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ABSTRACT

The notion of relationship capital has been recognised as being important in the overall development of firms, and in the international development of firms.  Sometimes regarded as ‘social capital’, it has therefore been subject to increasing interest to both strategic management and international business research.   Based on previous international business research, and using a model of interpersonal trust development, hypotheses are developed that those with whom CEOs develop relationship capital differ between nations, and that these differences are associated with previously researched national values.  These hypotheses are tested, and found, in matched CEOs of internationally oriented firms in the Netherlands, Britain and France. There were significant differences between the CEOs in the three countries, both in the numbers of people with whom the CEOs form relationship capital, and who they form it with.  There are good associations between these patterns and national values researched by a number of cross-cultural researchers.  While national values are not wholly reliable predictors of relationship capital formation, there is good evidence that similar factors lie behind national values and relationship capital formation.  These differences are important factors for internationalising firms to take into account.  Support is given to the view that international research needs to be sensitive to the different cultural factors that lie behind the formation of interpersonal network relationships. 
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Relationship Capital in Three European Nations
Introduction

The term ‘relationship capital’ or ‘social capital’ (its has been labelled in many ways) has been denoted to describe the intangible asset built by individuals within firms through their personal (or ‘social’) relationships with other people.  Its value as an important asset has been recognised since the work of Ronald Coase (1937, 1993) and Edith Penrose (1959, 1993), who both saw the development of firms to be, inter alia, determined by the presence of interpersonal relationships.  Coase’s ideas contributed to the development of the transaction cost concepts influential in international business research, and Penrose’s to the resource based view of the firm, in which relationships can be highly prized unreplicable and unique strategic assets (Madhok, 2002).  Both international business and strategic management research is paying increased attention to relational resources.  This includes its value, its management and its use both within firms (e.g. Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000; Blyer and Coff, 2003; Andersson et al., 2002) and between firms (e.g. Gulati et al, 2000; Koka and Prescott, 2002).  Attention has been directed to how this form of capital can be developed (e.g. Bolino et al., 2002; Kostova and Roth, 2003; Ring and Van de Ven, 1994).  Recent volumes of the Journal of International Business, the Strategic Management Journal and the Academy of Management Review all reflect a growing interest in the view that this form of capital has a crucial role in the development of firms, internationally and in other ways. 

Relationship capital is important in many ways.  Acquisition and alliance performance, for example, has been found to be associated with the development of good interpersonal and inter-organizational resources that improve learning (e.g. Barkema and Vermeulen, 1998; Dyer and Singh, 1998; Kale et al., 2000; Vermeulen and Barkema, 2001).  Alliances and relationships between firms, however, are also driven by social capital in the form of interpersonal relationships that bridge firm boundaries (e.g. Aluja, 2000; Chung et al., 2000; Wong and Ellis, 2002).  Social capital has been found to be essential in processes of knowledge acquisition and exploitation by firms (e.g. Lee et al., 2001; Nahapiet and Goshal, 1998; Yli-Renko et al., 2001;  Zahra and Nielson, 2002).  Network relationships are linked both to firm evolution and development  (e.g. Baum et al., 2000; Hite and Hesterly, 2001).  Internationalization and international market development has long been recognized as being associated with the network of firms, and the relational resources that reside within them (e.g. Ellis, 2000; Ford et al., 2003; Hakanson and Snehota, 1995). A plethora of models and studies of the internationalization process in the international business literature have found interpersonal and inter-firm relationships, as can be found within networks, to be important factors that influence internationalization and export market development (for extensive reviews, see Anderson, 1993 and Leonidou and Katsikeas, 1996).

Noting how management theories are culture bound (Hofstede 2001; Tayeb, 1988), there are strong grounds for supposing that the management concept of relationship or social capital, perhaps more than many other management concept, is culture dependant.  We cannot assume the purpose and nature of relationships: they may be associated with values concerning, for example, what business is for and what relationships are for.  Research has shown that these types of values vary considerably from country to country (Schein, 1985; Hofstede, 1991; 2001; Laurent, 1983; 1986; Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars, 1993; Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, 1997).  Extensive studies have been made of the potential role of national values in organization behaviour, human resource management, and in marketing practice (Schneider and Barsoux, 1997, Mead, 1998; Tayeb; 1998). Here, we examine the role of national values specifically on the role of interpersonal business relationships in the development of businesses, domestically or internationally.

We build on two previous studies that explored the role of relationships in the development of firms in different countries in case studies (Harris and Dibben, 1999; Dibben et al., 2003).  With the help of theoretical contributions on the formation of interpersonal trust, we develop an operational research construct to define and analyse one specific form of relational capital: that of the CEO as an individual with other people within and outwith his or her firm.  We develop a range of hypotheses from previous national values research concerning how chief executives in different countries might develop relationship capital within their firms.  We then test these hypotheses on data from 41 matched chief executives of matched firms in three European countries with very different national values profiles: France, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom. 

Interpersonal Relationships and Trust in Business Development

While many studies have acknowledged the role of interpersonal relationships, there has been little exploration into how relationships come about, or how they affect behaviour (Ghauri, 1996; Wilkinson and Young; 1997, Nidam, 2000).  Most studies of interfirm relationships have studies the organizations as a whole.  They tend not to examine the relationships themselves, nor the individuals who enact, maintain and make use of these relationships (Hakansson and Snehota, 1995, Ford, et al., 2003; Solberg and Nez, 2000).  To do so requires some form of conceptual framework.  We now examine interpersonal relationship development in some depth. 

As a social lubricant in inter-firm relations, interpersonal trust is clearly relevant to an understanding of international and inter-organizational collaboration.  The development and impact of the interpersonal trust lying within international business relationships, however, also remains understudied, despite the position of trust as a primary antecedent of agreement and co-operation.   The role of trust in business relations is usually discussed in general terms that do not enable meaningful and operational conceptualizations to be derived (Doz, 1996; Ghauri and Usunier, 1996; Grabher, 1993; Hakansson, 1987).  The trust literature historically examines either the nature of trust or individual trusting behaviour determinants (see, for example, Mayer et al., 1995).  Nevertheless, this research enables us to make some useful categorizations that will help us to develop an operationalizeable research construct for relational capital.

