Cultural change convergence and divergence in the era of partial globalization

Leung et la (2005) believes that international business practices and cultural differences in business due to varying cultural components that caused division in the past era will disappear and become uniform through out the spectrum.

Evolution of partial globalization

in this section the Leung et la.(2005) describes the growth of globalization, how international trade led to the convergence of the world economies in to a single one inter linked together by international organizations which are responsible for the smooth functioning of the trade relations between various economies.but Leung et la.(2005) also describes how globalization is not accepted in all parts of the world especially in the economies which are still developing as well as the western countries due to the evidence that globalization while connects the world but there is redistribution of resources from various parts of the world and the international organization are taking steps to regulate it by the use of trade agreements . Leung et la.(2005) also discuss about cultural convergence or the rise of universal culture but there seem to be a strong push back against the idea. Leung et la(2005) tells that due to the strong attachments to one’s culture and traditions its unlikely that there will be one culture any time soon in the world.

Cultural convergence or divergence avenues for future research.

Role of international trade

Leung et la.(2005) telks about international trade is decreasing largely due to redistribution of resources and rewards which is not uniform in nature which will affect countries that lack in country specific advantage thus will begin to look towards their own self-interest towards there own economic development.

Impact of globalization towards impeding IB-related values and practices.

Roll of computer- mediated communication

Leung et la.(2005) indicates that technology have accelerated the growth International business and played a major role in reducing the distance between the countries and people.computer helped the communication process by leaps and bounds by giving the managers the ability to access large amount of information but the process of absorbing and converting the raw data in to heard facts and figures is an entirely different story.

Leung et la.(2005) also describes how cultural diversity will increase at the same time cultural difference will be higher both inside and outside the countries

Role of multiculturalism and cultural identity

Leung et la.(2005) tells us that cultural identity is originated from the circumstances and the way in which they had to worked together to over come or resolve it. But when the community becomes part of the globalized world they loose part of their culture and they add newer knowledge and properties of other communities to their own and become part of the globalized community.

Implications of convergence and divergence issues 

Scholars of IB should recognize that the issue of convergence and divergence in this era of partial globalization will remain as a persistent and complex issue whose direction might only be assessed on a region-by-region basis. It is also wise to adopt an interdisciplinary perspective in understanding the forces that create both convergence and divergence of cultures in different parts of the world. For instance, in Understanding Globalization, Schaeffer (2003) has provided an insightful discussion of the social consequences of political, economic and other changes, which have significant implications for IB. The cause–effect relationships of globalization and its various outcomes, especially the cultural outcomes, are not only characterized by bi-directional arrows, but are embedded in a complex web of relationships. How these complex relationships and processes play out on the stage of IB remains to be uncovered by IB researchers.
Process of cultural changes 

In line with the view of Hofstede (2001) that culture changes very slowly, culture has been

treated as a relatively stable characteristic, reflecting a shared knowledge structure that attenuates variability in values, behavioral norms, and patterns of behaviors (Erez and Earley, 1993). Cultural stability helps to reduce ambiguity, and leads to more control over expected behavioral outcomes (Weick and Quinn, 1999; Leana and Barry, 2000). For instance, most existing models of culture and work behavior assume cultural stability and emphasize the fit between a given culture and certain managerial and motivational practices (Erez and Earley, 1993). High fit means high adaptation of managerial practices to a given culture and, therefore, high effectiveness. The assumption of cultural stability is valid as long as there are no environmental changes that precipitate adaptation and cultural change. Yet, the end of the 20th century and the beginning of the new millennium have been characterized by turbulent political and economical changes, which instigate cultural changes. In line with this argument, Lewin and Kim (2004), in their comprehensive chapter on adaptation and selection in strategy and change,distinguished between theories driven by the underlying assumption that adaptation is the mechanism to cope with change, and theories driven by the underlying assumption of selection and the survival of the fittest, suggesting that ineffective forms of organization disappear, and new forms emerge. However, although organizational changes as a reaction to environmental changes have been subjected to considerable conceptual analyses, the issue of cultural change at the national level has rarely been addressed. 
The process of globalization described before has introduced the most significant change in IB With its effects filtering down to the national, organizational, group and individual levels.Reciprocally, changes at micro-levels of culture, when shared bythe members of the society,culminate into macrolevel phenomena and change the macro-levels of culture. In the absence of research models that can shed light on this complex process of cultural change, Erez and Gati (2004) proposed that the general model of multi-level analysis (Klein and Kozlowski, 2000) could be adopted for understanding the dynamics of culture and cultural change.
The dynamics of culture as a multi-level multi-layeared construct

