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The relationship between perceived participative decision making and employee per-
formance was examined in matched samples of employees from the Hong Kong and
U.S. branches of one organization. Self-efficacy in regard to participating in decisions
and idiocentrism moderated the relationship between perceived participative deci-
sion-making opportunity and individual performance. Perceptions of the participation
efficacy of a work unit and allocentrism moderated the relationship between partici-
pative decision-making opportunity and group performance. Idiocentrism and allo-
centrism appeared to explain regional differences in how participative decision mak-
ing and efficacy perceptions interacted to predict performance.

Participative decision making, defined as joint
decision making (Locke & Schweiger, 1979) or in-
fluence sharing between hierarchical superiors and
their subordinates (Mitchell, 1973), has been a fo-
cus of organizational research for nearly 50 years.
Whereas many researchers have examined relation-
ships between participative decision making and
employee outcomes such as task performance, job
satisfaction, and turnover, only equivocal conclu-
sions can be drawn from existing research on the
relationship between participative decision making
and job performance. Some quantitative reviews
have reported moderately positive relationships be-
tween these variables (e.g., Cotton, Vollrath, Frog-
gatt, Lengnick-Hall, & Jennings, 1988; Miller &
Monge, 1986). Other quantitative reviews have not
found these positive effects (e.g., Wagner, 1994;
Wagner & Gooding, 1987a, 1987b). Wagner and
Gooding (1987a) inspected the studies cited by
Miller and Monge (1986) and found that 90 percent
involved percept-percept data collection tech-
niques (that is, data collected from the same re-
spondents using the same questionnaire at the
same time). Wagner (1994) reanalyzed Cotton and
his coauthors’ (1988) data using meta-analysis and

The authors thank Thomas Lee, Terence Mitchell, and
Marilyn Gist for their constructive and thoughtful com-
ments on a draft. Part of the results of this study was
presented at the Asia Academy of Management Meeting
in Singapore, 2000.

905

found that the overall effect of employee participa-
tive decision making on job performance (and job
satisfaction) was positive but small, especially
when the unisource studies were omitted. Wagner
and his colleagues (1994; Wagner & Gooding,
1987a, 1987b) thus argued that the significant per-
formance-related findings published in participa-
tive decision making research were mainly the

- product of percept-percept artifacts. Although

these inferences about the main effects of partici-
pative decision making appear sound, the inconsis-
tent findings concerning the participation-perfor-
mance relationship might also be explained by the
absence (or presence) of other moderating vari-
ables. Indeed, Wagner and Gooding (1987b) noted
that the moderating effects of other variables could
hide a few noteworthy multisource relationships.
The moderating effects of situational variables
(work group size, task complexity, and others) have
been well documented (Wagner & Gooding, 1987b).
Therefore, the present study focused on testing the
moderating effects of societal culture and psycho-
logical variables on group and individual perfor-
mance. In particular, we focus here on individual
difference variables associated with locus of iden-
tity and efficacy beliefs about participating as mod-
erators of the effects of participative decision mak-
ing on individual and group performance. Below,
we discuss how these factors interact with partici-
pative decision making in influencing individual
and group performance.
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THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Allocentrism, Collective Efficacy, and
Group Performance

In the present study, we distinguished between
two types of beliefs a person may have about his or
her efficacy in participating in work decisions: par-
ticipation efficacy (self) and participation efficacy
{collective). Drawing on previous definitions of
self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997) and collective efficacy
{Gist, 1987; Earley, 1994; Mischel & Northcraft,
1997; Riggs, Warka, Babasa, Betancourt, & Hooker,
1994), we define participation efficacy (self) as the
extent to which an individual believes that he or
she has the ability and skills to successfully partic-
ipate in decision-making processes. Participation
efficacy (collective) is the extent to which group
members believe that their group has the ability
and skills to successfully participate in decision
making. In theory, participative decision making’s
effects on performance may stem from how people
use it instrumentally to create situations that are
more favorable to their effectiveness (Mitchell,
1973). People who are high on self-efficacy will
utilize participative decision making opportunities
to achieve what they desire, whereas those who are
low on self-efficacy may tend to become distressed
when presented with such opportunities. Simi-
larly, people who have high levels of collective
efficacy are likely to participate actively when they
have the opportunity because they are confident
that, together with their peers, they can effectively
increase group performance. On the other hand,
persons who have low levels of collective efficacy
may tend to view such opportunities as threatening
because they view their group as being unable to
make decisions effectively. An opportunity for
their group to participate in decision making may
be seen as surfacing group dysfunctions toward no
clear benefit. Thus, the degree to which employees
believe that they or their work units are able to
participate effectively (have participation efficacy)
is critical in determining how strongly participa-
tive decision making influences performance.