Trust belongs solely to the individual: it is a cognitive and emotional act that only individuals can perform (Dibben, 2000; Mead, 1934).  Dispositional trust is the personality trait or disposition of an individual to be trusting or not (Marsh, 1995).  It operates only in the absence of learnt trust, which is an individual's general tendency to trust, or not to trust another, a product of past experience, and the factors that influenced the individual in past situations.  Situational trust is a product of interaction between people, who compare, find again and designate situational cues. Situational trust depends on these situational cues, that can include the amount and quality of communication that can increase basic or learnt trust.  Situational trust is the most important in business settings (Stack, 1978; Luhmann, 1979; Powell, 1996; Giffin, 1967; Worchel, 1979), and is the focus for this study’s work.

The time needed to establish situational trust depends mainly on the history of the relationship (a function of learnt trust), and on the situation.  It is an individual’s positive expectations about another individual’s motives with respect to him/herself, within a situational context, entailing risk (Boon and Holmes, 1991) and is thus interpersonal, most readily observable to the researcher as a willingness to co-operate (Dibben, 2000; Harris and Dibben, 1999; Lewicki and Bunker, 1996; Marsh, 1995).

A stream of research has drawn on earlier studies to conceptualize the determinants of interpersonal trust in given situations, but this research tends to ignore the quality of trust involved (e.g. Kramer and Tyker, 1996; Sitkin et al., 1998).  If we are to use indications of trust of other people as measures of relational capital, we are interested in the quality of trust in the relationships.  Lewicki and Bunker (1995; 1996) propose a model of trust development in professional relationships, integrating individuals’ familiarity with each other.  Trust is developed as knowledge of the other person grows, in an iterative process that ‘takes on a different character in the early, developing and mature stages of a relationship’ (1996:118).   The model sees trust to develop over time.  Three categories of situational trust are identified: calculus-based trust, knowledge-based trust and identif-ication-based trust (table 1).  These types of trust ‘are linked in a sequential iteration in which the achievement of trust at one level enables the development of trust at the next level’ (ibid.)(figure 1).

Table 1:  Interpersonal trust identifiers

Trust Criteria
Description

Calculus-Based Trust
Trust formed between people in the early stages of a relationship on the basis of what each sees s/he can get out of the relationship: a ‘market’ economic calculation where the outcomes of creating and sustaining the relationship are compared to the costs of severing it. Characterised by intimations of difference between people, and a lack of shared knowledge of the situation.

Knowledge-Based Trust
Trust formed over a period of interaction between people on the basis of shared knowledge. Characterised by intimations of similarity/agreement, allowing each to make predictions about the other and thus reduce uncertainty.

Identification-Based Trust
Trust with a high degree of identification with the wishes/intentions of the other person, such that each can act and substitute for the other in interpersonal interaction. Characterised by strong agreement in the situation, and intimations of mutual sharing of values.
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Figure 1.  The Stages of Trust Development (derived from Lewicki and Bunker, 1996)

Calculus Based Trust (CBT) is trust between individuals that characterizes the early stages of a relationship.  It involves an economic calculation where the outcomes of creating and sustaining the relationship are compared to the costs of maintaining or severing it.  While calculus based trust relationships are clearly important to business development, they cannot be characterized as ‘relationship capital, in the same way that not all members of a network can be considered to have strong relationships with each other.  Knowledge Based Trust (KBT) grows through a history of interaction between two individuals.  One person develops sufficient knowledge of another that he or she can make predictions about the others’ behaviour and viewpoints in a particular situation.  With sufficient experience of interaction with another person, Identification Based Trust (IBT) can arise.  Here, one person can understand and appreciate another person’s wants and views to such an extent, that he or she can act and substitute for the other person in interpersonal interactions.  

This model therefore provides ‘trust identifiers’ - perceived similarities and differences in professional knowledge and individual character (Harris and Dibben, 1999), and thereby, a ‘marker’ for the presence of interpersonal relational capital.  It is the investment in knowledge and understanding of another person that yields the relationship capital that we are seeking to identify and measure.  When relationships are Calculation Trust based, we can assess the investment in knowledge and understanding to be insufficient for a relationship resource to be present.  There is a relationship at a low level, but this may be just at the level of an address book entry.  It is useful, however, to develop a more discriminating definition.  For the purposes of this study, we will define interpersonal relational capital to exist between individuals where the trusting person expresses an intimation of knowledge based or identification based trust with another person (table 1).

National Values Research
Schein (1985) noted how managers of different national backgrounds can be expected to hold different underpinning values, different assumptions regarding the environment, and different expectations about relationships among people.  If so, it is reasonable to anticipate managers’ interpersonal relationship capital, that will form from the relationships that they hold, will differ between firms in different countries.  Different values about what is and is not of worth in life can be expected to influence the motivations for the development of trusting relationships.  Different assumptions regarding the environment may result in differences in the bases for trust behind relationships in general, for willingness to co-operate or not.  Different expectations about relationships among people may influence both with whom business relationships will be sought, and the processes which will and which will not lead to the formation of trust. So the people with whom relationships are formed, the way the exchanges are developed and planned, and the expectations placed on the other parties can all be expected to reflect different values. This leads to our first research hypothesis:

HA:  The nature of relationship capital will differ between countries
From theoretical foundations within social anthropology (for example, Kluckholn and Strotdbeck, 1961; Douglas, 1978; Todd, 1985 and Altman, 1993), management researchers have examined the influence of national values on management in different countries.  A great deal of evidence has accumulated that national values have a significant effect on management preferences and processes (Tayeb, 1988).  These underlying values appear to differ between nations, and are stable within nations (Hofstede, 1991).  A range of value concepts have been subjected to empirical validation.  Some research has used methods associated with social psychology quantitatively to explore the consequences on work organisations and relationships, while others have used qualitative approaches to explore the influence of culture on management practice.  For example, structured questionnaires have been used quantitatively to explore similarities and differences in values and attitudes between individuals in different countries, and to draw conclusions about resulting organisational behaviour in terms of relationships at work and industrial organisation.  Hofstede (2001) differentiated between national values in a large number of countries, based on social-psychological research amongst IBM employees.  Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars (1993) used a similar approach, but with a larger, wider, less homogenous, and less standardized data set.  Separately, and based on entirely different theoretical foundations, Laurent (1983; 1986) analyzed the values of managers in nine European countries and the United States over a narrower range of work related behavioural attitudes. Hofstede’s research, in particular, has received substantial corroboration (e.g. Sondergaard, 1994), and provides the most widely used basis for standardized examination of national values.

