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Abstract: My paper aims to observe to what extent the leadership of Jean-Claude 
Juncker matches the organizational culture of the European Union (EU). In this sense, I 
consider answering a few questions: what kind of organizational culture is the European 
Union?; What kind of leadership does Juncker practice?; Juncker's leadership is right for 
the EU organisational culture? 

Starting from the Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, I consider that the cultural 
diversity of the states that make up the European Union determines, on certain 
dimensions, the difficulty of defining an appropriate leadership model as the integration 
project to remain effective. I believe that Juncker has understood which elements can 
harmonize the differences between national cultures within the EU and he has tried to 
impose an adequate leadership in this direction.  

Methodologically, I took over the Hofstede model and I compared Juncker's 
leadership model with the national culture patterns identified for the EU Member States. 
In this respect, I have analysed Juncker's speech on the State of the European Union, and 
I paid my attention on the main elements of his discourse. 
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Introduction 

o discuss about the European Union leadership in 
other terms than institutional or procedural determines a high challenge 
for every scholar. The most challenging seems this attempt when we intend 

to create an association with the culture and organisational culture. Even after 
six decades from the creation of the first European communities, it is quite 
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difficult to talk about an integrated culture of the European Union, and this 
difficulty will remain present some generations now on.  

In this paper I will attempt to decrypt which kind of leadership has 
been practiced by Jean-Claude Juncker as President of the European 
Commission and which type of leadership would be appropriate for the EU. 

Some conceptual and theoretical definitions are needed in this respect 
for a better understanding of this topic. The core theoretical approaches on 
which I build my argumentation are that of Geert Hofstede and his colleagues 
regarding the culture’s dimensions and that of Bernard M. Bass concerning the 
leadership definition. The case study of this paper is Juncker’s speech in front 
of the European Parliament, on 13th of September 2017, presenting the State 
of the European Union. 

 

Defining culture and organisational culture 

 

Culture has many definitions, and in this paper we will mention a few 
of these. Since the first half of the last century, it has been differentiated from 
civilisation. Initially, it was a social concept for groups that were geographically 
different, and later it became an anthropological concept. 

In 1952, Alfred Louis Kroeber and Clyde Kluckhohn, gathering no less 
than 164 definitions of culture, defined it by standardized patterns of thought, 
feeling and reaction, accumulated and transmitted by symbols, so that the 
essence of culture contains traditional ideas and some values attached to 
them. 

Culture is not created for humans, but by people through interaction. 
Seemingly, it is a dynamic process, being always reinvented, and the meanings 
provide patterns, expectations and norms that are negotiated and 
renegotiated as many times as people enter and exit a social structure (Keyton 
2004: 17-18). In other words, culture is, at the same time, a process and a 
product. It bounds, but also facilitates. It bounds as it provides meanings of 
what we see through certain patterns. It facilitates - because it also gives us 
the chance to interpret what we see. This represents just an interpretation of 
what culture means. In the late 1930s, Margaret Mead defined culture as: 

“the whole complex of traditional behaviour which has 
been developed by the human race and is successively 
learned by each generation. A culture is less precise. It can 
mean the forms of traditional behaviour which are 
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characteristic of a certain society, or of a group of societies, 
or of a certain race, or of a certain area, or of a certain 
period of time.” (Mead 1937: 17-18) 

In 1972, the American researcher H. Triandis defined culture as:   

“shared attitudes, beliefs, categorizations, expectations, 
norms, roles, self-definitions, values, and other such 
elements of subjective culture found among individuals 
whose interactions were facilitated by shared language, 
historical period, and geographic region.” (Triandis 1972: 
3) 

Christopher W. Moore and his colleagues (2010: 5) added some 
additional nuances. For them, culture is revealed through language, behaviour, 
process activities, roles and social structures, and provides models and norms 
for acceptable daily communication, social interaction, and the fulfilment of 
affective and objective goals across a wide range of activities and spaces. 

As we have noticed, culture has been defined by its superficial elements, 
conveyed by interaction (beliefs, expectations, language, behaviour, roles, 
norms, structure). These create a dynamic image of what culture means.  

