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Abstract 
In the study at hand, country- and organization-related cultural influence factors for the collaboration between 
colleagues of an internationally acting enterprise are empirically investigated. Problem-focused interviews with 
26 probands have been conducted to validate the relevance of the researched influencing factors. The hypotheses 
have been tested with the help of a quantitative measuring instrument (standardized online survey). Findings 
indicate, that cultural differences on the country-related and organizational level between German and 
Singaporean colleagues are indeed greater than between German and American employees. These do not lead to 
a worse intercultural collaboration. Positive effects for the intercultural collaboration could be proven for the 
scales of collectivism, outcome- and career-orientation, employee-orientation and work climate. Furthermore, 
higher shaped collectivism, as well as a higher success- and career-orientation could be proven as indicators for 
the greater success of the German-Singaporean collaboration. 
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1. Introduction and Problem 
In context of proceeding globalization, it can be observed that German enterprises build up subsidiaries abroad 
or agree to other forms of cooperation. As a result, foreignness experiences are part of the everyday work for 
employees of internationally acting enterprises, because every day, common and across locations projects and 
tasks have to be mastered. Colleagues with different backgrounds are confronted with different patterns of 
orientation and have to manage challenges of intercultural situations (Pant & Singh, 2001, p. 563). Most of the 
studies focus on expatriates; however, this topic does not only refer to this professional area. Just as often are 
employees affected by this who have to deal with international projects without being sent out abroad (Graf, 
2004, p. 3). 

Numerous studies in this field limit their analysis of such interaction processes to country-related cultural 
differences and deviate conclusions for the success of intercultural collaboration without referring to empirical 
evidence. Furthermore, often only a single aspect is being researched, so it is exclusive. Studies that research 
interaction problems with the help of monocausal explanation approaches remain unavoidable incomplete, 
because they neither consider further influence factors nor they investigate their interdependency. Concerning 
the study at hand, an extended understanding of culture is being assumed that legitimates a multiple explanation 
approach of influencing factors outside of country-related cultural frontiers (Welsch, 1999; Hansen, 2000; Bolten, 
2004; Lösch, 2005; Bhabha, 2011). Considering this, two cultural influence factors for the success of 
intercultural collaboration are chosen and investigated: country culture (CC) and organizational culture (OC). 

For the intercultural collaboration of employees of an international enterprise, particularly the national and the 
organizational level have to be distinguished from each other (Kumbruck & Derboven, 2009, p. 25). Every 
employee learns a country-related cultural orientation system since birth, which is continuously enhanced due to 
life-long socialization processes. The thereby taught values and norms affect his/her thinking, attitudes and 
behavior and underlie a dynamical change process when interacting with others. After the entrance in an 
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enterprise, an employee is additionally becoming part of a particular organizational culture, so that the 
interaction of influencing factors becomes more complex. In the focus of this study is the question how country - 
related cultural and organization-related cultural aspects influence the success of intercultural collaboration 
between employees of an internationally acting enterprise being located in Germany and their colleagues from 
the subsidiaries located in Singapore and the USA and how the relationship of interdependency of the single 
influencing factors is arranged. 

The for the investigation relevant constructs are being defined as follows: 

Intercultural collaboration: Interaction and communication between social systems that either interact with each 
other face to face or with the help of other communication channels (König & Schattenhofer, 2007, p. 15; 
Krentzel, 2001, p. 35). For the case at hand, this refers to colleagues of a German enterprise at its three 
subsidiaries in Germany (headquarter), Singapore and the USA (subcompanies). 

Country-related culture: ‘Culture is a big amount of people that belong to a nation via birth or who affiliate 
themselves to this culture, or having developed this culture during the process of their history and define this 
culture as being obligatory or as being crucial for their existence’ (Cramer, 2007, p. 14; translated by the 
authors). 