Whereas individualism and collectivism repre-
sent the general attributes of a given culture, the
terms “idiocentrism” and “allocentrism” have been
used to measure the individual-level orientations
that reflect these cultural values (Triandis, 1989).
Triandis suggested using idiocentrism and allocen-
trism to capture within-culture variation in person-
ality attributes. Idiocentrics view the self as being
separate from others, are concerned with achieve-
ment, and give priority to personal goals over the
goals of collectives. Conversely, persons scoring
high on allocentrism view the self as inseparable

from the others in an in-group. They are so con-
cerned with interpersonal harmony that, when they
do distinguish between personal and collective
goals, they subordinate their personal goals to the
collective goals. From the individual perspective,
according to Triandis, idiocentrism and allocen-
trism are distinct constructs measurable along a
normal distribution. Common societal influences
tend to make one of these two dimensions higher
on the average in any particular societal culture;
however, individuals often differ from their
society’s trends.

The developing literatures on shared mental
models (e.g., Mathieu, Heffner, Goodwin, Salas, &
Cannon-Bowers, 2000} and “transactive memory”
in groups (e.g., Liang, Moreland, & Argote, 1995)
suggest that group members develop shared images
of their groups. According to both these frame-
works, shared experiences lead group members to
develop interrelated knowledge structures that fa-
cilitate (or hinder) group process. For example,
Cannon and Edmondson (2001) found that group
performance was associated with members’ shared
beliefs about how to learn from failure. The identi-
ties of allocentric individuals tend to be grounded
in goals that they share with other members of their
groups (Chen, Chen, & Meindl, 1998). When these
people have little confidence in a group’s ability to
effectively confront challenges, they may see influ-
ence opportunities as debilitating rather than salu-
tary for performance because they could create new
conditions for group failure. Moreover, because al-
locentric persons’ perceptions of collective efficacy
have primacy over their perceptions of self-effi-
cacy, personal influence opportunities may lead to
person-role conflicts if they do not see a group as
working together effectively. Thus, groups whose
members are predominantly highly allocentric can be
expected to respond effectively when they have op-
portunities to participate in decisions, but only when
they share high participation efficacy (collective).

There has been limited cross-cultural research on
self-efficacy and collective efficacy (see Earley,
1994; Gibson, 1999; Schaubroeck, Lam, & Xie,
2000). Schaubroeck and his coauthors (2000) did
not examine performance outcomes, but they found
that having more job-related discretion (job control)
enhanced stress-coping facility among allocentric
persons only when they also reported high collec-
tive efficacy. Job control and participative decision
making opportunity are similar in that both reflect
an employee’s level of influence at work, and both
job performance and stress coping reflect how ef-
fectively a person is using influence opportunities.
Thus, their study suggests that, at least at the indi-
vidual level, “allocentrics’” confidence in their work




2002 Lam, Chen, and Schaubroeck 907

groups may determine how effectively they use influ-
ence opportunities in group contexts.

In view of the existing research and theory, we
predict that, among work unit members with high
allocentrism, collective efficacy cognitions con-
cerning the use of influence will determine how
successfully their work units use opportunities to
participate in decision making to enhance group
performance.

Hypothesis 1a. Perceptions of an opportunity
for participative decision making will have a
positive effect on the performance of a group
when the group (a) is high on allocentrism and
(b) has high participation efficacy.

Hypothesis 1b. Perceptions of an opportunity
for participative decision making will have a
negative effect on the performance of a group
when the group is (a) high on allocentrism and
(b) has low participation efficacy.