In the early 1980s, the Dutch anthropologist Geert Hofstede became 
known by his seminal book “Culture's Consequences". He admits that culture 
“manifests itself not only in values, but in more superficial ways: in symbols, 
heroes, and rituals.” (Hofstede 2001: 1) At the same time he developed his 
own model of analysis of what culture and organisational culture mean, but 
also how these could be measured. In Hofstede's interpretation, culture is a 
mental programming. The sources of such a mental program are found in the 
social environment in which someone grew up and experienced life: 

„The programming starts within the family, it continues within 
neighbourhood, at school, in young groups, at the workplace, and 
in the living community.” (Hofstede et al. 2010: 3) 

As such, mental programs differ according to the environments in which 
they were created. A common term for such mental software is culture. 
Hofstede tells us that it is a collective phenomenon that includes "the 
unwritten rules of the social game." Thus, culture is learned, it is not inherited. 
Here is the difference between culture and human nature. The latter belongs 
to all human beings; it is the common element of mental software. “Culture is 
to a human collectivity what personality is to an individual”, Hofstede writes 
(2001: 10). It is part of human nature that a man feels fear, anger, love, joy, 
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sadness and shame. The human nature also has the need to associate with 
others, as well as the desire for independence.  

Beyond the culture, built on the human nature of an individual living in 
a certain environment, it is the personality. This is the third element of mental 
programming. This element gives the individual the uniqueness that consists 
of both inherited and learned traits. The three elements were represented by 
Hofstede as three levels of the uniqueness of mental programming. 

Having defined the three elements of the mental programming (human 
nature, culture, and personality), the Dutch anthropologist emphasises that 
cultural differences are manifested in many ways. All of them are determined 
mostly by the environment where cultures coexist. The elements composing 
the culture are: values, rituals, heroes, symbols, and practices. As any other 
process, culture need to be taught and learnt. Particularly vulnerable at birth, 
people learn in early life values; and family and school are the main sources of 
their learning. As man enters adult life, values are accompanied by practices 
that are learned through school and then more and more through active social 
life. Hofstede says that in early life, people learn symbols, heroes, and rituals. 
At this stage, they learn the fundamental values. This represents the 
unconscious stage, followed by the stage of conscious learning when it is 
focused on learning new practices. In such an evolution, individual is born in a 
certain environment whose values, rituals, symbols and practices are taught 
to him with the aim of survival, because human nature contains an important 
dose of the need to associate with a group. Their emotions and manifestations 
are part of the same lesson that individual learns in his early life. (Hofstede 
1980, 2001; Hofstede et al. 2010). 

Another significant aspect in this puzzle of behaviour is given by the 
relationship between values and the moral circle, which is another variable 
introduced by Hofstede. He tells us that "our mental programs are adapted to 
life in a moral circle." (Hofstede et al. 2010: 13). In this respect it is worth 
noting here a study published, in 1981, by Peter Singer who wrote that "every 
human society has some code of behaviour for its members. [...] Ethics is part 
of the natural human condition." (Singer 1981: 23) The author gives us two 
extreme interpretations of human nature: (a) that of Thomas Hobbes, in 
Leviathan, saying that men lived without a superior common power which kept 
them in a state of war, and thus “the notions of Right and Wrong, Justice and 
Injustice have there no place.” (quoted by Singer 1981: 3) and (b) that of Jean-
Jacques Rousseau (Social Contract) who said that „In the state of nature human 
beings had no fixed home, no need of one another; they met perhaps twice in 
their lives, without knowing each other and without speaking”. (quoted by 
Singer 1981: 23-24). 
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The two extremes (homo homini lupus and homo solitarius) exclude, 
from different perspectives, the ethical act. Thus, the need for a state as a 
Common Power and an ethical code became mandatory for social survival, 
removing man from the state of nature, no matter how it was defined. Human 
/ social ethics has long been justified on several biological theories defining 
human nature. About Good and Wrong there is a whole philosophical, spiritual 
and religious literature. The quintessence of this dichotomization seems to be 
found in the Golden Rule: “Do to others as you would them to do to you!” This 
is a moral rule that has an egotistical substance, but which is the simplified 
translation of many philosophical and religious systems that came to create 
and define moral circles. The barriers or boundaries of these moral circles have 
always been redefined either by extension or by narrowing.  

Social conventions and rules, as representation of moral norms / 
systems, are also those that place individuals in different circles: we versus 
them (in-group v. out-group). These rules tell us who is good or bad in a group. 
From a social and political point of view, leaders can influence moral circles.  

