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Preface

One of the central goals of business research is to examine the conditions under which com-
panies can achieve their best possible results. Since companies are highly complex systems,
both external and internal conditions play an equally important role. The quality management
system of a company affects exactly the interface between the company’s internal service
provision and the company’s external service sale: Its effectiveness determines the transac-
tion costs and production costs of value creation, the customer satisfaction, and ultimately
the sustainability of the underlying business model.

Quality management systems in companies have been around since the late 1940s. In 1950,
the American scientist W. Edwards Deming published a well-known 14-point quality improve-
ment program that became one of the main drivers of the quality movement. Since then,
companies have been using different approaches and methods such as Total Quality Man-
agement to improve and optimize their quality management system. “Quality” in companies
is a value that is assigned different significance for business success, depending on the com-
pany itself and the industry. This corresponds to the quality-related requirements and expec-
tations that are set as benchmarks by people inside and outside the company. Therefore, a
company in one specific industry will likely need a different quality management system than
a company in another industry. An additional factor influencing the meaning of “quality” in
companies is the respective country in which the company operates, and thus the cultural
assessment of quality. National cultures differ, for example, in their willingness to accept
risks, which is closely related to the safeguarding effect of quality management systems.
This is exactly where Natalia Maslan’s dissertation comes in: She wants to compare Russian and
German quality management systems — their setup, mode of operation, effectiveness, and im-
portance — and places this from the outset in the larger context of globalization, cultural diver-
sity, and the cross-cultural convergence or divergence of management models. Methodologi-
cally, she pursues a research approach that integrates quality management and intercultural
management in a quantitative-empirical study. The timing of the dissertation is before the gesten-
wende (turning point) marked by the Russian war of aggression against Ukraine in 2022, which
will certainly represent a fundamental game-changer for the Russian economy.

With her work, Natalia Maslan sets an important course in three ways: First, in her research-
related and theoretical-conceptual foundations, she creates a substantial, up-to-date overview
of the status of the impact evaluation of quality management systems. Second, she fulfills her
claim to empirically carry out such an impact evaluation in a concrete cross-cultural applica-
tion case in a methodologically convincing manner. Third, she derives design principles from
this that will allow internationally active companies to deal with their transnational Total
Quality Management in a more differentiated way.

The present dissertation by Natalia Maslan thus makes a valuable contribution to empirically
supported basic research with regard to the comparative evaluation of cultural impact in a
future-relevant context of action. Her findings will have an effect on the design of quality
management in companies. I wish Nazalia Maslan’s dissertation a broad reception in the sci-
entific community and a powerful impact in corporate practice.

Siegen, July 2023 Univ.-Prof. Dr. Volker Stein
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“[...] the single greatest barrier to business success
is the one erected by culture.” (E.T. Hall/M.R. Hall)

1. Introduction

1.1. Research Questions

Every research process begins with the formulation of the research problem and the deriva-
tion of the research question (Kaya, 2007, p.49). The current study is no exception and starts
with the introduction of the research problem background, bringing the reader to the deriva-
tion of research questions.

“A traveler across the desert wastes of the Sahara arrives at last at Timbuktu, where the first
denizen he meets is wearing a Texaco baseball cap” (Toynbee, 2000, p.191). Such facts do
not astonish anybody today and belong to our everyday life — the life we live in the globali-

zation era.

Globalization provides new incredible opportunities for organizations but challenges them at
the same time, demanding from them a highly competitive level to be able to survive and
operate effectively. Such increasing competitive pressure leads to the sustainable and under-
standable need of organizations to develop and improve themselves by learning from the
most promising management models implemented by competitors (Pudelko, 2004, p.140).
One of the possible ways for organizations to stay highly competitive or even to outperform
competitors is regarded to be an implementation of Total Quality Management (TQM) that
is found to be critical in maintaining competitive advantages of organization (Kaynak, 2003,
p-425; Sila, 2007, p.101; Zhang et al., 2012, p.12; Zhang and Xia, 2013, p.132; Lee and Park,
2016, p.310; Evans and Lindsay, 2019, pp.13—14; Shafiq et al., 2019, p.45).

TQM, the management method, focused on quality leading to business success, started its
success story first in Japan in the 1940s and then moved to the USA in the early 1980s during
the recovery and rebuilding of their economies after World War II. Due to the political, eco-
nomic, and business climate of the 1980s, the United States was seen “as a model of good
practice in all these fields” (Guest, 1990, p.377) and American management systems have been
often automatically considered universally good and effective (Pudelko, 2004, p.143). The
successful post-war development of the USA confirmed the effectiveness of TQM as a man-
agement tool (Al Zoubia et al., 2020, p.762). This accelerated the expansion of TQM across
the borders of different countries. TQM is now a world-renowned management system that
is even promoted through governmental programs and national quality competitions (Evans
and Lindsay, 2019, pp.14-15).

But for scientists it is still questionable if and to what extent management practices are uni-
versally applicable on a global scale (Barmeyer et al, 2021, p.120). Globalization and the grow-
ing interdependence between countries does not lead to the alignment between cultures. On
the contrary, it leads to new challenges caused by cultural differences (House et al., 2004, p.5).
Even globalization process harmonizes some social, cultural, and economic aspects of organ-
ization in different countries, their cultural diversity remains present (Barmeyer et al., 2021,
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p.1). That’s why every cross-national benchmarking is tied together with the problem of con-
vergence or divergence of management models (Pudelko, 2004 p.141).

The convergence hypothesis argues that the societies of the world are becoming more similar
regarding industrial development and institutional patterns (Inkeles, 2019, p.24). Conse-
quently, organizations can implement any management tools undermining the national cul-
ture’s effect on workers’ behavior. The divergence hypothesis, on the contrary, argues that
national cultural values dominate the behavior of the workers, and it is not possible to change
the “deep-rooted cultural forces” that “re-assert themselves in the way people actually behave
and relate to each other” (Child and Kieser, 1979, p.253). This would imply that management
tools created outside of their own cultural context cannot always prove themselves successful
(Pudelko, 2004, p.143). The convergence versus divergence or culture-bound versus culture-
free debate is a central question in intercultural management (Barmeyer et al., 2021, pp.1,11).

Indeed, even though scientific research results proving the efficacy of TQM prevail in the
literature, researchers also report unsuccessful efforts at getting benefits from TQM imple-
mentation (Douglas and Judge, 2001, p.158; Kaynak, 2003, p.405; Sila, 2007, p.83; Corredor
and Goni, 2011, p. 836). Several scientists assume that one of the possible reasons for TQM
failures can be that TQM is a culture-dependent management tool (Detert et al., 2000, p.850;
Kujala and Lillrank, 2004, p.53; Sila, 2007, p.83, Sadikoglu and Olcay, 2014, p.1). Detert et al.
call the cultural differences “key variables” explaining the success or failure of the improve-
ment initiatives (Detert et al., 2000, p. 850). Kujala and Lillrank argue that without studying
TQM as a cultural phenomenon, the framework of TQM is incomplete and cannot be pro-
moted further (Kujala and Lillrank, 2004, p.53). Other scientists joined the call of Detert et
al. and Kujala and Lillrank to explore TQM from the point of view of the scientific conver-
gence divergence debate (Rungtusanathan et al., 2005, p.44; Flynn and Saladin, p. 2006, p.599;
Sila, 2007, p.94; Kull and Wacker, 2010, p.235; Wu and Zhang, 2013, p. 287; Zhang and Wu,
2014, p.99; Sila and Walczak, 2017, p.367; Alofan et al., 2020, p.186).

Motivated by the existing literature gap and the calls of several authors for future research
studies, the current dissertation should contribute to answering the question of national cul-
tures’ influence on the efficacy of TQM, providing scientific, theoretically driven empirical
research.

The empirical data for the current study have been collected in German and Russian manu-
facturing organizations situated and operating in Germany and Russia, respectively. Only or-
ganizations with no foreign capital were allowed to take part in the research to avoid the
additional influence of other cultures on this organization, as employees of multinational or-
ganizations “are incubated by the cultural mix” of their firms and “therefore are no longer to
be considered as solely mono-cultural” (Barmeyer et al., 2020, p.524).

The choice of Germany and Russia as countries of comparison is not the decisive factor, but
an example of how the cross-cultural comparison of the efficacy of TQM can be approached
and answered scientifically regardless of which countries it refers to, as the question of imple-
menting business practices in another cultural context has a significant relevance for all mul-
tinational companies all over the world (Barmeyer et al., 2021, p.120).



Addressing all written above, the research questions of the current dissertation have been
formulated:

® How effective will TQM be if implemented in German organizations with no foreign
capital that are situated and operating in Germany?

® How effective will TQM be if implemented in Russian organizations with no foreign
capital that are situated and operating in Russia?

® Does TQM in German and Russian organizations situated and operating in their respec-
tive countries have the same efficacy (support for the convergence hypothesis) or not
(support for the divergence hypothesis)? If not, under the influence of German or Rus-
sian national cultures, will the efficacy of TQM be higher?

At the very beginning of the research, it is important to define exactly not only what is to be
investigated but why it is of interest and to whom (Riesenhuber, 2007, p.5). The following
section takes a reader through the detailed scientific and practical relevance of the current
study.

1.2. Scientific and Practical Relevance

Meaningful research cannot pursue exclusively practical goals or exclusively theoretical goals
and usually has practical and theoretical relevance (van der Velde and Anderson 2004, p.14).
Theoretical relevance refers to the contribution to scientific progress, and practical relevance
means a contribution to the solution of specific issues existing in praxis (Riesenhuber, 2007,
p-5). The following subsections reveal the high scientific and practical relevance of the cur-
rent study.

1.2.1. Scientific Relevance

The topic of the cross-cultural applicability and efficacy of TQM belongs to the scientific
debate on the convergence versus divergence or culture-bound versus culture-free debate,
which is referred to be a central scientific question in intercultural management (Barmeyer
et al., 2021, pp.1,11). The topic of the efficacy of TQM depending on culture has been re-
ceiving great attention from researchers, but the results are still controversial (Deming, 1982;
Detert et al., 2000; Sousa-Poza et al., 2001; Kujala and Lillrank, 2004; Zhao et al., 2004;
Rungtusanatham et al., 2005; Flynn and Saladin, 20006; Jung et al., 2008; Vecchi and Brennan,
2009; Wehnert, 2009; Kull and Wacker, 2010; Wu and Zhang, 2013; Zhang and Wu, 2014,
Sila and Walczak, 2017; Sila, 2018; Shafiq et al., 2019; Alofan et al., 2020). Scientists have
been drawing attention to the research gaps, which should be filled with more evidence. In
2000, Detert et al. drew the attention of researchers to the need for multicultural theory-
driven empirical research “to replace anecdotes, intuition and vague statements about the
importance of culture with more formal theory and empirical evidence” about whether na-
tional culture is important for the success of TQM and how national cultures impact the
efficacy of TQM (Detert et al., 2000, p.859). In 2004, Kujala and Lillrank undetrlined the lack
of the theoretical basis for TQM as a “cultural phenomenon” and called scientists to inves-

tigate the ideal quality culture, which environmental conditions support this culture, and what



are the consequences of the mismatch of the ideal and real culture (Kujala and Lillrank, 2004,
p-53). In the year 2005, Rungtusanathan et al. concluded that there is a need for “theory-
driven empirical research that compares and contrasts TQM adoption across multiple coun-
tries” (Rungtusanathan et al., 2005, p.44). The authors also suggested investigating the adop-
tion of TQM in developing countties, countries with centrally planned economies, and/or
countries transforming from a planned economy to a market economy (Rungtusanathan et
al., 2005, p.58). In 2006, Flynn and Saladin underlined an immense potential in future re-
search about national culture and its effect on management practices (Flynn and Saladin, p.
2000, p.599). In 2007, Sila called for further research on the topic of national culture as a
context factor that can play a role in TQM’s efficacy (Sila, 2007, p.94), suggesting testing his
TQM-Performance model in cross-country studies “to shed more light on whether the con-
vergence hypothesis also holds for the TQM practices and TQM-Performance relationships
of companies operating across different country boundaries” (Sila, 2007, p.103). In 2009,
Vecchi and Brennan drew attention to the fact that not enough effort has been devoted to
evaluating the impact of national cultural dimensions on quality management and “whether
the quality is, or should be, managed differently in different national cultures” (Vecchi and
Brennan, 2009, pp.151-152). In 2010, Kull and Wacker suggested that the multiple facets of
each cultural dimension, as well as other cultural reasons, should be further explored to better
understand how quality management (QM) effectiveness changes across cultural boundaries
(Kull and Wacker, 2010, p.235). In 2014, Zhang and Wu underlined the need for the theo-
retical base to explain the interaction between TQM practices and national culture, arguing
that “understanding the local culture and adapting the QM practices that congruent with the
culture would benefit the firms most” (Zhang and Wu, 2014, p. 99). In 2020, Alofan et al.
called for research on how the interaction of national and organizational culture influenced
the adaptation of management practices, in particular TQM (Alofan et al., 2020, p.1806). The
current study should provide more scientific evidence to the question if culture is a “key
variable” that moderates the efficacy of TQM (Detert et al., 2000, p.850) and thus contribute
to the convergence versus divergence or culture-bound versus culture-free debate.

Moreover, as the trend of business development and organizational interaction across coun-
try boundaries concerns almost all organizations all over the world (Barmeyer et al., 2021,
p.13), the next question to be answered by the current research is how a cross-cultural com-
parison of the efficacy of TQM can be approached and answered scientifically regardless of
which countries it refers to.

In 2017, Sila and Walczak supported the statement of Laosirihongthong et al. (2013) that
there was a need for more research to understand the efficacy of TQM in developing coun-
tries since quality development is at various stages in developed and developing countries
(Sila and Walczak, 2017, p.367). Shafiq et al. have also recently stated there is only a little
evidence of how TQM practices influence organizational performance in developing eco-
nomics (Shafiq et al., 2019, p.32). Singh calls for TQM-related empirical studies to compare
TQM issues between developed and developing countries (Singh, 2010, p.13). Garcia-Fer-
nandez et al. conclude in their recent systematic analysis of quality-performance-related sci-
entific literature that most studies have been conducted in the USA, Australia, Spain, and



Malaysia (Garcia-Fernandez et al., 2022, p.12). Indeed, research into whether national culture
plays a role in QM and TQM efficacy has been conducted intensively in recent years, mainly
in the USA, Western Europe, and Asia. Burkhard (2007, p.17) analyzes that the number of
publications on the TQM approach in Germany has been declining since the late 1990s.
Truly little (in Germany) to almost no (in Russia) empirical research has been done regarding
how effective TQM is if implemented in German and Russian organizations. This lack of
international scientific research of TQM in Russian organizations might be attributed to Rus-
sia’s cultural complexity and difficulty in getting access to the sample in Russia because, con-
sidering history, people are suspicious about attempts to learn about their views and assess-
ments (Grachev et al., 2012, p.810, Kobernyuk, 2014, p.473). Savin (2005, p.190), Grachev
etal. (2012, p.810), and Anghel (2012, p.34) underlined the difficulty of accessing the data of
Russian companies in detail. Schwengel described the data collection of organizations in
Russia as a pioneering achievement and wrote in the foreword to the research of Anghel
(2012) that once a sufficiently large corpus of similar studies has been formed, the method-
ological approach can be used better. The collection of empirical data in Russia has also been
one of the challenges of the current dissertation.

Addressing all mentioned gaps, the current dissertation has a high scientific relevance as it is
a scientific theory-driven empirical cross-countries research, which gives an answer to the
question of the national cultures of Germany and Russia’s influence on the efficacy of TQM
and under the influence of German or Russian national cultures TQM is more effective,
provides a “blueprint” of how a cross-cultural comparison of the efficacy of TQM can be
approached and answered scientifically regardless of which countries it refers to and contrib-
utes to the convergence versus divergence or culture-bound versus culture free debate, which
is a central scientific question in intercultural management (Barmeyer et al., 2021, pp.1,11).

1.2.2.  Practical Relevance

It is the duty of science not to conduct theoretical research but actively to work on solving
concrete issues in practice (Bortz and Déring, 2002, p.344.)

The study offers great practical benefits for German, Russian, and German-Russian organi-
zations, which are discussed in detail in 1.2.2.1, 1.2.2.2 and 1.2.2.3 accordingly. Ahead of the
question of the practical relevance of the topic fiir German-Russian organizations, it is neces-
sary to note that the core of the current research relates exactly to the period before 24.02.22
when Russia invaded Ukraine. The relevance of the analysis of TQM’s efficacy in Russia, as
well as the comparison between German and Russian organizations, is (at least), in retrospect,
unrestricted.

1.2.2.1. Benefits for Organizations in Germany

The high-quality products that Germany brings to the market are the results of the quality
principles embedded in the German national production system, which has been concen-
trated since the early stage of industrialization on the production of higher value-added goods
(Anghel, 2012, p.179). Traditionally, the understanding of quality in Germany is related to
the assuring product quality (Burkhard, 2007, p.3). The belief of German organizations that
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the existence of quality assurance would be enough first did not support TQM development
in Germany (Zink, 2000, p.1). The interest in TQM implementation in Germany appeared
with the introduction of the EFQM Excellence Award in 1988 derived from MBNQA (Zink,
2000, p.3), which is nowadays a widespread guideline model for German organizations to
implement TQM. In 1997, the German quality prize, the Ludwig Erhard Prize, was awarded
for the first time, making Total Quality Management well known in Germany (Burkhard,
2007, p.5). The current stage of development of TQM is affected by Industry 4.0, the fourth
industrial revolution, often known as Industry 4.0 (14.0), first introduced in Germany in 2011
(Akhmatova et al., 2022, p.1516; Kashif and Satirenjit, 2022, p.1625). As “Industry 4.0 has
been planned to act as an engine for further development of the global manufacturing in-
dustry, ensuring meeting individual customer requirements, optimizing decision-making,
promoting smart technologies and adding new product capacities”, its philosophy complies
with TQM ideas (Akhmatova et al., 2022, p.1516). TQM practices combined with 14.0 should
help organizations to stay competitive by the global competition (Saha et al., 2022, p.500).
Sader et al. argue that conventional quality management practices, such as TQM, will be
extended in the coming future to Quality 4.0 (Sader et al., 2022, pp.1164,1181). Authors
suggest that “Quality 4.0 has three major features such as automation of inspection for both
products and processes, advanced analysis of Total Quality Management and Business Ex-
cellence, data and results, and the integration of these results in the production value chain”
(Sader et al.,, 2022, p.1179). The topics of the interplay between 14.0, TQM, and organiza-
tional performance, as well as transformation of TQM into Quality 4.0, are relatively new for
both scientists and practitioners and need to be investigated intensively by scientists.

Quality management has a long tradition in Germany which goes back in the 19th century.
The wotld known label "Made in Germany" is nowadays related to the high quality but was
intended as an insult being prescribed by the British Parliament in 1887 to identify poor
quality goods from German industrial production for English consumers (Ewing, 2014, p.3).
However, Germany has managed within a few decades to transform it to the seal of quality
symbolizing of the highest quality of goods and services all over the world (Ewing, 2014,
p-3). According to the study "Germany in the Eyes of the World 2015", German products
are worldwide known for their "endurance, functionality and high quality" (GIZ, 2015, p.83).
In 2017, Germany took the first place in the product categories quality and safety standards,
and the second place in the product categories excellent design (after Italy), advanced tech-
nology (after Japan) and authenticity (after Switzerland) in the survey of around 43000 con-
sumers in 52 countries about which countries around the globe have the best image as man-
ufacturers and exporters (Made-in-country-index (MICI), 2017, pp.14—15). In 2019, average
61% of respondents in developed countries and 84% in average of respondents in emerging
countries which took part in the survey Edelman Trust Barometer (2019) agreed that Get-
man products were well-engineered high-quality products and services, but the trust in the
brand "Made in Germany" decreased compared to last year, especially in the developed coun-
tries (Edelman Trust Barometer, 2019, p.106).

These warning signals are disturbing for Germany as Germany belongs to the leading coun-
tries which benefit from the world globalization: “German companies have been export



oriented since at least the nineteenth century, but in the last decade, new technology has
supercharged their ability to operate globally” (Ewing, 2014, p.77). Dieselgate, Deutsche
Bank scandals and the lawsuits against Bayer and Monsanto may have played an important
role in the decrease of trust to “Made in Germany”. Entrepreneurs in Germany are con-
cerned about the image of “Made in Germany” appealing that Germany should not be too
convinced of its own infallibility and must not lose sight of innovative strength (Higgins,
Interview, 2022). As the quality seal “Made in Germany” has been being a successful trade-
mark of German products on the global market (Burkhard, 2007, p.3) and therefore the
competitive advantage of German organizations, the issue of the trust in the label “Made in
Germany” and thus the issues of TQM and its impact on the competitiveness of German
organizations is an up-to-date topic for all German managers. The results of the present
study should shed more light on the question of whether and which benefits TQM imple-
mentation gives German organizations, giving managers new impulses in their decisions on
increasing competitiveness of German organizations.

1.2.2.2. Benefits for Organizations in Russia

It is wrong to think that QM and TQM are completely new operating areas for Russian
organizations. Production operations support, laddering of failures and statistical quality con-
trol, quality groups, and quality programs were implemented in the Soviet Union (Gorbunov,
2007, p. 215). The soviet system guaranteed the production of qualitative goods, the quality
of which was confirmed through the State Committee for Standardization and Methodology
(Gosstandard) when all requirements for goods were developed and fixed by the state
(Yusupov, 2014, p.19). Until the early 1980s, the Soviet quality system kept pace with the
times when quality meant meeting the standard (Maslov and Belokorovin, 2008, p.16). Dur-
ing the same period in Japan and later in the USA and other Western countries, the under-
standing grew that the policy “I sell what I can produce” needed to be changed to the policy
“I produce what I can sell.” Quality of production received a new focus: satisfaction of con-
sumer needs (Gorbunov, 2007, p.215). The “Perestroika” of the 1980s, the collapse of the
Soviet Union in 1991, and the following radical change of economic principles set a new task
for Russian management to reorganize all processes and systems of management in Russia
(Gorbunov, 2007, p.214). Managers had to learn in a very short time how to rule enterprises,
the success of which is determined by the consumer and not by the artificial plan created by
the government. Russian organizations turned to the experience of the western countries and
actively learned and adopted the TQM system, which had already established itself as a suc-
cessful tool for business improvement (Gorbunov, 2007, p.214). The government of the
Russian Federation established the Russian National Quality Award, modeled after EFQM,
in 1996 In order in order to promote TQM in Russia (Khoo and Tan, 2002, p.263).

The catch, however, was that managers in the Western economies perceived the TQM prin-
ciples such as customer orientation, continuous improvement, process approach, involve-
ment and commitment of employees, and social responsibility as natural integral business
principles because they came to the West as a result of a natural evolutionary process,
whereas Russian managers faced them suddenly and often perceived them as artificial prin-
ciples they had to follow in the hope to make organizations competitive Managers in Russia
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understood that the old soviet philosophy had to be changed, but at the same time, not all
organizations had structures allowing this change. For example, the Russian autocratic lead-
ership style was “not supportive of the new quality management philosophy, which advo-
cates encouraging employee participation and feedback for improving quality at all levels, as
well as the use of employee empowerment strategies” (Khoo and Tan, 2002, p.264). The
mentality of workers had to be changed also to a remarkably high extent: “For over 70 years,
the Soviet system created a type of worker with a low level of interest in the quality of pro-
ductive work, with no real participation in organization improvement, and psychologically
indifferent to all innovations” (Radovilsky (1994, p. 49). Additionally, the immaturity of the
consumer determines the price as a decisive factor at a goods’ choice, and, finally, the lack
of knowledge of how and what has to be changed. All these factors have been barriers on
the way of TQM to its success in Russia, disturbing the adequate perception of the TQM
concept in Russia (Gorbunov, 2007, p.216). The pessimism and disbelief in TQM’s ability to
bear real fruit for an enterprise, as well as the increasing belief that quality management sys-
tems are bureaucratic systems, the only benefit of which is the certificate, became the wide-
spread attitudes to the TQM implementation in Russia (Gorbunov, 2007, p.216). The com-
parative analysis of the motivation of the Russian and European enterprises in implementing
quality management systems reveals that European enterprises implemented quality manage-
ment with the purpose to improve quality or to expand, and Russian organizations tried to
implement it with the goal to receive a quality certificate because such a certificate can be a
requirement for getting a state order or for entering foreign markets. In 2002, eleven years
after the collapse of the USSR, Khoo and Tan described TQM in Russia as an infant com-
pared to TQM development in other countries of the world but expressed a hope that TQM
would play an increasingly important role after the Russian economic system grows as a
market-regulated economy, and Russian organizations compete on the domestic and global
market (Khoo and Tan, 2002, p.263). In 2007 Gorbunov confirmed the problems of the
implementation of TQM in Russia and assumed that the next 8-10 years would be needed
till Russian organizations will be prepared to implement TQM as a management tool to in-
crease the competitiveness of the organization (Gorbunov, 2007, p.222). In 2014 Kobernyuk
asserted that the barriers for TQM, which existed twenty years ago, decreased or evolution-
arily disappeared, and Russian managers were eager to learn and adopt successful foreign
management systems (Kobernyuk, 2014, p.472). “Russian organizations have undergone sig-
nificant changes since the 1990s. A new generation of Russian managers has come to the
fore in Russia, who are eager to learn and open to Western knowledge” (Koveshnikov et al.,
2012, p.371).

Managers in Russia should be able to assess the benefits that the implementation of TQM
would bring to their organization. The current analysis of the Russian, German-speaking, and
English-speaking literature shows that there are still very few solid theory-driven empirical
studies on the efficacy of TQM in Russia. The present study should give Russian managers
theoretically and empirically proven answers to the question of whether TQM implementation

in Russia can bring real fruit for their organizations and increase their competitiveness.



1.2.2.3. Benefits for German-Russian Organizations

Western multinational companies face challenges transferring management practices to their
foreign subsidiaries due to misunderstandings and misalignment of management practices in
other countries (Bausch et al., 2022, in press). The unsuccessful transfer can impact organi-
zational performance of these companies (Barmeyer and Davoine, 2019, p.2). Very little is
known about quality management practices within this cross-cultural context of Germany
and Russia despite Russia’s importance for German economics and the number of local sub-
sidiaries established by German organizations in Russia.

Russia has been successfully developing from a state-regulated economy to a market econ-
omy, offering huge opportunities for the Western organizations which have been attracted
to Russia because of its size and geographic potential, its reserves of oil and gas, its market
size with almost 150 million potential consumers, the growing income of the population,
relatively limited local competition, its advanced technologies, and highly skilled scientists
(Elenkov, 1998, p.133; Alexashin and Blenkinsop, 2005, p.428; Anghel, 2012, p.1). German
organizations have been actively expanding their business activities and foreign trade to and
with the Russian Federation since the collapse of the USSR. Since 2017, Germany has occu-
pied first place among EU countries and second place (after China) among all countries all
over the world in terms of trade with the Russian Federation (Shchegoleva and Terenteva,
2021, pp.3—7). The close cooperation led to the formation of various forms of German-
Russian joint ventures with headquarters in Germany. Intercultural management assumes
that the success of joint ventures depends on the effective circulation of knowledge and ideas
between headquarters and subsidiaries (Barmeyer et al., 2021, p.119). Although cultural as-
pects are regarded to be one of the most frequent reasons for the failure of management
concepts, German firms still tend to reproduce their German management practices in Rus-
sia, reflecting their dependence on a national framework of institutional and corporate cul-
tural arrangements (Anghel, 2012, p.1). Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner argue that en-
terprises tend to implement management tools in their overseas subsidiaries that they are
successful in, but these tools can be unproductive in other cultures (Trompenaars and Hamp-
den-Turner, 1997, p.5). Headquarters of joint ventures often try to adopt their business pro-
cesses in the subsidiaries to achieve more transparency and coherence (Barmeyer et al., 2021,
p.119). The comparison between the TQM’s efficacy in Germany and Russia should have
given the knowledge to German headquarters to forecast if TQM would pay if implemented
in Russian subsidiaries.



1.3. Objective

The overall goals of the current dissertation are to shed more light on the debate on the uni-
versality of TQM, to provide a “blueprint” of how a cross-cultural comparison of the efficacy
of TQM can be approached and answered scientifically regardless of which countries it refers
to, and, as the goal of every scientific work, to give clear answers to research questions (Korn-
meier, 2007, pp.6-8).

The research questions to be answered in the current study have been formulated in 1.1:

® How effective will TQM be if implemented in German organizations with no foreign
capital that are situated and operating in Germany?

® How effective will TQM be if implemented in Russian organizations with no foreign
capital that are situated and operating in Russia?

® Does TQM in German and Russian organizations situated and operating in their respec-
tive countries have the same efficacy (support for the convergence hypothesis) or not
(support for the divergence hypothesis)? If not, under the influence of German or Rus-
sian national cultures, will the efficacy of TQM be higher?

To reduce the complexity of the overall objective of the study, it was divided into the sub-
goals, which are to be reached systematically:

® The first sub-goal is to define what TQM is and how it will be measured in the current
study.

® The second sub-goal is to define what TQM efficacy is and how it will be measured in
the current study.

® The third sub-goal is to compare German and Russian national cultures and relate the
comparison to the TQM efficacy in these cultures theoretically.

® The fourth sub-goal is to derive hypotheses about the efficacy of TQM in Germany and
in Russia and hypothesize the comparative results between the efficacy of TQM in Ger-
many and in Russia.

®  The fifth sub-goal is to conduct the empirical analysis of the derived hypotheses.

® The final goal is to analyze the empirical research results and formulate clear answers to
the research questions.

1.4. Structure

The present dissertation is structured into five chapters. Each chapter builds on one another,
guiding the reader’s comprehension through the study.

Chapter 1 formulates the three research questions (1.1) and explains the scientific and prac-
tical relevance (1.2) and goal setting (1.3), structure (1.4), and scientific classification (1.5) of
the study.

Chapter 2 deals with the theoretical basics of the study, where all underlying terms of the
tield of investigation are defined. The first section of chapter (2.1) is devoted to the definition
of what TQM is and which practices form the TQM system. In the second section of chapter
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(2.2), the term culture is defined, and the cultural profiles of Russia and Germany are de-
scribed. Section 2.2 ends up with a comparison of Russian and German national cultures.
Sections 2.1 and 2.2 are integrated in Section 2.3, which addresses the efficacy of TQM. The
section presents the analysis of the scientific literature about what TQM efficacy is and how
it differs in dependence on the national cultures. Section 2.3.3 derives theoretical answers to
the three research questions of the study, which will be modeled and empirically tested in
Chapters 3 and 4.

Chapter 3 gives an overview of the framework of the study. For this purpose, a mental model
is set up (Section 3.1). Then the hypotheses are derived (Section 3.2), and the methodology
of the investigation is explained (Section 3.3).

Chapter 4 is devoted to the empirical validation of the theoretical model through statistical
analysis. It starts with the sample description (Section 4.1), followed by the scale validation
(Section 4.2) and the statistical analysis of hypotheses (Section 4.3), ending up with the con-
solidation of statistical results (Section 4.4).

Chapter 5 summarizes and evaluates the central findings of the work in Section 5.1, discusses
limitations of the study in Section 5.2, as well as implications for the practice (Section 5.3),
theory (Section 5.4), and future research (Section 5.5).
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1.5. Scientific Classification

The well-known expression “scientifically proven” means that the statement is well-founded
and not even able to be doubted, implying that science is treated with profound respect in
everyday life and, of course, in academia (Chalmers, 2007, p.1). However, how does something
become “scientifically proven” and, accordingly, so respectable and reliable in the eyes of all
people? The same two questions, “How does one distinguish science from pseudoscience?”
and “How does science acquire new knowledger” were the central concerns for Kar/ Popper,
one of the 20th century’s most influential and significant philosophers of science (Maxwell,
2017, pp.8, 12).

Popper gives the answer to the first question that the theory should be referred to as scientific
if it is empirically falsifiable because scientific theories cannot be verified, but they can only be
falsified (Maxwell, 2017, pp.8,13). Science creates theories, which are then subjected to obser-
vational and experimental refutation. After the scientific theory is falsified empirically, a better
new theory that gives more understanding of the world should be sought. The new theory
should be refuted again empirically and thus needs to be replaced, giving science the possibility
to acquire new knowledge. Such an approach rejects one of the broad reasoning approaches
in science—the inductive scientific method—uwhich starts from observations and experiments
that are then developed to broader generalizations and theories through detecting patterns,
formulating hypotheses to be explored, and finally making conclusions about the general laws
and theories. As Popper asserts that evidence cannot verify these theories no matter how much
evidence supports the theory, he concludes that science never progresses from the inductive
scientific method (Riesenhuber, 2007, p.3; Maxwell, 2017, p.13). Deductive logic, conversely,
means the narrowing down of general theories to specific hypotheses, which can be tested with
specific data and used to make predictions and offer explanations (Chalmers, 2007, p.45). Pop-
per underlines that in the deductive approach, the logical derivation of hypotheses is very im-
portant for this scientific method, as well as the fact that not the number of experiments that
test the theory, but the rigor of the test is decisive for its empirical validity (Popper, 1966, p.5
quoted from Riesenhuber, 2007, p.3). Figure 2 reflects the induction and deduction scientific
reasoning approaches.

The current dissertation is quantitative empirical research that uses the deductive scientific ap-
proach. The study arises from the global management debate on the universal validity of man-
agement practices in different national cultures (convergence—divergence hypotheses). The
theory that undetrlies the current dissertation asserts that the TQM system does not have the
same efficacy in different national cultures, referring to the divergence hypothesis, which as-
serts that national culture values dominate the behavior of the workers resulting in the fact that
the same management practices cannot be similarly successful in all national cultures. The va-
lidity of this basic theoretical assumption is proven empirically in compliance with all scientific
rules. For the empirical test, general propositions (hypotheses) are derived logically from the
basic theoretical assumption with the help of already published results of other scientists. If
the empirical check of hypotheses is positive, the conclusion will be considered verified and
the system as proven. If the theoretically predicted processes are not proven empirically, both
the hypothesis and the basic theoretical assumptions from which it is derived will be considered
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falsified (Riesenhuber, 2007, p.2). After it is known if the hypotheses and the basic assumption
are proven or refuted, the recommendations for operational managers, as well as the gaps for
future research, will be formulated.

Laws and Theories

Observations Explanation and Prediction

Figure 2: Induction and Deduction Approaches (Chalmers, 2007, p.46)

14



2. Theoretical Background

21. TQM
21.1. Definition of TQM

Definition of TQM has been formed gradually over time with the development of QM into
TOQM.

It is widely assumed that QM took its start in early 1920 by using the U.S. statistician Walter
Shewbart’s statistical theory for quality control (Yong and Wilkinson, 2010, p.248).

Deming, Juran, Crosby, and Feigenbaum developed it further in the 1940s in Japan through evo-
lutionary phases such as inspection, quality control, quality assurances, and finally, TQM,
which main goal was to satisfy external and internal customers through quality within all
issues in an organization (Othman, 2020, p.698)

The post-World War II period was characterized by the shortage of civilian goods, which
made the quantity and not the quality to objectives of the industry. Dr. Josef Juran and Dr. W.
Edwards Deming, two U.S. consultants, educated Japanese top management to integrate quality
aspects in the entire organization, developing the culture of continuous improvement. This
process of quality ideas implementation in Japanese industry was a long-lasting, steady, and
complicated process, but by the 1970s, the high-quality level of Japanese goods enabled Jap-
anese organizations to penetrate the American and European markets creating the new qual-
ity expectations of the customers worldwide and taking the economic lead in the post-World
Woar II era (Evans and Lindsay, 2019, p.13).

The awareness of quality grew steadily not only by customers but also by industry and gov-
ernment and was recognized to be a key to worldwide competitiveness (Evans and Lindsay,
2019, pp.13—14). In the early 1980s, the USA began to respond to TQM developing and
extensively implementing it in their organizations (Saraph et al., 1989, p.810; Prajogo and
Sohal, 2001, p.539). MBNQA was established by the act of congress and became a very
influential instrument for quality awareness in the USA and abroad (Evans and Lindsay,
2019, pp.14-15).

Dr. W. Edwards Deming, who stood at the beginning of the development of TQM ideas and
the person who probably most influenced the development of TQM, has never given a pre-
cise definition to quality (Evans, 2019, pp.51-52). In his lections, he taught top management
that “It will not suffice to have some brilliant successes here and there. ... In short, efforts
toward the improvement of quality must be total. They must:

® Be COMPANY-WIDE.

® Be NATION-WIDE.

® Embrace EVERY ACTIVITY—procurement, instrumentation, manufacturing, con-
sumer research, marketing, redesign” (Deming, 1982, p.103).

Deming generalized his experience in Japan into 14 points offering to organizations in the USA
14 Points of behavioral guidelines, the following of which would let firms “recapture the
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competitive position once held by American industry” (Deming, 1982, p.13). Walton called
these 14 points “the Deming management method” (Walton, 1986, pp.33—34). Here are these
14 points:

1.7 Create constancy of purpose toward improvement of product and service, with
the aim of becoming competitive and to stay in business, and to provide jobs.

2. Adopt the new philosophy. We are in a new economic age. Western manage-
ment must awaken to the challenge, must learn their responsibilities, and take
on leadership for change.

3. Cease dependence on inspection to achieve quality. Eliminate the need for in-
spection on a mass basis by building quality into the product in the first place.

4. End the practice of awarding business on the basis of the price tag. Instead,
minimize total cost. Move toward a single supplier for any one item, on a long-
term relationship of loyalty and trust.

5. Improve constantly and forever the system of production and service to im-
prove quality and productivity, and thus constantly decrease costs.

6. Institute training on the job.

7. Institute leadership (see Point 12 and Ch.8). The aim of supervision should be
to help people and machines and gadgets to do a better job. Supervision of
management is in need of an overhaul, as well as supervision of production
workers.

8. Drive out fear so that everyone may work effectively for the company
(see Ch. 3).

9. Break down barriers between departments. People in research, design, sales,
and production must work as a team to foresee problems of production and in
use that may be encountered with the product or service.

10. Eliminate slogans, exhortations, and targets for the workforce, asking for zero
defects and new levels of productivity. Such exhortations only create adversarial
relationships, as the bulk of the causes of low quality and low productivity be-
long to the system and thus lie beyond the power of the workforce.

11 a. Eliminate work standards (quotas) on the factory floor. Substitute leader-
ship.

b. Eliminate management by objective. Eliminate management by numbers,
numerical goals. Substitute leadership.

12 a. Remove barriers that rob the hourly worker of his right to pride in work-
manship. The responsibility of supervisors must be changed from sheer num-
bers to quality.

b. Remove barriers that rob people in management and in the engineering of
their right to pride in workmanship. This means, inter alia, abolishment of the
annual or merit rating and of management by objective (see Ch. 3).

13. Institute a vigorous program of education and self-improvement.

14. Put everybody in the company to work to accomplish the transformation. The
transformation is everybody’s job.” (Deming, 1982, pp.23-24)!

Anderson et al. stated that the Deming management method was not a scientific theory but a
practical guideline on how to transform and improve the management and started the trans-
formation of the Deming management method in the scientific TQM theory (Anderson et al.,
1994, p.502). TQM theory of Anderson et al. underlying the Deming management method
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concerned “the creation of an organizational system that fosters cooperation and learning for
facilitating the implementation of process management practices, which, in turn, leads to con-
tinuous improvement of processes, products, and services, and to employee fulfillment, both
of which are critical to customer satisfaction, and, ultimately, to firm survival” (Anderson et
al., 1994, p. 473). This first attempt to formalize the Deming management method-based TQM
theory found positive feedback and a broad acceptance by TQM researchers as well as by
scholars outside of the TQM discipline (Rungtusanatham et al., 2005, p.40).

Since that time, they have conducted a lot of research on the further development of TQM
theories, but there is no unanimous nominal definition of what TQM exactly is (Rungtusan-
atham et al., 2005, p.45; M. Shafiq et al., 2019, p.33).

But even researchers do not give a unique definition of TQM, and they broadly agree that
TQM is a generic term for:

® “a set of management methods and tools focused on providing superior value to the
customer through identification of customers expressed and latent needs, responsive-
ness to changing markets, as well as on improving the efficiency of the processes that
produce the product or service” (York and Miree, 2004, p.291);

® “an integrated management philosophy aimed at continuously improving the perfor-
mance of products, processes, and setrvices to achieve and surpass customer expecta-
tions” (Bayazit and Karpak, 2007, p.80);

®  “asystematic quality improvement approach for firm-wide management for the purpose
of improving performance in terms of quality, productivity, customer satisfaction, and
profitability” (Sadikoglu and Zehir 2010, p.13);

® “an approach to manage and continuously improve all the processes of an organization
by involving everyone to achieve customers’ (both internal and external) satisfaction at
the lowest cost” (Shafiq et al., 2019, p.33);

® The management method of an organization based on the cooperation of all its mem-
bers, which focuses on quality and, through customer satisfaction, on long-term busi-
ness success and benefits for the members of the organization and for society (Brigge-
mann and Bremer, 2020, p.182).

Obviously, all TQM definitions are remarkably similar and support the appeal of W. E. Dem-
ing to the never-ending improvement of quality driven by the leadership of the top manage-
ment, which leads companies to long-term competitive strength (Evans, 2019, pp.51-52).

2.1.2. TQM Practices

The TQM scholars universally agree that TQM should be captured, operationalized, and
measured through its observable components called by some scientists “TQM critical fac-
tors” and by other scientists “TQM practices.”

