to
make use of the advantages of a group discussioreasoned above. Moreover, it was
challenging to organise another group becausetdiffensembers in a tertiary educational
organisation have different time schedules anslvery difficult to arrange a date and time
which suits everyone. Nevertheless, to gain mafigrént cultural views the number of

individual interviews conducted was high with eleve total. Instead of the initially planned
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short interviews where the researcher wanted méanigcus on the behavioural response, the
interviews were expanded and used the same quegtidaline as applied in the focus group
to gain additional information. Therefore, the ldngf the individual interviews ranged
between 25 and 55 minutes depending on the inpilegbarticipants.

In total, the interview question design was sugdbl this research project. However,
the interview guideline was comprehensive and squastions seemed to be rather difficult
to answer for some participants in the sense tiegt fiound it difficult to think of cultural
specifics. Additionally, some participants felt ontfortable with the questions regarding the
behavioural response, particularly with questigisiring to neglecting behaviour. In these
cases the questions were not further investigatddskipped.

Ethical Considerations

A number of ethical considerations influenced tieisearch, from the planning through
the conduct of it to the final writing up of thiesearch study.

Firstly, because this research is a case study, farthe approval and conduct of it,
the Dean of the Faculty of EDU was informed abbetplanned project and approval to
conduct this study was obtained from him. Secoretlyical approval was gained from the
Unitec Research Ethics Committee prior to the stbithe project because this research
involved humans. Thirdly, strict confidentiality eabsolutely vital for this research project
because change is a sensitive process and theplesders and managers were assessed by
staff members who hold a work position in the exadiorganisation. Therefore, all
information has been treated with strict confideand best possible anonymity was ensured
in order to preserve the identity of the particiggaill participants were appropriately
informed about the aim of this research projeato the conduct of the survey, focus
group, and individual interviews. During the retment process, it was emphasised that
participation is purely voluntary. The survey wasiducted anonymously and the participants
were informed that they give their consent throagbhmitting the survey. In the case a survey
participant wanted to volunteer in a focus groupndividual interview, the researcher asked
for an email address for contact reasons. Howehreremail addresses were separately
processed and not linked to the rest of the sudeey.

Prior to the interviews every interviewee gave emigo audio-tape the interviews as
well as the authority to use the content of therwiew for the purpose of the study.
Moreover, the participants of the survey and theriiews were informed that there might be

a potential to identify an individual through timéarmation a participant gives by identifying
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her cultural background. However, only summarisaté @f the data collections were
accessible to others. Additionally, to ensure digpant can not be identified only broad
information is given with regard to an interviewgeultural background in the written thesis.

Also the patrticipants of the focus group were infed of the confidential nature of
this research and they committed to treat all ghineormation in the focus group as highly
confidential by signing the consent form. It wascabutlined that there exists the possibility
that the study will be published later.

All data and consent forms will be stored in a lttkcupboard at Unitec Institute of
Technology for five years.

Finally, all information which could identify theganisation was also made
anonymous. Because the survey included statemedtgleestions which assessed

management the survey was explicitly approved bytban.
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Chapter 4: Findings

This chapter presents the findings of the survsg focus group and individual
interviews. Although the size of the survey sangsid, in particular, the number of members
for each identified group is too small to derivegel conclusions, a brief presentation of the
survey results is given to indicate trends ancedgifices in the participants’ perceptions of the
EDU change process. This provides a general ower@aimut how the change communication
has been perceived at EDU, and what trends wengifiéel and used to conceptualise the
interview question guidelines. Therefore, the symesults will be presented first followed by
the focus group and interview results, which aesented together. The sub headings in this
section reflect the survey categories which alsméal the basis for the interview questions

guideline. All detailed tables presenting the symesults are provided in the appendix.

General Findings
This section presents general results in regatide@ize and composition of the

samples in the survey, focus group and interviews.

Survey

The survey was sent to all 311 staff members inddrteree faculties at EDU
including full-time and part-time employees. Thepense rate was 20.6 % with 64 responses
and 59 fully completed questionnaires. The distidyuof roles of the respondents is as
follows: 18.6% are involved in management tasks4#bhave administration responsibilities
and 55.9% do teaching. The majority (61%) of pgréints have worked for 5-20 years at
EDU. Based on the country a participant grew wg #ifferent cultural groups can be
identified for the set of respondents. These graupNew Zealand (NZ) (including Pakeha
and Maori), United Kingdom (UK), Australia, Indiand “others”, which was used to group
together the participants who were the sole reptaiees of a country. The “others” group
comprises three Asian staff members (all from défifie countries), one South African, one
North American, one Central European, and one Eagieropean staff member. Table 2

illustrates the distribution of participants acréss cultural groups.
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Table 2:Overview of the Identified Cultural Groups
Cultural group Total number of participants Percent

New Zealand (34 Nz Paigha, 2 Maori) 61%
United Kingdom 9 15%
Australia 4 7%
India 3 5%
Others 7 12%

As already mentioned the comparison of results éetwthe cultural groups needs to
be done carefully because the sample size is tadl sorallow for generalisation. In
particular, the “Indian” and “Australian” groupseavery small with three and four members.
However, the findings for these groups are stitlinad in this chapter because the researcher
was able to recruit an Indian and Australian inwmee to follow up trends identified in these
groups. Generally, it was possible to find at leasd volunteer for an individual interview for
each cultural group identified in the survey.

No complete information exists at EDU to identifygtethnical cultural group or
country of birth of an employee. However, 42% affistnembers voluntarily provided EDU
with this information in their employment form. Attugh it is not possible to extract the
exact distribution of ethnicities within EDU it ssill possible to make some observations. A
particularly interesting fact is that a few ethhes, which constitute a recognisable
proportion of staff members, are not representedersample of the survey. For instance, no
Chinese staff member filled in the survey althodgt?o of staff members in the examined
faculty of EDU indicated their ethnicity as Chineseheir employment form. However, other
Asian staff members coming from countries differen€China and India and representing at
least 3.7% of the employees did respond to theeguihikewise, none of the Pacific staff
members answered the survey despite the facttthedst 2.7% of employees belong to this
cultural group. Although this is not a large prdpmr members from other ethnicities who

constitute a smaller proportion among staff memUdetdill in the survey.

Focus group and individual interviews

An under representation of some ethnic groupsfisated also in the individual
interviews. Throughout the interviews, the Asiaoug and in particular staff members with
Chinese cultural background were often mentioneal @mntrasting cultural group. Therefore,

the researcher tried to recruit Chinese staff mesntoe an individual interview to get the
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point of view of this cultural group. However, itrhed out to be impossible to recruit Chinese
people, although only people were approached whe named by other interviewees as
someone who might be willing to participate. Onen€hke staff member, for instance,
referred very politely but repeatedly to managehns w in his opinion - would be more useful
for this research. As for the survey the researelasrnot able to recruit any Chinese staff
members for an individual interview.

The four focus group participants and the elevégriewees are coded according to
their ethnic/cultural group and interview datesracated in table 3. The letters at the
beginning stand for the participant’s ethnic anliural affinity. NZP stands for New Zealand
and the ethnic group Pakeha, NZM for New Zealarleghnic group Maori, UK for
England, A for Australia, SA for South Africa, SAMr South America, and | for India.
Because a more detailed disclosure of the culhaekground of the Asian, European, and
East European participants would not ensure thaeyaniby of the participants, only the broad
continental areas are named where the particigante from. SEA stands for South East
Asia, CE means Continental Europe, andskdnds for Eastern Europe. The second part of
the code illustrates a number and refers to therastlinterview date (1-11) or the letter “F”
for focus group. One patrticipant’s role in the angation was purely a management role (I-1)
and two were partly involved in management funci{Z-3 and NZ-4). Four of the 15
interview participants were male, eleven femalé fédus group participants were female,
none had a management role at this time, and nelpadped to the majority group of New
Zealand Pakeha in EDU. An overview of the distrituiof participants in the individual

interviews and focus group is presented in thevalhg table 3.
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Interview Type Ethnic/cultural affinity =~ Managememnte Gender Code
Individual Interview New Zealand/ Pakeha No female  NZP-1
Focus Group South-East Asia No female SEA-F
Focus Group South America No female SAM-F
Focus Group Eastern Europe No female EE-F
Focus Group New Zealand/Maori No female NZM-F
Individual Interview New Zealand/ Pakeha Partly lena NZP-2
Individual Interview New Zealand/ Pakeha No male ANZ
Individual Interview South Africa No male SA-4
Individual Interview UK Partly female UK-5
Individual Interview Central Europe No female CE-6
Individual Interview India Yes female I-7
Individual Interview Central Europe No female CE-8
Individual Interview South-East Asia No female SBA-
Individual Interview India No male I-10
Individual Interview Australia No female A-11

Communication/I nfor mation

This section was designed to investigate parti¢dgigrerceptions of change related

communication and to explore differences that mightelated to culture.

Survey

The results of the survey indicate that communicatiuring the change initiative in

EDU has been perceived as not so effective by tigenty of staff members across all

cultures (>60%). This includes the perceived glasftinformation as well as the provision of

continuous and timely information. Some slight arétrelated trends could be identified in a

few statements but only in the smaller culturalup®“Australia” and “India” where the

communication has been perceived more positivatypaoed to the other groups. Further,

three out of four of respondents in the Austragjlamup also hold a management role within

EDU and, therefore, might have been exposed tdhanédvel of communication and

information. Therefore, it can be assumed that camoation during the restructuring

initiatives has been perceived similarly acrosspéicipating cultures in this study. Further,

independent of participants’ culture, for the vasfjority (91.5%) it is important for the
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employee’s personal job satisfaction to understhadntent of the restructuring initiatives. A
detailed overview of the results in this categarpresented in table 5 of the appendix.

Focus group and individual interviews

In order to get more in-depth information about peeceived communication two
guestions were asked in the focus group and ing@liohterviews. The first question aimed to
generally introduce the whole topic and asked: Wbatd have been done better in terms of
communication? Three participants, two with NewlZed Pakeha ethnicity and one South
East Asian ethnicity (NZP-1, NZP-2, and SEA-9) dhiat the communication was good and
they saw the responsibility on the staff membede $o become involved in the
communication process. “They did include all ofamsl it was on us as individuals to come
... on board” (NZP-1). Interviewee NZP-2 commenteat tbnly one-to-one discussioosuld
have improved the communication because “peopleskiady opportunity to hear what is
going on and to give input into it”. However, latginen a question was asked to investigate in
more detail an influence of culture on how peopéairto be involved, the same interviewee
revised his initial answer and saw the potentiairfgorovement of the implemented change
communication. He said: “I do think that staff mearddo expect managers to come to
them®. Likewise, the South East Asian participaBAS® emphasised that there was sufficient
information through emails and meetings, and shieised the fact that staff members did
not read their emails. But in this context she atsale the observation that people tend to
absorb information better in small “social meetings

Although many participants acknowledged that thewmh of information was
appropriate they criticised the content of thi®mifation in the sense that it was not detailed
enough (NZP-3, UK-5, I-10, A-11, SA-4, and SEA-F)wvas not transparent how the change
would be realised and it was also unclear how biange affected each staff member.
Nevertheless, some participants (CE-8 and SAM-R)ptained about the amount of
information, the enormous number of emails, anditheng of sending which was often in
the busiest working times. Moreover, one intervieyweinted out a general absence of clarity
in terms of goals for the change intent, and abiwaifinal vision EDU intended to establish,
existed (NZP-3).

The interview findings generally confirm the resuif the survey that many staff
members across all cultures did not feel positiaddgut the communication, but also some

experienced it as satisfactory.
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The second question in this section addressedhineeffiliation of the interviewees
and asked whether they think that their culturakiggound has an influence on the way they
perceived this communication. In the answers, nmdstviewees outlined differences by
either identifying specific characteristics in thein culture or observing attributes in other
cultures.

For instance interviewee NZP-1 said “l am very egaing” and identified this
characteristic as typical for New Zealanders. Aroihterviewee from Continental Europe
(CE-6) observed that she personally and people frentultural background tend to worry
about almost everything which leads to a high l@fehitial mistrust. Interviewee CE-8 was
not sure whether her preference to be more actimeblved and considered by management
is a personal or culturally dependent preferencgh Biterviewees from South East Asia
(SEA-9, SEA-F) pointed out that people with thailteral background tend to adapt to

change relatively easily.

| think people in South East Asia are generally\grsceptible to changes. When they
say there is redundancy, ok we go on. We havertoveusomewhere else. Not to say
to bring it on, but this is what happens in lifexdAthey deal with it (SEA-F).

Likewise interviewee SEA-9 stated:

In [home country] we tend to accept things. We tenchake ourselves fit into change
than making things big for us. ... We never complaejust make do it. ... People do
complain too much here. [In] our culture we arenttial of what we get. We tend to
fit ourselves into things than making things difilic We tend to accept things
naturally.

Similarly, interviewee A-11 with an Australian bagkund recognised a lot more
“cynicism” and “negativity” in the New Zealand cute compared to the Australian culture.
She also confirmed that in New Zealand many petapid to “complain” and expect the
company to adapt to the individual needs of stadmbers because they think “I own my
office”. In contrast, she believed some cultures“arlot more forthright” like Australians and
Americans, and “Europeans would actually standngpsay ‘we don’t agree with this™. In
contrast, New Zealanders “have a resignation” wheg do not agree and stay quiet. She
observed this also for Asian cultures.

The interviewee from the UK (UK-5) identified sirarlties between her and the New
Zealand culture and stated “I think the cultureehisrvery similar to that in the UK”.

Interviewee SA-4 pointed out that there are propdiferences but he could not identify
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them because his own close team is very homogemitushree other South Africans and
one Australian colleague (SA-4).

Interviewee EE-F who worked closely within a multiaral team observed that
people perceived the communication differently. iRgtance, her Japanese colleagues
struggled to deal with the change in general. GrileepJapanese colleagues said that if you
were working for an organisation in Japan for ntbign ten years it is very likely that you
work for this company for your whole life. Conseqtlg, it is very difficult to accept change
and take responsibility for yourself and do sonteghdifferent (EE-F). On the other hand,
Interviewee EE-F observed that for instance Gerspaaking cultures are “more straight
forward”.

Few interviewees saw cultural differences as reieveor instance, interviewee NZP-
3 did not recognize any cultural differences argliad the importance of “leadership”,
“trust”, and “honesty” as “human” and “social vaftielnterviewee I-10 strongly believed
that it is more organisational culture than ethautture which influences communication
within an organisation.

In sum, a key finding in this section is that aligb culture did not influence
respondents’ perception of what is important comication during change, it had an impact
on the way staff members from different culturaups responded to this communication.

This finding will be addressed as a key area indiseussion chapter.

M anagement Support
This section was designed to evaluate how manageanérieadership have been

perceived during the change communication.

Survey

The survey contained several sub-sections in #Hiegory. It started with a general
part and asked whether management was perceimdommitted to the change, to what
extent management was approachable for staff mexndoed the extent to which management
was convincing in communicating the need for chakgethermore, another sub-section
investigated who can be identified as “the primagder”. Finally, staff members were asked
what they regard as valuable information in a clkeacantext and from whom they expected
and finally received this information. The resufghe survey are presented in these sub-

categories.
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General management support

The results of the survey display a range of answstributed from agreement to
disagreement with a significant number of “undedida some statements in this section.
The participants of the survey were informed thahagement are considered as the CEO,
Dean of the Faculty, and Head of Department. Liaténe interviews some staff members
explained that they perceived differences in thaiguof information between their direct
managers and higher management. Consequentlyfaheg it difficult to assess
management as a whole.

The statements about the consistency of managdyelatiour, the accessibility and
friendliness of management vary between agreeraadecided, and disagreement across all
cultures. Most respondents (54.2%) indicated tbaenough information was provided
which affected them directly and 48.3% found tihat testructuring activities were not tied to
EDU’s overall vision. Also, a slight majority of gecipants (54.2%) did feel that
management had been personally committed to theicasring initiatives. An overview of
these results is presented in table 6 in the append

No cultural differences could be identified in me&itements of this section. The last
statement in the survey was composed to identiftyial trends based on Hofstede’s cultural
dimension “uncertainty avoidance” (UAI). It invegdited how comfortable staff members feel
with a manager who has another cultural backgroAndording to Hofstede (1984) a low
UAI index indicates a better acceptance of foreig@s managers. The UAI of the identified
nations vary slightly between 35 (UK) to 51 (Austhand scale on the lower to middle
range of uncertainty. The results displays thdearanajority of staff members (62.6%)
across cultures feel comfortable with a managenfamother nation.

The statement whether staff members feel afradisaigreeing with their managers
showed some differences in the cultural groupsclwvhiill be addressed in the Participation
section where this statement is repeated.

Primary Leader

For the specification of a staff member’s primagder the participants had the choice
between the Head of Department, the Dean of thalfyaand the CEO which presents the
hierarchical structure of the organisation. ThedHeBDepartment is the direct manager for
most staff members. Because additional managenesitigns within the departments exist in

the organisation the opportunity to name an “otlmeahagement position was given. The
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findings of the survey indicate that the large migjof staff members identified the Head of
Department as their primary leader (69.5%), folldveg the Dean (18.6%), others (10.2%)
and the CEO (1.7%). Therefore, it can be conclubatifor a clear majority of staff members
the direct manager (HoD or line manager) plays pnmale in leadership for staff members
and no significant cultural trends could be ideatif because the numbers based on the
cultural groups fit mostly into the general results

Valuable information during a change period

Across all cultures the following information wassassed as most valuable
information by the participants of the survey:

» Information about the overall vision of the chamgéative

» Information about my personal role in the changsitives

» Clear instructions about the change initiatives.

Slight variations exist about the order of impodametween the cultural groups. An
overview of these variations is presented in tahle the appendix.

Furthermore, the participants were asked from whuey expected change related
information. The results indicate that across alizes the expectation is that change related
information is provided by all three managemenelsythe HoD, the Dean, and the CEO.

Finally, the participants were asked from whom tgeythe most valuable
information during the change. The majority of paptants indicated independent of their
cultural background that they got the most valuaffiermation mainly from their colleagues
(40%) and others (20%), whereas “others” incluaésrmation through other faculties,
rumours, and internal communication channels hieintranet.

In sum, similar to the communication section ndedlénces could be identified for the
cultural groups in regard to the perception of gahmanagement support during the change
initiatives at EDU. Moreover, the results indicttat across all cultures the same kind of
information was assessed as valuable and no diffesecould be identified for the question
which management level should provide this infororatThe majority of participants
indicated that the primary leader is the Head gbdenent, followed by the Dean. These

findings will be addressed in the discussion chapte

Focus group and individual interviews
During the change initiatives all interviewees wex@osed to communication coming

from management and leaders with a different caltoackground to their own. Therefore,
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interviewees were asked whether the cultural backgl of a manager can be related to her
communication style during the change initiativesiisupporting or inhibitive way for staff
members to give feedback. Additionally, the interwees were asked to comment whether
their own cultural background influenced the wagytiperceived this communication.

Every interviewee confirmed that culture was anontgnt factor which not only
influenced the way a manager communicated durieghkiange initiatives but also how staff
members perceived this communication. Some intewes referred to the Dean of the
faculty when they formulated an example. The reagonthis are firstly, he held an
important management position during the changaiives and secondly, he has a South
African cultural background which is different tast of the interviewed participants.

Communication style
Various interviewees emphasised the differencéerstyle of communication in
particular in regard to the existence of diversele of “directness” in different cultures. For

instance one interviewee with an Indian culturalkdgsound observed that:

People from South Africa really have a very strafgivward communication style
which is pretty much ‘This is this situation, Weedeo get this done, this is how it is
going to happen’ ... | also find the NZ culture aststo be a little more laid back, a
little more happier, a little more relaxed in theoach and people might say that ‘we
can all eat that tomorrow before we get the wonkedoSo, the culture really does
kind of make communication a little more ineffeetiat times (I-7).

This observation that controversial expectations@nmunication or leadership style
can lead to a conflict between culturally diverseups was also expressed by another
interviewee from Eastern Europe, when she said kimd of control and very strong
leadership really is what we observe here. And $iomes it obviously does not meet the NZ
or Maori style of leadership” (EE-F). Another intawee had a similar experience with his

Head of Department who is from Europe:

They are very straight forward. You know very dotha line, they don’t negotiate
anything. ... | probably appreciate this more thawbpbly an Asian point of view
which is kind of several times you can actually kvalound until you get to it (SA-4).

Some participants (New Zealander and Europeangkperiences with managers
coming from the United Kingdom and they referregitimanagement and leadership style as

a “colonial” style of management if their experiengas negative:
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He (an English manager) certainly had a differeutiucal background to
communication style to kind of the Kiwis and otleetleagues. And especially
academics commented on that disparagingly, thagant, disconnected, clueless,
does not understand what is going on, culturallsdoot get it, ... no cultural
awareness, using his narrow small British Empisswof the world and trying to
apply this to this country and the things are diornis organisation. That was quite
noticeable (NZP-3).

Another interviewee from Continental Europe who waposed to a number of
English managers in the past summarised her exjpeses follows:

They [the English managers] still come with thig"are colonising you, you need
help, and we need to help you’ ... there was a lBgmement amongst staff ... In NZ
things are more relaxed and we have got the Maitture, we have got the Pacific
culture, we have a lot of Asian culture (CE-8).