Much of this research has been subject to substantial criticism (Tayeb, 1988; Whitley, 1992), and its veracity has been vigorously challenged and debated.  This has sometimes been acrimonious, as a recent exchange of views in the journal ‘Human Relations’ exemplifies (McSweeney, 2002a, 2002b; Smith, 2002; Hofstede, 2002; Williamson, 2002).  A full and detailed examination of all the issues is not possible here, and would not be entirely relevant.  We are not here making a judgement about what the values research is identifying, if anything.  Although the different studies were based on different assumptions, they have tended to draw similar conclusions.  The research has consistently identified some patterns in different countries that are both well known and which would appear to have some relevance for the formation of relationship capital in different countries.  We are content to continue on this basis, even if we are not entirely sure what these patterns represent, because it is useful and interesting to do so. This work leads to notions, firmly rooted in previous research, that the role relationships will differ in different national values contexts.  This provides a strong basis for forming hypotheses concerning associations between previously researched national values and the formation of interpersonal relationship capital in different countries, disregarding debate concerning the conceptual underpinning of the national values concept.  Our second research hypothesis is therefore: 

HB: Differences between countries in the nature of relationship capital reflect national values
Research Methodology

This study follows previous studies (Dibben and Harris, 1999; Dibben et al., 2004) that employed a ‘fine grained’ case study methodology to enable attention to important details and actions in relationship formation (Harrigan, 1983).  These case studies indicated differences in relationship formation between matched case companies in different countries that largely followed expectations from national values research.  They also showed a way in which we may research relationship capital, which is an intangible and subjective phenomena.  The approach we adopt pays attention to the realities of individual managers, as perceived and expressed by them, in the context of their own social constructions (which include the national values contexts) that create them (Chell, 2000).   This is a social constructionist (Chell, 2000) standpoint, we focus on understanding the behaviour of the individual in their social context (Reason, 1981), and on the meaning that manifests itself through behaviours.  We see it important to retain this perspective when examining the numbers of firms necessary to test hypotheses linking national values to the formation of interpersonal relationship capital.

Our choice of data subjects was critical.  First, it was important to examine managers from distinctly different national values countries, as determined by the previous national values research.   Second, the firms, and the individuals studied, were carefully chosen and closely matched.  They needed to be in similar industrial settings, with similar (preferably the same) markets, be organizationally and institutionally similar, and the individuals studied should have similar positions and backgrounds. 

The data subjects were 41 chief executive officers (CEOs) of medium sized businesses, 14 in the Netherlands, 15 in Britain, and 12 in France.  They were part or majority owners of those firms, with no dominating outside shareholders, so we considered them the prime architects of business relationships, and the prime holders and coordinators of the relationship capital involved.  They were all electronics engineers, and their businesses were all in a sub-segment within Standard Industrial Code 33.20/1, and developed and combined electronic hardware and software technologies to address the needs of industrial customers world-wide.  Although the businesses inevitably differed in many ways, they were nevertheless all well matched in being young, growing, and profitable.  In this segment of the electronics industry, customers, manufacturing issues, and standards are determined on a global scale (Harris, 2000).  In order to see differences between nations with some reliability, these businesses were not samples of all businesses of a generic type, but were almost the whole populations within regions of those countries of a very specific, matched, type.  

We conducted the interviews at the interviewees’ own business premises.  We used the English language for interviews in the Netherlands and Britain, and the French language for those in France.  Language differences inevitably placed a limitation on full equivalence in the data sets, but we do not think that this is unduly restrictive for this study.  This is because the expressions of relationships and the trust within them were clearly explicit, and were triangulated with follow-up questions.

The interview approach followed that outlined in Harris and Ghauri (2000), and fully described in Harris (2000).  In short, we followed Calori et al. (1992; 1994), by using in-depth conversations based around non-directive questions to access the interviewees underlying considerations and beliefs. As much as possible we attempted to access the interviewees own ‘native categories’ of data by enabling them to express their own underlying beliefs (Buckley and Chapman, 1997; Strauss and Corbin, 1991).  We strictly avoided use of management jargon and raising issues about relationships, strategic management or international business.  The overt focus for our discussion was ‘the future of the business’, and ‘the issues you consider when considering the future of your business’.  We then asked the CEOs who they dealt with or interacted with when they considered these issues, and then discussed the value that the CEO found in those relationships in dealing with the strategic issues facing this company. At the same time, to maintain equivalence, we asked interviewees the same questions in the same order, deviating from this only to obtain clarification.

We developed hypotheses concerning the kinds of people that the CEOs would develop relationship capital with, based on the national values orientations found by Hofstede (1991), Laurent (1983, 1986) and Trompenaars and Hanpden-Turner (1997), see table 3.  We then used protocol analysis to analyze the transcriptions of the interviews and notes, to identify the types of people with whom the interviewed CEOs formed relationship capital.  Criteria, or protocols, based on the descriptions of the three forms of trust shown in table 1, were used to interpret the relationships the CEOs described. (Harrison et al., 1997; Ericsson and Simon, 1985).  The data were binary in all cases; the CEOs either formed knowledge or identification based trust with people of different types, or they did not.  The predictions which would be relevant for entrepreneurs in the UK, the Netherlands and France were compared with matched ‘protocols’ from the interview transcripts.

Case study enquiry indicated five specific categories of people with whom relationship capital (RC) may be formed (figure 2).  Coding and analysis of the interviews could use each of these and, a sixth category, which represented the non-development of relationship capital, to develop a binary data set.  It is also possible and reasonable to construct hypotheses that address combinations of these categories.  

We wanted to gain a clearer picture of the overall extent of differences in relationship capital formation between the three countries.  For this, we employed an approach commonly used in social anthropology: the use of Euclidean distances.  These are a quantitative measure of difference based on binary data in a range of categories.  The squared Euclidean Distance (ED) between two CEOs, A and B, on the basis of i dimensions of strategy formation is calculated as:  

ED2 A,B =  ∑i (Ai - Bi)2
We measured the squared Euclidean distances between, and within the three nations, and having checked that the squared Euclidean distances followed a normal distribution, used the t-test to test significance of the difference in the distances within and between the national groups..  We developed a meaningful measure of the extent of differences between the nations, the ‘distances ratio index’ (DRI).  It is an indexed ratio of the distances between the nations, to the distances within the nations.