As mentioned in 2.1.1, TQM is a further development of QM. The probably very first at-
tempt to analyze and categorize the various sets of critical factors mentioned in QM literature
was made by Saraph et al (1989, p.810).
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Table 1 presents the eight critical factors of QM derived by Saraph et al. (1989, p.818):

Table 1:  The Eight Critical Factors of OM (Saraph at al., 1989, p.§18)

Critical Factors

The role of
management
leadership and
quality policy

Role of the quality
department

Training

Paining Product/
service design

Supplier quality

management

Process
management

Quality data and
reporting

Employee
Relations

Description

Acceptance of quality responsibility by General Motors and department heads.
Evaluation of top management on quality. Participation by top management in
quality improvement efforts. Specificity of quality goals. The importance at-
tached to quality in relation to cost and schedule. Comprehensive quality plan-
ning,.

Visibility and autonomy of the quality department. The quality department’s
access to top management. Use of quality staff for consultation. Coordination
between the quality department and other departments. Effectiveness of the
quality department.

Provision of statistical training, trade training, and quality-related training for
all employees.

Thorough scrub-down process. Involvement of all affected departments in
design reviews. Emphasis on producibility. Clarity of specifications. Emphasis
on quality, not roll out schedule. Avoidance of frequent redesigns.

Fewer dependable suppliers. Reliance on supplier process control. Strong in-
terdependence of supplier and customer. Purchasing policy emphasizing qual-
ity rather than price. Supplier quality control. Supplier assistance in product
development.

Clarity of process ownership, boundaries, and steps. Less reliance on inspec-
tion. Use of statistical process control. Selective automation. Fool-proof pro-
cess design. Preventative maintenance. Employee self-inspection. Automated
test.

Use of quality cost data. Feedback of quality data to employees and managers
for problem-solving. Timely quality measurement. Evaluation of managers
and employees based on quality performance. Availability of quality data.

Implementation of employee involvement and quality circles. Open employee
participation in quality decisions. Responsibility of employees for quality. Em-
ployee recognition for superior quality performance. Effectiveness of supervi-
sion in handling quality issues. Ongoing quality awareness of all employees.

The next crucial step in identifying the critical factors of TQM was made by Anderson et al.
(1994). The authors derived the Deming management method-based TQM theory, having
identified seven practices that captured, defined, and described TQM. As mentioned in 2.1.1,

the Deming management method-based TQM theory of Anderson et al. found positive feed-
back and a broad acceptance by TQM researchers (Rungtusanatham et al., 2005, p.46). Table
2 represents the seven TQM practices and their description defined by Anderson et al. (1994,

p.480).
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Table 2:  Seven TOM Practices underlying the Deming Management Method (Anderson et al., 1994, p.480)
Practice Description

Visionary The ability of management to establish, practice, and lead a long-term vision for
Leadership the organization, driven by changing customer requirements, as opposed to an in-

Internal and

ternal management control role. This is exemplified by clarifying vision, long-
range orientation, coaching management style, participative change, employee
empowerment, and planning and implementing organizational change.

The propensity of the organization to engage in noncompetitive activities inter-

External nally among employees and externally with respect to suppliers. This is exempli-

Cooperation | fied by a firm-supplier partnership, single-supplier orientation, collaborative or-
ganization, teamwork, organization-wide involvement, systems view of the organ-
ization, trust, and elimination of fear.

Learning The organizational capacity to recognize and nurture the development of its skills,
abilities, and knowledge base. This is exemplified by companywide training, foun-
dational knowledge, process knowledge, educational development, continuous
self-improvement, and managerial learning.

Process The set of methodological and behavioral practices emphasizing the management

Management | of the process, or means of actions, rather than results. This is exemplified by
management of processes, prevention orientation, reduction of mass inspection,
design quality, statistical process control, understanding of variation, elimination
of numerical quotas, elimination of management by objectives, elimination of
merit-rating reward systems, understanding motivation, total cost accounting, and
stable employment.

Continuous The propensity of the organization to pursue incremental and innovative im-

Improvement |provements of its processes, products, and services. This is exemplified by con-
tinuous improvement.

Employee The degree to which employees of an organization feel that the organization con-

Fulfillment tinually satisfies their needs. It is exemplified by job satisfaction, job commitment,
and pride in workmanship.

Customer The degree to which an organization’s customers continually perceive that their

Satisfaction needs are being met by the organization’s products and services. This is exempli-

fied by customer-driven focus.

The next major step in the identifying of TQM practices has been done by scientists who
have intensively studied the MBNQA model on its suitability to catch and measure TQM in
organizations. Sila and Ebrahimpour did an extensive analysis of seventy-six empirical studies
of TQM and categorized the used practices under the MBNQA framework from 2002 (Sila
and Ebrahimpour, 2003, p.235). Bou-Llusar et al. concluded that both MBNQA and EFQM
are operational frameworks for TQM cleatly reflecting its main premises (Bou-Llusar et al.,
2009, p.1). Yong and Wilkinson argue that MBNQA is the most used guideline as it provides
“the most comprehensive guidelines for TQM implementation,” covering seven categories
needed for TQM adoption (Yong and Wilkinson, 2010, p.253). And even Deming did not
support the award because he saw a competition form to be not suitable to his view of quality,
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all his 14 points are reflected within the criteria, and all criteria are accordingly in agreement
with the Deming management method (Evans, 2019, p. 530).

Sila deepened the research of Sila and Ebrahimpour (2003) on TQM observable practice and
added Supplier Management as a separate additional TQM practice because of the growing
importance of supply chains all over the world (Sila, 2007, p.84). As seen in the Table 2,
Saraph et al. (1989, p.818) formulated Supplier Quality Management also as a separate critical
factor of QM. Sila concluded theoretically and proved empirically that the TQM construct
could be measured by seven practices: Leadership, Strategic Planning, Customer Focus, In-
formation and Analysis, Human Resource Management, Process Management, and Supplier
Management (Sila, 2007, p.85).

Table 3 provides the description of the seven TQM practices and the supporting literature by
Sila.

Table 3:  TOM Practices and the Supporting Literature (Sila, 2007, p.85)

TQM Description Supporting Literature
Practices

Leadership | Top management and supervisory Flynn et al. (1994), Powell (1995), Anderson
commitment and Leadership; public | et al. (1998), Wilson and Collier (2000), Sun

responsibility and citizenship and Cheng (2002)
Strategic Quality mission; goals and policy; de- | Mohrman et al. (1995), Black and Porter
Planning velopment and deployment (1996), Raghunathan et al. (1997), Dow et al.
(1999), Solis et al. (2000), Sun and Cheng
(2002)
Customer Customer and market knowledge; at- | Powell (1995), Ahire et al. (1996), Adam et
Focus tention to Customer satisfaction; man- | al. (1997), Anderson et al. (1998), Solis et al.

agement of Customer relationships (2000), Sun and Cheng (2002)

Information |Performance measurement and analy- | Powell (1995), Samson and Terziovski
and Analysis | sis; information management; use of (1999), Anderson and Sohal (1999), Wilson
information technology; quality tools; | and Collier (2000), Solis et al. (2000), Sun

benchmarking and Cheng (2002)
Human Employee involvement; employee em- | Flynn et al. (1994), Black and Porter (19906),
Resoutce powerment; teamwork; rewards, recog- | Rao et al. (1997), Anderson and Sohal (1999),
Management | nition and performance appraisal; em- | Samson and Terziovski (1999), Wilson and
ployee training Collier (2000), Sun and Cheng (2002)
Process Product and service design; process Saraph et al. (1989), Flynn et al. (1994), Pow-

Management | control; innovation and continuous im- | ell (1995), Anderson et al. (1995), Samson
provement of processes; products and | and Terziovski (1999), Wilson and Collier

services (2000), Sun and Cheng (2002)
Supplier Supplier quality; supplier involvement; | Saraph et al. (1989), Powell (1995), Ahire et
Management |products and services al. (1996), Rao et al. (1999), Solis et al.
(2000), Cutkovic et al. (2000), Sun and
Cheng (2002)

20



By the time of conceptualizing my current research, Sila did the most extensive review of
TQM constructs in the scientific literature. He validated the TQM construct of seven TQM
practices, first theoretically and then empirically. Besides that, he suggested applying his in-
struments in cross-country studies “to shed more light on whether the convergence hypoth-
esis also holds for the TQM practices and TQM—performance relationships of companies
operating across different country boundaries” (Sila,2007, p.103). The author also used the
same TQM construct in his recent investigation of changes in TQM’s effects on corporate
social performance and financial performance over time (Sila, 2020, p.216). The current study
uses the TQM construct of Sila (2007) to capture and measure TQM by seven TQM prac-
tices.

2.2. Russian and German National Cultures

2.2.1. Term “Culture”

Edward Burnett Tylor (1832—-1917), who is widely considered being the founder of cultural
anthropology as a scientific discipline, developed the essential definition of culture, which is
still used by scholars: “Culture or Civilization, taken in its wide ethnographic sense, is that
complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, custom, and any other
capabilities and habits acquired by a man as a member of society” (Tylor, 1871, p.1).

Nowadays, more than 200 different definitions of culture exist (Rothlauf, 2014, p.26). Tri-
fonovitch even asserts that “it is possible to uncover over 450 definitions of the word or
concept of culture” (Trifonovitch, 1997, p.18). The 1952 published paper of Kroeber and
Kluckhohn “Culture: A Critical Review of Concepts and Definitions” contributed signifi-
cantly to the research on the definition of culture. The authors and their team gathered and
analyzed three hundred works attempting to describe culture. Kroeber and Kluckhohn of-
fered a classification composed of 164 definitions of contexts. The definition they offered is
“Culture consists of patterns, explicit and implicit, of and for behavior acquired and transmit-
ted by symbols, constituting the distinctive achievements of human groups, including their
embodiment in artifacts; the essential core of culture consists of traditional (i.e., historically
derived and selected) ideas and especially their attached; cultural systems may, on the one
hand, be considered as products of action, on the other, as conditional elements of further
action” (Kroeber and Kluckhohn, 1952, p 181, cited in Spencer-Oatey and Kadar, 2021, p.40).

Kluckhobn specifies his cultural concept by listing the following features (Kluckhohn, 1951,
p.87, cited in Rothlauf, 2014, p.29):

® “Culture is learned.

® Culture is structured.

®  Culture derives from the biological, environmental, psychological and historical compo-
nents of human existence.

Culture is divided into aspects.

Culture is dynamic.

Culture is variable.

Culture exhibits regularities that permit its analysis by the methods of science.
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® Culture is the instrument whereby the individual adjusts to his total setting, and gains
the means for creative expression.”

Keller ofters the following characteristics for defining the culture (Keller, 1982, p. 114, cited
in Rothlauf, 2014, p.28):

“Culture has been created by human beings.

It is a product of collective social thinking and the acting of individual people.
Culture is supra-individual and a social phenomenon outlasting the individual.
Culture is learned and communicated with the help of symbols.

Culture controls the behavior by means of norms, rules and codes of conduct.
Culture strives for inner consistence and integration.

Culture is an instrument for adapting to the environment.

Culture is adaptively versatile in the long term.”

Luthans defines the term “culture” as (Luthans, 1997, p.96):

® “Learned. Culture is not inherited or biologically based; it is acquired by learning and
experience.

® Shared. People as members of a group organization or society share culture; it is not
specific to single individuals.

® Transgenerational. Culture is cumulative, passed down from one generation to the next.

® Symbolic. Culture is based on the human capacity to symbolize or use one thing to
represent another.

® Patterned. Culture has structure and is integrated; a change in one part will bring changes
to another.

® Adaptive. Culture is based on the human capacity to change or adapt, as opposed to the
more genetically driven adaptive process of animals”.

Hofstede, one of the most famous contemporary cultural researchers, defines culture as “the
collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the members of one group or category
of people from another” (Hofstede, 1980, p.25; Hofstede, 2001, p.9).

Project GLOBE (The Global Leadership Organizational Behavior Effectiveness Research)
defines culture as “shared motives, values, beliefs, identities, and interpretations or meanings
of significant events that result from common experiences of members of collectives that
are transmitted across generations” (House and Javidan, 2004, p.15).

Schwartz, one of the leading social psychologists, views culture as “the rich complex of mean-
ings, beliefs, practices, symbols, norms, and values prevalent among people in a society”
(Schwartz, 2004, p.43).

Schein, world-famous for his model of organization culture, defines culture as “a pattern of
basic assumptions that the group learned as it solved its problems of external adaptation and
internal integration, that has worked well enough to be considered valid and that, therefore,
is taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those
problems” (Schein, 1992, p.12).
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Thus, there is a wide range of culture descriptions and concepts, but there is no unique def-
inition or concept of what culture is. The diversity of all aspects of culture that must be
combined in one term and different perspectives from which culture is being seen can lead
to no unique universal scientific definition of it being found (Baumgart and Janecke, 2005,
p-19). All attempted explanations underlie one objective—to give a framework to the indi-
vidual to be able to classify one’s own experience and behavioral patterns (Rothlauf, 2014,
p.29), drawing attention to the essential elements of culture:

®  “culture is associated with social groups;

® it is reflected in shared sets of objects (artifacts/products), behavioral patterns (prac-
tices/learned routines of interacting), and in cognition (networks of knowledge, beliefs,
perspectives), some of which are more evident than others;

e itaffects people’s expectations of behavior and frames their interpretations/ evaluations
of behavior;

® it is acquired and/or constructed through interaction with others, and the most im-
portant way in which this acquisition happens is socialization” (Spencer-Oatey and Ka-
dar, 2021, p.45).

The term culture can be referred to as national culture and organizational culture. The current
study focuses further on the national culture.

2.2.2. Overview of National Culture Models

Scientists have been developing cultural models consisting of cultural dimensions to capture
and characterize cultures and make them measurable and comparable with each other
(Barmeyer et al., 2021, p.46). Cultural dimensions are constructs which reflect typical solu-
tions and behavior of actors integrated into specific context and can serve as an orientation
guide, but they do not determine behaviors absolutely and cannot be considered to be a
reality (Barmeyer et al., 2021, p49).

The most known and used national cultural models are (Rothlauf, 2012, p.37):

Model of Hall
Model of Hofstede
Model of Trompenaars
GLOBE Model
Model of Schwarz

A short overview of these models is presented below.

Model of Hall

Edward Twitchell Hall, the American anthropologist and ethnologist, who is considered to be
a founder of intercultural communication, used a qualitative approach to develop a profound
comprehension of human coexistence and behavior (Barmeyer et al., 2021, p.47). The model
of Edward Twitchell Hall offers four dimensions for defining and differentiating cultures (Hall
and Hall, 1990, pp.3-31):
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® Context
® Time
® Space

® Speed of Information.

Hall model helps to understand cultures better but is less helpful for the scientific analysis of
cultural differences because, as mentioned above, it is built on a primarily qualitative and less
scientific approach for the development of these four dimensions (Rothlauf, 2012, p.67;
Rothlauf, 2014, p.32; Barmeyer et al., 2021, p.47).

The remaining four models meet the requirements of subsequent statistical analyses (Roth-
lauf, 2012, p.67).

Model of Hofstede

The Hofstede’s value and belief theory made a significant contribution to the cultural research
field as it was the first quantitative study to examine cultural differences (Barmeyer et al.,
2021, p.47). 116000 employees of IBM in 72 countries were questioned about work-related
values and attitudes in written form during the first survey (Barmeyer et al., 2021, p.47). Four
dimensions of cultural values and beliefs have been derived from the initial study:

® Power Distance — “The extent to which less powerful members of institutions and
organizations accept that power is distributed unequally” (Hofstede, 1980, p.419).

® Individualism — “the tendency of people to look after themselves and their immediate
family only.” (Hofstede, 1980, p.419). Collectivism, on the contrary, is when people be-
long to in-groups (families, organizations, etc.) who look after them in exchange for
loyalty (Hofstede, 1980, p. 419).

®  Masculinity — “a situation in which the dominant values in society are success, money,
and things” versus Femininity— “a situation in which the dominant values in society
are caring for others and the quality of life” (Hofstede, 1980, pp. 420).

® Uncertainty Avoidance — “the extent to which people feel threatened by ambiguous
situations” (Hofstede, 1980, p.418).

The fifth dimension was added in 1987 to the model:

® Long-term orientation stood “for the fostering of virtues oriented toward future re-
wards” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p.239).
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The sixth and latest dimension followed in 2010:

® Indulgence stood “for a tendency to allow relatively free gratification of basic and natural
human desires related to enjoying life and having fun” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p.281).

Model of Trompenaars

15000 managers from different organizations situated in 55 countries were questioned by
written interviews, answers from managers from 47 countries could be included in the study
of Fons Trompenaars, a Dutch French organizational theorist, management trainer, and moti-
vational speaker in the area of intercultural communication, and Charles Hampden-Turner, a
recognized key business thinker. The seven cultural dimensions have been derived from the
study as follows (Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, 1997, pp.8—10, 29, 102, 120, 141):

universalism versus particularism (rules versus relationships),
communitarianism versus individualism (the group versus the individual),
neutral versus emotional (the range of feelings expressed),

°

°

°

® diffuse versus specific (the range of involvement),

® achievement versus ascription (status achieved by doing versus being),
® attitudes to time (sequential versus synchronic),

°

attitudes to the environment (internal versus external control).

GLOBE

The Global Leadership Organizational Behavior Effectiveness Research (GLOBE) is “the
most extensive cultural investigation in terms of scope, depth, duration and sophistication
that has been conducted in recent times” (Rothlauf, 2012, p.64). The ten-year research study
(1887—-1997), initiated by the US-American university professor Robert |. House, explores soci-
etal culture, organizational culture, and attributes of effective leadership based on survey re-
sults of about 17000 mid-level managers in more than 951 organizations of several branches
from 62 societies throughout the world (House et al., 2004, p.3). The nine cultural dimensions
of GLOBE, Power Distance, In-group Collectivism, Institutional Collectivism, Future Ori-
entation, Assertiveness, Uncertainty Avoidance, Humane Orientation, Gender Egalitarianism,
Performance Orientation are differentiated between practices (P) and values (V). Practice data
is derived from “what is (or are),” whereas value data is the result of “what should be” survey
questions and is measured with a 7-point scale ranging from 1, low agreement, to 7, strong
agreement. Both P and V were measured for organizations and societies (House and Javidan,
2004, p.21).

GLOBE is regarded to be an extension of Hofstede’s value and belief theory of culture as six
from nine dimensions of GLOBE model have their origin in the studies of Hofstede (Power
Distance, Collectivism (Institutional collectivism), Collectivism (In-group), Gender Egalitar-
ianism, Assertiveness, Uncertainty Avoidance) and three additional dimensions were added
within the GLOBE-Study: Future Orientation, Human Orientation and Performance Ori-
entation (House and Javidan, 2004, p.13). GLOBE argues with Hofstede, who assumed that
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societies are defined by values and organizations by practices, whereas GLOBE asserts that
values and practices can both be present in societies and organizations (Blyszcz, 2016, p.66).

The nine cultural dimensions of GLOBE have been defined as follows (House and Javidan,
2004, pp.11-13):

® Power Distance is the degree to which members of an organization or society expect
and agree that power should be stratified and concentrated at higher levels of an organ-
ization or government,

® In-group Collectivism is the degree to which a culture’s people (should) take pride in
and (should) feel loyalty toward their families, organizations, and employers,

® Institutional Collectivism is the degree to which organizational or societal institutional
practices encourage and reward collective distribution of resources and collective action,

® Future Orientation is the degree to which individuals in organizations or societies engage
in future-oriented behaviors such as planning, investing in the future, and delaying indi-
vidual or collective gratification,

® Assertiveness is the degree to which individuals in organizations or societies are asset-
tive, confrontational, and aggressive in a social relationship,

® Uncertainty Avoidance is the extent to which members of an organization or society
strive to avoid uncertainty by relying on established social norms, rituals, and bureau-
cratic practices,

® Human Orientation is the degree to which individuals in organizations or societies en-
courage and reward an individual for being fair, altruistic, friendly, generous, caring, and
kind to others,

®  Gender Egalitarianism degree to which a culture’s people (should) support gender equal-
ity,

® Performance Orientation degree to which a culture’s people (should) encourage and

reward people for performance.

Model of Schwartz;

Shalom H. Schwartz, one of the leading social psychologists in Israel, surveyed the value pref-
erences of individuals in 67 countries (Schwartz, 2004, p.48). He then analyzed the data and
derived three bipolar cultural dimensions, which should give answers to three issues or social
problems:

® Embeddedness vs. Intellectual and Affective Autonomy concern the issue “of the rela-
tion ... between the person and the group” (Schwartz, 2004, p.45),

® FEgalitarianism vs. Hierarchy concerns the social problem “to guarantee responsible be-
havior that preserves the social fabric” (Schwartz, 2004, p.45),

® Harmony vs. Mastery concerns regulating the social problem “how people manage their
relationship to the natural and social world” (Schwartz, 2004, p.46).

Figure 3 represents the comparison of the four cultural models which meet the requirements
of subsequent statistical analyses.
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Figure 3: Comparison of the Cultural Models (Rothlanf, 2014, p.55)

2.2.3. The Choice of the Model for the Comparison of Russian and Germany

National Cultures

Literature analysis shows that researchers study the efficacy of QM and TQM practices in
diverse cultures, often using Hofstede’s national culture dimensions (Lagrosen, 2003; Flynn
and Saladin, 2006; Wehnert, 2009; Zhang and Wu, 2014; Al Mubarak et al., 2017). Other
authors, for example, Kull and Wacker (2010), investigate the effects of the national culture
on QM through the prism of GLOBE cultural dimensions.

Choosing between the Hofstede and GLOBE model to apply in the current study, it is nec-
essary to state that Hofstede’s value and belief theory has been the first quantitative study to
examine cultural differences contributing significantly to the cultural research field (Barmeyer
etal., 2021, p.47) which has become “the overwhelmingly dominant metric of culture” in the
scientifical research, especially if country has been being used as the contextual variable (Yoo
etal., 2011, p. 194). This made Hofstede “by far the most cited scholar in international busi-
ness research and cross-cultural studies™ (Taras et al., 2023, in press). In QM and TQM stud-
ies Hofstede’s value and belief theory is also the most used model (Jung et al., 2008, p. 624;
Kull and Wacker, 2010, p.223).
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However, Hofstede’s measurement of culture at a country’s level is being criticized as the
data has been collected from IBM employees who cannot be referred as a representative
sample of the population as IBM has a strong corporate culture which involves certain re-
cruitment practices and certain similarity on the employee (Rothlauf, 2012, p.48). The Hof-
stede’s approach is being discussed for focusing on cultural values on a country basis where
many researchers suggest rather to study values at the individual level (Blut et al., 2022,
p.350). Moreover, the increasing culture’s complexity due to globalization has been question-
ing the relevance of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions (Nakata, 2009, p.3) indicating that Hof-
stede’s approach needs to be updated (Blut et al., 2022, p.340). Wehnert investigated the
efficacy of TQM in different national cultures using the Hofstede model and faced the prob-
lem that Hofstede’s cultural dimension Masculinity/Femininity might confound at least four
cultural dimensions presented by GLOBE as Performance Orientation, Humane Orienta-
tion, Assertiveness, and Gender Egalitarianism (Wehnert, 2009, p.151). Wehnert called sci-
entists for further research on TQM using GLOBE cultural dimensions (Wehnert, 2009,
p.151). Finally, the current dissertation compares national cultures of particularly Germany
and Russia, but Hofstede has not conducted a large-scale empirical study for Russia but has
provided only estimated derived from national statistics, regional studies of culture, and ar-
chetypes found in literature and history (Naumov and Puffer, 2000, p.710). The GLOBE
project, on the contrary, is one of the first attempts to collect empirical data on Russian
culture by using international and reliable research methods (Grachev, 2009, p.10).

The current study will apply GLOBE model to conduct the comparison of German and
Russian national cultures.

Table 4 presents the definition of the nine cultural dimensions of GLOBE as well as sample
questionnaire items to make the understanding easier.

Table 4:  Definition of the GLOBE Cultural Dimension (House and Javidan, 2004, pp.11—13) and Sample
Questionnaire Items (Dorfman et al., 2012, p.516)

Cultural Definition Sample Questionnaire Items
Dimension

Power The degree to which members of an organization |Followers are (should be) ex-
Distance or society expect and agree that power should be | pected to obey their leaders

stratified and concentrated at higher levels of an | without question
organization or government

In-group The degree to which a culture’s people (should) | Employees feel (should feel)
Collectivism | take pride in and (should) feel loyalty toward their | great loyalty toward this organ-
families, organizations, and employers ization

Institutional | The degree to which organizational or societal in- | Leaders encourage (should en-
Collectivism | stitutional practices encourage and reward collec- | courage) group loyalty even if
tive distribution of resources and collective action |individual goals suffer
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Cultural Definition Sample Questionnaire Items
Dimension

Future The degree to which individuals in organizations | More people live (should live)

Orientation | ot societies engage in future-oriented behaviors | for the present rather than for
such as planning, investing in the future, and de- | the future (scored inversely)
laying individual or collective gratification

Assertiveness | The degree to which individuals in organizations | People are (should be) gener-
or societies ate assertive, confrontational, and ag- | ally dominant in their relation-
gressive in social relationship ships with each other

Uncertainty | The extent to which members of an organization |Most people lead (should lead)
Avoidance ot society strive to avoid uncertainty by relying on | highly structured lives with few
established social norms, rituals, and bureaucratic | unexpected events
practices

Humane The degree to which individuals in organizations | People are generally (should be
Orientation | or societies encourage and reward individual for | generally) very tolerant of mis-
being fair, altruistic, friendly, generous, caring, takes
and kind to others

Gender The degree to which a culture’s people (should) | Boys are encouraged (should

Egalitarianism | support gender equality be encouraged) more than gitls
to attain a higher education
(scored inversely)

Performance |The degree to which a culture’s people (should) | Students are encouraged

Orientation | encourage and reward people for performance (should be encouraged) to
strive for continuously im-
proved performance

GLOBE gathered the main data in 1995-1998, with additional data collected from media
analysis in 2001 (Grachev et al., 2012, p.809). Scientists assert that the results of GLOBE are
relevant nowadays because cultural practices and values are stable or occur slowly over a long
period of time in the range of 50 or more years (Brodbeck et al., 2012, p.1072). Many repli-
cation studies of Hofstede have empirically validated the stability of the culture; more than
20 years may have gone by between the time two studies were conducted (House et al., 2004,
p-54). The doubts can arise about the GLOBE scores of Russia because Russia has been
going a long way of economic and political transformation, which could cause convergence
toward more Western-oriented cultural dimensions (Naumov and Petrovskaya, 2011, p.65).
Naumov and Petrovskaya did an empirical investigation and confirmed that no notable
change of cultural values in Russia occurred despite abundant visible changes in the Russian
economy and behavior of people (Naumov and Petrovskaya, 2011, p.97). As for Germany,
some of its cultural dimensions are so deeply rooted in history that it would require a very
long time and effort to make any change in them (Brodbeck and Frese, 2012, p.192).

The next sections describe Russian and German national cultures using the data of the
GLOBE project.
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2.2.4. GLOBE Cultural Profile of Russia

Table 5 presents the descriptive statistics of 9 GLOBE cultural dimensions (practices and
values) as well as the ranking of Russia among 61 societies. To make the analysis of the country
profile and afterward the comparison between Russian and German cultures vividly, the
method of Rohm (2010), who compares American and Arab national cultures, and Bluszcz et
al. (2016), who followed Rohm (2010) in the method comparing national cultures of Germany
and China, has been applied. The mean and standard deviation (STDEV) have been used to
rate the deviation of the individual values rating them lower (L), significantly lower (L*), higher
(H), and significantly higher (H*). Significantly higher (H*) or significantly lower (L*) applies
if the value of the dimension score is more than one standard deviation above or below the
mean. This method allows presenting the magnitude of separation and extent of the differ-
ences between both countries clearly (Rohm, 2010, p.4; Bluszcz et al., 2016, p.62).

Table 5:  The Descriptive Statistics for GLOBE Cultural Dimension Scores for Russia (House and Javidan,

2004, p. 31; Grachev et al., 2012, p.813)

Russia Ranking Min of 61 Max of 61 Mean of STDEV Deviation of
among 61 societal |societal 61 societal the individ-
societies | cultures |cultures  cultures ual scores of

Russia

GLOBE Cultural P |V P v P v [P |V P v [P |V P \Y

Dimensions

Power Distance (5.52/2.62/14 40 3.89 |2.04 |5.80 |3.65 |5.17 2.75 |0.41|0.35 H L
In-group 5.63/5.79(17 120 |3.53 4.94 |6.36 |6.52 |5.13 |5.66 |0.73/0.35|H H
Collectivism

Institutional 450/3.89{17 |60 |3.25 |3.83 |5.22 |5.65 |4.25 |4.73 |0.42/0.49 H L*
Collectivism

Future 2.88/5.48|61 |34 2.88 (4.33 |5.07 |6.20 |3.85 |5.49 0.46|0.41 |L* L
Orientation

Assertiveness 3.68/2.83/54 |59 |3.38 |2.66 |4.89 |5.56 |4.14 |3.82 10.37|0.65|L* L*
Uncertainty 2.88/5.07|61 |18 |2.88 |13.16 |5.37 |5.61 |4.16 |4.62 10.60/0.61 |L* H
Avoidance

Humane 39455937 |18 |3.18 |4.49 |5.23 6.09 |4.09 |5.42 0.47/0.25|L H
Orientation

Gender 4.074.18|2 49 12,50 |3.18 4.08 |5.17 |3.37 |4.51 |0.37/048 H* |L
Bgalitarianism

Performance 3.39/5.54/59 |55 |3.20 4.92 (494 |6.58 |4.10 |5.94 10.41|0.34 |L* L*
Orientation

Significantly bigher (H*) or significantly lower (1*) applies if the value of the dimension score is more than one standard
deviation above or below the mean. Higher (H) and lower (L) apply if the value of the dimension score is less than one
standard deviation above or below the mean.
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Power Distance

Russia ranks higher (H) as average at Power Distance practice. Scientists traditionally under-
line the autocratic leadership style in Russia (Bollinger, 1994; Ardichvili et al., 1998; Dicken-
son et al. 2000; Ardichvili and Gasparishvili, 2001; Hofstede 2001; Khoo und Tan, 2002;
Michailova. 2002; Matveev und Milter, 2004). Respect for authority and the privileges of
authority, strong centralization of power in the hands of the state, lack of democratic tradi-
tions are the characteristics not only of Soviet Russia but also of prerevolutionary Russia
(Grachev, 2009, p. 6). But the value of Power Distance (how it should be) in Russia is lower
(L) than average. The reason for this gap can be that the soviet era suppressed people very

strongly by all means of control, modifying their behavior but not changing the value (Gra-
chev et al,, 2012, p. 815).

In-group Collectivism

Russia ranks higher (H) as average at In-group Collectivism practice and value. This dimen-
sion reflects the traditional belonging to the group of people, who lived together in an agrar-
ian country for centuries on large open space and worked together to overcome natural ob-
stacles. In the communistic era, this belonging to the collective was also supported by be-
longing to the Party (Grachev et al., 2012, p.814).

Institutional Collectivism

Russia ranks higher (H) as average at Institutional Collectivism practice, but significantly
lower (I¥) as average at its value. Scientists argue that this gap between practice and value is
in line with a decline of traditional collectivistic values, which they attribute to the economic
transformation of Russia, which pushes people towards higher levels of individualism (Gra-
chev et al.,2012, p. 812; Grachev, 2009, p.5).

Future orientation

Russia ranks significantly lower (L*¥) as average at Future Orientation “as it is” (practice) with
a rank of 61 from 61 countries. The non-stop changes in the political, legislation, and eco-
nomic area after the collapse of the Soviet Union transformed Russia into a society with
“limited Future orientation” (Baumgart and Janecke, 2005, p.55; Grachev et al., 2012, p. 810).
The tendency of value “how it should be” is towards the midrange level (rank 34) but still
lower than the mean of all countries.

Assertiveness

Russia ranks significantly lower (L*) as average at both Assertiveness practice and value.
Networks belonging to the family, structures, and collective obligations underlie low scores
on assertive, confrontational, and aggressive behavior in social and business relationships
(Grachev, 2009, p. 6).
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Uncertainty Avoidance

Like by Future orientation, Russia ranks significantly lower (L*) as average at Uncertainty
Avoidance “as it is” (practice) with a rank of 61 from 61 societies. Grachev interprets it as
“uncertainty acceptance” and risk-taking style of managers in the Russian transitional econ-
omy (Grachev, 2009, p.7). But the value of Uncertainty Avoidance is higher (H), with a rank
of 18 from 61 societies meaning the commitment of Russian management to order, security,
and rules. The gap between behavior (practices) and values could arise from the situation
that in the transitional time, managers adjusted to the difficult, inconstant situation demand-
ing quick reactions and taking risks (Grachev, 2009, p.7).

Human Orientation

Russia ranks lower (L) as average at Human Orientation “how it is” and higher (H) at “how
it should be.” The gap between lower practice and higher value can be explained through the
unstable political and economic situation after the collapse of the Soviet Union when ethical
norms and morality were not highly respected within society, and the lack of legislation indi-
rectly supported unfairness (Grachev, 2009, p. 7).

Gender Egalitarianism

Russia ranks significantly higher (H*) as average at Gender Egalitarianism “as it is” (practice)
with a rank of 2 from 61 countries. But the value score of Gender Egalitarianism “how it
should be” is lower (L) as average. Historically, the roles of men and women in prerevolu-
tionary Russia were clearly separated—this is reflected in the lower value of Gender Egali-
tarianism. As Stalin’s repressions and World War II severely decreased the male population
in Russia, women had to take over traditional men’s activities. The Soviet Union supported
the equality of men and women and strictly controlled that both sexes had equal access to
education. This heritage of communistic time is reflected in Russia’s behavior score (practice)
(Grachev, 2009, p. 5).

Performance Orientation

Russia ranks significantly lower (L*) as average at both Performance Orientation practice
and value taking, accordingly, 59th and 55th rank among 61 societies. Grachev explains these
very low ranking among GLOBE countries through historical trends: achievements of or-
ganizations, their managers, and workers were not recognized in the communistic era by
monetary means but were rewarded only symbolically, which did not emphasize people to
exceed the plans which they became from the state. After the communistic time, corruption
and other immoral ways have been used by a lot of organizations to succeed (Grachev, 2009,
p. 6). The small businesses which practice the Performance Orientation behavior are still
underdeveloped (Grachev et al., 2012, p.810).

Figure 4 visualizes GLOBE cultural profiles of Russia, clearly showing the described gaps
between practices and values.
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Figure 4:  GLLOBE Cultural Profile of Russia

Obviously, Russia has an extreme behavioral profile as among nine dimensions messed
across 61 countries; it ranks with five dimensions extremely: at place 2 with Gender Egali-
tarianism, at place 54 with Assertiveness, at place 59 with Performance Orientation, at place
61 with Future Orientation and Uncertainty avoidance. These extremes can be explained
through the transition society (Grachev et al., 2012, p. 818; Grachev, 2009, p.7). Moreover,
Russia’s cultural profile contains considerable gaps between the behavior and value scores
on dimensions linked to the current economic and social transformation, such as Power
Distance, Performance Orientation, Future Orientation, Uncertainty Avoidance, and Hu-
mane Orientation. (Grachev et al., 2012, p. 818; Grachev, 2009, p.7). Thus, not only deep-
rooted historically developed cultural features as well as communistic era heritage but also
the radical changes during the transitional period after the collapse of the Soviet Union play
a significant role in forming cultural frameworks of contemporary Russia (Grachev et al.,
2012, pp. 818, 829).

2.2.5. GLOBE Cultural Profile of Germany

Globe measures Germany as two societies: former West and former East. For the current
research, the scores of Germany (former West) have been used because western Germany
gives “the historical development and the industrial landscape in Germany” (Bluszcz et al,
2016, p.62) and because 80% of the German population live on former West Germany
(Brodbeck and Frese, 2012, p.154) For the current research the country name Germany will
be used for Germany (former West). To make the analysis of the country profile and after-
ward the comparison between Russian and German cultures vividly, the method of Rohm
(2010), who compares American and Arab national cultures, and Bluszcz et al. (2016), who
followed Rohm (2010) in the method of comparing national cultures of Germany and China,
has been applied. The mean and standard deviation (STDEV) have been used to rate the
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deviation of the individual values rating them lower (L), significantly lower (I*), higher (H),
and significantly higher (H*). Significantly higher (H*) or significantly lower (L*) applies if
the value of the dimension score is more than one standard deviation above or below the
mean. This method allows presenting the magnitude of separation and extent of the differ-
ences between both countries clearly (Rohm, 2010, p.4; Bluszcz et al., 2016, p.62).

Table 6 presents the descriptive statistics of 9 GLOBE cultural dimensions (practices and
values) as well as the ranking of Germany among 61 societies.

Table 6:  The Descriptive Statistics for GLOBE Cultural Dimension Scores for Germany (House et al., 2004,
p.31; Brodbeck and Frese, 2012, p.162)

Germany Rank Min of 61 Max of 61 Mean of STDEV Deviation of

(former | among 61 |societal societal |61 societal the individual
West) societies cultures |cultures cultures scores of
Germany
(former West)
GLOBE p v p Vv P |V P |V P V P V P A%
Cultural
Dimensions
Power 525254 129 |44 |3.89 |2.04 5.80 |3.65 |5.17 |2.75 |0.41|0.35 H L
Distance
In-group 4.02 |5.18 54 |55 |3.53 |4.94 |6.36 |6.52 |5.13 |5.66 |0.73|0.35|L* L*
Collectivism
Institutional |3.79 |4.82 |54 |28 3.25 |3.83 |5.22 |5.65 |4.25 4.73 |0.42|0.49 |L* H
Collectivism
Future 427 1485 13 |57 |2.88 |4.33 |5.07 |6.20 |3.85 |5.49 |0.46/0.41 H L*
Orientation

Assertiveness [4.55 (3.09 |10 |55 |3.38 |2.66 4.89 |5.56 |4.14 |3.82 |0.37 0.65 H* Lx*

Uncertainty  |5.22 |3.32 |5 59 12.88 |3.16 |5.37 |5.61 4.16 |4.62 |0.60/0.61 H* Lx
Avoidance

Humane 3.18 |5.46 |61 30 |3.18 |4.49 |5.23 6.09 |4.09 5.42 0.47|0.25 L* H
Orientation

Gender 3.10 |4.89 44 15 |2.50 |3.18 |4.08 |5.17 |3.37 4.51 |0.37/0.48 L H
Egalitarianism

Performance |4.25 |6.01 22 |29 3.20 |4.92 494 6.58 |4.10 |5.94 |0.41/0.34 H H
Orientation

Power Distance

Germany ranks higher (H) than average at Power Distance practice with rank 29 among 61
countries, which is rooted in the history of Germany in which it was assumed that “the post-
30-year-war importance of the local princes, the romantic notion of community, and the de
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facto importance of the modern (Prussian) state all reinforced a strong state orientation with
traditional power distance” (Brodbeck and Frese, 2012, p.159). However, the value score of
Power Distance is lower (L) than average, with rank 44 among 61 societies, reflecting the
wish of modern German society for a more egalitarian approach (Brodbeck and Frese, 2012,

p.159).

In-group Collectivism

Germany ranks significantly lower (I*) than average both at In-group Collectivism practice
and value taking 54th and 55th place accordingly among 61 countries which is very typical
for the highly developed Western societies reflecting that the individual self-esteem is higher
than group loyalty (Brodbeck and Frese, 2012, p.164).

Institutional Collectivism

Like In-group Collectivism, Germany ranks significantly lower (L*) than average at Institu-
tional collectivism practice, taking the rank fifty-four among 61 societies. The very low scores
of both In-group Collectivism and Institutional collectivism are typical for the highly devel-
oped Western societies, in this case reflecting those individuals are encouraged through in-
dividual achievements and rewards rather than collective achievements and reward distribu-
tion for the group (Brodbeck and Frese, 2012, p.164). The higher rank of the value (rank 28)
reflects in case Germany the ideal of a “Gemeinschaft” and the social welfare state, the roots
of which go the pioneering social welfare laws from the end of the 19™ century followed by
the development of the social system taking care of people (Brodbeck and Frese, 2012,
pp.164-165).

Future Orientation

Germany ranks higher (H) than average at Future Orientation “as it is” (practice) but signif-
icantly lower (I*) than average with a rank of 57 from 61 countries at Future Orientation
“how it should” (value). The history of Germany with many uncertainties and divisions sup-
ported the ideal of the high Future Orientation. The trend to the significantly lower Future
Orientation may reflect the wish of middle managers to reduce investments in the future,
benefiting from them now (Brodbeck and Frese, 2007, p.164).

Assertiveness

Germany ranks significantly higher (H*) than average at Assertiveness practice and signifi-
cantly lower (L*) than average at Assertiveness value. Germans are traditionally open to de-
bates, confrontation, and aggressive or assertive behavior by interpersonal interaction at
work. But the strong declining trend of value reflects a powerful desire for less confrontation
and more non-assertive interpersonal communication (Brodbeck and Frese, 2012, p.162).
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Uncertainty Avoidance

Germany ranks significantly higher (H*) than average at Uncertainty Avoidance “as it is”
(practice), taking rank five from 61 countries, whereas its Uncertainty Avoidance value “how
it should be” is significantly lower (L*) than average, taking rank fifty-nine among 61 coun-
tries. Brodbeck and Frese refer to a very high Uncertainty Avoidance practice to the history,
where Germany had to deal with a lot of uncertainty and was trying to reduce it through
formalization, structures, and secure processes, which aim to reduce stress when facing un-
certainty (Brodbeck and Frese, 2012, p.162). The strong inclining trend of the value is one
of the examples of the divergence when people desire to substitute historically developed
behavior and get rid of a lot of rules and regulations (Brodbeck and Frese, 2012, p.163).

