HaykoBuii BicHuk Moniccst Ne 2 (10), 4. 2, 2017

Scientific bulletin of Polissia Ne 2 (10), P. 2, 2017

MEHEOXMEHT
UDC 658.3:005.95/96 YK 658.3:005.95/96
D. S. Lifintsev, Candidate of Economic 0. C. NicpiHues, k. €. H.,
Sciences, Associate Professor, [JOLIEHT,
J. Canavilhas, Candidate of Technical XK. KanbsBinbsac, k. Tex. H.,
Sciences, Associate Professor JOLEHT

CROSS-CULTURAL MANAGEMENT:
OBSTACLES FOR EFFECTIVE COOPERATION
IN MULTICULTURAL ENVIRONMENT

Urgency of the research. The importance of studying the
actual obstacles for effective cooperation in multicultural envi-
ronment is determined by such modern trends as globaliza-
tion, informational revolution, technological progress and
growing impact of the Millennials.

Target setting. It is reasonable to study the attitude of
employees to work in a multicultural environment and to iden-
tify the most important obstacles for effective cross-cultural
cooperation.

Actual scientific researches and issues analysis. The
scientific works of such scholars as G. Hofstede, N. Adler,
A.-M. Saderberg, N. Holden, J. Spencer-Rodgersa,
T. McGovern and others deal with cross-cultural management
issues.

Defining of uninvestigated parts of general matters. Scien-
tists have not yet sufficiently explored the correlation between
motivation and cross-cultural interactions. It is also important
to update any data about actual obstacles for effective cross-
cultural interactions which might have changed due to the
changes in the mentality of workers in the era of new technol-
ogies, Internet, globalization and arising role of the millennials.

The research objective. The article aims to clarify the
link between cross-cultural interaction and motivation of work-
ers and to identify the most important obstacles for effective
cross-cultural interactions.

The statement of basic materials. The authors use sur-
vey results from 273 respondents from Denmark, Portugal and
Ukraine who have experience of cross-cultural interactions to
study the relation between motivation and work in a multicul-
tural environment. The article proves the link between cross-
cultural interaction and motivation of workers. The empirical
data analysis let the authors identify the most important and
widespread barriers (obstacles) for effective cross-cultural
interactions among the following: language barrier, differences
in values, differences in standards of behaviour, lack of trust,
lack of experience, lack of knowledge about other cultures.

Conclusions. Most people working in multicultural teams
or projects treat cross-cultural interactions as a factor of addi-
tional motivation. On the other hand there are serious barriers
(obstacles) for effective cross-cultural cooperation. Cross-
cultural management has a wide range of approaches and
specific techniques to overcome these barriers. Effective
cross-cultural management can help to form diverse teams
ready for effective cooperation with representatives from other
cultures It gives more opportunities to expand the business to
new markets, to form a global “diversity-friendly” brand.

Keywords: cross-cultural management; corporate culture;
globalization; millennials; Denmark; Portugal; Ukraine.
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KPOC-KYNbTYPHUA MEHEXKMEHT:
NEPELUKOOMN EQEKTUBHIN B3AEMOAIT Y
MYNbTUKYNbTYPHOMY CEPEOBULL|

AkmyanbHicmb memu OocidxeHHs1. Baxnusicmb eus-
YEeHHS aKkmyasibHUX rnepewkoo egekmusHil 83aemodii y
MYnbMUKYIbMypHOMY cepedosulyi 3ymosrieHa makumu Cy-
YacHumMu mpeHOamu sik enobanizauisi, iHghopmauiliHa peso-
JII0Yisl, MEXHOMOo2iYHUU npozspec ma 3pocmaroda posb [1o-
koniHHs Millennials.

lMocmaHoeka npo6nemu. [ouinbHUM € 8USBYEHHSI cmase-
JIeHHSA npayigHukKie o pobomu y MyrbMUKyIbMypHOMY cepe-
dosuwi ma susseumu Haubinbw eaxsusi nepewkoou egek-
musHiti Kpoc-KynbmypHiti e3aemodii.