Organizational culture: ‘Patterns of common basic assumptions that the group learned when having mastered its 
problems of external adaption and internal integration and that have proven themselves and thus count as being 
obligatory; and that thus are being passed to new members as a rationally and emotionally correct approach for 
the handling of these problems’ (Schein, 1995, p. 25; translated by the authors). 

Work satisfaction as an indicator for success of the intercultural collaboration: To engage work satisfaction as 
an indicator for success of the intercultural collaboration is being considered according to Stahl (1998), Brüch 
(2001), Krentzel (2001) Podsiadlowski (2002) and Cramer (2007), amongst others. Work satisfaction indicates 
´to what extent individual needs, expectations and hopes are being fulfilled through the individual experience at 
the work place´ (Krentzel, 2001, p. 94; translated by the authors). 

2. Question and Methodological Procedure 
The study at hand has its focus on intercultural collaboration that revealed itself as a complex phenomenon due 
to the numerous different influencing factors influencing the success of intercultural collaboration. 

The investigation of influencing factors for the success of intercultural collaboration and their interdependency 
was conducted with the help of three steps. Step 1 was a detailed research of the literature to identify possible 
influences that emanate from the country-related culture and the organizational culture to the intercultural 
collaboration. A comparison of different studies however revealed that the particular influencing factors very 
differently affect - according to the particular context- intercultural interaction. 

Due to the - from a scientific point of view - lacking knowledge referring to the object of the investigation at 
hand, problem-focused interviews with 26 probands have been conducted in step 2 to validate the relevance of 
the researched influencing factors for the context at hand and if necessary, to identify further non-considered 
factors. This procedure is in accordance with Kelle (2007, p. 54) who clearly argues for a previously and sensible 
limitation of the hypotheses to avoid an arbitrary generation of hypotheses that would lead to a falsification of 
the previously generated hypotheses. Regarding the country-related and organizational cultural dimensions, the 
following hypotheses have been generated: 

There are bigger differences between the locations in Germany and Singapore than between the locations in 
Germany and the USA. The following significant differences are to be expected: 

H1 (LK): Between the locations in Germany and Singapore, there are bigger country-related cultural differences 
than between the locations in Germany and the USA. 

H2 (UK): The organizational cultures do not significantly differ from each other referring to the three locations 
in Germany, Singapore and the USA. 

H3: The intercultural collaboration between the subcompany in Singapore and the headquarter in Germany is 
expected to be more successful than the intercultural collaboration between the subcompany in the USA and the 
headquarter in Germany. 

H4 (LK): There are country-related and organizational cultural influencing factors that positively influence the 
success of intercultural collaboration. The higher collectivism is shaped, the more successful is intercultural 
collaboration. 
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H5 (UK): The higher the three organizational cultural dimensions of outcome-, career- and employee-orientation 
and work climate at the particular subcompanies are shaped, the more successful is the intercultural collaboration 
with the headquarter. 

H6: Country-related and organizational cultural dimensions that have a positive influence on the 
success-potential are significantly higher shaped at the Singaporean location than at the US-American location. 

H7: Between the country-related and the organizational culture, there is a significant mediator-effect, where the 
country-related culture functions as the predictor variable, organizational culture functions as the mediator 
variable and work satisfaction functions as the criterion variable. 

With step 3, the hypotheses have been tested with the help of a quantitative measuring instrument (standardized 
online survey). For the country-related culture, the already validated measuring instrument of Triandis and 
Gelfand (1998) has been consulted, where the both scales of Individualism (IND) and Collectivism (KOL) are 
operationalized, each via 8 items. For the operationalization of organizational culture, the three dimensions 
outcome-and career-orientation (EKO, 7 items), employee-orientation (MAO, 7 items) and work climate (AK, 
11 items) by Unterreitmeier (2004) have been used, whose validity could be proven with the help of a replication 
study (Unterreitmeier & Schwinghammer, 2004, pp. 27-36). As the indicator for success of the intercultural 
collaboration, work satisfaction (Z) has been chosen. The 8 items have been adopted by Podsiadlowski (2002) 
for the English and by Cramer (2007) for the German version of the survey. In both cases, a high reliability for 
this scale is indicated (Podsiadlowski, 2002, p. 213; Cramer, 2007, p. 196). 

