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Abstract 
Do German and Turkish project managers have different project management perspectives? 
This research is arguing that national culture has an effect on project management 
perspectives. The research used the findings of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions (Hofstede, 
Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) study and Andersen’s two project management definitions (i.e. 
task oriented and organizational oriented) to answer the research question. Andersen defined 
two project management perspectives in 10 items: (1) the main focus, (2) the concept of 
project success, (3) the nature of the objectives, (4) the number of deliveries, (5) the type of 
planning, (6) the philosophy of delivery, (7) the kind of organization, (8) the leadership style, 
(9) the type of control and (10) the owner inclusion (Andersen E. S., 2010). The data for the 
research is collected with the help of a survey conducted with German and Turkish managers 
working in Berlin and Istanbul offices of an international pharmaceutical company. A T-test 
was applied to the collected data, and the results showed that German and Turkish managers 
have statistically different project management perspectives in many of the items listed above. 
It is believed that the research contributes to both cross-cultural management and project 
management research fields. 

Keywords: Project Management Perspectives, Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions, German 
Managers, Turkish Managers, Task orientation, Organizational Orientation, National Culture  
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Does project management mean the same thing for all project managers? Do two project 
managers working on the same project have the same perspectives about the exercise? Does 
national culture affect project managers' perspectives in a way like Hickson and Pugh asserted 
once: “national culture shapes everything.” (Hickson and Pugh as cited in McSweeney, 2002). 

First few steps of this research were taken asking these simple but yet interesting questions. 
Focusing on answering these issues will be interesting for scholars and people from today’s 
business, academic and management worlds. In conjunction with this, literature research has 
shown that this topic is found to be interesting in today’s project management research arena. 
It was seen that numerous articles and book chapters are investigating different project 
management perspectives. However, still, there are just a few research papers that focus 
whether project managers have different project perspectives. Andersen is one of such 
researchers who focused on this nascent area. He claimed that the current literature on project 
management perspectives is not necessarily focusing on how project managers see their tasks 
differently. (Andersen E. S., 2016). His paper plays a cornerstone role in this research to 
answer the questions listed above. Focusing on this relatively undiscovered area might open 
up some new visions and be of interest to many people in business, academicians or 
managers. 

Taking the question of “if national culture effects project managers’ perspectives” as the core 
matter of this research, it is important to clarify and define these two concepts at the 
beginning: What do ‘perspective’ and ‘national culture’ mean? 

Perspective: McSweeney mentions that the word perspective is stemming from the 
perspectivism philosophy. According to perspectivism; what is perceived is dependent on the 
angle of observation (McSweeney, 2002). Oxford Dictionary defines the word as “A 
particular attitude towards or way of regarding something; a point of view. True 
understanding of the relative importance of things; a sense of proportion.” (Perspective, n.d.) 
Each human being is a unique organism. This uniqueness shapes the attitudes, behaviors, 
understanding and the point of view of individuals. This definition would also mean that 
every single person might have a different perspective on the same topic. 

National Culture: One of the scholars who worked on national culture is Hofstede. For him, 
national culture means the combination of shared values and assumptions of the members of a 
nation. (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) According to Bhaskaran and Sukumaran, many 
studies have the tendency to count the words ‘nation’ and ‘culture’ identical. This trend hints 
that culture is composed of a population of a nation sharing a background and experience 
which results in homogeneity. (Bhaskaran & Sukumuran, 2007) This research takes a 
population living in a country and sharing similar backgrounds and values as a population 
from the same national culture. 
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Understanding different perspectives is an important management skill for success to lead a 
team where all team members have their different point of view. Management literature 
accepts that national culture plays an important role to understand the perspectives of 
individuals. McSweeney states that there is quite an amount of research for each of the 
management disciplines accepting that a particular, dominant and apparent national culture 
exists. (McSweeney, 2002) But, what does national culture mean for the management 
disciplines? For McSweeney, these ‘management disciplines’ refer quite often to the research 
of Geert Hofstede which alleges that it has adequately exposed insights of all types of national 
cultures. These referrals can also be counted as assurance, acceptance, and existence of 
national cultures (McSweeney, 2002). The second cornerstone of this research paper will be 
Hofstede’s cultural dimensions study. More details about this study will be presented in the 
chapters to follow. 

Globalization of the markets made it even more important to understand different national 
cultures. It is self-evident that globalization had an immensely positive effect on business 
organizations. With the help of technological advances taking place in the 80’s; it has become 
possible and easier to run a multinational business around the clock with the aid of resources 
located in different hemispheres of the world connected through technology. With a 
broadened vision, organizations have started to market their products all around the world and 
increased their revenues dramatically thanks to this paradigm shift. According to a report 
issued by IMF in 2008; international trade volume and foreign direct investments as a 
percentage of world GDP increased from 42.1% to 62.1% and 6.5% to 31.8% respectively 
between years 1980 and 2007 (IMF, May 2008). These figures clearly prove that globalization 
is inevitably a part of business organizations. 

Even though globalization presented numerous opportunities with it, it has also created 
challenges for the business world and managers running such businesses. Managers, now, 
need to understand the interdependencies between different countries and incorporate such 
understanding into their strategies of activities. They must realize that even though many of 
business and production processes can be performed globally, there still are others which need 
deliberate localization. They need to mitigate possible risks stemming from environmental 
and cultural effects unique to the location where such processes take place to maintain the 
expansion and value creation of globalization. While it is the responsibility of managers to 
integrate international products or services, they also need to incorporate intercultural ideas 
and perspectives for better results. 

To this end, understanding different perspectives is a valuable managerial asset in 
multinational companies which are running global projects involving elements such as 
resources, project team members, and solutions sourced, and challenges stemming from 
different countries with distinctively various national cultures. Hofstede asserts that 
importation of external institutions in a country cannot only change how people think, feel 
and act. For example, after communism fell in the Former Soviet Union and other Eastern 
European countries economists thought that all these countries need to be capitalist 
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institutions which work in ‘US style.' However, things appeared not to work this way. 
Another example is the severe local confrontation that World Bank faces because no 
economic system is culture free. (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) 

As Kolltveit et al. stated in their research; when a field gets bigger, it leads to plurality, 
differentiation, and fragmentation. It is the same for project management. One reason why 
larger and wider fields end up being plural is that the bigger a field gets, the more it 
encompasses different theories and various combinations of disciplines. Another related 
reason is that various players look at projects' execution from multiple perspectives. These 
multiple perspectives create problems for benchmarking between various projects and give 
rise to questions which might lead to controversy and confusion. Various perspectives must 
be examined more carefully to answer these questions. (Kolltveit, Karlsen, & Grønhaug, 
2007) 

For many of the result oriented project management schools, delivering the primary task is 
crucial for the success of projects. Addressing the primary task will only be achieved with 
successful communication within the project stakeholders. It is essential to understand others’ 
perspectives for better communication. The first paragraph of Project Communication 
Management chapter of PMBOK 5th edition claims that understanding different perspectives 
of stakeholders of a project will have a positive impact on the outcome and execution of the 
project. (PMI, 2013) 

Bayer is a multinational life science company which benefits from the opportunities of 
globalization. Unquestionably it also faces many of the challenges of globalization among one 
of which is the need of understanding and harmonizing complex interdependencies between 
various countries it operates. According to the company's 2015 Annual Investor Report, Bayer 
Group employs 116,800 people from around 150 countries. 33 different nations have 
representatives in the Leadership Team. Bayer believes that cultural diversity within 
management team is vital for competing in the global business environment and sets a target 
of having at least 25% of the senior management team members from countries outside of 
European Union, the United States and Canada (Bayer AG, 2015). It is clear that Bayer 
management has internalized that different understanding perspectives are crucial for business 
success. 

Turkey plays an important role for Bayer especially for the company’s operations in the 
Middle East and North Africa. Having a long history of 150 years, Bayer has been operating 
in Turkey since 1954. Exporting products produced in Turkey to more than 40 countries, 
Bayer Turkey is the largest subsidiary of Bayer in the Middle East Region with its existing 
facilities and human power. (Bayer Türk: 60 yıla Aşkın Süredir Türkiye'de!, n.d.)  

Bayer is one of the many German companies operating actively in Turkey. Business relations 
between Germany and Turkey is utterly active. These relations leads to the inevitable 
consequence that many projects are running in either country with collective efforts of project 
managers from both nationalities. Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs states that the largest 
export market for Turkey is Germany as of February 2017. According to the same source, 
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there are 6,400 German companies actively working in various sectors in Turkey, and 
100,000 Turkish businesses are functioning in Germany with a yearly turnover around 50 
billion Euros, employing nearly 500,000 people. (Commercial and Economic Relations 
between Turkey and the Federal Republic of Germany, n.d.) 

1.2 Research Question and Goal 

Research Question: Do German and Turkish project managers have different project 
management perspectives? 

The goal of this research is to answer the question whether German and Turkish project 
managers have different project management perspectives. The question will be replied within 
the nature of a descriptive study. The research does not intend to deal with the issue whether 
collaboration of different perspectives leads to better outcomes. 

• Research’s first goal is to examine and understand project management perspectives of 
German and Turkish project managers, who are dealing with global projects including 
resources from at least one nation either as internal or external stakeholders. 

• The second goal is to compare perspectives of German and Turkish project managers to 
find out similarities and differences. 

• One another goal of the research is to present interesting results to business, academic and 
management worlds for further development on the topic of project managers' different 
perspectives on project management.  

1.3 Aim and Hypothesis 

The research intends to analyze project management perspectives of German and Turkish 
project managers and compares the results under the light of the previous literature on the 
following headings: project management perspectives and national culture. 

To analyze project management perspectives of two nations, two perspectives that have 
already been defined are selected. Andersen made the definition of these two perspectives. 
First of these perspectives is ‘task perspective’ for which the primary focus of project 
managers is delivering the project within the predefined time frame, budget and indicated 
quality measures. The second perspective is ‘organizational perspective’ for which the 
primary focus of the project managers is to create value for the organization which receives 
the projects. (Andersen E. S., 2016) Andersen presented ten different items describing these 
two perspectives. This research used these ten items to explore German and Turkish national 
perspectives. 

Hofstede’s six cultural dimensions were used to analyze German and Turkish national 
cultures. Hofstede’s study has shown that German and Turkish nations have considerably 
different values looking exclusively at these six dimensions. Literature Research Chapter of 
the paper will provide a summary of the outcome of this study and the differences between 
these two nations. (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) 
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Under the light of these two studies by Hofstede et al., Andersen and the supporting claims of 
additional research, five hypothesis were built. Figure 1-1 summarizes these five hypotheses 
below. Additionally, Chapter 3.5 will present the reasoning behind hypotheses from H2 to H5. 

Figure 1-1: Research Hypothesis 
Source: own Study 
Hypothesis 

[H01] - German and Turkish managers 
have a similar project management 
perspective. 

[H11] - German and Turkish managers 
have different project management 
perspectives. 

[H02] - The leadership style of German 
managers is more task oriented 
than Turkish managers: For 
German managers the leadership 
style focus is rather telling 
employees what they should do and 
control if they do it than focusing 
on vision, charisma, motivating, 
intellectual stimulation and 
consideration. 

