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Abstract

As firms increasingly operate across borders, understanding how management philosophy varies by cultural
and institutional context has become central to effective global leadership. This paper presents a comparative
analysis of six influential management traditions — American, Japanese, European, Chinese, Singaporean,
and Indian — examining the historical, cultural, and institutional forces that have shaped each. Drawing on
comparative management theory, including Hofstede’s cultural dimensions’ framework and the long-standing
convergence—divergence debate, the paper characterizes each tradition’s core values, decision-making
structures, human resource practices, and leadership orientations. The analysis finds that while globalization
has produced areas of practical convergence — particularly around technology adoption, sustainability
reporting, and management education — deep-rooted cultural and institutional differences continue to shape
how authority, risk, and long-term commitment are handled in each context. The paper concludes with
practical implications for managers operating in multinational and cross-cultural settings and identifies
directions for future comparative-management research.

Keywords: comparative management, organizational culture,
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1. Introduction

Global commerce today routinely crosses cultural
and institutional boundaries that management theory,
for much of the twentieth century, treated as largely
American in origin and application. As multinational
enterprises, cross-border joint ventures, and globally
distributed teams have become the norm rather than
the exception, the assumption that a single “best” way
of managing exists has given way to a more
pluralistic understanding: management philosophy is
shaped as much by history, religion, political
economy, and social structure as by economic
rationality alone. This paper undertakes a
comparative analysis of six influential management
traditions: The American, Japanese, European,
Chinese, Singaporean, and Indian approaches. These
were selected not because they exhaust the diversity
of global management practice, but because each

represents a distinct and widely studied paradigm that
has shaped management theory, business education,
and organizational practice internationally —
whether through direct economic influence, as in the
American and Chinese cases; through widely
emulated production and quality philosophies, as in
the Japanese case; through distinctive institutional
and welfare-state arrangements, as in the European
case; through deliberate national development
strategy, as in the Singaporean case; or through the
scale and diversity of a major emerging economy, as
in the Indian case. This analysis takes the form of a
conceptual, literature-informed comparative
synthesis rather than a systematic empirical review. It
draws on established comparative-management
theory and widely cited scholarship to characterize
each tradition’s dominant patterns, while recognizing
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that considerable internal variation exists within
every national or regional context discussed — a
point revisited in the limitations section. The paper
proceeds as follows. Section 2 outlines the theoretical
foundations of comparative management research.
Sections 3 through 8 examine each of the six
traditions in turn, covering historical roots, core
values, organizational and human resource practices,
and characteristic strengths and limitations. Section 9
draws these threads together in a cross-cutting
comparative analysis. Section 10 discusses practical
implications for global managers and policymakers,
and Section 11 considers the limitations of the present
analysis and directions for future research [1-5].

2. Theoretical Foundations of Comparative

Management

Comparative management research rests on a small
number of foundational frameworks that recur
throughout the sections that follow. Hofstede’s
cultural dimensions. The most widely used
framework remains Geert Hofstede’s model of
national culture, originally derived from a large
multinational survey and subsequently refined into
six dimensions: power distance, individualism-—
collectivism, masculinity—femininity, uncertainty
avoidance, long-term orientation, and indulgence—
restraint (Hofstede, 1980; Hofstede, Hofstede, &
Minkov, 2010). Applied to management, the
framework predicts that national scores on these
dimensions correlate with preferences for hierarchy,
teamwork, risk-taking, and planning horizon. The
model is not without critics, who note that it treats
nations as culturally homogeneous and relies on data
that is now decades old, but it remains the standard
reference point against which most comparative-
management  research is  positioned. The
convergence—divergence  debate. A  second
organizing question is whether industrialization and
globalization push management practice toward a
single global model (convergence) or whether deep
cultural values sustain distinct national approaches
indefinitely (divergence). The classic convergence
thesis, associated with Kerr, Dunlop, Harbison, and
Myers (1960), argued that the technical logic of

industrialism would gradually erode culturally
distinctive management styles. Divergence theorists
counter that surface-level practices — technology,
formal structures, reporting standards — may
converge while the underlying logics of authority,
trust, and obligation remain culturally rooted. A third,
“crossvergence” position occupies the middle
ground, suggesting that national culture and global
economic ideology interact to produce genuinely
hybrid outcomes rather than either pure convergence
or pure persistence. This paper’s findings, discussed
in Section 9, are broadly consistent with the
crossvergence view. Institutional and stakeholder
perspectives. A complementary lens comes from
institutional theory, which emphasizes that formal
rules (law, corporate governance codes, ownership
structure) and informal norms (professional
expectations, family obligation, political
relationships) jointly shape organizational form. This
perspective is especially useful for explaining why
superficially similar economies — for example, the
market economies of the United States and Germany
— nonetheless produce systematically different
approaches to labor relations, corporate governance,
and long-term investment, a distinction elaborated
further in Section 5. Together, these three lenses —
cultural dimensions, convergence—divergence, and
institutional context — provide the interpretive
scaffolding for the six-tradition comparison that
follows.