Overall, a combination of methods referring to qualitative and quantitative research steps has been used, whereas 
the qualitative investigation was used for the generation of hypotheses and the quantitative investigation was 
used for the testing of the hypotheses. To achieve a as high as possible construct equivalence of the quantitative 
measuring instrument, the back-translation- and the committee-approach of Brislin have been applied in a pilot 
study (Krentzel, 2001, p. 55). With the help of a Principal Component Analysis, furthermore the factorial 
structure of the 6 dimensions could be adequately confirmed. With the help of Cronbach’s Alpha as an indicator 
of the internal consistency, adequate reliability values (α≥.65) could have been achieved for all 6 scales and for 
the whole sample: 

 

Table 1. Reliability of the quantitative measuring instrument of the study at hand 

Scale 
N 

Items 

Cronbach´s Alpha 

G SIN USA 

Work Satisfaction 8 .82 .93 .92 

Individualism 8 .73 .80 .67 

Collectivism 8 .67 .83 .83 

Outcome- and career-orientation 7 .70 .78 .78 

Employee-orientation 7 .86 .92 .92 

Work Climate 11 .88 .80 .83 

 

With the help of further tests (test for normal distribution, test for homoscedasticity of variances and 
covariances), all relevant conditions for the statistical procedures could have been ensured. 

3. Sample 
The sample of the study at hand consists of overall 282 employees of an internationally acting enterprise 
headquartered in Germany. The sample at the German location is 97, at the Singaporean location 77 and at the 
US-American location 108 people. The sociodemographic distribution of the probands is - after having 
subtracted the missing values - as follows: 92 probands are female (33%), 187 probands are male (67%). The 
average age of the whole sample is 43.6 years. With an age of 40.2 years, the probands at the Singaporean 
location are the youngest, followed by Germany (42.1 years) and the USA (47.4). Regarding the hierarchical 
levels, 133 employees (47%) and 148 managers (53%) have completed the survey. The sample is with regards to 
the sociodemographic data thus relatively balanced. A big strength on the conceptual level of this empirical 
investigation approach is that the data collection was not conducted in a laboratory context - which is often the 
case for research dealing with intercultural topics- but real interactions from practice have been analyzed. 
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4 Findings 
4.1 Hypothesis 1 and 2 

To test for hypothesis 1 and 2, a cultural comparison analysis helped to identify between which locations 
significant mean value differences exist. For this, a single factor ANOVA was conducted for each case, as well 
as a post-hoc test according to the Scheffé-procedure. Because the scale of employee-orientation shows 
heteroscedasticity, a Welch-test was considered, too. For the scale of work climate, only an approximate normal 
distribution was identified, so that at this point, an H-test according to Kruskal and Wallis was applied. A 
Post-hoc-tests indicates, that a significant mean average with p= .000 is only available between the German 
(M=5.33) and the Singaporean sample (M=5.90). The group pair Germany and the US does not reach a 
significant result with p= .058 and α≤ .050 for the dimension collectivism. Because of the grater cultural 
distances between the German and the Singaporean and the German and the American business locations, 
Hypothesis 1 is fully supported.  

 

Table 2. Variance analyses with country-related and organizational cultural dimensions 

Dimension Location M SD df F p 

IND 
D

  

SIN 

USA 

4.70 4.70

4.51

0.81 0.97

0.81
2; 268 1.52 

.99 

.32 

KOL 
D SIN    

USA 

5.33 5.90

5.60

0.73 0.71

0.86
2; 263 10.34 

.00* 

.06 

EKO 
D SIN    

USA 

4.40 4.81

4.48

0.88 0.95

1.03
2; 261 3.97 

.03* 

.86 

MAO 
D SIN    

USA 

4.89 4.88

4.58

1.00 1.20

1.37
2; 255 1.92 

1.00 

.23 

AK 
D SIN    

USA 

4.96 4.77

4.96

0.87 0.79

0.95
2 - .26 

* significant on a 5%-level. 

