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Abstract 

In this paper we present the preliminary results of our research that focus on the 
validity of the Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness (GLOBE) 
cultural dimensions “As is” as defined by House et al., (2004) in the prediction of leadership 
practices, measured by the Leadership Practices Inventory (Kouzes and Posner, 2003). The 
results of our study show that the GLOBE’s model of cultural dimensions can be a moderate 
predictor of leadership practices variations across cultures. We can confirm that culture is an 
important contextual mediator for some factors of leadership practices measured by the 
Leadership Practices Inventory – Model the Way and Encourage the Heart. 

 
Introduction 

 
In this paper we tried to answer to recent calls in the scientific community: (1) 

According to Venaik and Brewer (2010) between 2004 and 2009, no studies were found that 
use GLOBE’s Uncertainty Avoidance in the prediction of leadership practices, in the 10 key 
journals that publish cross-cultural studies in international business;(2)Hofstede (2010) calls 
for external validation of the GLOBE’s model of cultural dimensions; (3) According to 
Guthey and Jackson (2011) the vast majority of research on leadership does not take culture 
sufficiently into account. The GLOBE´s research was the main contribution for the rise of this 
concern and since then the study of the importance of culture in leadership outcomes has been 
increased. 

For this paper we selected a subsample of our database. Our database contains data 
collected in 18 countries.These countries were selected to fulfil several scientific criteria: (1) 
Cultural clusters from GLOBE; (2) Bands in GLOBE’s “As is” Cultural Dimensions; (3) 
Major Religions and (4) Countries that normally do not appear in the scientific publications. 
We have been collected data from master students in management area. The countries 
selected for this paper were: Argentina; Brazil; China; Germany; India; Indonesia; Mexico; 
Portugal; Russia; Thailand; Turkey; USA and Venezuela. To measure the leadership practices 
we selected the Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI), Self-Instrument, 3 rd Edition (Kouzes 
and Posner, 2003).  

In our research we have the purpose to obtain information about countries that 
normally the scientific community in this field do not take the necessary attention. We think 
that is important for the companies and for science to know better somecountries like: 
Argentina; Portugal; Thailand; Turkey and Venezuela. These countries belong to different 
continents, have different religions and different stages of development. 
 
Cultural Models 

Cross-cultural research is an ancient phenomenon (Gelfand, Erez and Aycan, 2007). 
Around 2400 years ago, Herodotus (2003) found records of such studies in the Persian 
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Empire and the first attempts to create cultural models, in the modern sense, were designed in 
the 50s and 60s (Parson and Shils, 1951; Kluckhohn, 1951; Hall, 1959; Kluckhohn and 
Strodtbeck, 1961). Despite these first attempts, it is only within the past three decades that 
cross-cultural research and theories become prominent on the research agenda. Beyond others 
models that have been developed since then, Hofstede’s model of cultural dimensions (1980) 
was perhaps the major contribution to the development of modern comparative research 
(Leung et al., 2005). This seminal work presented four cultural dimensions: Uncertainty 
Avoidance; Power Distance; Masculinity versus Femininity and Individualism versus 
Collectivism. Since then, Hofstede has upgraded his model with two more dimensions: Long-
Term Orientation versus Short-Term Orientation (Hofstede, 2001) and Indulgence versus 
Restraint (Hofstede, Hofstede and Minkov, 2010). 

One of the alternative models to Hofstede’s was presented by House et al. (2004). In 
this model the authors identified nine dimensions: Uncertainty Avoidance; Power Distance; 
Institutional Collectivism; In-Group Collectivism; Gender Egalitarianism; Assertiveness; 
Future Orientation; Performance Orientation and Humane Orientation. Related to each of the 
dimensions, GLOBE distinguishes between normative cultural values “Should be” and actual 
cultural practices “As is” at two levels: organizational culture and societal culture. The 
cultural dimensions that we used in this study were: Uncertainty Avoidance, Collectivism II 
and Assertiveness. House and Javidan (2004) presented the following definitions of these 
dimensions: 

(1) Uncertainty Avoidance (UA) – The extent to which members of an organization 
or society strive to avoid uncertainty by relying on established social norms, rituals, and 
bureaucratic practices; 

(2) Collectivism II(IGC)– The degree to which individuals express pride, loyalty, and 
cohesiveness in their organizations or families. 

