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Interpersonal leadership across cultures: a historical expos�e
and a research agenda

Lena Zander

Department of Business Studies, Uppsala University, Uppsala, Sweden

ABSTRACT
Culture has a profound impact on interpersonal leadership, which refers to
an everyday type of leadership involving leader interaction with subordi-
nates. Typical interpersonal leadership actions include empowering, provid-
ing support and development, directing, following-up and giving feedback,
as well as communicating and encouraging collaboration in teamwork. In
early comparative leadership studies, variation in leadership behavior across
countries was assumed to be due to cultural differences. This assumption
was later empirically supported by cross-cultural leadership research. As lead-
ership behaviors in multi-country studies did not demonstrate similar asso-
ciative patterns regarding interpersonal leadership in different countries, the
use of mainstream single-country derived leadership meta-categories was
invalidated. New reliable, robust and culturally endorsed interpersonal lead-
ership dimensions were developed and measured in large-scale, multi-coun-
try studies. These emerged from different perspectives: that of leader-
centeredness measuring ideal leadership prototypes, and that of employee-
centeredness, where subordinate preferences for interpersonal leadership
are essential to granting the leader the “License to Lead.” Deliberations on
fundamental issues in studying interpersonal leadership across national bor-
ders in combination with contemporary trends, such as distance leadership,
global virtual teams and intersectionality, led to the formulation of research
implications and a research agenda for a better understanding of interper-
sonal leadership in the future.
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Leadership continues to fascinate us, especially leadership by visionary leaders who move mountains
with thousands of followers, or those at the forefront of solving world enigmas, tackling social chal-
lenges or “wicked problems,” as well as offering support and solutions in times of global crises. But
there is also the less-recognized and less-spoken-of “everyday” leadership, where someone is respon-
sible for organizing activities and leading others to make them happen. Early examples of such
“interpersonal leadership” relationships could be that of parent and child, or teacher and pupil, and
as adults at work we, for example, find ourselves in manager and subordinate, or team leader and
team member relationships (Zander 1997). Interpersonal leadership is all around us, almost wher-
ever we choose to look, at places of work, education, or even in recreation. Think of your yoga
teacher this morning—did everybody in the room follow the instructor’s lead? And as to your global
project team at work, did the team members carry out the activities that you as a team leader had
assigned them? Most probably the answer to those two questions is yes, or at least, yes as much as
possible given participant competence and capacity (and flexibility!).
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Interpersonal leadership typically involves communication and tasking others with work,
empowering and participating in decision-making, follow-up and giving feedback, providing sup-
port, development and taking an interest in others’ careers, as well as encouraging collaboration
with colleagues and teamwork (Zander 1997). Such everyday actions and interactions are precisely
what Alvesson and Sveningsson (2003) thought worthy of further study, after having heard mid-
dle and senior managers’ “… accounts of their work in ways that are more in line with the mun-
dane than with the grandiose and heroic leadership talk found, not only in business press and
among top-management but also in the more academic literature” (1437). Although we can think
of interpersonal leadership as a taken-for-granted everyday element of working life, this does not
necessarily make it mundane in the sense of being uninteresting. On the contrary, it suggests that
detailed examination is warranted to more fully understand the basic fabric of human endeavor.
After all, interpersonal leadership is vital for coordination and collaboration of activities toward a
common goal, and, as such, has been and still is fundamental to human survival and society
(Koski, Xie, and Olson 2015; Pietraszewski 2020; Zander 1997). Moreover, as enthusiastically
noted by George Bradt, a senior contributor to Forbes (2020), interpersonal leadership is about
leading other people, and the challenge is how to enable and empower them to do their absolute
best to realize a shared purpose and reach those common goals.

Despite coordination and collaboration’s erstwhile existence and criticality to human action,
interpersonal leadership does not take on the same guise from one country to another. Available
literature provides ample empirical evidence of multi-country variation, linked to cultural explan-
ations. The overall ambition in this article is to further our understanding of interpersonal leader-
ship across cultures, and—after a discussion of past and contemporary research conducted in
multiple-country studies—set a research agenda of where future research should be headed.

I commence by briefly introducing what can be perceived as the conceptual background of inter-
personal leadership in mainstream single-country studies, and by explaining why this conceptualiza-
tion cannot simply be used untouched in multi-country studies. In a historical expos�e of multiple-
country leadership research, homing in on the type of leader-follower (superior-subordinate, team
leader-team member) interaction and actions typical for interpersonal leadership, I also identify
empirical roots to interpersonal leadership. The first batch of studies that I review compares and
contrasts leadership across countries. These studies hypothesize (but do not test) that the identified
differences could be explained by cultural variation. The second batch of cross-cultural leadership
studies that I review examine whether differences across countries are indeed linked to national cul-
ture. From there I move to two sets of leadership measures, comparable across countries and cultur-
ally endorsed from the outset, in the forms of ideal leadership prototypes (House et al. 2004) and
interpersonal leadership (Zander 1997). In the discussion, the viability of cross-cultural leadership
research is addressed, and an agenda outlined for a way forward for future research on interpersonal
leadership, before wrapping up the article with concluding reflections.

A historical expos�e of interpersonal leadership research

Interpersonal leadership, with its presence in our everyday life and importance for, simply put,
getting things done with the help of others, is not commonly referred to as such.1 This is surpris-
ing, as an interaction between leader and follower, superior and subordinate, team leader and
team member is fundamental to collaboration and coordination of human action. On-line search-
ing for “interpersonal leadership” as a distinct concept will not result in many hits.

One of the few exceptions, apart from publications based on my own work (see, e.g., Zander
1997; Zander 2002; Zander 2005; Zander and Romani 2004), is an article by Lamm, Carter, and
Lamm (2016), who set out to integrate earlier literature when theorizing about interpersonal lead-
ership. Drawing on comprehensive works by Bass and Bass (2008), Fleishman et al. (1991), and
Yukl, Gordon, and Tabe (2002), Lamm, Carter, and Lamm (2016) list leadership behaviors that
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they classify as interpersonal leadership: delegating, empowering and promoting collective deci-
sion-making; recognizing, supporting and developing others; understanding, caring and consider-
ation of others; facilitating and encouraging teamwork; and communication and information
dissemination.2 Most of the behaviors identified by Lamm, Carter, and Lamm (2016) fall into
what has earlier been seen as typical for “people- and relationship-oriented” leadership, whereas
more “task-oriented” leadership behaviors would include: directing and supervising work, requir-
ing that subordinates follow rules and procedures, follow-up and providing negative feedback
(such as criticizing poor work), but could also entail having a goal-orientated focus.

People-oriented and task-oriented leadership are two well-recognized categorizations strongly
rooted in research based on single-country studies (mostly mainstream research in the USA).
Other conceptualizations, under other labels (e.g., task- vs. relation-oriented leadership, initiating
structure vs. consideration, production-centered vs. people-centered, or directive vs. supportive)
largely correspond in definition and content with the people- and task-orientation dichotomy.
Yukl, Gordon, and Tabe (2002) empirically examined, analyzed and integrated half a century of
leadership behavior research on what makes a leader effective. Relations-oriented and task-
oriented leadership were in Yukl, Gordon, and Tabe’s (2002) hierarchical taxonomy of leadership
behavior joined by “change-oriented leadership,” which essentially built on transformational and
charismatic leadership.3

Turning to more recent integrative reviews, we still find these three leadership categories; rela-
tion-oriented, task-oriented and change-oriented (Bormann, Rowold, and Bormann 2016;
Inceoglu et al. 2018; Kaluza et al. 2020),4 and they remain strongly linked to leadership effective-
ness (Yukl 2012; Yukl et al. 2019). But, after a prolific increase in the number of leadership cate-
gorizations during the 2000s and the 2010s, scholars were worried about conceptual redundancy,
that there would be a lack of discriminant validity. The concern that new constructs5 were too
similar to existing ones, as in the case of transformational and charismatic leadership (included
in the change-oriented leadership category), were theoretically argued and statistically demon-
strated to be too close to participatory, empowering and supportive types of leadership behavior
(Bormann and Rowold 2018; Van Knippenberg and Sitkin 2013).

Today, relations-oriented and task-oriented behaviors still remain conceptually and empirically
distinct categories of leadership, each consisting of a set of separate leadership behaviors.
However, these categories have predominantly been derived, surveyed and validated in single-
country studies. Although almost the same bifurcation has emerged over and over again in sin-
gle-country studies, leadership behaviors may, however, not be perceived in a similar associative
manner from one country to another. This inhibits configuration into the relations-oriented and
task-oriented constructs when carrying out multi-country studies.

Throughout this article, and for the sake of simplicity, I use the term “leadership behaviors”
although it is rare that actual behavior is studied. Instead, it is leadership beliefs, attitudes, ideals,
expectations, as well as perceived and preferred leadership behavior that have been in focus. In
the historical review that follows, I examine and identify empirical roots by querying which types
of behaviors of interpersonal leadership have been found to vary across countries in the extant lit-
erature. I begin with the description of multi-country comparative leadership studies carried out
from the 1960s to the mid-1990s, and then proceed with the description of cross-cultural research
from mid-1990s and onwards. In the review, I concentrate on articles that are based on multi-
country studies. To properly account for differences in national cultures that have the potential
to yield convincing results it is important to include many more than two countries (Bond and
Smith 2018), as argued by Smith, Peterson, and Schwartz (2002, 189): “culture-level studies must
include an adequately representative range of currently existing nations.”

In Banai’s (2010) review of Jean Boddewyn’s contribution to comparative management he
accounts for three fundamental questions raised by Boddewyn (1965) when carrying out com-
parative management studies: (1) compared to what?, (2) compared in relation to what?, and (3)
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compared for what?. The comparative leadership review below focuses on studies that are com-
parative across countries, identifying variables that compare different aspects of interpersonal
leadership, with the purpose of figuring out whether they can be used in multi-country studies
and whether they vary across countries.

Multi-country comparative leadership

Studies carried out in the 1960s and 1970s assumed a bi-polar view of leadership with autocratic-
directive practices as one end-pole, and democratic-participative management at the opposite end
and were carried out in five to 14 countries in the Americas, Asia, Europe and the Middle East
(Al-Jafary and Hollingsworth 1983; Bass et al. 1979; Haire, Ghiselli, and Porter 1966; Redding
and Casey 1976). Leadership differences across countries or groups of countries were reported in
all studies. To measure bi-polar leadership, tasks such as the use of authority, direction, influence,
participation in decision-making, rewards, and sanctions were examined in these studies. A meth-
odological weakness when using these measures of bi-polar leadership styles is that respondents
scored highly on preferences for a participatory leadership style on some questions and on prefer-
ences for autocratic leadership style on others, but not fully adhering to one type or the other
across countries.

Toward the end of the 1970s and into the mid-1980s, employee democracy and participation
was suddenly the center of attention among scholars and practitioners alike. Employee participa-
tion in decision-making, the decision-making methods that managers use, and the degrees of
industrial democracy in terms of employee influence systems were topics of interest in several
multi-country comparative studies (Bottger, Hallein, and Yetton 1985; Heller and Wilpert 1981;
IDE 1976, 1979; Sadler and Hofstede 1976; Schaupp 1978). Moving away from bi-polar leadership
studies, scholars developed scales to depict a directive to participative continuum of decision-
making. These scales typically span from “the leader alone makes the decision and tells the
subordinates” via “the leader explains the decision to subordinates” and “the leader consults sub-
ordinates prior to decision-making” to that the decision is made “jointly or in consensus with
subordinates.” A few studies (Heller and Wilpert 1981; IDE 1976, Industrial Democracy in
Europe International Research Group (IDE) 1979 studies) added a fifth alternative to the scale,
namely that the decision is “delegated to the subordinates,” while Bottger, Hallein, and Yetton
(1985) added group-based decision-making alternatives to the scale. All of these studies reported
differences across the four to 12 countries included in the surveys. Respondents were sampled in
Argentina and Brazil in South America, the Australia-Pacific region, Europe, and North America,
as well as in India, Israel, and Japan. The degree of participation in decision-making varied with
the type of issue to be resolved. Long-term strategic decisions, for instance, included less partici-
pation from subordinates than decision-making directly related to their own work. Research had
moved from the earlier bi-polar view to a more nuanced description of participation levels along
a continuum. By using more detailed response alternatives, a clearer picture emerged of how par-
ticipation policies, practices and preferences varied across countries.