Humran Orientation

Germany takes the last 61st place at Human Otrientation practice and ranks higher (H) than
average, taking place in the middle (30) by the Human Orientation value. The extremely lower
score level on Human Orientation can mean that the personal interaction in German compa-
nies is based on the objectives, task orientation, straightforward and confrontational, which is
fully in line with a very high level of Assertiveness (Brodbeck and Frese, 2012, p.165). The
low score level of Human Orientation does not contradict the social welfare where the state
takes care of people more than in other countries—it only makes the Human Orientation at
the interpersonal level less important (Brodbeck and Frese, 2012, p.165). The slight incline in
the value of Human Orientation is in line with a powerful desire for unassertive and “kind”
behavior at the interpersonal level, referred to as the declining Assertiveness value.

Gender Egalitarianism

Germany ranks lower (L) than average at Gender Egalitarianism “as itis” (practice) and higher
(H) than average as “how it should be” (value). The magnitude between “as it is” and “how
it should be” is larger as the global trend, which means that women will probably experience
a social advance. Another evidence for it is that eight years after the GLOBE data was col-
lected, 2 woman became Bundeskanzlerin (premier) (Brodbeck and Frese, 2012, p. 165).

Performance Orientation

Germany ranks higher (H) than average but not significantly higher (H*) as it can be expected
from the German society at both Performance Orientation practice and value.

Figure 5 visualizes GLOBE cultural profiles of Germany, cleatly showing the described gaps
between practices and values.
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Figure 5: - GLOBE Cultural Profile of Germany

2.2.6. Comparison of Russian and German National Cultures

The focus of the current subsection is the comparison of Russian and German national cul-
tures based on GLOBE cultural dimensions, which should later support the analysis of the
cultural rationality of TQM.

Table 7 presents the comparison results of 9 GLOBE cultural dimensions (practices and
values) between Russia and Germany (former West).

Table 7:  The Descriptive Statistics for GLOBE Cultural Dimension Scores for Russia and Germany (Based on
House et al. (2004, p. 31), Brodbeck and Frese (2007, p. 162), Grachev et al., (2007, p.813))

GLOBE Russia | Germany Mean of 61 STDEV Deviation of Deviation of
(former societal the individ- | the individual
West) cultures ual scores of scores of Ger-
Russia many

(former West)

Cultural P v |P A P A% P v |P \Y P \Y
Dimensions

Power 5.5212.62 525 254 517 |2.75 1041|035 H L H L
distance

In-group 5.6315.79 14.02 5.18 |5.13 |5.66 [0.73/0.35 |H H I* Lx*
Collectivism

Institutional 450 13.89 |3.79 [4.82 |4.25 4.73 042 |0.49 H Lx* I* H
Collectivism

Future 2.88 15.48 |4.27 |4.85 [3.85 549 0.46(0.41 Lx* L H Lx
Orientation
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GLOBE Russia | Germany <Mean of 61 STDEV Deviation of Deviation of

(former societal the individ- | the individual
West) cultures ual scores of scores of Ger-
Russia many

(former West)

Assertiveness | 3.68 12.83 14.55 3.09 |4.14 |3.82 |0.37 | 0.65 |L* I* H* IL*
Uncertainty 2.88 15.07 /1522 1332 |4.16 4.62 |0.60 0.61 |L* H H* IL*
Avoidance

Humane 3.94 1559 318 546 [4.09 542 (047025 |L H L* H
Orientation

Gender 4.07 |4.18 |3.10 [4.89 |3.37 4.51 |0.37 |0.48 H* L L H
Egalitarianism

Performance |3.39 |5.54 |4.25 |6.01 [4.10 |5.94 0.41 0.34 |L* L* H H
Orientation

Significantly bigher (H*) or significantly lower (1) applies if the value of the dimension score is more than one standard
deviation above or below the mean. Higher (H) and lower (L) applies if the value of the dimension score is less than
one standard deviation above or below the mean.

By practices (“how it is”), Russia ranks significantly higher in Gender Egalitarianism (P) and
significantly lower in Future Orientation (P), Assertiveness (P), and Uncertainty Avoidance
(P). In comparison, Germany ranks significantly higher in Assertiveness (P) and Uncertainty
Avoidance (P) and significantly lower in Institutional Collectivism (P), In-group Collectivism
(P), and Human Otientation (P). The most dramatic differences by practices, measured with
significantly opposite dimension scores each, between Russian and German can be found in
Assertiveness (P) and Uncertainty Avoidance (P). Strong commonalities can be found in
Power Distance (P).

By values (“how it should be”), Russia and Germany do not rank significantly higher at any
dimension (V). Russia ranks significantly lower in Institutional Collectivism (V), Assertive-
ness (V), and Performance Orientation (V). In contrast, Germany ranks significantly lower
in Uncertainty Avoidance (V), Future Orientation (V), Assertiveness (V), and In-group Col-
lectivism(V). No dramatic differences by values, measured with significantly opposite dimen-
sion scores each, between Russian and German cultures can be found. Strong commonalities
can be seen in Power Distance (V), Assertiveness (V), and Human Orientation (V).

Figures 6 and 7 represent vividly the comparison of practices (Figure 6) and values (Figure
7) of GLOBE national culture dimensions collected for Russia and Germany (former West).
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Figure 6:  Globe Cultural Dimensions (Practices): Comparison of Russia and Germany (former West)
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2.3. Efficacy of TQM in Russian and German National Cultures
2.3.1.  Capturing the Term “Efficacy of TQM”

Crosby, a guru of TQM, stated that “every penny you don’t spend on doing things wrong,
over, or instead of, becomes half a penny right on the bottom line” (Crosby, 1979). Deming,
probably the most famous TQM developer and guru, published his chain reaction theory,
where he argued that top management of organizations emphasizes and takes the overriding
responsibility for quality improvement, which results in doing things right from the first time
with fewer mistakes, and that’s why less reworking, less time-wasting, fewer delays, better
use of materials and less scrap. This, in turn, leads to cost reduction and productivity im-
provement. With better quality and lower prices, organizations increase sales and accordingly
the market share, which would support the long- time profitable stay in business, providing
more and more jobs, thus serving the community (Evans, 2019, p.52). Nowadays, EFQM,
the in Europe widespread framework for implementing TQM, also promises performance
gains for organizations after implementing EFQM. Logically, organizations, which imple-
ment TQM, have an expectation of benefits from it, such as improved quality, productivity,
customer satisfaction, and financial performance (Zhang and Xia, 2013, p.120). The efficacy
of TQM is defined in the current research as the performance benefits which organizations
get after the successful TQM implementation.

It is widely recognized that it is difficult to measure the TQM performance outcomes (Taylor
and Wright, 2003, p.98). A number of researchers have been studied which organizational
performance measures do change after the TQM implementation and how TQM efficacy
can be captured and measured: Schroeder et al. categorized topics of all quality-related arti-
cles that appeared in the first 50 issues of the Production and Operations Management jout-
nal and stated that more articles on quality and performance topics than on any other quality-
related category appeared in the journal (Schroeder et al., 2005, p.473). There is still no unan-
imous conclusion about through which performance indicators exactly the efficacy of TQM
should be defined and, accordingly, measured.

First, a wide range of performance criteria of organizations can be found in the scientific
literature related to the efficacy of TQM (Kaynak, 2003, p.406; Shafiq et al., 2019, p.32).
Besides the variance of organizational performance measures used in TQM-related studies,
the scientific studies deliver a broad spectrum of results about the influence of TQM and of
separate TQM practices on different organizational performance measures (Shafiq et al.,
2019, p.32).

Easton and Jarrell (1998) confirm the positive effect of TQM on corporate financial perfor-
mance (net income to sales and to assets, operating income to sales and to assets, sales to
assets, net income and operating income per employee, total inventory to sales and to costs
of goods sold, cumulative daily stock returns). Forza and Flippini (1998) empirically prove
the positive relationship of TQM with two dimensions of competitive performance: quality
conformance and customer satisfaction. Ahire and O’Shaughnessy (1998) prove that the
higher the top management commitment is, the higher the quality of products. Samson and
Terziovski (1999) conclude that so-called “soft” TQM practices as Leadership, Management
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of people, and Customer focus are the strongest significant predictors of operational perfor-
mance construct consisting of product quality, customer satisfaction, employee morale,
productivity, and delivery performance. Das et al. (2000) research the influence of quality-
connected practices on customer satisfaction and on financial performance (market share,
ROA, and market share growth) and prove that quality practices are positively correlated
with customer satisfaction which is positively correlated with financial performance. Wilson
and Collier (2000) research the linkages in the MBNQA model and conclude that Leadership
is the most important driver of system performance and influences overall performance
through the whole quality management system. Customer focus and satisfaction results, as
well as the financial results of the organization, are positively influenced by the implemented
practices of the MBNQA model. Process management and Information and Analysis are the
practices that have significant and positive direct effects on financial performance. Douglas
and Judge (2001) prove that TQM practices have a positive influence on the financial per-
formance consisting of growth in earnings, growth in revenue, changes in market share, re-
turn on assets, long-run level of profitability, and on the industry expert rating of perfor-
mance. Hendricks and Singhal, 2001 provide empirical evidence that TQM implementation
has a positive effect on financial performance (operating income, total sales, total assets,
return on sales, and return on assets). Kaynak (2003) investigates the relationships between
the effects of quality management practices on operating, financial, and market performance.
The model of Kaynak (2003) supports a positive impact of QM on inventory management
performance consisting of purchase material turnover, total inventory turnover, and on qual-
ity performance consisting of product quality, productivity, cost of scrap and rework as a %
of sales, delivery lead-time of purchased materials, delivery lead-time of finished prod-
ucts/services to customer. Financial and market performance consisting of return on invest-
ment, sales growth, profit growth, market share, market share growth is positively influenced
by quality performance. Prajogo and Sohal (2006) explore the co-alignment between TQM
and technology/research and development (R&D) management in predicting quality and in-
novation performance and prove that TQM has a significant impact on quality performance
but shows no significant relationship against innovation performance. York and Miree (2004)
conclude that “a clear-cut answer to the research question “Is TQM linked to financial per-
formance?” may not be possible” because they empirically showed that TQM-managed and
Baldridge Award winner organizations had a better financial performance (sales, market
share, and profits) not only after but also before the award (2004, p.309). The authors suggest
exploring the causal link between TQM and financial performance further. Sanchez- Rodri-
guez and Martinez- Lorente (2004) explore quality management practices in the purchasing
function and the relationships of these practices with a firm purchasing’s operational perfor-
mance POP (quality of materials purchased, on-time delivery, and actual versus targeted cost
and an indicator referred to materials inventory performance), internal customer satisfaction
or service quality (reliability, assurance, responsiveness, empathy, tangibles) and business per-
formance (ROA, ROS, production costs, market share). The authors proved that six quality
management practices in purchasing constructs are significantly and positively correlated
with POP. Five of the management practices are significantly and positively correlated with
internal customer satisfaction. And three quality management practices, Management
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commitment, Cross-Functional coordination, Personnel management, are significantly cor-
related with business performance. Sila measures performance in four business results areas,
including human resources results (Employee turnover rate; employee absenteeism; the num-
ber of employee suggestions received; employee job performance); customer results (cus-
tomer retention; reliability and timely delivery of products and services; personalized service;
value for the money spent); organizational effectiveness (cost, quality, productivity, cycle
times, number of errors or defects, supplier performance); financial and market results (mar-
ket share, profit, return on total assets (ROA), overall competitive position, the number of
successful new product and service introductions) (2007, p.85). Sila proves empirically that
TQM has a direct positive influence on human resource results, customer results, and organ-
izational effectiveness. Organizational effectiveness has, at the same time, an additional pos-
itive influence on customer results and human resources results on organizational effective-
ness and customer results. Financial and market results are indirectly influenced by TQM
positively through customer results and organizational effectiveness. On the contrary, Mac-
inati (2008) concludes that there is a lack of a significant statistical relationship between fi-
nancial performance and quality management, indicating that quality management practices
are not significantly correlated with financial results. Sadikoglu and Zehir (2010) prove that
TQM practices are significantly and positively correlated with employee performance (level
of employee satisfaction, level of absenteeism, employee morale), innovation performance
(the number of new products/services), and firm performance (reducing customer com-
plaints, level of customer satisfaction, products/services quality to meet or exceed customet’s
demands, delivery lead-time of purchased materials and delivery lead-time of finished prod-
ucts/services to customet). Corredor and Goni (2011) consider several measures of perfor-
mance that capture the different performance levels of organizations: profitability (ROA,
CFOI, ROS), productivity (AVOE, SOA, DOE), the ability to raise long-term capital re-
sources (SOA, DOE) and the firm's investment in its future (WOS). The results of the study
imply that TQM implementation does not always lead to better performance and only pio-
neer TQM adopters experience performance gains. Zhang and Xia (2013) examine the im-
pact of TQM on sales performance (net sales, sales-per employee, sales-per-dollar of asset),
cost (cost-per-dollar sales, which is the total annual cost of goods sold plus general and ad-
ministrative (G&A), and sales expenses divided by annual sales) and profitability (operating
income before depreciation, operating income per employee, operating margin, and ROA)
and proved that organizations which implemented TQM effectively (award winners) have
much better results as their competitors. Sadikoglu and Olcay (2014) prove the positive im-
pact of TQM on operational performance (quality of products/services, reliability of prod-
ucts/services, delivery to customers), inventory management performance (purchase mate-
rial turnover total inventory turnover), employee performance (employees’ organizational
commitment, employees’ job performance, employees’ absenteeism, employees’ morale, em-
ployees’ turnover rate), innovation performance (the number of successful new product/set-
vice, the use of latest technological innovations, the technological competitiveness, the speed
of new product development. the number of new products that are first-to-market), social
responsibility (protection of environment, noise levels, pollution levels, positive impact on
soclety, involvement in the community), customer results (customer satisfaction, customer
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retention, customer complaints), and market and financial performance (ROA, market share.
profits growth, sales growth). Whereas TQM as an overall construct has a significant positive
influence on all performance measures, TQM practices affect different performance
measures or have no relationship to other performance measures. Arshad and Su (2015)
consider triangulation of TQM practices, service innovation and service quality within the
context of financial service firms and empirically proved that TQM implementation had
stronger positive effect on service quality than on service innovation. Ngambi and
Nkemkiafu (2015) investigate the influence of TQM on customer satisfaction, corporate so-
cial responsibility, cost reduction, and employee satisfaction and find a significant relation-
ship between TQM practices and corporate social responsibility, cost reduction, and em-
ployee satisfaction. However, they did not find a significant effect of TQM on customer
satisfaction. Lee and Park (2016) analyze the data collected from 443 multinational firms
from 13 countries and argue that operational performance can be improved through imple-
mentation of quality management practices. Panuwatwanich and Nguyen (2017) define or-
ganizational performance as a non-financial performance measure captured as the quality of
work, external customer satisfaction, safety, market share (by other scientists, market share
belongs to financial and market performance measure), the effectiveness of planning, labor
efficiency, rate of successful tenders or quality contractor selected, competency in human
resource management, risk control, manager’s competency, and prove that TQM positively
and significantly correlates with the organizational performance of Viethamese construction
firms. The construct of performance of Shafiq et al. (2019) comprises both financial (size of
sales, profit level) and non-financial measures (customer complaints, problems in the tech-
nical processes, defects in products, resources utilization, gases emission). The findings of
this study support the statement that TQM has a strong positive causal effect on both finan-
cial and non-financial business results. The findings of Khan et al. (2020) prove a positive
relationship between TQM and operational performance of hotels in the context of devel-
oping countries. Pham (2020) finds out that TQM influences organizational efficiency such
as satisfaction of customers and reduction of rework positively and in a short period of time
whereas the improvement in financial performance takes time. Sila (2020) develops a model
of the relationship of TQM, corporate social performance, and financial and market perfor-
mance, measuring financial and market performance as mean of market share, profit, return
on total assets, overall competitive position, and the number of successful new product or
service introductions. The model was tested over time. The empirical results confirm direct
positive effects of TQM on the financial and market performance over time. Augustyn et al.
(2021) conclude that implementation of the interconnected practices of TQM (top manage-
ment leadership; employee management; customer focus; supplier management; process
management; quality data and reporting) in five-star hotels in Egypt improves their financial
performance (average total revenue for the last three years, revenue per room and employee
productivity). Finally, Garcia-Fernandez et al. (2022) conduct the extensive systematic liter-
ature analysis of the relationships between quality management, innovation and performance
and conclude that quality management practices improve operational performance (cus-
tomer, employee satisfaction and product quality) and financial performance (for instance,
market share). “Quality management practices may also have a positive, indirect impact on

43



financial performance through operational performance, that is, product errors and quality

costs must be reduced first, so that as a consequence sales and market share may be in-

creased” (Garcia-Fernandez et al., 2022, p.16).

Table 8 consolidates significant positive and non-significant relationships between TQM and

different organizational performance measures.

Table 8:  The Influence of TOM on Non-financial, Financial, and Mixed Performance Measures in the

TOM-Performance Related Literature

Study

Ahire and
O’Shaughnessy
(1998)

Easton and Jarrell

(1998)

Fotza and

Flippini (1998)

Samson and
Terziovski (1999)

Das et al. (2000)

Wilson and
Collier (2000)

Douglas and
Judge (2001)
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Empirically Proved Influence of TQM ot TQM practices on

Non-financial Performance
Measures

Positive No

Influence

Product quality

Quality conformance
and customer satisfac-
tion

Operational perfor-
mance (product quality,
customer satisfaction,
employee morale,
productivity, and deliv-
ery performance)

Customer satisfaction

Customer focus and sat-
isfaction

Financial and Market Performance Measures

Positive (Direct and Indirect) | No
Influence

Financial performance (net
income to sales and to assets,
operating income to sales and
to assets, sales to assets, net
income and operating income
per employee, total inventory
to sales and to costs of goods
sold, cumulative daily stock
returns).

Financial performance (mar-
ket share, ROA, and market
share growth).

Financial and market perfor-
mance (market share, market
share growth, ROI, growth in
ROL ROS, growth in ROS).

Financial performance
(growth in earnings, growth
in revenue, changes in market



Study

Hendricks and
Singhal (2001)

Kaynak (2003)

Prajogo and
Sohal (2003)

Sanchez-
Rodriguez and
Martinez-
Lorente (2004)

York and Miree
(2004)

Empirically Proved Influence of TQM or TQM practices on

Non-financial Performance

Measures

Positive

Inventory management
performance (of pur-
chase material turnover,
total inventory turno-
ver), quality perfor-
mance (product quality,
productivity, cost of
scrap and rework as a %
of sales, delivery lead-
time of purchased mate-
rials, delivery lead-time
of finished prod-
ucts/services to cus-
tomer)

Product quality

Purchasing’s operational
performance POP (qual-
ity of materials pur-
chased, on-time delivery,
and actual versus tar-
geted cost and an indica-
tor referred to materials
inventory performance),
internal customer satis-
faction based on the ser-
vice quality (reliability,
assurance, responsive-
ness, empathy, tangibles)

No
Influence

Financial and Market Performance Measures

Positive (Direct and Indirect) | No
Influence

share, return on assets, long-

run level of profitability) and

industry expert rating of per-

formance

Financial performance (oper-

ating income, total sales, total

assets, return on sales, and re-

turn on assets)

Financial and market perfor-
mance (RO, sales growth,
profit growth, market share,
market share growth).

Innovation as market perfor-
mance

Business performance (ROA,
ROS, production costs, mar-
ket share)

Financial per-
formance

(sales, market
share, profits)
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Study

Prajogo and
Sohal (20006)

Sila (2007)

Macinati (2008)

Sadikoglu and
Zehir (2010)
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Empirically Proved Influence of TQM ot TQM practices on

Non-financial Performance

Measures

Positive
Quality performance

Human resources results
(employee turnover rate;
employee absenteeism;
the number of employee
suggestions received;
employee job petfor-
mance);

customer results (cus-
tomer retention; reliabil-
ity and timely delivery of
products and services;
personalized service;
value for the money
spent); organizational ef-
fectiveness (cost; quality;
productivity; cycle times;
the number of errors or
defects; supplier perfor-
mance)

Employee performance
(level of employee satis-
faction, level of absen-
teeism, employee mo-
rale), innovation perfor-
mance (the number of
new products/services),
and firm performance
(reducing customer
complaints, level of cus-
tomer satisfaction, prod-
ucts /setvices quality to
meet or exceed cus-
tomer’s demands, deliv-
ery lead-time of put-
chased materials and de-
livery lead-time of fin-
ished products/services
to customer).

Financial and Market Performance Measures

Positive (Direct and Indirect) | No

Influence
Innovation
performance

Financial and market results

(market share, profit, ROA;

overall competitive position;

the number of successful new

product and service introduc-

tions).
Financial
results



Study

Cottredor and
Goni (2011)

Zhang and Xia
(2013)

Sadikoglu and
Olcay (2014)

Empirically Proved Influence of TQM or TQM practices on

Non-financial Performance

Measures

Positive

Operational perfor-
mance (quality of prod-
ucts/services, reliability
of products/setvices,
delivery to customers),
inventory management
performance (purchase
material turnover total
inventory turnover), em-
ployee performance
(employees’ organiza-
tional commitment, em-
ployees’ job petfor-
mance, employees’ ab-
senteeism, employees’
morale, employees’ turn-
over rate), social respon-
sibility (protection of en-
vironment, noise levels,

No
Influence

Productiv-
ity
(AVOE,
SOA,
DOE).

Financial and Market Performance Measures

Positive (Direct and Indirect)

Sales performance (net sales,
sales-per employee, sales-pet-
dollar of asset), cost (cost-
per-dollar sales, which is the
total annual cost of goods
sold plus general and admin-
istrative (G&A) and sales ex-
penses divided by annual
sales), and profitability (oper-
ating income before deprecia-
tion, operating income per
employee, operating margin,
and ROA)

Market and financial Perfor-
mance (ROA, market share,
profits growth, sales growth).

Innovation performance (the
number of successful new
products/setvices, the use of
latest technological innova-
tions, the technological com-
petitiveness, the speed of new
product development. The
number of new products that
are first-to-matket)

No
Influence

Profitability
(ROA, CFOI,
ROS), the
ability to raise
long-term
capital re-
sources (SOA,
DOE), and
the firm’s in-
vestment in its

future (WOS).

47



Study Empirically Proved Influence of TQM ot TQM practices on

Non-financial Performance Financial and Market Performance Measures
Measures
Positive No Positive (Direct and Indirect) | No

Influence Influence

pollution levels, positive
impact on society, in-
volvement in the com-
munity), customer re-
sults (customer satisfac-
tion, customer retention,
customer complaints)

Arshad and Su  |Service innovation, qual-

(2015) ity of service
Ngambi and Corporate social respon- |Customer
Nkemkiafu sibility, employee satis- |satisfaction
(2015) faction, and cost

reduction

Lee and Park /Operational perfor-
(2010) mance

Panuwatwanich | Organizational perfor-

and Nguyen mance (quality of work,

(2017) external customer satis-
faction, safety, market
share (market share be-
longs to financial and
market performance
measure by other scien-
tists), effectiveness of
planning, labor effi-
ciency, rate of successful
tenders or quality con-
tractor selected, compe-
tency in human resource
management, risk con-
trol, manager’s compe-

tency)
Shafiq et al., Non-financial results Financial results (size of sales,
(2019) (customer complaints, profit level)

problems in the tech-
nical processes, defects
in products, resources
utilization, gases emis-
sion)
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Study Empirically Proved Influence of TQM or TQM practices on

Non-financial Performance Financial and Market Performance Measures
Measures
Positive No Positive (Direct and Indirect) | No

Influence Influence

Khan et al. (2020) | Operational perfor-
mance (with respect to
hotels considered in this
study is services and fa-
cilities, personnel, and
management system)

Pham (2020) Product and customer Profitability (revenue growth,
results, process results sales growth, profit growth),
and workforce results market results (market share,

market share growth, and
new market/customer) (indi-
rect through non-financial re-

sults)
Sila (2020) Corporate social perfor- Financial and market perfor-
mance mance (market share, profit,

return on total assets, overall
competitive position, and the
number of successful new
product or service introduc-

tions)
Augustyn et al. Financial performance of ho-
(2021) tels (average total revenue for

the last three years, revenue
per room and employee

productivity)

According to the analysis presented in the Table 8, all scales can be divided into non-financial
and financial / market performance measures. It can be concluded that researchers choose
an appropriate scale for performance indicators to capture the efficacy of TQM. The choice
depends on what they aim to analyze, what theoretical assumptions should be proved, or
which study they continue or replicate.

Even empirically proved positive relationships of TQM or TQM practices and organizational
performance measures prevail, there are research results that show no relationship between
TQM with organizational performance. One of the possible reasons for the different effica-
cies of TQM in different studies can be the cultural dependence of TQM efficacy. The next
section presents the literature review about the efficacy of TQM in different national cultures.
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2.3.2. Efficacy of TQM in Different National Cultures

Deming, the pioneer of TQM, postulates that his principles of TQM are applicable universally
in any organization across the world (Deming, 1982, p.23). However, literature reports that
TQM does not always lead to the expected benefits (York and Miree, 2004, p. 309; Corredor
and Goifi, 2011, p.830). Scientists question if cultural differences can play an important role
in the efficacy of TQM (Sousa-Poza et al., 2001; Kujala and Lillrank, 2004; Zhao et al., 2004;
Rungtusanatham et al., 2005; Flynn and Saladin, 20006; Jung et al., 2008; Vecchi and Brennan,
2009; Wehnert, 2009; Kull and Wacker, 2010; Wu and Zhang, 2013; Zhang and Wu, 2014;
Sila and Walczak, 2017; Shafiq et al., 2019; Alofan et al., 2020).

The debate if national culture impacts TQM’s efficacy gains importance in the era of world
globalization and can be considered a part of the general scientific debate on the “convergence
hypothesis” proposing that in our rapidly globalizing world, the societies of the world are
becoming more similar regarding industrial development and institutional patterns (Inkeles,
2019, p.24) and resulting from this global alignment of social, economic and cultural values,
“management exhibit rational patterns for solving operational problems” without the need
for different cultural solutions (Barmeyer et al., 2021, p.11). The divergence thesis, on the
contrary, assumes that even a tendency of convergence is powerful, the influence of cultural
traditions or national history still distinguish countries in a stronger way and unique cultural
characteristics will always exist (Inkeles, 2019, p.22; Barmeyer et al., 2021, p.12). Moreover,
the growing interdependence between countries not simply does not lead to the alighment
between cultures, but, on the contrary, leads to the new challenges caused by cultural differ-
ences (House et al., 2004, p.5).

Detert et al. were one of the first researchers who investigated the universal applicability of
TQM (the convergence hypothesis) versus the non-universal applicability of TQM (the diver-
gence hypothesis). Detert et al built on the many times proven assumption of the management
literature that agreement between organizational strategies, structures, and cultures with na-
tional culture defines their effectiveness (Scholz et al., 2012. p.197) and suggested that TQM
will be more effective in the cultures the cultural values of which are congruent with TQM
values, and accordingly, less effective in the cultures, the cultural values of which are incon-
gruent with TQM values (Detert et al., 2000, p.858). The scientists conducted the theoretical
analysis and derived the specific TQM values within eight general types of cultural values
(Detert et al., 2000). Later, empirical evidence was found (Detert et al., 2003). Although Detert
et al. (2000) concentrated their work on the organizational culture, their framework can also
be applied for the national culture as national culture forms and affects organizational culture
(Brodbeck and Frese, 2007, p.156; Schein, 2006, p.60) and remains always a part of the envi-
ronmental context (Stein et al., 2014, p.39). The eight cultural values are: (1) the basis of truth
and rationality; (2) the nature of time and time horizon; (3) motivation; (4) stability versus
change; innovation and personal growth; (5) orientation to work, task, and coworkers; (6)
isolation versus collaboration and cooperation; (7) control, coordination, and responsibility;
(8) orientation and focus—internal or external (Detert et al., 2000, p.854). The TQM values
which correspond with cultural values are the following: (Q1) decisions should rely on factual
information; (Q2) improvements should require long-term orientations; (Q3) quality
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problems should be understood as caused by systems, not people; (Q4) continuous improve-
ment should be never-ending; (QQ5) stakeholder needs should be satisfied through internal
change; (Q6) cooperation is important; (Q7) decision making should be shared; (QQ8) financial
results should follow from customer satisfaction (Detert et al., 2000, p.855). Table 9 represents
the description of the cultural values corresponding with TQM values and beliefs.

Table 9:  Corresponding Cultural and TOM 1 alues and Beliefs (Detert et al. 2000, p.855)

Cultural Value TQM Value

1 The basis of truth and ration- | Q1: Decision-making should rely on factual information and the
ality in the organization scientific method.

2 The nature of time and time | Q2: Improvement requires a long-term orientation and a strate-
horizon gic approach to management.

3 Motivation Q3: Quality problems are caused by poor systems-not the em-
ployees; Employees are intrinsically motivated to do quality work
if the system supports their efforts.

4 Stability versus change/inno- | Q4: Quality improvement is continuous and never-ending; Qual-

vation/personal growth ity can be improved with existing resources.
5 Orientation to work, task, Q5: The organization’s main purpose is to achieve results that its
and coworkers stakeholders consider important; Results are achieved through

internal process improvement, prevention of defects, and cus-
tomer focus.

6 Isolation versus collabora- Q06: Cooperation and collaboration (internal and external) are
tion/cooperation necessary for a successful organization.

7 Control, coordination, and Q7: A shared vision and shared goals are necessary for organiza-
responsibility tional success; All employees should be involved in decision-
making and support the shared vision.

8 Orientation and focus-inter- | Q8: An organization should be customer-driven; Financial re-
nal and/or external sults will follow.

Kujala and Lillrank also conducted a theoretical analysis and concluded that TQM’s success
depends on the coherence of TQM and organizational culture (Kujala and Lillrank, 2004,
pp. 52-53). Their research can also be referred to the national culture as national culture
influences organizational culture (Brodbeck and Frese, 2007, p. 156; Schein, 2006, p.60).

Rungtusanatham et al. study the “universality of TQM” considering two conflicting theoret-
ical perspectives—the convergence hypothesis and the divergence hypothesis. The conver-
gence hypothesis supports the universal applicability of TQM, and the divergence hypothesis
questions it and tries to explain how and why the differences between cultures impact the
success of TQM (Rungtusanatham et al., 2005, p.44). The authors do not find support for
the convergence with respect to the applicability of TQM across all four investigated coun-
tries (USA, Japan, Germany, and Italy) but find some support for the convergence hypothesis
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with respect to TQM in Japan and the USA and, to a lesser extent, to TQM in Germany and
Italy (Rungtusanatham et al., 2005, p.58).

Flynn and Saladin prove that quality practices must be adapted to the national culture in
order to be more effective (Flynn and Saladin, 2006, p.599).

Jung et al. argue that organizational culture, which is driven by the national culture, plays a
significant role in the efficacy of TQM (Jung et al., 2008, p.631).

Vecchi and Brennan study whether quality should be managed differently in different na-
tional cultures and conclude that the “culture-specific” argument explains quality practices
and performance variations (Vecchi and Brennan, 2009, p.155).

Wehnert finds support for TQM effectiveness being dependent on the environment in which
it is implemented (Wehnert, 2009, p.152).

Kull and Wacker prove that two GLOBE cultural values have a significant moderation effect
on the effectiveness of QM: high Assertiveness is associated with lower efficacy of QM and
high Uncertainty Avoidance with higher efficacy of QM (Kull and Wacker, 2010, p.2306).

Zhang and Wu (2014) find out that “exploitative quality practices are highly related to per-
formance outcome in national cultures featured by high power distance and high uncertainty
avoidance. In contrast, exploratory quality practices are significantly associated with opera-
tions performance in nations with low power distance and low uncertainty avoidance. The
study suggests that quality management practices be adopted selectively based on the national
culture profile” (Zhang and Wu, 2014, p.91).

The findings of Shafiq et al. indicate that TQM is an effective management instrument not
only for organizations located in developed nations but also for those situated in developing
countries (Shafiq et al., 2019, p.31).

Alofan et al. find empirical support that the joint effect of national and organizational culture
impacts the implementation of TQM, but organizational culture can offset the differences in
the national culture by the adoption of TQM (Alofan et al., 2020, p.189).

Thus, the conducted literature analysis contains diverse research results considering the cul-
tural efficacy of TQM. The next section focuses on the theoretical comparison of the efficacy
of TQM in Russia and Germany.

2.3.3. Efficacy of TQM in Russian and German National Cultures. The
Comparison.

The comparison of the cultural efficacy of TQM in Germany and Russia is based on the
theory of Detert et al. (2000), derived from the many times proven assumption of the man-
agement literature that agreement between organizational strategies, structures, and cultures
with national culture defines their effectiveness (Scholz et al., 2012. p.197) that the more
national cultural values are congruent with TQM values, the more effective TQM will be in
this organization (Detert et al., 2000, p. 858).
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Kull and Wacker (2010) followed Detert et al. (2000), Kujala and Lillrank (2004), and ana-
lyzed the congruence between GLOBE’s societal, cultural values and TQM values of Detert
et al. (2000, p.855). One important note for the further understanding of TQM and QM
abbreviation usage in this section of the study: Detert et al. (2000) and Kujala and Lillrank
(2004) use the term TQM. Kull and Wacker ground their analysis on both research studies
but use the term QM. That’s why I refer to it in this section as TQM/QM.

Table 10 presents the theoretical conclusions of Kull and Wacker about the level of the con-
gruence between GLOBE cultural dimensions and TQM/QM values of Detert et al. (2000,
p-855) as well as the consequential hypothesizing effect of GLOBE cultural dimensions on
the efficacy of TQM. “The grey backgrounds are positively related to a QM value category,
while the black backgrounds are negatively related, and the white backgrounds are unrelated.
The overall result of this theoretic approach to determine a GLOBE dimension’s hypothe-
sized effect is presented in the bottom row. (...). Thus, both the significance and direction of
each hypothesis follow from the theoretical congruence between a GLOBE dimension and
QM values.” (Kull and Wacker, 2010, p.226). Kull and Wacker noted that even all eight cul-
tural values Q1-Q8 underlie TQM/QM, the particular attention by developing their hypoth-
eses was paid to Q4, Q6, and Q8 (Kull and Wacker, 2010, p.225) because these values are
considered the most important values of QM (Kujala and Lillrank, 2004, p.48). The authors
derived the hypothesis that the effectiveness of TQM/QM is positively moderated by Insti-
tutional Collectivism, Future Orientation, Human Orientation, and Uncertainty Avoidance,
negatively moderated by Assertiveness and Power Distance, and not influenced by In-group
Collectivism and Performance Orientation. Gender Egalitarianism was excluded from their
study as quality management is not influenced by gender (Kull and Wacker, 2010, p.224).
After the empirical validation of their theory, only two GLOBE cultural dimensions had a
significant moderation effect on the effectiveness of TQM/QM: high Assertiveness was as-
sociated with lower efficacy of QM and high Uncertainty Avoidance with higher efficacy of
TQM/QM (Kull and Wacker, 2010, p.236). The empirical results of the research of Kull and
Wacker (2010) are presented at the bottom row of the Table 10.
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Table 10:  The Congruence Between GLLOBE Cultural Dimensions and TOM 1V alues of Detert et al. (2000,
P.855). Theoretical and empirical conclusions of Kull and Wacker (2010, p.227)*

In- Institu- Future | Assertive- Uncer- Perfor- Human Power
group tional Orienta- ness tainty |mance Orienta- Distance
collec- Collectiv- tion Avoid- |Orienta- tion
tivism | ism ance tion
Q1. Deci- Relation- Rational ~ |World is isions |Superiors
sions ship over thought, |predicta- indi- |know
should rely rationality direct com- |ble; laws ridualistic, [best, dis-
on facts (self-inter- munica-  |reduce cussion
and sci- est). tion. ambigu- unhelpful.
ence. ity, for-
mal sys-
tems.
Q2. Im- Relational |Long time Status and
provement (long- hortizon, worth are
is long- term) over advanta- constant
term and transac-  |geous over time,
strategic tional times difficult to
(short- come/go, change in
term). be strate- short-
gic. term.
Q3. Prob- Desire to |Future Personal  [Avoid Altruism, JYEFES
lems are achieve |outcomes REINIBEEEIICSE benevo-  [RIETNS
systemic, group matter bility for  |tainty; lence, periors;
people in- goals. most, self- fESHIS people kindness, HusSsos
trinsically (0o3ile i) ork hard, |are un- need for  [estiteteivel
motivated immediate [siigstablls predicta- affiliation, [¢eles
needs un- [EIGRN ble, con- self-sacri- [soIVAO

clear. form fice der.
Q4. Im- | IES IVl Knowled Value pro- Concen-
prove- struc- ge acqui- |gress, not trated
ment is (S 1illl sition,  bound by power as-
never- place. develop- |tradition. sures sta-
ending, ment for bility, or-
accom- future. der, new
plished skills, un-
with exist- necessary
ing re-
sources.
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group
collec-
tivism

Q5. Re-

sults are

for stake-

holders,

achieved

through in-

ternal

change,

prevention,

and cus-

tomer fo-

Cus.

Q6. Coop-
eration
and col-
laboration
are neces-

sary.

Q7. Shared
vision is
necessary
for success,
with em-
ployees in-
volved in
decisions.

Institu-
tional
Collectiv-
ism
Team-
work is
the ap-
proach,
consen-
sus, rela-
tion-based
hiring, not
skill-based
(need
training).

Resolve
conflicts
with
compro-
mise, co-
operate
for
group,
collective
concern.

Reward
group,
poort pet-
formance
tolerated,
group de-
cision-
making.

Future
Orienta-
tion

Ideals ex-
ist and can
be at-
tained.

Actions
always in-
fluence
future,
strategies,
current
structures
flexible,
goal ori-
ented.

Assetrtive-
ness

Change en-
g

vironment,

ternal
needs,
competi-
tion, op-
portunistic,
results in
relation-
ships.

coopera-
tion, not
useful.

Individuals
are in con-
trol, con-
trol over
environ-

ment.

Uncer-
tainty
Avoid-
ance

Need
rules and
process
conttrol
to in-
crease
trust

Group
pro-
cesses
provide
assur-
ance,
avoid
risks

Systems
need
control,
planning;
experts
help, soli-
darity is
im-
portant

Perfor-
mance
Orienta-
tion

Human
Orienta-
tion

Profit-oti-
ented, so-
cial rela-
tions criti-
cal, hu-
man
rights, for-

give et-

rors, re-
sources
for needs,
sharehold-
ers over
stakehold-

€rs.

Relation-
ship-ori-
ented,
sensitive
of others,
share
power.

Work with

others,
mentor,
paternal-
istic, in-
formal
control,
responsi-
ble for co-
workets.

Power
Distance

Ti-
tles/rank-
ing ex-
pected, ac-
cept auto-
mated
technol-
ogy, pet-
sonal
choice un-
important.

Workers
aren’t re-
sponsible,

superiors

decide, re-
sources

are une-

qually dis-
tributed.
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In- Institu- Future  Assertive- Uncer- Perfor- Human Power

group tional Orienta- ness tainty |mance Orienta- Distance
collec- Collectiv- tion Avoid- Orienta- tion
tivism |ism ance tion
Q8. Be Internal  |External Internal  |Higher-
customer- culture, i means of |status or-
driven the exter- solutions, |ganiza-
and finan- nal needs |tai informal tions and
cial re- aren’t im- relation- |institu-
sults will portant. ships are |tions
follow. crucial. should di-
rect com-
panies.

The conse- |No ef- |Positive | Positive Positive |No effect |Positive
quential  |fect

hypothe-

sizing ef-

fect of

GLOBE

dimension

on TQM

efficacy

Empirically Not in- |Non-sign. |Non-sign. Positive |Notin-  |Non-sign. Non-sign.
validated  |cluded in cluded in

effect of |the em- the empit-

GLOBE |pirical ical analy-

dimension |analysis. sis.

on TQM

efficacy

*Grey boxes show where there is agreement, black boxes show disagreement, and white boxes show no effect. 04, 06,
and Q8 are highlighted in bold as the most important values (Kull and Wacker, 2010, p.227).

The current study compares Russia and Germany by practices (P) and values (V). Cultural
values are considered to be stable in nature and influence behaviors: “A value is a conception,
explicit or implicit, distinctive of an individual or characteristic of a group, of the desirable
which influences the selection from available modes, means and ends of actions” (Kluck-
hohn, 1951, p. 395, citied from Spencer-Oatey and Kadar, 2021, p.58). Values influence hu-
man behavior and form ideas about desirable form of living together playing that’s why a
particularly important role in the intercultural management (Barmeyer et al., 2021, p.34). Val-
ues “show a high degree of continuity” and “change more slowly than institutions or struc-
tures” (Barmeyer, et al., 2021, p.34). TQM literature also suggests considering cultural values
rather than practices in QM studies because values drive attitudes and behaviors (Kull and
Wacker, 2010, p.224).
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Table 11 presents the analysis of the theoretical efficacy of TQM in Russian and German
National Cultures. The analysis of the cultural efficacy of TQM in Russia and Germany is
based on the premise, the more national cultural values are congruent with TQM values, the
more effective TQM will be in this organization (Detert et al., 2000, p.858). Following Kull
and Wacker, Gender Egalitarianism as well as In-group Collectivism and Performance Ori-
entation have been excluded from the analysis as their values do not overlap with TQM

values.