AHani3 ocmaHHix docnidxeHb i ny6nikauit. Y Hayko-
8ux npausx makux edeHux, sik . Xogpcmede, H. Adnep,
A.-M. Codepbepe, H. XondeH, [x. CneHcep-Podxepca,
T. MaklosepH ma iHWuUX euceimseHi pi3Hi acrnekmu Kpoc-
Ky/IbImMypHO20 MEeHEedXMeHMmy.

BudineHHs1 HedocnidxeHUXx 4YacmuH 3a2aslbHoi npo-
6nemu. Haykosusmu we HedocmamHbO onpaubosaHi Mu-
maHHsA Kopensauii M momueauiero ma KpOC-KyrbmypHOH
83aemodieto. Takox eaxsiueo oHogumMuU OaHi w000 nepeuwkoo
egeKmueHil Kpoc-KynbmypHil e3aemodii, ki Moanu 3MiHu-
mucs yepe3 3MIiHU y MeHmasbHOCMI MpauyisHUKie & eroxy
HosuX mexHoroeil, IHmepHem, enobanisayii ma 3pocmaro4oi
pori nokoniHHs millennials.

lMocmaHoeka 3aedaHHsI. Cmammsi MOK/UKaHa MOsICHU-
mu 38'A30K MiX KPpOC-Ky/bmypHOK 83aemMoliero ma Momu-
sauji€ero npauigHUKi8, a MaKkoX 8usisUMuU KIlto4o8i rnepewkoou
eqgeKmuBHoI Kpoc-KyrnbmypHoi 83aemodii.

Buknad ocHoeHO20 Mamepiany. Aemopu eukopucmo-
8ytomb pe3ynbmamu onumysaHHs1 273 pecrioHOeHmie 3 [aHii,
lMopmyeanii ma YkpaiHu, siki matomb docgid Kpoc-KyrnbmypHoi
83aemo0dii, 3 Memor AOCNIOXKEHHS] 83aEMO38’A3KY MiXX MOMU-
sauieto ma pobomor y MynbmUKyIbMypHOMY cepedosulyi.
[losedeHo 38'A30K MiX KpOC-KyribmypHO 83aemodiero i Mo-
mueauiero npauyigHukie. AHarnis emnipudyHux OaHux 003805U8
asmopam ideHmucbikysamu Halbinbw nowupeHi ma saxnusi
nepewkodu egeKkmusHili Kpoc-KynbmypHiti 83aemodii ceped
HacmynHux: MoeHuli bap'ep, 8iOMiHHOCMIi y UiHHOCMSX,
8iOMiHHOCMi y cmaHOapmax noseldiHKu, Hecmaya 0o8ipu,
Hecmayda 0oceidy, Hecmaya 3HaHb W00 IHWUX Kyribmyp.

BucHoeku. binbwicms nroded, sKi npauytoroms y Mynbmu-
KynbmypHUX KomaHOax abo npoekmax crpuliMaiomb Kpoc-
KynbmypHy e3aemodito sik chakmop 0o0amkoeoi momusauii. 3
iHwoeao 60Ky, icHytomb ceplio3Hi nepewkodu eghekmusHil
Kpoc-KynbmypHit e3aemodii. Kpoc-KynbmypHul MeHedXxmeHm
MoXe cripusimu ¢hopMy8aHHI0 po3mMaimux KoMaHo, 20moeux
0o eghekmusHoi 83aemMo0il i3 npedcmasHUKaMu IHWUX Kyrlb-
myp. Le sidkpusae moxnusocmi po3wuptosamu b6i3Hec Ha
HO8i pUHKU, ghopMysamu anobanbHull «OpyxHili 00 Pi3HO-
MaHimHocmi» 6peHo.