[H12] -  The Leadership style of Turkish  
managers is more task oriented 
than German managers: For 
Turkish managers the leadership 
style focus is rather telling 
employees what they should do and 
control if they do it than focusing 
on vision, charisma, motivating, 
intellectual stimulation and 
consideration 

[H03] - For Turkish managers, the main 
task of the project is more task 
oriented than German managers: 
The main task of the project is 
rather executing the task for 
Turkish managers than creating a 
desirable development in the 
organization receiving the 
deliverables of the project. 

[H13] - For German managers, the main 
task of the project is more task 
oriented than Turkish managers: 
The main task of the project is 
rather executing the task for 
German managers than creating a 
desirable development in the 
organization receiving the 
deliverables of the project. 

[H04] - For German managers planning 
type of the project is more task 
oriented than Turkish managers: 
At the start of the project, the 
detailed project plan should be 
made for German managers rather 
than having an overall global plan 
at first and making detailed plans 
throughout the project. 

[H14] - For Turkish managers planning 
type of the project is more task 
oriented than German managers: 
At the start of the project, the 
detailed project plan should be 
made for Turkish managers rather 
than having an overall global plan 
at first and making detailed plans 
throughout the project. 

[H05] - For German managers delivery 
time of the project is more task 
oriented than Turkish managers: 
The project should deliver its 
deliverables as quickly as possible 
for German managers rather than 
delivering when they fit the 
receiving organization’s processes.  

[H15] - For Turkish managers delivery 
time of the project is more task 
oriented than German managers: 
The project should deliver its 
deliverables as quickly as possible 
for Turkish managers rather than 
delivering when they fit the 
receiving organization’s processes.  
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2 Methodology 
The literature review was first done by browsing the last three years online issues of 
International Journal of Project Management. This journal is published in collaboration with 
the Association for Project Management (APM) and the International Project Management 
Association (IPMA) eight times per year. (Elsevier, 2017) The research question was 
determined after browsing this broad range of topics and especially after reading the article of 
Andersen. Andersen’s research recommends the readers to research further the effect of 
national culture on project manager’s perspectives. (Andersen E. S., 2016) Apart from the 
journal articles, literature review covered books and reports from a different type of 
organizations. 

2.1 Study Method 

The survey method was chosen as the foundational research tool for this research. Paragraphs 
below will present the reasoning for the selection. First, the reasoning for opting out other 
methods will be submitted. 

Experiment method was opted out. Answering the research question needs inclusion of a 
significant number of participants and an experiment with the participants would increase the 
complexity of the experiment dramatically and the resources required would not be found 
during the study period. 

Structured or unstructured observation method was opted out. The comparison of two nations’ 
project management perspectives by observation would need to be present during the project 
which would consume an enormous time. It might also create some complex ethical issues 
since the method would require the disclosure of the participants and projects of a private 
organization. 

Case study method was opted out. The main reason for the decision is the budget feasibility. 
Comparison of two nation’s project management perspectives requires the inclusion of at least 
two employees of a private organization who are currently working with a tight, competitive 
agenda. Increasing the number of participants would be needed which would increase the 
budget and the complexity even more. 

Interview method was not fully opted out, but also it did not play a key role. Interviews are 
planned to be used as a supplement to the surveys to understand the results further. Interviews 
would also be important to discuss what can be necessary for the future research. 

Data collection for the research is done with survey method. The main survey questions were 
taken from Andersen’s study where he studied the perspective differences between project 
managers. He used ten items to define two different perspectives. (Andersen E. S., 2016) For 
these ten items, ten bipolar Likert questions were used. Participants are asked to complete a 
sentence for each of the items using a Likert scale. Lowest and highest scale provided two 
different ending for the sentence. The sentence ending given at the lower scale of the Likert 
always represented the first perspective (which is task perspective), and higher scale always 
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represented the second perspective (which is organizational perspective). Figure 2-1.a shows 
the representation of the questions with seven scales. The second section of the survey 
included the questions about these ten items. 

The first section of the survey aimed to collect demographic data and information to 
understand the work and project management experience of the participants. The first section 
started asking questions about nationality, gender, and age. To understand the effect of 
experience also total work experience and Bayer experience of the participants was also 
requested. The survey asked each participant if they have ever taken project management 
training or education before. Finally, the participants were asked how often they manage 
projects with the inclusion of stakeholders from at least two different nations. The answer to 
this question is collected using a Likert scale. Figure 2-1.b shows a representative Likert 
scale. 

The last section of the questionnaire simply asked participants their opinion if they agree with 
the statement “Project Managers from different national cultures have different perspectives 
on project management.” The answers were collected using a Likert scale. Figure 2-1.c shows 
a representative Likert scale. 

Figure 2-1: Survey Question Types 

a) Bipolar Likert scale used for understanding the project management perspectives 
The sentence starts… 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
…First alternative ending for the 
sentence.  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ …Second alternative ending for the 
sentence. 

 

b) Likert scale used for understanding the frequency of global project managed 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very Often 
A question asking the 
frequency of an action.  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 

c) Likert scale used for understanding the level of agreement 
 Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree 
Statement. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 

It is aimed to reach at least 20 respondents from each nation for the sake of significance of the 
analysis (in total 40 respondents). Thinking about a limited number of the target group and 
their tight schedules it is a challenge to reach even to this relatively reasonable number of 
respondents. 

As Porter et al. stated that, globally, the number of people who does not respond to the 
surveys (non-respondents) is increasing dramatically. Survey fatigue often links the cause of 
this increase. As cited in Porter et al. ‘survey fatigue’ is an element of ‘respondent fatigue’ 
which can be characterized as the time and energy assigned by the respondent to take part in a 
survey. This problem is becoming more and more important as various software and web 
tools make the survey management easier and cheaper. The non-respondents often cite that 
survey fatigue is related to the time concerns. The longer the surveys are, the lower the rates 
of responses received. Another important factor creating the survey fatigue is salience. If the 
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respondent thinks that the subject of the survey is important and definite, the response rates 
get higher. (Porter, Whitcomb, & Weitzer, 2004) 

As stated before, a survey is used to collect data for this research. An online tool is used to 
simplify the management of the survey and reach more responders. Because of the limitations 
of the target group, a high response rate becomes necessary. To mitigate the risk of survey 
fatigue, which might affect the response rate, some measures are taken: 

• Only two types of questions are used to reduce the time spent on the survey: multiple 
choice and two digit numeric answers. The number of questions is capped with 20, 
and as a result, the survey ended up with 18 questions in total.  

• It is aimed that the language and tone of the survey are kept as simple as possible to 
prevent misunderstandings. The survey is split into three sections, wherein each 
section, only similar type of questions are asked. 

• The purpose of the survey is clearly stated at the beginning with an aim to increase the 
interest of the participants/respondents. 

• An online surveying platform which can be accessible from multiple devices is 
selected. Participants could reach the survey from their desktops, tablets, mobile 
phones or any other platform where an internet browser is available. 

• In addition to these items, privacy concern of the participants is also taken into 
account. With a disclaimer note, they are informed that no individual result will be 
made public. The name or email information input field of the survey are kept optional 
for the same purpose. 

2.2 Selection of Target Group 

The target group of the research is the project managers working at two affiliates of Bayer. 
The first affiliate is based in Istanbul, Turkey where the majority of the employees are 
Turkish citizens. Istanbul office is the headquarters of the operations in a cluster which 
constitutes Turkey, Iran, and three North African countries; Algeria, Morocco, and Tunisia. 
The second affiliate is located in Berlin, Germany which is the global headquarters of Bayer’s 
pharmaceutical division. The majority of the employees located in the headquarters are 
German citizens. 

The selection of the respondents is made as following. The researcher knows all the target 
group personally. Thus the study group is not randomized. Berlin office has employees from 
many different nations around the world because of being the headquarters. The survey was 
only sent to the ones who are known as Germans. To a double check, the nationality is asked 
once again in the survey with three multiple choice answer options (i.e. German, Turkish and 
other). The target group members are selected by only the managers who are managing 
projects often.  

As the research question points; it is aimed to find out if the national culture is a factor 
affecting project management perspectives. It is apparent that there are other factors which 
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can affect such perspectives; namely, organizational and occupational cultures. The measures 
that are taken to eliminate these two elements' effects on the analysis are as follows: 

• All the targeted respondents are selected from the same multinational company, i.e. 
Bayer.  

• All the targeted respondents are selected from similar occupations, and they are 
working for corporate departments only (marketing, strategy, marketing operations, 
etc.). 

Hofstede has also taken a similar approach to filter out national culture from the other main 
factors. He claimed that comparing different IBM subsidiaries has shown national cultures 
with unusual clarity. Because nationality is the one and the only factor differing within such a 
homogeneous multinational environment. (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) He (2010) 
formulated this claim through the equation below, in which NC = National Culture, OrC = 
Organisational culture, OcC = Occupational Cultures, and NC1 – NC2 = Difference(s) 
between two national cultures. (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010)  

Equation 1: Hofstede’s National Culture vs. Organizational and Occupational culture Equation 
Source: (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) 

(NC1 + OrC + OcC) – (NC2 + OrC + OcC) = NC1 – NC2 

 

Like many of the global companies, Bayer has a global job recruitment process which is then 
localized by individual affiliates. Due to this hiring process, it is expected to have results from 
the respondents who have a similar educational background. 

2.3 Reliability and Validity of the Research 

As cited in Golafshani’s paper Joppe defines the reliability in 2000. Joppe’s definition of 
reliability declares that the result of the research should be interdependent from time and the 
study should accurately represent the whole population. To count a research methodology 
reliable, the outcome of the study should emulate similar results again and again if 
reproduced. (Joppe as cited in Golafshani, 2003) According to Kirk and Miller there are three 
types of reliability in quantitative research: (1) repeatedly remaining the same degree to a 
measurement, (2) measurement stability over time; and (3) the similar measurements in the 
given period. (Kirk and Miller as cited in Golafshani 2003). The definition of validity for 
Joppe declares that it is the factor determining if the research is measuring the same thing that 
it intended to research. (Joppe as cited in Golafshani, 2003)  

As mentioned in the paragraphs above reliability of research requires the research to be 
replicated. The methodology is transparently shared with the readers including the type and 
content of the questions to test the hypothesis stated to allow the further replication of the 
research. 

The instrument to be used for the research is a survey focusing on ten items to differentiate 
two different perspectives in project management. The survey was created by Andersen. 
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Andersen calculated the Cronbach’s alpha for these ten items aiming to represent these two 
perspectives as 0.806. He suggests in the paper that the Cronbach’s alpha value is reliable 
being above .70 which is usually considered as “acceptable” in many social science areas. 
(Andersen E. S., 2010)  

One of the reasons not to change the questions of the survey is the high Cronbach’s alpha 
value which is already calculated by Andersen. Andersen did not include the validity analysis 
of the instrument in his paper. To check the validity of the instrument selected intersubjective 
and face validity measures are taken. According to face validity, the questions used in the 
survey instrument which is asked to measure the differences between two different 
perspectives “looks like” they are supposedly going to measure the differences. The 
intersubjective validity of the research is done before starting using the instrument. The aim of 
the research is shared with a limited number of prospect respondents and asked if the ten 
questions can measure the differences between two perspectives in project management. The 
result of the discussion was positive which suggests that the instrument to be used is valid for 
the research.  