(3) Assertiveness (ASS) – The degree to which individuals in societies and 
organizations are assertive, confrontational and aggressive in social relationships. 

The cultural scores for these dimensions are presented in Table 1. The cultural 
dimensions of House et al. (2004) are divided between practices (“As is”) and values 
(“Should be”). According to House and Javidan (2004, p. 21) “Responses to As is questions 
reveal the perceptions of middle managers concerning current practices in their societies and 
their organizations”. Since this study concerns to leadership practices, we choose the “As is” 
scores. 
 
Leadership 

The study of leadership, especially during the last century, has generated a large 
number of theories. One of the best known theories in this area is the Transformational 
Leadership Theory. The first model of transformational leadership was created by Bass 
(1985) which was based on Burns’ (1978) concepts of “transformational leader” and 
“transactional leader”. In 1987, an alternative model of transformational leadership was 
created by Kouzes and Posner. As a result of case studies and in-depth interviews they 
identified five leadership practices: Model the Way; Inspire a SharedVision; Challenge the 
Process; Enable Others to Act and Encourage the Heart. Based on their analysis they created 
a questionnaire (Leadership Practices Inventory) to measure the leadership practices. Kouzes 
and Posner (2007) presented the following definitions for these practices: 

(1) Model the Way (MTW) - Leaders clarify values by finding their voice and 
affirming shared ideals and set the example by aligning actions with shared values; 

(2) Inspire a Shared Vision (ISV) - Leaders envision the future by imagining 
exciting possibilities and enlist others in a common vision by appealing to shared aspirations; 



(3) Challenge the Process (CTP) - Leaders search for opportunities by seizing the 
initiative and by looking outward for innovative ways to improve. They experiment and take 
risks by constantly generating small wins and learning from experience; 

(4) Enable Others to Act (EOA) - Leaders foster collaboration by building trust and 
facilitating relationships and strengthen others by increasing self-determination and 
developing competence; 

(5) Encourage the Heart (ETH) - Leaders recognize contributions by showing 
appreciation for individual excellence and celebrate the values and victories by creating a 
spirit of community. 
 
Table 1.GLOBE’s cultural (“As is”) scores in the thirteen countries  
 

Country IGC UA ASS 
Argentina 5.51 3.65 4.22 
Brazil 5.18 3.6 4.2 
China 5.8 4.94 3.76 
Germany 4.02 5.16 4.55 
India 5.92 4.15 3.73 
Indonesia 5.68 4.17 3.86 
Mexico 5.71 4.18 4.45 
Portugal 5.51 3.91 3.65 
Russian Federation 5.63 2.88 3.68 
Thailand 5.7 3.93 3.64 
Turkey 5.88 3.63 4.53 
USA 4.25 4.15 4.55 
Venezuela 5.53 3.44 4.33 

Source: House et al. (2004) 
 

Literature Review and hypothesis 
 
Uncertainty Avoidance 

Uncertainty Avoidance is related with the variable needs that societies have to reduce 
the degree of unpredictability in the future. Luque and Javidan (2004) show that members of 
cultures with higher uncertainty avoidance tend to prefer leadership styles that are oriented to 
teams (integrators and collaborative), to relations (modest and concern with others) and to 
self-protection (normative and procedural). The members of these cultures tend to formalize 
their interaction with others, show greater resistance to change and tend to accept moderated 
and calculated risks.  

Koopman et al. (1999) describe a greater emphasis on rules and procedures and a 
lower focus on innovation in managers from cultures that score higher in uncertainty 
avoidance. In these societies precaution is seen as a positive leadership characteristic (Den 
Hartog et al., 1999) and there is more emphasis on detailed planning (Rauch, Frese and 
Sonnentag, 2000). There is less tolerance of ambiguity (Littrell and Valentin, 2005). 

In the LPI, the Challenge the Process factor describes practices such as: the leader 
takes risks even without guarantee of success; challenges the people to look for innovative 
ways to do their job and to test their skills and looks for benchmarking. The Enable Others to 
Act factor describes practices such as: the leader supports the decisions that collaborators take 
by themselves and gives freedom to collaborators choose the best way to do their work. 
 