Knro4doei cnosa: Kpoc-KynbmypHUlU MeHeOXMeHMm; Kop-
rnopamueHa Kynbmypa; enobanisauis; minneHrianc, [aHis;
lMopmyeanisi; YkpaiHa.
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Urgency of the research. Modern social and economic trends such as informational revolution,
fast technological progress, facilitation of communications along with the growing impact of the “mil-
lennials” (generation born in 1980-2000) [1] keep rocketing globalization processes faster and faster.
Back in 1980-s cross-cultural management was an issue primarily for large multinational corporations.
Nowadays it can be a serious question for any sea-food restaurant in Lisbon, IT-company in Kyiv or a
design studio in Copenhagen. Jeannet (2000) [2], Rosen (2000) [3] proved that an effective manager
in a modern global World should have a global mindset; he or she should be ready to operate in a
multicultural environment dealing with workers, customers, partners from completely different cultures
with different values, standards of behaviour and even different ways of thinking. Dealing with such
diversity is not a simple task. Modern manager must get the most out of it avoiding possible problems
with misunderstanding, barriers of communications and other obstacles on the way to effective syner-
getic cooperation. ldentifying such obstacles and finding the ways to overcome them is one of the core
tasks in cross-cultural management.

Target setting. It is important to identify actual obstacles for effective cross-cultural cooperation in
a multicultural business environment and develop managerial approaches and specific techniques to
overcome them.

Actual scientific researches and issues analysis. Among the most influential researches in the
field of cross-cultural management are the works of N. Adler and G. Hofstede. Geert Hofstede’s deep
fundamental analysis of work-related values in different nations’ cultures (Hofstede, 1980; Hofstede,
1997) [4; 5] gave a start to a big-scale interest to cross-cultural relations studies while Nancy Adler
was one of the first researchers who gave definition to cross-cultural management. According to Adler
cross-cultural management is pointed to describe and compare organizational behavior in different
cultures seeking to improve the interaction between co-workers, partners, clients, managers etc from
different countries or cultures (Adler, 1991) [6].

Some of the early approaches to cross-cultural interaction described culture mostly as a communi-
cational barrier that can cause many problems to business. In fact, different languages, manners, cus-
toms, values, attitudes and aesthetics can be a huge obstacle in a multicultural business environment.
But later researchers realized that cultural diversity should be treated as an opportunity to find some
new, original solutions (Hoecklin, 1995) [7]. Dealing with the representatives of different cultures is the
only way to get access to new markets, learning new ways of doing business, marketing, management
etc. From that time on cultural differences are being treated by global, international companies as a
competitive advantage (Luo, 2016) [8].

Considering big changes that heavily influenced global business environment Holden and Sgder-
berg updated the definition of cross-cultural management concentrating on its task to “facilitate and
direct synergetic interaction and learning at interfaces, where knowledge, values and experience are
transferred into multicultural domains of implementation” (Holden & Saderberg, 2002) [9].

One of the core elements of cross-cultural management and cross-cultural relations is communica-
tion between representatives of different cultures. Effective cross-cultural communication is highly im-
portant for favorable intergroup relations (Dodd, 1995; Gudykunst, 1986) [10; 11]. Intercultural com-
munication barriers can be caused by differences in cognition (e.g. values, norms, etc.), expression
(e.g., types and levels of emotional expressivity), and patterns of behavior (e.g., language, customs,
communication styles, etc.) (Spencer-Rodgersa & McGovern, 2002) [12], different understanding of
social roles, stereotype thinking etc. (Delecta & Raman, 2015; Lifintsev, Maximov & Yakovenko, 2016)
[13; 14]. As a result, the effectiveness of cross-cultural interaction can be relatively low.

The growth of Internet usage changed this situation because it allowed the emergence of a global
culture where the individual could easily access information that allows him to understand the socio-
cultural context of his co-worker (Canavilhas, 2015) [15]. In this situation, the communication process
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can become more fluid, creating an environment closer to the so-called “high-context cultures” (Hall,
1960) [16] that are characterized by a relationship orientation. If so, the generation of millennials
should feel more motivated to work in multicultural environments, something that can be confirmed in
the empirical study.