The proposed model consists of two building blocks. One is a multi-level approach, viewing culture as a multi-level construct that consists of various levels nested within each other from the most macro-level of a global culture, through national cultures, organizational cultures, group cultures, and cultural values that are represented in the self at the individual level, as portrayed in Figure 1. The second is based on Schein’s (1992) model viewing culture as a multi-layer construct consisting of the most external layer of observed artifacts and behaviors, the deeper level of values, which is testable by social consensus, and the deepest level of basic assumption, which is invisible and taken for granted. The present model proposes that culture as a multi-layer construct exists at all levels – from the global to the individual – and that at each level change first occurs at the most external layer of behavior, and then, when shared by individuals who belong to the same cultural context, it becomes a shared value that characterizes the aggregated unit (group, organizations, or nations).
the global level are nested organizations and networks at the national level with their local cultures varying from one nation, or network to another. Further down are local organizations, and although all of them share some common values of their national culture, they vary in their local organizational cultures, which are also shaped by the type of industry that they represent, the type of ownership, the values of the founders, etc. Within each organization are sub-units and groups that share the common national and organizational culture, but that differ from each other in their unit culture on the basis of the differences in their functions (e.g., R&D vs manufacturing), their leaders’ values, and the professional and educational level of their members. At the bottom of this structure are individuals who through the process of socialization acquire the cultural values transmitted to them from higher levels of culture. Individuals who belong to the same group share the same values that differentiate them from other groups and create a group-level culture through a bottom-up process of aggregation of shared values. For example, employees of an R&D unit are selected into the unit because of their creative cognitive

style and professional expertise. Their leader also typically facilitates the display of these personal characteristics because they are crucial for developing innovative products. Thus, all members of this unit share similar core values, which differentiate them from other organizational units. Groups that share similar values create the organizational culture through a process of aggregation, and local organizations that share similar values create the national culture that is different from other national cultures. Both top-down and bottom-up processes reflect the dynamic nature of culture, and explain how culture at different levels is being shaped and reshaped by changes that occur at other levels, either above it through top-down processes or below it through bottom-up processes. Similarly, changes at each level affect lower levels through a top-down process, and upper levels through a bottom-up process of aggregation. The changes in national cultures observed by Inglehart and Baker (2000) could serve as an example for top-down effects of economic growth, enhanced by globalization, on a cultural shift from traditional values to modernization Global organizations and networks are being formed by having local-level organizations join the global arena. That means that there is a continuous reciprocal process of shaping and reshaping organizations at both levels. For example, multinational companies that operate in the global market develop common rules and cultural values that enable them to create a synergy between the various regions, and different parts of the multinational company. These global rules and values filter down to the local organizations that constitute the global company, and, over time, they shape the local organizations. Reciprocally, having local organizations join a global company may introduce changes into the global company because of its need to function effectively across different cultural boarders
Self-identity differentiates one person from another, whereas social identity is based on the groups in which one participates (Tajfel and Turner, 1979). Social identity theory has commonly been examined in relation to member-ship in social groups and national cultures. However, the global environment creates a new collective and impersonal entity that affects people’s identity. Global identity means that people develop a sense of belongingness to a worldwide culture, by adopting practices, styles, and information that are part of the global culture (Arnett, 2002). However, in parallel, people continue to hold their local identity as well, based on their socialization to their local culture. Arnett (2002) defines these two facets of self-identity as a bicultural identity, in which part of the self-identity is rooted in the local culture, while another part develops in relation to the global culture. on the Internet; yet, at the same time, they keep their own cultural values, their social group, and their national identity, drawing on each identity according to what they deem necessary in a given context. Through a top-down process, the global environment – a macro-level construct – affects the development of a bi-cultural identity at the individual level, by shaping the individual’s global identity, and thus facilitating adaptation to the global world. As discussed before, however, the extent to which a bi-cultural identity develops depends on whether subtractive or additive multiculturalism is encouraged. This dual nature of identity presents a challenge to the operation of multinational firms, 
Factors that facilitate cultural change