Idiocentrism, Self-Efficacy, and Individual
Performance

Idiocentric persons are less motivated to cooper-
ate with other group members outside the context
of their individual roles, and thus, collective effi-
cacy cognitions have little primacy. Because they
value individual achievement and autonomy, how-
ever, “idiocentrics” can be expected to use influ-
ence opportunities as a means of pursuing the
rewards associated with effective individual per-
formance. In the study by Schaubroeck and his
colleagues cited above (Schaubroeck et al., 2000),
among more idiocentric persons with high job con-
trol, collective efficacy did not enhance coping as it
did among allocentrics; rather, self-efficacy on the
job played the crucial moderating role. Similarly,
whether idiocentric workers use influence oppor-
tunities effectively or ineffectively to achieve their
personal performance goals may depend on their
domain-specific self-efficacy. Specifically, when
idiocentric workers lack confidence in their own
ability to participate in decision making, they may
be less inclined to involve themselves in decisions
when opportunities to participate arise. They may
hold back because having more influence opportu-
nities creates conditions in which they expect to
fail. Moreover, persons scoring high on idiocen-
trism place high credence in individual differences
in merit in various domains. Therefore, those who
lack confidence in their participative decision-
making abilities may fear embarrassment or ridi-
cule if they offer their views and opinions. In
addition, unlike people high on allocentrism, idio-
centrics may be less inclined to view participative

decision making as a group responsibility in which
their own identity and limitations are submerged in
a collective effort. For these reasons, the individual
performance of idiocentrics who have low partici-
pation efficacy (self) is not likely to benefit from
participative decision making opportunities. On
the other hand, because of their emphasis on per-
sonal achievement, idiocentric people who have
high participation efficacy (self) may readily seek
to obtain the individual performance rewards that
participating can facilitate through such mecha-
nisms as helping individuals clarify and negotiate
role expectations, enhancing their performance ex-
pectancies, and removing performance barriers
(Mitchell, 1973; Schuler, 1980).

Hypothesis 2a. Perceptions of an opportunity
for participative decision making will have a
positive effect on the performance of an indi-
vidual when the individual is high on (a) idio-
centrism and (b) participation efficacy (self).

Hypothesis 2b. Perceptions of an opportunity
for participative decision making will have a
negative effect on the performance of an indi-
vidual when the individual (a) is high on idio-
centrism and (b) has low participation efficacy

(self).

METHODS
Sample and Procedures

An important methodological issue in conduct-
ing cross-cultural research is the comparability
of different samples on dimensions that are not
central to the investigation (Brislin, Lonner, &
Thorndike, 1973). In the present study, our samples
were matched in terms of organization, job, and
numerous demographic characteristics. The re-
spondents were junior workers in the Hong Kong
and U.S. branches of a large multinational bank. All
the branches were divided into either four- or five-
member units, each of which reported to a single
supervisor, who in turn reported to an operating
supervisor. These two national samples did not
differ significantly in age, gender, education, or
tenure. Age ranged from 20 to 38, with the mean
age being 25.4 years; 82 percent were women; 94
percent had at least high school educations; and 8
percent had undergraduate degrees. The respon-
dents had been employed in their present positions
from 1 to 7 years, with the mean tenure being 2.7
years.

Questionnaires were sent to potential partici-
pants through the company’s internal mail system.
Respondents were guaranteed anonymity and pro-
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vided with stamped envelopes preaddressed to the
researchers. We asked respondents to provide their
employee numbers so that we could match re-
sponses with job performance data. They were as-
sured that these numbers would be used strictly for
research purposes and would not be associated
with their names. To maintain confidentiality of
the responses, we processed the data off-site and
reported only aggregated data to the organization.
Questionnaires were sent to 338 junior workers
in Hong Kong, and 265 (78%) returned them. Five
workers did not provide their employee identifica-
tion numbers, and supervisor performance ratings
were missing for seven workers. They were ‘ex-
cluded from the analysis. Questionnaires were sent
to 358 junior workers in the United States, and 288
(80%) were returned. We excluded 6 U.S. workers
who did not provide their identification numbers
and 9 for whom supervisor performance ratings
were absent. To determine the representativeness
of the sample, we compared data from the respon-
dents with company data measuring (1) the total
employee population of junior workers of the or-
ganization and (2) the employees who received the
mailing in each country. There were no significant
differences between the respondents and those
who did not respond in terms of age, gender, edu-
cation, and tenure. Also, the respondents did not
differ significantly from the total junior worker
population of the organization on any demographic
variable in either sample. All Hong Kong partici-
pants were of Chinese ethnic origin. The ethnic
heritage of the U.S. participants, obtained from ar-
chival records, is as follows: 72.8 percent Cauca-
sian-American, 11.5 percent Asian-American, 9.7
percent Hispanic-American, 5.2 percent African-
American, and 0.8 percent Native American.