As it is obvious, values are the most rigid element of a culture, and also 
the toughest to notice by outsiders. Instead, practices are the visible part of 
culture. They can be learned relatively easily. Values change slowly, 
generations are needed. The consequence is a difference of values between 
grandparents and grandchildren.  

Changing practices is part of what is called social game. Learning new 
practices helps people to achieve their own needs. This is part of the social 
game. Adapting new practices is not about cultural changes, but about 
fashioning the lifestyle. 

An important part in Hofstede argumentation is the national culture’s 
meaning. Nations are recent inventions that do not overlap impeccably with 
societies. The latter are forms of social organisation that have developed 
organically. Hofstede suggests that there are three sources of differentiation 
between countries: identity, values and institutions. All of them have historical 
roots. In this logic, identity is explicit or visible, while values are implicit or 
invisible. 

In the last century, American anthropologists, such as Margaret Mead 
and Ruth Benedict, thought that all societies had the same problems but had 
different answers. Several researches highlighted the main areas where 
common issues fall, but there are different solutions: 

- Social inequality, including relationship with authority. 
- The relationship between the individual and the group. 
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- The concepts of masculinity and femininity: the social and 
emotional implications of being born a boy or girl. 

- Ways to deal with uncertainty and ambiguity. 

Starting from these empirical observations, some dimensions of 
culture has been developed by Hofstede since 1980. I mention here the first 
four: (a) power distance (PDI); (b) collectivism v. individualism (IDV); (c) 
femininity v. masculinity (MAS); (d) uncertainty avoidance (UAI). These 
dimensions reflect some aspects of culture, and it is also worth mentioning 
here that the logic of the society is not the same as the logic of individuals. 
Creating and defending his model of culture’s dimensions to interpret social 
behaviour, Hofstede has developed some indexes to measure them. The 
values obtained mirrored some general patterns of interpretation. 

Power distance dimension exposes the relation of dependency in 
certain country. In societies with a short distance from power, the degree of 
dependency of subordinates towards the superiors is limited and so there is a 
preference for consultation. This shows a little emotional distance giving 
subordinates the opportunity to address and contradict easier leadership. On 
the other side, in countries with a greater distance from power, the 
dependence of the subordinates on the bosses is higher. The attitudes are 
different: either the subordinates accept/prefer dependency within an 
autocratic or paternalistic structure, or they deny entirely that authority 
creating counter-dependency manifested even by protests or riots. When one 
tries to understand this dimension, it is expected to consider many other 
aspects related to social, education and employability, but also to the historical 
roots or geographical features. For example, an important aspect is the family 
environment. In a society with a long distance from power, the family imposes 
on the child the values creating his/her mental programming. It is crucial to 
observe how "respect" is defined in the relationship between a child and an 
adult, because this is what defines later the "authority". 

The second dimension of national cultures is the opposition between 
collectivism and individualism. An interpretation of this dimension highlights 
the fact that within the collectivist national cultures, the in-group v. out-group 
distinction is an essential element. The collectivist societies exhibit a higher 
degree of exclusivity. Instead, individualist societies are more open to out-
group members and a high degree of universality, which translates into greater 
respect for other cultures. Triandis (1993: 159) considers that the most 
cultures embrace a fusion of individualistic and collectivist features. A deeper 
analysis made by Triandis on this dimension highlights the explanation offered 
by Emile Durkheim. The famous sociologist talked about two kind of solidarity: 
(a) mechanical and (b) organic. The former characterises the homogeneous 
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cultures where the people know and agree about the rules, norms, roles, 
values, and their main virtue is modesty. The latter is specific for the 
heterogeneous and competitive cultures, being more rational, where people 
seek to establish interdependences based on rational choices. Their core virtue 
is tolerance.  