Figure 2:  Categories of people with whom to form interpersonal relationship capital (RC)

We then analyzed the data in detail using non-parametric methods to test whether or not there were differences between the three national groups that conformed to detailed hypotheses that were developed from the national values research.  The non-parametric methods started with the Chi-squared test for two independent samples, which Cochran (1954) and Siegel and Castellan (1988) recommend is used where possible.  This test is not vulnerable to assumptions about the nature of  the underlying data set, and is highly robust (Pett, 1997).   When the minimum expected value in any cell had an expected count of less than 5, following Conover (1999) and Siegel and Castellan (1988), the Fisher exact test, which is based on probability theory, was used.  As this test is robust (Hayes, 1994; Norusis, 1990) and highly conservative (Hirji et al., 1991; Overall and Hornick, 1982), it was used in all cases, even where the requirements for the use of the chi-squared statistic were not violated, to provide a reliable crosscheck.  Pearson’s Phi (Φ) was used to measure the strength of differences between the nation groups, a measure that can be interpreted in the same way as the more commonplace Pearson’s R  (Hinkle et al., 1994). 

Differences between the Nations in Relational Capital Formation

The distance between the different groups based on variables relating to strategic processes are shown in table 2.  Highly significant differences are found from the British to the French, from the British to the Dutch, and from the Dutch to the British.  The distances between nations are asymmetric, an unusual feature for distances only in a geographic sense, since the differences that will be perceived are not necessarily symmetrical between people or peoples (Shenkar, 2001) 

The greatest distances, as indicated by the distances ratio indices in table 2, are between the Dutch and the British, and these are highly significant, and are substantial in both directions.  The British are the more homogeneous group of the two, with a mean squared Euclidean distance of 4.6 compared with 4.9 for the Dutch.  The distance between the British and the Dutch (DRI=134; p<.001) is greater than between the Dutch and the British (DRI=124; p<.001).  

The distances from the British to the French (DRI=124; p<.001) and from the Dutch to the French (DRI=114; p=.03) are also significant.  The relationship capital of the French CEOs is the most 

Table 2: Distances within and between nations in strategic processes

	ED2 Distances to ceos 
in own country 
	ED2 Distances to ceos
in other countries
	Distances Ratio Index
(DRI)
	t-test

	Country:
	N
	mean
	Other Country:
	N
	mean
	
	t
	p

	Netherlands
	91
	4.9
	France
	168
	5.6
	114
	-2.19
	.029

	
	
	
	Britain
	210
	6.1
	124
	-3.86
	<.001

	Britain
	105
	4.6
	France
	180
	5.6
	124*
	-6.72*
	<.001

	
	
	
	Netherlands
	210
	6.1
	134
	-5.39
	<.001

	France
	66
	5.9
	Netherlands
	168
	5.6
	95
	0.83
	.408

	
	
	
	Britain
	180
	5.6
	95
	-0.82
	.416


  * 
Levene's test indicates (at p=.05) that the variances are unequal: test statistic used does not assume variance equality.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Figure 3:  Spatial map of the relationship capitals of the CEOs (measured from the British) 

heterogeneous, which leads the distances the other way, from the French to the British (DRI=95; p=.42) and from the French to the Dutch (DRI=95; p=.40) to be not significant.  Overall, however, HA is found: there are significant differences in the sources of relationship capital between the countries. 

Figure 3 presents a diagrammatic ‘map’ that represents the differences within and between the nations in the range of people with whom the CEOs develop relationship capital. It is noteworthy, however, that while the Dutch and British CEOs may find the French to be ‘foreign’ in their patterns of relationship capital formation, the French may not find such ‘foreignness’ in their Dutch and British neighbors.  The French CEOs are the most heterogeneous, and will be more accustomed domestically to variations in the ways of forming relationship capital.  We now investigate possible reasons for these similarities and differences.  We start with hypotheses based on previous research in national values, and uncover the similarities and differences between the nations in more detail.

Developing Relationship Capital Hypotheses from National Values

We now develop overall expectations for the role relationships in each of the Netherlands, France and the United Kingdom in the form of detailed hypotheses that will be amenable to testing through non-parametric statistical methods.  The use of these techniques will also yield a more detailed picture of how relationship capital is and is not developed by the CEOs in the three countries.

It is not feasible fully to outline all the national values categories employed in this research here, but those developed by Hofstede (1991), Laurent (1983, 1986) and Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1997) are summarized in table 3.  Table 3 also shows the orientations they found for France, 

Table 3: Detailed implications of national values for interpersonal relationship capital

	Values Areas & Criteria:
	France
	The Netherlands
	Britain

	Social structures:
	
	
	

	Individualist/collectivist1
	Individualist
	Individualist
	Individualist

	Individualism/communitarianism2
	Communitarian
	Individualist
	Individualist

	Power distance1
	High
	Low
	Low

	Organizations=hierarchy systms3
	High
	Low
	Low

	Organizations=authority systms3
	High
	- / -
	- / -

	Implications:
	Relationship capital is with CEO himself; is with personal & close associates of equivalent status
	Relationship capital can be with anyone, disregarding position or status 
	Relationship capital can be with anyone, disregarding position or status 

	Time Scales:
	
	
	

	Long/short-term orientation1
	- / -
	Long-term
	Short-term

	Long/short time horizon2
	- / -
	Long-term
	Short-term

	Long/short future horizon2
	Long Future
	Short future
	Short future

	Implications:
	Long horizons indicate us wide sources of relationship capital based on KBT or IBT
	Deep IBT based relationship capital preferred with established relationships of proven trust-worthiness. 
	Relationship capital not valued: Have none, and shallow CBT relationships dominate to yield material results now.