 

Table 2 shows that with p<.05 only for the scales of collectivism and outcome- and career-orientation significant 
differences for the mean values between the two groups exist. The Post-hoc- tests according to the 
Scheffé-procedure show that the differences for the mean values only exist between German and the 
Singaporean sample (KOL: p=.00; M_D=5.33; M_SIN=5.90/EKO: p=.03; M_D=4.40; M_SIN=4.81). 
Hypothesis 1 is thus affirmed. Hypothesis 2 is falsified. Hence, greater significant differences for the mean 
values not only exist between German and Singaporean employees on the country-related, but also on the 
organizational cultural (H2) level than between German and US-American colleagues (H1). 

4.2 Hypothesis 3 

Hypothesis 3, for which the intercultural collaboration between German and Singaporean employees in spite of 
greater country-related cultural differences is expected to be more successful, was tested with the help of a T-test. 
The scale of work satisfaction was used here as an indicator for the success of the intercultural collaboration. 

 

Table 2. T-test with the scale of work satisfaction as an indicator for success of the intercultural collaboration 

Dimension M SD df T p 

Work Satisfaction G-SIN 5.24 0.80 
95 2.95 .00* 

Work Satisfaction G-USA 5.20 0.79 

* significant on a 5%-Level. 

 

Hypothesis 3 is affirmed. Although greater cultural difference exist between German employees and their 
colleagues in Singapore (see table 2), the intercultural collaboration is estimated to be more successful than with 
the colleagues from the US-American location (table 3: M_D-SIN=5.24; M_D-USA=5.20; p=.00). With p= .004 
is the mean value for satisfaction with the cooperation between German and Singaporean coworkers (M=5.24) 
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significantly higher than the mean value for the cooperation between German and American coworkers 
(M=5.20). Therefore, the opinion of the cultural comparative research that greater cultural differences lead to 
more interaction problems (e.g. Stahl, 1998, p. 39; Ward et al., 2001, p. 9) thus cannot be affirmed. The analysis 
of further factors is thus crucial for the identification of possible synergy-potentials. 

4.3 Hypothesis 4 and 5 

To test for hypothesis 4 and 5, a regression was conducted, with country-related and organizational cultural 
dimensions as independent variables and work satisfaction as an indicator for the success of the intercultural 
collaboration as a dependent variable. Due to the multicollinearity between the three organizational cultural 
dimensions, they have been separately included in a model: 

 

Table 3. Regression analysis with country-related- and organizational cultural dimensions 

Dimension 

Work Satisfaction as an indicator for success of the intercultural 

collaboration 

R2 β SE p 

IND 
0.06 

-0.04 
1.01 

.50 

KOL 0.23 .00* 

EKO 0.19 0.44 0.93 .00* 

MAO 0.37 0.61 0.81 .00* 

AK 0.43 0.66 0.78 .00* 

* significant on a 5%-level. 

 

Table 4 shows that when regarding the country - related cultural scales, only the dimension of collectivism 
(β=0.23; p=.00) explains work satisfaction, but not the dimension of individualism (p=.50). Relating to 
organizational culture, all three dimensions can be seen as an indicator for success of intercultural collaboration 
in connection to work satisfaction. Both, outcome- and career-orientation, as well as employee-orientation and 
work climate thus can be understood as influencing factors that positively influence the interaction between 
culturally foreign colleagues when highly shaped (EKO: β=0.44; p=.00/MAO: β=0.61; p=.00/AK: β=0.66; 
p=.00). Thus, the assumption from the qualitative survey (H4) that country-related and organizational cultural 
factors positively influence the success of intercultural collaboration can be affirmed. Furthermore, culture 
dimensions (p= .496) are no predictor for higher success in intercultural teamwork. Therefore, the independent 
variable collectivism can predict the dependent variable satisfaction with a significance level of p=. 000. The 
standardized regression coefficient .233 indicates, that the intercultural teamwork is evaluated more successfully, 
the higher the collectivistic expression. There are no different expectations between cultures. 

