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Abstract 

 

The purpose of this study is to explore the nuances of Norwegian-American manager-employee 

relationships, particularly as they relate to the influence of cultural background upon workplace 

environment, management tactics, and communication efforts in each group.  As globalization 

continues to be a driving force in the international market, American and Norwegian 

professionals are becoming increasingly interconnected.   While these cultures may seem similar 

at a glance, subtle differences exist between the two that may lead to conflict in the workplace.  

This phenomenon is particularly common in instances where managers and their subordinates are 

of differing cultural backgrounds.   

 

To gain a deeper understanding of these conflicts and how they may be mitigated at the 

managerial level, this thesis has run a qualitative research study to gather informant data 

regarding individual impressions of Norwegian and American workplaces, managers, and 

communication styles.  This information was focused particularly on the way in which 

respondents’ perceived the communication efforts of managers belonging to each cultural 

background.  The data collected during this process was then analyzed against existing 

theoretical frameworks to produce an understanding of the relationship between cultural 

background and workplace interactions between Norwegian and American managers and 

employees.  Further analysis produced recommendations for managerial tactics that may be 

useful in the successful navigation of these relationships. 

 

This thesis concludes that Norwegian and American workplace patterns are influenced by 

varying attitudes regarding individualism, masculine vs. feminine values, and long-term 

orientation present in each society.  These differences have been linked to organizational conflict 

due to incongruent mental programming regarding workplace behavior, management, and 

communication patterns.  The resolution of these conflicts is dependent on managers’ ability to 

successfully engage principles of cultural awareness and intelligence to mediate these divisive 

factors.  
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1. Introduction 

Over the course of the last 30 years, globalization has exerted an unprecedented influence on 

organizational activity.  Never before have individual actors within a corporate entity been more 

exposed to colleagues of varying cultural backgrounds (Naím 2009).  As these individuals come 

together in pursuit of organizational goals, the danger of conflict or misunderstanding is 

unavoidable as these actors attempt to navigate these new relationships (Ciznkota 2005).  

Therefore, cultural awareness and keenly honed management skills are essential in ensuring the 

success of these interactions, both at the macro and micro level.   

 

Much like their global counterparts, American and Norwegian organizations make increasing 

contributions to the international marketplace.  While these two western countries may appear 

similar at a glance, nuanced differences between them can contribute to misunderstanding in the 

workplace.  As an American student living in Norway for the past four years, this topic carries 

particular significance to my everyday life.  Having worked at several American-owned 

companies in the United States prior to moving to Stavanger, I was surprised to notice variances 

in workplace behavior once I took my first job in Norway.  My daily life since that time has 

consisted of subtle, internal negotiations of these cultural dichotomies.  As a student of Change 

Management, this piqued my curiosity: am I the only one who has had these experiences?  How 

do other Americans perceive the Norwegian workplace?  How do my Norwegian colleagues 

perceive me? While previous studies in Norway rendered my transition into the professional 

world was a rather smooth one, I could easily see how such a situation may prove challenging for 

my countrymen, particularly those who have not spent a great deal of time in Norway.  This 

sentiment inspired a desire to discover more about the cross-cultural relationship between 

American and Norwegian professionals and to explore the ways in which these bonds may be 

strengthened by an optimized level of mutual understanding in the workplace. 

 

1.1 Purpose of the Study  

The purpose of this study is to explore the nuances of Norwegian-American manager-employee 

relationships, particularly as they relate to the influence of cultural background upon workplace 

environment, management tactics, and communication efforts in each group.  This topic gains 

mounting significance as our world becomes increasingly globalized.  More than ever, top 

management, executive boards, and the general employee bases of the world’s companies are 

influenced by this phenomenon.  This is particularly true of Norwegian and American 

companies, with businesses such as Statoil expanding operations into the United States, and large 
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American organizations like Microsoft conducting business in Norway.  As these corporations 

continue to expand, their working populations will become more diverse to increase the 

frequency of instances in which Norwegians and Americans must interact with each other on a 

manager-employee level.  An unwelcome side effect of this trend is the increased likelihood for 

misunderstandings and miscommunications on cultural grounds.  If not managed effectively, 

these conflicts may hinder organizational productivity.  Identifying the reasons why these clashes 

occur provides a basis for mitigating them in the future, thus helping to maximize organizational 

efficiency (Czinkota 2005).  If managers are enabled to successfully navigate these relationships, 

they can aid in improving the efficacy of the operations of the organizations they represent. 

 

In identifying the potential areas for conflict in the Norwegian-American workplace, and 

outlining the skills that managers may employ to mitigate them, this study seeks to provide 

guidelines for shortening the adjustment process many organizations experience as they enter a 

new market (Gormoy 2004).  If managers are properly equipped to understand and interact with 

their new colleagues (or even to mediate a tense relationship between other parties within the 

organization), they can contribute to the positive development of the organization in its new 

environment.  Further, organizations may also benefit from this information, as it may be 

employed as curriculum in corporate cultural awareness programs or training for managers who 

may be expatriated.  

 

Lastly, this study seeks to contribute to existing literature in the field of international business 

management.  While management journals have place increasing emphasis on the multi-cultural 

workplace, there is not a wealth of literature focusing on the exact relationships between 

Norwegian and American organizations and colleagues (Czinokta 2005).  Therefore, this thesis 

seeks to contribute to existing management literature with its findings. 

 

1.2 Presentation of Thesis Problem Statement and Research Questions 

As indicated in Chapter 1.2, the primary aim of this study is to explore and explain the 

relationship between cultural background and workplace interactions involving American and 

Norwegian colleagues.  Of main interest is the way in which managers of a Norwegian or 

American background communicate to employees of the opposite background.  How does a 

Norwegian employee respond to the communication efforts an American manager? How does an 

American react to the management style of a Norwegian leader? What may cause these 
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relationships to go poorly, and how can they be improved?  To gain an insight into these 

phenomena, this study has explored the following carefully crafted series of research questions. 

 

The main research problem statement of this thesis is as follows: 

How does personal cultural background influence manager-employee relations and 

communications between Norwegians and Americans? What skills and tools are needed for 

individual managers to successfully navigate these relationships? 

 

The exploration of this research objective has been buttressed by a series supporting research 

questions categorized by four supplementary research purposes: 

 

The first purpose is to define the interpersonal communication patterns at play across cultural 

lines: 

• What are interpersonal communication patterns, and how do they operate? 

• What characterizes the interpersonal communication patterns in each culture? 

 -Norway 

 -USA 

 

The second purpose is to define the relationship between cultural background and 

management style: 

• How are management and the organization defined? 

• How does the culture an organization operates within influence the management style and 

organizational structure? 

• What characterizes the general management and communication style in each country? 

 -Norway/Scandinavia 

 -USA 
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The third and final purpose is to explore and understand the influence of cultural 

communication patterns and norms on workplace interactions: 

• How would Norwegian and American employees characterize each other in the 

workplace, particularly as it relates to managers of the opposite culture? 

• How do these varying norms contribute to conflict or misunderstandings in the 

workplace? 

• Are there specific advantages and disadvantages associated with one set of business 

communication norms and management practices over the other?  What are they? 

 

The fourth and final purpose is to identify measures that should be taken by managers to 

improve workplace interactions: 

• What skills are needed for individual managers to successfully navigate these 

relationships? 

• What measures can individual managers take to constructively manage employees of the 

opposite background? 

 

1.3 Structural Overview 

The structure of this thesis has been composed as follows: 

 

Chapter 1 
This chapter presents the background for choice of research topic, establishes 
the purpose of this study, presents the central research questions to be 
examined, and provides an overview for thesis structure.  

Chapter 2 

This chapter provides an overview of the theoretical principles informing this 
project.  These include principles of cultural expansion and adaptation; 
characterizations of Norwegian and American workplace culture, management, 
and communications; and communications theory. 

Chapter 3 

This chapter outlines the qualitative research strategy employed in the 
exploration of the main research questions.  This section shall delineate the 
research design, sampling techniques, data collection methods, and reduction 
and analysis process prior to assessing the study’s reliability and validity and 
identifying challenges to the research design. 

Chapter 4 This chapter presents the findings of the data collection process. 

Chapter 5 
This chapter discusses and analysis the findings presented in Chapter 4 against 
the main research questions and theoretical framework established in Chapter 
2. 

Chapter 6 
This chapter draws final conclusions to the thesis in relation to the main 
problem statement.  Further, this chapter discusses the implications and 
potential limitations of this study and highlights areas for further research.  
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2. Theoretical Foundation 

This chapter provides an overview of the theoretical foundations for this study. It shall begin by 

outlining working definitions for culture and globalization before moving on to discuss the many 

nuances of interpersonal communications in the international workplace.  Further discussion 

shall establish the socially constructivist or institutional approach this thesis takes to 

organizational studies. Various features of the Norwegian and American workplace shall be 

discussed. Lastly, the varying factors influencing cultural interaction shall be outlined, 

particularly as they relate to adjustment processes and navigating the multinational workplace. 

 

2.1 What is Culture? 

Central to the exploration of the relationship between communication, workplace, and 

management in the international setting is the concept of culture.  Social scientist Geert Hofstede 

defines culture as “the collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the members of one 

group of category of people from another” (Hofstede 2001, 9).   This programming provides the 

basis for the most fundamental elements of a given society, laying the groundwork for a 

collective understanding of itself, its environment, and its perception of other social groups.  

Further interaction within this environment solidifies these mental programs, as individuals 

become socialized to exhibit certain behaviors or preferences over others (Hofstede 2001).  

Through this process, the culture identifies the values, artifacts, and symbols to be shared its 

bounds while simultaneously determining the values, artifacts, and symbols not to be shared with 

outside groups (Wallerstein 1991).  In this way, culture can be regarded as a socially constructed 

phenomenon (Brown 1989). 

 

In understanding culture, it is important to define the values, symbols, heroes, and rituals 

constructed within its bounds. Values represent the intangible “core elements” of communal 

understanding that ultimately motivate behavior in society, whether consciously or 

unconsciously (Hofstede 2001).  In tandem with these factors, culture is manifested through the 

enactment of symbols, heroes, and rituals. Symbols consist of constantly evolving artifacts, 

either tangible or intangible, that denote meaning that can only be fully recognized within the 

parameters of their native environment.  Heroes include revered figures, imaginary or real, alive 

or dead, that are widely recognized as personifications of that culture’s ideals.  These idols can 

include characters from literature, athletes, politicians, celebrities, or even general 

characterizations of well-regarded societal roles.  Finally, rituals constitute  “collective 

activities” that are not necessarily essential to survival, but are nonetheless considered “socially 
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essential” within the cultural group.  Rituals often take shape in the form of religious ceremonies, 

political procedures, or organizational activities (Hofstede 2001, 10). These cultural elements 

vary between societies, guiding the development of the norms and institutions operating within a 

given environment.  This process can be further influenced by variations in environmental and 

economic development (Hofstede 2001).   

 

2.1.1. Etics, Emics, and Universality 

Social scientific research exploring cultural nuances often relies on comparison as a means of 

gathering and interpreting collected data.  This process involves analysis of the emics and etics at 

play behind a given phenomenon.  Emics refer to features of a given society that are specific to 

that culture, while etics refer to universally applicable traits.  These characteristics may cover a 

broad range of cultural elements.  Identification of etics can be further used as an analytical tool 

in characterizing the nature of these relationships.  Universality is the term often used by social 

scientists to define these connections.  The concept of universality can be broken down into three 

main types and two subtypes: simple, variform, and functional; as well as variform functional 

and systematic behavioral universal (Dickson 2003). 

 

Simple universality refers to elements that are “constant throughout the world”—that is, cultural 

elements seen to exist in all societies (Dickson 2003, 732).  Variform universality refers to 

principles that are upheld in a variety of societies, but are manifested in varying ways based on 

cultural standards.  Lastly, functional universality occurs when the relationship between two 

cultural elements is the same within a given society as it is between differing societies.  These 

main principles of universality can then be combined to two subtypes:  variform functional 

universality describing consistent relationships existing at varying magnitudes across cultures; 

and systematic behavioral universality indicating structural and behavioral consistency between 

societies despite variations in activity sequencing (Dickson 2003). 

 

2.2 Globalization  

Of key importance to the international organization is the concept of globalization.  Political 

scientist David Held defines globalization as the “widening, deepening, and speeding up of 

worldwide interconnectedness in all aspects of contemporary social life” (Naím 2009, 28).  

While international business and global trade have played critical roles in civilization throughout 

modern history, it is the most recent (post-1980) iteration of globalization that has enjoyed 

unprecedented efficacy in shortening the literal and figurative distance between individuals by 
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way of advancements in technology, transportation, and other means.  Modern globalization 

extends beyond the capacity to link global economies to a more personal level, in both a private 

and professional context (Naím 2009). In this way, it can be said that globalization epitomizes 

modern economic development (Clark 2003).   

 

This increased interconnectivity has a profound influence at the organizational level, both for the 

entity itself, as well as for the individuals operating within it.  Recent socio-scientific research 

indicates that globalization’s most profound impact is felt in the global collective understanding 

(Gormay 2004).  In other words, industry knowledge and activities have become less localized, 

and more globalized.  This transition carries several meanings for the organization.  First, the 

concept of a localized best business practice has been practically eliminated—instead, industries 

have established global best practices to ensure that operations stay internationally relevant.  

Further, corporations consist of increasingly diverse employee and managerial bases, ownership, 

and board membership, exposing individual actors to opposing cultural backgrounds like never 

before (Czinkota 2005).  Therefore, it can be said that the organization itself has become an 

increasingly globalized concept. 

 

Organizations, organizational membership, and business practices have become increasingly 

international.  However, this is not to say that the importance of national identities has 

diminished.  In fact, these identities remain intact, but have become more complex during the 

globalization process.  While some scholars contend that this process entails the 

“Americanization”1 of global business, others argue that this process entails a mutual influence, 

with best practices, theory, market shares, and competition flowing back and forth between 

interacting parties (Naím 2009). This evolutionary process therefore generates a “new paradigm” 

of global business where standards of “learning, standardization, and innovation” are shared 

between corporate entities the individuals operating within them (Czinkota 2005, 115).   

 

2.2.1 Convergence and Divergence Theories 

Key to the study of globalization are the notions of convergence and divergence theory.  

Proponents of convergence theory content that, as the workplace becomes increasingly global, 

working patterns, organizational structures, and industry standards will become gradually more 

standardized and homogenous in nature, regardless of individual or corporate nationality.  
                                     
1 “Americanizaion”—the notion that globalization is a reflection of American influence on the international arena as 
its organizations expand internationally.  As these corporate entities migrate to new contexts, the organizations they 
meet adopt American business practices (Naím 2009, 30; Hoftstede 2001). 
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Conversely, divergence theory contends that globalization has the opposite effect on the 

organization and international working cultures.  Rather than solidifying all global working 

traditions into one standard form, globalization causes a difference in national working standards 

to either stabilize or increase (Grenness 2012).  

 

2.2.2 Workplace Diversity 

As businesses become increasingly globalized, more and more individuals are choosing to 

migrate to other parts of the world in pursuit of enhanced professional opportunity.   While the 

concept of diversity has long played a crucial role in American business practices, it is a 

relatively new concept for organizations in other corners of the globe.  Therefore, it becomes 

necessary to establish a clear framework for understanding of this principle.  Definitions of 

workplace diversity have traditionally relied three primary categories: narrow category 

descriptions such as age, race, or gender; broad category-based descriptions reflecting personal 

traits such as marital status, religion, or level of education; and descriptions based on conceptual 

rule, or variations in perceptions, perspective, and actions.  Increased globalization has 

complicated the application of these definitions as demographic characteristics become 

increasingly blended over time.  As a result, the concept of diversity has evolved to take on a 

more modern characterization of the global workforce, focusing primarily on the notion of 

inclusion.  Diversity in the modern globalized arena can now be defined as the classification of 

an employee base into categories derived from both nationality or cultural background and 

factors that may limit and individual’s opportunity for career advancement (Barak 2005). 

 

2.3 Communication 

In order to properly explore the communication patterns governing American and Norwegian 

workplace interactions, it is necessary to define both the varying elements of communication at 

play in human interaction and their implications for personal cultural background and the 

organizational context. LIST 

 

2.3.1 Verbal Communication 

Thomas E. Harris defines verbal communication as any means of delivering a message using 

words, be it by way of speech (oral) or writing.  Oral communication refers to any spoken means 

of communication, while written communication consists of printed collateral2. Written 

communication can be formal or informal in nature, and can often serves to solidify or formalize 

                                     
2 Letters, newspapers, internal memos in an organization, meeting minutes, emails, etc. (Harris 2008) 
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oral communications.  In the organizational context, oversaturation of written communication 

can minimize its efficacy, contributing to the preference of some individuals towards oral 

communication in favor if written collateral (Harris 2008). 

 

Whether verbal communication comes in oral or written form, language3* provides the crux for 

its execution.  Languages provide the framework for which participants in verbal communication 

can assign meaning to the interaction. Meaning is in turn derived from the language use itself in 

a socially constructed process wherein both parties deduce certain conclusions from the 

interaction.  These meanings can be divided into two distinct categories: denotative and 

connotative meaning.  Denotative meaning is derived when the message of a given 

communication is explicitly clear to all participants, while connotative meaning is determined 

through personal contextual interpretation. The latter can have particular implications for 

intercultural interactions, as certain terms, phrases, or concepts can come with varying meanings 

depending on how the recipient interprets them.  For example, the commonly used acronym 

ASAP can be interpreted in a variety of ways depending on recipient cultural background, 

workplace context, or individual workplace prioritizations (Harris 2008). An understanding of 

the various uses of language and designations of meaning prevalent in American and Norwegian 

culture aids in the assessment of each culture’s mental programming, rituals, and values, along 

with providing a basis for comparison to identify any incongruence in language use and meaning 

assessment that may contribute to workplace conflict. 

 

2.3.2 Non-Verbal Communication 

Nonverbal communication works in tandem with verbal communication to relay a given 

message, and often is highly connected to the context in which the communication occurs.  

Nonverbal indicators can serve to reinforce verbal messages (a thumbs up accompanying a 

verbal “yes”), substitute verbal messages (shaking ones head instead of saying “no”), accentuate 

a verbal message (speaking loudly for emphasis), contradict a verbal message (use of sarcasm), 

regulate a verbal interaction (use of gestures to direct conversation), and complement a verbal 

interaction (appearing confident while giving a presentation). These means of nonverbal 

communication may be voluntary or involuntary. In fact, nonverbal communication can be 

assigned meaning even if only one involved person deems it significant to the interaction (Harris 

2008).  Further, these means of nonverbal communication can carry differing meanings across 

                                     
3 Languages are tools developed over time within cultures used to assign meaning to their social world and allow for 
expression of the collective understanding (Harris 2008). 
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cultural lines.  For example, while some cultures may find it acceptable to display emotion or 

share personal information in the workplace, others may view this practice as unprofessional 

(Harris 2008). 