	Work Focus:
	
	
	

	Masculinity/femininity1
	- / -
	Feminine
	Masculine

	Task/person orientation2
	Task
	Person
	- / -

	Organizations = role systems3
	High
	Low
	High

	Neutral/affective relat’ships2
	- / -
	Affective
	Neutral

	Implications:
	Relationship capital only for task outcomes: form groups of people through internal/external  structures / networks to do it well
	Good relationships, inside & with customers etc outside are valued and considered essential: Relat-ionship capital a major concern
	No need to involve others: CEOs are there to be decisive, going alone is respected: Relationship capital a minor concern

	Societal/Personal Interaction:
	
	
	

	Achieved/ascribed status1
	Ascribed
	Achieved
	Achieved

	Specific/diffuse2 
	Specific
	Specific
	Specific

	Inner/outer directed2
	- / -
	Inner
	Inner

	Organizations=political systems3
	High
	Low
	Low

	Societal role3
	High
	Low
	Low

	Implications:
	No need for relationship capital beyond self, immediate managers & outsiders of appropriate status: few relationships indicated
	Anyone can be useful to develop relationship capital with, from whatever position.
	Anyone can be useful to develop relationship capital with, from whatever position.

	View of Uncertainty:
	
	
	

	Uncertainty avoiding/neutral1
	Avoiding
	- / -
	Neutral

	Uncertainty avoidance2
	High
	Low
	Low

	Implications:
	Deed (KBT but preferably IBT) relationship capital formed in many areas to reduce the risk of operations and business dealings
	Lower UA indicates lesser requirement for relationship capital
	Lower UA indicates lesser requirement for relationship capital

	Ways of Thinking:
	
	
	

	Analytical/integrational thinking2
	Integrational
	Analytical
	Analytical

	Universalism/particularism2
	Particularist
	Universalist
	Universalist

	Implications:
	Relationship capital to integrate different perspectives on issues. Particular internal and specifically relevant external customers, distributors, competitors etc.
	A specific narrow group of relationships for analysis, e.g. senior managers & advisors; generally accepted practices of involvement followed.
	A specific narrow group of relationships for analysis, e.g. senior managers & advisors; generally accepted practices of involvement followed.

	Authors:  1: Hofstede, 1980, 1991   2: Hampden Turner & Trompenaars, 1993, 1997     3: Laurent, 1983, 1986. 
- / -   Values data indicates a position at neither end of the worldwide range on this criteria.     -  No implication


the Netherlands and Britain, and draws conclusions towards the characteristics of business relationships that could be expected within different national value contexts.  This paper now empirically explores this idea to develop understanding about these influences.  To do this, it uses the detailed predictions from the research concerning the role, influence, and processes of both plans and of the development of interpersonal relationships. Table 4 presents summary implications for the types of people that CEOs in the three countries may chose to develop relationship capital.

Table 4: Summary implications: Interpersonal relationship capital in the three countries

	Country
	Strategizing Participation indicated by the Values Research

	France
	The extent and nature of relationship capital may vary greatly between firms, and different directions are indicated by the national values research.  High power distance & ascribed status point towards little relationship capital beyond close associates of equivalent status, Task orientation and role formation orientation, however, indicates the formation of structures to develop relationship capital within the firm.  Longer future orientations, high uncertainty avoidance and integrational thinking points towards wide sources of relationship capital, internally and externally.

	The
Netherlands
	Nearly all values orientations point towards a general acceptance of a high role for relationship capital based on the deepest forms of trust. Only low uncertainty avoidance and analytical ways of thinking indicate otherwise.  The relationship capital will not only be deep, but wide as well, and involve many different groups, especially internally but also externally, where this can include customers, distributors, competitors etc.. 

	Britain
	Nearly all values point towards a low focus on relationship capital, especially in comparison with The Netherlands.  There may be some relationship capital with personal associates and others seen to be useful at the time.  Again, only high egalitarianism (low power distance) and achieved rather than ascribed status points towards relationship capital with wider segments.


The values research yields clear pictures concerning how relationship capital would be developed in the Netherlands and the United Kingdom.  Both countries share a range of orientations: analytical and universalist ways of thinking; low uncertainty avoidance, highly egalitarian orientations, and achievement orientations. Dutch and British CEOs are likely to use deductive rational analysis to indicate with whom to form relationships, and this may also follow industry norms, or possibly ‘best practices’ of relationship development. Overall, relationship capital development is likely to be developed with specific groups who can show themselves to be useful for the firms’ development.  These groups, however, might be from anywhere, irrespective of status, position, or formal organizational structures.  

Nearly all the values data for the Netherlands indicate a strong focus on relationship capital as an asset.  Femininity will establish an expectation of strong relationship capital development to maintain harmony inside and outside the firm, and to resolve conflicts before they get serious.  A need for thoroughness would arise from long-termism, and when combined with the feminine orientation, this suggests development of knowledge and identification trust based relationship capital with a wide range of people. So while calculus based new relationships with diverse new partners would be sought, helped by rapid calculation based decisions, these would be developed into deeper trust through the accumulation of significant levels of knowledge. Identification based trust will be sought actively, this being developed analytically through the formation of knowledge of the other parties, over time.  It is the well-trusted long-standing relationships will be involved in the development of the firm on a deep level. 

For the Dutch, therefore, the hypotheses are clear.  Dutch CEOs are most likely to develop deep relationship capital widely with various types of people, inside and outside the firm, both close associates and wider groups, and are unlikely to develop their firms without relationship capital.  

The values research gives a quite different pattern of expectations for British CEOs. British CEOs would be most likely to develop their strategies alone.  The masculine orientation implies decisive, forthright leadership, and bold actions without the need for involvement of other people.  At the most, some close associates may be involved if necessary.  Strong deep relationships that are the basis of relationship capital are less important than the development of deals and contracts, undertaken based on shallow, calculus based trust that does not imply relationship capital.  Low uncertainty avoidance and an analytical way of thinking may attenuate this. 

While, like the Dutch CEOs, many calculus based new relationships with diverse partners are expected from rapid calculus based decisions, it is not important whether these are developed into deeper relationships. Short termism and masculinity would mean little need for deep levels of relationship capital. Relationships may develop into deeper forms of trust, first with ‘hard’ information about performance against agreements or deals, and over time, through deeper levels of understanding.  Identification based trust may not be sought actively. While there may be many relationships, there may be little relationship capital.  