Russian culture matches the TQM values to the very high extent in Assertiveness and to the
high extent in Power Distance, Uncertainty Avoidance, and Human Orientation. But it con-
tradicts the TQM values in Institutional Collectivism and Future Orientation. The interaction
of cultural dimension and TQM efficacy was empirically confirmed only for Assertiveness,
Uncertainty Avoidance, the Russian values of which overlap with the TQM values to a re-
markably high extent (Table 11). Therefore, it is to assume that TQM will be effective in
Russian culture. This statement should be proved empirically.

German culture matches TQM values to a very high extent in Assertiveness and to a high
extent in Power Distance Value, Institutional Collectivism, and Human Orientation. But it
contradicts the TQM values in Future Orientation and Uncertainty Avoidance. The interac-
tion of cultural dimension and TQM efficacy was empirically confirmed only for Assertive-
ness and Uncertainty Avoidance. Assertiveness value in Germany overlaps with the TQM
value to very high, but it also matches with the German value of UA to a very low extent
(Table 11). Therefore, it’s not possible to conclude theoretically if TQM will be effective in
Germany. TQM Efficacy in Germany should be proved empirically.

Both Russia and Germany have low values of Power Distance, which match TQM culture
and make TQM theoretically effective. As the Power Distance value in Russia is higher, Ger-
many has a better Power Distance to implement TQM. The higher score of the Institutional
collectivism in Germany creates the framework in Germany where TQM is more effective
than in Russia. But the lower Future Orientation value of Germany makes TQM less effec-
tive than in Russia. Both Russia and Germany have high values of HO, which match TQM
culture and makes TQM theoretically effective. As the Human Orientation value in Russia is
higher, Russia has a better Human Orientation to implement TQM. But all these interde-
pendences have been theoretically derived but have not been significant in the empirical
research of Kull and Wacker (2010).

Kull and Wacker (2010) theoretically and empirically proved the positive influence of Un-
certainty avoidance. As Russia has a high score of Uncertainty Avoidance value and Germany
has a significantly low score for it, it is to assume that TQM is more effective in Russia.
Moreover, according to the Table 11, it is theoretically assumed and empirically proved that
Assertiveness influences the Efficacy of TQM negatively, meaning that the lower Assertive-
ness leads to higher performance. Even Russia and Germany both have a significantly low
value of Assertiveness, Russia’s score (2.83) is lower than Germany’s score (3.09), which
implies that TQM will be more effective in Russia.
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Table 11:  The Agreement Between National Cultures of Russia and Germany and TOM 1V alues

Comparison of GLOBE How the Cultural Dimension should The Agreement
Values (based on Table 7) be to match the TQM Culture (based between National
on Table 10) Cultures and
TQM Values
Russia | Germany | Theoretical Results of the Empirical | Russia Germany
hypotheses of | Study of Kull and
Kull and Wacker (2010)
Wacker (2010)
Power L L Low Non-sign. high high
Distance
Institutional |L* H High Non-sign. very low |high
Collectivism
Future L L* High Non-sign. low very low
Orientation
Assertiveness | L* L* Low Sign. very very
high high
Uncertainty |H L* High Sign. high very low
Avoidance
Human H H High Non-sign. high high
Orientation

Grey box means that Kull and Wacker (2010) empirically proved this interdependence.

Concluding the theoretical comparison of the cultural efficacy of TQM between Russia and
Germany, the efficacy of TQM should be higher in Russia than in Germany. Table 12 pre-
sents the final overview over the comparison between TQM efficacy in Russia and Germany.
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Table 12: Theoretical Comparison Between TOM Efficacies in Russia and Germany

Comparison of GLOBE The influence of TQM is more effective in:
Values GLOBE Dimensions
on the Efficacy of TQM
(Table 11)
Russia |Ger-  |Theoretical |Empirically |Compatison of the TQM
many |hypotheses |proved? efficacy between Russia and
Germany

Power |L (2.62) L (2.54)|Negative Non-sign. |Both Russia and Germany

Distance

(PD)

Institu- | L* H
tional  [(3.89) |(4.82)
Collec-

tivism

(16

Future |L (5.48) L*

Orienta- (4.85)
tion

(FO)

Asser- |L* Lx

tiveness [(2.83) ((3.09)
(AS)

Uncer- H L*
tainty  [(5.07) |(3.32)
Avoid-

ance

(UA)

have low values of PD, which
matches TQM culture and
makes TQM theoretically ef-
fective. As the PD value in
Russia is higher, Germany has
a better PD to implement
TQM.

Positive Non-sign. |'The IC Value in Russia is L*,
which contradicts with TQM
culture. Conversely, the high
(H) value of I1C in Germany
matches TQM values and
makes TQM theoretically ef-
fective in Germany.

Positive Non-sign. |FO value of German culture is
very low (I¥) and contradicts
with TQM culture whereas
Russian FO value is higher as
German one and therefore
more suitable with TQM cul-
ture.

Negative |Sign. Both Russia and Germany
have very low values of AS,
which matches TQM culture
and makes TQM theoretically
effective. As the AS value in
Russia is lower than in Ger-
many, Russia has better than
Germany to implement TQM.

Positive Sign. The UA Value in Russia is H
which matches with TQM cul-
ture. Conversely, the very low
(L*¥) value of UA in Germany
contradicts TQM values. This
makes TQM potentially more
effective in Russia.

Russia |Ger-

many

+
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Comparison of GLOBE The influence of TQM is more effective in:

Values GLOBE Dimensions

on the Efficacy of TQM

(Table 11)
Human |H H Positive Non-sign. |Both Russia and Germany +
Orienta- |(5.59) |(5.46) have high values of HO, which
tion matches TQM culture and
(HO) makes TQM theoretically ef-

tective. As the HO value in
Russia is higher, Russia has a
better HO to implement TQM.

Grey box means that this interdependence was proved empirically by Kull and Wacker (2010).
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3.

Investigations Frames

3.1. Mental Model

Depending on the definition of the goal of the research project, a theoretical analysis allows

the research problem to be broken down into individual components that are related to one

another as a model (Riesenhuber, 2007, p.4). The goals of the current study are to prove how

the national cultures of Russia and Germany influence TQM’s efficacy in these countries and

to compare the efficacies of TQM in Russia and Germany considering the influence of Rus-

sian and German national cultures. Therefore, the following interconnected areas will be

included in the mental model:

The central design area of the model is the level of the implementation of TQM in
organizations that took part in the study. TQM’s level of implementation is the mean
value of the seven TQM practices—Leadership, Strategic Planning, Customer Focus,
Information and Analysis, Human Resource Management, Process Management, and
Supplier Management—implemented to a certain extent in this organization to which
TQM value refers. The implementation of each TQM practice is to be measured in each
organization that takes part in the study with 1-7 Likert scale, where 1 means that the
practice is not implemented at all and 7 means that the practice is fully implemented.

The situational influence on the left is presented by countries of origin and operating of
organizations, Russia and Germany. The countries are characterized through the agree-
ment of the national cultural values of the country and TQM values. The values scores
of the GLOBE project are used to describe the national cultural values of Russia and
Germany. The TQM cultural values described by Detert et al. (2000) are used to describe
the TQM cultural values. The agreement between Russian and German national values
and TQM cultural values will be conducted based on the research results of Kull and
Wacker (2010), who matched theoretically and proved empirically the interaction of the
GLOBE dimensions and TQM cultural values.

Success criteria on the right are represented by organizational effectiveness (OE) and
financial and market results (FMR) of organizations. Both influences of TQM on OE
and FMR are referred to as the efficacy of TQM. There is no universal definition for
which performance dimensions should be used to measure the efficacy of TQM. Re-
searchers choose appropriate items in dependence on what they aim to analyze, what
theoretical assumptions should be proved or which study they continue or replicate
(2.3.1). In the current study, organizational effectiveness is the mean of supplier perfor-
mance, customer retention, reliability, and timely delivery of products, quality and
productivity, and financial and market results is the mean of following dimensions: mar-
ket share, number of successful new products, profit, return on total assets (ROA), and
overall competitive position. All items of both performance measures have been as-
sessed by organizations for the past three years compared to that of major industry com-
petitors.
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All three presented areas in the model should be interconnected with each other:

TQM was created as a management tool to help organizations to increase productivity,
decrease costs, and gain a competitive position on the market (Deming, 1986, p.1). The
analysis of the scientific literature shows that many research studies prove that TQM
positively influences different organizational performance measures. This is reflected in
the model through the influence of the level of the TQM implementation influences on
OE and FMR of the organization.

The current research supports the divergence argument arguing that the differences be-
tween the Russian and German national cultural values lead to the differences in the
efficacies of TQM in Russian and German organizations. This assumption is based on
the literature analysis results, which show that the cultural differences between countries
play an important role in the efficacy of TQM and are gaining importance in the modern
globalizing world (Sousa-Poza et al., 2001; Kujala and Lillrank, 2004; Zhao et al., 2004;
Rungtusanatham et al.,, 2005; Flynn and Saladin, 2006; Jung et al., 2008; Vecchi and
Brennan, 2009; Wehnert, 2009; Kull and Wacker, 2010; Wu and Zhang, 2013; Shafiq et
al., 2019; Alofan et al., 2020). The theory of the current study follows the premise of
Detert et al. (2000) and Kujala and Lillrank (2004), which assert that the efficacy of TQM
is higher in the cultures where the values are congruent with TQM values, and, accord-
ingly, less effective in the cultures where the values are incongruent with TQM values
(Detert et al., 2000, p. 858; Kujala and Lillrank, 2004, pp.52-53). Although Detert et al.
(2000) and Kujala and Lillrank (2004) concentrated their research on the relationship of
organizational culture and TQM, their conclusions can be transferred to the national
culture as national culture forms and impact organizational culture (Brodbeck and Frese,
2007, p.156; Schein, 20006, p.60). This is reflected in the model through the moderation
effect of the country on the TQM’s efficacy (the influence of the level of the TQM
implementation on OE and FMR of the organization). The greater the agreement be-
tween the national cultural values of the country with the TQM values, the stronger the
influence of TQM on OE and FMR will be in this country, in other words, the more
effective TQM will be in this country.

Figure 8 presents the mental model drawn according to all assumption, explained above. All

theoretical assumptions reflected in the mental model need to be hypothesized and empiri-

cally proved further in this study.

62



uonisod aannodwos [[eoa0 -
(VO¥) siosse [ej0) UO WImjar -
woid -

syonpoid
MOU  [nyssooons Jjo Ioqunu -
oleys JodJew -

(oSe10A®
9AOQR — /, ‘93BIOAR MO[Aq — [ ‘Q[BOS-1INI]
L-1 ynm s1edk ¢ 3sed ayy Sunnp s10ynaduwiod
Ansnpur 1ofew jo jey) 03 uostredwoo
Ul UONBZIuB3IO [oed J0J PISSISSe)
ssuorsuwwIp wuﬁm-ﬂhc.ton S
Jo usdwr oY)
Se paInseaw

1A
SI[NSAI )Y IewW pue [eUBUL]

Anunos sy ur oq [[IM YL U0 WOL
Jo oouanyyur aanisod oy JoySIY oy ‘sonjea [eImnd QL Y PIm
JuUANISUOD I A13UNOD JY) JO SAN[BA [RINI[NO [RUOIIRU ) IOW Y ],

juowaFeuey 1 ddng -
juowoJeuey ss9001d -
JuowoSeULA SOOINOSOY UBWINY -
sIsA[euy pue uoneuloju] -
Snoo, JO)IBJA pUB JOWOISN) -
Suruue[q o130jeng -

Aianonpord -
Aenb -

sjonpoid jo
A1oA1pep Ajoumn pue Aijiqerjor -
uonuajel JOWOISND -
ooueuntoyrod rorddns -

(oSe10A® 2A0QR
— [ ‘08eI0A® MO[OqQ — | ‘O[eIS-1IANIT L-|
M s1edk ¢ sed oyy Surmp sioodwod

Ansnpur 1olew Jo jey) o3 uostredwoo
ul UONeZIuL3IO [ora J0J PISSISse)

:suoIsudWIp dueuwioj1ad g

JO urvdw dY)

Se paInseaw

(@0)
SSAUIAIIIYJI [RUOHBZIURGIO

diysiopea1 -

(paruswordun
A0y £ pue [[e ye payuswo[dwud jou sI | 9[eds
-MONIT -] YMM UONBZIUBSIO (OB Ul PAINSBIUL)

:sapnderd WOL L oud
JOo uoneyudwdduwiI Jo [IA3] 3y}
JO ueow1 9Yy)

Se painseawt

uonezIuesio ue ur
uonewdwR[dur INO.L

JO PAJ[ YL

*MO[[OJ [[IM SINSAI [RIOURUL}

PUE USALIP 10W0ISND o '8O)
SUOISIOdP Ul

paAjoAur sadkojdwd ypm ‘ssooons
10J AIeSsadau ST UoIsiA pareys L0
‘A1eSS900U oI

uoneIoqe[[od pue uoneradoo) 90
'SNO0J 1oW0ISNd pue ‘uonuaaid
a8ueyd [RUIUI YINOIY) PIAJIYOR
‘SIOP[OYQYRIS 10] I SINSY "SO
'$90IN0Sa1

Funsixa ym paysijdwoosoe
‘Gurpud-1oadu st juswAoIdw] 0
pajeAnow A[[eaIsurLut

ordoad ‘oruoisAs are swoqoid €O
o130181S8

pue wi2)-3uof st judwaaoxdw] 70O
"90UQIdS pue

S10BJ U0 AJoI P[noys suoIsoq 10

((0007) ‘T8 32 12120 £q pauyaq)
sanfeA [eamn) NOL

H)

UONRIUSLI URWN
(vn)
Kureyooun
(sv)
SSOUOATIOSSY
(0
UoNeIUSLI) dImn,{

(@)0)

WISTAT)OJ[[0)) [eUOnMINSUL

(ad)
ooﬁﬁm_ﬂ Jomod

90UEBPIOAY

(302fo1g
440D Aq pomsesw)
sanjeA
[eAmyn) [euoneN
AAOTD e3Py

Anunoo siyy uraq 1M FO U0 WOL
Jo douanpyur danpisod ayy 1yS1y oy ‘sonjeA [eImnd NOL oy Ym
JUANISU0d dIe ANUNOJ 3} JO SAN[BA [RIN[ND [BUONRU JU[) JIOW 31 ],

:sonpeA feamynd WO L Y1

pue

san[eA [eIn)[nd [euoneu JFO T JUBAI[I.I
JY) UIIMIIq
JUIWIIIISE )

Aq pozLiojoeIeyd

AURULIdD) 10 vISSNY
:3unerado pue uIdLIo0 Jo A1)Uno))

Figure 8: The Mental Model
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3.2. Hypotheses Development

3.2.1. Derivation of the Hypotheses

Hypotheses of the current study are derived following the theory of Detert et al. (2000, p.858)
that the more cultural values are congruent with TQM values, the more effective will be
TQM in the organization.

As theoretically analyzed and proposed in 2.3.3:

® Russian culture matches the TQM values to the very high extent in Assertiveness and
to the high extent in Power Distance, Uncertainty Avoidance, and Human Orientation.
But it contradicts the TQM values in Institutional Collectivism and Future Orientation.
The interaction of cultural dimension and TQM efficacy was empirically confirmed only
for Assertiveness, Uncertainty Avoidance, the Russian values of which overlap with the
TQM values to a very high and high extent (Table 12). Therefore, it is to assume that
TQM will be effective in Russian culture, influencing organizational effectiveness and
financial and market results.

HT1 (Ru):  TOM positively influences the organizational effectiveness in Russian organizations
situated and operating in Russia.

H2Ru): TOM positively influences the financial and market results in Russian organizations
situated and operating in Russia.

® German culture matches TQM values to a very high extent in Assertiveness and to a
high extent in Power Distance Value, Institutional Collectivism, and Human Orienta-
tion. But it contradicts the TQM values in Future Orientation and Uncertainty Avoid-
ance. The interaction of cultural dimension and TQM efficacy was empirically con-
firmed only for Assertiveness and Uncertainty Avoidance. Assertiveness value in Ger-
many overlaps with the TQM value to very high, but it also matches with the German
value of UA to a very low extent. Therefore, it’s not possible to conclude theoretically
if TQM will be effective in Germany. According to the literary analysis on the topic of
the efficacy of TQM in different countries, provided in sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.2, there is
evidence for both significant positive and non-significant relationships between TQM
and different non-financial and financial performance measures all over the world. Sig-
nificant positive relationships of TQM and performance measures prevail (Table 12).
Therefore, it will be assumed that TQM will be effective in German culture, influencing
organizational effectiveness and financial and market results.

HT (Ge):  TOM positively influences the organizational effectiveness in German organigations
situated and operating in Germany.

H2 (Ge):  TOM positively influences the financial and market results in German organigations
situated and operating in Germany.

64



® The positive influence of Uncertainty Avoidance and the negative influence of Asser-

tiveness was theoretically and empirically proved by Kull and Wacker (2010, p.234).

Russia has a high score of Uncertainty Avoidance value, and Germany has a significantly

low score for it, meaning that TQM in Russia should be more effective. Russia and

Germany both have a significantly low value of Assertiveness. Russia’s score (2.83) is

lower than Germany’s score (3.09), which also supports the assumption that TQM will

be more effective in Russia than in Germany.

3.2.2.

TOM positively influences the organizational effectiveness of Russian organizations
stronger than the organizational effectiveness of German organizations.

TOM positively influences the financial and market results of Russian organigations
stronger than the financial and market results of German organizations.

Consolidation of the Hypotheses in the Model

Figure 9 presents the detailed theoretical Model with six derived hypotheses:

H1Ru):

H1(Ge):

H2(Ru):

H2(Ge):

H3(a):

H3(b):

TQM positively influences the organizational effectiveness in Russian organi-
zations situated and operating in Russia.

TQM positively influences the organizational effectiveness in German organi-
zations situated and operating in Germany.

TQM positively influences the financial and market results in Russian organi-
zations situated and operating in Russia.

TQM positively influences the financial and market results in German organi-
zations situated and operating in Germany.

TQM positively influences the organizational effectiveness of Russian organi-
zations stronger than the organizational effectiveness of German organiza-
tions.

TQM positively influences the financial and market results of Russian organi-
zations stronger than the financial and market results of German organizations.
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Figure 9: - Mental model with Hypotheses
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3.3. Methodology

The reader is already familiar with the research questions of the current study. But research
questions only make sense if they can be processed methodologically in a correct way
(Kutschker, Baurle und Schmid 1997, p.5). After the research problem is described, the the-
ory is formed, and the hypotheses are derived, the following methodologically correct steps
on the research way will be:

® the choice of the research method, which will be applied to generate the results of the
study (3.3.1),

® operationalization of the variables and constructs (3.3.2),

® the choice of the statistical method, which will be used for the hypothesis testing (3.3.3).

3.3.1. Research Design

Research design depends on the nature of the research question. Generally, it can be differ-
entiated between the large quantitative and small-scale, qualitative empirical research designs
(Riesenhuber, 2007, p.4). Qualitative research captures the variability of the characteristics of
the subject under study through verbal description using the example of carefully selected
individual cases and is usually conducted in the form of case studies in areas with little
knowledge with the aim of gaining an in-depth understanding of the real complex phenom-
enon (Riesenhuber, p.6, 2007). It is primarily based on an inductive approach and is used to
develop new explanatory models and generate hypotheses (Borchardt and Gothlich, 2007,
p.46; Mayring, 2010, pp.19,22). Quantitative research methods, in contrast to the qualitative
research, are suitable for hypotheses checking in a deductive procedure (Bamberg and Baur.
2002, p.6; Mayring, 2010, pp.19,22), which is the case of the current study. Quantitative
methods capture the variability of traits through the defined assignment of numerical values,
which makes it easier to process the data (Riesenhuber, 2007, p.6). For this reason, quantita-
tive research can work with much larger samples than qualitative research (Riesenhuber,
2007, p.6). The choice of research design should primarily depend on the research question
and the degree of development of the research object (Borchardt und Géthlich, 2007, p.46).
To give answers to the research questions of the current study, it is meaningful to use the
quantitative research method.

The basis for applying any quantitative research method is data collection, which is the sys-
tematic and targeted activity to obtain information (Hammann and Erichson, 2000, p.81).
One differentiates between the procurement of primary and secondary data. Primary data
collection methods include experimental and non-experimental surveys as well as experi-
mental and non-experimental observation (Kaya, 2007, p.62). The best-suited method to
collect data for answering the research questions of the current study is a non-experimental
survey. The instrument for the data collection via survey is a questionnaire. In the survey, a
distinction is made between written, oral, and internet surveys (Kaya, 2007, p.51). Kaya ana-
lyzed advantages and disadvantages of oral (personal or phone interviews) and written (post
or internet) surveys (2007, pp.52-53):
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® Personal surveys cause the longest processing time and the highest costs for the exam-
iner, especially if the target group is spread over a large area. Telephone surveys can be
carried out quickly and cheaply, but offer limited flexibility, as there are no visual stimuli.
The so-called interviewer bias is very high in personal surveys as there is a lot of room
for interaction. In phone interviews, there is also a possibility of interaction, that is why
interviewer bias is also high, but not to the same extent as in face-to-face interviews.

® Written surveys provide largely unbiased results in terms of interviewer bias. Internet
surveys are the cheapest way to collect data but not always the fastest. Written surveys
provide little flexibility since the subject area is to be asked, and the scope of the ques-
tions is limited. In addition, the survey situation cannot be controlled, since possible
influence by third parties or non-compliance with the order of questions cannot be pre-
vented, which might be very important for different questionnaires.

After determining the data collection method, the question arises if data should be collected
as a full or partial survey. In the full census, each element of the population is examined for
the characteristics of interest (Kaya and Himme, 2007, p.79). From a statistical point of view,
complete coverage of the population represents the ideal case (Homburg and Krohmer,
2003, p. 225). However, a full census can only be considered if the population of interest is
small that’s why data collection is usually carried out in the form of a partial or random
sample survey (Kaya and Himme, 2007, p.79).

Finalizing the theoretical background of research design, the ultimate choice for all proce-
dures of the correct methodological research depends on the current examination goals, the
desired information quality, and the cost and time restrictions (Kaya, 2007, p.51). The current
study is designed as a theory-driven questionnaire based on empirical research. It obtains the
primary data via questionnaire-based telephone interviews in the form of a random sample
survey in Russia and Germany.

The questionnaire for the current research was created in English as most constructs were
taken over from Sila (2007), as it will be described in Section 3.3.2. The questionnaire was
first translated from English into Russian and German. A different native speaker for each
country translated them back into English. Necessary corrections were made to be sure that
all three language versions (English, Russian, and German) are identical. The questionnaires
were then pre-tested in both Russia and Germany for their validation through the pilot sur-
vey. The questionnaires of the pilot survey were distributed to the five respondents to eval-
uate the suitability of the instrument. Phone interviews were conducted with these five re-
spondents, and slight modifications of the survey have been done to improve its validation.
The final versions of surveys in Russian, German and English, can be found in attachments
(Appendix).

Fey conducted a cross-cultural comparison of Sweden and Russia, based on his “past expe-

b

rience,” and decided “to deliver questionnaires personally to each of the firms by a re-
searcher” because “mailing questionnaires would result in an unacceptably low response rate
in Russia” (Fey, 2005, p.354). Questionnaires could not be personally delivered, but it was

decided to obtain the data in Russia, and accordingly, in Germany, per phone interviews. The
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possibly great time expenditure was taken into consideration to find organizations that would
agree to take part in the research and to conduct these interviews. It was also expected to get
well-considered, honest answers per phone, avoiding the situation that questionnaires are
being filled in merely to complete of the task. Indeed, respondents paid a greater deal of
attention to the questionnaire in the personal structured conversation, as they felt personally
responsible for their answers. To make participation attractive, a feedback profile was prom-
ised to each respondent. If an organization agreed to take part in the study, a structured 30
to 60-minute-long phone interview with a responsible person was conducted. If wished by
an organization, the questionnaire was sent in advance per email to give the possibility for
the responsible person to consult with other people in his or her organization.

The data was obtained in the native language of each country in different German and Rus-
sian manufacturing plants with no foreign capital situated and operating respectively in Ger-
many and Russia. Manufacturing plants are a good starting point for examining the context-
dependent perspective of quality management practices as they have enough experience of
implementing of QM practices (Zhang et al., 2012, p.21). Interviews took part from Septem-
ber 2011 to March 2013 via telephone and skype. First, 1037 randomly selected German
organizations from Hoppenstedt databank of various kinds of manufacturing (codes 10 to
33) were contacted per mail with the announcement of the study and then re-contacting
them per telephone. Only thirty-eight organizations agreed to take part in the study (3.66%
response rate). The reasons for such a low response rate in Germany were announced as

follows:

®  “no possibility to take 30 to 60 minutes to answer the questionnaire”,
®  “too many questionnaires come, and there is no time to work”,

® “no phone interviews — only written ones.”

To increase the response rate in Germany, it was decided to involve in a survey of not only
randomly selected German organizations, but also those that indeed are especially interested
in comparing results between the efficacy of TQM in Russia and Germany. Members of
Deutsch-Russische Auslandshandelskammer (German-Russian Foreign Chamber of Com-
merce) and of Verband der Deutschen Wirtschaft in Russland (Association of German Busi-
nesses in Russia) were contacted. If only the address of the Russian representative office was
given as a contact, the Russian representative office of this German organization was con-
tacted and asked for a contact person in Germany. That person was then contacted in Ger-
many and told that the answers should be given about the German manufacturing organiza-
tion and not the Russian representative office. Organizations that already took part in the
interview were asked to recommend other manufacturing organizations in Germany that
could be interested in the comparison of TQM efficacy between Germany and Russia. These
activities resulted in three hundred more contacted organizations in Germany and 82 more
conducted phone interviews, which is a 27.3% response rate for organizations that might be
directly interested in the comparison results. Thus, by April 2013, a sample of 120 domestic
manufacturing plants with no foreign capital located in Germany had been obtained.
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The situation with the data collection in Russia was, as expected, much more difficult than
in Germany. Not only a lack of time (as, for example, in Germany), but also mistrust and
fear of giving too much information to the dissatisfaction of the company owner or CEO
were the reasons for refusals. Russians are traditionally suspicious of behavioral research
(Grachev, 2009, p.4) and “are not used to being interviewed, with concerns arising from the
Communist/KGB era also inhibiting patticipation meaning that not only was the sample
difficult to access, but extra allowances had to be made in implementing fieldwork” (Ko-
bernyuk, 2014, p.473). Permission from the CEO was required to be able to conduct an
interview with through the CEO’s chosen person. On average, fifteen phone contacts per
organization were required only to get permission to speak with the CEO or to get permis-
sion from the CEO to interview somebody in his or her organization. Official confidentiality
agreements were frequently signed to get permission to conduct a survey. Savin (2005, p.190)
also wrote about the difficulty of accessing and collecting the data of Russian companies.
Anghel (2012) described the task of enlisting a sufficient number of participants in Russia as
one of the most difficult tasks in his research (Anghel, 2012, p.34). After the months of such
time investments, it was decided to engage a professional call center in Russia additionally.
The call center was instructed how to conduct the interviews. In March 2012, they contacted
425 organizations and got permission for a phone interview with 50 organizations (response
rate by professional call center 11.77%). The author of the study contacted 680 organizations
and was able to conduct 79 interviews (response rate 11.62%). Response rates of 11.62% and
11.77% are not low; the time expenditure should not be underestimated, as, on average, 15
phone contacts per organization were needed to get an acceptance or a rejection for an in-
terview. By April 2013, a sample of 129 domestic manufacturing plants with no foreign cap-
ital located in Russia was obtained.

3.3.2. Operationalization of Variables

3.3.2.1. Control Variables

TQM was developed and first adopted by large Japanese and later U.S. companies, but now-
adays, not only large but also small and medium-sized companies implement TQM (Sila,
2007, p.94). Scientific literature reports evidence that the differences between large and me-
dium-sized companies could lead to the different benefits the companies obtain from TQM
(Sila, 2007, p.95).

Organizational size in many TQM — performance or culture—performance studies have been
measured by the number of employees (Cua et al., 2001, p. 681; Kull and Wacker, 2010,
p-232; Sadikoglu and Zehir, 2010 p.19).

TQM is also being adopted by organizations from different industries and services. Some
recent research projects have a goal to prove the benefits of TQM for various kinds of in-
dustries (Shafiq et al., 2019, p.38; Patyal et al., 2020, p.890).

Two control variables, organizational size measured by the number of employees, and kind
of manufacturing, have been added to the models as control variables. The inclusion of these
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two control variables in the TQM-performance models will make the results more credible,
declining the risk of potential missing-variable bias (Sadikoglu and Zehir, 2010 p.19).

The questionnaire includes the following ordinal scale to measure organizational size:

The number of employees in the company in the year 2010 was:

0-20 21-100 101-500 501-1000 1001-2500 |2501-5000 | Over 5000

In the current study, service organizations are excluded from the research. The participant is
asked to give the kind of manufacturing to which his/her organization belongs, building a
nominal scale variable kind of manufacturing. Before adding kind of manufacturing in the
models, it will be transferred into dummy variables (4.3.1.1).

3.3.2.2. Country

Country of origin contains unique cultural characteristics (Sila, 2007, p.92), which, as
grounded in 2.3, can lead to divergence in the TQM’s efficacy. One of the objectives of the
current study is to give an answer to the question of whether TQM in Russian and German
organizations situated and operating accordingly in Russia and Germany have the same effi-
cacy or not? For this purpose, the efficacy of TQM should be investigated in dependence on
if the country of origin and operation of the organization is Russia or Germany.

Russian and German countries with no foreign capital situated and operating accordingly in
Russia and Germany take part in this study. Dummy variable country was coded with 1 for
Russian organizations and 0 (reference category) for German organizations.

332.3. TQM

As justified in 2.1.2, the measurement instrument, developed and validated by Sila (2007,
pp.84-85), is used in the current research to measure TQM. The questionnaire contains 92
questions measuring the seven TQM practices Leadership (L), Strategic Planning (SP), Cus-
tomer and Market Focus (CM), Information and Analysis (IA), Human Resources Manage-
ment (HR), Process Management (PM), Supplier Management (SM). Organizations have
been asked to answer all the questions by indicating the following items on a scale of 1 to 7,
where 1 is “Strongly disagree,” 4 is “Neutral,” and 7 is “Strongly agree.”

TQM is measured as the mean of the seven TQM practices:

TOM=Mean (L, SP, CM, LA, HR, PM, SM).

Table 13 represents the questions from the questionnaire of Sila (2007) measuring the seven
TQM practices for the current studies.
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Table 13: Measurement Constructs of the Seven TOM Practices

Measurement Construct and its Description Name of Variable Questions (Appendix)

Leadership (top management and supervisory | L L1151a
commitment and leadership; public responsibil- 11151b

ity and citizenship) L1151
c

L1151d
L1151c
L1152f
L1152g
L1152h
L1152

1.1152]

Strategic Planning (quality mission; goals and SP SP116k

policy; development and deployment) SP116l
SP116m
SP116n
SP1160
SP116p
SP116qa
SP116gb
SP116qc

Customer and Market Focus (customer and CM CM117¢
market knowledge; attention to customer satis- CM117s

faction; management of customer relationships) CM117
t

CM117u
CM117v
CM117w
CM117x
CM117y
CM1172a
CM117zb
CM117z¢
CM1172d

Information and Analysis (performance meas- | 1A 1A118aa

urement and analysis; information management; IA118bb

TA118cc
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Measurement Construct and its Description Name of Variable

use of information technology; quality tools;
benchmarking)

Human Resource Management (employee in- HR
volvement; employee empowerment; teamwork;
rewards. recognition and performance appraisal;
employee training)

Process Management (product and service de- | PM
sign; process control; innovation and continu-
ous improvement)

Questions (Appendix)
IA118dd
1A118ee
IA118ff
1A118¢gg
IA118hha
IA118hhb
IA118iia
IA118iib
IA118iic
IA118jja
IA118jjb
IA118jjc
IA118kka
IA118kkb
IA118kke
IA118lla
IA118l1lb

HR119mm
HR119nn
HR11%00
HR119pp
HR119qq
HR119tr
HR119ss
HR119tt
HR119uu
HR119vv
HR119ww
HR119xx
HR119yy

PM120zz
PM120aaa
PM120bbb
PM120ccc
PM120ddd
PM120cee
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Measurement Construct and its Description Name of Variable Questions (Appendix)
PM120ftf
PM120ggg
PM120hhh
PM120iii

Supplier Management (supplier quality; supplier | SM SM121jj

involvement; products and services) SM121kkk
SM12111
SM121mmm
SM121nnn
SM121oo0a
SM121ooob
SM121pppa
SM121pppb
SM121pppc
SM121qqqa
SM121qqgb
SM121qqqc
SM121qqqd

3.3.2.4. Efficacy of TQM

As concluded in 2.3.1, to measure the efficacy of TQM, researchers explore the influence of
TQM on organizational performance, which is divided into non-financial and financial /
market performance measures.

There is no unanimous definition of which performance dimensions should be used to meas-
ure the influence of TQM on them. Researchers choose appropriate items in dependence on
what they aim to analyze, what theoretical assumptions should be proved, or which study
they continue or replicate (2.3.1).

To assess the efficacy of TQM in the current study, organizational effectiveness and financial
and market results are introduced as two dependent variables.

As presented above in 3.3.2.3, the current study adopts the instrument of Sila to measure the
TQM construct. Sila also measures the efficacy of TQM, exploring the influence of TQM
on both financial and non-financial measures of organizational performance (Sila, 2007,
p-85). The instrument of Sila is also consistent with Malcolm Baldrige’s National Quality
Award Criteria and uses sufficiently wide constructs to measure organizational performance
(Sila, 2007, p 85). The author used the same TQM construct in his recent investigation of
changes in TQM’s effects on corporate social performance and financial performance over
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time (Sila, 2020, p.216). To capture the efficacy of TQM, the present study will measure
organizational effectiveness (OE) and financial and market results (FMR), adopting dimen-
sions from Sila’s instrument.

3.3.2.4.1. Organizational Effectiveness

As already explained in 3.3.2.4, for the development of the existing instrument, initially, most
items were taken from the existing instrument of Sila (2007). I adopt the following dimen-
sions from the original instrument of Sila, which he sent me as I asked him for it, to measure
organizational effectiveness in the study.

I selected for my measurement instrument of organizational effectiveness the following
items:

supplier performance,

customer retention,

reliability and timely delivery of products and services,
quality,

productivity,

cost,

cycle times,

a number of errors or defects.

Sila divided these items into customer results and organizational effectiveness. I relate all of
them to one non-financial construct, which I refer to as organizational effectiveness.

The respondents of the questionnaire were asked to assess the level for each of the organi-
zational performance dimensions during the past three years compared to that of major in-
dustry competitors through indicating the following items on a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 is
below average, 4 is average, and 7 is above average. The overall measure of performance, in
this case of organizational effectiveness (OE), has been obtained by taking the mean of the
performance dimensions as it has been done in other studies using overall performance
measures (Sila, 2007, 85; Naor et al., 2010, p.199).

Concluding, organizational effectiveness (OE) construct should be a mean of eight items:
supplier performance, customer retention, reliability and timely delivery of products, quality,
productivity, cycle times, number of errors or defects, and cost. After reliability and validity
analysis (4.2.2), three items had to be deleted from the scale as they loaded on another factor.
The final organizational effectiveness (OE) construct is the mean of supplier performance,
customer retention, reliability and timely delivery of products, quality, and productivity.

3.3.2.4.2. Financial and Market Results

As already explained in 3.3.2.4, I adopt dimensions from the original instrument of Sila,
which he sent me as I asked him for it, to measure financial and market results (FMR) in the
study.

75



I selected all dimensions which have been used by Sila (2007) for my measurement instru-
ment of financial and market results (FMR). Sila (2020) used the same items to measure
financial and market performance:

market share,

number of successful new product
profit,

return on total assets (ROA),
overall competitive position

The respondents of the questionnaire were asked to assess the level for each of the organi-
zational performance dimensions during the past three years compared to that of major in-
dustry competitors through indicating the following items on a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 is
below average, 4 is average, and 7 is above Average. The overall measure of performance, in
this case of financial and market results (FMR), has been obtained by taking the mean of the

performance dimensions as it has been done in other studies using overall performance
measures (Sila, 2007, p.85, Naor et al., 2010, p.199).

The final financial and market results (FMR) construct is the mean of the following dimen-
sions: market share, number of successful new products, profit, return on total assets (ROA),
overall competitive position.

3.3.3. Statistical Method

Finally, the statistical method, which will be used for the hypothesis testing, has to be chosen
and introduced before chapter 4 will immerse the reader in the depth of the statistical analysis

and its results.

Everything depends on the type of research hypothesis and the underlying data of the study;
different methods are suitable for testing the statistical hypothesis (Riesenhuber, 2007, p.13).
Univariate methods examine only one variable at a time. Multivariate methods allow the sim-
ultaneous investigation of several variables. A distinction is made between interdependence
analyzes and dependency analyses. Interdependence analyzes examine the relationships be-
tween variables (factor analysis) and the similarity of cases in relation to certain variables
(cluster analysis). Dependency analyzes examine how one or more independent variables af-
fect a dependent variable (Riesenhuber, 2007, p.14)

The linear regression analysis represents one of the most flexible and commonly used statis-
tical methods to analyze the relationship between a dependent and one or more independent
variables (Backhaus et al., 2008, p.52).

It is based on a model that describes a straight line that summarizes the data pattern in the
best possible way (Field, 2018, p.397) and is used to describe the relationship of dependent
and independent variables quantitatively and forecast values of the dependent variable (Back-
haus et al.,2008, p.52).

The linear regression analysis will be applied to test the hypotheses in this research.
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Before applying the linear regression analysis, the following assumptions will have to be

proved on their violation:

Additivity and linearity.
The most crucial assumption which cannot be violated is additivity and linearity. If the
combined effect of the predictors is added together and the straight line cannot describe

the outcome variable, the model is wrong and cannot be applied to the data pattern
(Field, 2018, p.230).

Normality.
Normality in the regression diagnostics means the normally distributed errors or, in

other words, that the residuals in the model are “random, normally distributed variables
with a mean of 07 (Field, 2018, p.388).

Homoscedasticity/homogeneity of variance.

Homoscedasticity or homogeneity of variance means that each level of the predictors’
residual terms should have equal variance. In other words, it is assumed that the variance
of the outcome variable is constant across different values of the predictor variable. If
the variance is not stable, it is called heteroscedasticity. Heteroscedasticity invalidates
confidence intervals and significance tests (and therefore p-values) (Field, 2018,
pp.237,387).

Independence.

Independence means independent errors, which means that the terms of the residual
should be uncorrelated. If the assumption that errors in the model are not correlated
(are independent), the confidence intervals and significance tests (and therefore p-values)
will be invalid (Field, 2018, p.239).

No perfect multicollinearity.

There should be no ideal linear relationship among two or more predictor variables in
the multiple regression analysis as it makes it impossible to assess the individual im-
portance of a predictor and would accordingly lead to problems to estimate regression
coefficients (Field, 2018, p.402).

If any of the assumptions described above is violated, we should find the appropriate way to

reduce the biases. But despite numerous assumptions, linear regression analysis is quite in-

sensitive to minor violations, and that’s why it is a very widespread and versatile instrument
in the statistical analysis (Backhaus et al., 2008, pp.90-91).

The analysis will be run in the software SPSS 27, which has been widely used by scientists
and praxis (Backhaus et al., 2008, p.20). SPSS stood initially for “Statistical Package for the
Social Science,” later it was also interpreted as “Statistical Product and Service Solution” or
“Superior Performing Software System” (Backhaus et al., 2008, p.20).
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4. Analysis and Results

4.1. Sample Description

By April 2013, a sample of 249 cases was obtained. The pool includes 129 domestic manu-
facturing plants situated in Russia and 120 domestic manufacturing plants located in Ger-
many. To make the study results more representative, we exclude organizations with foreign
capital from the study to avoid the additional influence of other cultures on this organization.
All 120 German and 129 Russian manufacturing organizations have no foreign capital.

Tables 14 - 21 and Figures 10 - 14 below present the detailed respondents™ profiles. Organ-
izations from different businesses (Table 14) and of varied sizes (Table 15, Figure 10) took
part in the research. 24 CEOs and Vice CEOs in Germany and 56 in Russia answered the
questionnaire personally. Other respondents were quality managers (33 in Germany and 8 in
Russia), production managers (4 in Germany and 4 in Russia), and the other types of man-
agers or positions (Table 19). Mostly men (101 from Germany and 101 from Russia) and
only a few women (28 from Russia and 19 from Germany) answered the questionnaires (Ta-
ble 18).