3. The American Management Philosophy
3.1.Historical and Intellectual Foundations
American management thought was shaped early by
Frederick Taylor’s scientific management, which
sought to standardize tasks and maximize efficiency
through the systematic study of work (Taylor, 1911).
The subsequent human relations movement shifted
attention toward worker motivation and informal
social dynamics, while Peter Drucker’s articulation
of management by objectives helped establish
professional management as a distinct discipline
organized around measurable goals (Drucker, 1954).
Alfred Chandler’s account of the rise of a salaried,
professional managerial class — distinct from firm
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ownership — further explains the emergence of the
large, hierarchically managed but performance-
accountable American corporation (Chandler, 1977).
From the 1970s onward, agency theory reframed the
relationship between managers and owners around
aligning managerial incentives with shareholder
interests (Jensen & Meckling, 1976), laying the
intellectual groundwork for the shareholder-value

orientation that came to dominate American
corporate governance.
3.2.Core Values and  Organizational
Orientation
American management culture is generally
characterized by individualism,  meritocracy,

competitive achievement, and pragmatic results-
orientation. Organizational structures tend to
emphasize clear individual accountability, direct
communication, and rapid escalation of decisions to
identifiable decision-makers, even where day-to-day
structures are relatively flat.
3.3.Human  Resource
Practices
Employment relationships are typically governed by
at-will arrangements, with compensation tied closely
to individual and organizational performance through
bonuses and equity. Hiring and workforce reduction
respond quickly to market conditions. Leadership
literature in this tradition has historically emphasized
visible, individually attributed decision-making and
transformational leadership styles, and the American
venture-capital ecosystem — most visibly in
technology hubs such as Silicon Valley — has
institutionalized a tolerance for entrepreneurial risk
and rapid failure as inputs to innovation.
3.4.Strengths, Criticisms, and Contemporary
Shifts
The model’s strengths — speed, adaptability, capital-
market depth, and innovation intensity — are
frequently cited as sources of American
competitiveness in technology and services. Its most
persistent criticisms concern short-termism induced
by quarterly earnings pressure, rising dispersion
between executive and median employee
compensation, and a comparatively thin social safety

and  Leadership

net that raises the personal cost of employment
flexibility. These criticisms have fueled a growing,
though still  contested, stakeholder-capitalism
movement  seeking to  broaden  corporate
accountability beyond shareholders alone.

4. The Japanese Management Philosophy
4.1.Historical and Intellectual Foundations
Postwar Japanese management developed under
conditions of resource scarcity and reconstruction,
drawing heavily on American quality-control ideas
— most notably those of W. Edwards Deming, whose
statistical approach to process control became central
to Japanese industrial practice (Deming, 1982).
Toyota’s production system, emphasizing waste
elimination, just-in-time inventory, and automation
with human oversight, became the most globally

influential Japanese management export, later
generalized into “lean” management practiced
worldwide.

4.2.Core  Values and  Organizational

Orientation

Japanese management culture emphasizes wa
(harmony), group cohesion over individual
distinction, and long-term organizational
commitment. Decision-making characteristically

proceeds through the ringi system, in which proposals
circulate for broad consensus before formal approval,
supported by informal groundwork (nemawashi)
conducted ahead of formal meetings. This produces
comparatively slow decision formation but typically
faster, better-supported implementation, since
consensus is secured in advance rather than imposed
afterward [6-10].
4.3.Human

Practices
The traditional large-firm model featured lifetime
employment (shushin koyo) and seniority-based
promotion (nenko joretsu), reinforced by enterprise-
level rather than industry-level unions. Kaizen —
continuous, incremental improvement involving
employees at all levels — and quality circles
institutionalized shop-floor participation in problem-
solving, while interlocking business networks
(keiretsu) with cross-shareholding sustained long-

Resource and Leadership
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term supplier and financing relationships (Nonaka &
Takeuchi, 1995; Ouchi, 1981). Leadership in this
tradition is typically facilitative and paternalistic,
with leaders positioned as stewards of organizational
harmony and long-term employee welfare rather than
as unilateral decision-makers.