 

2.3.3 Networks and Channels 

If verbal and nonverbal communication provide the tools for which messages are relayed 

between interacting parties, networks and channels provide the means across which these 

messages are sent.  Networks are established as “patterns, flows, and pathways of 

communication become regularized,” while channels consist of “accepted forms of restrictions 

that control” communication networks (Harris 2008, 177).  These concepts work in tandem to 

relay messages between recipients by way of downward, upward, or horizontal communication.  

Downward communication occurs when messages are sent through a hierarchy, typically from a 

manager or other authority figure.  Messages can vary between being filtered to provide only the 

most essential details to offering full transparency to the recipients.  Upward communication is 

relayed from a lower level of a hierarchy to a higher one, such as in the instance of an employee 

reporting back to a manager.  Lastly, horizontal communication relays information between team 

remembers, departments, or other groups as a means of “sharing information, conflict resolution, 

and building rapport” (Harris 2008, 215). 

 

As with verbal and non-verbal communication, networks and channels experience variation 

across cultural lines.  For example, in particularly hierarchical environments, downward 

communication is executed in a very rigid, nuanced way, with interested parties sharing 

information on a very selective basis.  In such a situation, upward communication may also be 

either discouraged or in some sense hindered, as subordinates may fear negative consequences 

for relaying unfavorable messages to supervisors.  In a less hierarchal environment, information 

may be shared more freely as a means of empowering employees (Harris 2008). 

 

2.3.4 Symbolic Behavior 

Symbolic behavior refers to the use of communication to construct a collective reality within a 

given society.  Through communication, members of a group constantly organize and re-

organize themselves in order to develop a shared sense of meaning.  Symbolic behavior therefore 

both manifests itself and impacts its participants in a variety of ways.  In the context of cultures 

and organizations, symbolic behavior serves as a powerful tool to bind people together in pursuit 

of a common goal and maintain societal and organizational cultures. Lastly, symbolic behavior 
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aids in individual assimilation to the dominant behavioral practice, or acculturation.  This 

process is accomplished by way of continued socialization and adaptation to the in-group (Harris 

2008). 

 

2.3.4.1 Social Learning Theory 

A working model for understanding symbolic behavior in practice can be found in the tenets of 

social learning theory.  Social learning theory postulates that individual “actions are, in part, 

influenced by the environment” the actor operates within (Lian 2011, 100).  In other words, 

individuals learn how to behave in a given context by observing and emulating the actions of 

others, a concept known as behavioral modeling.  This process saves the individual from needing 

to acquire all necessary contextual information via personal experience, which often can lead to 

mistakes or other mishaps.  The relevant environment can span anything from a family, and 

organization, or, in the context of this study, a national culture (Lian 2011). 

 

2.3.5 Listening 

Crucial to any communication process is the way in which involved parties receive messages.  

Listening provides the framework for how interpersonal messages are received across four main 

stages: sensing, where participants seek to fully understand the message; evaluating, wherein the 

recipient makes a decision regarding the legitimacy of the message; and responding, where the 

recipient provides feedback to the sender’s verbal and non-verbal communication.  This process 

is heavily influenced by senders’ and receivers’ mental software—that is, their social and 

cultural background shape their frame of reference, influencing the way the message is received 

(Harris 2008). 

 

When functioning optimally, listening can provide a means for conflict resolution, effective 

negotiations, and contribute to overall employee morale.  However, external noise or internal 

noise have the potential to impede full message reception.  External noise can include physical 

noise, or any other environmental factors that take recipients’ attention.  The workplace in 

particular provides an environment rife with external noise, as tasks necessary to daily operations 

routinely require the careful attention of employees.  Internal noise, or listener interference, 

serves as a further potential interfering factor to the listening process if the recipient does not 

assign relevance to the message  (Harris 2008). 
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2.3.6 Cultural Dimensions of Communication 

Verbal cues in the organizational arena often carry meaning directly related to cultural norms 

influencing the senders and receivers of messages.  Prominent culturally bound dimensions of 

verbal communication can be synthesized into the following categories: “face” or harmony 

orientation; relationship versus task orientation; and direct versus indirect communications.  

“Face” refers to the “public self image that every member of a society wants to claim for his or 

herself” (Barak 2005, 199).  The degree of “face” or harmony orientation therefore refers to way 

in which a culture defines reputation and morality.  Collectivist4 societies tend to define these 

concepts in terms of group membership.  In these societies, it is considered unacceptable to 

praise a single employee in front of his or her colleagues.  Instead, the group should be rewarded.  

Conversely, more individualistic5 cultures emphasize interpersonal and group harmony. In such a 

system, individuals use their own self-image as a means of preserving positive relations amongst 

their peers.  Further, actors in individualistic systems have distinct public and private self-

identities, establishing clear boundaries between their professional and private lives (Barak 

2005). 

 

Further cultural variances in workplace communication exist in the form of relationship versus 

task orientation and direct versus indirect message delivery.  Task versus relationship orientation 

refers to role of interpersonal relationships in professional communication.  In a task-oriented 

society, communication focuses primarily on accomplishing an organizational objective, with 

relationship building used as a means of advancing these goals.  Conversely, a relationship-

oriented society places equal weight on establishing personal bonds between actors and 

advancing professional objectives.  Lastly, direct versus indirect communication tactics reflect 

the extent to which a society employs semantics in relaying a negative message.  In a society 

displaying indirect communication patterns, a negative message will be prefaced with a positive 

comment or be stated in an alternative method to soften the sender’s original meaning.   Indirect 

communication tactics are often favored in societies displaying a low tolerance for conflict 

(Barak 2005). 

 

2.4 Social Constructivist/Institutionalist Approach to Organizational Design 

This thesis examines the relationship between culture and workplace interactions between 

Norwegian and American colleagues using a social constructivist, or institutionalist, approach to 

                                     
4 See Chapter 2.8.2 
5 See Chapter 2.8.2 
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organizational design and behavior.  The institutional perspective towards organizational 

behavior contends that, rather than being a product of its formal design, the organization is a 

product of the interactions of actors operating within its bounds.  As these actors encounter both 

one another and organizational tasks or challenges, the organization develops a unique 

behavioral pattern that sets it apart from other entities.  These individual actors mutually 

influence one another by acting according to their individual mental programming, and reacting 

to the actions of others, or “user theory”6 determined by their background.  As these parties 

interact further, certain behavior patterns become prevalent within the organization, establishing 

a dominant organizational culture over time (Selznick 2011).   It is this phenomenon this thesis 

associates with the relationship between cultural background and workplace behavior—as actors 

from each culture come to the organizational area with their own mental programming or “user 

theory,” they shape the organizational behavior and eventual structure. It can thusly be assumed 

that managers from a given culture carry similarly socially constructed assumptions about their 

assigned roles. 

 

2.5 Socially Constructed Managerial Roles 

As previously indicated in Chapter 2.4, an institutional approach to organizational design dictates 

that organizational reality is socially constructed.  In the context of management, individual 

leaders influence their working environment through their actions and impressions, both by way 

of their behaviors and their interpretation of the behaviors of others. In this way, it can be stated 

that “management is performative”—management extends beyond the title of an individual to 

what that individual does, and how it influences his or her subordinates (Cunliffe 2009, 11-12).  

This interaction results in the development of the organization’s social world heavily influenced 

by these individuals’ mental programming, as they bring their own biases, experiences, and 

backgrounds to the organizational arena.  Therefore culture, as a socially constructed concept, 

serves to influence managerial behavior due to its profound imprint on individual’s personal 

frame of reference (Cunliffe 2009).  In fact, many management scholars  contend that culture 

signifies one of the most common comparative variables in international leadership studies 

(Grenness 2012).  

 

 

 

 

                                     
6 Values, norms, and other socialized factors present in the individual’s culture (Raz 1999, 253).  
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2.6 Management and the Organization in Norway 

The Norwegian model for organizational behavior and leadership presents a manifestation of the 

core values of equality, consensus seeking, and humility.  Managers should appeal to these 

values in order to develop legitimacy within the organization.  The value of equality, or ‘likhet’ 

in Norwegian, is considered the most important value to be embodied by organizations and their 

actors (Grenness 2012, 3).  This concept is clearly visible in many aspects of Norwegian work 

life, particularly as it relates to the tax system, salaries, and recruiting practices.  In fact, 

Norwegian organizations experience one of the lowest reported pay gaps between managers and 

subordinates, reflecting this notion of equality in practice. Further, Norway’s workplace 

regulatory legislation7 is written in such a way so as to promote egalitarianism and fair treatment 

in both society and the workplace (Grennes 2012). 

 

Further enacted both in Norwegian working culture and legislation is the notion that 

organizations are meant to be collaborative in nature.  This concept represents a core tenet of 

Norwegian labor principles, as organizations are said to operate within a three-part collaborative 

system consisting of the government, employers, and their employees.  This cooperative scheme 

is crystallized in Norway’s employee protection legislation, ensuring that each party is giving 

equal status and protection in the eyes of the law (Karlsen 2006).   This notion is further 

manifested at the organizational level in the notion that a manager should serve as a coach rather 

than a commander8 (Grenness 2012).   This concept takes root in part in the concept of equality 

and collaboration, but also in the notion that both managers and subordinates should fully trust in 

one another’s competence to perform work (Grenness 2012).  Therefore, Norwegian managers 

exhibit one of the highest tendencies to seek employee consensus in decision-making processes, 

as they feel confident in their ability to make critical decisions regarding their work.  As a result, 

Norwegian organizations and managers rely heavily on the “social capital” available within the 

business, showing greater concern for the well being of their workers than the need to adhere to 

rules or procedures (Grenness 2012; Smith 2003).   

 

Equally important to the concepts of equality and collaboration is that of humility in the 

Norwegian workplace.  This notion is based on a core principle of Norwegian society called 

janteloven, which preaches modesty and equality amongst one’s fellow men (Smith 2003, 494).  

Norwegians are therefore taught from an early age to uphold the notion that no individual is 

                                     
7 In Norwegian: arbeidsmiljøloven (Grenness 2012) 
8 “Coaching fremfør styring” (Grenness 2012, 15) 
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better than the others in society, and that no individual should think him or herself superior to 

others.  Bragging or behaving in a way which may cause an individual to stand out are 

particularly frowned upon.  In the workplace, Norwegian managers are expected to view and 

treat subordinates as equals (Avant 1993).  Further, in the Norwegian organizations engage in 

legitimacy-creating behavior, appealing to the values of equality, collaboration, and humility by 

engaging with subordinates on a personal level and seeking consensus in decision-making 

processes (Grenness 2012). 

 

2.7 Management and the Organization in the United States 

While a Norwegian manager may employ so-called “soft” managerial tactics to create legitimacy 

within the organization, American managers are significantly more motivated by results and 

achievement (Grenness 2012).  The American organizational and managerial style can be 

characterized as being results-driven, status oriented, and adherent to formal structures.  Key to 

this system is the drive to achieve and measure performance results.  Under this system, 

managers are expected to show ambition and initiative in their daily activities—to be a sort of 

“hero” that is “decisive, assertive, and aggressive” (Hofstede Institute, 2015; Dickson 2003, 

745).  This glorification of the managerial role creates a level of distance between managers and 

subordinates.  In fact, the title of “manager” in the United States is often viewed as a “status 

symbol,” carrying great expectations for achievement of organizational goals and generating 

positive results (Cunliffe 2009, 13).  This emphasis on management as a status to be achieved 

results in a constant drive for improvement, and a even stronger emphasis on mobility both 

within the organization and one’s career (Dickson 2003).  Therefore, individual actors within an 

American organization often feel both an internal desire and external pressure to always strive to 

achieve more.  Lastly, American organizations place a great emphasis on formal structure, 

particularly as it relates to organizational hierarchy (Grey 2013).   

 

The combination of management’s high status and this emphasis on structure causes a tendency 

for American organizations to operate on a very hierarchical level, with greatest deference given 

to the highest levels of management.  As there is limited legislation in the United States to 

restrict the measures taken by organizations and managers, individual corporate entities enjoy a 

great deal of freedom in terms of practical enactment of organizational hierarchy.  In this way, it 

can be stated that managers enjoy more rights within the organization than subordinates, who 

may become relatively powerless in the face of tyrannical leaders (Slater 2001).  Paradoxically, 
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American managers and workers tend to value strategic thinking in professional decision making 

scenarios.  Therefore, workers value the opportunity to exercise independent thought, which in 

some cases may cause them to become adverse to corporate rules and regulations or hierarchical 

rule (Dickson 2003). 

 

2.8 Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions  

Sociologist Geert Hofstede has spent many years researching the nuances of cultural interactions 

in the workplace.  After several rounds of studying interactions between a diverse range of 

employees at IBM, Hofstede conducted a multi-stage statistical analysis of reported cultural 

features that he synthesized into five main cultural dimensions: Power Distance, Individualism 

vs. Collectivism, Masculinity vs. Femininity, and Long vs. Short-Term Orientation (Hofstede 

2001).  Similar analyses are conducted on a rolling basis, with individual countries being scored 

against the relevant index for each cultural dimension.  The United States and Norway are among 

the countries where data is regularly collected (Hofstede Institute, 2015). 

 

2.8.1 Power Distance (PDI) 

Hofstede defines Power Distance as the level of inequality present between individuals 

depending on their place in a given social hierarchy. The level of inequality is determined further 

by the degree to which those in power can influence those possessing less, and vice versa.  This 

phenomenon can be manifested in the form of physical characteristics, social status, wealth, 

power, and laws.  The level priority granted to these factors varies across cultural lines, with 

individuals constantly seeking to lower their perceived level of inequality in comparison to other.  

This process can occurs through efforts to maintain existing levels power or obtain more of it.  

Hofstede notes that increased power is often equated to increased personal satisfaction, to the 

point where individuals may even become addicted to the achieving and maintenance of a 

perceived level of power.  To measure power distance, Hofstede conducted a statistical analysis 

of workers’ experiences of job-related fear and feelings of autonomy.  From this information, he 

developed a scale referred to as the Power Distance Index (PDI), where cultures scoring higher 

on the index display a higher level of power distance, and cultures displaying a lower power 

distance score lower on the index (Hofstede 2001).     

 

2.8.1.1 Power Distance (PDI) in the Workplace 

In the organizational context, the distribution of power is essential to its operation, as it is a 

valuable tool for maintaining control.  While a formal organizational structure often serves to 
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delegate roles and responsibilities, the practical workings of this hierarchical system are heavily 

influenced on social factors, particularly the level of power distance present in the organization 

or the culture it operates within. In instances where employees represent a varying range of 

cultural backgrounds, the level of power distance in their home cultures may also influence they 

way in which they operate within the organizational structure, as well as the way in which they 

respond to their colleagues within this framework (Hofstede 2001). 

 

2.8.1.2 PDI Scores—United States of America and Norway 

 

                                         
Figure 1: Power Distance Index (PDI)9 

 

United States of America 

The United States of America scores a 40 on the PDI, which is considered a relatively low power 

distance score.  A score of 40 indicates that hierarchies are established as frameworks for 

maintaining order within organizations, with managers and employees expecting a degree of 

dialogue and corporation in the decision-making process.  This notion can be seen as reflective 

of the United State’s “liberty and justice for all” creed, indicating a value system in which all 

individuals should theoretically have equal value (Hofstede Institute 2015).   

 

Norway 

Norway scores a 31 on the PDI, indicating a power distance level a bit lower than that of the 

United States.  A score of 31 on the PDI indicates that Norwegian culture values independent 

work, viewing organizational structure or hierarchy as a guideline, rather than a rigid system to 

be explicitly followed.  This score further indicates that managers are assumed to take on a 
                                     
9 (Hofstede Institute, 2015). 
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“coaching” role, where he or she provides instruction or advice to subordinates, but does not 

exert direct control.  In turn, employees expect to have an input on organizational decision-

making processes and do not appreciate being micromanaged.  Key to this workplace PDI is the 

notion that the manager trusts his employees to be competent, and serves as a guide rather than 

an authority figure.  In such a workplace, manager-employee relationships are relatively informal 

and communication is extremely participative (Hofstede Institute, 2015). 

 

2.8.2 Individualism vs. Collectivism (IDV) 

Hofstede defines the Individualism vs. Collectivism dimension as the balance of personal and 

group interests in a society and the way in which this balance impacts individual actors’ 

behavior.  This concept takes root in the notion that the way in which individuals connect with 

others varies between cultures.  In measuring individualism vs. collectivism, Hoftstede examined 

whether personal identity in a given culture is shaped based upon own initiative or by group 

membership.  His findings were then synthesized and measured according to a scale Hofstede 

calls the Individuality Variance (IDV), where cultures scoring high on the IDV were considered 

highly individualistic, and cultures scoring lower on the IDV were seen as more collectivist in 

nature (Hofstede 2001). 

 

2.8.2.1 Individualism and Collectivism in the Workplace 

The level of individualism present in a given society translates directly into the workplace.  In a 

more collectivist society, organizational operations depend more on input from participants than 

in an individualistic culture. In such a context, decision-making is expected to be balanced and 

conducted on a mutual basis. Employees in a collectivist organization are viewed as members of 

a group, much like a family.  Consequently, managers in a collectivist organizational context are 

much less likely to dismiss an employee based on poor performance—rather, the employee 

would be assigned a new task deemed more appropriate to his or her skill level.  Lastly, 

obedience is viewed as a moral duty within a collectivist society.  Therefore, individuals often 

view adherence to organizational rules and regulations as a means of expressing loyalty to the 

organization (Hofstede 2001). 

 

Conversely, employees operating within an individualistic context are driven primarily by their 

own best interest.  Work tasks are therefore tied closely to personal incentives, and competition 

may be heightened as each employee seeks to further his or her own goals.  While collectivist 

societies may view the organization as a type of “family,” an individualistic perspective views 
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the manager-subordinate relationship as a “business transaction” conducted within a “labor 

market” (Hofstede 2001, 237).    This relationship is in no way personal, and both parties use the 

other to achieve his or her own ends. Similarly, individual employees use obedience to 

organizational rules and regulations strategically—that is, they know that obedience is in their 

best interest.  There is no moral connection to this behavior.  As employees in individualistic 

societies are highly motivated by own goals and achievement, their occupation in itself is tightly 

connected to personal choice and strategy. Therefore, workers in individualistic societies often 

display heightened emotional connections to their careers, but necessarily to their employers 

themselves (Hofsteed 2001). 

 

2.8.2.2. IDV Scores—United States of America and Norway 

 

                                          

Figure 2: Individualism Variance (IDV)10 

 

United States of America 

The United States of America as an IDV score of 91, one of the highest measured scores.  The 

value system in the United States is highly interconnected with the notion of personal freedom, 

with its values of “liberty and justice for all” heavily embedded in the American constitution, 

laws, and cultural values (Hofstede Institute 2015).   American society emphasizes the notion 

that individuals should take care of themselves and their families, with minimum assistance from 

outside sources.   This notion translates to the workplace in that “employees are expected to be 

self-reliant and display initiative” (Hof Inst. 2015).  In an organization, individuals are rewarded 

on the job based on their merits or achievements.  Individualism is considered a top societal 

                                     
10 (Hofstede Institute 2015) 
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value in the United States, and is often highlighted as a much more desirable alternative to 

collectivist tendencies, which often are viewed in a negative light.  This emphasis on individual 

achievement and self-motivation often results in high levels of competitiveness11 in society as a 

whole, particularly in the workplace (Hofstede Institute 2015).   