Table 14:  Kind of Manufacturing

Industries Germany Russia Total
Chemical and allied products 10 4 14
Construction materials and allied products 4 11 15
Rubber and plastic products 7 5 12
Metal production and processing 11 4 15
Fabricated metal products 21 11 32
Automotive industry 8 0 8
Machinery and computer equipment 20 6 26
Electronic and electric equipment 9 15 24
Food, beverages, and feed industry 6 50 56
Textile, Clothes, Shoes, Leather Industry 2 3 5
Not specified or missing 22 20 42
Total 120 129 249
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Table 15:  Turnover
Mil USD Germany Russia Total
0-1 6 35 41
2-10 28 49 77
11-20 12 5 17
21-50 13 10 23
51-100 18 3 21
101-500 19 5 24
501-1000 3 3 6
Over 1000 14 3 17
Missing 7 16 23
Total 120 129 249
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Figure 10: Turnover (mil USD)
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Table 16: Number of Employees

Number of Employees Germany Russia Total
0-20 16 29 45
21-100 31 53 84
101-500 37 29 66
501-1000 8 5 13
1001-2500 7 4 11
2501-5000 3 2 5
Over 5000 12 7 19
Missing 6 0 6
Total 120 129 249
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Figure 11: Number of Employees
Table 17:  Job Titles of the Respondents
Job Titles Germany Russia Total
CEO 24 42 66
Vice CEO 0 14 14
Quality manager 33 8 41
Production manager 4 4 8
Other types of managers 27 37 64
Other positions 25 17 42
Missing 7 7 14
Total 120 129 249
Table 18:  Sex of the Respondents
Sex Germany Russia Total
Female 19 28 47
Male 101 101 202
Total 120 129 249
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Table 19:  Age of the General Manager

Age of the General Manager Germany Russia Total
Under 30 1 5 6
30-39 12 21 33
4049 30 53 83
50-59 58 34 92
Over 60 19 16 35
Missing 0 0 0
Total 120 129 249
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Figure 12: Age of the General Manager
Table 20:  _Age of the Top Management
Age of the Top Management Germany Russia Total
Under 30 1 7 8
30-39 6 56 62
4049 59 60 119
50-59 50 5 55
Over 60 3 0 3
Missing 1 1 2
Total 120 129 249
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Figure 13: Age of the Top Management

Table 21:  Average Age of Enployees
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The visual inspection of the sample distribution of the Russian and German samples (figures
10 — 14) implies that Russian and German organizations might differ from each other signif-
icantly in age of the general manager, average age of the top management, and average age
of the employees.

The special statistical procedures allow proving these differences statistically. The Independ-
ent Samples t-Test has been used to assess whether the means of two different groups are
statistically different from each other. For the Independent Samples t-Test, it is assumed that
both Russian and German samples come from normally distributed data with equal standard
deviations, but Fre/d recommends not to worry about the normal distribution of the sample
if it is large enough which the sample of 249 cases is (Field, 2018, p.235).

The Independent Samples t-Test has been conducted in SPSS 27 to prove if the samples
differ significantly in age of the general manager, average age of the top management, average
age of the employees.

Table 22 represents the results of the Independent Samples t-Test. Levene’s test, which ex-
plores the homogeneity of variances, must be taken into consideration. If it is significant at
p = 0.05, the assumption of homogeneity has been violated. If Levene’s test is non-significant
(.e., p > .05), I can assume that the variances are roughly equal. Having selected the right
row for each variable in the Table 22 I then check the p-value of the Independent Samples
t-Test. Suppose the p-value is less than 5% (p < 0.05), in that case, the null hypothesis can
be rejected, which implies strong evidence that there is a significant difference among the
Russian and German organizations regarding the means of the respective variables (Field,
2018, p.257).
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Table 22:  The Independent Samples t-Test

Age of the Equal
General variances
Manager assumed

Equal
variances
not
assumed

Average Age Equal
of the Top variances

Management assumed

Equal
variances
not
assumed

Average Age Equal
of Employees |variances
assumed

Equal
variances
not
assumed

Levene’s
Test for
Equality of
Variances

F  Sig.
1.6430.201

0.094/0.760

6.408/0.012

t

3.415

3.431

10.746

10.743

5.802

5.891

t-test for Equality of Means

247

246.356

245

243.477

243

235.129

el

= ST T
S E £¢
9\l

<~ g8 "%
B oE < H
n 20 »HA
0.001 10.412 10.121

0.001 |0.412 10.120

0.000 10.911 10.085

0.000 10.911 |0.085

0.000 0.506 10.087

0.000 10.506 10.086

95% Confidence
Interval of the

Difference

Lower

0.174

0.175

0.744

0.744

0.334

0.337

Upper
0.650

0.649

1.078

1.078

0.678

0.675

The results of the independent samples t-Test statistically confirm that Russian and German

organizations which took part in the study differ significantly in:

® age of the general manager (general managers in Russian sample are younger as in Ger-

man sample),

® average age of the top management (average age of the top management in Russian

sample is lower as in German sample),

® average age of the employees (average age of the employees in Russian sample is lower

as in German sample).
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4.2. Validity and Reliability of Scales

To go further with the analysis of hypotheses, we assess the measurement constructs based
on their validity and reliability to ensure that measurement error is kept to a minimum (Field,
2018, p.15).

Reliability of constructs assesses if the questionnaire (measurement constructs) produced the
same results as in this research under the same conditions but across different situations or
at other points of time (Field 2018 p.15; Hair et al., 2013, p.8).

The obvious way to confirm reliability is to test the same organizations twice. If the ques-
tionnaire is reliable, the same results will be produced. As it was difficult to interview the
organizations even for the first time (for more details about the causes, please read 3.3.1),
this method could not be considered seriously. Statistical methods have been used to prove
the reliability of scales and validity of constructs in this study.

There are several reliable statistical analyses. Cronbach’s Alpha (o) is commonly used to it:
the higher Cronbach’s Alpha is, the more reliable is the respective measurement construct
(scale) (Field, 2018, p. 825).

The validity of construct assesses if the questionnaire (measurement constructs) measures
what it was designed for or, in other words, what it claims to measure (Field, 2018, p. 15;
Hair et al., 2013, p.8). The confirmatory factor analysis can measure validity.

The reliability and validity of the final scales will be proved in the next sections (4.2.1).

421. TQM

As grounded in 3.3.2.3, TQM should be measured as the mean of the seven TQM practices
(Leadership, Strategic Planning, Customer and Market Focus, Information and Analysis, Pro-
cess Management, Human Resource Management, and Supplier Management), which are in
their turn constructs consisting of items gathered through a questionnaire (Appendix).

First, the Cronbach’s Alpha («) scores for these seven measurement constructs of TQM
practices, including all items, had been calculated in SPSS 27 for the whole data sample (Rus-
sian and German organizations). After that, the items were deleted if their deletion increased
the Cronbach’s Alpha of the measurement construct of the respective TQM practice.
Through the deletion of such items, the reliability of the scale was improved. Finally, there
were no items left in the build, the exclusion of which would increase the overall Cronbach’s
Alpha of the respective construct.

Before the final scores of Cronbach’s Alphas of all seven TQM practices constructs were
assessed based on the whole data sample (Russian and German organizations), the validity
had been confirmed through the confirmatory factor analysis to make sure that the deletion
of such items did not affect the factor structure and the measurement construct was still
valid. In other words, factor loadings of all items of each final construct were proved. Items
of each construct must load on the overall factor with over 0.35 for this research’s sample
size with 249 cases (Field, 2018, p.795; Hair et al., 2013, p.115). All items of each final con-
struct loaded on a single factor with much over 0.5 (Table 23), which is more than the value
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of 0.35 recommended as the sufficient value for factor loadings by the sample size of 249
cases (Hair et al., 2013, p.115; Field 2018, p.795).

Table 23 consolidates the results of the reliability and validity analysis of seven TQM prac-
tices measurement constructs for the whole sample (Russian and German organizations).
The Cronbach’s Alpha final scores of 5 constructs (Strategic Planning, Customer Focus, In-
formation and Analysis, Human Resource Management, and Supplier Management) are
above 0.80, which are excellent values (Field 2018, p. 829). Cronbach’s Alpha final scores of
the other two constructs (Leadership and Process Management) are above 0.75, which is a
commonly acceptable value (Field 2018 p.829). Corrected item-total correlations are the cor-
relations between each item and the scale score that excludes this item and should be more
than 0.3 (Field, 2018, p.826). All respective constructs’ items correlate with the scale score at
a sufficient level (all values of corrected item-total correlation are over 0.3). The Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy meets the minimum criteria of 0.5, and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity is significant for each construct (Field 2018, p.820).

Table 23:  Factor Loadings, Corrected item-total Correlation, Cronbach’s Alpha Scores, KMO V alues, and Bar-
lett’s Test Significance Levels for Measurement Constructs of TOM Practices for the Whole Sample
(Russian and German Organizations)

Measurement Name of Included and Ex- Factor Corrected Cron- Kaiser- |Bartlett’s

Construct Variable cluded Items Load- Item-Total bach’s Meyer- Testof
and its De- ing Correlation Alpha Olkin |Sphericity
scription (KMO)
Leadership  |L L1151a 0.530 |0.358 0.75 0.793  [Sign (0.00)
(top manage- L1151b 0.659 10.499
ment and su- L1151c 0568 |0.421
pervisory com- L1151d 0.671 |0.521
mitment and L1151e 0545 |0.401
leadership;
public respon. L1152f 0.550 |0.414
sibility and citi- L1152¢ Inv excluded
zenship) L1152h

L1152 0.544 0.404

L1152] 0.618  |0.460

0.544 0.404

Strategic Plan- |SP SP116k 0713 0.592 0.857 |0.837 |Sign (0.00)
ning (quality SP116l 0.797 0.686
mission; goals SP116m 0.766 0.678
and policy; de- SP116n 0768 0663
velopment and SP1160 0701 10.613
deployment)

SP116p 0.701 0.614

SP116qa excluded

SP116gb 0.613  |0.489

SP116qc 0.635 0.521
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Measurement Name of Included and Ex-

Construct
and its De-
scription
Customer and |CM
Market Focus
(customer and
market

knowledge; at-
tention to cus-
tomer satisfac-

tion; manage-

ment of cus-

tomer relation-

ships)

Information |[TA
and Analysis
(performance
measurement
and analysis;
information
management;
use of infor-
mation tech-
nology; quality
tools; bench-
marking)
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Variable cluded Items

CM117r

CM117s

CM117t

CM117u excluded
CM117v
CM117w
CM117x

CM117y
CM117za
CM117zb
CM117zc
CM117zd
TA118aa

IA118bb

TA118cc excluded
TA118dd excluded
TA118ee excluded
TIA118ff

TA118gg excluded
TA118hha excluded
IA118hhb excluded
IA118iia

IA118iib

TIA118iic

TA118jja

TA118jjb

TA118jjc
TIA118kka
IA118kkb
T1A118kke
TA118lla excluded
TA118llb excluded

Factor |Corrected |Cron-
Item-Total bach’s
Correlation Alpha

Load-
ing

0.745
0.652
0.632

0.585
0.625
0.538
0.560
0.580
0.610
0.681
0.660
0.606
0.731

0.680

0.699
0.729
0.709
0.557
0.667
0.655
0.592
0.625
0.588

0.660
0.552
0.536

0.486
0.504
0.428
0.444
0.488
0.510
0.587
0.557
0.512
0.651

0.585

0.608
0.643
0.623
0.494
0.593
0.576
0.516
0.549
0.520

0.839

0.877

Kaiser-
Meyer-
Olkin
(KMO)
0.864

0.837

Bartlett’s

Test of

Sphericity

Sign (0.00)

Sign (0.00)



Measurement Name of Included and Ex- Factor Corrected Cron- Kaiser- |Bartlett’s

Construct Variable cluded Items Load- Item-Total bach’s Meyer- Testof
and its De- ing Correlation Alpha Olkin |Sphericity
scription (KMO)
Human Re- HR HR119mm excluded 0.834 [0.813 Sign (0.00)
source Man- HR119nn
agement (em- HR11900 0.763 0.654
ployee involve- HR119pp 0.644 0532
ment; em- HR119qq excluded  (0.642 0.531
ployee em-
powerment; HR119rtr excluded
teamwork; re- HR119ss
wards. recog- HR119tt 0514 0.401
nition and per- HR119uu 0.622 10.510
formance ap- HR119vv 0.555 ]0.443
praisal; em- HR119ww 0.681 10.578
ployee train- HR119xx 0.677 0579
ing) HR119yy 0.724 0637
0.517 10.406
Process Man- |PM PM120zz excluded 0.778 0.811 Sign (0.00)
agement PM120aaa 0.604 10.470
(PfofiuCt afld PM120bbb 0.621 0.476
service design; PM120ccc 0.674 0.542
process con- PM120ddd 0.544 0416
trol; innova-
ton and con. PM120eee 0.683 0.523
tinuous im- PM120fff 0.664 10.530
provement) PM120ggg excluded
PM120hhh
PM120iii 0.575 0.419
0.660 0.493
Supplier Man- |SM SM121jjj excluded 0.868 0.846 [Sign (0.00)
agement (sup- SM121kkk excluded
plier quality; SM12111l excluded
suppliet in- SM121mmm ex-
volvement; cluded
proc.lucts . SM121nnn excluded
services)
SM121000a excluded
SM121o00b excluded
SM121pppa
SM121pppb
SM121pppc 0.673 0.578
SM121qqqa 0.738 10.653
SM121qqgb 0.587 0.488
SM121qqqc 0.787 0.677
SM121qqqd 0.832  10.725
0.780 0.663

0.820 0.713



In the second step, the reliability and validity of the TQM measurement construct have been
proved. TQM is an over construct, consisting of seven TQM practices: Leadership, Strategic
Planning, Customer and Market Focus, Information and Analysis, Human Resource Man-
agement, Process Management, and Supplier Management (for more details about the causes,
please read 3.3.2.3). Table 24 reports the results of the reliability and validity analysis of the
TQM construct for the whole sample (Russian and German organizations). All seven TQM
practices of the TQM construct loaded on the TQM with much over 0.5, which is more than
the value of 0.35 recommended as the sufficient value for factor loadings by the sample size
of 249 cases (Hair et al., 2013, p.115; Field, 2018, p.795). The Cronbach's Alpha final score
is 0.867, which is an excellent value (Field, 2018, p 829). Corrected item-total correlations
should be more than 0.3 (Field, 2018, p.826) and are 0.54 and over. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO) measure of sampling adequacy meets the minimum criteria of 0.5, and Bartlett's test
of sphericity is significant (Field, 2018, p.820).

Table 24:  Factor Loadings, Cronbach's Alpha Scores, KMO 1 alues, and Barlett's Test Significance Levels for
the TOM Measurement Construct for the Whole Sample (Russian and German Organizations)

Construct Included Factor |Corrected  Cronbach's Kaiser-Meyer- Bartlett's

Variables Loading Item-Total | Alpha Olkin (KMO) Test of
Correlation Sphericity
TOQM L 0.674 0.541 0.867 0.826 Sign (0.00)
SP 0.808 0.701
CM 0.820 0.724
IA 0.719 0.613
HR 0.834 0.734
PM 0.815 0.746
SM 0.639 0.535

Thus, the reliability and validity of the TQM practices measurement constructs and TQM
measurement construct have been proved for the whole sample (Russian and German or-
ganizations together).

Because not only the whole sample (Russian and German organizations together) will be
needed for the further empirical analysis but also the separate samples of Russian and Ger-
man organizations, the validity and reliability of measurement constructs should also be con-
firmed for Russian and German samples separately. To confirm that the TQM scale is reliable
and valid also for Russian and German samples separately, the same steps of analysis have
been run in SPSS 27 for Russian and German samples. Table 25 consolidates the results of
the reliability and validity analysis of seven TQM practices measurement constructs for the
Russian sample and German sample separately. The Cronbach's Alpha final scores of 5 con-
structs (Strategic Planning, Customer Focus, Information and Analysis, Human Resource
Management, and Supplier Management) for both Russian and German samples are above
0.80, which are excellent values (Field, 2018, p.829). Cronbach's Alpha final scores of the
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other two constructs (Leadership and Process Management) range between 0.739 and 0.794
in both samples, which are commonly acceptable values (Field, 2018 p.829). Corrected item-
total correlations of all items for Russian and German scales are not presented in the Table
25 but they are all over than 0.3, which is sufficient (Field, 2018, p.826) with the only excep-
tion: the corrected item-total correlation for the item Leadership 115.1.a for the Russian pool
is 0.288. As the proved instrument of Sila (2007) is being used and the corrected item-total
correlation of this item in German sample and in a sample of Russian and German organi-
zations together is over 0.3, and in the case of the Russian sample, it is near to 0.3, the score
of 0.288 has been accepted. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy
meets the minimum criteria of 0.5, and Bartlett's test of sphericity is significant for each
construct (Field, 2018, p.820).

Table 25:  Cronbach's Alpha Scores, KMO Values, and Barlett's Test Significance Levels for Measurement Con-
structs of TOM Practices for Russian and German Samples Separately

Measurement Name |Included and Ex- | Russian Sample German Sample
Construct of cluded Items
and its Varia- |(Appendix ???)

Description |ble

Cron- |Kaiser- |Bartlett's |Cron- |Kaiser- |Bartlett's
bach's |Meyer- |Testof  |bach's |Meyer- Testof
Alpha |Olkin  |Sphericity |Alpha |Olkin  |Spheric-
(KMO) KMO) ity
Leadership L L1151a 0.739 10.695  |Sign (0.00)|0.776 |0.811  |Sign
L1151b (0.00)
1.1151c
1.1151d
1L.1151e
L1152f
L1152¢ Inv excluded
1.1152h
1.1152i
L1152
Strategic SP SP116k 0.882 |0.858  |Sign (0.00)|0.810 |0.781  |Sign
Planning SP1161 (0.00)
SP116m
SP116n
SP1160
SP116p
SP116qa excluded
SP116gb
SP116qc
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Measurement Name Included and Ex-
Construct of cluded Items

and its Varia- | (Appendix ???)
Description |ble

Russian Sample

Bartlett's
Test of

Cron- |Kaiser-

bach's
Alpha

Meyer-
Olkin

KMO)
Customer and |CM 0.832

Market Focus

CM117t

CM117s

CM117t

CM117u excluded
CM117v

CM117w

CM117x

CM117y
CM117za
CM117zb
CM117zc
CM117zd
TA118aa

IA118bb

TA118cc excluded
TA118dd excluded
TA118ee excluded
TA118ff

1A118¢gg excluded
TA118hha excluded
TA118hhb excluded
TA118iia

TA118iib

TA118iic

TA118jja

1A118jjb

TA118jjc
IA118kka
TIA118kkb
TIA118kkc
TA118lla excluded
TA118lb excluded
HR119mm excluded |0.853
HR119nn

HR11900

HR119pp

0.8601

1A 0.862 |0.782

Information

and Analysis

Human HR 0.777

Sign
Resources (0.00)

Management
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Sphericity |Alpha

Sign (0.00) 0.812

Sign (0.00) 0.884

German Sample

Kaiser-
Meyer-
Olkin
(KMO)
0.814

Cron-

bach's

0.838

0.815 ]0.782

Bartlett's
Test of
Spheric-
ity

Sign
(0.00)

Sign
(0.00)

Sign
(0.00)



Measurement Name

Construct of
and its Varia-
Description |ble
Process PM
Management

Supplier SM
Management

Included and Ex-
cluded Items
(Appendix ???)

Russian Sample

Cron- |Kaiser-

bach's
Alpha

Meyer-
Olkin
KMO)
HR119qq excluded
HR119rtr excluded
HR119ss

HR119tt

HR119uu

HR119vv
HR119ww
HR119xx

HR119yy

PM120zz excluded
PM120aaa
PM120bbb
PM120ccc
PM120ddd
PM120cee
PM120fff
PM120ggg excluded
PM120hhh
PM120iii

SM121jjj excluded
SM121kkk excluded
SM12111l excluded

SM121mmm ex-
cluded

SM121nnn excluded
SM121000a excluded
SM121000b excluded
SM121pppa
SM121pppb
SM121pppc
SM121qqqa
SM121qqqb
SM121qqqc
SM121qqqd

0.794 10.776

0.884 |0.854

German Sample

Bartlett's |Cron- |Kaiser-
Testof  |bach's |Meyet-
Sphericity |Alpha |Olkin
KMO)
Sign 0.765 0.785
(0.00)
Sign 0.863 10.831
(0.00)

Bartlett's
Test of
Spheric-
ity

Sign

(0.00)

Sign
(0.00)
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Table 26 reports the results of the reliability and validity analysis of the TQM construct for
the Russian and German samples separately. All seven TQM practices of the TQM construct
loaded on the TQM at the sufficient level (Hair et al., 2013, p.115; Field, 2018, p.795). The
Cronbach's Alpha final score is 0.883 for the Russian sample and 0.865 for the German
sample, which are excellent values (Field, 2018, p.829). Corrected item-total correlations
should be more than 0.3 (Field, 2018, p.826) and are 0.509 and over. The Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy is at an excellent level of 0.799 for the Russian
sample and 0.865 for the German sample, and Bartlett's test of sphericity is significant (Field,
2018, p.820).

Table 26:  Factor Loadings, Corrected item-total Correlation, Cronbach's Alpha Scores, KMO 1V alues, and Bar-
lett's Test Significance Levels for the TOM Measurement Construct for Russian and German Sanples

Separately
Measure- Included Russian Sample German Sample
ment Variables
Construct
aEN S Y | 2
2 185 <| 80| 8 =2 |83 s| 80| %
5 89 s 5T EE 5 |89 | e 57| B8
= OF{102 O | Aan = OrFrfO0O2a8 | O @an
TQM L 0.688 |0.561 |0.883 |0.799 |Sign |0.646 0.509 |0.865 |0.837 |Sign
SP 0.772 0.677 0.00) 10.853 |0.748 (0.00)
CM 0.831 |0.731 0.856 10.769
1A 0.817 10.732 0.721 ]0.623
HR 0.839 |0.748 0.819 |0.713
PM 0.807 |0.750 0.825 10.748
SM 0.695 |0.606 0.573 10.473

Concluding, the reliability and validity of the TQM practices measurement constructs and
TQM measurement construct has been proved for the whole sample as well as for Russian

and German samples separately.

4.2.2. Organizational Effectiveness

As grounded in the theoretical part 3.3.2.5, organizational effectiveness (OE) includes the
following items: supplier performance, customer retention, reliability and timely delivery of

products, quality, and productivity.

Table 27 reportts factor loadings, corrected item-total correlations, Cronbach's alpha scores,
KMO values, and Barlett's test significance levels for the final construct of OE for the whole
sample (Russian and German organizations). All included items load on the final constructs
with much over 0.5, which is more than the value of 0.35 recommended as the sufficient
value for factor loadings by the sample size of 249 cases (Hair et al., 2013, p.115; Field, 2018,
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p.795). The Cronbach's Alpha final score is 0.713, which is a commonly acceptable value
(Field, 2018 p. 829). Corrected item-total correlations are as they should be over 0.3 (Field,
2018, p.8206). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy meets the min-
imum criteria of 0.5, and Bartlett's test of sphericity is significant for each construct (Field
2018, p.820).

Table 27:  Factor Loadings, Corrected Item-Total Correlations, Cronbach's Alpha Scores, KMO Values, and
Barlett's Test Significance Levels for Organizational Effectiveness for the Whole Sample (Russian and
German Organizations)

Measure-  Variable Items Factor Corrected Cron- Kaiser- Bartlett's
ment Load- [Item-Total bach's Meyer- Test of
Construct ings Correlation Alpha Olkin Sphericity
(KMO)

Organiza- BR5 (supplier 0.668  0.467 0.713 10.741 Sign (0.00)
tional performance)
ffecti
ciiectiveness BRG (customer  (0.703  0.488

retention)

OE BR7 (teliability and |0.611  |0.402
timely delivery of
products)

BR10 (quality) 0722 0.514
BR11 (productivity) 0.720  |0.499

Thus, the reliability and validity of the OE scale have been proved for the whole sample
(Russian and German organizations together).

Because not only the whole sample (Russian and German organizations together) will be
needed for the further empirical analysis but also the separate samples of Russian and German
organizations, the validity and reliability of measurement constructs should also be confirmed
for Russian and German samples separately. To confirm that the OE scale is reliable and valid
also for Russian and German samples separately, the same steps of analysis have been run in
SPSS 27 for Russian and German samples separately. Table 28 report Factor Loadings, Cot-
rected Item-Total Correlation, Cronbach's Alpha scores, KMO values, and Barlett's test sig-
nificance levels for the final construct of OE for the Russian sample and German sample
separately. All five items of the OE construct loaded on the TQM at the sufficient level (Hair,
2013, p.115; Field, 2018, p.795). The Cronbach's Alpha final score is 0.676 for the Russian
sample and 0.749 for the German sample, which are acceptable values (Field, 2018, p.829).
All corrected item-total correlations are as they should be over than 0.3 (Field, 2018, p.820).
The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy is at a sufficient level of 0.666
for the Russian sample and at an excellent level of 0.800 for the German sample, and Bartlett's
tests of sphericity are significant for both samples (Field, 2018, p.820).
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Table 28:  Factor Loadings, Corrected Item-Total Correlations, Cronbach's Alpha Scores, KMO Values, and
Barlett's Test Significance Levels for Organizational Effectiveness for the Russian and German Saniple

Separately
Measure- Vari- Items Russian Sample German Sample
ment able
Construct
50| 8 ol 58 7
2Elg (855 8% gl E@ged
L2olg (L2 E2 |22l |2 2 E
g5l sle8l8g|84l8 (2428 8y 8sa
R I
ES0O=|0<|¥0|mB|E §lo8|0<|¥0|m 8
OE |BR5
(supplier 0.687 10.471 0.632 10.443
performance)
@ BR6
Q
g (customer 0.707 0.466 0.684 0.488
% retention)
(D]
tg BR7 Si Si
i
E bt and 0.676 10.666 (5%;» 0.749 10.800 (O%;D
relia 7 an . .
g (. t}, .553 10.334 0.723 10.532
< timely delivery
g of products)
gﬂ p
o BR10
) 0.669 0.443 0.769 10.586
(quality)
BR11
.. 0.694 10.452 0.731 10.537
(productivity)

Concluding, the reliability and validity of the OE scale have been proved for the whole sam-

ple as well as for Russian and German samples separately.

4.2.3. Financial and Market Results

As grounded in 3.3.2.0, financial and market results (FMR) will be measured as a mean of
market share, a number of successful new products, profit, return on total assets (ROA), and
overall competitive position. The measurement instrument was adopted from Sila (2007,
p.85), who has already validated it theoretically and empirically.

Table 29 reports Factor Loadings, Corrected Item-Total Correlations, Cronbach's Alpha
scores, KMO values, and Barlett's test significance levels for the final construct of FMR for
the whole sample (Russian and German Organizations together). All included items load on
the final constructs with much over 0.5, which is more than the value of 0.35 recommended
as the sufficient value for factor loadings by the sample size of 249 cases (Hair et al., 2013,
p.115; Field, 2018, p.795). The Cronbach's Alpha final score is 0.772, which is a commonly
acceptable value (Field 2018 p.829). Corrected item-total correlations are as they should be
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over 0.3 (Field, 2018, p.826). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy
meets the minimum criteria of 0.5, and Bartlett's test of sphericity is significant for each
construct (Field, 2018, p.820).

Table 29:  Factor Loadings, Corrected Item-Total Correlations, Cronbach's Alpha Scores, KMO Values, and
Barlett's Test Significance Levels for Financial and Market Results for the Whole Sample (Russian and
German Organizations Together)

Measure- Variable Items Factor Corrected Cronbach's Kaiser- Bartlett's
ment Loadings Item-Total Alpha Meyer- Test of
Construct Correlation Olkin Sphericity
(KMO)

Financial FMR New 0.642 0.467 0.772 0.766 Sign
and Market products (0.000)
Results Market  10.551 0.388

share

Profit 0.826 0.630

ROA 0.845 0.670

Overall 0.795 0.637

competitive

position

Thus, the reliability and validity of the FMR scale have been proved for the whole sample
(Russian and German organizations together).

Because not only the whole sample (Russian and German organizations together) will be
needed for the further empirical analysis but also the separate samples of Russian and Ger-
man organizations, the validity and reliability of measurement constructs should also be con-
firmed for Russian and German samples separately. To confirm that the FMR scale is reliable
and valid also for Russian and German samples separately, the same steps of analysis have
been run in SPSS 27 for Russian and German samples separately. Table 30 report Factor
Loadings, Corrected Item-Total Correlation, Cronbach's Alpha scores, KMO values, and
Barlett's test significance levels for the final construct of OE for the Russian sample and
German sample separately. All five items of the OE construct were loaded on the FMR at
the sufficient level by both samples (Hair et al., 2013, p.115; Field, 2018, p.795). The
Cronbach's Alpha final score is 0.781 for the Russian sample and 0.762 for the German
sample, which are very good values (Field, 2018, p.829). All corrected item-total correlations
are as they should be over than 0.3 (Field, 2018, p.826). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
measures of sampling adequacy are at a sufficient level of 0.743 for the Russian sample and
0.720 for the German sample, and Bartlett's tests of sphericity are significant for both sam-
ples (Field 2018, p. 820).
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Table 30:  Factor Loadings, Corrected Item-Total Correlations, Cronbach's Alpha Scores, KMO Values, and
Barlett's Test Significance Levels for Organizational Effectiveness for the Russian and German Saniple
Separately

Measure- Vari- Items Russian Sample German Sample
ment able
Construct

Bartlett's Test of

Total Correlation
Sphericity

Cronbach's

Total Correlation
Alpha

Cronbach's

Alpha
Corrected Item-

Factor Loadings
Corrected Item-
Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO)
Bartlett's Test
of Sphericity
Factor Loadings

Financial |FMR |New products |0.616 |0.455 |0.781 0.743 |Sign 0.664 |0.475 |0.762 |0.720 |Sign
and Mar- (0.00)

Market share 0.566 |0.415 0.566 10.392
ket Results

Profit 0.862 |0.674 0.769 0.570

ROA 0.863 |0.690 0.807 |0.622

Overall 0.793 |0.628 0.814 10.659

competitive

position

Concluding, the reliability and validity of the FMR scale have been proved for the whole
sample as well as for Russian and German samples separately.

4.2.4. Group Statistic Summary

Before the hypotheses are tested, it is interesting to make a conclusion if the degree of TQM
(as a whole system as well as its separate practices) implementation differs significantly be-
tween Russia and Germany. Additionally, we will clear the question of how OE and FMR
differ between Russia and Germany.

Table 31 represents the group statistics summary (mean values, standard deviations, and
standard error mean) of variables presenting TQM practices (L, SP, CF, IA, PM, HR, SM),
variable TQM, and variables, measuring organizational performance (OE and FMR), divided
into two data pools (Russian and German organizations) run in SPSS 27. Minimum and
maximum values of each construct have been checked to confirm that there are no outliers
(scores that are very different from the rest of the data, which could influence the statistics
and lead to false conclusions (Field, 2018, p.227). Mean is the measurement of central ten-
dency. Standard deviations indicate how close to the mean the data points are. The standard
error of mean shows how precise the sample's mean represents the real mean of the popu-
lation.
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Table 31:  Group Statistics

Variable  Country N Min Max Mean Std. Deviation

Statistic |Statistic |Statistic |Statistic |Std. Error |Statistic

Employees |Germany 114 1 7 3.14 0.164 1.754
Russia 129 1 7 2.50 0.132 1.501
L Germany 120 3.33 7.00 57852  10.06337 0.69422
Russia 129 2.44 7.00 5.6453 0.06792 |0.77145
SpP Germany 120 2.63 7.00 5.3573 10.08425 0.92288
Russia 129 1.63 7.00 50114 10.11062 |1.25641
CM Germany 120 2.82 7.00 5.1409 ]0.08433 0.92378
Russia 127 2.55 7.00 5.3747 10.09315 |1.04977
1A Germany 120 1.67 6.75 45269 0.11015 |1.20664
Russia 125 1.92 7.00 5.0892 10.09927 |1.10984
HR Germany 120 2.70 6.90 5.3437 10.07557 0.82779
Russia 124 1.70 7.00 5.2480 ]0.08975 0.99938
PM Germany 120 2.25 6.63 5.2489 10.08232 |0.90177
Russia 123 2.50 7.00 49183 ]0.09955 |1.10410
SM Germany 120 1.00 7.00 4.8258 ]0.10619 |1.16331
Russia 122 1.00 7.00 41155 ]0.13447 |1.48524
TOM Germany 120 3.20 6.73 5.1755 10.06541 |0.71653
Russia 129 2.48 6.69 5.0617 ]0.07506 0.85248

Russia+Germany (249 2.48 6.73 5.1166 |0.05009 0.79037
OE Germany 118 3.40 7.00 5.3508 |0.07467 |0.81109
Russia 128 3.00 7.00 5.0605 10.07288 |0.82459
Russia+Germany |246 3.00 7.00 5.1998 10.05287 0.82930

Germany 118 2.20 7.00 47788 0.08105 |0.88037
i 12 1. . . 09102 1.02
FMR Russia 8 60 7.00 4.4887 10.0910 02976
Russia + Ger- 246 1.60 7.00 4.6278 0.06185 |0.97000
many

The Independent Samples t-Test has been used to assess whether the means of two different
groups are statistically different from each other. For the Independent Samples t-Test, it is
assumed that both Russian and German samples come from normally distributed data with
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equal standard deviations, but Fie/d recommends not to worry about the normal distribution
of the sample if it is large enough (Field, 2018, p.235).

The Independent Samples t-Test has been conducted in SPSS 27 to prove if TQM practices,
TQM as a joint variable, OE and FMR in Russian and German organizations which took
part in the study differ significantly.

Table 32 represents the results of the Independent Samples t-Test. Levene's test, which ex-
plores the homogeneity of variances, has to be taken into consideration. If it is significant at
p < 0.05, the assumption of homogeneity has been violated. If Levene's test is non-significant
(.e., p > .05), I can assume that the variances are roughly equal. Having selected the right
row for each variable in the Table 32 I then check the p-value of the Independent Samples
t-Test. Suppose the p-value is less than 5% (p < 0.05), in that case, the null hypothesis can
be rejected, which implies strong evidence that there is a significant difference among the
Russian and German organizations regarding the means of the respective variables (Field,
2018. p.257).

Table 32:  Independent Sample Test (t-Test)

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means

for Equality of
Variances
F Sig. t df Sig. Mean Std. 95% Confidence
(2- | Differ- | Error |Interval of the Dif-
tailed) | ence | Differ- ference
ence

Lower | Upper
L Equal 1534 10.217 |1.500 247 0.135 ]0.13987 0.09325 |-0.04380 |0.32354

variances

assumed

Equal vari- 1.506 |246.735/0.133 |0.13987 |0.09290 |-0.04310 0.32284

ances not
assumed

SP  Equal 7.708 10.006 |2.461 247 0.015 ]0.34594 |0.14057 (0.06908 |0.62280
variances
assumed

Equal vari- 2488 1234.638/0.014 10.34594 |0.13905 |0.07200 0.61988
ances not
assumed

CM Equal 0.110 |0.741 |-1.854 245 0.065 |-0.23375 |0.12611 |-0.48215 |0.01464
variances
assumed
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Equal vari-
ances not
assumed

IA Equal
variances

assumed

Equal vari-
ances not
assumed

HR |Equal
variances

assumed

Equal vari-
ances not

assumed

PM |Equal
variances

assumed

Equal vari-
ances not

assumed

SM  Equal
variances
assumed

Equal vari-
ances not
assumed

TQM Equal
variances
assumed

Equal vari-
ances not
assumed

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means

for Equality of

Variances

F

1.750

1.435

7.761

13.389

2729

Sig.

0.187

0.232

0.006

0.000

0.100

-1.860

-3.798

-3.792

0.813

0.816

2.553

2.559

4.137

4.145

1.136

1.143

df Sig.
(2-
tailed)

243.784/0.064

243 0.000

239.304/0.000

242 0.417

236.408/0.415

241 0.011

233.808/0.011

240 0.000

228.588/0.000

247 0.257

244.538/0.254

Mean
Differ-

ence

-0.23375

-0.56226

-0.56226

0.09572

0.09572

0.330061

0.330061

0.71026

0.71026

0.11382

0.11382

Std.
Error
Differ-
ence

0.12565

0.14803

0.14828

0.11768

0.11732

0.12950

0.12918

0.17169

0.17134

0.10018

0.09956

95% Confidence
Interval of the Dif-
ference

Lower

-0.48126

-0.85384

-0.85436

-0.13610

-0.13542

0.07551

0.07610

0.37206

0.37264

-0.08351

-0.08229

Upper
0.01375

-0.27068

-0.27016

0.32753

0.32685

0.58570

0.58511

1.04846

1.04788

0.31114

0.30992
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Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means

for Equality of
Variances
F Sig. t df Sig. Mean Std. 95% Confidence
(2- | Differ- | Error |Interval of the Dif-
tailed) | ence | Differ- ference
ence

Lower | Upper
OE |Equal 0.036 |0.850 |2.780 (244 0.006 0.29030 |0.10441 |0.08464 0.49596

variances

assumed

Equal vari- 2.782 1242.967/0.006 0.29030 |0.10434 |0.08477 10.49583
ances not
assumed

FMR |Equal 1.855 10.175 12.366 (244 0.019 10.29014 |0.12265 [0.04856 |0.53172
variances

assumed

Equal vari- 2.381 |242.649/0.018 10.29014 10.12187 |0.05008 |0.53020
ances not
assumed

The results of the Independent Samples t-Test (Table 32) statistically confirm that Russian
and German organizations which took part in the study differ significantly in:

SP (mean of SP in Russian organizations is lower as in German ones),

CM (p < 0.10) (mean of CM in Russian organizations is higher as in German ones),
IA (mean of IA in Russian organizations is higher as in German ones),

PM (mean of PM in Russian organizations is lower as in German ones),

SM (mean of SM in Russian organizations is lower as in German ones),

OE (mean of OE in Russian organizations is lower as in German ones),

FMR (mean of FMR in Russian organizations is lower as in German ones).
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Table 33 gives an overview of the difference of means

Table 33:  The Means of V ariables Which are Significantly Different Between Russian and German Organizations

Variable Country Mean
Statistic Std. Error
SP Germany 5.3573 0.08425
Russia 5.0114 0.11062
CM Germany 5.1409 0.08433
Russia 5.3747 0.09315
1A Germany 4.5269 0.11015
Russia 5.0892 0.09927
PM Germany 5.2489 0.08232
Russia 4.9183 0.09955
SM Germany 4.8258 0.10619
Russia 4.1155 0.13447
OE Germany 5.3508 0.07467
Russia 5.0605 0.07288
Russia + Germany 5.1998 0.05287
Germany 4.7788 0.08105
FMR Russia 4.4887 0.09102
Russia + Germany 4.6278 0.06185
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4.3. Test of Hypotheses
4.3.1.  Linear Regression Model

4.3.1.1. Control Variables

As grounded in 3.2.2.1, employees (number of employees) and kind of manufacturing are
the control variables for the current study.

Employee

Table 34 represents the group statistics summary (mean values, standard deviations, and
standard error mean) of the control variable employee, divided into two data pools (Russian
and German organizations) run in SPSS 27.

Table 34:  Number of Employees. Group Statistics Summary

Variable Country N Min Max Mean Std. Deviation

Statistic | Statistic | Statistic | Statistic | Std. Error | Statistic

Employees |Germany |114 1 7 3.14 0.164 1.754
Russia 129 1 7 2.50 0.132 1.501
Kind of Manufacturing

Kind of manufacturing is a nominal scale variable and has to be reconstructed to be included
in the regression analysis. Besides that, the scale of ten types of manufacturing is obviously
too detailed for the obtained data sample as the data is not distributed evenly. Some catego-
ries contain 55 cases, and some categories include only 5 or 8 cases (Table 35). It could lead
to problems in performing further analysis.

To solve this problem, the consolidation of scales measurement sections has been achieved.
Table 35 contains the original scale, and Table 36 contains the Kind of Manufacturing variable's
new scale. Four dummy variables (dummy0O_kind_of manufaturing, dummyl_kind_of_
manufacturing, dummy?2_kind_of_manufaturing, dummy3_kind_of_manufaturing) have been
built in SPSS 27. Each of these dummy variables can be used as the reference category, and
the rest two will be included in the regression analysis.
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Table 35:  The Original Scale of the Kind of Manufacturing

Germany |Russia Total

Chemical and allied products 10 4 14
Construction materials and allied products 4 11 15
Rubber and plastic products 7 5 12
Metal production and processing 11 4 15
Fabricated metal products 21 11 32
Automotive industry 8 0 8
Machinery and computer equipment 20 6 26
Electronic and electric equipment 9 15 24
Food. beverage and feed industry 6 50 56
Textile. Clothes. Shoes. Leather Industry 2 3 5
Not specified or missing 22 20 42
Total 120 129 249

Table 36:  The New Scale of the Kind of Manufacturing

Germany Russia Total

Dummy0_kind_of manufacturing (chemical industries and 32 15 47
construction materials)

Chemical and allied products

Construction materials and allied products

Rubber and plastic products

Dummyl_kind_of manufacturing (metal industries) 21 20 41
Metal production and processing

Fabricated metal products

Dummy?2_kind_of manufacturing (high technology industries) |37 21 58
Automotive industry

Machinery and computer equipment

Electronic and electric equipment

Dummy3_kind_of manufacturing (food and textile industries) |8 53 61
Food. beverage and feed industry

Textile. Clothes. Shoes. Leather Industry

Not specified or missing 22 20 42
Total 120 129 249
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4.3.1.2. Interaction Between TQM and Country

The combined effects of TQM and Country on OE and on FMR are calculated through the
including of interaction terms.

To build the interaction, term variables must be centered at their mean.

TOM centered (IOM_c) = (TOM - Mean of TOM).
Mean of TOM = 5.1166
TOM _¢ = (ITQM-5.1166).

Country is a dummy variable with values 0 for Germany and 1 for Russia.

Finally, the variables involved in the interaction term must be multiplied:

Interaction of TOM and country = (IQM_c X country).

4.3.1.3. Hypotheses as Linear Regression Models

All six hypotheses have been written down as four mathematic models using dependent var-
iables, independent variables, intercepts, and individual regression coefficients.

H1(Ru): TQM positively influences organizational effectiveness in Russian organiza-
tions situated and operating in Russia.

H1(Ge): TQM positively influences organizational effectiveness in German organiza-
tions situated and operating in Germany.

Model 1:

OF = (Bo + 1 X employee + B2 X dummyl_kind_of_manufaturing + f5X
dnmmy2_find_of_manufaturing + B X dummy3_kind_of_manufaturing + s X TOM)
+C.