Attitude to hierarchy

Another difference identified by the participantasathe attitude to hierarchy in
various cultures which results in a different fapfrifrespect” subordinates show for their
superiors. One participant of the focus group desdrher manager who is from the Middle

East as follows:

He has adopted in the NZ culture pretty well betr¢hare still certain elements that
you can see that this is pretty much a Middle Eadténg. For instance building trust,
the respect of hierarchy is very different (SEA-F).

In an outraged tone she also stated that thereisespect for hierarchy” in New
Zealand and at EDU. Another New Zealand intervieeadked this New Zealand attitude to
hierarchy “a healthy disrespect for hierarchy”. Batalso outlined the complexity of this
topic and the danger to generalise because “aaime time Kiwis can also be very
subservient in certain contexts”. This matchesotheervation of another New Zealand
interviewee (NZP-1) who outlined that her managkovs also from New Zealand would not
guestion any higher management decisions becauss oéspect for hierarchy. An Indian
interviewee (I-7) identified a clear differenceth® New Zealand culture when she said that
people in India usually do not speak up to theshavhereas in New Zealand “no one stops
you from thinking basically”. In contrast, in Nevedland people are “more open” and they

listen to others’ opinions, even if you do not héive “seniority” to do so.
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Stereotyping

Some participants mentioned that there is alregoisreeption that people coming
from different countries will have a different syINZP-3 and CE-6) and “stereotyping”
plays a significant role when a staff member faxesanager from another culture and vice
versa (UK-5 and EE-F). As an example, interview&e3Jointed out the strong character of
the South African Dean at EDU on the one hand haddct that many other South Africans
have a totally different character. Therefore, atvecluded, people have to be careful with
stereotyping based on culture. This argument wpg@ted by some other interviewees. In
particular taking the Dean as an example they esipbd other potential influences on his
management style like his strong business and neamagt background but also his military
experiences.

Other factors
Some participants emphasised that also “gendeys@asignificant role in the context
of communication style on top of culture (NZP-1,-EECE-6, and A-11). For instance the

Australian interviewee (A-11) illustrated the folllng example:

She [a NZ female manager] has got an apologeticolapeaking. She was at a
faculty by the time of the change and she did motte confidence and | would say,
my feeling is that is actually a very NZ female waybeing. The Dean is a male, so
that is already something different and perhajsstt do of being a White South
African. However the thing about [the Dean] is thathas a confidence rather than
arrogance. | wouldn’t say this is different becalises South African, but because he
is male.

Another example was outlined in the following wayadEuropean interviewee (CE-6):

There is sort of camaraderie amongst guys andgbem to be the mates. He [the
manager] loves rugby. ... It was just bent amongsilys and we [the women] went
like ‘oh gone’. There is a bonding through sporeybre and an understanding and the
banter and the jokes which is not available to wombao are not that into that.

An Indian male interviewee (I-10) also mentionled trugby’ topic but related it to

cultural differences:

Sometime you can feel it [the cultural differend&dr example, with [the manager] |
can feel that rugby thing that comes out very gitlpwhen he is talking and the
analogies he produces when he is talking and theuggolo-it kind of things. So you
can see that, it comes from that culture rugby dami environment.



60

In both cases the interviewees confirmed that taiyexcluded in the way the rugby
topic was used by the manager because they weistamsted in it. Likewise, another
interviewee (NZM-F) referred to an example where fdit excluded because of the similarity
in the communication style within one cultural gnpoShe described a particular example as

follows:

We have quite a number of South Africans in ouradigpent and | see some similarity
in their communication style among them all as alehl wonder, because we had a
meeting with [the South African Dean] yesterday hedvas addressing a number of
things but the ones with the most outspoken with Wwere all South Africans. They
seemed to be having this conversation betweenmsharother and the rest of us were
like ‘oh they have got some sort of rapport goingand they were very comfortable

in talking (NZM-F).

Opposing perceptions

A lively discussion arose in the focus group irsthection and some opposing
perceptions on the communication style experierficed management and leadership were
described. For instance, the participant with S@utterican background in the focus group
described the Dean as “very strong” and “overwhetrhiln contrast, the New Zealand Maori
participant confirmed that Maori people need “sty¢eadership” and an “absence of really
strong leadership wears a lot of uncertainty amésthin particular in a change situation.
Another oppositional example came up when the Ea&eropean participant raised the
“level of directness” staff members and manageve fvatheir communication style
depending on their cultural background. In her eepee New Zealanders are not as direct as
for instance German people, and that Japanesegammuch more indirect than New
Zealand people. In contrast, the South Americatigyaant assessed the New Zealand
communication style as “very honest” compared todx@eriences in South America where
neither managers nor staff members are honest #iiufeelings in a work environment.
She stated “here | find every day | have honestvermations and | get to say how | feel and |
get told how the other party feels as well. Ancedlly helps me grow”. This view was also
confirmed by an Indian interviewee (I-7) who fouhdt Indian people are “very sensitive
about how they share information” in contrast taM\#ealand. In another more critical way
the South East Asian participant assessed the dahaZd style as direct in particular when
they “demand for something”. She perceived thatlyimg is high”.
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Another point was made by an Indian interviewee atgued being in a minority
group has an impact on an individual's perceptidé® observed that because he belonged to a
minority group in his home country, India, this reakt easier for him to belong to a minority
group here in New Zealand once more. In contrakidi@n colleagues who came from a
majority group in India, he found himself to be “raa@onscious of proposing things”, he
“stands back a little bit more”, and he tries terpret issues from business logic rather than
culture.

In sum, all interviewees agreed that culture inileed the way managers
communicated during the change but it also hadrgract on how staff members themselves
perceived this communication. The findings dematstthat differences between cultures
were observed in particular in the communicatigtesand the attitude to hierarchy. Some
interviewees pointed out that stereotyping inflieetitee way other cultures are perceived.
These different perceptions can lead to a feelfrigeing excluded for some cultural groups,
but also other factors likgenderandsportsmight have an influence on communication and
whether someone feels included or excluded duriognaersation. Another finding is that
differing perceptions of someone’s communicatigheséxist depending on the staff
members’ experience in their home country. Thesdirigs will be addressed in the
discussion chapter.

Intercultural Communication Competence
To explore the role of a leader’s intercultural ecoumication competence and its
importance during change, an additional sub-sedtidhe management category defined this

characteristic and asked about its influence orpéreeived change communication.

Survey

The participants in the survey were offered théoWing definition ofintercultural
communication competenf€C) provided by Wiseman (2002, p. 208): “Intdtatal
communication competence involves the knowledgeivaiion, and skills to interact
effectively and appropriately with members of diéfiet cultures”. Although most staff
members (73%) indicated that their primary leadeware of the existence of several
cultures in their department, only 45.6% found thair primary leader has a high
intercultural communication competen€eirthermore, this characteristic has been perceived

by only 25% as supportive for staff members inghgicular context of change
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communication. A detailed overview of the resuttshis category is presentedtable 8 of
the appendix.

Some variations between the cultural groups conly loe identified in the statement
with regard to whether a staff member’s primarykyahas a high intercultural
communication competence. All Australian particitggsandicated their primary leader has a
high competency, and a clear majority of the Indiad “others” group indicated the same. In
the NZ and UK group, only one third of staff mentbagreed that their primary leader has a
high intercultural communication competence. T&hle the appendix illustrates these trends.
However, no differences could be identified in ithierviews and focus group which would
support this trend. Therefore, this finding willtree further addressed in the discussion.

Focus group and individual interviews

The interviewees were also introduced to the d@dimiof ICC as suggested by
Wiseman (2002) and they were asked about the irmupoetof this competency for
communicating change in a multicultural working gpoMost participants in the focus group
and individual interviews agreed that it is impattand necessary that a manager of a
multicultural working group has a high intercultucammunication competence to support
organisational change. Two interviewees acknowlddge importance of this competency
but they highlighted other characteristics as nioq@ortant. More precisely, one interviewee
(SA-4) had the view that intercultural communicatmmpetence is important in that sense
that a manager needs to understand a specificeuklated behaviour such as, for instance,
the fact that Pacific peoples look down when tajkim a manager as a sign of respect. The
other interviewee (I-7) proposed that the focususthbe more on personalities rather than
culture and “managers need to learn to be mordiveuo personalities first and then
cultures second”.

The argument that interpersonal competence isyaingrortant characteristic as well
was also raised by other interviewees (UK-5, SAFAM-F, and NZP-2). In the focus group
this point was discussed as important as manyrdiitecultures exist in New Zealand which
makes it almost impossible for management to addaitgultures in an appropriate way.
Therefore, a manager’s sensitivity on a personal lelways supports subordinates
independent of their cultural backgroudd. one interviewee (UK-5) stated: “some have
excellent interpersonal skills and some do notndigas whether they are Kiwi born and bred

or from the States or Africa or India or Egypt”.
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The interviewees were also asked whether they thiggiod manager in one country
can be a good manager in another country. The it@poeg of training for a manager before
he or she works in another country as a managesitessed by all participants. One
interviewee (NZP-2) stated that such training ndedse “actively [and] almost aggressively
attended”. Trainees would learn about other cultared their perceptions “to recognise the
invisibilities” (NZP2) but also to learn obviousfidrences in the body language for example.
For instance Indian people “do a lot head noddungttdoesn’t necessarily mean the same
thing” (I-7). Language was mentioned as another possible bautnieh needs to be addressed
when a manager’s first language is not the sanre the country he or she is working in (I-7,
UK-5, and NZP-2).

Many participants emphasised that intercultural mamication competence is a
mutual competency which is not only important feey manager on each management level
but also for every single staff member working imalticultural environment as well (EE-F,
SEA-F, and UK-5). This facilitates an organisatiogravironment of cultural awareness and
sensitivity where people are respected. One irdeme accentuated the importance to
acknowledge New Zealand already as a multiculwwahtry where not only “white” people
but also other indigenous people live, like the KMaod Pacific peoples. Some interviewees
(UK-5, SEA-9, and EE-F) additionally mentioned thmportance of length of experience
someone has been exposed to other countries andesuincreases intercultural awareness
and communication competence. One focus group me{NEd1-F) agreed with this
statement when she described her observation @y mternational students “are much
more mature and have a global perspective” in eshto New Zealanders.

Examples

Several interviewees were able to find an examplera/they perceived either a good
intercultural competency from their manager orck laf it. Although the interviewees were
asked to think of an example during the change concation it is noticeable that most
examples can be transferred to a general worktgitusdependent of the change initiative.
For instance, the Australian interviewee (A-11)lioed the way staff and managers
independent of their cultural background often mjakes about other cultural groups which
might be perceived as offensive. Although she diagsthese comments as “flippant” she
experienced them as culturally insensitive and esgdnt for people.

The interviewee with European background (CE-8) sehmanagers always came

from England missed cultural sensitivity in mosses She stated: “I don’t think it is a good
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idea to transplant people who are in such a powsitipn then so quickly from that culture
into this culture”. But she also mentioned one exio& which she experienced as especially

positive and supportive during the change initiegiv

It was definitely a person that came across aggmitturally, socially and culturally
very sensitive. He was English, but | know thatrgledy felt very good about that
and could deal with the changes in a less freakieédnanner (CE-8).

Another interviewee (NZP-3) who also experience@rnglish manager lacked some
cultural awareness and he stated: “I think my erpee was that my manager was frustrated
we did not get it, that it is our problem”.

A positive example was experienced by an Indiaarii¢wee (I-7), where she felt that
her manager, who is culturally and personally \&mare in her opinion, strongly encouraged
and supported her to voice her opinion so thawsseable to overcome her culture-related
reluctance. She observed that she adapted todhkdolture and she stated: “As long as the
manager is constantly on your side | think it bsirogyit the best in you”.

Another positive example was mentioned by the uiteree with the South East
Asian background (SEA-9) who worked for several aggrs. She experienced support with
her current manager who is from another non-As@mtry because of his intercultural and
interpersonal awareness and communication compet&he felt that her manager is not
only interested but also understands her culturietwled her to feel very comfortable and
valued.

One notable comment was made by the intervieweetivé English background (UK-
5). She experienced strong differences when deulitigstaff members with an Asian
background. She found thasianpeople relate differently to people, work in a éitint way,
have a strong reticence, and sometimes have theren to “just to say yes because they
want to please you”. These characteristics werergbd by many interviewees throughout
the interviews and Asian staff members, Chineggainticular, were named as an example
where the communication style and the behaviodemifsignificantly from many other
cultures within EDU. These differences are alsdicmed by an Asian point of view (SEA-
9):

There definitely are a lot of cultural differences[This New Zealand] culture is so
different in a sense that is all about themselFes me, is all about making everyone
happy, not just you. My feelings are irrelevantasy asl can make 10 people happy.
| find that some people are quite self-centeredykadge they keep to themselves,
not so much of sharing. | come from a culture whigemdship, ... , sharing and
helping each other is important. | can remembetithes when | worked in [South
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East Asia], we are so close with our colleagueshaxe lunch together, and we do
shopping together ... very very close. But here emagyis more or less quite private,
they do their things and they go home. Even thoraghknow them in the office you
do not really know them. So sometimes you are n what is safe to approach,
what is safe to talk. They sometimes misinterpoet i a different way.

In sum, the main finding in this section is thahaligh most interviewees agreed that
intercultural communication competence is importardny mentioned interpersonal
competence as another important skill as same @ important than intercultural
communication competence. Further, many stressgdhis is a mutual competency for staff
members and managers across all levels of an aagam. Finally, there was a general
agreement that training with regard to specificsuwfures, confident usage of the host
language and experience with other cultures arpatipe for this competence. These

findings will be addressed in the discussion chapte

Participation
This part of the study was designed to collect dat¢he role of participation in the

change process.

Survey

The statements in the survey enquired whetherdhbsilpilities to participate through
consultation, email and staff meetings were knowneh @sed during the change process.
Additionally, participants were asked whether staéfimbers expected to be involved in the
change communication. The results indicate thah#dgative assessment (65.5%) with regard
to the provision of appropriate training and suppoiring the change initiative confirms the
general results from the “Communication” sectioartker, the majority of staff members
(67.8%) were aware of the opportunity to place fiee#f. No differences between the cultural
groups could be identified in these statementstgdade 10 in the appendix for detailed
results).

Two statements in this category are based on HiEs€1984) study and his cultural
dimension power distance. Hofstede (1984) examéneldse relationship between a low
power distance index (PDI) and the perceptionitetagement is seen as making decisions
after consulting with subordinates which is in cast to countries with a high PDI where
management is perceived as making decisions atitahaand paternalistically. New
Zealand has a very low PDI (22), followed by UK axastralia with a low PDI of 35 and 36,
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whereas India scores high with 77. Surprisinglg, ¢lear majority of staff members (98.3%)
across all cultures stated that they prefer to laavimput on decisions and actions that affect
their job. In particular for the Indian group thesult appears to be in contrast with their high
PDI.

The second statement asked whether staff membedraffaid of disagreeing with
their manager and is repetition from the “Managethsection of the survey. Again, the
result for this statement is noticeable for the NEm@land group which indicates the same
numbers (38.9%) of answers for agreement and disaggnt. This is in contrast to what one
would expect for the answers of members of a gmwitipa low PDI. A detailed overview of
these results is provided in table 11 in the append

Some slight differences in the cultural groups wdeatified in the statements
whether staff members question management deciaimhshey are confident that their
suggestions are considered. The majority of stafinivers (71.2%) stated that they question
management decisions. A comparison between theralfroups indicates different levels of
agreement (see table 12 in the appendix). Thenmgliaup agrees with 100% that they
guestion management decisions and the New Zeatahduastralian group clearly agree with
around 75%, whereas the UK group agrees with ohl4%. With the exception of the Indian
group the majority of staff members (63.8%) wereaumfident that their suggestions were
considered. Although the participants of the Indjaoup were not sure whether they feel
afraid to express disagreement with their managien®t (100% undecided) they questioned
management decisions and were positive that tbhggestions were considergddetailed
overview of these results is provided in table ad &2 in the appendix.

In sum, the main finding in this section is thatoss all cultures a clear majority
prefers to have an input on decisions that affesit job, but the majority of staff members
were not confident their suggestions were consdldfarther, the fact that all participants in
the Indian group stated that they prefer to havimpnat on decisions which affect their job
seems to contradict their high PDI. These findiwgkbe further addressed in the results of
the interviews below. Also the result of the NZgpdhat many staff members indicated they
feel afraid of disagreeing with their manager isxjected because of their low PDI. This
finding will be further addressed in the “Voice”rpaf the “Attitudes towards change” where

the interviewees provided more in-depth detail wdard for this result.
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Focus group and individual interviews

The vast majority of staff members (98.3%) acrdissudtures indicated that they
prefer to have an input in decisions which affeetiitjob. But the results of the survey also
indicate that only 54% used the consultation pd#s#éis which were offered by EDU before
the change initiatives took place. Likewise only®8f staff members discussed change
related issues with their managers (see also fysdim section “Attitude towards Change”).
To investigate this inconsistency in detail thegjios was asked in the focus group and
interviews how the participants expected to be Ive. Furthermore, questions were asked
which investigated the reason for possible culhased differences in objections to the
participation in the change process. In particutderviewees were asked how employees in
their home country are engaged to participate duaichange initiative.

Most interviewees (NZP-1, NZP-3, NZP-2, UK-5, CECE-6, I-7 and 1-11)
emphasised that they expect to be involved actividlg accentuation was on “actively”
where the participants emphasised that they shtaud a say, and a manager would need to
listen to their concerns but also to their suggesti Moreover, they expected that
management would come back to staff members i ¢odaform them why or why not their
feedback has been considered. This expectationasntrast to how the form of participation
offered during the change initiative at EDU hasrbperceived. For instance, one New
Zealander (NZP-1) found that the “meetings did tendaffle on and so you got nothing out
of them” and she suggested smaller group discussimnld have been very helpful because
everyone could have mentioned their concerns biytibthe facilitator of these groups would
“be quite on to it". She pointed out further th&iwis” want not only be fully informed but
also heard. Another New Zealand interviewee (NZR&@)t further stating that “Kiwis” do
not want to be “just involved in the communicatibthink actively involved in the process of
scoping those roles, deciding or help to decidéhalbe important things”. This opinion was
also confirmed by the final interviewee with a N8ealand background (NZP-2). He stated
that “participation is doing” and a good way toligathis in the past change initiatives would

have been to say:

We are facing these problems. These are some pogsls for us that other
institutions have used. What do you think?” ratth@n employing a “consultancy
agency to undergo a report on what [EDU] shoulddae [and to ask] ‘what do you
think of that?’ (NZP-2)



68

As a consequence, if staff members feel not tocheeady involved, they would not
go to the meetings or not participate in the caasioh period (NZP-1, and NZP-3) and this
also led to demotivation (NZM-F).

The interviewee from the United Kingdom (UK-5) diomed this expectation on
participation from the New Zealand intervieweegbinting out that New Zealander and
people from the UK are very similar. She found tiNew Zealand has not grown sufficiently
different from England even though it likes to tinis”.

Another interviewee with European background (Cpdnted out that EDU has
“very strong hierarchical structures” and she exget@ more “honest way to be consulted”.
She illustrated her former example with the man&gen the UK during the change initiative

whom she experienced as very supportive:

He was totally honest, and he said ‘Look, thies system we are working in. If you
do not get enough students you are going to losejpb, this is just how it works’.

He was truly kind of affected on a human level lgtt | do believe him that. | did not
think he was kind of pretending or something andvbald listen and he would come
'back and say ‘Look, this is just how it is’. Bhete was this, probably empathy, there
was that thing that there was not a hierarchy, &g tw any staff the same, no matter
where they are on the ladder and empathy, you knowncern for the situation and
honesty and transparency (CE-8).

The term “honesty” and “mistrust” as a consequaria“dishonest” consultation period was
also used by other interviewees (NZP-3, and CBA@ny staff members perceived the
consultation process as a mere formal routine,Usecthey felt the decisions were already
made by management (NZP-3, CE-8, CE-6, EE-F, SE&n# A-11).

The two Indian interviewees (I-7 and I-11) alsoected to be actively involved in the
change initiatives although both confirmed thalnidia staff members often will not get this
option. Interviewee I-10 said in a very disappaihtene that he expected that people from
management level would come into the departmertigadk to staff members and get their
professional expertise. The reason he expectedvigdecause it was not just promised by
the CEO it was “a declaration”. Therefore, he fielstrated when it did not happen. Referring
to his home country, where most of the businessilisun by government he said that “India
behaves in a colonial way most of the time” and/amlthe private sector he observed some
form of consultation with staff members. When hes\waked whether Indian people expect to
participate he found “if it happens they are fiheyt are happy with that but if it does not
happen they do not much complain about it”. In casttthe other Indian interviewee I-7, who

had a lot of experience in the private businesadlia, strongly believed that Indians want to
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express their opinion although they often refrainld so because of their “respect for
hierarchy”. She concluded that this leads to aidfrustration” “because people are not able
to voice their opinion but they want to”. Furthemaoshe indicated that organisational culture
“promotes this kind of conversation” and, therefaots as a facilitator to welcome feedback.
Like most interviewees she accentuated the impoetafthe way managers listen to
feedback and whether they “honestly” want to heasia factor for an active involvement in
the communication process. The findings of theruidégvs and survey are consistent in that
sense that Indian employees expect to be involvélde change process. But they tend to
react passively and quietly if they are not offefegddback, which might lead to the
assumption they do not question management desis®much as a high PDI would suggest.