 

Norway 

Norway has an IDV score of 69, indicating that Norwegian culture is intrinsically individualistic, 

albeit not to the extreme level displayed by American culture.  A score of 69 indicates that 

Norwegian society values the development of an individual sense of self, with great value placed 

on personal opinion and the expression thereof.  Further, workplace and personal life are 

carefully balanced, with great emphasis placed on individuals’ right to privacy.  Workplace 

relationships, particularly those between managers and subordinates, are viewed as a contract to 

be maintained and respected throughout the working relationship.  At the same time, managers 

are expected to treat employees as individuals, with great emphasis placed on the need for 

mutual feedback in working towards shared organizational goals (Hofstede Institute 2015). 

 

2.8.3 Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) 

Hofstede notes that uncertainty is a basic fact of life.  Societies therefore must rely on various 

socially constructed artifacts to cope with this phenomenon.  Uncertainty avoidance, therefore, 

refers to the extent to which a society can tolerate ambiguity.  A society possessing a very rigid 

authority system, freely expressing sentiments of prejudice or racism, or tending towards 

extreme traditionalism reflects a very low threshold for uncertainty.  Ambiguity in these cultures 

represents a source of anxiety to be mitigated via attempts at societal control.  Conversely, a 

more open society indicates a greater tolerance for uncertainty.  Hofstede’s studies synthesize 

these factors and measure them against the Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI) (Hofstede 2001). 

 

2.8.3.1 Uncertainty Avoidance in the Workplace 

In the organizational context, uncertainty is managed through the enactment of rules and rituals. 

These implements provide a sense of order and predictability, often in the form of procedures, 

policies, or other bureaucratic measures.  Employees operating within a country exhibiting a 

greater tendency towards uncertainty avoidance are more likely to feel more comfortable with 

the presence of heightened rules and regulations, while employees in an organization with a 
                                     
11 US’ IDV score of 91 is often seen as confounding the country’s relatively low PDI score, as high levels of self 
motivation may be considered intrinsically linked to an individual’s desire to increase his or her individual level of 
power within the society (Hofstede Institute 2015) 
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lesser degree of uncertainty avoidance are more likely to engage in “renegade championing,” or 

praising those who break the rules to achieve organizational goals (Hofstede 2001). 

 

2.8.3.2 UAI Scores—United States of America and Norway 

                                          
Figure 3: Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI) 

 

United States of America 

The United States of America scores a 46 on the Uncertainty Avoidance Index, indicating an 

average level of uncertainty anxiety and acceptance.  A score of 46 indicates a strong emphasis 

on free speech, innovation, and independence.  Hofstede notes that Americans typically do not 

like to be bound by excessive rules and regulations, and tend to be emotionally reserved 

(Hofstede Institute 2015). 

 

Norway 

Norway scores a 50 on the UAI, indicating no true preference towards uncertainty avoidance.  

This score may suggest a combination of adherence to rules and regulations, as well as 

encouragement of individual thought and innovation (Hofstede Institute 2015).   

 

2.8.4 Masculinity Index (MAS) 

The masculinity index refers to the way in which societies use systemized behavioral norms to 

manage gender duality. Feminine behavior is often defined as being relational in nature, with a 

strong focus on helping others and maintaining the physical environment.  Typical feminine 

adjectives include words like “tender” or “caring.”  Conversely, masculine behavior is generally 

associated with career or financial motivation.  Individuals exhibiting masculine traits are often 

described as “tough,” “assertive,” or “competitive.”  Cultures exhibiting and valuing more 
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masculine behaviors, therefore, are described as being masculine in nature, while societies 

embodying more feminine values can be characterized as feminine cultures (Hofstede 2001). 

 

2.8.4.1 Masculinity Index Expressed in the Workplace 

The core way in which a culture exhibits its degree of masculinity or femininity in the workplace 

can be seen in the way in which work is prioritized in relation to private life.  In a masculine-

oriented culture, individuals are said to “live to work,” while in a more feminine culture, 

employees “work to live” (Hofstede 2001, 312).  Therefore, a masculine society prioritizes work 

and career over private matters, while a femininely oriented culture emphasizes the value of 

work-life balance.  This distinction is further manifested in masculine societies’ emphasis on 

pay, job security, job content, and recognition.  Feminine societies, conversely, value building 

professional relationships and maintenance of harmony and physical comfort in the workplace.  

This dichotomy is further reflected in the management paradigms of masculine and feminine 

cultures, where managers in a masculine setting are viewed a “heroes” who should be 

“aggressive”12 and “decisive” (Hofstede 2001, 313).   Further, business is considered a matter of 

“survival of the fittest,” with employees at all levels competing for recognition from managers 

throughout the corporate hierarchy (Hofstede 2001, 313).  Feminine cultures, on the other hand, 

view managers as an employee of equal worth to all others.  Managers should operate intuitively 

rather than decisive, as employees in feminine cultures expect to be consulted on decision-

making processes.  Therefore, feminine societies view business operations as a cooperative 

venture rather than a competitive one.  This emphasis also endows more femininely oriented 

societies with a greater tolerance for conflict, as dialogue represents a core value of their 

business practices.  Conversely, masculine cultures display a high level of discomfort in the 

event of conflict due to the competitiveness inherent in their organizational culture (Hoftsede 

2001). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                     
12 Aggression is only positively valued in a masculine society (Hofstede 2001)   
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2.8.4.2 MAS Scores—United States of America and Norway 

                                           
Figure 4: Masculinity Index (MAS) 

 

United States of America 

The United States has a MAS score of 62, indicating that it is a masculine society.  This feature 

is particularly manifests itself in the high levels of competitiveness inherent in American 

culture.13 High competitiveness is further expressed in Americans’ desire to display their 

success, whether through their career or material displays of financial prowess.  In this way, 

employees in the United States are said to “live to work,” as work and career are prioritized 

highly in order to achieve success. This drive further fuels the culture’s competitive spirit, with 

great emphasis placed on making others aware of personal achievements (Hofstede Institute 

2015). 

 

Norway 

Norway scores an 8 on the MAS index, making it the second most feminine culture in Hofstede’s 

study (Sweden is the first).  A score of 8 indicates a high emphasis on cooperation, consensus, 

and harmony in the workplace.  The notion of ‘trying to be the best’ is neither idealized nor 

rewarded in Norwegian society.  Managers in Norwegian workplaces are expected to encourage 

and guide their subordinates, who in turn expect to be included in organizational planning 

processes (Hoftstede Institute, 2015). 

 

 

 

                                     
13 This feature is enhanced by the US’ extremely high IDV score (Hofstede, 2001).   
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2.8.5 Long Versus Short-Term Orientation (LTO) 

Long versus short-term orientation refers to the way in which a culture relates to its past while 

simultaneously addressing current and future challenges.  Hofstede’s dimensions synthesize data 

collected from the various participant countries and code them into what he calls the LTO score 

(Hofstede 2001).  Cultures with a high LTO score see value in fiscal responsibility, stressing 

education and adaptability as tools for safeguarding the society against future challenges.  

Conversely, societies with a lower LTO score are very respectful of tradition and somewhat wary 

of embracing shifting values and trends (Hofstede Institute, 2015). 

 

2.8.5.1 LTO Scores—United States of America and Norway 

                                       
Figure 5: Long Term Orientation (LTO) 

 

United States of America 

The United States of America scores a 26 on the LTO scale, representing a relatively low degree 

of long-term orientation.  A score of 26 indicates a degree of skepticism to new information, with 

recipients taking time to analyze messages prior to accepting the legitimacy of their contents.  

Further, this low LTO value indicates that business success is measured on a short-term basis, 

with quarterly financial figures often providing the barometer for financial stability within an 

organization (Hofstede Institute 2015). 

 

Norway 

Norway scores a 35 on the LTO, which is considerably low, yet still a bit higher than the 

American score.  This LTO score indicates a somewhat greater degree of long-term orientation 
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amongst Norwegians, but still a level of skepticism to new information similar to that indicated 

for the Americans.  A score of 35 suggests a high emphasis on the importance of truths and the 

role of tradition, while simultaneously pointing to a low tendency to save for the future and a 

desire to achieve quick results both in and outside the workplace (Hofstede Institute 2015). 

 

2.9. Cross-Cultural Adjustment  

Varying workplace standards between cultures can, in some instances, breed conflict or 

misunderstanding in the workplace.   The extent to which this occurs or can be prevented can be 

determined by a variety of cultural adjustment factors (Lin 2012). 

 

2.9.1. Black’s Model for Cultural Adjustment 

J. Stewart Black’s research on cross-cultural adaptation synthesizes the varying factors 

contributing to positive intercultural workplace interactions in to a three-part model for cultural 

adjustment (Black 1991).  Cultural adjustment can be defined as the mental process an individual 

engages in to feel comfortable in a new culture/foreign organization, as well as the individual’s 

ability to understand and meet the expectations of this new environment (Lin 2012).  Black’s 

model breaks this process down into three phases of adjustment: general adjustment, interaction 

adjustment, and work adjustment.  General adjustment refers to the elements impacting an 

individual’s daily existence; in other words, the environmental factors he or she must adapt to.  

These can range from food eaten, modes of transportation, housing, or the office environment 

itself (Black 1999; Lin 2012).  Interaction adjustment involves the level of ease experienced in 

interaction with members of the opposite culture, whether in home or work life.  This form of 

adjustment can prove particularly challenging due to varying cultural norms, especially in cases 

where the culture of the organization and the individual have widely varying standards.  Lastly, 

work adjustment refers to the extent to which an individual employee manages to adapt to his or 

her position, roles and responsibilities, and workplace environment.  This factor is heavily 

influenced by the level of success achieved in the other two adjustment phases (Lin 2012).  In the 

case of Americans and Norwegians with managers or employers of the opposite culture, these 

adjustment factors become particularly relevant in terms of individual employee’s success in 

understanding and adapting to the varying working norms and practice present in each culture. 

 

2.9.2 Cultural Intelligence (CQ) and Cross-Cultural Adjustment 

Cultural intelligence (CQ) refers to an individual’s ability to understand and interpret 

communication efforts from individuals from a variety of cultural backgrounds.  Cultural 
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Intelligence consists of four sub-categories: Meta-cognitive CQ, Cognitive CQ, and Motivational 

CQ.  Meta-cognitive Cultural Intelligence involves the high-order mental processes allowing 

individuals to recognize differences between their culture and others.  A high level of meta-

cognitive CQ grants an individual with a greater ease in interpreting communications from 

individuals of varying cultures.  Further in this process is cognitive cultural intelligence.  

Cognitive CQ refers to the level of knowledge an individual has about the “norms, practices, and 

conventions” of other cultures (Lin 2012, 543).  The more particular details known about a given 

culture, the greater the chance an individual has for understanding the verbal and non-verbal 

messages received in that culture’s working environment.  Next, motivational cultural 

intelligence deals with an individual’s willingness to learn about the foreign culture and adapt 

thusly to its workplace or other standards.  Motivational CQ carries the greatest weight for 

successful international workplace interactions, as individuals with a stronger desire to adapt to 

the dominant culture are considered to be much less likely to become disenchanted with their 

assignments.  Lastly, Behavior cultural intelligence involves individuals’ ability to behave in a 

culturally appropriate manner in a variety of contexts—in other words, it involves whether or not 

the individual can “walk the walk” as well as “talk the talk” (Lin 2012, 543).  If individuals 

varying backgrounds manage to recognize and understand these differences, along with possess 

and act in such a way that corresponds with this understanding, they can maximize the efficacy 

of their workplace interactions (Lin 2012). 

 

2.9.3 Socialization within the Organization 

Equally important to an individual’s propensity towards in-country adjustment is the extent to 

which he or she can be socialized into a new organization.  Black identifies three stages for 

becoming acculturated into socially constructed organizational structures and practices.  First, 

individuals can engage in anticipatory socialization.  This process involves any preparatory 

efforts made at the individual level, as well as the setting of expectations regarding the new 

workplace. Next comes the encounter stage, where the individual first enters the new 

organization.  During this phase, the individual becomes competent in his or her daily tasks, and 

begins to master the working relationships present within the organization.  Lastly, the individual 

engages in role management, where here or she becomes 100% integrated into the new 

organization, gradually adopting its values and norms organically over time (Black 1991). 
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2.9.5 Sense-Making in the Adjustment Process 

Important to the discussion of cross-cultural adaptation is the notion of sense-making in the 

adjustment process.  Sense-making becomes particularly relevant in intercultural workplace 

interactions.  Sense-making has to do with the way in which an individual copes with his or her 

new surroundings or workplace culture.  Key to this process is the engaging of individual mental 

programming or user theories to form a basis for understanding the new professional context.  

When the events occurring within the new environment do not match these patterns, the outcome 

or given scenario generates an unexpected outcome, resulting in cognitive dissonance or 

confusion on the behalf of the actor. As he or she adjusts his mental software to fit the new 

environment, he or she then develops a new frame of referenced tailored to that specific scenario. 

This dissonance and adjustment process is constantly occurring, as previous frames of references 

will always fall short of the current situation (Black 1991). 

 

2.9.6 Translator Role of Management in the Sense-Making Process 

As ambassadors of the organization to their subordinates, managers serve as translators of 

organizational goals and norms in that they enact company policies and procedures within their 

business units (Røvik 1998).  In the multicultural workplace, the varying “user theories” of 

diversely represented managers and subordinates meet.  Disagreements regarding business 

decision making or misunderstandings regarding cultural standards of professionalism can often 

result in conflict.  These conflicts can become particularly detrimental to the organization if time 

spent resolving them impedes productivity or profit in some way (Gormoy 2004).  However, 

managers can anticipate this clash in advance, and taking the necessary measures to prevent it 

from impeding organizational efficacy.  Crucial to this process is the recognition of the human 

factors influencing the organization—the socially constructed realities generated by its 

participants, particularly as they relate to acculturated understandings of the workplace (Jacobsen 

2008).  In so doing, managers can then identify both potential areas for social misunderstanding 

due to cultural differences and enact measures to impede these conflicts from stalling 

organizational productivity (Ford 2008). 

 

2.10 Cultural Awareness Training  

Cultural tensions within an organization may be mitigated by implementing a cultural awareness-

training program.  Such a program may be intended for individuals moving overseas in 

connection to their position, or as a general tool to use within an organization boasting a 

relatively diverse employee base.   Generally, two varieties of cultural awareness training may be 
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employed: either culture specific or culture general training.  Culture specific training provides a 

deep insight into a given culture, covering its history, customs, language, food, and any other key 

aspects deemed necessary for navigating daily life and work.  Culture general training, however, 

is more focused on the individual’s response to new cultures, and equipping him or her with the 

skills necessary to successfully interact with a wide variety of colleagues of other backgrounds 

(Hofstede 2001).  Awareness training involves engaging participants’ own perceptions of the 

workplace, encouraging them to be aware of the way in which their own background effects their 

interpretation of the world around them and subsequent behavior.  The goal of this process is to 

encourage the acknowledgement of individual cultural biases, as well as generate awareness of 

the socially constructed impressions carried by other organizational actors.  The next phase of 

the training process involves imparting knowledge regarding the relevant cultural groups. This 

process teaches participants valuable information regarding the symbols, norms, rituals, artifacts, 

and key figures of the relevant culture.  This knowledge can then be enacted by participants to 

enhance relations with individuals of the opposing background (Hofstede 2001).  

 

2.11 Diversity Management in the Inclusive Workplace 

 
Figure 6: The Inclusive Workplace14   

 

The inclusive workplace refers the notion that an organization should engage with its 

environment on both a micro and macro level to first promote healthy interpersonal relationships 

within its own structure. Once this process has occurred, the organization should slowly move 

beyond its own bounds to improve intercultural relations in the community at large.  The 

organization’s top managers are held responsible for driving policies promoting inclusion in the 

workplace by various means.  These measures can include engaging with consultants or 

establishing an internal department aimed at establishing cultural awareness through workshops 

                                     
14 (Barack 2005, 225) 
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or other means.   With the support of top management, these parties can work with employees to 

establish cultural understanding and inclusion in the workplace.  Regardless of logistics, the 

inclusive workplace gives ultimate responsibility for employee education and accountability to 

the managers, who are charged with ensuring the corporate culture promotes principles of 

inclusion.  Managers are considered the most appropriate champions of inclusion, as they have 

the opportunity to engage with the organization to generate understanding of the particular 

challenges it faces, as well as gain understanding at the macro level by having an oversight of the 

activities of other organizations, the industry, and the global community (Barak 2005). 

 

2.12 Summary of Theoretical Principles 

This thesis seeks to examine the relationship between cultural background and manager-

employee interactions between American and Norwegian colleagues.  To successfully explore 

these topics, a theoretical framework has been established with the intention of laying a thorough 

groundwork on the notions of culture, globalization, management, and cultural awareness and 

adjustment processes. 
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3. Research Methodology 

This thesis seeks to explore and explain the influence of cultural background and communication 

patterns on manager-employee relationships between Norwegian and American workers.  In 

exploration of this phenomenon, this study has employed a qualitative research design strategy 

that shall be further outlined in this chapter.  First, the chosen research methodology and design 

philosophy shall be identified, followed by a summarization of the semi-structured informant 

interview process. Further, the selected methods of data reduction and analysis shall be 

highlighted.  Lastly, this chapter shall describe the means of securing the study’s reliability and 

validity prior concluding with a description of the identified areas of potential weakness in 

tandem with a presentation of preliminary conclusions. 

 

3.1 Qualitative Methodological Approach  

This research study employs qualitative research methods to gather data regarding Norwegian 

and American workers and their impressions of one another in the workplace. Qualitative 

research methods have been deemed most appropriate to this research project due to their 

efficacy in describing an observed phenomenon. This approach has been selected in place of 

quantitative methods that aim to measure it by way of numerical calculations or statistical 

analysis.  Impressions of other cultural norms and communication patterns in the workplace are 

subjective in nature, tightly bound by the way in which individual actors experience the world 

(Blaikie 2010, 204-205).  The phenomenon of personal experience in the workplace is, in other 

words, socially constructed and cannot necessarily be explained by objective facts.  To 

accommodate these parameters, this study’s exploration of social artifacts such as personal 

cultural background, communication patterns, and workplace interactions is best served by an 

exploratory study employing a purely qualitative framework.     

 

3.2 Selected Research Design Strategy 

This thesis shall employ an abductive research design strategy aimed at delineating a clear, 

nuanced plan for project execution and maintaining control (Blaikie 2010, 10, 15). Adbuctive 

research design seeks to produce an explanation or understanding for an observed social science 

phenomenon by examining the many nuances of individual experience in a given social arena.  