4.4 Hypothesis 6 

Furthermore, Hypothesis 6 was investigated and thus also the greater success of intercultural collaboration 
between German and Singaporean colleagues that is measured with the help of the scale of work satisfaction. For 
this, for all scales with success-promoting potential (see Table 4: KOL, EKO, MAO, AK) comparisons of mean 
values between the Singaporean and American sample were conducted: 

 

Table 4. Mean values of the Singaporean and the American sample for the scales with success-promoting 
potential 

Dimension 
M   SD 

df T p 
SIN USA   SIN USA 

KOL 5.90 5.60 0.71 0.86 172 2.39 .02* 

EKO 4.81 4.48 0.95 1.03 172 2.18 .03* 

MAO 4.88 4.58 1.20 1.37 168 1.45 .15 

AK 4.77 4.96 0.79 0.95 170 -1.32 .19 

* significant on a 5%-level. 

 

Table 5 leads to the conclusion that only between the both dimensions of collectivism (p=.02) and outcome- and 
career-orientation (p=.03) significant differences in the mean values exist. When regarding the mean values, it 
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becomes obvious that the particular values at the Singaporean location are higher shaped than at the American 
location (KOL: M_SIN=5.90; M_USA=5.60 / EKO: M_SIN=4.81; M_USA=4.48). These correspond in both 
cases to the high shapes of the dimensions, for which-according to table 4- a success-promoting potential could 
be analyzed. Thus, these two provide a hint that a higher shaped collectivism and a higher shaped outcome- and 
career-orientation influence the greater success of the intercultural collaboration. Because only two of the four 
cultural dimensions show a significant difference in mean values, hypothesis 4 can only be partially affirmed. 

4.5 Hypothesis 7 

To be able to investigate the interdependency of the two dimensions in relation to the success of intercultural 
collaboration (H7), mediator-analyses have been conducted for the German-Singaporean and the 
German-American sample. On the basis of theoretical considerations, (Kremmel, 1996, amongst others) and the 
findings from the qualitative survey, the dimension of collectivism was used as the predictor variable, outcome- 
and career-orientation as the mediator-variable and work satisfaction as the indicator for success of the 
intercultural collaboration as the criterion variable in the mediator model. In the case of a partial mediation, the 
predictor variable directly influences the criterion variable (c) which is not completely nullified by the mediator 
variable, but only reduced (c´). When the direct effect (c) under statistical control of the mediator is intervened 
(c´), that is totally becoming non-significant, a total mediator-effect is existent (Urban & Mayerl, 2007, p. 10). 
The significance of the indirect effect is calculated with the help of the Sobel-test (Urban & Mayerl, 2007, p. 6 
ff.) 

 

Table 5. Mediator analysis for the measurement of the indirect influence of the organizational culture 

Path (Dimension) 
Germany-Singapore Germany-USA 

β SE p β SE p 

a    (KOL-Z) 0.21 0.90 .01* 0.29 0.97 .00* 

b    (KOL-EKO) 0.23 0.91 .00* 0.24 0.94 .00* 

c    (EKO-Z) 0.38 0.84 .00* 0.50 0.89 .00* 

c´   (KOL-Z) 0.12 0.84 .11 0.18 0.87 .00* 

Sobel-Test .01* .00* 

* significant on a 5%-level. 