Measures

The questionnaire distributed in Hong Kong was
written in Chinese. The conventional method of
back-translation (Brislin et al., 1973) was used to
translate the measures from English to Chinese.
The translators were professionals in this practice
with college education in translation. The trans-
lated version was pretested with several junior
workers in the organization who were asked to
comment on any item that they found ambiguous or
difficult to understand. These queries did not re-
veal any major changes that needed to be made to
any of the items."

' We conducted a confirmative factor analysis to en-
sure the equality of factor structure across the two na-

Participative decision making opportunity. Par-
ticipative decision making opportunity was mea-
sured with the five-item scale adopted from Siegel
and Ruh (1973). The items essentially ask individ-
uals to indicate the degree of participation they
have in decisions affecting their jobs (for example,
“In this organization, I have high degree of influ-
ence in company decisions,” “In this organization,
I often participate in decisions regarding my job,”
“In this organization, I have high degree of influ-
ence in the decisions affecting me,” “In this organ-
ization, I can participate in setting new company
policies,” and “In this organization, my views have
a real influence in company decisions”). The re-
sponse categories ranged from 1 (“strongly dis-
agree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”). The Cronbach alpha
for this scale was .95.

Participation efficacy. The participation effi-
cacy (self) scale was adapted from the Personal
Efficacy Beliefs Scale developed by Riggs et al.
(1994) and contained five items (for example, “I
have confidence in my ability to participate effec-
tively” and “I have excellent participation skills”).
Participation efficacy (collective) was adapted from
the Collective Efficacy Beliefs Scale (Riggs et al.,
1994). The scale consists of five items (for example,
“The unit I work with has above-average ability to
participate effectively” and “The members of this
unit have excellent participation skills”). Both scales
were based on a five-point scale ranging from 1 (“very
inaccurate”) to 5 (“very accurate”). The alphas for
these two scales were .90 and .90, respectively.

Individual and group performance. The imme-
diate unit supervisors were asked to provide a per-
formance rating for each individual employee. We
adapted three items from an instrument developed
by Heilman, Block, and Lucas (1992): “This em-
ployee is very competent,” “This employee gets his
or her work done very effectively,” and “This em-
ployee has performed his/her job well.” The super-
visors returned these ratings directly to us. They
also provided performance ratings for each whole
unit they supervised, using three items, again
adapted from Heilman et al. (1992): “This unit is
very competent,” “This unit gets the work done
very effectively,” and “This unit has performed the
job well.” The alphas for these two scales were .94
and .95, respectively.

tions, examining each instrument separately using
LISREL 8 (Joreskog & Sérbom, 1993). The results indi-
cated that a factor structure specifying the unidimension-
ality of all constructs was consistent with the data for
both countries. Details concerning these analyses are
available from the first author.
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Allocentrism and idiocentrism. Two separate
eight-item scales developed by Triandis and Gel-
fand (1998) were used to measure allocentrism (for
example, “I feel good when I cooperate with oth-
ers” and “If a co-worker gets a prize, I would feel
proud”) and idiocentrism (for example, “My per-
sonal identity, independent of others, is important
to me” and “I would rather depend on myself than
others”). The reliabilities for allocentrism and idio-
centrism were .92 and .91, respectively.