In the context of this study, workplace interactions between American and Norwegian managers 

and employees shall be explored to generate a deeper understanding of the relationship between 
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cultural background and the way in which these groups communicate and interact with one 

another. These observations are then analyzed in terms of existing theoretical principles to 

produce a conclusion regarding these studied phenomena. (Blaikie 2010, 89).  

 

3.3 Data Collection Process 

Data for this thesis has been collected by running semi-structured informant interviews.  Often 

associated with abductive research design, informant interviews offer a decidedly personal 

insight into a given social phenomenon (Blaikie 2010, 108).    This study enacts the interview 

process as a means of exploring the personal experiences of carefully selected individuals 

belonging to the selected research demographic.  It is these impressions that shall serve as this 

study’s main source of raw data (Andersen 2006).   

 

3.3.1 Source Definition 

This study incorporates data pulled from both primary and tertiary sources. Primary sources 

involve any data derived and analyzed directly by the researcher conducting the study (Blaikie 

2010, 160).  This study has generated qualitative data through active of selected informants.  The 

responses generated by these respondents, as well as this study’s subsequent analysis, constitute 

the primary sources gleaned in the conducting of this study. 

 

In addition, tertiary sources have been used as the basis for this study’s theoretical assumptions.  

Tertiary sources include data obtained and analyzed by a third party (Blaikie 2010, 160).  In this 

context, existing theories and earlier research surrounding the relationship between culture, 

communication, and management provide the groundwork for the informant interviews, as the 

basis of this study lies upon the assumption that these principles are testable and can be 

generalized to outside contexts.   

 

3.3.2 Sample Collection Process 

In order to gather the qualitative data necessary to this study, a combined judgmental and 

snowball sampling technique has been employed.  This thesis seeks to gain the personal insight 

of individuals fitting into either of the following two categories: Americans working in 

Norwegian-owned companies or who otherwise have experience working with Norwegian 

managers; and Norwegians working in American-owned companies or who otherwise have 

experience working with American managers.  While these demographic groups display very 

distinctive characteristics, the numbers of their representatives are quite large.  To identify and 
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collect data regarding all members of each population would require extensive time and 

resources that extend beyond the means of this study, as it is impossible to collect data on each 

member of this extensive population. Therefore, this study has employed primarily judgmental or 

purposeful non-probability sampling techniques in order to gather data on the desired population 

groups, with engagement in snowball sampling in cases where further respondents were required 

(Blaikie 2010, 178-9).   

 

Judgmental or purposeful non-probability sampling is often employed in cases where it may not 

be financially or logistically realistic to identify and study members an entire population.  This 

could be due to a variety of factors, such as a lack of available information on the sample 

population or lack of resources to collect this information and its subsequent data.  To overcome 

this challenge, the researcher identifies a target study demographic, strategically selecting 

research subjects based on their representativeness of this group (or groups).  In other words, the 

researcher makes a  ‘judgment call’ of sorts in selecting respondents to ensure that they best 

represent the population her or she desires to assess  (Blaikie 2010, 178).  This study has 

engaged judgmental non-probability sampling to strategically selected informants belonging to 

two target demographic groups: Norwegians with experience working in American 

organizations, and Americans with experience working in Norwegian organizations.  As this 

study focuses on the specific and distinct work cultures and communications styles, it is crucial 

that respondents fit neatly into each category so as to obtain the desired data.  Any individuals 

outside these categories were therefore deemed irrelevant to the study (Blaikie 2010, 179).   

 

To collect sample data, the researcher’s own professional, academic, and personal network was 

pooled to find respondents who fit the target study demographics.  In instances where this 

network did not produce enough respondents to fit the relevant sample groups, snowball or 

reference sampling was engaged by obtaining contact referrals from existing informants (Blaikie 

2010, 170).  The final sample group included three Norwegians and three Americans with 

professional experience in organizations of both Norwegian and American origin.15   

 

The researcher acknowledges the significance of sample size and quality to qualitative research 

design, as a varied respondent pool allows for much more nuanced data on the study subject 

(Andersen 2006, 289).  Therefore, an equal representation of Norwegian and American 

respondents was purposefully sought out in an effort to maintain a balanced comparison of 
                                     
15 See Appendix B: Participant Matrix 



 33 

respondent data, as well as to preserve consistency in design (Golfshami 2003, 599).  While the 

researcher further acknowledges the notion that an increased sample size further contributes to 

the reliability of collected data, this study ultimately has relied on a sample size of six 

respondents.  This size has been selected due to the structure of the interview process.  The use 

of semi-structured interviewing methods in the data collection process has been purposefully 

enacted with the aim of generating the most authentic response possible from the informants. 

While this process may produce a greater quality of data, extensive preparatory and analytic 

measures are necessary to ensure that the desired information is gleaned from the interview 

session. These methods require an increased level of time in comparison with more structured 

interview tactics.  Therefore, a sample size of six has been deemed the most logistically realistic 

in achieving the qualitative of data desired by this study (Wengraf 2001).   

 

In discussing this study’s sampling technique, it is important to distinguish between the chosen 

sampling method and other techniques commonly employed in qualitative research.  This 

sampling methodology is not to be confused with convenience sampling.  While the desired 

study population has been clearly defined at the outset of the study, the respondents are not self-

selected. Further, this sampling strategy is not to be confused with quota sampling.  While this 

study a relatively small sample size, informants have not been assigned to study groups 

randomly, but rather intentionally as a part of the judgmental non-probability sampling technique 

(Blaikie 2010).   

 

3.3.3 Semi-Structured Informant Interviews 

Data for this thesis has been collected by conducting semi-structured interviews with the selected 

informants.  Semi-structured interviews involve an interview session in which the researcher has 

a clear agenda for discussion, but employs an interview guide as a prompt for conversation rather 

than a strict parameter.  Therefore, this technique takes on a much more relaxed tone than a more 

structured interview, relying more heavily on the respondent to produce an organic “narrative of 

[his or her] own experience” with the studied subject matter. However, this is not to say that the 

semi-structured interview is an overly simple or “easy” means of gathering data—quite to the 

contrary.  Employment of semi-structured interviewing techniques requires a greater degree of 

preparatory work compared to their more formalized counterparts, and even more efforts are 

necessary in the data reduction and analysis process (Wengraf 2001, 5). 
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This thesis has employed the informant interview due to its efficacy in exploring the social 

mechanisms of culture and personal interpretation (Andersen 2006).  The conversational nature 

of the semi-structured interview provides a decided advantage in the context of this study, as it 

allows for a more relaxed interview environment.  This technique has therefore been selected 

mindfully in hopes of promoting respondent candor in relaying their experiences with Norwegian 

and American workplaces (Wengraf 2001, 5).   In many cases, the respondents in this study have 

a close personal, professional, or other relationship with the colleagues or managers under 

discussion.  Therefore, the semi-structured interview style has the potential to reveal impressions 

or opinions that may not necessarily come to light in a more formal interview setting, as 

participants may feel more relaxed due to the conversational tone of the session.  This level of 

openness aims to mitigate inhibitions regarding sensitive topics16 or even negative assumptions 

regarding the interview process itself17 (Wengraf 2001)  

   

3.3.3.1 Interview Guide, Preparation, and Structure 

In preparation for the interview sessions, a basic set of questions was prepared beforehand with 

the research problem statements in mind.  This measure was taken with the intent of establishing 

a foundation for maintaining the interview session’s focus on the research topics (Andersen 

2006, 286).  Completing these preparatory steps is particularly significant to semi-structured 

interviews, as the conversational tone of the session entails a greater likelihood of losing focus 

on the outline research objectives than a more structured interview program.  The more 

successful implementation of this interviewing strategy therefore depends on an extensive 

knowledge base and high level of discipline on the part of the researcher, as the conversation 

must be managed properly in order to produce the desired results (Wengraf 2001, 5).   

 

While preparatory work is essential to the execution of a semi-structured interview, the session 

itself is treated like a conversation—a spontaneous social interaction where no strict rules or 

bounds apply.  A rigid interview guide is not always the best alternative for this type of 

interaction, as the social nature of this method depends upon the preservation of a degree of 

spontaneity in the conversation.  Therefore, the interviewer relies on the interview guide as a sort 

of “road map” for conversation rather than a strict guideline.  In cases where the researcher is 

particularly confident in the relevant subject matter, a list of themes for discussion may be in 

favor of an interview guide (Clifford 2010, 106).  In the context of this study, semi-structured 
                                     
16 Such as a current or past work relationship, as was the case for most informants. 
17In some cases, the word “interview” may evoke negative emotion, such as in association with a job interview or 
performance review (Wengraf 2001).  
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interview preparations were made in an effort to grant the interviewer with the freedom to run 

each interview on a case-by-case basis, pursuing the topics he or she deems most relevant to the 

study while still maintaining subject matter focus (Andersen 2006).  To ensure optimal focus on 

the research questions, an interview guide and set of topics were prepared prior to the sessions.  

The interview questions18 were written in a decidedly open manner, leaving room for a natural 

flow of conversation while still focusing the interviewer’s attention to the main research topics.  

A set of probes19 was then produced as a means of aiding the interviewing in eliciting further 

information from informants, as well as to further maintain direction in the semi-structured 

interview process (Clifford 2010; Wengraf 2001). 

 

3.3.3.2 Conducting the Interviews 

The interviews were conducted over a four-week span in face-to-face sessions lasting 30 to 45 

minutes.  All interviews were conducted in English as a means of ensuring consistency in data 

collection methods across all six sessions (Golfshami 2003).  Interview sessions began with an 

overview of topics to be discussed, including a review of the interview guide. These measures 

were taken as a means of establishing subject matter clarity for the rest of the session.  This 

process also granted each interviewee the opportunity to ask clarifying questions beforehand, as 

well as to engage their thought process in regards to the subject matter (Andersen 2006, 290).  

Upon introducing the interview subject matter, the interviewer confirmed respondents’ consent 

to both participate in the study, as well as for the session to be recorded20. 

 

Upon commencing the recordings, each informant was advised of the condition of anonymity 

governing this study.  This briefing included a reiteration of the voluntary nature of the study, as 

well as a statement confirming that no formation shall be released regarding informants’ name, 

age, gender or employer (Marshall 2010).  The interviewer then included a disclaimer that the 

thesis must explain that participants were pulled from the researcher’s own network, but the 

nature of the connections would not be disclosed to further protect their privacy.  This statement 

was then closed by advising each informant that all raw data files would remain confidential. 

This statement was included as a means of further solidifying the condition of anonymity 

(Marshall 2010; Clifford 2010). 

 
                                     
18 See Appendix A 
19 See Appendix A 
20 Reasons for recording the session were twofold: to enable the interviewer to participate more freely in the 
interview process without taking copious notes; and to preserve the original verbiage of the conversation.  See also 
Chapter 3.5, Comments on Methodological Reliability and Validity 
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Once these initial measures had been taken, the recorded interview session was underway, 

employing the interview guide as a springboard for discussion rather than a script for the 

dialogue.  Further questioning and subject matter were then derived from the response generated 

by the informants, allowing the interview to take on the desired natural flow of conversation 

(Wengraf 2001, 5).  In instances where a lull in conversation occurred, a topic became 

exhausted, or the discussion strayed to irrelevant subject matter, the interview guide was 

employed in tandem with probes to re-focus the session on the research topics (Andersen 2006).  

Probes were further employed as a means of eliciting further information in association with 

anecdotes or statements appearing particularly relevant to the research questions (Wengraf 

2001). 

 

Throughout the interview process, measures were taken to maintain the interviewer’s level 

accessibility, legitimacy, and trust with the informant.  Measures of securing this element of the 

conversation included use of humor to put subjects at ease, employment of subject matter 

knowledge to enhance interviewer credibility, and statements of neutrality to encourage further 

openness (Andersen 2006, 288).  This process was aided by the existing relationship* between 

the interviewer and interviewee in some instances.  In such cases, the interviewer relied on 

shared experiences, humor, and knowledge to establish legitimacy in the interview session.  

Engaging these measures promoted a more open tone of conversation aimed at generating the 

most authentic response possible from the respondents.  Lastly, a more relaxed tone served to 

maintain a friendly, professional tone on the side of the interviewer, rather than taking on the role 

of taskmaster to keep the conversation on subject (Wengraf 2001).  

 

3.3.3.3 Condition of Anonymity 

As indicated in Section 3.3.3.2, this study’s condition of anonymity plays a key role in its data 

collection process.  This factor has been carefully considered with respect to the notion that 

ethical research must be conducted with “respect for persons” in mind.  “Respect for persons” 

refers to the notion that a researcher shall not, in any circumstance, use his or her participants 

solely as a means of fulfilling his own investigatory purposes.  In this process, the researcher also 

carries a responsibility for protecting the interests of his or her informants. Their privacy, 

anonymity, and right to choose their level of participation must be respected through all phases 

of the study (Marshall 2010).  Further, measures must be taken to ensure that subjects cannot 

receive negative consequences for their participation in the study (Clifford 2010).  It is with these 

principles in mind that all identifying details connected to this study’s informants have been 
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removed from this thesis, with the exception of information necessary in justifying their 

relevance to the target study demographics (Blaikie 2010; Marshall 2010).  In many cases, the 

respondents have an ongoing connection to the organizations, managers, and incidents discussed 

in the interview process.  Therefore, the condition of anonymity was considered especially 

important to this study, particularly in instances where informants’ views carry the potential to 

be negatively interpreted by a current or former manager or colleague.  Protecting informants’ 

professional interests in this manner thusly serves to uphold the ethical notion of “respect for 

persons.” 

 

3.3.3.4 Comments on Neutrality and Professionalism 

Of equal importance to this study’s condition of anonymity is its focus on maintaining neutrality 

throughout the research process, particularly in the interview sessions. This objective may be 

accomplished by upholding a professional tone throughout the conversation (Andersen 2006).  

Further, the interviewer must maintain a neutral perspective in a semi-structured interview so as 

to properly highlight the respondent’s opinion (Wengraf 2001).  Consistent efforts were therefore 

made to maintain a neutral, professional point of view throughout the interview sessions.  

However, this was admittedly a challenge due to the researcher’s own lack of experience as an 

interviewer, the conversational approach of the semi-structured interview, and the existing 

personal connection with many of respondents.   

 

3.4 Data Reduction and Analysis 

Upon collection of informant interview data, it becomes necessary to run a data reduction and 

analysis process.  Data reduction involves the synthesis of raw data into categories for analysis 

(Blaikie 2010, 208; Charmaz 2006, 43).  This study has employed a three-step data reduction 

process, beginning with coding participants’ personal information for anonymity, transcribing 

the data, and engaging in initial and focused coding to generate categories for analysis.  

Following this process, an axial coding process was employed to translate the initial and focused 

codes into presentable results.  These findings shall be reviewed in Chapter Four. 

 

3.4.1 Coding Respondents for Anonymity 

As indicated in Chapter 3.3.3.3, this study has been conducted under the condition of anonymity 

for its participants.  This measure has been taken in the interest of protecting the personal and 

professional interests of the informants, as well as to protect their privacy (Clifford 2010).  

Therefore, extreme care has been taken to ensure that no identifying details regarding study 
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participants shall be expressed in the letter of this thesis.  Each participant was assigned a code 

consisting of either the letter N for Norwegian or A for American, along with a number from one 

to three.  For example: N1 for Norwegian 1 or A2 for American 2.  Participants were then listed 

in the Participant Matrix with a brief, generalized description of their background: 

 
Participant Matrix 

Informant 
Code Background 

N1 

Norwegian working for a medium-sized, American-owned 
company. Has a background in aviation and oil and gas. 
Experience working for both Norwegian and American owned 
companies with managers of both backgrounds. Spent some 
years living in the US. 

N2 

Norwegian working for an American-owned company with 
international concerns. Has several years experience in 
aviation and oil and gas.  Has has both American and 
Norwegian employers. 

N3 

Norwegian working for a medium-sized company with 
international concerns. Has a background in finance and 
energy/oil and gas. Experience working for both Norwegian 
and American-owned companies. 

A1 

American working for a Norwegian-owned company.  
Experience working for a North-American owned company 
operating in Norway, and has had managers of both 
Norwegian and American backgrounds. 

A2 
American with several years' experience working for 
Norwegian companies, as well as experience working in the 
US prior to coming to Norway.  

A3 
American working for a Norwegian-owned company with 
international interests. Has a background in shipping/logistics 
and healthcare.  

  
Coding Legend 

N Norwegian 
A American 

Appendix B: Pariticipant Matrix 

 

These coded depictions of the participants’ background serves to illustrate informants’ relevance 

to the study—however, it is important to note that no information has been listed regarding 

name, age, gender, employer, and in relevant cases, nature relationship to the researcher.  Raw 

data containing this highly sensitive personal information has been saved in a confidential 

document that may only be accessed by the researcher (Clifford 2010). 

 

3.4.2 Transcribing Interview Data 

Upon coding participant information for anonymity, the interview recordings were transcribed in 

preparation for coding and analysis.  Crucial to the transcription process is the preservation of as 

much detail as possible from the initial interaction.  As the interview itself is a conversation 
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involving nonverbal as well as verbal indicators, it is not possible for a recording to provide a 

completely accurate representation of the session itself.  Therefore, the researcher prepared notes 

and debriefings following each interview in an attempt to preserve the original nature of the 

interaction, such as body language, voice inflection, and other factors in the transcription process 

(Wengraf 2001).  To further preserve details of the initial session, transcripts were taken very 

shortly after interview completion (Clifford 2010).  Transcripts were logged in a spreadsheet 

indicating the relevant participant and date of interview21.  This document included a space for 

important notes regarding nonverbal communications or other key elements in the interview 

session that may inform the analytical process (Wengraf 2001). As the transcripts provide the 

raw data for this study, it is important to note that the documents themselves will not be 

disclosed in this thesis, and have been stored in a confidential folder in order to maintain this 

study’s condition of participant anonymity (Clifford 2010). 

 

In taking transcripts of this study’s interview sessions, great care was taken to remain mindful of 

the relationship between the words spoken, and any nonverbal cues that may have been present 

during the interview process (Wengraf 2001). Particular attention has been paid to participants’ 

use of language, tone of voice, and timing of statements, as each of these factors provides insight 

into the informants’ perspective (Charmaz 2006, 45).  These conversational elements were noted 

in the “notes” column of each transcript. Details such as these were noted in order to preserve 

transcript accuracy, as the quality of subsequent coding and analytical processes is dependent on 

the level of detail present in of the transcripts (Wengraf 2001). 

 

3.4.3 Coding Interview Data 

Once interview data was successfully transcribed, a coding process was engaged to prepare the 

data for further analysis.  This process engages three phases: initial coding, focused coding, and 

axial coding.  Initial coding provides the first step of the coding process where data is examined 

to determine the subject of discussion, what respondents are implying, whose point of view the 

data is generated from, and identifying any clear theoretical categories that may already be 

present.  The initial coding process allows for the summarizing of the transcripts into generalized 

categories, as transcript data is summarized either line by line or according to significant incident 

(Charmaz 2006, 47).  This process was conducted by filling in the first note column in the 

transcript document with initial codes to summarize each line of speech in the transcript. 