4.4.Strengths, Criticisms, and Contemporary

Shifts

The model’s strengths in quality consistency, process
discipline, and incremental innovation are well
documented and were widely emulated
internationally from the 1980s onward. However, the
lifetime-employment and seniority systems have
eroded substantially since Japan’s prolonged
economic stagnation from the 1990s, with rising
reliance on non-regular and contract employment.
Slower consensus-based decision-making can also
disadvantage firms in fast-moving markets, and
Japanese firms have faced sustained criticism for
limited gender representation in senior management,
though this is gradually changing.

5. The European Management Philosophy
5.1.Historical and Intellectual Foundations
Unlike the other traditions examined here, “European
management” is not a single national model but a
family of related approaches shaped by a shared
regulatory and social framework alongside
significant national variation. Three submodels are
commonly distinguished: The Germanic or
“Rhenish” model, the Nordic model, and the Latin or
Southern European model, with the United Kingdom
occupying a hybrid position closer to Anglo-

American practice.
5.2.Core  Values

Orientation
The Germanic model, most associated with Germany
and Austria, features codetermination
(Mitbestimmung), in which employee representatives
sit on supervisory boards, alongside a strong dual
vocational-training system linking firms directly to
technical education. Germany’s export-oriented
Mittelstand of small and medium enterprises
typically favors long-term family ownership and
patient, relationship-based bank financing over

and  Organizational

public capital markets. The Nordic model, associated
with Sweden, Denmark, Norway, and Finland, is
characterized by flat organizational hierarchies, high
interpersonal trust, strong employee autonomy, and a
generous welfare state that reduces the personal risk
associated with employment flexibility. The Latin or
Southern European model, associated with France,
Italy, and Spain, has historically featured more
centralized and  bureaucratic  organizational
tendencies, elite educational pathways into
management (such as France’s grandes écoles), and

significant state involvement in strategically
important industries.

5.3.Human Resource and Leadership
Practices

Despite  this  internal  diversity,  European

management traditions broadly share a stakeholder
orientation broader than shareholder primacy alone,
strong collective-bargaining and labor-protection
traditions, and — increasingly — a regulatory
environment that treats sustainability and governance
disclosure as a competitive standard rather than a
voluntary extra, with the European Union functioning
as a global standard-setter in this domain.
5.4.Strengths, Criticisms, and Contemporary
Shifts
The European approach is frequently credited with
strong long-term employee wellbeing outcomes,
high-quality vocational training pipelines, and
governance models that internalize social cost more
explicitly  than  shareholder-primacy  systems.
Common criticisms include comparatively slower
scaling of new ventures relative to the United States,
labor-market rigidities that can raise the cost of
organizational adjustment, and the regulatory
complexity of operating across a single market that
nonetheless spans many distinct legal and linguistic
systems [11-15].

6. The Chinese Management Philosophy
6.1.Historical and Intellectual Foundations
Chinese management culture draws heavily on
Confucian philosophy,  which emphasizes
hierarchical respect, the maintenance of social
harmony, and the importance of “face” (mianzi) in
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preserving relationships and status (Redding, 1990).
Personal relationship networks, or guanxi, have
historically functioned as a central mechanism for
facilitating business transactions, often operating
alongside — and at times in place of — formal
contractual enforcement, although formal legal and

contractual ~ mechanisms  have  strengthened
considerably as China’s market economy has
matured.
6.2.Core  Values and  Organizational
Orientation
Contemporary Chinese enterprise reflects a

distinctive institutional mix: state-owned enterprises
retaining strategic importance in key sectors, large
private conglomerates (many originating from
township-village enterprises or family firms), and a
fast-growing technology sector. Communist Party
organizational committees embedded within many
firms, including some private and foreign-invested
enterprises, shape internal governance in ways with
no close Western parallel (Whitley, 1992).

6.3.Human Resource and Leadership

Practices

Family-business dynamics remain significant both on
the mainland and across overseas Chinese business
networks in Hong Kong, Taiwan, and Southeast Asia,
typically featuring centralized decision-making by a
founder or patriarch and long-term relational trust in
place of formal governance codes — though
succession planning has become an increasingly
visible challenge as founding generations age.
Younger managers, particularly in technology and
finance, increasingly  blend  Western-style
management education and professionalized human
resource  systems  with  underlying cultural
expectations around hierarchy and relationship-
building.