As already mentioned above, many interviewees fabatigroup discussions would
have been very helpful to address the short-conohgse consultation process (SA-4, A-11,
NZP-1, and NZP-3). Across the cultures the inteveies highlighted the importance that
change related communication should have been mgleed on a department level (NZP-2,
NZP-3, SA-4, A-11, I-7 and I-11) rather than bigetiegs. The idea of department group
meetings was also shared by the South Africanvigeee (SA-4). However, he focused
mainly on the quality and detail of information athe importance to efficiently address the
affected audience. He did not stress the importahbeing heard and giving feedback.

Another interesting cultural-related point was edi®y two New Zealand interviewees
(NZP-2 and NZP-3) who confirmed the idea that “Kgimnight prefer that managers come to
staff rather than asking employees to come to m&nagt. Interviewee NZP-2 developed the
idea that because Kiwi's have a “healthy disresfmcauthority” they might perceive it as a
level of “control” when managers invite them to ato a meeting. Therefore, he concluded
that “maybe in the Kiwi mind the manager should edmme’” When another New Zealand
interviewee(NZP-3) was asked whether he thinks “Kiwis” exp@enagement to come to
them he felt emotionally very strongly about thegerring to the Kiwis’ history of being
“independent” and being “pioneers” and they also Vdlue feeling included as part of”.
Consequently, he concluded that someone cannotittad they “take the initiative and find
about things”.

Interestingly, the interviewee from South East ASS&A-9) was surprised at what
people in New Zealand expect in terms of partiegmatwhich confirms the view of the New
Zealand interviewee above. She referred to theut@t®n meetings that were offered and

commented in the following way:
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People say they want to be consulted, they wagiv®input but you do not see
anyone [in the meetings]. ... How else are they gaingave an input if they do not
attend a meeting? (SEA-9)

When she was asked how a consultation is condurcteel home country she laughed and

said:

There is no consultation. It is the top-down apphod here will be a one in a month
kind of meeting and the supervisor will say whabesng done but people just accept
it. People do not challenge the management. Thalifferent culture. Where here
people will challenge “why have we to do this, wigve we to do that?” (SEA-9)

One New Zealand interviewee (NZP-2) commented an“Kiwi's” attitude towards
involvement and participation as follows: "I thikkwis in particular are skeptical and need
to somehow engage with it to get there, espediadhere is no vision that hasn’'t been
communicated clearly then”.

The top-down approach of conducting change in SBast Asia was confirmed by
the other South East Asian participant (SEA-Fheffocus group and she pointed out that
management cannot serve so many different opinions.

Also the focus group member with the South Americackground mentioned that

there is no consultation process in her countryypleople still expect to be fully informed.

Some participants commented on their perceptidroof other cultural groups
participated in change communication. Often Asiaogte but also Indian staff members
were perceived as more “cautious” or “not so oukepd, and “somewhat more reserved”
(NZP-3). Likewise, some interviewees describedrtAsian colleagues as “a lot more
reserved” and they “try to fit in”. One observedtAsians “are a lot more uncritical of
authority” (CE-8). Another cultural group which waeentioned as colleagues who do not
give any feedback was the group of Pacific staffniners (CE-8). One interviewee referred to
her personal and close relationships with Pacemgbes and stressed that they “were raised in
such a strong hierarchy”. Another aspect proposeahle interviewee (CE-6) reflecting her
experience with Pacific students was that Paciiagbes might expect a more collective
decision and involvement in the change communinatio

In sum, one finding is that the interviewees (I-3&A-9, SEA-F, SA-4, and SAM-F)
who experienced no consultation back in their hamentry during a change initiative have a
different understanding about what participationstiutes to members of groups with active

participation. As a consequence, they do not exjoelné heard and to give active feedback
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unless it is promised as one Indian interviewetedtaBut they still expect to be fully
informed in order to understand what the changkhaiihg in detail and how the change
influences their job. All other interviewees stie$she importance of an “honest” way of
communication and process of consultation wherfé s@mbers have real opportunity to
place feedback. Further, there was a general agr@dnom the focus group members and
interviewees across all examined cultures thatlem@leetings on a department level, for
instance, would have been more effective and apiaten contrast to the big meetings
conducted during EDU’s change period. Another figdis that often Asian and Indian staff
members are perceived as not so participative ieglard to giving input to change related
issues. For the Indian group a high PDI suggests t@spect for hierarchy which is pointed
out by both Indian interviewees. On the other haedpite their high PDI Indian staff
members indicated that they do question leaded#dtfsions and they expect to have an input

and give feedback. These findings will be addressea key area in the discussion chapter.

Behavioural Response

In the survey section of “Attitudes towards chantieg' EVLN model (Exit-Voice-
Loyalty-Neglect), which is explained in chapters2€ figure 1), was applied with the aim of
exploring behavioural response to the change conuation. Therefore, the survey
contained statements to investigate whether ttierseanbers’ response to the change
initiatives tended to be either passive or activé eonstructive or destructive. In order to get
more in-depth information in regard to the resaftthe survey interview questions were
designed to get more detailed information abouh saggested behavioural response of the
EVLN model. The results of the survey and intenadimdividual and focus group) are
presented together in this section for each cayegfathe EVLN model. A detailed overview

of the survey results in this category is preseirtdadble 13 of the appendix.

Exit

Some minor differences between the cultural graug® found in the “Exit’-related
statement of the survey which explored whethef stainbers were thinking of leaving (see
table 14 in the appendix). None of the three Indjgoup members agreed that they were
thinking of leaving and also the Australian groupmipers intended to stay. In contrast,
clearly more participants in the NZ and UK grougiaated that they were thinking of

leaving.
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In order to follow up these results of the survey interviewees were asked whether
they observed behavioural differences with regéidaving the organisation during the
change process which they would relate to culfline. New Zealand Pakeha interviewee
NZP-3 found that “Kiwi people leave more” if thegel they are not valued anymore and that
“they are quite more ready to leave and go somesvbise” compared to other cultural
groups. Another New Zealand interviewee (NZP-1)egally observed that many New
Zealanders left in the past and the number of mdtaff members increased significantly
who joined the organisation.

The focus group member EE-F observed that in pdatienale and people from
German speaking countries but also from Englande@mo leave the company rather than
participating in the consultation process. In casitishe stated a Japanese staff member would
not leave the organisation because of their sehiegalty to the organisation. The
interviewee from England (UK-5) described the Esiglpeople as staff members who “give
the management and the whole change process quotesalerable degree of time and good
will” and if it is not working well and it exceedscertain point of their acceptance they would
decide to leave.

In contrast, one Indian interviewee (I-10) obsertret in India staff members would
“wait to the end” during a change initiative becawo$ their reputation and “they want to be
seen as loyal to the organisation”. This assessowgriirms the survey results, where none of
the three participants were thinking of leaving tinganisation. Interestingly, the other Indian
interviewee (I-7) described Indians as “a bit mee#ish” who would “look for another
option” but only if they feel very unsatisfied ovesignificant period of time.

The Asian interviewee (SEA-9) clearly identifiedfdiences between cultures and
stated that “the NZ culture and some other Westaltures, they are quite fast moving”
whereas the majority of people with her culturatkground would not “job-hop” and they
tend “to be happy with what [they] have so londthsy] are not abused at work”.

Some interviewees believed that the intention &vdethe organisation rather earlier
than later is motivated by personal and individealsons (NZP1, SA-4, and UK-5) or
whether people had other options (I-10). Others-6CEA-4, and A-11) did not observe any
differences which they would refer to culture.

In sum, the survey and interview results illustraiaor differences in this behavioural
response that can be related to culture. For instdhe South East Asian interviewee
observed that Western cultures are “fast movinigewise, other interviewees observed that

members from European countries tend to leavertngation rather earlier compared to
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other colleagues during the change initiativesIX/EBut at the same time also personal
reasons or the options for a job change were obddyy some interviewees as important
factors influencing this decision. Also some intewees were not able to identify any

cultural based differences. This finding will bedaessed in the discussion chapter.

Voice

The first four statements of the survey addressedehavioural response to change
communication through “Voice”. More than the hditloe staff members across all cultures
voiced their opinion and discussed their concentis their managers (59.3%) and the clear
majority discussed their concerns with their calless (81.3%). Furthermore, slightly more
than half of the staff members (54.2%) gave feekllaac made suggestions for improvement
with regard to the change initiatives. No differestetween the cultural groups could be
identified in this section of the survey.

In order to get more in-depth information aboutrationship between voicing an
opinion to management and culture, the interviewes® asked whether they think that they
are coming from a culture were people voice thpinion to their manager even when it
comes to contentious issues. One New Zealand Pakielneiewee agreed that Kiwis voice
their opinion but not openly, “they get into alétgroup and discuss ... and actually don’t go
out to the people concerned and voice their opsfigNZP-1). Another interviewee from this
cultural group found that Kiwis voice their opinidrthey feel safe and not “threatened”. He
argued that he and many of his colleagues didgetsecure enough to voice their opinion
during the change initiatives and they worriedawske their job if they speak up.

The English interviewee (UK-5) found that membérber cultural group express
their opinion if they “feel they need to make amgdibut it also depends on the individuals.
Both European (CE-6 and CE-8) interviewees fouiad titeir cultural groups clearly voice
their opinion; one stated they are very “loud” dadtspoken”. The focus group member with
the South East Asian background (SEA-F) also peedeEuropeans and in particular people
from Great Britain as “very vocal” who complaina.|

The Australian group was described as people wbaévtheir opinion very clearly”
which the Australian interviewee perceived as ddfe to the New Zealand style. Also South
Africans voice their opinion and “are a little mateect” compared to the New Zealanders
(SA-4).

The Indian interviewee (I-7) observed that peopbenf her culture voice their opinion

but not in a “straightforward way”. In contrastetbther Indian interviewee found that Indians
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want to be perceived as “loyal to the organisatitinérefore they will not voice their opinion
and “not make the first move”. When it comes toteatious issues with management he
declared “You will not get much, they will wait,ei will sit out, they will see. That's a real
cultural thing”.

As already mentioned above in the “Participatioett®n the two Asian interviewees
confirmed that people from their culture do notoeoiheir opinion. Likewise, the interviewee
with the South American background stated that lgeafih her cultural background do not
discuss any concerns with management.

Furthermore, because the clear majority of stafinimers (81.3%) discussed change
related issues with their colleagues the questiassasked in the interviews whether staff
members discussed these topics with all their aglles regardless of their cultural
background. In this case it was further asked wdrdtiey perceived different views which
they would relate to culture rather than persopnalit

In the focus group the participants had very déferexperiences with regard to the
cultural grouping of staff members. The South Eessan participant (SEA-F) commented
that in her department it is clearly observablé geople group together. When she was asked

who groups with whom she said “the White with thait&” and

In my environment | work with there are the Whitégere are the Indians, and there
are Chinese. You do not see the Chinese grouphtglett you often see Whites and
they chat all the time. But this is just a sped#fitvironment, it cannot be generalised
(SEA-F).

The participant with the New Zealand Maori ethréckground (NZM-F) also confirmed that
in her department people are “very cliquey” becahseorganisational atmosphere is not very
good. She stated that firstly women and men tersg¢parate and secondly within these male
or female groups cultural groups “stick togethémother focus group member who worked
for several departments agreed that on the one $tadbserved some groupings based on
culture. On the other hand, she experienced tmaé geople also grouped depending on their
personal preferences and closeness to colleagumadlyFthe participant from South America
described the “morning tea culture” in her departtwehich was strongly established and

where people come and chat together every morning:

| would say (in) my department, they all hang tbget ...l do not think there are
many interpersonal issues. | think they acceptligedeach other very much in our
department. This is what | can perceive. But | domix with them because | am very
shy and coming from South America (NZM-F).



75

When she was asked whether this inviting traditionld be somehow related to the cultural
sensitivity of the HoD she agreed, but she andhardbcus group member mainly
highlighted the good organisational culture in gpecific department which has been
established many years ago.

None of the individual interviewees experienced groupings cultural wise during
the change initiatives. If they observed any sdpardhen it was based on their colleagues’
job roles like administrative or academic staff (NZ, A-11, and NZP-3). Some interviewees
were asked whether the organisational culture wasl g their departments and they clearly
confirmed this (NZP-3, A-11, I-10, and CE-8). Theymmented on it like “we are all very
close” and “honest to each other” (CE-8), or “Eliik here because of that sort of thing
because we do not read ethnicity, race or to mutthral engravings in decisions (I-10)”".
Others talked in a way where it was obvious thaff shembers respect each other and value
different views (NZP-3). One interviewee (A-11) exignced several departments where she
worked with many cultures including Asians and Ragieoples and in all these departments
the organisational culture was very good in thasseehat colleagues appreciated each other.
Some pointed out that the closest teams they arkirvgowith are small with up to four
members and are mainly mono-cultural (NZP-1 and {82 herefore, they did not make
any observations with regard to separation.

Although initially all participants of the individl interviews denied a culture based
grouping in the context of the discussion of chargl@ed issues at the same time many
mentioned during the interviews that some cultgralipings are generally observable. For
instance, some found that Asian groups tend topoutlining that English is not their first
language (NZP-1 and I-10). One interviewee (I-18)exl: “The Chinese people are
comfortable with their group, and regardless of wle® is in the room they still start talking
in (their own language) which is quite offensiverstimes”. Another Indian interviewee (I-7)
acknowledged that within EDU everyone “mixes upt also outlined that people tend “to
float towards their own culture still”. When shesaasked whether the reason behind this is a
language barrier she said “I could also speak igliEimbut it just picks up a natural fit” and
“you just don't have to think twice about what yaxe saying basically”. This issue of being
careful, sensitive and very conscious when comnatimg with other people from other
cultural groups was also mentioned by the Asiagruntwee SEA-9 who described that
people in the Western culture are “more privateerehpeople come to work and “do their

things and they go home”. Therefore, she fountd“8@metimes [she is] not sure what is safe
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to approach what is safe to talk” with Westerneajues. Another interviewee with a
European background was very aware of her spexiftaral based characteristic in having a
very direct communication style and she statedlsdill so paranoid about being too
outspoken or being too direct”. Likewise the Sofithican interviewee assessed his
communication style as more direct compared td\in Zealand style where people can feel
offended. Another example was made by one Inditanirewee (I-7) referring to her general
experience outside EDU when she emphasised thaia&a and skepticism” is differently
used in various cultures and can be “totally mesinteted” by different cultures. She said “I
have seen people get offended because of what geopdée have said whereas the intention
was never to offend someone, just a minor senkerbr”.

In sum, although the survey results did not idgrariy culture related differences with
regard to voicing an opinion to management andibeagues, the interviews revealed
differences in the way people from different coiggvoice their opinion. These differences
address the level of directness as well as thé td\apenness. For instance, the New Zealand
interviewees describe a more reserved way of vgitheir opinion where trust to
management and a feeling of “safety” are importaciors to place feedback. This might be
the reason for the unexpected result that dedpetéotv PDI many members of the NZ group
indicated in the survey that they feel afraid &fadjreeing with their managers. Furthermore,
although the participants acknowledge that theyerdly feel more comfortable in their own
cultural group in that sense that the chance ofinderstandings is less, most staff members
discussed change related issues with their colesagaross cultures in their work
environment. There seems to be a link between tiiesassions and a “good” organisational
culture, which invites discussions and respectsrathlleagues. Groupings of staff members
into cultural groups were only observed if thisanigational culture was perceived as not so

well. These findings will be addressed as a keg afdhis study in the discussion chapter.

Loyalty

The staff members’ assessment whether they trtiséedrganisation to do the right
thing varied between agreement and disagreemergsacultures. The survey results
indicated that a clear majority of 88.1% of sta#mbers stated that they had no choice but to
go along with the change initiatives. In orderdatddw up this question and to find out
whether this response was a sign of loyalty indtganisation the interviewees were asked
whether they think that some cultural groups affeidint in so far as they tend to trust the

organisation rather than seeking confrontation widmagement.
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The interview findings indicate that a number démiewees observed that their
Chinese and Asian colleagues tended to trust gpenesation (NZP-1, CE-8, and CE-6). They
were perceived as “fairly quiet” and “did not paipiate as much”. Furthermore, their
behaviour was described as compliant as they asin with their job and do not complain”,
they “observe” and they are “sitting and waitinghwiut being very vocal”. This observation
was confirmed by the Asian interviewee (SEA-9) vglaal that members of her cultural group
tend to trust and “we seem to accept always, wead@uestion”. Some recognized this
behaviour also for the Pacific peoples (CE-6 and8LEemphasizing that it might be not only
trust into the organisation but also their respectauthority.

One focus group member noticed that her Japandisaguwes were exposed to a
cultural based conflict during the change procBse recognized that Japanese staff members
allow and expect the organisation “to take contoér their staff members in order to
“direct” and “support” them. Because this did nappen in this case her Japanese colleagues
felt “left lone” and struggled to cope with the dge situation.

Two interviewees did not observe any cultural batifdrences with regard to trust
(NZP-2 and A-11).

In sum, some cultural groups, like Asian cultur@sexample, were perceived as more
loyal to the organisation during the change at Ebether this can be related to loyalty
could not be explored further because most reauttdased on observations of individuals

from other cultural groups. This finding will bedréssed in the discussion chapter.

Neglect

The survey results indicate that for more thanhihlé of the staff members across
cultures (59.3%) the change initiatives had a negamnpact on their motivation level. Some
minor differences in the cultural groups could thentified in the last statement with regard of
the appropriateness of opposing the change iméistas illustrated in table 15 of the
appendix. The New Zealand group indicates a braagty of answers from disagreement to
agreement about the appropriateness of opposimgsh@cturing initiatives. The UK
members clearly indicated that this form of behaxabresponse would be inappropriate,
whereas the Australian and Indian group membexetkto either disagree or being
undecided.

In order to get an understanding what “approprieéshimeans for people from
different cultures the interviewees where askedtwimal of action would be accepted or not

accepted in their cultural group in case people®tecfrustrated during the change
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communication. Because this was a very sensitiestipn and many interviewees initially
reacted reluctantly to this question the researcffered an example by describing her own
experiences for the German cultural group.

Many interviewees mentioned negative talking altbatchange initiative as a typical
reaction. For instance, interviewee NZP-1 stated ‘Kiwis generally support change if it is
for the better” but it would not be acceptable ¢o‘tude” or “just not doing it”. The need for
a New Zealander to understand the change inteant @amprovement for the organisation was

also emphasised by another New Zealand interviewee:

| think there is probably some negative questioamgl] talking amongst their teams.
Well | think that is perhaps a natural thing and th because people are curious. ... if
| understand how it is going to be better | geboard ... If its uncertain why it is
going to be better then | think they disengage bsedéhey cannot see any value or
benefit.

Interestingly, the English interviewee perceived New Zealand European attitude to change
as a “victim mentality” which caused some peopleifig ill with stress related illnesses”. She
further stated that their “good will is slowly eextiand the person is physically incapacitated
so they lose the ability to make any changes tardahing about it”. Additionally, she
observed, this behaviour influenced other staff tmensi motivation level because they were
still working but also complaining at work abouétthange initiatives. In contrast, the
English interviewee described people from her calas persons who would not oppose to
change but rather “accept change” because theydikglease” and they are not “rocking the
boat”. If a level of acceptance is exceeded Engisbple would leave the organisation she
concluded. Almost in the same manner the Austrafisarviewee believed that people from
her cultural group are rather relaxed when it cornehange. They voice their opinion and if
it does not work they leave the organisation.

The two interviewees with the Continental Europbackground suggested that
people from their cultural group would start “taiginegatively” about the change initiatives,
“work to rule”, and “doing their job slow”. But would not be acceptable to actively
undermine a change initiative with “that kind oéllg back-handed, weak undercover
sabotage”

Likewise to the Continental European interviewdssth Indian interviewees said that
if Indian staff members get frustrated with theorw situation their “work would slow
down”, there would be “a lot of negative talking @amyst them”, and people would “fall sick

quite often”. But one interviewee (I-10) emphasiaéthe same time there exists an “unsaid
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protocol” which would require Indian people to “lpetineir and the groups face” even if they
are very upset, and they would not show their fgglito the outside.

The South East Asian interviewee confirmed the ganpression the interviewees
often outlined during the interviews that peopléer cultural group “would not react
strongly” and “accept management decisions”.

An interesting finding is that the interviewees wiamed negative or critical talking
as a typical reaction did not assess this as iogpte. On the other hand, many
interviewees observed that a specific level of tiegdalking has a strong influence on other
staff members which can lead to frustration andateration (UK-5, SEA-9, and SEA-9).
The Asian interviewee (SEA-9) perceived that irntipatar people who are highly vocal and
talk negatively about the change can demotivatgleedloreover, one participant of the
focus group (NZM-F) described “a breeding of neggti within the organisation where in
particular “predominantly male, older, (white fraamewhere else) European, South African
or Kiwi's or English people ... actively underminé thle change and everything and it can
grow and it impacts on you”. Another interviewescaémphasised that in particular the
young people where the age refers to the time iolka the organisation, “support change
much better” (NZP-1).