The national values research for France gives an unclear and inconsistent pattern of expectations concerning the nature and role of relationship capital in that country. Further confusing the picture, France’s particularist orientation implies that consistent patterns concerning the people with whom CEOs might wish to develop relationship capital is less likely than in universalistic countries such as the Netherlands and Britain.  French CEOs will choose relationship capital partners according to their own immediate needs, in the context of their firm and their industry.  Conflicting indications are provided by the other values orientations.  

On one hand, high power distance and a high hierarchy orientation both point towards the CEO being the fundamental architect of strategy, possibly including senior associates within the firm.  Ascribed status adds the idea that ‘outsiders’ of appropriate status (people of appropriate education and position, senior consultants, CEOs of other firms and people in senior positions in major firms) might also be consulted.  Identification based trust is predicted to be relatively easy to achieve with individuals at a similar social status, but will be difficult to achieve with ‘different’ types of individuals, though it may evolve from knowledge based trust.  In this view, relationship capital would be built within tight networks formed between individuals of a similar social status or position, with whom identification based trust is ascribed.  This fits the notion of French organizations being expressions of and reflections of power, much alluded to in descriptive narratives of French business culture (see, for example, Hickson, 1993; Lawrence and Edwards, 2000)

Other values orientations indicate that French CEOs will develop relationship capital with people widely, whether from inside or outside the firm, more like those in the Netherlands, and unlike those in Britain.  French’ task orientation implies a practical willingness to engage, in the strategizing process, anyone that can be useful.  The long-termism of France, and the high uncertainty avoidance, suggest an unwillingness to risk strategic error.  This may manifest itself as a willingness to consult, in strategic matters, all those with an interest in or knowledge of the issues, whether these are inside 

Table 5:  Hypotheses concerning the people in relationship capital in the three countries

	Hypotheses:
	On one or more issues of strategic importance, 
Relationship Capital is:
	(Null hypotheses)

	HB 1
	not an issue:
	

	H B 1 ( bf)
	more by British than by French ceos
	(no more by British ceos)

	H B 1 (bn)
	more by British than by Dutch ceos
	(no more by British ceos)

	H B 1 ( bn)
	more by British & French than by Dutch ceos
	(no more by British & French ceos)

	H B 1 ( bo)
	more by British than by French & Dutch ceos
	(no more by British  ceos)

	H B 2 
	formed with external associates:
	

	H B 2 (nb)
	more by Dutch than by British ceos
	(no more by Dutch ceos)

	H B 2 (bf)
	more by French than by British ceos
	(no more by French ceos)

	H B 2 (bo)
	more by Dutch & French than by British ceos
	(no more by Dutch & French ceos)

	H B 3
	formed widely internally to the firm: 
	

	H B 3 (nb)
	more by Dutch than by British ceos
	(no more by Dutch ceos)

	H B 3 (bf)
	more by French than by British ceos
	(no more by French ceos)

	H B 3 (bo)
	more by Dutch & French than by British ceos
	(no more by Dutch & French ceos)

	H B 4
	formed widely with people external to the firm: 
	

	H B 4 (nb)
	more by Dutch than by British ceos
	(no more by Dutch ceos)

	H B 4 (bf)
	more by French than by British ceos
	(no more by French ceos)

	H B 4 (bo)
	more by Dutch & French than by British ceos
	(no more by Dutch & French ceos)

	H B 5 
	formed widely internally and externally: 
	

	H B 5 (nb)
	more by Dutch than by British ceos
	(no more by Dutch ceos)

	H B 5 (bf)
	more by French than by British ceos
	(no more by French ceos)

	H B 5 (bo)
	more by Dutch & French than by British ceos
	(no more by Dutch & French ceos)


or outside the firm.  France’s integrational orientation, not shared by the Netherlands or Britain, also implies an inclination to consult widely to seek, accept and integrate different ideas and notions of how the business might be developed. 

Table 5 presents detailed hypotheses, based on the national values research, concerning differences between the nation’s CEOs in the specific groups of people with whom they would develop relationship capital.  

We should recall that we are basing our hypotheses for the French CEOs only on the values research that indicated greater use of wide sources of relationship capital, like the Dutch.  We do this because the Euclidean distances analysis clearly show the French CEOs’ patterns of relationship capital to be like the Dutch and very different from the British.  We choose to ignore those orientations (and the descriptive business culture research) that indicate that they would be more like the British, and not develop relationship capital widely. We must recall this choice when drawing conclusions concerning the previous national values research and the descriptive ‘culture’ research. 

All three countries have a specific rather than diffuse orientation.  This leads us to expect none of the nations’ CEOs to develop firm relationship capital from personal relationships such as family, personal friends and acquaintances.  We have therefore developed no hypotheses concerning the relative use of this category of people in relationship capital.

Findings

Table 6 presents the results of the analysis of the analysis of the interviews of the 41 CEOs studied.  The most noticeable differences are that, as expected, and in line with the aggregate squared Euclidean distances analysis, the Dutch CEOs made the greatest use of relationship capital with different types of people, and the British made the least use of relationship capital.   We have found the clearest support for the hypotheses based on these expectations.  

Row A of table 6 (HI) shows that the British CEOs developed relationship capital with others significantly less than the Dutch or the French CEOs.  It was they that stood out, as hypothesised, as strongly and significantly less inclined to develop and use relationship capital in the development of their firms.  They often did not use relationship capital on strategic issues, more than the Dutch (Φ=.42, p=.02), and more than the French and Dutch combined (Φ=.39, p=.02).  Most evident is the way in which they did not widely do this even with their own employees (Φ= -.47, p=.003).  Just two of the fifteen British CEOs did so, compared to ten of the fourteen Dutch CEOs (Φ= -.59, p=.002) and half the French CEOs (Φ= -.40, p=.05).  So the French and Dutch developed internal relationship capital with their own staff more than the British (Φ= .47, p=.003).

The British CEOs were not, however, solitary leaders (row C).  Four fifths involved their close associates within the firm, these being business partners (often other shareholders), but just as much, trusted employees, often of a long-standing nature. This proportion was of a similar level among the French and Dutch CEOs.  The British CEOs also developed personally known associates just as much as did the French (row B).  The difference was that whereas the Dutch and French CEOs also engaged a wider group of employees in the process (row E), the British did not (Φ= -.30, p=.05).  This absence of relationship capital amongst the British was externally as well as internally (row G).  