H1a. There will be a negative relationship between the scores of Uncertainty Avoidance and 
the leadership practices Challenge the Process. 



 
H1b.There will be a negative relationship between the scores of Uncertainty Avoidance and 
the leadership practices Enable Others to Act. 
 
In-Group Collectivism 

The collectivism of a society can be generally described as the degree to which people 
prefer to act as a member of a group rather than as individuals. According to Gelfand, 
Bhawuk, Nishii and Bechtold (2004), leadership behaviors associated with the guidance of 
teams (loyalty, cooperation and inclusion) and charisma (inspiring and visionary) are seen as 
promoters of effective leadership in societies with higher collectivism. 

Jung, Bass and Sosik (1995) reported that members of collectivist societies tend to 
identify more easily with the objectives of the leader and with a shared vision of the group 
and organization. They are able to sacrifice their personal goals in favour of the group 
(Gomez, Kirkman and Shapiro, 2000) and they prefer an integrating style of leadership 
(Casimir and Waldman, 2007) 

In the LPI, the Inspire a Shared Vision factor describes practices such as: the leader 
describes a compelling vision of the future; shows to others the future benefits of an aligned 
vision for the organization and calls the collaborators to share his dream. The Encourage the 
Heart factor describes practices such as: the leader supports his team members; values the 
collaborators that share the team values; expresses trust in his team members and praises his 
collaborators for the job well done. 
 
H2a. There will be a positive relationship between the scores of In-Group Collectivism and 
the leadership practices Inspire a Shared Vision. 
 
H2b.There will be a positive relationship between the scores of In-Group Collectivism and 
the leadership practices Encourage the Heart. 
 
Assertiveness 

According to Den Hartog (2004, p. 395) the “cultural assertiveness reflects beliefs as 
to whether people are or should be encourage to be assertive, aggressive, and tough, or non-
assertive, nonaggressive, and tender in social relationships”. The same author refers that 
GLOBE was the first study that considered assertiveness as a cultural dimension. In his 
literature review he presents some characteristics for the societies with higher scores in 
Assertiveness that could be important to our study. He refers that the societies that score 
higher in Assertiveness tend to value competition and performance, tend to value taking 
initiative and tend to expect demanding and challenge targets.“Assertiveness is accomplished 
by being explicit and direct in communications, by using unambiguous language (so-called 
“low-context lan- guage”) (Holtgraves, 1997). Non-assertiveness (i.e., being non-dominant) 
can be linked to what Goldberg (1990) calls “agreeableness.” Agreeable people are 
cooperative (trusting, caring)and likable (good natured, gentle); they are softhearted and 
tolerant.  Non-assertiveness is related to the use of high-context language, which is less direct, 
often more ambiguous, and more subtle (Schneider and Barsoux, 1997)”(Abdolmohammadi 
and Sarens, 2011, p.371). 

In the LPI, the Model the Wayfactor describes practices such as: the leader sets the 
example; his clear in his philosophy of leadership and makes sure that collaborators follow 
the principles and the standards agreed. 

 
H3.There will be a positive relationship between the scores of Assertiveness and the 
leadership practices Model the Way. 



 
Sample and Methodology 

 
Sample 

As a sample we choose masters students in the field of management. Some authors 
have chosen similar samples for their studies (e.g.: Bass, 1995; Zagorsek, Jaklic and Stough, 
2004; Aimar and Stough, 2007). Our sample consists of 1261 master students in theirtheen 
countries: Argentina (n = 46); Brazil (n = 97); China (n = 241); Germany (n = 91); India (n = 
96); Indonesia (n = 79); Mexico (n = 109); Portugal (n = 175); Russian Federation (n = 60); 
Thailand (n = 86); Turkey (n = 22); United States of America (n = 57) and Venezuela (65). 
 