A few interviewees perceived some opposing behafrom administrative staff but
not from academic staff (UK-5 and EE-F). IntervieweE-F and SAM-F observed a lot of
“criticising” but “it didn’t impact their performaze and their relation to their work versus
students.”

The South African interviewee could not link anndkiof behavioural response to
culture but only to personalities.

In sum, voicing a negative opinion amongst collesgwas named as a form of
neglect by many interviewees from different cultuas a typical reaction in case people did
not agree with the change process, but the wayalksg was transposed into the work
environment was described and perceived differeMtllyile an Indian interviewee, for
instance, confirmed negative talking amongst edlcre he emphasised the need to save face
of the whole group. In contrast, the NZ and ContiakEuropean interviewees described
critical and negative talking in a more open wag.iAteresting finding is that the
interviewees who named “negative talking” as adgpreaction in their culture did not assess
this as inappropriate. On the other hand, colleadwen other cultures perceived them as
“loud” and they emphasised the strong negativeierfte of negative talking on others. The

English and Australian interviewees perceived thedves as relaxed towards change. They
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would voice their opinion or leave the organisatifohdoes not work. Finally, the South East
Asian interviewee confirmed the overall impressidistaff members from other cultures that
people from her culture would not react strongliye3e findings will be addressed as a key

area of this study in the discussion chapter.

Individual Profile

Survey

The survey contained several statements which based on cultural dimensions in
this section, mostly based on Hofstede’s (1984grtamty avoidance. The main finding in
this section is that on the one hand some resrits b confirm Hofstede’s (1984) cultural
dimension of uncertainty avoidance as an influéfdietor on peoples views. On the other
hand some results do not confirm the implicatiohhis dimension and sometimes tend to be
in contrast to what was suggested by Hofstede (1984s observation confirms the findings
in other sections of this studylowever, because the size of the survey samplemand,
particular, the numbers of members for each idieatigroup is too small to derive general
conclusions and the fact that there was not entioghto address these observations in more
depth in the interviews, the results of this settiall not be further displayed. An overview
of the survey results is provided in table 16 ia dppendix.

The statement with regard whether an employeevssdia the long-term success of
an organisation was created to explore the imdatieocultural dimension “future
orientation”, which was identified by the GLOBE @yuon the acceptance for change. The
survey results show that with 91.5% the majoritpaiticipants believe in the long-term
success of EDU. All participating cultures in thhegent research score in the mid-range of
this dimension. Therefore, no further investigasiorere undertaken in the interviews with
regard to this dimension.

The last statement in this section was create@taug impression how staff members
assess the impact of culture during a change pdntetestingly, a clear majority (71.2%)
stated that it would not be easier to implemenhglean mono-cultural compared multi-
cultural working groups.

To sum up, because of the small size of the suthveyesults with regard to the
cultural dimensions will not be further addressethie discussion section. An interesting

finding that will be addressed as a key findinghiea discussion chapter is that across cultures
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the majority of staff members did not assess celag a factor that complicates a change

implementation.

Focus group and individual interviews

The interviewees were not asked a specific questitims section. However the topic
of adaptation to the host culture came up durirgrikerviews and will be outlined in this
section.

It became quickly apparent during the focus grauwgh iadividual interviews that the
participants who were originally from another cayradapted to some extent to the New
Zealand culture. For instance, the participantheffocus group were asked to introduce
themselves illustrating to which cultural groupytheelong and for how long they have been
in New Zealand and at EDU. Two out of the thredip@ants who were not born and
educated in New Zealand named their country ohliotit also emphasised that they have left
their country many years ago and additionally livedther countries like Japan, for instance.
One of those two laughed and she pointed out tteaadopted her behaviour because of her
broad experience with other cultures during hertiifne and she is not able to refer herself to

one culture only anymore:

Because of me living in different cultures and eonments, | actually try to look at
others reactions. | just try to be quiet to a ¢ernp@int in a multicultural environment
and observe others. But then | do form my strongiop and | would voice my
opinion. And I think this would be very differendbrmpared to [the country] where |
grew up. But | shaped my ethics by being outsidihaf country (EE-F).

Two other interviewees explained that they havetthto the New Zealand culture.
They were both aware of their strong roots of galtbased values and views and explained
how difficult they found it to overcome these deeplgrained behaviours. For instance, the
interviewee with South American background (SAMdEscribed the work situation in her
home country in the way that managers and staff lneesnare not honest about what they
really think and staff members do not voice th@in@n. She also described herself as “very
shy” because of her cultural background and shepeosd it to her actual situation at EDU as

follows:

But here | am different. When for example | havemsthing to say to my boss | say it
and | feel respected in that sense. | am not vpiryi@nated because of my cultural
background and my boss and the other staff alwaygsime to corporate more with
opinions (SAM-F).
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Likewise the other Indian interviewee (I-7) desedther adaptation to the local culture where

she had to learn to voice her opinion in the follmywvay:

But here people are a little more open, they listeopinion. .... No one stops you
from thinking basically. | like that here and ti@nhot a barrier but it is a difference
and it took me a lot of time to adjust to it. .... N\guite honestly, initially it is a bit
[difficult], you are totally encouraged to [voiceyr opinion] but you cannot do it. So
| had this barrier upfront saying “Do | want to s&/But | cannot say it. How do | say
it?” But once you have done it, once, twice, and go need a support of a manager
and as long as the manager is constantly on ydarlghink it brings out the best in
you. It becomes easier to adapt to it (I-7).

Interestingly both interviewees highlighted thagyttassessed this adaptation to the local

culture as enrichment for their personal develogmen

The other Indian interviewee (I-10) who referrechimself as being from a minority

group in India stated:

| think if I were in India | was thinking very defently. [India is] dominated by the
colonial culture. When | came here, although it wamsevious colony, it was all
different. You don’t feel the colony as much.

Another interviewee with European background (CE&i6) illustrated that she has

partly adapted her respect for authority:

Anyone that has got authority we were told and werespect them. And there is
probably still a bit there. ... | mean the respedtil$ there, | respect my partner, |
respect my kids and | respect authority. ... Butribtice that they do not deserve their
position than | can pipe up absolutely.

Two interviewees (CE-8 and SA-4) stated that theeyehadapted their former direct
communication style to the more indirect New Zedlatyle because they do not want to
offend people.

The South East Asian interviewee (SEAe®phasised a strong difference between
Asian and Western cultures which she assessedyasamrasting. But she also explained

that she, for instance, changed part of her nobhal@ommunication style to the local culture:
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When | was brought up we tend to look down whewlder was talking to us. That is
a respect. 1 do not do it anymore because | am Bertestill in lots of Asian countries
the respect is so important that we do not lookvhipn they are spoken to (SEA-9).

In sum, all interviewees who lived for a long tilneNew Zealand or left their home
country many years ago emphasised the time they Ib@en away from their home culture as
a factor why and to what extent they have adajten former communication styles. This
finding will be addressed as a key area in theudision chapter.

Summary of the Key Findings
This section provides an overview of the key firgdirof this study. The findings will
be addressed and discussed in relation to theargdéiterature in the discussion chapter

(chapter 4).

Communication

The main finding in this section is that culturd dot influence respondents’
perceptions of what is important communication nigichange but it had an impact on the
way staff members from different cultural groupsp@nded to this communication. For
example, some interviewees identified people frbairtculture as “easy going”, others stated
they adopt easily to change, whereas in contrasesdassified themselves as “worrier” who
tend to initially mistrust rather than trust witkgard to change. Further, the perception of
how other cultural groups responded to the chantferegard to their communication
differed between members of one cultural group@thdrs. For instance, the New Zealand
staff members described themselves as “very edag’gdut others perceived this cultural

group as people who “complain” a lot.

M anagement

Culture was experienced as an influential factottie way managers communicated
during the change but it also had an impact ho¥f stambers themselves perceived this
communication. These differences between cultuerg wbserved particularly in the
communication style where, for example, diverselewf directness between various
cultures were experienced. Further, many intervesaabserved diverse forms of “respect”
for hierarchy. Again, a difference between selfegption and awareness of others could be

observed. For instance, the New Zealand attitudartds hierarchy was described as a
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“healthy disrespect for hierarchy” by a New Zealamérviewee, whereas in contrast a South
East Asian interviewee experienced this as “noaesfor hierarchy”. Further, staff members
from Asia were described as people who are “a ltenuncritical of authority”.

Not only differences in self-perception and awassna others was observed, but also
people with different cultural backgrounds and wexiperience in their home country have
opposing perceptions on someone’s communicatide. $tpr example, the New Zealand
style was perceived as “not so direct” from intewwees who experienced a more direct style
in their home country, but was observed as “diaect honest” by interviewees who come
from a less direct country.

A reflective point raised by the interviewees iatthtereotyping based on nations
biases the way other cultures are perceived. Funtbre, some interviewees outlined that
additional factors like gender and specific commoation topics like sports influence
communication style and the fact whether someoels facluded or excluded during a
conversation.

Interestingly, no major differences between théurak could be found in regard who
describes the primary leader, from whom changee@lmformation is expected and what is
valuable information. Across all cultures, the myoof staff members indicated that their
primary leader is their direct manager which iskead of Department or line manager.
Information is expected from all three hierarchieafels, the CEO, the Dean and the Head of

Department.

I nter cultural communication competence

Intercultural communication competence of a leaateananager of a multicultural
working group was assessed as important by stafiliees across cultures. However, many
interviewees mentioned interpersonal competenemather important skill that might be
more important than intercultural communication petence. Generally it has been agreed
that training in regard to specifics of culturesnfident usage of the host language and
experience with other cultures are supportiveligg tompetence. Finally, this competency is
assessed as a mutual competency which not onlgsskly managers and leaders but also
staff members because it facilitates an organisakienvironment of cultural awareness and

sensitivity.
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Participation

The results of the survey clearly indicated thabss all cultures a clear majority
(98.3%) prefers to have an input on decisionsdffatt their job, but a great deal fewer
participated in the consultation opportunities adte(54%) or discussed change related issues
with their managers (59%). In the interviews, itlme apparent that staff members who
experienced no consultation back in their home trguwduring a change initiative have a
different understanding about what participationstdutes, in contrast to employees who are
used to being consulted. The first group mainlyeetpto be fully informed in order to
understand what the change will bring in detail hod the change influences their job. In
contrast, staff members who are used to consuttati@ssed the importance of an “honest”
way of communicating and process of consultatioenelstaff members have the opportunity
to “actively” place feedback. Interestingly, thaféimembers of the Indian group who are not
necessarily used to consultation back in their hoaumtry but who were offered consultation
also stressed these terms.

It was noticeable, that many interviewees percethatimainly Asian and sometimes
Indian staff members are not so participative amaat give input to change related issues.
For the Chinese groupis is confirmed by the fact that no Chinese staéimber was willing
to participate in the survey and interviews. Thaidn interviewees confirmed this
observation on the one hand when they pointedhauita high respect to hierarchy leads to
less direct feedback. But on the other hand albimgarticipants of the survey and
interviewees indicated they prefer to have an imgouthe change process.

Finally, across all examined cultures, smaller mmgston a department level were
suggested as effective and appropriate in cortwabe conducted large meetings during

EDU’s change period.

Attitudes towards change

The results of the survey illustrates that for nbian the half of staff members
(59.3%) the change initiatives had a negative ihpadheir motivation level. This section
aimed to investigate the behavioural responses@sding to the EVLN model (see

literature review) through exit, voice, loyalty andglect.

Exit
The survey and interview results suggest minoediffices in the attitude of leaving

an organisation during change which can be relatedlture. For instance, the South East
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Asian interviewee observed that Western culturesfast moving” and members from
European countries were observed to leave the isia#@mn rather earlier compared to other
colleagues. This was confirmed by the English aodti@ental European interviewees. In
contrast, none of the Indian participants of thevey indicated that they did think of leaving
EDU and one Indian interviewee stated that Indigosld “wait to the end” because they
want to be seen as “loyal” to the organisationelwise one interviewee observed that
Japanese staff members would not leave the orgemmdzecause of their sense of loyalty to
the organisation. However, many interviewees aated reasons for leaving the
organisation to personal reasons or the optiongeamwould have to change jobs. However,

some interviewees were not able to identify anyural based differences.

Voice

The main finding in this section is that althougk survey did not identify any culture
related differences with regard to voicing an opmio management and/or colleagues, the
interviewees identified differences in the way dedpom different countries voice their
opinion. These differences address the level @fctiress as well as the level of opennEss
example, the Continental European, UK, and Austnainterviewees described themselves as
people who voice their opinion “open” and “clearlyfi contrast the New Zealand
interviewees described themselves as more cardfeterthey prefer to voice their opinion in
smaller groups rather than openly, and the Inditerviewees indicated that they voice their
opinion but not in a “straight forward” way.

Furthermore, although members of one cultural gigemerally acknowledge that they
feel more comfortable in their own cultural grompthe sense that fewer misunderstandings
occur, most staff members voiced their opinion disdussed change related issues with their
colleagues across all cultures in their work envinent. In this case study a link could be
identified between these discussions and orgaarsatculture, which the interviewees
perceived as “good” and which generally acknowledaed respects colleagues from all
cultures. Organisational culture also has an impaavhether staff members mix with other

cultures or whether they prefer to stay in theltural groups.

Loyalty
The results of the survey do not indicate cleded#nces across cultures in regard to
loyalty to an organisation. However, many intervé@s perceived some cultural groups like

Chinese and other Asian groups as more loyal totganisation during the change at EDU
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because they were perceived as “more quiet”, “didparticipate as much” and they “just go
on with their job and do not complain”. Whetherstbbserved behaviour can be related to
loyalty could not be explored further because niiaglings are based on observations and
assessments of others. Therefore, no clear finzingoe reported on an impact of culture on

loyalty to an organisation during change.

Neglect

Voicing a negative opinion amongst colleagues vaamsed as the main form of
neglect by many interviewees from different cultuweho perceived this behaviour as a
typical reaction in case people did not agree Wighchange process. Interestingly, minor
differences between various cultures were percdyettie way how negative talking was
used in a work environmenihile an Indian interviewee, for instance, confighmegative
talking amongst each other he emphasised to saeeofahe whole group at the same time.
In contrast, the NZ and Continental European inéevees confirmed the usage of critical and
negative talking without mentioning the impact be group.

An interesting finding is that the interviewees wiaomed “negative talking” as a
typical reaction did not assess this as inapprtgr@n the other hand, other colleagues from
other cultures perceived this behaviour as “louati they emphasised a strong negative
influence on others. The English and Australiaemviewees perceived themselves as relaxed
towards change; they would voice their opinioneavie the organisation if it does not work.
Finally, the South East Asian interviewee confirnieel overall impression of staff members
from other cultures that people from her culturetbhd not react strongly” and “accept

management decisions”.

Individual Profile

The survey indicated that across all examined oedtthe majority of staff members
do not assess culture as a factor which complicagemnisational change.

Another interesting finding of this study is th&f§ members who lived for many
years away from their home country adapted to tew Kealand culture where, in particular,

the change in the communication style was mentioned

These key findings will be discussed fully in redatto the literature reviewed in

chapter 2 in the following Discussion chapter.
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Analysis

This chapter discusses and analyses the key fia@dind relates them to the literature
presented earlier. The discussion and analysiasedon the research question which aims to
explore the perception and response of membersmifiticultural working group to
communication related to organisational change tikisr also the impact of cultural
dimensions on the perception of change communicatith be addressed and discussed in
this chapter. First, the main findings are discdssihin the categories that were used for the
survey and interview questions guideline. An odesaimmary addresses and answers the

research question and the two sub-questions anthef this chapter.

Communication

The key finding in this section provides interegtimplications on the general
perception of the change communication at EDU &edrtfluence of culture on this
perception. It became apparent that culture didmpact the perception of what is important
to communicate during change but it had an impadhe way staff members from different
cultural groups responded to change related conuation.

Shortcomings in the change related communicatidDall were consistently
mentioned by the participants independent of thaiiure, which are also emphasised in the
general literature of organisational change. Fstance, most participants described a lack of
clarity about how the change would be realisedetaitland who would be affected by the
change. Research stresses the importance of dedaitecomprehensive communication
which directly addresses the interests of staftokding to Peus, Frey, Gerkhardt, Fischer,
and Traut-Mattausch (2009) and Larkin and Larki®9@) “quality communication”, which
describes timely, accurate and useful communicatioing change, is essential to create an
environment of fairness where also negative infaionaneeds to be included because
employees want to know how they are affected thmatlgange. “It comes down to open and
transparent discussion” one interviewee said inmsarising the basics of change related
communication. Furthermore, Peus et al. (2009) exsigh that communication which seeks
to provide an understanding for a change initiapixe@vides a feeling of control for the
participants and reduces the employees’ uncertaliig viewpoint appears to be confirmed
by data in the EDU study that shows, independetii@tulture, the majority of the survey
participants (91.5%) indicated that it is importéorttheir job satisfaction to understand the

intent of the restructuring initiatives.
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I mpact of the uncertainty avoidance dimension

Although culture did not influence people’s perdceptof what is important to
communicate during change it had an impact on e staff members from different cultural
groups responded to this communication. Differemeeie evident in the way people coped
emotionally with the change and the way they talkledut it.

According to Hofstede (1984) countries with a lomcertainty avoidance index (UAI)
have a larger degree of acceptance for changeapedmore easily with it compared to
countries with a high UAI. Moreover, Harzing andfstede (1996) state that uncertainty
avoidance increases resistance to change. Thisuapioebe supported in this study by
participants of the South East Asian country tltabeding to Hofstede (1984) has a very low
UAI. Both interviewees stated that people fromttleeiture accept and adapt to change
easily. New Zealand has a higher UAI than this B&gst Asian country but it is still
comparatively low and one interviewee describedofgefsrom her culture as “easy going” and
relaxed when it comes to change which again algtis Hofstede and Harzing's (1996)
observation. Likewise in accordance with Hofsted@ Harzing (1996) the UK and
Australian interviewee described people from tlealture as persons who are relaxed when it
comes to change. Another interviewee from Eurogh wiclear higher UAI compared to New
Zealand found that people from her culture havkigitlevel of initial mistrust”. One intense
example was mentioned for Japanese staff memberseriously struggled to cope with the
change situation because they expected the organisa look after them. Japan is one of the
highest scoring countries with regard to Hofstedeisertainty avoidance. The following
figure 3 illustrates the cultural dimension uncettaavoidance based on Hofstede (2001) for

the examples mentioned above.
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Figure 3 Dimension of Uncertainty Avoidance
(on the basis of Hofstede, 2001): UAI by participgtcountries.
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All these findings suggest an impact of the cultdianension “uncertainty avoidance” for
these cultural groups for the way they cope withange initiative as suggested by Hofstede
and Harzing (1996).

Opposing per ceptions

A difference between self-perception and perceptiosthers became apparent
throughout the interviews in the response of stedmbers to the change communication. For
instance, a New Zealand interviewee described pdopin her culture as “easy going” and
relaxed, but at the same time other staff memlvers & different cultural group perceived
New Zealanders as people who rather complainedadked negatively. Many interviewees
contrasted this behaviour with other cultures wbie their opinion in a forthright manner,
such as many Europeans, Australians, and Ameridédmestact that communication does not
necessarily result in understanding across culisralso emphasised by Adler (2002) when
she outlines that cross cultural communicatiorneracterised by misperception,
misinterpretation, and misevaluation. The findindhis study supports Adler’'s argument and
illustrates that someone’s intentions is not nearggserceived by other cultures in the same

way.

Impact of theindividualism-collectivism dimension

The interviewees from an individualistic cultureesf named colleagues with a
collectivistic cultural background, like Asian ahdlian staff members, as members of a
contrasting group in regard to behaviour duringdh@nge process and vice versa.
Differences were perceived mainly in social behagjiavhich is in line with the suggestion of
several researchers that individualism and collesti is the most powerful dimension of
cultural variation to describe differences in sbbighaviour across cultures (Gudykunst et al.,
1996; Gudykunst & Ting-Toomey, 1988; Thomas & AQQ2). For instance, the South East
Asian interviewee observed that New Zealandersraoee private” and “self-centred”
compared to people of her culture. Likewise an Bhghterviewee found that many of her
Asian colleagues relate differently to people,ramge “reticent” and have a tendency to “just
to say yes because they want to please”. In thdyst was not possible to make an in-depth
investigation to explore whether this cultural dmsi®n has an influence on the perception of
change related communication because of the urgeesentation of staff members with a

collectivistic cultural background. However, it wdube very worthwhile to undertake a
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further in-depth investigation of the impact ofleativism-individualism on organisational

change communication.

M anagement
The findings in this section revealed a numberifiéigénces in perception of
communication which can be related to culture, Whace discussed in the following sub-

sections.

Communication style

The key finding in this section shows that cultwmas perceived as an influential
factor on the way managers communicated duringlia@ge initiative and it also had an
impact on how staff members themselves perceivisccttimmunication. This finding is not
surprising because the strong influence of cultureommunication for both the sender and
recipient of a message is generally acknowledgedsearch (Adler, 2002; Applegate &
Sypher, 1988; Hsu, 2010; Kim, 1988; Miller et 2000; Treven et al., 2008).