6.4.Strengths, Criticisms, and Contemporary

Shifts

The model’s strengths include the capacity for rapid
strategic mobilization, deep relational trust within
established networks, and a demonstrated ability to
scale manufacturing and, increasingly, technology
enterprises globally. Persistent tensions include the

balance between state strategic direction and market-
driven efficiency, governance-transparency concerns
as perceived by some foreign partners, and
generational divergence in values between founding
entrepreneurs and younger, internationally educated
managers.

7. The Singaporean Management Philosophy
7.1.Historical and Intellectual Foundations
Singapore’s management culture reflects a distinctive
hybrid history: A British colonial administrative
legacy (common law, English as the language of
business and government, a professional civil-service
tradition) combined with a Confucian-influenced
ethnic Chinese majority and significant Malay and
Indian communities, all shaped by decades of
deliberate state-led economic development following
independence in 1965.

7.2.Core  Values

Orientation

Pragmatism is often described as the defining feature
of Singapore’s approach to both governance and
business — an emphasis on “what works” over
ideological commitment to any single economic
model, associated with the developmental philosophy
pursued under founding Prime Minister Lee Kuan
Yew and sustained by subsequent leadership (Lee,
2000). Meritocracy is embedded deeply in both
public-sector recruitment and private-sector norms,
and government-linked companies — most notably
those held through the state investment entity
Temasek — operate on commercial, for-profit terms

and  Organizational

rather than as traditional state bureaucracies,

blending strategic state interest with market
discipline [16].

7.3.Human Resource and Leadership
Practices

Singapore consistently ranks among the world’s most
business-friendly, low-corruption, and regulatorily
predictable environments, a condition treated as itself
a component of national management philosophy that
de-risks business planning and attracts regional-
headquarters investment. Given Singapore’s diverse
resident population and heavy reliance on foreign
talent across skill levels, firms have developed
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distinctive competencies in managing multi-ethnic,
multi-religious, and multinational workforces within
a shared operating language and legal framework.
Leadership tends toward the technocratic and
efficiency-oriented, with planning horizons often
extending across multi-decade national economic
strategies.

7.4.Strengths, Criticisms, and Contemporary

Shifts

Singapore’s strengths — regulatory predictability,
institutional trust, and disciplined long-term planning
— have made it a preferred regional base for
multinational ~ operations.  Historically, — some
observers characterized the model as risk-averse and
top-down relative to more organically entrepreneurial
ecosystems,  though  deliberate  government
investment in the startup and venture ecosystem has
shifted this considerably in recent decades.
Continued reliance on foreign talent also periodically
generates domestic political tension around labor-
market competition.

8. The Indian Management Philosophy
8.1.Historical and Intellectual Foundations
Indian management culture is shaped by an unusually
diverse civilizational context, spanning multiple
religious and philosophical traditions alongside a
long colonial administrative legacy that left English-
language business and higher education and British
common-law institutions  deeply  embedded.
Concepts drawn from Hindu philosophy, such as
karma yoga (action performed as duty, without
excessive attachment to outcome), are sometimes
invoked in Indian management thought as a values-
based complement to purely transactional Western
motivation theories [17].

8.2.Core  Values

Orientation

Indian organizational culture is often characterized
by relatively high power distance — deference to
hierarchy and seniority — combined with a strong
relational orientation in which personal trust and
long-term relationships shape business dealings
alongside formal contracts. Large, diversified family-
controlled business houses have historically

and  Organizational

represented a very substantial share of India’s private
corporate economy, typically featuring centralized,

paternalistic  decision-making and  significant
intergenerational succession dynamics.
8.3.Human Resource and Leadership
Practices

India’s globally oriented information-technology and
business-process-outsourcing sector has developed a
distinct management culture — more closely aligned
with Western client expectations around process
discipline, ~ meritocratic ~ advancement,  and
professionalized human resource systems — that
contrasts with more traditional hierarchical and
family-run enterprises elsewhere in the economy. A
widely discussed concept in this space is jugaad
innovation: frugal, improvisational, resourceful
problem-solving under conditions of constraint,
contrasted with more formal, R&D-intensive
Western innovation processes (Radjou, Prabhu, &
Ahuja, 2012). India’s extensive management-
education infrastructure and large global diaspora of
Indian-origin  executives have accelerated the
professionalization of leadership practice in large
corporates.