The work by Likert (1961, 1967), originally developed in the United States and aimed at iden-
tifying country level “management systems” that influence leadership practices, was also put to
use in multi-country research. To identify which of the four Likert systems: (1) exploitative
authoritative, (2) benevolent authoritative, (3) consultative, and (4) participative6 characterizes a
country, scores from a set of statements on leadership, decision-making, goal-setting, motivation
and communication were added together. For example, Al-Jafary and Hollingsworth (1983) iden-
tified a management system for the Arabian Gulf region (based on responses from four countries)
and compared it to that identified for the United States. One problem with using Likert’s four
management systems was that countries with significantly different scores across statements still
ended up having the same “system.” These studies suffer from similar methodological difficulties
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as the early bi-polar studies. However, an example provided by Pavett and Morris (1995) demon-
strates how the Likert’s four authoritative-participation systems measures can be used to make
meaningful comparisons due to the research design selected by the authors. The degree of
employee participation could be compared across five countries due to fact that the factory plants
were owned by the same multinational company. Pavett and Morris (1995) found that the degree
of participation displayed vast differences across the Italian, Mexican, Spanish, American, and
English plants, despite being set up and managed in the same way by their US owner.

Tannenbaum et al. (1974), with a follow-up project headed by Tannenbaum and Rozgonyi
(1986), embarked on a unique research design to investigate participation in decision-making.
Tannenbaum et al. (1974) studied organizations in five countries that had explicitly declared to
have management systems based on different degrees of participation in decision-making. The
study was carried out from a subordinate perspective, and questions were asked about both actual
and ideal levels of participation as well as authority and influence over people and activities. As
hypothesized they identified that the Kibbutz in Israel and the Yugoslav plants were more partici-
pative than the plants in the USA and Austria, while the Italian plants were the least participative.
However, the findings also demonstrated that even in organizations identified as highly participa-
tive, authority and influence was hierarchically distributed. Another unexpected finding was that
participation in the form of inviting in employees’ ideas and suggestions was present in firms
without systematic participatory practices, but not so in firms that actually had employee partici-
pation systems in place.

In sum, my review of comparative multi-country studies of leadership between the 1960s and
mid-1990s (see Table 1), results in three critical observations. First, that there were difficulties in
using leadership constructs derived in single-country studies in other countries, for example, the
bipolar autocratic-directive versus democratic-participative management practices, or the four
“country systems.” Non-consistent response to questions used to measure each different construct
pattern across countries led to both low validity and low reliability, resulting in Smith et al.’s
(1992) recommendation for identify leadership measures that are comparable across countries
from the onset. Second, almost all studies included participation in decision-making as well as
other aspects of interpersonal leadership such as authority, directing, influence, rewards, sanc-
tions, goal-setting, motivation and communication.

Third, the identified variation in interpersonal leadership-related attitudes, assumptions, beliefs
and behavior across country borders was posited to be due to culture, but not tested. This was
instead done in the years to follow, reviewed in the next batch of studies that concentrate on
cross-cultural leadership in multi-country research projects.

Cross-cultural leadership

From the mid-1980s and into the mid-1990s comparative leadership research was characterized
by a growing concern about the implications of using instruments developed in one country for
mapping leadership styles in multi-country studies. A group of international scholars launched a
large-scale project to test leadership measures used in a Japanese research program (Misumi
1985) in other countries (see, e.g., Smith et al. 1989; Smith et al. 1992). The early Lewin and
Lippitt (1938) and Lewin, Lippett, and White’s (1939) research had served as a starting point for
what became a systematic interdisciplinary research program that lasted for 30 years in Japan and
led to the development of the Japanese-based Performance-Maintenance (PM) leadership theory
(Misumi and Peterson 1985).

“Performance” and “Maintenance” in the PM-theory are similar to, but not the same as, the
task-oriented and people-oriented categorizations of leadership. The findings from PM research
in Japan showed that general leadership functions differed from specific leadership practices that
varied depending on the investigated organizational context. Misumi and Peterson (1985) thought

INTERNATIONAL STUDIES OF MANAGEMENT & ORGANIZATION 361



Table 1. Comparative interpersonal leadership studies mid-1960s to the mid-1990s.

Authorsa Countries included in the study Interpersonal leadership type of measures

Haire, Ghiselli, and
Porter (1966)

3,641 Managers in 14 countries
(Argentina, Belgium, Chile, Denmark
England, France, Germany, Italy,
India, Japan, Norway, Spain, Sweden,
and USA)

Democratic-participative vs. autocratic-directive
leadership practices measured by assumptions
and attitudes about: participation in decision-
making, directing, instructions & information,
rewards & punishment (e.g., no promotion)

Tannenbaum et al. (1974) 1,600 Employees in 5 countries (Austria,
Israel, Italy, Yugoslavia, and USA)

Participative vs. authoritative-directive leadership
practices measured by actual and ideal attitudes
and behavior about: influence, participation in
decision-making, interpersonal participation in
decision-making (solicit and use subordinate
opinions & suggestions), rewards and sanctions

Redding and Casey (1976) 1,000 Managers in 8 Asian countries
(Hong Kong, Indonesia, Japan,
Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore,
South Vietnam, and Thailand)

Democratic-participative vs. autocratic-directive
leadership practices. Replication of Haire, Ghiselli,
and Porter (1966) study

Sadler and Hofstede (1976) 3,073 Employees in 6 countries
(Australia, Brazil, France, Germany,
Japan, and UK)

Four leadership decision-making styles from “leader
decides and tells subordinates,” “leaders’ decides
and explains,” “consults subordinate before
decision-making” to “joint decision-making with
subordinates” based on Tannenbaum and
Schmidt (1973)

IDE (1979) 997 Employees in 12 countries
(Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France,
Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Israel,
Netherlands, Norway, Sweden,
and Yugoslavia)

Perceived and preferred decision-making method on
a scale from: “subordinates not involved,”
“subordinates informed,” “opinions given by
subordinates,” “subordinates’ opinion taken into
account,” “equal weight in decision-making” to
“subordinate’s own decision”

Schaupp (1978) 800 Employees in 8 countries
(Argentina, Canada, France, (West)
Germany, India, Japan, Netherlands,
and United Kingdom)

Perceived and preferred decision-making method on
a scale from: from “leaders’ own decision,”
“leaders decide but explain to subordinates” ,
“leaders consult subordinates before decision-
making,” to “consensus decision-making
if possible”

Bass et al. (1979) 1,046 Managers from 12 national
groupings
(Belgium, Britain, [Germany and
Austria data pooled], France, Iberia
[Spanish and Portuguese data
pooled], India, Italy, Japan, Latin
America, the Netherlands, Nordic
countries [Danish, Finnish,
Norwegian and Swedish data
pooled], and USA)

Democratic-participative vs. authoritarian-directive
leadership were actual and ideal attitudes and
behavior measured on four scales, each on a
different topic: (1) use of authority in getting
things done; (2) manipulation versus
participation, (3) concern for the welfare of
subordinates, and (4) task versus human
relation concerns

Heller and Wilpert (1981) 1,500 Managers in 8 countries (France,
Great Britain, (West) Germany, Israel,
Netherlands, Spain, Sweden,
and USA)

The “influence-participation continuum” decision-
making methods measured on a scale: from
“leaders’ own decision,” via “leaders decide but
explain to subordinates,” “leaders consult
subordinates before decision-making,” “joint
decision-making with subordinates” to
“delegation of decision-making to subordinates”

Al-Jafary and
Hollingsworth (1983)

381 Managers in 4 countries in the
Arabian Gulf Region (Bahrain, Qatar,
Saudi Arabia and United Arab
Emirates) plus USA

Autocratic vs. participative leadership systems using
Likert’s four systems; (1) exploitative
authoritative, (2) benevolent authoritative, (3)
consultative, and (4) participative (based on
questions on leadership, decision-making, goal-
setting, motivation and communication)

Bottger, Hallein, and
Yetton (1985)

140 Managers in executive education
from 4 geographical areas (Australia,
Africa, Papua-New Guinea,
Pacific islands)

Decision-making methods on a participation
continuum including both individual and group-
based alternatives: “leaders’ own decision based
on own information,” “leaders decide with
information from subordinates,” “leaders solicit
ideas and suggestions from individual
subordinates before decision-making,” “leaders
solicit ideas and suggestions from groups of

(continued)
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that this combination of general and specific leadership behaviors could be applicable in other
parts of the world and initiated a large-scale research project. The researchers (see, e.g., Peterson,
Smith, and Tayeb 1993; Smith et al. 1989; Smith et al. 1992)7 involved in the “Western arm” of
the Misumi-based research project found that not only did the specific leadership behaviors, but
also the general functions included in the Maintenance and Performance, vary across countries.
For example, questions took on a different meaning across countries when the researchers ana-
lyzed the Performance category. The planning-oriented questions did not associate with the pres-
sure-oriented questions (e.g., the use of supervision, rules, regulations, and follow-up of work) in
the same way in other countries as they had done in Japan. The Performance measure was there-
fore split into two categories “Planning-P” and “Pressure-P,” where “Pressure-P” was found to
vary greatly across countries. Smith et al. (1992) noted this with interest as at that time supervi-
sion, rules and similar practices were no longer investigated in “Western” research. One of the
conclusions in the research group was the need to develop leadership categorizations that enabled
comparisons of leadership similarities and differences across countries.

From the mid-90s the amount of research on leadership in a cross-cultural context had sky-
rocketed (Dickson, den Hartog, and Mitchelson 2003). From this surge in leadership studies I
identified three streams examining leadership across multiple countries in novel ways. In a first
stream, cultural dimensions were used to make predictions or provide detailed cultural analysis
(see, e.g., Banai and Reisel 2007; Dorfman et al. 1997; Eylon and Au 1999; Lindell and Arvonen
1996). In the second stream, cultural dimensions were used to empirically test and confirm that
culture was linked to leadership (see, e.g., Ardichvili and Kuchinke 2002; Bochner and Hesketh
1994; Glazer 2006; Newman and Nollen 1996; Offermann and Hellmann 1997). In the third
stream, researchers drew on new approaches such as using events or scenarios to study leadership
(Fu et al. 2004; Smith et al. 1998; Smith, Peterson, and Schwartz 2002; Zander et al. 2011; Zander
et al. 2020).

In the first stream of studies, cultural dimensions were used to develop predictions and analyze
results. In the second stream of studies, existing measures of cultural dimensions were used to
test whether there was an empirical link between leadership and culture. Hofstede’s (1984) four
original dimensions, namely power distance,8 uncertainty avoidance, individualism versus collect-
ivism, masculinity versus femininity, have been put to extensive use in the field of international
business in general (see reviews by Kirkman, Lowe, and Gibson 2006; Rapp, Bernardi, and
Bosco 2010; Taras, Kirkman, and Steel 2010) as well as in studies in cross-cultural leadership in
particular. For example, Lindell and Arvonen (1996) studied task-oriented, employee-oriented,
and development-oriented leadership in Latin-European and Nordic European countries, as well
as in Hungary, and found that power distance, uncertainty avoidance, and masculinity were help-
ful in understanding across-country variations in leadership.

Table 1. Continued.