Defining of uninvestigated parts of general matters. On the other hand cross-cultural interac-
tions themselves are quite interesting for the many workers involved. Some issues of the correlation
between motivation and cross-cultural interactions have been discussed in the works of different
scholars (Chen et al., 2010; Ang et al., 2007) [17, 18] but this problem still needs more empirical data
and deeper analysis. We must also note that the obstacles for effective cross-cultural interactions
might change due to the changes in mentality of workers in the era of new technologies, the Internet,
globalization and arising role of the millennials.

The research objective is to clarify the link between cross-cultural interaction and motivation of the
workers and to identify the most important obstacles for effective cross-cultural interactions.

The statement of basic materials. We hypothesized that working in cross-cultural environment
can give additional motivation to an employee due to forming non-standard, challenging conditions
which make workers communicate and cooperate with the representatives of other cultures. On the
other hand there are some serious obstacles (barriers) on the way to effective cross-cultural coopera-
tion. They are affected mostly by differences in values and standards of behavior of partners (workers
etc) from different cultures. We summarized it in two hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1. Cross-cultural cooperation can be an additional motivation for employees.

Hypothesis 2. Differences in values and standards of behavior are among the most important ob-
stacles (barriers) for effective cross-cultural cooperation.

To test these hypotheses we explored the attitude to cross-cultural relations in three different Euro-
pean countries. Indeed, Denmark, Portugal and Ukraine have very little in common considering key
social and economic indicators (Tab.1) and national mentality.

Table 1
Some key social and economic indicators of Denmark, Portugal and Ukraine [19]
Key indicators (incl. most relevant for cross-cultural relations Denmark Portugal Ukraine
need in business), 2015
Population, million. 5,676 10,349 45,198
Land area, sq. km. 42.922 92.225 603.550
Gross enrolment ratio, primary, both sexes (%) 101,332 108,512 103,915
Gross enrolment ratio, secondary, both sexes (%) 129,868 116,395 99,237
GDP, billion US$ 295,091 198,923 90,615
GNI per capita, US$ 58.550 20.530 2.640
Exports of goods and services (% of GDP) 53,4 40,3 52,8
International tourism, receipts (% of total exports)* 3,8 18,9 35
Imports of goods and services (% of GDP) 47,2 39,6 54,8
International migrant stock (% of population) 10,1 8,1 10,8
*2014 year data

Being the largest by territory and land area Ukraine is struggling to reach the GDP and GNI per
capita levels of the comparatively smaller and less populated Denmark and Portugal. All 3 economies
are highly interdependent on foreign trade (both export and import) which raises the importance of
cross-cultural interaction for their domestic companies’ management. Additional factors pedaling the
need for intercultural communication skills are relatively high level of migrant stock in all countries, the
high level of importance of international inbound tourism for the Portuguese economy and the active
processes of European integration in Ukraine [20].

We used the famous Geert Hofstede 6-D model data to compare the national cultures of the coun-
tries analyzed. The results proved big gaps between them at almost all cultural dimensions (Fig. 1).
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Fig. 1. National cultures dimensions [21]

The egalitarian mind-set of the Danes put them at the very low end of power distance (18 points)
compared to all other nations. Ukraine has the opposite situation with 92 points while Portugal is
among cultures with a relatively balanced attitude to power distance (63 points). The superiors in
Denmark count on their teams, they build a very informal atmosphere in the office, normally communi-
cating on a first name basis. Not many companies in Ukraine use such a model, normally being more
hierarchical with more centralized power.

In contrast to Portugal and Ukraine Danish society is much more individualistic and indulgent. Both
Ukraine and Portugal have very high scores on uncertainty avoidance while Denmark has the features
of a society whose members are not afraid of unknown situations, more flexible, ready to change
plans, jobs etc. Ukrainians are little bit more long term oriented than the Danes and the Portuguese.
The only dimension with more or less similar scores for all 3 cultures is Masculinity/Femininity. All the
countries have feminine societies where such values as “cooperation”, “good relationships in group”
and “caring for others” dominate over “achievement”, “competition” and “success”.