H2(Ru): TQM positively influences financial and market results in Russian organiza-
tions situated and operating in Russia.

H2(Ge): TQM positively influences financial and market results in German organiza-

tions situated and operating in Germany.
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Model 2:

FMR = (8o + 1 X employee + B2 X dummyl_kind_of _manufaturing + 53X
dummy2_kind_of _manufaturing + Ba X dummy3_kind_of_manufaturing + fs X TOM)
+C.

H3(a): TQM positively influences the organizational effectiveness of Russian organi-
zations stronger than the organizational effectiveness of German organiza-
tions.

Model 3a:

OFE = (Bo + (1 X employee + B2 X dummyl_kind_of _manufaturing + f3X
dummy2_kind_of_manufaturing + By X dummy3_kind_of_manufaturing + ps X TOM +
Bs Xcountry + B X TOM_c X country) +C

: ositively influences the financial and market results of Russian organi-
H3(b TOM p ly infl he fi 1 and k Its of R g
zations stronger than the financial and market results of German organizations.

Model 3b:

FMR = (Bo + 1 X employee + B2 X dummyl_kind_of _manufaturing + 3%
dnmmy2_kind_of _manufaturing + Ba X dummy3_kind_of_manufaturing + s X TOM +
Bs Xeountry + B X TOM_c¢ X country) +C

where:
® OE—organizational effectiveness,
FMR—financial and market results

Employee—the number of employees,

Dummy variables (dummy(_kind_of_manufaturing, dummy1_kind_of_manufaturing,
dummy2_kind_of_manufaturing, dummy3_kind_of manufaturing) for kind of manu-
facturing,

TQM—the degree of TQM implementation,

Country: 0 for Germany, 1 for Russia.

TOM_c¢ X country — the interaction term,

The beta value fyis the intercept, and the beta values §; to f;are the individual coefficients
that indicate the contribution of each predictor to the model. The size of 3 shows the
degree to which each predictor impacts the dependent variable if the effects of all other
predictors are held constant (Field, 2018, p.414). On the graphics, the gradient of the
regression line is formed through the beta value, as it measures the strength of the rela-
tionship between a predictor and the dependent variable (Field, 2018, p.397). To indicate
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the degree of predictors’ effect on the dependable variable, the 3 should be significantly
different from 0, which means that the predictor and outcome relationship is other than
0. The associated significance value of p shows the significance of each predictor in the
model,

® C - error for the entity.

Table 37 consolidates information on how hypotheses and linear regression models relate to
each other.

Table 37:  Hypotheses as Statistical Models

Hypothesis |Model

H1 (Ru) 1: OFE = (Bo + f1 X employee + B2 X dummy1_kind_of_mannfaturing + 3%

H1 (Ge) dummy2_kind_of_manufaturing + Pa X dummy3_kind_of_mannfaturing + s X TOM)
+C.

H2 (Ru) 2: FMR = (Bo + 1 X employee + 2 X dummy1_kind_of_manufaturing + f5X

H2 (Ge) dummy2_kind_of_manufaturing + Pa X dummy3_kind_of_manufaturing + s X TOM)
+C.

H3(a) 3a: OE = (Bo + 1 X employee + B2 X dummy1_kind_of_manufaturing + f3X

dummy2_kind_of_manufaturing + Ba X dummy3_kind_of_manufaturing + ps X TOM +
Bs Xcountry + p7 X TOM_c¢ X country) +C

H3(b) 3b: EMR = (B + 1 X employee + B2 X dummy1_kind_of_manufaturing + 35X
dummy2_kind_of_manufaturing + Ba X dummy3_kind_of_manufaturing + ps X TOM +
Bs Xcountry + p7 X TOM_c¢ X country) +C

4.3.2. Regressions’ Diagnostics

The linear regression analysis will be run in SPSS 27 for each model and each sample to test
the models 1 (Russian sample), 1 (German sample), 2 (Russian sample), 2 (German sample),

3a (Russian and German samples together), 3b (Russian and German samples together).

Before applying the linear regression analysis, the following assumptions have been step-by-
step proved on their violation for each of four models:

additivity, linearity, and normality,
homoscedasticity/homogeneity of variance,
independence,

no perfect multicollinearity.

If any of the assumptions described above are violated, the appropriate way to reduce the
biases will be found.
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4.3.2.1. Additivity, Linearity, and Normality

The most crucial assumption which cannot be violated is additivity and linearity. If the com-
bined effect of the predictors is added together and the straight line cannot describe the
outcome variable, the model is wrong and cannot be applied to the data pattern (Field, 2018,
p.230).

Normality in the regression diagnostics means the normally distributed errors or, in other
words, that the residuals in the model are “random, normally distributed variables with a
mean of 07 (Field, 2018, p.388). This assumption implies that the differences between pre-
dicted and observed variables are small or equal to 0. This assumption should not be mixed
up with the normal distribution of predictors, which they do not have to be for conducting
the regression analysis (Field, 2018, p.388). Normality of residuals distribution can be tested
visually with the help of graphics (histograms, P-P-plots, (probability-probability plot), Q-Q-
plots (quantile-quantile plot) (Field, 2018, p.22). But it also can be tested analytically, for
example, by the skew and kurtosis tests, by Shapiro-Wilk test, or by Kolmogorov-Smirnov
test of which the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is historically one of the most used ones and
Shapiro-Wilk test is one of the most reliable ones provided by the SPSS 27 software. The
Shapiro-Wilk test is being recommended by most researchers for assessing normality (Field
2018, p.249).

To prove if these assumptions hold for all models, the residual statistics (Tables 38—43),
histograms, P-P plots, and scatterplots for all models have been counted and drawn in SPSS
27 (Figures 15-32). All histograms are approximately bell-shaped, and the dots on the P-P
plots lie mostly on or very near the diagonal. The P-P-plots show the positive linear connec-
tion of the combined effect of independent variables on organizational effectiveness and on
financial and market results in all models. This all indicates the normal distribution of the
residuals of all models, showing that there is a linear relationship between the combined
effect of independent variables on the dependent variables in each model for each sample.
This confirms the assumptions of additivity and, linearity, normality for all four models ap-
plied on all samples (Field. 2018. p.425).

Table 38:  Residuals Statistics (Model T (Russian Sample))

Minimum | Maximum  Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 3.7285 5.9061 5.0605 42119 128
Residual -2.06050 2.12041 .00000 70890 128
Std. Predicted Value -3.163 2.008 .000 1.000 128
Std. Residual -2.849 2.932 .000 .980 128
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Table 39:  Residuals Statistics (Model 1 (German Sample))

Predicted Value
Residual

Std. Predicted Value

Std. Residual

Minimum
4.8519
-2.14741
-2.543
-2.626

Maximum
5.8034
1.94877
2.163

2.383

Table 40:  Residnals Statistics (Model 2 (Russian Sample))

Predicted Value
Residual

Std. Predicted Value

Std. Residual

Minimum
3.3758
-2.61954
-1.732
-3.191

Maximum
6.4526
1.74796
3.056

2.129

Table 41:  Residnals Statistics (Model 2 (German Sample))

Predicted Value
Residual

Std. Predicted Value

Std. Residual

Minimum
41267
-2.29970
-1.847
-2.739

Table 42:  Residuals Statistics (Model 3a)

Predicted Value
Residual

Std. Predicted Value

Std. Residual

110

Minimum
3.7375
-2.14566
-4.019
-2.807

Maximum
5.7541
2.41487
2.647

2.876

Maximum
5.9351
2.08926
2.007

2.733

Mean
5.3661
.00000
.000
.000

Mean
4.4887
.00000
.000
.000

Mean
4.7955
.00000
.000
.000

Mean
5.2031
.00000
.000
.000

Std. Deviation
20222

79925

1.000

977

Std. Deviation
.64258

.80467

1.000

.980

Std. Deviation
36215

.82054

1.000

977

Std. Deviation
0.36467

75321

1.000

985

112
112
112
112

128
128
128
128

112
112
112
112

240
240
240
240



Table 43:  Residuals Statistics (Model 3b)

40

30

Frequency

20

Dependent Variable: Organizational Effectiveness

-1

0

1

Regression Standardized Residual

Minimum | Maximum  Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 3.3066 6.2331 4.6319 .53442 240
Residual -2.43106 2.29750 .00000 .82159 240
Std. Predicted Value -2.480 2.996 .000 1.000 240
Std. Residual -2.915 2.755 .000 .985 240
Histogram

Figure 15: Histogram. Model 1. Dependent | ariable: OE. Sample: Russian Organizations
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual
Dependent Variable: Organizational Effectiveness
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Figure 16: Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual. Model 1. Dependent 1 ariable: OE. Sample:
Russian Organizations
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Figure 17: Scatterplot. Model 1. Dependent Variable: OE. Sample: Russian Organizations
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Histogram

Dependent Variable: Organizational Effectiveness
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Figure 18: Histogram. Model 1. Dependent 1 ariable: OE. Sample: German Organizations
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Figure 19: Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardiged Residual. Model 1. Dependent 1 ariable: OE. Sample:
German Organizations
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Scatterplot
Dependent Variable: Organizational Effectiveness
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Figure 20: Scatterplot. Model 1. Dependent V ariable: OE. Sample: German Organizations

Histogram
Dependent Variable: Financial and Market Results
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Figure 21: Histogram. Model 2. Dependent 1 ariable: FMR. Sample: Russian Organizations
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual
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Figure 22: Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual. Model 2. Dependent | ariable: FMR. Sample:
Russian Organizations
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Figure 23: Scatterplot. Model 2. Dependent Variable: EMR. Sample: Russian Organizgations
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Histogram
Dependent Variable: Financial and Market Results
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Figure 24: Histogram. Model 2. Dependent 1 ariable: FMR. Sample: German Organizations
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Figure 25: Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual. Model 2. Dependent | ariable: FMR. Sample:
German Organizations
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Scatterplot
Dependent Variable: Financial and Market Results
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Figure 26: Scatterplot. Model 2. Dependent V ariable: FMR. Sample: German Organizations
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Figure 27: Histogram. Model 3a. Dependent Variable: OE. Sample: Russian and German Organizations
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual
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Figure 28: Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual. Model 3a. Dependent 1 ariable: OF. Sample:
Russian and German Organizations
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Figure 29: Scatterplot. Model 3a. Dependent V ariable: OE. Sample: Russian and German Organizations
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Histogram
Dependent Variable: Financial and Market Results
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Figure 30: Histogram. Model 3b. Dependent V ariable: EFMR. Sample: Russian and German Organizations
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Figure 31: Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residnal. Model 3b. Dependent 1 ariable: FMR. Sample:
Russian and German Organizations
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Scatterplot
Dependent Variable: Financial and Market Results
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Figure 32: Scatterplot. Model 3b. Dependent 1 ariable: FMR. Sample: Russian and German Organigations

Additional to visual tests, analytical tests have been run in SPSS 27 to confirm the assump-
tions of the normality.

Tables 44—48 represent the residual statistics and the results of the Shapiro Wilk test for all
models. The null hypothesis, which is assumed to be true until proven wrong, is that the
residuals are normally distributed. The null hypothesis can be rejected if the Shapiro-Wilk
test is significant. Shapiro-Wilk tests for models 1 (German sample), 2 (Russian sample), 2
(German sample), and 3b are not significant, the null hypotheses cannot be rejected, the
residuals of these models are normally distributed. Shapiro-Wilk tests for models 1 (Russian
sample) and model 3a are significant and, which implies that the residuals of the regression
models 1 for the Russian sample and 3a are not normally distributed. Fre/d warns that the
Shapiro-Wilk test can be significant in large samples (over 100) even the scores are only
slightly different from a normal distribution (2018, p.253). The samples of 128 cases (Model
1 (Russian Sample) and 240 cases (Model 3a) are large enough that is why it is highly recom-
mended to interpret the results in conjunction with histogram, P-P- and Scatterplots, and the
values of skew and kurtosis (Field, 2018, p.235).

Skewness reflects the lack of symmetry when the most frequent scores are clustered at the
end of the scale, and kurtosis measure the degree to which scores appear at the ends of the
distribution, in other words, if the distribution is too peaked (Hair et al., 2013, p.61; Field,
2018, p.23). The values of skewness and kurtosis in SPSS in the normal distribution are 0
(the value of kurtosis of the normal distribution is normally 3, but SPSS subtracts 3 automat-
ically). The general guidelines of the literature differ in recommendations which values of
skewness and kurtosis imply the normal distribution. Scientists use the thumb rule with cut-
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offs which determine which values of skewness and kurtosis imply the normal distribution.
Most cut-offs for skewness are the skewness should not be greater than +1 or lower than -1
(Hair et al., 2013, p.61). The cut-off for kurtosis, which implies the normal distribution,
ranges between -2 to +2 (George and Mallery, 2010) and -7 to +7 (Hair et al., 2013). The
values of skewness (0.314 for model 1 (Russian sample), 0.131 for model 3a) are very close
to zero and not greater than 1. The values of kurtosis (1.468 for model 1 (Russian sample),
0.481 for model 3a) are even less than 2 so that the normal distribution can also be assumed
for models 1 (Russian sample) and 3a confirming the results of the visual inspection of the
diagrams (Figures 15-32).

Thus, the assumption of normality has been confirmed for all models applied to all samples.

Table 44:  Case Processing Models 1 and 2 for Russian Sample

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N | Percent N Percent
Unstandardized Residual 128 99.2% 1 10.8% 129 100.0%
Standardized Residual 128 199.2% 1 10.8% 129 100.0%
Table 45:  Case Processing Models 1 and 2 for German Sample
Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N | Percent N Percent
Unstandardized Residual 112 193.3% 8 16.7% 120 100.0%
Standardized Residual 112 93.3% 8 |6.7% 120 100.0%
Table 46:  Case Processing Models 3a and 3b
Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N | Percent N Percent
Unstandardized Residual 240 196.4% 9 13.6% 249 100.0%
Standardized Residual 240 196.4% 9 13.6% 249 100.0%
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Table 47:  Shapiro-Wilk Tests of Normality for Models 1 and 2

Model 1 Model 1 Model 2 Model 2
(Russian Sample) (German Sample)  (Russian Sample) (German Sample)
Shapiro- Statis- Statis- Statis- | df | Sig. | Statis- | df | Sig.
Wilk Test tic | df | Sig. tic | df | Sig tic tic

Unstandard- [0.961 128 /0.001 [0.993 112 |0.829 0.986 [128 |0.238 10.992 |112 |0.791
ized Residual

Standardized |0.961 |128 |0.001 10.993 |112 /0.829 |0.986 128 0.238 [0.992 112 [0.791
Residual

Table 48:  Shapiro-Wilk Tests of Normality for Models 3a. 3b

Model 3a Model 3b
Shapiro-Wilk Test Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Unstandardized Residual 0.988 240 10.049 0.991 240 10177
Standardized Residual 0.988 240  10.049 0.991 240 0.177
Table 49:  Descriptives Models 1 and 2
Model 1 Model 1 Model 2 Model 2

(Russian Sample) | (German Sample) = (Russian Sample) | (German Sample)

Statistic Std. Error |Statistic Std. Error |Statistic Std. Error |Statistic  |Std. Etror

Mean 0.0000000 10.062658700.0000000 |0.07552208 0.0000000 |0.07112368/0.0000000 0.07753389
95% Lower -0.1239903 - 0.1496520 -0.1407409 -0.1536386
Confi- |Bound
dence
Upper | 0.1239903 0.1496520 0.1407409 0.1536386
Interval
Bound
for
—g‘ Mean
T /5% Trimmed  |-0.0170852 -0.0068520 0.0210832 0.0076039
Q

A | Mean

3

'—g Median -0.0177543 -0.0363867 0.0487032 -0.0416061

<

ae

§ Variance 0.503 0.639 0.647 0.673

&

2 |Std. Deviation |0.70890230 0.79925055 0.80467259 0.82054155
Minimum -2.06050 -2.14741 -2.61954 -2.29970
Maximum 2.12041 1.94877 1.74796 241487
Range 4.18091 4.09618 4.36750 4.71457
Interquartile 0.85456 1.22815 1.08686 1.14901
Range

122



Model 1 Model 1 Model 2 Model 2
(Russian Sample) | (German Sample) = (Russian Sample) | (German Sample)
Skewness 0314 0.214 0.024 0.228 -0.373 0.214 -0.126 0.228
Kurtosis 1.468 0.425 -0.241 0.453 0.360 0.425 0.090 0.453
Mean 0.0000000 10.086630950.0000000 0.09233842|0.0000000 [0.086630950.0000000 |0.09233842
95% Lower |-0.1714270 -0.1829747 -0.1714270 -0.1829747
Confi- |Bound
dence
Upper |0.1714270 0.1829747 0.1714270 0.1829747
Interval
Bound
for
Mean
5% Trimmed -0.0236217 -0.0083777 0.0256801 0.0090558
S |Mean
5
é’) Median -0.0245468 -0.0444889 0.0593220 -0.0495505
<
§ Variance 0.961 0.955 0.961 0.955
-
'§ Std. Deviation 10.98011730 0.97721797 0.98011730 0.97721797
S
@ Minimum -2.84881 -2.62557 -3.19068 -2.73881
Maximum 293164 2.38270 2.12907 2.87597
Range 5.78046 5.00827 5.31976 5.61479
Interquartile 1.18150 1.50162 1.32383 1.36840
Range
Skewness 0.314 0.214 0.024 0.228 -0.373 0.214 -0.126 0.228
Kurtosis 1.468 0.425 -0.241 0.453 0.360 0.425 0.090 0.453
Table 50:  Descriptives of the Models 3a, 3b
Model 3a Model 3b
Statistic Std. Error Statistic | Std. Etror
Unstandardized |Mean 0.0000000| 0.04861965, .0000000/ 0.053034
Residual
95% Confidence |Lower -0.0957778 -.1044732
Interval for Mean |Bound
Upper 0.0957778 1044732
Bound
5% Trimmed Mean -0.0120738 .0197578
Median -0.0060511 .0293196
Variance 0.567 .675
Std. Deviation 0.75321244 .82159477
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Minimum

Maximum

Range

Interquartile Range

Skewness

Kurtosis
Standardized | Mean

Residual 95% Confidence

Interval for Mean

5% Trimmed Mean

Median

Variance

Std. Deviation
Minimum
Maximum

Range

Interquartile Range
Skewness

Kurtosis

4.3.2.2. Homoscedasticity of Variance

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

Model 3a

-2.14566
2.08926
4.23492
0.89790

0.131
0.481
0.0000000
-0.1252830

0.1252830

-0.0157933
-0.0079152
0.971

0.98524682

-2.80665
2.73288
5.53953
1.17451

0.131
0.481

-2.43106

229750

4.72855

1.15604

0.157 -293

0.313 078

0.06359741| .0000000
-.1252830

1252830

0236933
.0351597

971

98524682
-2.91529

2.75513

5.67042

1.38631

0.157 -293
0.313 078

Model 3b

157
313
0.063597

157
313

Homoscedasticity or homogeneity of variance means that each level of the predictors' resid-

ual terms should have equal variance. In other words, it is assumed that the variance of the

outcome variable is constant across different values of the predictor variable. If the variance

is not stable, it is called heteroscedasticity. Heteroscedasticity invalidates confidence intervals
and significance tests (and therefore p-values) (Field, 2018, pp.237,387). Homoscedasticity

versus heteroscedasticity can be tested visually with the help of scatterplots (Figures 33-38).

There are no apparent outliers, and the clouds of dots are evenly spaced around the line

indicating homoscedasticity of variance in each model applied on each sample.
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Scatterplot

Dependent Variable: Organizational Effectiveness
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Figure 33: Scatterplot. Model 1. Dependent V ariable: OE. Sample: Russian Organizations
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Figure 34: Scatterplot. Model 1. Dependent V ariable: OE. Sample: German Organizations
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Regression Standardized Residual

Scatterplot
Dependent Variable: Financial and Market Results
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Figure 35: Scatterplot. Model 2. Dependent V ariable: FMR. Sample: Russian Organizations
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Figure 36: Scatterplot. Model 2. Dependent V ariable: FMR. Sample: German Organizations
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Figure 37: Scatterplot. Model 3a. Dependent | ariable: OFE. Sample: Russian and German Organigations
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Figure 38: Scatterplot. Model 3b. Dependent 1 ariable: FMR. Sanmple: Russian and German Organigations

The assumption of homoscedasticity is confirmed visually.

After the visual inspection, the assumption of homoscedasticity can be confirmed analytically
with the White test or Breusch-Pagan test (or modified Breusch-Pagan test). The White test
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should be only applied if the residuals of the model are not normally distributed (which
would violate the assumption of normality in the linear regression) and the Breusch-Pagan
test if the residuals are normally distributed.

Because the assumption of normality has been confirmed and residuals of all models are
normally distributed, the Breusch-Pagan test has been run in SPSS 27 to prove homoscedas-
ticity of variance for all models testing the null hypothesis that the variance of the errors does
not depend on the values of the independent variables. The null hypothesis, which is assumed
to be true until proven wrong, assumes the homoscedasticity, which in this case means that
the variance of organizational effectiveness is stable across different values of predictor var-
iables as well as the variance of financial and market results is stable across different values
of predictor variables in all models. The alternative hypothesis assumes heteroscedasticity.
The Breusch-Pagan tests are not significant for all models except model 1 for the German
sample (Table 51). The null hypotheses cannot be rejected, and the alternative hypotheses
cannot be accepted for all models except model 1 for the German sample (Table 51). Thus,
the assumption of homoscedasticity has been confirmed not only visually (Figure 38) but
also analytically for models 1 (Russian sample), 2 (for Russian and German sample), 3a, and
3b. Though the assumption of homoscedasticity was visually confirmed for model 1 (Ger-
man sample), the Breusch-Pagan test implies that the variance of the errors does not depend
on the values of the independent variables. To overcome this problem, the robust standard
errors will be estimated while running the analysis of model 1 (German sample).

Table 51:  Breusch-Pagan Tests for Models 1 (Russian and German Samples), 2 (Russian and German Samples),

3a, and 3b

Model Chi-Square df Sig.

1 (Russian sample) 0.154 1 0.694
1 (German sample) 5.331 1 0.021
2 (Russian sample) 0.017 1 0.897
2 (German sample) 0.450 1 0.502
3a 0.171 1 0.679
3b 0.314 1 0.575

4.3.2.3. Independence

Independence means independent errors, which means that the terms of the residual should
be uncorrelated. If the assumption that errors in the model are not correlated (are independ-
ent), the confidence intervals and significance tests (and therefore p-values) will be invalid
(Field, 2018, p.239).

Durbin-Watson is used to analyze the independence of errors proving whether the adjusted
residuals are correlated. The test statistics can vary between 0 and 4. The value of 2 means
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that residuals are uncorrelated. The values less than 1 or greater than 3 should be a cause for
concern (Field, 2018, p.387). Table 52 presents the results of the Durbin-Watson test for all
models. The values between 1.638 and 2.061 calculated in SPSS 27 implicate that autocorre-
lations between residuals in all models are not significant.

Table 52:  Durbin-Watson Test for Models 1 (Russian and German Samples), 2 (Russian and German Samples,

3a and 3b)
Model Durbin Watson
1 (Russian sample) 2.061
1 (German sample) 1.997
2 (Russian sample) 2.291
2 (German sample) 1.638
3a 2.032
3b 1.995

4.3.2.4. No perfect multicollinearity

There should be no ideal linear relationship among two or more predictor variables in the
multiple regression analysis as it makes it impossible to assess the individual importance of a
predictor and would accordingly lead to problems to estimate regression coefficients (Field,
2018, p.402). One way to detect multicollinearity is to do a correlation analysis to calculate
correlation coefficients for all pairs of variables. If the correlation coefficient is precisely +1
ot -1, this is called the perfect multicollinearity. The predictor variables should not correlate
at a level of 0.80 and higher (Field. 2018 p.402). The independence of each variable can also
be analyzed through the variance inflation factor (VIF) based on the ordinary least squares
(OLS) method. The VIF indicates whether a predictor has a strong linear relationship with
the other predictor(s). According to Field, the VIF value of 10 or greater (Tolerance 1/VIF
0.1 or less) could indicate a serious problem, and the VIF value of 5 (Tolerance 1/VIF 0.2)
is a border of concern and can indicate the potential problem (Field, 2018, p.402).

Table 53 presents the correlation coefficients of independent variables: the only ordinal con-
trol variable (number of employees), country, and TQM for the whole sample. The correla-
tion values prove no perfect collinearity and no very high collinearity in the data, as all cor-
relation coefficients lie under 0.80 (the highest correlation is 0.254). The values of all VIFs
in all models (Table 54) are much below the border of concern of 5. No multicollinearity can
be assumed.
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Table 53:  Correlations of Independent 1 ariables

Number of Employees | Country TQM

Number of Employees | Pearson Correlation 1 -193%| 254
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.003| 0.000
N 243 243 243

Country Pearson Correlation -.193* 1| -0.072
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.003 0.257
N 243 249 249

TQM Pearson Cotrelation 254 -0.072 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.257
N 243 249 249

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.07 level (2-tailed).

Table 54:  Collinearity Statistics for Models 1 (Russian and German Sample), 2 (Russian and German Sample),

3a, and 3b.
Models 1 and 2 Model1and2 | Models 3a and 3b

(Russian Sample) (German Sample)

Tolerance | VIF |Tolerance| VIF | Tolerance | VIF
Number of employees 0.893 1.119 |.824 1.214  |.846 1.182
Dummy1 kind of manufacturing |0.773 1.293 |.779 1.284 761 1.315
Dummy?2 kind of manufacturing |0.774 1.292 |.729 1.372 743 1.347
Dummy3 kind of manufacturing |0.673 1.486 |.835 1.198 .661 1.514
TQM 0.951 1.051 |.818 1.223 356 2.812
Country .808 1.238
TQM_c_x_country 377 2.656

4.3.3. Linear Regression Analysis

As the assumptions of additivity and linearity, normality, homoscedasticity/homogeneity of
variance, independence, and no perfect multicollinearity are not violated in all models applied
on Russian and German samples with the only exception of model 1 applied on the German
sample, the linear multiple regression analysis will be run in SPSS 27 for models 1 (Russian
and German samples), 2 (Russian and German samples), 3a and 3b. The robust standard
errors will be estimated while running the analysis of model 1 on the German sample to
overcome the problem of heteroscedasticity of model 1 applied on the German sample.
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Additional to parameters assessed by the regression’s diagnostics in 4.3.2, the following pa-

rameters will be interpreted by the regression analysis:

The F value and its associated significance value of p result from a test where the null
hypothesis says that all regression coefficients are equal to zero. If the null hypothesis is
proved to be true, the model would not have predictive power.

R*R-squared) is a statistical measure that assesses the goodness of fit of the regression
model. It is a measure of how much of the variability in the outcome is accounted for
by the predictors. R-squared can take a value between 0 and 1, where values closer to 0
represent a poor fit while values closer to 1 illustrate a perfect fit. Whereas R* explains
how much of Y's variance is accounted for by the regression model from the sample,
the adjusted value of R* shows how much variance in Y would be accounted for if the
model had been derived from the entire population (Field 2018. p.389). In other words,
the adjusted R* shows how well the model generalizes. Logically, the closer these two
values, the better the model (Field, 2018, p.411). Therefore, it is essential to assess both
R? and adjusted R’ to be able to predict how much of the dependent variable variance
of the collected sample is explained by independent variables and further on how much
variance of the dependent variable is explained generalized for the entire population.
The closer R*to 1, the more variance is explained. The minimum value of R varies from
research area to research area. The widely spread benchmark of Cohen (1988) is that the
suggested R” values for endogenous latent vatiables are to be assessed as follows: 0.26
(substantial), 0.13 (moderate), 0.02 (weak) (Field. 2018. p.391). Kutner warns that the
meaning of the R*score is overestimated: even if R* and adjusted R* are weak, a real
relationship between the significant predictors and the response variable still may exist.
It only must be kept in mind that the dependent variable's explained variance is accord-
ingly low (Kutner, 2005, pp.74-75).

The beta value /s the intercept, and the beta values £ - fare the individual coefficients
that indicate the contribution of each predictor to the model. The size of f shows the
degree to which each predictor impacts the dependent variable if the effects of all other
predictors are held constant (Field, 2018, p.414). On the graphics, the gradient of the
regression line is formed through the beta value, as it measures the strength of the rela-
tionship between a predictor and the dependent variable (Field, 2018, p. 397). To indi-
cate the degree of predictors’ effect on the dependable variable, the /£ should be signifi-
cantly different from 0, which means that the predictor and outcome relationship is
other than 0. The associated significance value of p shows the significance of each pre-
dictor in the model.
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4.3.3.1. Model1l

Model 1 will be applied to Russian and to German samples separately.

(1): OE = (Bo + 1 X employee + B2 X dummy1_kind_of_manufaturing + 35X
dummy2_kind_of_manufaturing + Bu X dummy3_kind_of_manufaturing + ps X TOM)
+C.

The analysis of model 1 will be conducted in two steps for each sample:

® step 1: only the control variables will be added to the regression equations to show the
role of the control variables in the models,
®  step 2: the variable TOM will be added to the regression equations.

Table 55 represents the step 1 and step 2 results of the multiple linear regression analysis for
model 1 (Russian and German samples).

F values of Step 1 are not significant for Russian and German samples, meaning that the step
1 models have no predictive power.

F value of Step 2 is significant for the Russian sample and is not significant for the German
sample, meaning that model 1 has no predictive power if applied to the German sample.

Model 1 has predictive power for Russian organizations situated and operating in Russia.
The value of R® at step 2 is 0.261 and of adjusted R*0.231, which means that 26,1% of the
variance of organizational effectiveness in the collected sample and 23,1% of organizational
effectiveness in all manufacturing organizations with no foreign capital in Russia are ex-
plained through TQM implementation. The intercept (§ and the individual coefficient of
TQM fsare highly significant. Indicating the significant influence of TQM on OE in the
Russian sample. Durbin Watson Test and VIF statistics values have been explained in 4.3.2
in detail.

Model 1 for the Russian sample:

OE (for Russian Sample) = 2.533 — 0.14%* X employee + 0.065 X
dummy1_Kind_of_Manufaturing + 0.009* X dummy2_Kind_of Manufaturing +
0.051* X dummy3_Kind_of Manufaturing + 0.501 X TQOM.

*Coefficients are not significant (Lable 55).

132



Table 55:  Linear Regression Diagnostics of Model 1 (for German Sample with Robust Standard Errors)

Russian Sample

Step 1
(Controls)

p )2

Intercept Sy

Number of
employees

Dummy1_kind_of_
manufaturing
(metal industries).

Dummy2_kind_of_
manufaturing

(high technology
industties).

Dummy3_kind_of_
manufaturing

(food and textile in-
dustries).

TQM

Model Features
R2

Adjusted R?

Delta of Adj. R? (%)

F-statistic 0.162 |Not sign
(0.957)

Durbin-Watson test

2.533
-0.14

0.065

0.009

0.051

0.501

0.261
0.231

8.614

2.061

Step 2
(Model 1)

P VIF
0.000
757 1.119
773 1.293
965 1.292
748 1.486
0.000 1.051
Sign. 0.000

German Sample

Step 1
(Controls)

p P

Step 2

(Model 1)

P

p | VIF

0.823 |Not sign|1.357 |Not sign.

(0.514)

(0.246)
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4.3.3.2. Model 2

Model 2 will be applied to Russian and to German samples separately.

(2): EMR = (Bo + p1 X employee + B2 X dummy1_kind_of_manufaturing + p5x
dnmmy2_kind_of_manufaturing + B X dummy3_kind_of_manufaturing + s X TOM)
+C.

The analysis of model 2 will be conducted in two steps for each sample:

® Step 1: only the control variables will be added to the regression equations to show the
role of the control variables in the models,
®  Step 2: the variable TOM will be added to the regression equations.

Table 56 represents the step 1 and step 2 results of the multiple linear regression analysis for
model 2 (Russian and German samples).

F values of Step 1 and Step 2 are significant for model 1 applied to the Russian as well as to
the German samples. All models have predictive power.

Model 2 for the Russian sample:

The value of R at step 1 for model 2 on the Russian sample is 0.225 and of adjusted R*0.200.
The intercept [ and the individual coefficient of £ of Number of employees and
dummy2_kind_of_manufaturing (high technology industries) are significant, indicating their
significant influence on FMR in the Russian sample. Through these two control variables,
22.5% of the variance of FMR in the Russian sample and 20% of FMR in all manufacturing
organizations with no foreign capital in Russia are explained. Adding of TQM variable at
step 2 increases adjusted R*at 16.4%, which is a lot of additional variances, explained through
TQM. The value of R” at step 2 for model 2 on the Russian sample is 0.389 and of adjusted
R?0.364, meaning that 38.9% of the variance of FMR in the collected sample and 36.4% of
FMR in all manufacturing organizations with no foreign capital in Russia are explained
through TQM implementation. The intercept [yand the individual coefficients f of number
of employees, dummy?2_kind_of_manufaturing (high technology industries), and TQM are
significant, indicating their significant influence on FMR in the Russian sample.

Durbin Watson Test and VIF statistics values have been explained in 4.3.2 in detail.

Model 2 for the Russian sample:
(2) EMR (for Russian Sample) = 1.564 + 0.236 X employee — 0.209* X

dummy1_kind_of_manufaturing — 0.485 X dummy2_kind_of _manufaturing — 0.239*
X dummy3_kind_of_manufaturing + 0.502 X TOM.

*Coefficients are not significant (Lable 56).
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Model 2 for the German sample:

The value of R* at step 1 for model 2 on the Russian sample is 0.157 and of adjusted R*0.126.
The intercept ffand the individual coefficient of £ of number of employees are significant,
indicating their significant influence of number of employees on FMR in the German sample.
Through the number of employees, 15.7% of the variance of financial and market results in
the German sample and 12.6% of financial and market results in all manufacturing organi-
zations with no foreign capital in Germany are explained. Adding of TQM variable at step 2
has not increased the adjusted R*and the individual coefficients £ of TQM is not significant,
indicating no linear influence of TQM on FMR in the German sample.

Durbin Watson Test and VIF statistics values have been explained in 4.3.2 in detail.

Table 56:  Linear Regression Diagnostics of Model 2

Russian Sample German Sample
Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2
(Controls) (Model 2) (Controls) (Model 2)
p )4 g | p |[VIF| § | p g | p | VIF
Intercept Sy 4.069 10.000 1.564 |0.001 1.119 |4.201 |0.000 |3.691 |0.000 |1.214

Number of employees [0.279 0.000 |0.236 |0.000 1.293 |0.176 0.00 |0.162 |0.002 1.284

Dummyl_kind_of_ -0.310 0.282 |-0.209 |0.416 |1.292 |-.032 |.875  |-0.024 |0.905 |1.372
manufaturing (metal

industties).

Dummy?2_kind_of_ -0.566 0.025 |-0.485 |0.031 |1.486 |.211 |.293 0.223 ]0.269 |1.198

manufaturing (high
technology industries).

Dummy3_kind_of_ -0.365 10.070 |-0.239 |0.185|1.051 -.203 |.555 |-0.117 |0.745 |1.223
manufaturing (food

and textile industties).

TQM 0.502 10.000 |1.119 0.105 (0.392 |1.214

Model Features

R2 0.225 0.389 0.157 0.163

Adjusted R 0.200 0.364 0.126 0.124

Delta of Adj. R (%) 16.4% -0.2%

F-statistic 8922 Sign. |15.560 Sign. 4990 Sign. |4.130 |Sign.
(0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.002)

Durbin-Watson test 2.263 2.291 1.662 1.638
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4.3.3.3. Model 3a

Model 3a will be analyzed on the whole sample (Russian and German organizations to-
gether).

(Ba): OE = (Bo + f1 X employee + B2 X dummyl_kind_of_manufaturing + f5X
dummy2_kind_of _manufaturing + Ba X dummy3_kind_of_manufaturing + s X TOM +
Bs X country + [, X TOM_¢ X country) +C.

The analysis of models 3a will be conducted in three steps:

® step 1: only the control variables will be added to the regression equations to show the
role of the control variables in the models,

® step 2: the variable TOM will be added to the regression equations,

® step 3 variables country and the interaction term of TOM_¢ X country will be included in
the regression equations.

Tables 57 represent the step 1, step 2, and step 3 results of the multiple linear regression
analysis for model 3a.

F value of Step 1 is not significant, meaning that the step 1 model has no predictive power.

F values of Step 2 and Step 3 are significant, meaning that models of step 2 and step 3 (equal
to model 3a) have predictive power.

The intercept fyand the individual coefficient fof TQM are highly significant. Indicating the
significant influence of TQM on OE in the whole sample. The value of R* at step 2 is 0.152
and of adjusted R?0.134, which means that 15.2% of the variance of organizational effec-
tiveness in the collected sample and 19.1% of organizational effectiveness in all manufactur-
ing organizations in Russia and Germany are explained through TQM implementation.

At the final step 3, country and the interaction term of country and TQM has been added to
the Step 2 model. The interaction term of TQM and country is significant, meaning that
there is a significant difference in the OE between Russian and German organizations, ex-
plained through TQM. Adding the interaction term TQM_c X country increased the ex-
plained variance by 3.1%. The value of R2 at step 3 is 0.190 and of adjusted R2 0.165, which
means that 19% of the variance of organizational effectiveness in the collected sample and
16.5% of the variance of organizational effectiveness in all manufacturing organizations with
no foreign capital in Russia and Germany are explained through the interaction of TQM and
country of origin and operating.

Durbin Watson Test and VIF statistics values have been explained in 4.3.2 in detail.
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Model 3a:
(Ba): OE=4.180 — 0.013*Xemployee—0.110%X dummy1_kind_of _manufatur-
ing+0.063%X dummy2_kind_of_mannfaturing+0.010%*X dummy3_kind_of _manufatur-
ing + 0.239 X TOM — 0.283 X country+0.255X}TOM_c X country.

*Coefficients are not significant (Lable 57).

Figure 39 represents model 3a graphically.

Organizational Effectiveness

—in Russia  ===in Germany

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
TQM

Fignre 39: Interaction Effect of Country and TOM on the Organizational Effectiveness in Russia and Ger-
many (Model 3a)
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Table 57:  Linear Regression Diagnostics of Model 3a (Russian and German samples as a whole sample)

Intercept fo
Number of employees

Dummyl_kind_of_manufaturing

(metal industries).

Dummy?2_kind_of_manufaturing
(high technology industries).

Dummy3_kind_of_manufaturing
(food and textile industries).

TQM

Country

Interaction of country and TQM
Model Features

R2

Adjusted R?

Delta of Adj. R2 (%)

F-statistic

Durbin-Watson test
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Step 1.
Only Controls.

1.405 |Not sign.
(0.223)

Step 2.
Controls and
TQM.

g p
3.226 .000
-.010 |.772
-070 .633
.082 .550
-.098 476
.396 .000
0.152
0.134
8.419  |Sign.

(0.000)
1.961

Step 3.
Model 3a.

B b VIF
4180 |0.000 [1.182
-.013 1.693 1.315
- 110  |.448 1.347
.063 .644 1.514
.010 942 2.812
239 .023 1.238
-.283  |.011 2.656
255 .050 1.182
0.190
0.165
3.1%

7.769 Sign.
(0.000)
2.032



4.3.3.4. Model 3b

Model 3b will be analyzed on the Russian and on German samples.

(3b) EMR = (Bo + 1 X employee + B2 X B2 X dummy1_kind_of_manufaturing + X
dummy2_kind_of_manufaturing + Bu X dummy3_kind_of_manufaturing + s X TOM +
Bs X country + X TOM_¢ X country) + C.

The analysis of model 3b will be conducted in three steps for the whole sample (Russian and

German organizations):

® step 1: only the control variables will be added to the regression equations to show the
role of the control variables in the models,

® step 2: the variable TOM will be added to the regression equations,

® step 3 variables country and the interaction term of TOM_¢ X country will be included in
the regression equations.

Tables 58 represent the step 1, step 2, and step 3 results of the multiple linear regression
analysis for model 3b.

F values of step 1, step 2, and step 3 models are significant, indicating that all models have

predictive power.

The control variable, the number of employees, has a significant influence on FMR, explain-
ing 19% of the variance in the collected sample (R*0.190, adjusted R*0.176). Adding TQM
to the model at step 2 increases adjusted R*at 7.3% (R*0.265, adjusted R*0.249). The inter-
cept frand the individual coefficient fof the number of employees and TQM are significant.

At the final step 3, country and the interaction term of country and TQM has been added to
the Step 2 model. The interaction term of TQM and country is significant, meaning that
there is a significant difference in the FMR between Russian and German organizations,
explained through TQM. Adding the interaction term increased the explained variance by
2.7%. The value of R* for model 3b is 0.297 and of adjusted R*0.276, which means that
29.7% of the variance of financial and market results in the collected sample and 27.6% of
the variance of FMR in all manufacturing organizations with no foreign capital in Russia and
Germany are explained through the number of employees and the interaction of TQM and
country of origin and operating.

Durbin Watson Test and VIF statistics values have been explained in 4.3.2 in detail.

Model 3b:

(3b) FMR = 3.797 + 0.207 X employee — 0.133% X dummy1_kind_of_manufaturing —
0.098* X dummy2_kind_of manufaturing — 0.150% X dummy3_kind_of_manufaturing
+ 0.083% X TOM — 0.126* X country + 0.433 X TOM_¢ X country.

*Coefficients are not significant (Lable 58).
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Figure 40 represents model 3b graphically.