Authorsa Countries included in the study Interpersonal leadership type of measures

subordinates before decision-making,” to “group
decision-making, leader acts as chair in
the discussion”

Tannenbaum and
Rozgonyi (1986)

6 Countries (Bulgaria, Germany,
Hungary, Ireland, Mexico,
and Romania)

Participative vs. authoritative-directive leadership
practices

Replication of Tannenbaum et al. (1974) with
other countries

Pavett and Morris (1995) 180 Managers in 5 countries (Italy,
Mexico, Spain, UK and USA)

Degree of participation using Likert’s four systems:
(1) exploitative authoritative, (2) benevolent
authoritative, (3) consultative, and (4)
participative (based on questions on leadership,
decision-making, goal-setting, motivation and
communication)

aPublications listed in chronological order of article publication.
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Similarly, in a study on effective leadership carried out in Japan, Korea, Mexico, Taiwan and the
USA by Dorfman et al. (1997), Hofstede’s (1984) power distance and individualism-collectivism
dimensions were used to predict and analyze managers’ and professionals’ responses to questions on
leadership. Charismatic leadership, supportive leadership, leader contingent reward, participative
leadership, directive leadership, and leader contingent punishment were all found to differ across
countries, with directive leadership varying the most. The style of leadership also varied in its impact
on job performance, where the first three types mentioned above were found to have a positive effect
on performance in all studied countries, while the latter three differed in positive and negative
impacts among countries (Dorfman et al. 1997). In a study of participative decision-making, based
on an experimental design, involving Canadian, East Asian and North European MBA students with
full-time or part-time work experience,9 Eylon and Au (1999) found that participants’ cultural back-
ground was related to them being empowered. Students from low power distance cultures per-
formed similarly whether empowered or not, while students from high power distance countries did
not perform as well when empowered as when not empowered.

Banai and Reisel (2007) based their study on culturally developed hypotheses. Leader support
in six countries (Cuba, Germany, Hungary, Israel, Russia, and the United States) was measured
by items such as “provide opportunity for individual initiative,” “reward good job performance,”
“emphasize performance evaluations,” and “employees’ opportunity to grow to capture subordi-
nate’s perception of leader support”. Additionally, the authors measured task identity, job feed-
back, job autonomy, task significance and task variety, where, for example, one of the items
queries about positive feedback: “Do managers [or coworkers] let you know how well you are
doing on the job?”. Banai and Reisel (2007) found that leader support (or the lack thereof) could
predict feelings of alienation in differing cultural environments. Leader’s support was more
important in Cuba, Hungary and Russia, than in Germany, Israel and the USA.

Moving on from earlier years’ contention that any variation detected across countries could be
due to culture, a second stream of studies began to test whether that was actually the case and
produced empirical evidence of significant links between culture and leadership. Mostly, the ana-
lysis was conducted by using Hofstede’s (1984) cultural dimensions, but also other cultural
dimensions such as those developed by Laurent (1983), Trompenaars (1993),10 Schwartz (1994),
and later, cultural dimensions developed by Maznevski et al. (2002) and House et al. (2004) were
put to use. Some early examples of how interpersonal leadership type of tasks are associated with
culture were provided by Bochner and Hesketh (1994), who found that Hofstede’s power distance
dimension was related to superior-subordinate communication, decision-making and supervision
in 28 countries. Offermann and Hellmann (1997) mapped how power distance was negatively
associated with leader communication, delegation, and team building, while uncertainty avoidance
was positively related to less delegation and more leader control across 39 national cultures.
Newman and Nollen (1996) studied management practices (e.g., employee participation, policies
and direction, and rewards system) in 18 countries in Asia and Europe and found that these were
empirically linked to Hofstede’s (1984) cultural dimensions, including the fifth dimension of
long-term versus short-term orientation (Hofstede 1991 ). Notably, financial results were higher
when management practices were congruent with national culture (Newman and Nollen 1996).
Ardichvili and Kuchinke (2002) studied management by exception, inspirational motivation, intel-
lectual stimulation, individual consideration, contingent reward, charismatic leadership, and lais-
sez-faire leadership in Russia, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Germany, and the US and found
significant links with Hofstede’s cultural dimensions. They emphasize that there are not only dif-
ferences between Russia, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Germany and the US but also between
the four countries within the former USSR. Ardichvili and Kuchinke (2002) attempted to study
transformational and transaction leadership (and laissez-faire leadership) but found that these
leadership constructs did not hold together and suffered from poor validity across the countries
in the study.
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Glazer (2006), similarly to Banai and Reisel (2007), studied leader support, but she empirically
explored whether subordinate perceptions were linked to cultural dimensions. In her study of 19
countries across five geographic regions she found that “supervisor emotional support,” measured
by the following two items: “providing you with the support you need to do a quality job,” and
“treating you with respect as an individual,” were positively related to Schwartz’ (1994) cultural
dimension of “autonomy.” Autonomy is highly valued in the Anglo countries and Western
Europe, but less so in Asia and Eastern Europe where instead Schwartz (1994) “conservatism” is
highly endorsed.

The third stream of studies, using events and scenarios, identified significant links between
culture and leadership. In the Smith et al. (1998) 23 country-study of disagreements, organiza-
tional critical incidents were used to describe two different types of disagreements. The authors
measured how these were handled and found that they were related to Hofstede’s power distance
and individualism dimensions. There was a stronger reliance by superiors on subordinates when
handling disagreements in low power distance countries (and reliance on superior’s own experi-
ence in individualist countries), whereas in collectivist countries superiors relied more on formal
rules and procedures when settling disagreements (Smith et al. 1998). In another event-handling
study carried out in 47 countries, two of the studied situations, typical in almost any organization
within any nation, focused on subordinates as managers’ source of guidance (Smith, Peterson,
and Schwartz 2002). Subordinate participative-oriented guidance sources were employed by those
who endorsed Hofstede’s (1984, 2001) high individualism, and low power distance and feminin-
ity, as well as those who endorsed Schwartz’ (1994) autonomy, egalitarianism, harmony dimen-
sions, which, according to Smith, Peterson, and Schwartz (2002), is a combination more typical
for Western Europe than for the USA. Overall, Smith, Peterson, and Schwartz (2002) found that
power distance and Schwartz’ (1994) mastery dimension provide the most concise estimate of
superior reliance on hierarchical sources, and, consequently, they were able to predict vertical
relationships, but had less success in predicting lateral relationships. These findings remind us of
culture’s importance in superior-subordinate relationships.

Fu et al. (2004), using scenarios in 12 countries, tested and found empirical support for a link
between managers’ perceived effectiveness of tactics used to influence subordinates (as well as
superiors and peers) and House et al.’s (1999) cultural measures of uncertainty avoidance and in-
group collectivism. Similarly, also using scenarios, Zander et al. (2011) found that leaders’ action
choices varied across the 17 studied countries. Three scenarios (out of six) described interpersonal
leadership-type of situations involving decision-making, rewarding, and empathizing situations.11

With few exceptions, the selected action alternatives varied across countries for each situation
regardless of whether the responding MBA students (with full-time and part-time work experi-
ence) had responded in their mother tongue or in English, suggesting a culturally primed leader-
ship action. The claim that culture affects leader action choices was further supported by Zander
et al. (2020) who found the choices to be empirically linked to House et al.’s (2004) culturally
endorsed leadership dimensions in meaningful ways.

A few observations are derived from the review (see Table 2). First, a construct validity prob-
lem, similar to that identified in the comparative leadership studies, exists where examined lead-
ership behaviors do not associate with each other in the same way in different countries. This
stresses the importance of identifying interpersonal leadership (behaviors, beliefs, attitudes and
expectations) measures that are comparable across countries from the outset of the research pro-
ject. Second, as leadership is found to be linked to culture, it is important that newly developed
leadership measures are culturally endorsed before putting them into use in multi-coun-
try studies.

The third observation is that researchers have over the years gradually lost their interest in
studying the function of directing, for example via supervision, rules and regulations, and follow-
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up with negative feedback etc. While it is less studied, directing still demonstrates a large (or
even in some studies, the largest) variation across countries.

Thus, given that leadership and culture were identified as closely linked in earlier research,
any newly developed interpersonal leadership measures would need to be both comparable across
countries and culturally endorsed to be used in large-scale multi-country studies. In the subse-
quent section, we describe the work of scholars who have done exactly that when identifying new
measures of leadership (House et al. 2004; Zander 1997).

Contemporary comparable and culturally endorsed leadership measures

We have seen in the reviewed cross-cultural studies that national culture is empirically linked to
leadership. This finding lays the ground for further studies of the type of leadership that is
accepted by subordinates, and whenwhere a shared cultural understanding makes cooperation
and other work endeavors possible (Calori et al. 1997; Newman and Nollen 1996). Building on
Berger and Luckmann’s (1967) theory of social construction, Calori et al. (1997) describe how
individuals internalize cultural values and beliefs in their formative years through family and edu-
cation. This influences their later perceptions and behaviors, for example, regarding leaders and
leadership. To Newman and Nollen (1996, 755), national culture is a “central organizing principle
of employees’ understanding of work, their approach to it, and the way in which they expected to
be treated.” Such underlying cognitive schemata specify what is expected from leaders, capturing
people’s implicit and naïve conceptualizations of leadership, as postulated by implicit leadership
theory (Lord, Foti, and De Vader 1984; Lord, Foti, and Phillips 1982; Offermann, Kennedy, and
Wirtz 1994; Shaw 1990). Assuming that primary socialization has a strong influence on mental
schemata, and thus on leadership prototypes, we can think of these leadership beliefs as being
“culturally anchored” or “culturally endorsed.”

Two large-scale projects (House et al. 2004; Zander 1997) have provided us with leadership
measures specifically developed to be comparable across countries and culturally endorsed. The
projects were both initiated in the early 1990s. One project was the Global Leadership and
Organizational Behavior Effectiveness Project (GLOBE) studying Ideal Leadership Prototypes,
headed by the late Professor Bob House and involved more than 200 scholars worldwide
(Dorfman et al. 2012), and the other project was my dissertation project of Interpersonal
Leadership preferences (Zander 1997). Interestingly, both sets of leadership measures were based
on more than 17,000 respondents; in the GLOBE project the respondents were dispersed across
62 countries, in my study across 18 countries. The GLOBE project data were collected from mid-
level managers in many different organizations, while I collected data from employees working in
various work positions, in different departments, with varying length of tenure, women and men
in different age groups, and from more than one organization in each country.

I first briefly introduce the GLOBE project and the ideal leadership prototypes, before present-
ing my own work of developing interpersonal leadership measures. In a twenty-year retrospective
article, Dorfman et al. (2012) describe how 128 leadership attributes and attitudes were studied in
the GLOBE project. On the one hand, only 22 of the 128 were found to be universally rated as
desirable, among these were for example “trustworthy,” “decisive” and “informed,” while on the
other hand, eight attributes were deemed as universally undesirable including “irritable,”
“ruthless” and “malevolent.” The remaining 98 attributes were culturally contingent as to whether
they were seen as ideal. We learn that 35 attributes proved to be strongly culturally contingent
with a large variation across the studied societies, including for example “ambitious,” “elitist,” but
also—perhaps surprisingly—attributes such as “compassionate” and “cunning” varied in how they
were perceived across countries. These 128 attributes and attitudes were first aggregated, through
statistical processing, into 21 primary leadership dimensions, and then into the six leadership
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ideal prototypes (methods and analytical procedures are described in-depth in several GLOBE-
generated publications; for a brief and informative summary, see, e.g., Dorfman et al. 2012).