The differences in mental programming among societies related to the 
third dimension are social but are even more emotional. Social roles can be 
imposed by external factors, but what people feel while playing them comes 
from inside. Hofstede suggests that “masculine culture countries strive for a 
performance society; feminine countries for a welfare society.” (Hofstede et 
al. 2010: 171). Another example of two opposing views is about the way of 
handling immigrants. A masculine society tends to defend a politics of 
assimilation while a feminine community if concern about the integration. 
(Ibidem: 172) 

The uncertainty of the future is what determines, in varying degrees, 
the anxiety of the individual. Society has developed various ways of 
diminishing it through technology, law and religion. Hofstede noticed that in 
countries with weak uncertainty avoidance if some laws don’t work, they are 
changed or withdrawn. Instead, in the countries with a strong uncertainty 
avoidance the laws should be maintained even they are not followed. An 
important aspect emphasised by Hofstede is that “citizens from strong 
uncertainty avoidance countries were less optimistic about their possibilities 
to influence decisions made by authorities than were citizens of weak 
uncertainty avoidance societies.” (Hofstede et al. 2010: 219). This dimension 
shows in what extent societies feels danger from others, mostly from 
minorities and migrants. The countries with strong uncertainty avoidance tend 
to be more intolerant to deviants and more xenophobic than those with weak 
uncertainty avoidance. 

We could have in mind this model of interpretation created by 
Hofstede, along with some other alternatives or critics when we try to 
understand better to mosaic of the national cultures within the EU.  

I propose to consider also the explanation of Inglehart and Welzel 
(2005) build on the two axes: (a) traditional vs. secular-rational and (b) survival 
vs. self-expression. In their understanding, the first dimension echoes the 
difference between societies relating to their attitude towards religion. A 
traditional society appreciates a close relationship between parent and child, 
and the respect to the authority. This kind of society has a nationalistic attitude 
in many issues. The second dimension reflects an economic polarisation 
between states in different stages of their development from industrial to 
post-industrial societies. 
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A European Union culture? 

 

Talking about an integrated European Union culture is quite difficult, 
even after six decades since the creation of the first European communities. 
When I referred to the fact that this difficulty of establishing an integrated 
European culture would continue for several generations, I took into 
consideration the dimensions of analysis that Inglehart and Welzel (2005) 
explained starting from the European surveys realized by their team. 

My argumentation is based on data and interpretations offered by 
Hofstede (2010) and by Inglehart and Welzel (2005) which are correlated with 
some data provided by the Eurobarometer No 88 (November 2017) (European 
Commission 2017). Of the questions that have been formulated in the 
Eurobarometer, I selected a number of 30 that I grouped thematically: (a) 
politics and trust in political authorities; (b) identity; (c) citizenship, and (d) 
future. These are, in my view, the questions that are the closest to the 
definitions that Hofstede has formulated for his first four culture’s dimensions. 
The selection of these questions was based on the interpretations that 
Hofstede et al. (2010) gave every dimension from the perspective of 
organisational culture. 

I chose Eurobarometer as the source of data collection just to be as 
close as possible to the perception of Europeans about the European Union 
and their own countries. I interpreted these data from the perspective of 
Hofstede's dimensions. 

If we were to do an overview, from the perspective of culture’s 
dimensions defined by Geert Hofstede (1980, 2001, 2010), we notice that the 
European Union has an average score in terms of power distance (52), index 
of individuality (59) and degree of masculinity (46), but a high score in terms 
of uncertainty avoidance (72). This picture is only apparently balanced. A 
closer look will reveal that of the 28 Member States, 10 are at a large distance 
from power, 6 have largely collectivist communities, 20 have a strong 
uncertainty avoidance, of which 11 are with a score over 80 points, and 
masculinity is predominant in 9 of these societies. 

Roughly, Hofstede included these countries into three major groups: 

(a) South and South-Eastern Europe: France, Greece, Italy, Malta, 
Portugal, and Spain. 
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(b) North and North-West Europe: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, 
Germany, Finland, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, United 
Kingdom, Norway, Sweden.  

(c) Central and Eastern Europe: Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Croatia, 
Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, 
Slovenia. 

Taken into account the two above-mentioned axes, Inglehart and 
Welzel (2005) identified four European clusters: 

(a) Protestant Europe: Germany, the Netherlands, Finland, Denmark  
(b) English Speaking: United Kingdom, Ireland 
(c) Catholic Europe: Czech Republic, Slovenia, Slovakia, Belgium, 

France, Spain, Croatia, Luxembourg, Italy, Portugal 
(d) Orthodox Europe: Bulgaria, Greece, Romania. 