 

The results from the Sobel-test in table 6 show that in both cases, a significant indirect effect emanates from the 
organizational culture (D-SIN: p=.01/D-USA: p=.00) and thus hypothesis 5 is verified. While for the 
German-Singaporean sample a total mediator effect is existent, only a partial indirect effect can be observed for 
the German-American sample. Hence, in the interaction with Singaporean colleagues, the direct effect of the 
country-related culture on the success (Path c: β=0.21; p=.01) of the intercultural collaboration is lost, so that 
country-related cultural differences get into the background in favor of a commonly lived organizational culture 
(Path c´: β=0.12; p=.11). From this, a further reason for the greater success of the German-Singaporean 
collaboration can be deviated. Regarding the German-American interaction, the country-related cultural 
dimension (Path c: β=0.29; p=.00) keeps its significant influence under the control of the mediator (Path c´: 
β=0.18; p=.00). 

Hence, the organizational culture in the case of the German-American collaboration is not an effective 
management tool to improve the success of intercultural collaboration. Accordingly, measures become important 
which improve the mutual comprehension and help to learn the cultural foreign orientation system. Obviously, 
the significant lower collectivism of the USA (Table 5) is connected to the fact that a low willingness to adopt 
organizational cultural values is predominant. Accordingly, the German headquarter should promote an increase 
of the internalization power of the organizational culture at the US-American location. 

5. Discussion 
As a central result, it could be found that the cultural differences on the country-related and organizational level 
between German and Singaporean colleagues are indeed greater than between German and American employees 
(H1), but these do not lead- in contrast to the general opinion of the cultural comparative management research- 
to a worse intercultural collaboration (H3).  

The results from Hypothesis 1 are in two ways very interesting. First, a significant mean value was found 
between the German and the Singaporean sample only for the dimension collectivism, as well in the horizontal 
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as in the vertical manifestation. Dimension individualism shows no significant mean values. In contrast to the 
US sample, the Singaporean sample shows in higher collectivist manifestation. Whereas horizontal collectivism 
focusses on cooperative behavior towards colleagues, vertical collectivism focusses on the evaluation within 
family. 

Findings indicate that the Singaporean sample also shows individualistic tendencies. The mean values from the 
German (M=4.70), Singaporean (M=4.70) and the US sample (M=4.51) showed similar characteristics and do 
not differentiate significantly (p= .221). This indicates that the Country-related culture regarding the dimension 
individualism in Singapore has changed significantly.  

Positive effects for the intercultural collaboration could be proven for the scales of collectivism, outcome- and 
career-orientation, employee-orientation and work climate (H4 and H5). After a further analysis of the data, 
especially at the Singaporean location, a higher shaped collectivism (country-related culture), as well as a higher 
success- and career-orientation (organizational culture) as indicators for the greater success of the 
German-Singaporean collaboration could be proven, too (H6). 

The mediator analysis, for which organizational culture was used as the mediator variable, was able to provide 
further information about the interdependency of the single variables (H7). The total mediation in the 
German-Singaporean sample due to the organizational culture leads to the fact that the fulfillment of 
organizational cultural functions is of especially high importance. Thus the relevance of organizational culture is 
increased, which can be understood as an effective management tool. As a practical implication for the 
German-American collaboration, in contrast, the importance of the country-related culture has to be emphasized. 
Here it would be sensible to increase the internalization power of the organizational culture, which could be 
realized with the help of intercultural projects. Simultaneously, the mutual comprehension could be improved 
and the motivation to adopt organizational cultural values could be increased, too.  

Finally, it can be concluded that a mono-causal approach is not adequate when researching intercultural 
collaboration. With the help of detailed investigations about different country-related and organizational cultural 
dimensions it could have been shown, how complex intercultural collaboration is. Country-related and 
organizational cultural differences are only a problem when a missing understanding about the interdependency 
of the influencing factors is given. When this is the case, an enterprise can use targeted measures and 
context-specific methods of resolution to improve intercultural collaboration. 
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