A diverse group of participants took part in the study: the representatives of three nations (Den-
mark, Portugal, Ukraine) who have had the experience of cooperation in multicultural environment
(n=273). The demographic characteristics of the sample were as follows: 65 Danes, 106 Portugueses,
102 Ukrainians. The sample consisted of 52% men (141) and 48% women (129). 14,7% of the re-
spondents were high school graduates, 16,8% had bachelor’s degree, 47,6% - master's degree,
17,9% - PhD degree or higher. 5,1% of the participants were under 21 years old, 44,7% - 21-30 years
old, 27,1% - 31-40 year old, 14,7% - 41-50 years old, 8,4% - >50 years old.

The respondents were asked 3 main questions to explore their attitude to cross-cultural interaction:

1. Does working in multicultural business environment motivate you?

2. How do you feel working in multicultural environment?

3. What are the main obstacles for cross-cultural cooperation?

The results of the survey are presented in the Tables 2, 3 and 4.

Table 2
Attitude to working in multicultural business environment
(Q1. Does working in multicultural business environment motivate you?)

Working in multicultural My attitude to working in Working in multicultural busi-
business environment is an multicultural business ness environment is a factor
additional motivation for me environment is neutral of demotivation for me

1 2 3 4
Total 69,6% 28,6% 1,8%
Nationality
Denmark 44,6% 52,3% 3,1%
Portugal 78,3% 19,8% 1,9%
Ukraine 76,5% 22,5% 1,0%
Sex
I —————————————— 198
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Continuation of Table 2
1 2 3 4
Men 67,6% 29,6% 2,8%
Women 71,8% 27,5% 0,8%
Age
<21 78,6% 14,3% 7,1%
21-30 67,2% 31,1% 1,6%
31-40 62,2% 35,1% 2,7%
41-50 90,0% 10,0% 0,0%
>50 65,2% 34,8% 0,0%
Education level
High school 75,0% 22,5% 2,5%
Bachelor’s 58,7% 41,3% 0,0%
degree
Master’s degree 74,6% 23,8% 1,5%
PhD degree and 69,4% 28,6% 2,0%
higher
Other 25,0% 62,5% 12,5%
Table 3
Attitude to working in multicultural business environment
(Q2. How do you feel working in multicultural business environment?)
Absolutely Comfortable Normal Uncomfortable Very uncom-
comfortable fortable
Total 46,5% 32,2% 18,7% 1,8% 0,7%
Nationality
Denmark 43,1% 35,4% 16,9% 3,1% 1,5%
Portugal 43,4% 37, 7% 17,9% 0,9% 0,0%
Ukraine 52,0% 24,5% 20,6% 2,0% 1,0%
Sex
Men 43,0% 33,8% 19,7% 2,1% 1,4%
Women 50,4% 30,5% 17,6% 1,5% 0,0%
Age
<21 35,7% 57,1% 7,1% 0,0% 0,0%
21-30 52,5% 27,0% 18,0% 1,6% 0,8%
31-40 43,2% 35,1% 17,6% 2, 7% 1,4%
41-50 42,5% 35,0% 22,5% 0,0% 0,0%
>50 39,1% 30,4% 26,1% 4,3% 0,0%
Education level
High school 42,5% 40,0% 12,5% 5,0% 0,0%
Bachelor’s degree 50,0% 32,6% 15,2% 0,0% 2,2%
Master’s degree 50,0% 30,0% 17,7% 2,3% 0,0%
PhD degree and 38,8% 32,7% 26,5% 0,0% 2,0%
higher
Other 37,5% 25,0% 37,5% 0,0% 0,0%