8.4.Strengths, Criticisms, and Contemporary

Shifts

India’s extraordinary linguistic, regional, religious,
and socioeconomic diversity requires management
approaches capable of significant internal adaptation
even within a single national market — increasingly
recognized as valuable preparation for managing
complexity in global operations more broadly.
Persistent criticisms include bureaucratic legacies
that can slow regulatory processes, and governance
or succession challenges within family-controlled
conglomerates. A frequently noted counterbalancing
strength is adaptability and resourcefulness under
resource constraints, exemplified by the jugaad
orientation.
9. Comparative Cross-Cutting Analysis
Table 1 summarizes the six traditions across
dimensions most relevant to practicing managers:
primary organizational orientation, decision-making
style, the employment relationship, characteristic
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time horizon, dominant innovation mode, and core
cultural driver.

Table 1 Comparative Summary of Six Management Traditions

Dimension | American Japanese Europegn Chinese | Singaporean Indian
(composite)
Primary | Individual/ | Group/ Stakeholder / State— State- Family /
. ) L . market / market .
orientation | shareholder | organization | social market . . relational
family hybrid
Consensus- | Codetermined
.. . bqsed (Germagy) to Hierarchic .| Hierarchical,
Decision- Top-down, | (ringi), slow | centralized .| Technocrati : s
making fast to decide (France) al, guanxi-| pragmatic relat1qn ship-
’ . ’ mediated | mediated
fast to varies by
implement submodel
Stron Mixed Meritocratic Mixed
. Eroding s state- ’ formal/famil
Employment At-will, o protections, . | government .
. . . lifetime . owned/pri . y, high
relationship flexible collective -linked
employment - vate, Party . sectoral
bargaining . companies oy
influence . variation
significant
Short-to- Lone-term Variable;
Time medium Medium-to- | Long-term & often long-
. . Long-term . national s
horizon (earnings long strategic . term within
planning .
pressure) family firms
: Disruptive, Engineering- State- | 5y ernment
Innovation Incremental driven, guided, Frugal
venture- . . . ) -catalyzed .
mode (kaizen) regulation- | increasing (jugaad)
backed . ecosystems
shaped ly frontier
Core Individualis | Harmony . Confucian | Pragmatism, | Diversity,
Social . . .
cultural m, (wa), group . hierarchy, | multicultura relational
. . . partnership ; .
driver meritocracy | cohesion guanxi lism trust

Several patterns emerge from this comparison. First,
on the individualism—collectivism spectrum central
to Hofstede’s framework, the American tradition sits
at one pole and the Japanese and Chinese traditions
closer to the other, with European submodels,
Singapore, and India occupying varied intermediate
positions shaped by their own institutional histories
rather than a simple midpoint. Second, a consistent
trade-off appears between decision-making speed
and decision-making durability: traditions that invest

more heavily in consensus-building before a decision
(Japan) or in relationship-based trust (China, India)
often implement decisions with less subsequent
friction, while traditions that decide quickly (the
United States) retain the flexibility to reverse course
rapidly when conditions change. Third, the data
support a crossvergence rather than a pure
convergence or divergence reading. Surface-level
practices are converging rapidly: agile project
methodologies,  objectives-and-key-results  goal
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systems, and digital human-resource platforms are
now common across all six traditions. Yet the deeper
structures — how authority is legitimized, how trust
is established, and how long-term obligation is
understood — remain distinctly rooted in each
tradition’s cultural and institutional history.
Singapore’s deliberate hybridity, India’s sectoral
divergence between IT-sector and family-firm
management cultures, and the blending of Party
oversight with venture-style operating practices in
Chinese technology firms all illustrate hybridization
as an increasingly common pattern in its own right,
distinct from either pole of the older convergence—
divergence debate.

10. Discussion and Practical Implications

For managers operating across these traditions, the
comparative evidence points toward the importance
of cultural intelligence — the capacity to recognize,
interpret, and adapt to unfamiliar cultural and
institutional logics — rather than fluency in a single
“best practice” model exported from one context to
another. This has particular relevance for cross-
border mergers, acquisitions, and joint ventures,
where cultural and organizational integration failures
are a  well-documented contributor  to
underperformance relative to financial or strategic
expectations. For human-resource policy design, the
classic tension between global integration and local
responsiveness identified by Bartlett and Ghoshal
(1989) remains highly relevant: firms must decide
how far to standardize practices for efficiency,
consistency, and employer branding, and how far to
adapt them for local legitimacy, employee
engagement, and regulatory compliance. The
Japanese, Chinese, Singaporean, and Indian cases in
particular suggest that human-resource systems
transplanted wholesale from a shareholder-primacy,
individualist context often require substantial local
adaptation to function as intended. For policymakers,
the Singaporean case in particular illustrates how
deliberate national institutional design — rule of law,
government-linked commercial entities, and long-
horizon industrial strategy — can itself function as a
component of national management philosophy that

shapes firm-level practice, with implications for other
economies weighing the balance between market
liberalization and state-guided development.