Differences were observed in communication stylenehfor example, varying levels
of directness between various cultures were expegitin the literature of cross cultural
communication different levels of directness in coamication are discussed where this
difference between cultures has an impact on theepaon of level of directness, and
influences the impression of appropriateness (Gudyket al., 1996; Gudykunst & Ting-
Toomey, 1988; Lewis, 2005). The definition of aedirand indirect communication style
given by Gudykunst and Ting-Toomey’s (1988) illasé's a conflict in these different
approaches which can lead to possible misundels@gsbtetween cultures. According to
Gudykunst and Ting-Toomey (1988) messages fronu@sdtwith a direct communication
style “embody and invoke speakers’ true intentionerms of their wants, needs, and desires
in the discourse process” (p. 100). In contrastndivect communication style can be
described as aiming to “camouflage and concealkspgdarue intentions in terms of their
wants, needs, and goals” (Gudykunst & Ting-Toomi®g8, p. 100). Consequently, many
interviewees in this study perceived the Southaaini Dean’s direct communication style for

example as “straight forward”, “strong” and “overmming”.

Attitudestowards hierarchy and impact of the power distance dimension
The results show that many interviewees observiéer@inces in the attitude towards

hierarchy and diverse forms of “respect” for hietar. Hofstede (1984) introduced a scale for
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these differences with his cultural dimension podistance and power distance index (PDI).
Figure 4 illustrates a comparison of this dimeng@mrsome cultures included in this study.
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Figure 4:Power Distance Index for the Participating Couesr
(on the basis of Hofstede, 2001

New Zealand scores very low with a PDI of 22 arelibme country of the South
East Asian interviewees scores very highly withrd@0. Hofstede (1984) suggests that
cultures with a high PDI accept and expect an ualedjstribution of power, and managers
are seen as making decisions autocratically aretaltstically. In contrast, cultures with a
low PDI like New Zealand see management as makaéegsithns after consulting with
subordinates. Consequently, the positive assessvhémhealthy disrespect for hierarchy”
from a New Zealand interviewee or as being “morendgrom an Indian interviewee and the
more critical assessment from a South East Asi@mviewee who finds “no respect for
hierarchy” in New Zealand is in line with Hofstedesuggestion in regard to differences in
power distance across cultures. Likewise manyvigerees described staff members from
Asia as “a lot more uncritical of authority”. Thesentrasting expectations on the attitude
towards hierarchy suggest an impact of the culiraension power distance on individuals
as proposed by Hofstede (1984). On the other Haddmplexity of power distance existing
within one country became apparent when a New Adalgerviewee outlined the “healthy
disrespect to hierarchy” on the one hand but orother hand “at the same time Kiwis can
also be very subservient in certain context”. Thatches the observation of another New
Zealand interviewee who described her managempassan who would not question any

higher management decisions because of her refgpdterarchy. Therefore, although
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cultural dimensions have an impact on an individguattitude, a variety of facets of a cultural
dimension exist and a clear line cannot be dravaz (R009).

Stereotyping and other factors

Some interviewees expressed the view that staffimesrwill have a change of
perception when they face managers or colleagoes dther cultures which is based on
stereotyping nations. One example referred to byriterviewees was the South African
Dean, generally perceived as a leader with a stnoagagement style that was related to the
South African culture. But throughout the interveemany participants also emphasised other
potential influences on his management style likestrong business and management
background but also his military experiendaother example is that it was noticeable during
the interviews that often English managers wereritesd as having a “colonial”
management style when their style was criticisedtbif members. This stereotypical
approach that all members of one nation will behawepredictable way based on nationality
can lead to dangerous mistakes (Leung et al., 26@Bdhermore, the problem of stereotyping
is that people maintain it even if they experieogetradictory situations (Adler, 2002).
Interestingly, the interviewees who brought up tbjgic were aware of this danger and
emphasised that also other factors influence soaie@management style. For example,
many interviewees stated that additional factdws ¢iender and specific communication
topics like sports influence a communication stiel whether someone feels included or
excluded during a conversation.

Finally, it was also observed that the duratioemiployment in an organisation
influences openness to change. For instance, midpid or older staff members, who have
been in the organisation for a long time, were @gad as employees who had “a negative
voice” and caused “frustration” with their behaviolihe assumption was that the longer

someone is in the organisation the more this enggagjects organisational change.

General observations from the survey results

The survey results suggest that the overall expentaf managers who guide through
the change process and who provide staff with chaelgited information is viewed similarly
across the examined cultures. Across all culturesriajority of staff members indicated that
their primary leader is the direct manager whicthesHead of Department or line manager.
However, no main differences between the cultuoesdcbe identified in terms of who

should provide change related information. Theifigd illustrate that this information was
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expected from all three hierarchical levels, theOCEhe Dean and the Head of Department.
This is reflected by the organisational literat(@deney et al., 2011; E. Jones et al., 2004;
Peus et al., 2009) where often a cascading apptoamimmunication from higher
management over middle to frontline managemer@demmended. This involvement of
dialogue on all levels decreases the pure disseimmaf information and constructively
integrates all participants (E. Jones et al., 26@4s et al., 2009).

Moreover, the findings of this study illustrate@esensus across the examined
cultures about what type of information is impottdaring organisational change. The
overall vision as well as information about how ti@nge will have an impact on staff
members personally, accompanied by clear instnustadout the change initiatives, are
valued as the most important information by theipi@ants of this study. The majority of
researchers recommend a careful usage of missuision statements whereas a clear
formulation of a vision and the strategic intentfona major change can support the
readiness for change (Applebaum, St-Pierre, & Glat898; Barrett, 2002; Johnson,
Scholes, & Whittington, 2005; Peus et al., 2008I5& Jaatinen, 2001). Others, like Larkin
and Larkin (1996), for instance, hold the opinibattonly facts should be transmitted and
argue that employees prefer actions rather tharegaHowever, the prevailing view is that
communication should build up trust towards managd@r(Elving, 2005; Long & Spurlock,
2008; Peus et al., 2009) and reduce uncertairityctease control over personal
circumstances (Elving, 2005; Goodman & Truss, 200lissen & Selm, 2008). In this study
the participants across all cultures considerel bgdes of information to be of similar value
in order to create trust, as well as an the undedsnhg of a new vision for EDU and how the
change is going to be realised in practice. Dutlmgginterviews it was often mentioned that
staff members expected an “honest” and transpammersation which would also include
negative information, in accordance with Peus .e28l09) who stressed the importance of
guality communication during change to create anrenment of fairness, where also
negative information needs to be included. Thsugported by the investigation of Larkin
and Larkin (1996) as employees want to know how #re affected through change.

Many scholars criticise that research in leaderahigp management practice has been
undertaken mainly from a Western perspective (dagk011; Otztiirk & Wheatley, 2000;
Rees & Hassard, 2010; Trompenaars & Hampden-Tut®88¢). Therefore, the consensus
across the examined cultures in this study, wmcludes Western and Eastern cultures,
regarding what information is important, who is giteénary leader, and who should provide

change related information is an interesting oletéra. Further, a general agreement exists
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among scholars that leadership style and practicaltural dependent, and thus differs across
cultures (Collard, 2007; Connerley & Pedersen, 26t nay, 2009; Jackson, 2011; Ochieng
& Price, 2009; Prabhakar, 2005; Thomas & Au, 200®mpenaars & Hampden-Turner,
1994). Most researchers (Connerley & Pedersen,;Z08&mas, 2008; Zander & Butler,

2010) emphasise the need for a flexible and adagtide depending on the context and the
cultural composition. Because the management aukiehip style itself was not raised as an
issue by the interviewees it appears that in thsedhe leadership style experienced by the
participants was perceived as appropriate acresmiestigated cultures. Differences were
mainly perceived in the communication style andatigude towards hierarchy as discussed
above.

Opposing per ceptions

An interesting outcome noted in the findings oftbection of the study, which is
similar to the finding in the communication sectianthat people with different cultural
backgrounds and work experience in their home cguratve different perceptions of other
people’s communication style. For instance, amurgee from South East Asia critically
perceived New Zealand managers’ communication §tyte managers as very direct, in
particular when people demand something. On therdthnd, a South American interviewee
positively assessed this style of communicatiotvasy honest” compared to the
communication style in her home country. Likewisanagers with a direct communication
style like the South African Dean and a Europeab M@re perceived as “very straight
forward”, “overwhelming”, and “strong” with a “stng leadership” by interviewees who were
not exposed to this level of directness in thembkaountry. Therefore, an interesting finding
is that the perception and assessment of direcaiesslepends on one’s own cultural

background and experiences.

Intercultural Communication Competence

The notable finding in this section is that althbuigtercultural communication
competence was generally acknowledged by all staffibers across the examined cultures
as important for a manager of a multicultural wagkgroup, many interviewees emphasised
other characteristics that are independent of multke interpersonal skills as equally
important.

The fact that many interviewees found either atpa@sexample of a manager, who

they perceived as a person with a good intercdlamapetence, or a negative example (see
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pp. 63 in chapter 4), where a lack of this comp&teturing change was observed, illustrates
the importance of the cultural component of thisipetency for management as suggested by
many scholars (Alon & Higgins, 2005; Connerley &Besen, 2005; Irving, 2010; Liu & Lee,
2008; Ochieng & Price, 2009). Furthermore, for motdrviewees cultural awareness and
sensitivity towards other cultures is important evhis in line with the literature

(Arasaratnam, 2006; Connerley & Pedersen, 2005jed@r, the general agreement among
the interviewees (see p. 63 in chapter 4) that kedge about a country, the recognition of

the knowledge of cultural complexity, and languageimportant supporters for an effective
leadership in a cross cultural context is in kvith research (e.g. Connerley & Pedersen,
2005).

The interviewees were offered a definition of intdtural communication competence
(ICC) provided by Wiseman (2002), which led to scdission of what is important for a
person with this characteristic. Although many imiewees agreed that intercultural
communication competence is important as discuabede, this competence for leaders
managing cultural diversity was not thought to e thajor characteristic of this competence
by the interviewees (see p. 62 in chapter 4). dh&ervation matches Joshi and Lazarova’s
(2005) findings, where team members also did nlotevhe management of cultural diversity
as highly as leadership and management did. Insteast interviewees in the present study
emphasised that interpersonal competence, whiatngrasses sensibility towards others, is
as important, or more important than ICC.

The idea of a close relationship between intercaltand interpersonal
communication competence matches the suggestidragsiratnam and Doerfel (2005) who
have provided a framework of ICC which is basednberpersonal communication
competence. They showed in their study that vagstilat contribute to interpersonal
communication competence contribute to ICC as Wélé finding of the present study EDU
supports the close relationship between interpaitsamd intercultural competence as
suggested by Arasaratnam and Doerfel (2005),iasdticeable that this link was mentioned
by interviewees across different cultures. Theesfthis finding suggests that Arasaratnam
and Doerfel's (2005) model should be further inigaded in order to provide a
conceptualisation of ICC that is valid across aesu

Finally, another finding in the context of ICC st many interviewees pointed out
(see pp. 63 in chapter #jat this characteristic is a mutual competencechvis not only
important for managers and leaders but also féir st@mbers. It is important because it

facilitates an organisational environment of cuidtiawareness and sensitivity which creates
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an atmosphere of regard and respect towards offt@ssfinding is in line with the literature
where intercultural communication skills are empdes as an important factor for positive
team outcomes and team cohesiveness (e.g. Araaiar,a2009; Cheney et al., 2011; Liu &
Lee, 2008; Lloyd & Hartel, 2010; Matveev, 2004; @iy & Price, 2009; Zander & Butler,
2010). Moreover, it illustrates the influence akthharacteristic on organisational culture.

Participation

As shown in chapter 4 the results of the survegrbjeéndicate that across all cultures
the vast majority (98.3%) prefer to have an inputlecisions that affect their job. On the
other hand people’s actual participation in thestdtiation opportunities was much less (54%)
and also only 59% of staff members discussed cheglgied issues with their managers. It
became apparent during the interviews that th@gersembers who were consulted back in
their home country during organisational changesradifferent understanding about what
participation involves compared to those who wereconsulted. The latter group mainly
expected a provision of full and clear informatadyout the change purpose and how this
would affect their individual work situation. Thisovision of detailed and comprehensive
information which addresses the needs of stafinduchange is emphasised in the literature
(Larkin & Larkin, 1996; Peus et al., 2009) as ormmpart of communication during
organisational change as already discussed inotimencinication section above.

However, the interviewees who expected consultdtimm management expected a
more active role and stressed the importance @h@amest” way of communication and a
consultation process in which staff members cativaly” place feedback. The role of active
participation of employees in the communicationgess during organisational change is
emphasised in the organisational change literandeby practitioners as a critical element of
creating openness for change (Long & Spurlock, 26@8is et al., 2009), increasing
motivation and finally inducing commitment to chan@heney et al., 2011; Proctor &
Doukakis, 2003).

I mpact of the power distance dimension on participation

Hofstede (1984) suggested the cultural dimensiavepalistance has an impact on
employees’ participation which includes placingical feedback to management. According
to him countries with a high PDI like India are ra@eluctant to express disagreement with
their managers compared to countries with a low Il@Ilmany Western countries. Strong

organisational hierarchies exist in countries waithigh power distance, and participation of
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staff members in management decisions and plaedjlack is usually not requested by
management (Hofstede, 1984). This leads to thelasioa that employees do not expect to
be consulted, which the comments of the South Asisin and Indian interviewees confirmed
in this study. In particular, both South East ASiaterviewees who come from a country with
a very high PDI (over 100) did not expect any acparticipation in the change process and
argued they adapt easily to change. Further, maewiewees perceived that their Asian and
Indian colleagues (Asian countries and India sbagh on PDI) are not so participative with
regard to having input on change related issuestefbre, Hofstede’s (1984) suggestion
appears to be confirmed for this case.

However, the in-depth interviews of the Indian staémbers illustrated that the offer
of consultation at EDU led to an expectation ofvacparticipation for these employees which
is in contrast to their high PDI. Both Indian intiewees explained that Indian staff members
want to voice their opinion, but the way of givifegdback differs from the New Zealand
style as it is not “very straightforward”. This rahées the observation of colleagues from
other cultures who also perceived their Indianeadues as quieter and less participative as
mentioned above. Nevertheless, the Indian partitgpiadicated that they question
management decisions, and both interviewees diiad¢they expected to be actively
involved during the change process. This obsematiatches Rees and Hassard’s (2010)
finding where the researchers found that in Indieo@raging employees to participate was
supportive to provide a successful change impleatiemt despite the fact that organisations
usually operate with a strong hierarchical struetdiherefore, it appears that not only culture
but the practice or offer of consultation is aldaeor which influences the expectation of
staff members to be actively consulted. This ikne with the suggestion made by Michalak
(2010) that the relationship between organisaticodure and national culture for effective
management of organisational change needs to bkstigated.

The difference of the findings of the present ERuby in regard to the implied
impact of the cultural dimension “power distance’garticipation during organisational
change are in line with other studies (e.g. Maainss& Hempel, 2001; Savolainen, 2007).
The researchers applied Hofstede’s (1984) cultlimménsion of power distance to discuss
their findings and some confirm Hofstede’s (1984ggestion while others do not. For
instance, Martinsons’ and Hempel’s (2001) studghange implementation in a global bank
in the United States and China found that Chinedémembers participated significantly
less compared to staff members in the Americandbrahhe relationship between power

distance and participation seems to be confirmebigstudy because China has a much
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higher PDI of 80 compared to the United States wkimores on the lower middle-range with
40 in this dimension. In contrast, Savolainen (330u@nd a contradiction of Hofstede’s
(1984) power distance dimension in the resulisenfstudy. She observed that Chinese
managers emphasised feedback from their subordidaténg a change project, which is in
contrast to Hofstede’s (1984) examined large palstance in China.

To sum up, the findings of this study only partbntirm Hofstede’s (1984) suggested
relationship between power distance and an actvicpation during organisational change.
Moreover, it appears that in particular organisaldactors play a crucial role which

influences whether employees participate regardiettseir cultural background.

Other influential factorson participation

Another noticeable finding in this section is tegual numbers of the New Zealand
group (38.9%) agreed and disagreed with regardestatement about whether they feel
afraid of disagreeing with their managers. Accogdim Hofstede (1984) people who are from
a country with a low PDI feel less afraid of disaging with their managers compared to
individuals who are from a country with a high PBécause New Zealand scores very low
on their PDI with 22 this is a surprising resulhépossible explanation for this finding is that
other factors might have influenced the fact thatvi\Zealanders did not participate so much.
This suggestion is in line with recent research str@sses the need to acknowledge the
complexity of culture where not only culture bus@bther factors have an effect on
organisational life (Collard, 2007; Erez & Gati,02) Fagenson-Eland et al., 2004; Jackson,
2011; Jacob, 2005; Leung et al., 2005; Rees & Hds2810). In particular the interviews in
the voice section provide useful insights for tehaviour of the NZ group. It became
apparent that this cultural group has a more netiaay of voicing their opinion where “trust
of management” and a feeling of “safety” are impnttfor placing feedback. The survey
results illustrate that 63.8% of the staff membeese not confident that their suggestions are
considered by managers. Also many intervieweesteghthat the consultation period was
perceived as a formal routine where decisions haddy been made. Therefore, the NZ
group might have been reluctant to participatevabtibecause they did not perceive the

organisational environment as trustworthy enoughiem to do so.

Small meetings
Another point raised in this section is that mogtiviewees across all cultures

suggested that the communication should have s&ahlished in smaller groups such as at
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department level to address the affected workioggs more effectively and to allow for an
opportunity for active feedback. The interestingeas in this finding with regard to culture is
that although some interviewees perceived the éperd communication from management
as sufficient and appropriate, they also obserkiecheed for members of other cultural
groups to be involved in the communication progesscloser and more personal work
environmentThe importance of considering cultural perceptiongarticipation and
empowerment is also emphasised in the literatuge Bowen & Inkpen, 2009). An
explanation of what participation means for the N#Esmland group was explained by two
New Zealand interviewees who stated that New Zeéalenexpect managers to come to them
rather than joining in a big meeting where staégto management.

This observation confirms the strongly expressqzketation of many staff members
that they want their voices to be heard in an hioaed active manner as discussed above.
This is also confirmed by the organisational chditgeature where the importance of
employee involvement in the communication procesdressed (Johnson et al., 2005). It
generates consensus (Applebaum et al., 1998; P@&doukakis, 2003) which aligns them
to the organisation’s change strategy (Barre®®220Researchers argue that in particular an
implemented two-way communication process creaeglfack (Barrett, 2002; Goodman &
Truss, 2004; Johnson et al., 2005), generatesgiial/NVelch & Jackson, 2007), minimises
uncertainty and guarantees flexibility (Goodman i&ss, 2004) during a change period. The
fact that the majority of EDU staff members (appr®@%) independent of their cultural
background indicated that their direct manager tness their primary leader confirms the
importance of communication in smaller organisalamits. Likewise, Larkin and Larkin
(1996) stressed the importance of face-to-face inggetwith frontline managers as opposed to
large meetings. On the other hand, some researtkeid/elch and Jackson (2007), for
instance, highlight the necessity for one-way comication from strategic managers because
this form of communication is required to mediatessages to the audience in a controlled
and unmodified way. The fact that also 18.6% dff stembers indicated that the Dean is
their primary leader illustrates the important rofalirect communication from strategic
managers during organisational change as suggegtédtelich and Jackson (2007).

In sum, a cascading approach to communication@gested byome researchers
(e.g. E. Jones et al., 2004; Peus et al., 2009revdenior management provides information
about strategies and direct supervisors communataiat practical issues which affect staff
members in small meetings could satisfy the expecs of all staff members in a

multicultural working group independent of theidtaval background or personal preferences.



101

Behavioural response

As outlined in the communication section earliethis chapter the majority of staff
members perceived the communication during EDU&ngle as not very effective. Moreover,
the survey results indicated that for more thah dfadtaff members across all cultures
(59.3%) the change initiatives had a negative impadheir motivation level. It also became
apparent in the interviews that job satisfactiors eaver during the change process. This
finding is in line with the literature that orgaaignal change often leads to a higher level of
uncertainty which leads to higher stress levelsragrgtaff members and, therefore, increases
job dissatisfaction decreasing commitment to tlganisation (Parlalis, 2011). As explained
in chapter 3 the EVLN model (Exit-Voice-Loyalty-Negt) was applied in this study with the
aim of exploring behavioural response to the chaxagemunication in relation to low job

satisfaction.

Exit

Exit describes an active and destructive respantieei EVLN model. It refers to
leaving an organisation when job satisfaction v, lbut also to thinking of leaving or looking
for other work opportunities (Rusbult et al., 198B)e survey and interview results of this
study suggest minor differences in the peopleitudi toward leaving EDU during the
change that may be related to culture. Howeverynrgerviewees also related factors for
leaving the organisation to personal reasons,eofportunities someone would have to
change jobs.

According to several researchers, individualism eoltectivism is the most powerful
dimension of cultural variation to describe diffieces in social behaviour across cultures
(Gudykunst et al., 1996; Gudykunst & Ting-Toome988; Thomas & Au, 2002). Thomas
and Au (2002) assumed, in particular, for individuaom collectivistic cultures with a high
power distance that they would consider leavingr@anisation as more acceptable compared
to people from individualistic cultures becausehair tendency to avoid conflict situations.