Although Face and Intersubjective validity methods suggested positive validity results, they 
might be weak to reach a decision that the instrument to be used is valid. For future research, 
the validity of the instrument can be studied further. 

3 Literature 

In this chapter, two subchapters will summarize two studies which played the key roles, 
namely, “National Culture Studies” and “Different Perspectives in Project Management” 
together with different kinds of literature published within these two areas. Additional 
literature will also be included under these two subchapters. 

3.1 Culture 

Through a comparative method, Altintas C. A. aimed to analyze the differences between the 
characteristic values of managers from Turkey and Germany. The findings of the study were 
based on a survey including 102 German and Turkish managers in the automotive industry 
(51 managers from each country). The study utilized the value scale introduced by Schwartz 
(1992) to understand the characteristics of managers' values and a t-test was executed to show 
the differences. Out of 57 values, 34 values showed significant differences between German 
and Turkish managers according to the t test. Based on further analysis Altintas C. A. found 
that German and Turkish managers are not different from universal but vital values. (Altintas, 
2008) 

Zhang et al. focused on the cultural differences between Chinese and Dutch project managers 
working in several different industries like oil, food, trade, etc. Based on field observations 
and interviews held with scholars and diplomats from both nations they have investigated the 
effect of organizational and national cultures on daily exercises of multinational project 
teams. They have reached more than one result with the help of the study: They have shown 
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that the effect of organizational culture is bigger than the national culture. They have also 
demonstrated that the project benefits from the cultural differences. These differences 
enriched the skill set of the project teams, and the combination created a mutual win-win 
environment. Multicultural projects have also affected the satisfaction of the project managers 
positively. Zhang et al. conclude that all in all the organizations benefit from the differences 
only when they are conscious of the basic cultural alterations and only with an active project 
management system available. (Zhang, Marquis, Filippov, Haasnoot, & Steen, 2015) 

Rodrigues and Sbragia claim that execution of global projects and multicultural team 
management are requirements of internationalization of Brazilian companies. Because this is 
a new area with not enough theoretical information, they researched the connection between 
global project management and national culture attributes. For this goal, six multinational 
cases are studied under the topics of planning, implementation, development and human 
resources management. The result of the study showed that development of a multicultural 
team for global projects is not a major concern for the project managers. They believe that 
multiculturalism can bring value like, increased creativity, increased capacity of innovation. 
On the other hand, multiculturalism can cause some problems like possible conflicts within 
the team or even project failure. That is why project managers should be aware of this 
phenomenon and act with this awareness. (Rodrigues & Sbragia, 2013) 

Barnwell et al. is another scholar who came up with the result that cultural differences are the 
strongest problems of international projects. It creates the challenge for the project manager of 
providing harmony within the multicultural team to achieve project success. (Barnwell, 
Nedrick, Rudolph, Sesay, & Wellen, 2014) 

In her master thesis, Ármannsdóttir focused on understanding the impact of culture on global 
projects. Like many of the researchers, he also claims that globalization has both advantages 
and disadvantages for the business world. For her globalization created the need for managers 
to understand different cultures for project success. She used interview method to investigate 
three questions. The first question asks if the national cultural difference is an impactful 
factor. The second question is seeking how project managers should respond to the impact of 
cultural differences. Third and last question investigates the managerial competencies which 
might suit well to manage multicultural global projects. The provisional research findings 
assert that cultural differences are impactful on project process. The findings conclude that 
only few project managers are utilizing common or particular approaches to managing the 
multicultural project challenges. Finally, the research finds out that assertiveness together 
with flexibility is a crucial managerial skill for project success. (Ármannsdóttir, 2015) 

He and Liu studied the cross-cultural communication barriers in front of multinational 
companies using the data provided by a case study with a qualitative approach. The case used 
was a Swedish company and its subsidiary in China. The scope of the study includes the 
differences between two national cultures regarding communication, employee behavior, and 
management style. The study found that the national culture influences the behavior of staff in 
the workplace resulting in the communication barriers. Another significant finding of the 
study is related with different perspectives on the vision and purpose of the firms. The finding 
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suggests that culture is a factor influencing people's thinking ways and behaviors resulting in 
different understandings of vision and purpose. (He & Liu, 2010) 

Anbari et al. claim that even if a cross-cultural team brings experience and innovation to 
project success and provides a winning hand in the competition, it also comes with a burden 
of conflict risks stemming from cultural differences. Their paper describes the major cultural 
differences theories and demonstrates them with project management examples together with 
success and failure cases of multi-cultural projects. The conclusion of their paper is the 
success of a multi-cultural project can be achieved with cultural awareness, cross-cultural 
contact, and two-sided respect and establishing relations. Without these factors failure 
becomes inevitable. They claim that the current literature helps the managers to be more 
competitive and efficient. (Anbari, et al., 2009)  

One of the scholars who worked on the cultural differences is Ranf. she claims that in today’s 
global competition and firm economic structure projects are seen as a competitive technique 
for managing organizations. She outlined with her study, the importance of cultural 
differences in the field of project management. She observed the advantages of a multicultural 
team collaboration and how to utilize this advantages in today's highly uncertain dynamic 
business conditions. To raise the project manager’s awareness level of cultural differences, 
she recommends using so-called cultural gap tool which emphasizes the cultural alterations of 
the all project stakeholders. These bi-polar tools are used to simplify and describe the 
differences between the cultures and can also be used to examine the cultural conduct of a 
single stakeholder. (Ranf, 2010)  

3.2 Culture and Classification of National Culture Studies 

The word culture has many meanings in different contexts. In daily life, the mass use of 
culture is mainly related to acknowledging the so-called arts like music, cinema painting, etc. 
For biologists, it has a different meaning related to the bacteria which is grown in vitro in a 
lab rotary petri dish. In this research, culture is used in behavioral sciences, namely, 
anthropological context. 

Dictionary of Merriam-Webster defined this word in this context as an integrated collection of 
human belief, human knowledge and human behavior which is dependent on the ability to 
learn and carry to next generations. Another definition from the same dictionary characterizes 
the word as the accepted beliefs, traits and social forms of an ethnic, religious or social group. 
(Culture, n.d.)  

In 1871 dated book “Primitive Culture” English anthropologist Tylor used the term culture as 
“…complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, law, morals, custom, and any other 
capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of society.” (Tylor, 2010) 

Hofstede et al. define culture using an analogy of computer science. He defines culture as a 
mental programming which is learned especially during early childhood and carried by every 
human being throughout life. For Hofstede et al. this programming is a pattern of feeling, 
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thinking and possibly acting and is a collective phenomenon. (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 
2010) 

For Hofstede et al., culture is not inherited but learned. It is stressed in their book that culture 
should be considered separate from “Human Nature” and “Personality” as summarized in 
Figure 3-1. The borders between these three items are still a discussion point for the scholars. 
For Hofstede et al. Human nature is a term which is common to all people, and it is inherited. 
Also, personality is the unique mental programming of a single person which is not 
necessarily being shared by others in even the smallest society. (Hofstede, Hofstede, & 
Minkov, 2010) 

Figure 3-1: Levels of Uniqueness in Mental Programming 
Source: (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) 

 

Nation is a political term which was invented only in the mid-twentieth century. Therefore 
society and nation are not necessarily the same thing. Societies are historical and social 
organizations which are developed organically. (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) Based 
on the earlier paragraphs of the definition of culture we need to be careful about the term 
National culture. Even if people holding the same nation's passport, it does not mean that they 
belong to a same or similar social organization which forms the culture.  

So what does national culture mean and does it exist? Hofstede et al. assert that the nations 
are in existence for quite an amount of time now and they have strong elements like common 
language, mass media, educational and political systems, etc. to effect a common mental 
programming of its citizens. Since it is utterly difficult to isolate a society from the others; 
national borders and its collective properties can be used instead in behavioral sciences. 
(Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) 

Four of the globally acclaimed studies on the classification of national cultures will be listed 
and summarized. Among these four studies, the one which was developed by Hofstede et al. 
will be used in this research, and it will be detailed more in the next chapter. 

Schwartz Cultural Dimensions of Values (Schwartz, 1994): First of the four studies is done 
by the Israeli psychologist Shalom H. Schwartz and his book was published in 1994. In his 
study 56 values which are mainly inspired by the work of American psychologist Milton 
Rokeach. Respondents from more than 60 countries have replied a survey on these 56 values 
for the study. Based on the results of this survey Schwartz grouped these 56 values in seven 
country-level dimensions. These dimensions are labeled as conservatism, hierarchy, mastery, 
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effective autonomy, intellectual autonomy, egalitarian commitment, and harmony. (Schwartz, 
1994) 

GLOBE Study (House, P., M., W., & V., 2014): The second of the four studies is done by 
the management scholar from the USA, House et al. in 1991. Globe study mainly focuses on 
Leadership, national culture, and organizational culture. House et al. replicated the work of 
Hofstede with a new data set in Globe Study and extended it with a new hypothesis. The data 
for GLOBE study was collected from 17.300 middle managers from 62 different nations. The 
result of the survey data is presented with the use of 9 different dimensions. These dimensions 
are labeled as Performance orientation, Assertiveness orientation, Future direction, Humane 
orientation, Collectivism I: Institutional collectivism, Collectivism II: In-group collectivism, 
Gender egalitarianism, Power Distance and Uncertainty Avoidance. (House, P., M., W., & V., 
2014) 

Trompenaars’ Cultural Diversity Study (Trompenaars, 1993): Third of the studies is done 
by the Dutch management consultant Fons Trompenaars. His initial work is not based on an 
empirical research but a series of distinctions made by American sociologists in 50s and 60s 
about countries. Trompenaars also collected a survey database. He distinguishes the cultural 
diversity of the countries using seven national culture dimensions. The dimensions are labels 
as universalism versus particularism, individualism versus collectivism, affectivity versus 
neutrality, specificity versus diffuseness, achievement versus ascription, time orientation, and 
relation to nature. (Trompenaars, 1993) 

Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions Study (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010): As 
previously stated the detailed information regarding Hofstede’s work and cultural dimensions 
will be presented in next chapter. According to Tung & Verbeke, Hofstede’s study is not the 
earliest one on the classification of national culture, but his work is counted as a cutting edge 
for the cross-cultural analysis of international business. Even if there are bold arguments 
against his work in scholar world, the effect of his study on international business is definite 
and proven. As reported by Harzing’s “Publish Perish” citation index as of 2010 June the 
number of citations to his study was over 54.000. (Tung & Verbeke, 2010) 

Among these 4 Hofstede’s study is selected mainly because of the following reasons. First, as 
cited in the previous paragraph, Hofstede’s study plays a vital role in International Business 
area. Second, Hofstede’s study includes both German and Turkish nations’ results. Third, 
Hofstede described in his book what does each of the dimension mean at the workplace which 
is useful to interpret the survey results. Apart from these, there were drawbacks of the other 
three studies. These drawbacks are as following: According to Hofstede et al., Schwartz’ 
study respondents were college students and elementary school teachers. (Hofstede, Hofstede, 
& Minkov, 2010) Since the focus of this study will be managers Hofstede’s cultural 
dimensions are counted as a better option. Hofstede et al. boldly criticize the GLOBE study. 
The main criticism is in the jargon of the survey used to collect data for GLOBE study. 
Reportedly the jargon was too technical to be clearly understood by the managers. (Hofstede, 
Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010). Hofstede et al. also criticize Trompenaars’ Cultural Diversity 
Study. They claim that the study was never published in a peer-reviewed academic 
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publication and the content of the database used was never specified. (Hofstede, Hofstede, & 
Minkov, 2010) 

3.3 Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions 

One of the broadest studies on how national culture influences the values in organizations is 
conducted by Professor Geert Hofstede et al. Hofstede defines the culture as “ the collective 
programming of the mind which is distinguishing the members of one group or category of 
people from the others” (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) According to McSweeney, 
Hofstede’s famous cultural dimension study is based on a retrospective data analysis of two 
IBM employee surveys which were conducted in 66 IBM subsidiaries in 1967 and 1973. 
Based on these survey results and ‘theoretical reasoning,' Hofstede came up with the, so 
called, six cultural dimensions. Based on these dimensions Hofstede et al. could assign scores 
to 40 out of 66 IBM subsidiary countries. (McSweeney, 2002) Germany and Turkey are two 
of these 40 countries which have scores for each cultural dimension. Hofstede states that 
although cultural dimensions do not distinguish individuals, they define and determine 
countries’ autonomous inclinations. He asserts that the defined country scores are only 
comparative. Thus they are only relevant by comparison. (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 
2010) This claim will be necessary for the research where the goal is comparing two nations 
which were part of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions. 