Six leadership attributes and attitudes that enhance or impede outstanding leadership were
thus identified as ideal leadership prototypes (Dorfman et al. 2012; House et al. 2004) whereas
the following four specifically covered interpersonal types of leadership: (1) charismatic/value-
based leadership (leaders’ ability to inspire and to motivate followers based on a set of core val-
ues); (2) participative leadership (leaders involvement of others in the making and implementa-
tion of decisions; (3) team-oriented leadership (leader effective team building and implementation
of a common goal among team members); and (4) humane-oriented leadership (leader supportive
and considerate behavior). These four leadership types were endorsed by cultural dimensions
measured in the GLOBE project (see Table 2).12

The GLOBE project has made a major contribution to our understanding of leadership across
countries, and provided ample evidence of cultural endorsement, using ideal leadership types to
study leadership.13 However, drawing on a sample of mid-level managers only, it is the leaders’
own ideas about how leadership should be carried out that are surveyed, not the leadership
expectations of those being led. The fact that cross-cultural leadership research remains largely
“leader-centric” has been strongly criticized (Popper and Druyan 2001; Uhl-Bien et al. 2014).
There is a need, as argued by Mockaitis (2005), for leaders to understand the expectations of sub-
ordinates to be able to lead in acceptable and encouraging ways to achieve organizational goals.
Stewart (1991) emphasized that managers are reliant on achieving through others, and Yun, Cox,
and Sims (2006) added that contemporary leaders cannot alone harness all of the necessary
expertise to excel at work. As Uhl-Bien et al. (2014, 83) remind us “(i)t is accepted wisdom that
there is no leadership without followers, yet followers are very often left out of the leadership
research equation.” Bearing this in mind, why not ask those being led about their leadership pref-
erences, and if we do ask subordinates, will we still find a cultural-linked variation
across countries?

Asking subordinates is precisely what I did in my study of interpersonal leadership preferences
(Zander 1997).14 More than 17,000 respondents in 18 countries—that included Australia, Austria,
Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Japan, the Netherlands, Norway,
the Philippines, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, and the United States—partici-
pated in the study. These countries represent the Anglo-American cluster, the Germanic cluster,
the Latin-European cluster, the Nordic cluster, the Latin-American and the Far East cluster
(Ronen and Shenkar 1985, 1988, 2013). Although not enjoying a world-wide coverage, the coun-
try distribution across clusters is satisfactory to claim validity (Smith et al. 1998) and to carry out
multi-country research involving culture analysis (Smith, Peterson, and Schwartz 2002), as well as
carrying out cluster analysis. The analysis of interpersonal leadership measures confirms earlier
cluster research (Zander 1997, 2005).15

To arrive at internationally comparable interpersonal leadership measures that are valid and
reliable within each studied country and that vary across countries, I carried out a comprehensive
series of procedures, described in detail in Zander (1997). In brief, the questionnaire was theoret-
ically derived, and I formulated 24 questions to measure interpersonal leadership, which together
with a set of background variables was what could fit on one page of a large multinational con-
glomerate’s in-house survey. The questions were discussed with managers who had broad inter-
national experience and research colleagues, before finalizing a questionnaire that was translated
by professional translators and back-translated by scholars and practitioners for whom the lan-
guage was their mother tongue (Brislin 1986). I developed a research design where I first carried
out a pilot study on a sub-sample of the data-set, after which data were collected from one large
multi-national company in 16 countries and analyzed. As a validation measure, a replication sam-
ple had been collected in 15 countries from 24 companies in industries other than the main sam-
ple (for more details see Zander 1997).16 Given that data were collected from more than one firm
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Table 2. Cross-cultural leadership studies from the 1990s and onwards.

Authorsa
Countries included in

the study
Interpersonal leadership type

of measures Cultural endorsementb

Smith et al. (1989)
Smith et al. (1992)
Peterson, Smith, and

Tayeb (1993)

1,177 Employees from six
electronic assembly plants
in 4 countries (Great
Britain, Hong Kong, Japan,
and USA)

Misumi’s Performance
Maintenance Leadership—
focus on subordinate
performance vs.
maintaining good
relations (maintenance)

By research design and
questionnaire development
cross-cultural testing of the
generality of the
leadership measures

Bochner and
Hesketh (1994)

265 Employees of 28
different nationalities
working at an
Australian Bank

Communication
Decision-making
Supervision

Power distance

Newman and
Nollen (1996)

875 Employees from 18
countries in Europe and
Asia (176 work units of
one large U.S.-based
corporation,)

Management practices (e.g.,
employee participation,
emphasis on employee’s
individual unique
contribution, policies and
direction, and
rewards system)

Power distance
Uncertainty avoidance
Individualism vs Collectivism

Masculinity vs Femininity
Long-term vs Short term time

orientation

Lindell and
Arvonen (1996)

3,000 Subordinates in 7
European countries in the
Latin-Europe region,
Nordic European region
and Hungary

Task-orientation
Employee-orientation
Development-orientation

Culture-based predictions,
impact of region analyzed,
cultural dimensions discussed
(power distance, uncertainty
avoidance, masculinity)

Zander (1997)� 17,000 Employees and
managers in 18 countries
(one large multinational,
plus other multinational
and national firms in
other industries in each
studied country)

Interpersonal leadership
preferences: Empowering

Coaching
Supervising
Reviewing
General communication
Personal communication
Proud-making (positive

feedback)
(Interaction intensity)

Endorsed by cultural
dimensions:

Laurent (1983)
Hofstede (1984)
Trompenaars (1993)
Schwartz (1994)
Maznevski et al. (2002)

Dorfman et al. (1997) 1,598 Managers and
professionals from
multinational or large
national firms in 5
countries (USA, Mexico,
Japan, Korea, and Taiwan)

Charismatic leadership
Participative leadership
Supportive leadership
Directive leadership
Leader contingent reward
Leader

contingent punishment

By research design and cultural
dimensions discussed (power
distance, individualism and
collectivism)

Offermann and
Hellmann (1997)

425 Mid-level managers of
39 nationalities in a
multinational firm

Communication
Delegation
Team-building
Control

Power distance
Uncertainty avoidance

Smith et al. (1998) 3,259 Managers and
supervisors from a variety
of organizations, public
and private in
23 countries

Handling of disagreements
at work

Power distance
Individualism

Eylon and Au (1999) 135 Canadian, East Asian and
North European MBA
participants of 13
nationalities at a
Canadian University

Level of empowerment Experimental design drawing on
power distance

Smith, Peterson, and
Schwartz (2002)

Around 5,000 middle-level
managers in private and
public firms in
47 countries

Vertical superior-subordinate
relationships (also formal
rules and own experience
as guidance when
handling work events)

Reliance on vertical sources is
associated with:

power distance, collectivism and
masculinity

Schwartz’ cultural dimensions:
hierarchy, embeddedness,
and mastery

Trompenaars’ cultural
dimensions: conservatism,
and loyal involvement.

Best predictors are power
(continued)
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and one industry in each country, I could offset any organizational or industry culture influence
by excluding results that did not hold across the examined firms and industries in each country.

In order to examine more specific aspects of leadership, while remaining mindful that the
measures were valid and reliable (Smith, Peterson, and Schwartz 2002; Yukl 2012), inter-item

Table 2. Continued.

Authorsa
Countries included in

the study
Interpersonal leadership type

of measures Cultural endorsementb

distance (Hofstede) and
Mastery (Schwarz)

Ardichvili and
Kuchinke (2002)

4,065 Managerial and non-
managerial employees
from different firms in 6
countries (Georgia,
Germany, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Russia,
and USA)

Charismatic leadership
Inspirational motivation
Intellectual stimulation

Individual consideration
Management by exception
Contingent reward
Laissez-faire leadership

Own measurement of Hofstede
cultural dimensions that
correlate but only weakly
with leadership dimensions

House et al. (2004)� 17,000 Mid-level managers
from three industries in
62 countries

Charismatic leadership
Participative leadership
Team-oriented leadership
Humane-oriented leadership

House et al.’s (2004) cultural
dimensions:

performance orientation,
humane orientation, future
orientation, assertiveness,
gender egalitarianism, power
distance, uncertainty
avoidance, and in-group
collectivism

Fu et al. (2004) 1,764 Managers from
different industries in 12
countries (China, France,
Hong Kong, India, Japan,
Mexico, Netherlands, New
Zeeland, Taiwan, Thailand,
Turkey, and the US)

Perceived effectiveness of
managers’ influence
tactics on subordinates

House et al.’s (2004) cultural
dimension measures of
uncertainty avoidance and in-
group collectivism

Glazer (2006) 15,606 Employees in 19
countries (in 5 geographic
and/or social regions)

Supportive leadership
Supervisor emotional support

Schwartz’ (1994) cultural
dimension measure
of “Autonomous”

Banai and Reisel (2007) 1,933 Salaried clerical and
administrative staff in six
in 6 countries (Cuba,
Germany, Hungary, Israel,
Russia, and USA)

Supportive leadership as
helping and guiding
subordinates, e.g., toward
goal accomplishment,
independent decision-
making, and preparing
plans to guide action

By research design as countries
differ on power distance,
individualism and
collectivist dimensions

Zander, Mockaitis, Harzing
and 21 co-country
investigators (2011)

1,776 Participants from
executive MBA programs
in 17 countries (Brazil,
Chile, Finland, Germany,
Greece, India, Japan,
Lithuania, Malaysia,
Mexico, Netherlands,
Philippines, Portugal,
Sweden, Thailand, Taiwan,
and Turkey)c

Scenarios on:
Decision-making: (7
decision alternatives from
leader’s own decision to
accept majority viewpoint)

Rewarding high-performing
employees:

(7 decision alternatives, e.g.
individual-based, group-
based, non-monetary
rewards etc.)

Empathizing: (6 decision
alternatives for when a
subordinate has a very
sick partner)

Linked to House et al.’s (2004)
culturally endorsed
leadership prototypes:
Charismatic leadership
Humane-oriented leadership
Participative leadership
Self-protective leadership
Autonomous leadership

Zander, Mockaitis, Harzing
and 20 co-country
investigators (2020)

1,868 Participants from
executive MBA programs
in 22 countries (above
sample plus Canada,
France, Ireland, UK, and
the USA)c

aArticles by authors marked with an asterisk are treated in more detail in a separate section of the historical review.
bGiven the dominance of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions usage in the literature, only non-Hofstede cultural dimensions are
noted with author names.

cThe Zander et al. (2011) study includes respondents who completed questionnaires in their local language plus those
responding in English; in the Zander et al. (2020) sample only those who have responded in their local language are
included in the sample, but also included are respondents from English-speaking countries plus France.
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correlation patterns and reliability measures within each country in both the main sample and
the replication sample were examined. Two valid and reliable interpersonal leadership constructs,
“empowering” and “coaching,” were identified. These were measured as follows: empowering was
based on questions about delegation of responsibility, participation in decision-making, involve-
ment in company strategy discussions, and the immediate manager’s appreciation of employees
taking initiatives, as well as also appreciation of employee offered advice; coaching was based on
questions about the immediate manager’s concern for individual employees’ careers, encourage-
ment of employees’ cooperation with others, making them feel part of a team, as well as making
them (and their department) do their utmost. Additionally, there were five items on different
topics, measured on an absolute time-frequency scale, which varied significantly across countries
and were culturally endorsed (Zander 1997). Two items covered directing (supervision and
reviews), two items covered communication (general and personal) and one item covered positive
feedback (making proud of achievements).

When carrying out individual-level factor analysis as a second validation procedure (while con-
trolling for country sample sizes as well as for demographic and tenure-based characteristics),
these five time-based items factored together into a single construct (the other factors corre-
sponded to the empowering and coaching constructs). In my view, this construct captures
“interaction intensity” that is how frequently employees prefer to interact with their immediate
managers, where some prefer frequent interaction with their immediate manager regardless of the
topic, while others prefer more limited interaction whether it refers to communication, supervi-
sion, or receiving positive feedback on carried out work.