Is it possible to change the characteristics of a culture? What are the 
factors that can transform a culture? In 1977, Inglehart (see also Inglehart & 
Welzel 2005: 97-99) hypothesized the theory of intergenerational value 
change based on two hypotheses: 

(a) A scarcity hypothesis  

„Virtually everyone wants freedom and autonomy, but 
people’s priorities reflect their socioeconomic conditions, 
placing the highest subjective value on the most pressing 
needs. Material sustenance and physical security are the first 
requirements for survival. Thus, under conditions of scarcity, 
people give top priority to materialistic goals, whereas under 
conditions of prosperity, they become more likely to 
emphasize postmaterialistic goals” 

(b) A socialization hypothesis 

„The relationship between material scarcity and value 
priorities is not primarily one of immediate adjustment: a 
substantial time lag is involved because, to a large extent, 
one’s basic values reflect the conditions that prevailed during 
one’s preadult years. They change mainly through 
intergenerational population replacement. Moreover, the 
older generations in each society tend to transmit their values 
to their children; this cultural heritage is not easily dispelled, 
but if it is inconsistent with one’s firsthand experience, it can 
gradually erode.” 
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In this interpretation, material factors determine both direction and 
strength of cultural change. In fact, every culture manifests preference for 
patterning and integration as main ways to ensure survival and internal 
integration. The former means adaptation in the environment, the latter 
permit ‘daily functioning and the ability to adapt and learn’ (Schein 2010: 18). 
If the last decades taught the societies with the benefits of interdependencies 
and globalisation, they revealed also that “the nation remains a key unit of 
shared experience and its educational and cultural institutions shape the values 
of almost everyone in that society” (Inglehart & Baker 2000: 37). 

Every cultural change could be predictable looking at the specific 
factors of the modernisation, but there are also some other vectors affecting 
a modernisation pattern: war, nation-specific events, political parties and 
leaders. (Inglehart and Welzel 2005: 77).  

Based on this assertion, we can assume that national and European 
leadership could have an impact on cultural change of the Member States. 
However, I think leaders can only have a temporary impact on national culture, 
no matter how big or small it is. The impact is rather on the level of politics, of 
an economic direction, so on a material level. 

But at the level of values this impact is absorbed in time by the 
amorphous mass of society, which has its mechanisms to alter all practices that 
have been imported from other cultures, keeping only the temporary interest. 
It is precisely in this logic that we must read Hofstede’s interpretation pointing 
out that democracy was an invention of Western societies that had been taken 
up by other societies, but without being culturally assumed. However, 
according to Inglehart and Welzel (2005), there is a difference between short-
term and long-term cultural changes. 

To better define the 28 national cultures of the European Union, it is 
worthwhile to look at two correlations made by Hofstede using his own 
dimensions: (a) between PDI and IDV, and (b) between PDI and UAI. 

The first correlation (between IDP and IDV) shows that most countries 
with a high index of distance to power also have a low degree of individualism. 
In this interpretation we observe, from the Hofstede plot, the existence of 
three groups of countries: 

(a) Spain, Slovakia, Czech Republic, Malta, Poland, France, and 
Belgium 

(b) Austria, Estonia, Luxembourg, Lithuania, Latvia, Finland, 
Germany, Ireland, Sweden, Denmark, Netherlands, United 
Kingdom, Hungary, and Italy 
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(c) Portugal, Slovenia, Bulgaria, Romania, Croatia, and Greece. 

This correlation talks about the degree of social stratification, the 
hierarchy of power and the position the individual has in relation to the group. 
Hofstede cites the exceptional case of France and Belgium where two 
contrasts are recorded: a high degree of individualism and a relatively large 
distance from power. According to Philippe d'Iribarne, it would represent 
"rational of honour" or a stratified form of individualism. (Hofstede et al., 
2010, 104). 

Job mobility is reduced in collectivist societies, where professions are 
inherited from father to son. In this kind of society an individual has a small 
number of jobs in his life. The way of engagement is different in an individualist 
country where the professional and individual criteria are more strongly 
argued than in a collectivist country where the group in which the person 
originates and the opinion of the group in which he wants to engage is 
considered. 

The relationship between boss and subordinate is more moral in a 
collectivist society and the individual remains anonymous, as opposed to an 
individualistic society where professional relationship is often impersonal and 
the individual assumes responsibility for his actions and decisions. 

At the level of social, political and economic practices, after the collapse 
of communism, collectivist societies in Central and Eastern Europe took over 
institutions specific to Western individualist states. This is the example: 

(a) Joint-stock companies, with shareholders; 
(b) Democracy, an invention of the individualist societies; 
(c) Ombudsman, a Swedish invention. 