Measures 

To measure the leadership practices we used the Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI), 
Self-Instrument, 3 rd Edition (Kouzes and Posner, 2003). We choose LPI because it focuses on 
observable behavior rather than personality traits (Zagorsek, 2004), is not specific to 
American values (Tsend, 2000) and can be easily used outside the USA (McNeese-Smith, 
Yan and Yang, 2000).  

This instrument contains five leadership practices: Model the Way (MTW); Inspire a 
SharedVision (ISV); Challenge the Process (CTP); Enable Others to Act (EOA) and 
Encourage the Heart (ETH). Each practice is composed of 6 statements on a 10-point Likert 
scale that range from 1 (almost never) to 10 (almost always). Posner (2010) reports a good 
internal reliability for the LPI, Self-Instrument, based in a sample of 282,867 responses. The 
Chronbach alpha coefficients reported by Posner (2010) for the leadership practices were: 
MTW (0.84); ISV (0.91); CTP (0.86); EOA (0.86) and ETH (0.91).   

LPI is available in English and Spanish. The instrument was translated to the other 
official languages of the countries in the study, by a consulting firm with the help of local 
representatives before being disseminated. To ensure reliability of the translated instrument, a 
pilot test was conducted. For the total sample the reliabilities for the five leadership practices 
were as follows: α = 0.68 for MTW (range between 0.51 and 0.79); α = 0.81 for ISV (range 
between 0.60 and 0.90); α = 0 .76 for CTP (range between 0.58 and 0.83); α = 0.68 for EOA 
(range between 0.48 and 0.80) and α = 0.77 for ETH (range between 0.42 and 0.83).  
 
Analyses 

To test the hypothesis we used SPSS (version 19). First we conducted correlation 
tests. For the robustness of the correlation results we performed parametric and nonparametric 
tests. All the tests presented results in the same direction. After these tests we conducted 
regression analysis for the significant correlations related to our hypothesis in order to found 
the variance explained by the cultural dimensions in the leadership practices.  

 
Results 

 
In Table 2 we present the mean scores and the standard deviation by country. The 

results presented in Table 3show that all the correlations presented the signal that we have 
predicted, however only hypothesis H2b and H3 were significantly confirmed. The 
correlation for hypothesis H2b was (r = .60, p < .05) and for H3 was (r = .61, p < .05). 
  



Table 2.Means and standard deviation for Leadership Practices 
 

Country MTW ISV CTP EOA ETH 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Argentina 7.80 .86 7.02 1.28 7.75 .92 8.29 .77 7.94 .72 

Brazil 8.03 .94 7.26 1.50 7.79 .97 8.32 .82 8.18 1.12 

China 7.38 1.22 6.92 1.59 7.04 1.38 7.82 1.11 7.71 1.21 

Germany 7.55 1.01 6.75 1.42 7.00 1.28 7.79 1.17 7.41 1.17 

India 7.67 1.06 7.16 1.38 7.25 1.33 8.17 1.01 8.27 1.11 

Indonesia 7.57 .92 7.28 1.12 7.53 .98 8.09 .72 8.29 .74 

Mexico 7.80 1.07 7.23 1.49 7.55 1.40 8.33 .94 8.09 1.10 

Portugal 7.48 1.08 6.76 1.37 7.30 1.20 7.87 .92 7.61 1.07 

Russian Federation 7.27 1.28 6.51 1.60 7.17 1.39 7.94 .87 7.70 1.10 

Thailand 7.00 1.08 6.89 1.30 6.97 1.26 7.88 .88 7.60 1.05 

Turkey 7.65 .89 7.15 1.02 7.57 1.01 7.82 .95 8.16 1.03 

USA 7.69 1.14 6.98 1.44 7.37 1.18 7.99 1.08 7.42 1.33 

Venezuela 8.07 .91 7.28 1.25 7.87 1.03 8.47 .70 8.36 .11 

 
Table 3.Correlations between Cultural Dimensions and Leadership Practices 
 

 MTW ISV CTP EOA ETH 
IGC -.14 .26 .16 .18 .60* 
ASS .61* .34 .44 .23 .05 
UA -.15 -.00 -.50 -.38 -.35 

Sig. (2-tailed); * p < 0.05; N=13 
 

In Table 4 we present the regression models that we conducted after the analysis of the 
correlation tests. The regression models presented are only for the hypothesis that could be 
confirmed (hypothesis H2b and H3). For hypothesis H2b the results of the regression model 
was significant (F = 6.122, p <.05) and for the hypothesis H3 the results of the regression 
model was also significant (F = 6.584, p < .05). The regression models performed for 
hypothesis H2b and H3 show that culture explains by itself 29,9% and 31,8% of the variation 
found, respectively. 