The theoretically derived and empirically developed interpersonal leadership dimensions
(including interaction intensity) were found, through multiple analyses of variance, to vary sig-
nificantly across the 18 studied countries. Hypothesized links to national culture were confirmed
(for all but a few dimensions) through country level correlation analyses, allowing interpersonal
leadership to be culturally endorsed by cultural dimensions developed by Laurent (1983),
Hofstede (1984), Trompenaars (1993),17 Schwartz (1994), and Maznevski et al. (2002). Statistical
procedures were carried out in accordance with state-of-the-art praxis in cross-cultural manage-
ment (including cross-cultural psychology) in the mid-1990s. In addition to these, I also con-
ducted individual-level analysis beyond factor analysis procedures by carrying out within-country
analysis in all countries included in the study to ensure that the identified interpersonal leader-
ship measures were valid and reliable in each of the 18 countries in the study. Notably, my
research design and approach were in line with more recent recommendations such as those out-
lined by Banai (2010), Hult et al. (2008), and Hui and Triandis (1985).

In sum, new internationally cross-culturally endorsed interpersonal leadership measures, have
thus seen the light in two complementary large-scale multi-country studies (House et al. 2004;
Zander 1997). In the next section, the field of cross-cultural leadership within the realm of inter-
personal leadership is discussed and suggestions for how to move the field forward are outlined.

Discussion and a research agenda

Cross-cultural leadership had emerged as a legitimate and independent field of research by the
early 2000s (Dickson, den Hartog, and Mitchelson 2003). Our knowledge about culture and lead-
ership has increased immensely over the period that I have surveyed. One of the strong themes
running through my review is participation in decision-making and empowering. In multi-coun-
try studies these themes are analyzed separately from leadership styles that involve employee sup-
port and concern for the individual. This is very different from single country studies, where
support and concern are typically combined together with participation and empowerment in a
people- and relationship-oriented leadership categorization.
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In my view, an explanation for this discrepancy can be found by applying a cultural perspec-
tive. To portray culture’s elusive nature, we try to use expressions that open up doors to our
imagination while still resounding with our (still analogue) analytical minds. For example, the
(powerful) cultural dimension of “power distance” conjures up images of “power,” the ultimate
source of influence that can take on many forms, but also leads our thoughts to regulated author-
ity, and “distance” as separating those with power from those without it. In this way, power dis-
tance captures the meaning and purpose of hierarchy, the power-based reality of hierarchical
level differentials, and the interpersonal interaction and communication praxis between those
with and those without power across said levels with a simple and easily relatable expression.

When the cultural dimensions linked to different leader behaviors (and beliefs, attitudes, ideals,
expectations, perceptions and preferences) do not co-vary in the same way from one country to
another, leader behaviors need to be examined separately across cultures. For example, the con-
cepts of participation and empowering are mostly related to Hofstede’s power distance and
Schwartz’ hierarchy (in some studies to individualism-collectivism), while the concepts of support
and concern for subordinates are mostly related to cultural dimensions such as Hofstede’s uncer-
tainty avoidance and masculinity-femininity, as well as Schwartz’ harmony and autonomy dimen-
sions. The mentioned cultural dimensions are found across several studies to be independent of
each other, that is to say they do not co-vary in the same way across countries. Thus, we cannot
expect that the leadership behaviors and beliefs that they endorse can be lumped together in
coherent constructs, but instead need be treated separately as is done by Zander (1997), and in
the GLOBE project (House et al. 2004).

Since its inception as a research program, the GLOBE project with its 200 or more scholars
has generated a prolific stream of articles, books and book chapters, building on and extending
the original House et al. (2004) research. The culturally endorsed ideal leadership prototypes have
over the years moved into numerous other areas of research, such as communication, corporate
social responsibility, education, ethics, entrepreneurship, and sustainability, demonstrating the
value and viability of interpersonal leadership. Scholars thus continue to build and broaden our
knowledge base of cross-cultural leadership and provide more detail on the concepts and contin-
gencies that surround various types of interpersonal leadership.

In parallel with the development of ideal leadership prototypes and interpersonal leadership
preferences, a variety of leadership conceptualizations have sprouted out (or enjoyed renewed
attention) in the field. Most of these clearly differ from interpersonal leadership, but relatively
close at hand we find the field of Global Leadership, also rooted in cross-cultural management
(Bird and Mendenhall 2016). Emerging mainly from the expatriate leadership depths of cross-cul-
tural management research, global leadership has flourished as an independent field of research.
As described by Mendenhall et al. (2018) it surfaced in response to managers’ and executives’
frustration with their lack of global experience and skills in the face of the fast-paced and increas-
ingly growing globalization. In a recent publication on the importance of providing education
and training in global leadership competencies for future leaders to make a difference,
Mendenhall et al. (2020) expand the main idea. In their view, two overarching competency
domains, “Global Business Competencies” and “Intercultural Competencies” (based on six con-
ceptual domains that, in turn, derive from 50 identified global leadership competencies) positively
influence global leadership effectiveness, and as such are critical to learn. The focus on competen-
cies and skills in the global leadership literature sets it clearly apart from interpersonal leadership,
which instead focuses on action and interaction with subordinates, team members and other
employees. However, as successful interpersonal leadership across countries presupposes intercul-
tural skills and competencies, continued exploring which skills, competencies, and other attributes
are specifically important to interpersonal leadership—drawing for example on work done on glo-
bal leadership but also that carried out in the GLOBE project on leader attributes—could provide
us with important insights in future research.
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The leader perspective adopted by House et al. (2004) in the GLOBE project comes from a
research tradition attempting to answer the question of what makes a leader effective in their
leadership, and furthermore how leaders should ideally lead so that others would follow and do
what they have to do to get the work done. The follower (subordinate, team member) perspective
embraced by Zander (1997) is based on the question of how employees want and are able to con-
tribute to the organization, workwise, in the belief that this will, at the end of the day, lead to the
work getting done and employees feeling satisfied about their accomplishments. Fundamentally, it
is also different in its emphasis on leaders as only being truly effective when being given the
“license to lead” by those being led (Zander 1997).

Despite that the leadership research within GLOBE and by Zander stem from differing per-
spectives (leader-centered versus employee-centered), there is also an interesting partial overlap in
some of the construct conceptualization and the recognition that these vary across countries and
are culturally endorsed in somewhat similar ways. This raises the question of whether Zander’s
(1997) interpersonal leadership dimensions can be seen as the mirror images of House et al.
(2004) ideal leadership prototypes, and if so, whether this kind of analysis will lead to similar out-
comes. Future research of this type could for example ask the question if it matters whether we
ask leaders how to lead, or subordinates how they want to be led. Tentative findings from an
exploratory analysis of the Zander database, indicate that it should matter whether the respond-
ents are leaders or subordinates, given that significant difference in managers and non-managerial
employees’ interpersonal leadership preferences could be identified. It is neither surprising nor a
far-fetched assumption that the powerful notion of authority would affect the symmetry of inter-
personal relations.

The power of cultural belonging is demonstrated by the nationality of respondents from 15
countries being found to be overwhelmingly better at predicting interpersonal leadership prefer-
ences than tenure- or demographic-based characteristics such as gender, age, professional or hier-
archical work position (Zander and Romani 2004).18 A 42 country-study by Euwema, Wendt,
and Van Emmerick (2008) also largely confirms a stronger nationality than gender effect in sub-
ordinates’ evaluation of interpersonal leadership. These empirical findings, however, do not pre-
clude the notion that personal and tenure-based characteristics are of importance. On the
contrary, and particularly in combination, they matter at the intersection of individual-based cate-
gorizations. By adopting an intersectionality perspective in future research, we can move away
from a simplistic one-dimensional view of human beings, and close erstwhile debates of the kind
“what categorization matters the most?” (Bond and Smith 2018; L€ucke, Engstrand, and Zander
2018; Zander et al. 2010). Engaging instead in a multi-facetted view of individuals would endow
us with a more comprehensive understanding of both leaders and subordinates, and thus enable
a more thorough delineation of the needs and workings of interpersonal leadership.

The critical question that the GLOBE research group returns to is that of leadership effective-
ness. Ideal leadership prototypes have been found to explain leadership expectations among mid-
level managers, but not directly predict leadership behavior, at least not among CEOs (Dorfman
et al. 2012). This is not surprising as “far-from-action” concepts, such as leadership ideals, tend
to have less predictive power on behavior than concepts that are close-to-action such as “action
intent” (Szabo et al. 2001; Zander et al. 2020). In a close-to-action concept it is important to pro-
vide contextual and situational details, as this strengthens the action intent and in so doing comes
closer to behavior (Zander et al. 2020). Ideals, prototypes, attitudes, and beliefs, followed by pref-
erences, are in that order far-from-action to closer-to-action conceptualizations. The use of event
and scenario alternatives (Fu et al. 2004; Smith, Dugan, and Trompenaars 1996; Smith, Peterson,
and Schwartz 2002) are even closer to action, and as such have a better capacity to predict leader-
ship behavior, but they are not as close as action intent (Zander et al. 2020). A promising way
forward is for scholars to work with a larger diversity in research design and methods and iden-
tify leadership concepts and constructs that are closer-to-action, as these would have the potential
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to vastly improve predictions as well as our understanding of interpersonal leadership behavior
and expectations.

Finally, if we take a look around us and try to peer into the always opaque future, which of
today’s happenings can be thought to shape (and perhaps dominate) the way we shall work in
the future. Interpersonal leadership, i.e. getting things done with the help of others, is fundamen-
tal to collaboration and coordination of human action and as such is not likely to disappear in
any near future. It is, as I have argued, culturally endorsed, primary socialized and draws on
implicit leadership theories of leaders and subordinates, which have been found to remain largely
stable over time (Offermann and Coats 2018). However, interpersonal leadership in the future
will most probably take on other forms, such as no longer being the property of one individual
and shift toward forms of paired, rotated or shared leadership (Zander and Butler 2010) where in
particular shared (or distributed leadership) is of relevance for collaborative work in teams. As
global virtual teams have become increasingly common (Gibson and McDaniel 2010; Zander,
Mockaitis, and Butler 2012), with some organizations even becoming completely team-based
(Zander et al. 2015), different demands may be placed on interpersonal leadership as it moves
from dyadic leadership relationship into team-based leadership. Team leaders may face fault-lines
(Lau and Murnighan 1998; Zander and Butler 2010) or a power paradox (Maznevski and Zander
2001; Zander, Mockaitis, and Butler 2012),19 and need to figure out how to enact interpersonal
leadership in the face of these challenges, while still leveraging the potential inherent in multicul-
tural (and often virtual global) teams. When working from a distance the opportunities to social-
ize in non-work situations shrink and thereby limit the possibilities to interpret and express
interpersonal leadership expectations. It is therefore likely that interpersonal leadership will get
even more complicated (Bond and Smith 2018) and fraught with misunderstandings. As the need
to work virtually (also in dyadic form) from a distance increases, so does the need to understand
what this entails for leaders and employees, and whether and in what way this will make a differ-
ence to interpersonal leadership as we know it.

Concluding reflections

Almost a decade ago, Taras, Steel, and Kirkman (2011, 194) observed that “culture has a pro-
found impact on preferences for leadership styles and management systems, perceptions of
authority, organizational fairness, interpersonal relationships, communication, and expectations
about organizations and coworkers, and many other organizationally relevant outcomes.” One
overall conclusion from the comprehensive and detailed reviews undertaken in my historical
expos�e of interpersonal leadership is that Taras, Steel, and Kirkman’s (2011) claim still holds. The
thriving field of research that I have tried to cover in part is a testimony to the relevance and
continued topicality of the phenomenon of cross-cultural leadership in general, and of interper-
sonal leadership in particular.