Even though these collectivist states have liberated their economy 
from the planned government control, their economies were strongly marked 
by "collective interest", the competition for a free market being lately 
accepted but accompanied by numerous protectionist policies. 

Freedom of the press, a principle of Western individualism, means that 
interest groups have their own ways to spread their opinions out of the 
political power control. This has gotten a radical interpretation in the new 
Central Eastern European democracies, which blamed the control of interest 
groups on media trusts as an obstruction of press freedom. 

Therefore, the way in which the level of democracy is interpreted 
within the States and within the European Union, as well as the degree of 
freedom of the press, can be vitiated exactly by the way it is defined. It is 
equally difficult to interpret data on the degree of confidence a society has 
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towards the media. These are accompanied by the level of individualism as 
well as the distance to power. 

In Hofstede's logic, in societies with a great distance from power 
people tend to not read the press. This information appears to be partially 
confirmed by the Eurobarometer No 88 of November 2017. There is a 
correlation coefficient of -0.70** between the PDI and the percentage of 
Europeans who read (almost) daily the written press. Which means that the 
greater the distance to power, the lower the interest in the written press. Also, 
a negative correlation coefficient (-0.61) exists between the PDI and the 
political interest index, using data provided by Eurobarometer No 88 of 
November 2017. 

Concerning the second correlation proposed by Hofstede between PDI 
and UAI, this reveals four “implicit models of organisations”. Plotting the two 
dimensions one against the other has tried to demonstrate there are four 
types of societies (Hofstede et al. 2010: 303): 

▪ Machine: small power distance and strong uncertainty avoidance: 
Austria, Germany, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Italy, Hungary 

▪ Family: large power distance and weak uncertainty avoidance, 
more specific to Asian societies; 

▪ Market: small power distance and weak uncertainty avoidance: 
Denmark, Sweden, Ireland, United Kingdom, Netherlands, Finland, 
Estonia, Latvia; 

▪ Pyramid: large power distance and strong uncertainty avoidance: 
Czech Republic, Croatia, Bulgaria, Spain, France, Slovenia, Belgium, 
Romania, Poland, Slovakia, Portugal, Greece, Malta, Poland 

The four types are tailored by answering to two questions: (1) who has 
the power to decide what? and (2) what rules or procedures will be followed 
to attain the desired ends? Thus, taking only the cases of the European models, 
we notice that people coming from pyramid model of society “advocated 
measures to concentrate the authority and structure the activities.” Supposing 
people coming from a country with strong uncertainty avoidance but small 
power distance, which means a machine organisation, they required to 
“structure the activities without concentrating the power”. Citizens with a 
“market” model, belonging a national culture characterised by small power 
distance and weak uncertainty avoidance, promoted neither concentrating 
authority nor structuring activities. (Hofstede et al. 2010: 305). 

The following are some of the ways in which national power distances 
and avoidance uncertainty affect planning and control processes in 
organizations: 
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▪ Larger PDI supports political rather than strategic thinking. 
▪ Larger PDI supports personal planning and control, rather than 

impersonal systems. The higher the hierarchy, the less formal 
planning and control. 

▪ Smaller PDI control systems place more trust in subordinates; in 
larger PDI cultures there is no such confidence. 

▪ Stronger UAI makes strategic planning activities less likely to be 
practiced, as these activities may call into question today's 
certitudes. 

▪ Stronger UAI supports the need for more detail in planning and 
shorter feedback in the short term. 

▪ Stronger UAI requires planning to be left to specialists. 
▪ Stronger UAI involves a more limited view of relevant information. 

(Ibidem: 316). 

In the same logic, Hofstede supposes that vertical relationships within 
organizations are based on common values of superiors and subordinates. 
Beliefs about leadership reflect the dominant culture of a country.  

 

 

Which kind of leadership? 

 

Edgar Schein (2010: 3) emphasises that between culture and 
leadership is a close link in organisational cultures and macro cultures. The 
founder has an important role in shaping the culture of an organisation. In 
other words, culture and leadership are the two faces of the same coin. The 
same author mentions two distinct major sets of issues `that all groups, no 
matter what their seize, must deal with: (a) survival, growth, and adaptation 
in their environment, and (b) internal integration that permits daily 
functioning and the ability to adapt and learn.` (Schein 2010: 18). 