 

                                     
21 See Appendix C: Transcript Template 



 40 

The initial coding process has been engaged as a means of preserving researcher neutrality in 

data analysis.  To accomplish this goal, the researcher endeavored to maintain a degree of 

openness as to what the data will reveal, preserve the initial thoughts expressed during the 

interview, keep codes short and to the point, move quickly through the data, and to compare data 

elements to other data elements only and not own assumptions or theory (Charmaz 2006, 40).  

This process ensured that this phase of coding reflected purely upon the respondents’ 

perspectives, controlling for researcher bias early in the process.  Further advantages to the use 

of initial coding measures include the generation of data relevance, providing a basis for clear 

data categories, and maintenance of researcher neutrality.  Initial coding, therefore, serves as a 

means of providing a more efficient mode of discovering underlying elements influencing 

respondent data during subsequent data coding and analysis phases (Charmaz 2006, 54). 

 

Following initial coding measures, focused coding was engaged in order to condense these codes 

into more generalized categories (Charmaz 2006, 57).  As in the initial coding phase, focused 

coding was conducted actively, with the researcher maintaining a close relationship to the data 

alone rather than drawing in own assumptions at this stage.  As the codes generated during initial 

coding were synthesized into broader categories, the researcher paid particular attention to any 

“identifying moments,” or points in the data that seem to illuminate key pieces of information.  

These data points aided in generation of further key themes for further analysis (Charmaz 2006, 

59-60).  During the focused coding phase, codes noted in the first notes column of the transcripts 

were summarized and then listed as generalized themes in the second notes column*. (footnote 

referring to template) 

 

Once initial codes were synthesized into focused codes, the data was then taken through an axial 

coding process. This process links the general categories established with focused codes to the 

sub-categories suggested by the initial codes, serving to pull the data “together again in a 

coherent whole” (Charmaz 2006, 62).  This process allows for the connection of texts to the 

concepts explored in the study, as well as linking socially constructed factors such as personal 

background, environment, and intention to the words spoken during the interview process.   In 

other words, axial coding allows for generation of broader data categories and subcategories to 

be used in answering the study’s research questions (Charmaz 2006, 62-3).  These codes were 

recorded in a separate document to the transcript spreadsheet, the results of which shall be 

presented as the results of this study in Chapter 4. 
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3.5 Comments on Methodological Reliability and Validity 

In the context of social science research, reliability and validity often function in tandem—in 

fact, in such cases, a study cannot be deemed valid if it is not first found to be reliable. Proper 

establishment of reliability and validity serves to legitimize study results for its intended 

audience (Golfshami 2003).  Therefore, careful measures have been taken as a means of 

preserving the reliability and validity of this study. 

 

A study’s reliability can be described as the extent to which its conditions are consistent and 

repeatable.  Such conditions are often measured in terms of the degree to which the same 

measurement occurs on a repeated basis, the stability of said measurement over time, and the 

similarity of measurements within a given time period. To ensure consistency of results, this 

thesis has employed a variety of measures, including maintaining continuity in the data 

collection process, preserving the condition of anonymity, and efforts to curb the influence of 

researcher bias in data analysis (Golfshami 2003, 598).  These measures occurred as follows:  

 

Efforts to ensure consistency in data collection methods (Golfshami 599): 

• All interviews conducted in English  

• Sample included equal representation of each target demographic group—that is, three 

Americans and three Norwegians 

• Each interview was recorded to preserve the verbal component of the interaction and give 

the researcher the opportunity to interact freely within the interview context (Clifford 

2010, 110). 

• Consistent use of common interview guide and theoretical probes during interview 

sessions 

• Researcher kept thorough post-interview notes and conducted debriefings to preserve 

details regarding nonverbal element of interaction (Clifford 2010, 111) as a means of 

preserving the initial interaction. 

• Careful transcription techniques were employed following each interview to ensure that 

data was recorded in the most accurate manner possible (Wengraf 2001, 21). 

 

Methods of ensuring consistency in answers received from respondents (Golfshami 2003): 

• Each responded was given the same theoretical debriefing prior to the interview to clarify 

subject matter for discussion (Andersen 2006, 290). 



 42 

• Conversation was guided according to consistent themes present in the interview guide, 

along with probing techniques to maintain subject matter focus (Andersen 2006, 290). 

 

Measures to preserve the condition of anonymity: 

• Participants advised of condition of anonymity prior to and during the recorded interview 

session (Clifford 2010, 111). 

 

Efforts to curb the influence of researcher bias in data collection and analysis (Andersen 

2006): 

• Use of language, nonverbal communication to maintain a relaxed tone of conversation.  

In some cases, the researcher employed this process as a means of maintaining the focus 

of conversation on the views of the informants. These measures were particularly 

relevant in cases where informants expressed caution when expressing a view that may 

be seen as “negative” towards the American working culture in an effort to avoid 

offending the researcher.  In such instances, statements regarding researcher neutrality 

were repeated to encourage further openness. 

• Engaged in initial coding process to prevent projection of researcher’s theoretical 

assumptions onto the raw data prior to analysis (Charmaz 2006, 54). 

 

Expanding upon the establishment of a study’s reliability, research validity is examined by 

assessing the extent to which the study measures its indented subject matter, and the degree to 

which the results may be generalized to outside contexts (Golfshami 2003; Yin 2013).  As this 

thesis employs qualitative research methods, validity shall be explored in terms of construct and 

external validity, where construct validity refers to the solidity of research questions and means 

of measuring the desired study object, and external validity refers to the extent to which the 

methods and results may be generalized to outside contexts (Yin 2013).  Measures employed to 

verify external and construct validity were as follows: 

 

Efforts made to insure the study measures the intended subject matter: 

• Measures were taken to safeguard researcher neutrality in the data collection and analysis 

process, particularly in the initial and focused coding phases (Charmaz 2006). 

• Open interview format employed based upon common set of guided questions and 

theoretical probes to maintain focus of conversation (Andersen 2006, 290).  
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Peer review of research methodologies: 

• A peer review conducted by a fellow scholar within the Social Science faculty at 

Universitetet i Stavanger was conducted as a means of assessing the construct validity of 

this study’s research methodology (Golfshami 2003). 

 

These combined measures were conducted as a means of establishing this study’s reliability and 

validity.  In keeping with this thesis’ social constructivist theoretical perceptive, these efforts 

were made with consideration of the idea that reality is constantly changing, regardless of 

measures taken to ensure efficacy of measurements taken (Golfshami 2003).  This notion may 

prevent challenges to the research design to be discussed further in Chapter 3.6. 

 

3.6 Potential Challenges and Limitations to the Research Design 

While careful consideration has been made to ensure the quality of this research design, a few 

key challenges and limitations have been identified during the research process: 

• Limited number of respondents: an increased informant pool may serve to provide more 

nuanced results.  This was challenging in the context of this project due to the 

employment of semi-structured interviews as a data collection method combined with the 

six-month timeframe allotted for the study.   

• Only one data collection method has been used.  Conducting a first round interview or 

survey, or running a qualitative data collection method in tandem with the interviews 

could serve to triangulate the data, thus improving the study’s validity. 

• Researcher neutrality/bias: as one of the studied cultures corresponds with the 

researcher’s own background, the danger of contamination due to ethnocentrism cannot 

be ruled out (Hofstede 2001).  Further, the existing connection between the researcher 

and some informants may lend to challenges maintaining the desired level of neutrality 

and professionalism. 

• Interviews were conducted in English, which is not the native language for half of the 

informants.  This may result in true messages being lost in translation. 

• Condition of anonymity was not formalized by way of a form for consent.  This threatens 

the study’s reliability and validity. 
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4. Presentation of Findings 

This chapter shall provide preliminary responses to the main research questions based upon the 

results generated during the semi-structured interview process.  Results have been synthesized 

into the following categories: Norwegian and American communication styles; cultural 

background and the business environment; cultural background and management style; the 

influence of cultural background on workplace interactions; and identified skills and measures to 

be taken by managers to optimize these interactions.   

 

4.1 American and Norwegian Workplace Cultures 

Analysis of the raw data obtained in the informant interview process revealed several core traits 

of Norwegian and American workplace cultures.  The information collected has been 

synthesized into four dimensions: Top-Down vs. Flat Hierarchy, Formal vs. Informal Structure, 

Competitive vs. Collaborative Environment, and Work First vs. Family First: 

 

Workplace Culture 

American Norwegian 

Top-Down Hierarchy                                                    
Larger distance between managers and employees  

("chain of command"), employee value assigned 
based on position in hierarchy.   

Flat Hierarchy                                                              
Lesser distance between managers and employees, 
equal value given to all regardless of position in the 

hierarchy.    

Formal Structure                                                           
Regimented structure, strict adherence to 

procedure/protocol, high pressure to perform at top 
levels. 

Informal Structure                                                                    
More open structure, autonomy of thought for 

employees valued by both managers and 
employees, emphasis placed on result achieved 

rather how it was achieved, employees encouraged 
to do their best.  

Competitive                                                              
Workplace is individualistic-*employees and 

managers look out mainly for their own interests. 
Employees often feel unsafe in their jobs due to high 

levels of competition. Employees are afraid of 
negative consequences of making mistakes, asking 

for help. 

Collaborative                                                            
Workplace has a collectivist approach*-Employees 

and managers work together to reach organizational 
goals. Colleagues take care of one another. 

Employees value feeling safe in their jobs, and feel 
safe enough to ask managers for help or admit to 

making mistakes. 

Work First                                                                       
Expected to sacrifice personal life to reach company 

goals. 

Family First                                                                    
Expected to balance personal life and work as the 

individual sees fit. 

Figure 7: Workplace Culture 

 

The four dimensions of Norwegian and American workplace culture shall be discussed further in 

the next paragraphs of this chapter. 
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4.1.1 Top-Down vs. Flat Hierarchy 

The observed distinction between the top-down workplace hierarchy in the American workplace 

and the more flat social hierarchy in Norwegian organizations was considered by all six 

informants to be the most significant difference between the two cultures.  In fact, the specific 

phrases “top-down” and “flat” were used to describing the two business cultures in four out of 

the six interviews, a figure representing roughly 67% of the respondents.   

 
Workplace Culture 

American Norwegian 
Top-Down Hierarchy Flat Hierarchy 

"The power distance is US is great compared to a 
Norwegian system, it's much more linear in a 

Norwegian system."-A1 

"In Norwegian companies, it's more like a flat 
structure.  You can easily speak [to everyone] at 

the same kind of same level." - N2 
" I think it's more rigid in [the US]...where you are 
on the organizational chart means a lot more." - 

N3 

"In Norway...everyone is on an equal level, I mean 
obviously you have hierarchies but I believe that it 

is much more flat that it is in the US."-A2 
 

American workplaces were described as displaying a greater distance in the organizational 

hierarchy between managers and employees, meaning that value in these systems was assigned 

to individuals based upon their position in the organizational chart.  The higher an individual’s 

role was on the chart, the greater the value to the organization, and therefore the greater level of 

respect given by fellow employees, particularly managers.  Further, organizational activities 

were described as running through a “chain of command,” meaning that individual actors did not 

have the authority to make decisions independently in most cases, and that ultimate decision 

making processes were generated from the top of the organizational pyramid.  This concept will 

be discussed in more detail in the following Chapter 4.1.2. 

 

In contrast to the American workplace’s social hierarchy, the Norwegian system was described 

as having a “flat” social structure, with individual actors viewed as having equal value to the 

organization regardless of their position in the formal corporate hierarchy.  This principle was 

reflected in the relatively open way in which employees related to one another.* While the 

necessity of a formal organizational hierarchy was acknowledged as being necessary to business 

operations, respondents reported a very minimal transference of this structure to the 

organization’s interpersonal cultural. 
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4.1.2 Formal vs. Informal Practices 

In parallel with the contrasting levels of social hierarchy displayed in each working culture, 

informants reported a variation in the level of structural formality between Norwegian and 

American organizational operations.  This dimension of workplace culture manifested itself in 

three key ways: the degree of rigidity in technical operations; the level of pressure exerted upon 

employees to perform; and the level of personal autonomy assigned to individual employees. 

 
Workplace Culture 

American Norwegian 
Formal Structure Informal Structure 

 "[The American structure] is more direct and it 
has more of a militant way of [operating]…”- N1 

 "The Norwegian [workplace] gives you… time to 
… play with your own imagination on how to 

[complete a task]"-N1 

"[The American way] is more 
institutionalized…you know the protocols and 
procedures that you have to go through and 

there's not much room for… discussion..."- A1 

"If you're insecure about what you're doing, just 
compare the two [and]…you've got a Norwegian 
manager, you have to kind of to do it, just fix it in 
your way, and you're left behind needing to figure 

out." - N1 
 "The American way, it’s more of monkey-see 

monkey-do, if they're being told to it this way, they 
might not question why, they just do it, even 

though they feel it's not correct, and you might 
end up with…not the best solution for the 

company..." - N2 

"I don't always feel like the company really has 
control, and the managers have no idea what 

we're doing." - A3 

 

American workplaces were described by the informants as employing formal structures in the 

execution of their organizational activities.  Words such as “institutionalized,” “regimented,” and 

even “militant” were commonly used to describe these processes.  Informants of both 

backgrounds experienced American workplaces as quite reliant on the rigid implementation of 

corporate policies and procedures in completing daily tasks.  This adherence to formal protocol 

was experienced as being absolute, and to be implemented without question by employees below 

the management level.  Creative input or resistance were not encouraged, and most informants 

suggested that an individual actor could expect negative consequences should these measures be 

engaged. Informants responded to this level of regimentation in varying ways.  A portion of them 

indicated that such a high level of structure was unfavorable, as it exerted too much control on 

individual employees.  Others felt that it provided a certain degree of order and predictability that 

served to maximize the efficacy of organizational operations.  Interestingly, these responses 

varied on cultural lines, as Americans respondents were more likely to speak favorably about a 

more regimented system. The Norwegians, however, were more likely to dismiss the formalized 

system as too restrictive of their free agency in the workplace. 
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In the discussion of the systematic nature observed in American organizations, many informants 

suggested that the enactment of strict procedures and protocols was linked to a high level of 

pressure to produce large volumes of work to meet organizational goals for company output.  

Mechanization of individual activities, it was argued, would aid in meeting these objectives in 

the most timely fashion possible, as well as maximize the volume of tangible good produced 

where applicable.  Systemized processes were therefore considered essential in ensuring the 

organization meets high performance expectations. 

 

Conversely, respondents experienced Norwegian workplaces as employing relatively informal 

structures, with autonomy of thought valued over operational regimentation, results prioritized 

over adherence to protocol, and quality of work emphasized over volume.  The Norwegian 

environment was characterized by its emphasis on independent thinking skills in workplace 

activities.  Informants reported a relatively high degree of freedom to perform tasks in the way 

they saw fit in the Norwegian system.  This level of personal autonomy received reportedly high 

value in Norway as a mutual expectation from both managers and employees, as both parties 

trust one another to be competent in their roles.  While achieving organizational objectives was 

reported as being equally important to the American working culture, the focus in Norwegian 

businesses was on the value of the result, and the notion that individual workers should do their 

best to come up with the relevant solutions on their own.  While some informants relished in the 

relative openness of the Norwegian model, others expressed frustration at the lack of structure, 

citing a desire for more direction in how to complete daily tasks or suggesting that a greater 

degree of formalization may maximize organizational output.   

 

In discussion of the level of formality displayed by each working culture, it is important to 

acknowledge the relationship between this aspect of the workplace and the distinction between a 

top-down and flat social hierarchy discussed in Chapter 4.1.1.  These two dimensions are closely 

related in that the level of formality exerted in the workplace was observed to be a direct result of 

the degree of social stratification between employees.  The regimented practices, high-pressure 

to perform, and low levels of personal autonomy described in the American system were 

considered by most informants to be a means of executing the organizational hierarchy. 

Conversely, the emphasis on achieving quality results over high volumes, and high levels of 

individual autonomy were viewed as reflecting the relatively flat social structures at play in the 

Norwegian workplace.   
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4.1.3 Competitive vs. Collaborative Environment 

In addition to the varying levels of formality observed in Chapter 4.1.2, informants reported a 

greater degree of competition in the American workplace than in the Norwegian environment, 

which was observed as being more collaborative in nature. 

 
Workplace Culture 

American Norwegian 
Competitive Environment Collaborative Environment 

"[Americans are not afraid of] standing out there, 
just being noticeable, that matters. And I 

understand it, cause it's, there are so many others 
that are chasing the same bone. So you need to 

stand out so you can get that bone." - N1 

"Norwegians [are] more team-oriented…If you're a 
team, there's not a single person to blame [if 

something goes wrong]" - N1 

 "Instead of sharing information [in the American 
workplace]..,you keep it to yourself, because that 

makes you more valuable." - N2 

"In a Norwegian company...you share. You share 
your knowledge, and you tell about your stupid 
mistakes, so other people won't do the same 

mistakes." - N2 
"It's more competitive in the US. Definitely. And I 
think that goes back to the fact that you see your 
colleague receive praise for something, well, you 
automatically want that to be you as well. And I 
think...that works out better for an organization, 

because that means that the employee is going to 
be there for the organization in the sense that, 

they want to succeed, and therefore they want the 
organization to succeed...I think a little 
competition is good for anybody. - A1 

"Norwegians...generally are more safe in their 
workplace environment. They can't be just, you 

know, let go tomorrow...Their jobs are more 
secure and they feel more secure. And that 

reflects in their, in they will do their best for their 
company, because they want their company to do 

well so they can continue to have a job. -A2 

 

The American working culture was described as being a great deal more competitive in nature, 

with employees and managers working mainly to secure their own professional interests rather 

than supporting those of their colleagues.  As a result, individual actors were observed as being 

more likely to withhold information or lessons learns as a means of making themselves more 

valuable to the organization.   

 

On the other hand, the Norwegian workplace was described as a collaborative environment 

where employees work together to solve organizational problems and complete tasks.  

Information is shared freely between colleagues as a means of ensuring that everyone is endowed 

with the necessary knowledge to perform at the best possible level, as well as to prevent 

mistakes.  This level of openness was often attributed to higher levels of job security due to the 

Norwegian legal system, as well as the more egalitarian social hierarchies governing 

organizational interactions.   To further this notion, Norwegian workplaces were observed to be 

more conducive to forming social bonds with fellow workers, with professional and personal 

relationships frequently overlapping.   
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4.1.4 Work First vs. Family First 

A final contrasting dimension between Norwegian and American workplace cultures presented 

itself in the degree to which each system prioritized work life over personal life.   This concept 

has been synthesized into the notion of “Work First” versus “Family First” prioritization. 

 
Workplace Culture 

American Norwegian 
Work First Family First 

"I feel that I can do a good job even though I go 
home before my boss." - N2 

"Typically, in an American company...is that you 
never leave before your boss…you need to show 
that you are working hard, and try your best all the 
time, you need to prove, because then you will get 

promoted."-N2 

"I would definitely say that the work life-family life 
balance is way more prioritized here." - A1 

  

American workplaces were described as putting a high degree of emphasis on work performance.  