According to the results of the survey, cross-cultural relations themselves can give additional moti-
vation to employees willing to work in a multicultural environment (70% of respondents). The main bar-
riers to effective cross-cultural cooperation are language barriers (28,7%), differences in values
(18,5%) and standards of behaviour (18,6%). We can notice strong correlation between the age of the
respondents and the problems they have with the language barrier: for younger workers this issue is
less worrying. On the other hand youngest respondents (<21 years old) obviously have problems with
the experience of business cross-cultural interactions.
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Table 4
Obstacles for effective cross-cultural interactions
(Q3. What are the main obstacles for cross-cultural cooperation?)
Language Differ- Differences | Lack of Lack of Lack of Other
barrier ences in in stand- trust experience knowledge
values ards of about other
behavior cultures
Total 28,9% 18,4% 18,6% 7,8% 8,5% 14,7% 3,1%
Nationality
Denmark 30,6% 19,4% 20,7% 6,6% 6,7% 12,8% 3,2%
Portugal 31,8% 19,0% 15,4% 7,3% 8,0% 15,6% 3,0%
Ukraine 24,8% 17,1% 20,5% 9,2% 10,3% 14,9% 3,2%
Sex
Men 29,5% 18,9% 17,6% 7,8% 8,7% 15,0% 2,6%
Women 28,3% 17,8% 19,9% 7,8% 8,2% 14,2% 3,8%
Age
<21 24,0% 20,7% 12,0% 10,1% 17,1% 9,9% 6,1%
21-30 27,1% 18,8% 20,8% 7,1% 8,0% 15,1% 3,1%
31-40 29,7% 17,3% 17,9% 9,0% 7,8% 14,8% 3,4%
41-50 30,8% 20,2% 16,2% 6,1% 8,4% 15,0% 3,2%
>50 35,1% 15,5% 17,0% 9,2% 8,9% 13,8% 0,5%
Education level
High school 31,0% 18,9% 14,8% 9,5% 9,4% 13,5% 2,8%
Bachelor’s degree 30,7% 16,7% 19,0% 5,2% 7,7% 16,8% 3,9%
Master’s degree 27,0% 18,8% 19,3% 8,1% 8,6% 15,1% 3,1%
PhD degree and 30,8% 19,3% 19,7% 8,5% 7,5% 12,0% 2,2%
higher
Other 27,1% 12,6% 18,5% 3,2% 14,1% 17,9% 6,7%

It is clear that our World becomes faster and more global
must be prepared to work in a global environment, operate in different regional markets, cooperating
with foreign partners and involving workers representing different cultures. A cross-cultural manage-
ment concept (Fig. 2) can be accepted today by almost any company no matter what the size, industry

or country of origin.

Preconditions

Globalization

Informational revolution

Technoloaical proaress

Growing impact of the “Millennials”

Cross-cultural
management
(CCMm)

. In order to be successful companies

CCM instruments to
overcome the obstacles

Communicational

Oraanizational

Motivational

Objectives

Possible outcomes of effective |\
cross-cultural interactions

Get the most out of team’s diversity

—

Higher productivity

Innovations

New markets access

Simplify the processes of interactions and
cooperation with partners from other cultures

Form an innovative and motivating corporate
culture

Motivating corporate culture

Good reputation, goodwill

Form a positive corporate image and a glob-
al “diversity-friendly” brand

Train cosmopolitan,global-minded managers

Obstacles for cross-
cultural cooperation

Language barrier

Differences in values

Differences in standards of
behavior

Lack of knowledge about
other cultures

Lack of experience

Lack of trust

Fig. 2. Cross-cultural management concept
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Accepting a multicultural environment as a given fact, companies must get the most out of it, trying
to get higher productivity from multicultural teams. Diversity can become a source of innovations, addi-
tional motivation and a global-oriented corporate culture.

Conclusions. The results of our research proved the link between cross-cultural interaction and
motivation of the workers. Most employees working in multicultural teams or projects treat cross-
cultural interactions as a factor of additional motivation. On the other hand among most serious and
most widespread actual barriers (obstacles) for effective cross-cultural cooperation in multicultural
business environment are language barriers, differences in values and standards of behaviour and
lack of knowledge about other cultures. There is a wide range of managerial approaches and specific
technigques to overcome these barriers: communicational, organizational and motivational. The re-
wards for effective cross-cultural management are high quality diverse teams ready for innovations
and effective cooperation with representatives from other cultures; more opportunities to expand the

business to new markets and to form a global “diversity-friendly” brand.
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