The findings of the present EDU research do nopstifa clear relationship between
individualism-collectivism and a tendency to leayor to thinking of leaving an organisation
during organisational change. The survey resuitstiated that more participants of the NZ
and UK group, which are individualistic culturesen thinking of leaving. Also, a South East
Asian interviewee with a collectivistic backgrouoldserved that Western cultures are “fast
moving”. Indian staff members who can be referretbeing from a collectivistic culture with

a high power distance did not show a clear indacatvith regard to a preference to respond
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with exit. Although one Indian interviewee pointedt that Indian people are “a bit more
selfish” and they who would “look for another optiaf they feel very unsatisfied over a
longer period of time, the other Indian employedest that Indians would “wait to the end”
because they want to be seen as “loyal” to thenisgtion. Moreover, the survey results
indicated that none of the three Indian participamtre thinking of leaving which again
contradicts Thomas and Au’s (2001) assumption. Hewealso Thomas and Au (2002)
observed that other contextual factors like legalitical and economic influences a
behavioural response of individuals.

Moreover, the fact that some interviewees did tisteove differences in this
behavioural response, which they would relate ttuoeiand many talked of personal reasons
or opportunities someone would have to changegsheasons why some would leave EDU
indicates no clear trend with regard to culturescAthe observation that other factors like job
alternatives, for example, may influence an indmalbto leave EDU confirm the suggestion
of Thomas and Au (2001) when they highlighted tbeeptial mediating role of other
situational factors like the quality of alternative

In sum, the findings of this study in relation éavVing are not clear enough to
conclude that the cultural background of an indreidplays a role in influencing to leave or
think of leaving an organisation when the jobssfagtion is low.

Voice

An active discussion with management and colleagbesit problems is considered
as an active and constructive behaviour in the EViiddel (Rusbult et al., 1988). An
interesting result of the present study is thdtaalgh the survey results did not indicate any
culture related variations with regard to whethaffsnembers voiced their opinion with their
managers and/or colleagues, the in-depth intervragided very interesting and valuable
findings about differences in the way staff memharised their opinion that are potentially
related to culture.

Differences in the levels of directness and opesitethe way participants expressed
these opinions were observed in the interviews.example, the Continental European, UK,
and Australian interviewees described themselvgeaple who voice their opinion “openly”
and “clearly”.Ting-Toomey and Oetzel (2001) offer a useful déifomi of “information
openness” which describes the disclosure of some@eelings.The New Zealand
interviewees perceived themselves less open tla@dhtinental European, UK, and

Australian colleagues and they prefer to voicertbpinion in smaller groups rather than in
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public. “Information closeness” in contrast to opess refers to the revelation of someone’s
feelings (Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2001). Followinggthiefinition, the Indian people might be
closer in their provision of information as the ik interviewees made clear that people from
their culture might voice their opinion but notaristraightforward way” or they remain quiet
because they want to be perceived as “loyal t@tganisation”. Finally, the South East
Asian interviewee confirmed the overall impressabimterviewees that people from her
culture would not react strongly. In particularyiveould not voice their opinion and
therefore, this group can be related to a closemgonication style.

As discussed in chapter 2 (p. 15), Gudykunst (199&) Ting-Toomey and Oetzel
(2001) suggest that an individualist often pretersonfront a conflict in a low-context
conflict style (Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2001). Hertbés person will process an open direct
communication style to address conflict situatidnscontrast, a collectivistic individual often
prefers to avoid the conflict with a high-contextae (Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2001). Hence
this person will use a close and indirect commurooastyle during conflict situations.
Likewise Thomas and Au (2002) concluded that caldirectly influences the behavioural
response of voice where collectivists with a highwvpr distance are less likely to respond
through voice compared to individualists. Tableb20w illustrates that the staff members
from India and South East Asia who described a mlm® communication can be related to
a collectivistic culture with a high power distarmmampared to the other interviewees who can

be identified as individual cultures with a low pawdistance.

Table 4:Power Distance and Individualism-Collectivis@omparison of the examined
cultures with regard to these dimensions

Country Individualism (*) PDI (**) Description

South East Asia ~25 >100 Collectivism and very high PDI

India 48 77 Clear collectivistic traits and highIPD
NZ 79 22 Individualistic, very low PDI
Continental Europe 1 ~70 35 Individualistic, lowIPD

Continental Europe 2 ~70 34 Individualistic, lowIPD

UK 89 35 Highly Individualistic, low PDI
Australia 90 36 Highly Individualistic, low PDI

(*) The dimension of individualism-collectivismriahe basis of Hofstede, 2001)
(**) The dimension of power distance index (on bHasis of Hofstede, 2001)

The findings of this study mainly confirm the sugtiens made by Gudykunst (1998), Ting-
Toomey and Oetzel (Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2001) ttwlkectivistic individuals tend to have



104

a preference to a more close and indirect commtiarcatyle compared to individualistic
people.

However, interestingly the New Zealand staff meralv@ice their opinions more
openly and directly compared to their collectivastolleagues which confirms Gudykunst’'s
(1998), Ting-Toomey and Oetzel's (Ting-Toomey & @t 2001) observation. This matches
also Thomas and Au’s (2002) study where the reeeesdound that people in Hong Kong
(collectivistic with a high PDI) are more tentativeresponding with voice compared to
people New Zealand when the job satisfaction is BwW it is noticeable that the findings for
the New Zealand group indicate members of thisgamnot voice their opinion as openly
and directly as other comparable countries witlarego their score of individualism and
power distance. The New Zealand interviewees destra more reserved way of voicing
their opinion where trust towards management afeeleng of “safety” are important factors
for placing feedbackThis leads to the suggestion that the cultural dstens of
individualism and power distance are not the owlytgbutors to an open or close

communication style.

Voice and organisational culture

Another very interesting finding is that organieatl culture appears to have an
impact whether staff members mix with other culsuoe whether they prefer to stay in their
cultural groups when talking about change relassdes with their colleagues. In detall, the
findings of this study reveal that staff memberg&d their opinion and discussed change-
related issues with colleagues in their work enwinent if the organisational culture was
perceived as “good” in their departments or worlkgngups in the sense that generally all
colleagues are respected and acknowledged. Fangestone interviewee stated that
organisational culture “promotes this kind of corsation” and, therefore acts as a facilitator
of feedback. In contrast, if the group culture \wasceived as not so positive the preference of
some staff members to stay in their cultural gromps observed. For example, two
interviewees who clearly perceived the organisatficalture in their department as not so
positive observed that some cultures tend to gtogether. However, one of these two also
stated that, first women and men tend to sepamatesecond, within these male or female
groups, cultural groups “stick together”.

This finding that organisational culture can paesily influence whether members of a
multicultural working group have discussions togetis particularly interesting because

many interviewees generally acknowledged that taelymore comfortable in their own
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cultural group in the sense that fewer misundedstays occur. This is understandable
because cross-cultural communication can causenaesstandings and misperceptions as
people from different countries assess and integingations differently (Adler, 2002).
Nevertheless, this cultural related hurdle doesseein to have an impact on whether
colleagues across cultures talk about sensitiveessehere organisational culture supports an
inviting communication environment. This matches é#mphasis of many interviewees that a
mutual intercultural communication competence fatés an organisational environment of
cultural awareness and sensitivity where peopleesgected which in turn positively
influence organisational culture. As Ting-Toomeyl &etzel (2001) argue even an assertive
way of voicing an opinion can be constructive wiyenerally others are invited to voice their
opinion.

Furthermore, this observed relationship betweearsgtional culture and voicing an
opinion confirms Jackson’s (2011), Fagenson-Eldrad.'s (2004) and Jacob’s (2005) strong
emphasis on an interplay and mutual influence betweational culture and organisational
culture. Fagenson et al. (2004) used Hofstedetsi@alldimensions as a framework to
compare organisational development and change gwoeg, finding not only that national
culture but also organisational culture may havenfluence on organisational change
interventions. Moreover, they expanded this vied amphasised the need to explore other
concurrent factors beyond national culture likerepuics, politics and organisational culture
for example in order to investigate their influermceorganisational development and change
interventions. This suggestion is in line with neicecholars who highlight the importance of
considering other external influential factors ba toncept of culture like social, economic,
and political variables (Fagenson-Eland et al. 420@ckson, 2011; Leung et al., 2005; Rees
& Hassard, 2010; Treven et al., 2008).

L oyalty

Loyalty describes an inactive but positive attited&vaiting and hoping for
improvement. The findings of this study showed #@he Asian cultures, in particular, the
Chinese and Japanese staff members, were perdsivezh-Asian interviewees as more
loyal to the organisation during the change at EDhis assessment was based on the fact
that these cultural groups were observed as “fguigt” and they “did not participate as
much”, they “just go on with their job and do nohaplain”, they “observe” and they are
“sitting and waiting without being very vocal”. Lekvise, one interviewee observed that her

Japanese colleagues would not leave EDU becaukeintense of loyalty to it.
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Whether these observations can be related to ogalild not be explored further
because they are based on individuals from otharraligroups mainly. Although one South
East Asian interviewee also stated that people fiencultural group tend to trust and “seem
to accept always” and “do not question”, it was clear that this is mainly related to loyalty.
For instance, some interviewees also recognised lmhaviour among Pacific peoples, but
they emphasised at the same time that this mightencelated to trust into the organisation
only but also to their high respect for authority.

To sum up, the findings of this study in relatioridayalty show that the motivation for
demonstrating loyalty would need a further in-depthestigation to provide a better
understanding for this behavioural response pdatilyuin a cross-cultural context where
understandings of loyalty might differ. Furthermoais Ting-Toomey and Oetzel (2001)
argue loyalty can be perceived as a passive aridudege behaviour in particular from an
individualistic perspective because it can be prietied as a wait-and-see strategy. For this
reason it would be necessary to receive sufficieaws from Asian staff members to further
investigate whether their response can be relatém/alty as no clear finding can be reported

in this case.

Neglect

Neglect describes a passive and destructive respainish results in a reduced effort,
chronic lateness or an increased error rate fanpla@(Rusbult et al., 1988). In the present
study voicing a negative opinion amongst colleaguas named as a form of neglect by
many interviewees from different cultures as adgpreaction in case people did not agree
with the change process. The fact that the findofggice and neglect overlap here is not
surprising. According to Hsiung and Lin (2009) asensus among recent researchers exists
that voice is more complex and can not simply laegd in the constructive and active
quadrant of the EVLN-model. Instead the categoryaite should be clustered in two forms,
the considerate voice as a constructive form oblera solving, and the aggressive voice
which is less constructive and lies in the middléhe constructive and destructive scale
(Hsiung & Lin, 2009). Likewise, Ting-Toomey and @elt(2001) emphasise that voice has
two different layers. Firstly, voice can be expezbassertively where someone voices his
needs openly but allows room for others to exptiess feelings. Secondly an aggressive
voice expresses the individual’'s own needs, bthieaexpense of ignoring other emotions
(Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2001). The fact that negatialking was named in the EDU case
study as a form of destructive response confirrasqted for this separation. Many EDU
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interviewees observed that negative talking hasomg influence on other staff members
which can lead to frustration and demotivation.

However, also the characteristic of negative tajlappears to vary across cultures.
While an Indian interviewee, for instance, confichmeegative talking amongst each other he
emphasised at the same time the need to savediatteefwhole group and, therefore, they
would not voice their opinion in a “straight forvédirway. The concept of “face” is addressed
by Ting-Toomey’s (see Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 20049d-negotiation theory as discussed in
chapter 2 (p. 18), which suggests that collecgvige Indian cultures tend to be more other
or mutual face-oriented in contrast to individuadi€ultures. To conclude, although the
Indian interviewees confirmed negative talking aggirthemselves they would not do this in
an open way in order to save face for the groupohtrast, it appears to be a natural response
for the individualists to voice their opinion indaect and open style which was already

discussed in the voice section above.

Opposing perceptions

An interesting finding which came up in this sentlaut also in the ‘voice’ section is
that it became apparent that opposing perceptxiss leetween the cultural groups about
someone’s communication style. For instance, vgiein opinion as well as “negative
talking” was not assessed as inappropriate bynieeviewees who named these responses as
typical for their cultural group. For example, thieglish and Australian interviewee who can
be thought of as belonging to an individualistittue perceived themselves as “relaxed”
towards change; they would voice their opinioneavie the organisation if it does not work.
On the other hand, colleagues with a collectivisackground like the South East Asian
interviewees perceived colleagues who voiced thyaimion as “loud”, “very vocal” and
people who “complain a lot”. They emphasised argfneegative influence on others. This
finding is confirmed by Ting-Toomey and Oetzel (2D@ho observed that a collectivistic
individual might perceive an individualistic voisgyle as an aggressive and destructive style.
The authors argue that the interpretations and megavhich are aligned to the four
behavioural responses of the EVLN model reflecindividualistic Western point of view.
However, as Ting-Toomey and Oetzel (2001) proplsty individualistic and collectivistic
groups might perceive themselves as acting in ameaand constructive manner which

confirms the observations in this study.
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Usefulness of the EVLN framework

Researchers who applied the EVLN model generaky@aeledge the usefulness of
this framework which helps to build up theoriesr(el, 1983; Hsiung & Lin, 2009; Thomas
& Au, 2002). This usefulness is somewhat suppdriethis study. The framework provided
by the EVLN model helped to conceptualise sevenah§ of behavioural response.
Nevertheless, a more in-depth investigation abdoeitifferent assessments of active/passive
and constructive/destructive in various cultureswagyested by Ting-Toomey and Oetzel
(2001) might provide a more comprehensive undedatgrfor possible differences in the
behavioural response across cultures particularéyaross cultural context.

Furthermore, it is also important to note that ol the voice response has two
different characteristics as discussed above. Aliagrto Ting-Toomey and Oetzel (2001) all
four responses in the EVLN model can have two ojmgosharacteristics depending on how
these reactions are processed. For instance, ¢hechetyle can refer to a passive reaction
where someone does not constructively work towardsmmon goal (Ting-Toomey &
Oetzel, 2001). On the other hand, someone cam aciriore active manner and can
strategically neglect a positive outcome in a dohflituation (Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2001).
Applied to a change situation, someone can negksdively and simply not support the
change efforts or someone can neglect activelystnatkgically undermine any change
strategies. For exit and loyalty, different spegfions are possible as Ting-Toomey and
Oetzel argue (2001). For instance, for someoneig/bmotionally overwhelmed with a
conflict situation it might be better and more donstive to leave an organisation in order to
de-escalate a conflict situation. Alternativelyogal attitude can be motivated by applying an
obliging strategy which is more active in contri@sthe wait-and-see strategy.

Thomas and Au (2002) found that culture might hawveore indirect effect on
behavioural response. This possibility also resmuaiith the findings in this study because it
appeared that other factors also influence theorespparticularly in the responses to loyalty
and exit such as the availability of other job ofpoities. Moreover, the responses to
dissatisfaction are diverse and complex (Farr&B3), an issue that became apparent in the
loyalty section of the EDU study when it turned that loyalty needs to be investigated more
fully in order to obtain a clearer understandingwofindividual’s motivation of quiet and non-

responsive behaviour.
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Individual Profile

Across all cultures the majority of staff membeosndt view culture as a factor,
which complicates a change implementatidrtlear majority (71.2%) stated that it would not
be easier to implement change in monocultural coetpe multicultural working groups.
Likewise, although different perceptions and vidgsveen various cultures were often
perceived by staff members, national culture waghmught to be an additional barrier
during a change implementation throughout the wgrs This finding matches a similar
observation in Joshi and Lazarova’s (2005) reseatwre the importance of managing
cultural diversity was regarded as not importantdayn members, but important by
management and leadership. This perception frotafeperspective contradicts the
evaluation of many research€karzing & Hofstede, 1996; Michalak, 2010; Trevérale,
2008) who emphasise the need to investigate tleeofatulture as an additional influential
component on the outcomes of organisational change.

The assumption that culture describes an additi@cébr on change outcomes is
based on implementing change in a monocultural tavironment, where managers from
one country implement organisational change infaratountry. In a multicultural
environment processes of cultural adaptation tagetlith awareness of cultural differences
might soften potential problems in regard to c@tdfor instance, in the present study EDU it
became apparent that the amount of time someoniegesisaway from his or her home
country influences the degree to which individdase adapted to their host country. Some
participants pointed out that they have adapted tiveect communication style to a more
indirect style. Two interviewees stated that theice their opinion much more compared to
their home country because they feel encouraged 8o and, therefore, adapted their
behaviour in terms of voicing an opinion towards kbcal host culture.

This adaptation to the local host culture over tamelescribed by the interviewees in
this study are a form of acculturation (Hsu, 20X03).important factor for the willingness to
loosen someone’s cultural identity is the extenindividual identifies herself as being a
member of her national culture (Leung et al., 20G%)ulture is viewed as an important factor
in one’s self-concept then culture will have a stranfluence on this person’s beliefs as
Leung et al. (2005) argue. This is demonstratethbyexample of an Indian interviewee who
emphasised several times during the interviewhbatoes not want to “read too much
[ethnic] culture” into organisational life. He id#ed not so much with his national culture
but aimed to view things from a professional anghoisational perspective rather than a

cultural perspective. Leung et al. (2005) argus thrm of “social identification” describes
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one of several possible moderators or amplifiersudtiiral impacts in a work environment
and illustrates one more time the complexity ofun.

In sum, the findings in this section illustratetthalture is not static but dynamic and
is subject to change itself as suggested by margnteesearchers (Collard, 2007; Erez &
Gati, 2004; Fagenson-Eland et al., 2004; Jackdai ;2Jacob, 2005; Leung et al., 2005;
Craig L. Pearce & Osmond, 1999hat culture underlies change itself, in particivenen
one culture comes into contact with other cultusesot often addressed in research as Erez
and Gati (2004) criticize. Because a multicultuvafking environment is exposed to several
environmental factors like a host country’s soc@ttext and the fact that people from
various cultures work together, it seems to be agpdhat culture cannot be viewed as an
isolated factor for someone’s perception and behawsl response. Moreover, if other factors
like the organisational culture positively influena working environment, national culture
becomes less important as a critical factor withard to a change implementation. Therefore,
other factors like organisational and externaluefices might have a stronger impact on a

change implementation than national culture in &ioultural work environment.

The Resear ch Question and Sub-Questions - Overall Discussion and Summary
This research aimed to answer the following quastitow do members of a
multicultural working group perceive and respon@domunication relating to
organisational change?
It was guided by the two subquestions:
* What is the impact of culturally dependent dimensibkeuncertainty avoidance
power distanceandfuture orientationon the perception of change communication?
» Are there culture based differences in the typleebfavioural response (active,
passive, constructive, destructive)?
Because the subquestions address perception grahsesseparately, the discussion

of the main question will be split accordingly.

How do members of a multicultural working groupg@yve communication relating to
organisational change?

The findings of this study clearly indicate thatrat culture has an impact on the
perception of change related communication. Ini@aer, the interviewees emphasised
cultural differences in the communication style tloe staff involved as well as for
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management and leadership during the change implatien. The differences were found in
regard to the levels of directness which clearly\@wetween cultures (Gudykunst et al., 1996;
Hall, 1989; Treven et al., 2008jurther, different attitudes towards hierarchy waeeceived
which again differs significantly between cultuesssuggested by Hofstede (1984).

Another interesting indicator about culture basigictnces in the perception of
change related communication is the strong diffeedretween self-perception and perception
of others, and also opposing perceptions betwedhnsembers from different cultural
groups in regard to someone’s communication sBge instance, the direct communication
style of a leader was perceived as “very strongirayy participantdt was critically
assessed as “overwhelming”, but also perceivetepdsitive trait of “strong leadership”
which was considered as particularly supportivehgcontext of changé consequence of
these contradictory perceptions became particusparent when interviewees explained
that the direct and “loud” communication style frewme cultures which included “negative
talking” about change, created a negative influesrcether colleagues. Therefore, although
the intention of this group was not to influenchestcolleagues negatively but to voice their
opinion “straight forwardly” it had a negative imgian other cultural groups.

A further outcome of this study is that intercudlucommunication competence of a
leader, who is managing culturally diverse staffimbers, was thought important but not
overemphasised by the participants of this stuusteld, other culturally independent
characteristics were assessed as similarly impootamore important, such as interpersonal
communication competence, in particular in the exnof organisational change. Further,
intercultural communication competence was assessadcharacteristic that is important for
all members of a multicultural team including bsttbordinates and management for the
creation of an overall positive working environment

Stereotyping of other nations was also raiseddenger in a multicultural
environment because it can influence someone’spaon of a person from another culture.
This was noticeable, when the management styleraeé<€nglish managers was described as
“colonial”, for example.

Further, the findings of this study suggest thatulbure based differences in the
perception of the communication process and thegpéion of what is important change
related information exist. More precisely, a gehagieement exists among the EDU
participants regardless of culture that it is imipot for employees to understand the change
purpose in order to support it. Therefore, empleyeant to be fully and clearly informed

about the change purpose, and how this affectsittdvidual work situation. Also, a clear
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vision as well as clear instructions about the geanitiatives is valued as important
information by the participants. Moreover, the sbomings in communication noted by the
participants during the change process at EDU lacediscussed in the general literature of
organisational change.

Finally, the findings did not indicate any cultirased differences when considering
the direct manager as the primary leader duringrosgitional change. This finding is in line
with the suggestion of many interviewees that senaiieetings are more efficient for

discussing change related issues and to allowfapaortunity to place feedback.

What is the impact of culturally dependent dimemsitike uncertainty avoidance, power
distance, and future orientation on the perceptibechange communication?