I have presented a historical review of comparative and cross-cultural leadership with respect
to interpersonal leadership. The criticality of identifying leadership that is comparable across
countries and culturally endorsed from the outset emerges from the review. I describe two such
endeavors in more detail; the leader-centered work with ideal leadership prototypes from the
GLOBE project (House et al. 2004), and my own work with employee-centered interpersonal
leadership research (Zander 1997). These two sets of leadership dimensions are complementary
and can together provide us with a more fine-grained, insightful and comprehensive picture of
leadership across countries.

In the development of a research agenda, I analyze observations emerging from the literature
review and pose questions that aim to further extant research. I have also incorporated some of
the contemporary trends, such as distance leadership, global virtual teams, and individualization
by applying an intersectionality perspective when proposing directions for further research.

INTERNATIONAL STUDIES OF MANAGEMENT & ORGANIZATION 373



Finally, and notably, it is rather unlikely that interpersonal leadership, important to human
collaborative endeavors, will disappear, but it will most probably take on other forms. This pro-
cess will be especially exciting and inspiring to study in the future.
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Notes

1. These types of leadership behaviors are in mainstream single-country studies frequently referred to as
“leadership,” a general term, less-informative and easy to confuse with other types of leadership such as
strategic leadership, or industry leadership. Other examples include “full-range leadership” (Diebig,
Bormann, and Rowold 2016) or “meta-categories” (Yukl 2002). However, relying on too broadly defined
leader behaviors limits progress in increasing our understanding (Yukl et al. 2019) where instead studies
of a wider range of specific leadership behaviors could lead to an improved understanding of leadership
effectiveness and how to improve it (Yukl et al. 2019).

2. Lamm et al. (2016) also identified personal attributes, especially those necessary for managing conflict as
well as encouraging innovative thinking and fostering happiness and emotional healing are important, but
not discussed in this article.

3. Change-oriented leadership had been identified as a third metacategory in an earlier study with data from
Sweden (Ekvall, Arvonen, and Nystr€om 1987) which was then tested, and found to hold, on another
sample including respondents from Finland and the USA in addition to Sweden (Ekvall and Arvonen
1991). The change-oriented category captures a visionary type of leadership combining aspects such as
initiating new projects, pushing for growth, offering new ideas, willing to experiment and quick to make
decisions, just to mention the most salient aspects of the type of leadership very much needed around the
time of the study, and afterwards, as noted by the authors.

4. The three leadership categories of task-oriented, relation-oriented and change-oriented were also
identified by Kaluza et al. (2020) as constituting a meta-category of “constructive leadership,” where its
opposite “destructive leadership” includes passive and active destructive behaviors. Inceoglu et al. (2018)
also identified a category they labeled “passive leadership.”

5. In the literature “constructs” are also referred to as “scales” or as “meta-categories”, the latter by Yukl
et al. (2002). In this article, I mainly use “constructs” but also “categories” especially when referring to
Yukl et al.’s (2002) meta-categories. They consist of a set of items (questions or statements) used to
measure an overarching concept such as “Relation-oriented leadership”, which is measured by using the
following items: (1) provide support and encouragement, (2) provide recognition for achievements and
contributions, (3) develop member skill and confidence, (4) consult with members when making
decisions, and (5) empower members to take initiative in problem solving.

6. Likert’s four systems were later referred to only by the more neutral numbers as labels, i.e. system 1,
system 2 and so-forth.

7. This is a large-scale project resulting in a substantial amount of publications, and only a few key articles
are listed here.

8. Hofstede (1984) borrowed the concept of “power distance” from Mulder and colleagues who researched
power, power inequalities and power distance (see e.g., Mulder et al. 1973).

9. MBA students with working experience are considered a good proxy for managers (Staw and
Barsade 1993).

10. Trompenaars’ (1993) cultural dimensions were further developed by Smith, Dugan, and Trompenaars
(1996) and Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars (2011).

11. The other three scenarios address “conflict resolving,” “goal setting,” and “face saving” focusing on the
respondent’s superiors, rather than subordinates or organizational level. These three were also found to
vary across countries (Zander et al. 2011, 2020).

12. The other two leadership dimensions from the GLOBE project are: autonomous leadership (leader’s
independent and individualistic attributes); self-protective leadership (leaders ensure individual and group
safety through own status enhancement and face saving).

13. This is a large-scale project resulting in a substantial amount of publications.
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14. My PhD dissertation on this topic was awarded with the following three best dissertation prizes: the 1998
Barry M. Richman Best Dissertation Award, Academy of Management, USA; the 1998 Richard N. Farmer
1998 Best Dissertation Competition Award, Academy of International Business, USA, and the Best PhD
Dissertation in Economics, Business or Management in Sweden Award defended during 1997
(Civilekonomernas Riksf€orbunds Ekonomipris 1998 f€or b€asta doktorsavhandling i f€oretagsekonomi
framlagd under 1997).

15. Moreover, Zander and Butler (2012), in their AOM conference nominated best paper, identified that
similar country cluster configurations emerge in particular in multi-country studies of leadership or
culture. We are currently revising our theorizing and our proposed probable explanation for these
reoccurring cluster configurations.

16. Canada is only included in the main analysis as no data-collection was carried out in Canada in the
replication study. Australia and Spain are only analyzed in the main sample as the sample size in the
replication sample was too small to be included in the statistical analysis. Brazil and the Philippines are
only included in the replication sample as no data was collected in these countries for the main sample.

17. See end note 10.
18. In a prize-awarded conference paper, Zander and Sutton demonstrate that nationality remains a stronger

predictor of interpersonal leadership preferences than length of tenure refuting claimed effects of
secondary socialization. This article is currently under further development.

19. Fault-lines (Lau and Murnighan 1998; Zander and Butler 2010) in teams can be strong if sub-teams form
based on several common categorizations, e.g., young female Iranian engineers and older male British
marketing executives in the same team, which can lead to polarization and conflict. When a leader faces a
power paradox (Maznevski and Zander 2001; Zander et al. 2012) it means that some of the staff at the
department or team members prefer a certain type of leadership, e.g., empowering, whereas others in the
team find this to be poor leadership (the leader should make the important decision, not hand it over to
others to handle), and vice versa if the leader engages in a more centralized leadership some see this as
highly competent while those with empowering leadership expectations find it to be frustratingly poor
leadership. Thus, the leader faces a power paradox.

Notes on contributor

Lena Zander (Ph.D.) is Professor of International Business at Uppsala University in Sweden. Lena’s research focus
is on interpersonal leadership, global virtual teams, and integration of highly qualified migrants in multicultural
organizations. Her work has received multiple best-dissertation, -paper, and -reviewer awards at AIB, ANZAM,
and AOM.

ORCID

Lena Zander http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8664-6723

References

Al-Jafary, A., and A. T. Hollingsworth. 1983. “An Exploratory Study of Managerial Practices in the Arabian Gulf
Region.” Journal of International Business Studies 14 (2):143–52. doi:10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490523.

Alvesson, M., and S. Sveningsson. 2003. “Managers Doing Leadership: The Extra-Ordinarization of the Mundane.”
Human Relations 56 (12):1435–59. doi:10.1177/00187267035612001.

Ardichvili, A., and K. P. Kuchinke. 2002. “Leadership Styles and Cultural Values among Managers and
Subordinates: A Comparative Study of Four Countries of the Former Soviet Union, Germany, and the US.”
Human Resource Development International 5 (1):99–117. doi:10.1080/13678860110046225.

Banai, M. 2010. “From Comparative Management to Supranational Management.” International Studies of
Management & Organization 40 (4):10–24. doi:10.2753/IMO0020-8825400402.

Banai, M., and W. D. Reisel. 2007. “The Influence of Supportive Leadership and Job Characteristics on Work
Alienation: A Six-Country Investigation.” Journal of World Business 42 (4):463–76. doi:10.1016/j.jwb.2007.06.007.

Bass, B. M., and R. Bass. 2008. The Bass Handbook of Leadership: Theory, Research, and Managerial Applications.
New York: Free Press.

Bass, B. M., P. C. Burger, R. Doktor, and G. V. Barrett. 1979. Assessment of Managers: An International
Comparison. New York: Free Press.

Berger, P. L., and T. Luckmann. 1967. The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in the Sociology of Knowledge.
Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press.

INTERNATIONAL STUDIES OF MANAGEMENT & ORGANIZATION 375

https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490523
https://doi.org/10.1177/00187267035612001
https://doi.org/10.1080/13678860110046225
https://doi.org/10.2753/IMO0020-8825400402
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2007.06.007


Bird, A., and M. E. Mendenhall. 2016. “From Cross-Cultural Management to Global Leadership: Evolution and
Adaptation.” Journal of World Business 51 (1):115–26. doi:10.1016/j.jwb.2015.10.005.

Bochner, S., and B. Hesketh. 1994. “Power Distance, Individualism/Collectivism and Job-Related Attitudes in a
Culturally Diverse Work Group.” Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology 25 (2):233–57. doi:10.1177/
0022022194252005

Bond, M. H., and P. B. Smith. 2018. “Discovering Culture’s Influence in Studies of Individual Behavior in
Organizational Settings: A Challenging Proposal.” International Studies of Management & Organization 48 (4):
419–34. doi:10.1080/00208825.2018.1504475.

Bormann, K. C., and J. Rowold. 2018. “Construct Proliferation in Leadership Style Research: Reviewing Pro and
Contra Arguments.” Organizational Psychology Review 8 (2–3):149–73. doi:10.1177/2041386618794821.

Bormann, L., J. Rowold, and K. C. Bormann. 2016. “Integrating Leadership Research: A Meta-Analytical Test of
Yukl’s Meta-Categories of Leadership.” Personnel Review 45 (6):1340–66. doi:10.1108/PR-07-2014-0145.

Bottger, P. C., I. H. Hallein, and P. W. Yetton. 1985. “A Cross-National Study of Leadership: Participation as a
Function of Problem Structure and Leader Power.” Journal of Management Studies 22 (4):358–68. doi:10.1111/j.
1467-6486.1985.tb00002.x.

Bradt, G. 2020. “The pillars of interpersonal leadership – Structure, leverage and confidence.” Forbes Editors’ pick.
Accessed October 16, 2020. https://www.forbes.com/sites/georgebradt/2020/01/21/the-pillars-of-interpersonal-
leadership–structure-leverage-and-confidence/#19d56b054310

Brislin, R. W. 1986. “The Wording and Translation of Research Instruments.” In Field Methods in Cross-Cultural
Research, edited by W. J. Lonner and J. W. Berry, 137–64. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Calori, R., M. Lubatkin, P. Very, and J. F. Veiga. 1997. “Modelling the Origins of Nationally-Bound Administrative
Heritages: A Historical Institutional Analysis of French and British Firms.” Organization Science 8 (6):681–96.

Dickson, M. W., D. N. den Hartog, and J. K. Mitchelson. 2003. “Research on Leadership in a Cross-Cultural
Context: Making Progress, and Raising New Questions.” The Leadership Quarterly 14 (6):729–68. doi:10.1016/j.
leaqua.2003.09.002.

Diebig, M., K. C. Bormann, and J. Rowold. 2016. “A Double-Edged Sword: Relationship between Full-Range
Leadership Behaviors and Followers’ Hair Cortisol Level.” The Leadership Quarterly 27 (4):684–96. doi:10.1016/j.
leaqua.2016.04.001.

Dorfman, P., M. Javidan, P. Hanges, A. Dastmalchian, and R. House. 2012. “GLOBE: A Twenty Year Journey into
the Intriguing World of Culture and Leadership.” Journal of World Business 47 (4):504–18.

Dorfman, P. W., J. P. Howell, S. Hibino, J. K. Lee, U. Tate, and A. Bautista. 1997. “Leadership in Western and
Asian Countries: Commonalities and Differences in Effective Leadership Processes across Cultures.” The
Leadership Quarterly 8 (3):233–74.