Aggregation Tests

Testing for group-level effects requires opportu-
nity for participative decision making, allocen-
trism, and participation efficacy (collective) to be
aggregated by taking the average of group members’
scores. To test the suitability of such aggregation,
both between-group differences and within-group
agreement on these measures had to be examined
(Goodman, Ravlin, & Schminke, 1990). We esti-
mated within-group agreement (rwg) using a
method developed by James, Demaree, and Wolf
(1993), which assesses the consistency within a
group with respect to ratings of a common scale.
The average r,,, coefficients for the Hong Kong and
U.S. samples respectively were .90 and .87. Every
group’s coefficient was above .85, demonstrating
within-group agreement. To verify between-groups
differences, we conducted a within and between
analysis (WABA; Dansereau, Alutto, and Yam-
marino, 1984). In this test, a statistic, eta, obtained
between groups is compared to that obtained
within a group in terms of a value called the E ratio,
a test of practical significance. The E ratio for the
Hong Kong sample was 1.5, and for U.S. sample it
was 1.3. That these ratios were greater than 1.0
indicated that the variation between groups was
significantly greater than the variation within
groups. We computed corrected F-tests for each
measure, and all results were statistically signifi-
cant. Together, these results indicate that it is
appropriate to infer group-level constructs for
each work unit’s average individual scores on each
variable.

RESULTS

Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations,
and correlations among the variables for the two
samples. The Hong Kong means were significantly
higher than the U.S. means on individual perfor-
mance (t = 2.23, p < .05), participation efficacy
(collective) (t = 4.18, p < .0001), and allocentrism
(t = 4.36, p < .0001), whereas the U.S. means were
higher than the Hong Kong means on participation

efficacy (self) (t = —3.62, p < .001) and idiocen-
trism (t = —6.32, p < .0001).

Hypotheses 1a and 1b predict that allocentrism
and participation efficacy (collective) will moder-
ate the relationship between participative decision
making opportunity perceptions and group perfor-
mance. As Table 2 shows, the three-way interaction
(participative decision making X participation effi-
cacy [collective] X allocentrism) was significant
(AR?* = 12, F, 40, = 12.35, p < .001), providing
support for the first set of hypotheses. Specifically,
we found that within the group of participants scor-
ing high on allocentrism, strong positive relation-
ships between an opportunity to participate in de-
cisions and group performance were present, but
only among participants reporting high participa-
tion efficacy (Hypothesis 1a). We also found that
within the subgroup with low participation effi-
cacy (collective), participative decision making op-
portunity was negatively related to group perfor-
mance (Hypothesis 1b). Moreover, in the groups
scoring low on allocentrism, there was no relation-
ship between participative decision making oppor-
tunity and group performance. We then used the
hierarchical linear cross-level modeling procedure
recommended by Hofmann (1997) to test whether
the group-level effects still held when individual
effects were controlled. Results of these analyses
revealed that the group-level effects on group-level
performance were significant (p < .001) even after
we controlled for both the effects of individual-
level performance and the effects of idiocentrism
and individual efficacy (p < .001).

Hypotheses 2a and 2b predict that idiocentrism
and participation efficacy (self) will moderate the
relationship between participative decision making
opportunity perceptions and individual perfor-
mance. As shown in Table 2, we found that the
three-way interaction between participative deci-
sion making opportunity, participation efficacy
(self), and idiocentrism was significant (AR? = .13,
F 515 = 13.44, p < .001). In particular, for those
who scored high on both idiocentrism and partici-
pation efficacy (self), there was a strong, positive
relationship between participative decision making
opportunity and individual performance (Hypoth-
esis 2a). The same relationship was negative among
those who reported low participation efficacy and
high idiocentrism (Hypothesis 2b). Furthermore,
among those who scored low on idiocentrism, re-
gardless of participation efficacy (self) levels, there
was no relationship between participative decision
making opportunity and performance. These re-
sults support the second set of hypotheses.