(1) the cultural value of individualism–collectivism;
(2) the reward structure and its congruence with

the underlying cultural values; and
(3) the degree of ambiguity in the reward structure.
The change process examined was a shift from choosing to work alone to a behavioral choice of working as part of a team, and vice versa. Working alone is more prevalent in individualistic cultures, whereas working in teams dominates the collectivistic ones. Two sub-cultures from Israel participated in the study: Arab Israeli citizens, who scored high on collectivism; and Jewish citizens, who grew up in big cities and scored the proposed multi-level, multilayer model is useful to IB researchers who are interested in modeling and studying the process of cultural change along two continua: from the global to the individual level, and from the external layer of behavior to the internal layer of basic assumptions and axioms. Understanding these processes is obviously crucial to the effective operation of multinational business operations.
Novel cultural constructs

In addition to rethinking our general conceptualization of culture and cultural processes, we encourage researchers to re-examine the specific cultural constructs utilized in theory and research. A major approach in the literature has been to relate IB phenomena to special cultural characteristics, and to improve upon this approach it is important to expand our conceptualization of culture. In this section, we focus on novel conceptualizations of culture that are emerging in the literature. There are two interesting directions for identifying novel cultural constructs in the literature, which are almost diametric in their orientation. The first development follows in the footsteps of Hofstede in the search of novel trait-like, static cultural dimensions, whereas the second development is inspired by breakthroughs in cognitive psychology, which increasingly portray the human mind as dynamic, elastic,  and situated.
Novel cultural dimensions

Thus, despite the use of different items to identify cultural dimensions, the results are consistent with previous results, and most of the cultural dimensions identified are related conceptually and correlated empirically with Hofstede’s dimensions. Assertiveness Orientation and Gender Egalitarianism are related to Hofstede’s construct of Masculinity–Femininity, Institutional Collectivism and Family Collectivism to Individualism–Collectivism, Power Distance and Uncertainty Avoidance to the two Hofstede dimensions with the same labels, and Future Orientation to Long-term Orientation. The usefulness of a more refined typology of the Hofstede dimensions remains to be demonstrated. Two dimensions are independent of the Hofstede dimensions. Performance Orientation seems conceptually related to McClelland’s (1961) concept of need for achievement, and Humane Orientation seems conceptually related to the Human Nature is Good vs Bad dimension of Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961). Although these dimensions are not new, they may prove useful for understanding some IB phenomena. Take leadership as an example: we know that leaders vary in their task orientation, and Performance Orientation may be related to a general emphasis on task orientation. Leaders also vary in their supervisory style, and Humane Orientation may be negatively related to close supervision. Obviously, relationships with other variables are also possible, and hopefully future research will yield theoretically interesting correlates of these two dimensions.
Correlations with a wide range of country-level indexes support the interpretation of these two dimensions given before. Furthermore, dynamic externality is related to collectivism and high power distance, but Societal Cynicism is relatively distinct from previous cultural dimensions. These two dimensions may have significant implications for IB research. For instance, across a wide variety of cultures, dynamic externality is related to the reliance on superiors as a source of guidance, and Societal Cynicism to job dissatisfaction. Future research may reveal interesting relationships between these two cultural dimensions and other IB phenomena. The global projects reviewed above suggest that the Hofstede dimensions are robust, although subsequent work has led to some important refinement and clarification. More importantly, at least three novel dimensions have been identified: Performance Orientation, Humane Orientation, and Societal Cynicism. We do not know much about these cultural dimensions, and their importance for IB research is obviously an important area for future exploration.
The dilemma

Research has demonstrated that national culture impacts on many different individual-level outcomes such as perceptions, beliefs, and behavior (Harrison and Huntington, 2000; Hofstede, 2001; Kirkman et al., in press). For example, in their comprehensive review of 181 articles published in top-tier journals between 1980 and 2002 that empirically assessed the five dimensions of cultural values identified by Hofstede (1980), Kirkman et al. (in press) documented 61 studies that demonstrated a direct effect of culture on individual outcomes. The authors reviewed relationshipsbetween cultural values and 10 categories of individual outcomes: change management behavior, conflict management, negotiation behavior, reward allocation, decision-making, human resource management, leadership, individual behavior in groups, personality, and work attitudes/emotion.