 
Table 4. Regression results predicting Leadership Practices 
 

 Model for IGC Model for ETH 
Constant 6.057(.750)*** 5.655(.766)*** 
IGC .341(.138)* 

 ASS  .479(.187)* 
F-Values 6.122* 6.584* 
Adjusted R2 .299 .318 

Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported with standard errors in parenthesis 
* p<. 05; ** p <. 01; *** p < .001 

 
 
 



Discussion 
 

In the Hypothesis H1a we predicted a negative correlation between the Uncertainty 
Avoidance scores and the leadership practices Challenge the Process. The results of our 
statistical analysis do not confirmed statistically this proposition, however the correlation 
presented the expected signal (r = -.50).  

In the Hypothesis H1b we predicted a negative correlation between Uncertainty 
Avoidance and leadership practicesEnable others to Act.The results do confirmed statistically 
this proposition, however the correlation presented the expected signal (r = -.38).  

In the Hypothesis H2a we predicted a positive correlation between In-Group 
Collectivism and leadership practices Inspire a Shared Vision. This proposition was not 
confirmed, however the correlation presented the expected signal (r = .26). Our results 
partially support the findings reported by Zagorsek, Jaklic and Sough (2004) and Aimar and 
Stough (2007) using Hofstede scores. Related to this cultural dimension we proposed another 
Hypothesis H2b that predicted a positive correlation with leadership practices Encourage the 
Heart. This proposition was statistically confirmed by the correlation tests presented in Table 
3 (r = .60, p < .05). The results of the regression model(Adjusted R2 = .299, F = 6.122, p < 
.05)show that the In-Group Collectivism cultural dimension explains by itself 29.9% of the 
variation in the leadership practices Encourage the Heart.  

In the Hypothesis H3 we predicted a positive correlation between Assertiveness and 
Model the Way. This proposition was confirmed by a regression model (Adjusted R2 = .318, F 
= 6.584, p < .05). The Assertiveness dimension scores explain 31.8% of the variation in the 
leadership practices Model the Way.  

 
Conclusion and Limitations 

 
With this paper we tried to contribute for the debate in the scientific community 

regarding the benefits of GLOBE’s model in the prediction of leadership practices measured 
by the LPI. As far as we know there are no studies with large samples in this specific topic.  

The results of our study indicate that all the hypothesis were at least partially 
confirmed, that means that the cultural dimensions used in this study have some relevance in 
the variance of the leadership practices for the master students from thirteen countries. We 
only statistically confirmed that In-Group Collectivism and Assertiveness are important 
contextual mediators for theEncourage the Heart and Model the Way leadership factors, 
respectively, measured by the Leadership Practices Inventory Self-Instrument, 3 rd Edition 
(Kouzes and Posner, 2003).As a result we can say that Encourage the Heart andModel the 
Way seem to be culturally contingent while the other factors Challenge the Process, Enable 
others to Act and Inspire a Shared Vision seem to be universal in our sample. 

As limitations of our study we would like to highlight to main issues: (1) in a 
statistical perspective we present exploratory analysis that need a more in-depth study. We 
need to conduct more robust and complex tests to confirm the reliability of the questionnaire; 
(2) according to (Kirkman, Lowe and Gibson, 2006)we choose to present a study Type I, that 
means that we considered culture has the main factor to explain the variation of leadership 
practices in order to understand the strength of the GLOBE´s model by itself.However some 
authors have reported the necessity to introduce other variables beyond culture in the 
explanation of the results and relations between individuals and cultures, once the variance 
explained by cultural scores is generally low (Kirkman, Lowe and Gibson, 2006; Gelfand, 
Erez and Aycan, 2007; Leung et al., 2005; Gibson, Maznevsky and Kirkman, 2009).   
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