The findings of this study show that several caltulimensions are partly relevant in
the context of organisational change as suggestéthlzing and Hofstede (1996). For
instance, the influence ohcertainty avoidancen the general acceptance of change as
proposed by Harzing and Hofstede (1996) are supgdny the results of this study. Whereas
members from countries like the South East Asiamtry which has a very low UAI (see
Hofstede, 1984) stated that people from their celaccept and adapt to change easily,
Japanese staff members appeared to struggle tondtipthe change situation. Japan is one of
the countries with the highest UAI (Hofstede, 1984)

The impact of the cultural dimensipower distanc®n employee participation during
change was only partly confirmed. The reservatioth® South East Asian interviewees
about placing feedback can be explained by thdiu@is high power distance. However, the
influence of this cultural dimension was less appafor the Indian group, which has a high
power distance index, and even contradicted theplower distance of the New Zealand
group in this study. The in-depth interviews witle indian participants provided an
indication that Indian staff members participatelanges but not as “straight forwardly” as
compared to colleagues from other cultures. Thesefbappears that for the Indian group the
implications of power distance might be more complan suggested by Hofstede (1984).
Further, for the New Zealand group it became appdheoughout the interviews that they
have a more reserved way of voicing their opinang need to trust management and have a
feeling of “safety” in order to feel comfortableali it.

The dimension of GLOBE'S future orientation was fwther investigated because

the cultures in this study cluster in the mid-saamege of this dimension and no large
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differences between these cultural groups occurmregigard to this cultural dimension in the
survey results as discussed in chapter 4 (p. 80).

The influence of retained cultural views and bebaxjias reported by the
interviewees, indicates the importance of cultdraiensions which confirms that cultural
values are manifested early in an individual's &éfed are deeply imprinted as suggested by
Hofstede (1984). However, the fact that participaadapted partly to the local culture
indicates that other factors also play a crucikd no an individual’s perception. For instance,
a good organisational culture positively influent®s voicing of opinion between members
of a multicultural working group. Additionallpther factors like age, gender, and reference to
subjects such as sports directly influence a comeation style For example, participants of
this study found that using sports topics in comitation can lead to a feeling of exclusion
by groups who are not interested in this topic.SEh@ay include many women or those from
cultural groups where sport is not important. Therall finding that cultural dimensions and
their implications are not the only influential fars on an individual’s perception and
behaviour in the context of change are confirmeadthgr cross-cultural studies and their
results.For instance, Aldulaimi and Sailan (2012), and Maxdns and Hempel (2001)
confirm the implications of a cultural dimensiomheveas Fagenson-Eland, Ensher, an Burke
(2004), and Savolainen (2007) partly confirm orregentradict them (e.g. Fagenson-Eland et
al., 2004; Savolainen, 2007).

In sum, it can be concluded that although cultdmnaensions are influential factors on
people’s perception and behavioural response togehthey are multifaceted and cannot be
clearly separated from other factors as Raz (2808yests. It seems to be appropriate to
apply more complex models like the multilayered elaef Erez and Gati (2004). This model
uses many factors beyond national culture and &catas their mutual interplay to address
the dynamic characteristic of culture. In particuraa multicultural context the processes of
adaptation and aggregation seem to play a majerarad to invalidate the assumption of
cultural stability.

How do members of a multicultural working groupp@sd to communication relating to
organisational change?

Culture based variations were noted in responsteetquestion of whether staff
members felt generally comfortable during a chasifgeation. For instance, the South East
Asian interviewees stated that they accept andtadaghange easily and New Zealand

interviewees described themselves as relaxed wioemies to change. In contrast Japanese
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staff members’ were observed by other colleagussrtggle to cope with the change
initiatives.

The findings indicate another difference in the ywapple respond to participation
during organisational change that can be only pagthted to culture. Although across
cultures the vast majority indicated that they warparticipate, the idea of what participation
consists of varies. Interviewees, who were not usdsking consulted and usually came from
a country with strong organisational hierarchieajnty perceived participation as getting
provision of full and clear information. In conttamterviewees, who were used to employee
consultation, expected an active involvement iniciggblacing feedback that will be taken
into account by management. However, the Indiaarigwees who were not necessarily
involved in employee consultation back in Indiapested the opportunity to participate at
EDU as the organisational structure in general stip@ctive participation. This indicates
that participation might not depend predominantlycalture but also on organisational
culture that supports an active participation bykayees as observed by other studies, e.g.
Rees and Hassard (2010).

Are there culture based differences in the typeébatiavioural response (active, passive,
constructive, destructive)?

To answer this subquestion the EVLN model (ExitdésLoyalty-Neglect) was
applied with the aim of exploring behavioural resgp®to the change communication in the
case of a low job satisfaction.

Differences in the behavioural response to chaelgéged communication which can
be related to culture were mainly perceived invilag people voiced their opinion (Voice).
These differences address variations of directaedpenness that clearly differ across
cultures (Gudykunst et al., 1996; Ting-Toomey & 226t2001). For example, the
interviewees coming from a collectivistic culturélwa how high power distance tend to be
less open and direct in their communication stgi@gared to the other interviewees with an
individualistic cultural background and low powestdnce, like the English, Australian, and
New Zealand participants. However, the finding® dllsistrate for the New Zealand group
that additional factors like a trustful organisaabenvironment are necessary to motivate
them to voice their opinion.

The findings of this study do not allow clear carstbns to be drawn in regard to
cultural differences relating to the question ofetffer someone tends to leave or thinks of

leaving the organisation during change (Exit). Margrviewees observed personal reasons
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or the existence of opportunities to change jolmase important reasons for this response.
Likewise no conclusions can be drawn about whetbare cultural groups tend to respond
with more loyalty to the organisation as comparedther cultures (Loyalty). Although some
interviewees perceived some Asian groups in pdaii@as more loyal, it could not be further
investigated whether this can be related to loyaltgnother motivation because not enough
Asian staff members participated in the interviews.

Finally, the EDU study findings suggest that diéleces occur between cultures in
regard to people’s perception of a response tatieesor passive and constructive or
destructive. For instance, one cultural group deedrtheir reaction of voicing an opinion as
“straight forward” and they perceived this behavias an appropriate, active and
constructive response as suggested by Rusbult @S&8). In contrast, other cultural groups
perceived this “negative talking” about the chamgiatives as inappropriate and destructive
because of its strong negative influence on oth&yging a negative opinion amongst
colleagues was the only form of neglect named byrriterviewees in this study (Neglect).
This culture based difference in the assessmembehavioural response is also confirmed by
Ting-Toomey and Oetzel (2001). For this reasonatiM be interesting to conduct a further
investigation about what is perceived as activesipasand constructive/destructive in various

cultures to allow for further statements.

The findings in this study suggest an impact ofurel on the perception and response
to change related communication. However, they itlllssirate that other influences and
factors might have an influence on this percepgind response particularly in a multicultural
context. The next chapter will draw conclusionsdiation to the findings of this study,

address limitations of it, and provide an outlinefurther research in this area.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

This final chapter consists of three parts. Th&t foart briefly summarises key issues
from the discussion chapter and provides an oveoaitiusion. The second part discusses

limitations of this research project, followed hyggestions for future research.

Summary

This research project, a case study within therosgéional EDU, explored possible
variations among members of a multicultural workgngup in regard to their perception and
response to organisational change related commonca particular focus of interest was
the possibility that such variations may be reldatedulture.

The findings of this study allow the conclusionttathnic culture has an impact
particularly on people’s perception of managersl araff members’ communication style.
Variations related to levels of directness and open that can be perceived differently by
individuals with different cultural backgrounds.riostance a direct management
communication style used during change may be padeas either overwhelming or
supportive in the context of organisational chamggmending on the cultural background of
the receiver. Also different attitudes towards &irehy were perceived that differ between
cultures.

Furthermore, a difference in perception of opendinect communication style can
lead to a different perception of someone’s behawath regard of its appropriateness.
Behavioural differences were mainly perceived mway staff members voiced their
opinion. For instance, the findings showed thatwg a critical opinion straight forwardly
was seen as an appropriate, active, and consteuesponse by staff members who
responded this way during the change. In contnasmbers of cultural groups with an
indirect communication style perceived this forncommunication as negative talking about
the change initiatives and as inappropriate anttutgs/e because of its strong negative
influence on others. This voicing of a negativenoqmh amongst colleagues was named as a
form of neglectin this study. No clear findings relating to cuéildifferences in regard to the
behavioural response ekit andneglectcan be reported from the findings of this research
project.

Also the problem of stereotyping of other natioreswnentioned as a possible culture
based influence misleading someone’s receptiomm@incunication.
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Interestingly, the cultural component of intercudlucommunication competence of a
leader, who is managing a team with cultural divgrsvas acknowledged but not
overemphasised by the participants of this studyalrticular, in the context of organisational
change, other culturally independent charactesditie interpersonal competence were
assessed as similar or more important. The finthagthis competency was thought to be a
competency required of everyone among all memifeasraulticultural working group in
order to create an environment of regard and réstiastrates the importance of this
characteristic in organisational culture.

An overall agreement exists among the participahtkis study in regard to what is
important information during change, which manageintevel should provide this
information, and in which way communication pro@ssshould be implemented in order to
effectively involve staff members. Another key aatee is that national culture was not
thought to be an additional barrier during a changgdementation by the participants of this
study.

Another interesting result is that the investigatallural dimensions aincertainty
avoidanceandpower distanceare only partly relevant in the context of orgatimnal change
in a multicultural working environmenthe findings also illustrate that ethnic culturenct
the only influential factor on an individual’s peqtion and behaviour, while other factors
play a crucial role on the perception and the behayand might even soften the impact of
ethnic culture. For example, organisational culttae positively influence whether
employees voice their opinion amongst one othevéamether they give feedback to their
superiors. As a consequence the influence of ethuliare and differences in the
communication style can be overcome and can ptaynar role.

The findings of this study suggest that the appbceof cultural dimensions is
appropriate and useful for the general concepti#dis of cultural factors in a change
context, but should not be considered as the @utpfs for consideratiom this study a
limitation of the usage of cultural dimensions baeaapparent in the investigation on the role
of participation and placing feedback through vajgcan opinion. For some cultures the
application of cultural dimensions was sufficiemeixplain a cultural specific perception on
participation like the South East Asian. But fanext cultures it was clear that additional
factors had a strong impact on this perceptiotl@strated in the case of the New Zealand
and Indian group in this study. Consequently, thegration of a more complex and
multilayered concept as suggested by Erez and(&@@4) might be more appropriate for an

investigation in a multicultural context where atdjon and aggregation between cultures are
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natural processes. Moreover, this multilevel apgnosould take into account the complex
interplay between culture and other factors likgaoisational culturdn this approach,
culture can be investigated as a moderator or r@d@explore its impact on organisational
life as proposed by many scholars (e.g. Fagensaneigt al., 2004; Leung et al., 2005; Raz,
2009).

Limitations

The following limitations of this study should bersidered. Although this cross-
cultural study aimed to include staff members repnéing as many different cultures as
possible, a narrower range was available. Thus résearch presents a specific composition
of participating cultures, which limits generalisats to other multicultural contexts. In
particular, the under representation of collectigisultures like many Asian countries is a
limiting factor as it became apparent when thesegs were mentioned as contrasting
cultures. Therefore, even though few staff memigtts a collectivistic background
participated in the interviews, the findings inststudy need to be viewed under the
restriction that mainly Western views and theirervation on other non-Western cultures
were collected.

The survey, which was used as a first quantitatoleection method to guide the
selection of the interview questions, was limitathwegard to the size of the sample where,
in particular, the number of members for each ifiedtgroup was too small to derive general
conclusions. Nevertheless, the survey results geava general overview of how the change
communication was perceived at EDU and first celt@lated trends could be identified,
which was highly valuable for the conceptualisatdthe second qualitative part of this

study.

Areasfor futureresearch

Various areas for further research can be idedtifighe context of the present
research project that could contribute to an enb@dnimderstanding of the impact of ethnic
culture on the perception and behavioural resptmsbange related communication.

Firstly, this study aimed to fill a gap in resealshinvestigating organisational change
in a multicultural environment where three or metienic cultures are represented among
team members. The findings of this study indich# particularly in a multicultural context
processes of adaptation emerge, which illustréesomplexity of culture and that also

culture underlies change. Moreover, the finding® dlustrate that other factors like
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organisational culture, which is particularly redew during organisational change, have a
major impact on an individual’'s perception and teectowards change. Because
globalisation causes a changing work environmedthes a strong impact on society and
organisations, more research should be undertakemlticultural settings in order to
investigate external influences on culture. Inipatar, empirical investigations applying Erez
and Gati’'s (2004) multilayer model could enhaneeuhderstanding of the interplay of
culture and other various external influential fastlike organisational, social, economic, and
political variables. This could help to contribitea more comprehensive evaluation of ethnic
culture and its implications.

Secondly, the findings of this study suggest aeclamnection between organisational
and ethnic culture in regard to whether membersevthieir opinion among members of a
multicultural working group. Because voicing anropn and participating during
organisational change are important factors emphdsn the literature of organisational
change, more research that addresses this reklafionnsuld be of high value for research in
this area and for application in management practic

Another topic of interest could be seen in thergilp perceived differences between
team members of individualistic and collectivistidtures. In this study indications in regard
to this cultural dimension could be drawn in th@dngoural response of voice, but due to an
under-representation of members of collectivistiktwres in this project no clear findings and
hence no clear indications for a difference onpéeeption to change related communication
could be reported. Therefore, further researchstigating differences in perceptions relating
to individualistic and collectivistic cultures caube of interest for a more holistic
investigation of multicultural teams and organigaél change.

This research project focused on an employegepetise because this perspective is
often underrepresented in research of organisadtabr@age and culture. The findings of this
study illustrated that staff members did not oveykasise culture as an extra hurdle in the
context of change, which appears to be in conteastsearch where mostly the perspective of
management was considered. Therefore, further tigeti®ns including perspectives from
both staff members and managers in one study, ¢mijdto provide more insights about
possible variations in perspective between stalfraanagement.

The close relationship between interpersonal atatdaltural communication
competence is another finding of this study angeug Arasaratnam and Doerfel’'s (2005)
model of intercultural communication competencechhis based on this relationship. It is

also interesting that in this study the particigaantross different cultures emphasised
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interpersonal communication competence. Therefarther empirical research on
Arasaratnam and Doerfel’s (2005) model of internmalk communication could help to test the

validity to use this model as a culture-generalrapgh.

To conclude, the findings of this study indicateagential influence of ethnic culture
on the perception of communication relating to argational change by members of a
multicultural working group, as well as their respe to that communication. However, it
became apparent that other factors like organisalticulture, for instance, may have more
influence on an individual’'s perception. The outesnof this study point to the need to
address the complexity of culture in its interplaith other organisational factors in achieving
effective communication in multicultural setting@urther studies could contribute to a more
comprehensive knowledge about the role of ethrlicieiin organisations and thereby help

them to deal with the specific characteristics afdticultural environment.
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Appendix A: Tables

Table 5:Category “Communication”. Summarised Survey Result
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Statements in the category ~ Sum  Strongly

" C DisagreeUndecidec Agree
Communication disagree disagree 0 g

Strongly Sum

agree

agree

During the past two years the
change activities have been 61.0% 16.9% 44.1% 15.3% 20.3%
clearly explained to me.

| have been kept up-to-date on
the progress of the change 59.3% 85%  50.8% 18.6% 20.3%
activities.

The new structures were

, 66.1% 10.2% 55.9% 20.3% 11.9%
clearly communicated.

| understand how my job is

44.1% 13.6% 30.5% 18.6% 32.2%
altered by the new structures.

Generally, this organisation
ensures new policies and
procedures are easy to
understand.

61.0% 25.4% 35.6% 22.0% 15.3%

Information about upcoming
restructuring activities was  61.0% 15.3% 45.8% 23.7% 13.6%
delivered in a timely manner.

Overall, information about the
restructuring initiatives has  61.0% 18.6% 42.4% 22.0% 15.3%
been communicated well.

It is important for my personal
job satisfaction to understal
the intent of the restructuring
initiatives.

5.1% 3.4% 1.7% 3.4% 45.8%

3.4%

1.7%

1.7%

5.1%

1.7%

1.7%

1.7%

45.8%

23.7%

22.0%

13.6%

37.3%

16.9%

15.3%

16.9%

91.5%




Table 6:Category “Management Support”: Summarised SurveyuRe
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Statements in the category Sum

Strongly

Strongly Sum

DisagreeUndecided Agree

agree

agree

Management has acted

consistently during the

restructuring period in the last37.9%
two years; they have done as

they said they would.

| felt that management is
personally committed to the
restructuring initiatives in
EDU.

27.1%

Management clearly
communicated how the
restructuring activities tied to
EDU’s overall vision.

48.3%

In general EDU’s managers
. 35.6%
are friendly and approachable.

In general management does a
good job of keeping me
informed about matters that
affect me.

54.2%

| feel afraid of disagreeing

. 45.8%
with my managers.

| feel more comfortable when

my leader/manager is from the
62.7%

same cultural background as

mine.

15.5%

8.5%

19.0%

15.3%

16.9%

13.6%

22.0%

22.4%

18.6%

29.3%

20.3%

37.3%

32.2%

40.7%

36.2%

18.6%

25.9%

23.7%

25.4%

18.6%

23.7%

25.9% .0%

47.5%6.8%

24.1%1.7%

33.9%6.8%

15.3%5.1%

23.7%11.9%

10.2%3.4%

25.9%

54.2%

25.9%

40.7%

20.3%

35.6%

13.6%
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Table 7:Ranking of Valuable Information

Information type NZ UK Australia India  Others

Information about the overall vision of the change

e 2 1 1 1
initiative

Adequate information which supports involvement 3
decision making

Clear instructions about the change initiatives 2 3 3 2
Information about my personal role in the change 1 5 3 1
initiatives

Regular information which keeps me up to date 3 2

Note 1 indicates most valuable information, 2 indicatey valuable information, and 3 indicate valuable
information.

Table 8:Category “Intercultural Communication Competenc&ummarised Survey Results

Statements in the category

o Sum  Strongly _. ) Strongly Sum
intercultural communication _ Disagree Undecided Agree

competence” disagree disagree agree agree

Following this definition |
would say my primary leader
has a high intercultural
communication competence.

29.8% 19.3% 10.5% 24.6% 31.6%44.0% 45.6%

My primary leader’s

intercultural communication

competence positively

influenced my level of 33.9% 18.6% 15.3% 40.7%  18.6%6.8% 25.4%
uncertainty and let me feel

more secure about the planned

change initiatives.

| believe my primary leader is
aware of the existence of
several cultures in our
department.

13.6% 8.5% 5.1% 13.6% 49.2923.7% 72.9%
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Table 9:*Following the offered definition of ICC (*) | wodlsay my primary leader has a
high intercultural communication competence”: SynResults

Country dij:grjrr]ee jggg?g; Disagree Undecidec Agree SZ;)rneglly ;gL:r:e

NZ (n=36) 32.4% 20.6% 11.8% 32.4% 23.5% 11.8% %Bb.3
UK (n=9) 44.4% 22.2% 22.2% 22.2% 33.3% .0% 33.3%
Australia (n=4) .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0%
India (n=3) .0% .0% .0% 33.3% .0% 66.7% 66.7%
Others (n=7) 28.6% 28.6% .0% .0% 42.9% 28.6% 71.4%

(*) “Intercultural communication competence invadvine knowledge, motivation, and skills to interact
effectively and appropriately with members of diéfet cultures” (Wiseman, 2002, p. 208).



Table 10:Category “Participation”.: Summarised Survey Results
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Statements in the category

"Participation”

Sum

Strongly

Strongly

DisagreeUndecided Agree

disagree disagree

agree

Sum
agree

| was aware of the possibility
to place feedback before and
during the restructuring
initiatives which were
implemented in the last two

18.6%

years (consultation. email. staff

meetings).

During these restructuring

activities appropriate training

and support were provided in  65.5%
order to understand the

centralised processes.

Generally | prefer to have an
input on decisions and actions
that affect my job. (*)

Generally | do question
leadership/management

decisions.

Generally | am confident that
management considers my

suggestions.

Generally | am afraid to
express disagreement with my 39.0%

managers. (*)

.0%

13.6%

63.8%

3.4%  15.3%

19.0% 46.6%

.0% .0%

1.7% 11.9%

25.9%

37.9%

15.3% 23.7%

13.6%

27.6%

1.7%

15.3%

20.7%

23.7%

57.694.0.2%

6.9% .0%

61.0%37.3%

55.9945.3%

13.8%1.7%

22.09445.3%

67.8%

6.9%

98.3%

71.2%

15.5%

37.3%

(*) This statement is based on Hofstede’s (1984)qr distance dimension.
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Table 11:Generally, | am afraid to express disagreementwity managers”: Survey

Results
Sum Strongl Strongl Sum

Country , _ gy DisagreeUndecided Agree gy

disagree disagree agree agree
NZ (n=36) 38.9% 8.3% 30.6% 22.2% 22.2% 16.7% 38.9%
PDI=22
UK (n=9) PDI=35 55.6% 33.3% 22.2% 11.1% 22.2% 11.1% 33.3%
Australia (n=4) 75.0% 50.0% 25.0% 25.0% .0% .0% .0%
PDI=36
India (n=3) .0% .0% 0% 100.0% .0% .0% .0%
PDI=77
Others (n=7) 14.3% 14.3% .0% 14.3% 42.9% 28.6% 71.4%

PDI=70

(*) The PDI of “others” is calculated as the averad PDI’'s of each country presented in this group.