Table 6:  Findings concerning strategizing people

	On one or more issues of strategic `importance, relat-ionship capital is:
	N,  %
	Ф(p) 

	
	French
(Σ12)
	Dutch
(Σ14)
	British
(Σ15)
	French
v Dutch
(fd)
	French
v British
(fb)
	Dutch v 
British
(fb)
	French
v others
(fo)
	Dutch v
others
(do)
	British v
others
(bo)

	A. not employed at all (H1)
	2
	1
	7
	_
	_
	-.422 ***
	_
	-.289 *
	.394 ***

	
	17%
	7%
	47%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B. with personal associates
	4
	11
	6
	-.456 +++
	_
	.391 ++
	_
	.394 +++
	_

	
	33%
	79%
	40%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C. with Internal associates
	9
	11
	12
	_
	_
	_
	_
	_
	_

	
	75%
	79%
	80%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D. with external associates (H2)
	8
	12
	8
	_
	_
	.350 *
	_
	.270 *
	_

	
	67%
	86%
	53%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	E. widely internally (H3)
	6
	10
	2
	_
	.399 **
	.589 +++
	_
	.399 +++
	-.468 +++

	
	50%
	71%
	13%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	F. widely  externally (H4)
	6
	7
	3
	_
	_
	.315 *
	_
	_
	-.296 ++

	
	50%
	50%
	20%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	G. widely internally & externally  (H5)
	5
	6
	0
	_
	.533 ***
	.529 ***
	_
	.260 +
	-.460 +++

	
	42%
	43%
	0%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Legend: 
	*
	 Significance based on Fisher F test
	+
	Significance based on the  א2 test

	Significance levels:
	  ***
  +++
	≤ 2½ %
	2½% >
	**
++
	≤ 5%
	5% >
	*
+
	 ≤ 10%


It was the wider development of relationships that the Dutch and French CEOs felt to be important, but the British CEOs did not (row F).  They took more advice from people outside the firm (Φ= .30, p=.06).  Compared to the French and Dutch, few British CEOs held open and frank discussions concerning the development of their firms with outsiders like customers, suppliers, distributors, competitors and other business people.  The following quotations illustrate these differences well:

I only consult with the staff when I am telling them what to do and how quickly they are to do it. I know that I am supposed to consult them and do it in a different way, and I’ve tried, but I just end up shouting at them. I am no good at that stuff, but if they don’t like it, I can always get others.
… When it came to marketing in the US, [my Chairman] made introductions to a number of people, and I spent a few weeks living out of a suitcase travelling around, meeting them. I hated it, but it worked. Nothing came of most of the meetings, but from two, [this] led to other meetings, other people. One thing led to another, and eventually I met with someone in the labs of (large US multinational). The contract with them set us up. (British CEO)

We hold long meetings, which last for several days where people get to know each other better. This is for our distributors, our larger customers, some of our suppliers, and, of course, all our people here. .. these meetings are to get to know them better, and to enable them to get to know us, When we understand the problems that each other have, then we will know what we can do and what we cannot do, what we will do and what we may not do.
… I will not do business with people I do not know well, do not trust. That is bad business. (Dutch CEO)

I have learned a lot from some of the customers I have been working with. These American companies are very good, they get a lot out of their people and we are able to learn. I now, for one year, hold meetings with all the product development managers and the commercials every week and we discuss everything. They are not used to this mostly. I now do not hide anything, they must share this adventure. Of course, we cannot involve the junior staff in this, but all the managers are there, and this is a lot of us because we are not making or selling anything ourselves. It is not like this in Thomson or Aerospatiale, especially. There you only know what you must and not more. (French CEO)

As row G shows, it was not only the Dutch CEOs that developed relationship capital with a variety of types of people, internally and externally, much more than their British counterparts (Φ=.53, p=.006).  The French CEOs did this as well (Φ=.53, p=.006).  The hypotheses that the French CEOs would be relationship capital oriented were supported.  Indeed, while the Dutch did appear to be more concerned with the development of relationship capital more than the French, none of the differences were statistically significant. (It should be recalled that our hypotheses here were based on the observation in the Euclidean distances analysis that the French CEOs were more like the Dutch than the British CEOs.  We chose not to base our hypotheses on values associations of hierarchy orientation, high power distance, and status by ascription, and a lot of descriptive ‘culture’ research, that all indicated that the French CEOs might behave more like the British CEOs.  It is noteworthy that any hypotheses we might have based on these values associations would not have been found.  We will return to this observation in our discussion.)

With this proviso, the values research gives us good predictions not only of overall participation by others in the strategizing process, but also of the specific types of people likely to be involved in it.  There was one aspect of relationship capital formation in the Netherlands, and only in the Netherlands, that was in no way indicated by the national values research.  Four fifths developed firm relationship capital with their family and friends, significantly more than in Britain and France (row B).  These were often old school friends, their former colleagues, their wives and often their parents.  Most highly regarded were those who also managed their own businesses.  From the  ‘specific’ rather than ‘diffuse’ orientation of all three countries, we would expect that none of the countries’ CEOs would pursue firm relationship capital with these types of people.

Table 7: Hypotheses test results concerning people included in relationship capital 

	Hypotheses:
	On one or more issues of strategic importance, 
Relationship Capital is:
	(Null hypotheses)

	H1
	Not an issue:
	

	H1 bn
	more by British than by Dutch ceos
	FOUND:  Accept hypothesis

	H1 bn
	more by British & French than by Dutch ceos
	FOUND:  Accept hypothesis

	H1 bo
	more by British than by French & Dutch ceos
	FOUND:  Accept hypothesis

	H2
	Formed with External Associates:
	

	H2 nb
	more by Dutch than by British ceos
	FOUND:  Accept hypothesis

	H2 no
	more by Dutch than by British & French ceos
	FOUND:  Accept hypothesis

	H3
	Formed Widely Internally to the firm: 
	

	H3 nb
	more by Dutch than by British ceos
	FOUND:  Accept hypothesis

	H3 no
	more by Dutch than by British &  French ceos
	FOUND:  Accept hypothesis

	H3 bo
	more by Dutch & French than by British ceos
	FOUND:  Accept hypothesis

	H4
	Formed Widely with people External to the firm: 
	

	H4 nb
	more by Dutch than by British ceos
	FOUND:  Accept hypothesis

	H4 no
	more by Dutch than by British &  French ceos
	NOT FOUND:  Accept null hypothesis

	H4 bo
	more by Dutch & French than by British ceos
	FOUND:  Accept hypothesis

	H5
	Formed widely Internally and Externally: 
	

	H5 nb
	more by Dutch than by British ceos
	FOUND:  Accept hypothesis

	H5 no
	more by Dutch than by British &  French ceos
	FOUND:  Accept hypothesis

	H5 bo
	more by Dutch than by British & French ceos
	FOUND:  Accept hypothesis


Discussion: National values and Relationship Capital 

Relationship capital was important for most of the CEOs studied in the three countries.  Most discussed their interpersonal relationships as a central element in their consideration of the strategic issues that they identified that their firms faced with respect to their future development.  There were, however, significant differences between the nations.