The final model of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions will be explained shortly in this chapter. 
Hofstede’s cultural dimensions theory has evolved through time. Initially, based on the IBM 
surveys, Hofstede came up with four dimensions. With the inclusion of additional data in 
time, the number of dimensions increased to six in total based on data gathered from countries 
within the study. The first four cultural dimensions of Hofstede were introduced in 1980. 
Countries’ values are categorized according to these dimensions statically. In 1991, the fifth 
dimension was added with the help of Michael Harris Bond’s study, together with 23 more 
countries which are included in the scope. In 2010, using the latest World Values Survey data 
from 93 countries, Michael Minkov separately worked on two dimensions. The first 
dimension is almost the same as Bond’s dimension (fifth dimension). Minkov’s second 
dimension is added as the sixth dimension. Finally, in 2010, Hofstede et al. published a new 
edition of the book including the additional data with the six cultural dimensions. These six 
dimensions are listed and summarized below. (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) 

1. Power Distance (PDI) 
2. Individualism versus Collectivism (IDV) 
3. Masculinity versus Femininity (MAS) 
4. Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) 
5. Long Term Orientation versus Short Term Orientation (LTO) 
6. Indulgence versus Restraint (IND) 

1st Dimension: Power Distance (PDI) 

According to Hofstede et al. PDI dimension score suggests that power distribution inequality 
is anticipated and admitted by the less powerful individuals of the community. Individuals 
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admit a hierarchical order in communities with a high score of Power Distance more than the 
ones in a lower score of Power Distance. For them, each person’s place is determined, and 
there is no need for an explanation for this placement. On the other hand, power distribution 
equalization is something important for individuals within a lower score of power distance, 
and they claim power distribution equality to be a right. (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 
2010) 

2nd Dimension: Individualism versus Collectivism (IDV) 

Hofstede et al. assert that the communities with a high score of Individualism vs. Collectivism 
dimension individuals are anticipated to have attention for themselves and their close 
relatives. Adversely the other pole of this dimension, collectivism presents an image of a 
community which has strong bonds within. An absolute loyalty within a circle of relatives and 
a specific group of community members is possible. A community’s score on this dimension 
results in a self-image of which can be characterized by “I” or “We.” (Hofstede, Hofstede, & 
Minkov, 2010) 

3rd Dimension: Masculinity versus Femininity (MAS) 

According to Hofstede et al. higher score for this dimension means that a nation is more 
masculine than feminine which means that the community is more achievement-oriented, 
heroic, assertive and more competitive. On the other side, the low score for this dimension is 
called femininity. The members of a more feminine community are more cooperative, modest, 
caring for life quality, take care for fragility and more agreement-oriented. Masculinity and 
Femininity might also be called ‘tough vs. tender’ in business lingo. (Hofstede, Hofstede, & 
Minkov, 2010) 

4th Dimension: Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) 

Hofstede et al. explain the uncertainty avoidance dimensions as the level of discomfort of the 
individuals from the community against ambiguity and complexity. What matters here is how 
the members of the society feel about the uncertainty of the future. The idea of ambiguous 
future is annoying for some communities whereas it is easy for others to let things slide. In 
countries with high UAI people have strong norms on faith and they reject unconventional 
conduct. If the UAI of a country is low, people value practice more than morals. (Hofstede, 
Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) 

5th Dimension: Long Term Orientation versus Short Term Orientation (LTO) 

It is a fact that all countries face the problems of today and the days to come by keeping their 
bonds with the past at the same time. Hofstede et al. start explaining this dimension by 
drawing attention to the difference between countries which give precedence to heritage and 
the ones which prioritize present and future. A high score on this dimension shows that the 
frugality and education are supported in preparation for the days to come. Cultures with low 
score have a more conventional approach, value traditions and doubtful against any chance in 
the society. These are represented by “short term versus long term” in business terminology. 
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They are called “Monumentalism versus Flexhumility” in literature. (Hofstede, Hofstede, & 
Minkov, 2010) 

6th Dimension: Indulgence versus Restraint (IND) 

According to Hofstede et al. in communities with a high score for this dimension (IND) 
satisfaction of basic human needs are welcomed and seen as a joyful act. However, 
gratification is suppressed and controlled by rigid rules in communities with a low score on 
this dimension. (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010)  

3.4 Different Perspectives on Project Management 

Selection of perspectives to focus on for the research is an important step. At this point, it 
needs to be remembered that the main goal of the research is not to understand which nation 
has which project management perspective. The goal is to check whether German and Turkish 
cultures are perceiving project management exercise from different angles. This is why it was 
crucial to review the vast literature and decide on the two perspectives to be studied. 

Product management perspective is a wide research area. Therefore it is bot only difficult, but 
also essential to narrow down perspectives to focus. Still, the number of approaches taken 
until now by different schools of project management is limited. Kolltveit et al. assert that 
despite the high number of applied methods and concepts, the number of applied perspectives 
in project management area is not infinite. (Kolltveit, Karlsen, & Grønhaug, 2007) 

The perspectives selected for the research should be distinctive enough to differentiate and let 
the researcher make a bipolar assessment between the two cultures. Through literature surveys 
and years of experience in the field, Kolltveit et al. (2007) concluded that the same condition 
holds. Throughout their content analysis of textbooks and articles, they observed six different 
perspectives which are usually applied to project management: 

1. The task perspective 
2. The leadership perspective 
3. The system perspective 
4. The stakeholder perspective 
5. The transaction cost perspective 
6. The business by project perspective  

Each of these perspectives has different issues in focus, different underlying theories and 
different methods and tools are used for each of these perspectives. (Kolltveit, Karlsen, & 
Grønhaug, 2007) 

Even if it is shown that there are significant differences in project management perspectives, 
two perspectives out of these six are dominant in project management literature: task and 
leadership perspectives. In recent literature, leadership perspective seems to be the most 
commonly used one, and the application of it is growing. (Kolltveit, Karlsen, & Grønhaug, 
2007) 
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In 2016, Andersen asked a research question similar to this one's without comparison of 
national differences and concluded that different managers have different perspectives. 
(Andersen E. S., 2016) Andersen’s research is fundamental to this research regarding its 
research question, methodology and results. The Perspectives Andersen introduced are used to 
check whether national culture has an effect on project managers' perspectives. These two 
perspectives are “Task Perspective” and “Organisational Perspective.” These two perspectives 
Andersen defined are similar with the previously mentioned perspectives of Kolltveit. 

Comparison of German and Turkish national cultures on project management will be made 
based on these two distinctive enough perspectives together with Hofstede’s famous “Cultural 
Dimensions” theory. The detailed comparison according to task and organizational 
perspectives will be given later, based on mostly Andersen’s study and other literature on this 
subject. 

3.5 Comparison of Task Perspective vs. Organisational Perspective 

Figure 3-2: Task vs. Organizational perspectives 
Source: (Andersen E. S., 2016)  
 Task perspective Organizational perspective 
- The Main Focus - Execute the defined task - Value creation: Create a desirable 

development in another organization 
- The concept of project 

success 
- Keep to the project triangle 

(time, cost, and quality) 
- Accomplish the mission by adequate 

deliverables 
- The nature of the 

objectives 
- Fixed, determined at the start - Moving targets 

- The number of deliveries - Revolutionary delivery: One 
large delivery at the end of the 
project 

- Evolutionary development: Many 
small deliveries throughout the 
project 

- The type of planning - WBS, network plans. Done at 
start, activity-oriented 

- Global plan (milestone plan) at the 
start, later detailed plans. Rolling 
wave planning, milestone-oriented 

- The philosophy of delivery - Delivery as quickly as possible - Entrainment: Deliveries when they fit 
the receiving organization's processes 

- The kind of organization - Action-oriented - Action- and political-oriented 
- The leadership style - Transactional leadership - Transformational leadership 
- The type of control - Controlling time, cost, quality, 

and Earned Value Analysis 
- Socialization, embracing a holistic 

view on value creation 

3.5.1 Main Focus of Project 

Task Perspective by Definition: Project management discipline is founded to organize and 
run complicated and diversified products of contemporary industrial and business projects. 
The traditional project management thinking is well reflected in PMBOK 5th edition. The 
definition of Project Management for PMBOK defines a project as a “temporary endeavor 
undertaken to create a unique product, service, or result.” (PMI, 2013) For the traditional 
understanding of project management delivering the defined outcome is the utmost important. 
Andersen declares that this interpretation is an exemplary task perspective definition. 
According to this definition, the most crucial focus of a project is to deliver the specified task. 
According to task perspective; consistently projects are respected as means of executing non-
iterative tasks. Task perspective sees the project as a product which needs to be delivered on 
time, in the budget and within the defined quality conditions specified. (Andersen E. S., 2016) 
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Organizational Perspective by Definition: Temporary organization concept was outlined by 
Lundin and Söderholm. According to the framework; temporary organisations are developed 
within the main and permanent organisation to take care of essential activities, focus on 
solution of common complications and / or to complete things happening usually under 
extreme circumstances. (Lundin & Söderholm, 1995) The difference between permanent and 
temporary organizations can be summarized under four factors: time, task, team, and 
transition. Permanent organizations are characterized by goals instead of tasks, continuity 
instead of a predefined period, working organizations instead of designated teams and steady 
improvement instead of transition. (Lundin & Söderholm, 1995) This model is a good 
alternative for traditional project management since the project teams are rather temporary 
organizations aiming to create value for the receiving organizations – in this model the 
permanent organization. Andersen redefines the project within organizational perspective as a 
temporary organization which is in close contact with the permanent organization. For 
organizational perspective the project executes a job on behalf of the permanent organization 
and the main focus is creating value and a desirable progress in the receiving, permanent 
organization. ‘Scandinavian School of Project Management’ is another name for this 
perspective, and it has found lots of recognition in project management literature. (Andersen 
E. S., 2016) 