Furthermore, in many studies culture demonstrates a statistically significant relationship with individual outcomes, but the strength of the relationship (i.e., the size of the coefficient) is relatively weak in practical terms,indicating that culture does not explain a large amount of variance in those outcomes, and that, in fact, other variables must be considered as impor-tant predictors alongside culture (e.g., Peterson et al., 1995; Brett and Okumura, 1998; Gibson, 1999; Clugston et al., 2000; Mitchell et al., 2000; Kirkman and Shapiro, 2001). While researchers are able to draw implications for managers, they cannot reach a high level of precision regarding the specific impacts and the circumstances in which culture should be a central focus, or when it might be less critical 

On the one hand, researchers and managers need to understand patterns of individual-level outcomes associated with different national cultures in the world. On the other hand, research examining relationships between culture and individual outcomes has not captured enough variance to make the specific recommendations that managers need with confidence (Gibson et al., forthcoming). Thus, recently, scholars have argued that, instead of addressing whether or not national culture makes a difference, it is more useful to address the issue of how and when it makes a difference 
the level of team cooperation– an important group-level factor – moderatesthis relationship. Thus, culture matters for team performance, but certain group-level characteristics can increase or decrease the impact of culture. Finally, in addition to individual and group characteristics, Gibson et al. (forthcoming) identified several situational characteristics that moderate the impact of culture. An example in the situational category is the impact of the technological environment – specifically, technological uncertainty. Research has demonstrated that people tend to respond in accordance with cultural prescriptions under conditions of uncertainty and ambiguity.

Implications 

Admittedly, individuals’ perceptions, beliefs, and behavior are influenced by more than one aspect of culture at any given time, and the moderators (or amplifiers) likely work in concert rather than isolation. Along these same lines, Leung et al. (2001a, b), for example, caution against two types of attribution error that managers can make: universal attributions and cultural attributions. The universal attribution error assumes that all workers share the same orientations, and will respond similarly to managerial practices. The cultural attribution error involves establishment of stereotypes based on nationality, and the assumption that all members of a particular nation will behave in accordance with that stereotype. Leung et al. argue that neither extreme is productive, and instead suggest that mangers need to be aware of the dangers associated with each type of error. Although it is important to be aware that a misunderstanding may be explicated by bicultural experience, at the same time it is always advisable to obtain input from others who share the same culture as each party, in order to untangle cultural effects from other factors such as personality, group-level phenomena or situational elements.Thus, it is also critical that future research include configurations of cultural characteristics, rather than a single predictor. Practically speaking, these suggestions must of course be balanced with constraints around sample size, survey length, and analytical techniques for complex models. Still, the point remains that we are in dire need of more comprehensive specification in our models of cultural impacts. Yes, culture does matter. However, there will be certain circumstances when it matters more, and others when it matters less. Including moderators of the impact, such as those highlighted here, helps us become much more precise in our theories. Investigation of these models, some of which is already under way, will help us understand and advise when culture must be considered in managerial initiatives.

Experimental approach to the study of culture

Certainly every research methodology has its weaknesses and strengths, but he narrow focus on survey, ethnography or case studies to understand cultural phenomena to the exclusion of experiments is denying our field the balance inherent in a multi-method approach, one in which the strengths and weaknesses of one method are compensated for by another (Leung and Su, 2004). The unique contribution that experimentation provides comes from its superior ability to demonstrate causality: that is, whereas other methodologies may infer covariation or even spurious correlation between variables, experimentation provides for the controlled manipulation of a hypothesized variable, protecting results from such interpretations 

The moderating influence of individual characteristics

Cross-cultural experimental literature examining the influence of individual characteristics has evolved, yielding greater sophistication and specification to our understanding of culture’s influence.Much early cross-cultural work tested only for the main effects of culture – often using nationalculture as a proxy variable for a given cultural orientation.That work, exploring the influence of the presence (a main effect) of a given cultural orientation, laid the groundwork for more complex experiments to followAs Oyserman et al. (2002b) point out in their meta-analysis of research on collectivism/individualism,

cultural priming is one of the most promising areas of cross-cultural research. The theoretical underpinnings of priming stem from social cognition research, which shows that accessible knowledge influences behavior, and that temporarily accessible and chronically salient knowledge produce equivalent effects in the laboratory. Thus, priming techniques ‘create an experimental analogue of chronic differences between cultural groups by temporarily focusing participants’ attention on different cultural content or values’ 