We performed further analyses to examine (1)
whether the U.S. and Hong Kong samples, which
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TABLE 2
Results of Regression Analyses®
Variable Coefficient Test
Individual performance
Step 1
Age —0.01
Sex -0.20
Education 0.20
AR? .00
AF(3,522) 0.47
Step 2
Participative decision making opportunity 0.20**
AR? .04
AF(1, 521) 10.02**
Step 3
Participation efficacy (self) 0.13*
Idiocentrism —0.05
AR? .02
AF(2, 519) 2.33
Step 4
Participative decision making X participation efficacy (self} —0.27**
Participative decision making X idiocentrism
Participation efficacy (self) X idiocentrism
AR? .03
AF(1, 516) 6.11*
Step 5
Participative decision making X participation efficacy (self) X idiocentrism 0.85***
AR® 13
AF(1, 515) 13.44***
Overall model
R? .23
F(10, 515) 12,27***
Group performance
Step 1
Age 0.20
Sex ~0.20
Education 0.20
AR? .00
AF (3, 109) 0.44
Step 2
Participative decision making opportunity 0.24**
AR? .05
AF(1, 108) 11.37***
Step 3
Participation efficacy (collective) 0.14*
Allocentrism —-0.03
AR? .03
AF(2, 106) 3.33*
Step 4
Participative decision making X participation efficacy (collective) —-0.31**
Participative decision making X allocentrism
Participation efficacy (collective) X allocentrism
AR? .03
AF (1, 103) 6.50*
Step 5
Participative decision making X participation efficacy (collective) X allocentrism 0.83**
AR? 12
AF(1, 102) 12.35***
Overall model
R? .24
F(10, 102) 13.41***

? Coefficients are unstandardized. Intercepts are omitted. Participative decision making, participation efficacy (self and collective),
idiocentrism, and allocentrism were mean-centered.

* p < .05
**p<.01
**% <001
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differed significantly on idiocentrism and allocen-
trism, also differed significantly regarding the ef-
fects of participative decision making opportunity
on individual and group performance and (2)
whether the effects of idiocentrism and allocen-
trism mediated the geographic differences. At the
group level of analysis, the three-way interaction
between participation efficacy (collective), partici-
pative decision making opportunity, and U.S.-
Hong Kong sample were no longer significant pre-
dictors of group performance after we controlled
for allocentrism and its two-way and three-way
interactions with participation efficacy (collective)
and participative decision making opportunity
(AR? = .00, F, 45 = 1.37, n.s.). Similarly, the inter-
action between participation efficacy (self), partic-
ipative decision making opportunity, and sample
was no longer significant in predicting individual
performance after we controlled these variables
(AR? = .00, F, 5., = 1.22,n.s.). These findings suggest
that allocentrism and idiocentrism mediate societal
differences in the effects of participative decision
making and efficacy beliefs on performance.

DISCUSSION

The results of the present study suggest that in
studying the participation-performance relation-
ship, researchers should look beyond situational
and methodological moderators and examine psy-
chological predispositions. We found that individ-
ual self-construal (as reflected by allocentrism and
idiocentrism) and domain-specific efficacy percep-
tions significantly determined the magnitude of
participative decision making effects. We also
observed that allocentrism (aggregated to a work-
group level) and idiocentrism mediated the rela-
tionships between the societal difference repre-
sented in our two samples (from Hong Kong and
the United States) and group and individual per-
formance, respectively. These findings suggest that
allocentrism and idiocentrism are powerful indi-
vidual differences that, although cultivated differ-
ently in particular societies, also have meaningful
influences on behavior irrespective of societal
boundaries. That is to say, even in the United
States, where individualism is predominant, allo-
centric values may influence the effect of partici-
pative decision making opportunities on how
much employees contribute to their work groups’
performance. Similarly, for Hong Kong employees
who are more idiocentric, the effect of participative
decision making opportunities on individual per-
formance will likely be influenced by their individ-
ual self-efficacy. Individual belief structures such
as allocentrism aid in identifying aggregate (group,

organization, and society) propensities, and they
also facilitate understanding why certain norms
and stereotypes imputed to a culture often do not
represent particular individuals within that cul-
ture. Moreover, when organizational or societal
cultures are in transition, conceptualizations of be-
liefs at the individual level and their corresponding
measures may better reflect the subtle nature of
changes in belief structures.