Table 7 presents where the hypotheses were and were not found.  We find for our first hypothesis, based on expectations born of three decades of international business research.  There are substantial, significant differences between nations in how important CEOs see relationship capital as being, in firm development, and with whom they develop this capital. 

We also, overall, find for our second hypothesis.  The differences between the matched CEOs from different nations largely reflect national values previously identified in cross-cultural research.   For example, the British CEOs pursue business relationships with people they do not know well, who were from diverse backgrounds, but who appear to be useful.  They do business development without relationship capital having preceded it: for them, relationship capital is not so important.  The business developments of French and Dutch CEOs was more firmly rooted in relationship capital. 

In two areas, however, national values gave misleading indications.  Both are important.  The first is France.  Much of the national values research, and that which is supported by many descriptive reports on French business culture, indicates that French business leaders will not regard relationship capital to be of great importance in the strategic development of firms.  There is a well-developed theme that the ‘President Directeur Generale’ (PDG) is a primary and unique source for strategic thought and development in French firms.  In this, he may use relationship capital with his network of closely trusted associates from an education-based social ‘cadre’.  The values researchers find values orientations of high power distance (Hofstede), status by ascription (Trompenaars), and organizations as hierarchy, role, political and authority systems (Laurent) to support this idea. 

We do not find this.  The French CEOs’ concern and focus on developing relationship capital is not significantly different from that of the Dutch CEOs.  The interpretation of many of the values findings for France that has been provided by the values researchers themselves has previously been subject to serious question.  D’Iribarne (1997), in particular, argues that the researchers did not appreciate the complex way in which their French respondents would interpret the questions they were asked on the issues of power distance and hierarchy, and the researchers, equally, misinterpreted their responses.  

There is a second area, however, where there is a serious variance between our observations on relational capital and the national values research.  This concerns the importance of relational capital with old friends (often from school or college) and relatives (including spouses, children and parents) to Dutch but not to French and British CEOs.  It is only this difference that mainly accounts for the overall differences in the Distance Ratio Index that were found between the Dutch and the French CEOs.  This was in no way anticipated by the national values research, and has not been noted by the descriptive ‘cross-cultural research’ either.  

This leads to our second explanation for differences between our observations and national values based expectations. National values, however, are average manager values, from managers who nearly all work within large mature business organizations.  They are not average firm-leader values.  In this study, the CEOs were not average managers.  They were managing their own, successful organizations.  Their values may normally be different.  They may succeed by, in some ways, breaking rather than following norms.  They may, however, be a more important group to study when looking at firm behaviour than ‘average’ managers.  Business action and policy involves firm leaders, and leaders are not average managers.  This study’s attention to the individual, rather than the organization as the focus of study has resulted in some interesting and unexpected outcomes. 

Conclusions

We believe this study’s methodological approach of carefully examining the perceptions of matched individuals has been of value.  In particular, to some extent, we have gained greater understanding of some of the deep and personal issues that lie behind the processes of network and relational capital development.  In this quantitative study we have attempted some sensitive methods of study normally associated only with qualitative research, and have achieved some success.

There are, however, some clear deficiencies in the study.  Most clearly, we observed only the articulations of explicit thoughts expressed by a particular type of manager in an interview setting, and not all the thinking that lay behind those thoughts.  We captured only the perspectives and standpoints of the interviewee CEOs, at one point in time.  We would have gained further insights into the relationship capital involved, and into the processes of developing them if we had accessed the other parties within the relationships, and also followed the relationships examined longitudinally.  It should be clear, however, that gaining the participation of the majority of the CEOs of firms in a particular industry was a major challenge; gaining that of all their friends would probably be impossible!  Nevertheless, follow-up of these CEOs in the years to come will clearly be of value.  By matching most of the firms within a single industry, we have been able to achieve statistical association with a limited number of rich data sets, but this has severely impeded our ability to generalise to other industries.

The types of people with whom CEOs pursue deep business relationships are generally well associated with the national values associated with each country, but we make no claims concerning causality between the two.  It seems likely that similar national forces are at play, and though many cross-cultural researchers may call these forces ‘culture’, others would disagree.  We are not engaging in this discussion: for us, the international business phenomena itself is too important to be sidelined into a discussion about what is, and what is not, ‘culture’ or ‘values’.  The feedback of one of the CEOs to whom we fed back our results seems particularly relevant here.  First, he was captivated by the findings, with and cries of ‘oh that’s why they did that’, and ‘we’d better watch that’ gave us reassurance that we had, at least, found something useful for some of our research audience.  But he chose to call all these behavioural differences ‘culture’.  For him, ‘cultural’ differences were the differences he saw, would encounter, or might encounter.

So there are important implications for entrepreneurs seeking relationships in other countries.  Most important, they need to appreciate that expectations of a relationship may differ in the level and nature of trust required for business relationships, and the expectations on business relationships. Relationships with individuals in other countries will not necessarily develop in ways that entrepreneurs would expect from their own national values standpoint. It is valuable for both internationalizing businesses and those that advise them understand that nature of business relationships relationship vary from country to country. 

We have in no way provided a complete analysis of the role of relationship capital in different countries, but have accessed and tested some dimensions of relationships that have not previously received serious empirical attention. Most important, we have shown how the nature of relationship capital varies between countries, and this is based on different expectations concerning interpersonal trust.  Cross cultural researchers have long made this point that it is not only the practices, but we now need to be careful that our theories of international business also reflect this.
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