Employees were observed as needing to “prove” their worth to their managers by putting long 

hours into their jobs, and ensuring that they did not leave the office prior to their supervisor in an 

effort to demonstrate their dedication to the company.  Conversely, Norwegian workplaces were 

observed to be more lenient in this regard.  Employees in Norwegian environments were 

described as leaving at a set time at the end of the day, regardless of whether the boss was still in 

the office or not.  Working long hours was not seen as an indicator of job dedication in 

Norwegian organizations. Rather, emphasis was placed on whether all work tasks had been 

completed, or if the workplace was under pressure due a deadline or other influencing factor.  

Further, the Norwegian system was revealed to provide a greater degree of paid personal, 

holiday, and illness related time off for employees, suggesting an equal emphasis on private as 

well as personal life. 

 

4.1.5 Common Denominators—Ambition and Continuing Education 

In addition to the previously discussed contrasting elements of the American and Norwegian 

workplace cultures, two key similarities emerged in how each working environment view 

continuing education and ambition:  
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Similarities 
Continuing Education 

"[Both types of] companies that I've been working for…[have] had very good educational programs. I'm 
not sure if that's the general rule for an American company, but it's, it's actually comparable to Norway." 

- N2 
Level of Ambition 

"[The both have] ambition...But [the Norwegians] wouldn't walk over dead bodies to reach their 
ambitions, at least I've not been with any Norwegians that have, well some, but not in the general 

sense. But I've seen Americans be more "strive-y" and not caring about their colleagues just as long as 
they accomplish their goals." –N1 

 

Respondents from both backgrounds described an emphasis on career development in both 

cultures, albeit executed in differing ways in some cases.  Both the American and Norwegian 

working environments were described as providing continuing education for individual 

employees, something seen as a value-added element to the workplace by both Norwegian and 

American informants.  Further, both working cultures were experienced as displaying ambition 

at the personal level.  However, American and Norwegian workers were described as executing 

this level of ambition in different ways, with American professionals appearing to pursue said 

aspirations in a more ruthlessly competitive manner. 

 

4.2 American and Norwegian Leadership Models 

Examination of the data revealed a series of observations regarding the management styles 

prominently engaged in each working culture.  These characterizations have been synthesized 

into four dimensions: Authoritarian versus Egalitarian; Inaccessible versus Accessible; 

Commander versus Coach; and Assertive versus Humble. 

Management Style 
American Norwegian 

Authoritarian                                          
Manager expects to have the last word.  Expects 
those lower in the hierarchy to adhere to orders. 

Egalitarian                                         
Employees are seen as having equal value and 

intelligence to mangers. Manager expects them to 
think independently. 

Inaccessible                                         
Managers only engage in dialogue with those at 

an equal or greater place in the hierarchy. 
Employees fear negative consequences for 

asking for help. 

Accessible                                        
Manager engages in dialogue regardless of 

employee's level in the hierarchy. Manager is 
viewed as "down to earth." Employees feel 

comfortable approaching managers if they have 
questions or need assistance. 

Commander                                         
Manager exerts authority and expects respect due 

to his title. Uses language, self-presentation to 
show his status.  Sees employees as just a 

number, tool for achieving goals.  

Coach                                                   
Manager builds reputation and gains respect by 
building legitimacy with his staff. Manager leads 
by serving as a mentor. Invests in employees as 

people, wants them to enjoy their jobs 
Assertive                                              

Manager is confident, assertive, and decisive. 
Humble                                                

Manager is humble and should be well liked by his 
colleagues. 

Figure 8: Management Style 
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4.2.1 Authoritarian vs. Egalitarian 

As revealed in the discussion of organizational hierarchy outlined in Chapter 4.1.1, the difference 

in level of authoritarianism displayed by managers was the greatest observed distinction between 

American and Norwegian leaders. 

 

Management Style 
American Norwegian 

Authoritarian                                           Egalitarian                                      
"The [American] leader is more top down." - N3 "Having a Norwegian boss... I know I can speak 

freely." -N2 
"If somebody says something negative [to the 

manager], they're out! ...I had an experience in an 
American company where I had a discussion [with 
a top manager] and I was told directly, "I think you 

should find yourself a new job.’"  - N2 

"There was a period of a few weeks [when I 
started working for a Norwegian company] where I 
had to get used to being able to go and approach 
a supervisor without...having this fear of [negative 

consequences]." - A1 
 

American managers were described as relying heavily on their role in the organizational 

hierarchy, expecting ultimate decision making authority and obedience from their employees.  

Disagreement or attempts at dialogue were not viewed as tolerable in the American system, with 

specific incidents citing negative consequences for those who contradicted managerial authority.  

Conversely, Norwegian managers were described as operating in a relatively egalitarian manner, 

welcoming input from fellow workers regardless of their position in the hierarchy. 

 

4.2.2 Inaccessible vs. Accessible 

Concurrent with the authoritarian versus egalitarian dimension of managers, American and 

Norwegian leaders were experienced as displaying varying degrees of accessibility to their 

employees. 

 

Management Style 
American Norwegian 

Inaccessible Accessible 
" [When] I've had American managers... I'm not 

terrified, but I'm thinking more, oh no...I don't want 
to go ask for help, I'd rather figure it out myself" -

N1 

“Norwegians, looking from a higher manager 
down to a lower manager [would ask]: ‘have you 

understood what your task is, have you 
understood what we're discussing, are we in line?’ 

- N1 



 52 

“When I worked at [an American company], all the 
upper management ate by themselves at a 

separate table, and did not even associate with 
the employees. - A1 

"[A good relationship with the manager] gives you 
a better sense of purpose...Even if you may not 
feel that you're appreciated in your job, you still 

appreciated as an employee and as a person. And 
I think that reflects in your job performance and all 

goes back to it. I also think that it's good...for 
employees to see their supervisors eating with 
them and interacting with them...it says a lot for 

making the workplace a more comfortable 
environment."      - A1 

"In the US...the employees and employer are 
more antagonistic, they don't trust each other. 
They think they're going to screw each other 

over...I get the impression that [American 
Managers] just want to get what they need from 
their employees and will use them." - A2-move 

this quote to competition 

Norwegians, looking from a higher manager down 
to a lower manager, I guess it would be, at least, 
have you understood what your task is, have you 
understood what we're discussing, are we in line - 

N1 – delete this 

 

American managers were described as being relatively closed to those below them in the 

organizational hierarchy, choosing to associate only with those at an equal or higher level in the 

corporate rankings.  Further, informants reported a degree of hesitation in approaching American 

managers with questions or requests for assistance for fear of negative consequences or 

appearing in some way incompetent to their supervisor.  Lastly, American managers were 

experienced as having very little personal regard for their employees—employees were tools to 

be engaged in meeting their organizational goals, rather than people with their own individual 

goals and aspirations.   

 

In contrast to the American managerial model, Norwegian managers were experienced as being 

more accessible to their employees.  Norwegian leaders were described as being more “down to 

earth” than their American counterparts, often speaking to their employees on a more personal 

level and eating lunch in the same area of the cafeteria.  Informants reported a great degree of 

comfort in approaching Norwegian managers with questions or concerns, often finding that their 

supervisor was concerned with whether or not they understood the task at hand and were 

prepared to complete it.  The notion of the manager’s level of investment in his employees shall 

be discussed further in Chapter 4.2.3. 
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4.2.3 Commander vs. Coach 

A further distinction observed between American and Nowegian managers was the commander 

versus coaching dynamic: 

Management Style 
American Norwegian 

Commander Coach 

"The American leader…is like a general…" -N3 "[Norwegian managers] are more in the coach 
role…”-N3 

"An American manager is just providing a task 
and this is how…this is what we want to be done, 
and follow this and this procedure…[if something 

goes wrong, a manager might say], 'well, 
obviously you need to fix that…because that 
needs to be resolved…and just fix it!' "-N1 

"I've got a [Norwegian] manager which I find [to 
be] a guy I can always go ask for help.  And due 
to the fact that he normally never provides the 

exact help that I want, but he provides me 
guidelines on where to go to [do it myself]." - N1 

  

In this dynamic, the American manager was described as being strict and regimented, like a 

general.  Obedience from employees is expected at all times, and dialogue or questioning were 

not reported as being well accepted by American managers.  Conversely, Norwegian managers 

were described as serving as a mentor to their employees, working together with them to solve 

problems and investing personally in their development. 

 

4.2.4 Assertive vs. Humble 

A final observed distinction in leadership tactics employed by American and Norwegian 

managers presented itself in the dynamic of Assertive versus Humble: 

Management Style 
American Norwegian 
Assertive Humble 

"Americans...tend to yell a little bit higher, they're 
more verbal." - N1 

"[In Norway] you also have this janteloven, I think 
many leaders, they think through that...even 

though they're a leader, they don't want to step on 
anybody's feet."-N3 

"[In] then the American way, you come in and 
you're already on top." -N3 

"In Norway...people have to trust you and believe 
that you really are a good, trustworthy source of 

leadership.  - N3 

"The managers in North America seem to take 
more control and aren't afraid of telling their 

employees what to do." -A3 

"[In Norway], you don't get [a title] by being the 
authority.  You get it by being good at what you 

do, and you get it by being liked by your 
colleagues...If you're not liked by your colleagues, 

you're going to struggle being in that title or 
position" - N1 

 

American managers were observed to engage in assertive, decisive behavior in the workplace, 

while Norwegian managers were described as seeking to gain trust with their employees by 

building relationships with them.  Further, American managers displayed a greater tendency to 
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behave aggressively or competitively, often asserting dominance by evoking their title.  

Norwegians, on the other hand, were less likely to use their managerial role as a means of 

asserting their power in the organization. 

  

4.3 American and Norwegian Workplace Communication Styles 

Data collection in the interview process generated a variety of observations regarding 

communication patterns employed by Americans and Norwegians in the workplace.  These 

remarks have been synthesized into three main dimensions of Formalized vs. Direct to the 

Source, Task-Oriented vs. Relational, and Direction vs. Dialogue: 

 
Workplace Communication Style 

American Norwegian 
Formalized Informal 

Task-Oriented Relational 
Direction Dialogue 

Figure 9: Communication Style 

 

This section of the chapter shall further explore the nuances at play in these communication 

dimensions.   

 

4.3.1 Formalized vs. Informal 

The greatest distinction between American and Norwegian workplace communication patterns 

presented itself in the form of the degree of formality present in these interactions.   

 

Workplace Communication Style 
American Norwegian 
Formalized                                                          

Relies on procedures and protocol; communication is run 
through the organizational hierarchy; messages are presented 

in a formal manner.                       

Informal                                                    
Communication is open between parties; same communication 
tactics employed regardless of position in hierarchy; content of 

the message is more important than the delivery. 

"[The] American [communication style] is more 
formal…you have to go through the 'chain of 

command." - A1 

"[In the Norwegian system], you don't have to go 
through a whole process just to get a question 
answered or to have something approved. You 

can directly go and speak to the person and it can 
be taken care of in a matter of minutes." - A1 

"The American loves reporting. Americans, they 
love reports. Graphs, charts, it's oh, give me a 

graph and I'm happy!...If you could put some nice 
colors to it as well, oh, it's perfect." - N2 

"[The] Norwegian way of thinking is: get the 
message out, how it's being presented is not the 

most important thing; it's [the content]." - N2 

 

Respondents noted that lines of communication in American organization are to a great extent 

formalized, meaning that individual questions, evaluations, or decisions must be addressed 
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across a designated hierarchy prior to implementation.  This often occurs by way of a series of 

middle managers that take the message further until it reaches a final decision-making authority 

figure, who then passes the verdict back down the hierarchy until it reaches its originator.  This 

means of organizational communication can be linked to the top-down business culture and 

emphasis on the status of management in American workplaces indicated in Chapter 4.1.1 and 

4.2.2, along with the regimented practices described in Chapter 4.1.2. 

 

In contrast to the American “chain of command,” Norwegian business communications were 

observed to be more direct to the source.  Rather than having to run a decision or question 

through several middle managers, the Norwegian model allows for direct access to the manager.  

An individual employee can therefore direct questions or thoughts directly to the decision-

making authority and receive an immediate answer.  This openness of communication can be 

linked with the flat structures described in Chapter 4.1.1, informal business practices reported in 

Chapter 4.1.2, and the notion of the approachable manager outlined in Chapter 4.2.2.   

 

Lastly, frustration with the Americans’ formalized communication channels represented a 

common theme for both Norwegian and American respondents.  Many felt that the formal 

communication channels often employed by American organizations prevented the free flow of 

information often needed for timely completion of tasks.  Respondents of both backgrounds 

expressed a desire to communicate directly with their supervisors in the interest of saving time.  

Norwegians in particular felt that the degree of formalization in American communications 

wasted time in the completion of organizational objectives.  For example: N2, the informant who 

cited the Americans’ affinity for reporting, recalled the following: “I spent so much time 

reporting. And…it didn't add any value…you can do a few bullet points on a mail, and it will 

give you the same result.”  

 

Further, Norwegian informants expressed skepticism to the emphasis of formal presentation in 

American businesses, particularly as it relates to representation of data or other key pieces of 

organizational information.  In Norwegian workplaces, it was noted, the content of the message 

is valued over the visual presentation, as it is the facts that will ultimately have meaning for the 

organization.  This notion, along with the sentiments expressed regarding reporting, can be 

closely linked to the legitimacy-seeking behavior required of Norwegian managers indicated in 

Chapter 4.2.1.  In much the same way that a manager must prove that she is competent in her 
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field in a Norwegian setting, producers of organizational communications must also establish 

legitimacy by ensuring that the content of their message is solidly derived.   

 

4.3.2 Task-Oriented vs. Relational 

A further dimension of workplace communications presented itself in the form of a task-oriented 

versus relational approach to addressing fellow employees: 

 

Workplace Communication Style 
American Norwegian 

Task-Oriented Relational 
" [The Americans are] more straight to the 

point…strictly business...The American style is not 
very open…they don't discuss personal things." – 

N3 

"The Norwegians, they're more a little bit more 
down to earth...they talk a lot about things besides 

business like personal life." –N3 

 

Informants described American workplace communication as relatively task-oriented in nature, 

or focused primarily on business objectives rather than personal relationships within the 

organization.  Americans were described as communicating in a very impersonal manner, 

employing personal questions at only a superficial level, often as a means of opening the 

conversation for discussion of a professional task.  Inherent in this observation is the notion 

indicated in Chapter 4.1.3 and 4.2.3 that employees in the American system are not interested in 

forming personal bonds with their colleagues, but more so in how these associates can assist 

them in reaching their business objectives. 

 

Norwegian business communications, on the other hand, were found to be more relational in 

nature.  This observation indicates that Norwegian employees seek out relationships with one 

another beyond just the professional, viewing it as acceptable to have casual conversation and 

even laugh and joke with one another in the workplace.  Establishing these bonds is considered a 

widely acceptable means of boosting employee morale.  Implicit in these observations are the 

principles of collaboration and egalitarianism discussed in Chapter 4.1.3 and 4.2.1. Positive 

relationships and working conditions in the Norwegian context are used as a means of increasing 

employee morale and consequently, their motivation to perform. 

 

4.3.3 Direction vs. Dialogue 

A third identified dimension of workplace communication emerged in observations regarding the 

way in which managers speak to their employees in each workplace culture.  American managers 

were described by all informants as more likely to direct the actions of to employees, while 
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Norwegian managers were described as engaging in dialogue with their subordinates in 

completing organizational tasks: 

 
Workplace Communication Style 

American Norwegian 
Direction Dialogue 

"[American managers] are more into kind of my 
word is 'the law'…'you're supposed to do what I'm 
saying, and not your way of doing it.'...I've seen 

American CEOs yelling to their colleagues saying 
that  'I'm the manager, and that's how you do it!' " 

- N1 

"[In Norway}, you can discuss the annoying things 
with the boss and do something about it. You 

might not always win but at least you can discuss 
[the problem]..." -N2 

"My [North American] boss was unforgiving, very 
rigid, and she spoke to me in a very demeaning 

way…" - A1 

"[If something goes wrong], a Norwegian 
manager...could say 'uh, ok, we didn't manage, 

let's try to fix it and come to me and let's see how 
we can approach it and mend this' " - N1 

 

Much in line with the hierarchical structure outlined in Chapter 4.1.1 and the commander role of 

American managers described in Chapter 4.2.3, informants reported that American managers 

tend to employ an authoritative tone when interacting with their subordinates. Many informants, 

including those highlighted above, reported American managers as employing different 

communication tactics depending on the recipient’s position in the company hierarchy.  Direct 

subordinates received orders with the expectation that this instruction would be followed 

explicitly.  Others reported experiences in which they felt their managers spoke to them in a 

condescending manner, using language and communication to assert their position in the 

organizational hierarchy, as well as their dominance over their subordinates.  While all 

informants acknowledged that these were somewhat extreme cases, the overwhelming majority 

reported that American managers tended to use communication to solidify their position in the 

organization, and that a request from an American supervisor was, in fact, explicit direction with 

little room for negotiation. 

 

Norwegian mangers, on the other hand, were described as engaging in dialogue with their 

employees.  In keeping with the flat organizational hierarchy and collaborative workplaces 

described in Chapter 4.1, Norwegian managers were reported as entering into dialogues with 

their employees, working together to find the best solution to organizational dilemmas or tasks 

rather than giving orders.  This tactic was described as applying to all members of the 

organization, regardless of position in the hierarchy.  Norwegian managers, therefore, use 

dialogue with as a means of solidifying the egalitarian principles inherent in the business culture, 

as well as engaging them in discussion as a means of building legitimacy and trust.  This 

measure can be linked to the coaching behavior described in Chapter 4.2.   
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4.4 Workplace Interactions – Areas of Misunderstanding or Conflict 

Interview data revealed a series of sources of misunderstanding or conflict in environments 

where Norwegians and Americans interact in the workplace.  These findings have been 

categorized according to the nationality of the managers or organizations involved in the 

conflict: 

 

Areas of Misunderstanding or Conflict 
Involving American Managers or Organizations 

American managers struggle to gain legitimacy with Norwegian employees; Norwegians feel that the 
American managers are too authoritarian. 

Norwegian employees do not trust American managers who rely too much on rhetoric, presentation when 
they do not know whether they are credible. 

Norwegian employees feel that American managers do not trust them to make intelligent decisions. 

Norwegian employees become frustrated when American managers do not engage in dialogue with them. 
American managers become frustrated when Norwegian employees do not take orders, and attempt to 

negotiate or provide input.  
 

 

Areas of Misunderstanding or Conflict 
Involving Norwegian Managers 

American employees feel that Norwegian managers do not give enough instruction. 

American workers experience misunderstandings or mistakenly offend managers when following the chain 
of command; workers used to a Norwegian system are faced with negative consequences when they do 

not follow the chain of command in an American setting. 

Americans feel that their Norwegian colleagues have a low work ethic because they do not stay late, take a 
lot of sick leave. 

American employees feel that Norwegian managers do not give them enough recognition for a job well 
done 

 

These misunderstandings or conflicts can be attributed to variances in the cultural, managerial, 

and communicative processes observed in the interview sessions.   