Referring to the relationship between culture and leadership, Bass and 
Avolio (1994) consider that “the culture affects leadership as much as 
leadership affects culture.” (1994: 544) Nevertheless there are two important 
vectors determining the development of an organisation: 
transformationalism1 and transactionalism2:  

                                                           
1 The four factors of a transformational leadership are the 4 Is: Intellectual stimulation; Idealised 
influence; Inspirational motivation; individual consideration. 
2 The two main factors of a transformational leadership are: contingent reward and 
management by exception. 
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“Our argument is that organizations should move in the 
direction of more transformational qualities in their 
culture while also maintaining a base of effective 
transactional qualities.” (Bass and Avolio 1994: 547) 

That means a close relationship between transformational and 
transactional is expected in order to support the organisational development. 
The former gives the direction, by long-term commitments; the latter provides 
the base, by a contractual relationship and setting a price for everything. 

In this respect, it is obvious that in a masculine, collectivist and highly 
uncertainty avoidant society leaders should have control and a weak 
consultation on their decision-making. In this kind of cultures, democratic 
leadership is viewed as a weak leadership. 

Bass and Avolio warn that leaders need to understand the conservative 
nature of beliefs, values, ceremonies, rites, and assumptions that define a 
culture. A transformational leader must understand and respect the past. He 
needs it in order to introduce new symbols and mechanisms that underlie a 
new culture. Considering that the European Union fits more into the typology 
of a "predominantly moderated contractual" organization, I note here the 
meaning provided by Bass and Avolio: 

“These organizations are characterized as highly 
transactional in orientation and lacking in much 
transformational leadership.  

“Self-interest is more important than the interest of the 
group. Each person watches out for his/her interests, 
and short-term goals prevail. There is much attention 
to controls, directions and standard operating 
procedures. The organization tends to be an internal 
market where much is negotiated according to the 
“rules of the game.” The organization’s structure is 
likely to be stable, centralized, tight, and tall with a 
clear top-down chain of command. Employees have 
little discretion and are watched, driven, and 
controlled. The organization tends to be rigid and 
mechanistic.” (Bass and Avolio 1994: 552).  

I consider also another type of organisational culture mentioned by 
the above-quoted authors: “a high-contrast organisational culture” 
characterised by high level of transactional leadership coupled by a similar 
level of transformational leadership. There is a competition between 
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management and leadership activity “over the best ways to proceed”. (Ibidem 
551). 

We need to observe which of these types of organisational culture 
explains better the character of the European Union. For that we consider 
mostly the organisational framework enhanced by the Treaty of Lisbon. 
Mutatis mutandi, by using the words of Bass and Avolio, this Treaty represents 
a strong outcome of a “trade-off between short-term gain and individual 
rewards for the long-term benefit of the group and organization.” (1994: 551). 

 

 

Defining Jean-Claude Juncker’s leadership  

 

Considering that culture is based on interaction and socialisation, the 
European Union have to insist on communication and intensification of 
freedom of movement, especially among young people, in order to ensure a 
long-term cultural change; but also to ensure the development of (economic) 
materials for the maintenance of short-term cultural changes. 

The question remains the same: who can do this? Economic conditions 
are related to transactional leadership (either directive or participatory). 
Encouraging and motivating young people is a transformational leadership 
(through all the Is) Juncker defined democracy as a compromise, and that 
means for the President of the European Commission that even the European 
Union should be seen as a compromise.  

“Democracy is about compromise. And the right 
compromise makes winners out of everyone in the 
long run. A more united Union should see 
compromise, not as something negative, but as the 
art of bridging differences. Democracy cannot 
function without compromise. Europe cannot 
function without compromise.” (Juncker 2017) 

In negotiation terms, compromise is the worst solution and just a 
short-term solution. (see Thompson). Why I don’t think that the idea of an 
egalitarian policy is the best way in achieving the European Union goals? 
Equality should be only in the right and chance, but not in policy.  