Limitations

Given the cross-sectional data used here, our in-
terpretations of causality need to be based on (1)
theoretical grounds and (2) complex patterns of
interaction and covariation. Previous studies (e.g.,
Mitchell, 1973) support the notion that having the
opportunity to participate in decisions causes
higher performance. In addition, it seems unlikely
that the complex and yet interpretable interactions
we captured represent response set artifacts. On the
other hand, longitudinal data may better allow for
testing these relationships because levels of partic-
ipative decision making and efficacy may be some-
what unstable, and their influences on performance
may require time to materialize. We believe that
common method variance had little influence on
the findings because the study had multisource
data (supervisory ratings of performance matched
with individuals’ self-reports). However, future
studies could improve on the present one by incor-
porating some form of participative decision
making manipulation (with a corresponding con-
trol group) and bracketing changes in individual
and group performance over time. Using a single
occupation for this study ensured a strong match
between the samples across cultures, but it likely
led to less variation on some of the variables than
would be observed in more occupationally hetero-
geneous data.

Conclusions

Compared to the Hong Kong participants, the
U.S. participants scored higher on idiocentrism
and reported higher participation efficacy (self},
whereas the Hong Kong participants scored higher
on allocentrism and reported higher participation
efficacy (collective) than their U.S. counterparts.
Just as societal and local culture teaches people
what ideals to hold and what beliefs to endorse, it
plays a role in how people construct efficacy ex-
pectations (Bandura, 1997). In societies that en-
courage individualistic values, people pay more
attention to themselves, know more about them-
selves than about others, and are more likely to
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change situations to fit their own desires rather
than change themselves to fit situations. Conse-
guently, Americans and other members of individ-
ualistic societies may tend to have more confidence
in their own abilities, and self-efficacy has more
primacy as an influence on behavior in these soci-
eties than does collective efficacy. In contrast, the
Chinese culture emphasizes collectivist values, so
people pay more attention to others and tend to
describe themselves in terms that reflect their col-
lective self (for a review, see Triandis [1989, 1994]).
As a result, Chinese people tend to have more con-
fidence in their groups’ capabilities, and this col-
lective efficacy more readily guides their behavior
within group contexts than does self-efficacy. Be-
cause judgments of efficacy have a significant in-
fluence on employee job performance, especially
when the type of efficacy (individual or collective)
corresponds to culture-driven personality traits (for
example, allocentrism and idiocentrism) and perti-
nent performance criteria, it is important to include
cultural variables in efficacy-performance studies.

As organizations increasingly introduce pro-
grams oriented toward participative decision mak-
ing in order to facilitate reengineering, enrich jobs,
and develop high-commitment workplaces, the
cultural values and efficacy beliefs held by employ-
ees may have unexpected effects. For example, par-
ticipative goal setting between a supervisor and a
subordinate on a one-on-one basis with an empha-
sis on individual performance may be less success-
ful if the subordinate has strong allocentric beliefs.
If it is done on a team basis and the emphasis is on
teamn performance, its effect may not be significant
if the subordinates hold individualistic values.
Given the concern for and emphasis on diversity in
the U.S. workplace, managers must identify indi-
vidual differences that may influence the desired
outcomes of participative decision making and tar-
get training programs accordingly, rather than ex-
hort employees to conform to a desired vision of
participative decision making or select new em-
ployees on the basis of such conformity. Participa-
tive decision making interventions will be more
successful to .the extent that program developers
match them to the values of target recipients and
train them in ways that increase their most relevant
efficacy cognitions (collective efficacy or self-
efficacy).

From a research perspective, our findings show
that participative decision making can have signif-
icant positive or negative effects on employee per-
formance that are not attributable to methodologi-
cal artifacts. Whereas Wagner (1994), and others
have argued that employee participation likely has
at best weak effects on individual and group per-

formance, the moderators identified in this study
suggest conditions under which higher participa-
tive decision making effects may be generally ob-
served. To our knowledge none of the studies re-
viewed in the meta-analyses measured self or
collective participation efficacy, and very few if
any participative decision making studies have
measured individualism and collectivism. Thus, it
is plausible that very strong effects, like those we
observed in particular subgroups within our study,
might also have been present (but not measured) in
prior participative decision making studies. Organ-
izations can act to increase or decrease the levels of
these moderator variables within their workforces
and potentially amplify the positive performance
effects of employee participation.
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