 

4.5 Informants’ Reflections on Each Working Culture 

Over the course of the interview sessions, a preference for one cultural model over the other 

emerged amongst several of the informants.  Some preferred a more Norwegian organizational 

structure, while others highlighted the benefits of the American model.  However, most 

informants spoke most favorable about the notion of blending the two systems together, 

especially in cases where the organization’s employee base consists of individuals of both an 

American and Norwegian background. 
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Informants’ Reflection on the Norwegian Model 

Arguments in favor of the Norwegian working model were linked closely to interpersonal 

factors: 
Informants' Thoughts on the Norwegian Model 

"I am Norwegian, so I would relate more to the Norwegian style than the American style" - A1 

"If you compare those two, I prefer the Norwegian model...I think it's important that you go to a leader 
and say, I disagree in this, and that's OK" - N2 

"The Norwegian style is more authentic. I react in a much more positive manner to the Norwegian style. 
But I think that's because they're being a bit more personable"  - A1 

 

Interpersonal factors such as membership to the cultural in-group, openness of communication, 

and extent to which relational factors were considered in the workplace were the strongest 

justifications in favor of a Norwegian workplace model. 

 

Informants’ Reflections on the American Model 

In contrast to views expressed on the Norwegian working culture, preference for or against the 

American model was expressed on mostly functional grounds: 

 
Informants' Thoughts on the American Model 

"I don't see any advantages  [to the American system]. I honestly don't.  The American system might, in 
some cases, be more efficient because [a manager says] this is what we're gonna do, and that might 

be a good solution in that particular case, but not always so you can end up with not the best solution" - 
N2 

"I prefer the American Model. I would like my manager to exert more control and to give me more 
direction and feedback or constructive criticism."-A3 

 

Interestingly, the directive nature of the American system provided the basis for preference either 

for or against it.  Informants indicating disagreement with the American model frequently cited 

formalization and top-down communication as factors that may hinder an organization from 

achieving an optimal result, as these measures allow for only one prescribed means of reaching a 

goal.  The underlying claim here is that dialogue is necessary to ensure that steps are taken to 

ensure that the best possible alternatives are engaged in reaching a stated goal.  A further implicit 

element to this statement is the notion that teamwork is necessary to account for human error—

that a system in which one person holds executive authority over a decision making process is 

inherently fallible because that individual is human, and therefore fallible himself.   
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Conversely, arguments in favor of the American system contend that the level of structure and 

decisiveness displayed by managers grants employees with a clear vision of not only what is 

expected of them but also the steps they must take in order to reach these goals.  Implicit in these 

sentiments is the notion that formal processes and protocol provide stability to the organization 

that ultimately serve to maximize the efficacy of its operations by guiding individual actors down 

a desired path.   

 

Informants’ Reflections on a Blended Model 

While some respondents indicated a marked preference for one model over the other, a blended 

approach was considered by most participants to be admirable in a multicultural setting: 

 
Informants' Thoughts on a Blended Model 

"In Norway, some workplaces maybe use American leadership style...the work tasks are important 
factors...Sometimes, the leader should say THIS is what we do, maybe be a little directive…[the 

management style] is kind of adapted to that task situation" - N3 

"It's a middle weight. You need to meet in the middle...If you tell people exactly how to do it, and what 
to do, some will get tired…but it's not that you wanna be all left alone not having any guidelines" - N1 

"I think that the answer lies somewhere in the middle." - A1 

"What makes [a blended model] good is diversity. And different ways of...thinking... everyone should 
bring their own way of thinking but also be open to other ideas…you have to collaborate and find the 

best of what everyone thinks." - A2 

 

These statements reflect the notion that professional interaction in the international setting 

requires understanding and cooperation in order to succeed. Further, it acknowledges the fact 

that American and Norwegian managers and employees have different backgrounds and 

expectations, and that each party can stand to learn from the other.  If both sides are willing to 

learn about one another and collaborate to achieve organizational goals, the working relationship 

and business operations can be made effective. This is especially so in the case of management. 
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4.6 Key Skills and Measures Identified for Managers  

In discussing the varying areas of conflict affecting workplace relationships between Norwegian 

and American colleagues, several suggestions were made regarding how managers could adjust 

their leadership tactics to improve relations with employees of the opposite culture: 

Informants' Recommended Skills/Measures for Managers 
American Managers 

Take a more relaxed approach to the chain of command, authoritarian style 

Invest more in employees on a personal level 

Encourage a better work-life balance 

Norwegian Managers 

Less dialogue, more structure 

Give more praise and recognition when employees do well, and constructive criticism 
when do poorly 

All Managers 

Learn about the opposite culture before taking on a management role-know what to expect 
from your employees, and what they expect from you as a manager 

Be willing to adapt to a new environment  

 

These leadership strategies reflect the preference for a blended leadership model discussed in 

Chapter 4.5.  These observations indicate that informants experience both positive and negative 

aspects of each working culture, as well as the notion that organizational awareness is key to 

managerial success. 
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5. Discussion and Analysis   

Data gleaned from this study’s semi-structured informant interviews revealed several 

impressions regarding the way in which Americans and Norwegians interact in the workplace. 

Informants identified a number of distinctions between the business culture, management, and 

communication styles employed by each group.  These varying expectations for manager and 

employee behavior were earmarked as sources of conflict between Norwegian and American 

workers and their supervisors.  The identified dichotomies can be described in terms of 

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, as well as the established management and organizational 

paradigms dominant in the United States and Norway.  Conflicts arising from these nuances 

often occur due to contrasting elements of mental programming and interpretation of cognitive 

meaning that can be mitigated by an improved mutual understanding.  This mutual understanding 

can be established and promoted by both endowing managers with the skills they need to 

navigate these relationships and enacting organization-wide measures to promote a more 

inclusive corporate culture. 

 

5.1 Observed Variances Explored in Terms of Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions 

The varying dimensions of management, business culture, and communication identified by 

respondents can be explained in terms of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions.  Close examination of 

the results gleaned from the interview process has determined that the cultural dimensions of 

Power Distance (PDI), Individualism Index (IDV), Masculinity Index (MAS), and Long Term 

Orientation (LTO) are most relevant in exploring these relationships (Hofstede 2001). 

 

5.1.1 Power Distance (PDI) and the Organizational Hierarchy 

A common theme cited by respondents was the notion that American and Norwegian cultures 

displayed varying levels of power distance (PDI), where the American system displayed a 

greater disparity in perceived level of power amongst individuals at different levels of the 

organizational hierarchy (Hofstede 2001).  This common assertion is particularly interesting due 

to the fact that the Hofstede Institute’s measure of PDI in each country indicates a similar level 

of power distinction in each culture.  As indicated in Chapter 2, the United States was found to 

have a PDI score of 40, while Norway scored a 31 on the Power Distance Index.  While the 

United States’ score is somewhat higher than the Norwegian value, the difference is not 

significant enough to support the observations of increased hierarchical tendencies in the 

American system.  Rather, these figures suggest that both countries should emphasize egalitarian 

principles such as personal autonomy and equality, and that these values should translate to the 
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working environment in each culture.  However, the informant data contradicts this assumption 

(Hofstede Institute, 2015).  The disparity in top-down versus flat organizational hierarchies 

cannot be explained by PDI.  Therefore, another influencing factor (or factors) must be driving 

this phenomenon. 

 

5.1.2 The Individualism and Masculinity Indexes (IDV and MAS) 

Interview data revealed a series of distinctions experienced in the relationship between 

Norwegians and Americans in the workplace.  The dimensions of Top-Down versus Flat 

Hierarchy, Competitive versus Collaborative Environment, and Work First versus Family First 

prioritization can be linked to Hofstede’s Individualism (IDS)* and Masculinity Scores (MAS).  

The United States’ IDV score of 91 represents one of the highest measured values for this 

dimension.  Further, its MAS score of 62 indicates that it is a distinctively masculine-oriented 

society, particularly when compared to Norway, which scores an 8, indicating a more femininely 

leaning culture (Hofstede Institute 2015).  

  

5.1.2.1 The American Workplace Culture 

The United State’s combined MAS and IDV score indicates a strong cultural emphasis on goal 

fulfillment, high performance, and status.  These trends lend to a tendency within the 

organization towards fierce competition amongst colleagues, with each striving to achieve 

success and outperform his or her fellow employees (Hofstede Institute 2015).  This drive is 

reflected in informant observations regarding closed flow of information in American 

companies, as well as the tendency of American employees to make themselves noticeable in the 

organization.  Refraining from sharing information to keep oneself competitive in the workplace 

serves to provide oneself with an advantage over his peers, affording the opportunity to 

demonstrate his competence to the supervisor at a later date.  The influence of individualism and 

masculinity is further seen in the level of job security reported in the American organization.  

The high levels of competition indicate that employees view other top performers as a threat to 

their job, as their employer could potentially replace them if they become unhappy with their 

work.  In addition to individual actors seeking to outperform one another, organizations may also 

feel a constant drive to pick the best employees, as they too wish to perform at the highest 

possible level.   
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Consistent with this drive to perform, a hierarchal system provides a framework for assigning 

value to individual actors within the organization (Dickson 2003).  Stratifying the organization in 

this way establishes which employees are “the best,” thus providing levels of status for 

individuals to aspire to (Cunliffe 2009).  Lastly, American workplaces’ prioritization of work life 

over family life reflects the culture’s emphasis on masculine values such as financial gain and 

high performance in their prioritization of professional life observed in Chapter Four.  Workers 

in the American system were observed as putting work first, often staying later in the office than 

their Norwegian counterparts, and expecting to remain in the office longer than their supervisors 

as a means of demonstrating job dedication.  These patterns can be linked to the high MAS and 

IDV score tendencies of demonstrating one’s professional prowess (Hofstede 2001; Hofstede 

Institute 2015).  

 

5.1.2.1 The Norwegian Workplace Culture 

Conversely, Norwegian workplaces were reported as displaying a flat organizational hierarchy, 

operating in a collaborative rather than competitive fashion, and emphasizing family life over 

work life prioritization.  These tendencies are reflective of the country’s MAS and IDV scores.   

Norway’s IDV score of 69 reflects a strong emphasis on intellectual autonomy and equality, 

while it’s MAS score of 8 reflects a high value placed on harmony and cooperation (Hofstede 

Institute, 2015).  The low levels of social stratification reported in the Norwegian workplace is 

indicative of a cultural emphasis on egalitarianism, placing equal value on each employee 

regardless of position in the hierarchy.  This principle of egalitarianism further translates to the 

collaborative tendencies reported in Norwegian organizations.    The open dialogue and sharing 

of information reported by informants indicates that employees in Norwegian organizations want 

to help one another do well, and do not feel a drive to outperform one another.  These tendencies 

reflect the harmony advocated in feminine-oriented cultures, as well as an emphasis on mutual 

feedback and dialogue connected to individualistic societies (Hofstede Institute 2015).   

 

Further, the relative sense of job security reported in Norwegian organizations reflects the notion 

that employees are not viewed as replaceable commodities, but members of a team.  This trend 

further solidifies Norwegian workplace culture’s emphasis on mutual support amongst 

employees and equality, as employees are not working to outperform one another but instead 

share information, engage in dialogue, and support one another (Avant 1993).   Lastly, 

Norwegian culture’s reported emphasis on family prioritization over professional prioritization 

reflects the society’s value on free time and privacy (Hofstede Institute 2015).  The society’s 
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emphasis on “working to live” rather than “living to work” is reflective of the feminine societal 

values of preserving the environment (Hofstede 2001, 312).  

 

5.1.3 Individualism, Masculinity, and Identified Dimensions of Management 

Data collection for this thesis revealed a series of varying dynamics of managerial behavior in 

Norwegian and American workplaces.  These dimensions included Authoritarianism versus 

Egalitarianism, Accessible versus Inaccessible, Commander versus Coach, and Assertive versus 

Humble.   

 

5.1.3.1 American Managerial Behavior 

Respondents reported managers in American workplaces as adhering strictly to organizational 

hierarchies, creating a high degree of distance between them and their employees.  American 

managers were therefore described as unapproachable or inaccessible, rarely engaging in 

dialogue with their employees and expecting obedience to managerial directives.  This 

observation reflects the United States’ combined high IDV and MAS scores.  These scores 

indicate a tendency to establish dominance within the organization, and to set oneself apart from 

others.  Managers in this system engage these principles to assert their position in the corporate 

hierarchy (Hofstede Institute, 2015).  Additionally, informants described American managers as 

creating a great deal of physical separation between them and their employees, often choosing to 

associate or eat lunch only with colleagues at the same or a higher place in the organizational 

hierarchy.  A further means of asserting dominance in the organization hierarchy, this practice 

reflects the notion that interpersonal relationships in the American are treated like a “business 

transaction,” devoid of emotional involvement (Hofstede 2001, 237).  Therefore, American 

managers maintain professional boundaries with employees consistent with the organizational 

hierarchy, associating with them only for practical purposes. 

 

Further reflection on American managers revealed the observation that an American manager is 

“like a general,” or acts as a commander within the organizational context.  This notion is 

indicative of the masculine nature of American culture indicated by the MAS score of 62 

(Hofstede Institute, 2015).  Indeed, the military or military figures are viewed as a type of 

cultural hero in American culture, embodying cultural values of assertiveness, dominance, and 

masculinity (Hofstede 2001).  Exhibiting these traits reflects the United States’ MAS value as it 

relates to managerial roles.  This notion is further exhibited in the notion that American 

managers have been observed to be assertive in nature.  Informants reported that American 
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managers displayed decisive behavior in the workplace.  Much like the notion of the manager as 

a general, this dimension reflects the masculine values in American society that emphasize 

assertive or even aggressive behavior.   Much like military figures, managers can be said to 

embody a sort of hero role in American society, as they represent the success, financial prowess, 

and decisiveness valued in that culture (Hofstede 2001).  In this way, the title of manager can be 

regarded as a sort of status symbol in American society (Cunfliffe 2009).    

 

This phenomenon can be further explained by the competitive nature of American culture as a 

high IDV society—if the title of manager is an aspirational one, employees will then compete to 

achieve this title themselves or to advance to a higher position in the organizational chart.  In this 

way, the hero role of management serves to solidify the stratification within American 

organizations. Further, the reverence granted to managers as “heroes” in the American system 

serves to shed light on the fact that the most favorable descriptions of American managers came 

from American informants.  As these values are consistent with the American mental 

programming, American informants regarded the American managers’ behavior as ideal for that 

position (Hofstede 2001). 

 

5.1.3.1 Norwegian Managerial Behavior 

In contrast to American managers, Norwegian managers were described as relating to their 

employees in the same manner regardless of position in the company hierarchy, accessible to 

their subordinates, serving as a coach and displaying humility in their behavior.  The relatively 

egalitarian approach of Norwegian managers can first and foremost be attributed to the country’s 

low PDI score, suggesting a general aversion to social stratification.  However, the strongest 

influencing factors can be seen in the MAS and IDV scores.  As a low scoring MAS culture, 

Norwegian society can be described as seeking harmony and balance in organizational 

relationships.  This variable corresponds with Norway’s IDV score, which indicates a preference 

for personal autonomy.  The combination of these factors opens the Norwegian workplace and 

managers for dialogue with their subordinates, as well as a tendency to seek consensus with their 

colleagues (Hofstede 2010).   

 

Dialogue and consensus-seeking lend the observed levels of accessibility displayed by 

Norwegian managers.  Norwegian leaders were significantly more likely to engage in dialogue 

than their American counterparts.  This distinction is reflected in the fact that Norway’s IDV 

score of 62 indicates a slightly more collective leaning than the 91 recorded for the United States 
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(Hofstede Institute, 2015).  This discrepancy indicates a greater degree of personal bonds formed 

in the Norwegian workplace than in an American context (Hofstede 2001).  While Norwegian 

culture displays an increased degree of collaborative behavior in comparison to the US, its IDV 

score is high enough to encourage feedback between managers and employees.  Further, the low 

MAS score indicates a greater tendency to build personal relationships with one’s colleagues 

(Hofstede Institute 2015).  This can be seen in the observed tendency of Norwegian managers to 

engage in friendly conversation and eat lunch with their subordinates. 

 

Further, Norwegian managers were reported to serve more of a coach than a commander role in 

the organization, taking a personal interest in the development of their employees and aiding 

them in problem-solving activities.  This reflects the IDV-based notion that the manager sees 

employees as individuals with needs, skills, and the ability to contribute to workplace decision-

making.  Inherent in this notion is the trust in employees’ intellectual and analytical capabilities 

and therefore feels comfortable engaging them in organization decision-making processes 

(Hofstede Institute 2015; Grenness 2012).  This reflects Norway’s MAS score in relation to the 

need for cooperation, and matches Norway’s “coaching” model of organizational leadership 

(Grennes 2012).   

 

Lastly, Norwegian managers were reported as being significantly more humble than American 

managers, establishing legitimacy within the organization before executing managerial authority.  

This legitimacy-seeking behavior was identified as the Norwegian manager’s tendency to display 

humility in their roles.  A successful manager in the Norwegian context was described as 

perceiving himself to be the equal of his employees, earning their respect by proving his or her 

competence in the workplace.  These observations reflect a differing perception of the 

managerial role in Norway than in the US, where a leader is a type of “hero” embodying values 

of aggression and decisiveness.  In Norway, managers are expected to embody societal values of 

equality and collaboration (Avant 1993, Hofstede 2001).  Additionally, in a low MAS society 

that does not place a high value on high performance and recognition (“showing off”), 

managerial humility serves to solidify societal notions of equality (Hofstede Institute 2015; 

Avant 1993).  The value of humility was further reported as reflected in Norwegian society 

through the janteloven, which stipulates that members of society should not perceive themselves 

as being of greater value or more knowledgeable than others (Smith 2003).  This principle 

solidifies the observed legitimacy-seeking behavior essential to successful business leadership in 
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Norway wherein a leader cannot expect to receive respect based on his title alone, but must 

establish competence in his field to obtain the trust of his subordinates.  

 

5.1.4 The Individualism Index, the Masculinity Index, and Identified Communication Patterns 
Communication in American and Norwegian workplaces was observed as varying across 

dynamics of Formal versus Informal patterns, Task-Oriented versus Relational, and Direction 

versus Dialogue.  

  

5.1.2.1 American Workplace Communication Patterns 

The formality observed in American communications in terms of reporting and visual 

representations can also be described as a manifestation of the MAS and IDV competitive drive.  

Formalized reporting and other forms of collateral serve as both a means of advertising one’s 

competency in the competitive arena and, in the case of reports, enacting the social order by 

systemizing organizational communications (Hofstede 2001). Further, interpersonal 

communications in the American workplace placed a reportedly strong emphasis on adhering to 

the established “chain of command” wherein individual actors must communicate through a 

designated process flow in the organizational hierarchy rather than directly to managers 

themselves.  This level of stratification reflects the establishment of managerial dominance 

driven by the United States’ high IDV score and moderately high MAS score (Hofstede Institute 

2015).  Further, the “chain of command” governing American organizational communications 

can be classified as a type of symbolic behavior institutionalized over time to maintain the 

established social order within the organization.  This is reflected in the observed tendency of 

organizational messages to come down the “chain of command,” as downward communication is 

used as a means of solidifying the organizational hierarchy.  This symbolic behavior is 

understood within the American context as a representation of these social structures, and 

embodied naturally by those with a mental programming rooted in American IDV and MAS 

dynamics.   