A multi-speed Union is better than a one-speed Union frustrating the 
progress of others. The European Union is a mixture of 28 national cultures 
with quite different cultural features. An individualist culture sees the 
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economic competition in different terms from a collectivist culture. A high-
distant of power society perceives differently the social rights and democracy 
and freedom of movement than a short-distant of power culture. The EU 
leadership needs to consider all these differences and do not fight against 
them. They need to play with to kind of cultural changes: long-term and short 
term. Therefore, they should develop, improve and maintain those tools which 
are useful to create a new EU culture. This is a generational mission.   

Reading and interpreting the Juncker’s speech one could notice his 
struggle to keep appearances of a democratic leader beyond his transactional 
style.  

The speech of the President of the European Commission is that of an 
authoritarian leader who combines the transformational with transactional 
leadership, and the central metaphor of the speech presents Juncker as a ship 
commander who has the wind aft (“The wind is back in Europe’s sails”). From 
the first words Juncker stresses that “We only had two choices. Either come 
together around a positive European agenda or each retreat into our own 
corners.”  

The organisation was in a context where decisions had to be made 
between divergent options. In front of them, Juncker tried to provide a plan 
and find the elements that motivated Member States to follow him. The 
position of President of the European Commission is an executive one, not a 
decisional one. The EU institutional framework leaves the decision to the 
European Parliament and the Council. However, we notice that Juncker have 
tried to play the role of an expert rather than a President of the Commission, 
giving the other two decision-making bodies advice in their decision-making. 
Juncker's entire discourse is one that seeks to highlight the elements that 
recommend him as an advisor leader: 

• speaks to the first person, not on behalf of the College of 
Commissioners: “for me, Europe is more than just a single 
market…”; “this is why, in my sixth scenario…”; “I am only 
interested in institutional reforms…”; “I want our Union to be 
stronger…”; “This is why I call for setting up a European intelligence 
unit…”; “I want our Union to have a stronger focus on things that 
matter…”; “I would like to see European political parties start 
campaigning for the next European elections much earlier…”;  

• provides institutional reform directions: “Having a single President 
would simply better reflect the true nature of our European Union 
as both a Union of States and a Union of citizens.” “Today I would 
like to present you my view: my own ‘sixth scenario’, if you will.” 
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• speaks in terms of his experience: “this scenario is rooted in 
decades of first-hand experience. I have lived, fought and worked 
for the European project my entirely life. I have seen and lived 
through good times and bad. I have sat on many different sides of 
the table: as a Minister, a Prime Minister, as President of the 
Eurogroup, and now as President of the Commission. I was there in 
Maastricht, Amsterdam, Nice and Lisbon as our Union evolved and 
enlarged.” 

These are the three elements that portray Juncker as a leader of the 
European Union rather than a leader of the European Commission, in the 
context in which the institution he presides over does not have a constitutional 
supremacy over the other EU institutions. 

However, Juncker's mandate has overlapped with some major crises: 
refugee waves, terrorist attacks in several Western countries, the endless 
process of Britain's withdrawal from the EU, the management of the post- 
2008 economic crisis of the EU. On the cultural profile in which many states 
fall within the pyramid-type organizational culture, the approach of a forward-
looking leader seems to be the one agreed, and Juncker's metaphor seems to 
best describe the context: 

“So let’s throw off the bowlines. Sail away from the 
harbour. And catch the trade winds in our sails.” 

 

 

Final Remarks 

 

Geert Hofstede's studies represent a starting point in analysing the 
political behaviour of the European Union. Knowing the national cultures of the 
28 Member States and trying to describe an aggregated European culture helps 
us to better understand the type of leadership that best suits the European 
Union. The major difficulty lies in defining the European Union itself as an 
international organization. 

The 28 Member States belong to three different organisational cultures: 
14 of them are in the pyramid culture, 6 are in the machine culture, and 8 of 
them are in the market-type culture. It can be noticed that at the moment of the 
establishment of the first European communities, two of the six founding states 
were in the pyramid culture, other two in the machine culture, and one in the 
market culture, while Italy was at the edge between machine culture and 
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pyramid type. This explains how the European construction evolved. Legislative 
rigor overlapped on the need for a hierarchical structure, where the 
construction of a supranational sovereignty seemed to be a natural evolution. 

As it concerns Jean Claude Juncker, he comes from a machine culture, 
which explains part of his leadership speech, while awareness of the EU's 
cultural context determined him to develop a counselling and coordination 
speech, rather than one of the executors of the decisions taken by the European 
Parliament and the Council. 
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