Ekvall, G., and J. Arvonen. 1991. “Change-Centered Leadership: An Extension of the Two-Dimensional Model.”
Scandinavian Journal of Management 7 (1):17–26.

Ekvall, G., J. Arvonen, and H. Nystr€om. 1987. Organisation Och Innovation. Lund, Sweden: Studentlitteratur.
Euwema, M., H. Wendt, and H. Van Emmerıck. 2008. “Leadership Style and Group Organizational Behavior across

Cultures.” Journal of Organizational Behavior 19 (2):251–65.
Eylon, D., and K. Y. Au. 1999. “Exploring Empowerment Cross-Cultural Differences along the Power Distance

Dimension.” International Journal of Intercultural Relations 23 (3):373–85. doi:10.1016/S0147-1767(99)00002-
4(3):373-385.

Fleishman, Edwin A., Michael D. Mumford, Stephen J. Zaccaro, Kerry Y. Levin, Arthur L. Korotkin, and
Michael B. Hein. 1991. “Taxonomic Efforts in the Description of Leader Behavior: A Synthesis and Functional
Interpretation.” The Leadership Quarterly 2 (4):245–87. doi:10.1016/S0147-1767(99)00002-4.

Fu, P. P., J. Kennedy, J. Tata, G. Yukl, M. H. Bond, T. K. Peng, E. S. Srinivas, J. P. Howell, L. Prieto, P. Koopman,
et al. 2004. “The Impact of Societal Cultural Values and Individual Social Beliefs on the Perceived Effectiveness
of Managerial Influence Strategies: A Meso Approach.” Journal of International Business Studies 35 (4):284–305.
doi:10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400090

Gibson, C. B., and D. M. McDaniel. 2010. “Moving beyond Conventional Wisdom: Advancements in Cross-
Cultural Theories of Leadership.” Perspectives on Psychological Science 5 (:4):450–462.

Glazer, S. 2006. “Social Support across Cultures.” International Journal of Intercultural Relations 30 (5):605–22. doi:
10.1016/j.ijintrel.2005.01.013.

Haire, M., E. E. Ghiselli, and L. W. Porter. 1966. Managerial Thinking: An International Study. New York: Wiley.
Hampden-Turner, C., and F. Trompenaars. 2011. Riding the Waves of Culture: Understanding Diversity in Global

Business. UK: Hachette.
Heller, F. A., and B. Wilpert. 1981. Competence and Power in Managerial Decision-Making. Chichester: Wiley.
Hofstede, G. (1991). Organizations and Cultures: Software of the Mind. New York, NY: McGrawHill.
Hofstede, G. 1984. Culture’s Consequences: International Differences in Work-Related Values. 2nd ed. Newbury

Park, CA: Sage Publications.

376 L. ZANDER

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2015.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022194252005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022194252005
https://doi.org/10.1080/00208825.2018.1504475
https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386618794821
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-07-2014-0145
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.1985.tb00002.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.1985.tb00002.x
https://www.forbes.com/sites/georgebradt/2020/01/21/the-pillars-of-interpersonal-leadership--structure-leverage-and-confidence/#19d56b054310
https://www.forbes.com/sites/georgebradt/2020/01/21/the-pillars-of-interpersonal-leadership--structure-leverage-and-confidence/#19d56b054310
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2003.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2003.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0147-1767(99)00002-4(3):373-385
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0147-1767(99)00002-4(3):373-385
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0147-1767(99)00002-4
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400090
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2005.01.013


Hofstede, G. 2001. Culture’s Consequences: Comparing Values, Behaviors, Institutions and Organizations across
Nations. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.

House, R. J., P. J. Hanges, M. Javidan, P. W. Dorfman, and V. Gupta. 2004. Culture, Leadership, and
Organizations. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications.

House, R. J., P. J. Hanges, S. A. Ruiz-Quintanilla, P. W. Dorfman, M. Javidan, M. Dickson, and V. Gupta. 1999.
“Cultural Influences on Leadership and Organizations: Project GLOBE.” Advances in Global Leadership 1 (2):
171–233.

Hui, C. H., and H. C. Triandis. 1985. “Measurement in Cross-Cultural Psychology: A Review and Comparison of
Strategies.” Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology 16 (2):131–52.

Hult, G. T. M., D. J. Ketchen, D. A. Griffith, C. A. Finnegan, T. Gonzalez-Padron, N. Harmancioglu, Y. Huang,
M. B. Talay, and S. T. Cavusgil. 2008. “Data Equivalence in Cross-Cultural International Business Research:
Assessment and Guidelines.” Journal of International Business Studies 39 (6):1027–44. doi:10.1057/palgrave.jibs.
8400396.

Industrial Democracy in Europe International Research Group (IDE). 1976. “Industrial Democracy in Europe: An
International Comparative Study.” Social Science Information 15:177–203.

Industrial Democracy in Europe International Research Group (IDE). 1979. “Industrial Democracy in Europe:
Participation, Formal Rules, Influence and Involvement.” Industrial Relations 18:273–94.

Inceoglu, I., G. Thomas, C. Chu, D. Plans, and A. Gerbasi. 2018. “Leadership Behavior and Employee Well-Being:
An Integrated Review and a Future Research Agenda.” The Leadership Quarterly 29 (1):179–202. doi:10.1016/j.
leaqua.2017.12.006

Kaluza, A. J., D. Boer, C. Buengeler, and R. van Dick. 2020. “Leadership Behavior and Leader Self-Reported Well-
Being: A Review, Integration and Meta-Analytic Examination.” Work & Stress 34 (1):34–56. doi:10.1080/
02678373.2019.1617369

Kirkman, B. L., K. B. Lowe, and C. B. Gibson. 2006. “A Quarter Century of Culture’s Consequences: A Review of
Empirical Research Incorporating Hofstede’s Cultural Values Framework.” Journal of International Business
Studies 37 (3):285–320. doi:10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400202

Koski, J. E., H. Xie, and I. R. Olson. 2015. “Understanding Social Hierarchies: The Neural and Psychological
Foundations of Status Perception.” Social Neuroscience 10 (5):527–50. doi:10.1080/17470919.2015.1013223

Lamm, K. W., H. S. Carter, and A. J. Lamm. 2016. “A Theory Based Model of Interpersonal Leadership: An
Integration of the Literature.” Journal of Leadership Education 15 (4):183–205.

Lau, D. C., and J. K. Murnighan. 1998. “Demographic Diversity and Fault-Lines: The Compositional Dynamics of
Organizational Groups.” Academy of Management Review 23 (2):325–40. doi:10.5465/amr.1998.533229

Laurent, A. 1983. “The Cultural Diversity of Western Conceptions of Management.” International Studies of
Management and Organization 13 (1-2):75–97.

Lewin, K., and R. Lippitt. 1938. “An Experimental Approach to the Study of Autocracy and Democracy: A
Preliminary Note.” Sociometry 1 (3/4):292–300.

Lewin, K., R. Lippitt, and R. K. White. 1939. “Patterns of Aggressive Behavior in Experimentally Created ‘Social
Climates’.” Journal of Social Psychology 10 (2):271–99.

Likert, R. 1961. New Patterns of Management. New York: McGraw-Hill.
Likert, R. 1967. The Human Organisation. New York: McGraw-Hill.
Lindell, M., and J. Arvonen. 1996. “The Nordic Management Style in a European Context.” International Studies of

Management & Organization 26 (3):73–91. doi:10.1080/00208825.1996.11656689.
Lord, R. G., R. J. Foti, and C. L. De Vader. 1984. “A Test of Leadership Categorization Theory: Internal Structure.”

Organizational Behavior and Human Performance. 34 (3):343–78. doi:10.1016/0030-5073(84)90043-6.
Lord, R. G., R. J. Foti, and J. S. Phillips. 1982. “A Theory of Leadership Categorization.” In Leadership: Beyond

Establishment Views, Vol. 6, edited by J. G. Hunt, U. Sekaran, and C. Schriesheim, 104–21. Carbondale: SIU
Press.

L€ucke, G., Å. K. Engstrand, and L. Zander. 2018. “De-Silencing Complexities: Addressing Categorization in Cross-
Cultural Management with Intersectionality and Relationality.” International Studies of Management &
Organization 48 (3):294–313. doi:10.1080/00208825.2018.1480872.

Maznevski, M. L., and L. Zander. 2001. “Leading Global Teams: Overcoming the Challenge.” In Developing Global
Business Leaders: Policies, Processes, and Innovations, edited by M. E. Medenhall, T. M. K€uhlmann, and G. K.
Stahl, 157–74. Westport, CT: Greenwood Publishing Group.

Maznevski, M. L., C.B. Gomez, J. J. DiStefano, N. G. Noorderhaven, and P. C. Wu. 2002. “Cultural Dimensions at
the Individual Level of Analysis: The Cultural Orientations Framework.” International Journal of Cross Cultural
Management 2 (3):275–95. doi:10.1177/147059580223001.

Mendenhall, M. E., 2018. “Leadership and the Birth of Global Leadership.” In Global Leadership: Research,
Practice, and Development, edited by M. E. Mendenhall, J. S. Osland, A. Bird, A. G. R. Oddou, M. L.
Maznevski, M. J. Stevens, and G. K. Stahl. 3–27. London: Routledge.

INTERNATIONAL STUDIES OF MANAGEMENT & ORGANIZATION 377

https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400396
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400396
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2019.1617369
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2019.1617369
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400202
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470919.2015.1013223
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.533229
https://doi.org/10.1080/00208825.1996.11656689
https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(84)90043-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/00208825.2018.1480872
https://doi.org/10.1177/147059580223001


Mendenhall, M. E., L. A. Burke-Smalley, A. A. Arnardottir, G. R. Oddou, and J. S. Osland. 2020. “Making a
Difference in the Classroom: Developing Global Leadership Competencies in Business School Students.” In
Research Handbook of Global Leadership: Making a Difference, edited by L. Zander, 330–49. Cheltenham,
Edward Elgar Publishing.

Misumi, J. 1985. The Behavioral Science of Leadership. Ann Arbor, Michigan: University of Michigan Press.
Misumi, J., and M. F. Peterson. 1985. “The Performance-Maintenance (PM) Theory of Leadership: Review of a

Japanese Research Program.” Administrative Science Quarterly 30 (2):198–223.
Mockaitis, A. I. 2005. “Cross-Cultural Study of Leadership Attitudes in Three Baltic Sea Region Countries.”

International Journal of Leadership Studies 1 (1):44–63.
Mulder, M., P. Veen, C. Rodenburg, J. Frenken, and H. Tielens. 1973. “The Power Distance Reduction

Hypothesis on a Level of Reality.” Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 9 (2):87–96. doi:10.1016/0022-
1031(73)90001-2.

Newman, K. L., and S. D. Nollen. 1996. “Culture and Congruence: The Fit between Management Practices and
National Culture.” Journal of International Business Studies 27 (4):753–9. doi:10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490152.

Offermann, L. R., and M. R. Coats. 2018. “Implicit Theories of Leadership: Stability and Change over Two
Decades.” The Leadership Quarterly 29 (4):513–22. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.12.003.

Offermann, L. R., and P. S. Hellmann. 1997. “Culture’s Consequences for Leadership Behavior.” Journal of Cross-
Cultural Psychology 28 (3):342–51. doi:10.1177/0022022197283008.

Offermann, L. R., J. K. Kennedy, Jr, and P. W. Wirtz. 1994. “Implicit Leadership Theories: Content, Structure, and
Generalizability.” The Leadership Quarterly 5 (1):43–58. doi:10.1016/1048-9843(94)90005-1.

Pavett, C., and T. Morris. 1995. “Management Styles within a Multinational Corporation: A Five Country
Comparative Study.” Human Relations 48 (10):1171–91. doi:10.1177/001872679504801004.