3.5.2 The Concept of Project Success 

Project success definition of PMBOK is open for discussion. Task and organizational 
perspectives can be two different poles of this debate easily. The definition of project success 
in PMBOK 5th edition is as following: 

“Since projects are temporary in nature, the success of the project should be measured in 
terms of completing the project within the constraints of scope, time, cost, quality, resources, 
and risk as approved by the project managers and senior management.” (PMI, 2013) 

Similar to PMBOK British Standard Institution’s project definition hints that a project should 
adhere to explicit objective containing time, cost and resource constraints. (BSI, 2002) 

The trio; time, cost and quality makes the well-known triangle of traditional project 
management success. By definition of task perspective in Andersen’s research on different 
perspectives; these tree factors are linked with measuring the project success (Andersen E. S., 
2016) Atkinson calls this trio the ‘Iron Triangle’ and discusses whether time and cost should 
be a part of project management success measurement, because they are, somewhat, just 
estimations made by the project manager at the very early phase of the project life cycle when 
so little is known about the development of the project. (Atkinson, 1999) 

According to organizational perspective, Andersen asserts that time and costs are more of 
restrictions rather than the ultimate objectives of the project. For organizational perspective, 
the deadline can be suspended, and defined budget can be surpassed whenever more favorable 
outcomes are likely. (Andersen E. S., 2010)  
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3.5.3 The Nature of Objectives 

As it is discussed and clarified in the previous subchapter, task and organizational 
perspectives have different success objectives. This chapter interprets the nature of these 
objectives. As stated, within the task perspective, project success depends on three main 
constraints defined by the project managers. According to PMBOK (5th Edition) major 
deliverables, assumptions, and constraints of a project are the main elements of a project 
scope statement which should be prepared and approved at the early stages of the project 
timeline (PMI, 2013). This traditional definition is in line with Andersen’s (2016) task 
perspective definition: the project triangle, also known as triple constraints, are concluded at 
the beginning of the project. But according to organizational perspective, the objective can be 
reshaped during the lifecycle of the project. (Andersen E. S., 2016). An alternative to task 
perspective, organizational perspective’s nature allows the objectives to be reset if new 
opportunities or risks arise within the permanent receiving organization. PMBOK (5th 
Edition) recommends to terminate the project under the circumstances when project 
objectives, constrained by project triangle, are not achieved (PMI, 2013) but according to 
organizational perspective's success definition, even if cost and time constraints are not met, a 
project can still be successful. 

3.5.4 The Number of Deliveries 

According to task perspective, a singular outcome is delivered presumably at the end of the 
project, and this outcome entails the completion of the project. Andersen (2014) defines this 
type of delivery as revolutionary. He asserts that from the organizational perspective the 
deliveries are rather evolutionary which means the smaller outcomes are delivered during the 
project timeline. (Andersen E. S., 2010) 

3.5.5 The Type of Planning 

Andersen compared the type of planning for the task and organizational perspectives as 
follows: from task perspective right at the beginning a detailed planning is fixed. The main 
task is decomposed into smaller tasks using Work Breakdown Structure (WBS), and a full-
fledged network plan is set focusing on the actions (i.e. tasks) to be completed. (Andersen E. 
S., 2010).  

As stated earlier; organizational perspective considers time and costs just as delimitations 
rather than project objectives. Also, deadline and budget limits can be surpassed in case new 
opportunities arise. These reasons make constructing a thorough plan at the beginning of the 
project almost impractical. Thus, project manager only makes a global plan at the beginning, 
and the detailed planning rolls out through the process when new learnings and data is 
gathered by continuous feedback collection from the permanent organization. The global plan 
stays as the base of the detailed planning. (Andersen E. S., 2010)  

3.5.6 The Philosophy of Delivery 

The execution of the plan, thus the deliveries start right after the project plan is completed. As 
did under other headings, the philosophy of deliveries differs for the task and organizational 
perspectives. Andersen tells that task perspective tries to minimize the delivery time to finish 
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the project as quick as possible. To make this quicker, subtasks created after WBS are worked 
on concurrently by various professionals engaged with the project organization. 

As cited in Andersen’s paper in 1996 Ancona and Chong suggested that the best timeline for 
the project deliveries should be in line with permanent organizations process timelines. They 
call this process harmonization of temporary and permanent organization entrainment 
(Ancona and Chong as cited in Andersen E. S., 2016)  

3.5.7 The Kind of Organisation 

Andersen asserts that, according to task perspective, project is ideally isolated from the rest of 
the world and it exclusively deals with the task. All project team members including the 
project manager completely focus on implementing the diligently done project plan. 
According to the task perspective, the outer world is not something to deal with which makes 
it more of an action oriented exercise. Clear mandates and objectives are truly attractive for 
many of the managers whose motto is “just do it”! (Andersen E. S., 2010). On the other hand, 
the main focus of the organizational perspective is to create value in the receiving, permanent 
organization. That is why a close cooperation is crucial. Andersen asserts that according to the 
organizational perspective, the kind of project organization needs to be not only action 
oriented but also political at the same time. The team including the project manager needs to 
oversee the interrelationships between the temporary and permanent organization, the 
decision-making mechanisms and look out for the opportunities and risks also within the 
permanent organization. (Andersen E. S., 2010) 

3.5.8 The Leadership Style 

Even if most of the time they are used interchangeably, management and leadership are two 
different roles. In essence, managers focus on doing things right and leaders focus on doing 
the right things. PMBOK expects these two terms to meet in one person, in the project 
manager. PMBOK lists 11 interpersonal skills which are necessary for effective management 
and leadership is the first bullet point. (PMI, 2013) For PMBoK (5th Edition) leadership 
focuses on enabling a group to aim a mutual goal and make it possible to work as a team. All 
in all, leadership requires the competence to “get things done through others” (PMI, 2013). 

Bernard M. Bass introduced transactional and transformational leadership terms. Until then 
they are widely used in leadership literature. Bass defined the characteristics of transactional 
and transformational leadership in his article from 1990. Figure 3-3 summarizes different 
characteristics of these two leadership styles as depicted in his work. (Bass, 1990) 

Andersen claims that the task perspective leadership is more transactional and organizational 
perspective leadership is more transformational. Because in task perspective it is important to 
supervise if tasks are being executed according to the plan and for this perspective rewards 
and penalties are a big part of leadership. While in organizational perspective motivation, 
vision setting and stimulation is an important part of the leadership style. (Andersen E. S., 
2016)  
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Figure 3-3: Transactional vs. Transformational Leadership 
Source: (Bass, 1990) 
Transactional Leadership Transformational Leadership 
- Requirements of good performance are explained, 
and fulfillment of these requirements are rewarded, 
and penalties are used for bad performance. 
-Corrective actions are taken when deviations from 
guidelines and norms are seen. 
-No actions are taken until not meeting the 
standard. Which might also be explained like “don’t 
fix until it gets broken.” 

-Vision and mission is provided by charisma and 
respect and trustworthiness gained 
-High expectations are explained in simple ways and 
symbols are used to focus on efforts. 
-Being intelligent, rational and solution oriented is 
highly valued, and stimulation of these are aimed. 
-Individual and continuous coaching plays an 
important role in development and success. 

3.5.9 The Type of Control 

Andersen asserts that according to the task perspective every project team member is expected 
to deliver their assigned subtasks according to the plan. The project is continuously monitored 
by the project manager, and reporting is a routine action. If deviations of time, cost or quality 
from the initial project plan is observed corrective actions are taken to mitigate the risk of 
project failure. Detailed control is seen as a key to achieving the project goals. (Andersen E. 
S., 2010) On the other hand, according to the organizational perspective project control does 
not fully deal with project plan attainment. It is crucial for organizational perspective to focus 
on a project with a more comprehensive and integrated approach. Permanent and temporary 
organizations build shared conducts and values, which causes the control to be diminished.  
(Andersen E. S., 2010)  

3.5.10 Owner Inclusion 

According to Andersen, for task oriented project management perspective, the owner of the 
project should be involved in the project at a minimum. Project managers involve the project 
owner when there is a need for involvement for example when there is a problem with the 
project. On the other hand for organizational perspective; project manager works in close 
collaboration and cooperation with the project owner during the project. (Andersen E. S., 
2016) 

3.6 Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions for Germany and Turkey 

In this chapter, Hofstede’s cultural dimensions for Germany and Turkey is presented in Figure 
3-4. The figure asserts that there is a difference between the nations. This difference is deeper 
for some of the dimensions. 
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Figure 3-4: German & Turkish Dimensions  
Source: (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) 

 

Hofstede et al. also presented in their study, the reflection of the dimensions on the 
workplace. Figure 3-5 summarizes the relevant reflections which might be well connected 
with the two different project management perspective presented. The 4 out of the 5 
Hypothesis of the research is based on this relation between Hofstede’s cultural dimensions 
for Germany and Turkey and the expected outcomes of these dimensions on project 
management perspectives. There could be other relations between Hofstede’s cultural 
dimensions and different project management perspectives, but for this research, these for are 
taken into account. 

Figure 3-5: Hofstede's Dimensions in Workplace & PM perspectives. 
Source: (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) & (Andersen E. S., 2016) 
Dimension Low Value High Value Expectation 
Power Distance 
(PDI) 

Germany (35): 
Subordinates 
anticipate being 
consulted. Model 
leader is an able 
democrat. 

Turkey (66): 
Subordinates 
anticipate being told 
what to do. The 
model leader is a kind 
autocrat. 

Leadership type of Turkey, with a higher score of 
PDI, is expected to be more task oriented than 
Germany. Because for task-oriented perspective 
leaders should focus on more on telling employees 
what they should do. 

Individualism 
(ICT) 

Turkey (37): 
Relationship 
dominates over task 

Germany (66): 
Task dominates over 
the relationship. 

The main focus of German managers, with a higher 
score of ICT, is expected to be more task oriented 
than Turkey. Because for task-oriented perspective 
the main task of the project is executing the defined 
task. 

Uncertainty 
Avoidance 
(UAI) 

Germany (65): 
There should not be 
more rules than 
when they are 
necessary 

Turkey (85): 
There is a need of set 
up rules, and this 
need is quite 
emotional 

Planning type of Turkish managers, with a higher 
score of UAI, is expected to be more task oriented. 
Because for Task oriented perspective a detailed 
plan (so set of rules) should be made at the 
beginning of the project.  

Uncertainty 
Avoidance 
(UAI) 

Germany (65): 
Time is a 
framework for 
orientation. 

Turkey (85): 
Time is money 

Delivery time of Turkey, with a higher score of 
UAI, is expected to be more task oriented than 
Germany. Because for task-oriented perspective the 
project should deliver as quickly as possible. 
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4 Case Study 

4.1 Description of the Case Study 

Bayer employees from Istanbul and Berlin offices were provided an online survey. The 
survey is intended to collect data intending to answer the research question. All of the 
employees are provided with the same survey. The language of the survey is English. 