Table 12 Generally | do question leadership/management siecis.”: Survey Results

Country dij:grjrr]ee jggg?g; DisagreeUndecided Agree SZ;)rnegely ;gL:r:e

NZ (n=36) 13.9% 2.8% 11.1% 8.3% 63.9% 13.9% 77.8%
UK (n=9) 22.2% .0% 22.2% 33.3% 33.3% 11.1% 44.4%
Australia (n=4) 25.0% .0% 25.0% .0% 50.0% 25.0% 0%5.
India (n=3) .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0%
Others (n=7) .0% .0% .0% 42.9%  28.6% 28.6% 57.1%
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Table 13:Category “Attitudes towards Change”: Summarisedv@yrResults

EVLN Statement Sum  Strongly Disagree Un- Strongly Sum

ree
model (¥) disagree disagree decided 0 agree  agree

| discussed my concerns
during the restructuring
initiatives with my
managers.

Voice 27.1% .0% 27.1% 13.6% 47.5%11.9% 59.3%

| discussed my concerns
during the restructuring
initiatives with my
colleagues.

Voice 5.1% .0% 51% 11.9% 62.7%20.3% 83.1%

I made use of placing
feedback during and

after the consultation
periods.

Voice 254% 1.7% 23.7% 20.3% 42.4%11.9% 54.2%

| placed feedback to

suggest improvements to
. 220% 1.7%  20.3% 18.6% 44.1%15.3% 59.3%
the planned restructuring

initiatives.

Voice

| trusted the organisation
Loyalty . g' 345% 155% 19.0% 20.7% 37.9%6.9% 44.8%
to do the right thing.

I had no choice but to go
Loyalty along with the 5.1% 1.7% 3.4% 6.8% 44.1%44.1% 88.1%
restructuring initiatives.

| was thinking of leaving
Exit during the change 458% 15.3% 30.5% 20.3% 16.9946.9% 33.9%
implementation.

The change
implementation had a

Neglect o 28.8% 10.2% 18.6% 11.9% 30.5928.8% 59.3%
negative impact on my

motivation.

| would feel that
opposing the

Neglect o 35.6% 85% 27.1% 23.7% 27.1%13.6% 40.7%
restructuring initiatives

would be inappropriate.

(*) EVLN-model: Each statement is based on one of the &sponse categories Exit, Voice, Loyalty or
Neglect.
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Table 14:| was thinking of leaving during the change implentation”: Survey Results

Country SUM Strongly Strongly SUM

Disagree  Disagree DisagreeUndecided Agree Agree Agree
NZ (n=36)

44.4% 13.9% 30.6% 19.4% 16.7% 19.4% 36.1%
UAI=49
UK (n=9)

44.4% 11.1% 33.3% 22.2% 22.2% 11.1% 33.3%
UAI=35
Australia (n=4)

75.0% 25.0% 50.0% .0% .0% 25.0% 25.0%
UAI=51
India (n=3)

66.7% 66.7% .0% 33.3% .0% .0% .0%
UAI=40
Others (n=7)

28.6% .0% 28.6% 28.6% 28.6% 14.3% 42.9%

UAI= (*)

(*)The UAI of “others” is calculated as the averagfdJAl's of each country presented in this grotipe UAI
varies strongly between 8 and 92 in the single tram

Table 15:1 would feel that opposing the restructuring irtives would be inappropriate”:

Survey Results

Country SUM Strongly Strongly SUM
Disagree  Disagree DisagreeUndecided Agree Agree Agree

NZ (n=36) 41.7% 11.1% 30.6% 22.2% 19.4% 16.7% 36.1%

UK (n=9) 22.2% 11.1% 11.1% 11.1% 66.7% .0% 66.7%

Australia (n=4) 50.0% .0% 50.0% 25.0% 25.0% .0% 095.

India (n=3) 33.3% .0% 33.3% 66.7% .0% .0% .0%

Others (n=7) 14.3% .0% 14.3% 28.6%  28.6% 28.6% %7.1




Table 16:Category “Individual Profile”: Summarised Survey fts
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Statements in the category  Sum
"Individual Profile”

Strongly

disagree disagree

Strongly

DisagreeUndecided Agree

agree

Sum
agree

Hierarchical structures of
organisations should be clear13.8%
and respected. (*)

Generally, | feel
uncomfortable when it comes67.8%
to change. (*)

Generally, | am optimistic
about the motives behind  18.6%
organisations’ activities. (*)

Conflict within organisations

48.3%
should be avoided. (*) °

| am happy to take risks. (*)  10.2%

Organisational rules may be
broken if they do not any 32.2%
harm to the organisation. (*)

| find it easy to change
job. (*)

30.5%

| believe in the
long-term success of an 3.4%
organisation. (**)

It would be easier to
implement change in mono-
cultural than multi-cultural
working groups.

71.2%

1.7%

22.0%

3.4%

3.4%

.0%

3.4%

5.1%

1.7%

23.7%

12.1%

45.8%

15.3%

44.8%

10.2%

28.8%

25.4%

1.7%

47.5%

20.7%

18.6%

27.1%

13.8%

50.0%15.5%

10.2%3.4%

47.5%6.8%

31.0%6.9%

8.5961.0%

32.2%

22.0%

5.1%

20.3%

20.3%

28.8%6.8%

40.7%6.8%

55.9%35.6%

6.8%

1.7%

65.5%

13.6%

54.2%

37.9%

81.4%

35.6%

47.5%

91.5%

8.5%

(*) This statement is based on Hofstede’s (1984kttainty avoidance index.
(**) This statement is based on GLOBE's future otaion.
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Appendix B: Email to Staff Members of the Faculty announcing the Survey

Email subject: Staff members’ perception and respdo change communication

Dear staff member of [EDU]

My name is Blanka Schuster. | am undertaking tes®arch as part of my master of
International Communication degree at Unitec Newal&ed. My research topic evaluates the
impact of ethnic cultures on the perception angaase to organisational change
communication.

In the last two years multiple organisational nesturing activities have been launched at
[EDU] collectively known as the 'Sustainability Rrat’. The aim was to replace local
solutions with centralised organisational processbs includes, for example, the
introduction of higher student-staff ratios in 20€% [EDU] workload model in 2010, and
the creation of Student Central in 2010.

This survey addresses all involved restructuriniggitives. Your perception of the
experienced communication flow and your respongkisoperception will be asked.

This research involves filling out a questionnait@ch will take approximately 5-10 minutes
of your time.

Your name and information that may identify youlwi kept completely confidential and
anonymous. The question in the 'individual proBkettion may provide identifying factors,
but only summarised and anonymous data will besstiske to others and only | (the
researcher) will have access to individual dathirrmation collected from you will be
stored on a password protected computer at Uniexe Realand for five years and can only
be accessed by me. This survey has been approv@RBBE and the Dean of the Faculty.

Summarised and anonymous results might be publish&dater publication.
Completion and submission of this survey istaken asinformed consent.
Please click on this link to start the questiongair

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/ChangePerception

Thanks so much for your assistance in my reseawajbq, | very much appreciate this!

Blanka Schuster
PH: 021 02444918
Email: blanka.schuster@gmx.net

UREC REGISTRATION NUMBER (2011-1224)

This study has been approved by the Unitec Research Ethics Committee from 3rd November
2011 to 3rd November 2012. If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical
conduct of thisresearch, you may contact the Committee through the UREC Secretary (ph: 09
815-4321 ext 6162. Any issuesyou raise will betreated in confidence and investigated fully, and
you will be informed of the outcome.
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Appendix C: Survey

Communications/ Information

Change refers to the multiple change processes Wwtiave been undertaken at [EDU] in
the last two years to centralise organisational pesses. Please try to identify an answer
which would fit to most of the change projects iase you feel that your response would
vary depending on the project.

Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A),
No Statement Undecided (U), Disagree (D),
Strongly Disagree (SD)
1 During the past ch.ange initiatives, project otiyes have sal Al ulpalsp
been clearly explained to me.
2 | am kept up-to-date on the progress of chanigatives. | SA| A | U | DA| SD
3 The new structures were clearly communicated. SA| A| U |DA|SD
4 | understand how my job is impacted by the curren sal Al U lbalsp
structure.
5 Generally, this organization ensures new poliaies sal Al U lbalsp
procedures are easy to understand.
6 I_nformatlon about upcoming changes is delivered i sal Al U lbalsp
timely manner.
7 Overall, information involving change is commuated sal Al U lbalsp
well and clearly.
8 It is important for my personal job satisfaction

SA| A| U | DA|SD

understand the intent for change.

M anagement Support

10

11

Who would you indicate as your primary leader?
Line Manager Head of Department Dean of thaufeac

CEO Others

| got the most valuable information during th@imge process from (multiple answers
are possible):

Line Manager Head of Department Dean of thaufeac

Colleagues CEO Others

From whom did you expect to get change relatfedmation (multiple answers are
possible)?

Line Manager Head of Department Dean of theufeac

Colleagues CEO Others
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Management are considered as the CEO, Dean of tlaelity, Head of Department and
Line Managers.

Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A),
No Statement Undecided (U), Disagree (D),
Strongly Disagree (SD)

12 | Management has acted consistently; they have d@sithey

said they would. SA| A| U |DA|SD

13 | I felt that management is personally committethe

sustainability projects in [EDU] . SA| A | U | DA|ISD

14 | Whenever change has been introduced in the past,
management clearly communicated how the changediedSA | A | U | DA | SD
[EDUT's overall vision.

15 | In general [EDU]'s managers are friendly and

SA| A U | DA| SD
approachable.

16 | In general, management does a good job of kgepe

informed about matters that affect me. SAL A U |DA|SD

17 | I feel afraid of disagreeing with my managers. SA| A| U |DA|SD

18 | feel more comfortable when my Iea}der/managérlom sal Al U lpalsp
the same cultural background like mine.

“Intercultural communication competence involvebe knowledge, motivation, and skills
to interact effectively and appropriately with mees of different cultures” (Wiseman,
2002).

Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A),
No Statement Undecided (U), Disagree (D),
Strongly Disagree (SD)

19 | Following this definition | would say my primalgader

L9 Sl SA| A U | DA | SD
has a high intercultural communication competence.

20 | My primary leader’s intercultural communication
competence positively influenced my level of unaetty | SA| A | U | DA| SD
and let me feel more secure to the planned chargects.

21 | | believe my primary leader is aware of the &xise of

. SA| A U | DA | SD
several cultures in our department.

22 Please indicate if there has been a specificackeristic of your leader which has been
helpful to cope with the change implementation®4Bé use not more than three

words)
Commitment
Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A),
No Statement Undeciéed (V), Disagree (D),
Strongly Disagree (SD)
23 | | believe the change process at [EDU] was neacgssd sal Al U lbalsp
has value for the organisation.
24 | 1 am confident that the implemented changes will

positively impact my job. SA| A | U |DA|SD

25 | | believed that [EDU]’s leadership and manageneam
had sufficient knowledge and skills to complete the SA| A| U |DA|SD
projects successfully.

26 | Whenever change projects were introduced ip#éseg, |

understood my new role in making the changes happen SA| AU | DAISD

27 | 1 am more likely to support a change projectivhe

SA| A U | DA | SD
understand the change purpose.
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No | Statement e e e
Strongly Disagree (SD)
28 | I prefer to be involved into management decision SA| A | U |DA|SD
29 | I do question leadership/management decisions. SA| A| U |DA|SD
30 | I was aware of the possibility to place feedbaetore and
during the change implementation (consultation,iema | SA| A | U | DA| SD
staff meetings)
31 I am confldept that management will conS|de.r my sal Al ulpalso
suggestions in regard of planned change projects.
32 | I am afraid to express disagreement with my mers SA| A DA | SD
33 During the change efforts, appropriate trairang support
were provided in order to understand the centrdlise SA| A| U |DA|SD
processes.

Attitudestowards Change

St ly A SA), A A),
No [ Statement et on Sy
Strongly Disagree (SD)
34 | I discussed my concerns during the change psouitis sal Al ulpalsp
my managers and colleagues.
35 | made use of p!acmg feedback during and #fier sal Al ulpalsp
consultation period.
36 | placed feedback to suggest improvements tpldraed sal Al ulpalsp
changes.
37 | 1did trust the organisation to do the rightithi SA| A| U |DA|SD
38 | I had no choice but to go along with this change SA| A| U |DA|SD
39 _I was thlnkln_g of leaving during the change sal Al U lbalsp
implementation.
40 The_ chgnge implementation had a negative ingraaty sal Al U lbalsp
motivation.
41 \:V\:\(/)?]lgd feel that opposing these change projecisdd be sal Al U lbalsp

Individual Profile

42

43

44

Which ethnic group(s) do you belong to?

In which country (countries) did you grew up?

What is the highest level of education you hawapleted?
High School Professional DegreeBachelor

Master PHD Other
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45 When did you start working for[EDU]?
less than 1 year 1-2 years 2-5 years 5-10 years -20M@ars
more than 20years

46 What is your professional role in the organiza®i
Teaching Administration Management Other

47 Are you fulltime or part-time employed?

Fulltime Part-time
St ly A (SA), Al (A),
No [ Statement R AR,
Strongly Disagree (SD)
48 Hierarchical structures of organisations shingdlear and sal Al ulpalsp
respected.
49 | have a high emotional resistance to change. SA| A| U |DA|SD
50 | lam gengrall1y more optimistic about the motibvekind sal Al U lbalsp
organisations’ activities.
51 | Conflict within organisations should be avoided. SA| A| U |DA|SD
52 I am happy to take risks. SA| A| U |DA|SD
53 | Organisational rul_es may be broken if they dibamy sal Al U lbalsp
harm to the organisation.
54 | | find it easy to change job. SA| A| U |DA|SD
55 | I belief in the long-term success of an orgdinsa SA| A| U |DA|SD
Critical incident
56 In case you remember a particular difficult deaproject where communication led

to controversial views between staff members antd@magement during the change
implementation please indicate this project briefly
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Appendix D: Information Sheet for the Interviews and Focus Groups

) Unitec

NEW ZEALAND

Te Whare Wananga o Wzairaka

Information for participants

The perception and response to change by members of a multicultural working group:
A case study

My name is Blanka Schuster. | am undertaking théearch as part of my Master of
International Communication degree at Unitestitute of TechnologyMy research topic
evaluates the impact of ethnic culture on the geige and response to organisational change

communication.

The aim of my project:
The aim of my research project is to gain a deapderstanding of the impact of ethnic

cultural on the perception and response to comnatinit relating to organisational change.

| request your participation in the following way:
I would like to ask you to participate in a focusgp interview and talk about:

* Your perceptions of the communication process dyitie change implementation at
[EDU] in the last two years, and

» The impact of cultural values and views on the ggtion of change communication.

Furthermore | would like to ask you to participaten individual interview and talk about:

* Your response to the change related communication.
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The focus group will take about 60-90 minutes aiititake place at the media centre room
of the Department of Communication Studies. Théviddal interviews will take about 15-
20 minutes and will be arranged directly with ybwill, with your permission, audiotape the
focus group and individual interviews and transetifsem later. All features that could

identify you will be removed and the tapes used malerased once the transcription is done.

If you agree to participate, you will be askediggsa consent form. You can still withdraw
from the project once the interview took place. ldoer, any withdrawals must be done

within 2 weeks after the interviews are accomplishe

Your name and information that may identify youlwig kept completely confidential and
anonymous. All information collected from you whké stored on a password protected
computer at Unitec New Zealand for five years aau @anly be accessed by me.

Summarised and anonymous results might be publish&dater publication.

Please contact me if you have any concerns abeuyirtiect, via email
(blanka.schuster@gmx.net) or phone (+64-021 0248¥¥bu may also contact my primary
supervisor at Unitec New Zealand. My supervisaloeelyn Williams, email

jwilliams@unitec.ac.nz or phone 064-9-8154321 823

UREC REGISTRATION NUMBER: (2011-1224)

This study has been approved by the UNITEC Resear ch Ethics Committee from 3'* November 2011
to 3" November 2012. If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical conduct of this
resear ch, you may contact the Committee through the UREC Secretary (ph: 09 815-4321 ext 6162.
Any issuesyou raise will betreated in confidence and investigated fully, and you will be informed
of the outcome.
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Appendix E: Focus Group Consent Form

JJUnitec

NEW ZEALAND
fﬂ_ Te Whare Wananga o Wzairaka
Focus Group Participant Consent Form

The perception and response to change by members of a multicultural working group:
A case study

| have had the research project explained to md hade read and understood the information sheet
given to me.

| understand that | don't have to be part of thiglon't want to and | may withdraw from the prdje
within 2 weeks after the interview took place.

| understand that everything | say is confiderdiad will be made anonymous. However, individual
profile questions may provide identifying factobsit only the researcher will have access to
transcribed datal he only persons who will know what | have said Wwé the researcher and
participants of the focus group. | also understhiadl all the information that | give will be stored
securely on a computer at Unitec Institute of Tedbgy for a period of 5 years. Only the researcher

will have access to these data. Summarised and/amas results might be published in a later study.

I understand that my interview will be audio tapedl transcribed.
I understand that | can see the finished researctrdent.
| understand that | will treat all gained infornmatiwithin the focus group as highly confidential.

| have had time to consider everything and | giveaonsent to be a part of this project.

Participant Signature: .............cocovieiiiinnn. Date: ..o e
Project Researcher: ............ccooeviviiiiiiennnn, Date: .o

UREC REGISTRATION NUMBER: (2011-1224)

This study has been approved by the UNITEC Resear ch Ethics Committee from 3™ November 2011 to 3
November 2012. If you have any complaintsor reservations about the ethical conduct of thisresearch, you
may contact the Committee through the UREC Secretary (ph: 09 815-4321 ext 6162). Any issuesyou raise
will betreated in confidence and investigated fully, and you will be infor med of the outcome.
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Appendix F: Interview Consent Form

JJUnitec

NEW ZEALAND
fﬂ_ Te Whare Wananga o Wzairaka
Individual Interview Participant Consent Form

The perception and response to change by members of a multicultural working group:
A case study

| have had the research project explained to md hade read and understood the information sheet
given to me.

| understand that | don't have to be part of thiglon't want to and | may withdraw from the prdje
within 2 weeks after the interview took place.

| understand that everything | say is confiderdiad will be made anonymous. None of the
information | give will identify me and that the lgrpersons who will know what | have said will be
the researcher. | also understand that all thermdton that | give will be stored securely on a
computer at Unitec Institute of Technology for aipe of 5 years. The researcher will have access to

these data. Summarised and anonymous results beghiblished in a later study.

I understand that my interview will be audio taped transcribed.
| understand that | can see the finished researctrdent.

| have had time to consider everything and | giveacmnsent to be a part of this project.

Participant Signature: ..............cooiiiiiii i Date: ..o e

Project Researcher: ............ccooviiii e, Date: ..o

UREC REGISTRATION NUMBER: (2011-1224)

This study has been approved by the UNITEC Resear ch Ethics Committee from 3" November 2011 to 3"
November 2012. If you have any complaintsor reservationsabout the ethical conduct of thisresearch, you
may contact the Committee through the UREC Secretary (ph: 09 815-4321 ext 6162). Any issuesyou raise
will betreated in confidence and investigated fully, and you will be infor med of the outcome.
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Appendix G: Focus Group and Interview Questions

Communication

What do you think could have done better in terinsoonmunication during the change
implementation in EDU?
Do you think your cultural background has somethilmdgo the way you perceived this

communication?

M anagement

Do you think that a manager’'s communication stylerdy the change process could be
somehow related to his or her cultural background?

Do you think the cultural background of a manager inhibit or support staff members
in the way you give feedback?

Do you think your cultural background influencesiyoeaction to a manager’s

communication style?

Intercultural communication competence

Do you think a good manager in one country can gecal manager in another country?
Did you experience cultural based differences fymur perspective during the
communication of the change?

If yes, have you got an example?
Do you think it is important that your manager hasgh intercultural communication

competence to support change communication in dculiiral working group?

Participation

You might not be a typical representative of youltural group. But can you think of
how people in your cultural group would expect éifvolved in these decisions?

What does participation and having an input in ylmame country mean exactly?
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Attitudes towards change

Voice

* Would you say that you are coming from a culturekehpeople voice their
opinion to their manager in case a contentiousissumes or would you say they
rather stay quiet?

» Did you discuss these issues with staff membersgavcultural background
close to yours or did this not matter?

» Did you experience different views and perceptionshe change communication
when you were discussing change related issuescoiltagues having a different

cultural background than yours?

L oyalty/Exit
When you think of your own cultural group but atfamther cultural groups:
* Would you say some cultural groups are differergdriar that they tend to trust
the organization rather than seeking confrontatith management?
* Do you think that some cultural groups tend to éeavcompany more easily than
other cultural groups?

Did you observe this?

Neglect

If the motivation level goes down several reactiarespossible, for instance,
not being supportive, negative talking about thenge initiatives, coming late to
work, to actively undermining a change initiative.
e What kind of action would be acceptable or mayltena&in your cultural group?

e What kind of action would not be acceptable?