Financial and Market Performance

—in Russia ===in Germany

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
TQM

Figure 40: Interaction Effect of Country and TOM on the financial and market results in Russia and Germany
(Model 3b)

Table 58:  Linear Regression Diagnostics of Model 3b (Russian and German Samples as a Whole Sample)

Step 1. Step 2. Step 3.
Only Controls. Controls and Model 3b.
TQM.

p p p P B P VIF
Intercept fy 4.103 .000 2362 |.000 |3.797 |.000 |1.182
Number of employees 239 1.000 199 .000 1.207 .000 |1.315
Dummy1_kind_of_manufaturing -165 .325 -127 A27 =133 1399 [1.347
(metal industries).
Dummy?2_kind_of_manufaturing -140 |.372 -.100 507 1-.098 |.506  |1.514
(high technology industries).
Dummy3_kind_of_manufaturing -308 |.047 -202 A76 =150 |.328 2812
(food and textile industries).
QM .354 .000 1.083 |.467 |1.238
Country -1261.294 2.656
Interaction of country and TQM 433 |.002 1.182
Model Features
R2 0.190 0.265 0.297
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Step 1. Step 2. Step 3.

Only Controls. Controls and Model 3b.
TQM.
Adjusted R? 0.176 0.249 0.276
Delta of Adj. R2 (%) 7.3% 2.7%
P-statistic 13.74 | Sign. 16.872 | Sign. |14.023 Sign.
2 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Durbin-Watson test 2.014 1.983 1.995

4.4. Consolidation of Results

The current study investigates the role of German and Russia culture in the efficacy of TQM,
namely, how effective TQM will be if implemented in German and in Russian organizations
situated and operating in Germany and in Russia, comparing the efficacies of TQM in or-
ganizations in these two countries with each other. The study contributes to the discussion
in the scientific literature on whether national culture plays a significant role in the level of
TQM’s efficacy or whether TQM is a universal management tool that can be successfully
applied in organizations all over the world.

The study uses the theoretical model given in Figure 41, where:

® TQM is the mean of the seven observable TQM practices: Leadership, Strategic Plan-
ning, Customer Focus, Information and Analysis, Human Resource Management, Pro-
cess Management, and Supplier Management.

® Organizational effectiveness (OE) is the mean of supplier performance, customer reten-
tion, reliability, and timely delivery of products, quality, and productivity.

® Financial and market results (FMR) is the mean of market share, the number of success-
ful new products, profit, return on total assets (ROA), overall competitive position.

Table 59 and Figure 41 consolidate the results of hypotheses testing.
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Table 59:

Hypothesis
Number

Hypothesis

Result

R2

Adjusted R?

142

H1
(Russia)

TQM posi-
tively influ-
ences the or-
ganizational
effectiveness
in Russian
organizations
situated and
operating in
Russia

Supported

0.261
0.231

H1
(Germany)

TQM posi-
tively influ-
ences the or-
ganizational
effectiveness
in German
organizations
situated and
operating in
Germany

Not
supported

Consolidation of Results of Hypotheses Tests.

H2
(Russia)

TQM posi-
tively influ-
ences the fi-
nancial and
market re-
sults in Rus-
sian organi-
zations situ-
ated and op-
erating in
Russia

Supported

0.389
0.364

H2
(Germany)

TQM posi-
tively influ-
ences the fi-
nancial and
market re-
sults in Get-
man organi-
zations situ-
ated and op-
erating in
Germany

Not
supported

H3(a)

TQM posi-
tively influ-
ences the or-
ganizational
effectiveness
of Russian
organizations
stronger than
the organiza-
tional effec-
tiveness Ger-
man organi-
zations

Supported

0.190
0.165

H3(b)

TQM posi-
tively influ-
ences the fi-
nancial and
market re-
sults of Rus-
sian organi-
zations
stronger than
the financial
and market
results of
German or-

ganizations

Supported

0.297
0.276
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Figure 41: Consolidation of Results



The main finding of this research is that both non-financial and financial organizational per-
formance measures, organizational effectiveness and financial and market results, in all man-
ufacturing organizations with no foreign capital in Russia are to 23,1% and 36,4% accord-
ingly explained through TQM management method whereas nor organizational effectiveness
nor financial and market results in German organizations are directly explained by TQM
system even some of TQM practices are implemented to the higher extend in Germany as
in Russia: the empirical results of the Independent Samples t-Test found the evidence that
TQM practices Strategic Planning, Process Management, and Supplier Management are im-
plemented in German organizations to the higher extend as in Russia (p < 0.05) whereas
TQM practices Customer Management and Information and Analysis are more implemented
in Russian organizations as in German ones (p < 0.10 for CM and p < 0.05 for IA).

Research results give clear answers to all three research questions:

® TQM, implemented in Russian manufacturing organizations situated and operating in
Russia, has a strong positive causal effect on organizational effectiveness and financial
and market results.

® TQM, implemented in German manufacturing organizations situated and operating in
Germany, has no strong positive causal effect on organizational effectiveness and finan-
cial and market results.

® TQMin Russian and German organizations situated and operating accordingly in Russia
and Germany do not have the same efficacy. The efficacy of TQM in Russia is higher
than in Germany.

Additionally, this study finds that the control variables of organization size (number of em-
ployees) and kind of manufacturing do not significantly change the level of organizational
effectiveness, whether in Russia or in Germany. This result is supported even when country
and the interaction term of country and TQM are included in the estimate. As for the influ-
ence of the control variables on the financial and market results in Russia and Germany, the
number of employees measuring organizational size has a significant positive correlation with
financial and market results in Russia and in Germany before and after including the country
and of the interaction term of country and TQM in the estimate meaning that bigger organi-
zation have better financial and market results in comparison to other organizations in their
branches. Kind of manufacturing is only significant for the Russian sample for the
dummy?2_kind_of_manufacturing, meaning that organizations of high-technology industries
in Russia (automotive industry, machinery and computer equipment, electronic and electric
equipment) have better financial and market results in comparison to organizations from
chemical and construction materials industries (chemical and allied products, construction
materials and allied products, rubber and plastic products).
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5. Conclusion

5.1. Discussion

The growing interdependence of the world’s economies is an integral part of the globaliza-
tion process, which is, without a doubt, the trend of the 21st century. Offering incredible
chances for companies, it is, at the same time, a great challenge for them as organizations are
forced to continually optimize production processes and to develop new products to stay
competitive in the global market.

TQM has proved itself first in Japan and then in the USA to be a management system which
can increase the competitiveness of the organizations. However, it is not clear yet whether
TQM is a highly effective management system for organizations in all countries over the
world or whether its efficacy differs depending on the national culture of the organization.
The effectiveness of TQM in cultures different from American and Japanese cultures has
been actively explored in recent years, but very little is known about quality management
practices within this cross-cultural context of Germany and Russia despite Russia’s signifi-
cant importance for German economics (until 24.02.2022). The current study investigates
the efficacy of TQM, if implemented in German and Russian organizations, and compares
these efficacies with each other, providing at the same time an empirically proved guideline
on how the cross-cultural comparison of the efficacy of TQM can be approached and an-
swered scientifically regardless of which countries it refers to.

The hypotheses have been derived directly from the assumption of Detert et al. (2000, p.858)
that the more coherence between TQM values and cultural values exists, the more effective
TQM is. Kull and Wacker followed the theory of Detert et al. (2000) and proved empirically
that only two cultural dimensions, Assertiveness and Uncertainty Avoidance, have a signifi-
cant influence on the efficacy of TQM (2010, p.236). Russian cultural values of Assertiveness
and Uncertainty Avoidance match the TQM values to a very high and high extent. The As-
sertiveness value of German national culture matches the TQM value to a very high extent,
but at the same time, Uncertainty Avoidance matches the TQM value to a very low extent.
Thus, the theoretical analysis of the Russian and German national cultures has revealed that
Russian cultural values are closer to the TQM values than German cultural values, which
means that TQM’s efficacy should be higher in Russia than in Germany. The empirical results
of the current study confirm that TQM, implemented in Russian manufacturing organiza-
tions situated and operating in Russia, has a significant positive causal effect on organiza-
tional effectiveness and financial and market results and does not have a significant causal
effect on organizational effectiveness and financial and market results if implemented in Get-

man manufacturing organizations, situated and operating in Germany.

Empirical results support the theory of Detert et al. (2000, p.858) that TQM is more effective
if implemented in a country with national culture that is closer to the TQM values. The
results of the research are also consistent with the results of Kujala and Lillrank (2004, pp
52-53), Flynn and Saladin (20006, p.599), Jung et al. (2008, p.631), Vecchi and Brennan (2009,
p.155), Wehnert (2009, p.152), Zhang and Wu, 2014, p.99) who all argued that TQM’s
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efficacy is different in diverse cultural environments. However, the conclusion of the current
study about the relationships between TQM and financial and market results is not supported
by Sila (2018). Both studies lean on the same TQM-performance model of Sila (2007) and
follow the call to conduct cross-country studies to “shed more light on whether the conver-
gence hypothesis also holds for the TQM practices and TQM—performance relationships
of companies operating across different country boundaries” (Sila, 2007, p.103). Sila (2018)
concluded that countries of origin and operating, Turkey and North Cyprus, had no moder-
ating effects on the relationships between TQM and financial and market results (Sila, 2018,
p.1116). To explain the difference in the results of these two comparative studies (Germany-
Russia and Turkey-North Cyprus), first, the GLOBE national cultural dimensions of Turkey
and North Cyprus, which influence the efficacy of TQM, should be compared to each other
to find out if they are different or similar.

5.2. Limitations
It is important to view this study in the context of its limitations.

First, current research follows the theory that national culture dominates organizational cul-
ture (Brodbeck and Frese, 2007, p.156; Schein, 2006, p.60; Hofstede et al., 2010) and even
organizational culture can be trained effectively, the national culture remains always a part of
the environmental context (Stein et al., 2014, p.39).

Second, in the theory development, the GLOBE cultural values for West Germany and Rus-
sia have been adopted, neglecting all subcultures that co-exist inside Russia. In contrast,
cross-cultural researchers argue that most variation in cultural values resides within countries
rather than between countries (Blut et al., 2022, p.351). However, this does not impact the
empirical results of the current study as not cultural values, but interactions of country and
TQM have been included in the estimations.

The third limitation, connected with the cultural component of the study, is that country and
not national cultural values have been included in the interaction term. It cannot be excluded
that aside from cultural values, other characteristics of heterogeneity, such as the institutional
and development levels of countries, cause the differences in TQM efficacy. For future re-
search, capturing and measuring cultural values with a survey instrument should be consid-
ered.

The next limitation is that the results cannot be generalized for the service industries as only
manufacturing organizations have been interviewed in the study.

The statistical part of the study also has some limitations, which are common to survey stud-
ies. First, the study uses perceptional data by measurement of TQM implementation and
organizational performance. Secondly, because Russian organizations are not used to partic-
ipating in such studies, it cannot be excluded that the data given by various respondents are
not objective. To overcome this in future studies, for example, to measure organizational
performance, not only perception data but also externally reported information data should
be used. Thirdly, most questionnaires have been answered by a single informant. Interview-
ing a single respondent in a company or organization can result in a so-called single informant
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bias, which leads to decreasing validity of the data collected (Kaya, 2007, p.55). Although
every attempt was made to discern which person knows the answers to all questions, and the
questionnaire was sent in advance to give the possibility for the interviewees first to consult
with other people within their organizations, the data can still introduce bias, which can im-
pact generalizability, reliability, and validity. For future research, the approach of multi-per-
son surveys within a company is proposed. Finally, as only the random sample and not all
Russian and German organizations took part in the study, it can never be definitively deter-
mined whether a hypothesis is correct or not. Making mistakes is, therefore, never excluded
(Biemann et al., 2007, p.153).

5.3. Theoretical Implications

The current dissertation addresses the literature gaps in the topic of the universal cross-cul-
tural applicability and efficacy of TQM and represents the theory-driven empirical research
based on the data gathered from German and Russian organizations situated and operating
in Germany and Russia. The research results contribute to the important debate in the oper-
ations management literature related to the convergence versus divergence or culture-free
versus culture-bound argument in TQM implementation, supporting the divergence hypoth-
esis by providing empirical evidence from manufacturing organizations situated and operat-
ing in Germany and Russia that the positive effect of TQM on organizational performance
is dependent on the country and its deep-rooted national culture. Furthermore, the current
dissertation is an empirically proven guideline of how a cross-cultural comparison of the
efficacy of TQM can be approached and answered scientifically, regardless of which coun-
tries it refers to. It is very important that scientists continue researching this topic, as under-
standing cultural differences is an essential prerequisite for managers of headquarters oper-
ating in countries characterized by different cultural values than their subsidiaries. Scientists
should give these managers answers if TQM can be successfully transferred to their subsidi-
ary and stay effective under the influence of another national culture.

The choice of Germany and Russia as countries for comparison addresses the gap in the
scientific literature that most studies have been conducted in the USA, Australia, Western
Europe (Spain), and Asia (Garcia-Fernandez et al., 2022, p.12), and there is a need for more
research about the influence of TQM on organizational performance in developing countries
(Singh, 2010, p.13; Sila and Walczak, 2017, p.367; Shafiq et al., 2019, p.32). Because of the
sparsity of studies addressing the efficacy of TQM under the influence of German and espe-
cially Russian national cultures, I believe this study contributes to bridging this gap by provid-
ing empirical evidence from less researched countries.

The collection of empirical data in Russia became one of the challenges of the current dis-
sertation and enriched the international scientific literature due to the known difficulty in
assessing the sensible organizational data from Russian organizations because people, re-
membering the history, are suspicious about attempts to learn about their views and assess-
ments (Savin, 2005, p.190; Grachev et al., 2012, p.810; Anghel, 2012, p.34; Kobernyuk, 2014,
p.473). Because of the recent situation and anti-Russian sanctions released in 2022 upon the
Russian invasion of Ukraine, it can be expected that it will not be possible or maybe later
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very difficult to collect sensible empirical data from Russian organizations. That’s why the
data collected for the current study is of additional scientific value.

A very important implication for scientists is the clear need to further explore the role of
TQM in its influence on organizational performance in Germany. The empirical analysis did
not confirm the direct linear impact of TQM on OE and FMR in Germany, but at the same
time, the results of the Independent Samples t-Test (Table 32) revealed that TQM practices
SP, PM, and SM are significantly more implemented in German organizations than in Russian
organizations, and organizational performance (OE and FMR) of German organizations is
significantly higher than of Russian organizations (Table 32). Researchers should therefore
look for a scientific explanation for this finding. For example, scientists have already started
exploring the mutual relationship between the conventional TQM and Industry 4.0 (Beard-
Gunter et al., 2019; Sader et al., 2019; Asif, 2020; Chiarini, 2020; Babatunde, 2021; Akhmatova
et al., 2022; Kashif and Satirenjit, 2022; Sader et al., 2022, Saha et al., 2022). Babatunde speaks
about the “mutually beneficial relationship” between Industry 4.0 and TQM influencing the
operational performance of organizations (2021, p.897). Sader et al. assume that the interplay
of TQM and 14.0 would support organizations by reaching an outstanding position of busi-
ness excellence, effectiveness, and efficiency (Sader et al., 2019, p.139). Kashif and Satirenjit
also argue that TQM in 14.0 help organizations to increase their competitiveness and to gain
and maintain market share (Kashif and Satirenjit, 2022, p.1646). Akhmatova et al. propose
that “coordination of TQM and digital solutions may contribute to improving overall business
results” (Akhmatova et al., 2022, p.1516). These suggestions of scientists imply that even
though the empirical results of the current research did not prove the direct influence of con-
ventional TQM on OE and FMR in German organizations, TQM can still influence organi-
zation performance by its interplay with Industry 4.0 and organizational performance. As
Germany belongs to the leading nations of the fourth industrial revolution, it is of great rele-
vance for scientists to investigate the interplay between TQM, Industry 4.0, and performance
(Saha et al., 2022, p.499).

5.4. Managerial Implications

In the era of globalization and economic slowdown when high product quality, along with
low cost, timely delivery, and best service, belongs to average expectations of customers, it
has become a real challenge for managers to guarantee the survival and competitiveness of
their organizations (Singh, 2010, p.1). To stand the challenge, managers pay attention to the
implementation of TQM (Singh, 2010, p.1). TQM is a complex management system that
requires many resources to be invested in its implementation. Every organization has limited
resources, and the right decisions on how the resources should be invested decide the success
of the organization and its competitiveness. The current study proves that national culture
mediates the efficacy of TQM, implying that TQM is not the universal management system
that will bring the same benefits to organizations all over the world. Managers should be
aware of it, taking culture into account in their decisions, as “some OM practices are altered
or precluded by a culture, while others are more effective in some cultures than in others”
(Metters et al., 2010, p. 178).
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The research results of the current study are critical to practitioners in Germany and Russia.

The findings of the study provide confidence to the manufacturing organizations in Russia
that the allocating of resources to the TQM implementation will, with high probability, in-
crease the organizational effectiveness and financial and market results of manufacturing or-
ganizations in Russia. Additionally, this study finds that the control variables of organization
size (number of employees) and kind of manufacturing do not significantly change the level
of organizational effectiveness in Russia even when country and the interaction term of
country and TQM are included in the estimate. Kull and Wacker also proved empirically that
quality management brings benefits to small and large organizations regardless of the size of
organizations (Kull and Wacker, 2010, p.235). Managers of Russian manufacturing organiza-
tions, regardless of the size and branches of organizations, should focus on the implementa-
tion of TQM as an integrated management system to increase organizational effectiveness
and financial and market results and, accordingly, to improve the competitiveness of their
organizations.

The same recommendation is valid for German firms and organizations from other countries
that collaborate with Russian partner organizations or have subsidiaries or joint ventures in
Russia. As they are situated and operating in Russia, and it is assumed that national culture
dominates organizational culture (Brodbeck and Frese, 2007, p.1506; Schein, 20006, p.60; Stein
et al., 2014, p.39), the TQM implementation in the Russian organization is expected to in-
crease their organizational effectiveness and financial and market results.

Research results imply that German manufacturing organizations would get a high probabil-
ity of fewer benefits from the implementation of conventional TQM than Russian organiza-
tions. The empirical evidence provided by this study also indicates that even though German
organizations have significantly higher organizational effectiveness and financial and market
results than Russian ones, they are not explained directly by the conventional TQM explored
in this study. However, German managers should not interpret the results as if TQM is not
beneficial to German organizations. In fact, empirical results prove that TQM practices SP,
PM, and SM are significantly more implemented in German organizations than in Russian
organizations, and organizational performance (OE and FMR) of German organizations is
significantly higher than that of Russian organizations (Table 32). The current research draws
the attention of German managers to the fact that it is probably not enough to implement
and support only the conventional TQM in German organizations to improve organizational
performance, but there should be some other factors, systems, and approaches influencing
organizational results. Stein and Scholz argue that the source of increasing effectiveness lies
in the combination of humans and automation (Stein and Scholz, 2020, p.400). Indeed, the
past decade for German organizations is characterized by the new trend of improving man-
ufacturing industry productivity, the fourth industrial revolution, often known as Industry
4.0 (I14.0), first introduced in Germany in 2011 (Kashif and Satirenjit, 2022, p.1625). Scientists
assume that the interplay of TQM and Industry 4.0 creates an “ecosystem capable of uniting
technology, quality, and people” (Souza et al., 2022), which leads to success in terms of or-
ganizational competitiveness and sustainability performance (Saha et al., 2022, p.499). Ger-
many, with one of the most competitive manufacturing industries in the world, has an
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immense potential to belong to the leading Industry 4.0 nations (Kagermann et al., 2013,
pp-4,00). Further scientifical investigations of the mutual relations between TQM, Industry
4.0, and organizational performance are needed to provide important input for German man-
agers. A better knowledge of the of TQM - 14.0 relations will assist German managers in
establishing appropriate expectations during the implementation process and help their or-
ganization “in obtaining a competitive advantage that distinguishes them from their compet-
itors and improves their market presence” (Saha et al., 2022, p.500).

5.5. Futute research

The general conclusion emerging from this study is that TQM’s efficacy in Germany and
Russia is not the same, providing one more argument for the divergence hypothesis that
conventional TQM is not a universal instrument for increasing the organizational perfor-
mance and competitiveness of organizations in all countries all over the world at the same
way. More cross-country research is needed to understand deeper which cultural differences
between countries determine the higher and lower efficacy of TQM.

Researchers have already been studying the mediating role of organizational culture on the
efficacy of TQM (Al Zoubia, 2020). Another important topic for future research is to meas-
ure organizational cultural values by the survey instrument and to include them and not the
variable country in the statistical estimations. Adding not only national cultural values but
the interplay between national and organizational cultural values would give the possibility
to make constellations of different national and organizational cultural values and estimate
in advance if TQM would be effective in this country or within different areas of one country.

The current dissertation is a pioneer study in the comparison of TQM’s efficacy between
Russia and Germany, whereas quality management requires longitudinal research over time
(Schroder et al., 2005, p.477; Zhang et al., 2012, p.20). A better profound understanding of
the nature of the interaction between national culture and TQM’s efficacy in Russia and
Germany can only be achieved through further longitudinal studies and a more detailed ex-
amination of TQM’s efficacy in these two countries as well as in other countries of the world.
This could shed light if organizations adapt and adjust their quality systems over time.

“The quality system that made an organization successful today may not be the same system
that will make it successful in the future” (Zhang et al., 2012, p.20). The research of the
transformation and further development of the conventional TQM into Quality 4.0, as well
as the interplay of TQM, Industry 4.0, and organizational performance in German organiza-
tions, is an important research field for the next years.

Finally, the current dissertation is a scientific, theory-driven empirical research, providing a
“blueprint” for further research on how a cross-cultural comparison of the efficacy of TQM
can be approached and answered scientifically, regardless of which countries it refers to.
More studies for other closely cooperating countries should be conducted.
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Appendix

Questionnaire in German Language

Telefonischer Anruf:

Guten Tag. Ich heile (Name). Ich arbeite an der Universitit Siegen in einem Projekt, in
Rahmen von dem eine internationale vergleichende Studie angestrebt wird, die die Frage
beantworten soll, wie die Landeskulturen von Russland und Deutschland die Effektivitit von
den TQM-Praktiken in diesen zwei Lindern beeinflussen. Wir versprechen uns von dieser
Studie wichtige neue Erkenntnisse tiber die Effektivitit von TQM in Russland und Deutsch-
land und sind tberzeugt, dass die gewonnenen Einsichten fiir die Praxis groen Nutzen brin-

gen kénnen.

Fir die empirische Untersuchung méchten wir jeweils 130 produzierende Unternehmen aus
Russland und 130 produzierende Unternehmen aus Deutschland telefonisch interviewen.
Wir bieten Threm Unternehmen an, an der wissenschaftlichen Studie teilzunehmen. Es ist
keine Voraussetzung, die implementierten Quality Management Praktiken im Unternehmen
zu haben, um an der Studie teilzunehmen. Jedes Interview wird etwa 30 Minuten Threr Zeit
in Anspruch nehmen. Ideale Kontaktpersonen im Unternehmen wiren der Geschiftsfihrer,
der Qualititsmanager, der Vertriebsleiter oder der Produktionsleiter (bzw. alle anderen Per-
sonen, die sich in Firmenprozessen gut auskennen und unsere Fragen beantworten kénnen).

Bitte beantworten Sie die folgenden Fragen chrlich. Es gibt keine richtigen oder falschen
Antworten. Finzig und allein Ihre ehrliche Meinung beziiglich aller Themen, die der Frage-
bogen umfasst, fithrt zu verlasslichen Forschungsergebnissen. Die Informationen werden in
aggregierter Form und ausschlieBlich fir akademische Zwecke verwendet. Die von Thnen
zur Verfiigung gestellten Informationen werden stets privat und vertraulich behandelt. We-
der Sie noch Ihr Unternehmen werden namentlich in den Berichten, die auf Grundlage dieser
Umfrage erstellt werden, genannt.

An unserer Befragung in Deutschland diirfen ausschlieBlich 100% deutsche produzierende
Unternehmen teilnehmen. Handelt es sich bei Ihrem Unternehmen um ein solches? Wenn
dann lassen Sie uns bitte die Befragung starten.

Fragenbogen:
In welchem Bereich ist Ihr Unternehmen tatig?

Produktion | Dienstleistungen Bitte, geben Sie an, was Ihr Unternehmen pro-
duziert:

Keine Teilnahme mdéglich

Welchen Umsatz hat Ihr Unternehmen im Jahr 2010 erwirtschaftet? (In Mio. US-Dollar)
0-1 2-10 11-20 21-50 51-100 101-500  |501-1000 |> 1000
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Gemessen am Gesamtumsatz Thres Unternehmens: wie hoch ist der Exportanteil?

0% 1-10% 11-20% | 21-30% 31-40% | 41-50% 51-60% > 60%

Wie viele Mitarbeiter hat Ihr Unternehmen im Jahr 2010 beschiftigt?
0-20 21-100 101-500 501-1000 1001-2500 | 2501-5000 | > 5000

Wie alt ist der Geschiftsfuhrer Thres Unternehmens?

junger als 30 30-39 40 - 49 50-59 ilter als 60

Bitte schitzen Sie das Durchschnittsalter der Unternehmensleitung:

junger als 30 30-39 40 - 49 50-59 ilter als 60

Bitte schitzen Sie das Durchschnittsalter der Mitarbeiter:

junger als 30 30-39 40 - 49 50 - 59 alter als 60
Wie alt sind Sie?
junger als 30 30-39 40 - 49 50 - 59 alter als 60

Wie lautet Thre Berufsbezeichnung?

Sind Sie mannlich oder weiblich?

mannlich weiblich

Ist Ihr Unternehmen nach der ISO-9000 zertifiziert und falls ja, seit wann?

ja, seit: nein
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TQM-Praktiken

Bitte beantworten Sie alle Fragen anhand der Skala von 1 bis 7 (1 - “stimme tiberhaupt nicht

zu®, 4 - “neutral®, 7 — , stimme voll und ganz zu®).

115 Leadership

115.1 Die Unternehmensspitze: 1 2 3 4
stimme [stimme |stimme neutral
tber-  |nicht zu |eher
haupt nicht zu
nicht zu

a)  Ubernimmt Verantwortung fiir
die qualitativen Leistungen des
Unternehmens

b) sieht Qualititsverbesserungen
als Méglichkeit. héhere Ge-
winne zu erzielen

¢)  setzt Anreize zur Erreichung
der Qualititsziele

d) stellt sicher, dass jedes neue
Produkt und Dienstleistung die
Erwartungen der Kunden er-

fullt
e) legt mehr Wert auf Qualitit als
auf Kosten
115.2 Die Vorgesetzten: 1 2 3 4

stimme |stimme |stimme neutral
Uber-  |nicht zu |eher

haupt nicht zu

nicht zu

f)  versuchen das Vertrauen der
Mitarbeiter zu gewinnen

@) uberwachen und kontrollieren
die Mitarbeiter, z.B. mit Video-
kameras und/oder Kontrollen,
wenn sie das Unternehmen am
Feierabend verlassen*

h)  sind verantwortlich fir die
Qualititsverbesserung

1) fordern die Kundenzufrieden-
heit

j)  sehen Veridnderung als Teil un-
serer Unternehmenskultur

5 6 7
stimme |stimme |stimme
eher zu |zu voll und
ganz zu
5 6 7
stimme |stimme |stimme
eher zu |zu voll und
ganz zu
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116 Strategic Planning 1 2 3 4

k)

)

p)

166

stimme stimme stimme neutral
uber-  nicht zu eher

haupt nicht zu

nicht zu

bei unserer Mission steht Qua-
litat klar im Vordergrund

bei der Erreichung unserer
Ziele verfolgen wir einen lang-
fristigen Ansatz

die Festlegung und Uberprii-
fung unserer kurz- und lang-
fristigen Ziele erfolgt durch ei-
nen umfassenden Planungspro-

VAN

wit stellen ausreichend Res-
sourcen fur die erfolgreiche
Umsetzung von Strategien zur
Verfigung. die auf Qualitit ab-

zielen

wir verfiigen tiber ein iibergrei-
fendes Leistungsmessungssys-
tem, das samtliche Schliisselbe-
reiche und Anspruchsgruppen
umfasst.

auf verschiedenen Unterneh-
mensebenen sind Teams be-
nannt, deren Aufgabe ist es,
Ziele festzulegen und Maf3nah-
menpline zu entwickeln.

Wir setzen unsere Ressourcen |1 2 3 4
ein, um die Anforderungen stimme |stimme |stimme neutral
und Bediirfnisse folgender Uber-  |nicht zu eher
Zielgruppe zu erfiillen: haupt nicht zu
nicht zu

a. Kunden
b. Mitarbeiter

c. Lieferanten

5 6

7

stimme stimme |stimme

eher zu zu

5 6

voll und
ganz zu

7

stimme stimme |stimme

eher zu zu

voll und

ganz zu



117 Customer and Market Focus |1 2 3 4

9

Y)

Wir befragen unsere Kunden
zu unseren Produkten/ Dienst-
leistungen, um umgehend
brauchbares Feedback zu er-
halten

Wir verbinden Kundenzufrie-
denheit mit innerbetrieblichen
Kennzahlen

Wir bestimmen die Zufrieden-
heit unserer Kunden relativ zur
Zufriedenheit der Kunden mit
Konkurrenzunternehmen
und/oder anderen Benchmarks

Mitarbeiter sehen sich in erster
Linie verantwortlich dafiir, die
Kundenzufriedenheit zu ge-
wihftleisten

Wir wenden verschiedene Me-
thoden an, um Bezichungen zu
unseren Kunden aufzubauen,
sie stirker zu binden und posi-
tive Empfehlungen zu erhalten

Die Mitarbeiter werden uiber
die Anforderungen der Kun-
den informiert

Wir nutzen Kundenbeschwer-
den, um unsere Arbeitsabliufe
zu verbessern

Wit verindern unsere Stan-
dards sobald sich die Beduirf-
nisse und Erwartungen unserer
Kunden andern

Informationen von unseren
Kunden erhalten wir u.a. auf
folgenden Wegen:

a. umfassende Forschung im
Bereich unserer Branche

stimme stimme stimme neutral

uber-  nicht zu eher
haupt nicht zu
nicht zu

1 2 3 4

stimme stimme |stimme |neutral

ubet- nicht zu |eher
haupt nicht zu
nicht zu

5 6 7
stimme | stimme stimme
eher zu zu voll und
ganz zu
5 6 7
stimme |stimme |stimme
eher zu zu voll und
ganz zu
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b. Beobachtungen unserer
Mitarbeiter beziiglich der
Praferenzen der Kunden

c. Schriftliche oder gezielte
mindliche Befragung von

Kunden, die kiirzlich unsere

Produkte gekauft und un-
sere Leistungen in An-
spruch genommen haben

d. bestehende Mechanismen,
die es den Kunden ermdgli-
chen, Empfehlungen, Lob
und Beschwerden an das
Unternehmen zu richten,
ohne darum gebeten zu
werden

118 Information and Analysis

aa) Wir sammeln und analysieren
Informationen zur Unterneh-
mensleistung und Kostendaten.
um Verbesserungspotenzial zu
erkennen und zu erschlie3en

bb) Wir untersuchen kundenbezo-
gene Daten/ Marktdaten, um
Priorititen zu Verbesserungs-
Anstrengungen festzulegen

cc) Wir iiberpriifen unsere Arbeit
kontinuietlich, um sicherzustel-
len, dass die Winsche der
Kunden zu jeder Zeit termin-

gerecht erfillt werden

dd) Unsere Software- und Hard-
ware -Systeme sind verldsslich
und benutzerfreundlich

ee) Wir passen unsere Informati-
onstechnologie zeitnah an ver-
dnderte Geschiftserfordernisse
an
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1 2 3 4

stimme stimme stimme neutral

uber-  nicht zu eher
haupt nicht zu
nicht zu

5 6

7

stimme stimme |stimme

eher zu zu

voll und
ganz zu



ff) Wit fihren formale Bench-
marks zu Best-Practice- Stan-

o)

hh)

1)

kk) Wir nutzen das Internet, um

dards und Leistungen anderer

Branchen durch

Wit erhalten Qualitdtsdaten

rechtzeitig

Qualititsdaten, wie beispiels-
weise Fehlerquoten und Aus-
schussraten, sind zuginglich

fur:

a. Fihrungskrifte

b. Mitarbeiter

Wir fiihren formale Vergleiche
(Benchmarking) mit unseren
Wettbewerbern hinsichtlich
folgender Bereiche durch:

a. Produkte / Dienstleistun-

gen
b. Prozesse

c. Produktivitat

Wir entwickeln Verfahren zur
Uberwachung von Schlussel-

kennzahlen:

a. Standortleistung

b. Leistung von Wettbewer-

bern

c. Kundenzufriedenheit

hochwertige Daten und Infor-
mationen zuginglich zu machen

fur:

a. Mitarbeiter
b. Lieferanten

c. Kunden

1 2
stimme |stimme
Uber-  |nicht zu
haupt

nicht zu

1 2
stimme |stimme
Uber-  |nicht zu
haupt

nicht zu

1 2
stimme |stimme
Uber-  nicht zu
haupt

nicht zu

1 2
stimme |stimme
Uber-  |nicht zu
haupt

nicht zu

3 4
stimme |neutral
eher

nicht zu

3 4
stimme | neutral
eher

nicht zu

3 4
stimme |neutral
eher

nicht zu

3 4
stimme |neutral
eher

nicht zu

5
stimme
eher zu

stimme
eher zu

5
stimme
eher zu

5
stimme
eher zu

6 7
stimme |stimme
zu voll und
ganz zu
6 7
stimme |stimme
zZu voll und
ganz zu
6 7
stimme |stimme
zZu voll und
ganz zu
6 7
stimme |stimme
zZu voll und
ganz zu
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II)  Wir nutzen wissenschaftliche
Instrumente und Methoden,
wie beispielsweise Gantt-Dia-
gramme, Checklisten etc., um
eine Qualititsverbesserung zu
erreichen:

a. taglich, bei simtlichen Ar-
beitsblaufen

b. fur die strategische Planung

119 Human Resources Focus

mm) Mitarbeiter auf Stundenbasis/
Mitarbeiter ohne leitende Posi-
tion entscheiden mit iber Qua-
lititsfragen

Wir stellen stets sicher, dass
Mitarbeiter mit Qualititsfragen
des Betriebs vertraut sind

nn)

00) Wir erwarten von unseren Mit-
arbeitern, dass sie sich in konti-
nuierliche Verbesserungspro-

zesse aktiv einbringen

pp) Wit erkennen und belohnen

Mitarbeiter fiir herausragende
Qualititsperformance

qq9

Wir setzen bereichsiibergrei-
fende Teams ein

rr) Barrieren zwischen einzelnen

Abteilungen sind beseitigt

Kommunikationsprozesse fin-
den in unsetrem Bettieb nicht
nur ,,top-down* (von oben
nach unten) sondern auch
,bottom-up® (von unten nach
oben) statt

Personalmanagementstrategien
sind auf die Qualitits-/Leis-
tungs-plane des Betriebs abge-
stimmt
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1 2 3 4
stimme |stimme |stimme |neutral

tuber-  |nicht zu eher
haupt nicht zu
nicht zu

1 2 3 4

stimme stimme stimme neutral

uber-  nicht zu eher
haupt nicht zu
nicht zu

5 6
stimme |stimme
eher zu |zu

5 6
stimme stimme

eher zu zu

7
stimme
voll und

ganz zu

.
stimme
voll und
ganz zu



uu) Wir schulen Mitarbeiter auf
Stundenbasis/Mitarbeiter ohne
leitende Position beztglich der
Fiahigkeiten. die sie fir die Aus-
tbung ihrer Titigkeit ben6ti-
gen (z.B. technische und be-
rufsspezifische Fihigkeiten)

vv) Alle Mitarbeiter erhalten quali-
titsbezogene Schulungen

ww) Mitarbeiter werden regelmilig
formell befragt, um ihre Zu-
friedenheit zu ermitteln.

xx) Mitarbeiter werden regelmilig
formell befragt, um festzustel-
len, in welchem Umfang sie
mit unseren Qualitdtsstandards

vertraut sind

yy) In unserem Betrieb werden die
Gesundheit und Sicherheit un-
serer Mitarbeiter gewihrleistet

120 Process Management 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
stimme stimme stimme neutral stimme stimme stimme

uber-  nicht zu eher eher zu zu voll und
haupt nicht zu ganz zu
nicht zu

zz) Die Spezifikationen fiir unsere
Dienstleistungen und Produkte
sind eindeutig

aaa) Wo immer erdenklich haben
wir sichergestellt, dass die Pro-
zesse fehlervorbeugend so ge-
staltet sind, dass das Risiko von
Fehlern durch unsere Mitarbei-

ter verringert ist

bbb) Wir befragen unsere Mitarbei-
ter bevor wir neue Pro-
dukte/Dienstleistungen einfiih-
ren oder bestehende Pro-
dukte/Dienstleistungen verin-
dern

ccc) Wir nutzen statistische Metho-
den, um die Prozessablaufe zu
kontrollieren
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ddd) Die Mitarbeiter fithren eigen-
stindig Kontrollen durch

eee) Wir zielen darauf ab, simtliche
Design- und Marketingtitigkei-
ten sowie alle betrieblichen und
rechtlichen Aktivititen wih-
rend jedes Projekts aufeinander
abzustimmen

tff) Wir nutzen fortwihrend in-
terne und externe Audits, um
die Qualitit unserer Produkte
und Dienstleistungen sicherzu-
stellen

ggo) Die Mitarbeiter erhalten klare,
einheitliche Arbeits- und Ver-
fahrensanweisungen

hhh) Die kontinuierliche Qualitits-
verbesserung wird fiir alle Ar-
beitsvorginge betont

iif)  Unsere Unternehmenskultur
fordert Innovationen bei allen
Aspekten unserer Prozesse

121 Supplier Management

jii)  Die Einkaufsabteilung tber-
nimmt die Verantwortung fiir
die Qualitit der beschafften
Produkte/Dienstleistungen

kkk) Bei der Wahl unserer Lieferan-
ten spielt Qualitit eine groBere
Rolle als preisliche oder ter-
minliche Aspekte

) Wir ziehen langfristige Bezie-
hungen mit wenigen Lieferan-
ten vor

mmm) Unseren Lieferanten geben
wir klare Spezifikationen

nnn) Wir erwarten von unseren Lie-
feranten, dass Sie unsere An-

strengungen unterstiitzen,
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1 2 3 4

stimme stimme stimme neutral

uber-  nicht zu eher
haupt nicht zu
nicht zu

5 6

7

stimme stimme |stimme

eher zu zu

voll und
ganz zu



selbst wenn diese nicht vertrag-
lich festgelegt sind,

000) Die Qualitit unserer Lieferan-

ten ist durch folgende Organi-
sation zertifiziert:

a. unseren Betrieb
b. andere Organisationen

ppp) Wir streben eine aktive Beteili-
gung unserer Lieferanten in
folgenden Bereichen an:

a. Prozessdesign

b. Entwicklung neuer Pro-

dukte

c. Planungsprozesse zur Qua-
litdt Pro-
dukte/Dienstleistungen

unserer

qqq) Wir arbeiten mit unseren Liefe-
ranten zusammen, um sie bei
der Verbesserung folgender
Bereiche zu unterstiitzen:

Flexibilitit
b. Qualitit

®

Kosten

g

d. Durchlaufzeit

1 2
stimme |stimme
Uber-  |nicht zu
haupt

nicht zu

1 2
stimme |stimme
Uber-  |nicht zu
haupt

nicht zu

1 2
stimme |stimme
Uber-  nicht zu
haupt

nicht zu

3 4
stimme |neutral
eher

nicht zu

3 4
stimme |neutral
eher

nicht zu

3 4
stimme |neutral
eher

nicht zu

5 6
stimme stimme

cher zu zu

5 6
stimme |stimme

cher zu zu

5 6
stimme |stimme
eher zu zu

Geschiftsergebnisse im Vergleich zu anderen Wettbewerbern

-
stimme

voll und
ganz zu

-
stimme
voll und

ganz zu

7
stmme
voll und

ganz zu

Bitte beantworten Sie alle Fragen beziiglich der Unternehmensleistung in_den vergangenen

3 Jahren, verglichen mit der Leistung der wesentlichen Wettbewerber in der Branche anhand

der folgenden Skala von 1 bis 7 (1 - “unterdurchschnittlich”, 4 - “durchschnittlich”, 7 - “Gber-

durchschnittlich”).
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Mitarbeiterfluktuation

Achtung: wenn dieser Indikator grisser oder hober ist als durchschnittlich
beim Wetthewerb dann ist es anf diese Skala 1,2 oder 3 (bedentet unter dem
Durchschnitt)

Krankheitsrate von Mitarbeitern

Achtung: wenn dieser Indikator grosser oder hober ist als durchschnittlich
beim Wetthewerb dann ist es auf diese Skala 1,2 oder 3 (bedeutet unter dem
Durchschnitt)

Anzahl der Vorschlige seitens der Mitarbeiter
Arbeitsleistung der Mitarbeiter

Leistung der Lieferanten

Kundenbindung

Vetlisslichkeit und punktliche Lieferung von Produkten/ Dienst-
leistungen

Anzahl erfolgreicher neuer Produkte/Dienstleistungen
Marktanteil

Qualitit

Produktivitit

Durchlaufzeiten

Achtung: wenn dieser Indikator grisser oder hober ist als durchschnittlich
beim Wetthewerb dann ist es anf diese Skala 1,2 oder 3 (bedeutet unter dem
Durchschnitt)

Fehler- und Mingelanzahl

Achtung: wenn dieser Indikator grisser oder hober ist als durchschnittlich
beim Wetthewerb dann ist es anf diese Skala 1,2 oder 3 (bedeutet unter dem
Durchschnit)

Kosten

Achtung: wenn dieser Indikator grisser oder hober ist als durchschnittlich
beim Wetthewerb dann ist es anf diese Skala 1,2 oder 3 (bedeutet unter dem
Durchschnitt)

Gewinn
Gesamtkapitalrendite

Allgemeine Wettbewerbsposition

Vielen Dank, dass Sie an unserer Umfrage teilgenommen haben. Falls Sie Interesse an den
Studienergebnissen haben, geben Sie bitte Thre E-Mail-Adresse an.