The introduction of the survey was done using a separate e-mail written for each respondent 
calling their first names. The email subject asked the participants if they have five free 
minutes to share their thoughts. The survey was sent to 80 employees (40 from Germany & 40 
from Turkey). The collection of the results was estimated to be ten workdays. After the 5th 
workday, a follow-up message was sent to the participants who have not responded to the e-
mail sent indicating that they have completed the survey already. The follow-up e-mail 
increased the number of responses by 45% (total number of respondents increased from 42 to 
61). 19 out of 80 employees did not answer the questionnaire. Due to professional reasons, a 
second follow-up e-mail was not sent, and the analysis was started to be made with the data of 
61 participants. The aimed number of respondents were 40, and this target is achieved by 
152% realization. 

Answering 17 of the 18 questions in the survey was mandatory. Online survey tool used to 
collect information did not allow users to change the survey sections and saves their results 
when finished. Only name and e-mail information were not mandatory because of the reasons 
stated in Chapter 2. Because of this requirement, there is no missing data which is relevant to 
the outcome of the study from a total of 61 respondents. 

In total 61 respondents answer all the survey questions. There is a fair balance between the 
two nations. 30 of the respondents were German, and 31 of them were Turkish managers. 
There is also a balance between the genders of the participants. 30 of the respondents were 
female, and 31 of them were male. Gender distribution of German and Turkish respondents is 
different. While 21 out of 30 participants are male in Germany, 21 out of 31 were female in 
Turkey organization. The age distribution of the respondents also differed between nations. 
Even if the majority of the respondents were 35+ in total respondent population, in Turkey, 
the majority laid between 25 and 35. The summary of gender and age distribution can be seen 
in Figure 4-1. 

Figure 4-1: Gender and Age of the Survey Respondents 
Source: Own Study 

Gender Total Ger Tur 
Female 30 9 21 
Male 31 21 10 

 

Age Total Ger Tur 
25-34 26 9 17 
35-44 23 11 12 
45+ 12 10 2 
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4.1.1 Work experience  

Two questions about work experience were also asked the participants. The majority of the 
respondents in both of the countries told that their total work experience is 10-24 years. In 
Germany 9 out of 30 respondents said that they have more than 25 years of professional 
experience. The second question about experience asked participants about their total Bayer 
experience. In Germany again the majority of the participants (16 out of 30) told that they 
have between 10 and 24 years of Bayer experience. Turkish respondents have rather less 
Bayer experience compared to their German colleagues who has responded to the survey. The 
summary of the total and Bayer experience of the respondents can be seen in Figure 4-2. 

Figure 4-2: Total & Bayer Experience 
Source: Own Study 

Total Exp. Total Ger Tur 
1 yrs 0 1 2 
2-4 yrs 4 2 2 
5-9 yrs 12 2 10 
10-24 yrs 34 17 17 
25+ yrs 10 9 1 

 

Bayer Exp. Total Ger Tur 
1 yrs 13 4 9 
2-4 yrs 11 3 8 
5-9 yrs 13 3 10 
10-24 yrs 20 16 4 
25+ yrs 2 2 0 

 

 
4.1.2 Project management education  

Respondents were asked whether they have got a project management education or training 
before. More than half of the respondents answered the question positively. The number of 
respondents who got project management training was 17 for both of the nations. 
Respondents are also asked how often they manage a project including at least two 
stakeholders from different nationalities. Only 5 out of 61 respondents answered never or 
rarely. The summary of these two answers can be seen in Figure 4-3. 

Figure 4-3: PM Training & Intercultural Project Frequency  
Source: Own Study 

PM Training Total Ger Tur 
Yes 34 17 17 
No 27 13 14 

 

Frequency Total Ger Tur 
Never 1 0 1 
Rarely 4 0 4 
Sometimes 12 4 8 
Often 15 8 7 
Very Often 29 18 11 

 

4.1.3 National culture and PM perspectives  

The last question of the survey asked the respondents their agreement level to the statement: 
“Project Managers from different national cultures have different perspectives on project 
management.” The majority of the respondents (84% of all the respondents) choose their 
agreement level as either “Agree” or “Strongly Agree.” The summary of the responses can be 
seen in Figure 4-4.  
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Figure 4-4: Agreement of National Culture Effect on PM Perspectives. 
Source: Own Study 
Level of Agreement Total Ger Tur 
Strongly Disagree 0% 0% 0% 
Disagree 5% 7% 3% 
Undecided 11% 17% 6% 
Agree 64% 57% 71% 
Strongly Agree 20% 20% 19% 

4.2 Case Study Results 

The answers of the respondents for the main questions seeking for the presence of different 
project perspectives was variable. Figure 4-5, Figure 4-6 and Figure 4-7 summarize the 
German, Turkish and total respondents answers in percentage values. The density of the 
answers is shown using different shades of gray in the figures. This visualization feature is 
used to ease the readability of the results. When the shades get darker, it means that the 
number of respondents choosing the particular answer is increased. These charts are not 
presented as an analysis but to summarize the responses of each nation and also the responses 
of the whole population of respondents.  

The first figure summarizes the survey results of the German managers. The figure shows that 
German managers in themselves have different perspectives on project management. There 
are also some items for which they have similar opinions at the extremes. For example, 50% 
(Responses 6 and 7) of the German managers think that the project should go for an 
evolutionary development where it is possible to have several deliveries throughout the 
project. Another extreme result is shown for the fifth item. 50% of the German managers 
think that at the start of the project there should be only a global objective and detailed plans 
should be made through the project. 

Figure 4-5: German PM Perspectives 
Source: Own survey results. - Questions are from (Andersen E. S., 2016) – Results in percentages - N = 30. 

German 1 2 3 4 5 6 7   
1. The main task of the project is…                 

...to execute the defined task 
3 7 17 7 30 20 17 

...to create a desirable development in the 
organization receiving the deliverables of the 
project 

2. Project success means…         ...that the project keeps to the project 
triangle (time, cost, and quality) 17 13 10 13 40 3 3 

...that the project accomplishes its mission even if 
it does not keep to budget and schedule 

3. The objectives of the project should be…          
...determined at the start of the project and 

stay fixed throughout the project 10 27 27 0 17 13 7 
...moving targets (possible to change) 

4. The project should go for…         ...a revolutionary delivery (one big delivery 
at the end of the project) 0 3 3 13 20 33 27 

…an evolutionary development (several deliveries 
throughout the project) 

5. At the start of the project…         …the detailed project plan should be made. 
7 20 7 3 13 47 3 

…a global overall plan should be made, while 
detailed plans are made throughout the project 

6. The project should deliver its 
deliverables…         
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...as quickly as possible 
3 20 20 10 20 27 0 

...when they fit the receiving organization's 
processes 

7. The project should…         ...keep strictly to the given task (be action-
oriented) 0 0 10 23 37 27 3 

...be also be politically oriented (try to impact 
decisions) 

8. The leadership style should focus on…         ...telling employees what they should do and 
control if they do it 0 3 3 10 33 30 20 

...visions, charisma, motivating, intellectual 
stimulation, and consideration 

9. The project manager's most important job 
is…         

...to control time, cost, and quality 
0 7 7 23 23 30 10 

...to embrace a holistic view of the project 

10. The project owner should…         ...involve him/herself at a minimum (only if 
problems appear) 0 3 7 10 23 27 30 

...cooperate closely with the project manager 
throughout the project 

Figure 4-6 summarizes the responses in the same way as the German managers. There are 
some items for which Turkish managers are closer to the extreme like the second item 
describing the project success perspective. For this item, 46% of all the Turkish respondents 
agreed that the project success means keeping the project in the triangle of time, cost, and 
quality defined at the planning phase of the project. Another notable item is the first one for 
the Turkish managers; 61% of all the Turkish managers stated that the main task of the project 
is creating a desirable development for the project owner. 

Figure 4-6: Turkish PM Perspectives 
Source: Own survey results. - Questions are from (Andersen E. S., 2016) – Results in percentages - N = 31. 

Turkish 1 2 3 4 5 6 7   
1. The main task of the project is…                 

...to execute the defined task 
0 3 3 6 26 45 16 

...to create a desirable development in the 
organization receiving the deliverables of the 
project 

2. Project success means…         ...that the project keeps to the project 
triangle (time, cost, and quality) 23 23 19 23 10 3 0 

...that the project accomplishes its mission even if 
it does not keep to budget and schedule 

3. The objectives of the project should be…          
...determined at the start of the project and 

stay fixed throughout the project 6 13 13 3 29 29 6 
...moving targets (possible to change) 

4. The project should go for…         ...a revolutionary delivery (one big delivery 
at the end of the project) 3 6 6 16 32 26 10 

…an evolutionary development (several deliveries 
throughout the project) 

5. At the start of the project…         …the detailed project plan should be made. 
13 29 19 10 10 19 0 

…a global overall plan should be made, while 
detailed plans are made throughout the project 

6. The project should deliver its 
deliverables…         

...as quickly as possible 
3 0 23 19 29 19 6 

...when they fit the receiving organization's 
processes 

7. The project should…         ...keep strictly to the given task (be action-
oriented) 0 13 23 16 23 26 0 

...be also be politically oriented (try to impact 
decisions) 

8. The leadership style should focus on…         ...telling employees what they should do and 
control if they do it 0 0 10 16 23 29 23 

...visions, charisma, motivating, intellectual 
stimulation, and consideration 

9. The project manager's most important job 
is…         
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...to control time, cost, and quality 
3 0 6 32 26 16 16 

...to embrace a holistic view of the project 

10. The project owner should…         ...involve him/herself at a minimum (only if 
problems appear) 3 10 0 6 26 35 19 

...cooperate closely with the project manager 
throughout the project 

Figure 4-7 shows the aggregated responses of 61 German and Turkish managers. One notable 
item is the last item on the chart where 81% of all the respondents have more of an 
organizational perspective (responded more than 5). The 8th item which describes the 
leadership type differences has shown a similar result with 79%. According to these results, 
79% of all the respondents has shown more of an organizational perspective. 

Figure 4-7: German + Turkish PM Perspectives 
Source: Own survey results. - Questions are from (Andersen E. S., 2016) – Results in percentages - N = 61. 

Turkish + German 1 2 3 4 5 6 7   
1. The main task of the project is…                 

...to execute the defined task 
2 5 10 7 28 33 16 

...to create a desirable development in the 
organization receiving the deliverables of the 
project 

2. Project success means…         ...that the project keeps to the project 
triangle (time, cost, and quality) 20 18 15 18 25 3 2 

...that the project accomplishes its mission even if 
it does not keep to budget and schedule 

3. The objectives of the project should be…          
...determined at the start of the project and 

stay fixed throughout the project 8 20 20 2 23 21 7 
...moving targets (possible to change) 

4. The project should go for…         ...a revolutionary delivery (one big delivery 
at the end of the project) 2 5 5 15 26 30 18 

…an evolutionary development (several deliveries 
throughout the project) 

5. At the start of the project…         …the detailed project plan should be made. 
10 25 13 7 11 33 2 

…a global overall plan should be made, while 
detailed plans are made throughout the project 

6. The project should deliver its 
deliverables…         

...as quickly as possible 
3 10 21 15 25 23 3 

...when they fit the receiving organization's 
processes 

7. The project should…         ...keep strictly to the given task (be action-
oriented) 0 7 16 20 30 26 2 

...be also be politically oriented (try to impact 
decisions) 

8. The leadership style should focus on…         ...telling employees what they should do and 
control if they do it 0 2 7 13 28 30 21 

...visions, charisma, motivating, intellectual 
stimulation, and consideration 

9. The project manager's most important job 
is…         

...to control time, cost, and quality 
2 3 7 28 25 23 13 

...to embrace a holistic view of the project 

10. The project owner should…         ...involve him/herself at a minimum (only if 
problems appear) 2 7 3 8 25 31 25 

...cooperate closely with the project manager 
throughout the project 

5 Analysis 

5.1 Survey Results 

Before analyzing the hypothesis, an overview of the survey results is investigated. To 
visualize the comparison with numeric values frequency and box plot analysis was made. As 
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stated before; for understanding the different nations ‘ project management perspectives, ten 
bipolar scale questions are asked for each of the ten definitive perspective items presented in 
Chapter 3.5. This scale has seven levels between two poles. The lower pole (1) of these 
questions represented the “task” perspective, and the higher pole (7) represented the 
“organizational” perspective. 