11. Limitations and Future Research Directions
Several limitations qualify the analysis presented
here. First, national-level generalizations inevitably
obscure substantial internal diversity — regional,
generational, sectoral, and organization-specific
variation exists within every tradition surveyed, and
treating “American,” “Chinese,” or “Indian”
management as internally uniform risks overstating
cross-national difference relative to within-nation
variation. Second, foundational cultural frameworks
such as Hofstede’s, while still widely used, rest on
data now several decades old and may understate the
pace of generational and technological change,
particularly the restructuring of hierarchy-reinforcing
office norms associated with the post-pandemic shift
toward hybrid and remote work. Third, this paper’s
six-tradition scope, while broad, excludes other
increasingly influential management contexts —
including African entrepreneurial ecosystems, Latin
American family capitalism, and Gulf state
sovereign-wealth-driven business models — that
merit dedicated comparative treatment in their own
right. Finally, as a conceptual synthesis rather than a
primary empirical study, this paper would benefit
from being read alongside updated, survey- or
interview-based comparative research examining
how digital transformation and platform-based
business models are reshaping management practice
within and across these six traditions.

Conclusion

Management is not culturally neutral. The six
traditions surveyed here reveal both persistent
divergence rooted in deep cultural and institutional
structures and meaningful convergence driven by
global economic integration, shared technology
platforms, and increasingly international
management education. Effective global
management increasingly requires not fluency in a
single “correct” model but the capacity to read,
respect, and adapt across multiple management logics
simultaneously — treating cultural and institutional
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difference as a variable to be actively managed rather
than an obstacle to be standardized away.
References

[15]. Taylor, F. W. (1911). The principles of
scientific management. Harper & Brothers.

[1].Bartlett, C. A., & Ghoshal, S. (1989).
Managing across borders: The transnational
solution. Harvard Business School Press.

[2].Chandler, A. D. (1977). The visible hand: The
managerial revolution in American business.
Harvard University Press.

[3].Deming, W. E. (1982). Out of the crisis. MIT
Center for Advanced Engineering Study.

[4].Drucker, P. F. (1954). The practice of
management. Harper & Row.

[5]. Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture’s consequences:
International differences in work-related
values. Sage Publications.

[6].Hofstede, G., Hofstede, G. J., & Minkov, M.
(2010). Cultures and organizations: Software
of the mind (3rd ed.). McGraw-Hill.

[7].Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. (1976).
Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior,
agency costs and ownership structure. Journal
of Financial Economics, 3(4), 305-360.

[8].Kerr, C., Dunlop, J. T., Harbison, F. H., &
Myers, C. A. (1960). Industrialism and
industrial man. Harvard University Press.

[9].Lee, K. Y. (2000). From third world to first:
The Singapore story, 1965-2000.
HarperCollins.

[10]. Levitt, T. (1983). The globalization of
markets. Harvard Business Review, 61(3),
92-102.

[11]. Nonaka, 1., & Takeuchi, H. (1995). The
knowledge-creating company: How Japanese
companies create the dynamics of innovation.
Oxford University Press.

[12]. Quchi, W. G. (1981). Theory Z: How
American business can meet the Japanese
challenge. Addison-Wesley.

[13]. Radjou, N., Prabhu, J., & Ahuja, S. (2012).
Jugaad innovation: Think frugal, be flexible,
generate breakthrough growth. Jossey-Bass.

[14]. Redding, S. G. (1990). The spirit of Chinese
capitalism. De Gruyter.

OPEN aAccsssRJAEM

[16]. Trompenaars, F., & Hampden-Turner, C.
(1998). Riding the waves of culture:
Understanding diversity in global business
(2nd ed.). McGraw-Hill.

[17]. Whitley, R. (1992). Business systems in East
Asia: Firms, markets and societies. Sage
Publications.

2671


about:blank