E-Mail:
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Questionnaire in Russian Language

TeaedOHHEIIT 3BOHOK:

3ApascTByiiTe, MeHA 30ByT (uMsA). Sl padoraro B VHuBepcutera roposa 3ures B ['epmaruu
HaA IIPOCKTOM Ha TEMy VCIEIIHOIO BHEAPEHHs IIPHHIIUIIOB BCEOOIIETO YIIPABACHHA
kagectBoM (Total Quality Management) u Bamaaua TQM Ha pe3yAbTATH ACATEABHOCTH
dupm B Poccun u I'epmannm. Mer HaaeeMcs, 9UTO 9TO HCCAGAOBAHUE AACT HAM ITOHUMAHHE
acpdexruBrocT TQM B Poccunm n I'epmanmm, u yOeKACHBI, YTO IIOAYYCHHBIC HOBBIC

3HAaHUA MOTYT OBITb OYEHD IIOAE3HEI AAA HpﬁAHpI/IHTI/Iﬁ.

B pamkax sMIIIPHYECKOrO HCCACAOBAHUSA MBI XOTEAH OBI IIPOBECTH TeAC(DOHHBIC HHTEPBBIO
co 130 TPOM3BOACTBEHHBIMH IIPEAIPHUATHAMUA N3 KAKAOM HCCAEAYEMOH CTPaHbBI, U
rpeaAaraemM Bam BHeCTH CBOM BKA2A B AAHHOE HAYIHOE MCCAEAOBAHHE CO CTOPOHHI Poccum.
YTOOBI y4acTBOBATH B OIPOCE, COBCEM HEOOA3ATEABHO HMETb KAKyIO-AHOO CHCTEMY
MEHEAKMEHTA KadecTBa Ha Barrreit pupme. MuTepspro 11o TeaedoHy OYACT AAUTHCA OKOAO
30 mmH. VIACAABHBIMA KOHTAKTHBIMH IIEPCOHAMH AAf HHTEPBBIO ABAAIOTCA AHUPEKTOP,
MEHEAXKEDP IIO KAYECTBY, PYKOBOAUTEADL OTAEAA IIPOAQK, PYKOBOAUTEADL IIPOU3BOACTBA UAU

APYTOH COTPYAHHK, KOTOPEII XOPOIIIO pasbupaeTcs B mporeccax Ha Bamem npeanpusaTim.

OrBeuaiite, IOkaAyicTa, Ha BOIpPOCH wHckpenHe. He cyImectByer IpaBHABHBIX HAH
HEIIPABUABHBIX OTBETOB. TOABKO Barrre uecTHOE MHEHHE 10 32AABAEMBIM B aHKETE BOITPOCAM
FapaHTHAPYET HAACKHOCTD PE3YABTATOB MCCACAOBAHUAL.

AaHHBIT OIPOC TOAHOCTBIO KOH(HACHIHAABHBIH. [loAyuennas wudopmarmsa Oyaer
HCIIOAB30BaHA B OOOOIIIEHHOM BHAE TOABKO B CTPOTO Hay4HBIX IeAfX. C IIPeAOCTaABACHHON
Bamu undopmanmeii Bce Bpemsa OyAyT 0OpaIaTbCsa Kak ¢ YaCTHOW M KOH(PHACHITHAABHOM,
OHa OYAET HaACKHO COXpaHEHa B Oe30I1acHOM MecTe. Barrie umMsa nAn Ha3BaHIE OPraHU3aIuI
He OyAyT (DHIYPHPOBATH HU B KAKHX AOKAAAAX HAHM OTYETAX, KACAFOIIUXCA HACTOAIEIO
nccaepoBanudA. B aamnOM ompoce B Poccumm moryr mpuamMmarh yaactue TtoAbkO 100%
poccHiicKue IIPOU3BOACTBEHHBIE HpeAlpuATHa. Bare npeanpusarie ABAACTCA TaKOBBIM?

Toraa AaBairte OPUCTYIIUM K OIIPOCY.

Amnkera:

OcuoBuoe HaHpaBACHI/IC ACATEABHOCTH Barmmren OpFaHI/ISaHI/II/IZ

ITpoussoactBO Veayru ITowx-1a, yrouruTe OTPACAD
IIPOU3BOACTBA:

Vwuacrue B OIIPOCE HEBO3MOKHO

O6opor Barmeii opranmsaruu B 2010 roay cocraBua (B MuaAnonax aoarapos CIITA):

0-1 2-10 11-20 21-50 51-100 | 101-500 |501-1000 |60aee 1000

175



KakoBa Aoaf skcriopra B o0opore Barreit opranusarium?

0% 1-10% 11-20%  |21-30% |31-40% |41-50% | 51-60% | Goaee 60%

KoanuectBo corpyannxos Barmeit opranmsamum 8 2010 roay cocraBuao:

0-20 21-100 101-500 1001-2500 2501-5000 6oaee 5000

CKOABKO A€T TeHEPAaABHOMY AupekTopy Barrreit opranmsamum?

A0 30 30-39 40-49 50 -59 craprre 60

KakoB cpeAnnii Bozpact Tol-meHeAxMenTa Bareit kommanmm?

A0 30 30-39 40 -49 50 -59 craprie 60

KakoB cpeAnnii Bozpact coTpyAHHKOB Barrieit opranusarun?

A0 30 30-39 40 -49 50 -59 craprie 60

CkoAbKO Bam aer?

A0 30 30-39 40 - 49 50 - 59 crapie 60

Hasosute, moxaayiicra, Bamry aoAxHOCTS!

Hasosure, moxaayiicra, Bamr moa?

My)KCKOfI KEHCKHUI

Obaapaer an Barmra oprarmsanusa ceprudukarom ISO-9000? u ecan Aa, TO € KAKOTO TOAA?

AQ, C HET
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IMpaxruxku TQM (BceoGmero Meneasxmenra Kauecrsa)

[ToskaAyiicTa, OTBEThTE Ha BCE BOIIPOCHL, HCIIOAB3YS CACAYIOLIYIO IIIKAAY AAS CBOUX OTBETOB!
mkasa o1 1 Ao 7, tae 1 - "abcoarorno He coraacen”, 4 - "melitpaapao " u 7 - "abcoAroTHO

coraacen".

115 AuaepcrBo
115.1 Ton-menepxmenT: |1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Abcoaror He Hewmuoro |Heitrpaa | Hemuoro Coraacer | AbGcoaror
HO HE COTAACeH |He BHO COrAaceH HO
coraaceH Coraacex COTAaCeH
a)  Hecer
OTBETCTBECHHOCTB 32

Ka49€CTBO

b) paccmartpuBaer
VAYUIIIEHHE KAYeCTBA
KaK CIrrocoo
YBEAMYCHUA
HIPHOBIAT

C)  MOTHUBHPYET AAA
AOCTIKEHHS ITEACH

IO Ka9eCTBY

d) rapamTHpYyer. uTO
KQ’KABIM HOBBIH
IIPOAYKT H YCAYTA
OTBEYACT
OXHUAAHHAM

KAHMCHTOB

€)  yAeaser OOABIIIE
BHIIMAHIS KAYCCTBY,

YIEM pacxoAam

115.2 PykoBoauTeAmn: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Abcoaror He Hewmuoro |Hewrpaa | Hemuoro Coraacer | Abcoaror
HO HE | COTAACEH HE BHO COTAACEH HO
coraacex coraacex COTAACCH

f)  merrarorcs 3aBOEBATH
AoBepHe
COTPYAHHKOB

@)  HADAIOAAIOT U
KOHTPOAHPYIOT
COTPYAHHUKOB, K
puMepy. ¢
IIOMOITIBIO
BHACOKAMED U/ HAH €
IIOMOIIIBEO
KOHTPOAS], KOTAZ

COTPYAHUKH YXOAAT
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¢ paboTEL B KOHIIE
paboduero Aus*

h) mecyr
OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 34
IPOABIKEHHE UACH

Ka4JcCTBa

i)  obecreuuBarOT
pabory Haa
ITOBBIIIICHHIEM
YAOBAETBOPEHHOCTH
KAHEHTOB

J)  paccMaTpuBarOT
M3MEHEHNA KaK
9aCTh KYABTYPBI
HAITIEH OpraHU3aIIN

116 Crparernueckoe

MAAHUPOBAHUE

k)  Harmra Muccus umeer
YCTKYIO
HAIIPaBAEHHOCTb Ha
Ka9IeCTBO

) MsI nmeem sAicHOE
AOATOCPOYHOE
BHACHIE, KaK

AOCTHYDb HAIITH ITCAN

m) Mer 3akAaABIBACM T
IIepeCMaTPUBACM
HAIIu
KPAaTKOCPOYHEIE I
AOATOCPOYHBIE IIEAH
B IIpoIIecce
KOMITAEKCHOTO
BCECTOPOHHETO
IIAAHHPOBAHUA

n) Mz BeIAEASIEM
AOCTATOYHBIE
PECYPCHI AASL
YCIIEIITHOM
peasmzanun
CTpaTerui,
HAIIEACHHBIX Ha

Ka4€CTBO
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p)

V mac ectb
KOMITAEKCHAS
crucremMa
IIOKA3aTEACH
AEATEABHOCTL.
OXBATBIBAIOIIIAA BCE
KAFOYEBBIE OOAACTH
AEATEABHOCTH
HIPeATIpUATHS, 4
TAaK/KE MHTEPECH
AKIIHOHEPOB
HIPEALTPHATHA

Ha pasamasbx
YIIPaBACHICCKUX
YPOBHAX
HIPEALIPHATHA
OIIPEACACHBI
KOMAHABI, 3aAAYCH
KOTOPBIX ABAAETCA
OIIPEACAATD IIEAU U
pa3pabaTbIBaTh LIy TH
UX AOCTIGKEHUS

Msr HanpaBasem
pecypcer Ha
TpebOBaHMA U
ITOTPEOHOCTH

HAIINX:
a) Kawmenrtos
b) Corpyanukos

¢) Ilocrabmuxos

117 ®oxycupoBanue Ha

KAWCHTAX U PBIHKE

Msr onparBaem
HAIINIX KAHEHTOB 110
HAITTHM ITPOAYKTAM K
yCAyTam, 9TOObI
IIOAYYATD
OIIECPATHBHYIO
O0DpaTHYIO CBA3b, HA
KOTOPYIO MOZKHO
pearupoBarb

1

2

Aobcoaror He

HO HC

COrAaCcH

1

COrAaCcH

2

Abcoaror He

HO HE
COrAaCcH

COrAaCcH

3 4 5 6 7
Hewmnoro Hetirpaa [ Hemuoro Coraacen | Abcoaror
He BHO COrAACCH HO
COTAACeH COTAACeH
3 4 5 6 7
Hewmuoro Hewrpaa Hemuoro Coraacer Abcoaror
He BHO COTAACEH HO
COrAaCeH COrAACeH
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Y)

180

Mur cBsi3pIBaEM
ITOKA3ATEAN
YAOBACTBOPEHHOCTH
KAMEHTOB C
BHYTPEHHIMH

ITOKA3ATCAAMMI

Msr onpeaeasiem
VAOBAETBOPECHHOCTD
KAHEHTA IO
CPABHEHUIO C
YAOBACTBOPEHHOCTb
FO KAHEHTOB
KOHKYPEHTOB U/ HAH
HA OCHOBE
OeHIMApPKIHIA

CoTpyAHHKH HeCyT
OCHOBHYIO
OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 32
obecnieuenue
YAOBACTBOPCHHOCTH
KAMEHTOB

Mzt ucrioapsyem
pa3/\I/I"IHBI€ MCTOAPBI,
9TOOBI CTPOHUTH
OTHOILICHUA C
KAMCHTAMH 1
YBEAHHHTH
KOAITICCTBO
ITOBTOPHBIX CACAOK
U TIOAOKHUTEABHEIX
OT3BIBOB

Tpebosauus
KAMCHTOB AOBCACHBI
AO CBEACHHIA
COTPYAHHKOB

7KaArobbr kKAMEHTOB
HCIOAB3YIOTCH B
KAY€ECTBE BXOAHBIX
AAHHBIX AAS
VAYHILICHUS HAIIIIX
IIPOLIECCOB

Mer moaudurEpyem
HAIIIN CTAHAAPTEL
BCEIAQ, KOTAA
IOTPEOHOCTH U
OKUAAHUSA
HoTpedHTeACH
M3MEHAIOTCA



WNudopmarms o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
KAMEHTAX Abcoaror He Hemuoro Hetirpaa Hemuoro |Coraacer | AGcoAroT
CO6Hpa€TCH HO HE COrAaceH He BHO coraaceH HO
HCCKOABKIMM COTAACEH coraaceH COrAaceH
crrocobamu,

BKAIOYAS:

a) OOIIHpHEIE

b)

d)

HCCACAOBaHUA B

HAITIEH OTPACAN

HAOAFOAECHUSA
HAITIIX
COTPYAHHKOB O
IIPEAITOYTEHHAX
KAHIEHTOB

IIICbMEHHBIE HAX
IICAEBEIC YCTHEIC
OIIPOCHI
KAHMEHTOB.
KOTOPBIE
HEAABHO
HCIIOAB30BAAN
HAIITH ITPOAYKTHI
U YCAYTH

CYIIECTBYFOIIINE
KAHAABI
KOMMYHHKALIAI
AAF KAHIEHTOB,
ITOCPEACTBOM
KOTOPBIX OHHU
MOIYT BHOCHTb
CBOH
IIPCAAOIKCHI,
IOA2BATh
JKAAOOBI MAT
BBICKA3LIBATE
6AarOAaPHOCTD
AQIKE ECAH MX HE
IIPOCAT CAEAATD
3TO
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118 Madopmarusa u 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

aHAAU3 Abcoaror He Hemuoro Hetrpaa Hemuoro Coraacer Abcoaror
HO HE  COTAACEH HE BHO coraaceH HO
coraaceH coraaceH corAaceH

aa) Mgl cobupaem u
AHAAMZHPYEM
HHMOPMAIIHIO O
ACATEABHOCTH
OPraHH3AINN I
AQHHBIC O 3aTPaTax
AASL OTIPCACACHHSA I
paspaboTku Mep 110
VAVYILICHUIO

bb) Msr usygaem
nHAMOPMALIHIO,
CBA3AHHYIO C
KAMEHTAMH U
DBIHKOM, AAST
paspaborku
LIPUOPHUTETOB AAS
VAYUIICHNS

cc) Mz nposepsem, uTo
HAIITH KAMCHTEL
BOBPEMsI IIOAYIAFOT

TO, 9YTO OHH XOTAT

dd) Harme
0DOpyAOBaHIE 1
IIPOrPaMMHOE
obecnieuenue
HAACKHO U JAODHO
AAST IIOAB30BATEAECH

ec) Msl obHOBAsIEM
HAITTH
MHOOPMAIINOHHbIE
TEXHOAOTUU 11O
Mepe U3MEHEHHA
IOTPEeOHOCTEH
OusHeca

ff) Mspr cpaBHEBacM
AYHIIIHE TIPAKTHKA U
ITOKA3ATEAH APYTHX
OTPACAEH B
YCTAHOBACHHOM
ITOPAAKE

29) MBpI cBOEBpEMEHHO
IIOAY9aeM AAHHBIC O

Kav€CTBC
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hh) Aanmste o kauecrse, |1

)

2

Takue Kak mporent | Abcoaror He

ommoOOK 1 HO He
ACEKTOB, AOCTYIIHBI COTAACEH
JAVAV:

a) PYKOBOAHTEACH
b) coTpyAHHKOB

MsrI cpaBHEBaEM 1

COrAaCcH

2

ceOs ¢ IPAMBIMI Abcoaror He

KOHKYPEHTAMHU B HO HC
YCTaHOBACHHOM COrAaCcH

TIOPAAKE ITIO:

a)  IPOAYKTaM/yCAy

ram
b) mpomeccam

C) TPOM3BOAHTEAD
HOCTH

Mber paspabarsBaem |1

COrAaCcH

2

IIPOLICAYPBI AASL A6coaror He

MOHI/ITOpI/IHFZL HO HE
KAFOYECBBIX COrAaCcH

IIOKA3ATEACI:

a)  apdexruBHOCTD
ITOAPA3ACACHHSA
Juanana

b) addexrusrOCTD
KOHKYPEHTOB

C)  VAOBAETBOPEHH
OCTb KAUECHTOB

kk) Mpr ucrroapsyem 1

11)

COrAaCcH

2

HHTEPHET AAf TOTO, |Abcoaror He

YTOOBI OOECIIEYNTh |HO HE COTAACEH
BBICOKOKAYECTBEHHBI | COTAACEH
MHJ AAHHBIMH 1
HHOOPMAITHCH:

a) COTPYAHUKOB

b) ITOCTABITIUKOB

9) KAUEHTOB
Msr ncrioansyem 1 2
HAYJHBIE Abcoaror He
HMHCTPYMCHTEL 1 HO He COTAACEH

METOABI, K IIPHUMEPY, |COTAACCH
OpPoIHCTOPMHEHT,
AFarpamMMeb! 1'amTa,

3 4 5 6 7
Hemuoro Hetirpaa Hemuoro |Coraacer | AGcoAroT
He BHO COrAaceH HO
COTAACCH COTAACCH
3 4 5 6 7
Hewmuoro |Heitrpaa |Hemuoro Coraacer | Abcoaror
HE BHO COTrAaCeH HO
COTrAaCeH COTAACeH
3 4 5 6 7
Hemzoro Hetitpaa |Hemmoro |Coraacen AGcoaroT
He BHO COTAACEH HO
COTAACeH COTAACeH
3 4 5 6 7
Hemmuoro |Heiirpaa | Hemmoro Coraacen A6coaror
HE BHO COTAACEH HO
COrAaceH COrAaceH
3 4 5 6 7
Hemmuoro |Heiitpaa | Hemmoro Coraacen A6coaror
He BHO COrAaceH HO
COTAACCH COTAACEH
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YCK-AHCTBI 1 ApyrI/Ie
AAA AOCTHKCHUA
VAYYITICHMA
Ka4JeCcrBa:

a) B ATODOM
Iporiecce Ha
€©KEAHEBHOMN

OCHOBC

b) Aas
CTPATETHYECKOIO

HA’ZLHI/IpOBaHI/IH

119 ®@oxycuposanue Ha |1 2 3 4 5 6 7

YEeAOBEYECKHX Abcoaror He Hewmuoro Hetrpaa Hemuoro Coraacer Abcoaror

pecypcax HO HE  COTAACEH HE BHO COTAACEH HO
COTAACEH COrAaceH COTAACCH

mm) COTpyAHUKH, TPYA
KOTOPBIX
OIIAAYHBACTCH
IIOBPEMEHHO, 1
COTPYAHHKHI
HEPYKOBOAAIIHX
AOAKHOCTEI
HPUHUMAIOT YIaCTHE
B PEILIEHHAX 110
Ka4eCTBY

nn) Mg mocToAHHO
OTCAEKUBAEM, YTO
paboTHHKI
OCBEAOMAEHEI O
BOIIPOCAX KAYECTBA B
HAIITeM
ITOAPA3ACACHHH
duranase

00) MsI oxmAaEM OT
HAIINX
COTPYAHHKOB, ITO
OHH OYAYT AKTUBHO
BHOCHTB BKAGA B
poriecc
HEIPEPBIBHOIO
VAYHILICHUSA

pp) Mur onenmBaem u
BO3HATPAKAAEM
COTPYAHHKOB 34
IIPEBOCXOAHOE
Ka4eCTBO pabOTHI
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qq)

rr)

tt)

uu)

Mz ucmoapsyem
Kpocc-
PYHKIIHMOHAABHBIE
KOMAHABI

Bapreprr mexkay
OTAEAAMU

YCTpaHCHBI

KommyHuKAITIOHHEL
€ IIPOLIECCH B
HAIIIEM
ITIOAPA3ACACHUH HA
HarreM (puAnase
HAYT HE TOABKO
CBEpXY BHHS3, HO
CHH3Y BBEPX

Kaaposas moauTnka
YIIPaBACHHSA
BBEICTPAUBACTCA B
COOTBETCTBUAM C
TpeOOBAHIAMU
IIAAHOBBIX
IIOKA3aTEAEH
KAY€eCTBA HA HAIITEM
ITOAPA3ACACHI

duamane

Msr 06y4aem
CHeH(DUIECKUM
HaBBIKAM PabOTHI
(marmprmep,
TEXHIYCCKAM AW
1IpoHeCCHOHAABHEL
M) COTPYAHHKOB,
TPYA KOTOPEIX
OITAAYUBACTCA
ITOBPEMEHHO U
COTPYAHHKOB Ha
HEPYKOBOASIIIIX
AOAKHOCTSAX

OO6yuenue 1o
Ka9IeCTBY
ITPEAOCTABAACTCA
BCEM COTPYAHUKAM

CorpyaHuKn
OIIPALLHUBAIOTCA
O(PUIIHAABHO U
PEIYAAPHO AAS
OIIPEACACHUS
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YpOBHH nux

VAOBAETBOPEHHOCTH

xx) CorpyaHHKH
OIIPAIIHBAIOTCA
opUITMAABHO 1
PETYAAPHO AASL
OIIPEACACHHSA UX
YPOBHA IIOHIMAHEIA
HAITIHX CTAHAAPTOB
KAJecTBa

yy) Harr buanaa
3aboTuTca ob
OXpaHE 3A0POBb,
3AIUTE U
OesomacHOCTH

HamxX COTPYAHHKOB

120 I'Tpouecc 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

MEHEAKMEHT Ab6coaror He Hemuoro Hetirpaa Hemmoro Coraacern AGcoAroT
HO HE COrAQCEH HE BHO COrAaceH HO
COrAaceH COrAACEH COrAaceH

zz)  Crreruduxaruy 1o
HAIIIM
IIPOAYKTAM/ yCAyTAM
SICHEI

aaa) Bce Opra0
IIEPEIIPOBEPCHO AO
MEAOYEN, ITOOBI
AHM3AITH IIpOIIecca
OBbIA OE30TKA3HBIM,
CHIDKAs TEM CAMbIM
BO3MOJKHOCTb

OIINOKN COTPYAHHKA

bbb) MsI cobupaem
PEKOMEHAALTHH
COTPYAHUKOB
LIPEKAE, IeM
OCBOHUTDH HOBHIE
IIPOAYKTBI HAH
BBIITOAHUTD
MOAU(HKALILIO
IIPOAYKTOB

ccc) Msl ucrioapsyem
CTATACTIYICCKIC
METOABL AAS
YIIpaBACHUA
IIPOLIECCAMU
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ddd) Corpyaruxu

ece)

fFF)

OCYILICCTBAAIOT

CaMOKOHTPOADB

Mzt crpemMumcsa
CKOOPAHHOPOBATH
APYT C APYTOM BCe
AEHCTBHA 11O
AW3ANHY,
MapKEeTHHTY,
BHYTPH(PUPMECHHBIM
U IIPaBOBBEIM
ITPOIIECCAM.

Mzt mocTosHHO
HCHOAB3YEM
BHYTPEHHUM AU
BHEIITHUI ayAHUT,
9TOOBI YOCAUTHCSA B
Ka49eCTBE HAITTHX
IIPOAYKTOB H CAYT
MEr AaeM ACHYFO
CTAaHAAPTU3HPOBAHH
yIO paboTy HAH
WHCTPYKIIAA TTO
IIPOIIECCY
COTPYAHHKAM

hhh) Mer moauepkuBaem

HEOOXOAUMOCTD
HEIIPEPBIBHOTO
HOBBIITIEHUSA
KAY€ECTBA BCEX
IIPOLIECCOB

Harra
OpraHH3aIOHHAA
KYABTYPa ITOOIIPACT
UHHOBALIIHA BO BCEX
ACHEKTAX HAIIIMX
IIPOIIECCOB
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121 MeneAxXMeEHT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

IOCTABIIIIKOB Abcoaror He Hemuoro Hetrpaa Hemuoro Coraacer Abcoaror
HO HE  COTAACEH HE BHO coraaceH HO
coraaceH coraaceH corAaceH

ji)  Otaea 3akymok
HeceT
OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 32
Ka4eCTBO
HOCTYIIAFOIIIX
IIPOAYKTOB / YCAYT

kkk) OGeramo Mo
BBIOHPAEM HAIIIHX
THOCTABIIIUKOB.
OCHOBBIBAACH HA
KAYECTBE, 2 HE IIEHAX
uAH rpapukax

)  Msrl mpeArroduTacM
AOATOCPOYHEBIC
OTHOIIIEHHUSA C
HECKOABKMMHA

ITOCTaBIITMKAMI

mmm) Mebr AaeM geTkue
CHEIH(DUKAITIH AAS
HAIIIHX

ITOCTABIITHKOB

nnn)  Msr okEAaEM OT
HAIIHX
ITOCTABIIIUKOB,
YTO OHH OYAYT
ITOAACPKHUBATH
HAIIH YCHAHA
AKE ECAH 9TO HE
OrOBOPEHO B
YCAOBHAX
AOroBOpa

000) Harrr mocrasruke |1 2 3 4 5 6 7
nmerot cepruduxar | Adcoaror He Hemnoro Hetirpaa | Hemuoro Coraacen | Abcoaror
KA4eCcTBa, HO HE COTAACEH HE BHO COTAACEH HO

BbIAaHHbIﬁZ COrAaCcH COIrAaCEH COrAaCcH

a) Hamren

OpraHHU3aITHen

b) Apyrmmu

opr AHW3 AT AMI
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ppp) Mer urmem akrusaoe |1 2 3 4 5 6 7

YYACTHC HAIIIIX Abcoaror He Hemuoro Hetirpaa Hemuoro |Coraacer | AGcoAroT
IIOCTABIIIUKOB B: HO HE COrAaceH He BHO COrAaceH HO
COTAACEH COTrAaceH COTAACEH

a) BBICTPAUBAHNN

IIpOIECCOB

b) mporecce
PasBUTHSA HOBEIX
IIPOAYKTOB u
YCAYT

€) mporiecce

ITOAACP/KAHIIA

KA4eCTBA

IIPOAYKTOB u

yeayT

qqq) Mer corpyanmraaem c |1 2 3 4 5 6 7

HAITTIMIA Abcoaror He Hemuoro Hetirpaa Hemuoro |Coraacer | AGcoAroT
HOCTABIITUKAMI, HO HE COTAQCEH HE BHO COrAaceH HO
9TODBI HIOMOYb UM |COTAACEH COrAaceH COTAACEH

YAYIHIUTD UX

PE3YABTATEI I1O:
a) rubkocTH
b) kauecrsy
C) pacxoaam

d) Bpemeru
00paboTKu
3aKas3a

PesyAbTaThI ACATEABHOCTU OPTrAaHU3AIMU B CPABHEHUH C KOHKYPEHTAMU

HO)KaAyﬁCTa, OTBETHTE Ha BCE BOHpOCI)I 00 ypOBHC IMOKa3aTeAeH ACATEABHOCTH

OpraHu3ali B TCYCHMC ITOCACAHUX 3 aer 1o C[}aBHCHI/IIO C OCHOBHBIMH OTE}aCACBbIMI/I

KOHKYPEHTAMH ITyTEM YKA3aHUA CACAVIOIIUX ITYHKTOB ITO ItkaAe OoT 1 A0 7 tae 1 - "xyike,

yeM B cpeaHeM 110 koHKypeHTaM', 4 - "cpeauit" m 7 - "Ayuie, yeM B CPEAHEM IO
b b

KOHKypeHTaM .
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Tekyuka KaApoB
Brunnarue: ecan noxasamens sviue, wem 6 gpedrem no xonrypennam, siauun,
noKa3anient Xyme, vem 6 cpedreM 1o peitxy!

OrcyreTBHe IepCcOHAAA Ha pabOTE IO OOAC3HM
Bruumariue: ecau noxasamens svine, uem 6 cpedrem no Koryperimam, snauun,
HOKa3anens Xyie, uem 6 cpeorem no puity!

KoawmgecTBo IpeAAOKEHIIT OT COTPYAHUKOB

O PexTUBHOCTD COTPYAHUKOB

ITokazareAun ITOCTABIIUKOB

VAepikaHIE KAMEHTOB

HaAeKHOCTD 1 CBOCBPEMEHHOCTD AOCTABKH TOBAPOB,/ YCAYT

KoAn9ecTBO yCIIEITHO BEIBEACHHBIX HA PHIHOK HOBBIX IIPOAYKTOB H YCAYT
Aoas perHKa

Kauectso

ITponssoanureapHOCTD

AAHTEAPHOCTD IIPOU3BOACTBEHHOTO ITHKAZ
Bruniarue: ecan noxasamens svine (Gonvute), werm 6 cpedrent no kouxyperman,
3HaY UM, NOKA3aMENb Xyoce. HeM 6 chedre 1o puiiKy!

KoandgectBo ormbox u aedpexron
Bruniarue: ecau noxasamens svinte (bonsute). wem 6 gpedrem no Konkypenmanm.

SHAYUIL. 710 TIOKA3ANIEN XYHe. HeM 6 GPeOHeM 10 PbiHK)

3arparst
Bruniarue: ecan noxasamens svine (Gonvute), werm 6 cpedrent no Kouxyperman,
SHAYUM, 710 NOKA3AINIENs X)IHce. YeM 6 chedreM 1o peinKy!

ITpubsiab
Perrabeapnocts akrusos (ROA)

KoHKypeHTOCITOCOOHOCTD B IIEAOM

Boasrmoe cracubo 3a yuacrue B ompoce. Ecan Ber xoreanm ObI HOAYyYHTH PE3yABTATHI

AAHHOTI'O UCCACAOBAHUA. HO)KaAyfICTa. HPCAOCT’ABI)TC HaM Bamr BACKTpOHHbIﬁ aApec.

E-Mail:
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Questionnaire in English Language
Is your company native or foreign?

Attention: In the event your company is a foreign company, please end this survey now. This
study is intended only for domestic firms.

Native Foreign

The major business function of my company is:

Manufacturing | Service Please, specify, what kind of manufacturing:

Attention: In the event your company is a service company, please end the survey now. This

study is intended only for manufacturing companies.

The organization’s turnover (in millions of dollars) in the year 2010 was:

0-1 2-10 11-20 21-50 51-100 101-500 |501-1000 |Over 1000

What is the export share in the turnover of your company?

0% 1-10% 11-20%  |21-30% |31-40% |41-50% | 51-60% | Over 60%

Number of employees in the company in the year 2010 was:

0-20 21-100 101-500 501-1000 1001-2500 | 2501-5000 | Over 5000

How old is the general manager of the company?

Under 30 30-39 40 - 49 50 -59 Older than 60

Please estimate the average age of the top management of the company:

Under 30 30-39 40 - 49 50 -59 Older than 60

Please estimate the average age of employees:

Under 30 30-39 40 - 49 50 -59 Older than 60
What is your age?
Under 30 30-39 40 - 49 50 -59 Older than 60
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Please, tell us your job title:

Are you male or female?

Male: Female:

Does your company have an ISO-9000 certificate and if “yes”, since when?

Yes, since: no

TQM Practices

Please answer all the questions through indicating the following items on a scale of 1 to 7,
where 1 is “Strongly disagree”, 4 is “Neutral” and 7 is “Strongly agree”.

115 Leadership

115.1 Top Management: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly |Disagree Slightly |Neutral Slightly |Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

a) takes responsibility for quality
performance

b) views improvement in quality
as a way to increase profits

c) offers incentives to achieve
quality goals

d) ensures that each new product
and service meets customer
expectations

e) places more emphasis on qual-
ity than cost

115.2 Supervisors: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree |Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

f)  try to obtain the trust of em-
ployees

@) supervises and checks on em-
ployees, e.g., with video cam-
eras and inspections when
they leave the company after
official workhours*
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are held responsible for the
promotion of quality

promote customer satisfaction

embrace change as part of our
company’s culture

116 Strategic Planning 1 2 3

)

p)

Strongly Disagree Slightly
Disagree Disagree

our mission has a clear focus
on quality

we take a clear long-term view
on how to achieve our goals

we set and review our short-
and long-term goals through a
comprehensive planning pro-
cess

we allocate sufficient re-
sources for the successful im-
plementation of strategies fo-
cused on quality

we have an overall perfor-
mance measurement system
that covers all key deployment
areas and stakeholders

at different levels of the com-
pany, teams are assigned to set
objectives and devise action
plans

We direct resources to meet |1 2 3

5 7
Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly

Agree Agree

5 7

the requirements and needs of |Strongly Disagree |Slightly |Neutral|Slightly Agree |Strongly

our: Disagree Disagree
a. Customers
b. Employees
c. Suppliers

Agree

Agree
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117 Customer and Market Focus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

r)  We follow up with customers
on products/setvices to re-
ceive prompt and actionable

feedback

s)  We link customer satisfaction
with internal indicators

t)  We determine our customers’
satisfaction relative to custom-
ers’ satisfaction with competi-
tors and/or benchmarks

u) Employees assume the major
responsibility for ensuring cus-
tomer satisfaction

v)  We use various methods to
build relationships with cus-
tomers and to increase re-
peated business and positive
referrals

w) We communicate customer re-
quirements to employees

x) We use customer complaints
as input to improve our pro-
cesses

y)  We modify our standards
whenever customer needs and
expectations change

z)  Customer information is gath- |1 2 3 4 5 6 7
ered in several ways including: Strongly |Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

a. extensive research done on
our industry

b. our employees’ observa-
tions of customer prefer-
ences

c. orally or in writing survey-
ing customers who have
recently bought our prod-
ucts and have used our set-
vices
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d. existing mechanisms for
customers to offer sugges-
tions, compliments, and
complaints without being
solicited

118 Information and Analysis 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neu- Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree trality Agtree Agree

aa) We collect and analyze organi-
zational performance and cost
data to identify and develop
improvements

bb) We examine customer-related/
market data to develop prioti-

ties for improvement efforts

cc) We continuously check our
work to ensure that customers
receive what they want on
time every time

dd) Our hardware systems and
software are reliable and user
friendly

ee) We timely update our infor-
mation technology with chang-
ing business needs and direc-
tions

ff) We formally benchmark the
best practices and perfor-
mances of other industries

gg) We obtain quality data timely

hh) Quality data such as error 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
rates and defect rates are avail- |Strongly |Disagree |Slightly |Neutral|Slightly Agree |Strongly
able to: Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

a. Managers

b. Employees

i)  We formally benchmark direct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
competitors’ Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree |Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

a. products/ services
b. processes

c. productivity
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1)

We develop procedures to 1
monitor key indicators of Strongly
Disagree

a. site performance
b. competitor performance

c. customer satisfaction

kk) We use the internet to provide |1
high-quality data and infor-  |Strongly
mation to: Disagree
a. employees
b. suppliers
c. customers
) We use scientific tools and 1
methods such as Gant charts, |Strongly
check lists or others to achieve | Disagree
quality improvement
a. in every process daily
b. for strategic planning
119 Human Resources Focus 1
Strongly
Disagree

mm) Houtly/non-supervisory em-

nn)

00)

PpP)

qq)

1)

196

ployees participate in quality
decisions
We constantly ensure that em-

ployees are aware of quality is-

sues in our site

We expect from our employ-
ees that they are actively in-
volved in continuous improve-

ment processes

We recognize and reward our
employees for superior quality
performance

We use cross-functional teams

Barriers between departments
are eliminated

The communication processes
in our site are not only *top-
down* but *bottom-up* as

well

2
Disagree

2
Disagree

2
Disagree

2
Disagree

3 4 5 6
Slightly |Neutral Slightly |Agree
Disagree Agree

3 4 5 6
Slightly |Neutral|Slightly | Agree
Disagree Agree

3 4 5 6

Slightly |Neutral|Slightly | Agree

Disagree Agree

3 4 5 6
Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree
Disagree Agree

7
Strongly
Agree

7
Strongly
Agree

7
Strongly
Agree

-
Strongly
Agree



tt) Human resource management
policies are aligned with site
quality/petformance plans

uu) We give specific work skills
training (e.g., technical, or vo-
cational) to houtly/ non-su-
pervisory employees

vv) Quality-related training is
given to all employees

ww) Employees are surveyed for-
mally and regularly to deter-
mine their level of satisfaction

xx) Employees are surveyed for-
mally and regularly to deter-
mine their level of understand-

ing of our quality standards

yy) Our site safeguards the health,
safety, and security of our em-
ployees

120 Process Management 1 2 3
Strongly Disagree Slightly
Disagree Disagree

zz) Our product/setvice specifica-
tions are clear

aaa) Every attempt has been made
to ensure that our process de-
sign is fail-safe so that the pos-
sibility of employee errors is
reduced

bbb) We seek employee input be-
fore we introduce new prod-
ucts/setvices or change prod-
ucts/services

ccc) We use statistical techniques
to control processes

ddd) Employees engage in self-in-
spection

eee) We strive to streamline all de-
sign, marketing, operations,
and legal functions throughout
each project

fff) We continually use internal or
external audits to ensure the

5

Agree

7

Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly

Agree
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quality of our products and
services

gog) We give clear, standardized
work or process instructions

to employees

hhh) We emphasize the continuous
improvement of quality in all
work processes

iif)  Our organizational culture en-
courages innovation in all as-
pects of our processes

121 Supplier Management 1 2 3
Strongly Disagree Slightly
Disagree Disagree

jii)  The purchasing department
assumes responsibility for the
quality of incoming prod-

ucts/services

kkk) We usually select our suppliers
based on quality rather than
price or schedule

) We prefer long-term relations
with a few suppliers

mmm) We give clear specifications
to our suppliers

nnn) Our suppliers are expected to
support our efforts, even
when necessary services are
not codified in our contract

000) Our suppliers are certified for |1 2 3

5 6 7

Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly

Agree Agree

5 6 7

quality by: Strongly |Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly |Agree Strongly

Disagree Disagree
a. our site
b. other organizations

ppp) We seek the active involve- |1 2 3
ment of suppliers in our: Strongly |Disagree Slightly
Disagree Disagree

a. process design

b. new product development
process

c. product/setvice quality
planning process
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qqq) We cooperate with our suppli- |1 2 3 4 5 6 7
ers to help them improve Strongly |Disagree Slightly |Neutral Slightly|Agree Strongly

their: Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
a. flexibility
b. quality
c. cost

d. lead time

Business results, compared to competitors

Please answer all the questions about the level of the organizational performance during the
past 3 years compared to that of major industry competitors through indicating the following

items on a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 is “Below Average”, 4 is “Average” and 7 is “Above Average”.

1 2 3 4 5 6 |7

Employee turnover rate

Attention: If this performance indicator is higher or bigger as the competitors’
average, it means, that it is worse as by competitors or below Average (answer 1,
2or3)

Employee sickness related absenteeism

Attention: If this performance indicator is higher or bigger as the competitors’
average, it means, that it is worse as by competitors or below Average (answer 1,
2or3)

Number of employee suggestions received
Employee job performance

Supplier performance

Customer retention

Reliability and timely delivery of products/ services
The number of successful new products/services
Market share

Quality

Productivity

Cycle times

Attention: If this performance indicator is higher or bigger as the competitors’
average, it means, that it is worse as by competitors or below Average (answer 1,
2or3)

Number of errors and defects

Attention: If this performance indicator is higher or bigger as the competitors’
average, it means, that it is worse as by competitors or below Average (answer 1,
2or3)

Cost
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Alttention: If this performance indicator is higher or bigger as the competitors’

average, it means, that it is worse as by competitors or below Average (answer 1,
2or3)

Profit
Return on total assets

Opverall competitive position

Thank you very much for participating in the study.

If you would like to get the results of the research, please tell us your email.

E-Mail:

200



Affidavit / Eidesstattliche Erkliarung

Ich, Natalia Masl'an, geb. Gubkina, erklire hiermit an Eides statt, dass ich die vorliegende
Dissertation ohne unzulissige Hilfe Dritter und ohne Benutzung anderer, nicht angegebener
Hilfsmittel angefertigt habe. Die aus anderen Quellen direkt oder indirekt lbernommenen
Daten und Konzepte sind unter Angabe der Quelle gekennzeichnet.

Siegen, den 21.12.2022

Natalia Masl'an

201



TQM, the management method focused on quality leading to business
success, is regarded to be critical in maintaining the competitive
advantages of organizations in today’s rapidly globalizing world. Having
started its success story first in Japan and then in the USA, TQM is now
a world-renowned management system. However, it is not clear yet
whether the efficacy of TQM depends on the national culture of the
organization.

The current study investigates the efficacy of TQM in German and Russian
organizations. The findings of the study imply that the implementation of
TQM in Russian manufacturing organizations, regardless of their size and
branches, would increase organizational effectiveness and financial and
market results of these organizations with high probability. In comparison,
German manufacturing organizations would get fewer benefits from the
implementation of conventional TQM than Russian organizations.
Finally, the current dissertation is scientific theory-driven empirical
research, providing a “blueprint” for how a cross-cultural comparison
of the efficacy of TQM can be approached and answered scientifically,
regardless of which countries it refers to.

Natalia Maslan graduated from the Peoples' Friendship University of
Russia (PFUR) in industrial engineering, and then worked successfully for
seven years in a management position in a German-Russian company in
Moscow. The impulses and daily challenges of working at an international
company have awakened her interest in scientific research related
to international management. She was able to implement this at the
University of Siegen, where she also completed her Ph.D.
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