The distribution of German and Turkish managers’ answers to the ten items are compared. 
60% of all the answers of German and Turkish managers’ were above 4 (5, 6 & 7) which 
might be interpreted as the majority of the study population’s perspective is closer to the 
“organizational” perspective. This ratio is 63% and 58% for German and Turkish managers 
respectively. 26% of all the answers of German and Turkish managers’ were below 4 (3, 2 & 
1) which might be interpreted as an approximately quarter of the study population’s 
perspective is closer to the “task” perspective. This ratio is 25% and 27% for German and 
Turkish managers respectively. A summary of the Comparison of German and Turkish 
managers’ responses to the ten descriptive perspective items can be seen in Figure 5-1. 

Figure 5-1: German vs. Turkish PM Perspectives 
Source: Own survey results. - Items are from (Andersen E. S., 2016) - Results in percentages 
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To study the distributional characteristics of the survey results box plots are drawn for 
German and Turkish managers for each of the ten definitive perspective items. To explore the 
comparison between the levels of the scores also average of the answers are added into the 
box plot analysis. Figure 5-2 shows the legend of the box plot analysis which can be seen in 
Figure 5-3. 

Figure 5-2: Legend for the box plot analysis 
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Not knowing the statistical significance the average values of the two nations are compared, 
the results show that for seven out of ten descriptive items German managers’ average values 
Turkish managers. Which means that for 70% of the descriptive items, German managers’ 
perspective is more organizational than Turkish managers. However, for three descriptive 
items, the absolute difference between two nations is rather low. (8.Leadership type, 9. PM 
Controlling and 10. Owner Inclusion)  

Figure 5-3: German vs. Turkish PM Perspectives (Box Plot) 
Source: Own survey results. - Items are from (Andersen E. S., 2016) 

 

The first hypothesis questions whether German and Turkish managers have similar or 
different project management perspectives. Ten questions were asked to each respondent to 
figure which perspective they are more inclined to. To understand the differences a T-test was 
applied the responses of 8th to 17th questions which are the ten items defined in Chapter 3.5 
used to differentiate task and organizational perspectives. The results of the T-test showed 
that there is a significant difference between the most of these ten items: 6 out of 10 items are 
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significantly different with a 0.05 alpha level so 95% reliability. The results of the T-test can 
be seen in Figure 5-4. 

The result of the t-test showed that 4 of the ten items are accepting the hypothesis [H01] and 
six items are rejecting it. [H11] is true. In other words, H11 passes which is the main 
hypothesis to reply the research question. 

Figure 5-4: Survey Main Results 
Source: Own Survey’s T Test Results 

  Ger. (σ) Tur. (σ) t Stat P(T<=t) two-tail t Critical two-tail 
1.Main Task* 4.80 5.55 -2.033 0.047 2.008 
2.Project success* 3.70 2.84 2.114 0.039 2.003 
3.Objective Type* 3.53 4.48 -2.049 0.045 2.001 
4. Delivery Type* 5.57 4.84 2.035 0.046 2.002 
5. Planning Type* 4.50 3.32 2.517 0.015 2.002 
6. Delivery Time 4.03 4.55 -1.328 0.190 2.002 
7. Action/Political Orientation* 4.90 4.26 2.033 0.047 2.004 
8. Leadership 5.43 5.39 0.144 0.886 2.001 
9. PM Controlling 4.93 4.90 0.085 0.932 2.001 
10. Owner inclusion 5.53 5.26 0.717 0.476 2.002 

* Statistically significant (α=0.05)      

Hypothesis H12 expects that the leadership style of Turkish managers is more task oriented 
than German managers. Average answer to the 8th item (Leadership Style) of Turkish 
managers is (5.39) lower than the German managers (5.43) which suggest that Turkish 
managers are more task oriented than German managers. T-test result for the 8th item shows 
that the difference between the German and Turkish perspective is not statistically significant 
with a p-value of 0.886 (α=0.05). As a result, both H02 and H12 fail. 

Hypothesis H13 expects that the main focus of the project for German managers is more task 
oriented than Turkish managers. Average answer to the 1st item (Main Focus) of German 
managers is (4.80) lower than the Turkish managers (5.55) which suggest that German 
managers are more task oriented than Turkish managers. T-test result for the 1st item shows 
that the difference between the German and Turkish perspective is statistically significant 
with a p-value of 0.047 (α=0.05). As a result, H03 fails and H13 passes. 

Hypothesis H14 expects that the planning type of Turkish managers is more task oriented than 
German managers. Average answer to the 5th item (Planning Type) of Turkish managers is 
(3.32) lower than the German managers (4.50) which suggest that Turkish managers are more 
task oriented than German managers. T-test result for the 5th item shows that the difference 
between the German and Turkish perspective is statistically significant with a p-value of 
0.015 (α=0.05). As a result, H04 fails and H14 passes. 

Hypothesis H15 expects that the delivery time of Turkish managers is more task oriented than 
German managers. Average answer to the 6th item (Delivery Time) of Turkish managers is 
(4.55) higher than the German managers (4.03) which suggest that Turkish managers are not 
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more task oriented than German managers. However, T test result for the 6th item shows that 
the difference between the German and Turkish perspective is not statistically significant with 
a p-value of 0.190 (α=0.05). As a result, both H05 and H15 fail. 

5.2 Literature and Own Research Comparison 

In their 2013 dated paper Liu et al. (2013) claimed that research of culture is still developing, 
the effects of culture and cultural processes are still not well understood. (Liu, Fany, Meng, & 
Fellows, 2015). That is why it is not easy to compare the current literature with the findings of 
this research. Especially the comparison of German and Turkish managers regarding project 
management is very limited. This limitation is also mentioned by Andersen in his 2016 dated 
paper that although the current literature is focusing on different project management 
perspectives, it is not particularly focusing on the perspectives of project managers. (Andersen 
E. S., 2016)  

One of Ármannsdóttir’s questions in her master thesis was the effect of different cultures on 
project processes. Even if her research is not asking the same questions, there are similarities 
like the effect of project manager’s culture. She has come up with a similar finding that 
cultural differences are impactful on project processes. (Ármannsdóttir, 2015) 

One of the management field scholars who directly compared German and Turkish managers 
is Altintas. Instead of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, she has used the values defined by 
Schwarz which is presented in Chapter 3.1. In her study, she has found significant differences 
between the important values of German and Turkish managers. (Altintas, 2008) 

One of the studies which plays as a backbone of this study is done by Andersen in 2016. This 
study used the same survey questions that Andersen created in his research to answer the 
question if all project managers have the same perspectives on project management. He did 
not touch on the cultural differences in his research but recommended readers to focus on this 
field. Another different approach he has taken is the completion of the survey questions. 
Instead of asking the questions to the respondents directly, Andersen used Norwegian part-
time project management master students as a mediator to observe the managers that they are 
working closely together. As a result of a questionnaire filled by 180 respondents, Andersen 
found that different project managers have different project management perspectives as it is 
found in this research. As suggested in this research, he discovered that one of the reasons for 
this difference is national culture. (Andersen E. S., 2016) 

Mainly based on the difference between German and Turkish national culture dimensions 
which is stated clearly in Chapter 3.6 and author’s own experience; A difference in project 
management perspectives was expected. With the help of the analysis conducted, this 
expectation emanating from the literature was indeed verified at the end for more than half of 
the items defining the two PM perspectives. 
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5.3 Post Hoc Analysis 

First two subchapters present the primary analysis of the research. After the conclusion of the 
primary analysis, other patterns are also been sought, examining the data collected with the 
same survey. The common name of these type of further analysis is ‘post hoc.' During post 
hoc analysis predominantly, subgroups or correlations between the datasets are studied.  

In this chapter post hoc analysis will be presented. The analysis will be based on the data 
collected which is used to test the primary hypothesis. The analysis will look for if there are 
any other patterns (E.g. gender, age, the level of experience, etc.) which affect the ten items of 
the different perspectives. 

First, three patterns examined are gender, the effect of PM training/education and frequency 
of managing cross-cultural projects versus the PM perspectives. The results of the T-tests are 
shared in Figures from 5-5 to 5-7. Differences in means have been observed, but none of the 
difference of 10 items has shown statistically significant differences. 

According to the post hoc analysis of the 61 German and Turkish respondents, there are no 
major differences: 

• Between 31 Male and 30 Female respondents, 
• Between 34 respondents who got project management training and 27 respondents 

who never got project management training or education, 
• Or between 29 respondents who ‘very often’ manage projects including at least two 

stakeholders and 32 respondents who manage less often.  

Even if the primary question is not related to these three factors, the results of the post hoc 
analysis suggest us gender, project management training or the frequency of managing cross-
cultural projects does not have an effect on project management perspectives. 