Peterson, M. F., P. B. Smith, and M. H. Tayeb. 1993. “Development and Use of English Versions of Japanese PM
Leadership Measures in Electronics Plants.” Journal of Organizational Behavior 14 (3):251–67. doi:10.1002/job.
4030140305.

Pietraszewski, D. 2020. “The Evolution of Leadership: Leadership and Followership as a Solution to the Problem of
Creating and Executing Successful Coordination and Cooperation Enterprises.” The Leadership Quarterly 31 (2):
101299. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2019.05.006.

Popper, M., and N. Druyan. 2001. “Cultural Prototypes? Or Leaders’ Behaviors? A Study on Workers’ Perceptions
of Leadership in an Electronics Industry.” Journal of Managerial Psychology 16 (7):549–58. doi:10.1108/
EUM0000000006167.

Rapp, J. K., R. A. Bernardi, and S. M. Bosco. 2010. “Examining the Use of Hofstede’s Uncertainty Avoidance
Construct in International Research: A 25-Year Review.” International Business Research 4 (1):3–15. doi:10.5539/
ibr.v4n1p3.

Redding, S. G., and T. W. Casey. 1976. “Managerial Beliefs among Asian Managers.” Academy of Management
Proceedings, New Orleans, LA, 351–5.

Ronen, S., and O. Shenkar. 1985. “Clustering Countries on Attitudinal Dimensions: A Review and Synthesis.”
Academy of Management Review 10 (3):435–54. doi:10.5465/amr.1985.4278955.

Ronen, S., and O. Shenkar. 1988. “Clustering Variables: The Application of Nonmetric Multivariate Analysis
Techniques in Comparative Management Research.” International Studies of Management & Organization 18
(3):72–87. doi:10.1080/00208825.1988.11656488.

Ronen, S., and O. Shenkar. 2013. “Mapping World Cultures: Cluster Formation, Sources and Implications.”
Journal of International Business Studies 44 (9):867–97.

Sadler, P. J., and G. H. Hofstede. 1976. “Leadership Styles: Preferences and Perceptions of Employees of an
International Company in Different Countries.” International Studies of Management & Organization 6 (3):
87–113. doi:10.1080/00208825.1976.11656207.

Schaupp, D. L. 1978. Cross-Cultural Study of a Multinational Company: Attitudinal Responses to Participative
Management. New York: Praeger Publishers.

Schwartz, S. H. 1994. “Beyond Individualism/Collectivism: New Cultural Dimensions of Values.” In Individualism
and Collectivism: Theory, Method and Applications, edited by U. Kim, H. C. Triandis, C. Kagitcibasi, S-C. Choi
and G. Yoon, 81–119. London: Sage Publications.

Shaw, J. B. 1990. “A Cognitive Categorization Model for the Study of Intercultural Management.” Academy of
Management Review 15 (4):626–45. doi:10.5465/amr.1990.4310830.

Smith, P. B., S. Dugan, and F. Trompenaars. 1996. “National Culture and the Values of Organizational
Employees.” Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology 27 (2):231–64. doi:10.1177/0022022196272006.

Smith, P. B., M. F. Peterson, and S. H. Schwartz. 2002. “Cultural Values, Sources of Guidance, and Their
Relevance to Managerial Behavior: A 47-Nation Study.” Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology 33 (2):188–208.
doi:10.1177/0022022102033002005.

378 L. ZANDER

https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(73)90001-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(73)90001-2
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490152
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2017.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022197283008
https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(94)90005-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872679504801004
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030140305
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030140305
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2019.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1108/EUM0000000006167
https://doi.org/10.1108/EUM0000000006167
https://doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v4n1p3
https://doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v4n1p3
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1985.4278955
https://doi.org/10.1080/00208825.1988.11656488
https://doi.org/10.1080/00208825.1976.11656207
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1990.4310830
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022196272006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022102033002005


Smith, P. B., S. Dugan, M. F. Peterson, and W. Leung. 1998. “Individualism: Collectivism and the Handling of
Disagreement. A 23 Country Study.” International Journal of Intercultural Relations 22 (3):351–67. doi:10.1016/
S0147-1767(98)00012-1.

Smith, P. B., M. F. Peterson, J. Misumi, and M. H. Bond. 1992. “A Cross-Cultural Test of the Japanese PM
Leadership Theory.” Applied Psychology 41 (1):5–19. doi:10.1111/j.1464-0597.1992.tb00683.x.

Smith, P. B., J. Misumi, M. Tayeb, M. F. Peterson, and M. H. Bond. 1989. “On the Generality of Leadership Style
Measures across Cultures.” Journal of Occupational Psychology 62 (2):97–109. doi:10.1111/j.2044-8325.1989.
tb00481.x.

Staw, B. M., and S. G. Barsade. 1993. “Affect and Managerial Performance: A Test of the Sadder-but-Wiser Vs
Happier-and-Smarter Hypotheses.” Administrative Science Quarterly 38 (2):304–31.

Stewart, R. 1991. Managing Today & Tomorrow. London: Macmillan.
Szabo, E., G. Reber, J. Weibler, F. C. Brodbeck, and R. Wunderer. 2001. “Values and Behavior Orientation in

Leadership Studies: Reflections Based on Findings in Three German-Speaking Countries.” The Leadership
Quarterly 12 (2):219–44. doi:10.1016/S1048-9843(01)00070-4.

Tannenbaum, R., & Schmidt, W. H. (1973). How to choose a leadership pattern. Harvard Business Review.
Taras, V., B. L. Kirkman, and P. Steel. 2010. “Examining the Impact of Culture’s Consequences: A Three-Decade,

Multilevel, Meta-Analytic Review of Hofstede’s Cultural Value Dimensions.” The Journal of Applied Psychology
95 (3):405–39. doi:10.1037/a0018938.

Taras, V., P. Steel, and B. L. Kirkman. 2011. “Three Decades of Research on National Culture in the Workplace:
Do the Differences Still Make a Difference.” Organizational Dynamics 40 (3):189–98. doi:10.1016/j.orgdyn.2011.
04.006.

Tannenbaum A. S. and T. Rozgonyi, eds. 1986. Authority and Reward in Organizations: An International Research.
Michigan: Institute of Social Research, University of Michigan.

Tannenbaum, A. S., B. Kavcic, M. Rosner, M. Vianello, and G. Wieser. 1974. Hierarchy in Organizations. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Trompenaars, F. 1993. Riding the Waves of Culture: Understanding Cultural Diversity in Business. Avon: The Bath
Press.

Uhl-Bien, M., R. E. Riggio, K. B. Lowe, and M. K. Carsten. 2014. “Followership Theory: A Review and Research
Agenda.” The Leadership Quarterly 25 (1):83–104. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.007

Van Knippenberg, D., and S. B. Sitkin. 2013. “A Critical Assessment of Charismatic—Transformational Leadership
Research: Back to the Drawing Board?” Academy of Management Annals 7 (1):1–60. doi:10.1080/19416520.2013.
759433

Yukl, G. 2012. “Effective Leadership Behavior: What We Know and What Questions Need More Attention.”
Academy of Management Perspectives 26 (4):66–85.

Yukl, G., A. Gordon, and T. Tabe. 2002. “A Hierarchical Taxonomy of Leadership Behavior: Integrating a Half
Century of Behavior Research.” Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies 9 (1):15–32. doi:10.1177/
107179190200900102

Yukl, G., R. G. Mahsud, G. Prussia, and S. Hassan. 2019. “Effectiveness of Broad and Specific Leadership
Behaviors.” Personnel Review 48 (3):774–83. doi:10.1108/PR-03-2018-0100

Yun, S., J. Cox, and Sims, H. P. 2006. “The Forgotten Follower: A Contingency Model of Leadership and Follower
Self-Leadership.” Journal of Managerial Psychology 21 (4):374–88.

Zander, L. 1997. “The License to Lead: An 18 Country Study of the Relationship between Employees’ Preferences
regarding Interpersonal Leadership and National Culture.” Ph.D. diss., The Institute of International Business,
Stockholm School of Economics, Stockholm.

Zander, L. 2002. “Empowering Europe: Empowerment, National Culture and Cultural Congruence.” In Managing
across Cultures: Issues and Perspectives, edited by M. Warner, and P. Joynt, 103–23. London: Thomson
Learning.

Zander, L. 2005. “Communication and Country Clusters: A Study of Language and Leadership Preferences.”
International Studies of Management and Organization 35 (1):84–104.

Zander, L., and C. L. Butler. 2010. “Leadership Modes: Success Strategies for Multicultural Teams.” Scandinavian
Journal of Management 26 (3):258–67. doi:10.1016/j.scaman.2010.06.002.

Zander, L., and C. L. Butler. 2012. “Country Clusters from Taxonomy towards Theory: Implications for
International Management.” Academy of Management Proceedings 2012 (1):14496. Briarcliff Manor, NY 10510:
Academy of Management. doi:10.5465/AMBPP.2012.14496abstract.

Zander, L., and L. Romani. 2004. “When Nationality Matters: A Study of Departmental, Hierarchical, Professional,
Gender and Age-Based Employee Groupings’ Leadership Preferences across 15 Countries.” International Journal
of Cross Cultural Management 4 (3):291–315. doi:10.1177/1470595804047811

Zander, L., A. I. Mockaitis, and C. L. Butler. 2012. “Leading Global Teams.” Journal of World Business 47 (4):
592–603. doi:10.1016/j.jwb.2012.01.012

INTERNATIONAL STUDIES OF MANAGEMENT & ORGANIZATION 379

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0147-1767(98)00012-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0147-1767(98)00012-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.1992.tb00683.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1989.tb00481.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1989.tb00481.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(01)00070-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018938
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2011.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2011.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2013.759433
https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2013.759433
https://doi.org/10.1177/107179190200900102
https://doi.org/10.1177/107179190200900102
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-03-2018-0100
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scaman.2010.06.002
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMBPP.2012.14496abstract
https://doi.org/10.1177/1470595804047811
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2012.01.012


Zander, U., L. Zander, S. Gaffney, and J. Olsson. 2010. “Intersectionality as a New Perspective in International
Business Research.” Scandinavian Journal of Management 26 (4):457–66. doi:10.1016/j.scaman.2010.09.011

Zander, L., C. L. Butler, A. I. Mockaitis, K. Herbert, J. Lauring, K. M€akel€a, M. Paunova, T. Umans, and P.
Zettinig. 2015. “Team-Based Global Organizations: The Future of Global Organizing.” In The Future of Global
Organizing: Progress in International Business Research, edited by R. Drogendijk, R. van Tulder, and A. Verbeke,
227–43. Bingley, UK: Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

Zander, L., A. I. Mockaitis, A.W. Harzing, W. Barner-Rasmussen, C. Barzantny, A. Davila, J. De Leon, A. Espejo,
R. Ferreira, A. Giroud, et al. 2011. “Standardization and Contextualization: A Study of Language and Leadership
across 17 Countries.” Journal of World Business 46 (3):296–304. doi:10.1016/j.jwb.2010.07.009.

Zander, L., A. I. Mockaitis, A. W. Harzing, J. Baldueza, W. Barner-Rasmussen, C. Barzantny, A. Canabal, S. R.
Choudhury, A. Davila, A. Espejo, et al. 2020. “Action Intent: Getting Closer to Leadership Behavior in 22
Countries.” In Research Handbook of Global Leadership: Making a Difference, edited by L. Zander, 54–75.
Cheltenham, Edward Elgar Publishing.

380 L. ZANDER

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scaman.2010.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2010.07.009

	Abstract
	A historical exposé of interpersonal leadership research
	Multi-country comparative leadership
	Cross-cultural leadership

	Contemporary comparable and culturally endorsed leadership measures
	Discussion and a research agenda
	Concluding reflections
	Acknowledgements
	Orcid
	References