 

The use of downward communication to solidify the organizational hierarchy is further reflected 

in the observed tendency of American workplace communications to take shape in the form of 

direction rather than dialogue.  Giving direction through a chain of command follows the 

established symbolic behavioral pattern to maintain the social order.  As such, communication 

from lower levels in the hierarchy may not be well received in this system, reflecting a level of 

discomfort with upward communication.  This phenomenon is reflected in informants’ 
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observations indicating a lack of openness to feedback from subordinates, an expectation that 

individual workers should follow instruction explicitly, and that some managers even had a 

tendency to use a condescending tone with employees as a means of emphasizing their 

dominance (Harris 2008). This tendency reflects the United States’ MAS and IDV scores, 

suggesting a lack of openness to feedback from lower levels in the hierarchy (Hofstede Institute 

2015).  As a somewhat high MAS country, American workplaces may exhibit a relatively low 

tolerance for conflict, serving to exacerbate the observed low tolerance for upward 

communication in the workplace (Hofstede 2001).   

 

A final observation of the American communication patterns in the workplace revealed a 

tendency for these interactions to be more task oriented in nature.  This is reflected in the 

country’s IDV score, which indicates that workplace relationships are viewed as a “business 

transaction” focused primarily on goal fulfillment (Hofstede 2001, 237).  In this way, 

communication serves a purely practical purpose, with little to no emphasis placed on the actual 

relationship between actors (Barak 2005).  This impersonal tendency is reflected in the 

observation that actors’ in the American workplace did not seem to care about one another, and 

stuck strictly to business when engaging in communicative efforts, a trend consistent with the 

country’s MAS score (Hofstede Institute, 2015). 
 

5.1.2.2 Norwegian Workplace Communication Patterns 
The Norwegian workplace, on the other hand, was observed as displaying a much more 

relational tone of communications, a trend indicative of the country’s MAS score emphasizing 

the creation of personal bonds to enhance the workplace environment.  Further, a more 

personable tone of communication is conducive to the observed level of collaboration in the 

Norwegian workplace, a product of the country’s combined low MAS score and balanced IDV 

score (Hofstede 2015).  This combined score supports the low reported stratification within the 

organization, suggesting that an emphasis on strengthening personal bonds as a means of 

enhancing organizational productivity (Barak 2005).  The notion of relational communication is 

further reflected in the observed use of dialogue in organizational interactions.   The reported 

openness in the Norwegian organization reflects the country’s IDV and MAS scores, which 

support the emphasis on dialogue and teamwork in the organizational arena (Hofstede Institute 

2015).  This tendency towards dialogue over direction indicates a preference for horizontal 

communication in the organization, as well as a healthy tolerance for upward communication 

(Harris 2008).  Norway’s low MAS score supports this desire for harmony and collaboration in 
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the workplace, as well as the low reported levels of stratification and formalization in the 

workplace (Hofstede Institute 2015).  Further, the country’s MAS supports the observed 

emphasis on content of organizational messages over presentation, as the low MAS indicates an 

absence of the need to perform or “show off” displayed in higher MAS cultures such as the 

United States (Hofstede 2001).   

 

5.1.5 Long Term Orientation and Perceived Levels of Formality 

Informants in the interview process identified levels of formality employed in the organization as 

a key distinction between American and Norwegian workplaces.  This distinction has been 

previously attributed to variations across the IDV and MAS indexes.  However, certain aspects 

of this distinction may be linked to variances in LTO scores: 

                                      
Figure 5, Long Term Orienation (LTO) 

The United States scores a relatively low 26 on the Long Term Orientation Scale, while Norway 

scores a 36 (Hofstede Institute 2015).  While these scores both indicate a relatively low 

propensity for future orientation, the varying grades may help to explain the United States’ 

reported tendency towards adherence to regimented procedures and protocol.  The American 

score of 26 indicates an extreme proclivity for seeking instant gratification.  This tendency, 

combined with the high MAS score indicating a strong drive to both perform and demonstrate 

achievement, presents an interesting dynamic driving the American workplace.  The reported 

strict adherence to procedures, systems, and maintaining efficiency in the American system may 

be due to the combine effect of a high drive to perform and achieve optimal results, as well as the 

desire to see these results immediately.  This dynamic can be seen in the use of quarterly 

reporting as a measure of organizational success in the US—top managers expect to see heighten 
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returns achieved over a short period of time (Hofstede Institute 2015).  This combination of the 

aggressive drive to perform and the need for instant gratification may therefore serve to further 

explain the regimented structures and communication channels observed in the American 

workplace (Hoftstede 2001). 

 

5.1.6 Shared Traits and Commonalities 

While a several distinctions were reported between Norwegian and American workplaces, 

similarities were reported in terms of both societies’ emphasis on personal ambition and career 

development.  This can be explained by the relatively the low PDI scores received by both 

countries, as well as the fact that both countries have IDV scores indicating a degree of emphasis 

on personal autonomy.  The culmination of these factors indicates a belief in upward societal 

mobility, as well as value placed on personal and professional development (Hofstede Institute 

2015).  Interestingly, the United States’ extremely high IDV and increased MAS score indicate a 

higher level of competition and performance aggression, which helps to explain the observed 

tendency of ambition in American systems to be expressed in a more “cutthroat” manner 

(Hofstede 2001).  While the execution of ambition may vary in this way, the underlying 

principles driving it may serve as a source of common understanding between actors of the two 

cultures if they can manage to relate to one another on the grounds of low PDI. 

 

5.2 Mutual Impressions, Misunderstandings, and Conflict 

Reported sources of conflict and misunderstanding between American and Norwegian colleagues 

and managers can be explained as being due to variations in mental programming occurring in 

each culture.  These reported dimensions of cultural variance illustrate varying expectations in 

the professional arena (Hofstede 2001).  These varying expectations result may result in conflict 

or misunderstanding when cognitive meaning is assigned in incongruent ways due to these 

variations in expectations (Harris 2008).   For example, consider the following anecdote relayed 

during the interview process: 

“It was my first day [at an American company] and I was told to do something by one of my 
superiors, and I had a question,…[so] I went and asked her directly…One of my colleagues came 

back later and … informed me that I am not to go directly to [that manager] if I had any 
questions, but I was to go through the chain of command, and she proceeded to lay out the chain 
of command for me....[later, at a Norwegian company], it took a while for me to get used to that I 

could go and talk to someone who was even my superior's superior and, I didn't need to go 
through a chain of command and ask for permission…”-A1 
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This incident describes negative consequences received for not following the “chain of 

command” in an American organization.   In this instance, the respondent’s mental programming 

was attuned to a more collaborative model based on previous experience working in Norway.  As 

a result, the respondent attempts to engage in horizontal communication to obtain further 

information regarding an assigned task (Harris 2008).  This effort was met with negative 

consequences due to a variation in collective mental programming in the American and 

Norwegian organization due to the MAS and IDV variance in American and Norwegians 

cultures. 

 

5.3 Measures, Skills, and Tools Necessary for Successful Management in the Norwegian-

American Workplace 

The informant interview process generated several insights regarding cultural distinctions 

between the workplace, management, and business communications in the United States and 

Norway.  From these observations came some recommendations for successful managerial 

tactics in professional contexts with blended nationalities rooted in principles of cultural 

awareness and intelligence and workplace inclusions. 

 

5.3.1 Cultural Awareness and Adjustment 

One of the key recommendations identified during the interview process was that managers 

should know their organization and their employees.  Awareness of the environment and the 

expectations of those acting within it is essential for managerial success.  This process can be 

achieved if managers are culturally aware or engage heightened levels of cultural awareness.  

While some individuals may express a greater natural propensity towards cultural awareness, this 

trait is one that can be learned and adjusted to over time (Black 1991).  This is particularly so in 

cases where managers spend an increased time with colleagues of the opposite culture, lending to 

increased levels of interaction adjustment as they gain hands-on experience with the expectations 

of the other culture in the workplace (Lin 2012).  As highlighted in the interview process, 

successful navigation of Norwegian-American workplace relations can be achieved by spending 

increased time in the opposite environment, such as in the following scenario involving an 

American manager in an organization with mostly Norwegian employees: 

 “[The American manager] went out a little bit too hard in the beginning with doing the 
American approach. And maybe he's gotten a bit more culturally adapted after a while [to be a 
better manager].” – N3 
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In this scenario, the American manager experienced resistance to his leadership tactics due to 

inconsistencies in mental programming about the managerial role between himself and his 

Norwegian subordinates (Hofstede 2001).  In the beginning, he employed the high IDV and 

MAS oriented tactics of asserting his position in the organizational hierarchy rather than seeking 

legitimacy with his staff as expected in the low MAS Norwegian workplace culture (Hofstede 

Institute 2015).  With increased exposure to the Norwegian workplace, the manager gained a 

better understanding of the mental programs at play in the Norwegian organization, and was able 

to adjust his behavior in such a way so as to better meet those expectations through this 

interaction adjustment process (Black 1991).   This process is not possible without engaging a 

degree of awareness of one’s surroundings.  

 

5.3.2 Cultural Intelligence (CQ) for Managers 

Essential to the engagement of cultural awareness is the application of cultural intelligence to 

leadership processes.  While variations in Meta-Cognitive or high level cultural intelligence are 

unavoidable, it is possible for managers to develop their overall cultural intelligence (CQ) as a 

means of optimizing their leadership skills in the multicultural workplace (Lin 2012).  In 

engaging the principles of cultural awareness outlined in Chapter 5.3.1, managers can gain 

valuable insights regarding the opposite culture that allow them to adapt their behavior over 

time, thus improving their overall Cognitive CQ (Black 1991).  American and Norwegian 

managers can gain further benefit by seeking to understand the varying MAS and IDV levels 

present in their cultures, as well as understanding the underlying principles of equality reflected 

in the low PDI score in each culture.  Finding commonalities can aid in mitigating 

misunderstandings caused by the internal noise generated by the variations in mental 

programming present in the two cultures (Dickson 2003; Harris 2008).  This mutual 

understanding can serve to motivate managers to understand their employees and potentially 

adapt their leadership tactics as done by the manager cited in Chapter 5.3.2. 

 

A manager’s willingness to adapt, or Motivational CQ, is a key source of success in navigating 

American-Norwegian workplace relationships.  If a manager is willing to both be educated on 

the nuances between the cultures, as well as adjust his behavior to meet the expectations of his 

colleagues, he can maximize his chances for success. This notion is reflected in the reflection of 

many informants that managers should work to meet their employees halfway—that a combined 

management strategy is necessary in improving these relationships.  If, for example, an 

American manager is willing to take measures to understand why his Norwegian employees do 
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not respond well to authoritarian leadership tactics, he may be more likely to adjust his behavior 

according to this expectation, engaging Behavioral CQ to translate understanding to action.  

Without the motivation to do so, the manager’s behavior will not change, and the working 

relationship will not improve (Lin 2012). 

 

5.3.3 Enacting the Inclusive Workplace 

Informants polled in the interview process indicated that an ideal manager is one that accounts 

for cultural differences by engaging in principles of cultural awareness and adaptation in the 

workplace.  Further, a good manager was characterized as seeing the value employees of varying 

backgrounds may bring to the organization.  These principles can be enacted by way of an 

organizational recipe known as the Inclusive Workplace (Røvik 1998).  The Inclusive Workplace 

calls organizations to value diversity amongst their employee base, and encourage company-

wide understanding and acceptance of cultural variations (Barak 2005).  Mangers serve as 

translators in this process to implement principles of inclusion.  Regardless of personal 

background, a manager in a workplace where employees of a Norwegian or American 

background meet can employ principles of cultural awareness and intelligence to enact this 

organizational recipe (Røvik 1998).  This process should be hands-on, with managers taking 

responsibility for understanding the particular conflicts plaguing their organization and applying 

strategic measures to mitigate them (Ford 2008).  Managers can then apply this information to 

educate both themselves and their employees to produce understanding and inclusion.   These 

measures can take shape in a variety of ways, such as through the enactment of cultural 

awareness training programs or teambuilding activities (Barak 2005).  In Norwegian-American 

workplaces, these educational measures can serve as tools to teach workers about the differences 

between them, such as the MAS and IDV variances (Hofstede 2001).  These measures can be 

enacted at the corporate level to prepare managers for an overseas assignment, or a local 

manager can enact these measures at the micro level to improve relations within his own 

organization (Barak 2005). 

 

The combined effect of these efforts can serve to create a blended and inclusive workplace 

model wherein Norwegian and American managers and employees both understand and value 

one another’s perspective.  This contributes to the reported greater degree of organizational 

efficacy reported against blended leadership styles, as it allows for a greater degree of synergy 

between all parties (Barak 2005).  In enacting a diversified management model, managers and 
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employees can socially construct a new workplace model as principles of inclusion become more 

institutionalized within the organization (Selznick 2011).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 76 

6. Concluding Remarks 

The ever-present trend of globalization connects our world in unprecedented ways, uniting 

individual actors in the professional world like never before.  To stay competitive in the global 

market, it is important for organizations to be mindful of the potential for conflict that arises 

when individuals form varying cultural backgrounds meet in the professional arena.   

 

The aim of this thesis has been to explore the relationships between cultural background, 

workplace behavior, communication patterns, and management styles as they relate to manager-

employee relations between Norwegians and Americans. This thesis has sought to uncover the 

nuances between the two cultures by examining informant interview data regarding these 

concepts to identify the measures to be enacted managers to enhance these relationships.  

However, this process was not without its challenges.  Working with broad concepts such as the 

organization, management, and communication patterns is no small undertaking for a master’s 

research project to be completed within a six-month timeframe.  A comprehensive analysis of the 

relationship between these concepts may therefore be better served by a doctorate research study.   

 

A further challenge presented itself in this study’s relatively small sample size: six respondents 

with three representing each culture does not lend to the most representative sample data.  This 

challenge, coupled with the employment of semi-structured interviews to the data collection 

process, renders it difficult to determine whether the data obtained is representative of the total 

population of Americans and Norwegians working in American and Norwegian-owned 

organizations.  Further, these loose parameters may serve to exacerbate the challenges associated 

with the broad range of study topics.  This study could therefore serve as a springboard for future 

case studies of a specific American or Norwegian-owned organization and its employees, 

wherein recommendations are tailored specifically to the managerial base of that corporate 

entity. 

 

This thesis concludes that Norwegian-American manager-employee relations are influenced by 

varying levels of individualism, masculinity, and long-term orientation present in each society.  

These contrasting cultural dimensions impact the way in which Norwegians and Americans 

relate to one another, enact leadership, and communicate in the workplace.  While these 

differences may lead to conflict, they are not insurmountable in the presence of culturally 

inclusive management tactics. Understanding the variations between the two societies is crucial 

in adjusting managerial strategies to match the expectations of the employee base and neutralize 
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the potential for conflict.  Managers in the Norwegian-American workplace have therefore a 

responsibility to develop their levels of cultural awareness and intelligence in order to pave the 

way for inclusion of both American and Norwegian workplace values within the organization.   
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Appendix A: Interview Guide and Probes 
 
Interview Guide 
 
Research Areas:  
 
Define the interpersonal communication patterns at play across cultural lines: 
 
1. How do you experience the interpersonal communication patterns displayed by both 
Norwegian and foreign leaders in your workplace? 
 1.2 How would you characterize these communication styles? 
 1.3 How would you say these communication styles influence leadership style? 
 
Define the relationship between cultural background and communication style: 
 
2. How would you characterize the average communication style in each culture: 
 2.1 Norwegian? 
 2.2 American? 
 2.3 What are the main similarities between the two? 
 2.4 The main differences? 
 2.5 What experiences or observations inform your answers to questions 2.1-2.4? 
 
Explore and understand how cultural communication patterns influence workplace 
interactions: 
 
3.  How do these communication patterns influence workplace interactions? 
 3.1 What experiences or observations prompt your answer to question 3? 
 3.2 In what area do you feel these communications have the greatest impact? Why? 
 
4.  How do these communication patterns set the foundation for distinct working styles in each 
culture?  
 4.1 How would you characterize the working style present in Norwegian culture? 
 4.2 In American culture? 
 
5.  To what extent would you say these working patterns create distinct leadership styles in each 
culture? 
 5.1 How would you characterize the general Norwegian leadership culture? 
 5.2 How would you characterize the general American leadership culture? 
 5.3 What experiences and observations inform these characterizations? 
 
6.  How do you feel the communication efforts of managers with a foreign 
(American/Norwegian) background are received compared with those of the same background as 
you?   
 6.1 What do you notice as being different? The same? 
 6.2 How do you personally respond to each communication style? 
 6.3 What experiences or observations inform your answers to questions 6, 6.1 and 6.2? 
 
7.  How do you feel that differences in cultural communication patterns can lead to workplace 
conflict? 
 7.1 What experiences or observations prompt your answer to question 7? 
 7.2 What, if anything, do you feel could prevent any conflicts experienced? 
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  7.2.1 How could these measures help ease conflicts? 
 
8.  What do you feel are the best features of each communication style as it relates to the 
workplace: 
 8.1 Norwegian? 
  8.1.1 Why? 
 8.2 American? 
  8.2.1 Why? 
 
 
 
 
Probes/Topics for Discussion 

! Power Distance (PDI) 
! Masculinity Index (MAS) 
! Individualism Index (IDV) 
! Examples of a good manager 
! Inclusion 
! Which workplace culture do you prefer? 
! What is the best and worst feature of each workplace culture? 
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Appendix B: Participant Matrix 
 
 

Participant Matrix 
Informant 

Code Background 

N1 

Norwegian working for a medium-sized, American-owned 
company. Has a background in aviation and oil and gas. 
Experience working for both Norwegian and American owned 
companies with managers of both backgrounds. Spent some 
years living in the US. 

N2 

Norwegian working for an American-owned company with 
international concerns. Has several years experience in 
aviation and oil and gas.  Has has both American and 
Norwegian employers. 

N3 

Norwegian working for a medium-sized company with 
international concerns. Has a background in finance and 
energy/oil and gas. Experience working for both Norwegian 
and American-owned companies. 

A1 

American working for a Norwegian-owned company.  
Experience working for a North-American owned company 
operating in Norway, and has had managers of both 
Norwegian and American backgrounds. 

A2 
American with several years' experience working for 
Norwegian companies, as well as experience working in the 
US prior to coming to Norway.  

A3 
American working for a Norwegian-owned company with 
international interests. Has a background in shipping/logistics 
and healthcare.  

  
Coding Legend 

N Norwegian 
A American 
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Appendix C: Transcript Template 
 
 

Informant ID 

Ref. 
No. 

Initial 
Coding 
Notes 

Focused Coding 
Notes Transcript Transcript Notes 

          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          

 