Figure 5-5: Gender vs. PM Perception 
Source: Own Survey’s T Test Results 

  Male (σ) Female (σ) t Stat P(T<=t) two-tail t Critical two-tail 
1.Main Task 5.03 5.33 -0.801 0.426 2.002 
2.Project success 3.45 3.07 0.923 0.360 2.002 
3.Objective Type 3.94 4.10 -0.344 0.732 2.002 
4. Delivery Type 5.29 5.10 0.517 0.607 2.003 
5. Planning Type 4.29 3.50 1.647 0.105 2.001 
6. Delivery Time 4.29 4.30 -0.025 0.980 2.003 
7. Action/Political Orientation 4.77 4.37 1.253 0.215 2.004 
8. Leadership 5.68 5.13 1.736 0.088 2.001 
9. PM Controlling 4.94 4.90 0.100 0.920 2.001 
10. Owner inclusion 5.19 5.60 -1.065 0.292 2.002 

 

Figure 5-6: PM Training/Education vs. PM Perception 
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Source: Own Survey’s T Test Results 

  Trained (σ) not Trained (σ) t Stat P(T<=t) two-tail t Critical two-tail 
1.Main Task 5.03 5.37 -0.921 0.361 2.001 
2.Project success 3.21 3.33 -0.304 0.763 2.002 
3.Objective Type 4.18 3.81 0.749 0.457 2.004 
4. Delivery Type 5.35 5.00 0.992 0.325 2.002 
5. Planning Type 4.00 3.78 0.453 0.652 2.002 
6. Delivery Time 4.41 4.15 0.664 0.509 2.005 
7. Action/Political Orientation 4.50 4.67 -0.504 0.616 2.004 
8. Leadership 5.62 5.15 1.529 0.132 2.001 
9. PM Controlling 4.94 4.89 0.148 0.883 2.002 
10. Owner inclusion 5.50 5.26 0.627 0.533 2.002 

 

Figure 5-7: Freq. of Managing Cross-cultural Projects vs. PM Perception 
Source: Own Survey’s T Test Results  

  Very Oft. (σ) Less Oft. (σ) t Stat P(T<=t) two-tail t Critical two-tail 
1.Main Task 5.07 5.28 -0.554 0.582 2.007 
2.Project success 5.50 5.26 0.627 0.533 2.002 
3.Objective Type 4.03 4.00 0.071 0.943 2.003 
4. Delivery Type 5.24 5.16 0.230 0.819 2.001 
5. Planning Type 3.93 3.88 0.114 0.909 2.001 
6. Delivery Time 4.34 4.25 0.241 0.811 2.002 
7. Action/Political Orientation 4.59 4.56 0.072 0.943 2.002 
8. Leadership 5.59 5.25 1.051 0.298 2.002 
9. PM Controlling 4.86 4.97 -0.299 0.766 2.003 
10. Owner inclusion 5.31 5.47 -0.411 0.682 2.001 

Another factor analyzed as a post hoc analysis is the effect of age on project management 
perspectives. The respondent group is split into two groups like the ones whose age is 36 and 
above and the ones whose age is below 36. When deciding on the age where to split the group 
into two, the balance between two groups played a major role. Finally, the 36+ group has 31 
and 36- group has 30 respondents.  

The results of the t-test analysis of these two age groups can be seen in Figure 5-8. 9 out of 
the ten items describing the differences between two PM perspectives did not show any 
statistically significant difference. There is only one item which is significantly different. 

The result of the independent samples t-test indicated that respondents who are 36+ (M: 5.77; 
SD: 1.28; N: 31) had shown a more organizational perspective in leadership type than the 
respondent group who are below the age of 36 ((M: 5.03; SD: 1.10; N: 30). This result can be 
interpreted as 36+ managers are more transformational, and 36- managers are more 
transformational. 

As can be seen in Figure 5-4 the primary results of the research did not show a significantly 
different leadership types between German and Turkish managers. After seeing the results of 
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the age post hoc analysis different age groups of German and Turkish managers have been 
analyzed further. No significant difference could be found between the various age subgroups 
of German and Turkish managers. 

Figure 5-8: Age vs. PM Perception 
Source: Own Survey’s T Test Results 

  36+ 36- t Stat P(T<=t) two-tail t Critical two-tail 
1.Main Task 4.94 5.43 -1.341 0.186 2.004 
2.Project success 3.06 3.47 -0.968 0.338 2.006 
3.Objective Type 3.77 4.27 -1.036 0.305 2.001 
4. Delivery Type 5.52 4.87 1.790 0.079 2.006 
5. Planning Type 4.00 3.80 0.408 0.685 2.001 
6. Delivery Time 4.42 4.17 0.648 0.520 2.002 
7. Action/Political Orientation 4.55 4.60 -0.157 0.876 2.004 
8. Leadership* 5.77 5.03 2.425 0.018 2.002 
9. PM Controlling 4.90 4.93 -0.085 0.932 2.001 
10. Owner inclusion 5.52 5.27 0.646 0.521 2.002 

* Statistically significant (α=0.05)      

Another factor analyzed as a post hoc analysis is the effect of years of experience in Bayer on 
project management perspectives. The same approach to find a balance between two groups is 
sought, and the group is split into two by respondents who have 9 or more years of Bayer 
Experience and less than nine years of Bayer experience. As a result of the split 9+ group 
constitutes 28 and 9- group has 33 respondents in total. 

The result of the t-test analysis can be seen in figure 5-9. 8 out of 10 items describing the 
differences between two project management perspectives did not show a statistical 
difference. On the other hand, the result of the independent samples t-test indicated that 
respondents who worked at Bayer more than nine years have more task perspective than the 
ones who worked at Bayer, less than nine years for the items “Main Task” and “Objective 
Type.” 

As a result of the primary analysis German and Turkish managers have already shown a 
significant difference between these two items. Like the 9+ respondents, German managers 
have a more task-oriented perspective than the Turkish managers for “Main Task” and 
“Objective Type” items. As stated earlier all of the German respondents work at the 
headquarters office where years of Bayer experience is higher than the local affiliates. As a 
result, 75% of the respondents who have more than nine years of Bayer experience are 
German.  

Figure 5-9: Level of Bayer experience vs. PM Perception 
Source: Own Survey’s T Test Results 

  More Exp. Less Exp. T-Stat P(T<=t) two-tail t Critical two-tail 
1.Main Task* 4.75 5.55 -2.116 0.040 2.012 
2.Project success 3.64 2.94 1.652 0.105 2.013 
3.Objective Type* 3.07 4.82 -4.126 0.000 2.002 
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4. Delivery Type 5.29 5.12 0.442 0.660 2.002 
5. Planning Type 3.93 3.88 0.101 0.920 2.002 
6. Delivery Time 4.04 4.52 -1.207 0.233 2.009 
7. Action/Political Orientation 4.43 4.70 -0.824 0.413 2.002 
8. Leadership 5.50 5.33 0.516 0.608 2.003 
9. PM Controlling 5.07 4.79 0.809 0.421 2.001 
10. Owner inclusion 5.64 5.18 1.241 0.220 2.003 

* Statistically significant (α=0.05)      

6 Conclusions 

6.1 Conclusion in Brief 

In the conclusion of the research reiterating its purpose is crucial. In this research, it is studied 
to understand the effect of national cultures on project management perspectives. The 
research question is once more stated below for the readers. 

Research Question: German and Turkish project managers have different project 
management perspectives? 

The purpose of the study is to answer the question whether the perspectives of German and 
Turkish managers are different. In the Study 10 items defined by Andersen are used to focus 
on two distinct enough project management perspectives, namely task and organizational 
perspectives. The primary result of the study finds that there is a difference between German 
and Turkish managers if we compare these ten items defined by Andersen. For 6 out of 10 
items German and Turkish managers have shown different perspectives. Which shows that 
even if managers work in global companies or even if they work on the same projects, they 
might have different perspectives on the project management. For the success of the global 
companies functioning worldwide in multicultural environments, these differences must be 
acknowledged, and a flexible management style should be adapted. In the light of such 
flexible management styles managers should be able to understand the cultural differences 
and their consequences. Managers should seek beyond the technical skill-set and take 
intercultural skills into account as well. These intercultural management skills indeed reduce 
the risk of probable conflicts which might even cause the total failure of the project. 

A secondary aim of the study was combining the national culture dimensions research of 
Hofstede with these ten items defining different project management perspectives. Four 
additional hypothesis were included in the research. Two out of this 4 hypothesis passed, and 
two failed. Because the study of Hofstede does not specifically focus on the differences 
between the cultures in the workplace the connection between the cultural dimensions and the 
ten items was somehow tricky. To prevent subjectivity when connecting these two studies 
only clearly similar definitions were taken into account. Even though Hofstede’s cultural 
dimension study covers results from both Germany and Turkey, it is not indicated that a direct 
comparison of these nations has shown statistical significance. 
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Respondents were asked to answer the survey questions thinking about their way of managing 
the projects. This study assumes that the answers to the questions reflect the real practice of 
the respondents. There is always a possibility to respond to the questions taking an ideal but 
not actual practice into account instead of their actual practice. The study could be merged 
with an observational study with the same respondents to reduce the effect of probable bias 
effect. During this additional study, the practice of the participants can be observed to learn 
more about the difference between their answers and their real practice.  

Financial and time constraints played a major role in the study. Because of these limited 
resources, the number of respondents was 61. Increasing the number of respondents might 
help the statistical significance of the differences between the two nations. 

6.2 Further research 

This research compared German and Turkish managers’ project management perspectives 
using a reliable and valid questionnaire. These two nations are selected because of the 
author’s personal background. At the same time, the historical and economic relationship 
between these two nations made the research interesting in a way. Same research can be 
replicated for two or more nations which would be of interest. 

As described in Chapter 2, German respondents represented Germany, and Turkish 
respondents represented Turkey in this research. The answers are based on respondents' 
experience and perception about themselves. In the future, the research can be replicated by 
asking the same questions to respondents from one nation about managers from other nations, 
answers to which would be expected to be based on answers their experience and perceptions 
regarding the managers from other nations. (For example asking German Managers their 
opinion on Turkish managers using the ten items) 

The aim of this research was not to study the effect of different management schools or 
diverse cultures on project success. It does not answer the eternal question of finding out 
which culture or which project management perspective is the best. This is, however, a 
fascinating topic to discuss further with the help of future research. 

This research has taken a picture of the moment. It would also be of great interest to check 
whether project managers’ perspectives change over time; whether over the period of their 
professional lives or the course of a project. As shown in Post Hoc Analysis Chapter, different 
managers from different age groups have shown different perspectives of leadership. 
Research investigating this unexpected outcome might be interesting. 

Andersen (2016) has recommended investigating the effect of national cultures further, and 
this study followed his recommendations. There are still some factors which are listed as 
interesting to follow further like the level of education and training, corporate culture or the 
effect of industry which is being worked. (Andersen E. S., 2016). For investigating these 
different factors, other effects which might also have an effect should be taken into account. 
For example, when investigating the corporate culture, the respondents should be from the 
same nation to isolate the effect of organizational culture. 
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6.3 Epilogue 

This research has asked the question itself if German and Turkish managers have different 
project management perspectives. Two studies played a major role in building the hypothesis 
and replying the research question. For the definition of the two distinct perspectives, work of 
Andersen (2016) is used. According to his paper, the two project management perspectives 
are task and organizational perspectives which are distinct enough to differentiate. (Andersen 
E. S., 2016). The other study which is mainly used to understand the differences between 
German and Turkish nations is Hofstede’s cultural dimensions theory. Using these two studies 
the aim and the hypothesis of the research are constructed. 

The literature review of the research is mainly focused on different works on various project 
management perspectives and different works which played a major role on national culture 
field. The review also presented a more detailed summary of the studies mentioned above of 
Andersen and Hofstede. 

A survey was used to collect the data to answer the research question. The target group of the 
survey was German and Turkish managers working for an international pharmaceutical 
company, Bayer. The comparison was made based on 30 German and 31 Turkish managers’ 
responses on ten items which describe the two project management perspectives. 

As a result of the survey analysis, 6 out of these ten items have shown a significant difference 
regarding project management perspectives. This result answered the main research question 
that according to this study German and Turkish managers have different project management 
perspectives. 

Furthermore, the research has tested four more hypotheses and conducted a post hoc analysis 
focusing on the effect of gender, age, and years of experience, also PM training/education and 
frequency of managing cross-cultural projects on project management perspectives. Two of 
these hypotheses have passed, and other two have failed. The result of the post hoc analysis is 
also presented in the Analysis Chapter. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 
(Golafshani, 2003)  
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